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Cat states are a valuable resource for quantum metrology applications, promising to enable sen-
sitivity down to the Heisenberg limit. Moreover, Schrödinger cat states, based on a coherent su-
perposition of coherent states, show robustness against phase-flip errors making them a promising
candidate for bosonic quantum codes. A pathway to realize cat states is via utilizing single Kerr-type
anharmonicities as found in superconducting devices as well as in Rydberg atoms. Such platforms
nevertheless utilize only the second order anharmonicity, which limits the time it takes for a cat state
to be prepared. Here we show how proper tuning of multiple higher order nonlinear interactions
leads to shorter cat state preparation time. We also discuss practical aspects including an optimal
control scheme which allows us to start the state preparation from the vaccum state under standard
single mode driving. Lastly, we propose an ensemble of Rydberg atoms that exhibits higher order
nonlinearities as a platform to prepare cat states in the laboratory.

In bosonic systems, cat states usually refer to the su-
perposition of two coherent states of the same ampli-
tude but with opposite phases. Such nonclassical states
find applications in quantum information processing and
quantum metrology. For instance, the superposition may
serve as a qubit, which when equipped with an error cor-
rection scheme, becomes robust against phase-flip errors
[1]. Alternatively, since a weak-force can impose an ex-
tra phase on the cat state, entangling many copies of
it would accumulate the phase and allow for weak-force
sensing at the Heisenberg limit [2]. Furthermore, cat
states may also be used as a robust information carrier
against dissipation in quantum teleportation [3].

Despite its many applications, cat states are challeng-
ing to prepare in an experimental setting. A coherent
state can evolve into a cat state under a single nonlin-
earity, with higher order anharmonicities shortening the
required evolution time, providing a way to beat deco-
herence [4]. Some systems in which cat states are pre-
pared via anharmonicities include both superconducting
devices [5–9], as well as Rydberg atoms [10, 11]. These
platforms nevertheless utilize only the second order an-
harmonicity, which limits the time it takes for a cat state
to be prepared. Furthermore, dissipation and finite tem-
perature effects are relevant drawbacks in experimentally
feasible systems [12], which in turn also limits the time
a cat state can be stored. Although different types of
dissipation can be partially coped with by squeezing, as
demonstrated theoretically in numerical simulations [13],
as well as experimentally [14], the optimal squeezing con-
ditions are still an open question.

In this article, we utilize higher order anharmonicities

to speed up the preparation of cat states. With this
we extend the system of single nonlinear order, as dis-
cussed in Ref. [4], to a sum of multiple nonlinear orders,
and show that the shortest possible time for a coherent
state to evolve into a cat state scales inversely the max-
imum nonlinear order of the sum. Crucially, within the
framework of optimal control we circumvent the use of
any non-trivial inital state preparation or driving scheme.
We simply equip the system with a linear drive, and con-
trol its pulse to prepare the cat state from a vacuum
state instead of a coherent state. A method applicable
as well to architectures utilizing only the second order
anharmonicity. The extra control enables cat states to
be formed much faster compared to a preparation pro-
tocol without control. Moreover, we employ a squeez-
ing protocol to enhance the lifetime of our state. With
this, we analytically derive an optimal squeezing condi-
tion on how to achiev the longest storage time for the
prepared cat states. We conclude our work by discussing
the feasablity of our model and explain how to imple-
ment our state preparation protocol with an ensemble of
Rydberg atoms.

We start by considering cat states of the general form
∣ψcat⟩ ∼ ∣α⟩ + e

iϕ∣ − α⟩, in which ∣ ± α⟩ are coherent states
with large enough complex amplitudes ±α for them to
be distinguishable ∣⟨α∣ − α⟩∣ ∼ 0. ϕ denotes the phase
which characterizes the cat state. The cat state of ϕ = π

2
can be obtained from a coherent state evolving under the
Hamiltonian containing multiple nonlinear orders (h̵ = 1)

Ĥ =
m

∑
j=2
Kj(â

†â)j , (1)
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where Kj is the coefficient of j-th nonlinear order, while
â and â† denote bosonic annihilation and creation opera-
tors. Originially it has been proposed that for vanishing
lower nonlinear orders Kj<m, the coherent state evolves
into the cat state at t = π

2Km
[4]. However, systems that

exhibit higher-order nonlinearities often contain lower or-
ders, e.g. nonlinearities of a Josephson junction as found
in superconducting circuit arhcitectures come from the
expansion of a cosine potential [8] containing all orders.
Here, we show that by including non-vanishing Kj<m, the
time t is reduced by an extra factorial factor m!.

To illustrate the time reduction, we first write out the
evolution of a coherent state ∣α⟩ under Eq. (1) in the
basis of number eigenstates (or Fock states):

∣ψcat⟩ = e
−iĤt
∣α⟩ = e−

∣α∣2

2

∞
∑
n=0

αn

√
n!
e−ip(n)t∣n⟩, (2)

where p(n) = ∑
m
j=2Kjn

j is a function in n obtained by
applying Eq. (1) to the number eigenstates. With partic-
ular choices ofKj and a critical time tc, e.g. K2

5
= K3

2
= K4

and tc =
π

12K4
, the exponential part e−ip(n)tc depends only

on the parity of photon numbers n: e−ip(n)tc = 1 for even
n and −i for odd n. This splits Eq. (2) into even and
odd sums, which gives rise to the two cat components:

∣ψcat⟩ ∼
⎛
⎜
⎝

∞
∑
n=
even

−i
∞
∑
n=
odd

⎞
⎟
⎠

αn

√
n!
∣n⟩ ∼ ∣α⟩ + ei

π
2 ∣ − α⟩. (3)

