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We propose a novel approach to generate, protect and control GKP qubits. It employs a microwave
frequency comb parametrically modulating a Josephson circuit to enforce a dissipative dynamics of
a high impedance circuit mode, autonomously stabilizing the finite-energy GKP code. The encoded
GKP qubit is robustly protected against all dominant decoherence channels plaguing superconduct-
ing circuits but quasi-particle poisoning. In particular, noise from ancillary modes leveraged for
dissipation engineering does not propagate at the logical level. In a state-of-the-art experimental
setup, we estimate that the encoded qubit lifetime could extend two orders of magnitude beyond
the break-even point, with substantial margin for improvement through progress in fabrication and
control electronics. Qubit initialization, readout and control via Clifford gates can be performed
while maintaining the code stabilization, paving the way toward the assembly of GKP qubits in a
fault-tolerant quantum computing architecture.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Despite considerable progress realized over the past
decades in better isolating quantum systems from their
fluctuating environment, noise levels in all explored
physical platforms remain far too high to run useful
quantum algorithms. Quantum error correction (QEC)
would overcome this roadblock by encoding a logical
qubit in a high-dimensional physical system and cor-
recting noise-induced evolutions before they accumulate
and lead to logical flips. In stabilizer codes, such errors
are unambiguously revealed by measuring stabilizer
operators [1], which commute with the logical Pauli
operators and thus do not perturb the encoded qubit.
A central assumption behind QEC is that a physical
system only interacts with its noisy environment via
low-weight operators. For instance, in discrete variable
codes such as the toric code [2], the surface code [3, 4]
or the color code [5], the logical qubit is encoded in
a collection of physical two-level systems devoid of
many-body interactions. In bosonic codes such as the
GKP code [6, 7], the Schrödinger cat code [8, 9] and the
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binomial code [10, 11], the qubit is encoded in a quantum
oscillator whose interactions, denoted here as low-weight
interactions, involve a small number of photons. More
precisely, these interactions are mediated by a coupling
Hamiltonian which is a low-order polynomial of the
oscillator annihilation and creation operators a and a†.
Under these assumptions, noise does not directly induce
logical flips between well-chosen code states. Specifically,
codes are constructed such that several two-level systems
should flip in order to induce a logical flip in the former
case, and that a multi-photonic transition should occur
in the latter case. Admittedly, logical flips may occur
indirectly as low-weight interactions can generate a
high-weight evolution operator, but this evolution takes
time and is correctable provided that QEC is performed
sufficiently fast.

The aforementioned bosonic codes are appealing
for their moderate hardware overhead, but a paradox
emerges in their operation: some of their stabilizers are
high-weight operators that do not appear naturally in
the system interactions. A common strategy to measure
these stabilizers is to map their value to an ancilla
system via an evolution operator generated from a
low-weight interaction. It was successfully employed to
stabilize cat codes [12], binomial codes [11] and the GKP
code [13], but results in the opening of uncorrectable
error channels. As illustrated in Fig. 1a in the case of
the GKP code, while the interaction is carefully timed
so that the overall evolution operator leaves code states
unaffected in the absence of noise, ancilla errors during
the interaction propagate as uncontrolled long shifts
of the target system, triggering logical flips. Partial
QEC of the ancilla [14] or error mitigation [15–17] was
proposed to suppress this advert effect, but the robust
implementation of these ideas is a major experimental
challenge [18]. An alternative strategy, more robust but
experimentally more demanding, consists in engineering
high-weight interactions so that the target system
interacts at all time with the ancilla via its stabilizer
operators only. In this configuration, ancilla noise
propagates to the target system as an evolution operator
generated by the stabilizers only, which leaves the logical
qubit unaffected (see Fig. 1b).

Focusing on the GKP code, the two stabilizers are
commuting trigonometric functions of the oscillator
position and momentum (high-weight operators), which
generate discrete translations along a grid in phase-space.
The phase of these so-called modular operators [19–22]
reveals spurious small shifts of the oscillator state
in phase-space while supporting no information on
the encoded qubit state. Most proposals [23–28] and
all experimental demonstrations [13, 29–32] of GKP
state preparation and error-correction are based on
variants of phase-estimation [33, 34] of the stabilizers.
Phase-estimation falls into the first category of stabilizer
measurement strategies described above, and therefore

leaves the target system open to uncorrectable error
channels. In this paper, we consider the second, more
robust strategy and aim at engineering high-weight
interactions involving only the two modular stabilizers.
The state of the oscillator would then only hop along
the GKP code lattice in phase-space (see Fig. 1b for
schematic hopping along one phase-space quadrature).
But how can we engineer a coupling Hamiltonian
involving two modular operators?

a)

b)

low-weight

high-weight

FIG. 1. a) Low-weight interactions. H = −gpB is an
example of low-weight Hamiltonian employed in recent ex-
periments stabilizing the GKP code. It entails a continuous
displacement of a GKP state along the q quadrature of an os-
cillator (plain black lines, initial state represented by dashed
black lines), conditioned on an ancillary mode observable B.
The interaction duration δt is chosen such that the state is
displaced by one period of the square GKP lattice after the
evolution. However, if noise modifies the value of B during
the interaction (red lightning), the final target state is shifted
(red lines) and the GKP qubit may be flipped (see Sec. II). b)
High-weight interactions. H = −gcos(2

√
πp)B is a high-

weight (modular) Hamiltonian that entails a hopping dynam-
ics along the GKP lattice. If noise modifies the value of B
during the interaction, the relative weights of the final state
peaks may be affected but not their positions, so that no log-
ical flip may occur.

An isolated Josephson junction behaves as an induc-
tive element whose dynamics is governed by a modular
flux operator. However, in most circuitQED experi-
ments [35], the junction is shunted by a low-impedance
circuitry, so that it effectively acts on the circuit modes
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as a weakly non-linear, low-weight, operator. In contrast,
connecting the junction to a circuit whose impedance
exceeds the quantum of resistance—a regime recently
attained in circuitQED—reveals its truly modular na-
ture [36]. Unfortunately, experimental implementations
of the dual coherent phase-slip element, whose dynamics
is governed by a modular charge operator [37] are not
yet coherent enough for practical use [38]. Moreover,
the doubly modular Hamiltonian implemented by the
association of these two elements would only stabilize
a single GKP state and not a two-dimensional code
manifold [39]. The 0− π qubit [40, 41] is an elementary
protected circuit that would circumvent these two
pitfalls. In this circuit, an effective coherent phase-slip
behavior emerges in the low energy dynamics of an
ultra-high impedance fluxonium mode [42, 43]. When
appropriately coupled to a transmon mode [44], the
quasi-degenerate ground manifold is spanned by a pair of
two-mode GKP states [45]. However, fully fledged GKP
states are only obtained in an extreme parameter regime
currently out of reach [41]. Recently, Rymarz et al. [46]
proposed an alternative approach to offset the lack of
a phase-slip element. Building on an idea suggested
in the original GKP proposal [6], they realized that
two Josephson junctions bridged by a high-impedance
gyrator would implement a doubly modular Hamiltonian
stabilizing quasi-degenerate GKP states. However,
existing gyrators are either far too limited in impedance
and bandwidth [47–49] or rely on strong magnetic fields
incompatible with superconducting circuits [50].

In this paper, we propose to engineer a true doubly
modular Hamiltonian in the rotating frame of a state-
of-the-art Josephson circuit. The method, similar to
the twirling-based engineering introduced in Ref. [51],
is schematically represented in Fig. 2. A Josephson
junction allows the coherent tunneling of Cooper pairs
across a high-impedance circuit mode, translating its
state by ±2e along the charge axis of phase-space.
Modulating the tunneling rate with fast pulses, we
ensure that such translations occur every quarter period
of the target mode only, and let the state rotate freely
in phase-space in-between pulses. As a result, the state
evolves in discrete steps on a square grid, which matches
the GKP code lattice for the proper choice of target
mode impedance. We combine this novel approach with
dissipation-engineering techniques successfully employed
to stabilize Schrödinger cat states [12, 52], so that the
target oscillator autonomously stabilizes in the GKP
code manifold. Mathematical analysis and numerical
simulations show that this strategy can enhance the
logical qubit coherence far beyond that of the underlying
circuit. Moreover, we describe how to control encoded
qubits with fault-tolerant Clifford gates, paving the way
toward a high-fidelity quantum computing architecture
based on GKP qubits.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we review

the properties of idealized GKP states and their realistic,
finite-energy counterparts. In Sec. III, we propose a dis-
sipative dynamics based on four modular Lindblad oper-
ators stabilizing the finite-energy GKP code, and bench-
mark its error-correction performances against the domi-
nant decoherence channels plaguing superconducting res-
onators. In Sec. IV, we show how to engineer a doubly
modular Hamiltonian in a high-impedance, parametri-
cally driven Josephson circuit. In Sec. V, we combine
this method with reservoir engineering techniques to ob-
tain the target modular dissipation. In Sec. VI, we briefly
discuss the impact of various noise processes and that of
circuit fabrication constraints and disorder. We refer the
reader to the Supplemental materials for a more detailed
analysis. Finally, in Sec. VII we sketch how to control
encoded GKP qubits with protected Clifford gates and
how to measure their Pauli operators.

II. THE GKP CODE

GKP introduced coding grid states as superpositions
of periodically spaced position states of a quantum oscil-
lator. For simplicity’s sake, we consider throughout this
paper square grid states—see Supplemental Materials for
generalization to hexagonal grid states—defined as

|+ Z∞⟩ =
∑
n∈Z

|nη⟩q =
∑
n∈Z

|2πn
η

⟩p

| − Z∞⟩ =
∑
n∈Z

|(n+ 1
2 )η⟩q =

∑
n∈Z

(−1)n|2πn
η

⟩p
(1)

where η = 2
√
π and |r⟩q (respectively |r⟩p) denotes an

eigenstate with eigenvalue r of the oscillator normalized
position q = (a + a†)/

√
2 (respectively momentum

p = (a − a†)/(i
√
2)). One can show that any pair of

orthogonal logical states have distant support in phase-
space, providing the code robustness against position
and momentum shift errors. Since the evolution of an
oscillator quasi-probability distribution in phase-space is
local under the action of noise coupling via low-weight
operators [6, 53, 54], this robustness extends to all
dominant error channels in superconducting resonators.

Error-syndromes are extracted by measuring the phase
of the code stabilizers Sq = eiηq and Sp = e−iηp, which
is 0 inside the code manifold. Given that the logical
qubit can be perfectly decoded as long as the oscillator
is not shifted by more than

√
π/2, we define generalized

Pauli operators Z = Sgn
(
cos(η2q)

)
, X = Sgn

(
cos(η2p)

)
and Y = iXZ. Here, the superoperator Sgn(·) denotes
the sign of a real-valued operator and is applied to
the logical operators introduced by GKP. With our
definition, X, Y and Z respect the Pauli algebra compo-
sition rules throughout the oscillator Hilbert space and
coincide with the logical qubit Pauli operators inside
the code manifold. The qubit they define can remain
pure whilst the oscillator state is not. Moreover, we
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FIG. 2. Schematic representation of modular dissipation engineering. A switch controls the coherent tunneling of
Cooper pairs (charge 2e) across a Josephson junction placed in parallel with a two-mode circuit. The target mode (top) has
a high impedance Z such that, in normalized phase-space coordinates, tunneling events translate its state by ±2

√
π along the

charge axis. The switch is controlled with a train of sharp pulses (duration δt) activating tunneling every quarter of a period
T of the target oscillator. In between pulses, the oscillator state rotates freely in phase-space at ω = 2π/T . Overall, the
target mode dynamics is generated by discrete shifts along a square grid matching the GKP lattice (gray grid with period 2

√
π

overlaid with Wigner diagrams of the oscillator state). A lower impedance ancillary mode (bottom), also driven by Cooper
pair tunneling, dissipates excitations into a cold load (purple wriggled arrow) to ensure that the target mode dynamics is
irreversible, autonomously stabilizing the GKP code.

verify that they commute with the stabilizers, which
can thus be measured without perturbing the encoded
qubit. More generally, a noisy environment coupling to
the oscillator via the stabilizer operators does not induce
logical errors: this is the core idea guiding our approach.
Finally, we note that X and Z are directly measurable,
for instance by trivially decoding the outcome of a
homodyne detection respectively along p or q.

Even though infinitely squeezed grid states are phys-
ically unrealistic, GKP suggested that these desirable
features would be retained for the normalized, finitely
squeezed states |±Z∆⟩ = E∆|±Z∞⟩ where E∆ = e−∆a†a

with ∆ ≪ 1 [28, 55, 56]. Analogously to the infinitely
squeezed case, these two states are +1-eigenstates of the
commuting, normalized, stabilizers S∆

q = E∆SqE
−1
∆ and

S∆
p = E∆SpE

−1
∆ . However, they are not orthogonal since

their wavefunction peaks are Gaussian with a non-zero
standard deviation σ = (tanh(∆))

1
2 . Orthogonal, finite-

energy logical states can be rigorously defined as their
symmetric and antisymmetric superpositions, and Pauli
operators for the finite-energy code can be defined there-
from. Nevertheless, in the following, we retain the en-
coded qubit as defined by the X, Y and Z operators.
Even though this definition does not allow the prepara-
tion of a pure logical state at finite energy, it is oper-
ationally relevant as these observables can be measured
experimentally (either by homodyne detection or follow-
ing the method described in Sec. VII C). Moreover, the
qubit maximum purity is exponentially close to 1 as ∆
approaches 0, so that the encoded qubit is well suited

for quantum information processing applications for only
modest average photon number in the grid states: we find
1− (⟨X⟩2 + ⟨Y⟩2 + ⟨Z⟩2)1/2 ≃ 2× 10−8 for a pure finite-
energy code state containing n = 10 photons.

III. PROTECTION OF GKP QUBITS BY
MODULAR DISSIPATION

A. Convergence toward the code manifold and
errors induced by modular dissipation

In Ref. [57], it was shown that a dissipative dynamics
based on four Lindblad operators derived from the two
finite-energy code stabilizers and their images by a π ro-
tation in phase space stabilizes the code manifold. More
precisely, denoting D[L] the dissipator formed from an
arbitrary operator L and defined by its action on the
density matrix D[L](ρ) = LρL† − 1

2 (L
†Lρ+ ρL†L), the

finite-energy code states are fixed points of the Lindblad
equation

dρ

dt
= Γ

3∑
k=0

D[Mk](ρ), (2)

where Mk = R kπ
2
(S∆

q − 1)R†
kπ
2

, Rθ = eiθa
†a performs

a rotation by θ in phase-space and Γ is the dissipation
rate. Indeed, the Lindblad operators Mk are stabilizers
of the GKP code, offset by −1 to ensure that they cancel
on the code manifold . Moreover, any initial state of
the oscillator converges exponentially toward the code
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FIG. 3. Modular dissipation phase portraits. For a
finite-energy code state (sinh(∆) = 0.2/η) displaced by α+iβ
in phase-space, arrows encode the evolution of the state center
of mass (top panel) and modular coordinates (bottom panel)
entailed by the Lindblad operators (3) over a short time step
dt≪ 1/Γ. Arrows length are rescaled to arbitrary units.

manifold at a rate set by Γ and ∆ [57].

Unfortunately, the Mk operators are products of
trigonometric and hyperbolic functions of q and p, which
would prove formidably challenging to engineer in an ex-
perimental system. Here, we propose to approximate
them to first order in ∆ by products of trigonometric
and linear functions of q and p with the operators

Lk = AR kπ
2
eiηq(1− ϵp)R†

kπ
2

− 1, (3)

where ϵ = η sinh(∆) is a small parameter and the scalar
factor A = e−ηϵ/2 originates from the non commutativity
of q and p in the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula.

In order to qualitatively apprehend the dynamics
entailed by these modular Lindblad operators, we
represent in Fig. 3 the evolution of a displaced code state
ρα+iβ = e−iαp+iβq| + Z∆⟩⟨+Z∆|e+iαp−iβq over an in-
finitesimal time step dt≪ 1/Γ. On the top panel, arrows
represent the variation of the state center of mass (vector
complex coordinates proportional to dTr(a ρα+iβ)). A

single attractor at the origin of phase-space pins the
grid state normalizing envelope. On the bottom panel,
arrows represent the variation of the state position and
momentum modulo 2π/η (vector complex coordinates
proportional to dTr(Arg[Sqρα+iβ ] + iArg[Spρα+iβ ])).
Multiple attractors appear for α, β = 0 mod 2π/η
pinning the grid peaks onto the GKP code lattice.
Note that here, we employ the displaced grid state
ρα+iβ as a sensitive position and momentum shift
detector [58], but initializing the oscillator in a less
exotic state such as a coherent state centered in α, β
yields similar phase portraits, albeit smoothed by the
state quadrature fluctuations. These observations hint
at a convergent dynamics toward the finite-energy code
manifold, irrespective of the oscillator initial state. This
contrasts with the Lindblad dynamics based on only two
modular dissipators introduced in Ref. [28], for which
we observe dynamical instabilities [59].

Quantitatively, we show that, under this four-
dissipator dynamics, the expectation values of the
infinite-energy code stabilizers converge to their steady
state value at a rate Γc ≳ AϵηΓ and that the oscillator
energy remains bounded [59], proving that the dynamics
is indeed stable. Note that, due to the linear approxi-
mation of hyperbolic functions we made to obtain the
operators (3), the state reached by the oscillator after a
few 1/Γc does not strictly belong to the code manifold,
but consists in a statistical mixture of shifted code states.
In terms of phase-space quasiprobability distribution,
this results in broader peaks for the stabilized grid states.
Yet, the overlap of a peak with its neighbors remains
exponentially small as ϵ decreases, so that high-purity
encoded states can still be prepared, and population
leakage between two orthogonal logical states occurs on
a timescale much longer than 1/Γc. Quantitatively, we
show that when ϵ ≪ 1, the generalized Pauli operators
X and Z decay at a rate Γ0

L = 4
πAϵηΓe

− 4
Aϵη , while Y de-

cays twice faster, as expected for the square GKP code.
These residual logical errors induced by the engineered
modular dissipation itself vanish when ϵ → 0. However,
the confinement rate Γc onto the code manifold—loosely
understood as the rate at which stochastic shifts from
additional noise channels are corrected—also vanishes in
this limit. Therefore, when correcting against intrinsic
noise of the target oscillator, the value of ϵ should be
optimized to balance errors induced by the modular
dissipation itself with those resulting from excursions
outside the code manifold induced by intrinsic noise. We
quantitatively analyze this trade-off in the next section.

B. Error-correction of low-weight noise channels by
modular dissipation

We first analyze the simple case of a Gaussian white
noise channel—also known as quadrature noise— enter-
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ing the Lindblad dynamics as two spurious dissipators
D[

√
κq] and D[

√
κp]. We show that, in the limit of

weak intrinsic dissipation κ ≪ Γc, the decay rate of
the generalized Pauli operators X and Z reads ΓL =
4
πAϵηΓe

−4/(Aϵ̃η), where ϵ̃ = ϵ + κ
2A2ϵΓ [59]. The min-

imum flip rate is obtained for ϵ ≃ ( κ
2A2Γ )

1
2 and reads

ΓL ≃ 4η
π (κΓ2 )

1
2 e

−( 8Γ
η2κ

)
1
2 . This exponential scaling en-

sures that logical errors can be heavily suppressed for
a modest ratio Γ/κ, as illustrated by Fig. 4a. There,
we represent the decay rate of the generalized Pauli op-
erators X and Z extracted by spectral analysis of the
Lindblad superoperator (dashed lines), in quantitative
agreement with a full Lindblad master equation simula-
tion (dots). The latter is computationally much more
costly but proves necessary to investigate more realis-
tic noise models for which no simulation shortcut was
found. In particular, we verify numerically that errors
entailed by single-photon dissipation [60], pure dephas-
ing and a Kerr Hamiltonian perturbation all appear to
be exponentially suppressed when increasing the mod-
ular dissipation rate (see Fig. 4b-d). The logical error
rates induced by the two latter processes—entering the
Lindblad equation via fourth order polynomials in q and
p—are qualitatively captured by a mean-field approxima-
tion which boils down to quadrature noise scaled up by
the grid states mean photon number n = η/(2ϵ) (dashed
gray lines in Fig. 4c-d). These numerical considerations
support the intuition that modular dissipation can sup-
press errors induced by arbitrary finite-weight noise chan-
nels, albeit with degraded performances when consid-
ering higher-weight processes. In the limit of infinite-
weight noise processes, i.e. modular noise channels, er-
rors are not corrected.

IV. MODULAR HAMILTONIAN
ENGINEERING IN A JOSEPHSON CIRCUIT

For the sake of pedagogy, we now describe a con-
trol method to engineer a Hamiltonian involving the two
modular stabilizers of the infinite-energy GKP code in a
simple superconducting circuit. The method is similar to
that introduced in [61] and the key ideas of the protocol
for modular dissipation engineering described in Sec. V
are already present in this toy example. The goal here is
to synthesize the GKP Hamiltonian

HGKP = −E
(
cos(ηq) + cos(ηp)

)
, (4)

in the rotating frame of a superconducting resonator.
This Hamiltonian has a degenerate ground state cor-
responding to the two infinite-energy GKP states |±Z∞⟩.

We consider the circuit pictured in Fig. 5a. The in-
ductor and capacitor form a quantum oscillator whose
conjugate variables are the flux threading the induc-
tor Φ and the charge on the capacitor Q. The corre-
sponding operators can be reduced as q̃ = 1√

ℏZΦ and

a)

c) d)

b)

FIG. 4. GKP qubit protection by modular dissipation.
The decay rate ΓL of the Pauli operators Z and X is extracted
from numerical simulations (dots) when varying the strength
of some intrinsic noise channel relative to the modular dissi-
pation rate Γ. For all low-weight noise channels considered,
errors appear to be exponentially suppressed in the weak noise
limit. a) Quadrature noise modeled by two Lindblad opera-
tors

√
κq and

√
κp. Dashed lines are predictions by spec-

tral analysis of the Lindblad superoperator [59]. b) Single-
photon dissipation modeled by a Lindblad operator √

κ1pha.
c) Pure dephasing modeled by a Lindblad operator √

κϕa
†a.

d) Kerr Hamiltonian perturbation of the form K
2
(a†a)2. For

(c-d), note the rescaling of the x-axis by η/ϵ = 2n. For (b-d),
dashed gray lines reproduce the dashed colored lines in (a),
un-rescaled, for comparison.

p̃ =
√

Z
ℏQ, where Z =

√
L/C is the circuit impedance,

so as to verify [q̃, p̃] = i and to display equal fluctua-
tions in the vacuum state. The LC oscillator is placed
in parallel with a ring made of two Josephson junctions
with equal energy EJ . We apply two magnetic fluxes
Φext

J = φ0(π−2Arcsin(ξ(t))) and Φext
L = −Φext

J /2, where
φ0 = ℏ/(2e) is the reduced flux quantum and ξ is an AC
bias signal, respectively through the Josephson ring loop
and the loop formed with the inductor. In presence of
these flux biases, the Josephson ring behaves as a sin-
gle junction with time-varying energy and null tunneling
phase [52], acting on the LC resonator via the Hamilto-
nian

HJ(t) = −2EJξ(t)cos(Φ/φ0). (5)

Designing the circuit to have an impedance Z = 2RQ,
where RQ = h

4e2 ≃ 6.5 kΩ is the resistance quantum, the
circuit Hamiltonian in reduced coordinates reads

H0(t) =
ℏω
2
(q̃2 + p̃2)− 2EJξ(t)cos(ηq̃), (6)

where ω = 1/
√
LC. We now place ourselves in the inter-

action picture to cancel out the dynamics of the linear
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a)

c)

b)

FIG. 5. Engineering of the GKP Hamiltonian. a) A
Josephson ring is placed in parallel with a LC resonator of
large impedance Z =

√
L
C

= 2RQ. Magnetic fluxes threading
the circuit loops Φext

J (ξ) and Φext
L (ξ) are both functions of a

control signal ξ. They are used to tune the circuit effective
Josephson energy 2EJξ and the phase of Josephson tunnel-
ing. b) The laboratory frame flux coordinate Φ periodically
aligns with the coordinates q and p of the frame rotating at
ω = 1/

√
LC. c) The signal ξ(t) controlling the circuit effec-

tive Josephson energy consists in a train of short bias pulses,
so that the Josephson energy takes non-zero values at these
instants only. In the RWA, the effective Hamiltonian contains
modular functions of q and p, with spatial frequencies 2

√
π

for the chosen circuit impedance, both stemming from the
Josephson modular flux operator.

part of the circuit. In the (q, p) frame rotating at ω, the
sole remaining dynamics is governed by the Josephson
term, a modular function of the now rotating quadra-
ture operator q̃(t) = cos(ωt)q+ sin(ωt)p. This operator
aligns with q or p every quarter period of the oscillator
(see Fig. 5b). The idea is to bias the Josephson ring with
a train of short flux pulses in order to activate Joseph-
son tunneling at these precise instants only (see Fig. 5c).
Letting ξ(t) ≃ ξ1X π

2ω
(t) where ξ1 is the integrated am-

plitude of each pulse and XT denotes a Dirac comb of
period T , in the Rotating Wave Approximation (RWA),
we obtain the effective Hamiltonian

HRWA = −2EJξ(t)cos(ηq̃(t))

= −E
(
cos(ηq) + cos(ηp)

)
= HGKP

(7)

with E = 2EJω
π ξ1. It is straightforward to combine this

doubly modular Hamiltonian with a small quadratic
potential ℏδ

2 (q2 + p2) with ℏδ ≪ E in order to get
finite-energy GKP states as quasi-degenerate ground
states [46]. Indeed, such a weakly confining potential is
simply obtained by increasing the duration between the
pulses of the bias train to π

2(ω−δ) .

Here, we stress that we described this method as an
example of modular dynamics engineering only. It does
not provide a protected qubit per se as would a circuit
implementing the same Hamiltonian in the laboratory
frame [6, 46]. Indeed, the GKP code states are not stable
upon loss of a photon. For a system directly governed by
the static Hamiltonian HGKP and prepared in the ground
manifold, photon emission into a cold bath would violate
energy conservation and photon loss thus does not occur.
This argument does not hold when HGKP is engineered
in the rotating frame from a time-dependent Hamilto-
nian. In that case, photon emission into the environment
can occur even at zero temperature, pulling the oscillator
state out of the ground manifold of HGKP. Stabilization
of the GKP code manifold could still be achieved by cou-
pling the circuit to a colored bath engineered to enforce
energy relaxation in the rotating frame [62][63].

