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Bosonic codes offer a hardware-efficient approach to encoding and protecting quantum information
with a single continuous-variable bosonic system. However, previous quantum gates lack analytical
methods for decomposing quantum circuits and require complex implementation techniques. In this
paper, we introduce a universal quantum gate set composed of only one type of gate element, which
we call the quantum lattice gate. We develop a systematic analytical framework for engineering
bosonic code states based on Floquet Hamiltonian engineering, where the target Hamiltonian is
constructed directly from the given target state(s), and apply our method to single code state
preparation, code space embedding, and transformation. We also explore the application of our
method to autonomous quantum error correction against single-photon loss with four-legged cat
codes. Our proposal is particularly well-suited for superconducting circuit architectures with
Josephson junctions, where the full nonlinearity of the Josephson junction potential is harnessed as a
quantum resource and the quantum lattice gate can be implemented on a sub-nanosecond timescale.

Quantum computers take advantage of quantum coherence and entan-
glement that do not exist in the classical world to process information. A
range of important problems such as factorizing large integers1,2 and
simulating quantummany-body dynamics3,4 are promised to be solved by
quantum computers exponentially faster than classical computers5. The
basic unit of a quantum computer to encode information is quantum bits
(qubits) made from discrete-variable (DV) systems such as spins and
quantized levels. However, due to the ubiquitous noises in the environ-
ment, quantum states are fragile and the encoded information in qubits
can be inevitably deteriorated and lost6. For practical quantum comput-
ing, it is crucial to implement quantum error correction (QEC) to protect
against unwanted and uncontrolled errors, which remains one of the most
challenging and urgent goals for building a fault-tolerant quantum
computer7–9.

Representative QEC codes with DV qubits towards practical large-
scale quantum computation include stabilizer codes10 and surface
codes11–13, which encode a logical qubit in a subspace of multiple physical
qubits so that different error events lead to distinguishable detectable
syndromes, thus facilitating the recovery of corrupted quantum states.
However, such DV-based QEC schemes typically consume substantial
physical resources, as encoding a single logical qubit often demands a
large number of physical qubits. Furthermore, logical gate operations in
these schemes are complicated, as multiple physical qubits have to be
manipulated simultaneously. Scaling up physical qubits to build a fault-

tolerant quantum computer remains an exceptionally challenging task
due to these significant demands on physical qubits and operation
complexity14,15.

The core idea of QEC lies in protecting the encoded quantum states by
introducing a redundantHilbert space for error detection and correction. A
single harmonic oscillator already provides an infinitely large Hilbert space
that can be partitioned into a logical subspace and error subspace16–20.
Continuous-variable (CV) systems, such as harmonic oscillators or other
bosonic systems, naturally provide an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space
that can be partitioned into logical and error subspaces, making them an
attractive alternative for fault-tolerant universal quantum computation16–20.
UnlikeDVsystems,CVsystems leverage the continuousnatureof their state
space, which inherently offers redundancy without the need of a large
number of physical qubits21,22.

It has been proved that a single nonlinear term in addition to linear
Gaussian operations is possible to realize universal single-mode CV quan-
tum computation23, e.g., a common universal gate set includes the cubic
phase gate, displacement gate, squeezing gate, and Fourier gate (phase
rotation). In superconducting circuit experiments, the cubic phase gate has
been proposed and realizedwith an on-chip planar resonator terminated by
a superconducting nonlinear asymmetric inductive element (SNAIL)24,25.
Another popular universal set for single-mode bosonic quantum compu-
tation is composed of a displacement gate and a selective number-
dependent arbitrary phase (SNAP)gate,which imparts an arbitraryphase to
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every Fock number state26 using an off-resonantly coupled qubit27. The
universal CV quantum computation for multiple bosonic modes can be
implemented by adding a simple two-mode linear operation28,29.

However, the above universal gate operations for CV quantum com-
putation are not guaranteed to be fault-tolerant due to the intrinsic con-
tinuous error channels of CVmode quadratures. To achieve practical fault-
tolerant quantum computation with CV systems, it is necessary to embed a
finite-dimensional code space into the infinite-dimensional CV Hilbert
space, similar to QEC using DV systems30. Since the most common and
practically relevant Gaussian CV errors generally cannot be suppressed
using solely Gaussian states andGaussian operations31, non-Gaussian states
are typically required to implement fault-tolerant encodings32–34. However,
not all non-Gaussian states are suitable for fault-tolerant quantum com-
puting. Depending on the error set relevant in experiments32–34, the con-
structed discretized non-Gaussian states have to satisfy the so-called Knill-
Laflamme condition5,35, and are known as bosonic QEC codes, or simply
bosonic codes36,37.

According to the symmetries in phase space, bosonic codes can be
broadly classified into translational codes, rotational codes, and vortex
codes38–40. A prominent example of translational codes is the Gottesman-
Kitaev-Preskill (GKP) code18,41, while rotational bosonic codes include cat
codes19,42 andbinomial codes20. There are alsomultimodebosonic codes that
are superposition states with the same excitation number by combining
multiple modes16,43. Compared to conventionalmultiple-qubits QEC codes,
the bosonic QEC modes are hardware-efficient as the logical qubit can be
built from a single quantum systemwith limited error channels like photon
loss and pure dephasing. Various bosonic codes have been realized in
experiments44–49 and have won the break-even point with cat codes9 and
binomial codes50.

As both information encoding and error correction continuously
consume bosonic code states, it is crucial to prepare high-quality non-
Gaussian CV states on demand38, which requires some form of nonlinearity
in CV modes. In optical or mechanical systems, due to the weak accessible
nonlinearities (relative to the intrinsic losses), the common strategy is to
combine Gaussian operations with non-Gaussian measurements such as
photon number subtraction performed by single-photon detectors51–53. In
contrast, superconducting circuit architectures54 leverage Josephson junc-
tions (JJs) to provide strong and controllable nonlinearities, enabling the
engineering of non-Gaussian bosonic states. The JJ-based transmon acts as
an artificial atomic system and the lowest two levels are usually harnessed to
be a physical qubit, which is utilized to implement arbitrary nonlinear phase
gates by repeating the noncommuting Rabi gates55,56 or the SNAP gates
using a weak drive off-resonant drive27.

For engineering bosonic code states with gate operations, how to
decompose the desired arbitrary unitary operation is another complex and
challenging problem. For example, the SNAP gates inherently rely on an
incremental approach to implement phase rotations, and strong gates with
large rotationswould requiremany repetitions limiting resource efficiency56.
In practice, the gate sequence and gate parameters to realize a target
operation rely onnumerical optimization techniques49,57. Recentworkshave
proposed to engineer code stateswith passive control based onHamiltonian
engineering58–61 or reservoir engineering62, which can be leveraged to facil-
itate fault-tolerant operations58,60,61,63.

In thiswork,wepropose a universal gate set that contains only one type
of gate operation, which we refer to as the quantum lattice gate, cf. Eq. (4).
This gate set is in contrast to the universal gate set with cubic phase gate,
which comprises four distinct gate types with three gate parameters in total,
cf. Eq. (1), and the SNAP gate set, which includes two types of gates but
requires an infinite number of gate parameters (depending on the truncated
number of Fock states), cf. Eq. (3). Moreover, we provide an analytical
deterministic framework to prepare and transform bosonic code states with
quantum lattice gates based on Floquet Hamiltonian engineering and
decompose the state preparation/transformation process with a sequence of
quantum lattice gates.We apply ourmethod to specific examples, including
the preparation of single binomial code states, embedding binomial code

space, and transforming binomial codes to cat codes. We also demonstrate
autonomous error correction for cat states in the presence of single-photon
losses.

Methods
In thismain section, wewillfirst introduce a universal set of quantum lattice
gates and the bosonic codes that satisfy the Knill-Laflamme condition for
this work. Then, we classify the code state engineering into three basic
processes and provide an analytical framework to implement these pro-
cesses based on Floquet Hamiltonian engineering.We provide an analytical
framework to decompose a given code state engineering process into a
sequence of quantum lattice gates. Last, we apply our method to specific
examples, including preparing single binomial code states, embedding
binomial code space, transforming binomial codes to cat codes, and
demonstrating autonomous error correction for cat states in the presence of
single-photon losses.

Universal gate sets for bosonic modes
To achieve universal CV quantum computation, it is essential to implement
any unitary transformation between two bosonic states by using a set of
universal quantum gates generated by Hamiltonians that are arbitrary
polynomials of the CV mode quadratures x̂ and p̂23,28.

For example, the universal gate set for a single CVmode can be chosen
as follows23,24,29

ei
π
2â

y â; eirp̂; eisx̂
2

; eiγx̂
3

n o
; ð1Þ

where â � ðx̂ þ ip̂Þ=
ffiffiffiffiffi
2λ

p
is the ladder operator with dimensionless Planck

constant λ given via ½x̂; p̂� ¼ iλ. This universal gate set includes three
Gaussian gates, i.e., the phase rotation gate ei

π
2â

y â, the displacement gate eirp̂,
and the squeezing gate eisx̂

2
, allowing to perform any linear transformations

between the CV modes generated by an arbitrary quadratic Hamiltonian.
The cubic phase gate eiγx̂

3
is a non-Gaussian gate operation that realizes

arbitrary nonlinear transformations between the CV modes24,29,55. By using
the following commutator-based Lloyd-Braunstein decomposition

e�½Â;B̂�δt ¼ eiÂ
ffiffiffi
δt

p
eiB̂

ffiffiffi
δt

p
e�iÂ

ffiffiffi
δt

p
e�iB̂

ffiffiffi
δt

p
þ Oðδt3Þ; ð2Þ

any desired Hamiltonian term as an arbitrary polynomial of the mode
quadratures can be generated23,24,64. Another commonly used single-mode
universal gate set contains the following two types of gates26

eirp̂; S½ θ!� �
X1
n¼0

eiθn jnihnj
( )

; ð3Þ

where S½ θ!� is the SNAP gate that endows arbitrary phase θ
!¼ fθng1n¼0 to

the Fock basis fjnig1n¼0.
For multiple CV modes, combining single-mode universal gate

operations with simple two-mode linear operations, such as the two-mode
CSUM gate (e�ix̂1 p̂2 ) or CZ gate (eix̂1 x̂2 ), is sufficient to achieve universal
quantum computation23,29. This is in stark contrast to performing universal
quantum computation with DV qubits. In fact, the set of single-mode
Gaussian gates, together with either the CSUM gate or the CZ gate, con-
stitutes theClifford set that enables the implementationofCliffordquantum
computations, which can be efficiently simulated on a classical
computer65,66. Non-Gaussian gates for single CV modes, such as the cubic
phase gate and the SNAP gate, play the role of non-Clifford gates that are
essential for achieving universal gates with quantum speed-up or quantum
advantage.