Our aim is to find combinations of multiple nonlinear
coefficients, such that the cat preparation time tc is as
short as possible. The idea is to solve a system of m − 1
equations for the m−1 variables Kj=2,3,...,m, which can be
constructed by equating p(n = 2,3, ...,m) to values that
satisfy the parity dependence mentioned above, see the
supplementary material for the detailed calculations. On
another hand, since the system of equations also involves
the time variable tc, we can find the shortest cat prepara-
tion time tc,min by looking for the smallest tc with which
the system of equations is still solvable:

tc,min =

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

π
2K2

for m = 2,
2π
Kmm!

for m > 2.
(4)

Eq. (4) agrees with [4] for m = 2, whereas for m > 2,
the lower nonlinear orders included in our consideration
contribute an additional factorial reduction 1

m!
to the cat

preparation time. For example, when m = 4, the shortest
preparation time is π

12K4
, with K2 = 5K4, K3 = 2K4 and

K4 = K4.
So far, the accelerated preparation of the cat states

through nonlinearities has relied on the assumption of
coherent states as initial states. But, in practice, it is
more feasible to start from the vacuum state. This sug-
gests that a straightforward protocol for creating these
states from the vacuum state can constist of generating
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FIG. 1: Infidelity for different values of K3 after opti-
mization plotted against pulse duration T . The different
values of K3 are indicated by the marker style and color.
All markers correspond to the smallest infidelity obtained
from a series of optimizations performed with the same
parameters but different guess pulses.

a coherent state via the application of a short, coherent
Gaussian pulse of appropriate strength and afterwards al-
lowing the system to evolve without any additional drive.
However, this raises the question of whether these field-
free dynamics indeed yield the shortest realization of the
cat state preparation or if taylored pulses can achieve
even faster implementations, harvesting the full poten-
tial of the additional anharmonicities. Quantum optimal
control [15, 16] allows us to answer this particular ques-
tion and estimate the fundamental limit of how fast cat
states can be generated by utilizing higher-order nonlin-
earities. In particular, we investigate how adding a linear
drive

Ĥi = ε(t)(â + â
†
) , (5)

with an appropriately shaped pulse ε(t), to the Hamil-
tonian in Eq. 1 can further speed up the generation of a
cat state.

For the optimization, we employ Krotov’s method [17–

19] to minimize the infidelity 1− ∣⟨ψcat∣ψ(T )⟩∣
2
, which we

use as optimization functional. This corresponds to max-
imizing the overlap between the evolved state ∣ψ(T )⟩ at
final time T and the target cat state ∣ψcat⟩ from Eq. 3.
The quantity to be optimized is the pulse shape of the lin-
ear drive. Using this, the shortest possible pulse duration
is determined by optimizing towards the same cat state
for different pulse durations T . Similar protocols have
proven to be capable of identifying the shortest possible
pulse durations for various states and systems [20]. Each
of the optimizations uses the ground state as the initial
state. The pulse amplitude is restricted to ∣ε(t)∣ ≤ 30K2

during all times. Similar optimizations with ∣ε(t)∣ ≤ 5K2,
did not yield a significant speedup for larger nonlineari-
ties.
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FIG. 2: Overlap decay curves comparing the optimized
squeezed cat states with other squeezed cat states. The
curves show the pure decay of the system under dissi-
pation, i.e. without Kerr nonlinearities and free oscilla-
tions. Besides the optimized squeezed cat state (in red)
and the unsqueezed cat state (in blue), we also show
curves for other squeezing parameters r (from 0 to 1)
and ϕ = 0, π

2
and π (in light blue). The cat state am-

plitude is set to be α = 2 for illustration, and κ1ph = κϕ
(only for illustration purpose, not specified to a physi-
cal platform), for which we find the optimized squeezing
parameters to be ϕ = 0 and r ≈ 0.51. The red curve illus-
trates the result with ϕ = 0 and r ≈ 0.51.

Fig. 1 shows the optimization results for different val-
ues of K3, which varies between the different curves. All
curves exhibit a similar shape, but are offset from one an-
other. If the pulse duration is long enough, the optimiza-
tion can reach very small infidelities, i.e. a large overlap
between the final state and the targeted cat state. In
Fig. 1 the smallest reached infidelity lies at 10−3, which
corresponds to the fidelities for which the optimization
was assumed to have converged. Reaching this value is
assumed to be a successful preparation of the cat state.
On the other hand, if the pulse duration is too small, it
is not possible anymore to reach the target state, which
is indicated by an increase of the final infidelities towards
shorter pulse durations. The shortest pulse duration for
which the optimization still succeeds is then considered to
be the the physical bound for the preparation of the cat
state. The curves in Fig. 1, show a clear shift towards
shorter times for larger values of K3. The preparation
time for K3 = 0 (solid blue curve) is longer compared
to the one without linear drive, which corresponds to
Tmin =

π
2
K2. This originates from the fact, that the opti-

mization starts in the ground state. In contrast to this,
the shortest possible pulse duration decreases by about
a factor of 5 for the case when K3 = K2. This demon-
strates that higher-order terms can indeed be utilized for
reducing the preparation time for cat states.

In practice, the impact of dissipation will accumulate

in time and decohere quantum states. Although it can
be ignored in the quick cat preparation stage discussed
previously (see supplementary materials), it has to be
considered when dealing with larger timescales such as
the storage of cat states in a noisy environment. It
has been experimentally and numerically shown, that
squeezing cat states makes them more robust under the
two major types of dissipation: 1-photon loss and de-
phasing, prolonging the lifetime of cat states [13, 14].
Here, we squeeze cat states with the operator Ŝ(r, ϕ) =

e
1
2 r(e

−iϕâ2−eiϕâ†2), and analytically derive an optimal con-
dition for the squeezing parameter r and phase ϕ to reach
the maximum protection.

