
A Bravyi-König theorem for Floquet codes generated by locally conjugate
instantaneous stabiliser groups

Jelena Mackeprang∗ and Jonas Helsen
QuSoft & CWI

Science Park 123, 1098XG Amsterdam, The Netherlands
(Dated: January 30, 2026)

The Bravyi-König (BK) theorem is an important no-go theorem for the dynamics of topological
stabiliser quantum error correcting codes. It states that any logical operation on a D-dimensional
topological stabiliser code that can be implemented by a short-depth circuit acts on the codespace as
an element of the D-th level of the Clifford hierarchy. In recent years, a new type of quantum error
correcting codes based on Pauli stabilisers, dubbed Floquet codes, has been introduced. In Floquet
codes, syndrome measurements are arranged such that they dynamically generate a codespace at
each time step. Here, we show that the BK theorem holds for a definition of Floquet codes based on
locally conjugate stabiliser groups. Moreover, we introduce and define a class of generalised unitaries
in Floquet codes that need not preserve the codespace at each time step, but that combined with the
measurements constitute a valid logical operation. We derive a canonical form of these generalised
unitaries and show that the BK theorem holds for them too.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum error correction (QEC) and fault tolerant
quantum computing are crucial ingredients for univer-
sal quantum computation due to the inherent fragility
of quantum hardware systems. A rich and well-studied
framework is the Pauli stabiliser formalism, where the
codespace is chosen to be the joint eigenspace of an
abelian subgroup of the Pauli group - the stabiliser
group or sometimes simply called the stabiliser - and
errors change the sign of one or multiple elements of
this group. A major bottleneck in designing good (sta-
biliser) quantum error correcting codes are high-weight
measurements, i.e. ones that require addressing multi-
ple qubits at once using possibly entangling operations.
This problem motivates the development of codes allow-
ing for higher-weight measurements to be decomposed
into smaller ones, such as subsystem codes, where a sub-
set of the logical qubits are turned into gauge qubits.
Dynamical codes (or Floquet codes), first introduced
in [1, 2], pose another way to split up high-weight mea-
surements. Here, one transitions from one stabiliser
group to the next by measuring Pauli operators that
anti-commute with a subset of stabilisers in the current
one. Because the measured Pauli operators each anti-
commute with at least one element of the stabiliser, no
information is gained about the actual logical state. Log-
ical information is preserved. The stabiliser groups be-
tween which one transitions in a Floquet code are dubbed
instantaneous stabiliser groups, or short ISGs. One can
view two consecutive ISGs and the measurements as a
subsystem code (as mentioned in [3–5]), but as soon as
a third ISG is present, the measurements in a dynami-
cal code do not necessarily define a standard subsystem
code measurement sequence. That is because there gen-
erally is no consistent logical subspace as for subsystem
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codes. In periodic dynamical codes, one periodically re-
turns (up to stabiliser signs) to the initial codespace, but
the measurement sequences generally introduce a non-
trivial logical operation. Other dynamical codes have
been introduced in [2–4, 6–9].

As far as we know, there is no universally agreed-upon
definition of a dynamical code. In [8] and [9] the authors
define topological dynamical codes as sequences of
anyon condensations with respect to a parent anyon
theory. Another approach to systematically construct
dynamical codes is via the ZX calculus (see [4, 10, 11]).
A very general approach to dynamical codes is discussed
in [3], where the authors use a definition of Floquet
codes consisting solely of the a priori prescription of
the sequential measurements and derive an algorithm to
compute different notions of distance.

In this work, we analyse the dynamical properties of
Floquet codes. Namely, we want to know which logical
operations can be implemented in a fault-tolerant man-
ner. To do so, we first have to agree on a definition
for Floquet codes. We refrain from the very broad no-
tion of dynamical codes as an arbitrary sequence of mea-
surements, as these fit within the broader framework of
spacetime codes/spacetime error correction [12]. Instead,
we base our definition on the concept of (locally) con-
jugate stabiliser group, as introduced in [13]. They are
the building block of most previously introduced Floquet
codes, such as in [1, 4, 6, 7, 9]. To be more precise, we
view dynamical codes as a finite sequence of locally con-
jugate stabiliser groups A1 → A2 → . . . → Aτ , where
one transitions from At to At+1 by measuring specific
generators of the respective subsequent stabiliser group,
i.e. of At+1. Most topological dynamical codes intro-
duced so far, such as the ones in [1, 4, 6, 8, 9], are cov-
ered by this definition. However, our work should extend
to these more general definitions of dynamical codes in a
straightforward manner, as we will discuss in section VIII

Having narrowed down a precise definition, we ask
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whether an important no-go theorem about the dynamics
of topological stabiliser codes (TSCs), the Bravyi-König
theorem [14], holds for topological Floquet codes. It
states that unitary operators on standard D-dimensional
TSCs that can be implemented by a short-depth, short-
range circuit must be in the D-th level of the Clif-
ford hierarchy. Here, we consider a sequence of ISGs
A1 → A2 → A3 → . . .Aτ each defining a code space at
the time steps t = 1, 2, 3, 4, . . . and the constant-depth,
constant-range circuits U1, U2, U3, . . ., Uτ applied at
the respective time steps. We ask whether the combined
logical operation induced by these unitaries and the mea-
surements is also limited to the Clifford hierarchy.

We consider two different types of circuits. First, we
only allow unitary operations that preserve the codespace
at each time step. We explain why the validity of the BK
theorem quickly follows from the definition of Floquet
codes based on locally conjugate stabiliser groups.

Secondly, we move on to a more interesting case –which
forms the main result of this paper– based on the obser-
vation that Floquet codes admit a more general type of
logical unitary operators, which do not necessarily pre-
serve the codespace at each time step, yet still do pre-
serve error detectability and logical information. This
is possible because there are Pauli operators that do not
preserve the codespace, but that nevertheless do not con-
stitute an error because they are immediately absorbed
by the subsequent measurement. Within the language of
anyon condensation these correspond to anyons that are
subsequently condensed. Loosely speaking, we define the
following generalised logical unitaries in dynamical codes:

Definition 1 (Generalised logical unitary in dynamical
code (informal)). Let A → B be two subsequent ISGs in a
dynamical code. At time step t, the state is a joint eigen-
state of A and at time step t + 1 it is a joint eigenstate
of B. A generalised unitary U at time t is a unitary that
does not need to preserve the joint eigenspace of A, but
that fulfils the following conditions:

• Error detectability and self-correction: After
the application of U all previously detectable errors
must remain detectable. All errors that were self-
correctable must remain self-correctable.

• Logical preservation and logical equivalence:
After the application of U and the subsequent mea-
surement logical information must be preserved and
the effective logical action must remain the same for
all measurement results.

The formal definition is stated in section V. We derive
a canonical form (which we believe might be of inde-
pendent interest) of these generalised logical unitaries in
section VI and show theorem 1:

Theorem 1. [Bravyi-König theorem for generalised log-
ical unitaries (informal)] Let A0 → A1 → . . . → Aτ1

be a dynamical code, where each At is a D-dimensional
topological stabiliser code. At each time step one applies

a constant-depth, constant-range generalised logical uni-
tary as defined in definition 1. If τ = O(1), then the
effective logical operation of all unitaries and measure-
ments amounts to an element in the D-th level of the
Clifford hierarchy.

Theorem 1 is stated formally in section VII.
The paper is structured as follows. In section II we

introduce conjugate stabiliser groups, formerly defined
in [13], and elaborate on how they enable the preserva-
tion of logical information despite non-trivial projective
measurements. We explain why the projection induced
by the measurement can be replaced by a unitary tran-
sition operator and state one if its representatives. To
our knowledge, II constitutes a formal discussion of why
logical information can be preserved in dynamical codes
that has remained somewhat implicit in previous work.
Thus this may be of independent interest for comprehen-
sion purposes. In section III we introduce the notion of
geometric locality in Floquet codes, based on the locally
conjugate stabiliser groups introduced in [13]. This geo-
metric locality ensures bounded growth of errors within
the Floquet sequence and also leads to a unitary tran-
sition operator that is of finite depth. The latter is the
reason why the BK theorem immediately holds for the
previously discussed problem set-up for code-preserving
constant-depth unitaries at every time step, which we
elaborate on in section IV.
In section V we derive the two general conditions for
unitary operations at a specific time step and derive a
canonical representative for any unitary that fulfils this
condition. Finally, in section VII we prove the BK the-
orem for these generalised unitaries. In the end, in sec-
tion VIII we give a brief discussion and outlook.

II. PRESERVATION OF INFORMATION

Here we explain the underlying working principle of
many previously introduced stabiliser Floquet codes: Re-
versible pairs of stabiliser groups. These are pairs of
stabiliser groups fulfilling certain anti-commutation re-
lations. A Floquet code is then defined as a sequence of
consecutive reversible pairs, where one transitions from
one to the next via projective measurements.
Reversible pairs of stabiliser groups were formally intro-
duced in in [13]. We define them and discuss how they al-
low for information preservation in section IIA and then
introduce a unitary operator correctly implementing the
dynamics induced by the projective measurements in sec-
tion IIC. Additionally, we discuss how logical operators
transform due to the aforementioned projective measure-
ments.

A. Reversible pairs of stabiliser groups

We state the definition of a reversible pair of stabiliser
groups (taken from [13]) in definition 2. For two stabiliser
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groups A and B, we use the notation S := A∩B for their
intersection (as a set), and A := A \ S and B := B \ B.
We write |G| for the rank of a stabiliser group G.

Definition 2 (Reversible pair/Conjugate stabiliser
groups). Two stabiliser groups A and B are called a re-
versible pair or conjugate if there exist bases (conjugate
bases) {aj} ∈ A \ S and {bj ∈ B \ S}, such that ai com-
mutes with all elements of {bj} except for exactly one
bi ∈ {bj} with which it anti-commutes and vice versa.

