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Native multi-qubit parity gates have various potential quantum computing applications, such as
entanglement creation, logical state encoding and parity measurement in quantum error correction.
Here, using simultaneous cross-resonance drives on two control qubits with a common target, we
demonstrate an efficient implementation of a three-qubit parity gate. We have developed a calibra-
tion procedure based on the one for the echoed cross-resonance gate. We confirm that our use of
simultaneous drives leads to higher interleaved randomized benchmarking fidelities than a naive im-
plementation with two consecutive CNOT gates. We also demonstrate that our simultaneous parity
gates can significantly improve the parity measurement error probability for the heavy-hexagon code
on an IBM Quantum processor using seven superconducting qubits with all-microwave control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Standard implementation of quantum computing [1, 2]
involves expressing multi-qubit operations in terms of a
universal set of single- and two-qubit gates [3]. Through
quantum circuit optimization, one can achieve an equiv-
alent shallower-depth circuit, benefiting not only from
less incoherent error, caused by energy relaxation and de-
phasing [4–6], but also possibly from less coherent (con-
trol) error. At a high level, strategies for circuit optimiza-
tion can be software- [7–11] and/or hardware-inspired
[12–20]: the former employs unitary group identities
for simplification, while the latter considers the hard-
ware connectivity, and explores the hardware potential
to achieve more efficient two- or multi-qubit gates. Here,
following the latter approach, and inspired by Cross-
Resonance (CR) [21–25] quantum processors provided
by IBM, we study a Three-qubit Parity (TP) gate [26],
and provide an efficient calibration based on the existing
Echoed Cross-Resonance (ECR) scheme [25, 27–30].

Having efficient parity gates [31, 32] in the native gate
set is useful for numerous applications. In particular, the
utility of a TP gate boils down to its local equivalence
with two consecutive CNOTs (Two-CX) on three qubits,
in which they share either a common control (or target)
qubit [Fig. 1(a)]. Such a circuit subroutine appears for in-
stance in (i) the creation of multi-qubit entanglement, in
particular the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state
[33, 34], (ii) logical encoder and parity check syndrome
measurement in Quantum Error Correction (QEC) [35–
37], and (iii) successive swaps across a qubit network
[38, 39].

In this paper, we present a TP gate implementa-
tion that fits well with IBM’s CR architecture. Our
implementation closely follows that of the ECR gate
[25, 28, 29, 40], but instead employs two simultaneous CR
drives with a common target qubit, hence named Simul-
taneous Cross Resonance Parity (SCRP) gate [Fig. 1(b)–
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FIG. 1. Implementation of three-qubit parity gate
with simultaneous CR drives. (a) Circuit representation
of a Z-parity gate, equivalent to two consecutive CNOTs with
a common target. The case with a common control is locally
equivalent up to single-qubit Hadamard gates. (b) Cross-
resonance schematics with two control (c1 and c2) and one
target (t) qubits. (c) Pulse-level implementation using simul-
taneous CR drives following the ECR calibration [25, 27–30].
The CR (green) and rotary (red) pulses have a carrier fre-
quency resonant with the target qubit.

(c)]. This protocol implements a three-qubit Z-parity
gate, which is locally equivalent to any other TP gates.
Our use of simultaneous drives should work in principle
if each CR pulse leads only to a ZX interaction between
the intended qubits. In other words, SCRP gives ZXI
and IXZ interactions [41], that are commutative, hence
additive. Intuitively, the SCRP implementation should
improve the fidelity of the Z-parity gate mainly due to its
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shorter pulse schedule. We confirm that unwanted cross-
drive contributions are indeed higher-order effects, and
hence weaker, by deriving an effective three-qubit gate
Hamiltonian using Schrieffer-Wolff Perturbation Theory
(SWPT) [24, 25, 42–45] (Sec. II). Using Interleaved Ran-
domized Benchmarking (IRB) [46–49], we demonstrate
improved Error Per Gate (EPG) for the SCRP implemen-
tation compared to Two-CX. Furthermore, we demon-
strate the SCRP implementation improves the fidelity of
parity measurement on an IBM Quantum processor [50],
namely ibm auckland. In particular, the SCRP imple-
mentation can reduce the average syndrome error proba-
bility of X-parity measurement for the heavy-hexagon
code [51–53] by up to 28 percents comparing with a
naive implementation with CNOT gates on the device
(Sec. IV).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: first, in
Sec. II, we study effective gate interactions for the SCRP
gate implementation using SWPT. In Sec. III, we discuss
the SCRP calibration of the TP gate, and provide IRB re-
sults that demonstrate improvement in EPG with respect
to the standard Two-CX implementation. Furthermore,
in Sec. IV, We showcase the SCRP gate’s utility in im-
proving the syndrome measurement success probability
of the heavy-hexagon code. Finally, Sec. V concludes the
paper, and examines further potential applications and
extensions of the SCRP idea.

