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Photon loss is the dominant noise mechanism in photonic quantum technologies. Designing fault-
tolerant schemes with high tolerance to loss is thus a central challenge in scaling photonic quantum
information processors. Concatenation of a fault-tolerant construction with a code able to efficiently
correct loss is a promising approach to achieve this, but practical ways to implement code concatena-
tion with photons have been lacking. We propose schemes for generating concatenated graph codes
using multi-photon emission from two quantum emitters or a single quantum emitter coupled to a
memory; capabilities available in several photonic platforms. We show that these schemes enable
fault-tolerant fusion-based quantum computation in practical regimes with high photon loss and
standard fusion gates without the need for auxiliary photons.

Introduction. Scalable quantum computing architec-
tures rely on fault-tolerance to mitigate the detrimen-
tal impact of physical imperfections encountered during
quantum computations [1, 2]. To reach fault-tolerant
regimes with near-term and future quantum hardware, it
is critical to design fault-tolerant architectures tailored to
the native error mechanism and operations for a chosen
hardware platform [3–5]. Photon loss and the probabilis-
tic nature of photon-photon entangling gates with linear
optics are the dominant noise mechanisms in photonic
devices but are typically uncommon for other quantum
computing platforms. This difference limits the suitabil-
ity of conventional quantum computing architectures to
photonic hardware.

Fusion-based quantum computing (FBQC), a variant
of measurement-based schemes [6–8], has been developed
as a useful framework for developing architectures tai-
lored to photonic hardware [9]. These approaches are
based on probabilistic two-qubit parity measurements,
so-called Bell state or fusion measurements [10] – op-
erations that can be readily implemented using sim-
ple linear-optical circuits acting on single photons [11].
Fault-tolerant computations can be achieved by consum-
ing photonic qubits that are initially part of limited-size
entangled states, denoted as resource states. The out-
come of such parity measurements is used to process
quantum information and, at the same time, extract syn-
drome data for error correction [9]. Both photon loss and
probabilistic fusion failure effectively act as erasure of
parity check outcomes from fusion measurements, which
can be directly detected and corrected with standard
quantum error correction decoders [12, 13].

Despite significant progress in the design of FBQC ar-
chitectures with increased tolerance to erasure [14–16],
current fault-tolerant FBQC constructions have photon
loss thresholds at rates below ∼ 1%, which is extremely
challenging to reach in practice. Concatenation of the
resource states with a small inner quantum code [17, 18],
enabling logical fusions to fuse logical qubits in the re-
source states, have been shown to be capable of boosting

the resulting photon loss thresholds to > 10%, signifi-
cantly more amenable to current hardware capabilities.
However, schemes for practically generating the concate-
nated resource states of photons have been lacking, limit-
ing the prospects of photonic quantum computing hard-
ware to loss requirements largely beyond what is achiev-
able with near-term technologies.

Here, we propose protocols for the deterministic gener-
ation of concatenated photonic resource states with quan-
tum emitters - single-photon sources with a spin-photon
interface [19–21]. We show that resource-efficient and
practical schemes with only two quantum emitters, or
a single emitter coupled to a memory, and sparse spin-
spin interactions are sufficient to generate concatenated
resource states suitable for fault-tolerant FBQC. We op-
timize over small-scale concatenated resource states that
can be generated with such schemes and show that loss
thresholds above 4% become achievable already with ex-
isting FBQC fault-tolerant models. Our schemes are flex-
ible and amenable to a number of different types of quan-
tum emitters, including quantum dots [22–26], colour
centers [27], atoms [28–30] and ions [31, 32], evidencing
their relevance for developing quantum photonic tech-
nologies in a variety of platforms and for a broader range
of applications, e.g. quantum networking [33, 34].