V. MODULAR DISSIPATION ENGINEERING
IN A JOSEPHSON CIRCUIT

A. Modular dissipators from modular interactions

Armed with the previous example, we now turn to en-
gineering the modular dissipative dynamics described in
Sec. III. We here stress that the dissipation entailed by
the four modular Lindblad operators (3) is sufficient to
stabilize and perform error correction of the GKP qubit.
No further Hamiltonian dynamics is needed, and in par-
ticular the Hamiltonian (4) does not appear in the sys-
tem master equation. In order to engineer the target
dissipative dynamics, we first note that the Lindblad op-
erators (3) can be substituted with the following linear
combinations

Lq,s = (L0 + L2)/
√
2

Lq,d = (L0 − L2)/(
√
2i)

Lp,s = (L1 + L3)/
√
2

Lp,d = (L1 − L3)/(
√
2i)

(8)

Second, following a standard procedure [59], each Lind-
blad operator Lr,l with r = q or p, l = s or d is obtained
by coupling the target mode a to an ancillary mode b,
damped at rate κb, via an interaction Hamiltonian

Hint
r,l = ℏgLr,lb

† + h.c. (9)

Indeed, adiabatically eliminating the mode b in the limit
g ≪ κb, the two-mode dynamics reduces to a single-
mode dissipative dynamics with the desired Lindblad
operator Lr,l, at a rate Γ = 4g2/κb. Third, we de-
fine rotated quadrature operators of the target and an-
cillary modes qΘa

a = eiΘaa
†a qa e−iΘaa

†a and qΘb

b =

eiΘbb
†b qb e

−iΘbb
†b, and we remark that the Hamilto-
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nian (9) is approximated at first order in ϵ [64] by

Hint
r,l ≃ 2ℏg

(
(δl − 1) q0

b +

A
∑

j=0,+1,−1

cos(ηqϕr+jθa
a − δl

π

2
) qjθb

b

)
(10)

with ϕr = 0 for r = q, ϕr = π/2 for r = p, θa = ϵ
2η ,

θb = π
2 − ηϵ

4 , δl = 0 for l = s and δl = 1 for l = d.
The modular interactions in this Hamiltonian (second
line) all have the same form and can be activated in
the rotating frame of a two-mode Josephson circuit as
described in the next section. The linear term (first line)
is trivially implemented by driving the ancillary mode
resonantly.

Note that activating simultaneously four Lindblad
operators necessitates to activate four interaction Hamil-
tonians with four distinct ancillary modes, which would
all appear in series with the target mode in Fig. 6a. A
hardware-efficient alternative consists in activating them
sequentially, leveraging a single ancillary mode as pic-
tured in Fig. 6a, and switching from one operator to the
next at a rate slower than κb—giving the ancillary mode
sufficient time to reach its steady state and justifying
its adiabatic elimination—but faster than Γ—accurately
reproducing the target four-dissipator dynamics by
Trotter decomposition. This strategy drastically reduces
the experimental complexity, at the cost of a fourfold
reduction of the modular dissipation rate Γ. With these
considerations in mind, we now focus on the activation
of a single Lindblad operator Lr,l and assume that the
full target dynamics is easily derived thereof.

B. Activating modular interactions in the rotating
frame

The method and circuit to activate the modular
interactions in the Hamiltonian (10) is analogous to
the GKP Hamiltonian engineering technique described
in Sec. IV. Here, we consider the multimode circuit
pictured in Fig. 6a. The Josephson ring is shunted by
the target resonator with impedance Za = 2RQ placed in
series with a low-impedance dissipative ancillary mode
b (Zb ≪ RQ, κb ∼ ωbZb/Rb). Note that this circuit
should not necessarily represent a physical device: it
suffices to represent the Foster decomposition [65–67] of
a linear environment connected to the two ports of the
Josephson ring.

Compared to Sec. IV, the DC flux bias point is modi-
fied following

Φext
J = φ0

(
π + 2Arcsin(ξ(t))

)
Φext

L = −Φext
J

2
+ φ0

π

4

(11)

b)a)

c)

FIG. 6. Engineering modular interactions. a) A Joseph-
son ring is placed in parallel with a high-impedance target res-
onator (green) and a low-impedance, dissipative, ancillary res-
onator (black). The Josephson tunneling amplitude 2EJξ(t)
and phase are adjusted with the control fluxes Φext

J,L biasing
the circuit. b) Each modular Lindblad operator Lr,l in (8)
is activated with an AC bias signal consisting of three pulse
trains ξr,l = ξ−1

r,l +ξ
0
r,l+ξ

+1
r,l (trains respectively colored in pur-

ple, black, and orange), pulses within each train being sepa-
rated by half a period of the target resonator. Each train mod-
ulates a carrier at ωb, the three carriers being phase-shifted
by ∼ ±π

2
from one another (dashed lines with same colors as

the pulse trains). c) In frequency domain, the bias signal
F [ξr,l](ω) =

∑
k∈Z ξ̃r,l(k)(δ(ω−ωb − kωa) + δ(ω+ωb + kωa))

is a real-valued frequency comb centered at ±ωb and whose
amplitude ξ̃r,l(k) oscillates with a period 4πη

ϵ
. The signal

represented in b-c corresponds to the activation of Lq,s and
contains only even harmonics k ∈ 2Z. For readability, we set
ωb = 2.3 ωa and ϵ = 1 in b, which increases the phase-shift be-
tween the carriers at ωb beyond π/2 (respectively ωb/ωa → ∞
in c so that the comb does not overlap with its mirror image
centered at −ωb), which is not the regime in Table I.

in order to give a non-trivial phase to the Josephson tun-
neling [52]. The circuit Hamiltonian then reads

H0(t) = ℏωaa
†a+ ℏωbb

†b+2EJξ(t) cos
( Φ
φ0

− π

4

)
(12)

where the generalized phase operator across the series
of resonators reads Φ = φ0(ηaq̃a + ηbq̃b), and the
vacuum phase fluctuations of each mode across the
Josephson ring are given by ηa =

√
2πZa/RQ = 2

√
π

and ηb =
√

2πZb/RQ ≪ 1. Importantly, these values do
not need to be fine-tuned in circuit fabrication as one can
adapt the system controls to accommodate a value of ηa
exceeding 2

√
π (see Sec. VI and Supplemental materials).

Placing ourselves in the rotating frame of both a and
b, the Hamiltonian becomes

H(t) = 2EJξ(t) cos
(
ηaq̃a(t) + ηbq̃b(t)− π/4

)
(13)

where the quadrature operators q̃a(t) and q̃b(t) respec-
tively rotate at ωa and ωb in phase-space.
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Reminding the reader that r = q or p and l = s or d
label the Hamiltonian (10) employed to engineer one of
the Lindblad dissipators (8), we now consider the AC
bias signal

ξr,l(t) =
∑

j=0,+1,−1

ξjr,l(t)

=
∑

j=0,+1,−1

ξ1cos(ωbt − jθb) ×

(
X 2π

ωa
(t− jθa + ϕr

ωa
) + (−1)δlX 2π

ωa
(t− jθa + ϕr + π

ωa
)
)

(14)

consisting of three trains of Dirac pulses—pulse inte-
grated amplitude ξ1—modulating carriers at frequency
ωb, the pulses within each train being separated by
half a period of the target resonator and having either
constant or alternating signs. Each train activates
one of the three modular interactions in the target
Hamiltonian (10) with the same label j and the same
definition for θa, θb, ϕr and δl. Indeed, a pulse train with
phase Θa allows Josephson tunneling when the operator
q̃a(t) aligns or anti-aligns with the rotated quadrature
qΘa
a . Together with a carrier with phase Θb, it selects

out, in the RWA, terms of the form cos(±ηaqΘa
a )qΘb

b

and sin(±ηaqΘa
a )qΘb

b [68] Finally, choosing pulses with
constant or alternating signs ensures that only cosine or
sine operators survive the RWA—depending on which
Lindblad operator is targeted. In Fig. 6b, we represent
the bias signal when activating Lq,s. In frequency
domain, it is a frequency comb centered at ±ωb (see
Fig. 6c, mirror image around −ωb not shown) and
whose amplitude oscillates with a period 4πηa

ϵ ωa. The
signals activating other Lindblad operators are obtained
by alternating the pulses sign in time domain and/or
alternating the harmonics sign in frequency domain.

Overall, the target Hamiltonian (10) is activated at a
rate g = EJηbωaξ1/(2

√
2πℏA). Note that, to engineer

modular dissipation operators from this effective Hamil-
tonian, we performed an adiabatic elimination of the an-
cillary mode—requiring g ≪ κb. This adiabatic elimi-
nation is valid only if it takes places on a much slower
timescale than the RWA producing the effective Hamil-
tonian in the first place—requiring in turn κb ≪ ωa [59].
Moreover, we choose ωa ≪ ωb to avoid frequency col-
lisions that would enable high-order processes involving
multiple photons of the ancilla in the RWA. Given that
protection of the logical qubit requires the modular dissi-
pation rate Γ ∼ g2

κb
to be larger than the target resonator

photon loss rate κa, the system parameters should re-
spect

κa ≪ g2/κb ≪ κb ≪ ωa ≪ ωb. (15)

This regime is attainable in a state-of-the-art circuit (see
Tab. I) comprising a high-impedance mode resonating
in the 100 MHz range. This unusually low resonance

frequency is needed to respect the above hierarchy, and
to ensure that flux bias pulses are sufficiently short with
respect to the target oscillator period, as detailed in the
next section.

VI. IMPLEMENTATION WITH
STATE-OF-THE-ART CIRCUITS AND CONTROL

ELECTRONICS

The goal of this section is to propose realistic exper-
imental parameters for the stabilization of GKP qubits
and to estimate the impact of various experimental im-
perfections. We first remind the reader that the impact
of intrinsic, low-weight noise processes affecting the tar-
get resonator was analyzed in Section III and shown to
be robustly suppressed by the modular dissipation. Here,
we consider the noise sources induced by the dissipation
engineering itself in realistic experimental conditions. In
Section VIA, we explore the propagation of ancilla noise
by extending our analysis of modular dissipation engi-
neering to the case of an ancilla mode suffering from ther-
mal excitation and dephasing. In Section VI B, we focus
on errors induced by the finite-bandwidth of the bias sig-
nal, while in Section VI C, we focus on the impact of cir-
cuit fabrication disorder. Mitigating the former prompts
the use of a target mode resonating at low frequency ωa

to embed GKP qubits, while our mitigation strategy for
the latter relies on a RWA only valid if ℏωa dominates
over specific energy scales of the circuit. Therefore, the
circuit parameters we propose in Table I results from
a trade-off and entail spurious logical errors. Neverthe-
less, we estimate that the decay rate of the GKP qubit
Pauli operators could still be two orders of magnitude
lower than the intrinsic dissipation rates of the circuit
for these realistic parameters. Finally, in Section VI D
and Section VI E, we describe qualitatively the impact
of low-frequency drifts in the bias signal and of quasi-
particle poisoning. We also lay out possible mitigation
strategies that will be investigated in a future work.

A. Propagation of ancilla noise

The key advantage of the proposed protocol lies in its
robustness against imperfections of the ancilla. First, in
the limit of infinite-energy GKP states, the target sys-
tem is coupled to the ancilla through logical stabilizers
only. Therefore, spurious dynamics of the ancilla may
only lead to an evolution of the target mode generated by
the stabilizers and thus cannot create logical errors. Sec-
ond, an implicit advantage of dissipative stabilization is
that the predominant loss channel of the ancilla, namely
photon loss, is the main resource of the protocol: this is
in stark contrast with phase estimation protocols relying
on low-order interactions, where the dominant dissipative
processes acting on the ancilla limits the performance of
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the protocol. [29, 31]
In order to study more closely the propagation of an-

cilla errors for finite-energy GKP states, we take a closer
look at the key ingredient in Section V: recall that our
protocol relies on engineering dynamics of the form

dρ

dt
= − i

ℏ
[
Hint, ρ

]
+ κbD[b](ρ) (16)

with Hint = ℏg
(
Lb† + L†b

)
(corresponding to the

Hamiltonian in Eq. (9) where we dropped the subscript
index) in order to engineer a dissipative evolution

dρ

dt
= ΓD[L](ρ) (17)

with Γ = 4g2/κb. This strategy relies on a standard adi-
abatic elimination procedure [59]. We can revisit this
procedure when the ancilla mode b is subject to addi-
tional error channels, such as heating and dephasing. To
this end, we enrich Eq. (16) with two additional terms:

dρ

dt
= − i

ℏ
[
Hint, ρ

]
+ κb(1 + nth)D[b](ρ)

+ κb nth D[b†](ρ) + κϕ D[b†b](ρ)

(18)

with κϕ > 0 the dephasing rate and nth =

(
e

ℏωb
kBT − 1

)−1

the mean number of thermal photons following Bose-
Einstein statistics (where kB denotes Boltzmann’s con-
stant and T is the temperature, typically a few tens of
milliKelvins). Under this new ancilla dynamics, Eq. (17)
becomes

dρ

dt
= Γ̃D[L](ρ) + Γ̃ nth

1+nth
D[L†](ρ) (19)

with

Γ̃ =
4g2

κb + κϕ
(1 + nth) = Γ

κb
κb + κϕ

(1 + nth). (20)

In particular, the only effect of ancilla dephasing at rate
κϕ is a renormalization of the engineered dissipation rate
Γ. On the other end, the thermal population of the buffer
leads to additional dissipators on the target mode [69].

As expected, the new dissipators are function of the
coupling operators L and L† appearing in Hint. For L
matching any of the operators Lk in Eq. (3), we see that
both L and L† are stabilizers of the GKP code in the
infinite-energy limit (that is for ϵ = 0). However, it is no
longer the case in a finite-energy setting. Remarkably,
we can still compute explicit asymptotic expansions for
both the rate of convergence of the stabilizers Γc and
the logical decoherence rate Γ0

L [59]. More precisely, we
consider the full Lindblad master equation

dρ

dt
= Γ̃

(
3∑

k=0

D[Lk](ρ) +
nth

1+nth
D[L†

k](ρ)

)
. (21)

involving the four dissipators required for the GKP
stabilization—with rates reduced by ancilla dephasing—
alongside with the corresponding four spurious dissipa-
tors stemming from thermal excitations of the ancilla.
We show that, under this new dynamics, the convergence
rate of the stabilizers is reduced following

Γ̃c ∼
AϵηΓ̃
1 + nth

= Γc
κb

κb + κϕ
. (22)

Similarly, the logical decoherence rate Γ0
L is replaced by

Γ̃0
L =

4

π

AϵηΓ̃
1 + nth

e
− 4

Aϵη(1+2nth) . (23)

These asymptotic formulas are found to be in good agree-
ment with direct numerical simulations of Eq. (21), as
shown in Fig. 7.

FIG. 7. Propagation of ancilla noise. Decay rate of the
generalized Pauli operators X and Z under engineered mod-
ular dissipation taking the non-zero temperature of the an-
cilla into account. Colored dots correspond to decay rates ex-
tracted from numerical simulations of Eq. (21), while dashed
lines follow the asymptotic ansatz in Eq. (23). The value of
nth is obtained following Bose-Einstein statistics at the an-
cilla resonance frequency ωb/2π = 5 GHz given in Table I.
The choice of displayed temperature range is made consider-
ing that temperatures around a few tens of milliKelvins can
be observed in state-of-the-art dilution cryostats, while tem-
peratures around a few hundreds of milliKelvins can inform
on robustness versus the exact temperature or thermalization
issues. The ancilla dephasing rate κϕ is not explicitly varied
in the simulations since it can be taken into account through
the renormalization of the engineered dissipation rate Γ in
Eq. (20).

A striking feature of our analysis of ancilla noise prop-
agation is that the logical error rate Γ̃0

L in Eq. (23) mono-
tonically decreases as ϵ goes to zero – or, equivalently, as
the energy of the GKP states goes to infinity (in com-
parison, in Section III B, the study of low-weight noise
channels directly affecting the target mode revealed the
existence of an optimal value of ϵ as a function of the
target mode noise strength). This feature is in full agree-
ment with the intuitive notion that, in the infinite-energy
GKP limit (corresponding to ϵ = 0), ancilla noise does
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not propagate at all through modular interactions. It
is also numerically confirmed, in the parameter range of
Fig. 7, by the fact that the curves associated to differ-
ent values of ϵ do not cross. Crucially, we find that er-
rors stemming from thermal excitations of the ancilla are
negligible for typical operating temperatures of supercon-
ducting circuits (T ∼ 10− 50 mK).

B. Limited bandwidth and accuracy of the flux
bias signal

FIG. 8. Truncated frequency comb. Decay rate of the
generalized Pauli operators X and Z under modular dissi-
pation engineered with a frequency comb containing a finite
number of harmonics N (dots), in absence of intrinsic noise
of the target resonator. A finite bandwidth signal yields spu-
rious errors at a rate decreasing exponentially with N . The
mismatch between the decay rate found for N → ∞ and the
rate found for the ideal dissipators (3) (dashed lines) is due
to the additional approximation introduced when going from
Eq. (9) to Eq. (10) (see [64] and [59] for details): even with
an idealized infinite frequency comb, the engineered dissipa-
tors do not exactly coincide with the ideal dissipators in (3).
The computation of the dissipation operators activated by a
truncated bias signal ξ̃N relies on a RWA and is presented in
the Supplemental Materials [59].

A central hypothesis to the dissipation engineering
technique detailed in Sec. III is that the width of the
flux pulses that bias the circuit is negligible with respect
to the target oscillator period. In frequency domain,
this figure of merit directly relates to the number of
harmonics N in the frequency comb forming the bias
signal ξ (see Fig. 6c, we drop the subscript r, l for
simplicity). This number should be quantitatively
optimized: on the one hand, it should not be too
small for the aforementioned hypothesis to hold, but
picking an unnecessarily large N would place prohibitive
constraints on the circuit design—for a fixed control
signal bandwidth, one can only increase N by decreasing
the target mode resonance frequency—and limit the
modular dissipation rate for a given maximum value of
the bias signal ξmax [70].

To this end, we perform numerical simulations, in the
RWA [59], considering Lindblad operators activated by
a bias signal ξ̃N (k) obtained by truncating the Fourier
series ξ̃(k) (setting ξ̃(k) = 0 for |k| > N , see Fig. 6c
for a representation of ξ̃(k)). The evolution of the
target oscillator state is computed for the corresponding
imperfect modular dissipation in absence of any other
decoherence channel. The decay rate of the generalized
Pauli operators X and Z is extracted for each value of
N , and represented in Fig. 8. Truncation of the bias
comb leads to spurious logical flips at a rate independent
of ϵ and exponentially decreasing with N . In the long
term, this scaling is encouraging as one does not need
to increase the control signal bandwidth indefinitely to
robustly protect the encoded information. In the short
term, combs containing N ∼ 100 harmonics are needed
to suppress the logical error rate significantly beyond
the break-even point (see Tab. I). Limiting microwave
drives to the 0-20 GHz range, which corresponds to
the bandwidth of standard laboratory equipment and
is below the typical plasma frequency of Josephson
junctions [71], this places the target mode resonance
frequency in the sub-GHz range (see Tab. I).

Delivering a precise, wideband, microwave signal to
a superconducting circuit cooled down in the quantum
regime is a major experimental challenge. If this signal
is generated at room temperature, one needs to account
for a priori unknown dispersion of the feedlines. There-
fore, the complex amplitudes of 2N + 1 phase-locked,
monochromatic microwave signals need to be individu-
ally calibrated (see [59] for quantitative estimates of the
impact of miscalibration). Recent advances in digital
synthesis of microwave signals allows for the automation
of these calibrations. An alternative strategy consists in
generating the frequency comb directly on-chip with a
dedicated Josephson circuit [72, 73] in order to deliver a
precise, wideband comb with no need for complex cali-
brations.

C. Fabrication constraints and disorder

Inaccuracy on the energy of Josephson junctions
is the main source of disorder in superconducting
circuits, with a typical mismatch of the order of a few
percents from the targeted value to the one obtained
in fabrication. In the circuit depicted in Fig. 6a, this
leads to uncertainty on the value of the superinductance
La, typically implemented by a chain of Josephson
junctions [74], and to a small energy mismatch between
the two junctions forming the ring. Fortunately, these
parameters do not need to be fine-tuned in our approach.

Indeed, an inductance La differing from its nominal
value only results in a modified target mode impedance
Za, and therefore in modified phase fluctuations across
the Josephson ring ηa =

√
2πZa/RQ. Here we remind
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the reader that the target value ηa = 2
√
π was chosen

to match the length of the square GKP lattice unit
cell. However, as detailed in Sec. VII, there exists
a continuous family of GKP codes obtained by sym-
plectic transformation of the square code lattice. The
diamond-shaped unit cells of these codes still have an
area of 4π, but longer edges. As long as ηa > 2

√
π, one

simply adjusts the timing of flux bias pulses to stabilize
such a non-square code. We verify in simulation that
the accuracy with which this adjustment needs to be
performed is well within reach of current experimental
setups [59].

We now consider the effect of a small asymmetry of the
circuit Josephson ring. We remind the reader that in our
dissipation engineering scheme, the effective Josephson
energy of the ring is cancelled by threading the ring with
half a quantum of magnetic flux—corresponding to the
DC contribution in Φext

J —except at precise instants when
it is activated with sharp flux pulses—corresponding to
the AC contribution in Φext

J . Mismatch between the
two junction energies lead to imperfect cancellation in-
between pulses, potentially generating shifts of the target
oscillator state by ηa along a random axis in phase-space
(see Fig. 2). As detailed in Supplemental materials, this
adverse affect can be mitigated by slightly adjusting the
circuit DC bias point so that the imperfectly cancelled
Josephson Hamiltonian becomes non-resonant and drops
out in the RWA. This RWA is only valid if the energy mis-
match between junctions is much smaller than the target
mode frequency ωa, placing a new constraint on the cir-
cuit parameters. In Tab. I, we choose a Josephson energy
as low as EJ = h×500 MHz—which we still consider ex-
perimentally realistic while keeping the junctions plasma
frequency above 20 GHz [59]—such that a 2% mismatch
should be tolerable. We leave quantitative analysis of
the robustness of this strategy for future work and note
that it may be combined with the method sketched in the
next section for a more robust suppression of the impact
of imperfectly cancelled Josephson energy.

D. 1/f magnetic flux noise

While its microscopic origin is still debated, low-
frequency magnetic flux noise (referred to as 1/f noise)
is ubiquitous in superconducting circuits [75]. In prac-
tice, such noise will induce slow drifts in the DC bias
point of our proposed circuit, which cannot be detected
and compensated on short (∼ 1 ms) timescales. A small
offset to the magnetic flux Φext

L threading the rightmost
loop of the circuit (see Fig. 6 and Eq. 11) is not expected
to affect significantly the performances of our protocol.
Indeed, it only impacts the phase of the Josephson term
in (13), slightly unbalancing the rates of the engineered
modular dissipators (8). On the other hand, an offset
to the magnetic flux threading the Josephson ring Φext

J
results in an imperfectly cancelled Josephson energy in

between fast bias pulses, similar to that induced by a
mismatch on the energy of the two junctions.

In detail, a small offset 2φ0eJ in the magnetic flux
Φext

J threading the Josephson ring (with eJ ≪ 1) yields
a spurious term

2EJeJ(1−ξ2(t))1/2 cos(ηaq̃a(t)+ηbq̃b(t)−π/4+eJ
)

(24)

in the circuit Hamiltonian (13) (expressed in the rotat-
ing frame, with q̃a(t) and q̃b(t) respectively rotating
at ωa and ωb in phase-space). This time-dependent
Hamiltonian may generate long shifts of the target
oscillator along a random axis, triggering logical errors.
Unfortunately, here, adapting the circuit bias to make
this spurious Hamiltonian non-resonant is not an option
as the value of eJ is unknown.

A possible strategy to mitigate the impact of magnetic
flux offsets is to dynamically vary the circuit parameters
in order to decrease the value of ηa in between bias pulses.
This adjustment may be realized using tunable inductors
as detailed in Sec. VII. If ηa ≃ 2

√
π when q̃a is close to

aligning with qa or pa but takes a value δηa ≪ 2
√
π at

any other time, the time-dependent Hamiltonian (24)
contains only terms of the form ei(αqa+βpa) with α, β
in the neighborhood of either 2

√
π or 0. It may then

only trigger shifts which are approximately aligned with
the GKP lattice, and are thus correctable. Crucially,
δηa does not need to strictly cancel for this strategy to
be effective. We will investigate quantitatively the fea-
sibility and performances of this scheme in a future work.

E. Quasi-particle poisoning

Quasi-particles are excitations of the circuit electron
fluid above the superconducting gap [76]. The probabil-
ity for such excitations should be negligible at the work-
ing temperature of circuit QED experiments (10 mK),
but normalized densities of quasi-particles in the range
xqp ∼ 10−5 − 10−7 are typically observed. A quasi-
particle with charge e tunneling through the Josephson
ring is expected to translate the target mode by ±

√
π in

normalized units, which can directly lead to a logical flip.
In the long term , this uncorrected error channel could
limit the coherence time of the logical qubit. Quantita-
tive estimates of the logical error rate induced by a given
density of quasi-particles will be sought in a future work.
Note that quasi-particle poisoning is detrimental to all
circuitQED architectures, and is thus actively investi-
gated. Recent progress in identifying and suppressing
sources of out-of-equilibrium quasi-particles [77–80], as
well as in trapping and annihilating them [81–87] could
conceivably lead to efficient suppression strategies in the
near future.
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Parameter Symbol Value
Target mode inductance La 14 µH

(inductive energy) (h×12 MHz)
Josephson junction energy EJ h×500 MHz
Target mode capacitance Ca 80 fF

(charging energy) (h×240 MHz)
Target mode frequency ωa 2π×150 MHz

Target mode photon loss rate κa 2π×300 Hz
Ancillary mode frequency ωb 2π×5 GHz

Ancillary mode phase ηb 0.3
fluctuations across the ring

Ancillary mode photon loss rate κb 2π×0.5 MHz
Number of harmonics in bias comb N 100

Maximum modulation signal ξmax 0.2
Modular interaction rate g 2π×100 kHz
Modular dissipation rate Γ 2π×20 kHz
Decay rate of X and Z ΓL 2π×4 Hz

Pauli operators

TABLE I. Proposed circuit parameters. The target mode
has an impedance Za = 2RQ and resonates in the radio-
frequency range to allow biasing of the circuit with a fre-
quency comb containing N = 100 harmonics within a 20 GHz
bandwidth. This requires to load the circuit with an ultra-
high inductance, which can be implemented at the cost of only
a small number of parasitic modes appearing in the operating
band [59] with state-of-the-art techniques [43]. The energy of
the two Josephson junctions is chosen low enough that a 2%
energy mismatch may be compensated in situ (see Sec. VIC),
and other parameters are chosen to respect the hierarchy (15).
The estimated decay rate of the generalized Pauli operators
only accounts for errors induced by photon loss of the target
mode and by truncation of the bias frequency comb. The lat-
ter error channel significantly dominates over the former, so
that increasing further the number of harmonics in the bias
comb would yield a much more robust GKP qubit.