II. HAMILTONIAN ANALYSIS

We next provide a Hamiltonian analysis for the SCRP
gate, based on SWPT [24, 25, 43]. Our analysis clari-
fies why the SCRP gate works in practice: at sufficiently
weak CR drive, the effective ZXI and IXZ rates depend
only on their corresponding drive amplitudes. Further-
more, undesired three-qubit cross interactions such as the
ZXZ term appears only at higher order, and hence are
weaker.

We model the transmon qubits as a set of Duffing oscil-
lators with nearest-neighbor exchange interaction under
Rotating-Wave Approximation (RWA) as:

Ĥs =
∑

j=c1,c2,t

(
ωj â

†
j âj +

αj

2
â†j â

†
j âj âj

)
+

∑
⟨j,k⟩

Jjk

(
â†j âk + âj â

†
k

)
,

(1)

with ωj , αj and Jjk as the qubit frequency, anharmonic-
ity, and pairwise exchange interaction, respectively, for
j, k ∈ {c1, c2, t}. Furthermore, we model the CR and a
possible direct target drives as

Ĥd(t) =
∑

j=c1,c2,t

1

2

[
Ω∗

j (t)e
iωdtâj +Ωj(t)e

−iωdtâ†j

]
, (2)

with Ωj(t) ≡ ΩjX(t) + iΩjY (t) and ωd denoting the
complex-valued envelope and the common carrier fre-
quency, respectively. In the rotating frame (RF) of the

drive, which is set to the target qubit frequency, the
Hamiltonian simplifies to:

Ĥrf(t) ≡
∑

j=c1,c2,t

(
∆jdâ

†
j âj +

αj

2
â†j â

†
j âj âj

)
+

∑
⟨j,k⟩

Jjk

(
â†j âk + âj â

†
k

)
+

∑
j=c1,c2,t

1

2

[
Ω∗

j (t)âj +Ωj(t)â
†
j

]
.

(3)

where ∆jd ≡ ωj − ωd. The RF Hamiltonian (3) is the
starting point of our analysis. To understand the SCRP
power budget, for simplicity, we assume an always-on X-
quadrature-only CW drive Ωj(t) = Ωj .

Applying time-independent SWPT, we derive effec-
tive (resonant) interactions for the SCRP gate through
recursive frame transformations that averages over off-
resonant transitions [24, 25, 43]. The relevant SCRP
frame is diagonal with respect to the two control qubits,
i.e. allowing only I and Z on the controls, and off-
diagonal with respect to the target. We treat the first
two lines of Eq. (3) as the bare, and the last line as the
interaction Hamiltonian.

Up to the zeroth order, the exchange interaction leads
to nearest-neighbor static ZZ interactions:

ω
(0)
ZZI =

J2
c1t

∆c1t − αt
−

J2
c1t

∆c1t + αc1

, (4)

ω
(0)
IZZ =

J2
c2t

∆c2t − αc2

−
J2
c2t

∆c2t + αc2

. (5)

Up to the dominant (linear) order in drive amplitudes,
the ZXI and IXZ terms are independent, i.e. no cross-
drive exists, justifying why such a simultaneous calibra-
tion works:

ω
(1)
ZXI = − Jc1tαc1

∆c1t(∆c1t + αc1)
Ωc1 , (6)

ω
(1)
IXZ = − Jc2tαc2

∆c2t(∆c2t + αc2)
Ωc2 , (7)

ω
(1)
IXI = Ωt −

Jc1t
∆c1t + αc1

Ωc1 −
Jc2t

∆c2t + αc2

Ωc2 . (8)

At second, and higher-order in drive amplitudes, we find
cross-drive contributions to the Stark shifts, ZZI and
IZZ rates, as well as to ZXI, IXZ and ZXZ terms.

Based on Eqs. (6)-(7), the cross-drive-free nature of
the desired ZXI and IXZ rates up to the leading order
allows us to employ the existing CR echo calibration [25,
27–30] in constructing the SCRP gate. In particular, the
CR echo sequence removes the IXI term, and suppresses
the dominant error terms ZZI and IZZ up to the leading
order. We discuss the SCRP calibration in more detail
in the following section.
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III. PARITY GATE CALIBRATION

