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Multi-mode superconducting circuits offer a promising platform for engineering robust systems for
quantum computation. Previous studies have shown that single-mode devices cannot simultaneously
exhibit resilience against multiple decoherence sources due to conflicting protection requirements.
In contrast, multi-mode systems offer increased flexibility and have proven capable of overcoming
these fundamental limitations. Nevertheless, exploring multi-mode architectures is computationally
demanding due to the exponential scaling of the Hilbert space dimension. Here, we present a
multi-mode device designed using evolutionary optimization techniques, which have been shown
to be effective for this computational task. The proposed device was optimized to feature an
anharmonicity of a third of the qubit frequency and reduced energy dispersion caused by charge and
magnetic flux fluctuations. It exhibits improvements over the fundamental errors limiting Transmon
and Fluxonium coherence and manipulation, aiming for a balance between low depolarization error
and fast manipulation; furthermore demonstrating robustness against fabrication errors, a major
limitation in many proposed multi-mode devices. Overall, by striking a balance between coupling
matrix elements and noise protection, we propose a device that paves the way towards finding proper
characteristics for the construction of superconducting quantum processors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Among the various platforms for realizing quan-
tum information processing, superconducting qubits
have emerged as one of the leading contenders due
to their scalability, controllability, and compatibility
with existing semiconductor fabrication techniques.
However, the widespread adoption of superconduct-
ing qubits for practical quantum computation faces
significant challenges, primarily stemming from its
scalability and limited coherence times.

Since the first proposals of superconducting sys-
tems to perform quantum computation, the capa-
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bilities and computational power have been limited
by decoherence. Errors affecting superconducting
devices have been traditionally classified into two
main categories: errors producing dephasing and er-
rors producing depolarization. In the development
of the first superconducting qubits, starting from the
Cooper-Pair Box [1, 2] and Flux qubit [3], dephasing
was the limiting factor constraining operability due
to the large sensitivity to environmental fluctuations.
To overcome the initial limitations, superconducting
systems were engineered to suppress specific noise
vulnerabilities, a good example of that being the
Transmon device [4], expressing a highly suppressed
sensitivity to external charge bias. Despite this im-
provement, the Transmon still suffers some limita-
tions, mainly stemming from the large dipole matrix
elements that lead to a strong dissipation and induce
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depolarization. As an alternative to suppress this
depolarization effect, the Fluxonium device was pro-
posed [5], where the charge matrix elements present
reduced values, at the cost of a reasonable dephasing
error. By relying on the reduced amplitude of exter-
nal magnetic flux fluctuations compared to charge
fluctuations, coherence times were improved, which
led to a significant improvement in coherence times
[6–8], and thus, computational power. However, on
top of these limitations, the necessity of operation
requires the system to present large anharmonicities
and large charge (flux) matrix elements, in order to
be able to apply fast gate operations. This further
imposes another tradeoff among matrix elements, an-
harmonicities and coherence times. Consequently,
the presence of fundamentally different error sources
requires specific system characteristics, which can, in
certain scenarios, conflict, making the construction
of fully robust systems difficult to achieve [9].

Most of the devices mentioned above rely on a
single degree of freedom to encode the quantum in-
formation, that is, one single mode, which can be
physically understood as the number of Cooper pairs
contained on an island of superconducting material,
the superconducting phase difference between two of
them or even a persistent current oscillating in a su-
perconducting loop. In recent years, the difficulties
in finding proper tradeoffs for single-mode devices
have motivated the development of more complex
circuits, with an increasing number of elements con-
stituting multi-mode systems [10]. Most of the mul-
timode device proposals made so far rely on the con-
struction of a protected subspace [11–13], based on
symmetry [14] or parity protection [15, 16], intending
to preserve the quantum state encoded against relax-
ation and dephasing. However, this still imposes sig-
nificant challenges for manipulation, raising the ne-
cessity of operations that take the system out of the
protection state and that still lead to decoherence
[9, 14]. A different approach are multimode archi-
tectures without fundamental full state protection,
but with improved tradeoffs between noise protection
and controllability [17, 18]. Nevertheless, the design
of systems with an increasing number of elements
carries major difficulties. Not only the complexity in
the exploration of the configuration space dramati-
cally scales with the number of free parameters, but
also the analysis of the properties of each configura-
tion scales exponentially with the number of modes.
This fact, summed to the difficulties in making a
physical intuition of these complex systems, makes
the engineering and optimization of multi-mode con-
figurations a challenging task.

In this article, we present a multi-mode device, the

Difluxmon, optimized to present suitable character-
istics to perform quantum computation. The system
was derived using computer-aided optimization tech-
niques, in the form of evolutionary algorithms, based
on the techniques developed in [19], to efficiently ex-
plore the large parameter space, aiming to minimize
the number of iterations and computational power
needed. The system was optimized to present a large
anharmonicity (α ≈ 2π × 750 MHz) at a reasonable
qubit frequency (ω10 = 2π× 2.5 GHz), and balanced
driving operator matrix elements (|⟨1|n̂|0⟩| ≈ 0.4).
Transition rules were designed to overcome the most
common leakage channels, canceling the |1⟩ → |2⟩
transition. The reduction of energy dispersion due
to external charge and flux effects was targeted, with
the goal of increasing dephasing times. By find-
ing proper matrix element values, allowing for the
implementation of fast operations while maintaing
depolarization protection, accompanied by increased
dephasing times, qubit frequency, and anharmonic-
ity, we generated a system with improved gate time
compared with the total coherence time.

The article is organized as follows. We start by
presenting the multi-mode architecture, Sec. II.
We discuss its fundamental characteristics, includ-
ing spectral properties, transition rules, and sensi-
tivity to external effects. In Sec. III, based on the
characteristics discussed, we present some coherence
times estimations, and comparisons with the two
most extended superconducting qubits: Transmon
and Fluxonium. After that we follow by presenting
some single-qubit gate simulations in Sec. IV, and
we present an active readout and reset mechanism
for this device in Sec. V. For completeness, in Sec.
VI we perform simulations regarding fabrication er-
rors, and we study its robustness under parameter
deviations, furthermore showing the feasibility of the
capacitive relations considered for their match in 2D
lithographic designs (Appendix C). Lastly, we dis-
cuss existing problems towards scalability VII, and
we present a summary and conclusions in Sec. VIII.

II. SUPERCONDUCTING CIRCUIT

The circuit consists of four superconducting is-
lands, three of them connected in series by two lin-
ear inductors and one Josephson junction, forming
a loop. The remaining island is connected to the
loop through a Josephson junction, forming a three-
mode device. Additionally, it presents capacitive
connections between every island in the circuit. The
lumped-element schematic of the system is shown in
Fig. 1(a), although some capacitive connections are
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omitted for clarity. The circuit parameters consid-
ered are shown in Table I. The system was derived
from the optimization of a general four supercon-
ducting islands structure (see Appendix D), consid-
ering capacitive connections between every island, to
mimic the realistic capacitive relations in 2D litho-
graphic designs (see Appendix C), and either a linear
or non-linear inductor connection.