VII. PROTECTED CLIFFORD GATES AND
PAULI MEASUREMENTS

In their seminal paper [6] GKP defined fault-tolerant
operations on GKP qubits as transformations of the
embedding oscillators that do not amplify shift er-
rors: small shifts should remain small throughout the
operation. In particular, they proposed to perform
fault-tolerant Clifford gates in the infinite-energy code
through symplectic transformations of the oscillators
quadratures. These transformations can be driven with
simple low-weight Hamiltonians whose strength do not
need to be calibrated with high precision as errors
induced by slightly off evolutions are mapped to short
displacements and are thus correctable.

In this section, we extend these results and derive
target evolutions implementing Clifford gates in the
finite-energy code. In contrast with the infinite-energy
case, these evolutions are not unitary and thus not
trivially driven: a practical driving scheme remains to
be found. Fortunately, one can circumvent the problem
by slowly varying the parameters of the dissipation

described in the previous sections such that its fixed
points follow the desired code states trajectory in
phase-space throughout the gate. In the limit where the
gate duration Tgate is much longer than 1/Γc (Γc is the
confinement rate onto the code manifold, see Sec. III),
we expect dissipation to coral the target state with no
additional drives, as was proposed for the control of cat
qubits [88].

Since the modular dissipation is always on through-
out the gate and that symplectic transformations do not
amplify errors—in the GKP sense—we expect the expo-
nential scaling of the logical error rates found in Sec. III B
to hold when applying gates, and thus the GKP qubits
to remain protected. Admittedly, the GKP definition for
error amplification is only qualitative, and the amplitude
of shift errors along symplectically transformed quadra-
tures is expected to quantitatively vary during the gate.
In particular, for quadrature noise, the effective noise rate
scales quadratically with the length of the transformed
quadratures, thereby renormalizing the numerical pref-
actors in the expression of the logical error rate found
in Sec. III B. Quantitative analysis of error rates during
gates performed in finite time and for more realistic noise
models will be the subject of a future work. Similarly,
we propose in Sec. VIIC a method to measure the Pauli
operators of a GKP qubit that does not require to drop
the modular dissipation. We expect the lifetime of the
measured operator not to be impacted by the measure-
ment, but leave rigorous analysis of the performances of
this protected readout to future research.

A. Clifford gates in the finite-energy GKP code

Remarkably, the target evolutions proposed by GKP
to implement Clifford gates in the infinite-energy code
correspond to continuous symplectic mappings of the
target oscillator phase-space coordinates. In detail, for
a control parameter u varying continuously from 0 to 1
during the gate, these transformations read:

Hadamard gate

SH
u : q → cos(u

π

2
)q+ sin(u

π

2
)p

p → −sin(u
π

2
)q+ cos(u

π

2
)p

(25)

The corresponding evolution is a quarter turn rotation
of the target state UH

u = eiu
π
2 a†a (see Fig. 9a).

Phase gate

SP
u : q → q

p → p− uq
(26)

The corresponding evolution consists in squeezing and
rotating the target state UP

u = eiuq
2/2 (see Fig. 9b).
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a)

c)

b)

FIG. 9. Clifford gates by slow variation of the modular dissipation parameters. The Hadamard (a), Phase (b) and
CNOT (c) gates are each applied by continuously distorting the stabilized GKP lattice structure in phase-space. In boxes,
the oscillator field states are represented by their standard deviation contours (red circles), along with the GKP lattice axes
(blue and yellow) in the single mode (a-b) or bipartite (c) phase space, before and after a gate. At the end of each gate, the
distorted lattice aligns with the initial one. In our proposed architecture, each oscillator is connected to at least two Josephson
rings, each ring being connected to a dissipative ancillary mode (brown box, see Fig. 10 for a detailed circuit) and responsible
for the activation of a pair of Lindblad operators (Lr,s,Lr,d) (see Eq. 8), where r = q or p before and after the gate. Lattice
distortion is induced by rotating the target quadrature r by an angle ϕ (controlled by the timing of the pulses biasing the ring)
and simultaneously scaling its length by a factor λ (controlled by the amplitude of the oscillator phase fluctuations across the
ring η = 2

√
πλ, whose tunability is symbolized by a cylinder pierced by a diagonal arrow) . The parameter u : 0 → 1 is slowly

varied during the gate so that the oscillator states remain at a fixed point of the dissipation at all time.

CNOT gate

SC
u : qα → qα

pα → pα − upβ

qβ → qβ + uqα

pβ → pβ

(27)

Here the joint evolution of the control and target
oscillators labeled α and β reads UP

u = eiuq
αpβ

(see
Fig. 9c) and is the combination of two-mode squeezing

and photon exchange (beam-splitter Hamiltonian).

We now note that the infinite-energy square code is
entirely defined by its two stabilizers Sq = eiηq and
Sp = e−iηp. The code properties—namely the stabilizers
and generalized Pauli operators commutation rules, the
code states definition—are all inferred from the canon-
ical commutation relation of the quadrature operators
[q,p] = i. Since symplectic transformations preserve
commutation relations, the same modular functions
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of symplectically transformed variables eiηSu(q) and
e−iηSu(p), where Su is one of the three aforementioned
transformations, are the stabilizers of another GKP
code. In other words, Clifford gates are applied by
continuously distorting the GKP lattice in phase-space
so that the final lattice structure overlaps with the initial
one, and that an exact gate has been applied to the
encoded qubit (see Fig. 9). The same scheme is directly
applicable to the finite-energy code, after normalizing all
operators with E∆ = e−∆a†a. The target evolutions now
read V∆

u = E∆UuE
−1
∆ , and are in general non-unitary.

As for the stabilizers of the distorted code, they read
E∆e

iηSu(q)E−1
∆ and E∆e

−iηSu(p)E−1
∆ . Note that with

this definition, the lattice structure is distorted, but
the code states normalizing envelope remains Gaussian-
symmetric.

B. Clifford gates by slow variation of the modular
dissipation parameters

We now detail how to adapt the dissipation engi-
neering technique described in Sec. V to stabilize a
finite-energy code distorted by Su. We consider the
architecture depicted in Fig. 9, in which a target mode is
connected to two Josephson rings, each one coupled to a
dissipative ancillary mode (brown box). Detailed circuits
implementing this abstract architecture may be found
in Fig. 10. Each ring activates one pair of Lindblad
operators (Lr,s,Lr,d) as defined in Eq. 8. For an idling
logical qubit, these operators are modular functions of
one of the oscillator quadratures r = q or p. When a
gate is applied, the quadrature needs to be substituted
with the symplectically transformed quadrature Su(r),
and u varied slowly enough as to respect the adiabaticity
condition ΓcTgate ≫ 1.

First focusing on single-qubit gates, the transformed
quadrature is parametrized by its angle ϕ and length λ
in phase-space. Adjusting the value of ϕ only requires to
time-shift the control pulses biasing the corresponding
ring. Indeed, for an idling qubit, the Lindblad dissipa-
tors Lr,s and Lr,d are activated through the interaction
Hamiltonian (10) parametrized by the angle ϕr (ϕr = 0
for r = q or ϕr = π/2 for r = p). In turn, this angle is
determined by the phase of the pulse trains biasing the
Josephson ring (see Eq. (14)). One may generalize this
approach and activate a Lindblad dissipator which is a
modular function of a quadrature qϕ

a = eiϕa
†a qa e

−iϕa†a

rotated by an arbitrary angle ϕ. On the other hand,
adjusting the length λ of the symplectically transformed
quadrature necessitates to adjust the spatial frequency
of the modular interactions to η = 2

√
πλ in the Hamil-

tonian (10) (λ = 1 for an idling qubit). Physically, this
parameter is set by the phase fluctuations η of the target
mode across the Josephson ring. In Fig. 9, we symbolize
this control by a tunable coupler (cylinder pierced by an

arrow) connecting the target mode with the ring. We
introduce an actual circuit implementing this abstract
model in Sec. VII D. Note that the Hadamard gate
only requires to vary the value of ϕ for both rings
[89] whereas the phase gate requires to vary the value
of ϕ and η simultaneously for a single ring (see Fig. 9a-b).

Similar controls are employed to apply a two-mode
CNOT gate. Here, two of the four transformed quadra-
tures SC

u (r)—with r = qα, pα, qβ or pβ—combine a fixed
contribution from one mode and a varying contribution
from the other one. Therefore, applying a CNOT gate
requires to adjust the phase-fluctuations of each mode
across one of the rings employed to engineer dissipation
in the other one . Thus, in Fig. 9c, the coupling of ring
2—responsible for the activation of (Lqα,s,Lqα,d) when
the logical qubits are idle—to the mode β is slowly
ramped up during the gate. As a consequence, the
ring witnesses increasing phase fluctuations ηβ2 from the
oscillator β, while the phase fluctuations ηα2 from the
mode α remain constant. Simultaneously, the coupling
of ring 4 to the mode α is slowly ramped up such that
ηα4 increases while ηβ4 remains constant. Moreover, the
signals biasing the rings 2 and 4 are enriched to mediate
interactions of the form (10) between the target mode α
and the ancillary mode β and vice versa. In practice, the
added signals consist in trains of pulses at the frequency
of the target modes modulating carriers at the frequency
of the ancillary modes.

Two important comments are in order about these
gates and the proposed architecture. First, we remind
the reader that once the evolution implementing a gate is
complete, the GKP lattice of each oscillator retrieves its
initial square structure. As a consequence, the control
parameters ϕ and η, which have been varied throughout
the gate, can be returned to their initial values. While
the variation of the parameters needs to be slow during
the gate, this last adjustment can be made on a much
shorter timescale. The flux pulse trains biasing the
ring being controlled should be interrupted during this
stage in order not to inadvertently generate a modular
dissipation misaligned with the oscillator GKP lattice.
Second, when not applying a CNOT gate, the coupling
between one mode and the rings employed to engineer
dissipation in the other one does not need to be perfectly
nullified in order to avoid cross-talks between the GKP
qubits. Indeed, a ring experiencing small residual phase
fluctuations from a mode (e.g. ηβ2 , η

α
4 ≪ 2

√
π for idling

qubits) may only generate small shifts of this mode,
corrected by the modular dissipation. Based on similar
arguments, we describe in the next section a method for
measuring the GKP qubit Pauli operators which does
not introduce spurious dephasing out of measurement
times.
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C. Protected measurement of Pauli operators

In the previous section, we introduced an architecture
in which a target mode embedding a GKP qubit is cou-
pled to multiple rings with adjustable strength. The re-
quirements to measure a Pauli operator of the GKP qubit
are the same as to perform a phase gate, and are met by
the architecture depicted in Fig. 9b. Indeed, biasing the
ring 2 with a signal ξ2(t) ∝ cos(ωb2t − Θb) X π

ωa
(t− Θa

ωa
)

(corresponding to the case δl = 0 in Eq. (14)), one acti-
vates a modular interaction of the form cos(η2q

Θa
a )qΘb

b2
—

we use similar notations as in Eq. (10) to denote rotated
quadrature operators of the target mode and of the an-
cillary mode b2 attached to the ring 2. The value of η2
is adjustable in situ by tuning the coupling of the ring 2
to the target mode. We propose to measure the gener-
alized Pauli operators Z = Sgn

(
cos(

√
πq)

)
through such

an interaction:

Hmeas = ℏgmeascos(η2qa)qb2 (28)

where the spatial frequency of the modular term
η2 =

√
π is twice smaller than when engineering the

modular dissipation stabilizing the GKP qubit. X
can be measured via a similar interaction but for a
π/2-rotation of the target mode quadrature, and Y may
be measured by applying a phase-gate before measuring
X. We refer the reader to Sec. VB for the expression of
gmeas as a function of the physical system parameters.

The modular dissipation, mediated by the ring 1, is
kept on during the measurement, confining the target
mode state onto the code manifold. If the confinement
rate Γc is much larger than the interaction rate gmeas,
one obtains an effective Zeno dynamics within the code
manifold. Moreover, denoting P the projector onto the
code manifold, we have PHmeasP† ≃ g̃measPZP†qb such
that the value of Z is mapped to a displacement of
the ancillary mode along pb. The effective interaction
rate g̃meas ≲ gmeas is slightly renormalized given that
cos(η2qa) ≲ 1 for finite-energy GKP states.

Letting the ancillary mode dissipate its excitations
at rate κb2 into a transmission line rather than into a
resistor as pictured in Fig. 6a, one may retrieve this
information through simple homodyne detection of the
leaking field. The logical qubit is then continuously
measured at rate Γmeas ≃ 4ηdet

g̃2
meas

κb2
where ηdet is the

detection efficiency. Note that the simple Zeno model
we used requires that Γmeas ≪ Γc, placing an upper
bound on the measurement rate. Nevertheless, this rate
may be orders of magnitude larger than the logical flip
rate ΓL (see Sec. III B) and since the measurement is
Quantum Non-Demolition, the signal can be integrated
to yield a high fidelity readout.

Note that outside of measurement times, the coupling
of the ring 2 to the target oscillator can be decreased

such that η2 ≪ 1. As argued in the previous section,
this ensures that even if the ring Josephson energy is im-
perfectly cancelled, it may only induce short, correctable
displacements of the target mode. Therefore, no logical
information unintentionally leaks out of the system and
the logical qubit is not dephased outside of measurement
times.

D. Example circuit for Clifford gates and Pauli
measurements

In the previous sections, we considered abstract archi-
tectures allowing to tune in situ the phase fluctuations
of one or two target modes across several Josephson
rings. Here, we introduce example circuits implementing
these abstract architectures.

The circuit depicted in Fig. 10b implements the ar-
chitecture of Fig. 9b employed to perform a phase-gate
and a Pauli operator measurement. A capacitor C with
phase variable Φ is shunted by two tunable inductors L1

and L2—for instance implemented by chains of Joseph-
son rings controlled with an external magnetic field (not
shown). The Josephson ring 2 and the ancillary circuit
b2 are placed in parallel with both inductors, while the
Josephson ring 1 and the ancillary circuit b1 are placed in
parallel with L1 only (ancillary circuits in brown, whose
Foster decomposition and realistic implementation are
detailed in Fig. 10a). We suppose that the effective
Josephson energy of the ring 1 is much smaller than the
inductive energy φ2

0/L1. As a consequence, the same
current flows through the inductors L1 and L2 and using
Kirchhoff’s laws, one finds the phase drop across each
inductor to be Φi = piΦ, where we introduced the par-
ticipation ratios pi = Li

L1+L2
for i = 1, 2. The circuit

Lagrangian then reads

L =
C

2
Φ̇2 − 1

2
(
p21
L1

+
p22
L2

)Φ2 + Lb1 + Lb2

+ EJ1
cos
(p1Φ+ Φb1 − Φext

L,1

φ0

)
+ EJ2

cos
(Φ+ Φb2 +Φext

L,2

φ0

)
(29)

where Lbi =
Cbi

2 Φ̇2
bi

− 1
2Lbi

Φ2
bi

and EJi
is the effective

Josephson energy of the ring i set by the magnetic flux
Φext

J,i . We now identify Φ as the phase coordinate of the

target mode, which has a total inductance L = (
p2
1

L1
+

p2
2

L2
)−1 = L1 + L2 and is only coupled to the ancillary

modes via the Josephson rings. Its phase fluctuations
across the two rings read

η1 = p1(
L

C
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

η2 = (
L

C
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

(30)

Therefore, tuning independently the value of the induc-
tances L1 and L2, one controls η1 and η2 as required to
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a)

c)

b)

FIG. 10. Example circuits. a) Symbol (top), Foster de-
composition (middle) and realistic implementation (bottom)
for the ancillary circuit in series with each Josephson ring.
It couples to a transmission line through which drives are
applied and excitations leak out (wriggled arrows), enabling
dissipation engineering and Pauli measurements. b) Circuit
supporting a single target mode (phase variable Φ) embed-
ding a GKP qubit. The ring and ancillary mode 2 support
the full phase drop Φ while the ring and ancillary mode 1
support a fraction of it set by the relative value of L1 and L2.
Tuning independently the value of L1 and L2 allows maintain-
ing constant fluctuations of Φ across one ring while adjusting
the fluctuations across the other, as required for phase gates
and Pauli measurements. c) Circuit supporting two GKP
qubits controllable with a CNOT gate. The target modes are
defined across the capacitors Cα and Cβ . The phase fluctua-
tions of the mode α (respectively β) across the ring 1 and 2
(respectively ring 3 and 4) depend on the inductance Lα

1 +Lα
2

(respectively Lβ
1 +Lβ

2 ) and are held constant at all time. The
phase fluctuations of the mode β (respectively α) across the
ring 2 (respectively ring 4) depend on the relative value of
Lα

1 and Lα
2 (respectively of Lβ

1 and Lβ
2 ) and are varied during

the CNOT gate. Fluxes threading the Josephson rings and
phases of the ancillary modes are implicitly defined as in (b).

perform a phase-gate and a Pauli operator measurement.

We now turn to the circuit depicted in Fig. 10c, which
implements the architecture of Fig. 9c employed to per-
form a CNOT gate. Here, we assume that the effective
Josephson energy of the rings 2 and 4 are much smaller
than the inductive energies φ2

0/L
α
2 and φ2

0/L
β
2 so that the

phase drop across the inductances read Φγ
i = pγi Φ

γ with

pγi =
Lγ

i

Lγ
1+Lγ

2
for i = 1, 2 and γ = α, β. Following the

same line of reasoning as above, the phase coordinate of
each target mode Φγ is defined across the capacitor Cγ

and the circuit Lagrangian reads

L =
∑

γ=α,β

Cγ

2
(Φ̇γ)2 − 1

2Lγ
(Φγ)2 +

4∑
j=1

Lbi

+ EJ1
cos
(Φα +Φb1 +Φext

L,1

φ0

)
+ EJ3

cos
(Φβ +Φb3 +Φext

L,3

φ0

)
+ EJ2

cos
(Φα − pβ1Φ

β +Φb2 +Φext
L,2

φ0

)
+ EJ4 cos

(Φβ − pα1Φ
α +Φb4 +Φext

L,4

φ0

)
(31)

where we use the same conventions as in Eq. (29) for the
effective energy of the Josephson rings and the ancillary
modes Lagrangians, and we have defined Lγ = Lγ

1 + Lγ
2 .

The ring 1 (respectively the ring 3) only participates in
the mode α (respectively β) and supports phase fluctua-
tions

ηα1 = (
Lα

Cα
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

ηβ3 = (
Lβ

Cβ
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

(32)

while the rings 2 and 4 participate in both modes and
support phase fluctuations

ηα2 = (
Lα

Cα
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2 ηβ2 = pβ1 (

Lα

Cα
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

ηβ4 = (
Lβ

Cβ
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2 ηα4 = pα1 (

Lα

Cα
)1/4(

2π

RQ
)1/2

(33)
In practice, the value of Lα and Lβ are held constant
at all time such that ηα1 = ηα2 = ηβ3 = ηβ4 = 2

√
π and

pα1 and pβ1 are varied during the CNOT gate, with their
value matching that of the parameter u in Fig. 9c.

To conclude this section, we point out that while the
circuit depicted in Fig. 10c does not allow for single-
qubit phase gates, one can connect an additional Joseph-
son ring to each mode—respectively placed in parallel
with the inductors Lα

1 and Lβ
1 as in Fig. 10b—to enable

all Clifford operations and Pauli measurements in a sin-
gle circuit. We also note that the assumption we made
that the effective Josephson energy of some rings is much
smaller than the circuit inductive energies is not verified
for the parameters proposed in Table I. Indeed, when
pulses with peak amplitude ξmax are applied, the effec-
tive Josephson energy reaches 2EJξmax > φ2

0/La. Unless
imposing stringer constraints for the multi-qubit circuits
considered in the current section, the participation ratios
p1, pα1 , pβ1 defined above would be renormalized during
pulses, and the magnitude of phase-fluctuations across
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some rings would vary. Alternative circuits circumvent-
ing this issue will be sought in a future work.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have proposed a novel scheme to gen-
erate, error-correct and control GKP qubits. The crucial
difference with previous experimental demonstrations of
GKP error-correction lies in the modular interactions
by which we couple the target mode—hosting the GKP
qubit—and the ancillary mode—leveraged to evacuate
entropy from the system. These modular interactions
prevent the back propagation of noise from the ancilla
to the encoded qubit. In contrast, the bi-linear coupling
employed in state-of-the-art experiments to map GKP
error-syndromes to an ancillary qubit allows noise to
back propagate, limiting the coherence of the encoded
qubit [31]. Furthermore, we propose a practical scheme
to activate modular interactions in a high-impedance
Josephson circuit, and show how to combine modular
interactions with dissipation engineering techniques to
autonomously error-correct the GKP qubits. Finally,
we show how to measure and control GKP qubits with
protected Clifford gates.

We perform numerical simulations showing that with
this approach, logical errors stemming from dominant
error channels of both the target and the ancillary
mode are exponentially suppressed as the engineered
dissipation rate increases. In a state-of-the-art cir-
cuit, the logical qubit lifetime could extend orders of
magnitude beyond the single photon dwell time in the
embedding resonator, a feat never realized so far. Ar-
guably, at this level of error suppression, quasi-particle
poisoning, which opens an uncorrected error channel,
could limit the device performances. Steady progress in
understanding and controlling sources of quasi-particles
in superconducting devices [77–79] could conceivably
overcome this roadblock in the near future.

The circuit we propose to embed GKP qubits is
remarkably simple (see Fig. 10) and is fabricated in
a parameter regime which, though demanding (see
Table I), should prove easier to achieve than alternative
proposals to encode GKP qubits at the hardware
level [40, 41, 46]. Moreover, circuit parameters do
not necessitate fine-tuning so that our protocol is
robust against fabrication disorder. Schematically, such
robustness and ease of fabrication is made possible by

transferring the complexity of quantum error-correction
from the hardware to the microwave control domain.
Indeed, our system needs to be driven with a precise
microwave frequency comb spanning a 20 GHz range.
Recent progress in digital synthesis of microwaves should
prove instrumental in generating and delivering such a
broadband signal with sufficient accuracy. Alternatively,
direct on-chip synthesis of microwave frequency combs
appears compatible with the circuits we consider [72, 73],
and would drastically reduce control complexity.

On the long term, the relative simplicity of Clifford
gates and the robustness of our multi-GKP qubit ar-
chitecture to spurious microwave cross-talks paves the
way for the concatenation of these bosonic qubits into a
discrete variable code such as the surface code [90–94].
Given that the coherence time of GKP qubits stabilized
by modular dissipation should extend far beyond single
and two-qubit gate time—which is set by the confine-
ment rate onto the code manifold in our approach—the
hope is that such a surface-GKP code would operate well
below threshold, implementing a fault-tolerant, universal
quantum computer with minimum hardware overhead.
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During the final stages of preparation of this
manuscript, we became aware of the recent preprint [95].
The authors propose to autonomously stabilize GKP grid
states in a high-impedance circuit leveraging an abstract
switch element activated with fast control pulses.
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S1. ERROR CORRECTION BY MODULAR DISSIPATION IN THE HEXAGONAL GKP CODE

One can define GKP grid states associated to lattices in phase-space that are not necessarily rectangular [6]. Of
particular interest is the hexagonal GKP codespace, spanned by grid states supported along a hexagonal lattice in
phase-space [7]. In particular, we will see that thanks to the symmetry of the hexagonal lattice, eigenstates of the X,Y
and Z Pauli operators on the hexagonal GKP codespace have the same lifetime, whereas Y eigenstates decay twice
faster than X or Z eigenstates on a square GKP codespace. The experimental stabilization of hexagonal GKP grid
states has already been demonstrated using stabilizer measurement via low-weight interactions in superconducting
circuits [29] and trapped ions [30] platforms. Let us explain how our dissipative stabilization scheme can be adapted
to the stabilization of the hexagonal GKP codespace.

Similarly to the square case, we can define the hexagonal GKP codespace as the common +1 eigenspace of the six
commuting stabilizer operators

Sk = eiη q(θk), 0 ≤ k ≤ 5 (S1)

for η = 2
√

2π√
3
, θk = kπ/3 and q(θ) = eiθN q e−iθN = cos(θ)q+ sin(θ)p. More precisely, the same codespace could be

defined using only S0 and S2, to which we add their images by successive π/3 rotations in phase space to respect the
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symmetry of the hexagonal grid. Note that η is chosen such that η2 sin(π/3) = 4π as before. The logical coordinates
associated to any density operator are defined as the expectation values of the three generalized Pauli operators

Z = Sgn(cos(η2q)),

X = Sgn(cos(η2q(
2π
3 ))),

Y = iXZ.

(S2)

Note that S†
k = Sk+3 mod 6 and X,Y,Z satisfy the Pauli algebra composition rules and commute with the stabilizers.

We can introduce the corresponding finite-energy stabilizers

S∆
k = E∆SkE

−1
∆ (S3)

with E∆ = e−∆a†a and the associated Lindblad operators

Mk = S∆
k − 1. (S4)

These Lindblad operators being once again a combination of trigonometric and hyperbolic functions of q and p, we
approximate them to first order in ∆ by products of trigonometric and linear functions of q and p as

Lk = AR kπ
3
eiηq (1− ϵp)R†

kπ
3

− 1 (S5)

with ϵ = η sinh∆ and A = e−ϵη/2.
Finally, we propose to stabilize the hexagonal GKP codespace using the following Lindblad-type dynamics with 6

dissipators:

d

dt
ρ = Γ

5∑
k=0

LkρL
†
k − 1

2

(
L†
kLkρ+ ρL†

kLk

)
. (S6)

Formally, the only differences with the dynamics stabilizing the square GKP codespace is that η = 2
√

2π√
3

(instead of

η = 2
√
π), we now use 6 dissipators (instead of 4), related to each other by repeated rotations of π/3 (instead of π/2)

in phase-space.
Crucially, the method proposed in Section V for the engineering of the modular dissipators stabilizing the square

GKP codespace can be straightforwardly adapted to engineer these 6 new dissipators. Indeed, in both cases, we
describe how to engineer one of the required dissipators; the engineering of the remaining three (square case) or five
(hexagonal case) is easily deduced therefrom (see Section V, or Section S3 for more details).

