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The Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill (GKP) code is an exciting route to fault-tolerant quantum com-
puting since Gaussian resources and GKP Pauli-eigenstate preparation are sufficient to achieve
universal quantum computing. In this work, we provide a practical proposal to perform Clifford
gates and state read-out in GKP codes implemented with active error correction in superconducting
circuits. We present a method of performing Clifford circuits without physically implementing any
single-qubit gates, reducing the potential for them to spread errors in the system. In superconduct-
ing circuits, all the required two-qubit gates can be implemented with a single piece of hardware.
We analyze the error-spreading properties of GKP Clifford gates and describe how a modification
in the decoder following the implementation of each gate can reduce the gate infidelity by multiple
orders of magnitude. Moreover, we develop a simple analytical technique to estimate the effect
of loss and dephasing on GKP codes that matches well with numerics. Finally, we consider the
effect of homodyne measurement inefficiencies on logical state read-out and present a scheme that
implements a measurement with a 0.1% error rate in 630 ns assuming an efficiency of just 75%.

I. INTRODUCTION

To construct a large-scale quantum computer, quan-
tum error correction (QEC) is required to achieve error
rates low enough to run useful algorithms. Bosonic QEC
codes [1–4] are a promising approach to QEC because
they encode logical information in the formally infinite
dimensional Hilbert space of a quantum harmonic oscil-
lator, allowing for robust logical qubits to be constructed
from a single physical device. Moreover, bosonic codes
can be concatenated with a traditional QEC code such
as the surface code [5–8] or quantum LDPC codes [9],
using the enhanced error tolerance of the bosonic code
to reduce the overhead required to reach a given overall
logical error rate.

Actively pursued examples of bosonic codes include the
cat code [2], binomial code [4], and Gottesman-Kitaev-
Preskill (GKP) code [3], with a recent GKP code ex-
periment surpassing the break-even point by more than
a factor of two [10]. GKP codes are also particularly
promising since universal quantum computation can be
achieved using only Gaussian resources combined with
a supply of either GKP Pauli-eigenstates [11] or GKP
Hadamard-eigenstates [12]. Such GKP Pauli-eigenstates
have been produced in both superconducting microwave
cavities [10, 13, 14] and the motional states of trapped
ions [15, 16], but currently have error-rates too high to
surpass the threshold of the GKP-surface code or toric
code [5, 7].

Although proposals have been made for realizing GKP
one- and two-qubit gates [17–19] and practical error-
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correction schemes [20], more work is required to develop
platform-specific schemes that are fault-tolerant to er-
rors, convenient to implement experimentally, and com-
bat experimentally-relevant sources of error. Indeed, due
to the low energy of microwave photons, homodyne detec-
tion in microwave circuits is severely limited in practice,
with state-of-the-art experiments achieving efficiencies on
the order of 60% to 75% [21, 22]. A separate but related
issue is that multi-mode simulations of GKP codestates
typically use an unrealistic noise model – Gaussian ran-
dom displacement channels – that do not accurately cap-
ture the performance of GKP codes against loss [23, 24].

In this work, we introduce three practical proposals
to improve the performance of Clifford gates and state
read-out for actively-corrected GKP qubits implemented
in superconducting devices. The first scheme we present
removes the need to physically perform single-qubit Clif-
ford gates, thereby reducing the number of physical gates
(and hence the spread of errors) in a given circuit. Sec-
ond, we introduce a general method to counteract the
spread of errors due to Clifford gates using a modified
error correction scheme after each gate. Finally, we im-
prove the effective measurement efficiency of logical read-
out by coupling each high-Q GKP mode to a low-Q read-
out ancilla.

We utilize two recently developed techniques to ana-
lyze the performance of each scheme. We analyze GKP
Clifford gates using the stabilizer subsystem decomposi-
tion [24]. In particular, the stabilizer subsystem decom-
position is designed such that the partial trace over the
stabilizer subsystem corresponds exactly to an ideal de-
coding map, making it suitable to calculate gate fidelities
and other quantities of interest. We analyze our mea-
surement scheme using the methods of Ref. [25], which
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allows one to solve for the quantum trajectory evolution
of a system with time-independent linear dynamics and
Gaussian measurement noise.

We also introduce a new theoretical technique to an-
alytically estimate the effect of loss and dephasing on
GKP codes. This analytical estimate is the lowest-order
approximation of the gate infidelity error analysis con-
ducted in Ref. [24] using the stabilizer subsystem decom-
position. However, expressions obtained coincide with
those corresponding to a continuous-variable “twirling
approximation” of the relevant quantum channel. As
such, the technique can also be viewed as a justification
of the twirling approximation that has previously been
used to analyze approximate GKP codestates [26], and a
generalization to general noise channels.

The work in this paper focuses on only two of the steps
– Clifford gates and state read-out – required to perform
fault-tolerant quantum computation using GKP codes.
Therefore our proposals need to be combined with other
work done on GKP state preparation [13, 14, 16, 27–29],
and non-Clifford gates either implemented directly [19,
30] or via magic state preparation [11]. Moreover, in the
context of a fault-tolerant algorithm one needs either to
concatenate a GKP code with a qubit code [5–7, 31, 32]
or use a “genuine” multi-mode GKP code [3, 30, 33, 34].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Section II, we provide an overview of GKP codes and
the notation we will use throughout the manuscript. In
Section III, we describe how to remove single-qubit gates
from a quantum circuit, define the generalized controlled
gates which must be performed instead, and provide su-
perconducting circuits that can implement these gates
in a circuit QED experiment. We move on to quantify-
ing the quality of logical gates in Section IV, in which
we explain how to minimize the spread of logical errors
using a modified decoding scheme. In Section V we in-
troduce our new analytic approximation technique for
loss and dephasing acting on GKP codes – these results
may also be of broader interest to researchers wishing
to characterize noise in GKP codes. Finally, we analyze
the effect of measurement inefficiencies on logical state
read-out in Section VI and present our proposal to use
an additional ancilla mode to perform homodyne detec-
tion with an enhanced efficiency. We provide concluding
remarks in Section VII.

II. GKP CODES

We now present a brief overview of the properties of
GKP codes [3] and the notation that we will use in the
remainder of this manuscript. GKP codes are a class
of bosonic stabilizer codes in which the codespace is the
simultaneous +1-eigenspace of operators acting on a con-
tinuous variable (CV) Hilbert space. The CV system can
be described by ladder operators [a, a†] = 1 or quadra-
ture operators [q, p] = i. We denote the number states as
|n⟩, and position and momentum eigenstates as |x⟩q and

|y⟩p, respectively. We also introduce the displacement
operator

T (v) = T (v1, v2) = e−iv1p+iv2q (1)

for v = (v1, v2) ∈ R2, which obeys

T (v)T (w) = e−i(v1w2−v2w1)/2T (v +w). (2)

This definition of the displacement operator also ensures
that T (λ, 0) |x⟩q = |x+ λ⟩q and T (0, λ) |y⟩p = |y + λ⟩p.

To define a (single-mode) GKP code, we begin with
two real vectors α = (α1, α2) and β = (β1, β2) that
satisfy α1β2 − β1α2 = π. The stabilizer generators are
then given by SX = T (2α) and SZ = T (2β), which (to-
gether with their inverses) generate the stabilizer group.
The logical Pauli operators are given by X̄ = T (α),
Ȳ = T (α + β) and Z̄ = T (β), where we use bars to in-
dicate logical operators and states. We define the GKP
logical lattice

L = {mα+ nβ |m,n ∈ Z}, (3)

and the corresponding Voronoi cell

VL =
{
v ∈ R2

∣∣ |v| < |v − ℓ| ∀ ℓ ∈ L, ℓ ̸= 0
}

(4)

which contains the set of points closer to the origin than
any other point in L.

The simplest example of a GKP code is the square
GKP code, given by αsq = (

√
π, 0) and βsq = (0,

√
π).

In this case, X̄sq = e−i
√
πp and Z̄sq = ei

√
πq. General

GKP codes can be conveniently described by introducing
the canonically transformed logical quadrature operators

q̄ =
1√
π
(β2q − β1p), p̄ =

1√
π
(α1p− α2q), (5)

such that X̄ = e−i
√
πp̄ and Z̄ = ei

√
πq̄. Of particular

interest is the hexagonal GKP code, given by

αhex =
√
π

(
4
√
3√
2
,− 1√

2 4
√
3

)
, βhex =

√
π

(
0,

√
2

4
√
3

)
(6)

which has been shown to have the lowest logical error
rate out of all single-mode GKP geometries under a pure
loss noise model [35]. Note that we have chosen a rotated
definition of the hexagonal code, such that β1 = 0 and
q̄ ∝ q, allowing a convenient representation of the GKP
codestates in the position basis.

To aid our discussion of logical Pauli operators in Sec-
tions III and IV, we introduce the notation

s1 = −p̄, s2 = q̄ − p̄, s3 = q̄. (7)

Using this, we can write the logical Pauli operators as
σ̄i = ei

√
πsi , where σ1,2,3 = X,Y, Z respectively. Each

quadrature si can be written in polar coordinates given
by si = ri(q cos θi + p sin θi).

GKP Clifford operators, which map logical Pauli op-
erators to logical Pauli operators, are given by unitary
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Gaussian operators Ā acting on the CV space. Con-
cretely, the GKP Clifford group is generated by the op-
erators

H̄ = eiπ(q̄
2+p̄2)/4, S̄ = eiq̄

2/2, C̄Z = eiq̄⊗q̄. (8)

In Section IV we will use an equivalent representation of
Gaussian operators as symplectic matrices. In particu-
lar, one can describe an arbitrary n-mode Gaussian op-
erator U with a 2n × 2n real symplectic matrix S(U) ∈
Sp(2n,R) acting on the vector of quadrature operators
ξ = (q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn), such that UT (v)U† = T (Sv)
and UξU† = S(U)−1ξ (where U and U† act component-
wise on ξ). For example, a single-mode rotation operator
R(θ) = eiθa

†a can be described with the symplectic op-
erator

S
(
R(θ)

)
=

[
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

]
. (9)

In the square GKP code, we have

S
(
H̄sq

)
=

[
0 −1
1 0

]
, (10a)

S
(
S̄sq

)
=

[
1 0
1 1

]
, (10b)

S
(
C̄Z,sq

)
=

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 1 1 0
1 0 0 1

 . (10c)

To describe Clifford gates in general GKP codes, we
first define the change of basis matrix ML = [α,β]/

√
π

that transforms vectors in the square GKP lattice to the
vectors in the lattice L, i.e. L = MLLsq. Then, the
symplectic matrix corresponding to the Clifford gate Ā
is given by S

(
Ā
)
=MLS

(
Āsq

)
M−1

L .
The ideal codestates of a general GKP code are the si-

multaneous +1-eigenstates of the stabilizers SX and SZ .
However, these ideal codestates are non-normalizable
and hence cannot be realized in any physical system.
To construct normalizable codestates, we use the non-
unitary envelope operator e−∆2a†a to define the approxi-
mate GKP codestates |ψ̄∆⟩ ∝ e−∆2a†a |ψ̄⟩. This approx-
imation, however, introduces errors as the approximate
states are not exact +1 eigenstates of the stabilizers. The
parameter ∆ characterizes the quality of the approximate
GKP codestates, where the limit ∆ → 0 approaches the
ideal codestates. We will also commonly quote the aver-
age photon number of the GKP states [35]

n̄ =
1

2

(
⟨0̄∆|a†a|0̄∆⟩+ ⟨1̄∆|a†a|1̄∆⟩

)
≈ 1

2∆2
− 1

2
(11)

and the GKP squeezing parameter ∆dB = −10 log10(∆
2),

both of which tend to infinity as ∆ → 0.
Approximate GKP codestates have been prepared

experimentally in superconducting resonators with an
experimentally-determined squeezing of ∆dB = 9.1 [14].

FIG. 1. The ideal error-correction procedure for the square
GKP code, performed over the Voronoi cell of the square GKP
lattice. In this case, the Voronoi cell is a square centered at
the origin with side length

√
π. In green, a random walk of

displacement errors results in an overall displacement error
T (e) (up to a geometric phase) acting on the ideal codestate.
Since both the components of e are less than

√
π/2, the short-

est displacement that returns the state to the codespace is
T (d) = T (−e). In red, the displacement error T (e′) has
e′1 >

√
π/2. This means that the smallest displacement that

returns the state to the codespace is T (d′), which has the net
result of applying a logical X̄ on the state.

GKP-surface code and toric code studies [5–7] have
shown that the surface code threshold can be reached
using codestates with ∆dB = 9.9 assuming that the domi-
nant source of noise is due solely to the approximate GKP
codestates. However, in the presence of circuit noise, a
larger squeezing is required to get under the surface code
threshold. As such, we use ∆dB = 12 as a rough target
for practical quantum computing with GKP codes.

Since the codestates |µ̄∆⟩ are not orthogonal, we can
use the Löwdin orthonormalization procedure [36] to
define orthonormalized GKP codestates |µ̄∆,o⟩, which
form an orthonormal basis of the subspace spanned by
{|µ̄∆⟩}µ=0,1. Note that the difference between |µ̄∆⟩ and
|µ̄∆,o⟩ is negligible for values of ∆ that are small enough
to be practical.

Next, we discuss error-correcting the GKP code, be-
ginning with what we refer to as ideal error-correction,
which consists of the following steps:

1. First, we measure both stabilizers SX =
e−2i(α1p−α2q) and SZ = e2i(β2q−β1p), with measure-
ment outcomes MX ,MZ . In ideal error correction,
we assume MX and MZ can be obtained error-free.

2. We assign each pair of measurement outcomes with
a quasi-position and momentum (kq, kp) such that
MX = e−2i(α1kp−α2kq) and MZ = e2i(β2kq−β1kp) re-
spectively.

3. Finally, a displacement T (−kq,−kp) is applied that
returns the state to the ideal codespace of the code.

The periodicity of the complex exponential means that
the map (MX ,MZ) 7→ (kq, kp) ∈ R2 is not well-defined;
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in particular, adding any integer multiple of α or β to the
vector (kq, kp) results in the same pair of measurement
outcomes. As such, one must specify a primitive cell
of the logical lattice Llog to serve as the decoding patch
P ⊂ R2. Then, we can choose a unique vector k =
(kq, kp) ∈ P for any pair of measurement outcomes.

In general, the best choice of decoding patch depends
on the noise model being applied to the GKP code. If we
consider a noise model defined by a uniform mean-zero
Gaussian random walk of displacement errors, the opti-
mal patch to decode over is the Voronoi cell VL of the
GKP logical lattice L, see Eqs. (3) and (4) and Fig. 1.
This choice ensures that the displacement T (−kq,−kp)
is the shortest displacement that returns the state to
the codespace, thereby minimizing the chance of a logi-
cal error. Note that throughout this paper, by “optimal
patch” we are really referring to a patch corresponding
to a minimum-weight decoder, and further improvements
could be made by considering a maximum-likelihood de-
coder. The above description also applies to multi-mode
GKP codes by increasing the number of stabilizers and
the dimension of k.

In Sections IV and V we will consider different decod-
ing patches, and for this, we will make use of the following
definitions:

• The distance d of a patch P is twice the length of
the shortest vector on the boundary of the patch
∂P, and

• The degeneracy a of P is half the number of vectors
with length d on ∂P.

The definition of d is chosen such that any error T (e)
with |e| < d/2 is correctable. Moreover, the shortest
logical Pauli operator P̄ = T (ℓ) has |ℓ| = d, while a cor-
responds to the number of different equal-length logical
Pauli operators.

III. PHASE-TRACKED SINGLE-QUBIT
CLIFFORD GATES

In this section, we outline how to perform arbitrary
Clifford circuits in GKP codes without physically im-
plementing any single-qubit Clifford gates, reducing the
spread of errors in the computation. In this scheme,
single-qubit Clifford gates are tracked in software and
absorbed into the two-qubit Clifford gates in the circuit.
Instead, a larger set of two-qubit gates must be per-
formed. We call these gates generalized controlled gates,
and this procedure is sometimes referred to as the “Clif-
ford frame” [37]. Conveniently, all the generalized con-
trolled gates can be implemented using a single piece of
superconducting hardware, with each gate differentiated
by the phase of a local oscillator. This is advantageous
since it reduces the number of physical gates that must be
implemented, reducing the spread of errors in the circuit
(as discussed in Section IV).

We now step through precisely how the single-qubit
Clifford gates need to be tracked in order to implement a
general quantum computation. We start with a universal
quantum computing circuit comprising of state prepa-
ration in the |0⟩ or |T ⟩ = (|0⟩ + eiπ/4 |1⟩)/

√
2 states,

Pauli Z-measurements, and adaptive Hadamard, phase
and controlled-Z gates. One can rewrite such a circuit
instead consisting of state preparation in the |0⟩ or |T ⟩
states, Pauli X, Y and Z-measurements, and generalized
controlled gates (which must be performed adaptively).
For Pauli matrices σi, σj (i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}), we define the
σi-controlled-σj gate as

Cσiσj
= I ⊗ I − 1

2
(I − σi)⊗ (I − σj). (12)

These gates can be interpreted as applying a σj gate to
the target (second) qubit if the control (first) qubit is a
−1 eigenstate of σi, and doing nothing if it a +1 eigen-
state. For example the Z-controlled-Z gate is simply
the controlled-Z gate, and the Z-controlled-X gate is the
controlled-NOT gate.

To rewrite a Clifford circuit in terms of generalized
controlled gates, we use the following fact: given a gen-
eralized controlled gate Cσiσj

and a single-qubit Clifford
gate A, we have

Cσiσj
(A⊗ I) = (A⊗B)Cσi′σj

, (13)

where σi′ is given by calculating A†σiA = ±σi′ , and
where B = I if the sign is + and B = σj if the sign
is −. Eq. (13) can be used to commute the Hadamard
and phase gates past the controlled-Z gates in the orig-
inal circuit. Subsequently, the remaining single-qubit
Pauli and Clifford gates can be commuted past the Z-
measurements, leaving X, Y and Z Pauli measurements
(which are discussed in Sec. VI) and removing the single-
qubit Clifford gates entirely from the circuit.

To implement a generalized controlled gate Cσiσj
be-

tween two GKP modes a and b with a gate time T , we
must engineer the Hamiltonian

Hσiσj
= − 1

T
si ⊗ sj (14a)

= −rirj
2T

(e−i(θi+θj)ab+ e−i(θi−θj)ab† + h.c.),

(14b)

where s1 = −p̄, s2 = q̄− p̄, s3 = q̄ are the logical quadra-
ture operators introduced in Eq. (7) and ri, θi are the po-
lar coordinates si = ri(q cos θi + p sin θi). We can inter-
pret the Hamiltonian Eq. (14) as quadrature-quadrature
coupling; or, equivalently, as a phase-coherent superpo-
sition of beamsplitter and two-mode squeezing interac-
tions. For the square GKP code, we have r2 =

√
2 >

r1 = r3 = 1, so either the Hamiltonian strength or the
gate time must be increased for generalized controlled
gates involving Y . Alternatively, in systems where such
a simultaneous interaction is not possible, the general-
ized controlled gate can be decomposed into a product
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of beamsplitter and single-mode squeezing interactions
using the Euler decomposition of the symplectic matrix
S(C̄σiσj

) [38].
To implement the Hamiltonian Eq. (14) in supercon-

ducting circuits we can utilize either four-wave or three-
wave mixing between GKP modes, as depicted in Fig. 2.
Example elements that can be used to implement four-
and three-wave mixing include an ancilla transmon or a
SNAIL [39] (respectively). In both cases, the ancillary
element is capacitively coupled to each of the microwave
resonators housing the GKP modes. In both cases, two
drive tones with frequencies (ωa ± ωb)/2 or ωa ± ωb are
required (for four- and three-wave mixing respectively),
where ωa and ωb are the resonant frequencies of each
mode. Finally, to implement each generalized controlled
gate, one can simply change the relative phase between
these two tones. As a consequence, single-qubit Cliffords
can be implemented in software by tracking these relative
phases.

In the following paragraphs, we give an intuitive and
non-rigorous description of how to construct the Hamil-
tonian that results from such a four- or three-wave mix-
ing circuit, and refer the reader to Ref. [40] for a more
thorough derivation. We begin with a two-mode har-
monic oscillator with Hamiltonian H = ωaa

†a + ωbb
†b.

Four-wave mixing can be understood as adding to the
system Hamiltonian any non-rotating terms consisting of
the product of any four of the operators: a, a†, b, b† and
drive terms Vde±i(ωdt+ϕd) (where Vd, ωd and ϕd are the
strength, frequency, and phase of any of the microwave
drive tones). For example, we consider the term a to be
rotating with frequency −ωa since a 7→ ae−iωat in the
rotating frame.

Using this heuristic, applying a drive with frequency
ω1 = (ωa + ωb)/2 ensures that the term V 2

1 e
2i(ω1t+ϕ1)ab

(and its Hermitian conjugate) are non-rotating, thus pro-
viding a two-mode squeezing interaction with phase 2ϕ1.
This term acts as V 2

1 e
2iϕ1ab+ h.c. in the rotating frame,

giving half of the interaction required in Eq. (14). Fol-
lowing similar logic, one can see that the beamsplitter
terms in Eq. (14) can be engineered with a second drive
with frequency ω2 = (ωa − ωb)/2. The phase difference
between each of the applied microwave tones and the
oscillator determines the phase on the beamsplitter and
two-mode squeezing terms, thereby specifying which gen-
eralized controlled gate is implemented.

However, four-wave mixing also introduces several un-
wanted terms into the Hamiltonian that reduce the gate
fidelity. Kerr (a†2a2, b†2b2) and cross-Kerr (a†ab†b) terms
will be added to the Hamiltonian even in the absence
of microwave drives since these terms are always non-
rotating. Moreover, the presence of the two drives also
adds AC Stark shift terms such as V 2

1 a
†a, which alter the

resonant frequency of each cavity depending on the drive
strength.

To avoid these unwanted Kerr, cross-Kerr, and AC
Stark shift terms, one can instead use three-wave mixing,
which can be implemented in circuit QED by replacing

FIG. 2. Schematic diagrams of (a) four-wave mixing, and
(b) three-wave mixing between two GKP modes a and b with
resonant frequencies ωa and ωb. By phase coherently driving
the non-linear coupling element with two microwave drives
whose frequencies are given in Eq. (14), one can engineer the
Hamiltonian required to perform each generalized controlled
gate by altering the relative phase between the drives and the
gate time. Supplemented with state preparation in the |0⟩ or
|T ⟩ states and measurement in any logical Pauli basis, this is
sufficient to achieve universal quantum computing.

the transmon with a SNAIL [39]. Intuitively, three-wave
mixing differs from four-wave mixing by only allowing
the addition of non-rotating terms containing products
of three operators each. This avoids the introduction of
Kerr, cross-Kerr and AC stark shift terms, while still al-
lowing simultaneous beamsplitter and two-mode squeez-
ing interactions when driven by tones with frequencies
are ω1 = ωa + ωb and ω2 = ωa − ωb.

In summary: we have removed the need to explicitly
perform single-qubit Clifford gates in superconducting
GKP circuits. Instead, the single-qubit Clifford gates are
tracked in software and implemented during two-qubit
gates by altering the relative phase between drives in a
three- or four-wave mixing circuit. Such a rewriting is
favorable because single-qubit Clifford gates in general
cause errors to spread during a circuit, as we explain in
the following section.