Quantum lattice gate
The universal gate set given by Eq. (1) is comprised of four gate elements
with three gate parameters. The universal set given by Eq. (3) includes one
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displacement gate and one SNAP gate with the number of gate parameters
determined by the truncated photon number increasing with the size of the
target bosonic state.Here, we propose a universal gate set that only contains
one type of elementary gate, i.e.,

PSLðζ; σ; γ; δÞ � eiγ cosðζ x̂þσp̂þδÞ
n o

: ð4Þ

We refer to this gate as the phase-space lattice (PSL) gate, as the generator of
such a gate operation is a consine-lattice function in phase space of the CV
mode. We further define an X-space lattice (XSL) gate by

XSLðρ; γ; δÞ � eiγ cosðρx̂þδÞ; ð5Þ

which is a special case of the PSL(ζ, σ; γ, δ) gate with gate parameter σ = 0. In
view of this, both the PSL and the XSL gates can be referred to as quantum
lattice gates.With thephase rotationgateRðθÞ � e�iθây â, we candecompose
the PSL gate as

PSLðζ; σ; γ; δÞ ¼ Rð�θÞXSLðρ; γ; δÞRðθÞ; ð6Þ

where the gate parameters ρ and θ are determined by ζ ¼ ρ cos θ and
σ ¼ ρ sin θ. We illustrate this gate decomposition with quantum circuit
representation in Fig. 1a.

To elucidate how the PSL gate can be implemented, we consider a
harmonic oscillatorwith a bare frequencyω0, as shown in Fig. 1b. The phase
rotation gate R(θ) can be simply generated by the free-time evolution with
θ =ω0t. Subsequently, the oscillator is kicked by a lattice potential
VðxÞ / cosðρx̂ þ δÞ, which results in the XSL gate operation described by
Eq. (5). Finally, a following free-time evolution over one harmonic period
(θ = 2π−ω0t) completes the process by implementing a phase rotation gate
R(−θ). At the end of this paper, we will discuss further the experimental
implementation of quantum lattice gates introduced above with JJ-based
superconducting circuit architectures (cf. Fig. 10). For a typical super-
conducting microwave cavity operating at GHz frequencies, our proposed
quantum lattice gate operation can be implemented in less than one
nanosecond (<ns). In contrast, the typical cubic phase gate requires tens of
nanoseconds25 while the typical SNAP gate costs several microseconds
(>μs)27,49 due to the weakness of the dispersive interaction.

The nonlinearity of JJ-based superconducting circuits is a valuable
resource for CV quantum information processing and universal quantum
computing67. To generate a nonlinear cubic phase gate, three-wavemixing is

usually employed to pick up the third-order nonlinearity and eliminate the
higher-order contributions25. For the SNAP gates, only the two lowest levels
of the transmon are used to interact with the cavity, and all other levels are
neglected27. Both the cubic phase and the SNAP gates ignore the higher-
order nonlinear terms of the JJ potential27,68, and thus do not utilize the full
nonlinearity as a quantum resource. Even worse, the residual nonlinearity
causes errors as a destructive channel and could become a dominant source
of error for engineering large states25. In contrast, our proposed lattice gates
directly utilize the entire nonlinear cosine potential offered by a JJ by
coherently harnessing all the high-order nonlinear terms.

Bosonic codes
While the universal gates introduced above allow for arbitrary transfor-
mations over CVmodes, there is no guarantee that errors can be corrected
during gate operations. Due to the intrinsic continuous error channels, e.g.,
small diffusion along the two quadratures or weak shifts in phase rotations,
precise control of CV states is typicallymore difficult than that of DV states.
In fact, the no-go theorem claims that the most common and practically
relevant Gaussian CV errors cannot be suppressed solely with Gaussian
states and Gaussian operations31. It is thus very important to correct errors
for practical quantum computations with CV states.

Similar to QEC using DV systems, quantum error correction requires
some form of discretization over CVs. Bosonic codes provide a solution to
this problem by embedding a finite-dimensional code space into the infinite-
dimensional Hilbert space of a CV system30. Compared to QEC codes based
on DV systems, bosonic codes are more hardware-efficient, as they leverage
the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space of a single CV mode to achieve the
necessary redundancy36. Bosonic codes also circumvent the no-go theorem of
Gaussian CVs, enabling one to detect and correct small errors31. Unlike CV
universal quantum computation without error correction, which is similar to
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) simulators in the context of qubit-
based quantum computation6, bosonic codes provide the possibility of fault-
tolerant digital quantum computation69.

The essence of bosonic codes lies in the encoding and protection of
quantum information within a code space spanned by discretized non-
Gaussian states (NGSs), of which two are the code states j�0i and j�1i.
However, not all NGSs are suitable for bosonic code states for quantum
error correction. Precisely speaking, the chosen bosonic code states have to
satisfy the so-called Knill-Laflamme condition5,35

h�0ĵεyi ε̂jj�0i ¼ h�1ĵεyi ε̂jj�1i;
h�0ĵεyi ε̂jj�1i ¼ h�1ĵεyi ε̂jj�0i ¼ 0

(
ð7Þ

with the error set ε ¼ f̂I; ε̂1; ε̂2; ε̂3; � � � g. For cavity modes, the usual
dominant error channels are the single-photon loss ε̂1 ¼ â and dephasing
ε̂2 ¼ âyâ. The Knill-Laflamme condition guarantees that any encoded
quantum state (jψi ¼ c0j�0i þ c1j�1i) corrupted by error channels
(jψi ! c0ε̂ij�0i þ c1ε̂jj�1i) is only transformed into another orthogonal
basis without losing the quantum information encoded in the superposition
coefficients.

For example, the four-legged cat code states42,44,70

j�0ci � 1ffiffiffiffiffi
N 0

p jαi þ j � αi þ jiαi þ j � iαið Þ
j�1ci � 1ffiffiffiffiffi

N 2

p jαi þ j � αi � jiαi � j � iαið Þ;

8<
: ð8Þ

were proposed to correct single-photon loss characterized by the error set
ε ¼ f̂I; âg, where N m ¼ 8e�α2 ½cosh α2 þ ð�1Þm2 cos α2� for m = 0, 2 is the
corresponding normalization factor. However, the four-legged cat code
states satisfy theKnill-Laflamme condition onlywhen α is chosen at specific
“sweet spots” determined by refs. 70,71

tan α2 ¼ � tanh α2: ð9Þ

0 2π /ω0
t

θ/ω0

eiγ cos(ρx+δ)

free free−−−−−− ω0

V(x) ∝ cos(ρx + δ)
PS

L(
ζ,
σ;

δ,
γ)

=

X
SL

(ρ
,γ

,δ
)

R
(θ

)

R
(−

θ)(a)

(b)
∼

Fig. 1 | Quantum lattice gate. aQuantum circuit of a phase-space lattice (PSL) gate
decomposed into one X-space lattice (XSL) gate and two-phase rotation gates R(±θ),
cf. Eq. (6). The upper and lower lines of the circuit represent the bosonic state stored
in the cavity and the external driving field exerted on the cavity, respectively.
b Schematic illustration of implementing the PSL gate with a harmonic oscillator
with bare frequency ω0 kicked by a cosine-lattice potential (left). The kick exerted at
time moment t = θ/ω0 realizes the XSL gate eiγ cosðρxþδÞ ; the free evolutions of oscil-
lator before and after the kick realize the phase rotation gates R(θ) and R(−θ),
respectively (right).
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Otherwise, the Knill-Laflamme condition for such cat codes is only
approximately satisfied in the limit of large coherent states, i.e., ∣α∣ ≫ 1.

In order to further correct pure dephasing errors described by the error
set ε ¼ f̂I; â; n̂g, where n̂ � âyâ is the photon number operator, one can
encode the quantum information into the so-called binomial codes20

j�0bi � 1
2 j0i þ ffiffiffi

3
p j4i� �

j�1bi � 1
2

ffiffiffi
3

p j2i þ j6i� �
;

(
ð10Þ

where jni is the Fock state with n photons. One can check that the above
binomial code states exactly satisfy the Knill-Laflamme condition Eq. (7)
with

h�0bjn̂j�0bi ¼ h�1bjn̂j�1bi ¼ 3

h�0bjn̂2j�0bi ¼ h�1bjn̂2j�1bi ¼ 12:

�
ð11Þ

To correct errors that are polynomials up to a specific degree in bosonic
creation and annihilation operators, one has to introducemore complicated
binomial code states that are formed by a finite superposition of Fock states
weighted with appropriate binomial coefficients20.