Graph state generation with quantum emitters.
Quantum emitters are a platform with strong potential
to implement photonic architectures as they enable the
deterministic generation of entangled resource states of
photons [20]. These systems, which include quantum
dots [22–26], atomic systems [28–30, 35], and color cen-
ters [27], can do so via pulse sequences driving a spin-
photon interface interleaved with photon emission [20],
as depicted in Fig. 1a. The states generated through this
process can be conveniently described as graph states,
where each vertex of the associated graph representation
is a qubit initialized in the |+⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/

√
2 state [36]

and edges are controlled-Z entangling operations [37]. In
this description, it is useful to distinguish between ver-
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FIG. 1. Generation schemes for physical and logical resource states with quantum emitters. a) Physical resource
states of entangled photons can be generated via pulse sequences driving a spin-photon interface. The sequences are composed
of alternating pulses driving the spin (shown in red) and pulses exciting the quantum emitter for photon emission (in blue). b)
The generation of each photon has a graph description and is equivalent to either the creation of a leaf (top) or a path-edge
(bottom) depending on the Clifford operations performed on the spin and photon. c) Sequences of single-qubit gates and photon
generation create resource states locally equivalent to three graph classes: star graphs (i.e. GHZ states), chains, and branched
chains. d) Graph states of logical qubits (shown in green) encoded in an inner code correspond to having an inner graph
appended to each node of the outer graph, with the outer nodes representing virtual qubits considered to be measured in X
with an outcome +1. Steps for the implementation of logical graph state generation are shown in e) for the path-edge creation
and f) for the leaf creation. Note that, in f) the spin generating the graph code and the spin being re-initialized (measured in
X) is the same, while in e) one spin generates the graph code and the other is re-initialized. These steps perform, using two
quantum emitters, the same operations as in b) but at the logical level. g) Pulse sequences and spin-spin gates associated with
the logical graph operations. In all figures, spin qubits are shown in red, physical photonic qubits are shown in blue, logical
qubits are shown in green, and virtual qubits in purple.

tices of the graph associated with spin qubits (pictured
in red the figures) and photonic qubits (in blue), as they
play different roles in the resource state generation.

For a single emitter, the entanglement structure gen-
erated through general pulse sequences [38] as in Fig. 1a
can be represented, up to local operations on the pho-
tons, via simple graph operations. The generation of
each photon can be described as either (1) a leaf cre-
ation, i.e. the generation of a photonic vertex of degree
1 connected to the spin qubit emitting the photon, or
(2) a path-edge creation, which we define as the creation
of a leaf attached to the spin qubit followed by swap-
ping the two vertices so that the leaf is now the spin
attached to a photonic qubit [14]. These operations are
depicted in Fig. 1b together with the associated quantum
circuit representation. Physically, the choice between (1)
and (2) for a given photon emission is determined by the
single-qubit gate performed on the spin (the R rotation
in Fig. 1a) before the photon emission: if the identity is
performed then the photon generation is described by (1),
if a Hadamard H gate is performed then (2) is obtained.
Performing other Clifford gates leads to operations equiv-
alent to these after suitable basis transformations.

The leaf and path-edge creation operations are the
building blocks for generating resource states with a sin-

gle quantum emitter. Sequences of them can generate the
following classes of graphs, represented in Fig. 1c: star-
shaped graphs (locally equivalent to GHZ states), chain
graphs shown, and branched-chain graphs (also known as
“caterpillar graphs”). All other resource states that can
be generated with a single quantum emitter are equiva-
lent to these graph structures up to local operations [14].

Schemes for code concatenation. We now illustrate
how, by using two coupled quantum emitters, it is possi-
ble to generate concatenated resource states of photons
deterministically. Code concatenation describes having
each qubit forming the codewords of a code being en-
coded in another code — a standard approach in quan-
tum error correction [17]. In other words, each qubit in
the original code, which we call the outer code, is itself
a logical qubit (shown in green in all figures) encoded in
an inner code. In terms of graphs, concatenation can be
seen as embedding each node of the original graph, which
we call the outer graph, with an inner graph that repre-
sents the concatenated code, and considering the vertices
of the outer graph as virtual qubits (purple) measured in
the Pauli X basis and with +1 outcome obtained (as de-
picted in Fig. 1d) [9, 17, 18, 37]. Virtual qubits do not
have to exist in practice but are useful in describing the
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concatenated graph; only the qubits in the inner graphs
needs to be physical. However, in our approach, we will
consider them to spin qubits, which we assume can be
measured with high measurement probability.

To describe the generation of concatenated resource
states we show how two coupled quantum emitters can
perform the same graph building operations as the sin-
gle emitter case described above, i.e. leaf and path-edge
creation, but with the generated graph vertices now rep-
resenting logical qubits. The schemes for the creation
of a logical leaf and a logical path-edge are described in
Fig. 1e and Fig. 1f, respectively. The protocol starts by
generating the inner code for a first logical graph vertex
with a quantum emitter and then adding more logical
vertices to the outer code by recursively applying steps
0-3 in Fig. 1e-f) for logical leaf and path-edge creation
operations. Such operations are “logical” equivalents of
the physical building blocks, which can now be used to
generate the same entanglement structures described for
a single-quantum emitter but concatenated with an in-
ner graph code. With these schemes, the inner code and
the outer code are thus in the same class of graph states;
those locally equivalent to the graphs in Fig. 1c.

