
Purity benchmarking study of error coherence in a single Xmon qubit
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In this study, we employ purity benchmarking (PB) to explore the dynamics of gate noise in a superconducting
qubit system. Over 1110 hours of observations on an Xmon qubit, we simultaneously measure the coherence
noise budget across two different operational frequencies. We find that incoherent errors, which predominate
in overall error rates, exhibit minimal frequency dependence, suggesting they are primarily due to wide-
band, diffusive incoherent error sources. In contrast, coherent errors, although less prevalent, show significant
sensitivity to operational frequency variations and telegraphic noise. We speculate that this sensitivity is due
to interactions with a single strongly coupled environmental defect—–modeled as a two-level system—–which
influences qubit control parameters and causes coherent calibration errors. Our results also demonstrate that
PB offers improved sensitivity, capturing additional dynamics that conventional relaxation time measurements
cannot detect, thus presenting a more comprehensive method for capturing dynamic interactions within
quantum systems. The intricate nature of these coherence dynamics underscores the need for further research.

I. INTRODUCTION

As quantum computing rapidly advances, supercon-
ducting qubits emerge as leading candidates for con-
structing quantum computers1, alongside other con-
tenders such as trapped ions and neutral atoms2. Despite
their promise, these systems confront significant chal-
lenges, notably in controlling quantum operations within
the acceptable error thresholds necessary for practical
applications3. Given these challenges, there is a pressing
need for more scalable and practical methods to assess
and study the quantum gate errors effectively.

Unlike standard process tomography, which has notice-
able inefficiencies4–6, randomized benchmarking (RB) of-
fers a more scalable and practical method to assess the
gate error by estimating the average gate infidelity ϵ of
gate operations7,8. This measure of infidelity is critical
as it can be directly used to bound the worst-case error
rate, often expressed by the diamond norm9,10 in the con-
text of fault-tolerant computing. The Wallman-Flammia
inequalities provide a mathematical framework to relate
this norm to average gate infidelity, demonstrating the ef-
ficiency and relevance of RB in addressing the challenges
of error assessments11:

D + 1

D
ϵ ≤ 1

2
||I− E||⋄ ≤

√
D(D + 1)ϵ, (1)

where ||I−E||⋄ is the diamond norm distance of the pure
error process E to the identity, and D is the dimension
of the system.

Traditional studies of qubit fluctuation12–14 have pri-
marily focused on how error process influences phe-
nomena like dephasing (TΦ) and energy relaxation (T1),
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which are typically categorized as incoherent processes.
However, recent research15,16 has begun to explore how
these processes might also influence coherent error mech-
anisms. While most experimental studies still rely
on T1, TΦ, and qubit frequency f01 measurements,
a novel technique derived from RB—known as purity
benchmarking17,18 (PB)—provides a means to directly
monitor the coherence of qubit gate error.
Building on our previous study where we analyzed to-

tal gate error (ϵ) fluctuations by performing RB over ex-
tended periods, including sessions up to 40 hours19, we
now aim to deepen our exploration into the noise budget
of total errors. In this study, we conduct PB experiments
over time, with a specific focus on the coherence of qubit
errors.
Evidence shows that the most significant sources of

qubit error and fluctuation can be attributed to in-
teractions with defects in the surrounding amorphous
material, which can be modeled as two-level systems
(TLSs)20–25. From our previous research12,26, we have
identified two distinct types of TLS interactions: one
involves wide-band ensembles of weakly coupled TLSs,
leading to diffusive error processes, and the other involves
individually strongly coupled TLSs, typically linked to
telegraphic error processes.
In this study, we conduct long-time continuous PB

measurements simultaneously at two operational fre-
quencies on a single Xmon qubit—one significantly closer
to the center frequency of a strongly coupled TLS than
the other, utilizing the unique frequency tunability of the
Xmon qubit. This approach allows us to differentiate the
effects of individual TLS coupling strengths. The exper-
iments extend over an period of 1110 hours, enabling
long-term studies on both coherent and incoherent error
fluctuations.
In our findings, incoherent errors predominate in the

noise budget, indicating that gate operations are primar-
ily vulnerable to incoherent processes. Moreover, the
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minimal frequency dependency observed in the incoher-
ent error rate aligns with existing studies, suggesting that
qubit coherence is predominantly compromised by inter-
actions with wide-band, weakly coupled TLS ensembles.

Interestingly, we find that coherent errors are pro-
foundly influenced by differences in operational fre-
quency. Notably, despite their smaller magnitude, co-
herent errors account for almost all observed frequency
differences. This observation supports the notion that
individual strong TLS coupling acts not only as an in-
coherent error source, as traditionally documented with
effects on T1, but also significantly influences coherent
errors. We speculate that this dual impact involves indi-
vidual strongly coupled TLSs switching critical qubit op-
eration parameters, such as frequencies and anharmonic-
ity, leading to calibration issues and significant coherent
errors.