Our SCRP pulse schedule for implementing a three-
qubit Z-parity gate is shown in Fig. 1(c), which is in-
spired by the CR echo calibration for a CNOT gate [27,
28]. The main part (green) consists of two echoed
sequences of simultaneous CR drives onto the control
qubits c1 and c2 with the carrier frequencies set to the
target qubit frequency. Moreover, interleaving Xπ pulses
(purple) onto the control qubits c1 and c2 allows for echo-
ing out nearerst-neighbor ZZ (i.e. ZZI and IZZ), as
well as the IXI Hamiltonian terms up to the leading or-
der [25, 30]. Each individual CR echo calibration may
also be accompanied with simultaneous resonant rotary
tones onto the target qubit t (shown altogether in red)
[30]. The rotary tones were designed to suppress sev-
eral unwanted terms in the effective Hamiltonian of the
echoed CR drives, namely the Y error on the target as
well as target-spectator crosstalk [30]. To implement a
Z-parity gate, three additional local Clifford instructions
are needed in front (or back) of the schedule; namely
Zπ/2 on c1 and c2, and Xπ on t.

We have developed a straighforward calibration proce-
dure for the Z-parity gate based on the well-established
CR echo calibration for CNOT gates [27, 28], where we
adopt the two CR echo pulse configurations, i.e. am-
plitudes and angles, while we replace the independently
calibrated rotary tones with a simultaneous SCRP ro-
tary tone. For example, to implement a Z-parity gate
on qubits (0, 1, 2), we use pulse amplitudes and angles
calibrated for CR(0, 1) and CR(2, 1) as those for two
echoed CR pulses to drive simultaneously. We place two
echoed CR sequences so that theirXπ pulses in center are
aligned as shown in Fig. 1(c). Note that we could recali-
brate those CR pulses at once so that they have the same
duration and the resulting rotation in the target qubit be-
comes the desired angle for any binary input to the two
control qubits, i.e. π for 00, −π for 11, and 0 for 01 and
10. However, for simplicity, we reuse CR pulse configu-
rations for two-qubit gates to implement SCRP gates in
all experiments we conduct hereafter. To calibrate the si-
multaneous rotary tone in our SCRP implementation, we
adopt and generalize the Hamiltonian Error Amplifying
Tomography (HEAT) technique [30] (See Appendix 1).

We characterize the potential improvement by the
SCRP implementation in the fidelity of a Z-parity gate
by comparing it with a naive implementation with two
consecutive CNOT gates using IRB [49]. We prepare
two interleaved sequences from a common reference Clif-
ford sequence. Both interleave a Z-parity gate, but with
different implementations: one implemented with SCRP
and the other implemented with two CNOT gates (See
Appendix 2). We conducted such an IRB experiment
using qubits (8, 11, 14) on ibm auckland. We used ten
Clifford lengths: 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 12, 17, 25, 38. For each
Clifford length, we sampled 50 RB circuits and computed
survival rate from 400 shots for each circuit. We fit an
exponential curve to the averaged survival rates (over the

FIG. 2. Interleaved RB comparing two Z-parity gate im-
plementations, the consecutive two CNOT gates (Two-CX,
orange) and the simultaneous CR drives (SCRP, green) on
qubits (8, 11, 14) on ibm auckland. The estimated EPGs are
0.02109± 0.00105 (Two-CX) and 0.00964± 0.00095 (SCRP).

IRB seeds and shots) [49].
Figure 2 shows the result obtained from the IRB ex-

periment. It contains three decay curves corresponding
to a reference sequence (blue), interleaved SCRP imple-
mentation (green), and interleaved Two-CX implemen-
tation (orange) of the Z-partiy gate, respectively. The
decay curve of SCRP appears clearly higher than that
of Two-CX, suggesting a higher gate fidelity. For ref-
erence, the EPG estimated by the ratio of decay rates
(the reference and the sequence of interest) was improved
from 0.02109 ± 0.00105 (Two-CX) to 0.00964 ± 0.00095
(SCRP). This improvement is in part owed to the re-
duction in the gate length from 704.0 ns (Two-CX) to
369.8 ns (SCRP). Estimating best possible average gate
error based on the coherence limit [54, 55], we find the
limits as 0.0122 (Two-CX) and 0.00645 (SCRP). These
coherence limits are calculated from the gate lengths,
T1 values of (122.7, 134.8, 159.7) µs, and T2 values of
(73.4, 111.4, 170.3) µs, for ibm auckland qubits (8, 11,
14), respectively (See Appendix 3).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We next demonstrate how the SCRP calibration im-
proves the fidelity of parity measurement for QEC on
IBM devices. Here, we focus on the X-parity measure-
ment of the heavy-hexagon code [40, 51, 56]. The circuit
realization requires seven qubits, consisting of four data
qubits (D1–D4; gray), two flag qubits (F1 and F2; white)
and one syndrome qubit (S; black), with a connectivity
with degree at most three, as shown in Fig. 3(a). The
standard X-parity check circuit is originally represented
with eight CNOT gates as shown in Fig. 3(b). It con-
sists of four pairs of two CNOT gates with a common
control and distinct target qubits, i.e. X-parity gates,



