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Continuous-variable quantum information processing through quantum optics offers a promis-
ing platform for building the next generation of scalable fault-tolerant information processors. To
achieve quantum computational advantages and fault tolerance, non-Gaussian resources are es-
sential. In this work, we propose and analyze a method to generate a variety of non-Gaussian
states using coherent photon subtraction from a two-mode squeezed state followed by photon-
number-resolving measurements. The proposed method offers a promising way to generate rotation-
symmetric states conventionally used for quantum error correction with binomial codes and trun-
cated Schrödinger cat codes. We consider the deleterious effects of experimental imperfections such
as detection inefficiencies and losses in the state engineering protocol. Our method can be readily
implemented with current quantum photonic technologies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum information processing (QIP) opens a
new paradigm for next generation information pro-
cessors, offering significant advantages over classi-
cal analogues for various fields including computa-
tion, communication, metrology, and sensing. In
the last couple of decades, QIP has been widely
explored mostly over discrete variables with qubits
on many physical platforms such as superconduct-
ing circuits, photonics, trapped ions, quantum dots,
nuclear spins, and neutral atoms [1–6]. Another uni-
versal paradigm for QIP makes use of continuous
variables (CV) such as the amplitude- and phase-
quadratures of the quantized electromagnetic field
for information encoding and processing [7]. The
key interest in CVQIP comes primarily from its un-
precedented potential to generate a massively entan-
gled scalable quantum states known as cluster states
at room temperature [8–10].
While the large cluster states have been determinis-
tically produced, they do not offer any exponential
speedups with Gaussian gates and Gaussian mea-
surements alone [11]. Therefore it is of paramount
importance to include some non-Gaussian elements
to achieve quantum computational advantages [12,
13]. Non-Gaussianity can be achieved through mea-
surements such as photon-number-resolved detection
(PNRD) [14, 15], non-Gaussian gates such as the
cubic phase gate [16, 17], or by the inclusion of
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non-Gaussian resources such as binomial states [18],
Schrödinger cat states [19, 20], and Gottesman-
Kitaev-Preskill (GKP) state [21]. In optical sys-
tems, a deterministic implementation of such non-
Gaussian gates and non-Gaussian states is exper-
imentally challenging due to weak optical nonlin-
earities. However, these non-Gaussian elements
can be probabilistically realized using Gaussian re-
sources (squeezed states and linear optics) with
non-Gaussian measurements such as PNRD. Vari-
ous schemes based on photon- addition, subtraction,
parity projection, and catalysis for generating quan-
tum states with non-Gaussian Wigner functions have
been proposed and demonstrated [19, 20, 22–25].
Not only are non-Gaussian states required for ex-
ponential speedup, they are also crucial for quan-
tum error correction to achieve fault-tolerance in
quantum computation as Gaussian operations can-
not protect against Gaussian errors [26]. A partic-
ular instance of useful non-Gaussianity is the GKP
state, which encodes discrete quantum information
in a CV Hilbert space, and thereby can be used for
qubit based computation [21, 27]. The ideal form of
GKP states requires infinite energy, but universality
can still be achieve with approximated GKP states
and Gaussian operations [28]. While quantum error
correction (QEC) with GKP states has recently been
experimentally implemented in superconducting and
trapped ion systems [29, 30], an all-optical means to
generate GKP states has remained a challenge de-
spite the existence of several proposals [31–38].

Another promising avenue to exploit non-
Gaussianity for CVQIP include quantum states that
are rotationally symmetric in phase space in analog
to translation phase space symmetry in GKP states.
Error correcting codes designed with such states take
advantage of the fact that states with K-fold rota-
tional symmetry have decompositions over the Fock-
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basis with K-periodic spacing, making it easier to as-
certain when photon loss and dephasing errors occur.
Such codes include binomial codes and cat codes,
and Pegg-Barnett codes [18, 39, 40]. While binomial
and cat codes have been recently demonstrated in
superconducting quantum circuits [41, 42], their im-
plementations in optical domain have remained elu-
sive.
In this work, we introduce an all-optical method to
generate rotationally symmetric states with 2-fold
and 4-fold-symmetry, in particular, binomial code
states and truncated cat code states. Our method re-
quires resources as minimal as a two-mode squeezed
vacuum (TMSV) state, easily accessible linear op-
tics, and PNRD at low photon numbers. Our pro-
posal requires squeezing levels below what has al-
ready been demonstrated [43], and low PNR detec-
tion which is now feasible due to advances in highly
efficient transition-edge sensors [14] and number-
resolving superconducting nanowire single-photon
detectors detectors [44–46], and time-multiplexed
detection schemes [47].
We show that by tuning the initial available resource
squeezing and post-selecting on desired the PNR out-
comes, our method can generate a variety of states in
addition to exact binomial states and approximated
cat states with the generation rates in the KHz-MHz
depending on the detection scheme using state-of-
the-art PNR detectors with high count rates. More-
over, these rotationally symmetric states can be ex-
actly produced as opposed to GKP states, which are
only approximated due to available finite squeezing
limit.
Our paper is structured as follows. In Section II, we
provide an overview of bosonic quantum error cor-
rection with binomial codes. Section III discusses
the general framework of our method to generate a
various rotation-symmetric non-Gaussian states. In
Section V, we focus on generating binomial and cat-
like codes in the ideal case as well as in the presence
of experimental imperfections. In Section VI, we de-
rive the conditions for desired detection efficiency for
faithful error correction. We present an architectural
analysis in Section VII and we conclude and offer an
outlook in Section VIII.

II. ROTATION-SYMMETRIC BOSONIC
CODES: RECAP

A detailed discussion on rotationally symmetric
quantum error-correcting codes can be found in
Refs. [39, 48–50]; here we briefly summerize the main
concepts. The rotation-symmetric bosonic codes in-
clude the bosonic encodings that remain invariant

under discrete rotations in phase space in the same
manner as GKP encodings are invariant under phase
space translations. Some representative examples of
rotation-symmetric bosonic codes are binomial codes
and cat codes, which have been recently demon-
strated in circuit quantum electrodynamics (cQED)
architectures [42, 51, 52]. The logical code words are
stabilized by the photon-number super parity oper-
ator defined as

Π̂K := e
i2πn̂
K , (1)

where n̂ = â†â is the photon-number operator.
Therefore, in order to satisfy Π̂K |ψ〉 = |ψ〉, the state
|ψ〉 must have support on every K-th Fock basis.

For a given error set E = {Ê1, Ê2, ..., Êl}, a neces-
sary and sufficient criterion for a faithful error cor-
rection is known as the Knill-Laflamme condition,
mathematically defined as:

P̂CÊ
†
l ÊmP̂C = αl,mP̂C ; ∀ Êl, Êm ∈ E , (2)

where P̂C is the projector defined over the code space
C and αl,m are entries of a Hermitian matrix [53].
For example, let’s consider the (4-fold symmetric)
binomial code words

|0L〉 =
1

2
|0〉+

√
3

2
|4〉 , |1L〉 =

√
3

2
|2〉+ 1

2
|6〉 , (3)

whose amplitudes are the square roots of binomial
coefficients. One can easily see that these code
words are able to detect and faithfully correct the
errors given by error set E = {I, â, â†â} as per Knill-
Laflamme condition.