In Fig. 2, we visualize the cat and binomial code states by plotting their
Wigner functions (see thedetailed expressions inSupplementaryNote 1.A).
One canfind that all theWigner functions are invariant under a π

2 rotation in
phase space. In fact, both the cat and binomial code states are the eigenstates
of the parity operator

P̂ ¼ expðiπn̂Þ ð12Þ

with eigenvalue “+1” (stabilizer). A single-photon loss will change their
parity to “−1”, which can be detected by nondemolition parity
measurements72–74 and then can be corrected accordingly.

Code states engineering
The ability to engineer bosonic code states is one of the key ingredients
for fault-tolerant bosonic quantum computation. In this section, we
study three basic state engineering processes, i.e., code state preparation,
code space embedding, and code space transformation, as illustrated in
Fig. 3. In most bosonic quantum computing schemes with nonlinear
phase gates or SNAP gates, the gate sequences and parameters are

determined by various numerical optimization methods57,75–77. Here, in
contrast, we provide an analytical and deterministic framework for
engineering bosonic code states based on Floquet Hamiltonian engi-
neering and the adiabatic ramp protocol61.

First, we introduce the code state preparation. We begin by discussing
the process of code state preparation, which typically starts from the ground
state of a bare cavity (harmonic oscillator), cf. themiddle part in Fig. 3a,with
the bare Hamiltonian Ĥ0 ¼ 1

2ω0ðx̂2 þ p̂2Þ:Our first objective is to design a
target Hamiltonian HT whose “ground state” or eigenstate is the desired
target state jψTi. For example, ĤT ¼ βðcos x̂ þ sin p̂Þ could be used for the
GKP state18,61, and ĤT ¼ βðâyq � 1Þðâq � 1Þ for the q-leg cat state58,63,
where β represents the amplitude of the designed potential. However, it is
generally not always possible to find a compact Hamiltonian whose
eigenstate is an arbitrary target state, such as the binomial code states20. To
address this difficulty, we turn to construct the target Hamiltonian directly
from the target state by

ĤT ¼ �ΔjψTihψT j; ð13Þ

whereΔ > 0 is the energy gap of the targetHamiltonian. In this formulation
of the target Hamiltonian, the target state jψT i has the lowest eigenvalue
−Δ, while all other orthogonal states have zero eigenvalues. To prepare the
target code state jψT i, we employ the adiabatic ramp protocol61 from the
Hamiltonian Ĥ0 of the bare cavity to the targetHamiltonian ĤT . As a result,
the cavity state is adiabatically tuned fromthe initial vacuumstate to thefinal
target state. The parameter Δ provides a gap protection for the prepared
state. This scheme is illustrated by the “middle-to-left” process in Fig. 3a.

Second,we introduce the code space embedding.One can also embed a
finite-dimensional code space, spanned by the two logical code words j�0i
and j�1i, into the infinite-dimensional Fock space of the cavity by con-
structing the target Hamiltonian as

ĤT ¼ �Δ j�0ih�0j þ j�1ih�1jð Þ: ð14Þ

The correspondingHilbert space forms a degenerate code space spanned by
the two logical states, with a nonzero energy gap separating them from the
other orthogonal eigenstates. As discussed above, we adiabatically ramp the
system Hamiltonian from Ĥ0 to ĤT , and prepare the two bosonic code
states from the Fock ground state j0i and the first excited state j1i, i.e.,
j0i ! j�0i and j1i ! j�1i. As a result, all the code states can be prepared

Fig. 2 | Wigner functions of bosonic code states
W(x, p). a, b Two logical cat code states j�0ci and j�1ci
defined in Eq. (8) for the first “sweet spot” (α2 ≈ 2.34)
determined by Eq. (9). c, d Two logical binomial
code states j�0bi and j�1bi defined in Eq. (10).
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from a properly superposed initial state of the Fock ground and first-excited
states with a single-state engineering protocol. This scheme is illustrated by
the “middle-to-right” process in Fig. 3a.

Third, we introduce the code space transformation. The binomial code
states j�0bi and j�1bi, as defined in Eq. (10), exactly satisfy theKnill-Laflamme
condition for single-photon loss errors, cf. Eq. (11). In principle, binomial
code states corrupted by errors can be perfectly recovered. However, this
correction process requires sophisticated unitary operations that facilitate
state transfers between the logical code words and the error words20.
Implementing such recovery operations remains a challenge with state-of-
the-art technological capabilities20,73. In contrast, the cat codewords j�0ci and
j�1ci defined by Eq. (8) satisfy the Knill-Laflamme condition for single-
photon loss error on some “sweet spots” determined by Eq. (9). Such cat
codes at sweet spots offer the important advantage that the corrupted state
will automatically return to itself after four photon losses (seemore details in
SupplementaryNote 4). By tracking the results of paritymeasurements and
updating our knowledge on the code basis, we can implement the auton-
omous quantum error correction (AQEC) protocol against single-photon
loss errors without feedback operations. Therefore, we introduce the state
transformation between the binomial and cat code spaces on demand
without deforming the encoded quantum information (preserving the
superposition coefficients of the encoded state), i.e.,

jψbi ¼ c0j�0bi þ c1j�1bi ! jψci ¼ c0j�0ci þ c1j�1ci: ð15Þ

Such a code space transformation process can be achieved by designing the
following target transition Hamiltonian

ĤT ðtÞ ¼ �Δ j�0tih�0t j þ j�1tih�1t j
� �

; ð16Þ

with time-dependent eigenstates

j�0ti ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1� hðtÞ

p
j�0bi þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
hðtÞ

p
j�0ci;

j�1ti ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1� hðtÞ

p
j�1bi þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
hðtÞ

p
j�1ci:

(
ð17Þ

Here,h(t) is a slow enough time-varying functionwithh(t0) = 0 andh(tf) = 1
such that

Ĥbin � ĤT ðt0Þ ¼ �Δ j�0bih�0bj þ j�1bih�1bj
� �

Ĥcat � ĤT ðtf Þ ¼ �Δ j�0cih�0cj þ j�1cih�1cj
� �

:

(
ð18Þ

Here, t0 and tf are the initial and final time moments, respectively. As
illustrated in Fig. 3b, this process allows any encoded state in the binomial
code space to be adiabatically transformed to the corresponding encoded
state in the cat code space.

Last, we introduce the method of Floquet Hamiltonian engi-
neering. In order to generate the target Hamiltonian ĤT , which is in
general an arbitrary function of the quadrature operators x̂ and p̂, we
drive the cavity by a periodic external potential Vðx̂; tÞ ¼ Vðx̂; t þ
TdÞ with Td = 2π/ωd, i.e.,

ĤðtÞ ¼ ω0

2
p̂2 þ x̂2
� �þ βVðx̂; tÞ: ð19Þ

A periodically driven system is also called a Floquet system78,79. By trans-
forming the above Hamiltonian into the rotating frame of frequency
Ω = 2π/T with T ¼ nTdðn 2 ZþÞ, we have ÔðtÞx̂ÔyðtÞ ¼ x̂ cosðΩtÞ þ
p̂ sinðΩtÞ with time-evolution operator ÔðtÞ � eiâ

y âΩt . The transformed
Hamiltonian in the rotating frame is given by

ĤðtÞ � ÔðtÞĤðtÞÔyðtÞ � iλÔðtÞ _̂O
y
ðtÞ

¼ βV x̂ cosðΩtÞ þ p̂ sinðΩtÞ; t� �
:

ð20Þ

Here, we have adapted the multi-photon resonance condition T = 2π/ω0 or
equivalently Ω =ω0, i.e., the driving frequency is set to be n times the bare
frequency of the harmonic oscillator.

The Flouqet theorem states that the stroboscopic time evolution of a
periodic time-varying system is described by a time-independent Floquet
Hamiltonian ĤF determined by78–83

exp �i
1
λ
ĤFT

� 	
¼ T exp �i

1
λ

Z T

0
ĤðtÞdt


 �
; ð21Þ

where T is the time-ordering operator. Under the rotating wave
approximation (RWA), the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF is just the time-
averaged version of ĤðtÞ over one Floquet period T 63,82,84, i.e.,

limω0=β!1ĤFðx̂; p̂Þ ¼
1
T

Z T

0
dtĤðtÞ: ð22Þ

By properly engineering the driving potential Vðx̂; tÞ63, the Floquet
Hamiltonian ĤFðx̂; p̂Þ can be designed as the target Hamilto-
nian ĤT ðx̂; p̂Þ.

Fig. 3 | Code states engineering. a Code state pre-
paration (CStP) and Code space embedding (CSpE)
via an adiabatic ramp (AR) from the bare cavity
Hamiltonian Ĥ0 to the target Hamiltonian ĤT

constructed from Eq. (13) and Eq. (14) respectively.
b Code space transformation (CSpT) from the
binomial Hamiltonian Ĥbin to the cat Hamiltonian
Ĥcat via a transit Hamiltonian Ĥt , cf. Eqs. (16)–(18).
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For this purpose, we decompose a given target Hamiltonian ĤT ðx̂; p̂Þ
as a sum of plane-wave operators in the noncommutative phase space63, i.e.,

ĤT ðx̂; p̂Þ ¼
1
2π

Z Z
dkxdkp f T ðkx; kpÞeiðkx x̂þkpp̂Þ; ð23Þ

where the noncommutative Fourier transformation (NcFT) coefficient in
Eq. (23) is given by63

f T ðkx; kpÞ ¼
e
λ
4ðk2xþk2pÞ

2π

Z Z
dxdpHQ

T ðx; pÞe�iðkxxþkppÞ: ð24Þ

Here, the integrand HQ
T ðx; pÞ ¼ hαjĤT jαi is the Q-function of the target

Hamiltonian with jαi the coherent state defined via âjαi ¼ αjαi, where
α ¼ ðx þ ipÞ=

ffiffiffiffiffi
2λ

p
with x � hαjx̂jαi and p � hαjp̂jαi.