4

S

D1

D2

D3

D4

F1 F2 S

D1

D2

D3

D4

F1

F2

H H S

D1

D2

D3

D4

F1

F2

H

H

H

H

H

H

2

2

2

2

H

H

H

H

H

H

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 3. X-Parity measurement circuit for heavy-hexagon code. (a) 7-qubit subsystem of interest. (b) Original
representation with CNOT gates [51]. (c) Representation with Z-parity gates useful for SCRP implementation, which reduces
the circuit depth by a factor of approximately 3/5, and uses only 4 SCRP gates compared to 8 CNOT gates.

which are locally equivalent to Z-parity gates up to a
change of basis using single-qubit hadamard gates. Ap-
plying the replacement, the X-parity check circuit will
have an efficient representation with just four Z-parity
gates as shown in Fig. 3(c). We used the latter circuit
representation and compared the (i) Two-CX, and (ii)
SCRP implementations of the Z-parity gates.

The ibm auckland processor has 27 qubits, from which
we used qubits (5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16) ordered as
(D1, F1, D2, S, D3, F2, D4). Qubit transition frequen-
cies (ω01/2π) of the four data qubits (5, 9, 13, 16) are
(4.99282, 5.08839, 5.01678, 4.96965) GHz, the two flag
qubits (8, 14) are (5.20360, 5.16698) GHz, and the syn-
drome qubit 11 is 5.05517 GHz, respectively. The qubit
anharmonicities α/2π do not vary substantially, and are
approximately equal to −340 MHz.

Following Sec. III, we calibrated the SCRP gates on
the three qubit triplets {(5, 8, 9), (8, 11, 14), (13, 14,
16)} found in Fig. 3(c). In advance, we also calibrated
CR pulses for qubit pairs (5, 8), (9, 8), (13, 14), (16, 14),
for which the default CNOT gates are implemented with
CR pulses in the opposite direction. That means, for
example, CNOT(5, 8) is implemented with CR(8, 5), i.e.
CR drive on qubit 8 within the frame of qubit 5, while
CR(5, 8) is necessary to implement SCRP gate on (5, 8,
9).

We initialized the four data qubits using all possible 16
product states ranging from |++++⟩ to |−−−−⟩. Here,
|+⟩ and |−⟩ are the eigenstates of Pauli X operator. For
each input state, we ran the parity check circuit 40,000
times. We scheduled circuits in an as-late-as-possible
manner, where the total duration of the resulting circuits
were 2261 ns (Two-CX) and 1365 ns (SCRP) excluding
the input state preparation and the final measurements.

We quantified how much the use of SCRP gate im-
proves the accuracy of the parity measurement by com-
paring the syndrome and the data error probabilities.
The syndrome error probability is the probability that an
incorrect bit is measured at the syndrome qubit. Here,
the correct syndrome is 0 when the number of + in an
input state is even, and 1 when odd. The data error

probability is the probability that a state different from
the input is measured at the end of a parity check cir-
cuit. Note that those values are affected by SPAM (State
Preparation And Measurement) errors. As shown in Ta-
ble I, the syndrome error probability averaged over all
16 initial states is significantly improved by the SCRP
implementation from 0.1229 down to 0.0885 (≈ 28% im-
provement), while the average data error rate is reduced
from 0.1641 to 0.0957 (≈ 42% improvement).
We conducted the same experiment on different de-

vices and qubits, and obtained similar results as above.
For example, the average syndrome error probability was
improved from 0.1566 to 0.1252 on qubits (0, 1, 2, 4, 6,
7, 10) of ibmq mumbai (See Appendix 4 for more experi-
mental results including the cases when running circuits
with dynamical decoupling sequences).

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have presented a pulse-level implementation of
Z-parity gate with simultaneous CR drives. We have
shown that this SCRP implementation has little un-
wanted Hamiltonian terms in theory and hence it can
achieve better gate fidelity than a naive implementation
with CNOT gates in practice. We have also demon-
strated using IBM CR devices that our calibrated parity
gates significantly improve the error probability of the
parity measurement for heavy-hexagon code. That sug-
gests, as the cost of SCRP gate calibration is not large,
optimizing circuits using Z-parity gates can be a good
option for reducing errors on superconducting quantum
computing devices with all-microwave control.
Although we focused on the X-parity measurement of

the heavy-hexagon code in Section IV, Z-parity gate is
also naturally useful for the Z-parity measurement. Also,
our method for calibrating the Z-parity gate can be ex-
tended to four- or more-qubit parity gates, which are
required for other QEC code such as the surface code on
a square lattice [57–61] or another LDPC code on more
dense lattice [62].
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TABLE I. Syndrome and data error probabilities averaged over 16 initial states of the X-parity measurement. Individual qubit
date errors are described in D1–D4 columns.