Physically, the Knill-Laflamme conditions ensure
that the probability for a single-photon loss or a de-
phasing error to occur are the same for each code
word, making it impossible for the environment to
distinguish between the logical basis states |0L〉 and
|1L〉. This preserves the encoded quantum infor-
mation (the state’s amplitudes in the logical basis),
as it is not deformed as a result of the error and
can thus be recovered by means of unitary opera-
tions. To understand this further, let us consider a
single-photon loss error for quantum state |ψ〉 en-
coded using the code words defined in 3. The logical
state |ψ〉 = α|0L〉+β |1L〉 is an even photon-number
parity state which transforms to odd parity state
|ψ′〉 =

√
3α |3〉 +

√
3/2β(|1〉 + |5〉) under a single-

photon loss error. Thus we get:

â |ψ〉 → |ψ′〉 = α
∣∣0̃L〉+ β

∣∣1̃L〉 , (4)

where
∣∣0̃L〉 = |3〉 and

∣∣1̃L〉 = 1/
√

2(|1〉 + |5〉) are
the error words, which are orthogonal to the origi-
nal code words. We note that the quantum infor-
mation encoded in the complex amplitudes α and



3

β is preserved and can be faithfully recovered by
mapping the error words {

∣∣0̃L〉 , ∣∣1̃L〉} to code words
{|0L〉 , |1L〉} by means of unitary operations [49].
Since the single-photon loss changes the photon-
number parity of the original state from even to odd,
the parity measurements can be used as an error
syndrome measurement. In optics, error syndrome
measurements can be performed using highly effi-
cient photon-number-resolving transition-edge sen-
sors [14, 15, 54].

In general, the photon loss process can be viewed
more precisely by subjecting a quantum state to
a completely-positive and trace-preserving (CPTP)
bosonic channel with non-unity transmission. In this
case, the effect of the channel is given by the Kraus
operator-sum representation formulated as

ρ′ = L(ρ0) =

∞∑
k=0

Êkρ0Êk
†
, (5)

where ρ′ and ρ0 are the output and input states,
respectively, and to ensure the CPTP channel, one

needs
∑∞
k=0E

†
kEk = I. In this work, we treat loss as

an amplitude-damping Gaussian channel, which can
be modeled as an optical mode traveling a distance
L through a medium with loss coefficient α dB/cm.
The Kraus operator associated with losing k photons
is

Êk =

√
(1− e−γ)k

k!
e−

1
2γâ

†ââk, (6)

where we define γ = αL. A k-photon loss to ρ occurs
with the probability of

Pk = 〈Êk
†
Êk〉 =

γk

k!
Tr[âkρ â†k] +O[γk+1]. (7)

With this in mind, QEC codes with the ability to cor-
rect up to k-photon losses can be reframed as codes
that correct operators Ek up to k-th order in γ. As a
result, the code words we propose to create in Eq. 3
have 4-fold-symmetry in phase space with the abil-
ity to correct single photon losses, making it effec-
tive up to first order in γ and corrects for E0 and E1

corresponding to ‘no-jump’ and ‘single-jump’ errors,
respectively.

III. PROPOSED METHOD: ANALYTICAL
MODEL

In this section, we detail the proposed method dis-
played in Fig. 1. Our method starts by preparing by

a two-mode squeezed vacuum (TMSV) state by in-
terfering two orthogonal single-mode squeezed vac-
uum (SMSV) states produced by optical parametric
amplifiers (OPAs) at the first balanced beamsplit-
ter labeled as BS 1 in Fig. 1. This is followed by two
highly unbalanced beamsplitters (BS 2) used for pho-
ton subtractions from each mode of the TMSV state.
Next, a balanced beamsplitter (BS 1) is placed to in-
terfere the subtracted photons in order to erase the
information about from which mode the subtracted
photons came from. As a result, this combination
of photon subtractions and the balanced interfer-
ence allows one to coherently subtract photons from
the TMSV state. Finally, photon-number-resolving
(PNR) measurements are performed on three output
modes prepares the desired state |ψ〉 in the fourth
mode for a certain combination of PNR measure-
ment outcomes.
Interfering two SMSV states at a balanced beam-
splitter is equivalent to preparing a TMSV state by
action of the two-mode squeezed operator S(z)ab =

e[zâ
†b̂†−z∗âb̂] on two-mode vacuum, where z = Reiφ

with real squeezing parameter R and phase φ. In the
photon-number basis, the TMSV state prepared in
modes ‘a’ and ‘b’ after the first BS 1 is given as [11]

|0, R〉ab =
1

coshR

∞∑
n=0

einφ tanhnR|nn〉ab, (8)

After encountering the highly unbalanced beamsplit-
ters (BS 2), the state interferes with vacuum modes
‘c’ and ‘d’, which leads to the four-mode state

|ψ〉abcd = Ûac(θ)Ûbd(θ)|0, R〉ab|00〉cd, (9)

where Ûac(θ), Ûbd(θ) are beamsplitter unitary oper-
ators where (t, r) = (cosθ, sinθ) are the transmission
and reflections coefficients, respectively. We first
consider the simplest case where the probability of
subtracting more than one photon is negligible, i.e.,
at most one photon is subtracted from each mode.
For single photon subtraction, we set both beam-
splitters such that t→ 1 (θ << 1) which allows one
to approximate the unitary operators as

Ûac(θ) = exp[θ(â†ĉ− âĉ†)] ≈ I + θ[â†ĉ− âĉ†] +O(θ2),

Ûbd(θ) = exp[θ(b̂†d̂− b̂d̂†)] ≈ I + θ[b̂†d̂− b̂d̂†] +O(θ2),
(10)

where we consider O(θ2) terms negligible to ensure
that mostly single photons are subtracted from each
mode. From Eq. 9 and Eq. 10, we get the unnormal-
ized four-mode state
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Ûac(θ)Ûbd(θ)|0, R〉ab|00〉cd ∝
∞∑
n

einφtanhnR[I + θ(â†ĉ− âĉ† + b̂†d̂− b̂d̂†)]|nn〉ab|00〉cd, (11)

Finally, the action of last balanced beamsplitter (BS 2) leads to the resulting state

|ψ〉abcd ∝
∞∑
n

einφtanhnR

[
|00〉cd −

θ√
2

[
(â− b̂)|10〉cd + (â+ b̂)|01〉cd

]]
|nn〉ab. (12)

We now perform the PNR measurements on three
output modes as depicted in Fig. 1. Looking at the
state in Eq. 12, it can be immediately seen that
for n1 = n2 = 0, the initial TMSV state is un-
changed as one expects. We now consider two cases
of n1 = 1, n2 = 0 and n1 = 0, n2 = 1, i.e., only one of
the two detectors detects a single photon. The two
orthogonal output states in these two cases are

|ψ〉±ab ∝
∞∑
n

√
neinφtanhnR[|n− 1, n〉 ± |n, n− 1〉],

(13)
where the positive (negative) sign corresponds to
[n1, n2] = [1, 0] ([n1, n2] = [0, 1]).