The schemes can be understood as sequential genera-
tion of resource states from one emitter, alternating be-
tween the two, followed by a single controlled-Z operation
between the emitters and measurement of one emitter in
Pauli X to perform concatenation. The choice between
logical leaf or logical path-edge creation is simply deter-
mined by which of the quantum emitters is measured in
X after the spin-spin gate. We remark that the single-
qubit spin X measurement should provide +1 outcome.
However, if −1 is obtained then it can be taken into ac-
count by a sign flip on the logical X operator of the
inner code which can be tracked classically, equivalently
to Pauli frame updates in topological codes [18, 39].

An analog construction of the above scheme can also
be used for the case where a single quantum emitter
is coupled to a long-lived quantum memory, as is the
case for example in nuclei-electron spin systems in dia-
mond color centers [40] or networked trapped ion archi-
tectures [31, 32]. In such cases, the protocol starts by
generating a graph code with the emitter and then ap-
pending it to the memory with a SWAP two-qubit gate
gate Furthermore, the schemes are modified by imple-
menting a SWAP gate after the controlled-Z operation
between the quantum memory and the quantum emit-
ter for every the path-edge creation. With the SWAP
gate, the measurement and reinitialization are always
performed on the short-lived quantum emitter spin while
the long-lived quantum memory stores coherence.

Note that, because the concatenated state is a graph
state itself, other schemes proposed for generating arbi-
trary graph states with multiple coupled quantum emit-
ters could also be considered for their generation [41].
We show in Appendix. A that the protocol proposed
here, targeting specifically the generation of concate-
nated codes, is significantly more efficient than previous

FIG. 2. Fusion gates and the FFCC lattice. a) Illus-
trates a physical fusion measurement between two photonic
qubits and its optical circuit realization. b) A logical fusion
between two graph codes, which is performed by transversely
fusing identical code qubits. c) Construction of the FFCC
lattice for fault-tolerant fusion-based quantum computation
from Ref. [14] using the concatenated logical branched chains
generatable with our scheme.

general approaches in terms of hardware requirements.

Fusion-based quantum computation with logical
resource states. A prominent application of determin-
istically generated photonic resource states is FBQC [9],
a variant of the measurement-based approach to fault-
tolerant quantum computing [6–8] that is particularly
suited for photonic hardware. In the FBQC model, a
network of entangled resource states of photonic qubits
is consumed through pairwise entangling measurements,
so-called fusion gates, to perform quantum computation
fault-tolerantly. As depicted in Fig. 2a, fusion gates
are native linear-optical two-qubit operations that corre-
spond to probabilistic entangling measurements, imple-
mentable with simple and low-depth optical circuits [10].
The fusion of two photonic qubits consumes them but
provides joint parity measurement outcomes which can
be used to construct syndrome graphs for, e.g., topo-
logical fault-tolerant codes [9, 14]. For example, stan-
dard fusion gates such as the one depicted in Fig. 2 im-
plement probabilistic Bell measurements consuming two
qubits to provide the outcomes of their joint Pauli oper-
ators XX and ZZ [10]. Upon failure of the fusion gate,
which for standard fusion gates happens with probabil-
ity pfail = 50%, the outcome for one of the two parity
operators is erased. Moreover, if any of the photons in-
volved in the fusion are lost, both XX and ZZ outcomes
are erased. Because the fusion outcomes form syndromes
in FBQC fault-tolerant architectures, fusion failure and
qubit loss, dominant noise sources in photonic quantum
hardware, can both be simply described as erasures in
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FIG. 3. Photon loss and Pauli error thresholds. a) The photon loss threshold for the optimized graph codes ranging
from two to eight code qubits, for both passive and randomized bias configurations. The graph states corresponding to the
optimized inner codes (for ZZ, see Appendix. E for the duals) are shown as inset. b) Fault-tolerant regions for photon loss
(1 − η) and Pauli errors (ϵ) obtained using the optimized inner codes in a) under a randomized bias configuration and using
phenomenological noise models. Shaded regions indicate the correctable region and all the physical fusions between code qubits
are standard fusions with pfail = 1/2 failure probability. The correctable region for boosted fusion (pfail = 1/4) and no code
concatenation is also shown for comparison (cross markers) and is very close to the results for n = 2.