We can numerically compute the effective logical error rates induced by additional low-weight noise channels entering
the Lindblad dynamics Eq. (S6). In Fig. S1, for typical noise channels, we represent the logical error rate extracted by
spectral analysis of the Lindblad superoperator (dashed lines) (see Section S2A), in quantitative agreement with a full
Lindblad master equation simulation (dots). We observe results qualitatively similar to that of Fig. 4 (corresponding
to the same comparison for the square case). Note that the asymptotic logical error rates in the small noise regime
appear to be lower in these simulations than the corresponding logical error rates in the square GKP simulations
presented in Fig. 4. However, in realistic physical implementations, this effect would be partly compensated by the
fact that the dissipators appearing in the Lindblad dynamics of Eq. (S6) would be activated sequentially to leverage
a single ancillary mode (see Section V). With this strategy, the effective modular dissipation rate Γ is divided by the
number of dissipators to engineer, and is thus weaker by a factor 4/6 in the hexagonal case.

S2. ANALYTICAL AND NUMERICAL ANALYSIS OF THE MODULAR DISSIPATION

A. Exponential convergence to the code manifold and explicit decoherence rates

If one were able to directly engineer the Lindblad operators Mk of Section III, involving both trigonometric and
hyperbolic functions of the quadrature operators q and p, it was shown in [57] that the resulting Lindblad dynamics
would stabilize exactly the finite-energy GKP codespace, with exponential convergence of any initial state towards
the codespace. This is no longer true with the approximate Lindblad operators Lk in our proposal; most notably, the
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FIG. S1. GKP qubit protection by modular dissipation, hexagonal code. Logical error rates are extracted from
numerical simulations (dots) when varying the strength of some intrinsic noise channel relative to the modular dissipation
rate Γ. For all low-weight noise channels considered, errors appear to be exponentially suppressed in the weak noise limit. a)
Quadrature noise modeled by two Lindblad operators

√
κq and

√
κp. Dashed lines are predictions by spectral analysis of the

Lindblad superoperator (see Section S2A). b) Single-photon dissipation modeled by a Lindblad operator √
κ1pha. c) Pure

dephasing modeled by a Lindblad operator √
κϕa

†a. d) Kerr Hamiltonian perturbation of the form K
2
(a†a)2. For (c-d), note

the rescaling of the x-axis by 2n̄ = η/ϵ. For (b-d), dashed gray lines reproduce the dashed colored lines in (a), un-rescaled, for
comparison.

approximate Lindblad operators fail to perfectly vanish on the GKP codespace, which is consequently only metastable
under our stabilization scheme. In other words, even without any additional dissipation channel, the encoded qubit
suffers from intrinsic residual logical decoherence. We are able to explicitly compute the associated decoherence rates,
and the evolution of the encoded logical qubit, without solving the Lindblad equation. Additionally, we are able to
extend this result to the case where additional dissipation is added to the dynamics in the form of quadrature noise
only.

Indeed, for both the square and the hexagonal GKP code, the coordinates of the encoded logical qubit are defined
as expectation values of the generalized Pauli operators X,Y,Z. Crucially, these operators are separable periodic
observables of the form

h = h(q1,q2) = f(η2q1) g(
η
2q2) (S7)

where f and g are real-valued 2π-periodic functions and η = 2
√
π, q1 = q, q2 = q(π/2) = p for the square code,

while η = 2
√

2π√
3
, q1 = q, q2 = q(2π/3) = cos(2π/3)q+sin(2π/3)p = − 1

2q+
√
3
2 p for the hexagonal code. In the two

cases, [
η q1,

η

2
q2

]
=
[η
2
q1, η q2

]
= 2iπ (S8)
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so that by expanding the periodic functions f and g in Fourier series and applying the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff
formula we get [

f(η2q1), e
iηq2

]
=
[
g(η2q2), e

iηq1
]
= 0. (S9)

In the following subsections, we show that, for a density operator ρ governed by the Lindblad equation proposed
earlier to stabilize the square (or hexagonal) GKP code, we can leverage Eq. (S9) to compute explicitly the evolution
of the average value Tr(hρt), and thus in particular the evolution of the three generalized Pauli operators X,Y,Z,
without computing the solution ρt of the Lindblad equation. More precisely, we show that

d

dt
Tr(hρt) = −AϵηΓ Tr(Lσ(h)(q1,q2)ρt) (S10)

where A = e−
ϵη
2 , Γ > 0 is the engineered dissipation rate, σ > 0 is a parameter depending on η, ϵ and Lσ is an

explicit differential operator on periodic functions which depends on σ and the geometry (square or hexagonal). Lσ

is diagonalizable and has a positive and discrete spectrum (λk,σ)k∈N. As a consequence, when h is an eigenfunction
of Lσ associated to a given eigenvalue λ, Eq. (S10) leads to

Tr(hρt) = e−AϵηΓλ t Tr(hρ0). (S11)

In the general case,

Tr(hρt) =
+∞∑
k=0

cke
−AϵηΓλk,σ t Tr(hk,σ(q1,q2)ρ0) (S12)

where hk,σ is the eigenfunction of Lσ associated to the eigenvalue λk,σ and h =
∑

k ckhk. Computing the spectrum
of Lσ is thus sufficient to study the evolution of the coordinates of the encoded logical qubit, and hence to derive
decoherence rates as a function of σ. The precise derivation of the differential operator Lσ, along with an asymptotic
analysis of its spectral properties in the regime σ ≪ 1, can be found in the separate publication [96]. We recall
the main results here for the sake of completeness. We then explain how to go beyond that asymptotic analysis by
numerically computing the spectrum of Lσ for a given finite value of σ > 0.

Remarkably, this spectral analysis can be adapted to take into account two specific sources of noise: quadrature
noise affecting the system, i.e. additional dissipators in q and p entering the Lindblad dynamics, and additional
dissipative terms obtained in Section VI A when considering the effect of a noisy ancilla in the dissipation engineering
protocol. In both cases, we show that Eq. (S10) still holds true with renormalized values of σ and Γ depending on
the strength of the new dissipators. Unfortunately, for other types of noise (namely photon-loss, dephasing and Kerr
nonlinearities), this shortcut, whose proof depended on commutation relations between the Lindblad operators in the
dynamics and periodic observables, no longer applies. In these cases, we can only rely on a full simulation of the
Lindblad dynamics. We still find that these decoherence channels result in errors rates qualitatively similar to those
previously computed with our eigenvalue analysis in the case of quadrature noise (see Fig. 4 and Fig. S1).

These results are to be put into perspective with the initial intuition behind the GKP bosonic code: logical states,
although they are designed for robustness against small phase-space shifts thanks to the separation of their support
in phase-space, should also be robust to noise processes involving only small polynomials in a and a†, since the effects
of such processes over a small time-interval can be approximated as combinations of small phase-space shifts [6].

1. Square GKP

The generalized Pauli operators of the square GKP code are defined from the code stabilizers Sq = eiηq and
Sp = e−iηp (where η = 2

√
π) by

Z = Sgn(cos(η2q)),

X = Sgn(cos(η2p)),

Y = iXZ

(S13)

which are indeed products of periodic functions of q and p.
In the main text, we proposed to stabilize a finite-energy square GKP codespace by engineering a dissipative

Lindblad dynamics

d

dt
ρ = Γ

3∑
k=0

D[Lk](ρ) (S14)
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where Γ > 0, ϵ > 0, A = e−ϵη/2, D[L](ρ) = LρL† − 1
2

(
L†Lρ+ ρL†L

)
and

Lk = Aeik
π
2N eiηq (1− ϵp) e−ik

π
2N − 1. (3)

Let us now compute the evolution under Eq. (S14) of any separable periodic observables of the form

h = h(q,p) = f(η2q) g(
η
2p) (S15)

where f and g are real-valued 2π-periodic functions:

d

dt
Tr(hρt) = Tr(h

d

dt
ρt) = Γ

3∑
k=0

Tr (hD[Lk](ρt)) = Γ

3∑
k=0

Tr (D∗[Lk](h)ρt) (S16)

where

D∗[Lk](h) := L†
k hLk − 1

2

(
L†
kLk h+ hL†

kLk

)
=

1

2

(
L†
k [h,Lk] + [L†

k,h]Lk

)
. (S17)

Using the relations of Eq. (S9) (along with the relation [f(A),B] = f ′(A) [A,B] whenever [A, [A,B]] = 0) one is
able to show that

Γ

3∑
k=0

D∗[Lk](h) = −AϵηΓ
[(

sin(ηq)f ′(η2q)−
Aϵη
4
f ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p) + f(η2q)

(
sin(ηp)g′(η2p)−

Aϵη
4
g′′(η2p)

)]
= −AϵηΓLσ(h)(

η
2q,

η
2p)

(S18)

where σ = Aϵη
4 and Lσ is the differential operator defined by

Lσ = Tσ ⊗ 1+ 1⊗ Tσ,
(Tσf)(θ) = sin(2θ)f ′(θ)− σf ′′(θ)

(S19)

(we refer to [96] for the detailed computation).
A straightforward computation shows, through integration by parts, that for any 2π-periodic functions f and g:

⟨f, Tσg⟩σ = ⟨Tσf, g⟩σ
⟨f, Tσf⟩σ = σ ⟨f ′, f ′⟩σ

(S20)

for the scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩σ defined as

⟨f, g⟩σ =

∫ π

−π

e−
1−cos(2θ)

2σ f(θ)∗g(θ)dθ. (S21)

Eq. (S20) can also be obtained by observing that the following relation holds:

wσTσ(f) = −σ (wσf
′)
′ (S22)

where we introduced a weight function wσ(θ) = e−
1−cos(2θ)

2σ (note that ⟨f, g⟩σ =
∫
wσf

∗g). As a consequence, Tσ is
self-adjoint for the scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩σ and non-negative; classical results show that its spectrum is thus discrete,
real and non-negative (see e.g. [97]). Moreover, using Eq. (S19), we can easily deduce the eigenvalues of Lσ from that
of Tσ: if

µ0,σ ≤ µ1,σ ≤ µ2,σ . . . (S23)

denote the eigenvalues of Tσ sorted in ascending order, where each µk,σ is associated to an eigenfunction fk,σ, then
the eigenvalues of Lσ are the sums

λk1,k2,σ = µk1,σ + µk2,σ, (S24)

associated to the eigenfunctions

hk1,k2,σ = fk1,σ ⊗ fk2,σ. (S25)
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It is thus sufficient to compute the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of Tσ.

Note that µ0,σ = 0 is always an eigenvalue of Tσ associated to the eigenfunction f ≡ 1, so that λ0,σ = 0 is an
eigenvalue of Lσ associated to the eigenfunction h ≡ 1⊗ 1 = 1. This simply correspond to the trivial identity

d

dt
Tr(ρt) = 0. (S26)

In the limit σ → 0, the other eigenvalues of Tσ have been rigorously studied in [96] (using mathematical results
from [98]), where the following asymptotics estimates were obtained:

µ1,σ ∼ 4

π
e−1/σ,

µ2,σ ≥ ϵ0 > 0
(S27)

where ϵ0 is a fixed constant independent of σ.
In particular, for small enough σ, 2µ1,σ ≪ µ2,σ so that the first eigenvalues of Lσ read:

λ0,σ = λ0,0,σ = 0,

λ1,σ = λ0,1,σ = 0 + µ1,σ = µ1,σ,

λ2,σ = λ1,0,σ = µ1,σ + 0 = µ1,σ,

λ3,σ = λ1,1,σ = 2µ1,σ,

(S28)

where the notation with single indices λk,σ denotes eigenvalues of Lσ sorted in ascending order, whereas the notation
with doubles indices λk1,k2,σ indicates how they are obtained as sums of eigenvalues of Tσ.

Finally, apart from these asymptotic results, we can turn to numerical diagonalization of Tσ to compute the exact
value of λk,σ for a fixed value of σ. To that end, note that Tσ has a simple expression in the Fourier frame: indeed,
writing any (smooth) 2π-periodic function f as

f(θ) =
∑
k∈Z

fke
ikθ, (S29)

we get

(Tσf)(θ) = sin(2θ)f ′(θ)− σf ′′(θ)

=
∑
k∈Z

(
ik
e2iθ − e−2iθ

2i
+ σk2

)
fk e

ikθ

=
∑
k∈Z

(
k − 2

2
fk−2 −

k + 2

2
fk+2 + σk2fk

)
eikθ.

(S30)

In the Fourier frame, Tσ can thus be approximated by a tridiagonal matrix by truncating the sum above to
−Kmax ≤ k ≤ Kmax (i.e. bounding the maximum frequency considered). On Fig. S2 we compare the numerical
eigenvalues obtained by this procedure to the explicit asymptotic expressions of Eq. (S27), together with the nu-
merical eigenfunction f1,σ corresponding to the first non-zero eigenvalue µ1,σ for different values of σ. We observe
that

f1,σ(θ) −−−→
σ→0

Sign(cos(θ)). (S31)

Hence, combining Eqs. (S25), (S28) and (S31) (and estimating ϵ0 from the numerically computed eigenvalues) we
obtain that the first eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of Lσ in the limit of small σ are given by

λ0,σ = 0 h0,σ(θ1, θ2) = 1

λ1,σ = µ1,σ ∼ 4

π
e−1/σ h1,σ(θ1, θ2) = f1,σ(θ1) ≃ Sign(cos(θ1))

λ2,σ = µ1,σ ∼ 4

π
e−1/σ h2,σ(θ1, θ2) = f1,σ(θ2) ≃ Sign(cos(θ2))

λ3,σ = 2µ1,σ ∼ 8

π
e−1/σ h3,σ(θ1, θ2) = f1,σ(θ1)f1,σ(θ2) ≃ Sign(cos(θ1)) Sign(cos(θ2))

λn,σ ≥ λ4,σ = µ2,σ ≥ ϵ0 ≳ 1 ∀n ≥ 4.

(S32)
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Crucially, coming back to periodic observables on the stabilized GKP qubit, Eq. (S32) leads to the three observables

h1,σ = h1,σ(
η
2q,

η
2p) ≃ Sign(cos(η2q)) = Z

h2,σ = h2,σ(
η
2q,

η
2p) ≃ Sign(cos(η2p)) = X

h3,σ = h3,σ(
η
2q,

η
2p) ≃ Sign(cos(η2q)) Sign(cos(

η
2p)) = ZX = iY

(S33)

We can thus interpret λ1,σ, λ2,σ and λ3,σ as the decay rates of the logical coordinates associated to Z,X and Y,
which are exponentially small in 1/σ. On the other hand, due to the constant gap between λ3,σ and λ4,σ, all the
contributions due to higher eigenvalues of Lσ vanish exponentially faster than the decay rates of X,Y,Z. In other
words, using Eq. (S12) we can decompose the evolution of the expectation value Tr(hρt) of a separable periodic
observable h = h(η2q,

η
2p) into two stages:

1. a fast transient on a typical timescale τconv = (AϵηΓλ4,σ)−1 ≲ (AϵηΓ)−1 corresponding to the decay of the
projection of h onto eigenfunctions of Lσ associated to eigenvalues λn,σ with n ≥ 4. We can consider this
transient regime as a form of convergence to the codespace (even though the density operator ρt need not
converge to a two-dimensional subspace) after which only the expectation value of X,Y,Z retain memory of
the prior state of the oscillator;

2. a slow decay of X,Y,Z on a typical timescale τlog = (AϵηΓλ1,σ)−1 ≃ π
4 (AϵηΓ)−1

e
1
σ ≫ τconv.

Note that through Eq. (S28), we recover the fact that, with our dissipative scheme for the stabilization of a square
GKP code, the expectation value of Y decays exactly twice faster than those of X and Z.

FIG. S2. Spectral analysis of Tσ for the square GKP code. a) First two non-zero eigenvalues of Tσ where σ = Aϵη
4

=
ϵη
4
e−

ϵη
2 . In the limit of small σ, we observe that the first non-zero eigenvalue µ1,σ is well-approximated by the theoretical

asymptotic value µ1,σ = 4
π
e−1/σ obtained in [96], while the second non-zero eigenvalue µ2,σ is lower-bounded by 1, opening

an exponential spectral gap. b) Numerically computed eigenfunction f1,σ associated to the first non-zero eigenvalue µ1,σ for
various values of σ. In the limit of small σ, we observe that f1,σ(θ) → Sign(cos(θ)). In both figures, we used Kmax = 200
(corresponding to 2Kmax +1 = 401 Fourier modes) and numerically checked that higher truncations do not change the results.

2. Hexagonal GKP

Let us detail how the eigenvalue analysis led in [96] is generalized to the hexagonal case. Recall from Section S1
the definition of η = 2

√
2π√
3
; and the two adapted quadrature operators q1 = q,q2 = cos(2π/3)q + sin(2π/3)p =

− 1
2q+

√
3
2 p, along with the corresponding generalized Pauli operators:

Z = Sgn(cos(η2q1)),

X = Sgn(cos(η2q2)),

Y = iXZ

(S34)
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which are indeed products of periodic functions of q1 and q2.

In Section S1, we proposed to stabilize a finite-energy hexagonal GKP codespace by engineering a dissipative
Lindblad dynamics

d

dt
ρ = Γ

5∑
k=0

D[Lk](ρ) (S6)

where Γ > 0, ϵ > 0, A = e−ϵη/2, D[L](ρ) = LρL† − 1
2

(
L†Lρ+ ρL†L

)
and

Lk = Aeik
π
3N eiηq (1− ϵp) e−ik

π
3N − 1. (S5)

Let us now compute the evolution under Eq. (S6) of any separable periodic observables of the form

h = h(q1,q2) = f(η2q1) g(
η
2q2) (S35)

where f and g are real-valued 2π-periodic functions:

d

dt
Tr(hρt) = Tr(h

d

dt
ρt) = Γ

5∑
k=0

Tr (hD[Lk](ρt)) = Γ

5∑
k=0

Tr (D∗[Lk](h)ρt) (S36)

where

D∗[Lk](h) = L†
k hLk − 1

2

(
L†
kLk h+ hL†

kLk

)
=

1

2

(
L†
k [h,Lk] + [L†

k,h]Lk

)
. (S37)

Using the relations of Eq. (S9) together with [q1,p] = i, [q2,p] = − i
2 , [q1,q] = 0 and [q2,q] = −

√
3
2 i, we obtain for

instance

L†
0 [h,L0] = L†

0

[
f(η2q) g(

η
2q2),Aeiηq(1− ϵp)

]
= AL†

0f(
η
2q)

[
g(η2q2), e

iηq(1− ϵp)
]
+AL†

0

[
f(η2q), e

iηq(1− ϵp)
]
g(η2q2)

= −ϵAL†
0 e

iηqf(η2q)
[
g(η2q2),p

]
− ϵAL†

0 e
iηq
[
f(η2q),p

]
g(η2q2)

=
iηϵA
4

L†
0 e

iηqf(η2q) g
′(η2q2)−

iηϵA
2

L†
0 e

iηqf ′(η2q) g(
η
2q2)

=
iηϵA
4

L†
0 e

iηq
(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
=
iηϵA
4

(
A (1− ϵp)− eiηq

) (
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
,

[L†
0,h]L0 = − iηϵA

4

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

) (
A (1− ϵp)− e−iηq

)
,

(S38)
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D∗[L0](h) =
1

2
L†
0 [h,L0] +

1

2
[L†

0,h]L0

= − iηϵ
2A2

8

[
p, f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

]
− iηϵA

8
eiηq

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
+
iηϵA
8

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
e−iηq

= −η
2ϵ2A2

8
f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
η2ϵ2A2

32
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2) +
η2ϵ2A2

8
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)

− iηϵA
8

eiηq
(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
+
iηϵA
8

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
e−iηq

=
η2ϵ2A2

8

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
1

4
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2)

)
− iηϵA

8
eiηq

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
+
iηϵA
8

e−iηq
(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
=
η2ϵ2A2

8

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
1

4
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2)

)
+
ηϵA
4

sin(ηq)
(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
.

(S39)

Applying a π-rotation in phase-space to the previous expression, we also obtain D∗[L3](h) = D∗[L0](h), so that

D∗[L0](h) +D∗[L3](h) =
η2ϵ2A2

4

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
1

4
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2)

)
+
ηϵA
2

sin(ηq)
(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −2f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
.

(S40)

Similar but slightly tedious computations lead to D∗[L1](h) = D∗[L4](h) with

D∗[L1](h) +D∗[L4](h) =
η2ϵ2A2

16

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2) + 2f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) + f(η2q)g
′′(η2q2)

)
− ηϵA

2
sin(ηq+ ηq2)

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +f ′(η2q)g(
η
2q2)

)
,

(S41)

as well as D∗[L2](h) = D∗[L5](h) with

D∗[L2](h) +D∗[L5](h) =
η2ϵ2A2

4

(
1

4
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) + f(η2q)g
′′(η2q2)

)
− ηϵA sin(ηq2)

(
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) −1

2
f ′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)

)
.

(S42)

Finally, we obtain

5∑
k=0

D∗[Lk](h) =
3η2ϵ2A2

8

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) + f(η2q)g
′′(η2q2)

)
− ηϵA

(
sin(ηq) +

1

2
sin(ηq+ ηq2) +

1

2
sin(ηq2)

)
f ′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)

− ηϵA
(
sin(ηq2) +

1

2
sin(ηq+ ηq2) +

1

2
sin(ηq)

)
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2).

(S43)
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We thus obtain the following evolution of h in the Heisenberg picture:

Γ

5∑
k=0

D∗[Lk](h) = −AϵηΓLσ(h)(
η
2q1,

η
2q2) (S44)

where σ = 3Aϵη
8 and Lσ is the differential operator defined by

(Lσh)(θ1, θ2) =

(
sin(2θ1) +

1

2
sin(2θ1 + 2θ2)−

1

2
sin(2θ2)

)
∂h

∂θ1

+

(
sin(2θ2) +

1

2
sin(2θ1 + 2θ2)−

1

2
sin(2θ1)

)
∂h

∂θ2

− σ

(
∂2h

∂θ21
− ∂2h

∂θ1∂θ2
+
∂2h

∂θ22

)
.

(S45)

Here, the crucial difference with the square case is that Lσ does not enjoy the nice decomposition of Eq. (S19) which
allowed us to reduce the study to that of a differential operator in one variable only.

Introducing an adapted scalar product on periodic functions of two variables through

⟨f, g⟩σ =

∫ π

−π

∫ π

−π

e−
3−cos(2θ1)−cos(2θ1+2θ2)−cos(2θ2)

2σ f(θ1, θ2)
∗g(θ1, θ2) dθ1dθ2 (S46)

one can check that Lσ is self-adjoint for the scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩σ and non-negative. Indeed, it is a consequence of the
following identity, analogous to Eq. (S22):

wσLσ(f) = −σ div(wσA∇f) (S47)

where we introduced the matrix

A =

[
1 −1/2

−1/2 1

]
(S48)

and a weight function wσ(θ1, θ2) = e−
3−cos(2θ1)−cos(2θ1+2θ2)−cos(2θ2)

2σ (note that ⟨f, g⟩σ =
∫
wσf

∗g). The differential
operator Lσ thus has a discrete, real and non-negative spectrum that we can denote in ascending order

λ0,σ ≤ λ1,σ ≤ λ2,σ ≤ . . . (S49)

Of course, for any σ, the first eigenvalue of Lσ still is λ0,σ = 0, corresponding to the constant eigenfunction h ≡ 1;
this simply corresponds to the conservation identity

d

dt
Tr(ρt) = 0.

In the limit σ → 0, the other eigenvalues of Lσ have also been rigorously studied in [96] (using mathematical results
from [98]), where the following asymptotics estimates were obtained:

λk,σ ∼ 12
√
3

π
e−2/σ, 1 ≤ k ≤ 3

λ4,σ ≥ ϵ0 > 0

(S50)

where ϵ0 is a fixed constant independent of σ. Two remarks are in order when comparing Eq. (S50) and the corre-
sponding result in the square case Eq. (S32):

• Looking at the exponential dependence on 1/σ in the first non-zero eigenvalue, one might think at first that
we gain a quadratic factor in the hexagonal case. However, one must keep in mind that η as well as the
definition of σ depend on the geometry. For a fixed value of ϵ, expanding the definitions of η and σ, we find

λ1,square = 4
π e

− 2
ϵ
√

π
eϵ

√
π

≃ 4
π e

− 2
ϵ
√

π and λ1,hexa = 12
√
3

π e
−( 64

27 )
1/4 2

ϵ
√

π
e
ϵ

√
2π√
3

≃ 12
√
3

π e
−( 64

27 )
1/4 2

ϵ
√

π . In others words,
the relative scaling of the exponential dependence on ϵ is given by 2/σhexa

1/σsquare
= ( 6427 )

1/4 ≃ 5
4 ;
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• In the square case, we observed that λ1,σ = λ2,σ = 1
2λ3,σ; in terms of logical decay rates (see the section about

the square case for the link between eigenvalues and logical rates), this meant that the logical Y coordinate
decayed twice faster than the X and Z coordinates. This can be related to the fact that the Pauli X and Z
operators correspond to phase-space shifts along the sides of the square grid cell, while Y = −iZX correspond
to a shift along the diagonal, which is longer by a factor

√
2. On the other hand, in the hexagonal case, we get

λ1,σ = λ2,σ = λ3,σ, reflecting the symmetry of the hexagonal grid. Note that while the above analysis is specific
to our dissipation scheme, a similar phenomenon was experimentally observed in [29] where stabilization was
achieved using phase estimation of the stabilizers.

Finally, apart from these asymptotic results, we turn to numerical diagonalization of Lσ to compute the exact value
of λk,σ for a fixed value of σ. To that end, note that Lσ also has a simple expression in the Fourier frame: indeed,
take h a (smooth) 2π-periodic function of two variables

h(θ1, θ2) =
∑

k1,k2∈Z
hk1,k2 e

ik1θ1eik2θ2 , (S51)

we get

(Lσh)(θ1, θ2) =

(
sin(2θ1) +

1

2
sin(2θ1 + 2θ2)−

1

2
sin(2θ2)

)
∂h

∂θ1

+

(
sin(2θ2) +

1

2
sin(2θ1 + 2θ2)−

1

2
sin(2θ1)

)
∂h

∂θ2

− σ

(
∂2h

∂θ21
− ∂2h

∂θ1∂θ2
+
∂2h

∂θ22

)
=

∑
k1,k2∈Z

[(
ik1

e2iθ1 − e−2iθ1

2i
+ σk21

)
+

(
ik2

e2iθ2 − e−2iθ2

2i
+ σk22

)

+

(
i
k1 + k2

2

e2iθ1e2iθ2 − e−2iθ1e−2iθ2

2i
− σk1k2

)
−
(
i
k1
2

e2iθ2 − e−2iθ2

2i
+ i

k2
2

e2iθ1 − e−2iθ1

2i

)]
hk1,k2

eik1θ1eik2θ2

=
∑

k1,k2∈Z

[(
k1 − 2

2
fk1−2,k2 −

k1 + 2

2
fk1+2,k2 + σk21 fk1,k2

)

+

(
k2 − 2

2
fk1,k2−2 −

k2 + 2

2
fk1,k2+2 + σk22 fk1,k2

)
+

(
k1 + k2 − 4

2
fk1−2,k2−2 −

k1 + k2 + 4

2
fk1+2,k2+2 + σ k1k2fk1,k2

)
+

(
k1
fk1,k2−2 − fk1,k2+2

2
+ k2

fk1−2,k2
− fk1+2,k2

2

)]
eik1θ1eik2θ2 .