A. Hamiltonian

The Hamiltonian modeling the device, in terms of
node variables (see Appendix A), is given by

Ĥ =4nTEC n+
1

2
φTEL φ

− Eb0
J cos (φ̂1)− Eb5

J cos (φ̂2 − φ̂3)

+ Ĥext(ngext , φext) ,

(1)

where n = (n̂1, n̂2, n̂3)
T and φ = (φ̂1, φ̂2, φ̂3)

T

are the charge and phase vectors, with
n̂i = q̂i/(2e) and φ̂i = (2π/Φ0)Φi, being q̂i
and Φ̂i the charge and flux operators of node
i respectively; [EC ]ij = (e2/2)[C−1]ij and

Figure 1: (a) Optimal lumped-element design con-
sisting of four nodes N = {N0, N1, N2, N3}, and five
branches B = {b0, b1, b2, b3, b4}. (b) The global energy
spectrum of the system for all three modes at φext = π,
where each element of the matrix on the right represents
the energy difference between states |i⟩ and |j⟩.

Circuit parameters

Branch C (fF) L (nH) EJ/(2π) (GHz)

b0 11.62 – 2.5
b1 12.48 – –
b2 15.31 35.21 –
b3 12.29 – –
b4 10.27 32.82 –
b5 10.94 – 6.85

Table I: Circuit parameter of the device depicted in
Fig. 1(a).

[EL]ij = (Φ0/2π)
2
[L−1]ij represent the matri-

ces of charging and inductive energies respectively,
with Φ0 being the flux quantum and e the electron
charge; we set node N0 as the reference; and Ĥext
models the effect of external charge and flux bias.
From the circuit, we observe a quantum system of
three modes, one charge-like {N2} and two flux-like
{N1, N3}, strongly coupled together. The system is
subjected to contributions from external charge bias
ngext and external magnetic flux bias φext, modeled
by Ĥext. Their effect will be studied later in the
article II D.

B. Energy Spectrum

The numerically computed (see appendix B) en-
ergy spectrum of the device at the operation point
φext = π is shown in fig. 1(b). We observe a
highly anharmonic energy spectrum; the computa-
tional states present a frequency difference ω10 =
2π × 2.5 GHz, above thermal frequency assuming
operation temperatures of 15− 20 mK (∼ 0.4 GHz).
It presents an anharmonicity η = ω2− 2ω1 = 2π× 1
GHz with respect to the |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩ transition. How-
ever, this leakage channel is further suppressed due
to the matrix elements cancellation connecting |1⟩
and |2⟩ states (|⟨2|n̂|1⟩| ≈ 0) (see section II C for the
detailed discussion). Instead, the main leakage chan-
nel corresponds to the |1⟩ ↔ |3⟩ transition that has
a positive anharmonicity α = ω3 − 2ω1 = 2π × 750
MHz.

C. Matrix Elements

The matrix elements of charge and flux node op-
erators dictate the coupling strength between the
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electronic environment and the control lines for per-
forming operations on the device, so decreasing the
coupling strength intuitively increases the coherence
time. However, at the same time, high isolation from
the electronic can make the system uncontrollable
and difficult to measure. For that reason, it is neces-
sary to design devices with a balance between noise
protection and control. The node charge and flux
matrix elements of the device are shown in figure
2(a) (see Appendix B for details about the imple-
mentation of the different operators).

Focusing on the local charge matrix elements, if
we select node N1 as our coupling point for driv-
ing purposes, we observe a decrease of over a fac-
tor of 2 from the usual charge matrix element val-
ues in Transmon devices (|⟨n̂⟩| ∼ 1) [4]. Despite
this reduction, the values are still sufficiently large
for external driving through a capacitively coupled
voltage line (see Sec. IV), overcoming the manip-

Figure 2: (a) Charge and flux-node operators matrix
elements for all three islands in the system {N1, N2, N3}
with respect to the transition frequencies, at the opera-
tion point φext = π. (b) Change of n̂1 and n̂3 matrix
elements, of interest for driving and measurement pur-
poses, with respect to the external magnetic flux.

ulability problems produced from the strong reduc-
tion of charge matrix elements in devices such as
Fluxoniums (|⟨n̂⟩| ∼ 0.1)) [27, 38], Heavy Fluxoni-
ums (|⟨n̂⟩| ∼ 0.01) [37] or parity protected devices
[15, 40], and allowing for the implementation of op-
timal control techniques developed for charge driven
systems. Furthermore, we observe protection of the
computational space from charge noise fluctuations
affecting all other islands in the system, resulting
from the reduction of the matrix elements for the
two nearest transitions affecting the computational
states (|1⟩ → |2⟩ and |1⟩ → |3⟩) for the rest of the cir-
cuit nodes {N2, N3} (see Fig. 3(a)). The magnitude
of flux matrix elements is also suppressed compared
to implemented Fluxonium and Heavy Fluxonium
devices (|⟨φ̂⟩| ∼ 1.5 − 2)) [27, 37], and due to the
fact that flux fluctuations are typically around two
orders of magnitude smaller than charge fluctuations
in experimental setups [9], we will not expect them
to represent a limiting factor.

D. External Biases

In contrast to typical single-mode devices, the pro-
posed system is susceptible to both external charge
and flux bias. The susceptibility to external charge
bias is due to the presence of a charge-like mode, or
equivalently, a superconducting island coupled to the
rest of the system only by capacitors and Josephson
junctions, located in node N2 of the circuit. The
susceptibility to external flux is due to the presence
of a closed loop formed by inductors and Josephson
junctions, observed in the series connection of the
branches {b0, b4, b2} (see Fig. 1(a)). The addition of
the aforementioned effects can be modeled including

Ĥext =8 ([EC ]11n̂2 + [EC ]01n̂1 + [EC ]12n̂3)ngext

+ [EL]b2 φ̂3 φext
(2)

to the description, where {b2} was chosen as the
closure branch of the inductive loop, [EC ]ij are the
charging energies defined by the charge energy ma-
trix and [EL]b2 = 1

Lb2

(
Φ0

2π

)2
, with Φ0 being the flux

quantum. The effect of these external biases on the
energy eigenvalues of the system is shown in Fig. 3.

Focusing on the effect of external flux bias, we
observe a reduced dispersion around the operation
point φext = π. For fluctuations in external flux
of around 10−2Φ0, we can observe a dispersion of
less than 10 MHz. For comparison, in Fig. 3(c) we
represent the energy dispersion from the operation
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Figure 3: (a, b) Effect of external flux φext and charge ngext bias, respectively, on the energy spectrum of the system.
In ascending order, the energy difference ω0n = ωn − ω0 is shown for n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} for different values of external
magnetic flux (charge) bias. (c, d) Energy dispersion with respect to external effects. (c) Plot of the energy dispersion
εflux = (ω01 − ω01|φext=π) / (ω01|φext=π) for different values of external flux bias around the operation point for the
optimized device (OPT), in comparison with proposed Fluxonium [38] and Heavy Fluxonium [37] devices. (d) Plot
of the energy dispersion εngext

=
(
ω01 − ω01|ngext=e

)
/
(
ω01|ngext=e

)
for different values of external charge bias, in

comparison with different Transmon regimes.

point for several Fluxonium devices. We can observe
that the proposed device expresses a dispersion of
less than 0.5% from the qubit frequency, consider-
ably small compared to other usually employed flux-
sensitive devices [27, 37, 38].

When considering the effect of external charge
bias, we observe that the dispersion is around 90
KHz, which is in the order of state-of-the-art charge-
sensitive devices employed for quantum computa-
tion. In Fig. 3(d) we computed the energy dispersion
due to external charge bias effect and checked that it
accounts for a dispersion of 0.004% of the operation
frequency. Furthermore, we compare with the Trans-
mon device in different parameter regimes, showing
dispersions in the order of the proposed device.