Syndrome error (std) Data error D1 D2 D3 D4
SCRP 0.088459 (0.001419) 0.095697 0.034948 0.031270 0.017192 0.016798
Two-CX 0.122878 (0.001639) 0.164109 0.045063 0.034634 0.066089 0.030228

= =
i

k

j 2

FIG. 4. Optimizing the decomposition of a chain of SWAP
gates using Z-parity gates. For N ≥ 2 successive swaps, stan-
dard decomposition requires 3N CNOTs. The Z-parity de-
composition, however, requires N−1 Z-parity, N+2 CNOTs,
and O(2N) Hadamard gates. Assuming a similar gate time
for the Z-parity and CNOT gates implemented via SCRP and
ECR, the decomposition reduces the circuit depth by a factor
of approximately 2/3.

One limitation in the SCRP approach, not mentioned
in Sec. IV, is that CR pulses cannot be always calibrated
in all pairs of coupled qubits, e.g., due to frequency col-
lisions in physical qubits with fixed frequencies [45, 63].
This suggests that for qubit triplets that are close to fre-
quency collisions, tuning a SCRP gate might not be op-
timal. We, however, expect that improvements in manu-
facturing process techniques such as laser annealing [64]
makes our proposal more feasible. Secondly, we have as-
sumed that cross-drive errors in Z-parity gate with the
SCRP implementation is negligible in our pulse strength
regime based on the discussion in Sec. II. This assump-
tion, however, breaks down for faster SCRP gate imple-
mentation which requires stronger drives.

It is worth noting that supporting a parity gate as
a native instruction will be useful not only for improv-
ing parity measurements but also for optimizing circuits
aimed for noisy quantum computers without QEC. For
example, circuits with a chain of SWAP gates can be
optimized using Z-parity gates. Such circuits often ap-
pear after qubit routing, which transforms a circuit to be
executable on a quantum computer with limited qubit
connectivity [65–68]. As a SWAP gate is symmetric and
SWAP(i, j) is equivalent with CNOT(i, j) - CNOT(j, i)
- CNOT(i, j), two consecutive SWAP gates with a com-
mon qubit, SWAP(i, j) and SWAP(j, k), can be decom-
posed into a sequence with a Z-parity gate and four
CNOT gates as shown in Fig. 4. The sequence using
a Z-parity gate will have a shorter circuit length than a
naive sequence with six CNOT gates, and hence should
have a higher fidelity.
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APPENDIX

1. Calibration of rotary tone for SCRP gate

We describe how we calibrated the rotary tone on the
target qubit for the SCRP implementation of a Z-parity
gate. We calibrated only the amplitude of the rotary
tone in this paper, however, our technique is applicable
to calibrating the angle as well. We swept fifty amplitude
values equally spaced between 0 and a value which cor-
responds to about X2π rotation, and set it to minimize
the total estimated error. We defined a cost function for
the error ∑

Q,R∈{I,Z},P∈{Y,Z}

∥AQPR∥,

where AQPR denotes the coefficient of a Pauli QPR in the
time evolution operator for the gate (discussed later in
Eq.(13)). In the following, we explain how to estimate
the cost function from experimentally available data fol-
lowing and generalizing the HEAT (Hamiltonian Error
Amplifying Tomography) technique [30]. Note that an-
other generalization of HEAT to capture non-Markovian
off-resonant errors, not considered in this paper, is pro-
posed in [55].

a. Echoed CR gate analysis

We first briefly recap HEAT for echoed CR gates with
rotary tones to implement ZXπ/2 gate, following [30].
HEAT was developed to characterize the time-evolution
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according to a block-diagonal Hamiltonian. In the case
of echoed CR gate, the time evolution unitary operator U
over the gate duration tg can be represented in a block-
diagonal Pauli basis as:

U =
∑

Q∈{I,Z},P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

AQP QP. (9)

HEAT estimates the coefficients AQP from experimen-
tally available statistics. Finally, it reconstructs the co-
efficients of effective Hamiltonian H̃ by H̃ = i log(U)/2tg.
Here, we omit the last step and use the coefficients of U
when using HEAT for the rotary tone calibration.

The block-diagonal form of U means that we have inde-
pendent subspaces corresponding to initial control states.
If the controls is in |0⟩, the evolution of the target qubit
is described by

U|0⟩ =
∑

P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

A
|0⟩
P P =

∑
P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

(AIP +AZP )P,

and, if the control is in |1⟩, by

U|1⟩ =
∑

P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

A
|1⟩
P P =

∑
P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

(AIP −AZP )P.