(S52)

In the Fourier frame, Lσ can thus be approximated by truncating the sum above to −Kmax ≤ k1, k2 ≤ Kmax (i.e.
bounding the maximum frequency considered). On Fig. S3 we compare the numerical eigenvalues obtained by this
procedure [99] to the explicit asymptotic expressions of Eq. (S50). The analysis led at the end of Section S2A 1 to
explain, in the square case, the interpretation of the eigenvalues of Lσ in terms of logical decoherence rates can be
adapted straightforwardly to the hexagonal case.

3. Protection against quadrature noise

In presence of quadrature noise, the previous exact eigenvalue analysis can be adapted by adding the contribution
of dissipators along the two quadrature operators q and p. More precisely, for a given separable periodic observable
h = h(η2q1,

η
2q2) = f(η2q1) g(

η
2q2) we have to compute

d

dt
Tr
(
h
(
κD[q](ρt) + κD[p](ρt)

))
= κTr (D∗[q](h)ρt) + κTr (D∗[p](h)ρt) . (S53)
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FIG. S3. Spectral analysis of Lσ for the hexagonal GKP code. First four non-zero eigenvalues of Lσ. In the limit
of small σ, we observe that the first three (identical) non-zero eigenvalues λk,σ, 0 ≤ k ≤ 3 are well-approximated by the
theoretical asymptotic value λk,σ = 12

√
3

π
e−2/σ obtained in [96], while the fourth non-zero eigenvalue λ4,σ is lower-bounded by

ϵ0 ≃ 3/2 (estimated numerically), opening an exponential spectral gap. In this figure, we used Kmax = 200 (corresponding to
(2Kmax + 1)2 = 160801 Fourier modes) and numerically checked that higher truncations do not change the results.

a. Square GKP. For a square GKP grid, we have η = 2
√
π, q1 = q, q2 = p. Using similar computations

(see [96]) we get

D∗[q](h) =
η2

8
f(η2q) g

′′(η2p) (S54)

D∗[p](h) =
η2

8
f ′′(η2q) g(

η
2p). (S55)

Note that these terms already appeared in Eq. (S18) so that putting everything together we obtain

Γ

3∑
k=0

D∗[Lk](h) + κ (D∗[q](h) +D∗[p](h)) =−AϵηΓ
(
sin(ηq)f ′(η2q)−

(
Aϵη
4

+
κη

8AϵΓ

)
f ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p)

−AϵηΓ f(η2q)
(
sin(ηp)g′(η2p)−

(
Aϵη
4

+
κη

8AϵΓ

)
g′′(η2p)

)
=−AϵηΓLσ(h)(

η
2q,

η
2p)

(S56)

where the differential operator Lσ is still defined by Eq. (S19) but its parameter σ now also depends on κ/Γ through

σ =
Aϵη
4

+
κη

8AϵΓ
. (S57)

As a consequence, we emphasize that in presence of quadrature noise, the optimal choice of energy truncation no
longer consists in minimizing ϵ. Indeed, in the regime σ ≪ 1, the logical decoherence rate is given by

ΓL = AϵηΓλ1,σ ≃ 4

π
AϵηΓ e−1/σ =

4

π
AϵηΓ e−(

Aϵη
4 + κη

8AϵΓ )
−1

. (S58)

At leading order in κ/Γ, this value is minimized for an optimal choice of ϵ given by

ϵ⋆ =

√
κ

2A2Γ
(S59)
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(if desired, one could refine this value by computing the next coefficients of the asymptotic expansion of ϵ⋆ in powers
of
√

κ
Γ ). Using Eq. (S58), the corresponding logical decoherence rate is

Γ⋆
L ≃ 4η

π

√
κΓ

2
e−

2
η

√
2Γ
κ . (S60)

We emphasize that the asymptotic expression of ΓL given by Eq. (S58) is only valid in the regime σ → 0. In particular,
it cannot be used to estimate the decoherence rate when ϵ → 0 for a fixed value of κ, as in that case σ → +∞. In
that opposite regime, the first non-zero eigenvalue λ1,σ of Lσ satisfies λ1,σ ≃ σ so that the corresponding logical
decoherence rate is given, at first order, by

Γϵ→0
L ≃ AϵηΓσ ≃ κη2

8
. (S61)

This decoherence rate is linear in κ so that the effect of the stabilization is entirely lost: the logical decoherence rate
is trivially piloted by the strength of the quadrature noise.

b. Hexagonal GKP. For a hexagonal GKP grid, we have η = 2
√

2π√
3
, q1 = q, q2 = cos(2π3 )q + sin( 2π3 )p =

− 1
2q+

√
3
2 p, and in particular [q,q1] = 0, [q,q2] =

√
3
2 i, [p,q1] = −i, [p,q2] =

i
2 . We thus get

D∗[q](h) =
1

2
q[h,q] +

1

2
[q,h]q

=
1

2
q f(η2q)[g(

η
2q2),q] +

1

2
f(η2q)[q, g(

η
2q2)]q

= − iη
√
3

8
q f(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
iη
√
3

8
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2)q

=
iη
√
3

8
f(η2q)[g

′(η2q2),q]

=
3η2

32
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2)

(S62)

and

D∗[p](h) =
1

2
p[h,p] +

1

2
[p,h]p

=
1

2
p [f(η2q),p] g(

η
2q2) +

1

2
[p, f(η2q)] g(

η
2q2)p+

1

2
pf(η2q) [g(

η
2q2),p] +

1

2
f(η2q) [p, g(

η
2q2)]p

=
iη

4
p f ′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)−

iη

4
f ′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)p− iη

8
pf(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
iη

8
f(η2q)g

′(η2q2)p

=
iη

4
[p, f ′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)]−

iη

8
[p, f(η2q)g

′(η2q2)]

=
iη

4
f ′(η2q) [p, g(

η
2q2)]−

iη

8
f(η2q) [p, g

′(η2q2)] +
iη

4
[p, f ′(η2q)] g(

η
2q2)]−

iη

8
[p, f(η2q)] g

′(η2q2)]

= −η
2

8
f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) +
η2

32
f(η2q)g

′′(η2q2) +
η2

8
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)

(S63)

so that

D∗[q](h) +D∗[p](h) =
η2

8

(
f ′′(η2q)g(

η
2q2)− f ′(η2q)g

′(η2q2) + f(η2q)g
′′(η2q2)

)
=
η2

8

(∂2h
∂θ21

− ∂2h

∂θ1∂θ2
+
∂2h

∂θ22

)
(q1,q2).

(S64)

Note that these terms already appeared in Eq. (S44) so that putting everything together we obtain

Γ

5∑
k=0

D∗[Lk](h) + κ (D∗[q](h) +D∗[p](h)) =−AϵηΓLσ(h)(
η
2q1,

η
2q2) (S65)

where the differential operator Lσ is still defined by Eq. (S45) but its parameter σ now also depends on κ/Γ through

σ =
3Aϵη
8

+
κη

8AϵΓ
. (S66)
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Once again, this entails that there is an optimal choice of energy truncation in presence of quadrature noise, approx-
imately corresponding to

ϵ⋆ =

√
κ

3A2Γ
. (S67)

The corresponding logical decoherence rate is

Γ⋆ =
12η

π

√
κΓ e−

8
3η

√
3Γ
κ . (S68)

4. Propagation of ancilla noise

When the ancillary mode used for dissipation engineering is noisy, our eigenvalue analysis must take into account
the additional dynamics induced on the target mode. We explain this extension in the square GKP case; it can be
easily adapted to the hexagonal GKP case.

Following Section VI A, performing adiabatic elimination of a finite-temperature ancilla subject to heating and
dephasing leads to replace the stabilizing dynamics in Eq. (S14) by

dρ

dt
= Γ̃

(
3∑

k=0

D[Lk](ρ) +
nth

1+nth
D[L†

k](ρ)

)
. (21)

with Γ̃ = Γ κb

κb+κϕ
(1 + nth), where κb, κϕ and nth respectively denote the photon loss rate, dephasing rate and

mean thermal photon number of the ancilla mode (we refer to Section VIA for a more detailed presentation). Thus,
studying the evolution of a periodic observable h = h(q,p) = f(η2q) g(

η
2p) in the Heisenberg picture now also requires

computing D[L†
k]

∗(h) with 0 ≤ k ≤ 3.
We find

D[L†
k]

∗(h) =
1

2
Lk[h,L

†
k] +

1

2
[Lk,h]L

†
k. (S69)

Note that the commutators [h,Lk] and [h,L†
k] already appeared in the computations of D[Lk]

∗(h) (see Section S2 A1
and [96]) and can be reused here, yielding

D[L†
0]

∗(h) = D[L†
2]

∗(h) = −Aϵη
2

(
− sin(ηq) f ′(η2q)−

Aϵη
4
f ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p), (S70)

D[L†
1]

∗(h) = D[L†
3]

∗(h) = −Aϵη
2

f(η2q)

(
− sin(ηp) g′(η2p)−

Aϵη
4
g′′(η2p)

)
. (S71)

Combining these expressions with Eqs. (S18) and (21), we find

Γ̃

(
3∑

k=0

D[Lk]
∗(h) +

nth
1 + nth

D[L†
k]

∗(h)

)

= −AϵηΓ̃
[(

sin(ηq)f ′(η2q)−
Aϵη
4
f ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p) + f(η2q)

(
sin(ηp)g′(η2p)−

Aϵη
4
g′′(η2p)

)]
−AϵηΓ̃ nth

1+nth

[(
− sin(ηq)f ′(η2q)−

Aϵη
4
f ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p) + f(η2q)

(
− sin(ηp)g′(η2p)−

Aϵη
4
g′′(η2p)

)]
(S72)

= −Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth

[ (
sin(ηq)f ′(η2q)− σf ′′(η2q)

)
g(η2p) + f(η2q)

(
sin(ηp)g′(η2p)− σg′′(η2p)

) ]
(S73)

= −Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth
Lσ(h)(

η
2q,

η
2p) (S74)

with σ = Aϵη
4 (1 + 2nth) depending on the value of nth. The evolution of h in the Heisenberg picture can thus be

directly deduced from the spectral analysis of the differential operator Lσ.



15

Finally, note that we separated the treatment of ancilla noise from that of quadrature noise for clarity sake, but we
could take both into account simultaneously. Adding quadrature noise to the Lindblad dynamics of Eq. (21) above,
we obtain

dρ

dt
= Γ̃

(
3∑

k=0

D[Lk](ρ) +
nth

1+nth
D[L†

k](ρ)

)
+ κ
(
D[q](ρ) +D[p](ρ)

)
(S75)

with κ > 0 the strength of quadrature noise. In the Heisenberg picture, adding the contributions of D[q]∗(h) and
D[p]∗(h) (computed in Eqs. (S54) and (S55)) into Eq. (S73), we obtain

Γ̃

(
3∑

k=0

D[Lk]
∗(h) +

nth
1 + nth

D[L†
k]

∗(h)

)
+ κ
(
D[q]∗(h) +D[p]∗(h)

)
= −Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth
Lσ(h)(

η
2q,

η
2p) (S76)

with the value of σ now depending both on nth and κ/Γ̃ through

σ =
Aϵη
4

(1 + 2nth) +
κη(1 + nth)

8AϵΓ̃
. (S77)

Note that, when only taking the effect of ancilla noise into account (that is for κ/Γ̃ = 0), the optimal choice of
energy truncation consists in minimizing ϵ (or equivalently going to the infinite-energy GKP limit). Indeed, in the
regime σ ≪ 1, the logical decoherence rate is given by

ΓL = Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth
λ1,σ ≃ 4

π
Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth
e−1/σ =

4

π
Aϵη Γ̃

1 + nth
e
− 4

Aϵη(1+2nth) . (S78)

We thus see that the impact of ancilla noise and target noise on achievable logical decoherence rates are fundamentally
different: the former vanishes for large-energy GKP states while the latter imposes an optimal energy truncation.

B. Explicit energy estimates

In Section S2 A, we analyzed the evolution of periodic operators in the Heisenberg picture. To support the claim that
the dissipation stabilizes finite-energy grid states, we also need to verify that energy is bounded under this dissipative
dynamics. To this end, we showed in a separate publication that one can compute explicit bounds on the energy
(average photon number) ⟨N⟩ = Tr(Nρ) along trajectories of a quantum system stabilized by the modular dissipators
proposed above; in this subsection, we recall and gather the results obtained in [96]. When performing numeri-
cal dynamical simulations in the Fock basis, such energy estimates give a rationale for choosing an adapted truncation.

For any integer M ≥ 1, let us introduce the generalized family of 2M Lindblad operators defined by

Lk = eiθkN
(
Aeiηq (1− ϵp)− 1

)
e−iθkN, 0 ≤ k ≤ 2M − 1 (S79)

where θk = ikπ
M and A = e−ηϵ/2. For M = 2, we find the four Lindblad operators used to stabilize a square GKP

code, while for M = 3, we find the six Lindblad operators used to stabilize a hexagonal GKP code.
We have the following energy estimate:

Estimate 1. Assume that Tr(Nρ0) < +∞, ϵη/2 < 0.4 and the evolution of ρt is governed by the Lindblad equation

dρt

dt
=

2M−1∑
k=0

ΓD[Lk]ρt =

2M−1∑
k=0

Γ
(
LkρtL

†
k − 1

2
(L†

kLkρt + ρtL
†
kLk)

)
. (S80)

Then, for all t ≥ 0 :

Tr(Nρt) ≤ e−λ(ϵ,η)t Tr(Nρ0) +
(
1− e−λ(ϵ,η)t

)
C(ϵ, η). (S81)

where λ(ϵ, η) and C(ϵ, η) are positive constants defined in [96], which satisfy the following asymptotics when ϵ→ 0+:

λ(ϵ, η) ∼ 2MΓ ϵη,

C(ϵ, η) ∼ η

2ϵ
.

(S82)
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We emphasize that the puzzling hypothesis ϵη/2 < 0.4 is only a sufficient condition to ensure ((2− ϵη/2)A− 1) > 0
and can be safely mentally replaced by for small enough ϵ while reading the proof. In particular, it is satisfied in
every numerical simulation presented here. As a consequence of this estimate, any solution starting from an initial
state satisfying Tr(Nρ0) ≤ C(ϵ, η) satisfies Tr(Nρt) ≤ C(ϵ, η) along the whole trajectory.

Finally, note that, while the previous computations are valid for any value of M , the only choices allowing the
resulting dynamics to stabilize a logical qubit are M = 2 (corresponding to a square grid) and M = 3 (corresponding
to a hexagonal grid).

The full proof of Estimate 1 can be found in [96]. Let us only recall one core idea of the proof, which will also prove
instrumental in Section S2 C to understand the instability of other possible candidate dynamics for the stabilization
of GKP qubits.

Using the definition of the operators Lk, we compute the evolution of N as

d

dt
Tr(Nρt) =

2M−1∑
k=0

ΓTr(D∗[Lk](N)ρt) =

2M−1∑
k=0

Γ Tr(e
ikπ
M N D∗[L0](N) e−

ikπ
M Nρt) (S83)

where

D∗[L0](N) := L†
0NL0 −

1

2

(
L†
0L0N+NL†

0L0

)
=

1

2

(
L†
0

[
N,L0

]
+
[
N,L†

0

]
L0

)
=

1

2
L†
0 [N,L0] + h. c. (S84)

We can then show [96] that

D∗[L0](N) = ϵ2ηA2p3

+
ϵ2 + η2

2
A21+ η(1− ϵη)A2p− ϵη(2− ϵη

2
)A2p2 +

ϵη3

4
A cos(ηq)− ϵAq sin(ηq)

− η(1 +
ϵη

2
)A cos(ηq)p− i

η2

4
(2 + ϵη)A sin(ηq) + ϵηAp cos(ηq)p. (S85)

Crucially, the ominous cubic leading term, that could lead to instability, cancels out when we sum the contributions
of all the dissipators in Eq. (S83), as each Lindblad operator is paired to its image by a π rotation in phase-space. The
leading coefficient of the next quadratic term is negative, which allows us to recover the desired stability property.

C. Instability of a dynamics enforced by two dissipators

As explained in Section V, realizing an effective Lindblad dynamics with several engineered dissipators can be done
either by coupling the target mode to as many ancillary modes as there are dissipators to engineer, or by resorting
to a Trotterization procedure where one activates sequentially each dissipator. In the first case, the complexity of the
experiment is proportional to the number of dissipators to engineer. In the second case, the achievable engineered
dissipation rate Γ is inversely proportional to that number. It is thus natural to wonder whether the dynamics we
propose, featuring respectively four dissipators for the stabilization of square GKP states and six dissipators for the
stabilization of hexagonal GKP states, are optimal in the number of dissipators to engineer. For the remaining of this
section, we will focus on the square GKP case; our arguments are straightforwardly adapted to the hexagonal case.
We examine several ideas for the stabilization of the square GKP codespace using only two dissipators, and find that
each of them leads to instable dynamical behavior.

1. Candidate dynamics

Recall from Section II that the infinite-energy square GKP codespace can be defined as the common +1-eigenspace
of the two stabilizer operators Sq = eiηq and Sp = e−iηp which correspond to shift operators in phase space. Similarly,
the finite-energy square GKP codespace can be defined as the common +1-eigenspace of the two stabilizer operators
S∆
q = e−∆a†a Sq e

∆a†a and S∆
p = e−∆a†a Sp e

∆a†a. The stabilizing dynamics we introduced in Section III reads

dρt

dt
:= L4(ρt) = Γ

3∑
k=0

D[Lk](ρt), (S86)
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where the four Lindblad operators

Lk = AR kπ
2
eiηq(1− ϵp)R†

kπ
2

− 1, 0 ≤ k ≤ 3, ϵ = η sinh(∆)

correspond to first order approximations of S∆
q − 1, S∆

p − 1 as well as their image by a π rotation in phase-space.
This rotation in phase-space can be understood as initially adding the two adjoint stabilizer operators S†

q = e−iηq

and S†
p = eiηp in the definition of the GKP codespace, which seems redundant. It is thus tempting to think that only

the two first dissipators are required, and that one could engineer the simpler candidate Lindblad dynamics

dρt

dt
:= L2(ρt) = Γ

(
D[L0](ρt) +D[L1](ρt)

)
. (S87)

A related idea would be to consider instead the symmetric sums of Lindblad operators

Lq,s = (L0 + L2)/
√
2 =

√
2
(
A (cos(ηq)− iϵ sin(ηq)p)− 1

)
Lp,s = (L1 + L3)/

√
2 =

√
2
(
A (cos(ηp) + iϵ sin(ηp)q)− 1

)
,

which amounts to defining the GKP codespace through the stabilizers cos(ηq) and cos(ηp) instead of eiηq and e−iηp.
Another candidate Lindblad dynamics with only two dissipators is thus

dρt

dt
:= L2,s(ρt) = Γ

(
D[Lq,s](ρt) +D[Lp,s](ρt)

)
. (S88)

Finally, we note that another Lindblad dynamics with two dissipators was proposed in [28]:

dρt

dt
:= L2,log (ρt) = Γ

(
D[L0,log ](ρt) +D[L1,log ](ρt)

)
(S89)

where

L0,log = − i

2
√
π cosh(∆) sinh(∆)

log(S∆
q ) =

q[m]√
2 tanh(∆)

+ ip

√
tanh(∆)

2

L1,log = − i

2
√
π cosh(∆) sinh(∆)

log(S∆
p ) =

p[m]√
2 tanh(∆)

− iq

√
tanh(∆)

2

where m = 2π
η cosh(∆) and q[m] = q mod m, p[m] = p mod m are modular quadrature operators. This choice of

dissipators can be intuitively understood as such: to build a Lindblad operator that cancels on the codespace, given
a stabilizer operator S, the authors use log(S) instead of S − 1. Note that, while the strategy presented in the
main text to engineer the dynamics L4 would also be immediately suitable for the engineering of the two candidate
dynamics L2 and L2,s, there is currently no clear way to engineer the dynamics L2,log . For this reason, we focus
mainly on the analysis of L2 and L2,s, but still included L2,log in our numerical comparisons to assess its theoretical
merits. Note however that, following [28], the dynamics L2,log can be further approximated by discrete-time dynamics
using Trotter decompositions. Depending on the exact decomposition chosen, this leads to three dynamics known
as the Sharpen-Trim, small-Big-small and Big-small-Big protocols, which are at the core of previous experimental
realizations of GKP states [13, 29–31].

2. Numerical study of the stability

To detect potential dynamical instabilities, we numerically simulate the evolution of a density operator ρt initialized
in vacuum (ρ0 = |0⟩⟨0|). The exact choice of initial state is arbitrary: in order to ease the detection of instabilities,
one should preferably choose an initial state far from the codespace (as states in the codespace would be metastable
states of any reasonable candidate dynamics).

On Fig. S4, we plot the evolution of the mean photon number ⟨N⟩(t) = Tr(Nρt) for the four studied dynamics:
L4,L2,L2,s and L2,log. Using the stability results obtained in Section S2 B, we already know that the mean photon
number remains bounded when ρt is governed by the four dissipators dynamics L4, where the exact bound depends
on the maximum between the initial energy and a fixed constant depending only on ϵ and Γ; this result is verified
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FIG. S4. Instability of the candidates two-dissipators dynamics. For each proposed dynamics, we plot the evolution of
the average photon number ⟨N⟩(t) = Tr(Nρt) when the system is initialized in ρ0 = |0⟩⟨0|. The dynamics L4 corresponds to
the four-dissipators Lindblad equation we propose for the stabilization of the square GKP codespace. The three other dynamics
L2,L2,s and L2,log correspond to the candidate two-dissipators dynamics introduced in the current section. Here, we chose a
parameter ϵ = 0.15 and the numerical simulations are performed in a Hilbert space truncated to the first N Fock states, with
respectively N = 800 (dotted lines), N = 1500 (dashed lines) and N = 3000 (full lines). We observe that the curves associated
to L2,L2,s and L2,log do not seem to converge even at these rather high truncation numbers, and that their maximal value
actually increases with the truncation. This phenomenon hints at the intrinsic instability of these three dynamics, that only
seem bounded for a given truncation due to the effects of the truncation itself.

numerically. On the other hand, when ρt is evolved with L2 and L2,s, the mean photon number grows well beyond
its value in the codespace. We emphasize that one should not conclude that this energy still stays bounded, only
with a higher bound: in fact, we observe that the maximum value grows when increasing the necessary truncation
of the Hilbert space used in simulation, from which one can only conclude that the true trajectory is unbounded.
Finally, when ρt is evolved with L2,log, the mean photon number features an initial bump, before eventually decreasing
to a value close to the one observed with L4. However, once again, we observe that the height of the initial bump
increases with the truncation of the Hilbert space, suggesting that this dynamics is also instable and merely artificially
constrained by the numerical truncation.

3. Qualitative understanding

In addition to the formal stability result of Section S2 B, we can propose more qualitative insight into the stability
of L4 and the instability of the other dynamics, especially L2 and L2,s.

In general, when considering any time-independent Lindblad equation of the form

dρt

dt
= −i[H,ρt] +

∑
k∈K

D[Lk](ρt) (S90)

one can, at least formally, write the solution at time t using the integral representation

ρt =

+∞∑
n=0

∑
k1,...,kn∈K

∫
0≤t1≤...≤tn≤t

e(t−tn)G Lkn e
(tn−tn−1)G Lkn−1 . . . e

(t2−t1)G Lk1 e
t1G ρ0 e

t1G
†
L†
k1
. . .L†

kn
e(t−tn)G

†
dt1 . . . dtn

(S91)
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where G := −iH− 1
2

∑
k∈K L†

kLk. Note that in this representation formula, the term corresponding to a given value
of n in the first sum can be intuitively understood as an average over all possible jump times t1, . . . , tn of a no-jump
trajectory (generated by G) of length t interrupted by jump events at times t1, . . . , tn. The full formula leads to an
additional average over all possible number n of jump events.

When designing a Lindblad dynamics for the stabilization of a given subspace of the ambient Hilbert space, one
should thus not only consider the effect of the Lindblad operators (generating the jumps) and Hamiltonian of the
dynamics, but also that of the no-jump generator G. In particular, by construction, all eigenvalues of G have a
negative real part; the no-jump contributions of the form esG in the previous integrals can thus be understood as
exponential convergences towards the eigenspace associated to the eigenvalue of G with maximum real part (that is,
the closest to 0 on the real axis).

Stability of L4. In the case of the four-dissipators dynamics L4, the jump events can, at first order in ϵ, be seen
as introducing energy-truncated shifts in phase space along the four cardinal directions (given the definition of the
Lindblad operators Lk in Section III as energy-truncated version of the GKP stabilizers). Additionally, tedious but
straightforward computations give that the no-jump generator is

G = −Γ

2

3∑
k=0

L†
kLk = −2Γ

(A2ϵ2

2

(
q2 + p2

)
−A(1 + ϵη

2 ) (cos(ηq) + cos(ηp)) + (1 +A2)1
)
. (S92)

Neglecting the fine details of each constant, which are irrelevant to our qualitative discussion, we recognize the
opposite of the so-called finite-energy GKP Hamiltonian, already introduced e.g. in [100]. For ϵ = 0, this Hamiltonian
boils down to the infinite-energy GKP Hamiltonian H∞ := 2 − cos(ηq) − cos(ηp) of the original GKP paper [6],
whose ground states are exactly the infinite-energy square GKP states. For finite ϵ > 0 it can be understood as
a regularization of H∞ by a confining quadratic potential ϵ2

2 (q
2 + p2); the resulting ground states approximately

coincide with the finite-energy GKP states.
Instability of L2. The instability of the two-dissipators dynamics L2 is easily understood when looking at the

possible jump events. Indeed, instead of introducing shifts along each of the four cardinal directions, the only two
remaining Lindblad operators only introduce shifts to the right and the top of phase-space. The resulting instability
can be formally proven by adapting the analysis of Section S2 B. In this case, we get

d

dt
Tr(Nρt) = ΓTr (D∗[L0](N)ρt +D∗[L1](N)ρt)

= ΓTr
(
D∗[L0](N)ρt + ei

π
2N D∗[L0](N) e−i

π
2Nρt

)
. (S93)

We previously obtained that

D∗[L0](N) = ϵ2ηA2p3

+
ϵ2 + η2

2
A21+ η(1− ϵη)A2p− ϵη(2− ϵη

2
)A2p2 +

ϵη3

4
A cos(ηq)− ϵAq sin(ηq)

− η(1 +
ϵη

2
)A cos(ηq)p− i

η2

4
(2 + ϵη)A sin(ηq) + ϵηAp cos(ηq)p. (S94)

In presence of the four dissipators, the leading term in p3 would cancel out when added to its image by a π rotation
in phase space. This is no longer the case when we consider only the dissipators of L2: when evaluating Eq. (S93),
the derivative of N features a leading cubic term proportional to q3 + p3 that can explain the growth of ⟨N⟩ along
trajectories.