We write A ↔ B for a reversible pair. We specify the
signs of the k generators of a stabiliser group G with the
help of a vector m⃗G ∈ {0, 1}k, where the i-th genera-

tor gi takes on the eigenvalue (−1)m
(i)
G , with respect to

some enumeration of the generators. We denote the cor-
responding Hilbert space by HG(m⃗G). We will use the
following notation for the projection operator onto the
joint eigenspace of a stabiliser group G, belonging to the
eigenvalues given by m⃗G ∈ {0, 1}k:

ΠG(m⃗G) =

k−1∏
j=0

1 + (−1)m
(j)
G gj

2
. (1)

A Floquet code essentially consists of a (possibly peri-
odic) sequence of reversible pairs, i.e.:

A1 → A2 → A3 → . . .Aτ , (2)

where At ↔ At+1. (The sequence may be infinite, as
for example is the case for some codes introduced in [6],
but we will assume τ is finite.) To transition from
one stabiliser group to the next, one projects onto the
eigenspace of At+1\(At∩At+1). In the following, we will
elaborate on why this works and why we purposefully
leave out the specification of measurement results.

Take a reversible pair A ↔ B and assume the system
is in the joint eigenspace of A. We now measure/project
onto the conjugate basis {bj}. We can do so one by one
or simultaneously as the measurements commute. We
start with some basis element b. The update rules for
Pauli stabiliser groups demand that all stabilisers in A
that commute with b remain, while the ones that do not
commute with b are removed and replaced by b [1]. As A
and B are conjugate, this means that only the one conju-
gate element a is removed and b added. After repeating
this for all operators in {bj}, the qubits are in the joint

eigenspace of S ∪ B = B, where B := B \ S. It is de-
termined by m⃗B. One thus moves through the stabiliser
group sequence up to signs by measuring the respective
conjugate bases.

Note that the projection operator onto the (−1)m
(i)

B

eigenspace of B, i.e. the one given by Eqn. (1) is the
same independent of the choice of conjugate basis for
B. Thus, the following discussion applies to all conjugate
basis choices of A and B and analogously to all conjugate
basis choices for all reversible pairs. We will therefore
always choose the most straight-forward one.

B. Preservation of information

We will now elaborate on how information is pre-
served despite the seemingly destructive projective
measurements in the Floquet sequence. This is im-
plicitly discussed in the majority of previous work on
Floquet codes, e.g. [1, 6, 9], but this explicit discussion
may still be useful for readers unaccustomed to the topic.

Take any reversible pair A ↔ B. Due to the anti-
commutation relations between A and B, the following
proposition holds:

Proposition 1. Let A and B be two conjugate stabiliser
groups. Let |A| = |B| = nm. Then, for any m⃗A ∈ Fnm

2

and any m⃗B ∈ Fnm
2 :

ΠB(m⃗B)ΠA(m⃗A)ΠB(m⃗B) =
1

2nm
ΠB(m⃗B), (3)

and:

ΠA(m⃗A)ΠB(m⃗B)ΠA(m⃗A) =
1

2nm
ΠA(m⃗A). (4)

We prove proposition 1 in section X. From this it
straightforwardly follows that all measurement results
m⃗B ∈ Fnm

2 are equally as likely:

Corollary 1. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair, as defined
in definition 2. Let nm := |A| = |B|. Then, for any
m⃗A ∈ Fnm

2 and any m⃗B ∈ Fnm
2 :

⟨Ψ|ΠB(m⃗B) |Ψ⟩ = 1/2nm , (5)

for all |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA(m⃗A).

Corollary 1 is the reason for why logical information is
preserved. To be more precise, we show lemma 1 below,
in which we already leave out the specification of m⃗A and
m⃗B from our notation.

Lemma 1. For any |Ψ⟩ , |Φ⟩ ∈ HA, the projection ΠB
preserves the scalar product up to the normalisation fac-
tor 1

2nm :

⟨Φ|Ψ⟩ = 2nm ⟨Φ|ΠBΠB |Ψ⟩ (6)

and can thus (up to the normalisation factor) be replaced
by a unitary KA,B : HA → HB, i.e.:

2
nm
2 ΠBΠA = KA,BΠA. (7)

Proof. Eqn.(6) follows from proposition 1. A linear map
from a finite Hilbert space to another finite Hilbert space
of the same dimension that preserves the scalar product
is a unitary. 1

1 Technically, the left and right hand side of Eqn. (7) are defined on
different domains and co-domains. There, strictly speaking, is a
difference between an operator with domain HA and co-domain
HB and one that acts on the entire Hilbert space H⊗n, but
maps the linear subspace HA to the linear subspace HB, while
mapping the orthogonal complement H⊥

A to zero. However, we
will treat these two cases as interchangeable in the following, as
it will be clear what we mean.
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This implies that, due to the anti-commutation rela-
tions, the measurement does not induce an irreversible
action. It is precisely because we do not gain any actual
information (as the measurement results are completely
random) that the projection is proportional to a unitary.
One can view these transitions as a specific form of
code switching. Within the framework of stabiliser
tableaus [15], the measurements amount to measuring
elements of the destabiliser. We would like to point out
that transitioning between stabiliser groups in this way
has previously been discussed in [16] without calling it
“dynamical codes” or “Floquet codes”.

As all measurement results m⃗B are equally as likely and
independent from m⃗A, we will leave out the specification
of either from now on, assume both are fixed and often
not speak of “measurements” but “projections”. All our
results will hold for all possible measurement results.

Another way to see that logical information is pre-
served is by looking at the logical Pauli operators of each
individual code in the Floquet sequence. Recall that the
logical Pauli operators of a stabiliser code are determined
by the non-trivial elements of its normaliser N (A) in the
n-qubit Pauli group P(n) which is defined as:

N (A) = {P ∈ P(n) : Ps = sP ∀ s ∈ A}, (8)

i.e. the Pauli operators that commute element-wise with
A. For any [n, k]-stabiliser code the quotient group
N (A)/A is isomorphic as an algebra to P(k) [17]. An
element of N (A) may commute with all elements of B.
It would thus be unaffected by the measurements. It may,
however, also anti-commute with some operators b ∈ B.
Thus, one might think we obtain some information about
its value through the measurement. However, that is not
the case. To explain why, we restate proposition 2.1(d)
from [13]:

Proposition 2 (Shared logical operators). Let A ↔ B
be a reversible pair. Then, there exists a group of Pauli
operators L, such that LA is the set of all logical Pauli
operators for B and LB is the set of all logical Pauli op-
erators for B.

Proposition 2 tells us that for any Q ∈ N (A), there
exists an equivalent Q′ = sQ, where s is some element
of A, such that Q′ ∈ N (B). For any |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA the
expectation value of Q will be the same as the one of
Q′ = sQ, because s acts trivially on |Ψ⟩. The expectation
value of Q′ (or equivalently of Q) after the measurement
is 2nm ⟨Ψ|ΠBQ

′ΠB |Ψ⟩. (We already normalised the re-
sulting state after the measurement.) However, due to
proposition 1 and the fact that Q′ commutes with all of

B (and thus also ΠB) and A we can write:

2nm ⟨Ψ|ΠBQ
′ΠB |Ψ⟩ = 2nm ⟨Ψ|ΠBQ

′ |Ψ⟩ (9)

= 2nm ⟨Ψ|ΠAΠBQ
′ΠA |Ψ⟩ (10)

= 2nm ⟨Ψ|ΠAΠBΠAQ
′ |Ψ⟩ (11)

= ⟨Ψ|ΠAQ
′ |Ψ⟩ (12)

= ⟨Ψ|Q′ |Ψ⟩ (13)

= ⟨Ψ|Q |Ψ⟩ , (14)

where we inserted the projection operator ΠA in
Eqn. (10) on both sides and used proposition 1 in
Eqn. (11). In summary, for any logical Pauli operator
Q in N (A), there exists a representative Q′ that is also
an element of N (B) and whose expectation value remains
the same after the projection onto the eigenspace of B.
Thus, no information is gained about any of the logical
Pauli operators.

C. Logical effect of the Floquet projections

In this section we formalise the unitary evolution in-
duced by the projection operator and discuss how it
transforms the logical operators of the codespace. We
formally define the unitary operator that, up to the nor-
malisation factor, acts equivalently on a |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA as
the projection operator ΠB, where A ↔ B. We call this
operator the “Floquet transition operator” or just the
“transition operator”. We then discuss how this opera-
tor acts on the logical operators of HA.

1. Floquet transition operator

As shown in lemma 1, the projection ΠB can be re-
placed by the Floquet transition operator:

Definition 3 (The transitions operator KA,B). Let A ↔
B be a reversible pair and let the system be in the state
|Ψ⟩ ∈ HA. Now project via ΠB. The unitary operator
KA,B describes the effect of ΠB:

KA,B : HA → HB : |Ψ⟩ 7→ 2nm/2ΠB |Ψ⟩ . (15)

The transition operator generally has a non-trivial ef-
fect on the codespace that depends on the encoding. For
a periodic Floquet codes, e.g. A → B → C → A, one
can obtain the collective effect of the transition opera-
tors by following the evolution of fixed representatives of
logical operators in A. In the case of Floquet codes based
on ayon condensation, the logical effect is given by the
automorphism of the anyon theory that the sequence of
measurements (condensations) induces [8, 9]. There is an
easy expression for the inverse of KA,B, which we prove
in appendix (section X).