Moreover, our results highlight that coherent errors
are particularly sensitive to telegraphic noise. Addi-
tionally, coherent errors reveal intriguing telegraphic dy-
namic that traditional T1 measurements fail to detect
or explain, underscoring the advantage of PB measure-
ments.

In the following sections, we briefly review the funda-
mentals of error coherence and PB (Section II), then we
introduce our modified experimental protocol (Section
III) used to continuously monitor fluctuations in total,
coherent, and incoherent errors over time. The results are
presented in Section IV and further analyzed in Section
V, highlighting the unexpected frequency dependencies
related to single strongly coupled TLS and the suscepti-
bility of coherent errors to telegraphic noise, which are
often obscured by simultaneous T1 measurements. Im-
provements to the PB protocol, which enhance the accu-
racy of the measurements, are detailed in the Appendix.
Additional experiments that support these findings are
included in the supplementary materials.

II. THEORY

Over time, multiple metrics for quantum error have
been developed to serve different research interests9,17.
Among these, the concept of average gate fidelity, de-
noted as Favg (or F ), has gained prominence, especially
with the introduction of RB7. This metric, which quanti-
fies the average performance of quantum gates, is deter-
mined by calculating the Haar-average of the gate fidelity
F over all pure input states, utilizing the Fubini-Study
measure across the complete unitary group. This ap-
proach was refined by E. Megason et al., who adapted
it to focus on the Clifford groups to develop generalized
RB, enhancing its experimental utility and improving RB
to a scalable and experimentally practical protocol8.
RB operates by implementing sequences of gates ran-

domly drawn from the Clifford group, followed by a gate
that reverses the sequence’s cumulative effect, aiming
to restore the system to its initial state. The protocol

quantifies average gate fidelity by measuring the decay in
survival probability as the sequence length increases. A
principal finding of RB theory is that this decay process
can be modeled as a linear combination of depolarizing
channels under minor assumptions. By determining the
decay rates, RB offers a much efficient method for quan-
titatively assessing overall gate error through the metric
of average gate fidelity. Compared to standard tomogra-
phy, RB is generally regarded as free of state preparation
and measurement (SPAM) errors.
Specifically, for a single qubit, under the assumption

that the errors are relatively small and gate-independent,
the error process can be simplified to a single depolarizing
channel. Consider a single Xmon qubit initialized in its
energy ground state |g⟩. After applying m + 1 gates—
m randomly drawn Clifford gates followed by an inverse
gate ginv—the survival probability, P g(m + 1), can be
simply described by an exponential decay:

P g(m+ 1) = Apm +B, (2)

where A, B, and p are the fitting parameters. This
model enables the direct calculation of average gate fi-
delity, Favg, and the average error rate under the same
metric, ϵ, as follows:

Favg =
1

2
p+

1

2
, (3)

ϵ = 1− Favg =
1

2
− 1

2
p. (4)

A. Coherence of Error Processes

Although the error rate, ϵ, serves as a common index
for assessing the overall performance of gate operations,
it falls short in shedding light on the specific errors com-
ponents contributing to the overall error rate. To gain
deeper insights, it is beneficial to further categorize errors
based on their coherence properties, which essentially re-
flects the extent to which an error process maintains the
coherence of the quantum state.
A coherent quantum operation can usually be repre-

sented by a unitary process, making the process’s unitar-
ity a critical measure of its coherence. The underlying
principle is that unitarity, as a measure, should remain
invariant under unitary transformations and reaches its
maximum value when the process itself is completely uni-
tary, diminishing otherwise.
To quantify unitarity, one approach involves evaluating

the purity decay of a pure state subjected to a quantum
operation, given that purity is preserved under unitary
operations but diminishes otherwise. A popular and ro-
bust definition, as proposed by Wallman et al.17, cal-
culates unitarity based on the average purity of output



3

states, adjusted by subtracting identity components:

u(E) = D

D − 1

∫
dψ Tr

(
E ′(ψ)†E ′(ψ)), (5)

where E ′(A) = E
(
A
)
− TrE

(
A
)
/
√
D × I applies to all

trace-less Kraus operators A for the error process E , in-
tegrating over all pure states. D represents the dimension
of corresponding Hilbert space. This unitarity measure
u(E) achieves its maximal value of 1 if and only if the
process is purely unitary. This metric also establishes an
upper limit on the portion of total errors that is theoret-
ically correctable by unitary operations, as quantified by
average gate fidelity:

ϵcoh(E) ≤ ϵ(E)− D − 1

D
(1−

√
u(E)). (6)

By taking the upper bound on this limit, this framework
allows for the partition of the total error rate, ϵ, into its
incoherent and coherent components, with the incoherent
error rate defined as:

ϵinc(E) =
D − 1

D
(1−

√
u(E)), (7)

and define the coherent portion of the error as the re-
mainder:

ϵcoh = ϵ− ϵinc. (8)

These parameters, ϵcoh and ϵinc, can be experimentally
measured using an adaptation of the RB method, known
as purity (or unitarity) benchmarking17,18.