For completeness, we further present the disper-
sion of the charge operator matrix elements for nodes
N1 and N3 in Fig. 2(b), showing a reduced fluctu-
ation around the operation point φext = π, suitable
for gate operation and readout (see Sec. IV and V).

III. COHERENCE TIMES ESTIMATION

In order to perform an estimation of the coherence
time of the device, focus has been made on the main
decoherence channels considered in literature. In the
estimation, different types of errors have been classi-
fied into two main categories, distinguishing between
noises causing depolarization and dephasing.

A. Depolarization noise

To model the depolarization of the device due to
different noise sources, we have employed the tradi-
tional expression derived from Fermi’s Golden rule
[20]. As the device on hand presents multiple el-
ements, creating multiple branches B, to compute
the total coherence time we have computed the co-
herence times of every individual branch and added
them together, to get a lower bound estimation
[21, 22]. In general, for every depolarization chan-
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nel, we will have

Γλ
1 =

∑
bn∈B

∑
ij

1

ℏ2
∣∣∣⟨i|Ôbn

λ |j⟩
∣∣∣2Sbn

λ (ωij), (3)

where at least i or j correspond to one of the com-
putational states {0, 1}, summing over all possible
energy transitions into or out from the computa-
tional space, being Ôbn

λ the operator coupling to the
noise source and Sbn

λ (ωij) the power spectral density
of the noise source. The consideration of all pos-
sible transitions involving at least one of the com-
putational states, in contrast with other expressions
used for single-mode devices, is due to the rich vari-
ety of possible transitions in the system, where de-
polarization due to excitation out of the computa-
tional space, although exponentially suppressed by
the Boltzmann factor, can become one detrimen-
tal factor[21]. The main depolarization mechanisms
considered are dielectric losses, inductive losses, and
quasiparticle tunneling.

1. Dielectric losses

The appearance of an electric field across islands
in the superconducting circuit causes the polariza-
tion of charges in the dielectric material to create
electric dipole moments that cause dissipation [24].
To model this kind of loss we are going to consider
the charge operator as coupling to the noise source
Ôλ = −2en̂ and a power spectral density of the form
[23, 37]

SDiel(ωij) =

(
2ℏ

CQCap

)
F (ωij , T ), (4)

where

F (ωij , T ) =
coth

(
ℏ|ωij |
2KbT

)
1 + exp

(
−ℏωij

KbT

) , (5)

C represents the capacitor of the branch, QCap is
the quality factor of the capacitor, T is the as-
sumed temperature of the device and Kb is the Boltz-
man constant. The computed TDiel

1 times for differ-
ent values of external flux are shown in Fig. 4(a).
In the same figure, we display a comparison with
Transmon device with a EJ/EC ∼ 50 relation and
EC = 0.27 GHz, which accounts for a capacitance of
∼ 70 (fF), reasonably large considering usual qubit
sizes of ∼ 600 − 800µm2. We observe that the esti-
mated depolarization time for the device at the op-
eration point φext = π doubles the one expected for

the Transmon device assuming equal quality factors.
Furthermore, we also compare with several Fluxo-
nium devices, where the stronger suppression of the
charge matrix elements produces an increase in co-
herence time, overcoming the TDiel

1 expressed by the
proposed configuration at the cost of a decrease in
manipulability.

2. Inductive losses

Similarly as for dielectric losses, we can consider
the inductors of the system as having a lossy per-
meability inducing a frequency-dependent resistance
[24]. To model this mechanism we considered the
phase difference operator in every inductor Ôλ =
Φ0φ̂/(2π) and a power spectral density of the form
[23, 37]

SInd(ωij) =

(
2ℏ

LQInd

)
F (ωij , T ), (6)

where L represents the inductance of the branch and
QInd accounts for the quality factor of the induc-
tance. After computing the estimation for this loss
mechanism we can appreciate that resistive loss in
the inductors is not expected to represent the limit-
ing decoherence mechanism in the device, obtaining
coherence times on the order of milliseconds. This we
believe is due to the lack of large valued inductances
and consequently, small phase matrix elements, in
contrast with other flux-sensitive devices where this
noise mechanism is more notable.

3. Quasiparticle tunneling

The tunneling of quasiparticles in the Joseph-
son junction elements is another well-known mech-
anism of dissipation and decoherence [26, 39]. To
model this effect we consider the operator Ôλ =
2Φ0 sin (φ̂/2). To obtain a numerical representation
of this operator in the charge basis, we performed a
redefinition for the "charge-like" degree of freedom
of N2, to the charge basis defined by single electrons
instead of Cooper pairs [39] (see Appendix B). Ad-
ditionally, a noise spectral density of the form

Sqp(ωij) = 2ℏωij Re{Yqp(ωij)}F (ωij , T ), (7)

was considered, where Re{Yqp(ωij)} can be approxi-
mated via the expression proposed in [15]. From nu-
merical simulations, we appreciate that quasiparticle
tunneling matrix elements vanish at the operation
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point of φext = π, similarly to previous flux sensi-
tive devices proposed for operation at the sweet spot
[15, 26]. Consequently, this depolarization mecha-
nism is not expected to constitute one of the most
detrimental factors constraining the coherence times.

B. Dephasing errors

For the estimation of the dephasing rate of the de-
vice, we are going to focus on one of the expected
main contributions, which will come from the 1/f
noise sources. These sources of noise are character-
ized by a power spectral density [27]

Sλ
1/f (ω) =

2πA2
λ

|ω|
, (8)

where, away from the sweet spot, they cause a de-
phasing rate of [4, 22, 27, 37]

Γλ
1/f =

√
2Aλ

∣∣∣∣∂ω01

∂λ

∣∣∣∣√|lnωirt|. (9)

1. 1/f flux noise

One of the main sources of decoherence in cur-
rent flux-sensitive devices is the 1/f flux noise com-
ing from the energy dispersion caused by the ex-
ternal magnetic flux φext. For the estimation of
the dephasing rate due to this noise source, we
considered a reference value for the noise ampli-
tude Aφext of 10−6Φ0, around the experimentally ob-
served values [27, 41, 42], and we analytically com-
puted the derivative of the qubit frequency from the
Hamiltonian expression of Eq. 2 as ∂ω01/∂Φext =

1/ℏ
[
⟨1|∂Ĥext/∂Φext|1⟩ − ⟨0|∂Ĥext/∂Φext|0⟩

]
where

∂Ĥext/∂Φext = [EL]b2 (φ̂3 + φext1). The estimated
dephasing times for different values of external flux
are shown in Fig. 4(b). We appreciate that the re-
duced energy dispersion causes an improvement in
the estimated dephasing time. In the same figure,
we compare with the estimated dephasing times for
several Fluxonium devices, where this effect is one of
the most detrimental for the total coherence time.

2. 1/f charge noise

Similarly, as for the flux mechanism, we consid-
ered the energy dispersion due to charge bias effects
as a possible mechanism inducing dephasing. Due

to the reduced energy dispersion caused by external
charge bias (see Fig. 3(d)), around 0.005% of the
qubit frequency, this constitutes a minor decoher-
ence channel, and after estimation, we observed that
the coherence limit established by this mechanism is
well above the one dictated from other decoherence
channels.

C. T2 times estimation

In order to add up all depolarization and dephas-
ing effects, we consider the usual expression T2 =
(1/2T1 + 1/Tφ)

−1, defining the total depolarization
time as T1 = (1/TDiel

1 + 1/TRes
1 + 1/T qp

1 )−1 and the
total dephasing time as Tφ = (1/T flux

φ +1/T charge
φ )−1.

