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Spins and oscillators are foundational to much of physics and applied sciences. For quantum
information, a spin 1/2 exemplifies the most basic unit, a qubit. High angular momentum spins
(HAMSs) and harmonic oscillators provide multi-level manifolds (e.g., qudits) which have the potential
for hardware-efficient protected encodings of quantum information and simulation of many-body
quantum systems . In this work, we demonstrate a new quantum control protocol that conceptually
merges these disparate hardware platforms. Namely, we show how to modify a harmonic oscillator on-
demand to implement a continuous range of generators associated to resonant driving of a harmonic
qudit, which we can interpret as accomplishing linear and nonlinear control over a harmonic HAMS
degree of freedom. The spin-like dynamics are verified by demonstration of linear spin coherent
(SU(2)) rotations, nonlinear spin control, and comparison to other manifolds like simply-truncated
oscillators. Our scheme allows the first universal control of such a harmonic qudit encoding: we
use linear operations to accomplish four logical gates, and further show that nonlinear harmonicity-
preserving operations complete the logical gate set. Our results show how motion on a closed Hilbert
space can be useful for quantum information processing and opens the door to superconducting
circuit simulations of higher angular momentum quantum magnetism.

Drive-induced Hamiltonian engineering is a powerful ap-
proach for designing nontrivial quantum dynamics. This
is particularly the case for harmonic modes that host
nontrivial continuous variable quantum states but require
an activated nonlinearity to create and manipulate those
states [1, 2]. A popular approach to accomplishing this is
to couple an ancilla qubit to a harmonic oscillator, where
the implicit nonlinearity of the qubit enables activated
nonlinear operations on the oscillator. This oscillator-
qubit approach has been gainfully used in particular in
superconducting circuits (electrodynamic qubit and elec-
trodynamic oscillator) [3, 4] and trapped ion systems
(spin and phonon) [5–7] to demonstrate non-classical
bosonic control, including achievements of beyond-break-
even error correction [8, 9].
In the context of superconducting circuits, driving of

a Josephson element has been ubiquitous in engineering
operations that facilitate bosonic quantum error correc-
tion [10–13]. This approach provides flexible engineering
of a variety of useful interaction Hamiltonians, but often
does not provide universal control of the bosonic mode
necessary for performing arbitrary logical gates

without concatenating pulses with different parameters
(i.e., requires a high circuit depth) or full numerical opti-
mization of a time-domain pulse. Existing approaches to
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universal oscillator control exploit the fact that in the dis-
persive regime, the qubit exhibits a manifold of oscillator-
dependent transition frequencies [14–17]. However, this
picture is accurate only at low oscillator energies, which is
in tension with canonical oscillator encodings that assume
weight at infinite energy, such as so-called cat codes [18]
and Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill (GKP) grid codes [19].
The energy extent of these bosonic codes can also impose
intrinsic limits on the fidelity of logical operations [20, 21].
As alternatives, bosonic encodings such as the binomial
codes [22] are designed to have a strictly finite extent in
the oscillator Hilbert space. However, universal control in
these contexts is usually accomplished by purely numeri-
cal or empirical optimization, resulting in limited intuition
about the accomplished evolution [5, 15–17, 23–25].

Here, we present a new approach for adiabatic universal
oscillator control over a subspace of the oscillator, whereby
the matrix elements of an isolated manifold of oscillator
states are adjusted by design. This allows for activated
implementation of linear and nonlinear spin rotations
through resonant driving, which provide an interpretable
approach to universal control over the isolated manifold.
With this, we show how we can modify the oscillator so
that it behaves as a harmonic qudit degree of freedom
which hosts resonant SU(2) and nonlinear rotations, i.e.,
a kind of high angular momentum spin (HAMS). We
apply our method to accomplish logical gates on a spin
cat encoding similar to those proposed in the context of
nuclear spins [2, 27]: the SU(2) rotations provide logical
Pauli gates, and we also identify periodic nonlinear ro-
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FIG. 1. Matrix element modification (MEM) of an oscillator. (a) Cartoon illustrating our approach that takes a
harmonic oscillator and transforms it into a spin using a scheme that incorporates an auxiliary qubit. (b) Normally, a resonantly
driven oscillator is displaced, e.g., by amplitude β (=2, here), from the vacuum to a bosonic coherent state, as depicted by
the first operation in the bosonic Wigner function representation W (α) with α being range of displacements. In this work, we

instead aim to cause resonant drives to act with the generator of a spin, such as Ĵx, which induces rotations by angles θ (=0.73π,
here) into spin coherent states. This is shown via the second operation for the case of spin 9/2, represented by both the bosonic
Wigner function W (α) and the spin Wigner function Wspin(α) [26]. The black dotted circle corresponds to a maximum radius
for spin states |α| =

√
N + 1 where N is the highest needed photon number. (c) Our experimental setup consists of a qubit

(blue; in this case a transmon) coupled to an oscillator (red). The qubit is driven with a frequency comb to accomplish matrix
element modification (the “MEM comb”) and cavity is driven to accomplish the spin drive. (d) The MEM comb Rabi-splits the
targeted cavity states and thereby blockades the cavity from exiting those states. The key feature is the phases on each tooth of
the MEM comb drive modify the matrix elements of the oscillator to that of a spin.

tations that provide Hadamard and non-Clifford gates.
We demonstrate this experimentally on a circuit quantum
electrodynamics-based platform, which is readily exten-
sible, providing prospects for HAMS lattices to study
frustrated magnetic systems and surface encodings.

I. THEORETICAL SETUP

Our approach to synthetic HAMS dynamics requires
changing the nature of the oscillator. Typically, a
linear drive displaces the oscillator from the vacuum
state(Fig. 1(b), left) to a coherent state of finite am-
plitude (Fig. 1(b), middle). In contrast, for a spin, a
linear rotation induces periodic dynamics of spin coherent
states (Fig. 1(b), right). Our goal, therefore, is to change
the generator of unitary evolution from the unbounded,
linear position or momentum operators (x̂ or p̂) to a

finite-dimensional spin operator (Ĵx or Ĵy).
To transform the oscillator to a HAMS, we first couple

the oscillator to an ancilla qubit to develop a strong
dispersive coupling strength χ:

H/ℏ = ωcâ
†â+ ωq |e⟩ ⟨e|+ χâ†â |e⟩ ⟨e| , (1)

where ωc is the cavity frequency, â is the cavity lowering
operator, ωq is the ancilla qubit frequency, and |e⟩ is the
ancilla qubit excited state (and |g⟩ the ground state).
Next, we apply a comb of Fock-state selective drives

to the qubit at ωq + nχ for n = 0, 1, ..., N , as depicted in
Fig. 1(c-d). The qubit drive Hamiltonian is

Hd1 = Ω

N∑
n=0

cos
(
ωqt+ nχt+ ϕn +

π

2

)
σ̂y (2)

where Ω is the qubit Rabi drive rate, t is the duration of
the drive, and ϕn is the phase of the drive at nχ shifted
frequency. The number N in such drive dictates the
size of the isolated manifold of Fock states, which exists
in two copies commensurate with the two levels of the
qubit. Manifolds of similar size were isolated and driven
in the past [14, 28], but in those implementations the
size of the system also fixes the resulting dynamics. For
generating the dynamics in the oscillator we also apply a
double-frequency drive to it,

Hd2 = −iϵ

1∑
n=0

cos
(
ωct+ nχt+ φ+

π

2

)
(â− â†) (3)

where ϵ is the cavity drive rate, and φ is the common
drive phase for cavity drive at both the frequencies. This
double frequency drive accomplishes an unselective dis-
placement of the cavity. The phase of these drives, φ, is
set to zero unless mentioned otherwise.
At the heart of our approach is the crucial distinction

of tunability of the Rabi drive phases ϕn, which allows
us to tune the matrix elements within a given manifold
to design its dynamics under drive.
This works because each oscillator Fock state |n⟩ be-

comes tied to a qubit state rotating about the axis
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defined by ϕn, e.g., |n, g⟩ → |n⟩ ⊗ (exp(−iϕn/2) |g⟩ +
exp(iϕn/2) |e⟩)/

√
2. After adiabatically eliminating the

qubit dynamics in the limit ϵ ≪ Ω ≪ |χ|, we can interpret
the angles ϕn as modifying the expectation values of the
raising and lowering operators:

⟨n− 1| â |n⟩ →
√
n cos

(
δϕn

2

)
, (4)

where we have defined δϕn = ϕn − ϕn−1.
This effect makes possible a continuum of generators

M̂φ of unitary rotations Û = exp
(
−iθM̂φ

)
for a manifold

of N + 1 levels in the oscillator:

M̂ =

N∑
n=1

√
n cos

(
δϕn

2

)
|n− 1⟩ ⟨n| ,

M̂φ = e−iφM̂ + eiφM̂† .

(5)

Finally, the rotation angle is given by θ = ϵt.
Commensurate with the construction, we consider the

case of HAMS that have equally spaced energy levels, e.g.,
a ’harmonic qudit’. Harmonicity is useful for multilevel
systems because it renders decayed photons indistinguish-
able regardless of the state of the system, which avoids
dephasing for logical encodings. For a spin with total an-
gular momentum J , we set N = 2J and then modify the
generators of rotations to match that of a linear HAMS
M̂φ = Ĵφ, with a one-to-one mapping of Fock states
to spin angular momentum states: |n⟩ ↔ |J,m⟩, with
n = J +m , m being the spin angular momentum along
the ẑ axis (see Appendix B). The following condition for
the MEM comb phases accomplishes this:

ϕn = ϕn−1 + 2 cos−1

(√
2J + 1− n

2J

)
. (6)

Such dynamics accomplish SU(2) rotations. Instead if
all the qubit drive phases (ϕn) are set to zero, then we
observe dynamics equivalent to the blockaded oscillator
dynamics demonstrated in Ref. [14]. We show a compari-
son of blockaded oscillator dynamics and spin dynamics
in Appendix D2.

We can also accomplish nonlinear HAMS dynamics by
choosing any phases that deviate from that of Eq. (6).
This is because generators of the form Eq. (5) can be
viewed as a linear combination of the generators

M̂ =

2J∑
k=1

ck

[
Ĵ−, J

k
z

]
, (7)

where all k > 1 are nonlinear terms. Note that the
harmonic level spacing is preserved in the presence of this
nonlinearity which is only activated when the system is
driven.
Combining the SU(2) rotations with any nonlinear ro-

tation provides universal control over the isolated mani-
fold [29], which can be expanded or concatenated to cover

the oscillator Hilbert space (see Appendix B 3). We note
that this is an unusual object: nonlinear HAMSs in solid
state systems (or, emulated HAMS) are typically anhar-
monic and in practice require separate drives addressing
each spin-flip transition individually to accomplish uni-
versal control (see, e.g., Refs. [27, 30–33]). Our system
remains, in principle, harmonic at all times, and can
accomplish universal control over an oscillator subspace
purely through adjusting the matrix elements. Finally,
we note that real experimental hardware will have non-
idealities, like violation of the adiabatic condition and
inherited anharmonicity in the cavity, which we address
in the discussion section. Next, we will describe our
experimental implementations.

II. MATRIX-ELEMENT TUNABLE SPIN 1/2

In our experiments we have used an aluminum λ/4
cavity as a harmonic oscillator and a transmon qubit as
the ancilla. Details of the package and device parameters
are given in Appendix C (also, see Appendix A).

The simplest form of the experiment is to create a spin
1/2 degree of freedom. For this, we drive the qubit at the
n = 0 and n = 1 Fock state shifted frequencies ωq and
ωq + χ ((|g⟩ ↔ |e⟩)⊗ |n⟩) to isolate the n = 0, 1 states of
the cavity, as shown in Fig. 2(a-b). The cavity dynamics
in these conditions and associated simulations are given in
Fig. 2(c), verifying the isolation of a two level system, as
was previously accomplished through a more conventional
photon blockade [14].
Unlike typical spins (or other qubits), here we have

the freedom to tune the transition matrix element while
keeping the transition frequency fixed. This is accom-
plished by tuning the relative phase of the two drives
on the ancilla qubit, ϕ1 − ϕ0. By modifying the rela-
tive phase, the overlap of the effective eigenstates can be
tuned, resulting in varying the Rabi rates as shown in
Fig. 2(d), which follows the expectation from Eqs. (5)-(6).
The most extreme case, with the drives fully out-of-phase,
ϕ1 −ϕ0 = π, suppresses rotations of the effective spin 1/2
despite the presence of the resonant drive. Thereby, we
accomplish the notion of matrix element modification.