It is worth mentioning that states like |ψ〉± have
been shown to achieve Heisenberg-limit of phase
measurements in quantum interferometry [55, 56].
We now consider a third PNR detector placed in the
path of mode ‘b’ to detect n3 photons. The third
PNR measurement projects the ρ± to the pure state
given by

|ψ〉±a =N [
√
n3cn3,n3

|n3 − 1〉

±
√

(n3 + 1)cn3+1,n3+1|n3 + 1〉], (14)

where

N =
√
n3cn3,n3

+ (n3 + 1)cn3+1,n3+1 (15)

cn,n′ = eiφ(n+n
′) tanhn+n

′
R/cosh2R (16)

From Eq. 14, one can see that for n3 = odd (even),
the final state has two consecutive even (odd) Fock
components corresponding to n3 − 1 and n3 + 1.
We note that this particular task of coherent single-
photon subtraction with highly unbalanced beam-
splitters can be performed with click detectors by
ensuring that the probability of reflecting more than
one photon is vanishing. However, the third detector
needs to be PNR detector. In Section V, we show
that how one can generate rotation-symmetric states
with 2-fold and 4-fold phase space symmetry in the
Wigner function.
We now generalize the proposed method for arbi-
trary detection of n1 and n2 photons. In this case,
to the leading order approximation, only the terms
involving up to θn1+n2 will contribute in the expan-
sion of unitary operators of the photon subtracting
beamsplitters (BS 2 in Fig. 1) in Eq. 11. As a result,
the Taylor expansion can be approximated to

Ûac(θ)Ûbd(θ) ≈
N∑
k=0

θN

k!(N − k)!
(â†ĉ−âĉ†)N−k(b̂†d̂−b̂d̂†)k,

(17)
where N = n1 + n2 is the total number of photons
detected after the photon subtraction step. Since
we have vacuum inputs to modes c and d, and as a
consequence of detecting N photons in total, Eq. 17
reduces to

Ûac(θ)Ûbd(θ) ≈
N∑
k=0

(−θ)N

k!(N − k)!
(âĉ†)N−k(b̂d̂†)k.

(18)
This approximation can now be transformed by the
second balanced beamsplitter, Ûcd(θ), into

ÛcdÛac(θ)Ûbd(θ)Û
†
cd ≈

(
−θ√

2

)N N∑
k=0

âN−k b̂k

k!(N − k)!
(ĉ† + d̂†)N−k(−ĉ† + d̂†)k. (19)

The action of these beamsplitters to the TMS resource state and vacuum modes c and d followed by detecting
n2 and n1 photons in the transformed modes c and d, respectively, leads to the final state

|ψ〉ab = ÛcdÛac(θ)Ûbd(θ)Û
†
cd|0, R〉a,b ⊗ |0, 0〉c,d ∝

N∑
k=0

An1,n2,kâ
N−k b̂k|0, R〉ab, (20)
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FIG. 1. The proposed scheme for generating rotation-symmetric error-correcting codes. A two-mode squeezed vac-
uum (TMSV) state is generated by combining two orthogonal single-mode squeezed vacuum (SMSV) states at the
first balanced beamsplitter (BS 1). Photons are then subtracted from each modes of the TMSV state using highly
unbalanced beamsplitters (BS 2). The subtracted photons are interfered at the second balanced beamsplitter followed
by PNR measurements on three output modes, which prepares the fourth mode in the desired code for a certain mea-
surement combination of n1, n2, and n3. The dotted red box represents the coherent photon subtraction process. A
particular case shown here considers [n1, n2, n3] = [1, 1, 4], resulting in |ψ〉 ∝ |2〉+ |6〉 with 4-fold rotational symmetry
as evident in the displayed Wigner function. OPA: Optical parametric amplifier. BS 1: Balanced beamsplitter. BS
2: Unbalanced beamsplitter for photon subtraction. EOM: Electro-optic modulator.

where the coefficient An1,n2,k is

An1,n2,k =

imax∑
imin

(−1)i+k−n>
√
n1!n2!

i!(i+ k − n>)!(n> − i)!(N − i− k)!
, (21)

and the summation goes from imin = Max(0, n> − k) to imax = Min(n>, N − k), where n> = Max(n1, n2).
The overall success probability of this combination of PNR measurements is

P ([n1, n2]) =
( θ√

2

)2N
Tr
[ N∑
k=0

N∑
j=0

An1,n2,kAn1,n2,j â
N−k b̂k|0, R〉ab〈0, R|â†

N−j
b̂†
j
]
. (22)

One salient point to note about the coherent pho-
ton subtraction is that the approximation of weakly
reflective subtraction beamsplitters used in Eq. 18
is not strictly necessary. In fact, as we show in
appendix IX B, the full treatment of perfect coher-
ent photon subtraction from a TMSV state with
arbitrary beamsplitter parameter θ reduces to the
same two-mode state in Eq. 20, but with a dif-
ferent effective squeezing parameter. If the initial
experimental squeezing parameter is R, then the
nonzero beamsplitter reflectivity acts to replace R
in Eq. 20 with an effective squeezing parameter of
R′ = tanh−1(t2 tanhR), where t2 = cos2 θ is the
transmission of each subtraction beamsplitter. Later
we show how one can utilize this feature of coherent
photon subtraction to increase the success rates of

preparing the desired states. We now investigate the
third PNR measurement on the coherently photon-
subtracted state represented by Eq. 20. A measure-
ment outcome of n3 photons projects the two-mode
state |ψ〉a,b to the following parity state

|ψ〉a = N
N+n3∑
k=kmin

A′n1,n2,k|2k −N − n3〉a, (23)

where we have

A′n1,n2,k = An1,n2,(k−n3)
(eiφ tanhR)kk!√
(2k −N − n3)!

, (24)

and kmin = Max(n3, d 12N + 1
2n3e) with d.e being

the ceiling function. The normalization coefficient is
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given by

N =

(
1
2θ

2
)N

n3!(coshR)2
√
Psucc

, (25)

where Psucc is the overall success probability of
the measurement outcome configuration [n1, n2, n3]
given as

Psucc =

(
1
2θ

2
)N

n3!(coshR)2

N+n3∑
k=kmin

(A′n1,n2,k)2. (26)

This completes the generalized derivation for co-
herent photon subtraction scheme for generating
rotation-symmetric error correcting codes. Examin-
ing Eq. 23, we see that in addition to the state having
definite photon-number parity, the number of Fock
components in the superposition is determined by
the number of subtracted photons to reach a maxi-
mum of N + 1 when n1 6= n2 and n3 > N . When
n3 < N , the maximum number of components drops
to b 12N + 1

2n3c + 1. A particularly interesting case
occurs when n1 = n2. In this case the coefficient
An1,n2,k vanishes for k = odd as seen below:

An1,n2,kodd =

n2− k−1
2∑

i=0

(−1)n2+k−i
[
(2n2 − k − i)!(k + i− n2)!i!(n2 − i)!)

]−1
+ (−1)−n2−i

[
i!(n2 − i)!(2n2 − k − i)!(k + i− n2)!)