B. Purity Benchmarking

PB offers a technique to estimate error coherence by
measuring the unitarity decay of a quantum process,
which is indicated by changes in state purity. This
method extends the standard RB protocol to specifically
assess gate operation unitarity, tracking how the purity
of a state evolves through progressively longer sequences
consisting of random Clifford gates.

Building upon RB, PB aims to quantify the purity of
the quantum state. For a single Xmon qubit, operations
are usually conducted in the energy basis, allowing the
qubit state to be represented as a vector α⃗ on the Bloch
sphere:

ρ =
1

2
(I+ α⃗ · σ⃗), (9)

where σ⃗ denotes the unit Pauli vectors. The state’s purity
is determined by the squared magnitude of α⃗:

Purity(ρ) = Tr(ρ2) =
1

2
(1 + |α|2). (10)

In defining unitarity, we define a purity metric, P, as the
purity subtracted by an identity:

P(ρ) = |α|2 = ⟨σx⟩2 + ⟨σy⟩2 + ⟨σz⟩2. (11)

As justified by Wallman et al.17, the average P decays
exponentially with respect to the number of gates m ap-
plied, at a rate defined by the gate unitarity u:

P(m) = Aum +B. (12)

where A,B are fitting parameters. With unitarity u re-
flecting the coherence of the error, the incoherent and
coherent errors for a single qubit are then derived re-
spectively:

ϵinc(E) =
1

2
(1−

√
u(E)), (13)

ϵcoh(E) = ϵtotal(E)− ϵinc(E). (14)

To experimentally measure the rescaled purity P, we
need to modify the protocol for the RB as detailed by
Feng et al.18. In a typical RB experiment on an Xmon
qubit, we initialize the qubit into its nearly pure energy
ground state, commonly referred to as the “−z” state.
We then apply the random gate sequence and measure
the survival probability of the qubit in the energy basis
(σ̂z), which is expressed as:

P g =
〈 I+ σz

2

〉
=

1

2
+

1

2
⟨σz⟩. (15)

This measurement directly provides ⟨σ̂z⟩. To compute P,
we also require measurements of ⟨σ̂x⟩, ⟨σ̂y⟩. This can be
achieved by repeating each random gate sequence from
the RB protocol two additional times, each with a π/2
rotation compiled into the inverse gate sequence to rotate
the measurement basis and effectively measure ⟨σ̂x⟩ and
⟨σ̂y⟩. The use of Clifford gates ensures that these addi-
tional rotations can be efficiently compiled using clas-
sical computations. P for a specific gate sequence is
then calculated using three measurements: ⟨σ̂x⟩, ⟨σ̂y⟩,
and ⟨σ̂z⟩. We average P over different random sequences
of the same length. The averaged P can then be fitted
with Eq 12 to calculate the unitarity and hence, coherent
and incoherent errors. Further improvements to the pro-
tocol and additional modifications, aimed at enhancing
accuracy by reducing fitting errors, are detailed in the
Appendix.

III. METHODS

In response to continuous tracking of time fluctuations
of coherent and incoherent errors, we have developed an
experimental protocol derived from the existing PB pro-
tocol. This adaptation enables detailed, long-term analy-
sis across multiple transition frequencies of a single Xmon
qubit.
After initial assessments of the physical qubit setup, we

determine a set of appropriate sequence lengths, denoted
as M = {2, 6, 13, 25, 50, 100, 200}. These gate sequence
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PB sequence S:

sub-sequence Gmi :

Gm1 Gm2 Gm3 Gm7· · ·

... ... ...ρ0 g1 gmi ginv

σz σx σy

〈σ̂z 〉 〈σ̂x 〉 〈σ̂y 〉

mi + 1 Clifford gates
for distinct mi ∈ {2, 6, 13, 25, 50, 100, 200}

FIG. 1. Diagram for PB Sequence: each PB sequence S is composed of |M| sub-sequences G, with each sub-sequence G
matched with a distinct mi ∈ M. For each Gmi , one random sequence of length mi + 1 is generated and repeated 3 times.
Each time we change the measurement basis by the inverse gate and effectively measure one of ⟨σ̂z⟩, ⟨σ̂x⟩, and ⟨σ̂y⟩.

Flux bias:

Pulse
sequences:sequences:

Timeline

S1 S2

Time
buffer

Cycle period

FIG. 2. Cycle diagram: Each cycle consists of multiple runs
of PB sequences, with each run executed at a different flux
bias. This process can be repeated for multiple bias voltages.
At the end of each cycle, there is a time buffer to maintain
consistent cycle period. By iterating cycles on the qubit, we
can monitor errors at different qubit frequencies over time.

lengths are chosen to sufficiently capture the exponen-
tial decays observed in average gate fidelity and unitar-
ity. It is important to note that the choice of M is not
unique, and the selections result from balancing between
the accuracy and efficiency of the measurements. Gener-
ally, a larger set or longer gate sequence lengths result in
more accurate fittings but require increased measurement
times.