To determine the benefits gained from squeezing cat
states, we model dissipation and dephasing with the
Lindblad equation, and look at their effects on an initially
ideal squeezed cat state ∣ψSqCat⟩. While the state evolves
under dissipation, we compute and expand the overlap
V = ∣⟨ψSqCat∣ψsys⟩∣

2 between the system state ∣ψsys⟩ and
the target state ∣ψSqCat⟩ (see supplementary material):

V ≈ 1 − κ1phK
(1)
− κϕK

(2)
+
κ1phκϕ

2
(K(3) + 2K(1)K(2))

+O(κ21ph, κ
2
ϕ) (6)

where tκ1ph → κ1ph and tκϕ → κϕ are dimensionless rates
of 1-photon loss and dephasing rescaled with time, K(n)

is the n-th cumulant of â†â with respect to the target
state, e.g. K(1) = ⟨â†â⟩, and K(2) = ⟨(â†â)2⟩ − ⟨â†â⟩2.
O(κ21ph, κ

2
ϕ) corresponds to the expansions in κ21ph, κ2ϕ

that are irrelevant here, as well as higher-orders that are
ignored for weak enough decays.

The terms linear in κ1ph and κϕ from Eq. (6) indicate
that in the presence of only 1-photon loss or dephasing,
the optimal squeezing for maximally protecting cat states
occurs in such a way that the average photon number
⟨â†â⟩ or the photon number variance σ2

N = K
(2) in the

system is minimized. In the presence of both types of dis-
sipation, a compromise between these quantities must be
made. This can be done by tuning the squeezing parame-
ter r and its phase ϕ to a particular value, which has been
calculated in supplementary material. We stress that the
choice of r and ϕ depends on the coherent state amplitude
∣α∣ in cat states, as well as the number of cat state com-
ponents. In addition, the cross term κ1phκϕ suggests that
1-photon loss and dephasing can enhance the influence of
each other, leading to the “loss-dephasing” phenomenon
[21], and may play a significant role at later time when
κ1ph and κϕ become large. To visualize our discussion,
in Fig. 2, we plot how the overlap V (or fidelity) decays
over the dimensionless time tκ = κ1ph = κϕ for different
values of r and ϕ. The slowest decay occurs at the point
where the average and varaince of the photon number
have made a good compromise, see supplementary mate-
rial.

We now consider the prospects for using higher-order
nonlinearities to speed up cat-state preparation in ex-
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Atom i Atom j
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FIG. 3: (a): Energy level structures of two Rydberg
atoms interacting via Rydberg interaction. g, e and r
denote ground state, excited state and Rydberg state. A
laser of Rabi frequency Ωer drives the transition e ↔ r
transitions with a detuning ∆. Two Rydberg states
∣ri⟩ and ∣rj⟩ interact via Vij . (b): Nonlinear strengths
K2 and K3 of second (blue) and third (red) orders in
units of the linear frequency K1, plotted from the ef-
fective Hamiltonian Eq. (7) using Ωer/2π = 50 MHz,
∆/2π = 150 MHz. Both orders of nonlinearity grow
stronger near the multiphoton resonance regions, where
V = 2∆

m
for m = 1,2,3, ....

periments. While these nonlinearities at the required
strength are difficult to create in e.g. superconducting
systems [22], Rydberg atoms, which exhibit a wide range
of applications [23–25], can provide a suitable alternative.
We consider an ensemble of Rydberg atoms where each
atom has three energy levels (ground ∣g⟩, excited ∣e⟩ and
Rydberg ∣r⟩ states). Two atoms namely i and j interact
with each other via Vij if both are in Rydberg states,
see Fig. 3 (a). The transition between excited and Ryd-
berg states of each atom is driven at the Rabi frequency
Ωer with a detuning ∆. In the limit of ∆ >> Ωer, we
can adiabatically eliminate the Rydberg states from the
system due to their short lifetime ∼ 1

∆
, so that there are

only ground and excited states left. In other words, since
atoms in Rydberg states quickly decay to excited states,
we may regard them as if they have always been in ex-
cited states. The effective Hamiltonian after eliminating
the Rydberg states is (see supplementary material)

Ĥeff =
N

∑
n=2
KnN̂

n
e , (7)

where Kn = ∑
N−1
m=0 s(m + 1, n)f(m) for which s(m,n) is

the Stirling number of the first kind and

f(m) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

Ω2
er

4∆
m = 0,

1
(m−1)!

V Ω2+2m
er

23+2m∆(∆−m
2 V )∏m

k=1(∆−
k−1
2 V )2 else.

N̂e = ∑
N
i=1 σ̂

ee
i is the number operator that is generated

from the atomic operator σ̂ee
i acting on the ith atom,

this operator counts how many excited states are in the
system. We note that Eq. (7) is of the same form as
Eq. (1). Nonlinear coefficients may diverge due to sin-
gularities that come from the denominator of f(m), and
correspond to m + 1-photon resonances. In other words,
we may obtain strong nonlinearities by tuning the system
to regions near these singularities. As an illustration, K2

and K3 have been plotted in units of the linear frequency
K1 (see Fig. 3 (b)), and they diverge at V = 2∆

m
for

m = 1,2,3, ..., which correspond to the m+ 1-photon res-
onance, or the Rydberg blockade [26–28]. We can treat
Eq. (7) as a bosonized version of an atomic ensemble, in
which Fock state represents the number of excited states
in the ensemble, and the coherent state follows the bi-
nomial distribution which agrees with the Poisson distri-
bution when the ensemble contains large enough number
of atoms. Such atomic coherent states have been well
studied in two-level system ensembles [29–32].