]−1
= 0. (27)

Therefore, only the terms where k = even contribute
to the state in Eq. 23 meaning that the final state
has half as many Fock-basis components as the
n1 6= n2 case, and each of these components is
separated by integer multiples of 4. Indeed, this
is a consequence of extended Hong-Ou-Mandel
(HOM) type interference between the subtracted
photons [57]. Since we are considering only the case
where n1 = n2, the subtracted photons from each
mode of the TMSV can only occur in even numbers.
The simplest case of such scenario is n1 = n2 = 1,
which means both the subtracted photons came from
either mode ‘a’ or ‘b’, as one expects in a typical
HOM experiment. As we show later, this extended
HOM interference property can be used to prepare
rotationally-symmetric states which can be used
in bosonic quantum error correction schemes [18, 39].

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In general for arbitrary n1, n2, and n3, we show
in Fig. 2 how the probability to successfully gener-
ate any non-Fock state with either 2-or 4-fold phase
space symmetry can be optimized by varying the
subtraction beamsplitter (BS 2 in Fig. 1) reflec-
tivies based on the initial resource squeezing level.
Since changing the subtraction beamsplitter reflec-
tivity has no effect on the form of the output state
other than to reduce the original TMS state squeez-
ing parameter to a smaller effective squeezing, this

feature can be used as an external experimental knob
to tune the mean output state energy and boost the
generation rates. The ‘non-Fock’ qualifier means we
exclude generated states that are composed of only a
single Fock-basis component. Thus, the probabilities
plotted simply sum the probabilites to obtain any
interesting superposition state of the desired sym-
metry for a given subtraction beamsplitter reflectiv-
ity at each initial squeezing. Additionally, 4-fold ro-
tation symmetric are also posses 2-fold symmetry,
Fig. 2a shows the probability to generate either type
of states. In Fig. 2b, we exclusively show the case
of n1 = n2 where 4-fold symmetric states are gener-
ated.

The plots demonstrate that there is a threshold
value for the beamsplitter reflectivity beneath which
the generation probability drops precipitously, but
increasing the reflectivity beyond about 10% (r2 =
0.1) gives limited returns. Furthermore, in Fig. 2c
and 2d we show the expected mean photon number,
〈a†a〉exp of the output state given the specified initial
conditions. These values are obtained by averaging
over the mean photon number of each output state
weighted by the probability of obtaining that state
while excluding the non-superposition states. As one
can see, the value of 〈a†a〉exp for the generated states
only decreases as reflectivity increases, which intu-
itively follows considering more of the original TMS
state energy is diverted toward the subtraction de-
tectors. In all cases however, it is interesting to see
that for all values of squeezing considered, the energy
of the generated state can be increased beyond what
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FIG. 2. (a) The probability to successfully generate any non-Fock parity state (2-fold or 4-fold-symmetry) as the
subtraction beamsplitter reflectivity is changed for many values of initial two-mode squeezing. (b) Probability to
successfully generate only 4-fold-symmetry states. (c),(d) The average of the mean-photon number of the successfully
generated states. The large dots indicate the mean photon number of a single mode of input state at each respective
squeezing. Regions on the curves to the left of the dots show it is likely to increase the average energy of the mode
when the state is successfully generated.

was present in a single mode of the initial TMS state.
The large dot corresponding to each squeezing curve
in the plots shows the mean photon-number of each
single mode of the initial resource state and thus the
regions to the left of this point indicate that on av-
erage, successfully generating the desired symmetry
state with the indicated squeezing and beamsplitter
reflectivities will increase the mean photon-number
of the output state. This effect is attributable to
subtracting photons from two-mode squeezed vac-
uum, and has been noted previously in the context
of quantum state interferometry [58].

V. STATE ENGINEERING FOR BOSONIC
ERROR CORRECTING CODES

In this section, we show how the proposed scheme
can be tuned to generate exact binomial- and trun-

cated cat-like codes by choosing certain combina-
tions of PNR measurements. We provide a de-
tailed analysis on required resource squeezing, suc-
cess probabilities, and how lossy PNR detection af-
fects the quality of the generated bosonic codes.

A. General two-component states

As mentioned earlier in Sec. III, simply by tuning
the initial squeezing parameter and post-selecting for
either n1 = 1, n2 = 0 or n1 = 0, n2 = 1 produces any
2-fold symmetric two-component state of the form

|ψπ〉 ∝ |m− 1〉+ α |m+ 1〉 , (28)

where the only requirement is that |α| <
√

m+1
m .

Similarly, detecting one photon in each of modes c
and d (n1 = n2 = 1) allows the production of arbi-
trary 4-fold symmetric two-component states of the
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form ∣∣ψπ/2〉 ∝ |m− 2〉+ β |m+ 2〉 , (29)

where |β| <
√

(m+1)(m+2)
m(m−1) . In the above formulas, α

and β are complex numbers determined by the am-
plitude and phase of the squeezing parameter for the
initial resource TMSV state. If the initial squeezing
parameter is written in complex form as z = Reiφ,
then beginning with a state that satisfies

eiφ tanhR = −α
(

m

m+ 1

) 1
2

(30)

and performing a PNR detection of n3 = m after
the coherent subtraction leads to the creation of the
2-fold-symmetry state with parameter α in Eq.28.
In order to generate the 4-fold symmetric state in
Eq. 29, the condition on the initial squeezing is

eiφ tanhR =
√
−β
(

m(m− 1)

(m+ 1)(m+ 2)

) 1
4

, (31)

where again a PNR detection of n3 = m must follow
the coherent photon subtraction of the n1 = n2 = 1
case.

B. Binomial Code State Generation

We now consider two particular cases of 4-fold
symmetric two-component states, in particular the
binomial code words of Eq. 3. These binomial code
words |0L〉 and |1L〉 can be exactly created by co-
herently subtracting n1 = n2 = 1 photons and per-
forming respective PNR measurement of n3 = 2 and
n3 = 4, provided the effective squeezing is chosen
to satisfy the relation in Eq. 31 for β|0L〉 =

√
3 and

β|1L〉 = 1/
√

3. In order to satisfy these requirements,
the experimental resources must achieve squeezing
thresholds of 10.63 dB to perfectly create the |0L〉
state and 6.08 dB to create the |1L〉 state. Note
that for experimental squeezing above these thresh-
olds, the beamsplitter reflectivity must be tuned to
decrease the effective squeezing back to these quanti-
ties. However, squeezing below these thresholds does
not mean that QEC with rotationally-symmetric
code words is no longer possible. Lower squeezing
means that the lower Fock-components of the code
states will contribute more to the superposition, but
as long as the coefficients for the two code words are
chosen such that they have the equal photon num-
ber moments, error correction is still possible as in
accordance with Knill-Laflamme condition. In fact,