We define a PB sequence S, consisting of |M| sub-
sequences G, each paired with a distinct sequence length
mi ∈ M. For each sub-sequence Gmi

, a random gate se-
quence is generated comprising mi random Clifford gates
g followed by an inverse gate ginv. This random sequence
is then repeated three times. At the end of each repe-
tition, a specific rotation is compiled with the inverse
gate to adjust the measurement basis, thereby enabling
the measurement of ⟨σ̂z⟩, ⟨σ̂x⟩, and ⟨σ̂y⟩. Figure 1 il-
lustrates the PB sequence setup, highlighting how each
sub-sequence Gmi is constructed and measured. The ran-
dom Clifford gates are generated by algorithms described
in references27,28.

Given the tunability of the Xmon qubit transition fre-
quency via magnetic flux bias, we perform a PB sequence
at each flux bias level to estimate errors across multiple
frequencies. One execution of PB sequences at each pre-
determined flux bias point constitutes a cycle, which can
be repeated as necessary. To ensure uniform cycle dura-

tions, a brief time buffer is introduced at the end of each
cycle. A diagram depicting the PB cycle S is provided in
Fig. 2 to enhance clarity.
After collecting data from multiple cycles, we divide

the dataset into windows, each consisting of n PB cycles,
and process each window as a separate PB experiment.
In every cycle, we measure one random sequence for each
sequence length mi. This design enables us to adjust
the number n of sequences measured for each length mi

across cycles by varying the window size, thereby bal-
ancing measurement time against statistical reliability.
Additionally, it enables the use of overlapping windows
in our data segmentation, which increases the total num-
ber of data points, enhancing the time resolution and
improving statistical analysis. The size of each window,
n, is determined based on preliminary data analysis to
optimize the balance between temporal resolution and
the statistical significance of the fittings. This method
facilitates continuous and reliable measurements over ex-
tended periods.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of two represen-
tative experiments, each selected to highlight a distinct
aspect of our findings: 1. Frequency dependency of qubit
gate errors due to interactions with single TLS. 2. Impact
of telegraphic events on qubit gate errors. A concise anal-
ysis of these results follows in the subsequent discussion
section.
For the first experiment, Fig. 4 illustrates the tracking

of T1 fluctuations across a range of frequencies over time.
Below 4.614 GHz, T1 maintains a stable baseline approx-
imately at 5 µs. In contrast, near 4.616 GHz, we ob-
serve a significant decrease in T1 alongside with spectral-
diffusion patterns. These spectrotemporal T1 patterns
are clear signs for one strongly coupled quantum TLS,
primarily centered around 4.616 GHz. Additional swap
spectroscopy experiments further corroborate the exis-
tence of TLS, aligning well with our previous study12.
For the PB measurements, we pick operational fre-

quencies at f1 = 4.61530 GHz and f2 = 4.61265 GHz,
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20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 2200.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

·10−3

Time (h)

ε

f1: total f1: coherent f1: incoherent
f2: total f2: coherent f2: incoherent

FIG. 3. Time series of PB for different errors, shown with shaded error bars. Each data point in this series corresponds to a PB
assessment, fitted from data within a moving window covering n = 30 cycles of measurements. This moving window is designed
with a 50% overlap between consecutive segments. The solid lines depict the total errors ϵ in two frequencies. The dashed lines
represent incoherent components of the errors (ϵinc), and the dash-doted lines correspond to the coherent components (ϵcoh).

TABLE I. Summary statistics of the times series data in Fig. 3. All error metrics are expressed in the scale of 10−3.

ϵ ϵinc ϵcoh

f1 f2 f1 f2 f1 f2

Mean ± SD 3.61± 0.16 3.24± 0.15 2.36± 0.11 2.50± 0.11 1.25± 0.15 0.74± 0.10

Median 3.63 3.23 2.35 2.49 1.26 0.74

25th to 75th percentile 0.23 0.23 0.16 0.12 0.21 0.15

with f1 positioned much closer to the strongly coupled
TLS to differentiate the TLS coupling strengths. The
choice of frequencies f1 and f2 is determined by pre-
liminary measurements. Due to the stochastic nature
of the qubit and TLS frequency, we track the opera-
tional frequencies over time by applying fixed amount
of flux voltages. The applied flux voltages are provided
by a battery-powered isolated ultra-clean DC source, the
SIM928 (Stanford Research Systems)29. The input cir-
cuits are also heavily isolated, ensuring minimum flux
noise to the qubit. The schematics for the entire infras-
tructure are similar to Fig. 3.5 in reference27.