With the NcFT coefficient, one can design the driving potential by
superposing a series of cosine-type lattice potentials as ref. 63

Vðx;ΩtÞ ¼
Z þ1

�1
Aðk;ΩtÞ cos½kx þ ϕðk;ΩtÞ�dk: ð25Þ

Here, the tunable time-dependent amplitudeA(k,Ωt) andphaseϕ(k,Ωt) are
given by

Aðk; tÞ ¼ k∣f T ðk cosΩt; k sinΩtÞ∣
ϕðk; tÞ ¼ Arg f T ðk cosΩt; k sinΩtÞ

� �
;

(
ð26Þ

where we have adopted kx ¼ k cosΩt and kp ¼ k sinΩt. Each cosine
component can be implemented with, e.g., an optical lattice that is formed
by laser beams intersecting at an angle in cold-atom experiments85–87 or a JJ
potential in superconducting circuits88–90. Note that, according to the
definitions given in Eqs. (19), (20), (22), (23), and (25), the Floquet and
target Hamiltonians actually differ by an overall prefactor, i.e., ĤF ¼ βĤT .

Following the adiabatic ramp protocol61, we prepare a target code state
according to the Schrödinger equation

iλ
∂

∂t
jψpreðtÞi ¼ ĤadiaðtÞjψpreðtÞi; ð27Þ

where the Hamiltonian ĤadiaðtÞ is given by

ĤadiaðtÞ ¼
ω0

2
p̂2 þ x̂2
� �þ βðtÞV½x̂;ΩðtÞt� ð28Þ

with time-dependent amplitude β(t) and frequency Ω(t) for the designed
driving potentialVðx̂;ΩtÞ, cf. Eq. (25). The amplitude β(t) [frequencyΩ(t)]
of the driving potential is tuned from β(t0) = 0 [Ω(t0) ≠ω0] to β(tf) = βf
[Ω(tf) =ω0] over a preparation time tf with sigmoidal modulations

βðtÞ ¼ βf
Z1 1þe�s1 ðt�tc;1 Þ½ � �

βf
1þes1 tc;1

;

ΩðtÞ ¼ Ωð0Þ þ ω0�Ωð0Þ
Z2 1þe�s2 ðt�tc;2 Þ½ � �

ω0

1þes2 tc;2
;

8><
>: ð29Þ

where Zj¼1;2 ¼ ½1þ e�sjðtf�tc;jÞ��1 � ð1þ esjtc;j Þ�1 with tc,j and sj being the
time centers and slopes of the two adiabatic processes, respectively.

The adiabaticity condition for Floquet systems is given by ref. 61,

jhψF
mðsÞj dds jψF

nðsÞij
j1� e�iðϵm�ϵnÞT j ≪

tf
T
; m≠n: ð30Þ

Here, s = t/tf is the parameterized time during the adiabatic ramp, and
jψF

nðsÞi is the Floquet eigenstate of Hamiltonian (20) with quasienergies ϵn.

Similar to the case of static systems, the above adiabaticity condition can be
guaranteed by extending the preparation time tf. However, in Floquet sys-
tems, the adiabatic evolutionmay break down when the difference between
two Floquet states ∣ϵm− ϵn∣ is modulo 2π/T. As a result, an initial detuning
∣Ω(0)−ω0∣ > 0, which must be incommensurate with the cavity frequency,
is required to avoid resonantly driving the linear oscillator. This ensures that
the denominator in the above adiabaticity condition does not vanish during
the early stage of the protocol. This detuning opens a gap in the Floquet
spectrum that can suppress unwanted excitations during the adiabatic
preparation process61. Once the ramped driving field introduces sufficient
nonlinearity to the cavitymode, it canbe safely tuned to be resonantwith the
cavity, i.e., Ω(tf)→ ω0.

Lattice gates decomposition
For a given target Hamiltonian, each cosine component in the engineered
driving potential, cf. Eqs. (25)–(26), corresponds to a JJ-based device (e.g., a
SQUID or SNAIL) in a superconducting circuit architecture61 or an optical
lattice in a cold-atom experimental platform87. The engineered driving
potential Eq. (25) can be approached via a set of discretized cosine-lattice
potentials as follows

Vðx; tÞ �
XN
n¼0

Aðkn;ΩtÞΔk cos knx þ ϕðkn;ΩtÞ� �
; ð31Þ

where kn = nΔk is the discretized wavenumber with n labeling the dis-
cretization step. In principle, one can use N cosine potentials to synthesize
the desired driving potential63. However, it is challenging to precisely
manipulate multiple cosine-lattice potentials simultaneously in experi-
ments. Here, we propose to engineer code states with a single cosine-lattice
potential that implements lattice gate operations, cf. Eq. (4). In this section,
we provide an analytical framework for decomposing the code state
engineering process into a sequence of quantum lattice gates.

We first introduce the grid lattice gate. For a given code state engi-
neering process, the driving amplitudeA(kn, t) and phase ϕ(kn, t) in Eq. (31)
can be calculated according to Eqs. (24) and (26), as illustrated by a chart in
Fig. 4a over a single Floquet periodT = 2π/ω0. The chart is divided into small
grids with the height and width given by the wavenumber interval Δk ¼
kmax=N and the time stepΔt = T/M (N;M 2 Zþ), respectively. Each grid in
the chart, labeled by {kn = nΔk, tm =mΔt}, corresponds to a discrete unitary
time evolution in the rotating frame, cf. Eq. (20), i.e.,

jψðkn; tm þ ΔtÞi ¼ PSLðkn; tmÞjψðkn; tmÞi; ð32Þ

where PSL(kn, tm)≡ PSL(ζnm, σnm; γnm, δnm) is the lattice gate defined in Eq.
(4) with gate parameters

ζnm ¼ kn cosΩtm; σnm ¼ kn sinΩtm;

γnm ¼ � 1
λ βAðkn;ΩtmÞΔkΔt; δnm ¼ ϕ kn;Ωtm

� �
:

(
ð33Þ

We point out that each discrete unitary time evolution PSL(kn, tm) can be
viewed as the operation of a grid lattice gate, where the original time
parameter just plays the role of a control parameter in this scheme. All gate
parameters can be independently tuned based on the restriction condition
given by Eq. (33).

We then discuss how to design the gate sequence of a quantum circuit.
By concatenating the grid lattice gates with discretized wavenumbers for a
fixed time step tm =mΔt, as shown in Fig. 4a, we define the lattice gate

tm � PSL �
YN

n¼0
PSLðkn; tmÞ

¼
YN

n¼0
e�

i
λβAðkn ;ΩtmÞΔkΔt cos½ζnmx̂þσnmp̂þϕðkn;ΩtmÞ�

� e�
i
λΔt
PN

n¼0
βAðkn ;ΩtmÞΔk cos½ζnmx̂þσnmp̂þϕðkn ;ΩtmÞ�:

ð34Þ
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In the last step, we have adapted the Lie-Trotter product formula91, i.e.,
eiðAþBÞ ¼ limn!1 ðei1nAei1nBÞn, for sufficiently small time intervals. Com-
pared to Eq. (31) in the rotating frame, cf. Eq. (20), the tm-PSL(β,Ω) lattice
gate faithfully realizes the timeevolutionwith thedesireddrivingpotential at
each time interval with a single cosine-potential device.

By repeatedly applying the tm-PSL gate operations at different time
steps and concatenating them, we realize the following total gate operation
over one full Floquet period

Ξðβ;ΩÞ �
YM

m¼0
tm � PSLðβ;ΩÞ; ð35Þ

which is referred to as the Ξ-type lattice gate in this paper. Here, we have
explicitly written the Floquet gate with control parameters β andΩ. In this
way, one can prepare the target state by concatenating Ξ(β, Ω) gates

jψf i ¼
Ytf =T

s¼0
Ξ½βðsTÞ;ΩðsTÞ�jψii; ð36Þ

where the adiabatic parameters β(sT) andΩ(sT) with the stroboscopic step
index s = 0, 1,⋯ , tf/T are determined from the adiabatic ramp protocol, cf.
Eq. (28).

In the upper panel of Fig. 4b, we show the quantum circuits of
engineering a sequence of Ξ-type lattice gates for a cavity. The middle
panel shows that each Ξ(β,Ω) gate is decomposed into a sequence of tm-
PSL(β,Ω) lattice gates. In the lower panel, we show the quantum circuit
for realizing the tm-PSL(β, Ω) gate with a sequence of grid lattice gates
PSL(kn, tm).

Results
In this section, we apply our method to concrete examples of bosonic code
state engineering.Wewillfirst discuss how toprepare a single binomial code
state and embed the binomial code space. Then we will show the trans-
formation from binomial codes to cat codes. Finally, we discuss the
autonomous quantum error correction of the obtained cat code states
against single-photon losses.

Single code state preparation
As the first application of our method, we aim to prepare an arbitrary
superposition state of binomial code words given by

jψT i ¼ c0j�0bi þ c1j�1bi: ð37Þ

According to Eq. (13), we construct the target Hamiltonian by
ĤT ¼ �ΔjψTihψT j. FromEq. (24), we calculate theNcFT coefficient of the
target Hamiltonian as follows (see detailed derivation in Supplementary
Note 1. B)

f T ðk; τÞ ¼ � Δ

4
jc0j2f 00 þ 3jc1j2f 22 þ 3jc0j2f 44 þ jc1j2f 66
�

þ
ffiffiffi
3

p
jc0j2f 04 þ jc1j2f 26 þ c0c

�
1 f 02 þ c0c

�
1 f 46 þ c.c.

� �
þ 3c1c

�
0 f 24 þ c0c

�
1 f 06 þ c.c.