To create the initial (atomic) coherent state required
from the cat preparation scheme, we need to add another
laser that drives the transition between ground and ex-
cited states of each atom:

Ĥ ′eff =
N

∑
i=2
Ki(â

†â)i ⊗ 1 +
Ωeg

2
(ei(K1+ωeg)tâ†

⊗ â + h.c.),

(8)

where Ωeg is the frequency of the laser, ωeg is the energy
difference between ground and excited states, and K1 is
the linear term coefficient. The system state is denoted as
∣Ne⟩ ⊗ ∣Ng⟩ corresponding to the two modes in Eq. (8):
the first mode denotes the number of atoms in excited
state, and the second in ground state.

We now look at some experimental aspects. We first
want to maintain a certain distance from the multiphoton
resonance regions; although we obtain strong nonlineari-
ties near these regions, our assumptions of adiabatic elim-
ination may also break down, causing the accuracy of the
effective Hamiltonian to drop. We analyzed several re-
gions using realistic experimental parameters [11, 28, 33–
35], e.g. Ωer/2π = 50 MHz, −200 ≤ ∆/2π ≤ 200 MHz,
and −400 ≤ V /2π ≤ 400 MHz, and found that there are
regions where we can obtain strong higher-order nonlin-
earities, while the effective Hamiltonian in Eq. (7) still
holds accurate. The detailed discussions are provided in
supplementary material. In these regions, preparation
times of the cat state are of three orders of magnitude
shorter than its lifetime derived from [36].

To conclude, cat states can be quickly generated by a
proper tuning of multiple higher order nonlinear coeffi-
cients in an anharmonic system, such that the shortest
limit of cat preparation time depends on the maximum
anharmonic order. In addition to this, employing a con-
trollable coherent driving to the system further acceler-
ates the cat generation process, pushing the preparation
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time beyond the previous limit. After being prepared, cat
states can also survive longer in a noisy environment with
an appropriate squeezing. Moreover, an ensemble of Ryd-
berg atoms can be used to implement the cat preparation
scheme, but has the experimental challenge of maintain-
ing constant nonlinearities.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Nonlinear parameters

In this appendix, we derive Eq. (4) and demonstrate
how we calculate nonlinear parameters Ki≥2 in Eq. (2), so
that with these parameters, a coherent state may evolve
into the cat state

∣ψcat⟩ =
1 − i

2
∣α⟩ +

1 + i

2
∣ − α⟩, (9)

that is a cat state of ϕ = π
2

, where ϕ is the phase char-
acterizing a particular cat state. The evolution of the
coherent state under nonlinearity has been visualized in
Fig. 4. The key requirement for a coherent state to
evolve into the cat state is to make the time evolution
e−ip(n)tc dependent only on the parity of number eigen-
states at the time tc, so that each parity corresponds to
a cat component (∣α⟩ and ∣ − α⟩ in our case). In other
words, if we take a factor of π out of time such that
tc = πt

′
c for convenience, then we would want to find the

product p(n)t′c such that:

p(n)t′c =
⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

0 (mod 2) n = even,
1
2
(mod 2) n = odd,

(10)

which produces the correct phase for the two cat compo-
nents. Here, we use the modulus notation a (mod 2) =
a+2z where z can be any integers, because phase factors
with a difference of 2zπ give rise to the same result.

To simplify our calculations later, we first rewrite p(n)
in another basis, the so-called binomial basis:

p(n) =
m

∑
j=2
Kjn

j
=

m

∑
r=1

ar(
n

r
), (11)

where Kj are coefficients of the j-th order nonlinearity
shown in Eq. (1), ar are coefficients of our new binomial

basis, e.g., (n
2
) =

n(n−1)
2!

. The transformation between

coefficients of the usual polynomial basis nj and the bi-
nomial basis (n

r
) can be done via:

Kj =
m

∑
r=1

s(r, j)

r!
ar, (12)

where s(r, j) is Stirling number of the first kind.
Denoting art

′
c = γr, we can insert n = 1,2, ...,m into

the p(n) in Eq. (10), and obtain m equations about
γ1,2,...,m, which can be solved when using the binomial
basis for p(n):

γ1 =
1

2
(mod 2),

2γ1 + γ2 = 0 (mod 2),

3γ1 + 3γ2 + γ3 =
1

2
(mod 2),

...,

m

∑
j=1

γj(
m

j
) =

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

0 (mod 2) m = even,
1
2
(mod 2) m = odd,

where the first equation tells γ1 =
1
2
(mod 2), which then

implies that the second equation tells γ2 = 1 (mod 2),
similarly the third equation tells γ3 = 0 (mod 2), and so
on. In general, we have γ3 = γ4 = ... = γm = 0 (mod 2).

After finding all γj=1,2,...,m, we can choose, without loss
of generality, Km = 1 to rescale our unit system such that
Kj<m

Km
→ Kj<m and time tKm → t become dimensionless.

This corresponds to choose a specific timescale of the
Hamiltonian, in which we can rewrite Kmt

′
c = 1t′c using

Eq. (12):

m

∑
r=1

s(r,m)

r!
γr =

γm
m!
= t′c. (13)

Since γr in Eq. (13) has been calculated in the modulus
form which has infinitely many possible values, we want
to find the specific values for γr such that the time t′c in
Eq. (13) is the shortest possible time. We found that t′c =
min{1 (mod 2)}

2
= 1

2
for m = 2, and t′c =

min{0 (mod 2)}
m!