the syndrome graph, equivalent to single-qubit erasures
in standard measurement-based architectures [42]. Since
a fusion failure basis has to be picked, that is, which
parity is recovered when the fusion fails but no photon
is lost, the erasure rate for ZZ and XX are biased, i.e.
perase(ZZ) ̸= perase(XX). As the XX and ZZ parity
outcomes go to different syndrome graphs that are de-
coded separately, both with an erasure threshold p̃erase
set by the code, fixing the failure basis over the full fu-
sion network the fault-tolerant properties of the code are
bounded by the worst erasure rate.

One way of dealing with the bias is uniformly dis-
tributing the failure basis between XX and ZZ over
the full fusion network, which we call randomized bi-
ased noise model [15, 16]. Assuming the randomized
biased model, the erasure rate for both XX and ZZ is
perase = 1 − (1 − pfail/2)η2 where η is the transmission
efficiency for each photon. With this noise model, the
erasure rate that current FBQC fault-tolerant architec-
tures can tolerate is below the minimum rate obtainable
with standard fusions [9, 14].

A key challenge for FBQC architectures is thus de-
signing fusion schemes to improve the erasure rate to be
within the tolerable range. One possible approach is to
use boosted fusion circuits [43, 44], which increase the
success probability of fusion gates by using additional
ancillary photons. However, boosted fusions have a very
low tolerance to photon loss as the loss of any of the fused
or ancillary photons also results in the erasure of both fu-
sion outcomes, resulting in photon loss thresholds ≲ 1%
for current architectures [9, 14]. To surpass these limita-
tions, the use of logical resource states has been proposed,
where logical fusions are performed between qubits en-
coded via concatenation of the resource state with an
inner code [9, 45]. As depicted in Fig. 2b, logical fusions

measure joint parities of logical operators of the inner
codes. In particular, we will here focus on XX and ZZ
logical fusions between pairs of logical qubits encoded in
identical inner graph codes, where pairs of physical qubits
from each inner code are fused transversely using XX
and ZZ fusion measurements, as illustrated in Fig. 2b.
The logical erasure rate for the logical parities XX and
ZZ is the probability that they are not recovered from
the physical fusion outcomes and can be calculated ana-
lytically for small inner codes (see Appendix. C 1).

Fault-tolerance performance of FBQC with log-
ical resource states from quantum emitters. We
analyze the performance improvement in fault-tolerant
FBQC architectures that can be achieved with logical re-
source states generatable with two quantum emitters in
the protocols described above. In our analysis, we focus
on the topological FBQC scheme based on foliated Flo-
quet color codes (FFCC) from Ref. [14], which is a con-
struction with good fault-tolerance and which requires
resource states amenable to quantum emitters. In par-
ticular, this scheme proceeds by fusing branched chains
which, as shown in Fig. 1c, are graph states that can be
directly generated from a single quantum emitter. As
a consequence, using the protocols described here, log-
ically encoded branched chains can be generated using
two emitters (or an emitter and a memory) and employed
to implement the same FBQC scheme using logical fu-
sions between the inner codes. With two emitters, the
inner codes that can be used in our scheme are also rep-
resented by the class of graph states generatable from
a single quantum emitter. Here, we analyze the perfor-
mance in terms of photon loss threshold for the FFCC
model with logical fusions for all possible inner codes with
up to 8 physical qubits that can be generated with a sin-
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gle quantum emitter [46]. Logical fusions are considered
to be implemented transversely with standard physical
fusions with 50% success probability (providing XX, ZZ
parities). The results optimized overall inner codes, and
the associated optimal inner codes, are shown in Fig. 3a.

In general, the inner codes can have a bias in the failure
rates in the two parities, i.e. perase(ZZ) ̸= perase(XX),
depending on the code structure. In such cases, however,
it is always possible to generate a dual inner code that
swaps the erasure rates perase(ZZ) ↔ perase(XX) of the
original code by rotating the spin with a local Clifford
on the quantum emitter before measurement. This ef-
fectively swaps logical operators of the inner code (see
Appendix D for more details). For a given inner code,
uniform failure probability in the ZZ and XX bases of
the logical fusion can thus be obtained by randomizing
the choice to encode in the code itself or in its dual for
every pair of fused logical qubits. This configuration
corresponds to the randomized biased model discussed
above [9], and the associated optimized loss thresholds
are shown in the dark line of Fig. 3a. With inner codes
with eight physical qubits, we reach a photon loss thresh-
old of approximately 4.4%. This is a significant increase
to the 0.52% loss threshold achieved in Ref. [14].