Lemma 2. KB,A : HB → HA is the inverse of KA,B,
i.e. KB,AKA,B = 1A, where 1A denotes the identity on
HA.
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As discussed in [13] and [6], we can find a unitary VA,B :
H⊗n → H⊗n acting on the entire Hilbert space that
implements this transformation.

Proposition 3. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair, S =
A∩B and {ai} and {bj} be the conjugate basis elements,
where with respect to some arbitrary enumeration ai anti-
commutes with bi and commutes with all other bj. The
unitary operator VA,B : H⊗n → H⊗n given by:

VA,B =
∏
i

(
ai + bi√

2

)
(16)

implements KA,B defined in definition 3, i.e.:

VA,BΠA = KA,BΠA (17)

and

ΠAV
†
A,B = ΠAK

†
A,B. (18)

Thus, VA,B maps HA to HB and also maps the orthogonal
complement H⊥

A to H⊥
B .

Proof. Inserting VA,B into Eqn. (17) results in:

VA,BΠA = VA,BΠSΠA (19)

=
∏
i

(
ai + bi√

2

)∏
j

(
1 + aj

2

)
ΠS (20)

=
∏
i

(
1 + bi√

2

)∏
j

1 + aj
2

ΠS (21)

= 2
nm
2 ΠBΠA (22)

= KA,BΠA, (23)

where we absorbed the stabilisers in A into the projec-
tion operators in Eqn. (21). This is possible as each bi
only anti-commutes with exactly one ai and thus the op-
erator containing bi can be pulled through all projection
operators containing aj ̸= ai. We inserted the definition
of KA,B in Eqn. (22). Eqn. (18) follows analogously.

2. Transformation of logical operations

The BK theorem is a no-go theorem for logical oper-
ators on quantum error correcting codes. In this sec-
tion we define logical operations on stabiliser codes and
discuss the transformation they undergo induced by the
projection.

Definition 4 (Logical operations on stabiliser codes).
Let A ⊆ Pn define a stabiliser code on n physical qubits.
Then oA are the unitary operators in U(H⊗n) that pre-
serve the codespace:

oA := {U ∈ U(H⊗n) : ΠAUΠA = UΠA}. (24)

.

The set oA is the set of logical operations on a QEC
that is implicitly or explicitly referenced in most of the
work considering the dynamics of QEC, such as [14, 18].
More explicitly, every U ∈ oA can be written as the or-
thogonal decomposition:

U = UA ⊕ U⊥
A , (25)

where UA = ΠAUAΠA is the part of U acting on the
codespace and U⊥ is its orthogonal complement. For
each U ∈ oA, the projection ΠB induces the transforma-
tion of the part UA in Eqn. (25), i.e. the map:

UA 7→ KA,BUAK
†
A,B. (26)

One can now obtain all representatives of this logical op-
eration by adding some orthogonal complement U⊥

B ∈
U(H⊥

B ). One such representative can be obtained via
VA,B:

VA,BUV †
A,B = VA,B(UA + U⊥

A )V †
A,B (27)

= KA,BUAK
†
A,B + U⊥

B , (28)

where U⊥
B is some operator acting on H⊥

B only and we
used proposition 3.

A note on error correction: One has to differenti-
ate between the measurements inducing the transition
A → B and the measurements actually collecting syn-
drome information. The results of the conjugate basis
measurements do not reveal any error information. Thus,
in previously introduced Floquet codes, they do not only
measure the conjugate basis, but additional stabilisers in
A∩B. This measurement is redundant in the absence of
errors, as it is already a shared stabiliser of A and B. Its
measurement is what allows for clever read-out of error
syndromes in spacetime, as elaborated in [1, 6]. However,
as we here assume error-free dynamics, we will leave out
the redundant measurement. We consider only the min-
imal set of measurements necessary to project onto the
eigenspace of B.

III. FLOQUET CODES DEFINED BY LOCALLY
CONJUGATE STABILISER GROUPS

In this section we add the notion of locality to
conjugate stabiliser groups, following the definitions
introduced in [13]. We define Floquet codes based on
locally conjugate stabiliser groups, briefly comment on
how this definition ensures a locally bounded growth of
errors and explain why for locally conjugate stabiliser
groups A and B the operator VA,B defined in proposi-
tion 3 can be implemented by a constant-depth circuit.

For simplicity’s sake we will discuss Floquet codes on
D-dimensional hypercubes. However, for other types of
lattices Λ′, as long as there exists some transformation
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from Λ′ to the hypercube that does not let distances be-
tween points grow at more than constant rate, all argu-
ments, analogously to [14], still hold. We need to specify
the notion of a (connected) region R on a lattice Λ, which
will just be a set of (connected) points. As a distance
measure dΛ we utilise the normal Euclidean distance and
by the diameter diam(R) of a region R we mean the max-
imum distance between any two points in the region.

We say a region R is l-local for an integer l if its diam-
eter is less or equal to l. Moreover, we formally introduce
the ρ-neighbourhood of a region R:

Definition 5 (ρ-neighbourhood of a region R: Bρ(R)).
The ρ-neighbourhood Bρ(R) of a region R on a lattice Λ
is the union of R and all points p ∈ Λ that fulfil:

min
q∈R

dΛ(p, q) ≤ ρ. (29)

Roughly speaking, it is the collection of points ρ
“away” from R. Note that the ρ-neighbourhood of R
includes R.
Having defined these two notions, we define l-locally gen-
erated subgroups (taken from [13]) in definition 6. Recall
that for a reversible pair A ↔ B, we use the notation
S := A∩B and A := A\S and B := B \S. We addition-
ally define some new notation. The support of a Pauli
operator P , denoted by supp(P ), is the set of vertices on
the lattice Λ on which P acts non-trivially.

Definition 6 (l-locally generated subgroups). An oper-
ator s ∈ P acting on qubits positioned at the vertices of
a lattice Λ is l-local, for an integer l > 0, if the diameter
of its support fulfils diam(supp(s)) ≤ l A stabiliser group
A is l-locally generated above a subgroup G ⊂ A of A, if
there exists a set {ai ∈ A \ G} of l-local operators such
that A is generated by {ai ∈ A \ G} and G.
Note that there is a subtle difference between the size

of the support of s and its diameter. We here require
geometric locality, i.e. the support of s really must be
contained within a connected region of small diameter.
We will often say “s is supported on a regionR” to specify
that its support is contained entirely within R.
We now paraphrase definition II.3 from [13].

Definition 7 (l-local reversibility). Let A and B be two
stabiliser groups acting on qubits positioned at the ver-
tices of a lattice Λ. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair ac-
cording to definition 2. A ↔ B is a locally reversible
pair if A and B are l-locally generated above S by the
l-local conjugate bases {ai ∈ A} and {bi ∈ B \ B}.

Local reversibility leads to preservation of locality for
Pauli operators (and thus Pauli errors). We summarise
this in a slightly generalised version of corollary II.5
from [13]:

Proposition 4. Let A ⊂ Pn and B ⊂ Pn be l-conjugate
stabiliser groups defined on a lattice Λ with conjugate
bases {ai} and {bi}. For any P ∈ Pn supported only on
a a finite region R, there exists an a ∈ A supported only
on B2l(R), such that aP commutes with B element-wise.

Proof. Take a conjugate basis for A ↔ B. Check which
basis elements bj ∈ {bi} P anti-commutes with. They
are supported only on Bl(R), as {bi} is l-local. Multi-
ply P with the respective conjugate basis elements ai.
These are supported on B2l(R). The resulting product
commutes with B \ S element-wise.

Local conjugation ensures that the projective measure-
ment maps local errors at time step t to local errors at
time step t+1 (as stated in proposition 4). This seems to
be the working principle of error correction in most Flo-
quet codes introduced so far, such as [1, 4, 6, 9, 19]. The
code introduced in [20] seems to not have l-local conju-
gate bases and contains small local errors that turn into
logical operators after the measurement, possibly caused
by the lack of l-conjugate bases. We conjecture that the
conjugation property in itself enables information preser-
vation, while l-local conjugation enables delayed error
correction. We do not aim here at formally discussing
error correction. (See [8, 9, 21] for a discussion of er-
ror correction for Floquet codes within the framework
of error detectors, or [3] for the discussion of distance for
dynamical codes generated by arbitrary measurement se-
quences. A general discussion of fault tolerance in time
for Clifford circuits is given in [12].) The line of thought
above justifies defining Floquet codes as a sequence of
l-local reversible pairs:

Definition 8 (Floquet code F). Let A0, A1, . . . be a pos-
sibly infinite/possibly periodic sequence of k-dimensional
stabiliser groups ⊆ P(n), where each consecutive pair is
an l-locally conjugate reversible pair. Let Ht be the joint
eigenspace of all elements in At. A Floquet code F is
the sequence of Hilbert spaces Ht, where one arrives at
the next Hilbert space Ht+1 through a projective measure-
ment of the respective conjugate basis elements. We write
H0 → H1 → . . .. We call the Floquet code an [n, k]-
Floquet code.

We note again that this definition does not cover ev-
erything called a “Floquet code” in the literature, but
we believe it is sufficiently expansive to be of use. Some-
times we will simply call the sequence A0, A1, . . . the
Floquet code F . Note that a Floquet code is not simply
the sequence of Hilbert space Ht, but that we include
the dynamics by moving through the Hilbert spaces via
projective measurements. We now chose all bases to be
l-conjugate with l being the same for all pairs, but one
could have also chosen a different lt,t+1 for each pair.
However, to upper bound the locality of transformed
errors or logical Paulis, one could then simply use the
largest l. We will thus, for sake of simplicity, work with
one l, as all of the ls will be assumed to be constant with
respect to the qubit number n anyway. Note that due to
the definition of reversible pairs (see definition 2), every
stabiliser group in the sequence is of the same size. As
pointed out in [6, 13], the projection operation in Floquet
codes defined by locally conjugate stabiliser groups can
be replaced by short-depth circuit.
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Corollary 2. Let A ↔ B be a l-locally conjugate pair of
stabiliser groups and {ai} and {bj} the respective locally
conjugate bases. Then, VA,B defined in proposition 3 im-
plements the transition induced by the projection onto ΠB
and is a constant-depth, finite range circuit.