III. HAMS ROTATIONS

A. Linear rotations

A synthetic HAMS with total spin J requires 2J + 1
Fock states of the cavity to be isolated. In Fig. 3 we show
the spin dynamics of J = 3/2 in both theory (panels a-b)
and experiment (panels c-d). J = 1 and J = 2 are shown
in Appendix D2. For the theory, we show both the real
spin dynamics (solid lines) and our protocol (markers)
under ideal limits of ϵ = 0.01Ω = 10−4|χ|, showing that
the basic protocol functions as desired. At half period,
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FIG. 2. Minimal implementation: matrix-element-tunable spin 1/2. (a) Pulse schematic for creating spin 1/2 dynamics
in the cavity. MEM comb drive on qubit modifies the harmonic oscillator Hamiltonian to that of a spin and spin drive induces
the spin rotations. Sd is the “decoder” SNAP gate used to disentangle the qubit and oscillator (see Appendix B for details). (b)
Schematic of the experiment and drives: two Rabi drives at ωq, ωq + χ with amplitudes Ωeiϕ0 ,Ωeiϕ1 , and two cavity drives at
ωc, ωc + χ with equal amplitudes ϵ. (c) Population of the cavity states for varying duration of cavity drives with ϵ/2π = 94 kHz,
Ω/2π = 0.99MHz, χ/2π = −2.54MHz. Barring some small leakage, the Hilbert space is confined to the first two Fock states.
(d) Oscillations of the population of |1⟩ as a function of the qubit Rabi drive phase difference ϕ1 − ϕ0. At phase difference π,
oscillations are stopped because the matrix element is zero. The cavity drive amplitude is constant across the entire plot and
corresponds to ϵ/2π = 72 kHz. For (d), the qubit drive duration is longer than (c), resulting in more decoherence and therefore
less contrast in the oscillation.

the now-inverted spin coherent state is equivalent to a
Fock state (|3⟩), as shown in Fig. 3(b).

The experimental implementation (Fig. 3(c-d)) exhibits
the expected spin dynamics with the addition of energy
losses and coherent infidelities (see Appendix for details),
which are well captured by numerical simulation (lines).
We also perform Wigner tomography by measuring Fock
state parity after displacements [34], and find comparable
states to the ideal simulations. In particular, the Wigner
at half period nearly exhibits the rotational symmetry in
phase space that we expect. This is contrasted with con-
ventional photon blockade [14] which exhibits a distinct
and aperiodic quantum evolution (see Appendix D2).

B. Nonlinear rotations for parity-preserving gates

We now discuss a specific class of nonlinear rotations
which provide periodic evolution and have special prop-
erties relevant to spin encodings discussed in the next
section; namely, that they can accomplish nontrivial op-
erations that are block-diagonal in Fock state parity at π
rotation (see Appendix B 4)

Consider even-dimensional generators M̂φ with eigenval-
ues {λ}, which come in ± pairs. We restrict to cases where
the set of eigenvalues are integer multiples of the funda-
mental (lowest magnitude) eigenvalue {λ}/|λmin| ∈ Z.
The fundamental eigenvalue therefore sets the periodicity

of unitary rotations Û = exp
(
iθM̂φ

)
such Û = Î when

θλmin = 2π. When all eigenvalues are odd integer multi-
ples of the fundamental, a π rotation (given by θλmin = π)

results in Û = −Î just as in the case of an SU(2) rotation
for half-integer spins. However, if any of the eigenval-
ues are an even multiple of the fundamental, such a π

rotation results in more general operations that are also
block diagonal in parity. Such generators are necessarily
nonlinear, since they never correspond to SU(2) rotations.

As a demonstration, consider an operation that accom-
plishes |0⟩ (⟨0|+ ⟨2|) /

√
2+h.c.. For this, we choose a 4×4

generator and choose the larger eigenvalue to be twice the
fundamental eigenvalue. The remaining two-dimensional
parameter space is straightforward to search to find the
necessary matrix elements. In terms of the spin operators
of Eq. (7), we obtain (c0, c1, c2) = (0.342,−0.056, 0.107).
In Fig. 5 we show the idealized and experimental evo-
lution of the system under such a drive, indeed finding
that it works as expected. In fact, there exist a contin-
uous range of such generators for such parity-subspace
rotations that rotate |0⟩ (cos(γ) ⟨0|+ sin(γ) ⟨2|) + h.c. for
0 ≥ γ ≥ π/2. This concept extends to rotations of the
form |0⟩ (cos(γ) ⟨0|+ sin(γ) ⟨N |) + h.c. by using genera-
tors of size (N+2)×(N+2). Such rotations, and perhaps
their generalizations, will be useful for completing the
logical gate set for a class of logical encodings, to which
we now turn our attention.

IV. LOGICAL GATES ON SPIN CATS

Spin rotations add the potential for logical gate oper-
ations on qudit-based logical qubit encodings [35]. We
demonstrate this on the polar two-legged spin kitten en-
coding hosted by a synthetic spin 1, equivalent to a min-
imal binomial encoding (for higher spins, we would call
these polar two-legged spin cat encodings). The logical
qubit states |0L⟩ and |1L⟩ are given by |n = 0⟩ ± |n = 2⟩
(|J = 1,m = −1⟩±|J = 1,m = +1⟩) (see Fig. 5(b)). This
code can, in principle, detect a single photon loss event;
interestingly, an SU(2) rotation then accomplishes erasure
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FIG. 3. HAMS dynamics for a spin 3/2: (a) Dynamics
of spin states of a driven spin 3/2 system. The points are
numerical simulations of our protocol in the ideal limit |χ| ≫
Ω ≫ ϵ. The solid line is for an ideal driven spin 3/2, which
matches with our simulated spin. (b) The Wigner functions of
the cavity state at the marked points for our spin protocol are
shown. (c) Experimentally measured probabilities of different
spin states of a driven synthetic spin 3/2 in our cavity with
ϵ/2π = 80 kHz, Ω/2π = 732 kHz, χ/2π = −3.56MHz. See
Table. S1, column four, titled “Measured values (2)”, for details
of the device parameters. The experimental data is shown
as dots, and the solid lines are numerical simulation of the
spin protocol that considers experimental non-idealities and
decoherences. The numerical simulation uses independently
measured quantities for all inputs excepting subtle (about 3%)
differences in Rabi amplitudes. (d) Experimentally measured
Wigner functions at the marked points are shown.

recovery to the codespace (see Appendix E). Note that
such erasure detection and recovery is not possible for
two-legged bosonic cats; this shows a qualitative distinc-
tion between two-legged spin cats and two-legged bosonic
cats. In fact, we initialized these states by first preparing
the Fock state |1⟩, followed by a π/2 spin 1 rotation to
instantiate a state in the logical code space (see Fig. S8).

A representation of the manifold of spin coherent states
is given in Fig. 5(a), and the corresponding logical Bloch
sphere is shown in Fig. 5(b). The figure additionally shows
the SU(2) rotation axes that map to all three Pauli gates
and a rotated Hadamard gate. Three of these rotation
axes are on the equator, while the fourth is equivalent to
a frame shift. Fig. 5(c) shows visually, through Wigner
distributions, the accomplishment of these four logical
gates on the spin 1 spin kitten encoding.

Finally, we use nonlinear control of the form described
in Sec. III B to add H gate and other different proba-
bility superposition of |0L⟩ and |1L⟩. In Fig. 5(d) we
show Wigner function for three such operations on |0⟩
along with the locations of final states on the logical
Bloch sphere. These rotations can be interpreted as non-
linear spin rotations as shown in eqn. 7 with coefficients
cK given as - (c0, c1, c2) = (i)(0.212,−0.114, 0.183), (ii)
(0.342,−0.056, 0.107), (iii) (0.341,−0.0055, 0.076). Not-
ing that in fact we have access to the full set of rotations

a
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FIG. 4. Non-linear spin dynamics that preserve parity
at π rotation: (a) This is a numerical simulation of a lossless
system in the ideal limit |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ. The Wigner function
of the cavity state at π rotation is shown in the inset. (b)
Experimental implementation of the nonlinear spin rotation,
with measured probabilities for the non-linear rotation shown
in the figure. At π rotation, a spin-1 cat state is prepared from
the ground state: |0⟩ → (|0⟩+ |2⟩)/

√
(2). The superposition

phase can be adjusted by the overall phase of the cavity drive.
The inset shows the experimentally measured Wigner function
for this state.

on the Z-X great circle of the logical Bloch sphere (and
any other amplitude-mixing great circle by changing the
phase of the cavity drive), this protocol can provide uni-
versal logical control over this spin cat. By adding SWAP
and exponential SWAP operations [36], universal logi-
cal computation over a multi-mode setup would also be
possible.

The set of four SU(2) rotation axes provides the same
four logical gates for any HAMS encoding of the type
|0⟩ ± |N⟩ ↔ | − J⟩ ± |+ J⟩. The same type of nonlinear
control operations also complete the gate set for this
type of encoding. A set of three SU(2) rotations also
accomplishes Pauli gates on a considerable subset of the
binomial code words, which we will discuss in a later
work. To our knowledge, such a direct mapping of linear
displacements to logical gates is not available for finite-
energy versions of infinite-energy bosonic encodings: the
native displacement operation only approximates logical
gates for GKP encodings [4, 5, 19], while for stabilized cat
encodings it provides only one type of logical rotation [11,
18, 37, 38].

V. DISCUSSION

Above, we described and demonstrated a matrix ele-
ment modification protocol to design the quantum evo-
lution of a resonantly-driven harmonic oscillator, and
focused the demonstration on SU(2) rotations acting on
spin coherent states and a spin kitten encoding. Our
protocol is interpretable in the sense that novel genera-
tors of unitary evolution associated to resonant driving
can be written down explicitly, with a direct relation-
ship between drive parameters and the unitary evolution.
These generators can then be designed to accomplish a
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FIG. 5. Logical operations on a spin kitten: (a) A repre-
sentation of the manifold of spin 1 coherent states, showing
the axes around which we rotate the state for different spin
kitten gates. (b) The logical Bloch sphere for the two-legged
spin kitten and the Wigner function of the states at the cardi-
nal points. (c) The table shows the experimentally measured
Wigner functions of the prepared spin kitten states (first row),
the gates we apply on it (second row), the rotation that accom-
plishes this gate (third row) and the experimentally measured
Wigner function of the final state we get after the gate is ap-
plied (fourth row). For X, Y and H gate we start from a |1L⟩
spin kitten while for the Z gate we start from a |0L⟩+ i|1L⟩ su-
perposition state. Here we have defined |0L⟩ = (|0⟩+ |2⟩)/

√
2

and |1L⟩ = (|0⟩ − |2⟩)/
√
2 and ignored any global phases for

the gates applied. The notation for rotation axis Ra+b(θ)

should be read as rotation by angle θ around the axis Ĵa + Ĵb.
(d) We show three operations that change the magnitude of
the superpositions between the Fock states in the encoding
using non-linear rotations. On the left diagram, we show the
location of the states created on a great circle on the XZ Plane
of the logical Bloch sphere. Experimentally measured Wigner
function for those states are shown in the following panels.
The Wigner functions indicate that different superpositions of
logical states are created using non-linear rotations.

desired unitary operation in a single shot. We believe
this is the first demonstrated universal oscillator control
protocol (over a subspace of the oscillator) that com-
bines such interpretability with simultaneous drives on
the oscillator and ancilla. Typically, brute-force numeri-
cal optimization of drive amplitudes at every time-step,
starting from random seeds, is used to derive a desired

operation [9, 17, 39]. Without simultaneous driving, one
may instead alternate different types of pulses on the oscil-
lator and ancilla [16, 24, 40–42], which have the benefit of
interpretability of the different types of pulses. However,
the multi-operation sequences for approximating a given
target operation lose that interpretability, again requiring
abstract numerical optimization.