The estimated T2 for different external flux values
are shown in Fig. 4(c). We observe that around the
operation point φext = π, dielectric losses limit the
coherence time. We appreciate improved robustness
to magnetic flux fluctuations than Fluxonium de-
vices away from the sweet spot, and larger coherence
times than tunable Transmon up to fluctuations of
∼ 10−3Φ0. These coherence characteristics, consid-
ering the increase in anharmonicity and charge ma-
trix elements, lead to a device with properties bal-
ancing noise resilience and controllability.

IV. SINGLE-QUBIT GATE

Having studied the selection rules and coherence
properties of our multi-mode artificial atom, the next
step is to analyze which are the gates to be imple-
mented in the platform. In our case, in light of the
selection rules of the circuit operators provided in
Fig. 2(a), we aim to implement a {Rx(θ),Ry(θ)}
gate at shorter time tg. We analyze the gate fi-
delity as well as the leakage channels. We assume
charge-controlled quantum gates by driving a par-
ticular node. The Hamiltonian reads

H̄ =

N∑
k=0

ωk |k⟩⟨k|+Ω(t)
∑
k>j

(Ok,j |k⟩⟨j|+ H.c),(10)

Ω(t) = ΩX(t) cos(ωdt) + ΩY (t) sin(ωdt) (11)

where ωk is the energy of the kth energy level,
Ok,j = nk,j + imk,j is the matrix element of the
charge operator, and ωd is the driving frequency. In
light of the spectrum matrix in Fig. 1(b), we ob-
serve that the transition |1⟩ ↔ |3⟩ is the nearest in
frequency to the |0⟩ ↔ |1⟩. Thus, following the typ-
ical quantum control procedure, where the system

7



Figure 4: Coherence times estimation for the most detrimental decoherence channels. (a) T1 estimation due to
dielectric losses assuming QCap = 3 · 106 and T = 15 mK. (b) TFlux

1/f dephasing time estimation due to fluctuations
of the external magnetic flux φext, assuming Aφext = 10−6Φ0. (c) T2 times estimation. For comparison, estimated
coherence times for the optimized device (OPT), tunable Transmon {ω01 ≈ 5.2GHz,EJ/EC ≈ 50, γ = 2.5}[25],
Fluxonium [38] and Heavy Fluxonium [37] devices are shown assuming equal quality factors and external fluctuation
amplitudes.

is expressed in the rotating frame, will not capture
the physics of our device. Instead, we express the
Hamiltonian in the interaction picture with respect
to H =

∑
ωk − δk, where the latter refers to the de-

tuning between the driving and the transition to be
addressed

H(t) =
∑
k

δk

+
[n0,1 + im0,1][ΩX(t)− iΩY (t)]

2
|0⟩⟨1|

+
[n1,3 + im1,3][ΩX(t)− iΩY (t)]

2
|1⟩⟨3| eiαt

+ H.c,

where α = ω3 − 2ω1 is the energy of the main leak-
age channels. Here, we focus on the performance
of X rotation so that the Hahn pulses are given by
Ωj(t) = Ω0,j sin

2(πt/tg). In this scenario, we choose
the amplitude such that the Y on the |0⟩ ↔ |1⟩ van-
ish, leading to

H(t) =
∑
k

δk +
λ1ΩX(t)

2
(|1⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨1|)

+
[λ2 + iλ3]ΩX(t)

2
|1⟩⟨3| eiαt +H.c,

where λ1 = (n2
0,1 + m2

0,1)/n0,1, λ2 =
Re{(m0,1 + in0,1)(m1,3 − in1,3)} and λ3 =
Im{(m0,1 + in0,1)(m1,3 − in1,3)} stand for the
dressed matrix elements of the control Hamiltonian.
Fig. 5(a) shows the gate error E(U, V ) = 1−F(U, V )
for implementing an X rotation using the typical

Hahn pulse for different gating time tg ∈ {5, 20} [ns],
where F is the gate fidelity defined as [43]

F(U, V ) =
Tr

[
UqU

†
q

]
d(d+ 1)

+
|Tr

[
UqV

†]|2
d(d+ 1)

(12)

Here, Uq represents the truncated unitary operator
in the computational subspace, and V ≡ {X,Y } is
the gate to be implemented. From the figure, we ob-
serve smaller gate errors around E = 3.02× 10−4 for
the shorter gate time tg = 5 ns and E = 5.72× 10−7

for the longer tg = 20 ns. We attribute such small
gate errors at shorter gate time to the absence of the
typical leakage channel |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩, which is zero for
the charge operator n̂1 in accordance with Fig. 2.
We should note that the important leakage channel
in our architecture corresponds to the |1⟩ ↔ |3⟩ tran-
sition which we cannot neglect with the RWA since
its matrix elements and detuning from the compu-
tational subspace (∼ 750 MHz) does not hold the
RWA criteria for short gate times. To quantify the
error produced by this outlier transition, we compute
the leakage error from the k-th computational state,
defined as

L|k⟩ =
1

d

N∑
k ̸=j=2

[
| ⟨j|U |k⟩ |2 + | ⟨k|U |j⟩ |2

]
. (13)

Fig. 5(b) shows the leakage for the first excited state
L|1⟩ for the X gate as a function of the gating time tg.
Similar to the gate error, we observe reduced amount
of leakage even for shorter gating time. Four our
gating time range, we observe maximal and minimal
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Figure 5: (a) Total gate fidelity and (b) leakage rates
versus gating time. Green solid lines represent the
gate error and leakage using standard Hahn pulse, while
dashed dotted yellow lines represent the same dynamics
by using the DRAG correction.

leakage equal to L|1⟩ = {4.54×10−4, 8.56×10−7}, re-
spectively. A way to reduced leakage relies on using
pulse shaping techniques as the Derivative Removal
by Adiabatic Gates (DRAG) [44]. In this framework,
we aim for eliminating leakage contributions through
perturbative diagonalization provided by the gener-
ator

Ŝ(t) =
ϵΩ(t)

2α

[
βλ1 |0⟩⟨1|+ (λ2 + iλ3) |1⟩⟨3| eiαt

]
− H.c., (14)

where ϵ = 1/(tgα) is the perturbation parameter use-
ful for order counting in the effective Hamiltonian,
Ω(t) is the corrected pulse amplitude, and β is a free
parameter that controls which type of error DRAG
can correct [45]. With this generator, the effective
second-order Hamiltonian reads

Heff(t) = H(t) + [Ŝ(t),H(t)]

+
1

2
[[Ŝ(t),H(t)],H(t)] + i

˙̂
S(t), (15)

which at second order in ϵ has the following structure

Heff(t) =



− ϵ2βλ2
1ΩRe{ΩX}

2α
ϵλ1

2

[
ΩX − iβΩ̇α

]
0 ϵ2(1−β)λ1(λ2+iλ3)ΩΩXe−iαt

4α

ϵλ1

2

[
Ω∗

X + iβΩ̇
∗

α

]
δ1 +

ϵ2(βλ2
1−λ2

2−λ2
3)ΩRe{ΩX}

4α 0 ϵ(λ2+iλ3)
2

[
ΩX − Ω− i Ω̇α

]
e−iαt

0 0 δ2 0

ϵ2(1−β)λ1(λ2−iλ3)Ω
∗Ω∗

Xeiαt

4α
ϵ(λ2−iλ3)