IV. ERROR-RESISTANT CLIFFORD GATES

We now move our attention to analyzing the effect
Clifford gates have on error correction. We begin with
the unrealistic case of ideal error correction following the
gate, where the only source of noise is from the approx-
imate GKP codewords. Even in this simple case, GKP
Clifford gates in general spread the errors and reduce the
fidelity of the overall operation. However, we present a
modification of the decoding patch that exactly counter-
acts the spreading of errors due to the gate, thus reducing
the average gate infidelity by up to two orders of mag-
nitude. Then, we generalize our approach to consider
noisy error correction following the gate. Here, we find
that our modification is only able to partly counteract
the spreading of errors, but still provides a significant im-
provement compared to the naïve decoding patch. These
results justify our proposal from Section III, since reduc-
ing the number of Clifford gates in a circuit minimizes
the spreading of errors.
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FIG. 3. Average Gate Infidelity 1− F̄A,VL,∆ of (a) single-qubit, and (b) two-qubit GKP Clifford gates A = I, S, S2, CZ applied
to the square and hexagonal GKP codes, decoded over the Voronoi cell VL of their respective lattices. The average gate
infidelity of the S, S2 and CZ gates can be reduced to be the same as that of the identity gate by instead performing ideal error
correction over a modified patch P = S(Ā)VL immediately following the application of the gate, where S(Ā) is a symplectic
matrix with unitary representation equal to Ā. The plots labeled opt represent the average gate fidelity of the identity gate
F̄I,V,∆ and that of Clifford gates with a modified decoding patch F̄Ā,S(Ā)V,∆. Note that the square and hexagonal CZ gates
have similar average gate infidelities and are overlapping in (b).

We will begin by defining the average gate fidelity we
will use to quantify the quality of logical gates. Then, we
explain how to find the modified decoding patch, which
corresponds to the Voronoi cell of a deformed lattice. Our
proposed modification is a generalization of the error-
protected two-qubit gates described in Ref. [7] to general
Clifford gates and GKP geometries. In the ideal error-
correction case, we provide both numerical and analytical
results for the quality of the logical gates. Then, we de-
scribe how to (approximately) incorporate the effect of
non-ideal error correction in a teleportation-based QEC
circuit. These results complement recent work which an-
alyzed the performance of two-qubit gates when using
dissipative error correction [41].

Given an n-mode GKP logical gate Ū that implements
the n-qubit gate U , we define the logical channel EU,P,∆

as an n-qubit-to-n-qubit channel consisting of the follow-
ing steps:

1. First, we encode the n-qubits into orthogonalized
approximate GKP codestates using the encoding
operator R∆ =

(
|0̄∆,o⟩⟨0|+ |1̄∆,o⟩⟨1|

)⊗n.

2. Second, we apply the logical operator Ū to the
state.

3. Third, we perform a round of ideal error correc-
tion (as described in Section II) over a patch P,
which returns the state to the ideal codespace, rep-
resented by the map CP .

4. Finally, the resulting ideal GKP codestate is rewrit-
ten as an n-qubit state by the map R† =

(
|0⟩⟨0̄|+

|1⟩⟨1̄|
)⊗n.

Mathematically, we write the logical channel as

EU,P,∆ = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ J [ŪR∆] (15)

where J [O]ρ = OρO†. Note that our definition Eq. (15)
assumes ideal error correction; later in this section we
will modify this definition to account for the effects of
non-ideal error correction.

To quantify how well the map EU,P,∆ executes the gate
U , we use the average gate fidelity. The average gate
fidelity F̄ (E , U) of a quantum channel E with a unitary
U is defined as [42]

F̄ (E , U) =

ˆ
dψ ⟨ψ|U†E(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)U |ψ⟩ , (16)

where the integral is over the uniform (Haar) measure
dψ of state space. For notational convenience we write
F̄ (EU,P,∆, U) = F̄U,P,∆. Specifically, we can calculate the
average gate fidelity F̄U,P,∆ of the logical gate U from
the entanglement fidelity of the map J [U†] ◦ EU,P,∆ as
detailed in Ref. [43].

To compute EU,P,∆ we utilize the GKP stabilizer sub-
system decomposition (SSSD) that we have recently de-
veloped [24] (see Appendix B 1 for a summary). The
GKP SSSD has the property that the ideal decoding
map J [R†] ◦ CP is equivalent to taking the partial trace
over the “stabilizer subsystem”, which is a natural oper-
ation to perform in this formalism. Using the SSSD for
our analysis has two key advantages. From an analyti-
cal perspective, the SSSD naturally provides a first-order
approximation to the gate fidelity that is convenient to
use and agrees well with the numerical results (see Ap-
pendix B); while numerically, calculating the gate fidelity
with the SSSD requires fewer computational resources
with increasing GKP codestate quality (∆ → 0). This
last property contrasts with traditional Fock space sim-
ulations which require higher truncation dimensions as
∆ → 0 and thus can only simulate GKP codewords with
sufficiently low average photon number.
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Now we present our analytical results. In Appendix B
we estimate the average gate infidelity of the identity
gate, 1 − F̄I,P,∆. Intuitively, this captures idling noise
when the only source of errors is due to the use of ap-
proximate GKP codestates. The estimate is given by

1− F̄I,P,∆ ≈ 2na

2n + 1
erfc

(
d/(2∆)

)
, (17)

where erfc(x) is the complementary error function, and d
and a are the distance and degeneracy (respectively) of
the patch P as defined in Section II. Note also that for
large x we also have erfc(x) ≈ e−x2

/(x
√
π).

For a given GKP Clifford gate Ā, the average gate in-
fidelity will be larger than or equal to that of the identity
gate, depending on how Ā propagates displacement er-
rors. Conveniently, the average gate fidelity of a GKP
Clifford gate Ā can be expressed in the form of Eq. (17)
by inputting the distance and degeneracy of a modi-
fied patch that accounts for this spreading of the errors.
Specifically, in Appendix A we show that

F̄A,P,∆ = F̄I,S(Ā)−1P,∆ (18)

for any GKP Clifford gate Ā represented by the symplec-
tic matrix S(Ā). One can then calculate the distance and
degeneracy of S(Ā)−1P and substitute these into Eq. (17)
to estimate the average gate fidelity.

If error correction is performed over the Voronoi cell
P = VL, then typically the modified patch S(Ā)−1P has
a shorter distance than P and therefore a larger infidelity
than the identity gate. Note, however, that any gates
implemented by a rotation – notably the Hadamard gate
H̄sq = ei

π
2 a†a in the square GKP code, and the permuta-

tion gate H̄hexS̄
†
hex = ei

π
3 a†a in the hexagonal GKP code

– achieve the same average gate fidelity as the identity
gate since they leave Voronoi cells invariant.

To counteract the effects of the spreading of errors, one
can instead use a modified decoding patch given by

S(Ā)VL = {S(Ā)v | v ∈ VL}. (19)

In the case of ideal error correction, the modified patch
Eq. (19) exactly counteracts the spreading of errors due
to the Clifford gates, since Eq. (18) guarantees that
F̄A,S(Ā)VL,∆ = F̄I,VL,∆, see Fig. 4.

We quantify the effect of the modification Eq. (19)
both analytically using Eqs. (17) and (18) and numeri-
cally using the SSSD. In Table I, we present the distance
d and degeneracy a of the Voronoi cells of the square and
hexagonal GKP codes, as well as the deformed patches
S(Ā)−1VL due to various single- and two-qubit Clifford
gates. The latter deformed patches represent the per-
formance of the gates if the modification Eq. (19) is not
performed, while the Voronoi cells represent the perfor-
mance with the modification. In Fig. 3, we present the
corresponding average gate fidelities calculated numeri-
cally. We moreover show in Fig. 11 in Appendix B that
the theoretical estimates given by Eq. (17) and Table I

FIG. 4. Diagram of the transformation of the square GKP
Voronoi cell Vsq 7→ S(S̄sq)Vsq under a logical phase gate S̄sq

represented by the symplectic matrix S(S̄sq) (Eq. (10)). If
error correction is subsequently performed over Vsq, then pre-
gate displacement errors lying in the red-shaded regions are
mapped to logical errors by S̄. The shortest such displacement
is represented by the arrow. Alternatively, if error correction
is performed over the modified patch S(S̄sq)Vsq, the pre-image
of this patch is Vsq, maximizing the distance of the patch.

are in agreement with the numerical results from Fig. 3
for small enough values of ∆.

Our results show that to achieve a 10−2 error rate in a
CZZ gate (even in the absence of gate noise), one would
need a squeezing of ∆dB ≈ 7.5 (for square GKP) with
the modification in Eq. (19), compared to a squeezing of
∆dB ≈ 9.8 without it. Meanwhile, for fixed ∆dB = 12,
the modification improves the average gate infidelity by
roughly two orders of magnitude for both the square and
hexagonal GKP codes.

Moreover, we find that the hexagonal code outperforms
the square code for the identity gate, as expected from
the geometry of their respective logical lattices. How-
ever, Clifford gates typically decrease the distance of the
hexagonal code patch more than for square code, making
the use of the modified patch Eq. (19) more important.

Since the modification in Eq. (19) eliminates the er-
rors caused by the spreading of errors by the gate, the
new leading source of error will now be from performing
approximate error correction. This is a significant con-
sideration because errors can now occur both before and
after the gate, causing some errors to be spread by the
gate, and others not. As a result, neither the original
patch VL nor the modified patch S(Ā)−1VL optimally
correct this noise, reducing the performance of the gate.

To tackle this issue we define a third correction patch
that accounts for the partially-spread distribution of er-
rors. We derive the required patch by using an analytical
approximate expression analogous to Eq. (17) that incor-
porates the use of approximate codestates in the QEC
cycle. We show that in general the spread of errors due
to the gate can only be partly corrected even when the
optimal patch is chosen. From this point on, we only
provide analytical formulae due to the good agreement
between numerical and analytic results in the ideal case,
as shown in Fig. 11.
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TABLE I. Ideal Clifford gate patches. Summary of
the distances d and degeneracies a of the patches
S(Ā)−1VL corresponding to the GKP Clifford gates Ā =
Ī , S̄, S̄2, Ī⊗Ī , C̄ZZ , C̄Y Y for the square and hexagonal GKP
codes decoded over their Voronoi cells VL. The average gate
fidelity of each gate is estimated by Eq. (17), but can be
improved to the average gate of the identity gate by modi-
fying the patch over which error correction is performed to
P = S(Ā)VL. Note that using elementary geometry we can
obtain exact expressions for these values, which are displayed
in Table III.

Square Hexagonal
Gate a d/

√
π a d/

√
π

Ī 2 1 3 1.075

S̄ 1 0.707 2 0.703

S̄2 1 0.447 1 0.427

Ī ⊗ Ī 4 1 6 1.075

C̄ZZ 2 0.707 2 0.703

C̄Y Y 4 0.577 2 0.703

FIG. 5. Quantum circuits for teleportation-based QEC using
approximate GKP codewords. |∅̄⟩ denotes a qunaught GKP
codestate, defined as the unique +1-eigenstate of the opera-
tors T (

√
2α) and T (

√
2β). Each two-mode gate is a 50-50

beamsplitter given by eiπ(p1q2−q1p2)/4. Measurements are of
the logical quadratures q̄, p̄, as defined in Eq. (5). The left
circuit is the teleportation-based QEC circuit using approxi-
mate GKP qunaught states, while the right circuit consists of
an ideal QEC cycle preceded and followed by Gaussian ran-
dom displacement channels with Σ = tanh(∆2/2)I and ΣQEC

given in Eq. (22). We show in Appendix C that the left and
right circuits are approximately equal.

We begin by redefining the metric that we use to quan-
tify the quality of logical gates. In particular, we in-
clude an additional Gaussian random displacement chan-
nel to (approximately) account for the use of approxi-
mate codestates in the error-correction procedure as we
now explain. The new channel arises from perform-
ing a teleportation-based QEC cycle (Fig. 5) with ap-
proximate GKP codestates, as we show in Appendix C.
Teleportation-based QEC is not the only error-correction
procedure used for GKP codes; indeed, in superconduct-

ing and trapped ions the current favored stabilization
procedure makes use of an ancillary two-level system in-
stead [10, 16, 28]. However, a teleportation-based scheme
can be used to perform error correction after the GKP
states have been prepared, and is particularly natural if
GKP codes are concatenated with qubit error correct-
ing codes through foliation methods [44]. We here focus
on teleportation-based QEC due to the simple model of
approximate error-correction that it provides below.

Explicitly, instead of Eq. (15), we define the logical
channel as

EU,P,∆ = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [ŪR∆], (20)

where G(ΣQEC) is a Gaussian random displacement
(GRD) channel

G(Σ)(ρ)

=
1√
detΣ

¨
d2v

(2π)n
e−vTΣ−1v/2 T (v)ρT (v)†, (21)

and the covariance matrix ΣQEC is given explicitly by

ΣQEC = tanh(∆2/2)MLP1M
−1
L M−T

L P1M
T
L (22)

with ML = [α,β]/
√
π and P1 = diag(−1, 1). Note

that for the square GKP code, ΣQEC = tanh(∆2/2)I,
but in general ΣQEC may not be proportional to the
identity matrix. Also, note that we have assumed that
the amount of noise introduced by the approximate
codestates on the data and ancilla qubits is equal – an
assumption that will not hold if additional noise occurs
on the data qubit prior to error correction. Such addi-
tional noise could, in principle, be accounted for using
the same tools as below.

With the definition of the logical channel in Eq. (20),
we can now calculate the average gate fidelity F̄U,P,∆.
In Appendix C, we show that for a Clifford gate A, the
average gate infidelity is approximated by

1− F̄A,P,∆ ≈ 2naeff

2n + 1
erfc

(
deff/(2

√
2∆)

)
, (23)

where aeff and deff are the effective degeneracy and dis-
tance of a modified patch P ′ that optimally accounts for
the additional noise arising from ΣQEC.

It is important to note that there is an additional
√
2

factor in Eq. (23) compared to Eq. (17). This factor
arises from the approximate codestates used in the error-
correction circuit, and can greatly increase the error rates
even in the best-case scenario where the distance remains
unchanged, i.e. deff in Eq. (23) is equal to d in Eq. (17).
Indeed, multiplying ∆ by a factor of

√
2 is equivalent to

subtracting 10 log10(2) ≈ 3 dB from the GKP squeezing
∆dB – or, to be concrete, approximate error correction
on a 10 dB codestate performs roughly the same as ideal
error correction on a 7 dB codestate.

In addition to the unavoidable
√
2 factor introduced by

approximate codestates, the effective distance may also
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FIG. 6. Visual representation of the optimal patch and ef-
fective distance of the S̄sq gate when approximate error-
correction is considered. (a) An approximate GKP state,
represented (using the twirling approximation) as an ideal
state that has incurred Gaussian random displacement er-
ror with standard deviation ∼∆/

√
2. (b) The logical phase

gate S̄sq is applied, deforming the correction patch and the
spread of the noise. (c) Finally, an additional Gaussian ran-
dom displacement channel G(ΣQEC) is applied to incorporate
the effects of approximate error correction. The optimal cor-
rection patch (dashed) can be found by performing a (non-
orthogonal) transformation B−1 that reshapes the Gaussian
noise to be symmetrical with standard deviation ∼∆. (d) The
optimal patch is the Voronoi cell of the transformed lattice,
VB−1L.

alter the error rate, Intuitively, one can understand the
origin of deff as follows (see Fig. 6). First, there is some
incoming noise from the approximate GKP codestate,
which we approximate as a GRD channel with a co-
variance matrix Σ = tanh(∆2/2)I [Fig. 6(a)]. Then,
the Clifford gate Ā is applied, spreading the errors and
transforming the covariance matrix Σ 7→ S(Ā)ΣS(Ā)T
[Fig. 6(b)]. Next, we apply the GRD channel G(ΣQEC)
that is associated with approximate error-correction, so
that the overall noise is given by a GRD channel with
covariance matrix Σtot = S(Ā)ΣS(Ā)T + ΣQEC that we
now must decode [Fig. 6(c)].

To understand how best to decode this noise, we de-
fine a (non-symplectic) transformation of phase-space
that maps Σtot to a matrix proportional to the identity
[Fig. 6(d)]. Labeling the transformation matrix B−1, the
optimal patch to decode over is then the Voronoi cell
VB−1L of the transformed lattice B−1L, and the effective
distance deff is the shortest vector in this lattice. On the
physical phase-space [Fig. 6(c)] the correction patch is
then BVB−1L.

In Table II, we present the effective degeneracy and
distance corresponding to various Clifford gates for the
square and hexagonal code, assuming that the modi-
fied patch is optimal as described above. Importantly,
note that Table II displays the performance of the opti-
mal patch against Clifford gates with approximate error-
correction, while Table I displays the performance of the
naïve patch in the ideal error-correction case. To make
this point explicit, consider the performance of the square
GKP S̄ gate. In the case of ideal error-correction, the
effective distance of the S̄ gate can be improved from
0.707

√
π in the naïve case to

√
π using Eq. (19). In the

approximate QEC case, the largest possible effective dis-
tance is 0.894

√
π even with an optimally chosen patch.

In general, Clifford gates introduce errors that can only
be partly compensated for when approximate QEC is
taken into account. Roughly speaking, the two-orders-
of-magnitude improvement observed in the ideal case
becomes halved to a one-order-of-magnitude improve-
ment in the approximate case. Concretely, to achieve a
10−2 CZZ average gate infidelity requires codestates with
∆dB ≈ 11.0 dB of squeezing in the square GKP code.
Note that this is roughly 3.5 dB more squeezing than is
required to achieve this infidelity with ideal QEC, indi-
cating that there are contributions both from the 3 dB
introduced intrinsically by the approximate codestates
and from the decreased effective distance of the correc-
tion patch.

With these general comments made, there are still two
interesting features of Table II that we point out now.
First, the hexagonal GKP code is outperformed by the
square GKP code for the identity gate. This is because
just two logical quadratures are measured in Fig. 5, caus-
ing an asymmetry in the noise in ΣQEC and breaking the
6-fold rotational symmetry of the hexagonal code. In-
deed, the effective degeneracy for the identity gate is 2 for
the hexagonal code in Table II, compared to 3 in Table I.
However, the logical Hadamard gate spreads the noise in
such a way that the asymmetry in QEC is exactly coun-
teracted, restoring the full effective distance and degener-
acy of the hexagonal code (see Appendix C). Therefore,
the hexagonal code only outperforms the square code if a
logical Hadamard gate is physically implemented before
each round of teleportation-based QEC. Note that the
hexagonal logical Hadamard gate H̄hex is not a rotation,
and single-mode squeezing is required to implement it.
Interestingly, the logical S̄†

hex = e−iq̄2/2 gate also has this
property – meaning that arbitrary single-qubit Clifford
gates can be performed while preserving the maximum
effective distance during each round of QEC.

Taking this into account, the hexagonal code also out-
performs the square code for the C̄ZZ gate. Specifically,
we compare the performance of the between the hexag-
onal (H̄ ⊗ H̄)C̄ZZ gate and the square C̄ZZ gate. To
achieve a target two-qubit gate infidelity of 10−2, the
square GKP code requires codestates with ∆dB = 11.0
while the hexagonal code requires ∆dB = 10.8. Put dif-
ferently, codestates with ∆dB = 12 achieve a gate in-
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fidelity of 0.29% in the square code and 0.20% in the
hexagonal code. Note that to obtain these values we
have used a slightly more accurate formula than Eq. (23)
that takes into account the effects of all Voronoi-relevant
vectors of the patch P ′ – as we explain in Appendix C.
To summarize, the hexagonal code modestly outperforms
the square code at the cost of requiring single-mode
squeezing during every round of QEC.

Finally, remarkably, the effective distance of the square
C̄Y Y gate is exactly

√
π – the same as that of the iden-

tity gate. This is particularly surprising given that this
is not true for the C̄ZZ gate, nor for any two-qubit gate
of the hexagonal code. In Appendix C we show that the
optimal patch for the C̄Y Y gate is in fact related to the
Voronoi cell of theD4 lattice – the densest lattice-packing
in 4D – giving rise to the very high effective degeneracy of
the patch. However, it is worth noting that ∆dB must be
reasonably large for the improved effective distance to de-
crease the infidelity enough to make up for the increased
effective degeneracy aeff = 12 – indeed, the square C̄Y Y

gate only outperforms the C̄ZZ gate when ∆dB > 13.2.
We also briefly comment that the distance of the C̄ZZ

gate can be increased by applying single-qubit gates im-
mediately afterward – however the advantages of this are
small and only apply for ∆dB > 12.2 (see Appendix C
for more details). In contrast, each generalized controlled
gate performs identically in the hexagonal code due to the
6-fold rotational symmetry of the code. We leave further
investigations of the consequences of this to future work.

V. ANALYTICAL ERROR ESTIMATES FOR
LOSS AND DEPHASING

In the previous section, we developed an analytical for-
mula Eq. (17) that estimates the average gate fidelity of
a Clifford gate acting on approximate GKP codestates.
In this section, we extend these methods to general noise
channels such as loss and dephasing. In particular, we
use the GKP SSSD to formally write down the average
gate fidelity of the logical channel that represents the ef-
fect of the noise channel on the GKP code (Sec. VII of
Ref. [24]). Our resulting estimate is essentially the first-
order approximation of that formal expression.

Such an analytical error estimate offers both theoreti-
cal and practical insights. Our analytical error estimate
is closely related to the twirling approximation applied
to the noise-plus-envelope channel [26], which has been
previously used to model the envelope operator in simu-
lations of GKP-qubit code concatenations [5–7]. As such,
our results both justify the twirling approximation and
generalize it to arbitrary noise channels. To demonstrate
this generality, we apply our estimate to the most com-
mon noise channels affecting bosonic modes: loss and de-
phasing; and we compare our estimates with numerically
obtained error rates. We can use our estimates to, for
example, derive the optimal ∆dB that minimizes the er-
ror given some amount of loss and/or dephasing. Impor-

TABLE II. Clifford gate patches taking into account approx-
imate error correction. Summary of the effective distances
deff and degeneracies aeff of the optimal patches P(Ā) corre-
sponding to various Clifford gates followed by approximate er-
ror correction for the square and hexagonal GKP codes. The
average gate fidelity of each gate is estimated by Eq. (23).
Note that these values can all be evaluated analytically, as
displayed in Table IV. Finally, note that Hadamard gates do
not affect the performance of the square GKP code, so that
the two-qubit gates (H̄ ⊗ H̄)C̄ZZ and (H̄ ⊗ H̄)C̄Y Y perform
identically to C̄ZZ and C̄Y Y respectively.

Code Square Hexagonal
Gate aeff deff/

√
π aeff deff/

√
π

Ī 2 1 2 0.931

H̄ 2 1 3 1.075

S̄ 1 0.894 1 0.703

S̄† 1 0.894 3 1.075

Ī ⊗ Ī 4 1 4 0.931

H̄ ⊗ H̄ 4 1 6 1.075

(H̄ ⊗ H̄)C̄ZZ 2 0.894 2 0.931

(H̄ ⊗ H̄)C̄Y Y 12 1 2 0.931

tantly, our estimates are only valid when loss and dephas-
ing are applied to approximate GKP codes. These results
may be of broader interest to those wishing to model re-
alistic noise channels using random displacements, such
as in GKP-qubit code concatenation studies.