Proof. VA,B is given by:

VA,B =
∏
i

(
ai + bi√

2

)
. (30)

By definition, this is a product of commuting operators.
As the support of each ai and bi and thus the support
of ai+bi√

2
is locally bounded, VA,B is a product of geomet-

rically local commuting operators, which can be imple-
mented by a constant-depth finite-range circuit [6].

IV. THE BK THEOREM FOR
CODE-PRESERVING UNITARIES

Here, we briefly elaborate on the validity of the BK
theorem for code-preserving unitaries. The BK theorem
is a no-got theorem for the dynamics of D-dimensional
topological stabiliser codes (TSCs). The code-space of a
topological stabiliser code is the ground space of a Hamil-
tonian whose eigenspaces define topological phases. We
utilise the same rough definition as in [14], namely that a
stabiliser code is topological if its stabilisers are defined
with respect to qubits placed on a D-dimensional lattice
of length λ and its distance is O(λ

1
D ).

Let us first restate the original BK theorem (in its gen-
eral form) from [14]. Given two stabiliser groups A and
B, the authors of [14] call a unitary U ∈ U(H⊗n) a mor-
phism between A and B if it maps the codespace of A to
the codespace of B:

UΠAU
† = ΠB. (31)

Theorem 2 (Original BK theorem). If U is a morphism
between D-dimensional topological stabiliser codes A and
B and can be implemented by a constanct-depth, finite-
range circuit, then U implements an element of the D-th
level of the Clifford hierarchy.

Corollary 2 implies that theorem 2 holds for Flo-
quet codes where at each time step one applies a code-
preserving constant-depth unitary.

Theorem 3 (BK theorem for Floquet codes defined by
locally conjugate stabiliser codes). Let A1 → A2 →
. . . → Aτ be a Floquet code defined in definition 8, where
τ is O(1) with respect to the number of physical qubits n.
Let {Ut} be an indexed set of size τ containing constant
depth, constant range circuits. Let each individual sta-
biliser code in the Floquet code be a D-dimensional TSC.
Apply Ut at time step t before the projective measurement
moving the state to Ht+1. The resulting logical operation
will be in the D-th level of the Clifford hierarchy, as long
as τ , l and each ht and rt is O(1).

Proof. Let VAt,At+1
be the transition unitary defined in

proposition 3 for two consecutive stabiliser groupsAt and
At+1. We define VA−1,A0

:= 1. The resulting operation
given by the unitaries and the projections is:

Utotal =

τ∏
i=0

Uτ−iVAτ−i−1,Aτ−i
. (32)

The operator Utotal is a morphism between A1 and
Aτ . Because of corollary 2 it can be implemented by a
constant-depth, finite-range circuit. Hence, the original
BK theorem applies.

In summary, the BK theorem is fulfilled for our def-
inition of Floquet codes, which also encompasses most
previously introduced dynamical codes.

V. LOGICAL OPERATIONS BEYOND CODE
PRESERVATION

As mentioned in section I, there is additional freedom
when it comes to logical unitaries in dynamical codes.
Consider an arbitrary reversible pair A ↔ B and let {ai}
and {bj} be the conjugate bases. If UA is a code preserv-
ing logical unitary with respect to A and one applies the
operation bUA, where b ∈ {bj}, right before the projec-
tion ΠB, one has essentially performed UA. This leads to
the question if there are more general unitary operations
that are compatible with quantum error correction and
the preservation of information, with which one could cir-
cumvent the BK theorem for Floquet codes. Certainly,
in this case, our earlier argument fails, as one cannot
construct the resulting logical operation as in Eqn. (32),
i.e. as a product of the constant-depth unitaries Ut and
the transition operators, if the unitaries Ut are not code-
preserving. That is because then ΠBUΠA ̸= ΠBΠAUΠA
and we cannot immediately replace ΠBΠA by a unitary
(up to the normalisation factor).
Here we derive what we consider sensible conditions

for generalised (i.e. non-codespace preserving) logical
unitary operations in dynamical codes. In definition 9,
we will define a generalised logical unitary for a Flo-
quet transition as a unitary fulfilling specific conditions.
We elaborate on these conditions within sections VA
and VB. Then, in section VI, we will derive a canonical
form for these operations. Using this canonical form we
show that the BK theorem holds for generalised logical
unitaries in section VII.

Definition 9. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair of stabiliser
groups with the conjugate bases {ai} and {bi} spanning A
and B respectively. Let A → B be their associated Floquet
transition. We define a generalised logical unitary
between A and B as a U ∈ U(H⊗n) fulfilling the following
conditions for all m⃗b, m⃗

′
b ∈ Fnm

2 :

1. Error-detectability and self correction

ΠA∩BUΠA = UΠA (33)
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ΠB(m⃗b)aUΠA = eiαbΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∀ a ∈ A, (34)

2. Logical preservation

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ UA,B(m⃗b)ΠA ∀m⃗b, (35)

where UA,B(m⃗b) : HA → HB(m⃗b) is unitary.

3. Logical equivalence.

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA = ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b)ΠAΠB(m⃗

′
b)UΠA. (36)

Here, eiαb , eiϕb and eiϕ
′
b in Eqn. (34) and Eqn. (36) are

phases dependent on m⃗b and m⃗b, m⃗
′
b respectively.

A. Error detect-ability and self correcting errors

We begin our discussion of definition 9 by showing how
one arrives at conditions (33) and (34). We first show
that it is necessary to preserve the intersections of two
subsequent ISGs in order to be able to correct errors.
Then, we additionally require that certain errors must
be self-corrected. We do not aim here at providing a
full overview on error detection and correction, nor do
we aim at stating necessary and sufficient conditions for
error detectability in Floquet codes, as the actual error
detection and correction procedure is tightly linked to
the chosen measurement sequences (which are not always
fully captured by the specification of the ISGs). See [3,
9, 22] for a more detailed analysis of error correction in
Floquet codes.

1. Error detectability

We begin by arguing that if one requires a sequence
A → B of two conjugate ISGs to be able to detect er-
rors, then all information about non-trivial errors must
be contained within their intersection A ∩ B.

Take for example a reversible pair A ↔ B where each
stabiliser group defines a QEC. At time step t = 1, con-
sider the error b ∈ B acting on |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA. This error
is subsequently absorbed into the measurement of the
conjugate basis elements:

ΠBb |Ψ⟩ = ±ΠB |Ψ⟩ , (37)

where the sign depends on the measurement result for
this particular b, but it merely constitutes a global phase.
We see that an error generated by B does not change
any logical information. As it commutes with A ∩ B
element-wise by definition and does not change the prob-
ability distribution of the measurement results m⃗b, it
also is undetectable. We will see that if we want to be
able to correct errors in a dynamical code, these must
stay the only undetectable Pauli errors. To be precise,
we consider an error E at time step t in a dynamical
code to be undetectable if its syndrome stabilisers are

fully contained within At \ (At ∩ At+1). After measur-
ing At+1 \ (At ∩At+1) one fully removes all information
about the signs of At \ (At ∩ At+1). Furthermore, we
say that a Pauli P has trivial logical effect on a stabiliser
code A if it acts as the identity on N (A)/A.

Proposition 5. Let A → B be a Floquet transition be-
tween the time steps t = 0 and t = 1 induced by mea-
suring the conjugate basis elements {bj} ∈ B \ (A ∩ B).
The entire information needed to correct errors must be
contained within A ∩ B. That is, if there exists an error
E at time step t = 0 that anti-commutes with at least one
element of A \ (A ∩ B) but commutes with all of A ∩ B
element-wise and that is not a product of elements in A
and B, then E becomes an undetectable error with non-
trivial logical effect at time step t = 1.

Proof. Let E be a Pauli that anti-commutes with an a ∈
A, but commutes with all s ∈ A∩B, i.e. it is undetectable
at t = 0. There are two cases. Either E commutes with
all of B element-wise or there exists at least one b ∈ B
with which P anti-commutes with. In both cases, due
to proposition 4 one can find a low weight E′ = Ea, for
some a ∈ A, that commutes with all of B and thus with
all of B element-wise. This means E′ is now an element
of N (B). In order for E′ to have trivial logical effect,
it must be an element of B, which means E must have
been a product of elements in A and B, or, equivalently,
a product of elements in A and B. Thus, if E is not such
a product, it cannot have trivial logical effect, meaning
E′ is an element of N (B) \ B.

As error-correction is handled by A∩ B, our first con-
dition for our generalised logical unitary U is error de-
tectability (Eqn. (33) in definition 9):

ΠA∩BUΠA = UΠA. (38)

2. Self-correction of errors

After leaving the codespace HA (under the action of
U) but remaining in HA∩B, elements in A can become er-
rors. As we subsequently measure B and fully randomise
the signs of a ∈ A, these errors can no longer be detected.
We therefore require them to self-correct, similar to how
errors that are elements of B occurring right before the
measurement self-correct in the standard Floquet transi-
tion. This means we require for all a ∈ A:

ΠBaUΠA = eiαbΠBUΠA, (39)

and eiαb is a phase generally dependent on m⃗b. This
is Eqn. (34) in definition 9. The condition of self-
correction in turn leads to the following: For any

m⃗b, m⃗′
b ∈ Fnm

2 and any |Φ⟩ = U |Ψ⟩A:
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⟨Φ|ΠB(m⃗
′
b) |Φ⟩ = ⟨Φ| aΠB(m⃗b)a |Φ⟩ (40)

= ⟨Φ| e−iαbΠB(m⃗b)e
iαb |Φ⟩ (41)

= ⟨Φ|ΠB(m⃗b) |Φ⟩ , (42)

where a is some a ∈ A. Thus, the self-correction condi-
tion also demands that the m⃗b are measured with uniform
probability, i.e.:

⟨Ψ|U†ΠB(m⃗b)U |Ψ⟩ = 1

2nm
, (43)

for all |Ψ⟩∈HA and m⃗b∈Fnm
2 . This is a sensible require-

ment to make for a Floquet even outside of the context
of logical operators, as the probability to measure m⃗b in-
fluences the form of the effective error channel at a later
time.