The interpretability of our protocol is possible in part
because it functions in an adiabatic limit. However, adi-
abatic manipulations based on a dispersive interaction
require long drive durations, resulting in errors due to
decoherence. So, in experiments we work in a regime that
is not strictly adiabatic. As a consequence of not strictly
obeying the adiabatic limit, we can see leakage outside
of (N+1) Fock codespace (about 1-3%) and an imperfect
spin dynamics. In Appendix D3, we discuss more about
the effect of decoherences and non-adiabaticity. There-
fore, future effort will focus on numerical optimization
with parameters from our interpretable (and designable)
protocol as seed (i.e., an initial guess for parameters to
optimize) for performing high fidelity unitaries with a
circuit depth of one.

We are inspired in particular by speed-ups while start-
ing from the adiabatic limit parameters as a seed [41, 43].
These approaches achieved SNAP gates with duration
near 2π/χ, which for χ ∼ MHz would allow for opera-
tions in around 0.1% of the decay time of state of the art
oscillators [44]. We can also seek to correct for certain
intrinsic non-idealities, like from cavity self-Kerr, through
additional drives [45]. Targeted operations will include
full logical gate sets and error recovery operations for bi-
nomial and spin cat encodings and other qudit encodings
based on HAMS [2, 46, 47].

Finally, we highlight opportunities in the quantum
simulation of HAMS lattices [48–53]. In particular, frus-
trated magnetic systems are most commonly considered
for the spin 1/2 case, in part because it maps best to rel-
evant solid state and qubit-array experimental contexts.
Theoretically, however, distinct predictions have been
made in comparing full- vs half-integer spin lattices and
the quantum-to-classical crossover as HAMS get larger.
HAMS rotations interleaved with inter-oscillator opera-
tions like beamsplitter and exponential SWAP operation
can be used for trotterized simulation of such HAMS
lattices [36].

These cases are less straightforward to study in purely
qubit-based systems, and nuclear spin-based systems re-
quire different chemical elements for different sized spins.
Furthermore, our scheme allows new questions, like ask-
ing how strongly interacting and frustrated spin lattice
dynamics may change when the sites are initialized with
highly non-classical states at each site. Finally, for a given
sized HAMS, we have only explored one type of linear
operation (SU(2) rotations), whereas Equation (5) implies
that a continuum of more general linear operations are
available.

Note added: In the preparation of our manuscript, we
became aware of two complementary works on distinct
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hardware platforms that also demonstrate HAMS SU(2)
dynamics and Schrodinger spin cats [54, 55].

DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

All data generated and code used in this work are
available at: 10.5281/zenodo.12712249.
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Appendix A: Methods

1. Experimental Setup

In our experiment, an aluminum λ/4 cavity (ωc/2π ≈
6.04GHz) is used as the harmonic oscillator, and a trans-
mon qubit (ωq/2π ≈ 5.56GHz) coupled to it serves as
the ancilla, shown schematically in Fig. 1(b) [56]. Such a
setup has been used in the past for demonstration of many
continuous variable quantum information encodings and
beyond-break-even error correction [3, 8]. The dispersive
coupling χ/2π ≈ −2.54MHz between the transmon and
the cavity provides the necessary setting to implement
our protocol. Details about our experimental setup, pack-
age, mode frequencies, coupling rates, and decoherence
rates are given in Appendix C, particularly Fig. S1 and
Tab. S1.

2. Details of Pulse Sequence

The protocol starts with a multi-frequency drive on
the qubit. This drive has a ∼150 ns rise and ∼150 ns
fall duration and a flat top portion in between (slightly
different rise and fall duration for different spins). The rise
and fall have a Gaussian shape. The Gaussian pulse stops
and ends abruptly on either side of the center beyond 2.5
σ of the pulse, where σ is the standard deviation of the
Gaussian distribution.
The flat top portion ensures that the Rabi rates are

constant at all times while the cavity is being driven.
While the flat-top qubit drive is on, we turn on the double-
frequency cavity drive which also has a 400 ns Gaussian
rise and fall and a flat top portion. The duration of
this pulse is varied for different rotation of the HAMS as
shown in Fig. 2 such that the pulse always ends at the
same time. So, the pulse starts earlier if it is longer. This
is done so that the duration between state creation and
probing is same for all duration of cavity drive. After
turning off the qubit drive, we disentangle the qubit from
the cavity states using a SNAP gate [57] consisting of two
2 µs long π pulses to add appropriate phases to different
cavity states. The SNAP gate adds phases ϕn/2 to the
cavity states to accomplish this disentanglement where
ϕn is chosen according to Eq. (6).
Then we readout the qubit state and store it for post-

processing. After that we probe the cavity population
using number-selective π-pulses on the qubit and then
measuring the state of the qubit. Finally we post-select
on the cases where our first readout measured the qubit
in its ground state. This is because we started the qubit
in the ground state and after driving it for a few Rabi
cycles it should end in the same state unless some decay
or dephasing event has happened. The cases where such
events occur are ignored. For experiments checking the
spin evolution (e.g., Fig. 3), 15% to 35% shots are rejected
from shorter times to longer times. For spin kitten gate
experiments, about 10-15% shots are rejected.

3. Numerical Simulation

Here we describe the numerical simulation method and
parameters used for simulating the cavity populations
observed in experiment. We work in a frame rotating at
the cavity and qubit frequency and account for cavity-
qubit dispersive coupling (χ), second order dispersive
coupling (χ′), and cavity self-Kerr (K), in the calculation.
We treat the transmon qubit as an anharmonic oscillator
and model 4 of its levels and include 2J+4 levels of the
harmonic oscillator (cavity states) in the numerical calcu-
lation. The annihilation operators of the transmon qubit
and cavity are denoted by q̂ and ĉ, respectively. Under
the multi-frequency cavity and qubit drives described in
App. A 2, the system Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ/ℏ = χn̂cn̂q +Kĉ†ĉ†ĉĉ/2 + αq̂†q̂†q̂q̂/2

+χ′ĉ†ĉ†ĉĉn̂q/2

+

2J∑
n=0

Ω̄k

2
ei(nχt+ϕn)q̂ + h.c.

+
ϵ̄

2
[eiφ + ei(χt+φ)]ĉ+ h.c.,

(A1)

where α is the transmon qubit anharmonicity, Ω̄k is the
qubit Rabi rate of the drive at frequency ωq + nχ, ϵ̄ is
the cavity drive rate and n̂q = q̂†q̂, n̂c = ĉ†ĉ.

We perform a numerical simulation using open source
software package QuTiP [58] and solve the Lindblad mas-
ter equation

ρ̇(t) = − i

ℏ
[H(t), ρ(t)]

+
∑
n

1

2
[2Cnρ(t)C

†
n − ρ(t)C†

nCn − C†
nCnρ(t)],

(A2)
where Cn =

√
γnAn. γn are the loss rates and An are

the operators through which the system couples to envi-
ronment and losses occur. We have used ĉ, n̂c, q̂ and n̂q

as An and 1/T1c, 1/Tϕc, 1/T1q, 1/Tϕq as γn respectively.
For the simulation we use the independently measured
experimental parameters listed in Tab. S1. As in experi-
ments, we also choose a length of qubit Rabi drive longer
than the maximum cavity drive and slightly vary it so
that the qubit ends in |g⟩ with high probability. Then
we post-select on the cases where qubit ends in |g⟩ at
the end of the protocol. In simulations we include 6.5%
probability of readout misassignment and 5% infidelity
for the cavity Fock state selective π pulse that is used for
probing the population in the cavity.

For the simulations in Fig. 3, 4, S6 and S7 we have used
slightly varying (2-3%) Ωk (=1, 1.03, 1.03, 0.97, 0.98),
which we found provided the best match, and which are
consistent in scale with a 1% amplitude variation of these
drives seen on a spectrum analyzer.
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Appendix B: Theoretical construction of the matrix
element modification protocol

1. Matrix element modification protocol

In the two-level approximation for the transmon qubit,
the qubit-cavity system can be described by the Hamilto-
nian [59]

Ĥ/ℏ = ωq |e⟩ ⟨e|+ ωcn̂c + χn̂c |e⟩ ⟨e|
+Ω(t)σ̂y − iϵ(t)(ĉ− ĉ†)

Ω(t) = Ω̄

2J∑
n=0

cos
(
ωqt+ nχt+ ϕn +

π

2

)
ϵ(t) = ϵ̄

1∑
n=0

cos
(
ωct+ nχt+ φ+

π

2

)
,

(B1)

n̂c = c†c is the number operator for the cavity (oscilla-
tor) with eigenvalues n and eigenkets |n⟩, and σx,y,z are
the Pauli operators. The qubit and the cavity are both
driven with frequency combs containing 2J+1 and 2 com-
ponents, respectively. For the qubit drive, the amplitude
of each comb is set to be the same Ω̄, while the phase
of each component ϕn is set to values that will yield the
matrix element modification. For the cavity drive, we set
the amplitude ϵ̄ and phase φ of both frequency component
the same. In the joint rotating frame of both the cavity
and the qubit, obtained after unitary transformation

Û1 = exp[iωqt |e⟩ ⟨e|+ iωctn̂c] (B2)

we get

Ĥ1 ≈ χn̂c |e⟩ ⟨e|

+
Ω̄

2

2J∑
n=0

ei(nχt+ϕn)σ̂− + h.c.

+
ϵ̄

2
[eiφ + ei(χt+φ)]ĉ+ h.c.,

(B3)

σ− = σx − iσy and we neglected terms rotating
at ∼ 2ωq, 2ωc through a rotating wave approximation
(RWA), which assumes that ωq, ωc ≫ |χ|. The Hamil-
tonian above is obtained through the transformation

Ĥ ′ = ÛĤÛ† − iÛ
˙̂
U†. Note that we also started with

a two-level approximation for the transmon qubit, which
implicitly assumes that the qubit drive is much smaller
than the anharmonicity of the qubit, Ω̄ ≪ α.
To gain insight into the dynamics under this driven

Hamiltonian, we express the Hamiltonian in the interac-
tion picture, i.e. we transform the Hamiltonian according
to the unitary

Û2 = exp (iχtn̂ |e⟩ ⟨e|) (B4)

In the regime of interest where χ ≫ Ω̄, we perform
another RWA and we obtain an approximate Hamiltonian

Ĥ2 ≈ Ω̄

2

2J∑
n=0

|n⟩ ⟨n| (σ̂x cosϕn − σ̂y sinϕn)

+
ϵ̄eiφ

2

∞∑
n=1

√
n |n− 1⟩ ⟨n|+ h.c..

(B5)

In this interaction frame and in the absence of a cav-
ity drive (ϵ̄ = 0), the eigenstates of the Hamilto-
nian for the first 2S Fock states will be of the form
|n⟩ ⊗ exp(−iσ̂zϕn/2) |±⟩, where |±⟩ = (|g⟩ ± |e⟩)/

√
2.

Going to a frame where all the qubit eigenstates are
aligned along the σ̂x axis, which we get through a unitary
transformation

Û3 = exp

(
i

2J∑
n=0

ϕn |n⟩ ⟨n| ⊗ σ̂z/2

)
, (B6)

we obtain

Ĥ3 ≈ − Ω̄

2

2J∑
n=0

|n⟩ ⟨n| σ̂x

+
ϵ̄eiφ

2

2J∑
n=1

√
n |n− 1⟩ ⟨n| e−iδϕnσ̂z/2 + h.c.

+
ϵ̄eiφ

2

√
2J + 1 |2J⟩ ⟨2J + 1|+ h.c.

+
ϵ̄eiφ

2

∞∑
n=2J+2

√
n |n− 1⟩ ⟨n|+ h.c.,

(B7)

where we have defined δϕn ≡ ϕn − ϕn−1. Note that the
third line is isolated from the last summation because it
will disappear in the final approximation.

Finally, taking into account the qubit rotation due to
the first term through a unitary transformation

Û4 = exp(−iΩ̄t/2×
2J∑
n=0

|n⟩ ⟨n| σ̂x) (B8)

and performing one last RWA assuming that Ω̄ ≫ ϵ̄, we
obtain

Ĥf ≈ ϵ̄eiφ

2

2J∑
n=1

√
n cos

(
δϕn

2

)
|n− 1⟩ ⟨n|+ h.c.

+
ϵ̄eiφ

2

∞∑
n=2J+2

√
n |n− 1⟩ ⟨n|+ h.c. ,

(B9)

where we obtain a first manifold (n ≤ 2J) where transition
matrix elements between neighboring Fock states can be
tuned through a choice of δϕn, and a second manifold
(n ≥ 2J+1) where the matrix elements remain unchanged.
Through a photon blockade process [14], these manifolds
stay separated, hence the absence of a matrix element
between states |2J⟩ and |2J + 1⟩.