� �� ð38Þ

with the explicit expression of the Fourier component fnm given by Eq. (S10)
in Supplementary Note 1. B.

Both the general superposition state jψT i and the corresponding target
Hamiltonian ĤT are invariant under the two-fold discrete phase-space
rotation given by the parity operator P̂ ¼ expðiπn̂Þ38,92, cf. Eq. (12). As an
example, we choose the superposition coefficients of the target state as
c0 = 1/2 and c1 ¼

ffiffiffi
3

p
=2 in Eq. (37). In Fig. 5a, we plot theQ-function of ĤT

in phase space, i.e., HQ
T ðx; pÞ ¼ hαjĤT jαi; which clearly shows a two-fold

rotational symmetry in phase space. The engineered periodically driving
potential can be straightforwardly calculated from Eqs. (25), (26) and (38).
In Fig. 5b, we plot the time variation of the amplitude A(k, t) and phase
ϕ(k, t) for the engineered driving potential, cf. Eqs. (25) and (26).

We then adiabatically ramp the driving potential following Eq. (29) to
prepare the target state. In Fig. 5c, we plot the snapshots of the Wigner
functions of the prepared state during the adiabatic ramp process. To
quantify the performance of state preparation, we define the fidelity93 of the
prepared state with respect to the target code state by

FpreðtÞ � Tr
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ρ̂1=2T ρ̂preðtÞρ̂1=2T

q
 �
; ð39Þ

where ρ̂pre ¼ jψpreihψprej is the density operator of the prepared state
and ρ̂T ¼ jψT ihψT j is the density operator of the target code state. This
fidelity measures how closely the prepared state approximates the target
state. For pure states, the above defined fidelity reduces to
FpreðtÞ ¼ jhψpreðtÞjψT ij. In Fig. 5d, we plot the infidelity of the prepared
state 1� FpreðtÞ at stroboscopic time steps during the whole preparation
process. The early oscillating behavior of infidelity arises from the
initially detuned driving potential that rotates the prepared states in the
phase space. This oscillation ceases once the driving potential becomes
resonant with the cavity mode.

Fig. 4 | Quantum lattice gate decomposition.
a Chart of the driving field modulation over a single
Floquet period T = 2π/ω0, showing the amplitude
A(kn, t) or the phase ϕ(kn, t) as a function of discrete
momentum and time. The whole chart is divided
into N ×M grids. Each grid is labeled by
{kn = nΔk, tm =mΔt}, corresponding to a discrete
unitary evolution generated by the phase-space lat-
tice (PSL) gate PSL(kn, tm) that is defined in Eqs.
(32)–(33). The tm-PSL gate is composed by con-
catenating grid lattice gates along the row for a fixed
time tm, cf. Eq. (34). bQuantum circuits of the lattice
gate decomposition: (upper) the whole code state
engineering process is decomposed into a sequence
of Ξ(β, Ω) lattice gates, cf. Eq. (36); (middle) each
Ξ(β, Ω) gate is decomposed into a sequence of tm-
PSL gates, cf. Eq. (34); (lower) a single tm-PSL gate is
decomposed into a sequence of grid lattice gates
PSL(kn, tm) shown in (a).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42005-025-02354-0 Article

Communications Physics |           (2025) 8:414 7

www.nature.com/commsphys


Unitary errors
In practice, unavoidable unitary errors can occur during the state pre-
paration process. Here, we analyze the possible unitary errors in the code
state engineering process. The first unitary error source comes from the
discretization of implementing the driving potential, cf. in Eq. (31), with

finite wavenumber interval and time step. In Fig. 6a, we plot the infidelity
of the prepared state as a function of time for different numbers of
wavenumber stepsN and the number of time stepsM. As expected, fewer
wavenumber and time steps result in larger discretization errors, as
shown, e.g., by the result for N = 10 and M = 10. As the number of

Fig. 5 | State preparation of a single binomial code. a Q-function of the target
Hamiltonian HQ

T ðx; pÞ ¼ �ΔhαjψT ihψT jαi with jψT i ¼ ðj�0bi þ
ffiffiffi
3

p j�1biÞ=2.
bCharts of the driving amplitudeA(k, t) (left) and the driving phaseϕ(k, t) (right) for
the engineered driving potential, cf. Eqs. (25) and (26), for the target Hamiltonian
jψT i. c Snapshots of the Wigner functionsW(x, p) of the prepared state during the
adiabatic ramp process at different timemoments. d Time evolution of the infidelity

of the prepared state with respect to the target state jψT i given by 1� FpreðtÞ, where
the fidelity FpreðtÞ is calculated from Eq. (39). e Envelopes of driving amplitude β(t)
and driving frequency Ω(t) during the adiabatic ramp process, cf. Eqs. (28)–(29).
Parameters: λ = 0.25, Δ = 1.3ω0, βf = 0.02ω0, Ω(0) = ω0/(1+ π × 10−3), s1 = 40/tf,
s2 = 30/tf, tc,1 = tf/6, tc,2 = 2tf/3.
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discretized steps increases, the errors are quickly suppressed and even-
tually remain almost unchanged for N,M > 20, see the final infidelity of
prepared state for (N = 20, M = 20) and (N = 50, M = 50). Hereafter in
this paper, unless otherwise specified, we set the wavenumber and time
steps to N, M = 20.

The second unitary error source is the non-adiabatic excitation that
causes leakage of code state to the excited error states during the finite-
time adiabatic ramp process. This type of error can, in principle, be
suppressed by using a larger energy gap Δ. To reveal the effect of the
energy gap Δ, we plot the final infidelity of the prepared state as a
function of the energy gap in Fig. 6b. Indeed, it shows that the infidelity is
relatively high for a small gap but drops dramatically to the minimum
around the optimal gap value Δ ≈ 1.3ω0. However, the infidelity increases

gradually again as the gap continues increasing beyond the optimal value.
This is because our method relies on the RWA (valid for β≪ ω0). As the
gap of the Floquet spectrum increases with the driving strength β, i.e.,
ĤF ¼ βĤT , a large enough energy gap will break the RWA and thus
affect the validity of Eq. (22). The higher-order harmonics of the

rotating-frame Hamiltonian Ĥlðx̂; p̂Þ ¼ T�1
R T
0 ĤðtÞe�ilΩtdt deviate

from the engineered Hamiltonian in the Floquet-Magnus expansion.
Specifically, the Floquet Hamiltonian in Eq. (21) is given by

ĤF ¼P1
n¼0ðβ=ΩÞnĤðnÞ

F ðx̂; p̂Þ, where Ĥ
ð0Þ
F ðx̂; p̂Þ is the RWA term given

by Eq. (22) and the non-RWA terms Ĥ
ðn≥ 1Þ
F ðx̂; p̂Þ are functions of the

higher-order harmonics Ĥlðx̂; p̂Þ that can be obtained from the standard
Floquet-Magnus expansion via a recursive procedure84,94,95. To suppress
unitary non-RWA errors, one can introduce additional higher-order
driving potentials, i.e., Vðx̂; tÞ ¼Pn¼0β

nV ðnÞðx̂; tÞ, to approximate the

target Hamiltonian ĤT ðx̂; p̂Þ to the desired order of precision96. In this
work, we restrict our analytical calculation to the lowest order of the
Flouqet-Magnus expansion.

Code space embedding
As the secondapplication,weaim to embed afinite binomial code space into
the infinite Fock space of a cavity. According to Eq. (14), we set the target
Hamiltonian as

ĤT ¼ �Δ j�0bih�0bj þ j�1bih�1bj
� �

: ð40Þ

In Fig. 7(a), we calculate and plot the Q-functionHT
Q of target Hamiltonian

HQ
T ðx; pÞ ¼ hαjĤT jαi. In contrast to the case of single code state

preparation, the current target Hamiltonian Q-function is invariant under
four-fold discrete rotations in phase space38,92. The NcFT Fourier coefficient
is given by (see details in Supplementary Note 1. B)

f T ðk; τÞ ¼ �Δ

4
f 00 þ 3f 22 þ 3f 44 þ f 66 þ

ffiffiffi
3

p
f 04 þ f 26 þ c.c.
� �h i

;

ð41Þ

which yields the driving field with the charts of periodically modulated
amplitude and phase shown in Fig. 7b.

Fig. 6 | Unitary errors. a Infidelity of the prepared state 1� FpreðtÞ, where the
fidelity FpreðtÞ is calculated from Eq. (39), as a function of time for different wave-
number steps N and time stepsM. b Final infidelity of the prepared state, i.e.,
1� Fpreðtf Þ, as a function of energy gap Δ for N, M = 20. Other system parameters
are set to be the same as those in Fig. 5.