= 2
m!

for m > 2. Thus, we find the shortest possible time tc,min

taken by a coherent state to evolve into the cat state
under Eq. (1) to be:

tc,min =

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

π
2K2

for m = 2,
2π
Kmm!

for m > 2.
(14)

To calculate other Kn<m, we first note that Eq. (13)
only imposes a constraint to γm, which indirectly sug-
gests that we are free to take any values for other
γ1,2,...,m−1. In other words, we can choose any values
for γ1,2,...,m−1 that satisfy their modulus condition, e.g.,
γ3 = 2,4,6 = 0 (mod 2). However, in practice, we al-
ways have constraints, such as lower order nonlinearities
sometimes can be either stronger, weaker, or equal to the
m-th order nonlinearity. Hence, we will need to solve the
system consisting of Eq. (13) and:

∣Kk<m∣t
′
c ∼ ∣Km∣t

′
c = t

′
c

∣
m

∑
k=1

s(k,n)

k!
γk∣ ∼ t

′
c, (15)

https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.07724
https://doi.org/10.1002/gamm.200890003
https://doi.org/10.1002/gamm.200890003
https://arxiv.org/abs/0906.4790
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FIG. 4: Wigner function plots of a coherent state evolving into a cat state under the nonlinearities. Without
nonlinearity, the initial coherent state (the blue spot in the upper-left figure) would only rotate along the red circular
path, which can be removed by going to a rotating frame about the free evolution. With nonlinearity, which we chose
the self-Kerr interaction Ĥ = (â†â)2 for simplicity, the initial coherent state would be smeared during its evolution,
and eventually turn into a cat state. Here, we show two intermediate steps at t = π

12
and t = π

6
to visualize how the

coherent state gets smeared out. At t = π
2

, the smearing accumulates to the extent such that two blue spots appears
with several strips in between, and is called a cat state.

where ∼ indicates possible constraints on lower order non-
linear strengths Kn<m, e.g., ∼=≤ indicates ∣Kk<m∣ ≤ ∣Km∣

for some n.

Master equation analysis

We have shown that cat states can be prepared in a
very short time, during which the influence of noise may
be neglected. In this appendix, we assume that we start
with a perfect cat state and have turned off the nonlin-
earities in the system such that its Hamiltonian is Ĥ = 0
in the rotating frame about the free Hamiltonian. As
discussed in the main text, it has been previously shown
experimentally and numerically that squeezing the cat-
state protects it from noise [13, 14]. Here, we take a
closer look at how squeezing the cat state would protect
it from noise (namely 1-photon loss and dephasing), and
derive an optimal condition to maximize the protection
from squeezing. We achieve this by analytically solving
the Lindblad equation for 1-photon loss and dephasing.

We first show that 1-photon loss and dephasing induce
an su(1,1) algebra by extending the results in [37], and
hence the vectorized Lindblad equation reads [38–40]

d

dt
∣ρ̂(t)⟫ = (−

κ1ph

2
K̂3 −

κϕ

2
K̂2

0 + κ1phK̂−) ∣ρ̂(t)⟫, (16)

where κ1ph and κϕ are 1-photon loss and dephasing re-
spectively, and

K̂− = â⊗ â,

K̂0 = â
†â⊗ 1 − 1⊗ â†â,

K̂3 = â
†â⊗ 1 + 1⊗ â†â. (17)

Here, we have grouped different terms in the Lindblad
equation to emphasize its su(1,1) structure that is usu-
ally denoted as su(1,1) = {K̂0, K̂3, K̂+, K̂−}. In our case,

K̂+ = â
† ⊗ â† would correspond to a thermalized environ-

ment that also pumps thermal photons to the system.
For simplicity, we choose to use the Lindblad equation
that assumes a “cold” environment with no thermal pho-
tons n̄ = 0, (e.g., an optical system which has its station-
ary state being the vacuum state, or a superconducting
system which is cooled to nearly 0K), but one can still
proceed similarly as the followings to obtain a similar
solution for the master equation with n̄ ≠ 0.

We note the ansatz that the exact solution to Eq. (16)
is

∣ρ̂(t)⟫ = Ŝ(t)∣ρ̂(0)⟫, (18)

where Ŝ(t) = eF0(t)K̂2
0 eF3(t)K̂3eF−(t)K̂− , with F0, F3 and

F− time dependent functions. We calculate F0, F3 and
F− by evaluating ( d

dt
Ŝ(t)) Ŝ−1(t): we can either insert

Eq. (18) back to Eq. (16), or work directly with the
expression of Ŝ(t) from Eq. (18). If we equate the results
from both ways, we obtain

−
κ1ph

2
K̂3 + κ1phK̂− = Ḟ3(t)K̂3 + Ḟ−(t)e

−2F3(t)K̂−, (19)

where we have made use of the fact that K̂0 is the Casimir
element which commutes with all other operators, so that
we can take its term out:

F0(t) = −
κϕ

2
t. (20)

Equating the coefficients for K̂3 and K̂−, we obtain

F3(t) = −
κ1ph

2
t,

F−(t) = 1 − e−κ1pht. (21)

Put all these together, we get

Ŝ(t) = e−
κϕ
2 K̂2

0 te−
κ1ph

2 K̂3te(1−e
−κ1pht)K̂− . (22)
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To determine the impact of noises during a time period
t, we use the notion of overlap. The overlap between the
squeezed state in the system and the target squeezed cat
state is

V(t) = ⟪ψcat∣Ŝ
−1
(r, ϕ)Ŝ(t)Ŝ(r, ϕ)∣ψcat⟫, (23)

where Ŝ(r, ϕ) = e
1
2 r(e

−iϕâ2−eiϕâ†2) is the squeezing opera-
tor with the squeezing strength r and phase ϕ.