We begin once again by defining the metric we use to
quantify the error due to loss and dephasing. Similarly
to in Section III, we use the average gate fidelity Eq. (16)
to characterize the performance of the GKP code against
noise as follows. Given a CV noise channel N , we define
a logical noise channel

NL = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ N ◦ J [R], (24)

where R =
(
|0̄⟩⟨0|+ |1̄⟩⟨1|

)⊗n is the ideal encoding map,
and CP represents a round of ideal error correction over
the patch P. Comparing to the definition of the logical
gate channel EU,P,∆ in Eq. (15) there are two key dif-
ferences: the logical operator Ū in Eq. (15) is replaced
with the noise channel N in Eq. (24), and the states
are initially encoded in an ideal GKP codestate |ψ̄⟩ in
Eq. (24) instead of an approximate GKP codestate |ψ̄∆,o⟩
in Eq. (15). However, this is without loss of generality:
to account for approximate codewords in Eq. (24), we
simply include the envelope operator e−∆2a†a in N .

We aim to derive an approximate expression for the
average gate infidelity F̄ of the logical noise map NL.
We present the full derivation in Appendix B using the
SSSD [24], and focus on the main results here. All the
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expressions below depend on the characteristic function
c(u,v) of the noise map N , which we define such that

N (ρ) =

¨
d2u d2v c(u,v)T (u)ρT (v)†, (25)

where u1, u2, v1, v2 are the components of u and v re-
spectively. Explicitly, one can obtain the characteristic
function c of a general CV channel from the characteris-
tic functions ci(v) = tr

(
EiT (v)

†)/(2π) of any Kraus op-
erator representation of N (ρ) =

∑
iEiρE

†
i through the

equation c(u,v) =
∑

i ci(u)ci(v)
∗. For Gaussian chan-

nels, one can also use the formulae presented in Appendix
F of Ref. [24]. The characteristic function also general-
izes straightforwardly to multi-mode channels; however,
in this section we focus on the single-mode case.

We make two assumptions in our derivation, that

1. the noise map N is approximately proportional to
a CPTP map, and

2. the characteristic function c decays sufficiently
quickly as |u|, |v| → ∞.

The first assumption would be redundant if N were
trace-preserving; however, since we incorporate the non-
unitary envelope operator into N , the assumption is valid
only when ∆ is small. The second assumption (which
we discuss in more detail in Appendix B) essentially re-
quires that the noise channel can be written as a super-
position of sufficiently small displacement operators; or,
more intuitively, that N is “close to the identity channel”,
since the characteristic function of the identity channel is
δ2(u)δ2(v). Importantly, for this assumption to be valid
for loss or dephasing, we must include the envelope oper-
ator (or any other regularizing operator) before the loss
or dephasing channel.

Given the above assumptions, the average gate infi-
delity of the logical noise map Eq. (24) is given by

1− F̄ ≈ 2

3

¨
R2\P
d2v c(v,v)

/̈
R2

d2v c(v,v) (26)

in the single-mode case. Note here that incorporating the
envelope operator (or any other regularizing operator)
into N is necessary since omitting the envelope opera-
tor would make N trace-preserving and the denominator
would diverge.

Interestingly, since Eq. (26) only depends on the diag-
onal, “stochastic” elements of the characteristic function
c(v,v), the result would be the same as if we had applied
the twirling approximation to the original noise channel.
In particular, since the right-hand side of Eq. (26) de-
pends only on the diagonal elements of c, and these di-
agonal elements are real and non-negative, N could be
replaced by a random displacement channel Ep over the
probability distribution p(v) ∝ c(v,v) given by

Ep(ρ) =
¨

d2v p(v)T (v)ρT (v)†. (27)

Such a channel may be obtained from N by uniformly
twirling N over the group of displacement operators, i.e.

Ep =

¨
d2v

2π
J [T (v)†] ◦ N ◦ J [T (v)], (28)

which we refer to the twirling approximation of N . Note
that the twirling approximation is a less-restrictive ap-
proximation than the two assumptions we made in ar-
riving at Eq. (26); because, for example, in Eq. (26) we
have disregarded displacements that take you outside the
patch P but do not cause a logical error, such as those
corresponding to stabilizers.

The twirling approximation was first introduced in
Ref. [26] and is commonly used in studies on concate-
nated GKP-qubit codes [5–7, 31, 32] to approximate the
envelope operator e−∆2a†a as a random Gaussian dis-
placement noise channel with variance σ2 = ∆2/2. The
twirling approximation can also be viewed as a CV gen-
eralization of the qubit Pauli twirling operation that is
used to approximate noise models in qubit QEC code
simulations and to prevent the build-up of coherent er-
rors in experiments [45] – although note that in the CV
case the operation written in Eq. (28) is unphysical as
it requires the application of arbitrarily large displace-
ments. The (CV) twirling approximation of the envelope
operator has been justified theoretically [6] and numeri-
cally [20]. Therefore, this work justifies the twirling ap-
proximation using the SSSD and generalizes it to noise
channels of interest that have not been analyzed using
the twirling approximation before.

We can evaluate Eq. (26) in the case when the diagonal
elements of the characteristic function take the form

c(v,v) ∝ e−|v|2/2σ2

, (29)

i.e. the twirled channel Ep is a Gaussian random displace-
ment channel with variance σ2. In this case, the approxi-
mations we have made are valid if σ is much smaller than
the length of the shortest logical operator. Then, we have

1− F̄ ≈ 2

3
a erfc

(
d

2
√
2σ

)
, (30)

where d is the distance and a is the degeneracy of the
patch P, as described in Section II.

Eq. (30) can be applied to several cases of interest.
First, we consider a noise map consisting solely of the
envelope operator itself, i.e. N = J [e−∆2a†a]. The diago-
nal elements of the characteristic function of the envelope
operator take the form of Eq. (29) with variance

σ2 = tanh(∆2/2) ≈ ∆2/2. (31)

As a sanity check, substituting σ = ∆/
√
2 into Eq. (30)

indeed gives Eq. (17) with n = 1. In words, this means
that for sufficiently small values of ∆, the logical action
of the envelope operator on ideal codewords is approxi-
mately the same as the logical action of a Gaussian ran-
dom displacement channel with variance σ2 = ∆2/2, as
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has already been utilized widely in GKP-qubit code con-
catenation studies.

However, we can also apply our estimate to other maps
of interest. For example, consider the noise map given by
the composition of the envelope operator with a loss of
γ. We define loss as evolution under the master equation
ρ̇ = κ

(
[aρ, a†] + [a, ρa†]

)
/2 for some time t, where γ =

1−e−κt. The characteristic function of N takes the form
of Eq. (29) with variance

σ2 =
√
1− γ tanh

(
∆2

2

)
+
γ

2
+

(1−√
1− γ)2

2 tanh(∆2)
(32a)

≈ ∆2

2
+
γ

2
+

γ2

8∆2
. (32b)

Note that Eq. (32a) is valid whenever σ is much smaller
than the length of the shortest logical operator (which is
roughly

√
π for most cases of interest), while the lowest-

order approximation Eq. (32b) is only valid in the slightly
more specific regime where both γ and ∆ are also small.
In Fig. 12 we show that the estimate Eq. (32a) agrees
well with numerically-obtained values, with less than 1%
relative error when ∆dB > 10.

Importantly, Eq. (32) takes into account the com-
bined effect of the envelope and loss operator acting to-
gether, represented by the γ2/8∆2 term which becomes
larger as ∆ becomes small. This is because loss af-
fects highly squeezed (small ∆) GKP codestates more
than less squeezed GKP codestates due to the large av-
erage photon number of highly squeezed GKP codestates.
For fixed γ, we can (approximately) find the optimal
level of GKP squeezing by minimizing Eq. (32), giving
∆2

opt = − ln
√
1− γ ≈ γ/2. Pleasingly, we can also

write this in terms of the average photon number of the
codestate n̄ ≈ 1/(2∆2) − 1/2, giving n̄opt ≈ 1/γ − 1/2.
This tradeoff has already been noted in Ref. [13]. In Ap-
pendix B, we also present a more detailed analysis that
also considers other Gaussian noise channels such as gain
and Gaussian random displacements.

Eq. (32) can also be used to incorporate the effects
of loss into studies into GKP-qubit code concatenations
without the use of any additional computational re-
sources. Explicitly, one can model the effect of loss on
an approximate GKP codestate as a Gaussian random
displacement channel with variance given by Eq. (32),
which is a minor tweak to previous studies that have
used a variance of ∆2/2.

Now we turn to analysing dephasing noise, defined by

Dσd(ρ) =
1√
2πσ2

d

ˆ
R
dϕ e−ϕ2/2σ2

deiϕa
†aρe−iϕa†a. (33)

In particular, we wish to consider the noise map N =

Dσd ◦ J [e−∆2a†a]. Since dephasing is a non-Gaussian
channel, we cannot analyse N using the variance defined
in Eq. (29), since the diagonal elements of the character-

istic function take the form

c(v,v) =
e∆

2

2(2π)5/2σd

ˆ
R
dϕ

e−ϕ2/2σ2
d

cosh(∆2)− cos(ϕ)

× exp

(
−1

2

sinh(∆2)

cosh(∆2)− cos(ϕ)
|v|2

)
. (34)

For numerical simulations, it may be possible to sample
random displacements approximately from the probabil-
ity distribution defined by Eq. (34) (which we leave for
future research); however, for our analytic results we find
it more convenient to work directly from Eq. (33). This
allows us to consider unitary eiϕa

†a rotation errors first,
which are Gaussian, and then integrate the resulting av-
erage gate fidelity expressions over ϕ. The details are
shown in Appendix B 6, and we summarize the key re-
sults here.

To understand our results, first consider the situation
where the envelope size ∆ is fixed, and the amount of
dephasing σd is varied. Unlike loss, which has a linear
contribution to infidelity for arbitrarily small γ [as shown
in Eqs. (32) and (B37)], we find that dephasing does not
have a first-order contribution to the infidelity for small
σd. However, when σd exceeds a critical amount of de-
phasing

σ∗
d =

√
2∆3/d, (35)

we find that dephasing has an exponential impact on the
infidelity, comparable to the effect of loss. More precisely,
in the subcritical regime σd ≪ σ∗

d we have

1− F̄ ≈ 25/2a∆4

3d2
√
π
√
σ∗2

d − σ2
d

exp

(
− d2

4∆2

)
, (36a)

and in the supercritical regime σd ≫ σ∗
d we have

1− F̄ ≈ 27/4aσd

3
√
πd∆(σd − σ∗

d)
exp

(
− ∆d√

2σd

(
1− σ∗

d
2σd

))
.

(36b)
Importantly, in Eq. (36a), the only dependence of the in-
fidelity on σd is in the square root, while in Eq. (36b),
σd also appears in the exponent. In Appendix B 6 we
generalize Eq. (36) to include simultaneous loss and de-
phasing, and also derive an approximate expression for
the infidelity in the critical case when σd = σ∗

d. Our
results agree reasonably well with numerics considering
the crude nature of our approximations, with the relative
error between numerical and analytical results being less
than 20% in most cases of interest, see Fig. 13.

Now, consider the slightly different situation where σd
is fixed and we wish to find the envelope size ∆ that
minimizes the infidelity. This can be done approximately
by minimizing the exponent of Eq. (36b), giving ∆ =
3
√
dσd/

√
2, which is equivalent to the condition σd = 2σ∗

d.
Therefore, to quickly assess the impact dephasing will

have on a given GKP codestate, the single most impor-
tant thing to consider is whether the dephasing is larger
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than or less than the critical dephasing σ∗
d. We show in

Appendix B that the critical dephasing when considering
simultaneous loss and dephasing is given by

σ∗
d =

√
2∆3

d
+

√
2∆γ

d
+

γ2

2
√
2d∆

. (37)

Evaluating σ∗
d for γ = 1%, which is on the order of loss

that is observed in current GKP experiments [10], and
∆dB = 10 and 12 (respectively) gives σ∗2

d = 0.077% and
0.022%, which are an order of magnitude smaller than
the current amounts of dephasing observed in the same
experiment (σ2

d ≈ 0.6%). On the other hand, it can be
shown numerically that given σ2

d = 0.6% and γ = 1%,
the optimal envelope size is ∆dB ≈ 9.3, which is remark-
ably close to the experimentally optimized envelope size
∆dB ≈ 9.4 that was used in Ref. [10].

VI. LOGICAL PAULI MEASUREMENTS

In order to implement Clifford circuits using only gen-
eralized controlled gates, it is necessary to also perform
single-qubit logical measurements of all three Pauli oper-
ators X,Y, Z. To perform such read-out at the end of a
computation, the simplest proposal is to use homodyne
detection on the GKP mode. However, the efficiency of
homodyne detection in the microwave regime is low, with
state-of-the-art experiments achieving efficiencies on the
order of 60% to 75% [21, 22].

Here, we analyze the effect of such inefficient homo-
dyne detection on the logical readout failure rate of
GKP codes. Moreover, we propose two schemes that
can improve the effective efficiency of logical readout, one
scheme based on single-mode squeezing, and the second
based on quadrature-quadrature coupling to a separate
read-out mode (which can be implemented with the cir-
cuits shown in Fig. 2). Both of these schemes can be
written as an effective homodyne read-out of the GKP
mode with an effective efficiency ηeff depending on the
parameters used in the scheme. We show how to derive
ηeff in each of these schemes using the theory of quan-
tum trajectories, and propose experimental parameters
that would allow a high-efficiency fast measurement of
the GKP mode.

Recall that we can write a logical Pauli operator as
σ̄i = ei

√
πsi , where si = −p̄, q̄ − p̄, q̄ for i = 1, 2, 3 respec-

tively [see Eq. (7)], and we can write si = ri(q cos θi +
p sin θi) in polar coordinates. To measure σ̄i, we can mea-
sure the rotated quadrature q′ = si/ri = q cos θi+p sin θi,
round the result to the nearest multiple of b =

√
π/ri

(which we call the bin size of the measurement), and in-
terpret the result as +1 if it is an even multiple of b and
as −1 if it is an odd multiple.

As pointed out in Appendix B in Ref. [24], binned
measurement operators do not always ideally read out
the logical Pauli operators of the GKP code. In the
square GKP code, this occurs with the read-out of log-

ical Ȳ = T (
√
π,

√
π). To see this, note that a displace-

ment error of T (
√
π/4,−√

π/4) would flip the outcome
of a binned Ȳ measurement even though such an error is
correctable by a round of ideal error correction. To per-
form an ideal Pauli Ȳ measurement, we would need to
simultaneously measure one of the stabilizers alongside
Ȳ , and use minimum-weight decoding to infer the logical
outcome. However, implementing such a scheme in prac-
tice requires the use of an additional GKP approximate
codestate that increases the error rate enough that the
scheme has at least as large an error rate as the binned
measurement scheme (see Appendix F).

In the remainder of this section, we will (without loss
of generality) only consider Z̄ measurements of general
GKP codes rotated such that β1 = 0, as all other Pauli
measurements are equivalent up to a re-scaling of the
bin size and rotation of the measurement quadrature.
This convention sets the bin size b =

√
π/r3 = α1 and

measurement quadrature q′ = q.
An interesting and subtle point is that applying the

above binned Z̄ measurement to approximate GKP code-
words |µ̄∆⟩ is not equivalent to maximum likelihood de-
coding of the measurement outcome, in which a mea-
surement outcome q = x is interpreted as a logical +1

outcome if and only if
∣∣
q⟨x|0̄∆⟩

∣∣2 >
∣∣
q⟨x|1̄∆⟩

∣∣2. Such
a maximum likelihood decoder cannot be exactly rep-
resented using a constant bin size as described above;
however, it is well approximated by setting the bin size
to b = cosh(∆2)α1, where the correction cosh(∆2) → 1
as ∆ → 0. We note however that the differences between
using a bin size of b = α1, b = cosh(∆2)α1, and maxi-
mum likelihood decoding, are negligible for any values of
∆ small enough to be useful in practice. We will nev-
ertheless use a constant bin size b = cosh(∆2)α1 in all
subsequent results.

Now, we consider inefficient homodyne detection of the
position quadrature q, which can be described by the
POVM elements

Wη(X) = N
ˆ
dx |x⟩q⟨x| exp

(
− η

1− η
(x − X)2

)
,

(38)

where X ∈ R is the recorded outcome of the measure-
ment and N is a normalization constant. This POVM
already accounts for the rescaling of the measurement
outcome due to loss occurring from the inefficient mea-
surement. We define the measurement error of the logical
readout as Merror =

(
P (1|0)+P (0|1)

)
/2, where P (1|0) is

the probability of recording a −1 measurement outcome
given the initial state was |0̄∆⟩. This can be calculated
by evaluating the integral

P (1|0) =
∑
t∈Z

ˆ (2t+ 3
2 )b

(2t+ 1
2 )b

dX tr
(
Wη(X) |0̄∆⟩⟨0̄∆|

)
. (39)

To evaluate the integral Eq. (39), we use the following
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FIG. 7. The effect of inefficient homodyne measurements on the readout errors of approximate square GKP codestates.
(a) Logical Z measurement error

(
P (0|1) + P (1|0)

)
/2 of approximate GKP codestates (with average photon number n̄ and

squeezing ∆dB) measured by a position measurement with efficiency η. For finite η, the limiting measurement error as the
GKP codestate approaches the ideal limit (n̄ → ∞) is plotted as a dashed line. (b) The efficiency required to reach a target
logical Z measurement error rate M , as a function of the GKP squeezing/photon number.

expression for |0̄∆⟩ in the position basis:

q⟨x|0̄∆⟩ ∝
∑
s∈Z

e2is
2α1α2e−

1
2 (2sα1)

2tanh(∆2)

× e−
1
2 coth(∆

2)[x−2sα1sech(∆
2)]2 . (40)

Equation (40) holds for general GKP codes, with the only
restriction that α,β are rotated such that β1 = 0.

After substituting Eq. (40) into Eq. (39) and evaluat-
ing the integrals over X and x, this gives an exact in-
finite series for the error probability P (1|0), which can
be evaluated numerically by truncating the infinite se-
ries (see Appendix E). The values obtained using this
semi-analytical method are indistinguishable from those
obtained using a direct Fock space simulation, but the
semi-analytic results can be used to probe smaller val-
ues of ∆ than would be possible due to the truncation
dimension of the numerical simulation. We plot the mea-
surement error Merror as a function of ∆ and η for the
square GKP code in Fig. 7(a), and show the efficiency η
required to reach various target measurement error rates
in Fig. 7(b).

Additionally, we derive in Appendix E the following
approximation to the measurement error

Merror ≈ erfc

(
1

2
α1

(
∆2 +

1− η

η

)−1/2
)
, (41)

which holds for small ∆. These results demonstrate that
Merror is highly sensitive to the measurement efficiency
η: even at η = 0.7, which is close to the current state-of-
the-art, the minimum achievable measurement error rate
in the square GKP code is Merror ≈ 5.6% as ∆dB → ∞.
This is consistent with results obtained in Ref. [20] in
their analysis of teleportation error-correction schemes
and motivates the need to improve the effective efficiency
of homodyne detection for use in GKP codes. Concretely,
one needs a measurement efficiency of η ≈ 0.85 to reach

FIG. 8. Two position measurement schemes to improve the
effective efficiency of the measurement. (a) The initial state
is subjected to phase-sensitive amplification, equivalent to an
application of the squeezing operator S(r) = e

r
2
(a2−a†2), fol-

lowed by a position measurement with efficiency η. (b) The
initial state (stored in cavity a) is coupled to a read-out mode
initialized in the vacuum state (stored in cavity b) via the
Hamiltonian H/ℏ = −gq1p2, which may be implemented us-
ing the circuit QED designs presented in Section III. Simulta-
neously, the read-out mode’s position quadrature is measured
at a rate κ via homodyne detection with efficiency η. In both
schemes, we show that the whole scheme is equivalent to a
single position measurement with an effective efficiency ηeff,
which can be greater than the efficiency of the physical posi-
tion measurement η given the right parameters.

a measurement error of 1%, or η ≈ 0.92 for 0.1%, using
a square GKP code with ∆dB ≈ 12.

To achieve such efficiencies, we consider two alterna-
tive schemes (illustrated in Fig. 8) for performing ho-
modyne detection to improve the effective efficiency of
the measurement. In the first scheme, we simply con-
sider applying a single-mode squeezing operator S(r) =
exp

(
r(a†2 − a2)/2

)
(where r > 0 corresponds to squeez-

ing the momentum quadrature and r < 0 corresponds
to squeezing the position quadrature), before perform-
ing homodyne detection with efficiency η. We quote the
amount of squeezing in decibels as SdB = (20 log10 e) r.
Intuitively, amplifying the position quadrature should
improve the effective efficiency of the measurement by im-
proving the separation between different position eigen-
states. We can write the effective POVM elements
of the squeezing/measurement sequence as Vr,η(X ′) =
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S†(r)Wη(X
′)S(r), whereX ′ is the measurement outcome

of the inefficient homodyne measurement Eq. (38). By
defining X = e−rX ′, we obtain Vr,η(X) = Wηeff(X),
where

ηeff =
(
1 + e−2r(η−1 − 1)

)−1
. (42)

Using this, we can calculate the amount of amplifica-
tion required to increase the effective efficiency of the
measurement; for example, if the physical efficiency is
η = 0.7, we can achieve ηeff = 0.85 (or a 1% measure-
ment error for ∆dB = 12 dB) with a squeezing of SdB ≈ 4
dB, and ηeff = 0.92 (0.1% error) with SdB ≈ 7 dB.

Although such levels of amplification are achievable,
this scheme requires the GKP mode itself to be directly
released into the measurement sequence, which either re-
quires a change in the quality factor of the GKP mode
itself, or requires coupling to a second readout mode.
To combat this issue we consider a second scheme in
Fig. 8(b). We consider a high Q GKP mode with loss
rate γ coupled to a low Q read-out mode via a Hamil-
tonian H = −gq1p2 (where 1 refers to the GKP mode
and 2 to the read-out mode). Such a Hamiltonian can
be engineered using the circuits discussed in Section III
and is identical to the Hamiltonian for a controlled-NOT
between two square GKP qubits. Homodyne detection
is performed on the position quadrature of the read-out
mode with efficiency η, which we consider to be occurring
at a rate κ simultaneously with the coupling. To analyze
this system we consider short timescales t ≪ 1/γ and
neglect the effect of loss occurring on the GKP mode.
In this regime, the quantity of interest is the time re-
quired to perform the measurement to a desired effi-
ciency. Here, we use quantum trajectories to solve ex-
actly for the POVM of the system using the method of
Ref. [25]. We relegate the details of the derivation of the
POVM to Appendix G so that we can focus on the results
of our analysis here.