2

[
Ω∗

X − Ω∗ + i Ω̇
∗

α

]
eiαt 0 δ3 +

ϵ2(λ2
2+λ2

3)ΩRe{ΩX}
4α


(16)

where ∗ refers to complex conjugate. From the ef-
fective Hamiltonian, we can eliminate leakage to the
|1⟩ ↔ |3⟩ transition by choosing the control to be

ΩX(t) = Ω(t) + i
Ω̇(t)

α
. (17)

We should note that independently of the value of
the parameter β, the DRAG correction eliminates
up to second order in ϵ for the |1⟩ ↔ |3⟩ leakage
channel. Then, the beta parameter can be set such
that we minimize the phase error on the gate. To
do so, consider the difference between the diagonal
elements of the effective Hamiltonian in the qubit
subspace

Heff [1, 1]−Heff [0, 0] = (18)

δ1 +
ϵ2(2βλ2

1 − λ2
2 − λ2

3)|Ω|2

4α
,

We can eliminate the phase accumulation by setting
δk = k(δϵ2), obtaining

δ = −|Ω(t)|2(2βλ2
1 − λ2

2 − λ2
3)

2α
. (19)

The validity of δk relies on the effective Hamiltonian,
where diagonal terms come from even commutators
which scale as ϵ2j . Thus, a time-dependent detuning
is able to eliminate (also at second order in ϵ) the
phase error on our gate. Another alternative with-
out relying on time-dependent detuning consist in
setting β such that the phase from the qubit sub-
space destructively interfere. For our control, the
optimal value is given by

β =
λ2
2 + λ2

3

2λ2
1

. (20)
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Figure 6: Gate error E and leakage L|1⟩ as a function
of the gating time tg by optimizing the pulse parameters
{Ω0, δ}. For comparison, results for the optimized device
(OPT) and Transmon device are shown.

For Transmon circuit we have that the control Hamil-
tonian satisfies λ1 = 1, λ2 =

√
2, and λ3 = 0 so that

the optimal β reducing the phase error is β = 1/2,
such variation of the DRAG pulse is known as half-
DRAG [45]. Notice that either using time-dependent
detuning or setting the β in the optimal configura-
tion, we should be able to reduce phase error. How-
ever, from the effective Hamiltonian, choose β ̸= 1
induces leakage between the |0⟩ ↔ |3⟩ transition,
which for shorter gating time should also reduce the
performance of the gate.

Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(b) show the gate error E(X,U)
and the leakage to the first excited state L|1⟩ as a
function of the gating tg using the DRAG correc-
tion with β = 1. From the figure, we appreciate
remarkable suppression of both leakage and gate er-
ror for gating time longer than 5 ns, for the shorter
gating time we obtain a 2-fold improvement in both
quantities while at 20 ns the enhancement is more
than three orders of magnitude. Thus, our architec-
ture should be able to implement single-qubit gates
close-to-unit fidelity in gating times below 15 ns.

For achieving smaller gate error in single-qubit
gates below the tg = 10 ns, we can use typical con-
trol strategies such as: considering a non-resonant
drive ωd = ω10 + δ1 and find the optimal detun-
ing that cancel out most of the phase error [47].
Additionally, we can optimize over the drive ampli-
tude Ω0 and choosing the DRAG parameter β to be
the one fulfilling Eq. (20). The numerical optimiza-

tion were performed using the Nelder-Mead subrou-
tine included in the scipy.minimize package [28].
We compare our findings with the same gate per-
formed on Transmon circuits with typical parameters
ω10 = 2π × 5 GHz, and α = −2π × 250 MHz [4].

Fig. 6 shows the gate error E and the leakage L|1⟩
as a function of the gating time resulting from the
optimization process for both devices. From the
figure, we observe that our architecture performs
better than the Transmon thanks to the cancella-
tion of |1⟩ ↔ |2⟩ leakage channel; and due to hav-
ing an anharmonicity with the closest transition of
750 MHz, three times larger than the anharmonicity
expressed by the Transmon. Our optimized dynam-
ics shows gate error around E = 10−8 for an X gate
at tg = 5 ns. Furthermore, we also observe leak-
age reduction, but it is smaller than the increase of
the gate fidelity, therefore, it is possible to conclude
that for shorter gating time tg = (5, 10) ns, phase
accumulation is the dominant source of error.

V. READOUT AND ACTIVE RESET

The next step in the characterization of our multi-
mode qubit corresponds to study the dispersive read-
out when it is coupled to a transmission line res-
onator [29]. Due to the multi-level nature of the ar-
tificial atom in cQED architecture, we denote as |k⟩
and ϵk as the kth states and energies of the circuit,
respectively. In this basis, the Hamiltonian reads

H =
∑
k

ϵk |k⟩⟨k|+ ωrâ
†â+Ω(t) cos(ωrt)(â

† + â)

+
∑
k,k′

gk,k′ |k⟩⟨k′| (â† + â), (21)

here, gk,k′ = g ⟨k| n̂3 |k′⟩ /| ⟨0| n̂ |1⟩ | is the dressed
charge coupling strength for the node {3} and Ω(t)
the envelope of the microwave drive used for the
readout. We can simplify the Hamiltonian by ex-
pressing it in the rotating frame with respect to the
drive frequency, and eliminate the counter-rotating
terms through the rotating wave approximation,
leading to the generalized Jaynes-Cumming model

HJCM =
∑
k

(ϵk − ωrk) |k⟩⟨k|+
Ω(t)

2
(â† + â)

+
∑
k

gk(|k⟩⟨k + 1| â† + |k + 1⟩⟨k| â). (22)

For typical resonator frequencies ωr = 2π ×
6.990 GHz [48], we obtain cavity-qubit detuning

10



∆10 = |ω1 − ω0 − ωr| = 2π × 4.502 GHz which for
coupling strength g1 = 2π × 37 MHz allows us to
operate in the dispersive regime, where the Hamilto-
nian is diagonal up to second order in the expansion
parameter χ̄1 = g2/∆10

Heff =
∑
k

(ϵk − ωrk) |k⟩⟨k|+
∑
k

χk |k⟩⟨k| â†â

+
Ω(t)

2
(â† + â). (23)

Here, χk =
∑

ℓ[χ̄k,ℓ − χ̄ℓ,k] is the total dispersive
shift taking into account the multi-level nature of
our device, with χ̄ℓ,k = |gℓ,k|2/(ϵℓ,k − ωr) being the
state-dependent stark-shift. Notice that for artificial
atoms truncated in the qubit subspace, we obtain
the typical Stark-shift of the form χ1 = χ̄1. Never-
theless, by including outlier energy levels, the Stark-
shifts modifies as χ1 = g21/∆10 − g22/(2∆21) [30], ob-
taining a smaller contrast between the computational
states. Thus, we need to choose the adequate charge
node for implementing the readout. Thanks to the
multi-mode nature of the device we can choose dif-
ferent nodes for different operations. In particular
in our device, we set the node {1} for driving pur-
poses while the remaining could be used for readout
by coupling either an additional resonator or Purcel
filters [31]. Thus, we have to decide if we use node
{2} or node {3}. In light of Fig. 2 we see that the
matrix elements of the node {3} have larger values
than the second one, so that the capacitive coupling
is stronger allowing to achieve better contrast χ and
consequently faster readout. To understand how the
measurement works, let us consider the Heisenberg
equation of motion for the cavity operator â. In this
derivation, we do not consider qubit decay or dephas-
ing. In this scenario, the equation of motion reads