The point is that AIP and AZP can be reconstructed from

A
|0⟩
P and A

|1⟩
P for any Pauli P in {X,Y, Z} since they are

related to the Walsh transform.
As U|b⟩ for each b ∈ {0, 1} is a single qubit rotation, it

can be characterized by a generic SU(2) rotation around
an axis given by n̂b with rotation angle θb:

U|b⟩ = e−i(θb/2)n̂b·(X,Y,Z),

hence, for P in {X,Y, Z},

A
|b⟩
P = −i n̂b,P sin

(
θb
2

)
, (10)

where n̂b,P denotes the P -coordinate value of n̂b.
In particular, we are interested in error terms, i.e. the

cases of P = Y or Z. In these cases, the right hand
side of Eq. (10) can be estimated from experimentally

measurable values tr
(
ρb,YN Z

)
and tr

(
ρb,ZN Y

)
as follows:

tr
(
ρb,YN Z

)
N

≈ −n̂b,Y sin θb,
tr
(
ρb,ZN Y

)
N

≈ n̂b,Z sin θb.

(11)

Here ρb,PN (P ∈ {Y,Z}) is the output state from even N
repetitions of the echoed CR pulses with a target refo-
cusing P , the so-called HEAT sequence, shown in Fig. 5.
Moreover, tr(· Y ) denotes measuring the target qubit in
the Y basis.

From Eq. (10) and (11) with θb ≈ ±π
2 , as we are cali-

brating ZXπ/2 gate, we obtain

A
|b⟩
Y ≈ i

tr
(
ρb,YN Z

)
√
2N

, A
|b⟩
Z ≈ −i

tr
(
ρb,ZN Y

)
√
2N

. (12)

𝐶𝑅!/#

𝑅$

𝐶𝑅%!/#

𝑅%

𝑋! 𝑋!

𝑃

N

Y or Z

|𝑏⟩Control

Target |+⟩

FIG. 5. HEAT sequence for echoed CR gate.

𝐶𝑅!/#

𝑅$

𝐶𝑅%!/#

𝑅%

𝑋! 𝑋!

𝑃

N

Y or Z

|𝑏&⟩Control 1

Target |+⟩

𝐶𝑅!/# 𝐶𝑅%!/#𝑋! 𝑋!|𝑏'⟩Control 2

FIG. 6. HEAT sequence for echoed SCRP gate.

Intuitively, these results can be interpreted as conditional
X±π/2 rotation on the target qubit by ZXπ/2 interaction
effectively tweaks the rotation axis of Y and Z errors by
around π/4 in the Y Z plane, resulting in the scale 1√

2

for the measurement values.

b. Echoed SCRP gate analysis

In the same way, we consider a model for the echoed
SCRP gate with a rotary tone to implement ZXIπ/2 +
IXZπ/2 gate, which is locally equivalent to the Z-parity
gate. Assuming a block-diagonal effective Hamiltonian
with Pauli terms only in the form of QPR for Q,R ∈
{I, Z} and P ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}, we approximate the unitary
evolution as

U =
∑

Q,R∈{I,Z},P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

AQPR QPR. (13)

Note that AZII = AIIZ = 0 since they are canceled out
by echoing just as AZI = 0 in the echoed CR case [30].
Under the block-diagonal assumption for U , we have

four blocks corresponding to the initial control bits b ∈
{00, 01, 10, 11}:

U|b⟩ =
∑

P∈{I,X,Y,Z}

A
|b⟩
P P, (14)

where

A
|00⟩
P = AIPI +AZPI +AIPZ +AZPZ ,

A
|10⟩
P = AIPI −AZPI +AIPZ −AZPZ ,

A
|01⟩
P = AIPI +AZPI −AIPZ −AZPZ ,

A
|11⟩
P = AIPI −AZPI −AIPZ +AZPZ .
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Again, AIPI , AZPI , AIPZ and AZPZ can be reconstructed

from A
|00⟩
P , A

|10⟩
P , A

|01⟩
P , A

|11⟩
P for any Pauli P in {X,Y, Z}

as they are related with the Walsh transform. Also, sim-
ilar relations hold as in Eq. (10) for b ∈ {00, 01, 10, 11}.