Alternatively, the native bias in the logical fusions can
be exploited to tailor weights in the syndrome lattice to
restrict errors in 2-dimensional cuts of the 3-dimensional
code, which can significantly enhance the noise toler-
ance [14–16]. Programming biases can again be imple-
mented by choosing whether to use the inner code or its
dual for each logical fusion. Considering passive bias-
ing patterns (see Appendix B for more details) for the
FFCC code as in Ref. [14] and optimizing over all inner
codes available with our scheme for two emitters, we ob-
tain a slight improvement in loss thresholds (light line
in Fig. 3a). The optimized graph codes for passive and
randomized bias coincide, so only one graph code for a
given number of code qubits is illustrated in Fig. 3a).

The redundancy of the logical qubit encoding not only
provides loss tolerance but can also simultaneously pro-
tect from other qubit errors arising from imperfect gates
and measurements on the physical qubits. Techniques
for decoding and analyzing the performance of general
graph codes in the presence of both loss and errors have
been developed in Ref. [18], which we adapt here for an-
alyzing error-corrected logical fusions (see details in Ap-
pendix C 2). For simplicity, in our analysis, we assume
randomized bias in the logical fusions, and as an error
model we use the single qubit depolarizing error channel

E(ϵ) = (1 − ϵ)ρ +
ϵ

3

∑
σ∈{X,Y,Z}

σρσ, (1)

where ϵ is the single-qubit error rate and ρ is a single
qubit density matrix

In Fig. 3b we show the fault-tolerant regions in the
presence of both qubit errors and losses for the loss-

optimized codes with up to eight qubits. For inner codes
with eight qubits, we obtain a maximal error rate thresh-
old of approximately 0.47%. For comparison, we show in
the same figure also the analog fault tolerant region for a
physical construction of the FFCC model where the im-
provement in fusion success probability is performed via
using boosted fusions rather than logical encodings (75%
success probability as in Ref. [14], reported as boosted fu-
sion in Fig. 3b). Boosting the fusion two times gives six
additional photons to reach a fusion success probability
of 87.5% can increase the tolerance to a loss threshold
of ∼ 1%. Boosting further with additional photons only
lowers the threshold due to increased losses with mul-
tiple photons. Thus, the logical encodings perform sig-
nificantly better than boosted fusion already with small
codes of only 3 physical qubits.

Discussion. We have constructed a deterministic and
resource-efficient generation scheme for concatenated
photonic resource states, which requires only two emit-
ters and a single round of spin-spin gates per logi-
cal qubit. This scheme is amenable to a variety of
emitter-based platforms as well as memory-emitter sys-
tems and performs significantly better in terms of hard-
ware requirements than previous approaches for graph
state generation with coupled quantum emitters (see Ap-
pendix A).

We have analyzed how such schemes can improve the
fault tolerance in FBQC architectures, showing that loss
thresholds of 4.4% can be achieved already with small
concatenated codes and current FBQC constructions.
This is significantly larger than the 0.52% threshold
achieved in Ref. [14], and brings FBQC hardware require-
ments for quantum emitters much closer to current tech-
nological capabilities. Several techniques can be used to
further improve this tolerance, including 1) implementing
the logical fusion using adaptive strategies rather than
transversely [18], 2) implementing adaptive biasing to
reduce noise transmission in FBQC codes rather than
the randomized or passive bias approaches considered
here [16], 3) constructing FBQC codes with improved
tolerance to erasures [47, 48]. Furthermore, if more than
two interacting emitters are available, the scheme can
be readily generalized for the generation of concatenated
codes with a larger class of inner codes with improved
noise tolerance and more complex logical resource states.
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Appendix A: Comparsion to existing graph
generation schemes