The data series from PB, with n = 30 cycles and 50%
overlapping windows, alongside a corresponding statisti-
cal histogram, are displayed in Fig. 3 and Fig. 5, com-
plemented by Table I. Error bars indicate 68% confidence

intervals (1σ). It is noteworthy that the T1 screenings in
Fig. 4 and PB results were obtained in tandem, integrat-
ing single T1 measurements within each PB cycle.

The second experiment serves as a continuation of the
first, following a brief interlude and a thorough recalibra-
tion of the qubit control system. This recalibration pro-
cess includes adjusting the qubit drive frequency, drive
pulse amplitude, and the derivative removal by adiabatic
gate (DRAG) pulse parameter30,31 λ, while keeping the
applied flux voltages for both PB frequencies unchanged.

In Fig. 8, we present the spectrotemporal T1 chart
for the second experiment, employing a similar approach
to that of the first experiment. The spectrotemporal
T1 patterns still clearly indicate the presence of the
strongly coupled TLS. Additionally, a notable, slowly
evolving wide-band telegraphic event occurs between ap-
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FIG. 4. Spectrotemporal chart of T1 vs. f and t for the first
experiment. We monitor the qubit T1 in tandem with PB
cycles. Two PB frequencies are marked by dashed lines.
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FIG. 5. Histograms of time series data in Fig. 3. The time
series data is grouped into 15 bins and fitted with normal
distributions.

proximately 115 and 140 hours. PB time series and com-
plementary histograms are depicted in Fig. 6 and Fig.

7, respectively. Although both experiments begin with
comparable levels of errors, the second experiment ex-
hibits more distinct telegraphic events than the first.
Additionally, We include results from three additional

experiments in the supplementary materials to further
corroborating our main analysis.

V. DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we discuss the frequency dependency
of qubit coherence in the presence of a strongly coupled
TLS, and how telegraphic noise influences these gate er-
rors, building on the results presented previously. While
incoherent error represent the major portion in total er-
ror, our study emphasize the notable susceptibility of
gate coherence to both strongly coupled TLS and tele-
graphic noises. We propose a speculation for potential
future studies. Finally, we highlight coherent errors as
novel measurements capable of revealing dynamics that
conventional T1 measurements cannot detect, thus open-
ing avenues for future research into the complex interac-
tions between the qubit and its environment.

A. Qualitative Analysis for Single TLS Interaction to
Qubit Gate Errors

Our time series data from both experiments suggest
distinct error frequency correlations: total errors inten-
sify with stronger TLS coupling, as operational frequen-
cies align more closely with that of the single strongly
coupled TLS. This supports earlier findings that in-
creased proximity to TLS frequency enhances coupling,
thereby raising error rates.
From a more quantitative perspective, the majority of

the total error is attributed to incoherent errors, which
are typically linked to decoherence processes. Among
these, TLS couplings are known as major contributors.
Interestingly, the incoherent errors across both frequen-
cies appear to be comparable, suggesting that these deco-
herence processes are less frequency-dependent. There-
fore, it is reasonable to assume that incoherent errors
are mainly influenced by wide-band weakly coupled TLS
ensembles.
On the other hand, while incoherent errors domi-

nate, we find that coherent errors show the most de-
pendency on frequency, suggesting that single strongly
coupled TLSs might influence gate operations in a more
pronounced coherent manner. Although this strongly
coupled TLS exhibits significant incoherent behavior—
markedly reducing T1—it is unexpected that the inco-
herent errors at different frequency proximities to this
TLS appear to be similar. This observation suggests a
more complex interplay between TLS coupling and qubit
gate errors than previously understood.
The hypothesis we propose is that the strongly coupled

TLS contributes to the observed increase in coherent er-
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FIG. 6. Time series of PB for different errors, shown with shaded error bars. Line styles and color legends are consistent with
previous experiment.
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FIG. 7. Histograms of time series data for two PB frequencies,
f1 and f2.
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FIG. 8. Spectrotemporal chart of T1 vs. f and t in tandem
with the second PB experiment.

rors by altering critical qubit operation parameters, such
as transition frequencies and anharmonicity, leading to
significant coherent control errors. Additionally, these
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alterations may be further influenced by the stochas-
tic fluctuations, particularly inherent to these individual
strong TLS couplings, which introduce additional noise
into the coherent error domain. These insights lead into
the subsequent subsection, which further explores these
dynamics.

B. Telegraphic Events on Gate Errors

In our second experiment, gate operations demonstrate
a notable vulnerability to telegraphic noise, with a pro-
nounced impact on coherent errors. This susceptibility
can be illustrated by the observed increase in both co-
herent and total errors between 65 and 110 hours across
both frequencies. Unlike conventional T1 measurements,
which fail to capture such telegraphic noise, the use of
RB/PB techniques proves advantageous.