In contract, the relationship between experimentally
measurable values and the axis of target rotation n̂b is
slightly different as follows. In the case of b ∈ {01, 10},
i.e. θb ≈ 0,

tr
(
ρb,YN Z

)
N

≈ −2n̂b,Y ,
tr
(
ρb,ZN Y

)
N

≈ 2n̂b,Z , (15)

while, in the case of b is 00 or 11, i.e. θb ≈ π or −π,

tr
(
ρb,YN Y

)
N

≈ −2 n̂b,Y ,
tr
(
ρb,ZN Z

)
N

≈ −2 n̂b,Z . (16)

Here ρb,PN (P ∈ {Y, Z}) is the output state of the HEAT
sequence for echoed SCRP gate with input bits b for the
control qubits as shown in Fig. 6. Consequently, for b ∈
{01, 10}, we have

A
|b⟩
Y ≈ i

tr
(
ρb,YN Z

)
2N

, A
|b⟩
Z ≈ −i

tr
(
ρb,ZN Y

)
2N

, (17)

that means we can see Y (Z) rotation errors in Z (Y )
basis as in the case of CR gate. However, for the case of
b ∈ {00, 11}, we have

A
|00⟩
Y ≈ i

tr
(
ρ00,YN Y

)
2N

, A
|00⟩
Z ≈ i

tr
(
ρ00,ZN Z

)
2N

, (18)

A
|11⟩
Y ≈ −i

tr
(
ρ11,YN Y

)
2N

, A
|11⟩
Z ≈ −i

tr
(
ρ11,ZN Z

)
2N

, (19)

that suggests we need to measure in the Y (Z) basis
in order to see Y (Z) rotation errors in contrast to the
case of CR gate. Those can be explained by the effect
of desirable ZXIπ/2 + IXZπ/2 interaction on the errors
on the target qubit. For example, if the control qubits
are in the |00⟩ state (b = 00), the desirable interaction
rotate the target qubit by π around X axis, that tweaks
the rotation axis of Y and Z errors by π/2 in the Y Z
plane, changing the axes on which the errors appears.

2. Three-qubit Randomized benchmarking

We describe how to prepare circuits for three-qubit RB.
As we are considering the physical implementation of Z-
parity gates, we are interested in RB on qubit triplets on
a line (i, j, k). That suggests CNOT gates are natively
supported on qubits {i, j} and {j, k} in a device, but not
on qubits {i, k}. Typically, RB circuits are constructed
from sequences of Clifford operations. We construct the
circuits in two steps. We first decompose three-qubit Clif-
fords into basic one- or two-qubit instructions, e.g. Rz,

FIG. 7. Interleaved RB of Z-parity gate on qubits (5, 8, 9)
in ibm auckland. The estimated EPGs are 0.0540 ± 0.0034
(Two-CX) and 0.0369± 0.0032 (SCRP).

FIG. 8. Interleaved RB of Z-parity gate on qubits (13, 14,
16) in ibm auckland. The estimated EPGs are 0.0839±0.0059
(Two-CX) and 0.0231± 0.0054 (SCRP).

SX and CNOT for ibm auckland, without considering
the connectivity of qubits. Then, if we have any CNOT
gates on not directly connected qubits {i, k}, we decom-
pose them further into the sequence of four CNOT gates:
CNOT(i, k) into a sequence CNOT(j, k) - CNOT(i, j) -
CNOT(j, k) - CNOT(i, j), and similarly for CNOT(k, i).
In the main text, we showed the IRB result on qubits

(8, 11, 14) of ibm auckland. We conducted the IRB
experiments on two different triplets of qubits; (5, 8, 9)
and (13, 14, 16), using the same configurations except for
slightly different Clifford lengths: 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 17,
25. The results are shown in Fig. 7 and 8, respectively.

3. Coherence limit

The coherence limit is an estimate of the minimum
average error, which can be calculated from the gate
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TABLE II. Syndrome error rates and data error rates by Z-parity gate implementation in X-parity measurement with and
without dynamical decoupling (DD) for different qubits and systems.

Qubits (5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16) on ibm auckland

Syndrome error (std) Data error D1 D2 D3 D4
SCRP 0.088459 (0.001419) 0.095697 0.034948 0.031270 0.017192 0.016798
SCRP (w/DD) 0.084689 (0.001392) 0.097259 0.039488 0.026717 0.018634 0.017116
Two-CX 0.122878 (0.001639) 0.164109 0.045063 0.034634 0.066089 0.030228
Two-CX (w/DD) 0.119409 (0.001620) 0.154578 0.043534 0.020895 0.065419 0.035731

Qubits (0, 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10) on ibmq mumbai

Syndrome error (std) Data error D1 D2 D3 D4
SCRP 0.125220 (0.001636) 0.129978 0.044998 0.022061 0.023623 0.046205
SCRP (w/DD) 0.117958 (0.001594) 0.123977 0.045114 0.018409 0.023853 0.042817
Two-CX 0.156625 (0.001806) 0.182667 0.053606 0.045355 0.031783 0.065836
Two-CX (w/DD) 0.120066 (0.001609) 0.139727 0.051256 0.023038 0.026319 0.047777

length and experimentally measurable noise indicators
of each qubit, i.e. energy relaxation (T1) and dephasing
(T2) times [54, 55, 69]. It provides a rough lower bound
on average gate error in the case when we could imple-
ment a gate perfectly on imperfect qubits, assuming only
gate-independent single-qubit amplitude dampling and
dephasing channels.