10

Note that after all the unitary transformations per-
formed to obtain Ĥf , the evolution with modified matrix
elements does not occur in the lab frame. As a result, ex-
pectation values should be computed by properly taking
these transformations into account. Defining the total
unitary transformation Ûtot = Û4Û3Û2Û1, where the time
dependence has been kept implicit. In the lab frame,
expectation value of an observable Ô and with an initial
state ρ is computed from

⟨Ô⟩ = Tr
[
ÔÛ†

tot(tf )e
−itf Ĥf Ûtot(0)ρÛ

†
tot(0)e

itf Ĥf Ûtot(tf )
]
.

(B10)

At t = 0, the unitary transformation simplifies to Ûtot =
Û3. Ideally, one would also choose a final time such that
χtf = 2πk, Ω̄tf = 2πl for k, l ∈ Z. In that situation, and
ignoring the effect of the first rotating frame transforma-
tion, we get

⟨Ô⟩ = Tr
[
ÔÛ†

3e
−itf Ĥf Û3ρÛ

†
3e

itf Ĥf Û3

]
. (B11)

We finally obtain lab-frame evolution under the effective
matrix-element modified Hamiltonian Eq. (B9) by actively

applying an entangling Û†
3 and disentangling (Û3) between

the qubit and oscillator before and after the evolution,
respectively. These operations can be realized by, for
example, SNAP pulses [57] which are designed to apply a

unitary of the form of Û3. With these additional SNAP
pulses applied before and after the evolution, we obtain
in the ideal limit

⟨Ô⟩ = Tr
[
Ôe−itf Ĥf ρeitf Ĥf

]
. (B12)

In the experimental results presented in this manuscript,
the condition on the final time to cancel the unitary
transforms Û2 and Û4 is not perfectly met, and we have
rather

⟨Ô⟩ = Tr
[
ÔÛ3Û

†
tot(tf )e

−itf Ĥf ρeitf Ĥf Ûtot(tf )Û
†
3

]
.

(B13)
Summarizing the assumptions made above in order

for the various RWAs made above to work, we need the
following parameter hierarchy:

ωq, ωc ≫ |χ| ≫ Ω̄ ≫ ϵ̄ ≫ γq, κ , (B14)

where γq, κ are the loss rates of the qubit and cavity,
respectively.

2. Oscillator-to-HAMS mapping

We first set our notation for the HAMS . We denote
the angular momentum operators for a spin J to be

Ĵ
(J)
x , Ĵ

(J)
y , Ĵ

(J)
z . For spin states we work in the basis

of the z angular momentum operator eigenstates, with

Ĵ
(J)
z |J,m⟩ = m |J,m⟩. We also define the spin operators

Ĵ
(J)
− =

J∑
m=−J

√
J(J + 1)−m(m− 1) |m− 1⟩ ⟨m| ,

(B15)

with Ĵ
(J)
+ = (Ĵ

(J)
− )†. The angular momentum operators

can be expressed as Ĵ
(J)
x = (Ĵ

(J)
− + Ĵ

(J)
+ )/2 and Ĵ

(J)
y =

i(Ĵ
(J)
− − Ĵ

(J)
+ )/2

We choose an oscillator-to-HAMS mapping where the
vacuum state is mapped to the state |J,m = −J⟩, and
Fock states above are mapped to the other eigenstates of

Ĵ
(J)
z .

|n⟩ ↔ |J,m = n− J⟩ , (B16)

which induces the mapping n̂ ↔ Ĵ
(J)
z + J . We denote the

projector onto the (2J + 1)-dimensional spin manifold

Π̂J ≡
2J∑
n=0

|n⟩ ⟨n| . (B17)

Note that the mapping in this work is flipped with re-
spect to the Holstein-Primakoff HAMS-oscillator mapping,
which maps |n = 0⟩ ↔ |J,m = +J⟩. To obtain an effec-
tive Hamiltonian proportional to the angular momentum
operator, we choose for n ≥ 1

ϕn = ϕn−1 + 2 cos−1

(√
2J + 1− n

2J

)
. (B18)

Since only the phases difference matter, we set ϕ0 = 0 for
simplicity. Moreover, as shown in Eq. (B9), the sign of
the phase differences has no impact (to first order), and
we choose a positive phase difference. Under this choice
of phase, Eq. (B9) becomes

Ĥf ≈ ϵ̄eiφ

2
√
2J

Ĵ
(J)
− + h.c.

+

∞∑
n=2J+2

ϵ(t)
√
n |n− 1⟩ ⟨n|+ h.c,

(B19)

Choosing the (global) cavity drive phase φ allows to

interpolate between Ĵ
(J)
x and Ĵ

(J)
y . Choosing φ = 0 and

projecting the Hamiltonian in the desired manifold, we

obtain Π̂JĤf Π̂J ∝ Ĵ
(J)
x .

3. Universality of matrix-modification scheme

a. Givens Rotations

While the matrix modification scheme presented here
can only couple neighbouring oscillator levels, access to
generators of the form

M̂ =

2J∑
n=1

√
n cos

(
δϕn

2

)
|n− 1⟩ ⟨n|

M̂φ = e−iφM̂ + eiφM̂† .

(B20)
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is sufficient to obtain universal SU(N + 1) control over
the desired manifold (Fock states below n ≤ N = 2J).
For example, setting δϕn = π leads to nullified matrix
elements, such that choosing δϕm = 0 and δϕn ̸=m = π
leads to full SU(2) control over the manifold spanned
by the Fock states {|m− 1⟩ , |m⟩}. In other words, we
can perform Givens rotations between neighboring levels.
In particular, swap gates between neighboring levels can
be engineered, which means that control of neighboring
levels can be extended to full SU(2) control between any
pair of Fock states. These pairwise unitaries, equivalent
to the set of nearest-neighbor Givens rotations, can then
be combined to obtain full SU(N + 1) control [60]. We
leave the optimal factorization of a general unitary into
unitaries generated by M̂φ operators for future work.

b. SU(d) control

Our scheme can go beyond Givens-style rotations in
that it can achieve universal control over any nearest set
of d levels of the system using just spin-J SU(2) rotations

and one more generalized generator M̂φ [29]. In particular,

any M̂φ which satisfies

Tr
(
M̂φT

(2)
q (J)

)
̸= 0 (B21)

where d = 2J + 1, for some q ∈ {−2,−1, 0, 1, 2}, will
generate d-level universal control when combined with

the Ĵ
(J)
x and Ĵ

(J)
y operators we already demonstrated.

Here, T
(2)
q (J) is any rank-2 irreducible spherical tensor,

which are more generally given for any rank k by

T (k)
q (J) =

√
2k + 1

2J + 1

J∑
m=−J

CJ,m+q
k,q;J,m|J,m+ q⟩⟨J,m|,

(B22)

where CJ,m+q
k,q;J,m = ⟨J,m+ q|k, q; J,m⟩ is a Clebsh-Gordan

coefficient for adding a spin-J and spin-k system to get a
spin-J sector. The two indices q and k are always integers
satisfying −k ≤ q ≤ k and 0 ≤ k ≤ 2J .

We note that this condition for the extra M̂φ generator

is not stringent since nearly all of the M̂φ generically
satisfy Eq. (B21). Recall that Eq. (7) intuitively shows

that when M̂φ deviates from SU(2) it must be considered
a nonlinear operation. From the form of Eq. (B22), we

can see that any irreducible tensor T
(k)
q (J) with q = ±1

will only have matrix elements on the first above/below
off-diagonal. Thus, for instance, simply setting δϕ1 = 0
and all the other δϕn = π will always yield a M̂φ that
satisfies Eq. (B21).
This claim of d-level universality follows directly from

a theorem by Merkel [29], which states that, for any J

and any M̂φ satisfying Eq. (B21), the three operators

{Ĵ (J)
x , Ĵ

(J)
y , M̂φ} generate the entire Lie algebra su(d) un-

der linear combinations and commutators, which is the
standard necessary and sufficient condition for achieving

full SU(d) control under exponentiation. We note how
this presents a direct parallel with the case of bosonic
control, in which linear displacements need only be supple-
mented by a single nonlinearity to accomplish universal
control [36]. The parallel is consistent with the existence
of mappings between HAMS and bosons for the limit of
J → ∞.

4. Parity-preserving operations

In the main text, we have introduced parity-preserving
operations, whereby we choose the eigenvalues of the gen-
erator M̂φ to be integer multiples of the lowest eigenvalue,

λ/|λmin| ∈ Z. Since the generator M̂φ induces transitions
between neighboring Fock states, we have

P̂ M̂φP̂ = −M̂φ , (B23)

where we have defined the photon parity operator
P̂ = exp(iπâ†â). This equation also implies that

P̂ exp(iθM̂φ)P̂ = exp(−iθM̂φ) = [exp(iθM̂φ)]
†. Choos-

ing θ = π/|λmin|, with λmin being the eigenvalue with the
lowest magnitude, we can express

P̂ e
i π
|λmin| M̂φ P̂ =

[
e
i π
|λmin| M̂φ

]†
,

=

∑
j

e
iπ

λj
|λmin| |λj⟩ ⟨λj |

†

,

=
∑
j

e
−iπ

λj
|λmin| |λj⟩ ⟨λj | ,

(B24)

where we have labeled the eigenvalues and corresponding
eigenkets by λj . In the special case where λj/|λmin| ∈ Z,
the acquired phases for all eigenkets are integer multiples

of π, such that P̂ e
i π
|λmin| M̂φ P̂ = e

i π
|λmin| M̂φ . In this situ-

ation, the parity operator commutes with the resulting
unitary, which consequently preserves the parity of the
photon number.
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Appendix C: Technical aspects of the experiment

1. Experimental hardware

Schematic design of the package is shown in Fig. S2(b).
In this section we describe the production and characteri-
zation of the package, with measured quantities shown in
Table. S1.

We used a λ/4 cavity made of 4N Aluminum as the
storage mode [56] in which we drive the spin dynamics.
The cavity was treated with an acid etch to remove sur-
face impurities. While this process typically produces
cavities with lifetimes approaching the millisecond scale,
the surface appears to have degraded due to shipment,
resulting in the measured cavity lifetime of 132µs. How-
ever, after another round of etching the cavity for 2 hours
with transene Al etchant at 50C the lifetime has increased
to 396µs and we have used this cavity for taking the data
in Figures 3, 4, 5 and S13.
The superconducting qubit used is a transmon with

Nb capacitor pads, and an Al/AlOx/Al Josephson junc-
tion fabricated on a high-resistivity (> 10 kΩ cm) silicon
chip. Following a strip of the native silicon oxide in 2%
hydrofluoric acid, a 75 nm thick Nb film was sputtered at
the rate of 50 nmmin−1. This Nb was patterned using
photo-lithography to make the capacitor pads of transmon
and the readout resonator. The Josephson junction for
the qubit was fabricated in a Dolan bridge process [61]
with bilayer MMA/PMMA resist. Double-angle evapo-
ration for the Al-AlOx-Al was accomplished to form the
junction. Before the first Al deposition an in-situ ion mill
was performed to clean the top surface of Nb. After the
first Al deposition, AlOx layer was formed by oxidizing
the Al surface for 30 minutes at 7.25 Torr oxygen pres-
sure. After pumping out the oxygen from the chamber,
the second layer of Al was deposited . The area of the
deposited Josephson junction is 0.047 µm2. The chip with
the transmon qubit and readout resonator is mounted in
the 3D cavity with a copper clamp .
The whole package is mounted on an OFHC copper

bracket and has multiple layers of shielding, in order
from inner to outer: (1) a Berkeley Black [62] coated
copper shim to absorb any stray mm-wave radiation, (2)
an aluminum can with an indium seal to an upper flange,
which itself has indium-sealed SMA feedthroughs, (3) a
mixing chamber can. This is depicted schematically in
Fig. S1. The dilution fridge also hosts a room-temperature
magnetic shield that lines the vacuum can.
The control pulses are generated using Quantum Ma-

chines OPX plus instrument and up-converted using local
oscillator (LO) and IQ mixers in the Quantum Machines
Octave. All pulses are digitally triggered with 200 ns
buffer on the trigger on either side of the analog pulse.
The qubit and storage drives share the same LO whereas
the readout up and down conversion share the same LO.
Output of the readout signal is first amplified with a
Travelling wave Parametric Amplifier (TWPA) at base
temperature, followed by a High electron mobility tran-

sistor (HEMT) at 4K and a room temperature amplifier
(ZVA-1W-103+ Mini-Circuits). The TWPA is also pulsed
with 100 ns buffer on both ends of the readout pulse. Each
of the input lines have K & L low pass filter and Eccosorb
filters. All the last attenuators, microwave filters, and
Eccosorb filters are connected to the copper bracket using
a copper braid to improve thermalization.