Additionally, a significant telegraphic jump in inco-
herent error was observed approximately between 110
to 140 hours. This jump in incoherent error correlates
well with the slow wide-band telegraphic decline in T1,
further demonstrating the consistency and robustness of
the PB techniques in capturing these noises compared to
traditional T1 measurements.
The time series data we’ve gathered, including those

presented in the supplementary material, suggest that
coherent errors are generally more susceptible to tele-
graphic noise. If the hypotheses proposed in the pre-
vious subsection hold true, they could, to some extent,
explain this observed phenomenon: fluctuations in co-
herent errors are linked to telegraphic error processes by
strongly coupled TLS. However, certainty eludes us at
this juncture. The underlying physical dynamics at play
may be far richer and more intriguing than currently un-
derstood, presenting an open question that merits deeper
exploration in future studies.

Besides, there is evidence suggesting that the ob-
served increases in all error metrics between 110 and 140
hours, as well as the wide-band reduction in T1, corre-
late with cosmic activities. According to reports released
by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA), a Coronal Mass Ejection (CME), followed by
geomagnetic storms, coincided with the timing of the ob-
served telegraphic error jumps32,33. Recent work demon-
strates that cosmic rays can strongly impact supercon-
ducting qubit systems, leading to faster decoherence and
significant increases in correlated errors34. These obser-
vations add significant intriguing tangential insights into
the experimental results presented in this study.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we employed the PB technique to ex-
plore the nuanced dynamics of gate noise in quantum
systems, with a specific focus on interactions with indi-
vidually strongly coupled TLS defects. Our experiments

have provided insights that, although incoherent errors
predominate in overall error rates, they do not demon-
strate notable qubit frequency dependence. This phe-
nomenon can be explained by the assumption that the
incoherent errors are primarily due to the interactions
with the diffusive, weakly coupled TLS ensembles. In-
terestingly, it is notable that a single strongly coupled
TLS, which significantly reduces the qubit’s T1, does not
contribute significantly to incoherent errors.
Additionally, we observed that coherent errors, al-

though smaller in magnitude compared to incoherent
errors, are markedly sensitive to qubit frequency vari-
ations and telegraphic noise. This sensitivity could be
attributed to the strongly coupled TLS. Furthermore, we
speculate that the dynamics observed in coherent errors
may be due to calibration issues caused by the strongly
coupled TLS. On the other hand, we also find that co-
herence measurements reveal richer dynamics which are
masked in conventional T1 measurements, demonstrating
that PB is a more sensitive and comprehensive technique
for understanding qubit-environment interactions.
To further explore this hypothesis, we have simulated

gate errors by numerically solving the master equation for
a single qubit strongly coupled to a TLS, also taking into
account higher level leakages. However, the complexity
and scope of these simulations extend beyond the prelim-
inary investigations we have conducted, necessitating far
more in-depth studies than can be accommodated within
the scope of this article. Thus, we leave these specula-
tions as open questions for future research.
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ing (lead). Jérémy H. Benjanin: Conceptualization
(support); data curation (equal); investigation (support);
methodology (equal); software (equal); formal analysis



9

(support); visualization (support);. Christopher Xu:
Resources - sample fabrication (lead); writing – review
and editing (supporting). Matteo Mariantoni: Su-
pervision (lead); validation (lead); funding acquisition
(lead); project administration (lead); writing – original
draft (supporting); writing – review and editing (sup-
porting)

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are
available from corresponding author upon reasonable re-
quest.

REFERENCES

1S. Rasmussen, K. Christensen, S. Pedersen, L. Kristensen,
T. Bækkegaard, N. Loft, and N. Zinner, “Superconducting cir-
cuit companion—an introduction with worked examples,” PRX
Quantum 2, 040204 (2021).

2Y. Alexeev, D. Bacon, K. R. Brown, R. Calderbank, L. D. Carr,
F. T. Chong, B. DeMarco, D. Englund, E. Farhi, B. Feffer-
man, A. V. Gorshkov, A. Houck, J. Kim, S. Kimmel, M. Lange,
S. Lloyd, M. D. Lukin, D. Maslov, P. Maunz, C. Monroe,
J. Preskill, M. Roetteler, M. J. Savage, and J. Thompson, “Quan-
tum computer systems for scientific discovery,” PRX Quantum
2, 017001 (2021).

3E. Campbell, “A series of fast-paced advances in quantum error
correction,” Nature Reviews Physics , 1–2 (2024).

4I. L. Chuang and M. A. Nielsen, “Prescription for experimental
determination of the dynamics of a quantum black box,” Journal
of Modern Optics 44, 2455–2467 (1997).

5J. M. Chow, J. M. Gambetta, L. Tornberg, J. Koch, L. S. Bishop,
A. A. Houck, B. R. Johnson, L. Frunzio, S. M. Girvin, and R. J.
Schoelkopf, “Randomized benchmarking and process tomogra-
phy for gate errors in a solid-state qubit,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 102,
090502 (2009).