Instability of L2,s. The case of the symmetric dynamics L2,s is more subtle to analyze, as the two dissipators
introduce symmetric jump events, seemingly countering the previous flaw of L2. However, focusing now on the
no-jump generator G, we find that

G = −Γ

2

(
L†
q,sLq,s + L†

p,sLp,s

)
(S95)

= −2Γ
(A2ϵ2

2

(
p sin2(ηq)p+ q sin2(ηp)q

)
−A(1 + ϵη

2 ) (cos(ηq) + cos(ηp)) (S96)

+ 1+
A2

2

(
cos2(q) + cos2(p)

)
+

A2ϵη

2
(cos(2ηq) + cos(2ηp))

)
which should be compared to Eq. (S92). Crucially, in that case, the quadratic term ϵ2

2

(
p sin2(ηq)p+ q sin2(ηp)q

)
is

no longer confining, as it vanishes periodically in phase space. Hence, G does not correspond to a proper finite-energy
regularization of the infinite-energy GKP Hamiltonian H∞.
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S3. DISSIPATION ENGINEERING

We go back to the multimode circuit proposed in Fig. 6 of the main text. For arbitrary values of the flux biases
Φext

J and Φext
L , the corresponding circuit Hamiltonian reads

H0(t) = ωaa
†a+ ωbb

†b− EJ cos

(
Φ− Φext

L (t)

φ0

)
− EJ cos

(
Φ− Φext

L (t)− Φext
J (t)

φ0

)
(S97)

where we took ℏ = 1 for simplicity and defined, as previously, Φ = φ0(ηaqa + ηbqb) with ηa =
√

2πZa/RQ and
ηb =

√
2πZb/RQ ≪ 1. We then define

ξ(t) = sin

(
Φext

J (t)− φ0π

2

)
, (S98)

ζ(t) =
Φext

L (t) + Φext
J (t)/2

φ0
(S99)

so that the previous Hamiltonian can be recast as

H0(t) = ωaa
†a+ ωbb

†b+ 2EJξ(t) cos

(
Φ

φ0
− ζ(t)

)
= ωaa

†a+ ωbb
†b+ 2EJξ(t) cos (ηaqa + ηbqb − ζ(t)) .

(S100)

Note that we recover the expression of Eq. (12) in the main text for the choice ζ(t) = π/4, corresponding to a constant
phase relation between the two biases: Φext

L (t) = −Φext
J (t)
2 +φ0

π
4 . This choice will be explained further in this section.

In the rotating frame of both modes, the Hamiltonian of Eq. (S100) gives rise to the interaction Hamiltonian

H(t) = eit(ωaa
†a+ωbb

†b)H0(t) e
−it(ωaa

†a+ωbb
†b) = 2EJξ(t) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)− ζ(t)). (S101)

where we defined rotating quadratures

qa(t) = eiωat a
†a qa e

−iωat a
†a = cos(ωat)qa + sin(ωat)pa,

qb(t) = eiωbtb
†b qb e

−iωbtb
†b = cos(ωbt)qb + sin(ωbt)pb.

(S102)

The target mode a, used to encode the logical information, should ideally be free of any intrinsic dissipation channel;
on the other hand, the ancillary mode b is voluntarily lossy, as we will want to adiabatically eliminate it later on. In
a first step, without taking into account yet any additional imperfections, we thus model the evolution of our system
with the Lindblad master equation

dρt

dt
= −i[H(t),ρt] + κbD[b](ρt) = −i

[
2EJξ(t) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)− ζ(t)), ρt

]
+ κbD[b](ρt) (S103)

where κb > 0 is the dissipation rate of mode b.
Recall that we want to engineer the following Lindbladian evolution on mode a only:

dρt

dt
=

3∑
k=0

D[Lk](ρt) =
∑

r∈{q,p},l∈{s,d}

D[Lr,l](ρt) (S104)

where we introduced two families of Lindblad operators that give rise to the same Lindblad equation:

L0 = Aeiηaqa (1− ϵpa)− 1,

L1 = Aeiηapa (1+ ϵqa)− 1,

L2 = Ae−iηaqa (1+ ϵpa)− 1,

L3 = Ae−iηapa (1− ϵqa)− 1,

(S105)

and their symmetric and antisymmetric sums

Lq,s = (L0 + L2)/
√
2 =

√
2 (A (cos(ηaqa)− iϵ sin(ηaqa)pa)− 1) ,

Lp,s = (L1 + L3)/
√
2 =

√
2 (A (cos(ηapa) + iϵ sin(ηapa)qa)− 1) ,

Lq,d = (L0 − L2)/i
√
2 =

√
2A (sin(ηaqa) + iϵ cos(ηaqa)pa) ,

Lp,d = (L1 − L3)/i
√
2 =

√
2A (sin(ηapa)− iϵ cos(ηapa)qa) .

(S106)
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To go from Eq. (S103) to Eq. (S104) we make use of two combined types of approximation: the Rotating Wave
Approximation, allowing us to replace the time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) by an effective constant Hamiltonian
HRWA, and Adiabatic Elimination, allowing us to derive an effective dynamics of mode a in the limit where mode b
is strongly dissipative. Before diving into the details of our specific problem, we recall the working principle of these
two techniques and the useful references and formulas that we use.

A. Approximation formulas

Rotating Wave Approximation (RWA). As we will see in the next sections, we need a formalism able to
accommodate control functions u(t) that are almost-periodic rather than periodic, i.e. that can be written as a sum
of periodic functions with different frequencies. In this setting, we use the following first order approximation result
that can be found in [101, Chapter 2].

Assume that u(t) is a quasi-periodic signal

u(t) =
∑
j

(
uje

iωjt + u∗je
−iωjt

)
(S107)

and consider the following controlled Hamiltonian evolution, for some constant Hamiltonians Hc and H1:

dρt

dt
= −i[Hc + u(t)H1,ρt]. (S108)

In the rotating frame given by Hc, the interaction Hamiltonian is

H(t) = u(t) eitHc H1 e
−itHc (S109)

which is also a quasi-periodic operator (involving frequencies that are linear combinations of the frequencies in u and
eigenvalues of Hc). We want to approximate the solution to the equation

dρt

dt
= −i[H(t),ρt] (S110)

by the solution to another equation with a constant Hamiltonian HRWA:

dρt

dt
= −i[HRWA,ρt]. (S111)

Then, at first order, we can use

H
(1)
RWA = H = lim

T→+∞

1

T

∫ T

0

H(t)dt (S112)

where the overline means taking the time-average as defined in the right-hand side. More precisely, we can introduce
a small parameter ϵRWA such that the above approximation is valid at order ϵRWA on a timescale TRWA = 1/ϵRWA.
In our case, defining umax = maxj |uj | and ωmin the minimum non-zero frequency appearing in the quasi-periodic
Hamiltonian H, (which, given Eq. (S109), is a linear combination of a frequency ωj appearing in the control input u
and eigenvalues of the constant Hamiltonian Hc), the relevant figure of merit is given by

ϵRWA =
umax

ωmin
. (S113)

We emphasize that, in all generality, this result does not apply as is to the full Lindblad evolution given
by Eq. (S103) because of the dissipation on mode b, which should be taken into account when performing the
averaging analysis. We explicitly neglect any such potential coupling between the RWA and the dissipation under
the assumption of a strict separation of timescales, that is assuming that κb ≪ ωmin (intuitively, this entails that
the effect of dissipation can be neglected on the typical timescale of the slowest periodic terms in the Hamiltonian
part of the dynamics). With the parameters of the main text, ωmin is of the same order as ωa, so that the previous
constraint reads κb ≪ ωa.
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Adiabatic Elimination. Generally speaking, adiabatic elimination covers a set of techniques used to simplify the
study of dissipative system featuring separated dissipation timescales, by eliminating the rapidly dissipating degrees
of freedom and deriving the effective dynamics of the remaining degrees of freedom. In the context of open quantum
systems governed by Lindblad equations, it is thus adapted to the case where the dynamics of the system can be
written in the form

dρt

dt
= Lfast(ρt) + ϵAE Lslow(ρt) (S114)

where, for ϵAE = 0, that is considering the effect of Lfast only, the system converges to a stationary regime. In view
of Eq. (S103), the fast part of the dynamics would be the intrinsic dissipation of mode b, Lfast(ρt) = κbD[b](ρt) which,
if considered alone, makes the system converge to a state where mode b is in vacuum, that is ρ∞ = ρ∞,a⊗|0b⟩⟨0b|; while
the slow part of the dynamics would be the Hamiltonian coupling between the two modes: ϵAE Lslow(ρt) = −i[H(t),ρt].
This choice assumes that the coupling is much weaker than the natural dissipation of mode b; the relevant small
parameter for adiabatic elimination is given by

ϵAE =
umax

κb
. (S115)

In practice, instead of considering the true time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t), we will rather perform adiabatic elimi-
nation on the system obtained after the rotating waves approximation, thus considering ϵAE Lslow(ρt) = −i[HRWA,ρt].
We emphasize that, in all generality, the interplay of these two approximations is unclear. We choose to perform,
independently, RWA before adiabatic elimination, by relying once again on the assumption of strict timescale sepa-
ration κb ≪ ωmin that we announced in the previous paragraph. Note that this assumption introduces a hierarchy
umax ≪ κb ≪ ωmin, and in particular ϵRWA ≪ ϵAE.

A crucial property of the dynamics we consider is that it describes a bipartite quantum system, made of two coupled
harmonic oscillators, but the fast part of the dynamics, to be eliminated, is acting only on one of the systems (the
ancillary mode b). Specific adiabatic elimination formulas for this setting can be found in [102], which extensively
studied the specific case of bipartite quantum systems (see also the related PhD thesis [103] for a more extensive and
pedagogical presentation). We recall here the main results that will be useful in our analysis.

Consider the following Lindblad equation on two coupled systems a and b:

dρ

dt
= −ig[H,ρ] + κbD[b](ρ) (S116)

and assume the following form of the coupling Hamiltonian:

H =
∑

1≤k≤nH

Ak ⊗Bk, (S117)

where Ak and Bk are operators acting respectively on system a and b, not necessarily hermitian but such that the
whole sum is. Define the Gram matrix G whose coefficients are given by

Gk,k′ = ⟨0b|B†
k(b

†b)−1Bk′ |0b⟩ (S118)

with (b†b)−1 the Moore-Penrose inverse of b†b, defined in the Fock basis by

(b†b)−1|n⟩ = 1

n
|n⟩, n ≥ 1,

(b†b)−1|0⟩ = 0.

Define also Λ a Cholesky square-root of the Gram matrix G, that is G = Λ†Λ. Then, up to third order terms (in
ϵAE = g

κb
), we can perform adiabatic elimination of mode b in Eq. (S116), yielding the Lindblad equation

dρa

dt
= −i g

 ∑
1≤k≤nH

⟨0b|Bk|0b⟩Ak,ρa

+
4g2

κb

∑
1≤k≤nH

D[Lk](ρa) (S119)

with Lk =
∑

1≤k′≤nH
Λk,k′Ak′ . More precisely, it was shown in [102] that if ρa is a solution to Eq. (S119), then

one can build a Kraus map KAE close to identity such that ρ = KAE (ρa ⊗ |0b⟩⟨0b|) is a solution to the original
equation Eq. (S116) up to third-order terms (note in particular that in general, this is not equivalent to taking the
partial trace of ρ with respect to system b; in fact, they were able to prove that beyond first-order, the partial trace
generally does not follow a proper Lindblad evolution).
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Beyond RWA and adiabatic elimination. Two different routes can be envisioned to take into account cor-
rections beyond a first-order RWA: higher-order averaging methods and non-perturbative methods.

The simplest non-perturbative method is the bruteforce simulation of the full time-dependent Lindblad equation.
However, it is usually unfeasible due to the shear computing power and memory required. In our case, the direct
simulation of a two-mode and rapidly oscillating Lindblad equation, with a memory mode living in a Hilbert space
truncated to a few thousands Fock states, is definitely out of reach. Under additional restrictive assumptions, ad-hoc
non-perturbative methods can sometimes lead to tractable numerically exact methods. A prime example is Markov-
Floquet theory [104], which can be applied for the analysis of periodic Hamiltonians and received considerable attention
in recent years for its ability to analyze strongly driven quantum systems in regimes where low-order perturbation
methods fail (see e.g. [105–108]). To the best of our knowledge, generic equivalent methods do not exist yet for the
analysis of both dissipative and non-periodic systems (as opposed to periodic Hamiltonian systems). In our paper,
these two difficulties are treated perturbatively: we use a RWA formalism that does not require periodic signals (more
precisely, it is valid for quasi-periodic signals), while the dissipation is treated through adiabatic elimination. The
development of ad-hoc non-perturbative techniques in this setting is certainly to be considered an intriguing open
question for future research and would have positive implications far beyond our subject.

On the other hand, staying within the realm of perturbation theory as proposed in our paper comes with the
benefits of yielding analytical, closed-form expressions. On top of the usual advantages of analytical models, and the
interpretability of the results they provide, we should emphasize a very pragmatic consequence in the specific case
of the analysis performed in our paper: for the design of the stabilization scheme, rotating waves approximations
are performed on the full two-mode Hamiltonian including the ancilla mode used for stabilization, which is later to
be eliminated (using adiabatic elimination). If one were to either turn to a fully numerical treatment of the RWA
or replace it with another numerical method altogether, it would in turn require the development of numerical tools
for the automated treatment of adiabatic elimination too. To the best of our knowledge, such numerical tools are
not readily available yet, although their development would represent an interesting research direction of independent
interest.

In the near future and given the currently existing theory, the soundest extension to the research presented here
would be to exploit higher-order RWA formulae. In particular, second-order averaging formulae can be found e.g.
in [101] and would still provide closed-form expressions. They could a priori be extended to arbitrary orders. Such
development could greatly benefit from the development of dedicated symbolic computer algebra systems, as explored
for instance in [109, 110] – systems which are of course of independent interest.

Finally, regarding the extension of adiabatic elimination beyond second order, the picture is less clear. For a given
open quantum system coupled to a dissipative ancillary bath, the existence of a reduced quantum model accurate
beyond second order is generically an open question, with both positive [111] and negative [112] known instances.

B. General strategy

Let us sketch the strategy to engineer the desired four-dissipators dynamics of Eq. (S104) from the physically ac-
cessible controlled dynamics of Eq. (S103), leveraging both adiabatic elimination and the rotating wave approximation.

Adiabatic elimination. Assume for now that we want to engineer only one of the Lindblad operators appearing
in Eq. (S104), that we will write L.

Using adiabatic elimination, we can engineer instead the dynamics

dρ

dt
= −ig

[
Lb† + L†b,ρ

]
+ κbD[b](ρ) (S120)

with g > 0 a coupling parameter. Indeed, this fits perfectly in the setting of Eqs. (S116) and (S117) with nH = 2 and

A1 = L, B1 = b†,

A2 = L†, B2 = b.

The Gram matrix G is particularly easy to compute in this case, and we find

G = G†G =

[
1 0
0 0

]
(S121)

so that Λ = G; moreover ⟨0b|B1|0b⟩ = ⟨0b|B2|0b⟩ = 0. Using Eq. (S119), we obtain the following equation after
adiabatic elimination:

dρ

dt
= ΓD[L](ρ) (S122)
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with Γ = 4g2

κb
.

Let us quickly mention a slight variation on this idea that will turn out useful later on. In the Hamiltonian coupling
term of Eq. (S120), we can consider a photon-number dependent correction on the ancillary mode b:

dρ

dt
= −ig

[
L
(
b† µ(b†b)†

)
+ L† (µ(b†b)b

)
,ρ
]
+ κbD[b](ρ) (S123)

where µ is some complex-valued function. This still fits in the previous setting, with now B1 = b† µ(b†b)†,
B2 = µ(b†b)b. After adiabatic elimination using Eq. (S119), we obtain the same Lindblad equation as in Eq. (S122)
but with a modified rate Γ = |µ(0)|2 4g2

κb
. Such photon-number dependent corrections in the coupling with b are thus

straightforward to accommodate in this formalism. In particular, if one is only interested in the effective dynamics
after adiabatic elimination of mode b, it is equivalent to engineer the dynamics given by Eq. (S120) with a coupling
strength g or the dynamics given by Eq. (S123) with a renormalized coupling strength gµ := g/|µ(0)|.

From one to multiple dissipators. At this stage, the technique of the previous paragraph only allows for the
engineering of a single dissipator. To adapt it to the engineering of the full dynamics with four dissipators, one
solution is to use four ancillary modes bk, 0 ≤ k ≤ 3, and engineer

dρ

dt
= −ig

 ∑
0≤k≤3

(Lkb
†
k + L†

kbk),ρ

+ κb
∑

0≤k≤3

D[bk](ρ). (S124)

It is straightforward to see that adiabatic elimination can be extended to that case and yields

dρ

dt
= Γ

∑
0≤k≤3

D[Lk](ρ). (S125)

A more hardware-efficient solution, requiring only one ancillary mode b, consists in activating stroboscopically each
dissipator. We introduce a periodic switching function k(t) that is piecewise constant and cycles through k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}
with a switching time Tswitch. Consider the evolution

dρ

dt
= −ig

[
Lk(t)b

† + L†
k(t)b,ρ

]
+ κbD[b](ρ). (S126)

Assuming Tswitch to be much larger than 1/κb, we can perform piecewise adiabatic elimination to get

dρ

dt
= ΓD[Lk(t)](ρ). (S127)

Assuming now the switching period to be much shorter than 1/Γ, a first-order (in ΓTswitch) Trotter approximation
yields

dρ

dt
=

Γ

4

∑
0≤k≤3

D[Lk](ρ) (S128)

which is exactly the desired evolution, but with a reduced Γ/4 engineered dissipation rate. Note that for the gener-
alization to hexagonal GKP states proposed in Section S1, where the engineering of six dissipators is required, one
has to choose between using six ancillary modes or using a similar Trotter decomposition with an effective dissipation
rate of Γ/6.

From now on, we assume that one of these two solutions is adopted, and focus on the engineering of only one
dissipator.

Rotating wave approximation. Let us now focus on how to engineer the evolution of Eq. (S120) from that
of Eq. (S103), that is how to engineer the Hamiltonian

HAE = g
(
Lb† + L†b

)
, (S129)
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where L is one of the Lindblad operators in the target dynamics, given

H(t) = 2EJξ(t) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)− ζ(t)). (S130)

We first remark that, for any complex number ϵ, a contribution of the form ϵb†+ϵ∗b in the interaction Hamiltonian
can be simply implemented as a resonant drive on the ancillary mode b. Consequently, we can always ignore scalar
terms in the Lindblad operator L to engineer by exploiting the decomposition

HAE = g
(
(L− ϵ

g 1)b
† + (L− ϵ

g 1)
†b
)
+ (ϵb† + ϵ∗b) (S131)

and assuming that the rightmost term is engineered with a resonant drive on mode b. For the remaining of this section,
unless explicitly stated otherwise, we will thus allow ourselves to implicitly identify the problem of engineering the
Lindblad operators Lk = ei

kπ
2 a†a Aeiηqa(1 − ϵpa) e

−i kπ
2 a†a − 1, introduced in Eq. (S105), with that of engineering

Lk + 1 = ei
kπ
2 a†a Aeiηqa(1 − ϵpa) e

−i kπ
2 a†a; similarly, for the equivalent Lindblad operators of Eq. (S106), we will

replace the symmetric operators Lr,s by Lr,s +
√
21.

Finally, using Eq. (S112), one must find a quasi-periodic control signals ξ(t) such that

H = lim
T→+∞

1

T

∫ T

0

H(t)dt = g(Lb† + L† b) (S132)

(where, anticipating slightly the results of Section S3 E, we announce that we will be able to choose a constant value of
ζ(t)). In the following sections, we explain how to choose such control signals, taking into account experimental limi-
tations. We refer to Section S5 E for numerical estimations of the logical decoherence rates associated to imperfections
of these control signals.

C. Driving with frequency combs

For the sake of pedagogy, we first consider arbitrary time-dependent control signals ξ and ζ. We can rewrite the
interaction Hamiltonian in Eq. (S101) as

H(t) = u(t)eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t) + h. c. (S133)

u(t) = Ej ξ(t)e
−iζ(t). (S134)

It is thus enough to design the complex-valued control signal u, from which we can easily deduce ξ and ζ (respectively
from the amplitude and phase of u).

Equivalent expression of the target Lindblad operators. We introduce another point of view on the target
Lindblad operators which will help clarify our choice of control signals. Let us first consider the Lindblad operator
from Eq. (S105)

L0 = Aeiηaqa (1− ϵpa)− 1. (S135)

As previously explained, we ignore any scalar term in Lindblad operators, as we engineer them separately through
direct drives on the ancilla mode. We thus focus on

L̃0 := L0 + 1 = Aeiηaqa (1− ϵpa) = Aeiηaqa −Aϵeiηaqapa. (S136)

We can write

eiηaqa =
(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|t=0. (S137)
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Additionally, computing the derivative of the time-dependent operator eiηaqa(t), we get:

d

dt

(
eiηaqa(t)

)
=

d

dt

(
eiηa(cos(ωat)qa+sin(ωat)pa)

)
=

d

dt

(
eiωat a

†a eiηaqa e−iωat a
†a
)

= iωa e
iωat a

†a[a†a, eiηaqa ]e−iωat a
†a

= iωaηa

2 eiωat a
†a
(
pa e

iηaqa + eiηaqapa

)
e−iωat a

†a

= iωaηa

2 eiωat a
†a
(
[pa, e

iηaqa ] + 2eiηaqapa

)
e−iωat a

†a

= iωaηa e
iωat a

†a eiηaqa
(
pa +

ηa

2 1
)
e−iωat a

†a

= iωaηa e
iηaqa(t)

(
pa(t) +

ηa

2 1
)

(S138)

with pa(t) = cos(ωat)pa − sin(ωat)qa, so that

eiηaqa pa = − i
ωaηa

(
d
dte

iηaqa(t)
)
|t=0 − ηa

2

(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|t=0 (S139)

and finally

L̃0 = A(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|t=0 +

iϵA
ωaηa

(
d
dte

iηaqa(t)
)
|t=0. (S140)

Similarly, for the rotated Lindblad operators Lk, 1 ≤ k ≤ 3, we get

L̃k = A(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|
(t=

kπ
2ωa

)
+ iϵA

ωaηa

(
d
dte

iηaqa(t)
)
|
(t=

kπ
2ωa

)
. (S141)

We can get similar expressions for the symmetric and antisymmetric Lindblad operators in Eq. (S106) as linear
combinations of the previous ones:

L̃q,s := Lq,s +
√
21 =

L̃0 + L̃2√
2

= A√
2
(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|t=0 +

A√
2
(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
eiηaqa(t)

)
|t= π

ωa

+ iϵA√
2ωaηa

(
d
dte

iηaqa(t)
)
|t=0 +

iϵA√
2ωaηa

(
d
dte

iηaqa(t)
)
|t= π

ωa

=
√
2A(1 + ϵηa

2 ) cos (ηaqa(t))|t=0 +
i
√
2ϵA

ωaηa

(
d
dt cos (ηaqa(t))

)
|t=0,

L̃p,s =
√
2A(1 + ϵηa

2 ) cos (ηaqa(t))|t= π
2ωa

+ i
√
2ϵA

ωaηa

(
d
dt cos (ηaqa(t))

)
|t= π

2ωa
,

Lq,d =
√
2A(1 + ϵηa

2 ) sin (ηaqa(t))|t=0 +
i
√
2ϵA

ωaηa

(
d
dt sin (ηaqa(t))

)
|t=0,

Lp,d =
√
2A(1 + ϵηa

2 ) sin (ηaqa(t))|t= π
2ωa

+ i
√
2ϵA

ωaηa

(
d
dt sin (ηaqa(t))

)
|t= π

2ωa
.

(S142)

Two-mode coupling with modulated frequency combs. Let us now denote by L any of the previously con-
sidered Lindblad operators (possibly stripped of any scalar term), that is either L̃k for 0 ≤ k ≤ 3 or L̃r,l for r ∈ {q, p}
and l ∈ {s, d}. Following the general strategy exposed in Section S3B, we need to find a complex-valued control signal
u such that

H(t) = u(t)eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t) + h. c. = g
(
Lb† + L†b

)
. (S143)

Recall from the previous exposition of adiabatic elimination that we can slightly relax this requirement to

H(t) = gµ
(
LB† + L†B

)
(S144)

where B = µ(b†b)b for some function µ and gµ = g/|µ(0)|.
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Assuming ωa and ωb to be incommensurate, Eq. (S144) can be solved by finding a separable control signal

u(t) = gµ ua(t)ub(t) (S145)

where ua is 2π
ωa

periodic, ub is 2π
ωb

periodic, and such that

ua(t)eiηaqa(t) = L, ub(t)eiηbqb(t) = B†. (S146)

Let us solve for ub first. We use the following operator decomposition of eiηqb , obtained in Eqs. (S200) and (S201)
of Section S5:

eiηbqb = ϕ0(b
†b; ηb) +

+∞∑
k=1

ik
(
ϕk(b

†b; ηb)b
k + b†k ϕk(b

†b; ηb)
)

(S147)

where the ϕk are real-valued functions defined by

ϕk(n; η) = (−i)k
√

n!