The experimentally observed measurement outcome is
given by the observed photocurrent I(t) of the detector
(see Appendix G for details). We find that the resulting
POVM depends not on the entire measurement record
from time 0 to t, but only on one integral of the observed
photocurrent

X = −
√
κ/(8g2τ2η)

ˆ t

0

dt′ (1− e−κt′/2)I(t′), (43)

where τ = t − (1 − e−κt/2)(3 − e−κt/2)/κ. Given the
initial state of the ancilla mode ρb, we can write a single-
mode POVM element corresponding to a measurement
outcome X as

Tg,κ,η,t(X) = N
ˆ
dx |x⟩q1⟨x|

ˆ
dx̃ q2

⟨x̃|ρb|x̃⟩q2

× exp

{
− 1

C

[
X − x− 1

2gτ

(
1− e−κt/2

)2
x̃
]2}

, (44)
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FIG. 9. (main) Effective measurement inefficiency 1 − ηeff
of the two-mode measurement scheme, as a function of the
coupling strength g/(2π MHz) and measurement time t, for
a fixed physical efficiency η = 0.75. The two-mode mea-
surement scheme consists of coupling the GKP mode to an
ancilla initiated in the vacuum state via the Hamiltonian
H = −gq1p2, and performing homodyne detection for some
finite time t on the ancilla mode at a rate κ and efficiency η. κ
is optimized to maximize the effective measurement efficiency.
The right axis shows the corresponding logical measurement
error of a GKP state with ∆dB = 12 when measured with
homodyne detection of efficiency ηeff. (inset) The optimal
measurement rate κopt/(2π MHz) as a function of the mea-
surement time t.

where N is a normalization constant, and

C =
κτ − η(1− e−κt/2)4

4g2τ2η
. (45)

We see now from Eq. (44) that X indeed represents
the estimate of the position of the state. Substituting
ρb = |0⟩⟨0| for the initial state of the ancilla results in
a POVM that corresponds to an inefficient homodyne
measurement [Eq. (38)] with effective efficiency

ηeff =
4g2τη

4g2τη + κ
. (46)

We analyze Eq. (46) as follows. First, we optimize the
measurement rate κ to maximize the effective measure-
ment efficiency for fixed g, t, η, noting that τ depends on
κ. Interestingly, due to the QND nature of the measure-
ment and the lack of noise on the GKP code, we find
that the resulting κopt depends only on the measurement
time t and is given approximately by κopt/2π ≈ 3.79/t
(see inset to Fig. 9). The dependence of ηeff on κ is very
weak near κopt, so a fine-tuning of κ is not required to
achieve competitive effective efficiencies. Next, we fix the
physical efficiency of the measurement at η = 0.75 and
plot ηeff as a function of t and g in Fig. 9. Figure 9
demonstrates that for a coupling strength of g = 10× 2π
MHz, one can achieve ηeff = 0.85 (1% read-out error for
∆dB = 12 dB) in a measurement time t ≈ 0.45 µs, and
ηeff = 0.92 (0.1% error) after t ≈ 0.63 µs.
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We are interested in the required measurement time
to achieve a given effective efficiency (and hence logical
measurement error rate) for two reasons. First, if the
measurement time is too long, loss on the GKP mode
will become significant. Second, it is desirable for read-
out to be conducted on a time scale comparable to that of
other superconducting architectures, such as those based
on transmon qubits. In transmon qubits, logical read-
out typically takes on the order of hundreds of nanosec-
onds [46], which is on the same order of magnitude as
our estimates for the time for our measurement scheme.
Stronger coupling strengths would help reduce the mea-
surement time required in our scheme.

Using Eqs. (44) and (46), one can determine the effect
of changing other parameters such as the physical effi-
ciency η and the initial state of the ancilla mode ρb on
the effective efficiency ηeff. The effective efficiency has
only a weak dependence on the physical efficiency; for
example, increasing the physical efficiency of the mea-
surement from η = 0.5 to η = 1 only results in a roughly
30% decrease in the required measurement time to reach
a given effective efficiency, independent of the choice of g
or target effective efficiency. For the ancilla initial state
ρb, one would expect that starting with a vacuum state
squeezed along the position quadrature would improve
the effective efficiency, as it reduces the additional noise
added to the signal from the position quadrature of the
GKP mode. In the infinite squeezing limit we substi-
tute the 0-position eigenstate ρb = |0⟩q2⟨0| into Eq. (44),
giving an effective efficiency ηeff = 1/(C + 1). However,
this only results in a decrease of no more than 20% in
the required measurement time to reach a given ηeff, for
0.5 < η < 0.75 and any choice of g and ηeff. As such, the
coupling strength g is the most important factor (along
with the GKP mode squeezing ∆) in reducing the logical
measurement error in GKP modes using this scheme.

As a final comment, we note that as t→ ∞, the state
of the GKP mode is projected onto the X-position eigen-
state, as shown in Appendix G 4. It may then be easier to
generate a new GKP codestate from this position eigen-
state (or highly squeezed state in the finite t regime) than
if the final state of the oscillator was the vacuum state.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have given concrete proposals to im-
plement GKP Clifford gates and read-out in supercon-
ducting circuits. We began in Section III by presenting
our scheme for performing Clifford circuits using general-
ized controlled gates implemented by four- or three-wave
mixing circuits, where single-qubit Clifford gates are ac-
counted for by updating the phase of a local oscillator
in the implementation of each two-qubit gate. Next, in

Section IV we presented an average gate fidelity metric
for quantifying the quality of Clifford gates and analyzed
the performance of ideal logical gates when subjected to
errors due to approximate GKP codestates. In Section V
we presented a general method to analytically approxi-
mate the effect of loss and dephasing on GKP codes us-
ing the stabilizer subsystem decomposition [24]. Finally
in Section VI, we considered the effects of homodyne de-
tection inefficiencies on the rate of logical measurement
errors. We proposed a scheme that can achieve feasible
error rates even with a low measurement efficiency and
analyzed the system using quantum trajectories [25].

While our analysis of the performance of GKP Clif-
ford gates gave significant insight into how to mitigate
the spreading of errors due to the logical gates, we did
not consider the effects of non-ideal gate execution. One
could use the theoretical analysis conducted in Ref. [40]
to determine the leading sources of error in the imple-
mentation of a given generalized controlled gate. Then,
one could include these effects to produce an estimate
of the average gate fidelity of each generalized controlled
gate in the presence of realistic noise sources. We leave
such an analysis to future work.

To perform logical read-out of GKP codestates, we
presented a scheme utilizing quadrature-quadrature cou-
pling to an ancilla mode to implement fast, high-fidelity
logical read-out. However, this scheme requires the
use of a low-Q read-out ancilla prepared in the vac-
uum state, increasing the overhead required for compu-
tation with GKP codes. Moreover, the performance of
our scheme is highly sensitive to the strength g of the
quadrature-quadrature coupling between the GKP and
ancilla modes, but the values of g that are feasible in
GKP experiments remain to be seen. Additionally, the
high-Q GKP mode and low-Q readout ancilla must be
coupled with a device with a large on-off ratio to prevent
unwanted leakage from the GKP mode to the ancilla.
These factors must be considered when assessing the vi-
ability of our scheme for specific experimental platforms.
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Appendix A: Relating the Fidelity of Clifford Gates
to that of the Identity Gate

In this appendix, we derive the equation

F̄A,P,∆ = F̄I,S(Ā)−1P,∆ , (18)
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which equates the average gate fidelity of a GKP Clifford
gate Ā decoded ideally over a patch P with the average
gate fidelity of the identity gate decoded ideally over the
modified patch S(Ā)−1P.

To begin, recall the definition of the average gate fi-
delity

F̄ (E , U) =

ˆ
dψ ⟨ψ|U†E(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)U |ψ⟩ , (16)

from which it can be trivially seen that F̄ (E , U) =
F̄ (J [U†] ◦ E , I). Recall also our definition of the n-qubit
to n-qubit channel

EU,P,∆ = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ J [ŪR∆], (15)

where we defined F̄U,P,∆ = F̄ (EU,P,∆, U) for shorthand.
From Eq. (16) we can write this equivalently as F̄ (J [U†]◦
EU,P,∆, I).

Next, for a GKP Clifford gate Ā, we claim that

J [Ā†] ◦ CP ◦ J [Ā] = CS(Ā)−1P . (A1)

On an intuitive level we can understand this as follows.
From Section II, the decoder CP works by first measuring
the stabilizer generators. This projects the state into
a displaced ideal GKP codestate T (v) |ψ̄⟩, where v is
revealed up to addition by a logical lattice vectormα+nβ
for some m,n ∈ Z. Then, we choose the unique vector k
that lies within the patch P and satisfies k = v+mα+
nβ. Finally, we return the state to the codespace using
T (k)†.

Now consider J [Ā†] ◦ CP ◦ J [Ā] as a single decoding
step. Since the GKP Clifford gate Ā preserves the sta-
bilizer group the information that is revealed about the
state is the same, i.e. we obtain v up to a logical lat-
tice vector. However, the correction we apply is now
Ā†T (k)†Ā = T (S(Ā)−1k) = T (k′), where k′ is now the
unique vector that lies within the patch S(Ā)−1P and
satisfies k′ = v+mα+nβ (for m,n ∈ Z). This operation
we identify as simply being CS(Ā)−1P , proving Eq. (A1).
Note that Eq. (A1) also follows from Eq. (77) of Ref. [24].

Finally, we have that

ĀR = RA, (A2)

since Ā acts perfectly on the logical codespace. Putting
this all together, we can write

F̄A,P,∆ = F̄ (J [A†] ◦ EA,P,∆, I) (A3a)

= F̄ (J [A†R†] ◦ CP ◦ J [ĀR∆], I) (A3b)

= F̄ (J [R†Ā†] ◦ CP ◦ J [ĀR∆], I) (A3c)

= F̄ (J [R†] ◦ CS(Ā)−1P ◦ J [R∆], I) (A3d)

= F̄I,S(Ā)−1P,∆, (A3e)

proving Eq. (18).

Appendix B: Derivation of Average Gate Fidelity
Estimates under Ideal Decoding

In this appendix, we present the derivation of the aver-
age gate fidelity estimates we used in Section IV for GKP
Clifford gates and in Section V for general noise maps un-
der the assumption of ideal decoding. Our first task will
be to derive a general formula [Eq. (26)] for the average
gate infidelity of a CV noise map N using the stabilizer
subsystem decomposition [24], assuming that N has a
characteristic function that is sufficiently “close to the
identity” (as we will explain in more detail later). Then,
assuming that the noise map is Gaussian and symmet-
ric in phase-space, we show that the average gate fidelity
can be expressed using just three variables: the degen-
eracy a and distance d of the patch P, and the variance
σ2 of the diagonal elements of the characteristic func-
tion of the noise map [Eq. (30)]. We use this formula to
analyze a wide range of relevant noise maps acting on ap-
proximate GKP codestates. When the only noise comes
from approximate GKP codestates, we obtain Eq. (17),
which was used in Section IV. However, we can also ap-
ply the formula to loss [Eq. (32)], Gaussian random dis-
placements, and gain. Finally, we extend our results to
dephasing, which is a non-Gaussian channel, and derive
the approximate expressions for the average gate fidelity
in Eq. (36).

Throughout this appendix, we will make frequent use
of the entanglement fidelity Fe of a (finite-dimensional)
channel E , defined as

Fe = ⟨ME|(I ⊗ E)(|ME⟩⟨ME|)|ME⟩ , (B1)

where |ME⟩ is a maximally entangled state across two
copies of the finite-dimensional Hilbert space, and I is
the identity channel. Fe is related to the average gate
fidelity Eq. (16) by the relationship [43]

F̄ =
dFe + 1

d+ 1
, (B2)

where d is the dimension of the Hilbert space. For clarity,
we will also define both the GKP stabilizer lattice

Lstab = {2mα+ 2nβ |m,n ∈ Z}, (B3)

and the GKP logical lattice

Llog = {mα+ nβ |m,n ∈ Z}, (3)

the latter of which coincides with the definition of L in
Section II. Note that Lstab ⊂ Llog, since we can think of
each stabilizer as implementing a logical identity gate.

1. Stabilizer Subsystem Decomposition

We begin by summarizing the properties of the GKP
stabilizer subsystem decomposition (SSSD) that we will
use in the rest of this appendix. We refer the reader
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to Ref. [24], particularly sections II and VII, for a more
thorough introduction.

The SSSD decomposes the CV Hilbert space H into
a tensor product of two Hilbert spaces L (the logical
subsystem) and S (the stabilizer subsystem) as follows.
First, consider an ideal GKP codestate |ψ̄⟩ that has been
displaced by a vector v, and label it

|ψ,v⟩ = T (v) |ψ̄⟩ . (B4)

One can show that for any patch P that is a primitive
cell of the logical lattice Llog, the set{

|µ,v⟩
∣∣ µ ∈ {0, 1},v ∈ P

}
(B5)

forms a basis of H. Therefore, we can replace the comma
in Eq. (B4) with a tensor product, which defines the de-
composition

H = L ⊗ S, |ψ,v⟩ = |ψ⟩ ⊗ |v⟩ , (B6)

for v ∈ P.
The stabilizer subsystem S encodes the possible stabi-

lizer measurement outcomes of a state, and is isomorphic
to the full Hilbert space H, analogous to how if you split
the real number line in two, you are left with two real
number lines. S has a quasi-periodic structure, such that
when an ideal codestate is displaced across a boundary of
P, a logical Pauli operator is applied to the logical sub-
system. The logical subsystem L is isomorphic to C2 and
represents the logical GKP information stored in the CV
state. In particular, the partial trace of a CV state over
the stabilizer subsystem S is equivalent to performing a
round of ideal decoding over the patch P and “forgetting”
the stabilizer measurement outcomes.

Recall that given a CV noise channel N , we define the
logical noise channel (which maps qubit density matrices
to qubit density matrices) as

Nlog = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ N ◦ J [R], (24)

where R = |0̄⟩⟨0|+ |1̄⟩⟨1|. The logical noise channel can
be written in terms of the SSSD as

Nlog(ρ) = trS
(
N (ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)

)
. (B7)

In Section VII.A of Ref. [24] we show that, in the single-
mode case,

Nlog(ρ) =
∑

m1,m2,n1,n2∈Z
(im1m2Xm1Zm2) ρ (in1n2Xn1Zn2)

×
(ˆ

P
d2v eiv

TΩ((m1−n1)α+(m2−n2)β)/2

× c
(
v +m1α+m2β,v + n1α+ n2β

))
, (B8)

where

Ω =

[
0 1
−1 0

]
(B9)

and c(u,v) is the characteristic function of N as defined
in Eq. (25). Intuitively, one can obtain Eq. (B8) from
Eq. (B7) by first writing N (ρ) in terms of displacements
applied to the ideal codestate, then applying the quasi-
periodic boundary conditions of the subsystem decompo-
sition, and then taking the partial trace over S.

The results obtained above generalize straightfor-
wardly to multi-mode GKP codes as we now show (for
more details about multi-mode GKP codes we refer the
reader to Refs. [3, 30, 33, 34], and Sections III and IV of
Ref. [24] for the multi-mode SSSD). In the present pa-
per, the details of the multi-mode construction are not
important, and we simply include the multi-mode case
to demonstrate the generality of our results. To set this
up, we define n-mode displacement operators by

T (v) =

n⊗
j=1

T (vj , vj+n) (B10)

for v ∈ R2n. As such, the characteristic function c(u,v)
of a CV noise channel N takes vectors with length 2n
as input. Then, suppose we have k qubits in our multi-
mode GKP code with logical lattice Llog. Let the gen-
erators of this lattice {ℓi}2ni=1 be structured such that
T (ℓ1), . . . , T (ℓk) represent the k logical X operators and
T (ℓn+1), . . . , T (ℓn+k) represent the k logical Z operators
of the code. Then, we can write the logical noise channel
Nlog corresponding to a CV noise channel N as

Nlog(ρ) =
∑

m,n∈Z2n

P (m)ρP (n)

×
(ˆ

P
d2nv c

(
v+ℓm,v+ℓn

)
eiv

TΩ(ℓm−ℓn)/2

)
, (B11)

where we defined the k-qubit Pauli operators

P (m) =

k⊗
j=1

imimi+nXmiZmi+n (B12)

and the matrix

Ω =

[
0n In
−In 0n

]
(B13)

in block form. Eq. (B11) is a straightforward generaliza-
tion of Eq. (B8). Eq. (B11) will be the starting point of
the rest of our derivations.

2. Approximating the Entanglement Infidelity

Now we are ready to derive Eq. (26). Given a (trace-
preserving) quantum channel E , we define the χ matrix
of E as

E(ρ) =
∑
P,P ′

χP,P ′PρP ′, (B14)
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where the sum is over all n-qubit Pauli operators. Then,
the entanglement fidelity of the channel is given by

Fe = χI,I . (B15)

Now suppose that we only have access to a non-
normalized map Ẽ = NE with χ matrix components
χ̃P,P ′ , where N is some positive real constant and E is
trace-preserving. We can still obtain the entanglement
fidelity of E from χ̃ using the equation

Fe = χ̃I,I

/∑
P

χ̃P,P . (B16)

In the context of GKP codes, we are interested in
finding the entanglement fidelity (and, hence, the av-
erage gate fidelity) of the logical noise channel as-
sociated with the envelope operator e−∆2a†a followed
by a (trace-preserving) error channel E . We call the
composition of the two maps the noise map N (ρ) =

E(e−∆2a†aρe−∆2a†a), which is not trace-preserving since
the envelope operator is non-unitary. Importantly, the
entanglement fidelity is not well defined for non-trace-
preserving maps, so we instead consider an “orthonor-
malized” channel No, see Appendix G of Ref. [24] for one
way of defining No from N . Fortunately, for small ∆, the
norm of the approximate encoded state tr(e−2∆2a†aρ̄) is
approximately independent of the qubit state ρ. So, we
approximate N to be proportional to No with constant of
proportionality N . The logical channel Nlog,o associated
with No via Eq. (B11) is trace-preserving and has a well-
defined entanglement fidelity Fe. We can then approx-
imately obtain Fe from the non-trace-preserving logical
map Nlog associated with N using Eq. (B16).

Next, consider any non-normalized CV map N that
is “sufficiently close to the identity map”. We take this
to mean that the characteristic function c(u,v) decays
sufficiently quickly to 0 as |u| and |v| increase; note
that the characteristic function of the identity map is
c(u,v) = δ2n(u)δ2n(v). In particular, we will assume
that whenever there is an integral of c(u,v), we can ig-
nore any terms where either u or v lie outside the Voronoi
cell Vstab of the stabilizer lattice Lstab.

From Eq. (B11), we can write the entanglement infi-
delity exactly as

1−Fe =
∑
P ̸=I

χ̃P,P

/∑
P

χ̃P,P , (B17a)

χ̃P,P =
∑

s,t∈Lstab

(ˆ
P
d2nv ei(v+ℓP )TΩ(s−t)

× c(v+ℓP+s,v+ℓP+t)

)
, (B17b)

where we denote ℓP as any representative of Llog such
that T (ℓP ) applies a logical P to the GKP code; in the
single-mode case we simply have ℓP = 0,α,α + β,β
respectively for P = I,X, Y, Z.

One could of course numerically evaluate 1 − Fe by
using the exact expression Eq. (B17) and truncating the
sums over s, t to some finite number; however here we
wish to arrive at a simpler, more intuitive expression for
the infidelity. To do this, note that c(v,v + s) can be
ignored for any non-zero s since v and v+s can’t be both
in the Voronoi cell Vstab of the stabilizer lattice Lstab. So,
we can approximate Eq. (B17b) as

χ̃P,P ≈
∑

s∈Lstab

ˆ
P
d2nv c(v+ℓP+s,v+ℓP+s), (B18)

and the denominator of Eq. (B17a) as

∑
P

χ̃P,P ≈
ˆ
R2n

d2nv c(v,v). (B19)

We can also use Eq. (B18) to write the numerator of
Eq. (B17a) as

∑
P ̸=I

χ̃P,P ≈
∑
P ̸=I

∑
s∈Lstab

ˆ
P
d2nv c(v+ℓP+s,v+ℓP+s),

(B20a)

≈
ˆ
R2n\P
d2nv c(v,v), (B20b)

where to go from Eq. (B20a) to Eq. (B20b), we have
added the sum ∑

s∈Lstab
s ̸=0

c(v + s,v + s) (B21)

which is small since v + s lies outside Vstab for any v ∈
P 1.

Therefore, to calculate the entanglement fidelity we
now simply need to determine the ratio

1− Fe ≈
ˆ
R2n\P
d2nv c(v,v)

/̂
R2n

d2nv c(v,v), (B22)

where \ denotes the “set-minus” symbol. Alternatively,
we can trivially convert this to the average gate infidelity
using Eq. (B2), giving

1− F̄ ≈ 2n

2n + 1

ˆ
R2n\P
d2nv c(v,v)

/̂
R2n

d2nv c(v,v), (26′)

where the prefactor is 2/3 when n = 1.

1 We note here that strictly speaking this statement relies on P
(which is an arbitrary primitive cell of Llog) being contained
entirely within Vstab (the Voronoi cell of Lstab), which is true
for most cases of interest.
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FIG. 10. Diagram representing the regions of integration in
Eq. (B24). There are six local shortest vectors w1, . . . ,w6

on the boundary ∂P which each have length d1/2, . . . , d6/2.
Due to the π-rotational symmetry of P, the vectors wi come
in pairs of vectors of equal length. The approximation of
the integral over R2n \ P as a sum of integrals in Eq. (B24)
overcounts the red shaded regions in the figure.

3. Gaussian Characteristic Functions

To continue our analysis, we assume that the diagonal
elements of the characteristic function take the form

c(v,v) ∝ e−|v|2/2σ2

, (29)

where we call σ2 the “variance” of the noise map. Then,
for small σ, we can apply Eq. (B22) to obtain

1− Fe ≈ σ−2n

ˆ
R2n\P

d2nv

(2π)n
e−|v|2/2σ2

. (B23)

To approximate the integral over R2n \P in Eq. (B23),
we must now consider the geometry of the patch P and
its boundary ∂P, as depicted in Fig. 10. Consider the
length of each vector v ∈ ∂P as one travels around the
boundary ∂P. Label each local minimum in the length
of v as di/2, and the corresponding vector wi. We will
call {di} the set of local distances of the patch. Then,
the integral Eq. (B23) is upper bounded by

1

(2πσ2)n

ˆ
R2n\P
d2nv e−|v|2/2σ2

<
1

(2πσ2)n

∑
i

ˆ ∞

di/2

dv1e
−v2

1/2σ
2̂

R2n−1
d2n−1v e−|v|2/2σ2

(B24)

=
1

2

∑
i

erfc
(
di/(2

√
2σ)

)
, (B25)

where erfc(x) is the complementary error function.
One can understand Eq. (B24) as follows. The region

of integration R2n \ P can be written as the union of re-
gions Ri = {v ∈ R2n | vTwi > (di/2)

2}. Each integral

in the right-hand side of Eq. (B24) is simply an integral
of e−|v|2/2σ2

over the region Ri where we have performed
an orthogonal change of variables such that the compo-
nent v1 points in the direction of wi. Therefore, the sum
of the integrals over each region Ri is greater than the
integral over R2n \ P as it overcounts any region of R2n

that is in the intersection of at least two regions Ri ∩Rj

(see Fig. 10). However, the intersection of these regions is
further away from the origin than ∂P and their contribu-
tion to the integral is exponentially suppressed. As such,
the upper bound in Eq. (B24) becomes approximately
equal to the desired integral as σ → 0.