The coherence limit is formally defined as a spacial
case of the average gate infidelity of a gate U under the
above assumption on noises:

1− Favg(Λ(U), U) =
d

d+ 1

(
1− tr[SΛ]

d2

)

=
d

d+ 1

1−
∏
q∈Q

tr
[
SΛq

] , (20)

where Λ(U) is the quantum channel representing a noisy
realization of U , d = 2n is the dimension of Hilbert space
of n-qubit system (denoted by Q), SΛ denotes the Pauli
superoperator (or Pauli Transfer Matrix, PTM) repre-
sentation of the channel Λ, Favg(E , U) is the average gate
fidelity between a quantum channel E and a unitary chan-
nel U . The first equality in Eq.(20) is obtained from the
gate-independence of noises. In general, the average gate
infidelity and the process (or entanglement) infidelity are
related to

1− Favg(Λ(U), U) =
d

d+ 1
(1− Fpro(Λ(U), U)) .

And, for the gate-independent noise channel Λ, we can
rewrite those without U since we have SΛ(U) = SΛSU ,
hence

Fpro(Λ(U), U) =
tr
[
S†
USΛ(U)

]
d2

=
tr[SΛ]

d2
.

The second equality in Eq.(20) is obtained from the
qubit-independence of noises, that allows

tr[SΛ] = tr

⊗
q∈Q

SΛq

 =
∏
q∈Q

tr
[
SΛq

]
.

Recalling the third assumption, that the single-qubit
noise Λq is an amplitude-phase damping channel, we can
explicitly write down the PTM as

SΛq
=


1 0 0 0

0 e
− t

T2(q) 0 0

0 0 e
− t

T2(q) 0

1− e
− t

T1(q) 0 0 e
− t

T1(q)

 (21)

with the gate length t and the T1 and the T2 value, T1(q)
and T2(q), for each q ∈ Q. Consequently, we can compute
the coherence limit based on Eq.(20) and (21).

4. Experiments with dynamical decoupling

We examined how the results of X-parity measure-
ment experiments discussed in Section IV are affected by
applying dynamical decoupling (DD) [70–72]. We per-
formed exactly the same X-parity check circuits as de-
scribed in Section IV, except for DD on qubits during
their idling time. The DD sequence we applied was one
of the simplest, Delay(τ)-X+π-Delay(2τ)-X−π-Delay(τ)
with τ ≥ 0.
As shown in Table II, the effect of DD depends on

qubits in use and the implementation of Z-parity gates.
For qubits (5, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16) on ibm auckland, there
is no improvement in the figures of merit for SCRP im-
plementation while there is slight improvement in data
error (around 1%) for Two-CX implementation. This is
not surprising as DD does not always improve the circuit
fidelity as discussed in [73]. In contrast, for qubits (0,
1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10) on ibmq mumbai, DD improves perfor-
mance for both SCRP and Two-CX implementation. The
syndrome error is decreased by around 0.7% for SCRP
and 3.6% for Two-CX. The data error is decreased by
around 0.6% for SCRP and 4.3% for Two-CX. DD tends
to improve performance more for Two-CX implementa-
tion than for SCRP. However, even after the application
of DD, SCRP implementation still performs better than
Two-CX implementation. For example, for qubits (5, 8,
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9, 11, 13, 14, 16) on ibm auckland, SCRP implemen-
tation with DD improved the syndrome error rate from
0.1194 to 0.0847 (≈ 29% improvement) comparing with

Two-CX implementation with DD while it improved the
data error rate from 0.1546 to 0.0973 (≈ 37% improve-
ment).
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Kockum, and Göran Johansson. Universal fidelity re-
duction of quantum operations from weak dissipation.
Physical Review Letters, 129(15):150504, 2022.

[70] Lorenza Viola, Emanuel Knill, and Seth Lloyd. Dynami-
cal decoupling of open quantum systems. Physical Review
Letters, 82(12):2417, 1999.

[71] Alexandre M Souza, Gonzalo A Alvarez, and Dieter
Suter. Robust dynamical decoupling for quantum com-
puting and quantum memory. Physical review letters,
106(24):240501, 2011.

[72] Dieter Suter and Gonzalo A Álvarez. Colloquium:
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