⟨ ˙̂a⟩ = iχk⟨â⟩ −
κ

2
⟨â⟩+ iΩ(t), (24)

where κ is the decay rate of the resonator. For a con-
stant drive, Ω(t) = Ω, and the resonator initialized
in the vacuum, we obtain and steady state solution
of the form

⟨â(t)⟩ = − 4χkΩ

κ2 + 4χ2
k

+ i
2κΩ

κ2 + 4χ2
k

(25)

That represents the position of the multi-level sys-
tem in the IQ plane of the resonator. Thus, different
states may arrive to different points of such plane,
which could be maximized depending on the mi-
crowave envelope to be used. In our case, we consider
a pulse of the form Ω(t) = Ω0 sin

3(πt/tm), where Ω0

Figure 7: (a) Evolution of the IQ plane of the resonator
dispersively coupled to our multi-mode architecture un-
der two different pulse sequences: Gaussian pulse (green
solid lines) and the corrected with the DRAG mecha-
nism (dashed dotted lines). (b) Photon number stored
on the resonator as a function of the measurement time
for the Gaussian and the DRAG corrected pulses. The
simulation parameters are given by ωr = 2π× 6.99 GHz,
ϵ10 = 2π × 2.5 GHz, g = 2π × 87 MHz.

is the pulse strength and tm = 100 ns is the measure-
ment time. We calibrate Ω0 = 2π × 35.39 MHz such
that the number of photon stored in the resonator be
equal to five at the middle of the dynamics. We will
characterize the readout process in terms of two fac-
tors: (a) contrast between the qubits state on the IQ
plane at the middle of the readout, (b) smaller left-
over qubit population and photon number at the end
of the readout. We expect an empty cavity for reuse,
and qubit population similar than at the beginning
of the protocol.

Fig. 7(a) show the trajectory on the IQ plane for
the computational states of our device in the multi-
level approximation. The figure shows that the dis-
placement of the state along the phase space of the
resonator is mainly along the Q axis which agrees
with the steady state solution since the decay rate of
the resonator is larger than the Stark-shift in the dis-
persive model i.e., κ = 9.03χ1. Moreover, Fig. 7(b)
also shows the photon number stored on the res-
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onator for the system being initialized in |e⟩. From
the figure, we appreciate that: (a) The resonator is
driven in such a way that its critical photon number
n̄crit ≡ [∆10/(2g1)]

2 ≡ 11K is not exceeded, and the
multi-mode system be not driven outside the poten-
tial for avoiding ionization phenomena [32], so that
non-linearities as Kerr effect does not play a role
in the measurement outcome [33], and (b) the en-
veloped Ω(t) = Ω0 sin

3(πt/tm) even though it van-
ishes at t = tm, the leftover photon number does not
decrease during the evolution. Thus, for an active
use the of the multi-mode qubit we need to imple-
ment an active/passive reset mechanism.

The reset mechanism to be analyzed is the same as
in Ref. [34], which relies on using DRAG-like pulses
to reversed engineering the resonator’s transfer func-
tion, guaranteeing at the same time reduced leftover
photon and qubit population. The starting point
is the input-output equation of motion for the res-
onator operator, expressed in the Fourier domain

iωā(ω) = iχkā(ω)−
κ

2
ā(ω) + iΩ̄(ω)−

√
κāin(ω),

where the bar variables are the Fourier transformed
function, and āin(ω) is the input field on the trans-
mission line resonator. We have many input-output
relation as states in our multi-mode qubit. In our
derivation, we will fix a single value of χk, and the
generalization to higher states is straightforward. On
the other hand, in absence of the drive, we write the
input field as

āin(ω) =
1√
κ

[
i(ω − χk) +

κ

2

]
ā(ω), (26)

That corresponds to the inverse of the transfer-
function of the qubit-resonator transfer function
T (ω)−1

|k⟩. If we choose the drive envelope to be

Ω̄(ω) = − i√
κ

[
i(ω − χk) +

κ

2

]
Ω̄trial(ω), (27)

where Ω̄trial(t) = Ω0 sin
3(πt/tm) is a trial function to

be optimized. This selection allows us to obtain zero
output field ā(ω) = 0 at the end of the measurement
time when the system is initialized in the state |k⟩.
For correcting several qubit states, the pulse enve-
lope reads

Ω̄(ω) =

N∏
k=0

T (ω)−1
|k⟩Ω̄trial(ω), (28)

Fig. 7(a) shows the state displacement on the IQ
plane using our corrected pulse, showing that during

the readout the states are far away from each other
increasing the contrast and the distinguishability of
the qubit states. Moreover, the corrected pulse also
allows the states to come back to the origin of the IQ
plane representing the active reset mechanism. Like-
wise, Fig. 7(b) and (c) compares the photon number
and the probability of the qubit state under the cor-
rected/uncorrected pulse. For both cases (leftover
photon and qubit population), we see a reduction of
two order of magnitudes of these values at the end
of the readout process.

VI. RESILIENCE TO PARAMETER
FLUCTUATIONS

The proposed device relies on a certain param-
eter regime in order to express the desirable char-
acteristics studied in the previous chapters. For
that reason, in this section we focus on studying
how fluctuations in physical values of the compo-
nents constituting the circuit, expected from fabri-
cation inaccuracies, modify the characteristics of the
device. For that purpose we computed the system
characteristics, for multiple circuit instances modi-
fying the capacitances, Josephson junction energies,
and linear inductances, considering normal distribu-
tions around the optimal values for different degrees
of standard deviation. In Fig. 8 we show the varia-
tion of the anharmonicity, charge and flux dispersion
under different degrees of deviation, compared to
Transmon and Fluxonium devices. We observe that
under reasonable values of deviation expected from
fabrication, the desired characteristics of the device
are preserved, thus accounting for certain fabrica-
tion resilience of the obtained solution. As a proof
of concept on fabrication, in Appendix C we present
a lithographic proposal of the device, optimized to
fulfill the capacitive relations obtained in the theo-
retical design optimization, where the capacitive re-
lations are matched with an estimated error smaller
than ∼ 10%. This capacitive mismatch could also be
decreased by considering the extra capacitance in-
duced by the introduction of the junction and junc-
tion arrays to the design, so that a lower-shooting
approach to match the capacitive relations could be
beneficial.

VII. TOWARDS SCALABILITY

A crucial aspect to consider when engineering su-
perconducting qubits is scalability. Proposals for
novel superconducting qubits have primarily focused
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Figure 8: Resilience to parameter fluctuations simula-
tion. Mean values and standard deviation of (a) anhar-
monicity αij , (b) energy dispersion for 10−2Φ0 flux fluc-
tuations δωflux

01 , and (c) energy dispersion for e− charge
fluctuations δωcharge

01 ; for 500 circuits instances with val-
ues taken from a normal distribution around the optimal
physical values considering different standard deviation
σ of the normal distributions.

on improving the coherence time of the computa-
tional space by reducing the charge (flux) matrix
elements involving the computational states. This
approach reduces the coupling of the system to both
the environment and other circuit components. Al-
though this method effectively improves coherence,
it has the side effect of significantly reducing ma-
nipulability. This reduction causes problems in the
implementation of single-qubit gates, as it imposes
the necessity of either a strong capacitive coupling
to the circuit or powerful external drives. Therefore,
it is important to balance the coupling elements so
that the device remains protected yet addressable.