Fig. 7 | Code space embedding. aQ-function of the target Hamiltonian given by Eq.
(40). b Charts of the driving amplitude A(k, t) and the driving phase ϕ(k, t) for the
target Hamiltonian. c Snapshots of the Wigner functions W(x, p) of the prepared
states at different time moments: (upper) binomial logical state jψT i ¼ j�0bi, (mid-
dle) binomial logical state jψT i ¼ j�1bi and (lower) binomial superposition state

j~ψT i ¼ ðj�0bi þ eiΔφj�1biÞ=
ffiffiffi
2

p
, cf. Eq. (43). d Infidelities of three prepared states with

respect to the corresponding target states as a function of time during the adiabatic
ramp process. For the superposition state, the target state has been updated
according to Eq. (43). Parameters: λ = 0.25, Δ = 1.4ω0, βf = 0.02ω0, Ω(0) = ω0/
(1+ π × 10−3), s1 = 40/tf, s2 = 30/tf, tc,1 = tf/6, tc,2 = 2tf/3.
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As claimed above, the code space embedding is supposed to enable
preparing any superposition state with the same adiabatically ramped
driving protocol. In the upper and middle rows of Fig. 7c, we show the
Wigner functions of two prepared logical code states j�0bi and j�1bi at
different moments, starting from the cavity vacuum state j0i and the
second excited Fock state j2i, respectively. In Fig. 7d, we also plot the
time evolution of infidelities for both binomial code words. It is clear that
the prepared state eventually shows a very high fidelity as expected. In
the lower row of Fig. 7c, we show the Wigner functions of a prepared
superposition state starting from the superposition Fock state jψii ¼
c0j0i þ c1j2i (with superposition coefficients c0 ¼ c1 ¼ 1=

ffiffiffi
2

p
) at dif-

ferent moments.
It is important to note that the two prepared code words (i.e., j�0bi and

j�1bi) may accumulate different phase factors during the adiabatic pre-
paration process, i.e.,

jψii ! jψprei ¼ c0e
iφ0 j�0bi þ c1e

iφ1 j�1bi: ð42Þ

Each phase of the code words includes both dynamical and geometric
contributions. Since the embedded code space is degenerate, the phase
difference between the two code words Δφ = φ1− φ0 is only determined by
the geometric phases, which can be deterministically extracted via Δφ ¼
argðh�1bjψpreihψprej�0biÞ from numerical simulation. In our case, the
extracted geometric phase difference is Δφ ≈ 0.27π, and it remains inde-
pendent of the superposition coefficients c0 and c1 within our numerical
precision. This phase difference also accounts for the slight asymmetry
observed in the final Wigner function, cf. the lower row of Fig. 7c. By
updating our knowledge of the final target state with the extracted phase
difference, i.e.,

j~ψT i ! c0j�0bi þ c1e
iΔφj�1bi; ð43Þ

the prepared states consistently exhibit high fidelities, as shown in Fig. 7d.

Code spaces transformation
As thefinal application,we study the code space transformationbetween the
binomial and cat code states by engineering the transition Hamiltonian
given byEqs. (16)–(17). In SupplementaryNote 2,we calculate explicitly the
Husmi-Q function and theNcFTcoefficients for the transitionHamiltonian

given by Eq. (16). We consider the slow enough time-varying function h(t)
in Eq. (17) as follows

hðtÞ ¼ sin
π

2
sin2

πt
2tf

 !" #2
: ð44Þ

This function meets the boundary conditions h(0) = 0 and h(tf) = 1,
enabling a state transfer process in the adiabatic limit.

In Fig. 8, we first present numerical simulations of the transfor-
mation processes from the binomial code state j�0bi (j�1bi) to the cat code
state j�0ci (j�1ci). The infidelity behaviors of these processes are respec-
tively depicted by the black and red curves in Fig. 8a, while the time
evolution of h(t) is shown in Fig. 8b. Note that the fidelities exhibit
relatively high values even at the beginning of the transformation pro-
cesses, which can be attributed to the significant overlap between the
initial binomial state and the corresponding cat state at the first “sweet
spot” (α2 ≈ 2.34) determined by Eq. (9). This overlap is also reflected in
the similarity between the Wigner functions of binomial and cat code
states shown in Fig. 2. Despite this large overlap, the fidelities continue to
improve throughout the transformation process, reaching even higher
values as they approach their respective target states.

As discussed above, during the adiabatic transition processes, the two
logical code words may accumulate different phases. As a result, an initial
superposition binomial code state jψ0i ¼ c0j�0bi þ c1j�1bi is transferred to
the following code state

jψti ¼ c0e
iφ0ðtÞj�0ti þ c1e

iφ1ðtÞj�1ti;

where the transition code words j�0ti and j�1ti are given by Eq. (17). The
time-dependent accumulatedphasesφ0(t) andφ1(t) include bothdynamical
and geometric contributions. Due to the designed form of the transition
Hamiltonian given by Eq. (16), the transition code words j�0ti and j�1ti are
degenerate. Thus, the phase difference Δφ(t) = φ1(t)− φ0(t) only contains
geometric contribution and can be deterministically extracted from the
numerical simulation via ΔφðtÞ ¼ argðh�1t jψtihψt j�0tiÞ, which is indepen-
dent of the superposition coefficients c0 and c1. By updating the target state
with the extractedphasedifference as a functionof time (up to a global phase
factor), i.e.,

j~ψT ðtÞi / c0j�0ci þ c1e
iΔφðtÞj�1ci; ð45Þ

we display in Fig. 8a the infidelity of the transferred superposition code state
(green curve) exhibiting high fidelities after the transition process.

Autonomous quantum error correction
QEC schemes with binomial codes typically require active error-syndrome
measurements and adaptive recovery operations, which are hardware-
intensive andprone to propagating errors of gate operations. In contrast, cat
codes allow for autonomous quantum error correction schemes that can
protect the encoded quantum information by autonomously correcting
photon-loss errors based on parity measurements, without the need for
feedback operations97. Here, we study in detail how to implement AQEC
against single-photon loss errors using four-legged cat states based on our
driving protocol.

To investigate the impact of a noisy environment and the error cor-
rection process, we extend the unitary Schrödinger equation, cf. Eq. (27), to
the Lindblad master equation in the rotating frame as follows

∂

∂t
ρ̂cðtÞ ¼ � i

λ
ĤEC; ρ̂cðtÞ
� �þ κL½â�ρ̂cðtÞ; ð46Þ

where ĤEC is the Hamiltonian used for error correction and ρ̂cðtÞ ¼
jψcðtÞihψcðtÞj is the density operator of the code state. The second term
on the right-hand side of Eq. (46) describes the decay of the cavity with

Fig. 8 | Code space transformation. a Infidelity time evolution of the prepared code
states with respect to the cat code basis states jψT i ¼ j�0ci, jψT i ¼ j�1ci and the time-
dependent updated superposition state j~ψT ðtÞi ¼ ðj�0ci þ eiΔφðtÞj�1ciÞ=

ffiffiffi
2

p
, cf.

Eq. (45). b Envelope of the time-varying function h(t) introduced in the transition
Hamiltonian, cf. Eq. (17). Parameters: λ = 0.25, tf = 5000 × 2π/ω0, Δ = 0.1ω0.
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a single-photon loss rate κ, where L½Ô� is the Lindblad superoperator
defined via L½Ô�ρ̂ � Ôρ̂Ô

y � ðÔy
Ôρ̂þ ρ̂Ô

y
ÔÞ=2.

Following our method, to protect the quantum information encoded
with cat states, we set the target Hamiltonian to be

ĤT ¼ �Δ j�0cih�0cj þ j�1cih�1cj þ j�0eih�0ej þ j�1eih�1ej
� �

: ð47Þ

Here, j�0ci and j�1ci are the cat code words defined in Eq. (8), while j�0ei /
âj�0ci and j�1ei / âj�1ci are the cat error states defined as

j�0ei � 1ffiffiffiffiffi
N 1

p jαi � j � αi � ijiαi þ ij � iαið Þ;
j�1ei � 1ffiffiffiffiffi

N 3

p jαi � j � αi þ ijiαi � ij � iαið Þ

8<
: ð48Þ

with N m ¼ 8e�α2 ½sinh α2 þ ð�1Þm�1
2 sin α2� (m = 1, 3) the normalization

factors, similar toNm form = 0, 2 in Eq. (8). The noncommutative Fourier
coefficients for the cat error states are given in Supplementary Note 3.

We begin with an unknown state that is an arbitrary superposition of
the cat code words

jψcð0Þi ¼ c1j�0ci þ c2j�1ci; ð49Þ

which is the target state that we aim to protect with AQEC. The first step of
our AQEC protocol is to periodically perform the projective parity
measurement72–74

Π̂m ¼
X1
n¼0

j2nþmih2nþmj ð50Þ

with the parity indexm = 0, 1. After each paritymeasurement, the code state
collapses into a state with a certain parity. The probability of obtaining the

m-parity outcome is given by

PmðtÞ ¼ Tr ½Π̂mρ̂cðtÞΠ̂
y
m� ð51Þ

with the constraint P0+ P1 = 1. Next, we divide the unit interval [0, 1] into
two sections with lengths P0 and P1, respectively. Then one can generate a
random number εr∈ [0, 1] and identify its position within the unit interval.
If the random number falls within the m-th section, the code state is pro-
jected into

ρ̂cðtÞ !
Π̂mρ̂cðtÞΠ̂m

PmðtÞ
; ð52Þ

and the fidelity is updated as

FcðtÞ ! Tr
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ρ̂1=2T ρ̂cðtÞρ̂1=2T

q
 �
: ð53Þ

Here, ρ̂T ¼ jψTihψT j is the target density operator with jψT i ¼ jψcð0Þi, cf.
Eq. (49). The target state is updated in sequence as follows

ð54Þ

whenever a parity change is detected (see Supplementary Note 4 for more
details). By repeatedly performing parity measurements and updating the
target state accordingly, the AQEC protocol is thus implemented using the
cat states.

According to our proposal, the error correction Hamiltonian ĤEC in
Eq. (46) is set by the following time-dependent Hamiltonian, cf. Eq. (20),

ĤEC ¼ ĤðtÞ ¼ βV x̂ cosðΩtÞ þ p̂ sinðΩtÞ; t� �
; ð55Þ

where the drivingfieldV(x, t) is designed fromEqs. (25)–(26)with the target
Hamiltonian given in Eq. (47). From Eqs. (34)–(35), the unitary time evo-
lution over each Floquet period, i.e., t∈ [sT, (s+ 1)T] with s 2 N0 (non-
negative integers), can be decomposed into a sequence of quantum lattice
gate operations as described by Eqs. (34) and (35).