B. Preservation of logical information and logical
equivalence

Arguably, the main characteristic of Floquet codes are
projective measurements, that - while not necessarily be-
ing logically trivial - preserve logical information. As
already explained in section II, the actual results of the
conjugate basis measurements are irrelevant for the en-
coded logical information. In this section require a gen-
eralised logical unitary that leaves the codespace At to
still be compatible with this fundamental principle. That
will lead to (36).

For a reversible pair A ↔ B, let U be a unitary oper-
ation on the entire Hilbert space H⊗n. It is followed by
the projection ΠB, where we did not specify the measure-
ment results. As discussed in section II, a fundamental
principle of Floquet codes is the preservation of logical
information. Thus, in order to preserve logical informa-
tion, we require the combined action of ΠB and U to
be proportional to be a purity preserving channel, i.e. a
unitary UA,B:

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ UA,B(m⃗b)ΠA. (44)

Note that UA,B(m⃗b) does not act on the entire space
H⊗n, but maps an element of HA to an element of
HB(m⃗b). We summarise condition (44) as the principle
of logical preservation (Eqn. (35) in definition 9).

Condition 44 is very general and the logical evolution
of a state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA can in principle be dependent on the
measurement result m⃗b. We believe that for the actual
practical implementation of dynamical codes it would be
inconvenient and intractable to keep up with the mea-
surement results to compute the correct logical opera-
tion. Thus, we will further require that the resulting
logical operation UA,B is the same for all measurement
results. To precisely state what that means, we briefly
introduce the concept of logically equivalent paths.

We would like to express that the state ΠB(m⃗b) |Ψ⟩ is log-
ically equivalent to ΠB(m⃗b) |Ψ⟩ for some Ψ ∈ HA. For
this note that, as {ai} and {bi} are conjugate bases, for
any m⃗′

b ̸= m⃗b, there exists some a ∈ A, such that:

aΠB(m⃗b)a = ΠB(m⃗
′
b), (45)

which means that:

ΠB(m⃗
′
b)ΠA = aΠB(m⃗b)ΠA. (46)

We thus introduce the following definition for logically
equivalent states:

Definition 10. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair of sta-
biliser groups. We say that a state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HB(m⃗b) is
logically equivalent to a |Φ⟩ ∈ HB(m⃗

′
b) if

ΠA |Ψ⟩ = eiϕΠA |Φ⟩ , (47)

where eiϕ is some phase with ϕ ∈ [0, 2π].

Per definition 10 and due to Eqn. (46) ΠB(m⃗b) |Ψ⟩ and
ΠB(m⃗

′
b) |Ψ⟩ are then logically equivalent for some |Ψ⟩ ∈

HA. With this, we can introduce the condition of logical

equivalence. For all m⃗b, m⃗′
b ∈ Fmn

2 , we require:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ eiϕb,b′ΠAΠB(m⃗
′
b)UΠA, (48)

where eiϕb,b′ is a phase dependent on m⃗b and m⃗′
b.

To obtain the exact proportionality constant and sum-
marise logical equivalence and logical preservation in
Eqn. (36), we show the following lemma:

Lemma 3. Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair of sta-
biliser groups and let U be a unitary fulfilling condi-
tions (33), (34), (44) and Eqn. (48). Then, for all
m⃗b ∈ Fnm

2 and a fixed A:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA =
1

2nm
eiϕbUAΠA, (49)

where UA : HA → HA is the same for all m⃗b and eiϕb is
a phase dependent on m⃗b. Moreover:

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA =
1

2(nm/2)
eiϕbKA,B(m⃗b)UAΠA (50)

for all m⃗b ∈ Fnm
2 . UA is a unitary that preserves HA

and is independent of m⃗b and eiϕb is the same phase as
in Eqn. (49).

Proof. Take any two m⃗b, m⃗
′
b. Then, Eqn. (44) implies:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ ΠAUA,B(m⃗b)ΠA. (51)

As UA,B(m⃗b) : HA → HB is bijective by definition, we

can always find a UA(m⃗b) : HA → HA such that:

UA,B(m⃗b) = KA,BUA(m⃗b), (52)
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where KA,B is the Floquet transition operator from def-
inition 3. Thus, we obtain:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ ΠAKA,BUA(m⃗b)ΠA (53)

∝ UA(m⃗b)ΠA, (54)

where we utilised Eqn. (143) and inserted the definition
of KA,B. Due to condition (48), we conclude that:

UA(m⃗b) = UA(m⃗
′
b) := UA, (55)

for all m⃗b, m⃗
′
b ∈ Fnm

2 . Therefore we have

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ ΠAΠB(m⃗
′
b)UΠA (56)

and:

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA ∝ KA,B(m⃗b)UAΠA (57)

for all m⃗b, m⃗
′
b ∈ Fnm

2 .
It remains to show the exact proportionality constants in
Eqn. (54) and Eqn. (57). Let cb ∈ C denote this constant
in Eqn. (57), i.e.:

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA = cbKA,B(m⃗b)UAΠA. (58)

In the remainder of the proof we will leave out the de-
pendency of ΠB(m⃗b) on m⃗b and simply write ΠB.
As discussed in section VA, error detectability and self
correction, i.e. conditions (33) and (34), imply that for
any |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA the probability to measure m⃗b is uniform
(See Eqn. (43).). Thus:

⟨Ψ|U†ΠBU |Ψ⟩ =2nm⟨Ψ|U†
AK

†
A,Bc

∗
b ·cbKA,BUA|Ψ⟩ (59)

= |cb|2 ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (60)

=
1

2nm
(61)

where we inserted Eqn. (58) in the first and Eqn. (43)
in the last line. We conclude that cb in Eqn. (58) is
cb = 2−(nm/2)eiϕb , where ϕb generally depends on m⃗b.
Now we multiply the left and right hand side of Eqn. (58)
by ΠA and insert cb = 2−(nm/2)eiϕb to obtain (We leave
out the dependency of ΠB on m⃗b):

ΠAΠBUΠA = cbΠAKA,BUAΠA (62)

=
2(nm/2)eiϕb

2(nm/2)
ΠAΠBΠAUAΠA (63)

=
eiϕb

2nm
ΠAUAΠA (64)

=
eiϕb

2nm
UAΠA, (65)

whereby we inserted the definition of KA,B (see def-
inition 3) in Eqn. (63) and utilised proposition 1 in
Eqn. (64).

Lemma 3 lets us insert the exact proportionality con-
stant into Eqn. (48) and derive Eqn. (36) in definition 9:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA =
1

2nm
eiϕbUAΠA (66)

= ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b)

1

2nm
eiϕ

′
bUAΠA (67)

= ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b)ΠAΠB(m⃗

′
b)UΠA, (68)

where we used Eqn. (49) in the first and last line and
inserted identity in the second.

VI. CANONICAL FORM OF GENERALISED
LOGICAL UNITARIES IN FLOQUET

TRANSITIONS

In this section we derive a canonical form for gener-
alised logical unitaries:

Theorem 4. Let Be ⊆ B and {ϕb} be a set of angles ϕb ∈
[0, 2π). For any generalised logical unitary as defined in
definition 9, one can find the following representation:

UΠA = exp

(∑
b∈Be

iϕbb

)
UAΠA (69)

where UAΠA = ΠAUA = ΠAUAΠA, and UA acts as a
unitary on HA.

Proof. We start by decomposing U into the Pauli basis:

U =
∑
P

αPP. (70)

We abbreviateA∩B by S. Error detectability (Eqn. (33))
implies:

UΠA =

 ∑
P∈N (S)

αPP +
∑

P /∈N (S)

αPP

ΠA (71)

= ΠS

 ∑
P∈N (S)

αPP +
∑

P /∈N (S)

αPP

ΠA. (72)

Note that for any P /∈ N (S) we have ΠSPΠA = 0.
Therefore, the second sum in Eqn. (72) is zero. More-
over, we can commute ΠS through the sum over elements
in N (S) and re-absorb it into ΠA = ΠSΠA. We arrive
at:

UΠA = ΠS

 ∑
P∈N (S)

αPP

ΠA (73)

=

 ∑
P∈N (S)

αPP

ΠA. (74)
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We have obtained a representative for U that commutes
with ΠS .
We will now show that UΠA must factorise into a product
of an operator that preserves HA and an operator that
is spanned by the elements of B. According to propo-
sition 4, we can find a b ∈ B for each P in the sum in
Eqn. (74) such that Q := bP ∈ N (A). We thus rewrite
the sum as:

UΠA =
∑

Q∈N (A)

∑
b∈B

αbQb

QΠA. (75)

The summands in Eqn. (75) generally contain multiple
Q with the same action on ΠA, i.e. there can be a Q′

and a Q, such that QΠA = Q′ΠA. More precisely, the
logical action of elements of N (A) is determined by the
quotient group σ := N (A)/A and when Q and Q′ are
both representatives of the same q ∈ σ, then Q′ΠA =
QΠA. For each q ∈ σ, we define:

Lq :=
∑
Q∈q

∑
b∈B

αbQb

 . (76)

Then, UΠA becomes:

UΠA =
∑
q∈σ

LqQΠA, (77)

where Q is any representative of q. Importantly, we have
chosen a Q ∈ q for each equivalence class q ∈ σ and
reduce eachQ′ΠA toQΠA for every otherQ′ ∈ q. We will
now show that due to the principle of logical equivalence,
i.e. condition (36), UΠA in Eqn. (77) splits up into the
product of an operator LA that preserves HA and an
operator Lb that preserves HB(m⃗b). To do so, we first
compute ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA. It collapses each LQ onto a scalar
lQ(m⃗b) dependent on the measurement results m⃗b (which

determine the eigenvalues of B):

ΠB(m⃗b)UΠA = ΠB(m⃗b)

(∑
q∈σ

LqQ

)
ΠA (78)

= ΠB(m⃗b)

(∑
q∈σ

lQ(m⃗b)Q

)
ΠA. (79)

Condition (36) implies that for any two m⃗b, m⃗
′
b:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA = ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b)ΠAΠB(m⃗

′
b)UΠA. (80)

Each Q individually commutes with ΠA and thus the en-
tire sum in Eqn. (79) commutes with ΠA. Therefore, we
can pull ΠA through and use Eqn. (80) and proposition 1
to conclude:(∑

q∈σ

lQ(m⃗b)Q

)
ΠA = ei(ϕb−ϕ′

b)

(∑
q∈σ

lQ(m⃗
′
b)Q

)
. (81)

The terms QΠA in the sum in Eqn. (81) are linearly
independent, as there is only one term per equivalence
class. Thus, Eqn. (81) implies that for all q ∈ σ (and
thus for the respective representative Q):

lQ(m⃗b)

lQ(m⃗′
b)

= ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b) (82)

where ei(ϕb−ϕ′
b) is a phase independent of Q. Eqn. (82)

will serve as an important tool to show how UΠA splits
up. We will now insert identity as a decomposition into
the projection operators ΠB(m⃗b), i.e.:

1 =
∑
m⃗b

ΠB(m⃗b). (83)

For notational convenience, we will denote the all pos-
itive measurement result m⃗b = (1, 1, . . . , 1) by m⃗. The
projection operator onto the joint positive eigenspace of
B is then given by ΠB(m⃗). Then, we can write:

1 = ΠB(m⃗) +
∑

m⃗b ̸=m⃗

ΠB(m⃗b). (84)

For m⃗ and any m⃗b ̸= m⃗, Eqn. (82) holds, i.e.:

lP (m⃗b)

lP (m⃗)
= ei(ϕb−ϕ), (85)

where we simplified the notation for the phase eiϕ in-
duced by the measurement result m⃗. We then use
Eqn. (85) and insert identity as defined in Eqn. (83) to
derive the following form of UΠA:

UΠA =

ΠB(m⃗) +
∑

m⃗b ̸=m⃗

ΠB(m⃗b)

UΠA (86)

= ΠB(m⃗)

(∑
q

lQ(m⃗)Q

)
ΠA (87)

+
∑

m⃗b ̸=m⃗

ΠB(m⃗b)e
i(ϕb−ϕ)

(∑
q

lQ(m⃗)Q

)
ΠA.

In line (87), we split up the set {m⃗b} into the fixed m⃗
and all other m⃗b ̸= m⃗. The second sum only runs over
all m⃗b ̸= m⃗. In the following, we will write lQ for lQ(m⃗)
and define:

LA :=
∑
q

lqQ. (88)

Simplifying line (87) leads to:

UΠA=

ΠB(m⃗)+e−iϕ
∑

m⃗b ̸=m⃗

eiϕbΠB(m⃗b)

LAΠA (89)

= LbLAΠA, (90)
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where we defined:

Lb := ΠB(m⃗) + e−iϕ
∑

m⃗b ̸=m⃗

eiϕbΠB(m⃗
′
b). (91)

Lb, as defined in Eqn. (91) only acts as a phase on any
|Ψ⟩ ∈ HB(m⃗b) for all m⃗b ∈ Fnm

2 and thus preserves its
norm and the orthogonality of two orthogonal vectors.
As the subspaces HB(m⃗b) span the entire Hilbert space,
we can conclude that Lb is unitary on the entire Hilbert
space. For notational convenience, we will re-define:

Ub := eiϕLb, (92)

or written out:

Ub :=
∑
m⃗b

eiϕbΠB(m⃗
′
b), (93)

where the phase for m⃗b = m⃗ is the eiϕ from Eqn. (91).
It remains to show that LA acts as a unitary on HA.
Lemma 3 requires that for any m⃗b:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)UΠA =
1

2nm
eiϕbUAΠA, (94)

where UA : HA → HA is unitary on HA. Therefore, if
we insert UΠA = LbLAΠA and Eqn. (93), we obtain:

ΠAΠB(m⃗b)LbLAΠA = ΠAΠB(m⃗b)e
iϕbLAΠA (95)

= ΠAΠB(m⃗b)ΠAe
iϕbLAΠA (96)

=
1

2nm
eiϕbLAΠA (97)

=
1

2nm
eiϕbUAΠA. (98)

where we made use of the fact that LA commutes with
ΠA in line (96) and used proposition 1 in line (97). We
conclude that LA acts as a unitary on HA. We will now
show that each Ub, as defined in Eqn. (93) has a repre-
sentative of the form:

Ub = exp

∑
b∈B

iϕbb

, (99)

where each ϕb ∈ [0, 2π]. We already know Ub is block-
diagonal. One can quickly show, as projection operators
are idempotent and simplify the matrix exponential, that
each Ub can be written as:

Ub = exp

i
∑
m⃗b

ϕbΠB(m⃗b)

. (100)

It remains to show that the elements of B span the same
vector space as the one spanned by ΠB(m⃗b). There are
2nm linearly independent elements of ΠB(m⃗b). There are

2nm linearly independent elements in B, i.e. 1, b0, b1,
b0b1, etc. Each of them is block-diagonal, thus each of

them is an element of ⟨ΠB(m⃗b)⟩, where ⟨.⟩ denotes the

span over R. Hence, B is a basis for ⟨ΠB(m⃗b)⟩, and one
can equivalently write:

Ub = exp

i
∑
b∈B

αbb

, (101)

where αb ∈ R. As all b ∈ B commute element-wise
and each individual exp(iαbb) simplifies to cos(ϕb)1 +
i sin(ϕb)b, we can choose αb from [0, 2π], which finalises
the proof.

VII. THE BRAVYI-KÖNIG THEOREM FOR
LOGICAL OPERATIONS BEYOND CODE

PRESERVATION

In this section we will show the main result of our
work, namely that the Bravyi-König theorem also holds
for generalised logical operations as defined in section VI.
We denote the system size by n. Strictly speaking,

we are discussing a family of circuits {Ui} containing
the implementation of the corresponding logical unitary
UL : H⊗k → H⊗k, where k is the number of logical
qubits, for each system size n. We say that the family
of circuits (or simply the circuit) is constant depth if for
each n the range r and depth h of the circuit is constant
with respect to n, i.e. r, h = O(1).
Given two locally conjugate stabiliser groups A and B,

recall the canonical form of a generalised logical opera-
tion in a transition A → B (theorem 4.):

U = exp

(
i
∑
b∈Be

ϕbb

)
Ua = eiϕ⃗⃗bUa (102)

where Ua preserves the codespace HA, ϕb ∈ [0, 2π) and
Be ⊆ B. We remove all eiϕbb with ϕb ∈ {2πk, (π/2)k},
k ∈ Z, because those constitute transversal Pauli op-

erators. Then, when we say that eiϕ⃗⃗b does not per-
mit an implementation as a constant-depth circuit, it
means that for any constant C > 0, there exists a sys-
tem size n for which there exists a b ∈ Be, such that
diam(supp(b)) > C. In the rest of this section, we will
prove theorem 5:

Theorem 5. Let A and B be topological stabiliser codes
that are locally conjugate stabiliser groups with local gen-
erating sets {ai} and {bi}. Let Be ⊆ B. Let

U = eiϕ⃗⃗bUA, (103)

where UA preserves the codespace HA. If eiϕ⃗⃗b has no im-
plementation as a constant-depth circuit, then U cannot
be constant-depth either.

From theorem 5 and the original BK theorem 2, the
main statement of our work immediately follows as a
corollary:
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Corollary 3. Let A1 → B1 → . . .Aτ denote a se-
quence D-dimensional topological stabiliser codes, where
At ⊆ Pn for each t and τ = O(1). Let each consecutive
pair At, At+1 in the sequence be locally conjugate. Let
{U1, U2, . . . , Uτ} be a set of constant-depth unitaries that
each fulfil the conditions listed in definition 9 for gen-
eral logical unitaries in Floquet codes for the respective
transitions At → At+1. Then, the combined logical ac-
tion of all unitaries applied at the individual time steps
and the conjugate basis measurements inducing the tran-
sitions At → At+1 is an element of the D-th level of the
Clifford Hierarchy.

Proof. Theorem 5 implies that for each pair At, At+1,
the generalised logical unitary Ut abiding to the condi-
tions listed in definition 9 fulfils Eqn. (102), i.e. UtΠAt

=

eiϕ⃗⃗bUAt
ΠAt

, where eiϕ⃗⃗b is constant-depth and UAt
is uni-

tary on HAt
. Therefore, there exists the code-preserving

unitary Ua,t := e−iϕ⃗⃗bUt, which, as a product of two
constant-depth circuits, is constant-depth. Thus, the
unitary map induced by U and the measurement is given
by Vt,t+1Ua,t, where Ua,t is constant-depth and Vt,t+1 is
a constant-depth circuit due to corollary 2. As τ = O(1),
we can then immediately apply the original BK theorem
to the product of τ constant-depth circuits.