As σ → 0 we can make additional approximations to
the sum in Eq. (B25). In particular, we can neglect all
the terms in the sum except for when di is minimal. We
define the distance of the patch

d = min
i
(di) = 2 min

v∈∂P
|v|, (B26)

where the factor of 2 ensures that when P is the Voronoi
cell, the distance of the patch coincides with the length of
the shortest (non-zero) displacement in the logical Pauli
group. We define the degeneracy a of the patch as half
the number of vectors v ∈ ∂P with length d. Assuming
the patch is centered at the origin, a is an integer. With
these definitions, we finally arrive at our entanglement
infidelity estimate

1− Fe ≈ a erfc
(
d/(2

√
2σ)

)
, (B27)

or, equivalently,

1− F̄ ≈ 2na

2n + 1
erfc

(
d/(2

√
2σ)

)
. (30′)

From Eq. (B27) we see that three terms contribute to
the infidelity of the logical noise map. First is the vari-
ance σ of the noise map, which we calculate for various
noise maps of interest below. Since erfc is a monoton-
ically decreasing function, reducing σ always decreases
the infidelity of the noise map. The other two terms are
the distance d and degeneracy a of the patch P. The dis-
tance of the patch is maximized (and hence the infidelity
minimized) when P is the Voronoi cell of the GKP lattice,
in which case it is equal to the length of the shortest non-
trivial logical Pauli operator of the code. Voronoi cells
typically exhibit more symmetry than arbitrary patches
and consequently can have degeneracies greater than 1.

Finally, a brief note of caution. In some cases, the ap-
proximation of Eq. (B25) as Eq. (B27) is not very good
because the distance d is not much smaller than the next
smallest local distance di. While Eq. (B27) will still hold
asymptotically, it may only provide a good approxima-
tion for very small σ. In these cases, it is best to sim-
ply use Eq. (B25) to estimate the infidelity. Moreover,
Eq. (B25) has the advantage that it is always an upper-
bound on the integral Eq. (B23). If the patch P is the
Voronoi cell of some lattice L, then finding the set of lo-
cal distances {di} amounts to finding the lengths of all
the Voronoi-relevant vectors of L, for instance using the
algorithms presented in Ref. [47].
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4. Envelope Operator

We spend the rest of this appendix using Eq. (B27)
to calculate the entanglement infidelities of various noise
maps of interest. To start, we consider the errors arising
only from the approximate codewords themselves; i.e. we
choose the noise map N (ρ) = e−∆2a†aρe−∆2a†a. The
characteristic function is given by

c(u,v) ∝ exp

(
−1

4
coth(∆2/2)

(
|u|2 + |v|2

))
, (B28)

where the constant of proportionality is irrelevant since it
is canceled in the ratio Eq. (B22). The diagonal elements
c(v,v) therefore take the form of Eq. (29) with variance
σ2 = tanh(∆2/2) ≈ ∆2/2. As such we can immediately
apply this to Eq. (B27) to obtain the entanglement infi-
delity of the trace-preserving logical map Nlog,o as

1− Fe ≈ a erfc(d/2∆), (B29)

which directly gives Eq. (17).
Eq. (B29) is a useful equation to test the validity of our

approximations over various patch geometries. In Fig. 11
we compare the estimated average gate infidelities from
Eq. (B29) with the numerical average gate infidelities as
plotted in Fig. 3 for the envelope operator decoded over
a Clifford-gate-deformed patch P. The estimated values
are obtained by using the values for the distance and de-
generacy of each patch in Table I and substituting this
into Eq. (B29). The estimated values typically show good
agreement with the numerical values, with relative errors
below 1% in the parameter regime of interest. One excep-
tion is that of the hexagonal S gate, which has a larger
relative error of between 10% and 25% in the regime of
interest, even though the error tends to 0 as ∆dB in-
creases. We attribute this increased error to the unusual
geometry of the deformed patch S(S̄hex)

−1Vhex. The de-
generacy of the patch is 2, but the two sides of the patch
that contribute to the equal distance are nearly paral-
lel. This means that the approximation of the integral
Eq. (B24) is less accurate because it overcounts a re-
gion of R2 that contains vectors with length only slightly
larger than d/2. Intuitively, one can imagine the red
shaded regions in Fig. 10 if two adjacent sides of the
hexagon are nearly parallel. The red region would then
contain relatively short vectors that correspond to terms
e−|v|2/(2σ2) in the integral. These e−|v|2/(2σ2) terms are,
in turn, only significantly smaller than the leading order
terms e−(d/2)2/(2σ2) for very small σ. Nevertheless, our
estimate still provides the correct asymptotic scaling for
the infidelity, and the relative error is less than 25% in
the regime of interest.

5. Phase-covariant Gaussian Channels

One advantage of our analysis is that we can also easily
apply Eq. (30) to more general noise maps. For example,

consider the noise map given by the composition

N = Eτ,ν ◦ J [e−∆2a†a], (B30)

where Eτ,ν is a single-mode phase-covariant Gaussian
channel defined as follows. First, we write the expecta-
tion values and covariance matrix of an arbitrary single-
mode density matrix as

µ =

[
⟨q⟩
⟨p⟩

]
, V =

[
⟨q2⟩ 1

2 ⟨qp+ pq⟩
1
2 ⟨qp+ pq⟩ ⟨p2⟩

]
− µµT ,

(B31)

as is standard in the study of Gaussian quantum
states [48]. Then, Eτ,ν is the channel that transforms
these matrices via

µ 7→ τµ, V 7→ τ2V + ν, (B32)

where τ, ν are non-negative real numbers that satisfy
ν ≥ |τ2 − 1|/2 to ensure Eτ,ν is completely posi-
tive. Roughly speaking, τ represents how much phase-
insensitive squeezing (τ < 1) or amplification (τ > 1)
is applied to the quadratures, and ν represents how
much Gaussian noise is added to the quadratures. Three
commonly-studied channels take this form:

• loss: τ =
√
1− γ, ν = γ/2, γ ∈ [0, 1];

• Gaussian random displacements (GRD): τ = 1, ν =
σ2
G, σG ≥ 0; and

• gain: τ =
√
g, ν = (g − 1)/2, g ≥ 1.

Note that setting τ = 1, ν = 0 results in the identity
channel. These channels are called phase covariant since
they commute with the rotation operators eiθa

†a.
From Appendix F of Ref. [24], we can write the

diagonal elements of the characteristic function of N
[Eq. (B30)] in the form of Eq. (29) with variance

σ2 = τtanh(∆2/2) + ν +
(1− τ)2

2
coth(∆2) (B33a)

≈ ∆2

2
+ ν +

(1− τ)2

2∆2
. (B33b)

We can interpret the variance as being the sum of three
terms: one directly from the envelope operator (∆2/2),
one from the noise added by the channel (ν), and one
final term that has a quadratic dependence on the phase-
insensitive squeezing/amplification |1− τ | and an inverse
dependence on ∆2. Intuitively, this final term arises be-
cause amplifying or squeezing phase space affects GKP
codes more severely the wider the GKP state is spread
in phase space (i.e. for small ∆).

We pause briefly here to precisely analyze the as-
sumptions under which the infidelity estimate given by
Eqs. (B27) and (B33a) is valid. As stated previously in
Appendix B 2, we require that the modulus of the char-
acteristic function |c(u,v)| is negligibly small whenever
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FIG. 11. Comparison between the theoretical estimated average gate fidelity from Eq. (17) and the numerically calculated
average gate fidelity from Fig. 3, under the assumption of ideal error-correction. Estimated and numerical average gate
infidelity 1− F̄A,VL,∆ of (a) single-qubit, and (b) two-qubit Clifford gates A = I, S, S2, CZ applied to the square and hexagonal
GKP codes, decoded over the Voronoi cell VL of their respective lattices. Note that for the hexagonal CZZ plots in (b) and
(d), a limited number of data points are included due to the time taken to run the simulations.

either u or v is longer than the length of the shortest log-
ical Pauli operator ℓmin (which is roughly

√
π for most

cases of interest), since ℓmin is the shortest vector on the
boundary of Vstab. In particular, since N is a Gaussian
channel, we can always write

c(u,v) ∝ exp

(
− 1

2

[
uT ,vT

]
M

[
u
v

])
, (B34)

where M is a 4n× 4n complex matrix. Then, the condi-
tion on c is satisfied if the smallest eigenvalue λmin of the
real part of M satisfies λmin ≫ |ℓmin|−2. To see this, first
note that for |c(u,v)| to be negligibly small, we need the

real part of
[
uT ,vT

]
M

[
u
v

]
to be large. Then, we have

[
uT ,vT

]
M

[
u
v

]
≥ λmin max

(
|u|2, |v|2

)
≫ 1, (B35)

whenever max
(
|u|2, |v|2

)
≥ |ℓmin|2, from which the con-

dition follows. For the noise map given in Eq. (B30),
the smallest eigenvalue of M is 1/(2σ2), so our approx-
imations are valid whenever σ is much smaller than
|ℓmin|/

√
2 ∼

√
π/2. This is a fairly loose requirement

and, in practice, is valid for a wide range of parameters.
The further approximation Eq. (B33b) is only valid in
the slightly more specific regime where |1− τ |, ν,∆ each
are also small.

Assuming τ and ν are fixed, one can easily show that
σ2 is minimized when ∆2 = | ln τ | ≈ |1− τ |, which repre-
sents the optimal ∆ that minimizes the infidelity of the
noise map. This optimal ∆ depends only on the amount
of quadrature “squeezing” or “amplification” applied by
the Gaussian channel, and not on the additional noise ν
added by the channel.

If we set Eτ,ν in Eq. (B30) to a GRD channel with
ν = σ2

G, we obtain σ2 = σ2
G + tanh(∆2/2); in other

words, the variance from the Gaussian random displace-
ments adds linearly to the variance from the envelope
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FIG. 12. Comparison between the theoretical estimated aver-
age gate fidelity from Eqs. (29) and (32a) and the numerically
calculated average gate fidelity from Fig. 5(a) of Ref. [24].
Estimated and numerical average gate infidelity 1− F̄ of the
logical noise map corresponding to the envelope operator fol-
lowed by loss for the single-mode square GKP code.

map. Moreover, since τ = 1, the optimal envelope size is
∆ = 0, i.e. an ideal GKP codeword.

In contrast, setting Eτ,ν to a loss channel gives

σ2 =
√
1− γ tanh

(
∆2

2

)
+
γ

2
+

(1−√
1− γ)2

2 tanh(∆2)
(32a)

≈ ∆2

2
+
γ

2
+

γ2

8∆2
. (32b)

for small ∆, γ, as discussed in Section V. The optimal
envelope size here is given by ∆2 = −ln

√
1− γ ≈ γ/2.

In Fig. 12, we assess the validity of the average gate
fidelity estimate from Eqs. (32a) and (B27) with the nu-
merically obtained fidelities in Fig. 5(a) of Ref. [24]. Sim-
ilarly to in Fig. 11, we see that our estimates perform
well, with the relative error between the numerical and
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estimated values being less than 1% within the region of
interest.

For comparison, note that the entanglement infidelity
of loss acting on the trivial bosonic encoding into the Fock
states |0⟩ and |1⟩ is 1−Fe = 1−

(
(1+

√
1− γ)/2

)2 ≈ γ/2.
In contrast, approximate GKP codestates have average
entanglement fidelity given by Eqs. (32b) and (B27),
which can be expanded to first order in γ to give

1− Fe ≈ a erfc
(
d/(2∆)

)
+ γ

ad

2
√
π∆3

e−d2/(2∆)2 , (B37)

although note that for typical values of ∆, the approx-
imation Eq. (B37) is an underestimate of the infidelity
and is valid only for even smaller values of γ than for
Eq. (32b). We can now see that the error-corrected infi-
delity is greater than the trivial encoding infidelity for
very small γ where the constant term from ∆ domi-
nates, but is less than the trivial encoding for slightly
larger γ due to the exponential-in-∆ suppression of the
linear term in γ. For much larger γ, the approxima-
tion Eq. (B37) becomes invalid, eventually leading to a
second cross-over where the error-corrected infidelity is
larger than the trivial infidelity.

It is straightforward to show that the composition of
two channels Eτ2,ν2 ◦ Eτ1,ν1 = Eτ,ν is given by τ = τ1τ2,
ν = τ22 ν1 + ν2. For example, post-composing loss with a
gain channel with g = 1/(1−γ) results in a Gaussian ran-
dom displacement channel with ν = σ2

G = γ/(1− γ) [49].
To first order in γ, we have ν ≈ γ and therefore the noise
associated with this channel is given by σ2 ≈ ∆2/2 + γ.
Comparing this to Eq. (32b), we see that the linear con-
tribution of γ to the variance is doubled, but there is no
longer an inverse dependence on ∆2. Converting loss into
a Gaussian random displacement noise channel via this
method is therefore advantageous whenever ∆2 < γ/4
(approximately).

We can extend this analysis to find the optimal amount
of gain g given ∆, γ that minimizes the noise. The com-
position of loss and gain has parameters τ =

√
g(1− γ)

and ν =
(
γ + (g − 1)(γ + 1)

)
/2. In the low noise regime

where g − 1 and γ are small, we have

σ2 ≈ ∆2

2
+
g − 1

2
+
γ

2
+

(g − 1− γ)2

8∆2
. (B38)

We can find the optimal gain by minimizing σ2, which
leads exactly to

gopt =
1− γ(

e∆2 − γe−∆2
)2 ≈ 1 + γ − 2∆2. (B39)

As ∆ → 0, we have gopt → 1/(1 − γ), which is the
amount of gain required to recover the Gaussian random-
displacement channel. However, in the large ∆ regime,
we are restricted by the fact that g must be greater than
or equal to 1. Therefore, Eq. (B39) is only valid when
gopt ≥ 1, or, equivalently, whenever ∆2 ≤ γ/2 (approx-
imately). If ∆2 > γ/2, the optimal amount of gain to

apply after a loss channel is 0; in words, the reduction
in error rate obtained by (partially) canceling the phase-
insensitive squeezing from the loss is not enough to over-
come the extra noise from gain.

6. Dephasing

So far, we have only considered Gaussian noise models,
such as the envelope operator, loss, Gaussian random
displacements, and gain. However, we also wish to model
(single-mode) dephasing, which is a non-Gaussian noise
channel defined by

Dσd(ρ) =
1√
2πσ2

d

ˆ
R
dϕ e−ϕ2/2σ2

deiϕa
†aρe−iϕa†a. (33)

Since dephasing is non-Gaussian, we cannot apply
Eq. (B27) directly. However, unitary rotations eiϕa

†a are
Gaussian, so we will instead begin by analyzing the log-
ical performance of unitary rotations before discussing
the effects of dephasing.

For unitary rotations we consider the noise map N =

Eτ,ν ◦ J [eiϕa
†ae−∆2a†a], where we note that eiϕa

†a com-
mutes with Eτ,ν . Since the noise map is Gaussian, the
diagonal elements of the characteristic function of N are
again a mean-zero Gaussian function [Eq. (29)], with
variance given by

σ2 = τ tanh(∆2/2) + ν +
(1− τ)2

2 tanh(∆2)
+

2τ sin2(ϕ/2)

sinh(∆2)
(B40a)

≈ ∆2

2
+ ν +

(1− τ)2 + ϕ2

2∆2
. (B40b)

Compared to Eq. (B33), there is only new term, which
is inversely proportional to ∆2. Intuitively, this is be-
cause rotations affect more highly-squeezed (lower ∆)
GKP codestates since the states are more widely-spread
in phase space, increasing the impact of rotations on the
state. If we substitute Eτ,ν for loss, we obtain

σ2 ≈ ∆2

2
+
γ

2
+

γ2

8∆2
+

ϕ2

2∆2
. (B41)

Note that, to the lowest order, there are no terms in
Eq. (B41) that are linear in ϕ.

Unfortunately, we cannot analyze dephasing errors in
terms of a single variance since the channel is non-
Gaussian and therefore the diagonal elements of the char-
acteristic function Eq. (34) are not Gaussian-distributed.
However, we can use Eq. (33) and the linearity of Fe with
respect to E to write the entanglement infidelity of the
dephasing map as an integral of the entanglement infideli-
ties of the rotation maps by an angle ϕ. More precisely,
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we consider the noise map

N = Eτ,ν ◦ Dσd ◦ J [e−∆2a†a] (B42a)

=
1√
2πσ2

d

ˆ
R
dϕ e−ϕ2/2σ2

dEτ,ν ◦ J [eiϕa
†ae−∆2a†a],

(B42b)

where we note that Dσd commutes with Eτ,ν . To recover
the noise map discussed in the main text we simply set
τ = 1, ν = 0 such that Eτ,ν is the identity map. From
Eqs. (B27) and (B42b) we can write the entanglement
infidelity estimate as

1−Fe ≈
a√
2πσ2

d

ˆ
R
dϕ e−ϕ2/2σ2

d erfc

(
d

2
√
2σ(ϕ)

)
, (B43)

where we’ve written σ(ϕ) in place of Eq. (B40a). Such
an expression is valid since the entanglement fidelity Fe

is linear in the quantum channel it takes as input.
Next, we wish to obtain an approximate expression

for Eq. (B43) in the regime where both σd and σ(ϕ) are
small. To do this, we use Laplace’s method, which states
that
ˆ b

a

dxh(x)eMg(x) ≈
√

2π

M |g′′(x0)|
h(x0)e

Mg(x0) (B44)

as M → ∞, where x0 ∈ (a, b) is the unique input
that maximizes g(x) over the interval [a, b]. Intuitively,
Eq. (B44) comes from approximating h(x)eMg(x) as a
Gaussian function h(x0)e

Mg(x0)−M |g′′(x0)|(x−x0)
2/2 and

integrating this over R. To apply Laplace’s method to
Eq. (B43), we first perform an asymptotic expansion of
erfc(x) ≈ e−x2

/(x
√
π), giving

1− Fe ≈
2a

πdσd

ˆ
R
dϕσ(ϕ)e−ϕ2/2σ2

d−d2/8σ(ϕ)2 . (B45)

To make contact with Eq. (B44), we write

g(ϕ) = −ϕ
2

2
− d2σ2

d
8σ(ϕ)2

, h(ϕ) =
2a

πdσd
σ(ϕ), (B46)

and M = 1/σ2
d. Next, to find the maximum of g(ϕ) we

use the approximate expression for σ(ϕ) in Eq. (B40b).
For convenience, we work in the regime where the low
order expansion of σ(ϕ) is valid, and introduce the nota-
tion

σ(ϕ)2 = σ2
g +

ϕ2

2∆2
, σ2

g =
∆2

2
+ ν +

(1− τ)2

2∆2
, (B47)

where σ2
g is (approximately) the variance of the noise

introduced by Eτ,ν ◦ J [e−∆2a†a] as in Eq. (B33b). Note
that in the main text, we only consider the case where
τ = 1, ν = 0 (i.e. noise is only coming from the envelope
operator and dephasing), in which case we have σg =

∆/
√
2.

With this notation, the turning points of g(ϕ) occur at

ϕ = 0, ϕ = ±
√
d∆
4
√
2

√
σd − σ∗

d, σ∗
d =

2
√
2∆σ2

g

d
, (B48)

where the latter two solutions in Eq. (B48) only appear if
the argument of the square root is positive, i.e. σd > σ∗

d.
We call σ∗

d the “critical” dephasing; when τ = 1, ν = 0,
we have σ∗

d =
√
2∆3/d, as discussed in the main text in

Eq. (35).
At this point it is important to separate our analysis

into three cases:

1. the “subcritical” case when σd < σ∗
d and g(ϕ) has a

single turning point ϕ = 0,

2. the “supercritical” case when σd > σ∗
d and g(ϕ) has

three turning points, and

3. the “critical” case when σd = σ∗
d and g(ϕ) has a

vanishing second derivative at ϕ = 0.

From the second derivative of g(ϕ) it is show to see that
in the subcritical case ϕ = 0 is a global maximum, in
the supercritical case ϕ = 0 is a local minimum and the
remaining two stationary points both achieve the global
maximum (since g is even), and in the critical case ϕ = 0
is a global maximum with g′′(0) = 0.

We begin by applying Laplace’s method to the subcrit-
ical case. Here, the global maximum is ϕ0 = 0, so we can
directly apply Eq. (B44) to obtain

1− Fe ≈
8aσ3

g∆

d2
√
π
√
σ∗2

d − σ2
d

exp

(
− d2

8σ2
g

)
. (B49)

Note that the denominator of Eq. (B49) diverges at
σd = σ∗

d, so this approximation is only valid when σd
is sufficiently lower than σ∗

d.
In the supercritical case, since we do not have a unique

maximum of g(ϕ) over ϕ ∈ R, we first use the fact that
g is even to write

1− Fe ≈ 2

ˆ ∞

0

dxh(x)eMg(x). (B50)

Now, g(ϕ) has a unique maximum in [0,∞), so we can
apply Laplace’s method, giving

1− Fe ≈
23/4aσd√

πd∆
√
σd − σ∗

d

exp

(
− ∆d√

2σd

(
1− σ∗

d
2σd

))
.

(B51)
Again, note that the denominator diverges at σd = σ∗

d,
so this approximation is valid only when σd is sufficiently
larger than σ∗

d.
In the critical case, we cannot apply Laplace’s method

since g′′(0) = 0. Instead, we make a fourth-order approx-
imation of g(ϕ) and evaluate the integral using

ˆ
R
dx e−ax4

=
2Γ(5/4)

4
√
a

. (B52)
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This gives an expression for the infidelity

1− Fe ≈
27/4Γ(5/4)a

√
σg

π
√
d

exp

(
− d2

8σ2
g

)
, (B53)

which has no dependence on σd since we have set it equal
to σ∗

d. We note that unlike the sub- and super-critical
cases, Eq. (B53) is an underestimate of the infidelity,
which arises from the fourth-order expansion of g(ϕ). We
have already discussed the main qualitative features of
Eqs. (B49), (B51) and (B53) in the main text.

We compare the three approximate expressions in
Eqs. (B49), (B51) and (B53) to the numerically evalu-
ated dephasing error rates given in Fig. 6(a) of Ref. [24]
in Fig. 13, with σg set to ∆/

√
2, i.e. the noise map con-

sists only of the envelope operator and dephasing. The
biggest difference in the performance of the dephasing
noise estimates compared to the Clifford gate and loss es-
timates in Figs. 11 and 12 is from the asymptotic behav-
ior of the sub- and supercritical estimates. Indeed, the
approximate expressions are useless in a region around
the critical dephasing rate. This is not a serious issue
since one could in principle interpolate between the three
estimates Eqs. (B49), (B51) and (B53) in this region to
avoid the asymptote. Notwithstanding this issue, our es-
timates perform reasonably well but notably worse than
our other estimates: in most regimes of interest the rel-
ative error is below 25% compared with the numerical
values.

Finally, we calculate the optimal ∆ in the case
where σd = ∆/

√
2. We can see from Fig. 13(a) that

the optimal infidelity is achieved in the supercritical
regime Eq. (B51). We can approximately find the op-
timal ∆ by minimizing the exponent, which leads to
∆opt ≈ 3

√
dσd/

√
2; or, equivalently, σd ≈ 2σ∗

d. Calculat-
ing an analogous expression in the presence of a phase-
covariant Gaussian channel Eτ,ν is less insightful since the
minimum of the infidelity can occur in either the sub- or
supercritical regimes depending on the values of τ and
ν; therefore it is easier to simply use a simple numerical
optimization to find the minimum as stated in the main
text.