In the main text, we introduce a scheme for gener-
ating branched linear resources state concatenated with
graph codes that can be generated with a single quantum
emitter. While there already exist protocols to generate
arbitrary graph states using a collection of interacting
emitters [41], we show that the protocol presented here
is more efficient (i.e. requires fewer operations) than the
algorithm in Ref. [41]. Furthermore, the protocol pre-
sented here incorporates a convenient reinitialization of
the emitters after a fixed number of operations, which
is not necessarily integrated in Ref. [41]. This can be
favorable since the reinitialization acts as a reset of the
emitters coherence time. In Fig. A1 we compare solu-
tions for a ten-qubit branch linear resource state con-
catenated with the optimized graph codes in Fig. 3a in
the main text. When generating solutions with the algo-
rithm in Ref. [41] we implement the heuristic time order-
ing of photons introduced in that work, which works well
as all solutions, independent of the inner code size, only
require two emitters. In the comparison, we are mainly
interested in the number of spin-spin gates between emit-
ters, and the maximum emitter depth. Here, the emitter
depth is defined as the number of operations applied to
the emitter before it is measured and reinitialized. Com-
paring the two protocols, the largest contribution from
the concatenation protocol presented here is the number
of gates performed before reinitializing the emitter. How-
ever, we also see a slight decrease in spin-spin gates as
the code size grows larger (n > 3).
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FIG. A1. Requirements for making a ten-qubit con-
catenated branched linear chain. A comparison between
the generation protocol proposed here and the generation pro-
tocol of Li et al. given in Ref. [41] for a ten-qubit concate-
nated branched linear chain. The plot shows the scaling of the
number of spin-spin gates between emitters and the maximum
emitter depth as a function of the number of code qubits for
both methods. Note that for the protocol present here, the
number of spin-spin gates solely depends on the size of the
outer code, which is why it is constant.

Appendix B: Dealing with erasure bias in FBQC

Since a failure basis (i.e. the single qubit basis that
the photons are measured in when the fusion fails but no
photon is lost) has to be picked for the standard fusion,
the erasure rate of the different parities are biased, i.e.
perase(ZZ) ̸= perase(XX). As the XX and ZZ parity
outcomes go to different syndrome graphs that are de-
coded separately, both with an erasure threshold set by
p̃erase as they are self-dual, fixing the failure basis over
the full fusion network the worst erasure rate bounds the
fault-tolerant properties of the code. However, there are
methods to deal with this bias, and here, we consider two
such methods. In the first method, which we call ran-
domized bias, the failure basis is uniformly distributed
between the two parities over the whole fusion network.
This is achieved by randomly changing between bases,
which sets the erasure rates for both parities to the av-

erage of the two perase = perase(XX)+perase(ZZ)
2 , which for

standard fusion is perase = 1 − (1 − pfail/2)η2.
The second approach to deal with the bias that we con-
sider is to distribute it in alternating layers over the fu-
sion network, which we call passive bias. In the low loss
regime, this gives an increased tolerance to erasure er-
rors, as the erasure errors from fusion failure can be seen
to be restricted to spreading within two-dimensional lay-
ers, for which the percolation threshold is higher than in
three dimensions. Given a bias in the erasure rates

B =
min(perase(ZZ), perase(XX))

max(perase(ZZ), perase(XX))
, (B1)

a threshold value p̃Berase for the worst-performing erasure
rate is set. Note that the worst-performing erasure rate
is swapped in alternating layers between XX and ZZ.
Both of the above biasing methods also apply to logi-
cal fusions, where the perase(XX) and perase(ZZ) erasure
rates are simply replaced by their logical counterparts
perase(XX) and perase(ZZ). The swapping of the biased
logical erasure rate is described in Appendix. D.

Appendix C: Logical fusion between identical graph
codes details

We here introduce the details of the loss-tolerance and
error correction of the logical fusions, starting with de-
scribing graph states and graph codes. Graph states
belong to the larger class of quantum states called sta-
bilizer states [50], with stabilizers generators given by
Si = Xi

∏
j∈N (i) Zi where i runs over all qubits in the

graph state and N (i) indicates the neighborhood of qubit
i in the graph. Products of these stabilizer generators
generate the whole stabilizer group S. Turning a n qubit
graph state, denoted progenitor graph state [18], into a
n − 1 qubit graph code initialized in the plus eigenstate
of logical X, called |+⟩, is realized by choosing an input
qubit q and measuring it in the Pauli-X basis obtaining



2

a +1 outcome. The logical operators of the graph code
are then X =

∏
i∈N (q) Zi and Z = Sq0Zq for any choice

of q0 ∈ N (q) [51], and its stabilizer group is retrieved
from the stabilizers generators of the n-qubit graph as
S = ⟨Sq0Si, Sj⟩i∈N (q)\q0,j /∈N (q). Since the product of a
logical operator and a stabilizer is still a valid logical
operator, the full set of available logical operators are
LX = X · S and LX = Z · S.