A. Proof of theorem 5

We will prove theorem 5 by contradiction. We will do
so by showing that - assuming that U is constant-depth
- the connected correlation between two observables A
and B whose distance is super-constant must be zero.

Then, we show that this is not the case when eiϕ⃗⃗b is not
constant-depth. First, in lemma 4, we prove that the
connected correlation between two observables whose re-
spective supports are fully contained within two far apart
constant regions is zero with respect to the ground state
of a topological stabiliser code. In the following, we will
abbreviate the support of an observable H supp(H) by
|H|.

Lemma 4. Let S be a stabiliser group generated by
the geometrically local generators {si} with a distance d.
Then, for any two observables A and B where |A|, |B| <
d and dist(|A|, |B|) = ω(1) and therefore |A|∩|B| = ∅, the
connected correlation function with respect to any code
state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HS is zero:

|⟨Ψ|AB |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|B |Ψ⟩| = 0 (104)

Proof. We denote the normaliser of S by N (S) or simply
N as an abbreviation. For any P ∈ Pn and any s ∈ {si},
P either commutes or anti-commutes with s. Thus, if
P /∈ N \ S, its expectation value with respect to any
|Ψ⟩ ∈ HS is:

⟨Ψ|P |Ψ⟩ = 0, (105)

for all P /∈ N \ S. We write out both A and B in terms
of the Pauli basis:

A =
∑
i

αiPi, (106)

and

B =
∑
j

βjPj , (107)

where each Pi, Pj ∈ Pn. By definition, the support of
each Pi and Pj in each sum in Eqn. (106) and Eqn. (107)
fulfils:

|Pi| ≤ |A| = O(1), |Pj | ≤ |B| = O(1). (108)

And thus, as per definition of distance, each Pi (Pj)
cannot be a non-trivial element of the normaliser, i.e.
Pi /∈ N \S (Pj /∈ N \S). They are all either a stabiliser:
Pi ∈ S or fulfil Eqn. (105). Thus, we can compute their
expectation values:

⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ =
∑
i

αiδP∈S , (109)

and

⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ =
∑
j

βjδP∈S . (110)

Additionally, as both |A| and |B| are constant, |PiPj |
has constant support and thus the expectation value
⟨Ψ|PiPj |Ψ⟩ is either 0 if PiPj /∈ S or 1 if PiPj ∈ S.
However, as dist(|A|, |B|) = ω(1) and the stabilisers are
locally generated, PiPj can only be a stabiliser if both
Pi ∈ S and Pj ∈ S:

⟨Ψ|PiPj |Ψ⟩ = δPi∈SδPj∈S . (111)

And therefore:

⟨Ψ|AB |Ψ⟩ =
∑
i,j

αiβjδPiPj∈S (112)

=
∑
i,j

αiβjδPi∈SδPj∈S (113)

=

(∑
i

αiδPi∈S

)∑
j

βjδPj∈S

 . (114)

Thus, the connected correlation for all |Ψ⟩ ∈ HS is:

C = | ⟨Ψ|AB |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|B |Ψ⟩ | (115)

=

(∑
i

αiδPi∈S

)∑
j

βjδPj∈S


−

(∑
i

αiβjδPiPj∈S

)
(116)

= 0, (117)

where we inserted Eqn. (114).
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Now we can continue with the proof of theorem 5. For
any Hilbert space H and any unitary U , we introduce the
short-hand notation UHU† for the image of H under U .

Proof. First we assume, w.l.o.g., that all ϕb ̸= πk, where
k is an integer. Such a ϕb only contributes a Pauli op-

erator to eiϕ⃗⃗b, i.e. a transversal operator. We can prove

theorem 5 for eiϕ⃗⃗b with all constant-depth layers removed.

If we assume eiϕ⃗⃗b is not a constant-depth circuit, then
there exists at least one b ∈ Be such that diam(|b|) =
ω(1). That implies that there exist an a and an a′, both
in A, with dist(|a|, |a′|) = ω(1) which both anti-commute
with b. More precisely, we assume that dist(|a|, |a′|) >
hr, where h and r are the depth and range of U . (For
which we assume hr = O(1).) Keeping this in mind,
we will now show that due to lemma 4 their connected
correlation with respect to a |Ψ⟩ ∈ UHAU

† must be zero:

C = | ⟨Ψ| aa′ |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ| a′ |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ| a′ |Ψ⟩ | = 0. (118)

For this, let H = U†aU . It support is bound to:

|H| ⊆ Bhr(|a|). (119)

We write out H in terms of Paulis:

H =
∑

P ||P |⊆BO(1)(|a|)

αPP. (120)

We analogously define H ′ = U†a′U , which we can also
write out in terms of local Paulis in the same manner as
H. Note that, as dist(|a|, |a′|) = ω(1) and U† maps both
a and a′ to local neighbourhoods, |H| ∩ |H ′| = ∅. Now
we insert H and H ′ into Eqn. (118):

C = | ⟨Ψ| aa′ |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ| a′ |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ| a′ |Ψ⟩ | (121)

= | ⟨Ψ|UU†aUU†a′UU† |Ψ⟩
− ⟨Ψ|UU†a′UU† |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|UU†a′UU† |Ψ⟩ | (122)

= | ⟨Φ|HH ′ |Φ⟩ − ⟨Φ|H |Φ⟩ ⟨Φ|H ′ |Φ⟩ | (123)

= 0 (124)

where we inserted identity in line (122), defined |Φ⟩ :=
U† |Ψ⟩ in line (123), and utilised lemma 4 in the last line.
Crucially this works, as both H and H ′ are supported
on non-overlapping regions of constant size. The image
of UHAU

† under U† is once again HA, meaning that
|Φ⟩ ∈ HA. Lemma 4 holds for all |Φ⟩ ∈ HA. Thus, we
can conclude that C = 0 for all |Ψ⟩ ∈ UHAU

†.
We will now show how this leads to a contradiction if we
impose the decomposition U = eiϕ⃗⃗bUA. As UA is code
preserving, we can find a |Φ⟩ ∈ HA for any |Ψ⟩ ∈ UHAU

†

such that:

|Ψ⟩ = eiϕ⃗⃗b |Φ⟩ . (125)

Thus, computing the connected correlator C again yields:

C = |⟨Ψ| aa′ |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ| a |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ| a′ |Ψ⟩| (126)

= | ⟨Φ| e−iϕ⃗⃗baa′eiϕ⃗⃗b |Φ⟩ (127)

− ⟨Φ| e−iϕ⃗⃗baeiϕ⃗⃗b |Φ⟩ ⟨Φ| e−iϕ⃗⃗ba′eiϕ⃗⃗b |Φ⟩ |. (128)

Note that for any Q ∈ Pn:

Q−ϕ := e−iϕ⃗⃗bQeiϕ⃗⃗b (129)

=
∏

b∈K(Q)

Q (cos(2ϕb)− i sin(2ϕb)b) , (130)

where K(Q) is defined as:

K(Q) := {b ∈ Be : {b,Q} = 0}. (131)

Here {., .} denotes the anti-commutator. From now on,
we abbreviate:

f(ϕb) := cos(2ϕb), (132)

and additionally, in a slight abuse of notation, for any
Q ∈ Pn:

f(Q) := {cos(2ϕb)|b ∈ K(Q)}. (133)

Thus, as |Φ⟩ ∈ HA and a and a′ are stabilisers in HA,
whereas any b ∈ Be ⊆ B yields ⟨Φ| b |Φ⟩ = 0 for all
|Φ⟩ ∈ HA, we can directly compute:

⟨Ψ| a−ϕ |Ψ⟩ =
∏

b∈K(a)

f(ϕb) =
∏

x∈f(a)

x, (134)

⟨Ψ| a′−ϕ |Ψ⟩ =
∏

x∈f(a′)

x, (135)

⟨Ψ| aa′−ϕ |Ψ⟩ =
∏

x∈f(aa′)

x. (136)

As f(aa′) can theoretically be empty, we define:∏
x∈∅

x := 1. (137)

In total:

C = | ⟨Ψ| (aa′)−ϕ |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ| a−ϕ |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ| a′−ϕ |Ψ⟩ | (138)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∏

x∈f(aa′)

x−

 ∏
x∈f(a)

x

 ∏
x′∈f(a′)

x′

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (139)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∏

x∈f(aa′)

x−
∏

x′∈f(a)⊔f(a′)

x′

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (140)

where ⊔ denotes the disjoint union. In a slight abuse of
notation, we neglect the indexation in the disjoint union
and treat it as a collection of sets. We let the product in
Eqn. (140) run over all of these sets. The set f(aa′) is
given by:

f(aa′) = {f(ϕb)|{b, a} = 0 ⊻ {b, a′} = 0}, (141)

where ⊻ denotes the exclusive OR. As there exists at
least one b ∈ Be that anti-commutes with both a and a′,
the product over f(aa′) is not the same as product over
the disjoint union in Eqn. (140). Each f(ϕb) for a b that
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exclusively anti-commutes with either a or a′ appears
in the product over f(aa′) and in the product over the
disjoint union in Eqn. (140), but the latter product also
runs over terms in the intersection of f(a) and f(a′):

C =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∏

x∈f(aa′)

x

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣1−

∏
x∈f(a)∩f(a′)

x2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (142)

The power of two appears as each term in the double
product in Eqn. (139) contributes one x ∈ f(a) ∩ f(a′).
As per assumption, all products in Eqn. (142) run over
terms larger than 0 and strictly smaller than 1. Thus, C
cannot be zero, which yields the contradiction.