For small κ1pht and κϕt, we can expand Eq. (22) up to
the second order about κ1ph,ϕ and evaluate the overlap:

V(t) ≈ 1 − κ1ph⟨N̂⟩ − κϕ(⟨N̂
2
⟩ − ⟨N̂⟩2)

+
κ21ph

4
(⟨N̂2

⟩ + ⟨N̂⟩2 + 2∣⟨â2⟩∣2)

+
κ2ϕ

4
(⟨N̂4

⟩ + 3⟨N̂2
⟩
2
− 4⟨N̂3

⟩⟨N̂⟩)

+
κ1phκϕ

2
(⟨N̂3

⟩ − ⟨N̂⟩⟨N̂2
⟩) , (24)

where N̂ = â†â, and ⟨ ● ⟩ is the expectation value with
respect to the squeezed cat state. In general, we note that
any type of decay of the form

√
κDD̂ would contribute a

linear term −κD(⟨D̂
†D̂⟩−⟨D̂⟩2) to the expression of V(t).

Adiabatic elimination

In this appendix, we consider a collection of identical
Rydberg atoms with the atomic energy levels shown in
Fig. 3 (a), and show that such an atomic ensemble ex-
hibit nonlinearities in Eq. (1). As shown in Fig. 3 (a),
each atom has three energy levels: ground ∣g⟩, excited ∣e⟩
and Rydberg states ∣r⟩, and two atoms i and j interact
with each other via Vij when both are in Rydberg states
∣ri⟩⊗ ∣rj⟩. The intuition for the presence of nonlinearities
lies in the fact that the energy E of the ensemble does
not depend linearly on the number of atoms in Rydberg

states k, but E ∝ k2−k
2
Vij . The nonlinear dependence

gets even more complicated in terms of the number of
atoms in excited states, due to the laser that drives the
transition between excited and Rydberg states. Here, we
derive an expression of the nonlinear Hamiltonian by adi-
abatically eliminating Rydberg states from the ensemble,
and show the nonlinearity of the system in the number
of atoms in excited states.

We start from the raw Hamiltonian of the ensemble
containing N atoms

Ĥraw =
Ωer

2

N

∑
i=1
(σ̂re

i + σ̂
er
i ) −∆σ̂rr

i +
V

2

N

∑
j≠i
σ̂rr
i σ̂

rr
j . (25)

where Ωer is the Rabi frequency of the laser driving the
transition between excited and Rydberg states and ∆ is
the detuning of the laser, σ̂xy

i = ∣x⟩⟨y∣ are jump operators
for the i-th atom, and we assume a constant Rydberg

interaction Vij = V . The Schrödinger equation for only
the i-th atom being at the Rydberg state ∣ri⟩ is

i
d

dt
∣ri⟩ =

Ωer

2
∣ei⟩ − (∆ −

(Nr − 1)

2
V ) ∣ri⟩, (26)

where Nr denotes the number of Rydberg states.
The assumption of adiabatic elimination ∣∆∣ >> Ωer

enters as we equate Eq. (26) to zero, which is similar
to the elimination of the fast oscillating mode from the
system:

∣ri⟩ =
Ωer

2 (∆ − (Nr−1)
2

V )
∣ei⟩. (27)

Now, we need to consider case by case. The first case
is that the system has no atoms at Rydberg states, in
which we can write the Schrödinger equation for the i-th
atom being at the excited state as

i
d

dt
∣ei⟩ =

Ωer

2
∣ri⟩

Eq.(27)
=

Ω2
er

4∆
∣ei⟩, (28)

and obtain the single-body Hamiltonian

Ĥ1
eff =

Ω2
er

4∆

N

∑
i

σ̂ee
i =

Ω2
er

4∆
N̂e, (29)

where N̂e = ∑
N
i σ̂ee

i denotes the number operator count-
ing the number of excited states.

Similarly, the second case is that the system has one
Rydberg state, then

i
d

dt
∣ei, rj⟩ − i(

d

dt
∣ei⟩)⊗ ∣rj⟩ = [

Ω3
er

8∆(∆ − V
2
)
−

Ω3
er

8∆2
]∣ei, ej⟩,

(30)

where we subtract the single body terms from the two
body term to obtain the pure two body interaction. The
Hamiltonian corresponding to the two body interaction
is

Ĥ2
eff = (

Ω3
er

8∆(∆ − V
2
)
−

Ω3
er

8∆2
)∑

i,j
i≠j

σ̂ee
i σ̂

er
j , (31)

but σ̂er = ∣e⟩⟨r∣ = Ωer

2∆
∣e⟩⟨e∣ = Ωer

2∆
σ̂ee, so we eventually

have

Ĥ2
eff =

Ωer

2∆
(

Ω3
er

8∆(∆ − V
2
)
−

Ω3
er

8∆2
)(
N̂e

2
), (32)

where (N̂e

2
) denotes the binomial representation of

N̂e(N̂e−1)
2

.