2. Calibrating returning the qubit to |g⟩ at end of
protocol

Since we are using the same qubit for modifying the
harmonic oscillator to a spin system and using it to check
the population of the cavity, it is important to make
sure that at the end of our protocol the qubit ends in
ground state, so that we can probe the cavity population
correctly. The calibration to bring the qubit back to
ground state at the end is also important so that we can
say an error (when the qubit has suffered a T1 or T2 event)
has happened when the qubit is found in the excited state
at the end of the protocol. Then we can post-select on
cases where the qubit has ended in ground state and
keep most of the experiments for building the statistics
of cavity population. We perform an experiment similar
to what is shown in Fig. 2 where we keep the qubit drive
duration fixed and vary the cavity drive duration to see
the spin dynamics. At the end of the spin protocol, qubit
is disentangled from the cavity and qubit state is probed.
We repeat this experiment with slightly different qubit
drive duration. This gives a map of qubit state at the
end of the protocol for different duration of qubit drives
and cavity drives. Because the duration for which the
qubit experiences Stark shifts (due to the cavity drive) is
varying (as cavity drive duration is changed), the time
required for the qubit to return to ground state also varies
slightly. This is shown in Fig. S3. For preparing a state
(or performing a gate) the cavity drive needs to be turned
on for a particular time. The corresponding duration of
qubit drive is chosen for this length of cavity drive from
the color map. The qubit drive duration is chosen to be
the least such duration which is larger than the maximum
cavity drive duration required for a particular protocol
to avoid decoherence related errors.
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FIG. S1. Experimental wiring diagram: Schematic of room temperature and cryogenic microwave circuit.
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Quantity Symbol Measured value (1) Measured value (2) Hamiltonian term

Cavity frequency ωc/2π 6.04GHz 6.043GHz ωcc
†c

Readout frequency ωr/2π 8.88GHz 8.92GHz ωrr
†r

Qubit frequency ωq/2π 5.56GHz 5.57GHz ωqq
†q

Qubit-readout dispersive coupling χr/2π −700 kHz −700 kHz χrr
†r|e⟩⟨e|

Qubit-Cavity dispersive coupling χ/2π −2.54MHz −3.56MHz χc†c|e⟩⟨e|
Qubit anharmonicity α/2π −180MHz −180MHz αq†q†qq/2

Second order cavity-qubit dispersive coupling χ′/2π 6.5 kHz 7 kHz χ′c†c†cc|e⟩⟨e|/2
Cavity Self-Kerr K/2π −9 kHz −11 kHz Kc†c†cc/2
Qubit lifetime T1q 90 µs 90µs

Qubit dephasing time, Ramsey T2q,R 40 µs 40µs
Qubit dephasing time, Hahn-echo T2q,E 40 µs 38µs

Cavity lifetime T1c 132 µs 396 µs
Cavity dephasing time T2c,R 150 µs 160 µs

Qubit thermal population 3% 2.5%
Cavity thermal population 0.7% 0.7%

TABLE S1. System parameters measured using standard time-domain and spectroscopy techniques. The second column of
values were measured in a different cool down with a newly etched cavity of the same design. This package was used to obtain
the data shown in Fig. 3, 4, 5, S9. Rest of the article uses data taken with the device with parameters given in the first column
of measured values. The qubit has some TLS associated with it which makes it responds at two different frequencies about
50-60 kHz apart as seen in qubit spectroscopy. For determining cavity dephasing time, a Ramsey experiment is performed. The
π/2 pulse used for Ramsey experiment puts the cavity in superposition (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/

√
2. This π/2 pulse is achieved by doing a

photon Blockade at n = 2 cavity state and driving the cavity for an appropriate duration.
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FIG. S2. Pulses in Frequency domain and device
schematic: (a) The MEM comb (blue) on the qubit has
2J+1 frequencies at ωq + nχ, n = 0, 1,..,2J . The cavity pulse
(red) for driving the spin system has two frequencies at ωc

and ωc + χ for all spins. Readout (gray) is always performed
at one frequency. The diagram indicates the frequencies and
the approximate pulse bandwidths, but the shapes themselves
should not be taken literally (In time domain, the pulses are
flat-top with Gaussian rise and fall of about 150 ns for qubit
pulses and 400 ns for cavity pulses and σ = 38ns for qubit
and 80 ns for cavity pulses). (b) Schematic of the cavity-qubit
experimental device. A coaxial λ/4 microwave cavity (red) is
used as the harmonic oscillator. The qubit (blue) and readout
resonator (gray) are on-chip. The chip goes partially into the
cavity via a tunnel. A cylindrical coupling pin made of gold
plated beryllium copper (shown in red on the side) is used to
drive the cavity. Separate pins are used to drive the qubit and
the readout (not shown in picture)

FIG. S3. Checking the qubit state at the end of the
protocol: The qubit drive is slightly varied at larger than
cavity drive duration to check when the qubit returns to
ground state for different duration of cavity drive. For a
given protocol, the cavity is driven for particular duration
and a corresponding qubit drive duration is chosen from the
map such that qubit returns to the ground state as much as
possible.
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Appendix D: Additional comparisons between HAMS
dynamics and photon-blockaded dynamics

1. Non-periodic dynamics under standard photon
Blockade

The Hamiltonian of a cavity linearly driven on reso-
nance is given by Ĥ ∝ x̂, where we performed a RWA and
chose the drive phase without loss of generality. Under
standard photon blockade [14] which limits the maximum
photon number to N , the matrix elements of a microwave
drive remain unmodified, except for theN ↔ N+1 matrix
elements which are set to 0. In that context, the Hamil-
tonian of the photon-blockade driven cavity is ĤFB ∝ x̂J ,
where we have defined

x̂J ≡ Π̂J x̂Π̂J . (D1)

where Π̂J =
∑N

n=0 |n⟩⟨n|. Evolution under that Hamil-

tonian is given by the unitary operator Û = exp(−iθx̂J ),

such that a periodic evolution where Û(θ∗) ∝ I implies
that the eigenvalues {λj} of x̂J are distributed such that
θ∗λj = ϕ+ 2πkj , where ϕ is a resulting global phase and
kj ∈ Z. The eigenvalues of x̂J are obtained by finding
the zeros its characteristic polynomial, which in turn is
given by the determinant of the tri-diagonal matrix

det(x̂J − λI) = 2−(2J+1)/2H2J+1

(
−λ√
2

)
, (D2)

where Hn(x) is the nth order Hermite polynomial. The
eigenvalues of x̂J are therefore given by the zeros of
the Hermite polynomials. Zeros of Hermite polynomi-
als come in pairs ±λ (except for odd-order polymials
with an additional λ = 0 eigenvalue). Accordingly, we
have det(exp(−iθx̂J )) = 1 for all θ, which means that the
condition on the eigenvalues to obtain periodic evolution
is given by θ∗λj = 2πkj for some θ∗. This means that
the ratio between eigenvalues must be a rational number,
λj/λl = kj/kl ∈ Q for all λj , λl ̸= 0.

While we were not able to formally prove that such
ratios were irrational (implying an aperiodic evolution),
we numerically checked that these ratios needed at least 18
digits to rationalize for 1 < J ≤ 25, making the evolution
generated by x̂S aperiodic for all practical purposes. For
J = 1/2, the system reduces to an effective qubit and
x̂J ∼ σ̂x, with a periodic evolution. For J = 1, the
eigenvalues of x̂J are of the form {0,±λ1}, such that the
evolution is periodic with a period T = 2π/λ1.

As a result, any state with initial support on all eigen-
states of x̂J (for example, the vacuum state |0⟩) will
exhibit non-periodic dynamics under drive. We show a
simulation of photon blockade at cavity Fock state |5⟩ in
Fig. S4 as an example of such non-periodic dynamics. The
simulation is done for a lossless system with parameters
ϵ = 0.01Ω = 10−4|χ|, which satisfies |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ.

FIG. S4. Standard Fock Blockade dynamics: Simulation
of dynamics of the cavity population starting from Fock |0⟩
under the cavity drive while qubit Rabi drive is kept on at the
frequency ωq+4χ. The qubit drive truncates the Hilbert space
to the first four levels. The cavity population dynamics is non-
periodic for such standard photon blockade. The possibility
of a long-time periodicity is precluded by the irrational ratios
of the rotation generator eigenvalues.

2. Theoretical and Experimental Comparisons of
HAMS and photon blockade dynamics

For a spin 1/2 system we do not have to modify the
phase difference of the Rabi drives at the frequencies ωq

and ωq + χ. For HAMSs, the phase of the Rabi drives
at ωq + nχ with n = 2, 3, ..., 2J , need to be changed to
modify the matrix elements of the oscillator, so that the
driven system can behave as a HAMS. Figs. S5, S6, and
S7 compare theory, simulations, and experiments for the
case of simple blockade (where the qubit drive phases
have no relative difference to each other, equivalent to
previous work [14]) and HAMS where the qubit drives
have appropriate Fock state dependent phases according
to Eq. (B18).

Fig. S5 shows the case of spin 1 and blockade of first 3
levels of the harmonic oscillator. Eq. (B18) provides the
phases ϕ0 = ϕ1 = 0, ϕ2 = π/2. For this modification a
lossless ideal cavity-qubit system obeying the theoretical
limit |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ can accurately simulate the dynamics of
a HAMS. Fig. S5(a) shows the cavity population dynamics
with dots for a cavity-qubit setup and real spin dynamics
in solid lines. Fig. S5(b) shows the dynamics of cavity-
qubit system that is observed in experiment (dots). The
dynamics is captured well in our simulations (solid lines)
that take into account the experimental parameters and
decoherence.
Without any drive phase differences, i.e. ϕ0 = ϕ1 =

ϕ2 = 0, we achieve a usual blockade: the oscillator is
truncated to first three levels but it shows a dynamics
different than a spin. To highlight the distinction, we
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inspect the cavity state at the quarter period. We make
the same comparisons for the case of spin 3/2 and spin 2
in Figs. S6 and S7, respectively. Note that the measured
Wigner functions of the state at “quarter period” (note
that dynamics for simple blockade here are aperiodic)
further show the distinction between spin and truncated
oscillator dynamics. The clarity of the difference between
usual blockade and SU(2) dynamics improves as the size of
the manifold gets larger, in both the population dynamics
and the Wigner functions at the sampled points. For
creating spin 3/2, the phases are ϕ0 = ϕ1 = 0, ϕ2 = 1.231,
ϕ3 = π. For creating spin 2 the phases are ϕ0 = ϕ1 = 0,
ϕ2 = 1.047, ϕ3 = 2.618, ϕ4 = 4.712.