In Fig. 9, we present the results of AQEC starting from a generic

encoded state jψcð0Þi ¼ 1
2

ffiffi
5
2

q
j�0ci þ

ffiffi
3
2

q
j�1ci

� 

. The parity measurement is

performed every five Floquet periods. In Fig. 9a, we plot the infidelity and
parity probabilityP1 after eachmeasurement for a single quantum trajectory
with the Hamiltonian protection. It clearly shows that the infidelity
decreases suddenly by nearly two orders of magnitude after each parity
measurement, while it increases gradually between two successive mea-
surements due to the photon loss, which causes the quantum state to evolve
towards amixed state. In Fig. 9b, we plot the infidelity of the protected state
averaged over 103 trajectories. For comparison, we also show the result
without the Hamiltonian protection (i.e., β = 0). It is clear that the fidelity of
the protected state after each parity measurement is significantly enhanced
by the Hamiltonian protection. We also plot the Wigner functions of the
initial code state jψcð0Þi and the code states at the end of the time evolution
when theupdated target states after the last paritymeasurements recover the
initial code state for different AQEC protocols, as shown by the insets
of Fig. 9b.

In our driving protocol, the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF , corre-
sponding to the time-periodic Hamiltonian in Eq. (55), approximates
the target Hamiltonian ĤT given by Eq. (47) under the RWA, cf. Eq.
(22). To assess the errors induced by the RWA, we also show the
results for the ideal AQEC protocol, where the error correction
Hamiltonian in the quantum master equation (46) is set exactly as

Fig. 9 | Autonomous quantum error correction. a Infidelity 1− Fc(t) of the pro-
tected code state (blue solid) and the parity probability P1 ¼ hΠ̂1i (red solid) as
functions of time for a single quantum trajectory with the driving Hamiltonian
protection, i.e., ĤEC ¼ ĤðtÞ in Eq. (55) with β = 0.02ω0. b Infidelity of the protected
code state, averaged over 103 quantum trajectories, in the cases of no Hamiltonian
protection (ĤEC ¼ 0; green solid), the ideal Hamiltonian protection [ĤEC ¼ ĤT in
Eq. (47) with Δ = 0.2ω0; black dashed], and the driving Hamiltonian protection
[ĤEC ¼ ĤðtÞ in Eq. (55) with β = 0.02ω0; blue solid]. In both panels, we start from
the initial code state jψcð0Þi ¼

ffiffiffi
5

p j�0ci þ
ffiffiffi
3

p j�1ci
� �

=2
ffiffiffi
2

p
and perform parity mea-

surements every five Floquet periods. The three insets in (b) show the Wigner
functions of the code states at the beginning and end of the time evolution, illus-
trating how the updated target states after the last parity measurements recover the
initial code state with different AQEC protocols. Other parameters: λ = 0.25,
κ = 10−3ω0, wavenumber steps M = 20 and time steps N = 100, cf. Fig. 4a.
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the target Hamiltonian (47), i.e., ĤEC ¼ ĤT , which establishes a
lower boundary for the infidelity. Our results show that the AQEC
performance with our driving Hamiltonian protection nearly over-
laps that with the ideal Hamiltonian protection. The slowly
increasing infidelity after each measurement arises from the multi-
photon loss, which cannot be corrected by the four-fold symmetric
cat code states42. Correcting multi-photon loss errors would require
cat code states with higher-order discrete rotational symmetry in
phase space38. Another error source arises from the fact that the cat
error states j�0ei and j�1ei do not satisfy the Knill-Laflamme condition
at the first sweet spot of the cat code states. This error can be
mitigated by choosing cat codes at higher-order sweet spots (i.e., with
larger α). However, since the decay rate is proportional to the average
photon number, this comes at the cost of increasing the frequency of
parity measurements.

Discussions
First, we discuss the experimental implementation of our proposal. In
principle, the quantum lattice gate operations introduced in Eqs. (4) and
(5) can be directly demonstrated with a cold atom in optical lattice
potentials. Here, for practical scalable quantum computing, we propose
to implement the quantum lattice gates in the superconducting circuit-
QED architecture. One can implement the quantum lattice gate opera-
tions by introducing inductive couplings between the cavity and the JJ-
based loops. As illustrated in Fig. 10, a superconducting cavity (left)
couples to, via a mediated JJ-based circuit (middle) referred to as the
“coupler”, the SQUID device (right) shunted by a large capacitance Cs

with an external loop. The coupler induces a tunable effective mutual
inductance M(Φx) between the cavity and the SQUID circuit98. The net
fluxes Φx, Φext, and Φsq that are applied to the coupler, the external loop
of the SQUID, and the SQUID itself, respectively, can be independently
tuned via the coupler bias line, loop bias line, and SQUID bias line. In
total, the effective dynamics of the superconducting cavity is described by
the Hamiltonian ĤðtÞ ¼ ℏω0â

yâþ VSQUIDðφ̂Þ with ω0 ¼ 1=
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
LC

p
the

bare frequency of the cavity. Note that the charging energy of SQUID
circuit can be suppressed by the large shunted capacitance Cs

99, and the
inductive energy of the SQUID circuit is given by

VSQUIDðφ̂Þ ¼ �EJ cos
Φsq

Φ0
π

� 	
cos

MðΦxÞ
L

φ̂þΦext

Φ0


 �
; ð56Þ

where EJ is the single JJ energy, Φ0 = 2πℏ/2e is the magnetic flux quantum
and φ̂ ¼

ffiffi
λ
2

q
ðây þ âÞ ¼ 2πΦ̂=Φ0 with dimensionless Planck constant

λ = 4e2ω0L/ℏ is the cavity flux variable. The effective mutual inductance can
be tuned, via the coupler bias, to be zero [M(Φx) = 0], arbitrarily large
[M(Φx)→∞], or even negative [M(Φx) < 0]

98. By rapidly turning on/off the

coupling between the cavity and the SQUID circuit via the mutual induc-
tance or the Josephson energy of the SQUID, one can in principle imple-
ment the lattice gate XSLðρ; γ; δÞ ¼ exp½iγ cosðρφ̂þ δÞ�; cf. Eq. (5), where
the gate parameters γ, ρ and δ are tuned by the biased fluxΦsq,Φx andΦext,
respectively.

However, compared to conventional SQUID circuits, the proposed
architecture in Fig. 10 faces practical challenges in implementing our pro-
posed lattice gates, particularly due to the need for precise control of the
mutual inductanceM(Φx) and the external fluxΦext. Alternatively, one can
implement the quantum lattice gates directly using a single SQUID circuit
togetherwith standardGaussianoperations. In this case, one can implement
the quantum lattice gate XSLð1; γ; δÞ ¼ eiγ cosðφ̂þδÞ by turning the capacitive
coupling between the cavity and the SQUID circuit. To implement a more
general lattice gate XSLðρ; γ; δÞ ¼ eiγ cosðρφ̂þδÞ, as defined in Eq. (5), one can
apply additional squeezing operations, i.e.,

XSLðρ; γ; δÞ ¼ Ŝ
yðln ρÞXSLð1; γ; δÞŜðln ρÞ: ð57Þ

Here, ŜðzÞ � e
1
2ðz� â2�zây2Þ is the squeezing operator that satisfies

Ŝ
yðzÞφ̂ŜðzÞ ¼ e�zφ̂ for a real parameter z 2 R. This squeezing operation is
a standard Gaussian operation that has been demonstrated in super-
conducting circuits with a squeezed drive25,37,100.

Second, we discuss the time and scalability of the gate sequence. As
mentioned above in the “Quantum lattice gate” subsection in Methods,
compared to the popular SNAP gates and cubic phase gates, our proposed
elementaryPSL gate has fewer parameters and a shorter gate operation time.
As shown inFig. 1 andEq. (5), one singlePSL gate can be realizedwithinone
nanosecond for a characteristic cavity (oscillator) frequency
ω0 = 2π × 5.0 GHz. However, due to the adiabatic ramping protocol adop-
ted in this work, the total time of state preparation costs about 400 μs for the
typical adiabatic preparation time tf = 5000 × 2π/ω0 and the discretization
parametersN,M = 20, cf. Fig. 4a. In comparison, state preparationprotocols
based on SNAP gates typically cost 3–5 μs per gate operation and require
also a total execution time of about 300–500 μs26.

However, the slow execution time of our quantum lattice gates is not
limited by the PSL gate operation itself, but rather by the adiabatic ramping
protocol required to satisfy the adiabaticity condition in Floquet systems61,
cf. Eq. (30). Ifwe go beyond the adiabatic approximation, the total execution
time can be significantly reduced. For example, by applying the efficient
numerical optimization method developed previously57, which was ori-
ginally developed to reduce the execution time of SNAP gates (from hun-
dreds ofmicroseconds to tens ofmicroseconds), the code states discussed in
this work can be prepared with less than one hundred PSL gates, reducing
the total execution time fromhundreds ofmicroseconds to the order of tens
of nanoseconds.

The gate sequence optimized numerically for the SNAP and cubic
phase gates is tailored to a given set of parameters, while the analytical
decompositionwith PSL gates remains valid for a general class of parameter
settings. Given that the adiabacity is satisfied, the scalability of the PSL gate
sequence depends on the complexity of the target code state, and can be
determined from the analytical expression of the driving field modulation
over a single Floquet period, cf. Fig. 4a. In Fig. 11a, b, we plot and compare
the charts of driving amplitude modulation A(k, t) for the four-legged cat
state j�0ci at the first (α ≈ 1.538) and the second (α ≈ 2.345) sweet spots, cf.
Eqs. (8) and (9).As the second-sweet-spot cat state ismore complex than the
first-sweet-spot one, cf. the two insets in Fig. 11, its driving chart exhibits a
finer structure and spans a broader range of the wavenumber k. Therefore,
more grids are needed for the discretized quantum lattice gates to prepare
code states with the desired precision.