the coefficients deviating from a binomial distribu-
tion may prove beneficial in specific circumstances if
they are optimized to reduce specific error rates [49].
For the present discussion, we limit our focus to the
binomial code states of Eq. 3. We show in Fig. 3a
how the probability to successfully generated the bi-
nomial code states varies with initial resource squeez-
ing. When the squeezing is exactly at the thresholds
(10.63 dB for |0L〉 and 6.08 dB for |1L〉) to generate
the desired state, the subtraction beamsplitters must
have vanishing reflectivities, resulting in small suc-
cess probabilities as shown on the left most parts of
the plots in Fig. 3. For larger available initial squeez-
ing, however, increasing the subtraction reflectivity
until the effective squeezing is at the required thresh-
olds boosts the success probability by three orders
of magnitude for both code states. Note that these
larger squeezing values for optimized success proba-
bility are within the realm of realistically achievable
squeezing [43].
In Fig. 3b, we display the success probability to gen-
erate multi-component 4-fold symmetric states with
k Fock-basis components in the superposition given
an initial resource squeezing value of 12 dB as the
subtraction beamsplitter reflectivity varies. Gen-
erating states with k components in the superpo-
sition is a higher order process in the beamsplit-
ter reflectivity as it requires n1 = n2 ≥ k − 1, so
the two component state described by Eq. 29 is the
most common result. It is worth mentioning that
the growing number of components in the superpo-
sition is a consequence of extended HOM interfer-
ence. The post-selection is done for the particular
case of n1 = n2 after the HOM interference, but
this can happen in many ways as long as we have

n
(−)
1 = N − 2l, n

(−)
2 = 2l; l ∈ [0, N/2], where n

(−)
1

and n
(−)
2 denotes the number of photons subtracted

from modes ‘a’ and ‘b’, respectively before the HOM
inferences at the second balanced beamsplitter, BS
1. Likewise, Fig. 3c shows the success probability to
generate k-component 2-fold-symmetry states with
an initial 12 dB of squeezing.
In Fig. 4, we plot the Wigner functions of the gener-
ated binomial code words with the optimal effective
squeezing of 10.63 dB and 6.08 dB for |0L〉 and |1L〉,
respectively. On the left, the resultant Wigner func-
tions (a) and (c) are for the case of perfect detection
(η = 1) for all three PNR detectors. As expected, the
Wigner functions display 4-fold symmetry owing to
the photon-number support on every 4th Fock state.
In an experimental realization of such state engineer-
ing protocol, the photon losses due to propagation
though lossy optical components and inefficient PNR
detections are inevitable and lead to decoherence of
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FIG. 3. (a) Probability to successfully generate the code states |0L〉 and |1L〉 as initial squeezing is increased. The
subtraction beamsplitters are tuned to satisfy Eq. 31. (b) Probability to successfully generate any 4-fold symmetric
state and (c) and 2-foldsymmetric state with k Fock-basis components in the each superposition as subtraction
beamsplitter reflectivity is increased given an initial squeezing of 12 dB.

the desired state.
Next, we investigate the effects of imperfect detec-
tion (η = 0.90) for n3 measurement for generating
both the binomial code words. As evident from the
Wigner functions in Fig. 4 (b) and (d), the nega-
tivity of the Wigner functions is reduced while the
phase space symmetry is still preserved. Note that
we have considered the ideal detection for n1 and n2
PNR measurements since the deleterious effects of
their imperfect detection can be reduced by lower-
ing the reflectivity of the subtracting beamsplitters
to ensure that the probability of subtracting more
than one photon is negligible. While this prevents
the decoherence of the generated code words caused
by imperfect detection of n1 and n2, it lowers the
overall success rate. Therefore, the PNR detectors
with high detection efficiency are desired in such
state engineering protocols. We then evaluate the
state Fidelity, Wigner Negativity, and Wigner Log
Negativity (WLN) against the imperfect detection
efficiency, η for n3 detection. The losses are mod-
eled by setting up a fictitious beamsplittier of trans-
missivity η in the path of n3 photons. Numerical
simulations are displayed in Fig. 5. The generated

state fidelity, defined as F (ρ, σ) =
(
Tr[
√√

ρσ
√
ρ]
)2

,
with the ideal binomial code words in Eq. 3 is plotted
against the overall detection efficiency in Fig. 5a. We
see that for a given detection efficiency, |1L〉 performs
better than |0L〉, as evident from the larger fidelity
difference at lower overall detection efficiency. In
CV resource theories, the Wigner Negativity (WN),
i.e., the minimum value of the negativity of Wigner
function, and Wigner Log Negativity (WLN) are the
key measures to quantify the non-Gaussian nature of

quantum resources which are essential for quantum
computational advantages and fault-tolerance [59].
The WLN is defined as

WLN := ln

[ ∫
|W (q, p)|dqdp

]
, (32)

and it immediately follows that a non-negative
Wigner function has zero WLN. The WN and WLN
are plotted in Fig. 5b and Fig. 5b, respectively.
We found that the non-Gaussian nature of the code
words is preserved even for the detection efficiency
as low as η = 0.5, as seen from the negative mini-
mum amplitude of the Wigner function, W (Q,P )min

and non-zero value of WLN. It is worth pointing out
that the PNR detection efficiency of 98% is a ex-
perimentally feasible with state-of-the-art transition-
edge sensors [60], and methods to obtain > 99% are
possible [61]. This concludes the realistic implemen-
tations of our state engineering scheme for binomial
codes.

C. Truncated Cat Code State Generation

In this section, we investigate the feasibility of
generating code words having support on higher
photon-number. We show that such codes satisfy
the Knill-Laflamme condition for faithful error cor-
rection against single-photon loss. Consider two
events where we perform the detection combinations
of [n1, n2, n3] = [0, 1,m] and [n1, n2, n3] = [0, 2,m]
with m ≥ 2, which we denote as |ψ0,1,m〉 and
|ψ0,2,m〉, respectively. Using the results from Eqs. 23
and 24, the former case yields a two component 2-
fold symmetric state of the form

|ψ0,1,m〉 ∝ e−i
φ
2 (tanhR)−

1
2
√
m |m− 1〉 − ei

φ
2 (tanhR)

1
2

√
m+ 1 |m+ 1〉 , (33)
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FIG. 4. Wigner function visualization of binomial codewords. (a) and (c) are the ideal codewords for |0L〉 and |1L〉
when no losses are considered in our protocol. (b) and (d) are in the presence of 10% losses in the PNR measurement
of n3 photons. We see that the features such as phase space interference and the negativity of the Wigner functions
are preserved with 10% losses.