3. Effect of non-adiabaticity and decoherence

The coherent errors in the experiment were dominated
by the violation of strict adiabatic limit. In Table S2,
we show the contribution of various losses present in our
system. We show the highest population in Fock states |3⟩
and |4⟩ for a driven spin 3/2 in our cavity, when different
losses are considered. P3 indicates the fidelity of Fock
state |3⟩ preparation using spin rotations and P4 indicates
leakage out of the spin manifold. Most of the loss can be
attributed to qubit T1 and the protocol is presently only
weakly affected by qubit T2. Cavity self-Kerr and second
order dispersive shifts are also non-idealities present in
our system which we have not yet separately considered.
Apart from the error due to loss, we will also have errors
because of violation of adiabatic limit, self-Kerr, second
order dispersive shift and other higher order terms.
Previously we mentioned in Appendix A, that a max-

imum of 35% of shots are rejected for spin evolution
experiments and about 15% shots are rejected for spin
cat gates experiments because of the qubit not returning
to ground state. For the specific duration of the drive we
expect the qubit will be found in excited state 25% and
15% of the time respectively because of T1 errors. At this
time, we attribute the rest of the probability for qubit
not ending in ground state to non-adiabaticity and Stark
shift due to presence of multiple drives.
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FIG. S5. Spin 1 and 3-level blockade dynamics: (a) Dynamics of spin states of a driven spin 1 system. The points are
numerical simulations of our protocol in the ideal limit |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ. The solid line is for an ideal driven spin 1, which matches our
simulated spin. (b) Wigner functions of the cavity state for a spin at the marked points are shown. (c) Experimentally measured
probabilities of different spin states of a driven synthetic spin 1 in our microwave cavity with ϵ/2π = 72 kHz, Ω/2π = 690 kHz,
χ/2π = −2.54MHz. The experimental data is shown in dots and the solid lines are numerical simulation of the spin protocol that
consider experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (d) Experimentally measured Wigner functions at the marked critical
points. (e) Dynamics of cavity states when the first three levels of a harmonic oscillator is blockaded without any phase tuning
on qubit drive only to limit the Hilbert space dimension to 3. (f) Wigner functions of the cavity state at the marked points for a
three level blockade are shown. (g) Experimentally measured probabilities of cavity levels for blockaded dynamics (dots) and
simulated dynamics (solid lines) considering experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (h) Experimentally measured Wigner
functions at the marked points for a three level blockade.
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FIG. S6. Spin 3/2 and 4-level blockade dynamics: (a) Dynamics of spin states of a driven spin 3/2 system. The points are
numerical simulations of our protocol in the ideal limit |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ. The solid line is for a real driven spin 3/2, which matches
our simulated spin. (b) Wigner functions of the cavity state for a spin at the marked points are shown. (c) Experimentally
measured probabilities of different spin states of a driven synthetic spin 3/2 in our microwave cavity with ϵ/2π = 72 kHz,
Ω/2π = 690 kHz, χ/2π = −2.54MHz. The experimental data is shown in dots and the solid lines are numerical simulation of
the spin protocol that considers experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (d) Experimentally measured Wigner functions
at the marked critical points. (e) Dynamics of cavity states when the first four levels of a harmonic oscillator is blockaded
without any phase tuning on qubit drive only to limit the Hilbert space dimension to 4. (f) Wigner functions of the cavity
state at the marked points for a four level blockade are shown. (g) Experimentally measured probabilities of cavity levels for
blockaded dynamics (dots) and simulated dynamics (solid lines) considering experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (h)
Experimentally measured Wigner functions at the marked points for a four level blockade.
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FIG. S7. Spin 2 and 5-level blockade dynamics: (a) Dynamics of spin states of a driven spin 2 system. The points are
numerical simulations of our protocol in the ideal limit |χ| ≫ Ω ≫ ϵ. The solid line is for a real driven spin 2, which matches our
simulated spin. (b) Wigner functions of the cavity state for a spin at the marked points are shown. (c) Experimentally measured
probabilities of different spin states of a driven synthetic spin 2 in our microwave cavity with ϵ/2π = 72 kHz, Ω/2π = 690 kHz,
χ/2π = −2.54MHz. The experimental data is shown in dots and the solid lines are numerical simulation of the spin protocol that
considers experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (d) Experimentally measured Wigner functions at the marked critical
points. (e) Dynamics of cavity states when the first five levels of a harmonic oscillator is blockaded without any phase tuning on
qubit drive only to limit the Hilbert space dimension to 5. (f) Wigner functions of the cavity state at the marked points for a
five level blockade are shown. (g) Experimentally measured probabilities of cavity levels for blockaded dynamics (dots) and
simulated dynamics (solid lines) considering experimental non-idealities and decoherences. (h) Experimentally measured Wigner
functions at the marked points for a five level blockade.
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Qubit T1 Qubit T2 Cavity T1 Cavity T2 Max(P3) Max(P4)

0.736 0.037
0.79 0.04
0.83 0.04
0.83 0.04
0.85 0.04
0.86 0.04

TABLE S2. The table lists the highest population in Fock states |3⟩ and |4⟩ for a driven spin 3/2 system hosted in the cavity
while different losses of the system are considered (checks indicate which decoherence time was included in the simulation of that
row). Maximum of P3 and P4 respectively signify the fidelity of Fock state preparation and leakage out of the spin manifold.
Here we observe that the highest error occurs because of the qubit T1, while the effect of qubit and cavity T2 is comparatively
small. The simulations use χ =3.56MHz, Ω =0.732MHz, ϵ =80 kHz which are the parameters used for spin 3/2 dynamics
experiment in Fig. 3.
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Appendix E: Spin cats

1. Experimental creation of the S = 1 spin kitten

Here we show an interesting way of creating spin kitten
state, which was implemented in the experiments. First,
we use conventional photon blockade [14] to create nearly
pure Fock state |1⟩ in the cavity. In this process we
limit the Hilbert space of cavity to two energy levels by
driving the qubit at frequency ωq +2χ. While the Hilbert
space is truncated, an appropriate duration of cavity drive
creates Fock state |1⟩ in the cavity. Then we use our spin

displacement protocol to accomplish a spin 1 Ĵy rotation
of angle π/2 on the cavity. This operation creates the
spin kitten state |0⟩ − |2⟩ as shown in Fig. S8(b) and (c).

Equivalently a Ĵx rotation on the cavity would also create
a spin kitten state which is rotated by 90 degrees in phase
space i.e. the state -i(|0⟩+ |2⟩).
For creating the | ± Y ⟩ states of the spin cat, we use

superposition of Ĵx and Ĵy operator.
Once the spin kitten state is created we can perform

different gates on it, as described in Fig. 5 and associated
text.

2. Logical operations for two-legged spin cats

The natural spin cat generalization of our |0⟩ ± |2⟩
encoding are the polar 2-legged spin cats (i.e. code spaces
defined via equal superpositions of 2 spin coherent states
located at the poles, which are also the states |−J⟩ and
|J⟩) given by

|0L⟩ :=
|0⟩+ |N⟩√

2
↔ |−J⟩+ |J⟩√

2

|1L⟩ :=
|0⟩ − |N⟩√

2
↔ |−J⟩ − |J⟩√

2
.

(E1)

In these 2-legged spin cats, up to N − 1 photon losses,
{ân | 0 < n < N}, can be detected (but not corrected)
since these errors bring both code words outside of the
code space: ân|µL⟩ ∝ |N − n⟩ for µ ∈ {0, 1}.

We are particularly interested in the logical operations
for these general 2-legged spin cats that can be achieved
via SU(2) rotations of the synthetic spin J = N

2 system.

By looking at the action of R̂
(J)
z (θ′) spin rotations on the

|±L⟩ = |∓J⟩ logical states, we can first note that these
spin rotations yield logical operations corresponding to
any Bloch sphere rotation about the x-axis:

R̂(J)
z (θ′) |±L⟩ = e−iθ′Ĵ(J)

z |∓J⟩

= e−iθ′(∓J) |∓J⟩

= e−i−2θ′J
2 X̂ |±L⟩

= R̂L
x (−2θ′J) |±L⟩ .

(E2)

Since any logical unitary is completely specified by its
action on two distinct logical states, we thus indeed see

that any given Bloch sphere rotation R̂L
x (θ) is achieved

by any of the 2J distinct SU(2) rotations R̂
(J)
z

(
− θ+2πk

2J

)
(where k is an integer such that 0 ≤ k < 2J). Setting
θ = 0, this also implies that there are always 2J − 1
nontrivial SU(2) rotations that act as stabilizers on the
code space.
We remark that all of these z-axis SU(2) rotations

can be realized with simple phase space rotations

exp
(

i(θ+2πk)n̂
2J

)
(i.e. updates of the local oscillator phase),

so these specific logical unitaries can be implemented with-
out the use of SU(2) rotations. However, using the Wigner
D-matrix identity [63]

⟨J,m′| e−iπĴ(J)
x |J,m⟩ = (−1)3Jδm′,−m (E3)

to understand the action of the R̂
(J)
x (π) on the |±L⟩ logical

states, we see that (up to a global phase) this R̂
(J)
x (π)

rotation always yields the logical operation Ẑ = iR̂L
z (π),

R̂(J)
x (π) |±L⟩ = e−iπĴ(J)

x |∓J⟩
= (−1)3J |±J⟩
= (−1)3J |∓L⟩
= (−1)3J Ẑ |±L⟩ ,

(E4)

which notably cannot be realized using just phase space
rotations.
Since, like logical operations, SU(2) rotations form a

group under operation composition, any logical unitary
that is a combination of Ẑ and R̂L

x (θ) – namely any Bloch
sphere rotation by π about an axis on the yz great circle –
can also be achieved by an SU(2) rotation. Specifically, the

logical operation R̂L
sin(ϕ)y+cos(ϕ)z(π) is achieved by any of

the 2J distinct SU(2) rotations R̂
(J)
cos(ϕ′)x+sin(ϕ′)y(π), where

ϕ′ = ϕ+πk
2J and k is an integer such that 0 ≤ k < 2J .

Based on further investigations we have done (which
we will discuss in a later work) regarding the rotation
gates of the binomial codes – which are rotated versions of
the polar 2-legged spin cat codespaces when the binomial
code has distance 0 to photon loss – we believe that these
logical unitaries generated by Ẑ and R̂L

x (θ) constitute an
exhaustive list of the logical unitaries achievable via SU(2)
rotations. In Table. S3, we summarize these achievable
unitaries for the polar cats discussed here, along with the
specific instances of these logical unitaries that generalize
(to all spins) the operations experimentally demonstrated
in Fig. 5.



23

Logical Gate Bloch Sphere Rotation Spin Rotation Type

Type I R̂L
x (θ) = e−i θ

2
X̂ R̂

(J)
z

(
− θ+2πk

2J

)
= ei

θ+2πk
2J

Ĵ
(J)
z I

Type II R̂L
sin(ϕ)y+cos(ϕ)z(π) = e−iπ

2 (sin(ϕ)Ŷ +cos(ϕ)Ẑ) R̂
(J)

cos(ϕ′)x+sin(ϕ′)y(π) = e
−iπ

(
cos(ϕ′)Ĵ(J)

x +sin(ϕ′)Ĵ(J)
y

)
II

X R̂L
x (π) = e−iπ

2
X̂ R̂

(J)
z

(
− π

2J

)
= ei

π
2J

Ĵ
(J)
z I (θ = π)

Y R̂L
y (π) = e−iπ

2
Ŷ R̂

(J)

cos( π
4J )x+sin( π

4J )y
(π) = e

−iπ
(
cos( π

4J )Ĵ
(J)
x +sin( π

4J )Ĵ
(J)
y

)
II (ϕ = π

2
)

Z R̂L
z (π) = e−iπ

2
Ẑ R̂

(J)
x (π) = e−iπĴ

(J)
x II (ϕ = 0)

S†HS R̂L
y−z(π) = e

−i π
2
√

2
(Ŷ −Ẑ) R̂

(J)

cos( 3π
8J )x+sin( 3π

8J )y
(π) = e

−iπ
(
cos( 3π

8J )Ĵ
(J)
x +sin( 3π

8J )Ĵ
(J)
y

)
II (ϕ = 3π

4
)

TABLE S3. Summary of the polar 2-legged spin cat logical unitaries that can be implemented as spin J SU(2) rotations. The
first section lists the two general types of SU(2)-implementable Bloch sphere rotations, with the Type I rotations being those

achievable via some phase space rotation and the Type II rotations being those achievable via a R̂
(J)
x (π) rotation composed

with some phase space rotation. Note that in the Type II rotation row, ϕ′ = ϕ+πk
2J

. The second section lists particular (k = 0)
instances of these types of logical unitaries that correspond to the Pauli gates and the rotated Hadamard gate for general spin.
Note that the spin rotations in this second section are not immediate generalizations of the rotations from Fig. 5 since for those
experimental demonstrations of the spin 1 case we happened to choose k = 1 for the X, Z, and S†HS gates instead of k = 0.
Also note that in the gate and rotation columns we have removed the global phase factors.
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FIG. S8. Spin cat state creation and gates: (a) Pulse
schematic for creation of a spin cat state. Fock state |1⟩ is
created in cavity using conventional photon blockade, and then
a spin 1 Ĵy drive creates the spin cat state |0⟩ − |2⟩. The next
cavity drive is frame rotated (ϕ) and a particular angle (θ)
rotation is done to accomplish the spin cat gate. (b) Cavity

population when the Ĵy drive is turned on after creating Fock
state |1⟩. (c) Measured Wigner function of the created spin
cat state at the 4 µs point marked in (b).
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3. Gates on spin cat states:

In the main text, we discussed how different spin rota-
tions can be used to perform gates on spin 1 cat states.
To provide a more complete demonstration of the gates,
here we show that the spin rotations indeed perform the
expected gate on all 6 cardinal points of the spin cat logi-
cal Bloch sphere as shown in Fig. S9(a). In the table in
Fig. S9(b) we report the fidelities of states in cavity with
the theoretically expected states before and after the gates.
Note that the fidelity is for a state after post-selection
of the experiments where qubit ends in ground state at
the end of the protocol. In experiments, we measure the
Wigner function of the cavity state, and reconstruct the
state using methods described in [64, 65] to calculate the
fidelity. In S9(c), we show the experimentally measured
Wigner functions before and after applying the spin ro-
tation corresponding to Y gate. It shows that Y gate
is accomplished on all six cardinal points on the Bloch
sphere.
For state preparation we use a combination of con-

ventional photon blockade [14] and spin rotations. For
preparing |0L⟩, |1L⟩, and |±YL⟩, we use conventional pho-
ton blockade to create |1⟩ followed by a π/2 spin rotation
(see Appendix E 1 for details). Preparation of |1⟩ using
conventional blockade is not perfect and reaches fidelity
of 0.93. After that the spin rotations suffer non-idealities
because of not being in strictly adiabatic limit and deco-
herence also affects the state preparation. Infidelities from
these two steps account for state preparation infidelity.
After the gate operation, the fidelities on average reduce
by 0.07, indicating that we can expect gate fidelities of
0.93 or higher for the gates based on SU(2) rotations.
For the non-linear rotation that accomplishes H gate,

fidelities are worse, largely because of the longer duration
of the gate which causes more decoherence in the system.
In future efforts, we will look into using numerical op-
timization techniques to make higher fidelity and faster
gates.

Appendix F: Additional experiments with SU(2)
drives

1. Spin locking

We can choose the (global) cavity drive phase φ to

interpolate between Ĵ
(J)
x and Ĵ

(J)
y which means we can

change the rotation axis on a high angular momentum
spin Bloch sphere. If the spin is driven for quarter of a
period of its dynamics by the Ĵx drive we will create an
eigenstate of Ĵy. If we turn on a Ĵy drive, such a spin
state ideally should not change.
We show such a spin locking phenomena in Fig. S10.

Since the experiment suffers from non-idealities and de-
coherence, we compare our spin locking with the case
where the Ĵx drive is on for same duration. In Fig. S10(e),

the measured Wigner function for the created state after
applying the Ĵx drive for quarter period and the spin
locked state look similar whereas the state created by Ĵx
driving is different.
This spin locking phenomenon is also special to spin

which is enabled by our phase tuning. Simply truncating
the Hilbert space by using the frequency comb on the
qubit and then changing the axis of rotation does not
create such a locking phenomena. This can be seen in
the cavity population and measured Wigner functions
shown in Fig. S10(c, d, f). Since, our protocol suffers
from the experimental non-idealities we also show the
simulated population dynamics in an ideal system where
the difference between spin locking and rotated displace-
ment for blockade is evident. For spin 3/2, difference of
photon blockade and spin lock becomes clearer. We show
experimentally measured Wigner functions at two differ-
ent times (Fig. S11(e)) to show the difference between
spin locking and continued rotation. This is accompanied
by an ideal simulation of the spin and photon blockade
dynamics.

2. Detuned Spin Rotations (Spin Chevrons)

For two-level qubit system, the qubit drive frequency
can be slightly detuned in a time Rabi experiment, to
create a qubit chevron experiment where we can see the
Rabi rate changing with detuning. For spins created in
our cavity we can also detune the cavity drive and see
the change in our oscillation rate. A spin 1/2 system is
essentially a two-level qubit and a detuning on the cavity
drive creates a chevron pattern as shown in Fig. S12(a,e).
For spin 1, the oscillation rate and population in cavity
also change with the detuning. Simulations of our system
match experimental data as shown in Fig. S12(b-d,f-h).
These chevron plots are a necessary step for calibrating
the correct frequency for resonant cavity drive in presence
of frequency comb on cavity and qubit. We found that
in the presence of two-cavity drives the frequency at
which the population of P0 is maximally reduced and
P2J is maximally increased for spin J is about 9 kHz less
than the cavity frequency calibrated using cavity state
revival technique [66]. This detuning is observed to be
the same for all spins in experiment, so we conclude that
this originates from having two cavity drives and not a
stark shift because of having multi-frequency qubit drive.

3. Qubit drive phase variation for spin 1

Here we vary the phase on the qubit drive at frequency
fq + 2χ and check the dynamics of cavity population of
the Fock states |0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩. At phase = π, the matrix
element for transition from |1⟩ to |2⟩ is set to zero, and
hence the system is reduced to a spin 1/2 system where
we only see oscillations between |0⟩ and |1⟩ .
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FIG. S9. Gates on spin 1 spin cat: (a) The spin 1 cat logical Bloch sphere, with the cardinal points marked with black
square boxes and the corresponding Wigner function of the state shown by the side. The Table in (b) reports the fidelity of
prepared states before and after different gate operations with ideally expected states. The gate operations on the spin cat is
performed with spin rotations for spin 1. We have reconstructed the cavity state from experimentally measured Wigner function
and calculated the fidelity with the ideally expected state. Note that the Wigner function measurement is post-selected on cases
where the qubit ends in the ground state at the end of the protocol. (c) Experimentally measured Wigner functions for the
prepared states at the cardinal points of the Bloch sphere and the states after the Y gate operation (accomplished by a Rx+y(π)
rotation). This shows that the Y gate is accomplished when acting on all cardinal states.
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FIG. S10. Spin Locking, spin 1: We initialize a state on the equator of a spin 1 Bloch sphere by applying a Ĵx rotation and
then (a) apply a Ĵy rotation and the cavity population is probed at different duration of the Ĵy drive. Since the created state is

on the Ĵy axis, ideally the population should not change. (b) apply a Ĵx rotation and probe the population at different duration

of the Ĵx drive. For a simple 3-level blockade, we can also prepare the state at one quarter of the time when population in Fock
state 0 returns to maximum, and then (c) drive it along an axis that is rotated by 90 degrees or, (d) drive it along the same
axis to probe the population at different times. (e) Experimentally measured Wigner functions for a spin state created on the

equator and the states created after 2.4 µs of Ĵy and Ĵx drive respectively. (f) Experimentally measured Wigner functions for a
created on the equator using 3-level blockade and the states created after 2.4 µs of drives on a 90 degree rotated axis and the
original axis. (g) - (j) show the simulated probabilities of different cavity states for the cases of spin locking, continued rotation,
rotated displacement, and continued displacement (corresponding to experiments in (a)- (d)) achieved by our protocol in an
ideal scenario.
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FIG. S11. Spin Locking spin 3/2: Create a state on the equator of a spin 3/2 Bloch sphere by applying a Ĵx rotation and

then (a) apply a Ĵy rotation and the cavity population is probed at different duration of the Ĵy drive. Since the created state is

on the Ĵy axis, ideally the population should not change. (b) apply a Ĵx rotation and probe the population at different duration

of the Ĵx drive. For a simple 3-level blockade, we can also prepare the state at one quarter of the time when population in
Fock state 0 returns to maximum, and then (c) drive it along an axis that is rotated by 90 degrees or, (d) drive it along the
same axis to probe the population at different times. (e) Experimentally measured Wigner functions for a spin state created on

the equator and the states created after 1 µs and 2.2 µs of Ĵy and Ĵx drive respectively. (f) Experimentally measured Wigner
functions for a created on the equator using 3-level blockade and the states created after 1µs and 2.2 µs of drives on a 90 degree
rotated axis and the original axis. (g) - (j) show the simulated probabilities of different cavity states for the cases of spin locking,
continued rotation, rotated displacement, and continued displacement (corresponding to experiments in (a)- (d)) achieved by
our protocol in an ideal scenario..
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FIG. S12. Spin Chevron: Both cavity drives for spin coherent rotation are detuned to create a chevron-like plot for spins. Spin
Chevron plots for (a) spin 1/2, probing the population of Fock state |1⟩, (b) spin 1, probing the population of Fock state |0⟩. (c)
spin 1, probing the population of Fock state |1⟩, (d) spin 1, probing the population of Fock state |2⟩. e-h are corresponding
simulations using experimental parameters.
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FIG. S13. Spin 1 phase variation: Phase ϕ2 on the qubit drive at frequency ωq +2χ is varied from 0 to 2π and the population
in cavity is probed. As phase is changed, the oscillation period and shape changes. Particularly at phase π, there is no population
in N = 2 cavity state. Hence, the spin 1 system is reduced to a spin 1/2 system.
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Appendix G: Spin Wigner Function

1. Theoretical construction

We show in this section that the spin rotations demon-
strated above can be used to measure the spin Wigner
function. For a standard harmonic oscillator, the Wigner
function associates to each state ρ a function in phase
space (q, p) that can be computed from

Wρ(q, p) = Tr
[
∆̂(q, p)ρ

]
,

∆̂(q, p) = 2D̂(q, p)eiπâ
†âD̂†(q, p),

(G1)

where we have defined D̂(q, p) = exp(ix̂p− ip̂q). Measur-
ing the Wigner function amounts to displacing the state
by (−q,−p) and then measuring the photon number par-
ity. The definition above differs from the usual definition
by a factor 1/2π in order to correspond to the J → ∞
limit of the spin Wigner function below. The bounds of
our spin Wigner function definition is shown in fig. G 1.

For a spin state, a spin Wigner function can be defined
analogously, where the linear displacements are replaced

by spin rotations R̂J (θ, ϕ) = eiθ(cosϕĴ
(J)
x +sinϕĴ(j)

y ) and the
parity operator by

∆̂(θ, ϕ) = R̂J(θ, ϕ)∆̂R̂†
J(θ, ϕ),

∆̂ =

J∑
m=−J

2J∑
l=0

2l + 1√
2J(2J + 1)

CJm
Jm,l0 |m+ J⟩ ⟨m+ J | ,

=

J∑
m=−J

∆m |m+ J⟩ ⟨m+ J | ,

(G2)
where the CJM

j1m1j2m2
are the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients.

The spin Wigner function is correspondingly defined as [67–
69]

W (J)
ρ (θ, ϕ) = Tr

[
∆̂(θ, ϕ)ρ

]
. (G3)

The map W : O → W
(J)
O respects the Stratonovich-Weyl

postulates

1. Linearity: W is linear and one-to-one

2. Reality:

W
(J)

O† =
(
W

(J)
O

)∗
. (G4)

3. Standardization: Defining dΩ = sin θdθdϕ, we have

Tr(O) =
2J + 1

4π

∫
J2

dΩW
(J)
O (θ, ϕ) . (G5)

4. Traciality: for two operators O and P

Tr(OM) =
2J + 1

4π

∫
J2

dΩW
(J)
O (θ, ϕ)W

(J)
M (θ, ϕ) . (G6)

5. Covariance:

W
(J)

R̂S(α,β)OR̂†
S(α,β)

(θ, ϕ) = W
(J)
O (θ′, ϕ′), (G7)

where n⃗′ = (sin θ′ cosϕ′, sin θ′ sinϕ′, cos θ′) =[
R(R̂J(α, β))

]−1

· (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ) with
R(U) the SO(3) representation of the SU(2) ele-

ment R̂J(α, β).