This effect is even more significant when consid-
ering two-qubit operations, as the coupling between
the qubits decreases quadratically with the reduc-
tion in matrix elements. This is a crucial limiting

factor in scaling protected devices such as (Heavy)
Fluxonium, Zero-pi, Bifluxon, etc. Conversely, for
the Transmon, the large matrix elements facilitate
its coupling to other qubits; however, its relatively
limited T1 times constrain the total coherence times.
The balance found for the matrix elements of the
qubit proposed here takes a step forward toward
finding proper configurations suitable for the imple-
mentation of two-qubit operations, while maintain-
ing sufficiently relevant anharmonicity and coherence
times, thereby decreasing the ratio between the gate
time and the total coherence time.

VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this article, we presented a superconducting de-
vice based on a multi-mode structure, the Difluxmon
qubit. We studied the main characteristics of the sys-
tem, which were optimized to fulfill the requirements
for performing quantum computation. The proposed
device was designed to overcome the limiting factors
that constrain the coherence time of the most widely
used superconducting qubit devices: Transmon and
Fluxonium.

The two main factors limiting the coherence times
and coherent operation of the Transmon qubit are di-
electric losses and leakage out of the computational
space. By engineering the matrix elements of charge
and flux operators, we were able to increase the T1

while maintaining sufficiently high values to perform
fast quantum operations without requiring large cou-
pling to the system or strong drives. Furthermore, an
enhancement in anharmonicity was achieved, allow-
ing for faster and more coherent gate operations by
decreasing leakage. The main factors limiting Fluxo-
nium coherence and manipulability are the large de-
phasing rate, the suppression of the charge matrix
elements, and the low qubit frequency. The proposed
configuration presents a reduced energy dispersion at
the operation point φext = π, resulting in enhanced
dephasing time. Additionally, the charge matrix ele-
ments exhibit increased values, sacrificing T1 coher-
ence compared to Fluxonium systems, but improving
manipulability. This improvement could be signifi-
cant for superconducting quantum processors, as the
increase of approximately a factor of 3 over usual
Fluxonium charge matrix element values could be
crucial for coupling multiple qubits together.

In contrast to topologically protected qubits, the
proposed device does not rely on creating a fully pro-
tected subspace to encode quantum information but
rather on reducing decoherence in the computational
space while maintaining manipulability. This ap-
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proach allows for simpler driving methods and avoids
more complex procedures that could alter the sys-
tem’s coherence properties.

Regarding controllability, we performed gate sim-
ulations for different pulse durations and analyzed
the performance of DRAG techniques extended for
multi-level systems. When characterizing the speed
limit in gate operation, we must consider two impor-
tant limiting factors: the limit set by the system an-
harmonicity α and the limit established by the qubit
frequency ωq. The proposed device presents an an-
harmonicity of |α|/2π ≈ 750MHz, which sets a fun-
damental gate speed limit of approximately 1.4 ns.
The qubit frequency ωq establishes another limit, as
we require the system’s Larmor period to be much
larger than the gate time (tg × ωq) ≫ 1. The fun-
damental limit in gate time for the proposed device
balances both requirements. This, combined with
the use of optimal control techniques (DRAG), al-
lows for fast coherent operations, setting the manip-
ulation speed limit within the instrumental capabili-
ties. Additionally, we have presented an active reset
scheme and showed that by properly choosing the
coupling point to the circuit, we can increase the I-
Q plane separation and thereby improve the readout
fidelity.

Resilience to fabrication errors is another limiting
aspect in many multimode device proposals. In this
work we have studied how fluctuations in the device
parameters alter the system characteristics, showing
at least equal resilience than single mode devices un-
der reasonable fabrication deviations.

The ability to engineer characteristics such as the
enhancement of the anharmonicity and the coherence
times while simultaneously keeping matrix elements
sufficiently large can be crucial for scaling up towards
multi-qubit quantum processors. Devices with larger
T1 protection may find limitations when coupled to-
gether, due to the difficulty of achieving strong cou-
pling and performing sufficiently fast two-qubit op-
erations. The Difluxmon finds a combination of
characteristics from Transmon, i.e. sufficiently large
charge matrix elements; and Fluxonium, i.e. larger
anharmonicity and longer T1 times; which can be an
important step towards finding proper tradeoffs suit-
able to construct larger processing units. Remark-
ably, with this device we have shown that by relying
in a multi-mode structure, the need for heavy (light)
charge (flux) modes in order to achieve longer co-
herence times relaxes and coherent devices with rea-
sonable component values, can be found, striking a
balance between manipulability, fabrication require-
ments, and noise protection.
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Appendix A: Hamiltonian Derivation

The Lagrangian description of the circuit pre-
sented in Fig. 1(a), considering node {0} as reference,
is given by

L̂ =
1

2
ϕ̇

T
Cϕ̇− 1

2
ϕTL−1ϕ+ Eb0

J cos

(
2π

Φ0
ϕ̂1

)
+ Eb5

J cos

(
2π

Φ0

(
ϕ̂2 − ϕ̂3

))
,

(A1)

where ϕT = (ϕ̂1, ϕ̂2, ϕ̂3) is the flux-node vector. The
capacitance and inductance matrices are given by

C = (A2)Cb0 + Cb3 + Cb4 −Cb3 −Cb4

−Cb3 Cb1 + Cb3 + Cb5 −Cb5

−Cb4 −Cb5 Cb2 + Cb4 + Cb5

 ,
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L−1 =

 1/Lb4 0 −1/Lb4

0 0 0
−1/Lb4 0 1/Lb2+ 1/Lb4

 . (A3)

Performing a Legendre transform we can obtain the
Hamiltonian of the system, given by

Ĥ =
1

2
qTC−1q +

1

2
ϕTL−1ϕ− Eb0

J cos

(
2π

Φ0
ϕ̂1

)
− Eb5

J cos

(
2π

Φ0

(
ϕ̂2 − ϕ̂3

))
.

(A4)

By performing the change to dimensionless variables
q̂ = 2e n̂ and ϕ̂ = Φ0

2π φ̂, we can rewrite

Ĥ = 4nTEC n+
1

2
φTEL φ− Eb0

J cos (φ̂1)

− Eb5
J cos (φ̂2 − φ̂3),

(A5)

with [EC ]ij = e2

2 [C
−1]ij and [EL]ij =

(
Φ0

2π

)2
[L−1]ij .

In order to complete the description, we should in-
clude the effect of external biases on the system.
In every island of the system Ni with i ∈ {1, 2, 3}
we may experiment an external charge bias [ngext ]i.
Considering this bias to be static in time, we can al-
ways make a proper choice of gauge to eliminate it in
"flux-like" degrees of freedom [36], keeping only the
contribution to the "charge-like" degree of freedom
of our system N2, so that we can represent its effect
by making the substitution n̂2 → n̂2 + ngext in the
Hamiltonian description in Eq. A5. For the intro-
duction of the external flux effect to the model, we
should consider every inductive loop in the system.
The single inductive loop in the device is the one
produced by the series connection of the branches
{b0, b4, b2}. To reflect the effect of external mag-
netic flux bias threading the loop we include an ex-
tra static constant φext in the linear inductor term
of the branch b2, selected as the one closing the loop.
All the described effects can be modeled, including
the term

Ĥext =8 ([EC ]11n̂2 + [EC ]01n̂1 + [EC ]12n̂3)ngext

+ [EL]b2 φ̂3 φext,

(A6)

to the Hamiltonian description in Eq. A5.