FIG. 5. Effects of lossy PNR detection for n3 photons. (a) State Fidelity with the ideal codewords. The minimum
Wigner function amplitude and Wigner Log Negativity (WLN), (b) and (c), respectively.

while the latter case gives us

|ψ0,2,m〉 ∝ e−iφ(tanhR)−1
√
m√

m+ 1
|m− 2〉+ 2

√
m+ 1√
m− 1

|m〉+ eiφ tanhR

√
m+ 2√
m− 1

|m+ 2〉 . (34)
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By inspection, it is easy to see that these states are
mutually orthogonal where |ψ0,2,m〉 has parity of m
and |ψ0,1,m〉 has the opposite parity. As seen from
the Wigner function plots of the example cases of
m = 5 and m = 7, these types of states resemble
truncated cat-like states with the associated fast in-
terference fringes near the origin in phase-space. If
we can arrange for the states to satisfy the Knill-
Laflamme condition defined in Eq. 2

〈ψ0,1,m| â†â |ψ0,1,m〉 = 〈ψ0,2,m| â†â |ψ0,2,m〉 , (35)

then the two states can be used as code words to
protect against single-photon losses. Using the level
of squeezing as a tuning experimental knob, this con-
dition can be exactly satisfied. In Fig. 7, we show
how each pair of states can be made with the same
experimental scheme without changing the subtrac-
tion beamsplitter reflectivities, and that for the cor-
rect squeezing (indicated by the solid dot where the
solid and dotted lines cross in Fig. 7a ), the two
orthogonal states each have the same mean photon
number. This means that the scheme can be set
with some initial squeezing and beamsplitter param-
eters and is capable of generating either of the pair
of orthogonal states. For higher detected m, the two
orthogonal states have nearly the same mean pho-
ton number for values of squeezing past the exact
point as well, leading to slightly larger success prob-
abilities for both |ψ0,1,m〉 and |ψ0,2,m〉 as shown in
the respective plots in Fig. 7b and 7c. The general
form of Eq. 23 can be used to find other pairs of or-
thogonal truncated cat-like states with more terms
in the superposition beyond the simple case of mea-
suring only zero and one or zero and two photons
in the subtraction step. However, states created by
subtracting larger numbers of photon generally arise
less frequently due to decreasing success probabili-
ties with unbalanced beamsplitters, and for arbitrary
subtractions of n1 and n2, cat-like state production
may not happen for every end PNR detection of n3.
Next, we consider how to enlarge the success proba-
bility by using multiplexing techniques.

D. Success probability enhancement by
resource multiplexing

Thus far, we have considered the generation of
bosonic codes using only one setup presented in
Fig. 1. To boost the success probability of gener-
ating a particular code one can employ multiplexing
schemes, which have been used to enlarge the herald-
ing probability of single-photons [62–64]. For a given
success probability Psucc per state generation setup,

the probability of generating the desired code with
NMUX multiplexed resources is

PMUX = 1− (1− Psucc)
NMUX (36)

For a given success probability tolerance δ = 1 −
PMUX, one can estimate the number of multiplexed
sources as

NMUX =

⌈
log10(δ)

log10(1− Psucc)

⌉
, (37)

where d.e is the ceiling function. In Fig.8(a), we plot
the success probability against the number of multi-
plexed sources for states with both 2-fold (solid line)
and 4-fold (dotted line) symmetry at assumed ex-
perimental squeezing values of 15 dB (red) and 6 dB
(blue). The probabilities are calculated using beam-
splitter parameters that maximize the single-scheme
success probabilities for each case according to Fig. 2.
Fig. 8(a) also shows the the multiplexed probability
to generate the |0L〉 (dashed green) and |1L〉 (dashed
black) states where again the other parameters are
chosen to maximize individual scheme success prob-
abilities. The figure inset zooms in to show where
the multiplexed probabilities exceed 0.90. For re-
spective probability tolerances of 0.1 and 0.01, only
NMUX = 4 and 8 schemes are needed to successfully
generation a 2-fold symmetric superposition when
initial squeezing is 15 dB. The second panel of the fig-
ure, Fig. 8(b) performs the same multiplexing anal-
ysis on the truncated cat-like states whose Wigner
function are shown in Fig. 6. The solid lines show
the PMUX for the cases where the initial squeezing is
chosen such that the mean photon number of orthog-
onal pairs (|ψ0,1,m〉 and |ψ0,2,m〉) is the same. How-
ever, the success probability can be significantly in-
creased when larger initial squeezing is available, and
orthogonal states still have approximately the same
mean number of photons as seen in Fig. 7. The dot-
ted lines in Fig. 8(b) show PMUX when the input
squeezing is 12 dB.

VI. IMPERFECT BINOMIAL CODE
WORDS

In order to engineer the states |0L〉 and |1L〉, the
final PNR detector must register two and four pho-
tons, respectively. However, when the detector is
imperfect and has efficiency η < 1, this leads to
mixtures instead of ideal code words. We wish to
evaluate how well error correction can proceed and
try to find a bound on the detector inefficiency be-
neath which QEC is still possible. In our analysis,
we ignore the dark counts of the detector which is
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FIG. 6. Wigner functions and photon-number distributions of codewords with 2-fold phase space symmetry. (a) and
(b) are two orthogonal codewords with mean photon-number n̄ ≈ 4.6 for the measurement outcomes of [n1, n2, n3] =
[0, 2, 5] and [n1, n2, n3] = [0, 1, 5], respectively. Likewise, (c) and (d) are for [n1, n2, n3] = [0, 2, 7] and [n1, n2, n3] =
[0, 1, 7] with mean photon number n̄ ≈ 6.7. Insets show the photon-number distributions having support on odd and
even photon numbers. The effective squeezing for (a) and (b) is 6.42 dB and 8.30 dB for (c) and (d).

a reasonable assumption for superconducting single-
photon detectors. Let’s begin with the state after
coherent photon subtraction where a single photon
was measured in each of the subtraction detectors,
i.e., n1 = n2 = 1. The state after photon subtraction
is

|ψ〉 ∝ (â2 − b̂2) |0, R〉ab , (38)

Note that this process can be assumed to be ideal,
as slight inefficiencies in the subtraction detectors
are less important than the end PNR efficiency since
the probability to detect values of n1 and n2 larger
than one is an order of magnitude smaller than n1 =
n2 = 1 due to highly unbalanced beamsplitters. It
is, however, desirable to have near-unity efficiency in
order to subtract photons at higher rates.

For the |0L〉 code word, performing lossy PNR de-
tection of two photons on mode ‘a′ of Eq. 38 yields
the mixtures
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FIG. 7. (a) Mean photon number of the orthogonal states generated by detecting [0, 1,m] (dashed lines) and [0, 2,m]
(solid lines) photons as initial squeezing increases for a fixed subtraction beamsplitter reflectivity of 10%. For each
m, there is a squeezing value that yields orthogonal states with the same mean photon number (indicated by solid
dots) which is necessary to satisfy the Knill-Laflamme criteria. (b) The probability to generate the [0, 1,m] or [1, 0,m]
states, which differ only by an optical phase, and (c) the probability to generate the [0, 2,m] or [2, 0,m] states.