We can measure this spin Wigner using SU(2) spin
rotations and Fock-dependent qubit rotations. Let us
redefine the Wigner function as

Wρ(θ, ϕ) = Tr
[
∆̂ρθ,ϕ

]
ρθ,ϕ = R̂†

J(θ, ϕ)ρR̂J(θ, ϕ) .
(G8)

We can rewrite the matrix elements of ∆̂ with

γm =
∆m −∆min

∆max −∆min

γ̂ =
∑
m

γm |m⟩ ⟨m| ,

∆̂ = ∆min + (∆max −∆min)γ̂,

(G9)

where we have defined ∆min = min({∆m}) and ∆max =
max({∆m}) Here, importantly, the eigenvalues of γ̂ are
given by γm ∈ [0, 1]. We can thus define a set of angles
θm such that

cos2
(
θm
2

)
= γm . (G10)

We can measure the Wigner function through a qubit
measurement after the pulse

Ûγ =
∑
m

R̂x(θm)⊗ |m⟩ ⟨m| , (G11)

which rotates the qubit by a different angle for each Fock
state |m⟩, where the angle depends on γm. The probability
of measuring |g⟩ after the (inverse) SU(2) rotation and

the pulse Ûγ , assuming that the qubit is initialized in |g⟩,
is

⟨|g⟩ ⟨g| ⊗ I⟩ = Tr
[
Ûγ(|g⟩ ⟨g| ⊗ ρθ,ϕ)Û

†
γ(|g⟩ ⟨g| ⊗ I)

]
=
∑
m

| ⟨e| Ûγ |g⟩ |2Tr[ρθ,ϕ |m⟩ ⟨m|]

=
∑
m

cos2
(
θm
2

)
Tr[ρθ,ϕ |m⟩ ⟨m|]

= ⟨γ̂⟩ .
(G12)

Rescaling this probability by (γmax − γmin) and adding
γmin gives us Wρ(θ, ϕ).
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In order to symmetrize the effect of readout errors, the
expectation value of ∆̂ can also be decomposed as

ηm =
∆max −∆m

∆max −∆min

η̂ =
∑
m

ηm |m⟩ ⟨m| ,

∆̂ = ∆max − (∆max −∆min)η̂.

(G13)

Accordingly, we can measure this operator by defining

cos2
(
βm

2

)
= ηm , (G14)

and we can measure the Wigner function by measuring
the qubit population in the |g⟩ state after the pulse

Ûη =
∑
m

R̂x(βm)⊗ |m⟩ ⟨m| . (G15)

2. Experimental implementation

In this section we demonstrate that the spin Wigner
functions can be experimentally measured as described
in App. G1. The schematic pulse sequence is shown in
Fig. S15. First, we choose a qubit drive duration for the
experiment based on App. C 2 and Fig. S3. The first
cavity drive is used to prepare the state we want to probe.
For Fock state |0⟩ and |1⟩ we do not need this first drive
as cavity |0⟩ is prepared by having an idle period much
longer than the cavity lifetime (T1) and |1⟩ is prepared
using a conventional photon blockade procedure. The
second cavity drive is used to accomplish a spin rotation
for angle θ around an axis with angle ϕ with respect to
the X axis. As we do for the spin cat gates, a ϕ rotation is

accomplished by a frame rotation of the cavity drive and
a θ rotation is achieved by varying the duration of the
cavity drive. After the qubit drive ends we disentangle
the qubit from cavity using SNAP gate that consists two
consecutive number-selective π pulses on the qubit for a
total duration of 2 µs. Then we readout the qubit state
and store it for post-processing. Finally, we do number-
selective qubit rotations and readout the final state of
the qubit. The probability of finding the qubit in ground
state (Pg) directly relates to the spin Wigner function.
For comparison to bosonic Wigner measurements, the

spin rotation is analogous to displacement operation and
the number-selective qubit rotations are analogous to
the parity measurement. For symmetrizing errors during
spin rotations, we do two different number-selective qubit
rotations. For the first case, we do the θm rotations on
the qubit following Eq. G10 and define the spin Wigner
function as

W
(1)
spin(θ, ϕ) = ∆min + Pg(∆max −∆min) (G16)

In a second experiment, we do βm rotations on the qubit
following Eq. G14 and define the spin Wigner as

W
(2)
spin(θ, ϕ) = ∆max − Pg(∆max −∆min) (G17)

Finally, in a post-processing we select the cases where our
first readout measured the qubit in ground state (implying
the spin rotation was successful) and then average the
two spin Wigner functions measured above to get the
error-symmetrized spin Wigner function.

Wspin(θ, ϕ) = (W
(1)
spin(θ, ϕ) +W

(2)
spin(θ, ϕ))/2 (G18)

Spin Wigner functions measured this way are shown in
Fig. S15 for spin 1: Fock state |0⟩, |1⟩, and a spin coherent
state on the equator of spin 1 Bloch sphere. Since our spin
rotations suffer from errors, the measured spin Wigner
functions are noisy and imperfect, with poor contrast.
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FIG. S14. Limits of spinwigner function: The theoretically possible maximum and minimum values of spin Wigner function
as a function of the size of the spin. As the spin size becomes large (or tends to infinite), the maximum and minimum values
tend to ±2.
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FIG. S15. Spin Wigner: (a) Pulse schematic for measuring the spin Wigner function for Spin 1. (b-d) Spin Wigner functions
for (b) Fock state |0⟩, (c) spin coherent state on the equator, (d) Fock state |1⟩, which is also a equatorial spin cat state. Due to
infidelities of spin rotations and measurements, the contrast of spin Wigner function is poor. So we had to scale the colorbar
differently for better visibility in (b-d).
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https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa2085
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2587-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03257-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0893-x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259345
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259345
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.040303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.137002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.137002
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-00045-1
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/4/045014
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/4/045014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.64.012310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.64.012310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.032409
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.032409


33

Schmidt, S. Welte, J. Home, and F. Reiter, Two-qubit
operations for finite-energy gottesman-kitaev-preskill en-
codings (2023).

[22] M. H. Michael, M. Silveri, R. Brierley, V. V. Albert,
J. Salmilehto, L. Jiang, and S. Girvin, New Class of
Quantum Error-Correcting Codes for a Bosonic Mode,
Physical Review X 6, 031006 (2016).

[23] M. Hofheinz, H. Wang, M. Ansmann, R. C. Bialczak,
E. Lucero, M. Neeley, A. D. O’Connell, D. Sank, J. Wen-
ner, J. M. Martinis, and A. N. Cleland, Synthesizing
arbitrary quantum states in a superconducting resonator,
Nature 459, 546 (2009).

[24] A. Eickbusch, V. Sivak, A. Z. Ding, S. S. Elder, S. R. Jha,
J. Venkatraman, B. Royer, S. M. Girvin, R. J. Schoelkopf,
and M. H. Devoret, Fast universal control of an oscillator
with weak dispersive coupling to a qubit, Nature Physics
18, 1464 (2022).

[25] P. Reinhold, S. Rosenblum, W.-L. Ma, L. Frunzio,
L. Jiang, and R. J. Schoelkopf, Error-corrected gates
on an encoded qubit, Nature Physics 16, 822 (2020).

[26] J. M. Radcliffe, Some properties of coherent spin states,
Journal of Physics A: General Physics 4, 313 (1971).

[27] P. Gupta, A. Vaartjes, X. Yu, A. Morello, and B. C.
Sanders, Robust macroscopic Schrodinger’s cat on a nu-
cleus, Physical Review Research 6, 013101 (2024).

[28] A. Signoles, A. Facon, D. Grosso, I. Dotsenko, S. Haroche,
J.-M. Raimond, M. Brune, and S. Gleyzes, Confined quan-
tum Zeno dynamics of a watched atomic arrow, Nature
Physics 10, 715 (2014).

[29] S. Merkel, Quantum control of d-dimensional quantum
systems with application to alkali atomic spins, Ph.D.
thesis, University of New Mexico (2009).

[30] I. Fernández de Fuentes, T. Botzem, M. A. I. Johnson,
A. Vaartjes, S. Asaad, V. Mourik, F. E. Hudson, K. M.
Itoh, B. C. Johnson, A. M. Jakob, J. C. McCallum, D. N.
Jamieson, A. S. Dzurak, and A. Morello, Navigating the
16-dimensional Hilbert space of a high-spin donor qudit
with electric and magnetic fields, Nature Communications
15, 1380 (2024).

[31] M. Neeley, M. Ansmann, R. C. Bialczak, M. Hofheinz,
E. Lucero, A. D. O’Connell, D. Sank, H. Wang, J. Wen-
ner, A. N. Cleland, M. R. Geller, and J. M. Martinis,
Emulation of a quantum spin with a superconducting
phase qudit, Science 325, 722 (2009).

[32] L. B. Nguyen, N. Goss, K. Siva, Y. Kim, E. Younis,
B. Qing, A. Hashim, D. I. Santiago, and I. Siddiqi, Em-
powering a qudit-based quantum processor by traversing
the dual bosonic ladder, Nature Communications 15, 7117
(2024).

[33] X. Wu, S. L. Tomarken, N. A. Petersson, L. A. Martinez,
Y. J. Rosen, and J. L. DuBois, High-fidelity software-
defined quantum logic on a superconducting qudit, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 125, 170502 (2020).

[34] P. Bertet, A. Auffeves, P. Maioli, S. Osnaghi, T. Meunier,
M. Brune, J. M. Raimond, and S. Haroche, Direct Mea-
surement of the Wigner Function of a One-Photon Fock
State in a Cavity, Physical Review Letters 89, 200402
(2002).

[35] Y. Wang, Z. Hu, B. C. Sanders, and S. Kais, Qudits
and high-dimensional quantum computing, Frontiers in
Physics 8, 10.3389/fphy.2020.589504 (2020).

[36] Y. Liu, S. Singh, K. C. Smith, E. Crane, J. M. Martyn,
A. Eickbusch, A. Schuckert, R. D. Li, J. Sinanan-Singh,
M. B. Soley, T. Tsunoda, I. L. Chuang, N. Wiebe, and

S. M. Girvin, Hybrid Oscillator-Qubit Quantum Proces-
sors: Instruction Set Architectures, Abstract Machine
Models, and Applications (2024).

[37] S. Puri, S. Boutin, and A. Blais, Engineering the quantum
states of light in a Kerr-nonlinear resonator by two-photon
driving, npj Quantum Information 3, 1 (2017).

[38] S. Touzard, A. Grimm, Z. Leghtas, S. Mundhada, P. Rein-
hold, C. Axline, M. Reagor, K. Chou, J. Blumoff, K. Sliwa,
S. Shankar, L. Frunzio, R. Schoelkopf, M. Mirrahimi,
and M. Devoret, Coherent Oscillations inside a Quantum
Manifold Stabilized by Dissipation, Physical Review X 8,
021005 (2018).

[39] Y. Zhang, B. J. Lester, Y. Y. Gao, L. Jiang, R. J.
Schoelkopf, and S. M. Girvin, Engineering bilinear mode
coupling in circuit QED: Theory and experiment, Physical
Review A 99, 012314 (2019).
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R. J. Schoelkopf, Fast quantum control of cavities using
an improved protocol without coherent errors (2023),
arXiv:2310.10498 [quant-ph].

[44] S. Ganjam, Y. Wang, Y. Lu, A. Banerjee, C. U. Lei,
L. Krayzman, K. Kisslinger, C. Zhou, R. Li, Y. Jia, M. Liu,
L. Frunzio, and R. J. Schoelkopf, Surpassing millisecond
coherence in on chip superconducting quantum memo-
ries by optimizing materials and circuit design, Nature
Communications 15, 3687 (2024).

[45] Y. Zhang, J. C. Curtis, C. S. Wang, R. J. Schoelkopf,
and S. M. Girvin, Drive-induced nonlinearities of cavity
modes coupled to a transmon ancilla, Physical Review A
105, 022423 (2022).

[46] J. A. Gross, Designing Codes around Interactions: The
Case of a Spin, Physical Review Letters 127, 010504
(2021).

[47] S. Omanakuttan, V. Buchemmavari, J. A. Gross, I. H.
Deutsch, and M. Marvian, Fault-tolerant quantum com-
putation using large spin-cat codes, PRX Quantum 5,
020355 (2024).

[48] A. Auerbach, Interacting Electrons and Quantum Mag-
netism (Springer-Verlag, 1994).

[49] L. Savary and L. Balents, Quantum spin liquids: a review,
Reports on Progress in Physics 80, 016502 (2016).

[50] Y. Zhou, K. Kanoda, and T.-K. Ng, Quantum spin liquid
states, Reviews of Modern Physics 89, 025003 (2017).

[51] C. Broholm, R. J. Cava, S. A. Kivelson, D. G. Nocera,
M. R. Norman, and T. Senthil, Quantum spin liquids,
Science 367, eaay0668 (2020).
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