Appendix C: Non-ideal error correction after
Clifford Gates

In this appendix, we extend the approximate analyt-
ical Clifford gate fidelity Eq. (17) to incorporate the ef-
fects of approximate codestates in the QEC circuit. More
precisely, in the ∆ → 0 limit, we wish to derive the ex-
pression for the average gate infidelity

1− F̄A,P,∆ ≈ 2naeff

2n + 1
erfc

(
deff/(2

√
2∆)

)
, (23)

where aeff and deff are the effective degeneracy and dis-
tance of a modified patch P ′. To do this, we will first
use the twirling approximation to derive our noise model

for quantum error correction with approximate code-
words Eq. (20). Then, we will derive Eq. (23), including a
description of how to obtain the effective distance and de-
generacy assuming the patch P ′ is chosen to be optimal.
We conclude with a few interesting observations: first, to
explain why in the hexagonal code one should perform a
H̄ gate before each round of QEC; second, a description
of how the square C̄Y Y gate is related to the D4 lattice;
and third, a brief commentary on how performing single-
qubit gates after a square C̄ZZ gate improves the effective
distance.

We begin by describing our model for QEC with ap-
proximate codestates. We are motivated by the passive
teleportation QEC circuit [50], shown for the square GKP
code in Fig. 14. This circuit uses two ancillary modes
each of which is initialized in the GKP qunaught state

|∅̄⟩sq ∝
∑
s∈Z

|
√
2πs⟩q . (C1)

Note that the qunaught state is the unique simultaneous
+1-eigenstate of the operators T (

√
2π, 0) and T (0,

√
2π).

Then, two 50-50 beamsplitter gates are applied, which
we define as

Ubs = eiπ(p1q2−q1p2)/4, Sbs =
1√
2

1 −1 0 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 1 −1
0 0 1 1

 .
(C2)

Finally, the first and second modes are read-out using a
homodyne measurement of the first and second modes.

The overall effect of the circuit in Fig. 14 can be de-
scribed by the measurement operators

M(qm, pm) = ΠGKP,sqT
(√

2qm,
√
2pm

)†
, (C3)

where ΠGKP,sq is the projector onto the square GKP
codespace. Importantly,

√
2qm (respectively,

√
2pm) re-

veals the position (momentum) eigenvalues of the input
state modulo

√
π. Conveniently, the state is projected

into an ideal GKP codestate automatically, but a logical
operator may have been applied due to the displacement
operator. Therefore, the vector

√
2[qm, pm]T must be de-

coded using a patch P to determine the most likely Pauli
error that was applied. Subsequently, the logical correc-
tion can either be applied physically or in software by
updating the Pauli frame of the state.

It is straightforward to generalize the square error cor-
rection circuit to a general circuit by introducing the
Gaussian unitary operator UL, which transforms a square
GKP codestate into a general one with lattice L. In par-
ticular, UL is the unitary operator corresponding to the
symplectic matrix ML = [α,β]/

√
π. A general GKP

code can then be decoded by first transforming it to a
square GKP code with U†

L, then performing the circuit
in Fig. 14, and then transforming back to the general
GKP code with UL.
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FIG. 13. Comparison between the theoretical estimated average gate fidelity from Eqs. (B49), (B51) and (B53) and the
numerically calculated average gate fidelity from Fig. 6(a) of Ref. [24]. (a) Estimated and numerical average gate infidelity
1− F̄ of the logical noise map corresponding to the envelope operator followed by dephasing for the single-mode square GKP
code, with no additional Gaussian noise (i.e. σg = ∆/

√
2). The critical infidelity estimates are plotted as black circles. (b)

Relative error |1−num/est| between the estimated average gate infidelity (est) and the numerical average gate infidelity (num),
for the same logical noise map. Values are only plotted when the numerical average gate infidelity is above 10−7 to avoid effects
due to numerical inaccuracy. The critical infidelity estimates are plotted as independent data points.

FIG. 14. Square GKP passive teleportation error-correction
circuit. The GKP qunaught state and the 50-50 beamsplitter
gates used in the circuit are defined in Eqs. (C1) and (C2)
respectively. The arrows adjacent to the beamsplitter symbols
are there simply to indicate which of the modes picks up the
minus sign in Eq. (C2).

In Fig. 15, we show how the general GKP error-
correction circuit can be rewritten solely in terms of pas-
sive linear elements (i.e. beamsplitters and single-mode
rotations). In particular, we use the fact that for any
Gaussian unitary U , we have

(U ⊗ U)Ubs = Ubs(U ⊗ U), (C4)

which can be shown easily using the symplectic matrix
Sbs in Eq. (C2). The result is the circuit in Fig. 15(c),
which uses general GKP qunaught states, 50-50 beam-
splitters, and logical quadrature measurements. In par-
ticular, the general GKP qunaught state is defined as
|∅̄⟩ = UL |∅̄⟩sq and is the unique simultaneous +1-
eigenstate of the operators T (

√
2α) and T (

√
2β).

Now that we have an ideal circuit that describes the er-
ror correction cycle in Fig. 15(c), we can derive the model
of approximate error-correction Eq. (20) by replacing the
ideal qunaught states with approximate ones. In Fig. 16
we show how this can be approximated as an ideal circuit
preceded and followed by a Gaussian random displace-

ment (GRD) channel, defined as

G(Σ)(ρ)

=
1√
detΣ

¨
d2v

(2π)n
e−vTΣ−1v/2 T (v)ρT (v)† (21)

for a covariance matrix Σ that we now derive.
We derive the following similar methods to Ref. [51].

First going from Fig. 16(a) to (b), we apply the twirling
approximation to the envelope operator e−∆2a†a by tak-
ing only the diagonal elements of its characteristic func-
tion, as done in Appendix B 4. More precisely, we re-
place the envelope operator on each mode with the GRD
channel G(tanh(∆2/2)I). One particularly useful prop-
erty of Gaussian random displacement channels is that,
for a Gaussian unitary U with symplectic representation
S(U), we have

J [U ] ◦ G(Σ) ◦ J [U†] = G
(
S(U)ΣS(U)T

)
. (C5)

We can use Eq. (C5) to proceed from Fig. 16(b) to (d),
first applying it to the beamsplitter Eq. (C2) and then to
the general GKP encoding Gaussian unitary UL. Note
that in Fig. 16 we have also rewritten the q and p mea-
surements as a displacement T (µ) (that depends on the
measurement outcome) followed by a projection onto the
0-position and momentum eigenstates. While such a re-
arrangement does not make physical sense, mathemati-
cally it is convenient since the resulting two-mode projec-
tion is a projection onto the maximally entangled state

|ME⟩ =
∑
n∈Z

|n⟩ |n⟩ , (C6)

written in the Fock basis. This maximally entangled
state has the property that for any bosonic operator O,
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FIG. 15. Teleportation QEC Circuit for a general GKP code with logical lattice L. (a) A general GKP code can be decoded
by unitarily transforming to a square GKP code via U†

L, then performing the square teleportation QEC circuit Fig. 14, and
then transforming back to the general code with UL. (b) and (c), rearrangements of the circuit using the identities described
in the main text.

O⊗ I |ME⟩ = I⊗OT |ME⟩, where the transpose is with
respect to the Fock space representation of O. In par-
ticular, we have qT = q, pT = −p, and T (v1, v2)

T =
T (−v1, v2). As such, it is straightforward to show from
Eq. (21) that(
I⊗G(Σ)

)
(|ME⟩⟨ME|) =

(
G(P1ΣP1)⊗I

)
(|ME⟩⟨ME|),

(C7)
where P1 = diag(−1, 1) is a reflection in the y-axis,
and I = J [I] is the identity superoperator. Applying
Eq. (C7) leads us to Fig. 16(e), from which panel (f) fol-
lows by commuting the Gaussian random displacement
channel through the displacement and remaining Gaus-
sian unitary U†

L via Eq. (C5).
The result is that the approximate error-correction cir-

cuit Fig. 16(a) can be written approximately as an ideal
error-correction circuit preceded by a Gaussian random
displacement channel with covariance matrix

ΣQEC = tanh(∆2/2)MLP1M
−1
L M−T

L P1M
T
L , (22)

and followed by a Gaussian random displacement chan-
nel with covariance tanh(∆2/2)I. Note that the form
of ΣQEC is specific to the teleportation-based model of
QEC that we consider, and would be different for Steane
error-correction circuits.

In rectangular GKP codes, ΣQEC = tanh(∆2/2)I since
the matrix ML is diagonal and commutes with P1. How-
ever, in general these matrices do not commute, lead-
ing to an asymmetric distribution of errors due to error
correction. This is a problem for the hexagonal GKP
code, which has three equal-length stabilizer generators,
only two of which are measured. As a result, ΣQEC is
asymmetric and therefore does not reflect the hexagonal
symmetry of the code. We will show how to solve this
problem using logical gates soon.

Since our model of approximate QEC is now an ideal
QEC round preceded and followed by a Gaussian random
displacement channel, we can incorporate approximate
QEC into our existing logical channel definitions with
the addition of the channel G(ΣQEC). In particular, we
have

EU,P,∆ = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [ŪR∆], (20)

as described in the main text. Note that since we are not
interested in the state of the system after the round of
error correction, we discard the second Gaussian random
displacement channel in Fig. 16(f).

Now, we wish to approximate the average gate fidelity
F̄A,P,∆ for a Clifford gate A. Ultimately, we wish to
derive Eq. (23), and explain how to obtain the effective
deff. Our strategy will be to rewrite this fidelity in the
language of Section V and Appendix B by considering the
average gate fidelity F̄ (NL, I) of a logical noise channel

NL = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ N ◦ J [R]. (24)

To do this, first recall the definition of the average gate
fidelity

F̄ (E , U) =

ˆ
dψ ⟨ψ|U†E(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)U |ψ⟩ . (16)

By performing a change of variables |ϕ⟩ = U |ψ⟩ we see
that F̄ (E , U) = F̄ (E◦J [U†], I). Applying this to Eq. (20)
gives

F̄A,P,∆ = F̄
(
J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [ĀR∆A

†], I
)

(C8a)

∝ F̄
(
J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ G(ΣQEC)

◦ J [Āe−∆2a†aĀ†R], I
)
, (C8b)

where to go from Eq. (C8a) to Eq. (C8b) we have used
R∆ ∝ e−∆2a†aR,2 along with Eq. (A2). Therefore, we
have

F̄A,P,∆ = F̄ (NL, I) (C9)

with the logical noise channel NL given by Eq. (24) and

N = G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [Āe−∆2a†aĀ†]. (C10)

2 Here we briefly note that in the main text and for our numerics,
this equation is not strictly true. This is because we orthogonal-
ize the codestates after applying the envelope operator. However,
in the context of approximate analytical formulae, these issues
are negligible since we are in the regime of small ∆.
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FIG. 16. Teleportation QEC circuit with approximate codewords. (a) The ideal teleportation QEC circuit Fig. 15(c) with
the ideal codestates replaced with approximate ones. As described in the main text, we can apply the twirling approximation
and use circuit identities to rewrite circuit (a) as circuit (f), which consists of an ideal teleportation QEC circuit preceded and
followed by Gaussian random displacement channels.

Under the assumption that ∆ is small, we can apply
the twirling approximation to the envelope operator in
Eq. (C10), allowing us to write N approximately as a
Gaussian random displacement channel:

N = G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [Āe−∆2a†aĀ†] (C11a)

≈ G(ΣQEC) ◦ J [Ā] ◦ G
(
tanh(∆2/2)

)
◦ J [Ā†] (C11b)

= G(ΣQEC) ◦ G
(
tanh(∆2/2)S(Ā)S(Ā)−1

)
(C11c)

= G(Σ), (C11d)

with

Σ = tanh(∆2/2)
(
MLP1M

−1
L M−T

L P1M
T
L + S(Ā)S(Ā)T

)
.

(C12)
Intuitively, Eq. (C12) contains contributions both from
errors that occur before the logical gate (second term),
and from errors that occur after the logical gate due to
approximate error correction (first term).

Now, we can apply the methods of Appendix B to ap-
proximate the average gate fidelity F̄ (NL, I). Specifi-
cally, since N is a Gaussian random displacement chan-
nel, its characteristic function is simply

c(u,v) =
e−vTΣ−1v/2

(2π)n
√
detΣ

δ2n(u− v). (C13)

Therefore, applying Eq. (B22) gives the entanglement in-
fidelity as

1− Fe ≈
1√
detΣ

ˆ
R2n\P

d2nv

(2π)n
e−vTΣ−1v/2. (C14)

At this point, we define Σ = 2 tanh(∆2/2)Σ0 and σ2 =
2 tanh(∆2/2) ≈ ∆2. This definition is chosen such that
Σ0 = I for the identity gate in the square GKP code.
Now, Σ0 is a positive definite matrix, so we can always
write Σ0 = BBT for some matrix B. Performing the
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change of variables v 7→ Bv gives

1− Fe ≈ σ−2n

ˆ
R2n\B−1P

d2nv

(2π)n
e−|v|2/2σ2

(C15a)

<
1

2

∑
i

erfc
(
di/(2

√
2σ)

)
(C15b)

≈ aeff erfc
(
deff/(2

√
2σ)

)
, (C15c)

where {di} is the set of local distances as described in
Appendix B 3, while deff and aeff are the distance and
degeneracy of the deformed patch B−1P (respectively).
From now on we will refer to these as the “effective” dis-
tance and degeneracy, which reflect how the distance and
degeneracy of the patch are altered due to approximate
error-correction. Note that the deformed patch B−1P is
a primitive cell of the deformed lattice B−1L, which is
in general not equal to L. To write Eq. (C15c) in the
form of Eq. (23) we simply apply Eq. (B2) to write the
entanglement fidelity as an average gate fidelity, and use
σ =

√
2 tanh(∆2/2) ≈ ∆.

In the case where P is optimally chosen, it is straight-
forward to calculate the effective distance. In particular,
the optimal choice of P is such that B−1P is the Voronoi
cell VB−1L of the deformed lattice B−1L. In this case,
the effective distance is simply the length of the short-
est vector in B−1L, while the effective degeneracy is half
the number of such shortest vectors in the lattice. This
can also be done by calculating the shortest vector in
the original lattice L under the metric B−TB−1 = Σ−1

0 ,
which avoids needing to explicitly calculate the matrix
B.

We summarize the distance and degeneracies of vari-
ous patches in the ideal QEC case in Table III and in the
approximate QEC case in Table IV, which are more de-
tailed versions of Tables I and II given in the main text.
In particular, note that in Table III, the distances and de-
generacies represent the performance of the naïve patch,
and the distance and degeneracy can be improved to be
that of the identity gate by modifying the patch accord-
ing to Eq. (19). In contrast, in Table IV, the patch has al-
ready been modified and therefore the effective distances
and degeneracies represent the optimal performance of
the code against the gate. For more discussion, see the
main text.

It is worth briefly reiterating the discussion at the
end of Appendix B 3, in particular, that sometimes
Eq. (C15c) is not a good approximation of Eq. (C15b)
for too large σ. This occurs when the distance deff is
not much shorter than the next shortest local distance in
the set {di}. Therefore when giving our rough estimates
here and in the main text, we use Eq. (C15c), where the
set {di} can be found by calculating the set of Voronoi-
relevant vectors of the lattice with the algorithms given
in Ref. [47].

Next, we explain why performing a logical Hadamard
gate H̄ outperforms the identity gate Ī in the hexagonal
GKP code. Intuitively, this is because the asymmetric
spreading of the noise due to error correction in Eq. (22)

is canceled out by the action of H̄. In fact, this H̄ can-
cellation occurs in any GKP code for which |α| = |β| as
we now show. When Ā = H̄, we have

Σ0 =
(
MLP1M

−1
L M−T

L P1M
T
L + S(H̄)S(H̄)T

)
/2

(C16a)

=ML
(
P1M

−1
L M−T

L P1

+ S(H̄sq)M
−1
L M−T

L S(H̄sq)
T
)
MT

L /2 (C16b)

with S(H̄sq) given in Eq. (10a). Using ML = [α,β]/
√
π

we can directly calculate

P1M
−1
L M−T

L P1 =
1

π

[
|β|2 α · β
α · β |α|2

]
, (C17a)

S(H̄sq)M
−1
L M−T

L S(H̄sq)
T =

1

π

[
|α|2 α · β
α · β |β|2

]
, (C17b)

and therefore Eqs. (C17a) and (C17b) are equal if |α| =
|β|. In this case, we therefore have

Σ0 = S(H̄)S(H̄)T , B = S(H̄). (C18)

Importantly, the transformation matrix B corresponds
to an ideal Clifford gate S(H̄), so the transformation
leaves the lattice invariant, B−1L = L. After the trans-
formation, the noise is symmetrically distributed with
variance σ =

√
2 tanh(∆2/2), and the effective distance

deff and degeneracy aeff are the same as those of the origi-
nal lattice L. In the hexagonal code the H̄ gate therefore
achieves the optimal performance, since the hexagonal
lattice is the densest sphere-packing in 2D (see Figs. 17
and 18).

Intriguingly, the rotational symmetry of the hexagonal
code means that the logical Hadamard H̄ gate is not the
only gate with ideal performance. To be precise, the ro-
tations H̄hexS̄

†
hex = eiπa

†a/3 and S̄hexH̄
†
hex = e−iπa†a/3,

when acting on codestates with a symmetric noise dis-
tribution, cannot spread any errors. As such, the gates
H̄hexe

iπa†a/3 = S̄†
hex and H̄hexe

−iπa†a/3 = H̄hexS̄hexH̄
†
hex

also achieve the optimal average gate fidelity, alongside
the logical H̄hex gate. This is not true for, for example,
the S̄hex gate, as shown in Table IV. Nevertheless, the
gates S† and H generate the single-qubit Clifford group,
and it is straightforward to show that any single-qubit
Clifford gate can be implemented up to Pauli gates in no
more than two rounds of QEC, without compromising
the performance of the hexagonal GKP code.

Next, we comment on the surprising observation that
the effective distance of the C̄Y Y gate is the same as that
of the identity gate Ī for the square GKP code. First, we
calculate the matrix Σ0, which in this case is simply

Σ0 =
(
I + S(C̄Y Y )S(C̄Y Y )

T
)
/2 =

2 1 1 0
1 2 0 1
1 0 2 −1
0 1 −1 2

 .
(C19)
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FIG. 17. Visual representation of the optimal patch and
effective distance of the Īhex gate when approximate error-
correction is considered. (a) An approximate GKP state,
represented (using the twirling approximation) as an ideal
state that has incurred Gaussian random displacement er-
ror with standard deviation ∼∆/

√
2. (b) is the same as (a)

since Īhex does nothing. (c) G(ΣQEC) is applied to incorpo-
rate the effects of approximate error correction. The optimal
correction patch (dashed) can be found by performing a (non-
orthogonal) transformation B−1 that reshapes the Gaussian
noise to be symmetrical with standard deviation ∼∆. (d) The
optimal patch is the Voronoi cell of the transformed lattice,
VB−1L.

We are interested in the properties of the lattice
B−1Llog =

√
πB−1Z4, where B−1 is any matrix that

satisfies BBT = Σ0. One such matrix is given by

B =
1√
2

 1 −1 −1 −1
1 1 −1 −1
−1 −1 −1 −1
1 1 1 −1

 . (C20)

Now consider the D4 lattice, which is generated by the
vectors (1, 1, 0, 0), (1,−1, 0, 0), (0, 1,−1, 0), (0, 0, 1,−1).
Scaled in this standard way, the shortest vector in D4

has length
√
2, and there are 24 vectors in D4 with

length
√
2. Rescaling by this

√
2 and performing a

change of basis, we can write the D4 lattice as

D4/
√
2 = B−1Z4, (C21)

where B is precisely the same matrix as in Eq. (C20).
Therefore we can conclude that B−1Llog is proportional
to theD4 lattice, which is known to be the densest lattice-
packing in 4D.

Finally, we comment that in the square GKP code, the
effective distance of the C̄ZZ and C̄ZY gate can be im-
proved by applying a single-qubit gate S̄H̄ to each mode

FIG. 18. Visual representation of the optimal patch and ef-
fective distance of the H̄hex gate when approximate error-
correction is considered. The panels (a) to (d) represent the
same information as in Figs. 6 and 17. In this case, the noise
added by G(ΣQEC) has the same shape as the noise after it
is spread by H̄hex, and that therefore, B can be chosen to be
S(H̄hex). As a result the transformed lattice B−1L in (d) is
equal to the original hexagonal lattice L.

immediately following the generalized controlled gate. In
both cases, the effective distance of the combined gates is
0.966

√
π, which is greater than the distances of 0.894

√
π

and 0.816
√
π for the CZZ and CZY gates respectively.

However, the advantages are only felt for somewhat small
values of ∆ because the increase in deff comes with an in-
crease in aeff. Indeed, the cross-over point only occurs
at 12.2 dB for the CZZ gate and 9.77 dB for the CZY

gate. We leave the consequences of these observations to
future work.

Appendix D: Characteristic Function of Ideal Pauli
Operators

In this appendix, we derive the characteristic function
of the ideal logical Pauli operators of a single-mode GKP
qubit code. The resulting expression provides a useful
way of performing the SSSD partial trace in Fock basis
simulations that may be of independent interest.

First, recall that the displacement operators T (v) form
an orthogonal operator basis of H and therefore arbitrary
operators can be written

O =

¨
dv1 dv2
2π

χO(v1, v2)T (v1, v2)
†, (D1)

where χO(v1, v2) = tr
(
OT (v1, v2)

)
is the characteristic
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TABLE III. Extension of Table I: Ideal Clifford gate patches
without taking into account the modification of the patch.
With such a modification the effective degeneracy and dis-
tances are all equal to those of the identity gate.

Code Square Hexagonal
Gate a d/

√
π a d/

√
π

Ī 2 1 3
√

2/
√
3 ≈ 1.075

H̄ 2 1 2
√

2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

S̄ 1 1/
√
2 ≈ 0.707 2

√
2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

S̄2 1 1/
√
5 ≈ 0.447 1

√
2
√
3/19 ≈ 0.427

S̄4 1 1/
√
17 ≈ 0.243 1

√
2
√
3/67 ≈ 0.227

Ī ⊗ Ī 4 1 6
√

2/
√
3 ≈ 1.075

H̄ ⊗ H̄ 4 1 4
√

2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

C̄ZZ 2 1/
√
2 ≈ 0.707 2

√
2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

C̄ZY 1 1/
√
3 ≈ 0.577 2

√
2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

C̄Y Y 4 1/
√
3 ≈ 0.577 2

√
2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

function of the operator O. We define the stabilizer lat-
tice Lstab and the logical lattice Llog as

Lstab = {2(n1α+ n2β) | n1, n2 ∈ Z}, (D2a)
Llog = {n1α+ n2β | n1, n2 ∈ Z} = Lstab/2. (D2b)

These lattices are defined such that T (v) is a stabilizer
whenever v ∈ Lstab, and a (possibly trivial) logical Pauli
operator whenever v ∈ Llog. In the language of lattice
theory, the stabilizer lattice (divided by a factor of

√
2π)

is a symplectically integral lattice, and the logical lattice
(divided by

√
2π) is the symplectic dual of the stabilizer

lattice (divided by
√
2π).

As discussed in Appendix B 1, α,β and a decod-
ing patch P together uniquely specify a GKP SSSD of
H ∼= L ⊗ S into a logical (L) and stabilizer (S) subsys-
tem, for more details see Ref. [24]. One motivation for
considering the SSSD is because the partial trace over
the stabilizer subsystem trS is equivalent to performing
a round of ideal error correction and decoding over the
patch P, and “forgetting” the stabilizer measurement out-
comes obtained during the error correction.