Appendix B: Numerical simulation

To implement the Hamiltonian numerically, we
distinguish between charge-like and flux-like modes.

The former ones are represented in the so-called
charge basis where operators are represented as

n̂ =

Nc∑
n=−Nc

n |n⟩⟨n|, (B1)

cos (φ̂) =

Nc∑
n=−Nc

1

2
(|n+ 1⟩⟨n|+ |n⟩⟨n+ 1|) ,

sin (φ̂) =

Nc∑
n=−Nc

1

2i
(|n+ 1⟩⟨n| − |n⟩⟨n+ 1|) .

Additionally, for the estimation of the coherence
times due to quasiparticle tunneling effects, we need
to redefine the charge and the phase operator, where
instead of representing number and tunneling of
Cooper pairs, now it represents the number and tun-
neling of electrons

∣∣nSE
〉

[39]. In this representation,
the relevant operators are expressed as follows

n̂ =

NE,c∑
n=−NE,c

nSE |nSE⟩⟨nSE|, (B2)

cos (φ̂) =

NE,c∑
n=−NE,c

1

2

(
|nSE + 2⟩⟨nSE|+ |nSE⟩⟨nSE + 2|

)
,

sin (φ̂) =

NE,c∑
n=−NE,c

1

2i

(
|nSE + 2⟩⟨nSE| − |nSE⟩⟨nSE + 2|

)
,

cos

(
φ̂

2

)
=

NE,c∑
n=−NE,c

1

2

(
|nSE + 1⟩⟨nSE|+ |nSE⟩⟨nSE + 1|

)
,

sin

(
φ̂

2

)
=

NE,c∑
n=−NE,c

1

2i

(
|nSE + 1⟩⟨nSE| − |nSE⟩⟨nSE + 1|

)
.

On the other hand, to obtain the numerical repre-
sentation of the flux operator for modes represented
in the charge basis, we obtained an expression relat-
ing the flux operator of the mode with all the charge
operators of the device, computing the commutator
[37]

⟨i| [φ̂m, Ĥ] |j⟩ = ωij ⟨i| φ̂m |j⟩

=
∑
k

8i [EC ]km ⟨i| n̂k |j⟩ (B3)

For the implementation of operators representing
flux-like modes, we made use of the harmonic oscilla-
tor basis, considering the linear part of each mode to
construct the numerical representation of the opera-
tors by means of creation and annihilation operators
such that
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Figure 9: Proposed lithographic implementation for
the optimized device. Lumped-element description of the
device (top) followed by the geometric design (bottom)
with indicated: nodes Ni, links between islands, driving
and readout points. The colored part represents the opti-
mized geometry, while the white parts act as schematics
of branches and driving/readout structures.

n̂m =
i√
2

(
[EL]mm

8[EC ]mm

) 1
4 (

b̂m − b̂†m

)
φ̂m =

1√
2

(
8[EC ]mm

[EL]mm

) 1
4 (

b̂m + b̂†m

) (B4)

In order to assure convergence of the numerical
results, convergence test were conducted, leading to
consider the cutoffs of Nc = 20 for charge-like modes
and Nf = 41 for flux-like modes.

Appendix C: Lithographic Implementation

In the optimization process, special attention was
put into evaluating designs in a range of physical
parameters possible to implement in an experimen-
tal setup. As a proof of concept on the possibili-
ties of fabrication of the device, here we propose a
lithographic implementation of the system. The ge-
ometry was optimized using evolutionary optimiza-
tion methods to best suit the capacitive relations

between circuit islands, still taking into considera-
tion usual fabrication constraints. The procedure
consisted of generating different parameterized ge-
ometrical layouts, which were optimized using evo-
lutionary methods, numerically computing the ca-
pacitive relations between islands using a fast field
solver [49, 50], and optimizing the parameters look-
ing to match the capacitive relations of the theoret-
ical design. For the evaluation of the degree of sim-
ilarity between the theoretical and the lithographic
design, the Frobenius norm of the matrix difference
γ =

√∑
ij

(
Ctheo

ij −Clitho
ij

)2 was chosen. For simple
geometrical designs, such as the one shown in Fig.
9, similarities of around γ ≈ 8.5 fF were achieved,
showing that the device expresses realistic capacitive
relations for experimental setups.

Appendix D: Evolutionary algorithm

The problem of finding superconducting architec-
tures expressing specific system characteristics can
be described as a double optimization process over
a discrete and continuous set. The algorithm must
find suitable topologies by changing the arrangement
(discrete) of the circuit component while finding the
optimal circuit parameters (continuous) such that
the device give rise to the targeted features. This
problem is computational demanding because the
discrete exploration need to be constructed such that
it discards configurations with not available circuit
Hamiltonian, i.e., we need to eliminate frozen and
free terms corresponding to nodes where more than
one inductor/capacitor are connected [51]. Another
consideration relies on the exponential increasing of
the Hilbert space with the number of nodes, which
makes such exploration intractable by brute-force
methods.

To tackle this problem, we use an evolutionary
optimization approach. The algorithm was designed
to converge to local solutions attaining the relevant
features included in the cost function definitio F .
The evolutionary strategy used in this works relies
on the proposed in [19]. The pseudocode is described
in the Algorithm 1. The goal of the algorithm is to
find a circuit topology T and its correspondent com-
ponent values PT that best match the requirements
established by the cost function F . The circuit
structure considered for the optimization is the
one depicted in Fig. 10, where we have established
all-to-all connectivity between superconducting
islands, assuming always a capacitive coupling, and
either a linear and(or) nonlinear inductor connec-
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Figure 10: (a) Circuit structure considered of N = 4
superconducting islands with all-to-all connections where
(b) each branch contains a capacitance and, depending on
the configuration, a linear and(or) a non-linear inductor.

tion. The physical values of the circuit components
were constrained to fabrication capabilities, to
avoid unrealistic capacitive relations or extreme
component values, complicating fabrication and
reproducibility [52]. The optimization results were
furthermore restricted to systems including three
modes, discarding configurations expressing a lower
number of modes. The recombination process was
performed by properly combining suitable modes
of the parent configurations, to obtain a resulting
circuit with characteristics similar to the previous
configurations. Mutations were performed over
the circuit components and their physical values,
by properly choosing the probability of mutation

p. The obtained solutions were observed not to
represent global minima of the cost function but
rather local solutions. While these solutions did
not fully meet the cost function requirements, they
showed resilience under small deviations in the
continuous optimization parameters.

Algorithm 1 : Evolutionary circuit design
1: Define the circuit structure for optimization: number

of superconducting islands N and connectivity
2: Randomly create the initial population of M circuit

instances with circuit configurations {T , PT }
3: for n in generation do
4: calculate the fitness F of each individual by con-

structing and numerically diagonalizing the Hamilto-
nian describing the circuit

5: choose the M − p individual with the highest fit-
ness

6: crossover:
7: for i in M − p do
8: randomly select two circuits from M − p
9: recombine them to generate a new circuit

10: if recombined circuit is a valid configuration
then

11: save it as an offspring
12: else
13: repeat
14: end if
15: end for
16: mutation:
17: if random number ≤ p then
18: change a circuit instance by modifying its

topology or varying its components values
19: end if
20: Initial population← the offsprings
21: end for
22: Fine-tune the circuit parameters for the architecture

chosen by means of gradient descend optimization
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