ρ0L =
Tra [Π2 |ψ〉 〈ψ|]
Tr [Π2 |ψ〉 〈ψ|]

∝ Tra

{ ∞∑
n,n′=0

eiφ(n−n
′)(tanhR0L)n+n

′
(
〈2|a (a2 − b2) |n, n〉 〈n′, n′| (a†2 − b†2) |2〉a (39)

+ 3(1− η) 〈3|a (a2 − b2) |n, n〉 〈n′, n′| (a†2 − b†2) |3〉a +O[(1− η)2]
)}

, (40)

(41)

where Πn =
∑
m=n p(n|m)|m〉〈m| is the POVM for

‘m’ photons detection from a PNR detector with ef-
ficiency η and p(n|m) =

(
m
n

)
ηn(1 − η)m−n is the

conditional probability of detecting ‘n’ photons out
of ‘m’ photons incidented to the detector. For high
efficiency PNR detectors with near unit efficiency,
we can neglect orders of (1 − η)2 and higher. If we
assume that the effective squeezing was chosen prop-
erly to for the desired state, then we can write the
final output as the mixture

ρ0L = (1− δ0L)|0L〉 〈0L|+ δ0LρE0L
, (42)

where the erroneous component is

ρE0L
=

1

8

(√
3 |1〉+

√
5 |5〉

)(√
3 〈1|+

√
5 〈5|

)
(43)

and the ratio

δ0L
1− δ0L

= 3
√

2(1− η). (44)

Similarly, one can go through the same procedure
for the other code word with a lossly PNR detection
of four photons. In this case we have

ρ1L = (1− δ1L)|1L〉 〈1L|+ δ1LρE1L
,

ρE1L
=

1

32

(
5 |3〉+

√
7 |7〉

)(
5 〈3|+

√
7 〈7|

)
,

δ1L
1− δ1L

=
8
√

2√
15

(1− η). (45)

The Wigner functions plotted in Fig. 4(b) and 4(d)
show the effects the detector inefficiency when η =
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FIG. 8. Including NMUX multiplexed protocols increases the overall success probability, PMUX . (a) Curves are shown
for the probability to generate any superposition 2-fold symmetric state using 15 dB and 6 dB initial squeezing (solid
red and blue, respectively), any 4-fold symmetric at 15 and 6 dB (dotted red and blue), and the binomial code words
|1L〉 and |0L〉 (dashed black and green) when initial squeezing maximizes the single-shot success probability. (b)
The PMUX values are plotted for the truncated cat-like states of the Wigner functions shown in Fig. 6. Solid lines
correspond to states generated from initial squeezing values that ensure the mean photon number is the same for each
orthogonal state in the pair of |ψ0,1,m〉 and |ψ0,2,m〉. Dotted lines assumed a flat 12 dB of initial squeezed, and the
mean photon numbers of the pairs of states are now only approximately equal.

0.90. Additionally, Fig. 5 plots the fidelity and
Wigner log negativity of the imperfect code states
as efficiency deviates from unity.

Now, we wish to examine how the error and re-
covery process is affected by the imperfections intro-
duced by the non-ideal detector. Because the cho-
sen code only protects against single photon loss, we
need only consider effects up to first order in γ from
the Kraus operators describing the loss. We will use
the approximate code word of ρ0L as an example and
treat the effects of no-jump errors (E0) and single-
jump errors (E1) separately.

1. No-jump errors

Expanding in factors of γ, the Kraus operator for
a no-jump event is

E0 = 1− 1

2
γâ†â+O[(γ)2]. (46)

To leading order in γ, this error acts on ρ0L to give

E0ρ0LE
†
0 =(1− δ0L)E0|0L〉 〈0L|E†0 + δ0LρE0L

− 1
2δ0Lγ

(
â†âρE0L

+ ρE0L
â†â
)
. (47)

The first term in the above expression is the ideal
code word transformed by E0 and is proven to be
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correctable with unitary operations [49]. The mid-
dle term contains the error from state generation and
is orthogonal to the ideal code word. Due to the
trace preserving nature of unitary matrices and the
orthogonality of the first two components in the mix-
ture, applying the unitary recovery operations will
preserve the probability ratio of the error component
with the desired corrected component. This means
that after the recovery, the error from this term will
not grow in magnitude but have the same contribu-
tion as the original state preparation error. Thus, if
we can neglect the last term in Eq. 47, then error in
the final code word after error and recovery will be
the same as that of state generation and not grow
in magnitude. In order to neglect this final term,
we need δ0L to be of the same order as γ. From
Eq. 44, we can determine a condition on the PNR
detector efficiency in order for the error correction
to be feasible up to O(γ). This condition is

1− η ∼ γ. (48)

2. Single-jump errors

The expanded single-jump Kraus operator is

E1 =
(
γ − 1

2 (γ)2
) 1

2 a+O[(γ)
3
2 ], (49)

and acts on ρ0L to yield

E1ρ0LE
†
1 = (γ − 1

2 (γ)2)
[
(1− δ0L)â|0L〉 〈0L| â†

+ δ0L âρE0L
â†
]
. (50)

The photon loss error is detected by measuring the
photon number mod two for our chosen code space,
which in this case, is a parity measurement. The
error portion of the mixture, ρE0L

, is orthogonal to

the ideal state |0L〉 〈0L|, so a measurement after a
photon loss might incorrectly yield an even parity
result since âρE0L

â† has the same parity as |0L〉 〈0L|.
The probability to incorrectly diagnose the loss is
thus given by the ratio

Pinc =
Tr[δ0L âρE0L

â†]

Tr[(1− δ0L)â|0L〉 〈0L| â†]
≈ 9δ0L

10(1− δ0L)
.

(51)
Again, since the accuracy of our error correcting code
is only up to first order in γ, if the probability to
incorrectly diagnose the error is negligible compared
to γ then our code still has efficacy. Using Eq. 44,
this leads to the slightly stronger condition on the
detector efficiency of

η � (1− γ). (52)

This condition states that in order for the QEC to be
effective, the losses from detector inefficiency must
be considerably smaller than the expected losses the
code words will protect against.

VII. ARCHITECTURAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we discuss the experimental fea-
sibility of our proposal with currently available re-
sources. Optical Parametric Oscillators (OPOs) be-
low threshold have been demonstrated to achieve
as high as 15 dB of desired squeezing for our
scheme [65]. Along with low loss free-space linear op-
tics and fiber coupled highly efficient PNR detectors
such as transition-edge sensors (TESs) and supercon-
ducting nanowire single photon detector (SNSPDs)
[14, 15, 44, 60], our proposal can be readily real-
ized. However, this approach requires tight control
and active stabilization of the optical cavity lengths
and precise free-space alignment, making it chal-
lenging to scale for multiplexed experimental setups
for boosting the success probability for state gen-
eration. Integrated quantum photonics offers a ro-
bust, compact, ultra-low loss scalable platform for
building larger quantum circuits including both lin-
ear and nonlinear components [66–69]. Thanks to
the miniaturization offered by photonic integrated
circuit (PIC) technology, quantum states can be gen-
erated and processed within the same PIC.