We can obtain Ĥj>2
eff by proceeding similarly for other

cases in which there are two or more Rydberg states in
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FIG. 5: Strenght of K2 for varying ∆ and V . The hori-
zontal band around ∆ = 0 corresponds to the single pho-
ton resonance. One could find large second order non-
linearites here, but it is also where the approximation
∣∆∣ >> Ωer breaks down and where we expect large losses
from the high r state admixture. The upper left and
lower right quadrants (away from ∆ ∼ 0) represent rel-
atively ”stable” regions but with correspondingly weak
nonlinearities. The (strong) Rydberg blockade condition
is expected for ∣V ∣ >> ∣∆∣, Ωer (far left or right of graph).
Radiating ”rays” from the center correspond to multi-
photon resonances where K2 diverges, e.g., ∆ − m

2
V = 0

associated to the m + 1-photon resonance. To minimize
collective losses, one should also avoid these rays. But in
between one can obtain relatively strong nonlinearities,
including potentially interesting higher order nonlineari-
ties (K3, K4, etc.).

the ensemble. Summing up all the Hamiltonians Ĥj
eff ,

we have

Ĥeff =
N

∑
i=1
Ĥi

eff ,

=
N

∑
n=1
(
N−1
∑
m=0

s(m + 1, n)f(m))

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
Kn

N̂n
e =

N

∑
n=1
KnN̂

n
e , (33)

where s(m,n) is the Stirling number of the first kind,
and

f(m) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

Ω2
er

4∆
m = 0,

1
(m−1)!

V Ω2+2m
er

23+2m∆(∆−m
2 V )∏m

k=1(∆−
k−1
2 V )2 else.

(34)

For example, the strength of K2 is plotted in Fig. 5.
Similar plots apply for Ki≥3. As shown in the figure,
stronger nonlinearities occur near the multiphoton reso-
nance regions, where the assumptions for adiabatic elimi-
nation break down and the effective Hamiltonian loses its
accuracy. We therefore want to examine several regions
to show that we can obtain stronger higher order nonlin-
earities while the effective Hamiltonian remains accurate,
and results are given in Table. I.

Furthermore, We may also add a laser with Rabi fre-
quency Ωeg driving the transition between ground and

Sym. K2[MHz] K3[MHz] K4[MHz] τ[µs] tc[µs] ϵ [MHz]

- 0.34938 0 0 570.75 0.91 0.67451

∎ 0.88096 0.02643 0.00001 496.27 0.22 2.90457

∎ 0.63003 0.63002 0.02169 201.03 0.10 10.95341

▲ 0 0.08088 0.00343 374.15 0.6 0.90703

● -0.10195 0.10195 0.00194 299.04 0.6 1.09153

TABLE I: Table for the selected points in Fig. 5, and an
extra point out of the figure (labeled as −). The first three
columns are strengths of nonlinearities K2, K3 and K4,
τ is the lifetime calculated by considering the Rydberg
decay rate γ/2π = 1.5 kHz, tc is the preparation time
of cat states obtained from the optimal control, and ϵ
is the ground state energy difference per atom between
the full Hamiltonian and the effective Hamiltonian, to
quantify the error caused by the assumptions of adiabatic
elimination.

excited states:

Ĥ ′eff = Ĥeff +
Ωeg

2
∑
i

(σ̂eg
i + σ̂

ge
i ) . (35)

We define Fock states to be the number of excited atoms
in symmetrized Dicke states [41]

∣n⟩ = {∣g⟩⊗N−n ⊗ ∣e⟩⊗n}sym, (36)

then the atomic operators in Eq. (35) become

∑
i

σ̂eg
i = â

†,

∑
i

σ̂ge
i = â, (37)

such that

â†
∣n⟩ =

√
(n + 1)(N − n − 1)∣n + 1⟩,

â∣n⟩ =
√
n(N − n + 1)∣n − 1⟩. (38)

This is atomic analogue of the coherent drive for su(2) al-
gebra (the creation and annihilation operators here have
slightly different actions on Fock states to ensure the
SU(2) symmetry) to generate atomic coherent states,
and we can make it controllable e.g., ϵ(t)â+ϵ∗(t)â† to re-
alize the full controllability of the system [41]. Note that
in the main context, we instead use the notation â† ⊗ â
with the usual definition of creation and annihilation op-
erators to avoid confusion.

Optimized squeezing

Eq. (6) suggests that the optimal squeezing to max-
imally protect the cat state from 1-photon loss and
dephasing occurs at around the minimum 1-st and 2-
nd cumulants of the number operator â†â respectively.
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Hence, it is sufficient to calculate ⟨â†â⟩ and ⟨(â†â)2⟩
with respect to the squeezed cat state ∣ψSqCat⟩ in this
appendix, and the first two cumulants K(1) = ⟨â†â⟩ and
K(2) = ⟨(â†â)2⟩ − ⟨â†â⟩ can be minimized with mathe-
matical softwares.

We first denote the squeezed c-component cat state
that can be obtained in Yurke-Stoler’s method, with the
fractional revival method, as [42]:

∣ψc
SqCat⟩ = Ŝ(r, ϕ)e

±iπ
c (â

†â)2
∣α⟩, (39)

where Ŝ(r, ϕ) = e
1
2 r(e

−iϕâ2−eiϕâ†2) is the squeezing opera-
tor.

Without loss of generality, we also assume α to be real.
With this, we found

⟨â†â⟩ = ⟨ψc
SqCat∣â

†â∣ψc
SqCat⟩,

= sinh2
(r) + α2 cosh(2r) −

1

2
sinh(2r)α2A, (40)

and

⟨(â†â)2⟩ = ⟨ψc
SqCat∣(â

†â)2∣ψc
SqCat⟩,

= α2
(1 + α2

) cosh2
(2r) + sinh4

(r)

+ 2α2 sinh2
(r) (cosh(2r) −

1

2
sinh(2r)A)

−
1

4
sinh(4r)α2B +

1

4
sinh2

(2r)C, (41)

where

A = 2e−α
2

Re[e−iϕei
4π
c eα

2ei
4π
c
],

B = 2e−α
2

Re[e−iϕei
4π
c eα

2ei
4π
c
(α2
+ 2 + α2ei

4π
c )],

C = 2(α2
+ 1)2 + 2α4e−α

2

Re[e−2iϕei
16π
c eα

2ei
8π
c
]. (42)

K(2) or the photon number variance σ2
N of the system is

then

σ2
N = ⟨(â

†â)2⟩ − ⟨â†â⟩2,

= α2 cosh2
(2r) −

1

2
cosh(2r) sinh(2r)α2

(B − 2α2A)

+
1

4
sinh2

(2r)(C − α4A2
). (43)

Note that for the 2-component cat state c = 2, Eq. (40)-
(42) are identical to that of the squeezed coherent states
calculated in [43].