1. Erasure decoder

As discussed in the main text, we consider logical fu-
sion between two identical graph codes where equivalent
code qubits are fused transversely. For the physical fu-
sions between code qubits, we consider the standard error
model for non-boosted fusion [9]:

Fusion
outcome

Success
Failure

in Z
Failure
in X

Photon
loss

Measured
parities

X1X2

Z1Z2
X1X2 Z1Z2 None

Probability (1 − pfail)η
2 wpfailη

2 (1 − w)pfailη
2 1 − η2

Here, 1 and 2 label the two fusion qubits, pfail = 1
2

is the fusion failure probability for a non-boosted fusion
[52], and η is the transmission efficiency seen by each
photon. Failure in X or in Z is chosen by applying a
Hadamard or not on the qubits before the fusion gate,
which is indicated by the boolean parameter w ∈ [0, 1].
For two graph codes with sets of logical operators LX

A/B

and LZ
A/B , a logical fusion succeeds if one pair of XAXB

and ZAZB is recovered after performing the physical
fusions between all code qubits. Recovering only the
XAXB (ZAZB) parity corresponds to a logical erasure of
ZAZB (XAXB). To calculate the logical erasure rates,
we first group identical logical operators of the two codes

L = {Xk

AX
k

B ∈ LA
X · LB

X , Z
k

AZ
k

B ∈ LA
Z · LB

Z}, where k
refers to the operator index. From the fusion error model,
we calculate all possible combinations of the physical fu-

sion outcomes of all code qubits that recover a X
k

AX
k

B

and a Z
k

AZ
k

B [18]. This represents a set of measurement
patterns, which we shall denote MX and MZ . Summing
the probability of obtaining each measurement pattern in
MX and MZ gives the success probability of recovering
the parities

psuccess(XX) =
∑

i∈MX

pi, (C1)

psuccess(ZZ) =
∑

i∈MZ

pi, (C2)

where pi is the probability of obtaining measurement pat-
tern i. From the success probability the erasure rate is

found from perase = 1 − psuccess. These logical erasure
rates are a function of the photon loss γ = 1 − η and
the physical fusion failure bases set by w = {wi}, with
i running over all pairs of code qubits. To find the best
failure bases w, we scan all 2n possible combinations for
two n-qubit graph codes and pick the failure basis con-
figuration that allows for the largest γ while the logical
erasure rate is below the erasure threshold of the code
given the implemented bias (i.e. p̃erase for randomized
bias, and p̃Berase for passive bias).

2. Pauli error decoder

From the erasure decoder, described in Appendix. C 1,
a set of measurement patterns MX and MZ which
recover XAXB and ZAZB are given. In addition to
retrieving the logical operators, each measurement pat-
tern also gives access to a subset of the stabilizers of the
two codes. As for the logical operators, we only consider
stabilizers that are formed from grouping identical

stabilizers of the two codes S = {Sk

AS
k

B ∈ SA · SB},
where SA/B is the stabilizer group of code A and B
respectively. For a given successful trajectory, the subset
SM ∈ S of available stabilizers are those that qubit-wise
commute with the measurement pattern [18]. With SM
we can perform error correction of the logical operators.

As an error model, we consider a single qubit depolar-
izing channel

E(ϵ) = (1 − ϵ)ρ +
ϵ

3

∑
σ∈{X,Y,Z}

σρσ, (C3)

where ϵ is the single qubit error rate and ρ is a single qubit
density matrix. As the qubits experience random Pauli
errors the logical parities can flip, resulting in a logical
error. To calculate the probability of a logical error, we
consider all possible combinations of Pauli errors on all
pairs of fusion qubits. For a depolarizing channel, the
probability that the different parities (i.e. XX, Y Y or
ZZ) from the physical fusions are flipped is

p = 4(
ϵ

3
(1 − ϵ) +

ϵ2

9
), (C4)