It is worth noting that the logical Pauli operators
X̄ = T (α), Ȳ = T (α + β), Z̄ = T (β) are not Hermi-
tian operators and therefore have complex eigenvalues.
However, when performing a logical Pauli measurement,
the result ought to be ±1 in keeping with the eigenvalues
of a qubit Pauli operator. To resolve this discrepancy we
introduce the logical Pauli measurement operators, which

TABLE IV. Extension of Table II: Clifford gate patches tak-
ing into account approximate error correction. For notational
brevity, we have written R = SH.

Code Square Hexagonal
Gate aeff deff/

√
π aeff deff/

√
π

Ī 2 1 2
√√

3/2 ≈ 0.931

H̄ 2 1 3
√

2/
√
3 ≈ 1.075

S̄ 1 2/
√
5 ≈ 0.894 1

√
2
√
3/7 ≈ 0.703

S̄2 1 1/
√
2 ≈ 0.707 1 1/

√
2
√
3 ≈ 0.537

S̄4 1 1/
√
5 ≈ 0.447 1

√√
3/14 ≈ 0.352

S̄† 1 2/
√
5 ≈ 0.894 3

√
2/

√
3 ≈ 1.075

S̄†2 1 1/
√
2 ≈ 0.707 2

√√
3/2 ≈ 0.931

S̄†4 1 1/
√
5 ≈ 0.447 1 1/

√
2
√
3 ≈ 0.537

Ī ⊗ Ī 4 1 4
√√

3/2 ≈ 0.931

H̄ ⊗ H̄ 4 1 6
√

2/
√
3 ≈ 1.075

C̄ZZ 2 2/
√
5 ≈ 0.894 2

√
10/(7

√
3)≈0.908

C̄ZY 1
√

2/3 ≈ 0.816 1
√
12

√
3/31≈0.819

C̄Y Y 12 1 4
√

3
√
3/7 ≈ 0.862

(H̄⊗H̄)C̄ZZ 2 2/
√
5 ≈ 0.894 2

√√
3/2 ≈ 0.931

(H̄⊗H̄)C̄ZY 1
√

2/3 ≈ 0.816 2
√√

3/2 ≈ 0.931

(H̄⊗H̄)C̄Y Y 12 1 2
√√

3/2 ≈ 0.931

(R̄⊗R̄)C̄ZZ 4
√
14/15≈0.966 4

√
3
√
3/7 ≈ 0.862

(R̄⊗R̄)C̄ZY 4
√
14/15≈0.966 1

√
12

√
3/31≈0.819

(R̄⊗R̄)C̄Y Y 4
√
14/15≈0.966 2

√
10/(7

√
3)≈0.908

we define in terms of the subsystem decomposition as

Xm = X ⊗ I, Ym = Y ⊗ I, Zm = Z ⊗ I. (D3)

These operators are both Hermitian and unitary; more-
over, they correspond to performing a round of ideal error
correction followed by a logical Pauli measurement using
X̄, Ȳ or Z̄ (which have eigenvalues ±1 on the ideal GKP
codespace). One reason for studying these logical Pauli
measurement operators is that they can be used to obtain
the partial trace over the stabilizer subsystem via

trS(ρ) =
1

2

(
Itr(ρ)+Xtr(ρXm)+Y tr(ρYm)+Ztr(ρZm)

)
.

(D4)
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An equivalent characterization of the logical Pauli
measurement operator Pm is by its action on displaced
ideal GKP codestates T (k) |±̄P ⟩, where the qubit state
|±P ⟩ is a ±1 eigenvalue of the Pauli operator P . If
k ∈ P, then the logical state of T (k) |±̄P ⟩ in the sub-
system decomposition is |±P ⟩, and therefore we have
PmT (k) |±̄P ⟩ = ±T (k) |±̄P ⟩ = T (k)P̄ |±̄P ⟩, where P̄ is a
logical Pauli operator (i.e. a displacement). Indeed, since
the states T (k) |±̄P ⟩ form an orthogonal basis for k ∈ P,
± ∈ {+,−} and fixed P , we can write

Pm = N
∑
±

ˆ
P
d2kT (k)P̄ |±̄P ⟩⟨±̄P |T (k)†, (D5)

where the constant N is included to account for the fact
that the displaced codestates are not normalized.

Next, note that
∑

± |±̄P ⟩⟨±̄P | is the projector onto the
ideal GKP codespace, ΠGKP, and can be written in terms
of displacement operators as

ΠGKP =
∑

s∈Lstab

T (s), (D6)

since every state in the codespace is a +1 eigenstate of
every stabilizer. Substituting Eq. (D6) into Eq. (D5)
gives

Pm = N
∑

s∈Lstab

(ˆ
P
d2k e−iω(k,s+ℓP )

)
T (ℓP )T (s), (D7)

where we’ve written ℓX,Y,Z = α,α+ β,β, respectively.
We can evaluate the constant N using the unitarity of

Pm. Indeed from Eq. (D5) we have

PmP
†
m = N2

∑
s,s′∈Lstab

T (s′)

×
¨

P
d2k d2k′ eiω(s+ℓP ,k−k′)eiω(s′,k′+ℓP ), (D8)

where we have also used T (s)T (s′) = T (s+ s′) for s, s′ ∈
Lstab. Next, we can evaluate the sum over s for k,k′ ∈ P
using the Poisson summation formula:∑
s∈Lstab

eiω(s,k−k′)

=
∑

n1,n2∈Z
e2iω(α,k−k′)n1+2iω(β,k−k′)n2 (D9a)

=
∑

m1,m2∈Z
δ
(
ω(α,k−k′)/π+m1

)
δ
(
ω(β,k−k′)/π+m2

)
(D9b)

=
∑

m1,m2∈Z
δ2
(
1

π

[
αT

βT

][
0 1
−1 0

]
(k− k′ +m1β −m2α)

)
(D9c)

= π
∑

ℓ∈Llog

δ2(k− k′ + ℓ) (D9d)

= πδ2(k− k′). (D9e)

From Eq. (D9a) to Eq. (D9b) we have used the Poisson
summation formula, and Eq. (D9c) is simply a rearrange-
ment of Eq. (D9b) using

ω(v,w) = vT

[
0 1
−1 0

]
w, (D10)

and ω(α,β) = π. To arrive at Eq. (D9d) we use the
property of Dirac delta functions that

δn(Mv) =
1

|detM |δ
n(v). (D11)

In our case we have

detM = det

(
1

π

[
αT

βT

][
0 1
−1 0

])
=

1

π
, (D12)

giving Eq. (D9d). Finally, Eq. (D9e) is obtained by using
the fact that k,k′ ∈ P and P is a primitive cell of the
logical lattice Llog. Applying Eq. (D9) to Eq. (D8) gives

PmP
†
m = πN2

∑
s′∈Lstab

(ˆ
P
d2k eiω(s′,k)

)
eiω(s′,ℓP )T (s′).

(D13)
The integral over k ∈ P can be evaluated by first not-
ing that since ω(ℓ, s) is a multiple of 2π for any vec-
tor ℓ ∈ Llog, adding a logical vector ℓ to k does not
change the integrand. Using this logic, this means that
the integrand does not depend on the primitive cell P
of the lattice Llog that defines the region of integration3

– and we can choose P to be the most convenient for
our present calculation. Writing k = kαα + kββ and
s′ = 2s′αα+ 2s′ββ for s′α, s′β ∈ Z, we therefore have

ˆ
P
d2k eiω(s′,k) = π

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

dkα

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

dkβ e
iω(2s′αα+2s′ββ,kαα+kββ)

(D14a)

= π

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

dkα e
−2iπkαs′β

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

dkβ e
2iπkβs

′
α

(D14b)
= πδs′α,0δs′β ,0 = πδs′,0. (D14c)

Substituting into Eq. (D13) finally gives

PmP
†
m = π2N2T (0) = I ⇒ N = 1/π. (D15)

We can finally write our result in full:

Pm =
∑

s∈Lstab

(ˆ
P

d2k

π
e−iω(k,s+ℓP )

)
T (ℓP )T (s),

(D16)
where ℓX,Y,Z = α,α+ β,β respectively.

3 One can also see this by considering the cell transformations
described in Sec V.A. of Ref. [24].
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It can be shown directly that Pm = P †
m and Ym =

iXmZm, as initially desired. Note also that Eq. (D16)
takes the form of Eq. (D1) and therefore can be used to
find the characteristic function of Pm:

χPm
(v) = 2

∑
s∈Lstab

(ˆ
P
d2k eiω(k,s+ℓP )

)
× eiω(ℓP ,s)/2 δ2

(
v − (s+ ℓP )

)
. (D17)

However, the main use of Eq. (D16) is to perform the
partial trace trS numerically. Indeed, from Eq. (D4),
one can calculate the partial trace of the state ρ simply
from the expectation values tr(ρPm). If one is evaluating
the partial trace of an individual state ρ, then it is most
convenient to evaluate

tr(ρPm) =
∑

s∈Lstab

(ˆ
P

d2k

π
e−iω(k,s+ℓP )

)
× e−iω(ℓP ,s)/2χρ(ℓP + s), (D18)

where χρ(v) is the characteristic function of ρ. Alterna-
tively, if the calculations are being conducted on multiple
states, then it is more convenient to obtain the operators
Eq. (D16) themselves. For numerical Fock basis sim-
ulations, this can be done by truncating the sum over
Lstab, using a Fock basis representation of the displace-
ment operators T (v), and evaluating the integrals over
P numerically if necessary.

If the GKP code is rectangular, i.e. α = (
√
πa, 0),

β = (0,
√
π/a) and P =

(
−√

πa/2,
√
πa/2

]
×(

−√
π/(2a),

√
π/(2a)

]
for some a > 0, the integrals over

P can be evaluated analytically. In particular, we have
ˆ π/2

−π/2

dx e−2ixn = πδn,0,

ˆ π/2

−π/2

dx e−ix(2n+1) =
(−1)n

n+ 1/2
,

(D19)

for n ∈ Z. Applying this to Eq. (D16) gives

Xm =
1

π

∑
n∈Z

(−1)n

n+ 1
2

T
(
(2n+ 1)α

)
, (D20a)

Ym =
1

π2

∑
m,n∈Z

T
(
(2m+ 1)α+ (2n+ 1)β

)
(m+ 1

2 )(n+ 1
2 )

, (D20b)

Zm =
1

π

∑
n∈Z

(−1)n

n+ 1
2

T
(
(2n+ 1)β

)
. (D20c)

Note that one could also use Ym = iXmZm instead of
Eq. (D20b), although this is less numerically stable for
simulations with truncated Fock space dimension.

One can also evaluate the integrals analytically for the
hexagonal GKP code defined by

αhex =
√
π

(
4
√
3√
2
,− 1√

2 4
√
3

)
, βhex =

√
π

(
0,

√
2

4
√
3

)
,

(6)

and with a hexagonal patch P given by the Voronoi cell
of the logical lattice. Using Mathematica to evaluate the
integrals we obtain

Xm =
3

π2

∑
m,n∈Z

f(m,n)T
(
(2m+ 1)α+ 2nβ

)
, (D21a)

Ym =
3

π2

∑
m,n∈Z

f(n, n−m)T
(
(2m+ 1)α+ (2n+ 1)β

)
,

(D21b)

Zm =
3

π2

∑
m,n∈Z

f(n,m)T
(
2mα+ (2n+ 1)β

)
, (D21c)

f(m,n) =
(−1)m cos

(
π
3 (m+ n− 1)

)
(m+ n+ 1

2 )(m− 2n+ 1
2 )
, (D21d)

although in practice one only needs to calculateXm using
this method since we have Ym = eiπa

†a/3Xme
−iπa†a/3 and

Zm = e−iπa†a/3Xme
iπa†a/3 in the hexagonal code.

Both Equations (D20) and (D21) have recently been
applied to characterize GKP state preparation in exper-
iment [52] and a novel theoretical scheme [29], demon-
strating that these expressions are practical and conve-
nient to implement.

Appendix E: Derivation of Measurement Error
Estimate

In this appendix, we derive the approximate expression
of the measurement error

Merror ≈ erfc

(
1

2
α1

(
∆2 +

1− η

η

)−1/2
)

(41)

of a GKP logical Pauli Z measurement using a binned
measurement with bin size b and homodyne measurement
efficiency η. We consider any GKP code that is defined
by the vectors α = [α1, α2]

T and β = [0, π/α1]
T , which is

rotated such that a logical measurement of Z̄ = eiπq/α1

can be done with a binned position measurement with
b ≈ α1.

To show Eq. (41), we make the approximation
P (0|1) ≈ P (1|0) (which is valid in the ∆ → 0 limit).
As such, we have Merror ≈ P (1|0), the probability of ob-
taining a −1 logical Z measurement outcome given an
initial state |0̄∆⟩. Now, the position wavefunction of the
approximate codestate |0̄∆⟩ is given exactly by

q⟨x|0̄∆⟩ = N0

∑
s∈Z

e2is
2α1α2e−

1
2 (2sα1)

2tanh(∆2)

× e−
1
2 coth(∆

2)[x−2sα1sech(∆
2)]2 . (40)

Recall that a position measurement with efficiency η is
described by the POVM elements

Wη(X) = Nη

ˆ
dx |x⟩q⟨x| exp

(
− η

1− η
(x−X)2

)
, (38)
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whereX ∈ R is the recorded outcome of the measurement
and Nη =

√
η/(π(1− η)) is a normalisation constant

such that
´
dX Wη(X) = I. From Eqs. (38) and (40) we

can write down the probability of recording a −1 mea-
surement outcome given an initial state |0̄∆⟩ as

P (1|0) =
∑
t∈Z

ˆ (2t+ 3
2 )b

(2t+ 1
2 )b

dX tr
(
Wη(X) |0̄∆⟩⟨0̄∆|

)
(39)

= Nη

∑
t∈Z

ˆ (2t+ 3
2 )b

(2t+ 1
2 )b

dX

ˆ
R
dx e−

η
1−η (x−X)2

∣∣
q⟨x|0̄∆⟩

∣∣2.
(E1)

Next, we approximate the modulus squared of the
wavefunction Eq. (40) as∣∣

q⟨x|0̄∆⟩
∣∣2 ≈ N 2

0

∑
s∈Z

e−(2sα1)
2tanh(∆2)

× e−coth(∆2)[x−2sα1sech(∆
2)]2 , (E2)

which assumes the cross-terms originating from squaring
the sum over s in Eq. (40) are negligible. We approximate
the normalisation constant in Eq. (40), N0, using

1 =

ˆ
R
dx

∣∣
q⟨x|0̄∆⟩

∣∣2
≈ N 2

0

∑
s∈Z

e−(2sα1)
2tanh(∆2)

(
πtanh(∆2)

)1/2 (E3)

⇒ N 2
0 ≈

(√
πtanh(∆2)

∑
s∈Z

e−(2sα1)
2tanh(∆2)

)−1

. (E4)

One could approximate the sum in Eq. (E4) to directly
estimate N0, but we will not need to do this for our
calculations.

Substituting Eq. (E2) into Eq. (E1) and integrating
over x gives

P (1|0) ≈ N ′
η,∆

∑
s∈Z

Ise
−(2sα1)

2tanh(∆2), (E5)

where we’ve defined

Is =
∑
t∈Z

ˆ (2t+ 3
2 )b

(2t+ 1
2 )b

dX e−(X−2sα1sech(∆
2))

2
/(2σ2

η,∆),

(E6a)

N ′
η,∆ = N 2

0

(
1 +

1− η

η
coth(∆2)

)−1/2

, (E6b)

ση,∆ =
1√
2

(
tanh(∆2) +

1− η

η

)1/2

. (E6c)

Now, Is can be approximated by setting b = α1 and
sech(∆2) ≈ 1 (valid when ∆ is small), giving

Is ≈
∑
t∈Z

ˆ (2t+ 3
2 )α1

(2t+ 1
2 )α1

dX e−(X−2sα1)
2/(2σ2

η,∆). (E7)

Substituting X ′ = X − 2sα1 and t′ = t− s gives

Is ≈
∑
t′∈Z

ˆ (2t′+ 3
2 )α1

(2t′+ 1
2 )α1

dX ′ e−X′2/(2σ2
η,∆), (E8)

which is independent s. Finally, we simplify the domain
of integration, which is valid when ∆ is small such that
the exponent is quickly decaying, as

Is ≈ 2

ˆ ∞

α1/2

dX ′ e−X′2/(2σ2
η,∆) (E9)

=
√
2πση,∆ erfc

(
α1

2
√
2ση,∆

)
. (E10)

Substituting Eq. (E10) back into Eq. (E5) gives

P (1|0) ≈
√
2πN ′

η,∆ση,∆erfc

(
α1

2
√
2ση,∆

)
×
∑
s∈Z

e−(2sα1)
2tanh(∆2) (E11)

= erfc

(
α1

2
√
2ση,∆

)
, (E12)

where we have used Eqs. (E4) and (E6b) to arrive
at Eq. (E12). Substituting Eq. (E6c) and expanding
tanh(∆2) ≈ ∆2 to lowest order gives the desired result,
Equation (41).

Appendix F: Comparing logical measurement with
and without error-correction

As discussed in the main text, we have previously
pointed out in Appendix B in Ref. [24] that binned mea-
surement operators do not always ideally read out the
logical Pauli operators of the GKP code. Indeed, binned
measurement operators are not ideal for Ȳ read-out in
the square GKP code, and for X̄, Ȳ and Z̄ read-out in
the hexagonal code. In theory, one can perform these
measurements ideally by executing a round of ideal error
correction alongside the logical Pauli read-out, and then
use a decoder to infer the most likely logical outcome.
However, this proposal neglects the effects of approxi-
mate codestates in the round of error correction. This
appendix aims to show that such an error-corrected mea-
surement scheme does not improve the measurement er-
ror probability in the presence of approximate codestates.

We will begin by describing how to perform a round of
QEC alongside the logical read-out, and how we model
the effect of approximate codestates. Then we will cal-
culate the measurement error Merror of this scheme, and
compare it to the equivalent expression for binned mea-
surement operators Eq. (41). Much of the mathematical
framework of these calculations has already been estab-
lished in previous appendices, so we only provide a sketch
of the derivations here. Note also that for simplicity, we
assume ideal measurements (η = 1) – although we expect
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FIG. 19. Error-corrected logical read-out with approximate codewords. (a) The ideal error-corrected logical read-out with the
ideal codestates replaced with approximate ones. As described in the main text, we can apply methods similar to those in
Fig. 16 to rewrite circuit (a) as circuit (c), which consists of an ideal error-corrected logical read-out circuit preceded by a
Gaussian random displacement channel.

that incorporating measurement inefficiencies wouldn’t
significantly affect our results.

To measure the logical P̄ of the code in an error-
corrected way, we need to simultaneously measure P̄ and
one of the stabilizer generators S ̸= ±P̄ 2. This is because
the measurement outcome of a second stabilizer genera-
tor can always be inferred from the outcome of P̄ 2. Now,
label the measurement-basis quadratures q̃ and p̃ such
that P̄ = ei

√
πq̃ and S = e−2i

√
πp̃. This is defined such

that for a Z̄ measurement we have q̃ = q̄ and p̃ = p̄;
while for X̄ we have q̃ = −p̄ and p̃ = q̄, and for Ȳ we
have q̃ = q̄ − p̄ and p̃ = p̄.

To perform such an error-corrected logical measure-
ment one can use the circuit given in Fig. 19(a), which
uses a single ancilla mode, a 50-50 beamsplitter, and ho-
modyne measurements in the q̃ and p̃ bases. The ancilla
mode is initialized in the (approximate) GKP codestate
|+̄P,∆⟩, where |+P ⟩ represents the +1-eigenstate of the
Pauli operator P . However, to allow for the most gen-
eral possible scheme, we allow for the approximate GKP
codestate to have a biased noise distribution. Such a
noise distribution could, in theory, be achieved by first
preparing a GKP codestate with a different geometry
and a symmetric noise distribution, and then applying
a Gaussian unitary to prepare the desired state.

Now, to model the effect of the approximate codestate
on the measurement, we can follow the methods de-
scribed in Appendix C. In particular, we can approxi-
mate Fig. 19(a) as Fig. 19(c), where G represents a Gaus-
sian random displacement (GRD) channel [Eq. (21)] –
the derivation of this follows almost the same lines as
in Fig. 16. The only difference is that we allow the
variance Σa of the GRD channel on the ancilla mode
to be non-symmetric, as discussed above. If the ancilla
state is simply an approximate GKP codestate |+̄P,∆⟩ =
e−∆2a†a |+̄P ⟩, then Σa = tanh(∆2/2)I; but in general,
we allow Σa to be an arbitrary covariance matrix satisfy-
ing det(Σa) = tanh2(∆2/2). Taking this into account we
end up with Fig. 19(c), which consists of an ideal QEC
and logical read-out circuit preceded by a GRD channel
with variance

Σ̃ =ML̃P1
M−1

L̃ ΣaM
−T

L̃ P
1
MT

L̃ , (F1)

where ML̃ is the matrix that transforms the quadrature

operators (q, p) 7→ (q̃, p̃). Explicitly, we have

ML̃ = [−β,α]/
√
π, P = X; (F2a)

ML̃ = [α,α+ β]/
√
π, P = Y ; (F2b)

ML̃ = [α,β]/
√
π =ML, P = Z. (F2c)

One can recover Eq. (22) (in Appendix C) from Eq. (F1)
by substituting ML̃ 7→ML and Σa 7→ tanh(∆2/2)I.

Next, we wish to estimate the measurement error
Merror =

(
P (0|1) + P (1|0)

)
/2 associated with the cir-

cuit in Fig. 19. We will make a simplifying assumption
that the input state on the data mode is simply an ap-
proximate GKP codestate |ψ̄∆⟩ and can therefore be ap-
proximated by an ideal GKP codestate |ψ̄⟩ followed by a
GRD channel G

(
tanh(∆2/2)I

)
following the methods of

Section V. This is not necessarily the case, particularly
if a logical gate has been applied immediately before the
measurement, in which case the GRD channel will not
be symmetrically distributed – although we expect our
results not to be significantly different in this case.

From Fig. 19(c), we can model the measurement er-
ror scheme as preparing first an ideal GKP codestate,
then applying the noise channel N = G(Σ) with Σ =

tanh(∆2/2)I + Σ̃, performing a round of ideal QEC and
then finally an ideal measurement of P̄ . As such we de-
fine the logical noise channel

NL = J [R†] ◦ CP ◦ N ◦ J [R], (24)

the same as in Appendix C. Then, we can write the mea-
surement error as

Merror ≈
1

2

(
⟨−P | NL(|+P ⟩⟨+P |) |−P ⟩

+ ⟨+P | NL(|−P ⟩⟨−P |) |+P ⟩
)
. (F3)

Writing the logical noise channel in terms of its χ-matrix
elements Eq. (B14), one can show that

Merror =
∑

P ′ ̸=I,P

χP ′,P ′ , (F4)

which is identical to Eq. (B15) except for the fact that
sum over Pauli operators excludes the Pauli operator P
that is being measured.
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Because of this difference, we must revise a few defi-
nitions. We define the measurement region R̃ as the set
of vectors v whose closest vector the logical lattice L is
logically equivalent either to the identity gate or to P̄ .
Intuitively, if an error T (v) with v ∈ R̃ is applied to
an ideal GKP codestate, upon decoding this error will
not flip the measurement outcome of P . Just as in Ap-
pendix C, we define Σ = 2tanh(∆2/2)Σ0. Then, recall
from Appendix C that the effective distance deff of the
patch P is given by

deff = 2 min
v∈∂P

√
vTΣ−1

0 v. (F5)

In words, deff is twice the length of the shortest vector on
the boundary of P, under the metric defined by the in-
verse of the covariance matrix Σ0. Meanwhile, the effec-
tive degeneracy aeff is half the number of vectors v ∈ ∂P
with a length deff under the metric Σ0. We now define
the effective measurement distance d̃ and degeneracy ã,
by adding to the definitions of deff and aeff the require-
ment that the vectors v also lead to a logical error that
flips the measurement outcome; i.e. they do not lead to
a logical Ī or P̄ upon decoding.