The tight transverse field confinement in inte-
grated waveguide structures leads to large effective
nonlinearity and alleviates deleterious effects such
as gain-induced diffraction that degrades the ob-
tainable squeezing in pulsed pump experiments [70–
72]. Owing to the large nonlinearity, high levels of
squeezing can be achieved in the waveguide struc-
tures over a bandwidth that is several orders of mag-
nitude larger than OPOs.
Over the last couple of decades, the integrated struc-
tures based on materials such as Lithium Niobate
(LN), Silicon Nitride (SiN) and Silica have been
the key enabler for many quantum photonics ex-
periments [73–78]. While SiN and Silica based in-
tegrated architectures have the scalability advan-
tage in nanophotonic integration over LN based dif-
fused waveguides with large cross-sections, they suf-
fers from the weak third-order nonlinearity and un-
wanted noise, which limits the measured squeez-
ing to only of few dBs [78, 79]. Recently, the
thin-film Lithium Niobate-On-Insulator (LNOI) has
lead to several breakthroughs in nanophotonics, ow-
ing to sub-wavelength confinement, dispersion en-
gineering and efficient quasi-phasematching using
high quality periodic poling, more than an order of
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magnitude improvements in the nonlinear efficiency
compared to traditional LN waveguides have been
achieved [80–82]. Furthermore, ultralow-threshold
OPOs [83, 84] and high gain optical parametric am-
plification and generation have been recently demon-
strated [85, 86]. In the quantum domain, thin-
film LN waveguide structures with pulsed pump
operation offer simple non-resonant and efficient
sources for ultra-broadband single-pass traveling-
wave phase-sensitive degenerate optical parametric
amplifiers (OPAs) for generating squeezed light [87].
In addition to a strong second-order nonlinear in-
teraction, LN has large electro-optic coefficients and
ultra-low loss propagation of α = 3 dB/m, which
allows for efficient and scalable linear optics imple-
mentations within the same chip [88, 89]. Consider-
ing the measured nonlinear efficiency and propaga-
tion loss in thin-film LN platform, on-chip squeezing
levels of > 15 dB are within the reach of current ex-
perimental capabilities [90, 91]. On the measurement
side, significant progress has been made both in de-
veloping low loss chip-to-fiber interconnects [92, 93]
and in monolithic integration of single-photon detec-
tors on the LN thin-film [94–96]. Our proposal can
thus be realized with the current quantum photonics
technology.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we explored the coherent photon
subtraction from a two-mode squeezed vacuum to
generate non-Gaussian quantum states with 2-fold
and 4-fold phase space symmetry in the Wigner func-
tion, including exact binomial code states and trun-
cated cat-like states. Such states have the desired
Wigner function negativity required for quantum
advantages in CV quantum information processing.
While the proposed method is not a push-button,
desired codes can be generated with rates of KHz-
MHz by pairing up with state-of-the-art PNR detec-
tors with high count rates. Furthermore, the suc-
cess probabilities can be enlarged by starting with
higher initial resource squeezing and multiplexing
schemes, which can be achieved by monolithic inte-
gration on the same nanophotonic chip. From archi-
tectural analysis we believe that our proposal can be
readily realized with already demonstrated squeez-
ing and high quantum efficiency PNR detection.
Moreover, our protocol can be extended to in-
crease the rotation symmetry by utilizing PNR based
breeding methods. Higher rotation symmetry leads
to enlarged spacing in the photon number basis, of-
fering to correct for larger photon loss, gain, and
dephasing errors. The truncated finite dimensional

Hilbert space makes these codes hardware efficient
and amenable for high fidelity unitary operations,
thereby opening promising avenues for their appli-
cations in some other areas, in addition to fault-
tolerant quantum computation, such as quantum
metrology and quantum communication in optical
quantum information processing. An important fu-
ture research is to investigate such state engineering
protocol for generating higher order codes allowing
to correct for higher photon loss, photon gain, and
dephasing errors.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

RN thanks Prof. Joshua Combes for fruitful dis-
cussions. ME thanks Chun-Hung Chang and Prof.
Nicolas Menicucci for helpful feedback and conver-
sation. RN and AM gratefully acknowledge support
from ARO grant no. W911NF-18-1-0285, and NSF
grant no. 1846273 and 1918549. The authors wish to
thank NTT Research for their financial and technical
support. ME and OP gratefully acknowledge sup-
port from NSF grant PHY-1708023, Jefferson Labo-
ratory LDRD grant. We are grateful to developers
of QuTip Python Package [97], which was used to
perform numerical simulations in this work.

IX. APPENDIX

A. Numerical modeling

Numerical simulations were performed using the
QuTip Python Package [97]. We define beamsplitter
and two-mode squeezing operations as

Uab = eθ(âb̂
†−â†b̂) (53)

S(z)ab = ezâ
†b̂†−z∗âb̂ (54)

(55)

where r = cos θ is the beamsplitter reflection coef-
ficient and z = Reiπ is the complex squeezing pa-
rameter. After applying the squeezing operation to
vacuum and sending the two modes a and b through
beamsplitters, PNR detection is performed using the
POVM for a lossy PNR detector detector, which is
given as

Πn =

Ntrunc∑
m=n

p(n|m)|m〉〈m|, (56)

where Ntrunc = 40 is the size of the Hilbert space
used, and p(n|m) =

(
m
n

)
ηn(1 − η)m−n is the con-

ditional probability of detecting ‘n’ photons if ‘m’
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photons are incident to a PNR detector with the de-
tection efficiency of η.

The overall success probability for different states
was determined by summing Eq. 26 over all possi-
ble values of n1, n2, and n3 such that the symmetry
condition being tested was satisfied, and the sum
was truncated when all remaining probabilities were
below O[(10−8)].

B. Perfect coherent photon subtraction

To this point we have made use of the approxima-
tion that the subtraction beamsplitters are highly

unbalanced so we can assume perfect photon sub-
traction for subsequent derivations. However, even
in a laboratory setting where beamsplitters with
non-vanishing reflectivity are used, we can recover
the ideal subtraction case with a modification to the
value of initial squeezing. In the case where sub-
traction beamsplitters are given by the operators

Uac = Ubd = e−θ(a
†b−ab†) and the third beamsplitter

to make the subtraction coherent is balanced,Ucd =

e−
π
4 (a†b−ab†), applying these operators to a TMS vac-

uum yields

UcdUacUbd|0, R〉ab =
∞∑
n=0

(eiφ tanhR)n

n!

(
ta† +

r√
2

(c† + d†)

)n(
tb† +

r√
2

(−c† + d†)

)n
|0〉abcd, (57)

where r = sin θ and t = cos θ are the real reflectiv-
ity and transmissivity coefficients of the subtraction
beamsplitters. Detecting n1 photons in mode c and
n2 photons in mode d leads to the unnormalized out-
put state of

|φ〉 =

∞∑
n=0

n1+n2∑
k=0

B
(t2 tanhR)n

k!(n1 + n2 − k)!
an1+n2−kbk|nn〉ab

=

N∑
k=0

BaN−kbk|0, R′〉ab, (58)

where N ≡ n1 + n2 and B = An1,n2,k from Eq. 21.
The above equation is then exactly the same as the
perfect coherent subtraction case of Eq. 20 with an
effective decreased squeezing parameter of

R′ = tanh−1(t2 tanhR). (59)

This shows that the idealized states discuss ed are
in fact equivalent to realistic states with modified
squeezing. Furthermore, this fact can be used to
increase the overall success probability of a proto-
col if one has the ability to generate an initial TMS
vacuum state with squeezing in excess of what is re-
quired to produce a specific target. By beginning
with a large squeezing parameter, R, one can in-
crease the reflectivity of the subtraction beamsplit-
ters to increase the likelihood of successfully sub-
tracting n1 and n2 photons until the effective squeez-
ing has been reduced to the R′ value required to pro-
duce the target.

C. Numerical data

In Table IX C, squeezing values at the intersection
points in Fig. 7 are given.
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