6R. C. Bialczak, M. Ansmann, M. Hofheinz, E. Lucero, M. Neeley,
A. D. O’Connell, D. Sank, H. Wang, J. Wenner, M. Steffen, et al.,
“Quantum process tomography of a universal entangling gate
implemented with josephson phase qubits,” Nature Physics 6,
409–413 (2010).

7J. Emerson, R. Alicki, and K. Życzkowski, “Scalable noise es-
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Appendix: Elimination of Offset Terms

Engineering advancements and improved noise sup-
pression techniques have significantly reduced the magni-
tude and fluctuations of quantum errors. However, these
advancements also introduce new challenges in capturing
the dynamic behavior of these reduced errors over time.
The inherent randomness within the PB protocol can in-
duce substantial fitting uncertainty, which may cover the
less impacting noise channels and render observed fluctu-
ations seemingly unreliable. In response, research on RB
and its variants35–37 suggests strategies aimed at mini-
mizing fitting errors, such as eliminating offset terms in
exponential fittings (e.g., B in Eq 2 and 12).

TABLE II. A proof-of-concept PB experiment demonstrating
the improvements of offset eliminations on fitting errors. The
fitting errors, quantified by the coefficient of variation (CV),
are significantly reduced in all error types.

Error type With offsets Offsets eliminated

ϵ 8.75 1.62

ϵinc 6.74 0.96

ϵcoh 54.89 13.60

Ideally, after a sufficiently long gate sequence, the
qubit would decohere into a maximally mixed state with
⟨σ̂z⟩ = 0, suggesting no offset (B = 0) in the exponen-
tial decay fitting. However, in practice, persistent non-
zero biases complicate the fitting with an offset term,
increasing uncertainty in non-linear least squares fitting
and underscoring the necessity to exclude this fixed offset
for less fitting errors.
Assuming the qubit reaches its convergence limit after

an extensive gate sequence, the survival probability P ,
when targeting the |-z⟩ state, should ideally match that
when targeting the orthogonal |+z⟩ state. This leads to a
fitting equation that simplifies the deduction of the offset
value B. By introducing â as the average two measure-
ments:

â =
(P-z|-z + P+z|+z)

2

=
(P-z|-z − P-z|+z)

2
+

1

2
, (A.1)

a(m) = Apm +
1

2
, (A.2)

we eliminate the need to estimate B, directly adjusting
the offset to 1/2. Here for example, P-z|+z represents the
probability of measuring state +z when the overall gate
sequence is targeting state -z. To measure P-z|+z practi-
cally, we replicate the gate sequence, originally designed
for P-z|-z measurements, with an additional X rotation
compiled in the inverse gate standard measurement, en-
abling probability assessments in both cases.
Reflecting improvements suggested in the literature,

we introduce a novel quantity, b̂, to model unitarity de-
cay without the offset. This measure is derived from
variances in σ̂k measurements, fitted to a simplified de-
cay model, which inherently compensates for and elim-
inates the offset, thus refining the accuracy of the error
estimations:

b̂(mi + 1) =
1

n

∑
j=1,...,n

∑
k=x,y,z

(⟨σk⟩2Smi+1

j

− 1

n

∑
j=1,...,n

⟨σk⟩2Smi+1

j

). (A.3)
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FIG. 9. Statistical fittings for the proof-of-concept PB experiment across four different quantities, illustrated in a 2x2 subplot
arrangement. Semi-transparent dots in each plot represent individual measurement points for various quantity values, while
distinct markers denote the mean values for each quantity at specific sequence lengths (m). Solid lines represent fitting curves
to these mean values. The left column displays results from PB measurements conducted using standard methods, and the
right column shows outcomes from PB measurements after applying the offset elimination technique.

Here Smi+1
j represents the gate sequence from sub-

sequence Gmi within j’th PB sequence Sj . This formula
calculates the variance in the measurements of σ̂k, fitting

b̂ to a simple decay model:

b(m) = Aum. (A.4)

Implementing these adjustments in our experimental
protocol has proven beneficial, enhancing the precision
and reliability of our measurements. By eliminating off-
set terms from all fitting models, we ensure that our anal-
ysis remains robust against the random fluctuations and
outstanding fitting uncertainties.

To justify the efficacy of the proposed modifications,
we present a proof-of-concept PB experiment. The im-
pact of these improvements on fitting errors is quantita-
tively demonstrated in Fig. 9 and Table II. Notably, the
coefficient of variation (CV) for each error type is reduced
to at least one quarter of its original value, highlighting
significant improvements.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL: CORROBORATIVE
EXPERIMENTS

This section presents three additional experiments that
serve as preliminary studies complementing those dis-
cussed in the main text. These results further support
the conclusions drawn in the main text, albeit with sub-
tlety.