Finally, the optimal squeezing condition can be calcu-
lated by minimizing (40) and Eq. (42) with some math-
ematical softwares.

Controllability

In this appendix, we want to show that a linearly
driven Kerr Hamiltonian of the form

Ĥ = K2â
†2â2 + ϵ1(t)(â

†
+ â), (44)

is controllable. In other words, if we are able to con-
trol the pulse ϵ(t) of the linear drive, then we can realize
any quantum states of the system regardless of the initial
state. To be more precise, since the Hilbert space of Eq.
(44) is infinite dimensional, we will show that the Hamil-
tonian is approximate controllable, meaning the actual
state produced may only have a fidelity that is infinites-
imally close to 1, but is never 1.

To illustrate this, we first define the controllability of
a system. A system of the form

i
∂

∂t
Û(t) = [Ĥ0 +∑

k

uk(t)Ĥk]Û(t), (45)

is controllable if {−iĤ0,−iĤ1, ...,−iĤk} is a generating
set of the su(d) Lie algebra with its elements being
skew symmetric, where d is the dimension of the system
Hilbert space [44].

Considering the system in Eq. (44), we can identify

Ĥ0 = K2â
†2â2,

Ĥ1 = â
†
+ â u1(t) = ϵ1(t). (46)

We first obtain the term −iĤ2 = â
† − â by

i4[[[Ĥ0, Ĥ1], Ĥ1], Ĥ1] = −12K2(â
†
− â). (47)

Then, we obtain the operator representation of the su(2)
algebra by

i3[[Ĥ0, Ĥ1], Ĥ2] = 2K2(â
†2
− â2),

i3 ([[Ĥ0, Ĥ1], Ĥ1] − [[Ĥ0, Ĥ2], Ĥ2]) = 4K2i(â
†2
+ â2).

(48)

Now, we can recover the su(2) algebra by identifying

Ĵx =
â†2 − â2

4
,

Ĵy = i
â†2 + â2

4
,

Ĵz = [Ĵx, Ĵy] = −
i

4
(â†â +

1

2
) , (49)

which we have shown to be obtainable.
To recover the su(d > 2) algebra, we look for an opera-

tor ĥ such that it has non-zero overlap with the rank-3/2

tensor T
(3/2)
1/2 (modified from Theorem 1 of [45]), e.g.,

Tr{ĥT
(3/2)
q } ≠ 0. Here, a rank-k/2 tensor T

(k/2)
q is simply

the product of k mixed creation and annihilation opera-
tors. It is easy to find one such operator:

ĥ = [â†2â2, Ĥ1] = â
†2â − â†â2. (50)

Hence, we show that the system Eq. (44) is (operator)
controllable. The intuition of the proof is that one can
commute and sum around the operators Ĥ1,2 (lower the

rank by 1/2), Ĵx,y (stabilizing the rank) and ĥ (raise
the rank by 1/2) to generate all possible skew symmetric
operators of arbitrary ranks.
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FIG. 6: Results from Fig. 1, propagated with dissipation
κ1ph = κϕ = 3 × 10−3K2. Due to open system dynamics,

the fidelity is generalized to F (ρ̂, σ̂) = Tr{
√√

ρ̂σ̂
√
ρ̂}

2
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Open system simulation for quantum control

One of the main reasons to speed up the preparation
time of the cat states is to improve robustness against
dissipation. In the following, we demonstrate how the
optimized results presented in Fig. 1 perform under dis-
sipation.

To analyze the impact of the dissipation we use the
Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad master equa-
tion to model our system [46]:

d

dt
ρ̂(t) = −i[Ĥ(t), ρ̂(t)]

+ κ1ph(âρ̂(t)â
†
−

1

2
{â†â, ρ̂(t)})

+ κϕ(ââ
†ρ̂(t)ââ†

−
1

2
{(ââ†)

2
, ρ̂(t)}) , (51)

where ρ̂(t) is the density operator of the system and, κ1ph
and κϕ are the rate of 1-photon loss and the dephasing,
respectively.

Fig. 6 shows the optimized results from Fig. 1 taking
dissipation into account. For the dissipation strength we
choose κ1ph = κϕ = 3 × 10−3K2. For all points the error,
measured by the infidelity, increases substantially. How-
ever, the dash-dotted yellow curve, corresponding to the
results for K3 = K2, stands out, as it performs best of all
curves. This is not surprising, as we already found that
larger K3 allow for faster preparation of the cat state,
as we have already observed in Fig. 1. This leads to a
smaller deterioration of the optimized pulse due to dis-
sipation and therefore smaller infidelities. Notably, the
curve exhibits a plateau within T ∈ [0.4K2,1.0K2], which
is due to the optimization strategy of the correspond-
ing pulses. This strategy, which we observe for all data
points on the plateau, is to keep the system in the ground
state for as long as possible, while initiating the prepa-
ration only at the very end of the preparation period.
As the ground state is protected against decay and the
preparation time at the end of the pulse duration takes
place on very similar time scales, taking dissipation into
account yields comparable errors among the results of
the plateau region. This demonstrates that the shorter
pulse duration induced by the increase of K3 enhances
the robustness of the preparation against dissipation.
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