where ϵ/3 is the probability of an X, Y or Z error on
each fusion qubit. From the sequence of Pauli errors,
we check if the parities are flipped and extract the syn-
dromes corresponding to the measured stabilizers. For
each syndrome, we determine the most likely error and
correspondingly correct the logical parity outcome. By
summing the logical error rates for all possible syndromes
weighted by their respective probability, we retrieve the
logical error rate for the measured parity for a given mea-
surement pattern. This is done for all valid measurement
patterns in MX and MZ for both logical parities, XAXB

and ZAZB . The total logical error rate for each parity is
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then the sum of the logical error rate for each measure-
ment pattern weighted by its probability of occurring

perror(σσ) =

∑
i∈Mσ

pipi,error(σσ)∑
i∈Mσ

pi
. (C5)

Here, σσ indicates the measured logical parity, pi is the
probability of obtaining the measurement pattern, and
pierror(σσ) is the logical error rate for the given mea-
surement pattern. In the randomized basis architecture,
given a logical erasure rate perase a fusion measurement
error rate ϵM is inferred from the topological code which
the average of the two logical error rates need to be below

perror(ZZ) + perror(XX)

2
< ϵM . (C6)

From Eq. C6 a Pauli error threshold rate ϵ can be found,
which is shown in Fig. 3 as a function of photon loss for
the optimal codes.

Appendix D: Dual inner codes

Generating the dual inner code of a given graph code
which swaps the erasure rates perase(ZZ) ↔ perase(XX),
can be achieved by applying a Hadamard gate on the in-
put qubit (i.e. the spin) of the progenitor graph. This
works since the stabilizers of the progenitor graph state
with an X or Z on the input qubit (i.e. the spin) corre-
spond to the X and Z of the graph code, respectively [18].
Thus, the Hadamard effectively swaps the logical oper-
ators, leaving the code stabilizers invariant. Although
the Hadamard gate presents an intuitive and easy way
of generating the dual inner code, it also takes us out of
the graph state space. An alternative way of rotating the
codes is through graph state transformation by applying
Local complementation (LC)[37] on the progenitor graph
of the graph code. The action of LC on a node q is to
apply

ULC(q) =
√
−iXq

∏
j∈N(q)

√
iZj (D1)

to the graph state, and in a graphical picture transforms
the induced subgraph of node q to its complement [37].

To see how the action of LC transforms the logical opera-
tors of the code, we look at how the Pauli operators trans-
form under conjugation with ULC , shown in table. A1.
The progenitor graph state of the dual inner code is found
from a sequence of LC which transforms X ↔ Z on the
input qubit. From table. A1, we see that this is achieved
by the action of ULC(s) ⊗ ULC(q∗ ∈ N(s)) ⊗ ULC(s),
where s denotes the input qubit index. Note, that all
stabilizers transform according to Table. A1 and leave
their qubit support (i.e. the qubits which the stabi-
lizers act on with a Pauli operator different from iden-
tity) invariant. Since the qubit support determines the
loss tolerant properties of the logical fusion, applying
ULC(s)⊗ULC(q∗ ∈ N(s))⊗ULC(s) swaps the logical op-
erators but leave their loss tolerant properties invariant
[18]. The caveat to this invariance, is in the erasure de-
coder implementation, as we fix the failure basis to only
X or Z. The sequence of LC could enforce the optimal
failure basis to include Y failure modes, and thus the
decoder may change the loss-tolerant properties of the
logical fusion. However, as illustrated in Appendix. E,
we found a dual inner code for all optimized codes in the
main text this way.

Pauli operators
Qubit X Y Z 1
q∗ = q X -Z Y 1
q∗ ∈ N(q) -Y X Z 1

TABLE A1. Transformations of the Pauli operators under
conjugation with ULC(q), i.e. LC applied to qubit q. q∗

refers to a qubit index in the graph state.

Appendix E: Graph library

In Fig. A2 we illustrate the progenitor graph states and
their dual partner corresponding to the best-performing
graph codes for loss-tolerance. The code pairs, primary
and dual, are transformed between each other by the se-
quence of LC described in Appendix. D, which can be
confirmed from Fig. A2.
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FIG. A2. Graph code library. The graph states to the optimized graph codes for loss-tolerance found in Fig. 2, where
the graph state is turned into a graph code by measuring the spin (red) in X. Biased in ZZ are graph codes for which
perase(ZZ) > perase(XX), and the Biased in XX are its dual counterpart where the erasure rate in ZZ and XX are swapped.
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