1. Extended Frequency Analysis

The first experiment presented here uses exactly the
same settings as the two experiments in the main text,
but adjusts the PB frequencies, f1 and f2. Similarly
as shown in Fig. 10, T1 fluctuations over time indi-
cate the presence of a strongly coupled TLS centered
around 4.615 GHz. For this experiment, f1 and f2 are
set approximately equidistant from the TLS frequency
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FIG. 10. Spectrotemporal chart of T1 vs. f and t.

at around f1 = 4.617 GHz and around f2 = 4.613 GHz.
Despite a the TLS center frequency (the T1 dips) slow
drifts toward f1.

Figure 12 presents the time series data of this exper-
iment, complemented by histograms Fig. 11 and Table
III. The data indicates that total errors at both frequen-
cies are still predominantly incoherent. With PB fre-
quencies set equidistant from the TLS, the coherent and
total errors at each frequency are nearly identical, align-
ing with findings from the main text. Additionally, the
slight predominance of coherent errors at f1 over f2 cor-
relates with the T1 screening showing a TLS frequency
drift towards f1, providing further corroboration with the
main text’s conclusions.

2. Experiments with Accelerated Cycle Execution Time

In this section, we discuss the results from two exper-
iments that were conducted with faster cycle executions
by omitting concurrent T1 measurements. This modifi-
cation allows for the accumulation of more measurement
cycles within the same time window, enhancing the preci-
sion of our fittings and enabling us to capture more rapid
error dynamics.

These two experiments are performed consecutively us-
ing a setup similar to those in the main text but with PB
frequencies set in a different spectra range. Without con-
current T1 measurements, it becomes challenging to di-
rectly confirm the presence and central frequency of any
strongly coupled TLS. Nevertheless, there are compelling
evidences suggesting the transient existence of at least

one strongly coupled TLS and a significant telegraphic
shift in its frequency during these two experiments.
Figure 13 and 14 present the time series data from

each experiment, respectively. The data highlight several
noteworthy patterns:

1. Incoherent errors still predominantly contribute to
the total errors throughout most of the time, con-
sistent with our other experiments.

2. Coherent errors are particularly sensitive to tele-
graphic noise, exhibiting more variability compared
to the relatively stable incoherent errors. In fact,
almost all time fluctuations in total errors originate
from coherent errors. This observation is also con-
sistent with findings from other experiments.

3. Despite running consecutively, a full recalibration–
adjusting drive frequencies, drive pulse amplitudes
and DRAG parameter λ–is conducted just before
starting the second experiment. This recalibration
significantly reduced the initial coherent errors at
the beginning of the second experiment, while the
incoherent errors remained at levels similar to those
observed at the conclusion of the first experiment.
This demonstrating the effectiveness of recalibra-
tion in reducing coherent errors (control error) and
underscores the robustness of the error classifica-
tion and reliability of the PB protocol.

·10−3

0

10

20

30

40

To
ta

l

f1 : 2.72(11)x10−3

f2 : 2.71(9)x10−3

·10−3

0

10

20

30

40

In
co

he
re

nt

f1 : 2.04(8)x10−3

f2 : 2.12(7)x10−3

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
·10−3

0

10

20

30

40

ε

Co
he

re
nt

f1 : 0.68(8)x10−3

f2 : 0.58(7)x10−3

FIG. 11. Histograms for time series data.



13

20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 2200.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5
·10−3

Time (h)

ε

f1: total f1: coherent f1: incoherent
f2: total f2: coherent f2: incoherent

FIG. 12. PB time series for different errors in the experiment from Subsection 1, shown with shaded error bars. Line styles
and colors are consistent with those used in the main text.

TABLE III. Summary statistics of the times series data in Fig. 11. All error metrics are expressed in the scale of 10−3.

ϵ ϵinc ϵcoh

f1 f2 f1 f2 f1 f2

Mean ± SD 2.72± 0.11 2.71± 0.09 2.04± 0.08 2.12± 0.07 0.68± 0.08 0.58± 0.07

Median 2.71 2.70 2.04 2.11 0.68 0.58

25th to 75th percentile 0.04 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.05
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FIG. 13. PB time series for different errors in the first experiment from Subsection 2, shown with shaded error bars. Different
line styles and colors are used to enhance the graphic presentation. Error bars indicate 68% confidence intervals (1σ).
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FIG. 14. PB time series for different errors in the second experiment from Subsection 2, shown with shaded error bars.


	Purity benchmarking study of error coherence in a single Xmon qubit
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theory
	Coherence of Error Processes
	Purity Benchmarking

	Methods
	Results
	Discussions
	Qualitative Analysis for Single TLS Interaction to Qubit Gate Errors
	Telegraphic Events on Gate Errors

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Author's declarations
	Conflict of interest statement
	Author contributions

	Data availability
	References
	Elimination of Offset Terms
	Supplementary Material: Corroborative Experiments
	Extended Frequency Analysis
	Experiments with Accelerated Cycle Execution Time