VIII. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

We have analysed limitations for fault-tolerant gates
in dynamical stabiliser codes. More specifically, we have
discussed the implementation of logical operations via
constant-depth circuits for topological Floquet codes,
in which one switches between instantaneous stabiliser
groups (ISGs) via local measurements. Our question was
whether constant-depth circuits at different time steps
composed with the measurements can circumvent the
Bravyi-König theorem [14].

To do so, we first fixed a definition of Floquet codes
based on locally conjugate stabiliser groups [13], which
is in line with many such codes introduced so far, such
as those in [1, 4, 6, 9]. This is however not the only
possible definition. For instance, the authors of [3]
utilise a broader definition of dynamical codes. They
define a general sequence of stabiliser measurements
as a dynamical code, and discuss error correction and
detection in detail for this sequence. Additionally, they
consider the possibility that at each time step the logical
information is encoded in a subsystem code.

We summarised how conjugate stabiliser groups en-
able the preservation of logical information in section II.
We then showed that the original Bravyi-König theorem
holds for our definition of Floquet codes based on
locally conjugate stabiliser groups and code preserving
constant-depth circuits at every time step.

We observed that the projective measurements allow
for additional freedom in the choice of circuits applied
at each time step. That is, one can apply unitaries that
need not preserve the codespace but that nevertheless,
combined with the subsequent projective measurement,
constitute a valid logical operation. Our question was
whether these generalised logical unitaries allow for cir-
cumventing the BK theorem. Therefore, in section V,
we first defined a sensible class of such generalised logi-
cal unitaries based on conditions we consider in line with
the nature of Floquet codes. Then, we derived a canoni-
cal form. It turns out to be similar to the form of unitary

operations in subsystem codes, such as the one consid-
ered in [23]. However, the latter factorise with respect to
the tensor product structure HL ⊗HG of the subsystem
code, where HL is the logical space and HG the gauge
qubit space. Here, we do not require such factorisation.

In section VII, we showed the main result of this work,
namely that the Bravyi-König theorem also holds for our
generalised logical unitaries. It should be noted that Fu
et al. prove a Pastawski-Yoshida theorem (see [23]) for
two ISGs in a Floquet sequence in [3]. Our work differs
from theirs, as we do not view two ISGs A and B in a
Floquet sequence in a dynamical code as a subsystem
code with A∩B as the stabiliser group and A∪B as the
gauge group. The Pastawski-Yoshida theorem applies to
unitaries that are independent of the gauge operators,
which, as mentioned above, are different to the general
unitaries we discuss. Additionally, we consider the
combined logical action of unitaries at the different time
steps, whereas the authors of [3] consider one unitary at
a time that may connect a stabiliser group At to some
other At′ , where t and t′ are different time steps, but
they do not consider the combination of these unitaries
with the measurements.

It would be interesting to further analyse limitations
on fault tolerant operations for more general definitions
of Floquet codes or spacetime codes, as in [3, 12, 22].
The preservation of logical information due to the mea-
surement of a Pauli operator that anti-commutes with at
least one stabiliser element, as discussed in II, could be
extended to general space-time codes, as defined in [12].
That is because measuring a Pauli operator that anti-
commutes with at least one stabiliser element amounts
to measuring an element of the de-stabiliser. (See for
example [24]). One could in principle always find conju-
gate bases for the destabiliser and the stabiliser and then
replace the projective measurement by a unitary, similar
to what we discuss in section II. This could be helpful
to analyse the limitations of fault tolerant operations in
spacetime codes.

As our generalised logical unitaries can also be viewed
as operations on subsystem codes (though their action
may depend on the state of the gauge qubits), one could
assess what the statements made here imply for subsys-
tem code gauge fixing.

We focused on the Bravyi-König theorem, which only
holds for topological stabiliser codes, but everything
should straightforwardly extend to disjointness style
theorems [25] or more general no-go theorems for
bounded-spread quantum channels [26], provided that
any measurements in the Floquet sequence admit conju-
gate bases (as discussed in section IIA) that fulfil some
abstract form of locality. By this we mean that limited
growth of errors seems to generally imply non-universal
computation. For dynamical codes, but also general
space-time codes or subsystem code gauge fixing, it may
be fruitful to utilise the replacement of measurements of
a Pauli that anti-commutes with at least one stabiliser
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by unitaries (see section IIC), in order to quantify more
clearly how much fault tolerance must be sacrificed in
general for universal computation.

Additionally, the fundamental working principle be-
hind logical preservation in Floquet codes, the measure-
ments that actually do not contain any information about
the logical state, are not unique to Pauli measurements,
but stem from mutually unbiased measurements [27],
which could be a way to define non-Pauli Floquet codes.
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X. REMAINING PROOFS

Here, we give the proofs for the statements left open in the main text. First, we re-introduce some basic notation.
Let A and B be two conjugate stabiliser groups in a Floquet transition. Let S = A∩B, A = A\S and B = B \S. We
denote the conjugate bases by {ai} and {bi}, where |{ai}| = |{bi}| = nm. For the joint eigenspace of a stabiliser group
G with generators {gi}, we specify the eigenvalues by the vector m⃗G ∈ Fnm

2 , where the eigenvalue of each respective
gi is (−1)mG,i (with respect to some enumeration). Further, the projection operator ΠG(m⃗G) projects onto the joint

https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-10-19-564
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-04-21-693
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2025-10-20-1886
https://doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.384.14
https://doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.384.14
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.11136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.7.013249
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.7.013249
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.020341
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.08027
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.08027
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.08027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.010342
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.010342
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-08-27-1448
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-06-18-1379
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.17240
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.17240
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.17240
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.05943
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.05943
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.05943
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.01277
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.01277
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.01277
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01277
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01277
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.170503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.170503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.052328
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aad8dd
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0904.2557
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0904.2557
https://arxiv.org/abs/0904.2557
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.110502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.110502
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.08027
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.08027
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.08027
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2110.05348
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.05348
https://doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.384.14
https://doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.384.14
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.11136
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.17240
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.17240
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.17240
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.012305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.012305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.052328
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.021047
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.021047
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.013092
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2023.3269524
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2023.3269524


17

eigenspace of {gi} determined by m⃗G .
We now prove proposition 1, which we will restate here as lemma 5:

Lemma 5. Let A and B be two conjugate stabiliser groups. Then, for any m⃗A and any m⃗B:

ΠA(m⃗A)ΠB(m⃗B)ΠA(m⃗A) =
1

2nm
ΠA(m⃗A). (143)

and:

ΠB(m⃗B)ΠA(m⃗A)ΠB(m⃗B) =
1

2nm
ΠB(m⃗B) (144)

Proof. First, the LHS of Eqn. 143 factorises into a product of individual projection operators:

ΠA(m⃗A)ΠB(m⃗B)ΠA(m⃗A) =

nm−1∏
i=0

(
1+ (−1)m

(A)
i ai

2

)(
1+ (−1)m

(B)
i bi

2

)(
1+ (−1)m

(A)
i ai

2

)
, (145)

where the index i runs over an enumeration over the conjugate basis pairs, i.e. ai anti-commutes with exactly one
generator of B, namely bi. This turns into:∏

i

(
1+ (−1)m

(a)
i ai

2

)(
1+ (−1)m

(b)
i bi

2

)(
1+ (−1)m

(a)
i ai

2

)
(146)

=
1

23nm

∏
i

(
1+ (−1)m

(a)
i ai + (−1)m

(b)
i bi + (−1)m

(a)
i +m

(b)
i aibi

)(
1+ (−1)m

(a)
i ai

)
(147)

=
1

22nm

∏
i

(
1+ (−1)m

(a)
i ai

)
(148)

=
1

2nm
ΠA, (149)

where we used the anti-commutation relations between ai and bi. Eqn. 144 is shown analogously.

Lemma 6. Let A be a stabiliser group and N (A) its normaliser. Let L be a linear operator spanned by elements of
N (A). If ΠALΠA is unitary on HA, then there exists a unitary representative U such that UΠA = LΠA.

Below, we will leave out the specification of m⃗A and m⃗B. For completeness, we restate definition 3 as definition 11.

Definition 11 (KA,B). Let A ↔ B be a reversible pair and let the system be in the state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA. Now project via
ΠB. The unitary operator KA,B describes the effect of ΠB:

KA,B : HA → HB : |Ψ⟩ 7→ 2nm/2ΠB |Ψ⟩ . (150)

Next, we will prove lemma 2 in section IIC 1, which we will restate here as lemma 7:

Lemma 7. KB,A : HB → HA is the inverse of KA,B, i.e. KB,AKA,B = 1A, where 1A denotes the identity on HA.

Additionally, KB,A = K†
A,B.

Proof. First, we insert the definition of KA,B and KB,A (definition 11) into KB,AKA,B |Ψ⟩ for a |Ψ⟩ ∈ HA and utilise
ΠB = ΠSΠB:

KB,AKA,B |Ψ⟩ = 2nmΠAΠBΠBΠA |Ψ⟩ = 2nmΠAΠBΠSΠBΠA |Ψ⟩ (151)

Next we rearrange the projection operators (note that ΠS commutes with ΠA and ΠB and that |Ψ⟩ is an eigenstate
of S per assumption) make use of lemma 5 to obtain:

KB,AKA,B |Ψ⟩ = 2nmΠAΠBΠBΠAΠS |Ψ⟩ = 2nmΠAΠBΠAΠA |Ψ⟩ = ΠAΠA |Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩ (152)

To see that KB,A = K†
A,B, note that:

⟨Ψ|B (2nmΠBΠA |Ψ⟩A) = (⟨Ψ|B 2nmΠBΠA) |Ψ⟩A , (153)

for all |Ψ⟩A ∈ HA and |Ψ⟩B ∈ HB.
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