Third, we discuss the robustness of our proposal against various gate
noises.Compared toother universal gate sets, the advantage of ourproposed
quantum lattice gates is the analytical ability to control the gate errors with
deterministic parameters, albeit with a slow total execution time. For SNAP
and cubic phase gates, the gate sequence canonly beoptimizedbynumerical
methods such as gradient ascent pulse engineering (GRAPE)101. In contrast,

Fig. 10 | Experimental implementation.A superconducting cavity (LC circuit, left)
coupled to a SQUID loop (red circuit, right) shunted by a large capacitance Cs via a
coupler (blue circuit, middle).M(Φx) is the effective mutual inductance between the
cavity and SQUID circuit induced by the coupler.Φx,Φext andΦsq are the net fluxes
applied to the coupler, SQUID external loop, and SQUID, respectively, and can be
independently tuned via the coupler bias, loop bias, and SQUID bias lines.
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the mathematical form of our proposed PSL gates enables the analytical
decomposition of quantum circuits using the NcFT technique, and thus
offers more flexibility in designing target Hamiltonians with desired prop-
erties. In fact, the gaps introduced in the target Hamiltonians, cf. Eqs. (13),
(14), and (16) make the code state preparation robust against gate noises
arising from the driving amplitude β(t) and frequency Ω(t) during the
adiabatic ramp, cf. Eq. (29). To show this, we introduce the noisy driving
amplitude and frequency by

βðtÞ ! βðtÞ þ βnoiseξðtÞ; ΩðtÞ ! ΩðtÞ þΩnoiseξðtÞ;

where ξ(t) represents the standard Gaussian noise with average 〈ξ(t)〉 = 0
and correlation hξðtÞξðt0Þi ¼ δðt � t0Þ.

In Fig. 12a, we plot the infidelity 1− F(tf) of the prepared binomial
code state j�0bi defined in Eq. (10) at the final adiabatic ramp time
tf = 2000 × 2π/ω0 as a function of the driving noise strength βnoise/βf for
different driving amplitudes βf = 0.025ω0 andβf = 0.05ω0. Thanks to the gap
(βΔ) in the spectrum of the engineered Floquet Hamiltonian (ĤF ¼ βĤT ),
the infidelity is robust against the increase of the driving amplitude noise. In
Fig. 12b, we plot the infidelity 1− F(tf) of the prepared binomial code state
j�0bi as a function of the frequency noise Ωnoise/ω0 with different detunings
∣Ω(0)−ω0∣ at the beginningof the adiabatic ramp, cf. Eq. (29).Compared to
the driving amplitude noise, the infidelity of the prepared state is more
sensitive to the frequency noise. Considering the flux-induced energy
fluctuations in superconducting circuits are mainly caused by the low-
frequency 1/f noise102–104, the resulting infidelity remains below 10−2 for a
frequency noise of Ωnoise ~ 10−6ω0

105. The frequency noise can be further
suppressedby increasing the initial detuning ∣Ω(0)−ω0∣, as indicatedby the
red infidelity curve in Fig. 12b.

In addition to quantum error correction, fault-tolerant quantum
computing imposes an additional stringent requirement on gate operations:
errors should not be amplified by the gate sequence in damaging ways38. In
fact, the ladder operators of the cavity and the associated unitary error
operators can be expanded in terms of small displacement operators18,38.
When a displacement error operator D̂ðαÞ ¼ eαâ

y�α� â passes through a PSL
gate, the gate exhibits a small phase shift, i.e., PSLðζ ; σ; γ; δÞD̂ðαÞ ¼
D̂ðαÞPSLðζ ; σ; γ; δ þ ΔδÞ with Δδ ¼

ffiffiffiffiffi
2λ

p
½ζReðαÞ þ σImðαÞ�. We model

such gate phase fluctuation Δδ with a standard Gaussian random number
multiplied by a strength factor ϵα, and calculate the fidelity of the prepared
statewith suchnoise process.As shown inFig. 12c, as long as the phasenoise
is smaller than a critical value (ϵα≲ π × 10−2), such errors donot accumulate

in a way that severely impacts the gate sequence, even in deep quantum
circuits based on quantum lattice gates.

Finally, we discuss the possibility of extending our proposal to multi-
mode versions. As alreadymentioned in the “Universal gate sets for bosonic
modes” subsection in Methods, a universal set of single-mode CV gates,
together with a linear two-mode interaction such as the CSUM gate e�ix̂1 p̂2 ,
suffice to enact universal quantum computing with multiple CVmodes23,29.
Here, we outline a general framework how to implement universal multi-
mode CV quantum computing using our proposed PSL gates. As an
example, we consider a two-mode unitary transformation generated by a
target Hamiltonian ĤT � Hðx̂1; p̂1; x̂2; p̂2Þ, and decompose it into a
sequence of single-modePSL gates and two-modeCSUMgates. To this end,
we discretize the target Hamiltonian as follows:

ĤT ðx̂1; p̂1; x̂2; p̂2Þ �
PN

n¼0γn cos η1;nx̂1 þ η2;nx̂2 þ σ1;np̂1 þ σ2;np̂2 þ δn

h i
:

ð58Þ

Here, the coefficients γn, η1(2),n, σ1(2),n, and δn can be obtained by extending
the NcFT method for a single-mode plane-wave operator eiðkxx̂þkpp̂Þ, cf. Eq.
(23), to a two-mode correspondence eiðk1;x x̂1þk1;pp̂1þk2;x x̂2þk2;pp̂2Þ. Note that, in
the single-mode case, the success of our NcFT technique relies on a one-to-
one correspondence between the periodic time and the phase degree of
freedom of the bosonic mode. Extending this to the two-mode case
introduces a complication: multiple phase degrees of freedom must be
encoded using a single time parameter. This issue can be addressed by
imposing proper constraints on the phases, whichwewill discuss in detail in
a separate work.

Given the coefficients, the elementary Hamiltonian action from in Eq.
(58), i.e.,

PSL1;2 � eiγn cos η1;nx̂1þη2;nx̂2þσ1;np̂1þσ2;np̂2þδnð Þ;

can be generated by a single-mode lattice gate operation XSL2 � eiγn cos x̂2

togetherwith a two-modeCSUMgate. This canbe achieved as follows. First,
treating mode 1 as the control and mode 2 as the target, the CSUM gate
enacts x̂2 ! x̂2 þ x̂1, and thus transforms the gate XSL2 into
XSL2;1 � eiγn cosðx̂2þx̂1Þ. Then, by applying appropriate single-mode Gaus-
sian gates (phase rotation, squeezing, anddisplacement gates) on eachmode
individually, one can generate the PSL1,2 gate defined above. Additionally,
the two-modeCSUMgate can be replaced by aCZgate eix̂1 x̂2 if followedby a
phase rotation gate that maps p̂2 ! x̂2 on mode 2.

Fig. 11 | Driving protocols for cat states at dif-
ferent sweet spots. Charts of the driving amplitude
A(k, t) for preparing the four-legged cat state j�0ci, cf.
Eqs. (8) and (9), at a the first and b the second sweet
spots. The insets in each chart show the Wigner
functions of the corresponding target code states.
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Conclusions
In this work, we have introduced a universal quantum lattice gate for
bosonic quantum computation, which can be implemented in a JJ-based
superconducting circuit architecture. Compared to other popular gates,
such as the SNAP gate26 and the cubic phase gate23,28, which typically
overlook higher-order nonlinearities in the JJ potential, our quantum lattice
gates leverage the full nonlinearity of the JJ circuit as a powerful quantum
resource. We have developed a comprehensive analytical framework to
decompose a given bosonic code engineering process into sequences of
quantum lattice gates through Floquet Hamiltonian engineering. Our
proposal also offers a direct method for constructing target Hamiltonians
aligned precisely with the desired target codes. We have demonstrated the
versatility of our method across various applications, including code state
preparation, code space embedding, and code space transformation, spe-
cifically with cat and binomial code states. We have also studied the
autonomousquantumerror correctionof cat code states against photon loss
errors with our driving protocol. The results not only advance the toolkit for
bosonic quantum computation but also pave the way for more robust and
scalable implementations in superconducting quantum circuits.

In general, our lattice gate decomposition for code state engineering is
based on the adiabatic ramp protocol61, which limits the speedup of the total
execution time.Nevertheless, the strengthof ourmethod lies in its analytical
capability, which allows us to identify errors and suppress them. Specifically,
the non-adiabatic errors and gate noises can be suppressed by enlarging the
gaps in the designed targetHamiltonians; the non-RWAerrors arising from
higher-order terms in the Floquet-Magnus expansion can be mitigated via
perturbative inverse Floquet Hamiltonian engineering96; the Trotterization
errors from the gate discretization can be reduced by employing higher-
order Suzuki-Trotter decompositions106.

Recently, the contribution of higher-order Josephson harmonics in
tunnel junctions has been observed107. To account this, one can generalize
the quantum lattice gate introduced in Eq. (5) as
XSLðρ; γ; δÞ � exp½iγPm≥ 1EJm cosðmρx̂ þmδÞ�, where ρ and δ are the
squeezing and displacement parameters, respectively. The gate sequence
for this modified quantum lattice gate can be identified via standard
numerical optimization methods. In the future, we plan to explore
methods to accelerate state engineering by incorporating counter-
adiabatic terms, following Berry’s solution108. These terms can be engi-
neered through additional driving fields using our technique of arbitrary
Floquet Hamiltonian engineering63, or by directly optimizing the
sequence and parameters of the quantum lattice gates with various

numerical methods57,101,109. In short, it would be promising to enhance the
efficiency and speed of our state engineering protocols, pushing the
boundaries of what can be achieved in bosonic quantum computation.
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