(n+ k)!
⟨n| eiηq |n+ k⟩ . (S148)

We remind the reader that, so far, this decomposition can simply be understood as regrouping the coefficients of eiηbqb

in the Fock basis along each diagonal, and refer to Section S5 for details. Combining Eq. (S147) with the relations

eiηbqb(t) = eiωbtb
†b eiηbqb e−iωbtb

†b

eiωbtb
†b b e−iωbtb

†b = e−iωbt b

we can extend the previous operator decomposition into

eiηbqb(t) = ϕ0(b
†b; ηb) +

+∞∑
k=1

ik
(
ϕk(b

†b; ηb)b
k e−ikωbt + eikωbt b†k ϕk(b

†b; ηb)
)
. (S149)

In particular, we get

ub(t)eiηbqb(t) = ib†ϕ1(b
†b; ηb) = B† (S150)

for ub(t) = e−iωbt and B := −i ϕ1(b†b; ηb)b. With this operator B, we find

gµ = g/|ϕ1(0; ηb)| = g/|⟨0b|eiηbqb |1b⟩| = g
√
2

ηb
eη

2
b/4. (S151)

Let us now solve for ua. We can directly read the desired control signal from the expression of the target Lindblad
operators obtained in Eqs. (S140) to (S142). Indeed, defining the Dirac comb of period T = 2π

ω as

XT (t) =
∑
k∈Z

δ(t− kT ) =
1

T

∑
k∈Z

e
2ikπ
T t, (S152)

Eq. (S140) can be recast as

L̃0 = ua,0(t)eiηaqa(t),

ua,0(t) :=
2π
ωa

A
(
(1 + ϵηa

2 )X 2π
ωa

(t)− iϵ
ωaηa

X′
2π
ωa

(t)
) (S153)

where X′ denotes the time-derivative of X. Using Eq. (S145), the full control signal is thus given by

u0(t) = gµua(t)ub(t) =
2
√
2π

ηbωa
eη

2
b/4 gA

(
(1 + ϵηa

2 )X 2π
ωa

(t)− iϵ
ωaηa

X′
2π
ωa

(t)
)
e−iωbt. (S154)

Similarly, we get

L̃k = ua,k(t)eiηaqa(t),

ua,k(t) :=
2π
ωa

(
A(1 + ϵηa

2 )X 2π
ωa

(t− kπ
2ωa

)− iϵA
ωaηa

X′
2π
ωa

(t− kπ
2ωa

)
)
.

(S155)
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Finally, we obtain control signals for the engineering of the operators Lr,l as linear combinations of the previous ones;
we can compactly express the result as

L̃r,l = ua,r,l(t)eiηaqa(t),

ua,r,l(t) :=
√
2πA
ωa

(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
X 2π

ωa
(t− tr) + (−1)δlX 2π

ωa
(t− tr − π

ωa
)
)

− i
√
2πϵA

ω2
aηa

(
X′

2π
ωa

(t− tr) + (−1)δlX′
2π
ωa

(t− tr − π
ωa

)
) (S156)

where we introduced δl defined as δs = 0, δd = 1 and tr defined as tq = 0, tp = π
2ωa

.

D. Taking experimental constraints into account

The control signals obtained so far, albeit quasi-periodic, feature harmonics of unbounded frequency and ampli-
tude, as seen from the Fourier series XT (t) =

1
T

∑
k∈Z e

ikωt and X′
T (t) =

iω
T

∑
k∈Z k e

ikωt. We thus need to study
their approximation by a signal of limited bandwidth and amplitude; in particular, through the definition given
in Eq. (S98), we see that |ξ(t)| = |u(t)|/EJ cannot excess 1.

Finite-bandwidth of the control signals. To get rid of the derivative of a Dirac comb of period T = 2π/ω, we
approximate it by a (symmetric) finite difference as

X′
T (t) ≃

XT (t+ δ)−XT (t− δ)

2δ
(S157)

for an arbitrary parameter δ > 0. Note that in the Fourier domain, this amounts to approximating the quantity kω
(appearing in the Fourier coefficients of X′

T ) by sin(kωδ)/δ, which is a bounded function of k. For instance, this
leads to replacing the control signal proposed in Eq. (S154) by

u
(δ)
0 (t) =

2
√
2π

ηbωa
eη

2
b/4 gA

((
1 +

ϵηa
2

)
X 2π

ωa
(t)− iϵ

2ηaωaδ
X 2π

ωa
(t+ δ) +

iϵ

2ηaωaδ
X 2π

ωa
(t− δ)

)
e−iωbt. (S158)

We can slightly adjust this finite difference approximation by revisiting the analysis led in Eq. (S138) when replacing
exact time-derivatives by finite differences. Up to second order terms in δ and using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff
formula, we get

eiηaqa(t+δ) = eiηa(cos(ωat+ωaδ)qa+sin(ωat+ωaδ)pa)

≃ eiηaqa(t)+iηaωaδ(− sin(ωat)qa+cos(ωat)pa)

= eiηaqa(t)+iηaωaδ pa(t)

= e
iη2

aωaδ

2 eiηaqa(t) eiηaωaδ pa(t)

≃ e
iη2

aωaδ

2 eiηaqa(t) (1+ iηaωaδ pa(t))

(S159)

so that

e−
iη2

aωaδ

2 eiηaqa(t+δ) − e
iη2

aωaδ

2 eiηaqa(t−δ)

2δ
≃ iηaωa e

iηaqa(t) pa(t). (S160)

As a consequence, instead of scaling the “centered” Dirac comb by 1 + ϵηa/2 in Eq. (S158), we can adjust the phases
of the off-centered Dirac combs coming from the finite-difference approximation, leading to

u
(δ)
0 (t) =

2
√
2π

ηbωa
eη

2
b/4 gA

(
X 2π

ωa
(t)− iϵγ

2ηaωaδ
X 2π

ωa
(t+ δ) +

iϵγ∗

2ηaωaδ
X 2π

ωa
(t− δ)

)
e−iωbt (S161)

where we introduced a unitary complex number γ = e
iη2

aωaδ

2 .
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Then, all Dirac combs (including those stemming from the previous finite difference approximation) are truncated
to a finite number of harmonics in the Fourier domain as [113]

XT (t) ≃ X(N)
T (t) :=

1

T

N∑
k=−N

eikωt. (S162)

For instance, the previous control signal u(δ)0 becomes

u
(N,δ)
0 (t) :=

2
√
2π

ηbωa
eη

2
b/4 gA

(
X(N)

2π
ωa

(t)− iϵγ

2ηaωaδ
X(N)

2π
ωa

(t+ δ) +
iϵγ∗

2ηaωaδ
X(N)

2π
ωa

(t− δ)

)
e−iωbt. (S163)

Bounded amplitude of the control signals. Going back to the definition of a truncated Dirac comb
in Eq. (S162), we see that its peak value is given by

|X(N)
T (t)| ≤ 2N+1

T . (S164)

For N large enough, so that we can consider that at most one of the Dirac combs in Eq. (S163) takes a non-negligible
value at any given time, we obtain the bound

|u(t)| ≤ (2N + 1)

√
2gA
ηb

eη
2
b/4 max(1,

ϵ

2ηaωaδ
). (S165)

In particular, while taking N large and δ small is desirable to accurately approximate the ideal control signal
of Eq. (S154), it also limits the achievable coupling rate g. In practice, in the main text (and in every simulation
presented), we chose the finite difference parameter

δ =
ϵ

2ηaωa
(S166)

so that all truncated Dirac combs have the same amplitude, and the achievable coupling rate scales as 1/(2N + 1);
numerical simulations are then used to find a balance between increasing the truncation number N for accuracy and
keeping a strong enough effective coupling g (see Section VI B of the main text and Section S5 E for details of the
simulations). With this choice, the previous expression of the control signal is simplified to

u
(N)
0 (t) :=

2
√
2π

ηbωa
eη

2
b/4 gA

(
X(N)

2π
ωa

(t)− iγX(N)
2π
ωa

(t+ ϵ
2ηaωa

) + iγ∗X(N)
2π
ωa

(t− ϵ
2ηaωa

)
)
e−iωbt. (S167)

The previous analysis can be straightforwardly adapted to deduce control signals u(N)
k corresponding to the engineering

of L̃k, or u(N)
r,l corresponding to the engineering of L̃r,l.

E. Equivalent simpler scheme with a constant flux relation

Going back to Eqs. (S98), (S99) and (S134), linking the control signal u to the actual circuit flux biases Φext
J and

Φext
L , we see that the amplitude of u, piloted by ξ, depends only on Φext

J ; while its phase, piloted by ζ, depends
only on the linear combination Φext

L + Φext
J /2. With the control signals designed so far, both control amplitude and

phase vary rapidly as a function of time. However, we will show that we can translate any complex-valued control
signal to another control signal with constant phase and still yielding the same interaction Hamiltonian after rotating
wave approximation. More precisely, using the previous notations, the choice made in the main text corresponds to
imposing ζ(t) = π/4 at all times.

Let us denote the desired constant-phase control as uF (t)e−iπ/4 where uF is a real-valued function to be determined.
Let us then write the controlled interaction Hamiltonians corresponding to u and uF :

H(t) = u(t) eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t) + h. c. (S168)

HF (t) = uF (t) e
iηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t)e−iπ/4 + h. c.

= 2uF (t) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)− π/4). (S169)
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Rewriting the previous Hamiltonians as

H(t) = 2ℜ(u(t)) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t))− 2ℑ(u(t)) sin(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)),

HF (t) =
√
2uF (t) cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)) +

√
2uF (t) sin(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)),

(S170)

we first see that one cannot hope for a pointwise equality HF (t) = H(t) as this would entail that

ℜ(u(t)) = −ℑ(u(t)) = uF (t)/
√
2,

which would be satisfied only if u already had a constant phase of −π/4; this is not the case for the control signals
designed in the previous sections.

One can thus only hope for an equality in average as required in Eq. (S171). However, since we are only interested
in the effective Hamiltonian obtained after the rotating wave approximation, we only need an equality in average:

H = HF . (S171)

To go further, we need to exploit the specific structure of the control signals that we want to engineer. Note from the
analysis of the previous sections that all complex-valued control signals that we considered have the generic form

u(t) =
∑
r∈Z

ure
i rωate−i ωbt (S172)

so that their real and imaginary part can be decomposed as

ℜ(u(t)) = ℜ

(∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
cos(ωbt) + ℑ

(∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
sin(ωbt),

ℑ(u(t)) = ℑ

(∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
cos(ωbt)−ℜ

(∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
sin(ωbt).

(S173)

In particular, ℜ(u) and ℑ(u) involve only frequencies of the form ω = rωa±ωb, r ∈ Z. However, using once again the
operator decomposition of Eqs. (S149) and (S200), we see that

ei(2rωa±ωb)t sin(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)) = 0,

ei((2r+1)ωa±ωb)t cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)) = 0
(S174)

so that the components of u containing respectively even or odd multiples of ωa are decoupled, in the sense that only
the even multiples of ωa can introduce resonant terms when multiplied by cos(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)), while only the odd
multiples can introduce resonant terms when multiplied by sin(ηaqa(t) + ηbqb(t)).

A suitable choice of real-valued control signal is thus given by

uF (t) =
√
2
(
ℜ(u(t))|even + ℑ(u(t))|odd

)
(S175)

where only the frequencies with even multiples of ωa are kept within ℜ(u(t)) while only the frequencies with odd
multiples of ωa are kept within ℑ(u(t)):

ℜ(u(t))|even := ℜ

(∑
r∈Z

u2r e
i(2r)ωat

)
cos(ωbt) + ℑ

(∑
r∈Z

u2r e
i(2r)ωat

)
sin(ωbt),

ℑ(u(t))|odd := ℑ

(∑
r∈Z

u2r+1 e
i(2r+1)ωat

)
cos(ωbt)−ℜ

(∑
r∈Z

u2r+1 e
i(2r+1)ωat

)
sin(ωbt).

(S176)

A few comments are in order at this stage:

• While the above choice of real-valued control uF guarantees that H = HF , which is sufficient to see that H and
HF give rise to the same average Hamiltonian after a first-order RWA approximation, they would not lead to
equivalent corrections in a second-order RWA analysis, as H−H ̸= HF −HF ; we plan to study in more detail
the impact of second-order corrections in forthcoming work.
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• We could choose a phase other than π/4 in HF . Indeed, for ζ ∈ R such that cos(ζ) ̸= 0 and sin(ζ) ̸= 0 (that
is ζ ̸= 0 [mod π

2 ]), we could consider HF (t) = uF (t) cos(ηqqa(t) + ηbqb(t) − ζ). In that case, we would have
to amend Eq. (S175) as follows: uF (t) = 1

cos(ζ) ℜ(u(t))|even + 1
sin(ζ)ℑ(u(t))|odd. We picked a balanced choice

ζ = π/4 leading to cos(ζ) = sin(ζ) = 1/
√
2, but emphasize that a detectable miscalibration of ζ could thus be

compensated for in software.

• We mention a slight generalization of Eq. (S173) that will simplify some forthcoming computations: for any
phase ν ∈ R,

ℜ(u(t)) = ℜ

(
eiν
∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
cos(ωbt− ν) + ℑ

(
eiν
∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
sin(ωbt− ν),

ℑ(u(t)) = ℑ

(
eiν
∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
cos(ωbt− ν)−ℜ

(
eiν
∑
r∈Z

ure
irωat

)
sin(ωbt− ν).

(S177)

Reconstructing the control signals of the main text. We wrap up this section by showing how we combine
the techniques we exposed to find the control signals proposed in Eq. (14) of the main text, which correspond
to the engineering of the symmetrized and anti-symmetrized Lindblad operators Lr,l. As usual, we will focus
only on the engineering of the corresponding operators L̃r,l, where we remind the reader that L̃r,s = Lr,s +

√
21

and L̃r,d = Lr,d; we assume that the remaining scalar terms are engineered through direct drives on the ancillary mode.

Using Eqs. (S145) and (S156), we first build an ideal (unbounded bandwidth and amplitude) control signal

ur,l(t) :=
2πAg eη

2
b/4

ηbωa

(
(1 + ϵηa

2 )
(
X 2π

ωa
(t− tr) + (−1)δlX 2π

ωa
(t− tr − π

ωa
)
)

− iϵ
ωaηa

(
X′

2π
ωa

(t− tr) + (−1)δlX′
2π
ωa

(t− tr − π
ωa

)
))

e−iωbt
(S178)

where we remind the reader that we previously defined the coefficients tr and δl as tq = 0, tp = π
2ωa

and δs = 0, δd = 1.
We then transform ur,l to a control signal of bounded bandwidth and amplitude as explained in Section S3 D, obtaining

ur,l(t) =
2πAg eη2

b/4

ηbωa

∑
j=0,+1,−1

u
(a)
r,l,j(t)e

−iωbt (S179)

where

u
(a)
r,l,0(t) = X 2π

ωa
(t− tr) + (−1)δlX 2π

ωa
(t− tr − π

ωa
),

u
(a)
r,l,−1(t) = −ieiϵη/4

(
X 2π

ωa
(t− tr +

ϵ
2ηaωa

) + (−1)δlX 2π
ωa

(t− tr +
ϵ

2ηaωa
− π

ωa
)
)
,

u
(a)
r,l,+1(t) = ie−iϵη/4

(
X 2π

ωa
(t− tr − ϵ

2ηaωa
) + (−1)δlX 2π

ωa
(t− tr − ϵ

2ηaωa
− π

ωa
)
)
,

(S180)

where each Dirac comb should now be understood as a truncated Dirac comb X(N) as defined in Section S3D; we
drop the superscript (N) from now on to alleviate the notations. We can unify the previous expressions by introducing
new parameters θa = ϵ

2ηa
, θb = π

2 − ϵηa

4 and ϕr = ωatr; we obtain

u
(a)
r,l,j(t) = ei(jθb)

(
X 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr

ωa

)
+ (−1)δlX 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr + π

ωa

))
. (S181)

Each of these control signals is then replaced by a control signal with constant phase using Eqs. (S175) and (S177).
Since ei(−jθb) u

(a)
r,l,j is already real-valued and even, we replace u(a)r,l,j(t)e

−iωbt by

ur,l,j(t) =
√
2

(
X 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr

ωa

)
+ (−1)δlX 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr + π

ωa

))
cos(ωbt− jθb). (S182)
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We see that we obtained the control signal of the main text

ur,l(t) = EJξr,l(t),

ξr,l(t) =
∑

j=0,+1,−1

ξjr,l(t),

=
∑

j=0,+1,−1

ξ1

(
X 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr

ωa

)
+ (−1)δlX 2π

ωa

(
t− jθa + ϕr + π

ωa

))
cos(ωbt− jθb)

(S183)

where we introduced a single notation ξ1 to encompass the amplitude of the control signal; its relation to the corre-
sponding engineered coupling rate is given by

g =
EJηb ωaξ1

2
√
2πA

e−η2
b/4, (S184)

or, when we want to specify ℏ:

g =
EJηb ωaξ1

2
√
2πℏA

e−η2
b/4. (S185)

In the main text, given the value ηb = 0.3 proposed in Table I, we neglected the near unit correction e−η2
b/4 ≃ 0.98

when estimating the effective coupling strength g in Section VB.

S4. REALISTIC CIRCUIT FABRICATION AND CONTROL

A. Array modes of the superinductor

b)a)

FIG. S5. Array modes of the superinductor. a) A realistic superinductor is modeled by a transmission line with large
inductance per unit length l and stray capacitance to ground per unit length c (in red). Such a realistic model for the target
mode inductance La (ancillary mode used for dissipation engineering not represented) leads to spurious resonances known as
array modes. b) Frequency (top) and vacuum phase fluctuations across the Josephson ring (bottom) of the target mode (black)
and the first five array modes (in color), all loaded by the target mode shunt capacitance Ca, as a function of the characteristic
impedance Zc =

√
l/c of the inductor. Other circuit parameters are those of Tab. I, and in particular, the total inductance

La = 14 µH is fixed. The dashed line represents the highest reported value of Zc in the literature [43].
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The superconducting gap of aluminium places a hard limit around 90 GHz on the maximum frequency at which
Josephson junctions built from this material can be driven. In practice, most laboratory equipment and circuitQED
architectures have a narrower working bandwidth of 20 GHz. Moreover, in our proposal, we have neglected the
intrinsic capacitance of the Josephson junctions forming the circuit ring, which is equivalent to assuming that the
circuit is only biased below each junction plasma frequency ωJ =

√
8EJEcJ/ℏ, where EJ is the Josephson energy of

each junction and EcJ its charging energy. This plasma frequency typically lies in the 10—50 GHz range, with its
exact value depending on the thickness of the oxide barrier of the junction. In Tab. I, we choose to limit the frequency
comb bandwidth to 0—20 GHz and set the target resonator to 150 MHz in order to fit a hundred harmonics of the
target mode frequency in this limited bandwidth (assuming the comb to be centered at 5 GHz, which is the ancillary
mode frequency). Even though less conservative hypotheses may be considered for the junctions plasma frequency
and bandwidth of the control electronics, the hard limit mentioned above prompts the need for such low frequency
target mode. Since the mode impedance is set to Za = 2RQ, an inductance La in the tens of µH range needs to be
employed (see Tab. I).

Currently, the most promising technologies for such superinductors are chains of Josephson junctions [74], disordered
superconducting films [114] and planar superconducting coils [115]. These metallic structures typically have a ∼mm
size and suffer from stray capacitance to ground. In Fig. 6a, we model such a realistic superinductor as a continuous
transmission line of length λ, inductance per unit length l (with La = lλ) and capacitance per unit length c (for
the sake of simplicity, the ancillary mode involved in dissipation engineering is not represented). This circuit hosts
spurious resonances known as array modes of the superinductor [116], which have two advert effects. First, by diluting
the target mode inductive energy over multiple inductors, which are not directly connected to the ring, they tend
to decrease its vacuum phase fluctuations ηa across the Josephson ring. Second, array modes (labeled by an integer
k ≥ 1) will appear in the circuit Hamiltonian (12) as spurious ancillary modes, the generalized phase operator across
the ring becoming

Φ = φ0

(
ηaq

0
a + ηbq

0
b +

∑
k

ηkq
0
k

)
, (S186)

where q0
· designates a quadrature operator in the laboratory frame as in (12) and η· represents the phase fluctuations

of a mode across the ring. Even though we have not quantitatively investigated the impact of such modes on the
GKP qubit lifetime, their proliferation with non-negligible phase fluctuations across the ring (i.e. ηk ≳ ηb) will
lead to frequency collisions and inadvertent activation of high-order multimode processes, invalidating the two-mode
picture presented in Sec. VB and Sec. S3.

Since the total inductance La = λl is fixed (see Tab. I), the superinductor is fully characterized by its characteristic
impedance Zc =

√
l/c. This figure of merit sets both the frequency ωk of array modes and their vacuum phase

fluctuations across the ring ηk. In Fig. S5b, we represent these values for the first five array modes, extracted with
the method of energy participation ratios [117] in the spirit of [67], as a function of Zc. All other circuit parameters
are those proposed in Tab. I. We find that the array modes frequency increases and their fluctuations across the
ring decreases with Zc, with phase fluctuations becoming negligible for Zc ≫ Za = 13 kΩ. Quantitatively, for the
characteristic impedance of 65 kΩ recently reported for a Josephson junction chain released from its substrate [43]
(dashed line in Fig. S5b), we find that fewer than 10 array modes lie in the frequency comb bandwidth, each with
phase fluctuations ηk ≪ ηb, justifying their omission in our model.

An important remark is in order here. In the inductor model of Fig. 6a, we have assumed the device inductance to
be purely linear. For an implementation based on a chain of Josephson junctions, this model is only accurate if two
conditions are met (we refer the reader to Refs. [118, 119] for a detailed analysis). First, the number NJ of junctions in
the chain should be sufficiently large and the individual inductance of the junctions sufficiently small—remember that
NJ

φ2
0

EJ
= La—that phase-slips through the array occur at a negligible rate (requiring EJ ≫ EcJ ) and that the Kerr

non-linearity induced on the target mode is negligible (scaling in 1/N2
J). Second, we have neglected the intrinsic shunt

capacitance of each junction. When included in the circuit model, these capacitances curve the dispersion relation of
array modes, whose frequency saturates at the plasma frequency ωp. Our model is thus only correct if ωp is much
larger than the frequency comb bandwidth. Superinductors based on nanometric scale tracks of granular aluminium,
which effectively behave as long chains of large junctions with high plasma frequency (ωJ ∼ 70 GHz in Ref. [119])
appear to meet these requirements. We consider that the record characteristic impedance mentioned above (dashed
line in Fig. S5b) will probably be surpassed in this type of architecture in the near future [120].
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B. Excessive target mode impedance

We remind the reader that the target mode impedance Za = 2RQ was chosen so that, in reduced phase-space
coordinates (q, p), the target mode vacuum phase fluctuations across the Josephson ring ηa =

√
2πZa/RQ match the

square GKP code lattice unit cell length. The GKP lattice can however be continuously distorted as long as the unit
cell area in phase-space remains 4π. Explicitly, the modular operators eiη̃q and eiη̃s, where η̃ > η, s = RθqR

†
θ and

Sin(θ) = (η/η̃)2, are the stabilizers of a diamond shaped lattice GKP. As pictured in Fig. S6, when the impedance
of the target mode exceeds 2RQ, one simply adapts the timing of the bias pulses to stabilize such a non-square
GKP code. Fig. S6 represents such a situation in the case of Hamiltonian engineering as described in Sec. IV, but is
directly adaptable when engineering modular dissipation. Note that in the latter case, the normalizing envelope of
the stabilized grid states envelope remains a rotational-symmetric Gaussian.

a)

b)

FIG. S6. Adapting the GKP lattice to the target mode impedance a) When the target mode impedance Za exceeds
2RQ, the timing of the bias pulses needs to be adapted so that b) in the target mode phase-space with axes (q, p) rotating at
ωa, Josephson tunneling triggers coherent displacements by ±

√
2πZa/RQ along a diamond-shaped lattice with unit cell area

4π (in pink). The method is presented here for the case of Hamiltonian engineering.

Crucially, the angle θ only needs to be adjusted within some realistic margin of tolerance to avoid spurious logical
errors. This tolerance depends on the dissipation parameter ϵ. Intuitively, ϵ sets the extension of code states in phase-
space. Errors appear when this extension is sufficient to sense the oscillating pseudo-potential from the modular
dissipation going out of phase with the GKP lattice. In order to quantitatively estimate the required precision, we
perturb the Lindblad operators entering the Lindblad dynamics of a stabilized GKP qubit by choosing a value ηa
slightly deviating from its ideal value η = 2

√
π; this deviation models the residual uncertainty on the value of ηa after

adjustment of the chosen unit cell. We then numerically compute the logical decay rate ΓL of the generalized Pauli
operators X and Z. On Fig. S7, we present the dependence of this decay rate on the ratio ηa/η. We find that the
value of ηa (or equivalently θ when actively compensating for a known bias) needs to be adjusted at the 10−2 to 10−3

level to preserve the performance of the stabilization scheme; as expected, the smaller values of ϵ lead to the most
stringent requirements on θ.
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FIG. S7. Logical error rate as a function of the relative error ηa/η on the value of ηa with respect to its ideal value η = 2
√
π.

Colored dots correspond to numerically extracted decay rates, while dotted lines indicate the theoretical asymptotic value of
the decay rates only stemming from the finite energy of the stabilized GKP code.

FIG. S8. Compensating for Josephson junctions asymmetry We recall the circuit proposed to engineer modular dis-
sipation in Fig. 6a A Josephson ring is placed in parallel of a high-impedance target resonator (green) and a low-impedance,
dissipative, ancillary resonator (black). The Josephson tunneling amplitude 2EJξ(t) and phase are adjusted with the control
fluxes Φext

J,L biasing the circuit. Here, we consider the possibility that the ring junctions have slightly different energies EJ1 and
EJ2 .

C. Josephson junctions asymmetry

The energy of Josephson junctions is never perfectly reproducible, with a typical mismatch of the order of a percent
between two nominally identical junctions in the same device. When the two junctions forming the ring of the circuit
depicted in Fig. S8 have slightly different energies EJ1

and EJ2
, the amplitude of Josephson tunneling cannot be

perfectly cancelled by threading the ring with half a flux quantum (Φext
J = φ0π), as proposed in Sec. V B. We remind

the reader that in our protocol, tunneling is only triggered by fast flux pulses when the Josephson phase operator Φ
aligns with the GKP lattice axes in the target oscillator rotating frame: imperfect cancellation of Josephson tunneling
in between pulses may lead to long shifts of the oscillator state along a random axis and cause logical errors.
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We propose to mitigate this advert effect by adjusting the circuit DC flux bias so that the spurious Josephson
tunneling term becomes non-resonant and drops out in the RWA. Letting EΣ = EJ1

+ EJ2
and E∆ = EJ1

− EJ2
, we

thus set

Φext
J =φ0(π − 2A− 2B)

Φext
L =− Φext

J

2
+ φ0

π

4

(S187)

where B = Arcsin(ξ) is the same AC bias signal as described in Sec. V B and A = Arctan(d) is a small DC offset that
depends on the junctions asymmetry d = E∆

EΣ
. Denoting φ = Φ/φ0 = ηaqa + ηbqb the reduced phase across the ring,

the ring contribution to the circuit Hamiltonian reads

HJ = −EJ1cos

(
Φ− Φext

J − Φext
L

φ0

)
− EJ2

cos

(
Φ− Φext

L

φ0

)
= −EJ1cos(φ− 3π

4
+A+B)− EJ2cos(φ+

π

4
−A−B)

= −EΣcos(φ− π

4
)sin(A+B)− E∆sin(φ− π

4
)cos(A+B)

(S188)

Expanding the cosine and sine terms and using that EΣsin(A) = E∆cos(A), we find that

HJ = −EΣ

(1 + d4

1 + d2
) 1

2 ξcos(φ− π

4
+ e)− EΣ

( 2d2

1 + d2
(1− ξ2)

) 1
2 sin(φ) (S189)

where e = Arctan(d2). We now remark that, since the sin(φ) operator in the rightmost term only contains operators
of the form (a + a†)k(b + b†)l with k + l an odd number, while the time-varying prefactor (1 − ξ2)1/2 has non-zero
Fourier coefficients only for ω = k′ωa + l′ωb with k′ + l′ an even number, this spurious term does not contribute in
the RWA. As for the leftmost term, it is similar to the Hamiltonian (13), but for a prefactor close to 1 and a phase
offset close to 0 when the junction asymmetry is small. These corrections only slightly modify the dissipation rates of
the four engineered dissipators, which can be compensated for by adjusting the relative amplitudes of the four bias
signals. Note that the RWA is valid for

√
2E∆ ≪ ωa. In Tab I, we choose the value of EJ so that

√
2E∆ ≃ ωa/10 for

junctions with asymmetry d = 1% (corresponding to an energy mismatch of 2% as quoted in the main text).