With these definitions we can follow the derivations in
Appendices B 2 and C to show that

Merror ≈
1√
detΣ

ˆ
R2\R̃

d2v

2π
e−vTΣ−1v/2, (F6)

where the only difference with Eq. (C14) is that the de-
coding patch P has been replaced by R̃. Finishing the
derivation gives

Merror ≈ ã erfc
(
d̃/(2

√
2∆)

)
, (F7)

which is the same as Eq. (C15c) except for the fact that
the effective distance deff and degeneracy aeff have been
replaced by the effective measurement distance d̃ and de-
generacy ã, respectively.

At this point it is useful to compare Eq. (F7) to the
equivalent expression for binned measurements (under
the assumption of η = 1), given by

Merror ≈ erfc
(
b/(2∆)

)
, (41′)

where b is the bin size of the measurement. The most
important difference between Eqs. (41′) and (F7) is the
additional

√
2 factor in Eq. (F7) which arises from the use

of approximate codestates in the error-correction proce-
dure. To overcome this, the effective measurement dis-
tance d̃ must be at least a factor of

√
2 larger than the

bin size b.
We compared values of d̃/b for all three measurement

bases in the square GKP and hexagonal GKP codes. In
the case where Σa = tanh(∆2/2)I, we found that in all
cases b = d̃, and therefore the binned measurements have
a lower measurement error. For each of these measure-
ments, we can improve d̃ by using an ancilla with a highly

asymmetric noise distribution. In the most general case,
we allow Σa to be an arbitrary positive-definite symmet-
ric matrix with determinant tanh2(∆2/2). Maximizing
the effective measurement distance d̃ using Mathematica
yields d̃ =

√
2b in all cases, only breaking even with the

binned measurement scheme. The binned measurement
scheme is therefore preferable since it is significantly sim-
pler to implement experimentally.

Appendix G: Derivation of POVM of the
Continuous Measurement Scheme

In this appendix, we provide the details of the deriva-
tions of the POVM

Tg,κ,η,t(X) = N
ˆ
dx |x⟩q1⟨x|

ˆ
dx̃ q2

⟨x̃|ρb|x̃⟩q2

× exp

{
− 1

C

[
X − x− 1

2gτ

(
1− e−κt/2

)2
x̃
]2}

, (44)

where N is a normalisation constant,

C =
κτ − η(1− e−κt/2)4

4g2τ2η
, (45)

X = −
√
κ/(8g2τ2η)

ˆ t

0

dt′ (1− e−κt′/2)I(t′), (43)

and τ = t− (1− e−κt/2)(3− e−κt/2)/κ.
We consider a GKP mode (described by ladder oper-

ators a, a† and position/momentum q1, p1) coupled via
a Hamiltonian H = −gq1p2 to an ancilla readout mode
(described by b, b†, q2, p2). The ancilla mode is initialized
in an arbitrary state ρb, which in the simplest case is the
vacuum state |0⟩⟨0|. The ancilla mode undergoes homo-
dyne detection at a rate κ and efficiency η, and data is
collected for a total measurement time T . We assume
that the GKP mode experiences loss at a rate γ ≪ 1/T
which we consider negligible for the following calculation.
This is justified by the fact that typical T1 times for mi-
crowave resonators are two to three orders of magnitude
larger than measurement times that we are interested in
– roughly 1 µs – to be comparable to measurement times
currently achieved in transmon devices.

The goal of this appendix is to derive the POVM of
the above measurement scheme in terms of the detected
photocurrent record I(0, T ) = {I(t)}t∈(0,T ) from time 0
to time T . We follow the methods of Ref. [25], which
we summarize here before presenting the details of the
calculations.

We will begin by writing down the stochastic mas-
ter equation (SME) that governs the dynamics of the
normalized density matrix ρc(t) conditioned on the de-
tected photocurrent record I(0, t). Since the evolution
of ρc(t) depends on the measurement current, the SME
will contain terms that depend on the Wiener increment
dW (t) = I(t)dt of the observed photocurrent. However,
because ρc(t) is normalized, the corresponding SME is
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necessarily non-linear. As such we instead consider a
linearized SME that describes the dynamics of an un-
normalized density matrix ρ̄c(t) ∝ ρc(t). In this picture,
the probability of obtaining a given measurement out-
come I(0, T ) is given by Tr

(
ρ̄c(T )

)
post

(
I(0, T )

)
, where

post is the chosen ostensible distribution of the observed
photocurrent record (see Ref. [53], Chapter 4 of Ref. [54],
or Appendix A of Ref. [25] for details). We can then
solve the linearized SME by vectorizing the density ma-
trix ρ̄c(t) 7→ |ρ̄c(t)⟩ and using Lie algebraic techniques to
simplify the resultant expression.

We find that the state ρ̄c(t) does not depend on the
entire photocurrent record I(0, t), but only on two inte-
grals of the photocurrent labeled R and S. The prob-
ability of a given measurement outcome R,S can then
be determined from the trace of ρ̄c(T ) and the ostensi-
ble distribution of R and S, which can in turn be used
to construct the POVM elements WR,S . Finally, we will
convert this two-mode POVM into a single-mode POVM
by tracing out the ancilla mode given its initial state ρb
is known.

1. Linearizing the SME

We begin by writing down the stochastic master equa-
tion (SME) of the system

dρc(t) = −i
[
H, ρc(t)

]
dt+ κD[b]ρc(t) dt

+
√
κηH[b]ρc(t) dW (t), (G1)

where H = −gq1p2 is the system Hamiltonian, D[b]ρ =
bρb† − 1

2

{
b†b, ρ

}
is the Lindblad dissipator, H[b]ρ =

bρ+ρb†−Tr(bρ+ρb†) describes the homodyne detection,
and dW (t) is the Wiener increment which is related to the
relevant observed photocurrent I(t) via dW (t) = I(t)dt.
We use subscript c to emphasize that ρc(t) is the den-
sity operator conditioned on the record of the observed
photocurrent I(0, t) from time 0 to t.

Equation (G1) is defined such that Tr
(
ρc(t)

)
= 1 for

all t; however, this normalization comes at the cost of the
non-linearity in H[b]. Furthermore, to calculate the mea-
surement statistics, one would need to sample from the
actual distribution of the photocurrent record in any sim-
ulation of Eq. (G1). An alternative approach would be to
instead consider the master equation for ρ̃c(t), which we
define as the non-normalized density operator with norm
Tr

(
ρ̃c(t)

)
= p

(
I(0, t)

∣∣ρ(0)). This way, calculating mea-
surement statistics simply involves calculating the trace
of the evolved density operator, with the measured pho-
tocurrent I(0, t) sampled uniformly. However, this has
two problems: first, the SME is still non-linear; and sec-
ond, sampling from I(0, t) uniformly results in the vast
majority of states having negligibly small norm.

The solution is to choose an ostensible distribution
for I(0, t) that removes the non-linearity in Eq. (G1)
while still resulting in states with a finite norm. In
this picture, we track the evolution of a non-normalized

density operator ρ̄c(t), which is defined such that the
probability of obtaining a measurement record I(0, t)
is p

(
I(0, t)

∣∣ρ(0)) = Tr
(
ρ̄c(t)

)
post

(
I(0, t)

)
, where we call

post
(
I(0, t)

)
the ostensible distribution of I(0, t). If we

choose the ostensible distribution of the photocurrent
such that each dW (t) obeys an independent mean-zero
Gaussian distribution with variance dt, then the SME
becomes

dρ̄c(t) = −i
[
−gq1p2, ρ̄c(t)

]
dt+D[

√
κb]ρ̄c(t)dt

+
√
κη

(
bρ̄c(t) + ρ̄c(t)b

†)dW (t), (G2)

which is now linear. Moreover, to reproduce the mea-
surement statistics of the system average we only need
to sample I(t) from the Gaussian ostensible distribution,
since the additional contribution from the state of the
system is taken into account by the norm of ρ̄c(t).

2. Solving the linear SME

To solve the linear SME Eq. (G2), we vectorize the
density operator by “stacking” its rows. For an operator
ρ ∈ L(H) acting on a Hilbert space H (which in our
case contains two modes), we define the corresponding
vectorized operator |ρ⟩ ∈ H ⊗ H∗, where the resultant
vector space now has two modes for each mode in H,
called the physical modes (with lowering operators a, b,
etc.) and the fictitious modes (ã, b̃, etc.).

For simplicity, we first consider H consisting of just a
single bosonic mode. In particular, for an operator ρ =∑

m,n∈Z ρm,n |m⟩⟨n| ∈ L(H), we define the correspond-
ing vectorized operator as |ρ⟩ =

∑
m,n∈Z ρm,n |m⟩|n⟩

in the Fock basis. Alternatively, |ρ⟩ = (ρ ⊗ I) |0⟩β ,
where |0⟩β =

∑
n∈Z |n⟩|n⟩ = ea

†ã† |0⟩|0⟩ is the thermo-
entangled ground state between the two modes. Equiva-
lently, |0⟩β is the simultaneous 0-eigenstate of β̂ = a− ã†
and β̂† = a† − ã. For an operator A =

∑
n αna

n + βna
†n

written in terms of ladder operators, we define the cor-
responding tilde’d operator as Ã =

∑
n α

∗
nã

n + β∗
nã

†n.
With this definition, it can be shown that (A⊗ I) |0⟩β =

(I ⊗ Ã†) |0⟩β . These properties generalize straightfor-
wardly to when H consists of two (or more) modes.

To vectorize the linear SME Eq. (G2) we must obtain
a stochastic differential equation in d |ρ̄c(t)⟩ = (dρ̄c(t) ⊗
I) |0⟩β . We can do this by replacing all the operators
acting on the right of ρ in Eq. (G2) with operators acting
on the fictitious modes, giving

d|ρ̄c(t)⟩ =
(
− i(H − H̃) dt+ κD[b] dt

+
√
κη (b+ b̃) dW (t)

)
|ρ̄c(t)⟩ , (G3)

where D[b] = bb̃ − 1
2 (b

†b + b̃†b̃). To first order in dt this
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is equivalent to

|ρ̄c(t+ dt)⟩ = exp
(√

κη (b+ b̃) dW (t)
)

× exp
(
− i(H − H̃) dt+ κD[b] dt

− 1

2
κη (b+ b̃)2 dt

)
|ρ̄c(t)⟩ , (G4)

where we note that one can recover Eq. (G3) from
Eq. (G4) by Taylor expanding each exponential to second
order and using dW (t)2 = dt.

Equation (G4) demonstrates the advantage of writ-
ing the SME in a vectorized form: now, the evolution
operator is an exponential that is at most quadratic in
the raising and lowering operators. In particular, the
set of terms that are constant, linear or quadratic in
a, a†, ã, ã†, b, b†, b̃, b̃† generate a closed Lie algebra l, al-
lowing us to utilize Lie algebraic techniques to rearrange
the expression. Writing the linear stochastic terms as
dL(t) =

√
κη (b + b̃) dW (t) and the quadratic terms as

Q = −i(H − H̃)+κD[b]− 1
2κη (b+ b̃)2 for simplicity, we

can formally write the solution to Eq. (G4) as

|ρ̄c(t)⟩ = lim
δt→0

J∏
j=1

exp
(
dL(jδt)

)
exp

(
Qδt

)
|ρ(0)⟩ , (G5)

where t = Jδt. The first step to simplify this ex-
pression is to commute each linear term dL(jδt) to the
right of all the quadratic terms Q, modifying the lin-
ear term in the process. To commute the jth linear
term past the j quadratic terms to its right, we must
calculate dL′(t) such that exp

(
dL(jδt)

)
exp

(
Qjδt

)
=

exp
(
Qjδt

)
exp

(
dL′(jδt)

)
. Using the commutation for-

mula eABe−A =
∑∞

n=0
1
n!Cn

A[B], where C0
A[B] = B and

Cn
A[B] = [A, Cn−1

A [B]] for n ≥ 1, we find that

dL′(jδt) = e−QjδtdL(jδt)eQjδt

=

(
e−κjδt/2√κη(b+ b̃)

− g

√
2η

κ
(1− e−κjδt/2)(q1 + q̃1)

)
dW (jδt). (G6)

Since [dL′(t), dL′(t′)] = 0 for all t, t′, we can combine all
the linear terms into one exponential, which becomes an
integral in the δt→ 0 limit, giving

|ρ̄R,S(t)⟩ = exp
(
Qt

)
exp

(
LR,S(t)

)
|ρ(0)⟩ , (G7a)

LR,S(t) =
√
ηR(b+ b̃)− g

√
2η

κ
S(q1 + q̃1), (G7b)

R =
√
κ

ˆ t

0

dt′ e−κt′/2 I(t′), (G7c)

S =
√
κ

ˆ t

0

dt′ (1− e−κt′/2) I(t′). (G7d)

Note that we now write subscripts R,S to indicate that
the state ρ̄R,S depends not on the entire measurement
record I(0, t), but only on the two relevant integrals of
the photocurrent R and S.

3. Obtaining the POVM

Now, we wish to find the POVM {WR,S} such that
Tr(WR,Sρ(t = 0)) is equal to the probability of obtaining
the measurement outcomes R and S given an initial state
ρ(0), i.e.

Tr
(
WR,Sρ(0)

)
= p

(
R,S

∣∣ρ(0)) (G8a)

=
(
β⟨0|β⟨0|

)
|ρ̄R,S(t)⟩ post(R,S). (G8b)

We will do this initially by instead evaluating
ΩR,S(x, x

′, β) = q⟨x| c⟨β|WR,S |x′⟩q |β⟩c /π, which can be
thought of as a mixed representation of WR,S in the posi-
tion basis of the GKP mode a and the Husimi Q-function
representation in the ancilla mode b. From ΩR,S one can
reconstruct WR,S via the equation

WR,S =

ˆ
R
dx

ˆ
R
dx′
ˆ
C
d2β

(
ΩR,S(x, x

′, β)

× |x⟩q q⟨x′| ⊗ D̃(+1)(β)
)
. (G9)

Here,

D̃(+1)(β) =

ˆ
C

d2α

π
eαb

†
e−α∗beβα

∗−β∗α (G10)

is the Fourier transform of the normal-ordered displace-
ment operator, which reconstructs a given operator from
its Q-function representation.

To calculate ΩR,S we begin by evaluating
the inner product Tr

(
WR,S |x⟩q |β⟩c q⟨x′| c⟨β|

)
=

β⟨0|β⟨0|eQteLR,S(t) |x⟩q|x′⟩q|β⟩c|β∗⟩c, where we adopt
the convention of writing the two physical and ficticious
modes in the order a, ã, b, b̃. Noting that β⟨0| = ⟨0|⟨0| eaã,
our strategy to evaluate this inner product will be to
partially normal-order the operators acting on the b
and b̃ modes to remove all b† operators to the left by
annihilating them on the vacuum state. The remaining
exponents written in terms of q1, q̃1, b, b̃ act trivially on
the initial state |ρ(0)⟩ = |x⟩q|x′⟩q|β⟩c|β∗⟩c and thus the
inner product can be evaluated. To do this, we make use
of a faithful 10-dimensional matrix representation of the
Lie algebra l given in Table 1 of Ref. [25]. In particular,
it can be shown that

eaã+bb̃eQt = eaãec1(b
†b+b̃†b̃)ec2(q1b

†+q̃1b̃
†)ebb̃

× exp
(
c3(q1b+ q̃1b̃) + c4(q̃1b+ q1b̃)

+ c5(q
2
1 + q̃21) + c6q1q̃1 + c7(b+ b̃)2

)
, (G11)
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where

c1 = −κt/2, (G12a)

c2 = (
√
2g/κ)(1− eκt/2), (G12b)

c3 = (
√
2g/κ)(1− e−κt/2)(1 + η − ηe−κt/2), (G12c)

c4 = (
√
2g/κ)(1− e−κt/2)(η − 1− ηe−κt/2), (G12d)

c5 = (g2/κ2)
(
2(1− e−κt/2)− κt− ηκτ

)
, (G12e)

c6 = (2g2/κ2)
(
−2(1− e−κt/2) + κt− ηκτ

)
, (G12f)

c7 = (η/2)(e−κt − 1), (G12g)

τ = t− (1− e−κt/2)(3− e−κt/2)/κ. (G12h)

Using the two equations

⟨0| ⟨0| ⟨0| ⟨0| eaãec1(b†b+b̃†b̃)ec2(q1b
†+q̃1b̃

†)ebb̃ = β⟨0|β⟨0|,
(G13a)

β⟨0|β⟨0| |x⟩q|x′⟩q|β⟩c|β∗⟩c = δ(x− x′), (G13b)

we can now evaluate the inner product

β⟨0|β⟨0|eQteLR,S(t) |x⟩q|x′⟩q|β⟩c|β∗⟩c
= δ(x− x′)ef(x,x,β,β

∗), (G14)

where f(x, x, β, β∗) represents the operator

f(q, q̃, b, b̃) = LR,S(t) + c3(q1b+ q̃1b̃) + c4(q̃1b+ q1b̃)

+ c5(q
2
1 + q̃21) + c6q1q̃1 + c7(b+ b̃)2 (G15)

evaluated at q = q̃ = x, b = β and b̃ = β∗. Substituting
these values gives

f(x, x, β, β∗) = −4g2ητ

κ
x2

+
4
√
2gη

κ

(
1− e−κt/2

)2
xRe(β)

− 2η
(
1− e−κt

)
Re(β)2

+ 2
√
ηRRe(β)− 2

√
2g

√
η

κ
Sx. (G16)

Now that we have calculated the contribution to ΩR,S

from the norm of ρ̄R,S(t), we must now determine the
ostensible distribution post(R,S), given that each dW (t)
is a Wiener increment, i.e. an independent Gaussian ran-
dom variable with mean 0 and variance dt. Since this
is a Gaussian distribution (as R and S are integrals of
Gaussian distributed random variables), we only need
to calculate the mean and covariances to determine the
distribution. Using E[dW (t)] = 0 it is straightforward to
show that E[R] = E[S] = 0, and from E[dW (t)dW (t′)] =
δ(t− t′)dtdt′, we obtain

E[R2] = κ

ˆ t

0

ˆ t

0

e−κ(t′+t′′)/2E[dW (t′)dW (t′′)]

= κ

ˆ t

0

dt′ e−κt′ = 1− e−κt.

(G17)

Similarly,

E[S2] = κ

ˆ t

0

dt′ (1− e−κt′/2)2 = κτ, (G18)

E[RS] = κ

ˆ t

0

dt′ (e−κt′/2 − e−κt′) = (1− e−κt/2)2.

(G19)

Defining Σ =

[
E[R2] E[RS]
E[RS] E[S2]

]
as the covariance matrix

of the ostensible distribution, we thus obtain

post(R,S) =
1

2π
√
detΣ

exp

(
− 1

2

(
R2Σ−1

11

+ 2RSΣ−1
12 + S2Σ−1

22

))
(G20a)

=
1

2πσ
exp

(
− 1

2

(κτR2

σ2
+

2RS

4− κt coth(κt/4)

+
S2

κt− 4 tanh(κt/4)

))
, (G20b)

where we define σ2 = detΣ = κt(1−e−κt)−4(1−e−κt/2)2

for convenience.
Using Eqs. (G9), (G13), (G16) and (G20b), we can

now write the POVM elements as

WR,S = post(R,S)

ˆ
R
dx

ˆ
C

d2β

π

(
ef(x,x,β,β

∗)

× |x⟩q q⟨x| ⊗ D̃(+1)(β)
)
. (G21)

Next, we wish to turn this two-mode POVM into a
single-mode POVM {VR,S,ρb

} by tracing out the an-
cilla mode (initialized in the state ρb) via the equation
VR,S,ρb

= Trb
(
WR,Sρb

)
. Given in the position represen-

tation ρb(y, y′) = q⟨y| ρb |y′⟩q, we can formally write

Tr
(
D̃(+1)(β)ρb

)
=

ˆ
R
dx

ˆ
C

d2α

π

(
ρb(x, x−

√
2αR)

× e|α|
2/2−iαRαI+βα∗−αβ∗+i

√
2αIx

)
, (G22)

where αR = Re(α) and αI = Im(α). Note however that
in practice we cannot evaluate the integral Eq. (G22)
on its own due to the divergent e|α|

2/2 term. However,
substituting Eq. (G22) into Eq. (G21) and performing
the resultant integrals gives our desired result

VS,ρb
=

ˆ
R
dRTrb(WR,Sρb)

= N
ˆ
dx |x⟩q1⟨x|

ˆ
dx̃ q2

⟨x̃|ρb|x̃⟩q2

× exp

{
− 1

C

[
X − x− 1

2gτ

(
1− e−κt/2

)2
x̃
]2}

,

(44)
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where

N =
(
2π

(
κτ − η(1− e−κt/2)4

))−1/2

, (G23a)

X = −S/
√

8g2τ2η, (G23b)

C =
κτ − η(1− e−κt/2)4

4g2τ2η
. (45)

4. The conditional post-state

As a final exercise, we consider the situation where the
ancilla state has been set to the vacuum state as in the
main text, i.e. ρb = |0⟩⟨0|. Here, we wish to find the
state of the first mode of the system conditioned on the
measurement outcome, i.e. trb

(
WR,S ρ(0) ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

)
. In

vectorized form, this is given by

β,b ⟨0| eQteLR,S(t) |ρ(0)⟩ ⊗ |0⟩|0⟩ , (G24)

up to a normalization, where β,b⟨0| is the maximally en-
tangled state across the b and b̃ modes. Using Eqs. (G7),
(G11) and (G12) we can simplify this expression to

exp

(
−g

2

κ

(
t− 2(1− e−κt/2)/κ

)
(q1 − q̃1)

2

)
× exp

(
−g

2ητ

κ
(q1 + q̃1 − 2X)2

)
|ρ(0)⟩ , (G25)

again up to a normalization factor. Intuitively, the first
exponent suppresses off-diagonal terms in the position
basis expansion of ρ(0), while the second exponent sup-
presses terms whose position is far away from X. As t
becomes large, τ ≈ t − 3/κ, so the constant of decay in
the second exponent is smaller than that of the first ex-
ponent by a factor of roughly η. Importantly, as t→ ∞,
|ρ(0)⟩ is projected into a position eigenstate |X⟩q q⟨X|,
and for finite times, the state will consist of some finite
mixture of finitely squeezed states. It may be easier to
prepare a new GKP codestate for subsequent computa-
tions from this final state than if the mode were reset to
the vacuum.
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