D. Miscalibration of the control signals

As explained in Section VI B, two main limitations prevent us from using the theoretical control signals defined
in Eq. (14), which are linear combination of periodic Dirac combs. The restriction to periodic control signals with
finite bandwidth was already studied in Section S3. However, even for a finite bandwidth signal, one also has to take
into account the uncertainty introduced by the unknown dispersion of the feedlines that carry the signals, generated
at room temperature, to the superconducting circuit. In practice, this dispersion relation has to be determined
experimentally in a preliminary calibration procedure. To quantify the relative precision required in this calibration
step, we study the impact of imperfect calibration, modeled as random noise affecting the control signals. More
precisely, we replace each desired periodic controls ξ(t) by an imperfectly calibrated signal ξ̃(t) in which the Fourier
coefficients of the target signal are multiplied by independent random coefficients close to 1:

ξk 7→ ξ̃k = sk ξk

with sk ∼ 1+ σcontrol√
2

(N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1)) . The noise coefficients sk are complex-valued, independent Gaussian coeffi-
cients with mean 1 and variance σ2

control.
The miscalibrated control signal ξ̃ is still a periodic signal, which we can feed into the RWA analysis presented

in Section S3 to determine the effective dynamics at first order. For a given realization of the random noise coefficients,
we can thus compute the logical decoherence rate associated to the dynamics

dρt

dt
= Γ

3∑
k=0

D[L̃k]ρt (S190)

where the desired Lindblad operators Lk are replaced by the effective operators obtained through RWA with miscal-
ibrated control signals.
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On Fig. S9, we represent the dependence of the logical decoherence rate on the standard deviation σcontrol modeling
the relative precision of the calibration. Contrary to many figures in the paper, we do not observe an exponential
decay of the decoherence rate with σcontrol. This indicates that a rather precise calibration of the dispersion of
the feedlines is required; numerically, we estimate that a relative accuracy around 0.1%, which we still consider
experimentally realistic, is sufficient to maintain the logical decoherence rate several orders of magnitude below the
engineered dissipation rate.

FIG. S9. Dependence of the logical decoherence rate on the uncertainty on the complex amplitude of the
harmonics of the control. The dots correspond to decoherence rates extracted from numerical simulations, where the full
lines correspond to the asymptotic ideal rates obtained in Section S2A. The black dotted line is proportional to σ2

control to
serve as a guide for the eye. Beware that this figures uses a logarithmic scale, as opposed to a semi-logarithmic scale. The
observed dependence is thus polynomial (approximately quadratic in σcontrol, i.e. linear in the variance of the uncertainty) and
not exponential. This figure presents the results obtained for one random realization of the noise coefficients, rather than an
average over multiple realizations.

S5. DETAILS OF NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

A. Scope of the simulations

In this paper, we do not try to simultaneously study all sources of errors, resulting from experimental limitations
(finite bandwidth of the control signals, stroboscopic implementations of each dissipator, etc.) as well as imperfections
of the device (loss channels, Hamiltonian perturbations, uncertainty on the parameters, etc.). For each type of error,
we rather study its impact on logical performance under the assumption that everything else is perfect: for instance,
controls with limited bandwidth, which yield imperfect stabilizing dissipators, are studied without taking into account
loss channels such as photon loss, etc. whereas these channels, in turn, are studied with perfect dissipators. Our goal
is to understand precisely the contribution of each type of possible errors in isolation. This allows us to roughly
identify a parameter regime, that is a set of (possibly over-optimistic) constraints on all the experimental parameters
entering the dynamics, under which each source of error, taken separately, leads to a reasonable degradation of the
logical performance of a GKP qubit. In particular, it should be understood that our goal is not to precisely simulate
a given experiment (which does not exist yet!), but to help in its future design, by identifying possible experimental
challenges in implementing our proposal and quantifying the experimental developments that will be required to enter
this favorable parameter regime (in terms of e.g. device imperfections, precision of calibrations, microwave control,
etc.).
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B. Numerical scheme

Several solutions coexist to compute the solution of Lindblad master equations, that we can schematically sort into
two categories:

1. Use already available general-purpose routines for the simulation of dynamical systems (such as Runge-Kutta
methods, implicit Adams methods, etc.). This is the solution used in popular quantum libraries such as
QuTiP [121, 122], QuantumOptics.jl [123] or the newly announced Qiskit Dynamics [124].

On the one hand, this solution leverages already existing, tested and optimized high-order schemes. On the other
hand, it ignores the structure of the problem, in particular that the solution ρ must be a density operator. Thus,
numerical errors can generate negativities in the computed solution [125], notably when the true solution of the
problem features zero or small eigenvalues. We argue that this is in fact a generic property of any simulation
of a qubit embedded in a bosonic mode, as the density operator of the system lives in an infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space, truncated numerically to a given (possibly high) dimension, but encodes a qubit living in C2.

2. Use structure-preserving numerical schemes designed for the simulation of density operators [126–128] [129,
Appendix B]. To the best of our knowledge, these schemes are not readily available in common quantum
libraries, but have already been used in the literature.

Preliminary versions of the simulations presented in this paper relied on the QuTiP library to compute the solution
of Lindblad master equations in the Fock basis. However, this solution turned out to be impractical due to the high
dimension needed to accurately simulate the evolution of GKP states in the Fock basis. In particular, the most
demanding simulations required up to N = 5000 Fock states to observe numerical convergence (notably, to capture
logical error rates as low as 10−8 from the numerical simulations). Moreover, the Lindblad operators entering the
dynamics, such as L0 = e−ϵη/2eiηq(1− ϵp)− 1, do not have a sparse representation in the Fock basis (this is in stark
contrast to other bosonic encodings, for instance the cat qubit encoding, where several stabilization schemes where
proposed using only low-order polynomials in a,a†, the sparse representation of which allows for efficient simulations
even in high dimensions).

Additionally, we found that QuTiP suffers from a design flaw: to compute the solution of a Lindblad equation
of the form d

dtρ = Lρ in dimension N , where ρ is an N × N matrix, it first rewrites it to the equivalent equation
d
dt ρ̂ = L̂ρ̂ in dimension N2, where ρ̂ is the vectorized representation of ρ (column stacked in an N2 vector) and L̂
is the Liouvillian of the problem. While formally equivalent, this method requires O(N4) storage capacity and the
evaluation of L̂ρ̂ has a time complexity of O(N4) (matrix-vector product in dimension N2), while the evaluation of
Lρ has a time-complexity of only O(N3) (matrix-matrix product in dimension N) and requires an O(N2) storage
capacity. For N = 5000 in a dense problem, this design choice prohibits the use of QuTiP routines.
We thus implemented the first-order structure-preserving scheme proposed in [129, Appendix B]. It can be seen as a
fully-linear refinement over the A1 scheme proposed in [128]. Whilst this is only a first-order scheme, in practice, we
found that it was fast enough to achieve numerical convergence in reasonable runtimes on a laptop for all simulations
presented in the paper [130]. Note that in principle, explicit structure-preserving schemes of arbitrary order can be
developed following [128].

For the sake of pedagogy, let us explain how to derive this scheme in the case of a generic, time-independent
Lindblad equation of the form

d

dt
ρt = −i [H,ρt] +

J∑
j=1

D[Lj ](ρt). (S191)

A naive approach for the simulation of Eq. (S191) is to use Euler’s explicit scheme of order 1:

ρn+1 = ρn + dt

−i [H,ρt] +

J∑
j=1

D[Lj ](ρt)

 (S192)

where ρn ≃ ρ(ndt). This scheme is not structure-preserving. However, we can approximate it with a quantum channel
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up to second-order terms:

ρn+1 =

J∑
j=0

Mj ρn M
†
j = ρn + dt

−i [H,ρt] +

J∑
j=1

D[Lj ](ρt)

+O(dt2)

M0 = 1+ dt

−iH− 1

2

J∑
j=1

L†
jLj


Mj =

√
dtLj , 1 ≤ j ≤ J.

(S193)

This does not describe an exact quantum channel as
∑J

j=0 M
†
jMj = 1+O(dt2). The (non-linear) structure-preserving

scheme A1 in [128] compensates this by explicitly enforcing the conservation of the trace:

ρn+1 = A1(ρn) =
1

Tr
((∑J

j=0 M
†
jMj

)
ρn

) J∑
j=0

Mj ρn M
†
j . (S194)

We use instead the fully-linear version proposed in [129, Appendix B]:

ρn+1 =

J∑
j=0

Nj ρn N
†
j

Nj = Mj

 J∑
j=0

M†
jMj

−1/2

.

(S195)

Note that
∑J

j=0 N
†
jNj = 1 and Nj = Mj + O(dt2), which ensures the consistency of the scheme. Additionally, this

normalization step needs to be performed only once (when the operators H and Lj are time-independent) so that
its cost is negligible. We highlight that this is a general procedure, that could be applied to any numerical scheme
expressed as a pseudo quantum channel, that is of the form ρn+1 =

∑
j MjρM

†
j where

∑
j M

†
jMj ̸= 1. The first-order

scheme considered here could thus be replaced by any of the higher-order, positivity-preserving scheme proposed
in [128], modified according to Eq. (S195) to get a fully-linear scheme of the same order. In our experiments, we find
that this linear, first-order scheme converges faster with dt → 0 than the non-linear A1 scheme (both are first-order
schemes but with different prefactors).

In practice, for the numerical simulation of Lindblad equation in the Fock basis, we have to choose a dimension
truncation N and a time-step dt. The time-step dt is chosen to ensure numerical convergence of the scheme on a
given simulation (i.e. dt is decreased until the results reach a stationary value). On the other hand, for the simulation
of a GKP dynamics, the precise estimates of Section S2 B indicate that the truncation should satisfy N ≫ η/ϵ.
We additionally use the fact that we can explicitly compute logical errors rates induced by quadrature noise only
(see Section S2 A) to determine the exact truncation : N is increased until the simulated errors rates match those
predicted by this exact analysis. We then use the same truncation in our other simulations where exact errors rates
are not available due to the presence of other decoherence channels. We find that relatively high truncation are
needed to accurately compute the exponentially small logical error rates presented in our figures; our simulations used
truncations up to N = 5000.

C. Exact computations of the Lindblad operators in the Fock basis

We can compute explicitly (without any numerical approximation) the matrix elements in the Fock basis of any
operator in the form

Lθ = eiθN
(
eiηq (1− ϵp)− 1

)
e−iθN

where θ ∈ R, η > 0, ϵ > 0 (rather than, for instance, computing eiηq by expressing q in a given truncation of the Fock
basis, then computing its numerical matrix exponential, accumulating truncation errors along the way). This canvas
encompasses all Lindblad operators proposed in our schemes for the stabilization of both square and hexagonal GKP
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codes; additionally, it is also sufficient for the computation of their approximate version obtained through modular
dissipation engineering with control signals of limited bandwidth (see Section S3). The operators p = a−a†

√
2i

and
Rθ = eiθN have simple expression in the Fock basis:

⟨m|p |n⟩ = − i√
2

(√
n δm+1,n −

√
mδm,n+1

)
,

⟨m|Rθ |n⟩ = eiθn δm,n.

(S196)

On the other hand, the matrix elements of eiηq are obtained through recurrence relations. The initialization is
obtained by identifying eiηq to a displacement operator as eiηq = D( iη√

2
), so that:

⟨0| eiηq |n⟩ = ⟨n| eiηq |0⟩ = ⟨n|D
(

iη√
2

)
|0⟩ = ⟨n| ( iη√

2
)c⟩ = e−

η2

4

(
iη√
2

)n
1√
n!

(S197)

where |( iη√
2
)c⟩ denotes the coherent states of amplitude iη√

2
. The remaining matrix elements can then be computed

through the following relations, where α = iη√
2
:

⟨m+ 1| eiηq |n+ 1⟩ = ⟨m+ 1|D(α) |n+ 1⟩

=
1√

(m+ 1)(n+ 1)
⟨m|aD(α)a† |n⟩

=
1√

(m+ 1)(n+ 1)
⟨m|a(a† − α∗)D(α) |n⟩

=
1√

(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ 1) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ − α∗ ⟨m|aD(α) |n⟩

)
=

1√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ 1) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ − α∗ ⟨m|D(α) (a+ α) |n⟩

)
=

1√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ 1− |α|2) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ − α∗ ⟨m|D(α)a |n⟩

)
=

1√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ n+ 1− |α|2) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ − ⟨m|D(α) (a† + α∗)a |n⟩

)
=

1√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ n+ 1− |α|2) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ − ⟨m|a† D(α)a |n⟩

)
=

1√
(m+ 1)(n+ 1)

(
(m+ n+ 1− |α|2) ⟨m|D(α) |n⟩ −

√
mn ⟨m− 1|D(α) |n− 1⟩

)
=
m+ n+ 1− η2/2√

(m+ 1)(n+ 1)
⟨m| eiηq |n⟩ −

√
mn

(m+ 1)(n+ 1)
⟨m− 1| eiηq |n− 1⟩

(S198)

(where the last term appears only when m,n > 0).

Since all coefficients of this recurrence relation are real, we can show that for any n,m,

⟨m| eiηq |n⟩ = ⟨n| eiηq |m⟩ ,
⟨m| eiηq |n⟩ ∈ R if m− n even,

⟨m| eiηq |n⟩ ∈ iR if m− n odd.

(S199)

We emphasize that using Eq. (S198), each diagonal of the matrix of Lθ in the Fock basis can be computed indepen-
dently; in practice, when dealing with control signals of limited bandwidth, we need only compute as many diagonals
as the number of harmonics in the control signal (see Section S3). Additionally, computing the hermitian (respectively
anti-hermitian) part of Lθ as in Section V amounts to computing separately the even (respectively odd) diagonals of Lθ.

Finally, using Eq. (S199) we can reformulate the previous matrix decomposition along diagonals as the following
operator decomposition:

eiηq = ϕ0(N; η) +

+∞∑
k=1

ik
(
ϕk(N; η)ak + a†k ϕk(N; η)

)
(S200)
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where the ϕk are real-valued functions defined by

ϕk(n; η) = (−i)k
√

n!

(n+ k)!
⟨n| eiηq |n+ k⟩ . (S201)

D. Extraction of logical error rates

The logical coordinates associated to a given density operator ρ are defined as the expectation values of the three
generalized Pauli X,Y,Z operators. In other words, the encoded logical qubit is defined as

ρL =
1+Tr(Xρ)σX +Tr(Yρ)σY +Tr(Zρ)σZ

2
(S202)

where σX , σY , σZ are the usual Pauli operators on C2.
In Section S2 A we show that, for both stabilization schemes proposed here (corresponding to square and hexagonal

GKP codes), in presence of quadrature noise only, the expectation value of periodic observables (such as X,Y,Z)
evolve according to two timescales: an initial fast transient regime with a typical timescale τconv ∼ 1

ϵηΓ (where Γ > 0

is the engineered dissipation rate), that we can interpret as a fast convergence to a coding state, followed by a slow
decay with an exponentially larger typical timescale τlog ≫ τconv, that we can interpret as decoherence of the encoded
logical qubit. In presence of generic decoherence channels (such as e.g. photon loss, Kerr effect or dephasing) we thus
extract the logical error rates by the following procedure:

1. prepare an initial density operator ρ0 with non-zero logical coordinates Tr(Xρ0),Tr(Yρ0),Tr(Zρ0);

2. let ρt evolve from ρ0 following the Lindblad dynamics under study, during a simulation time Tsimu ≫ τconv;

3. compute the evolution of the logical coordinates Tr(Xρt),Tr(Yρt),Tr(Zρt) along the trajectory [131];

4. fit the post-transient dynamics with an exponential function of time.

For the initialization of the procedure with a density operator yielding a non-zero expectation value of X,Y,Z, a
numerically cheap strategy is to exploit the fact that finite-energy square GKP states are approximate ground states
of the so-called square GKP Hamiltonian

HGKP,square =
ϵ2

2

(
q2 + p2

)
− (cos(ηq) + cos(ηp))

while finite-energy hexagonal GKP states are approximate ground states of the so-called hexagonal GKP Hamiltonian

HGKP,hexagonal =
ϵ2

2

(
q2 + p2

)
− 2

3

(
cos(ηq) + cos(ηqπ/3) + cos(ηq2π/3)

)
where qθ = cos(θ)q + sin(θ)p (note that the value of η depends on the geometry). These two Hamiltonians are
easy to compute numerically in the Fock basis using the tools of the previous section, and we use the eigenvectors
corresponding to the lowest-lying eigenvalues as initial states. This choice is all the more motivated by the stability
analysis led in Section S2 C 3, where we established that, with our dissipative stabilization scheme, this GKP
Hamiltonian governs the “no-jump” part of the Lindblad evolution.

On Fig. S10, we illustrate this procedure for the computation of the logical error rate of a square GKP qubit
subjected to photon loss, as studied in the top-right panel of Fig. 4, corresponding to the Lindblad equation

d

dt
ρ = Γ

3∑
k=0

D[Lk](ρ) + κ1ph D[a](ρ),

Lk = A eik
π
2N eiηq (1− ϵp) e−ik

π
2N − 1,

ρ0 = |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|

(S203)

where η = 2
√
π, ϵ is the energy-regularization parameter, A = e−ϵη/2, |ψ0⟩ is the eigenvector of HGKP,square corre-

sponding to its lowest eigenvalue, Γ > 0 is the engineered dissipation rate and κ1ph is the photon loss rate.
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We plot the evolution of Tr(Xρt) along the solution of Eq. (S203) A semilogarithmic display of the same quantity
clearly highlights that the decay is well-approximated by an exponential after an initial transient regime on the order
of τconv. However, fitting the post-transient trajectory to an exponential function requires running the simulation
long enough to determine the asymptotic value of Tr(Xρt). This solution is impractical when trying to extract
exponentially low decoherence rates as it would require running the simulations for exponentially long durations. A
computationally efficient alternative exploits the fact that the asymptotic value of any observable does not depend on
the initial condition ρ0 of the simulation, but only on the steady-state ρ∞ of the Lindbladian. Accordingly, it can be
easily eliminated by computing a second trajectory ρ̃t initialized at a different point ρ̃0, and fitting Tr(Xρt)−Tr(Xρ̃t)
to an exponential function. In our simulations, we typically choose ρ̃0 = |ψ1⟩ ⟨ψ1| with |ψ1⟩ the eigenvector of
HGKP,square corresponding to its second lowest eigenvalue. The logarithmic derivative of |Tr(Xρt) − Tr(Xρ̃t)| is
found to be nearly stationary after the transient regime, confirming the above analysis: its stationary value ΓL can
be extracted from simulations satisfying the constraint Tsimu ≫ τconv (instead of the prohibitive naive constraint
Tsimu ≫ 1/ΓL).

Finally, note that the square GKP code has asymmetrical logical error rates associated to X,Y,Z satisfying

ΓX
L = ΓZ

L =
1

2
ΓY
L (S204)

since a Z (respectively X) error corresponds to a shift of length
√
π along the q (respectively p) axis in phase-space,

while a Y error correspond to their composition, that is a longer shift of length
√
2π along the diagonal. In the figures,

the plotted logical error rates correspond to the value of ΓX
L , from which we can immediately deduce the other two.

For the hexagonal GKP code, on the other hand, these three values are identical thanks to the symmetry of the code.

E. Simulations with imperfect control signals

To account for realistic experimental conditions, two kinds of constraints were imposed on the control signals. First,
the accessible bandwidth is limited, so that perfect Dirac combs are not accessible in experiments; accordingly, Sec-
tions S3 and VI B introduced finite-bandwidth control signals by truncating the Fourier representation of ideal control
signals. Additionally, in Section S4 D, we introduced random perturbation of these finite-bandwidth control signals
to account for miscalibration. Let us now explain how these effects are implemented in the numerical simulations to
study the robustness of our dissipative stabilization scheme.

We see from the results of Section S3 and Section S4D that all considered control signals have the form

u(t) = g

N∑
r=−N

ure
i(rωa−ωb)t, (S205)

and we want to compute the effective Hamiltonian

H
(1)
RWA = u(t)eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t) + h. c. (S206)

from the Fourier coefficients (ur)−N≤r≤N . Using the operator decomposition of Eq. (S200), we get

eiηaqaeiηbqb =

(
ϕ0(Na; ηa) +

+∞∑
ka=1

ika
(
ϕka

(Na; ηa)a
ka + a†ka ϕka

(Na; ηa)
))

(
ϕ0(Nb; ηb) +

+∞∑
kb=1

ikb
(
ϕkb

(Nb; ηb)b
kb + b†kb ϕkb

(Nb; ηb)
)) (S207)

where Na = a†a and Nb = b†b; thus

u(t)eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t) = g

(
N∑

r=−N

ure
i(rωa−ωb)t

)
(
ϕ0(Na; ηa) +

+∞∑
ka=1

ika
(
ϕka

(Na; ηa)a
kae−ikaωat + eikaωata†ka ϕka

(Na; ηa)
))

(
ϕ0(Nb; ηb) +

+∞∑
kb=1

ikb
(
ϕkb

(Nb; ηb)b
kbe−ikbωbt + eikbωbtb†kb ϕkb

(Nb; ηb)
))

.

(S208)
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FIG. S10. Extraction of logical error rates. a) Evolution of the logical x-coordinate for a square GKP qubit subject to
photon loss following Eq. (S203). Here we fix ϵ = 0.1 and κ1ph/Γ = 4× 10−2 and we plot the solution associated to two initial
conditions: ρ0 = |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| and ρ̃0 = |ψ1⟩ ⟨ψ1|, where |ψ0⟩ , |ψ1⟩ are the eigenvectors of HGKP,square associated to its two lowest
eigenvalues. b-c) After a transient regime of typical timescale τconv = 1/AϵηΓ (shown in subfigure b by zooming in on early
times), we can fit the evolution of the logical coordinate to an exponential decay (subfigure c). In general, the logical coordinate
need not necessarily converge to 0, but rather to a fixed value depending on the noise channel under consideration (asymptotic
value of the dashed black line in subfigure c). An efficient procedure to extract the logical decoherence rate ΓL –that is the
exponential decay parameter– without determining this asymptotic value consists in studying the difference of two trajectories
Tr(Xρt) − Tr(Xρ̃t) (red line in subfigure c); it is here found to be ΓL ≃ 0.01Γ. d-e) In practice, after the transient regime,
the evolution of logical coordinates is governed by the logical decoherence rate, allowing to extract ΓL from simulations on a
duration Tsimu ≫ τconv. This is confirmed by observing that the logarithmic derivative of Tr(Xρt) − Tr(Xρ̃t) converges to
ΓL/Γ on a timescale commensurate to τconv (subfigure d) and stays roughly constant from there on (subfigure e).



44

Extracting the resonant terms from the previous expression, and assuming as always that ωa and ωb are incommen-
surate, we get

u(t)eiηaqa(t)eiηbqb(t)

= ig

(
N∑

r=−N

ureirωat

)(
ϕ0(Na; ηa) +

+∞∑
ka=1

ika (ϕka(Na; ηa)akae−ikaωat + eikaωata†ka ϕka(Na; ηa))

)
b† ϕ1(Nb; ηb)

= ig

(
u0ϕ0(Na; ηa) +

N∑
ka=1

ika
(
uka

ϕka
(Na; ηa)a

ka + u−ka
a†ka ϕka

(Na; ηa)
))

b† ϕ1(Nb; ηb)

= gAu B
†

(S209)
where

B = −iϕ1(Nb; ηb)b

Au = u0ϕ0(Na; ηa) +

N∑
ka=1

ika
(
uka

ϕka
(Na; ηa)a

ka + u−ka
a†ka ϕka

(Na; ηa)
)
.

(S210)

Note that, in the Fock basis, Au can be computed by multiplying the diagonal, sub-diagonal and sur-diagonal of index
at most N of eiηaqa by the corresponding Fourier coefficient of u; these diagonal decomposition can be computed
efficiently as shown in Section S5.

All in all, we obtain

HRWA = g
(
AuB

† +A†
uB
)

(S211)

that we can compute for the four control signals u0, . . . , u3 corresponding to the four dissipators to engineer. Adding a
resonant drive wherever required (to all Lindblad operators if we take the family (Lk)0≤k≤3, or only to the symmetric
Lindblad operators if we take the family of symmetric and antisymmetric Lindblad operators (Lr,l)r∈{q,p}, l∈{s,d}), we
get an effective Hamiltonian

H = g
(
(Au − σ1)B† + (Au − σ1)†B

)
, σ ∈ {0, 1}

= g
(
LuB

† + L†
uB
)
,

(S212)

where σ ∈ R is the strength of the drive. We can directly feed this Hamiltonian into Eq. (S123) in order to obtain an
effective Lindblad equation after adiabatic elimination of mode b:

dρt

dt
= ΓD[Lu](ρt) (S213)

with Γ = 4g2

κb
|ϕ1(0; ηb)|2 = 4g2

κb

η2
b

2 e
−η2

b/2. We can then numerically simulate the dynamics

dρt

dt
= Γ

3∑
k=0

D[Lu,k](ρt) (S214)

to compute logical decoherence rates associated to the proposed finite-bandwidth control signals; the results are
shown in Fig. 8 of the main text.

Note that one could also easily compute the off-resonant terms in Eq. (S208). We leave for future research the
exploitation of these formulae for the numerical computation of higher-order corrections in the RWA as proposed in
Section S3.
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