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While quantumcircuits are reaching impressivewidths in the hundreds of qubits, their depths have not
been able to keep pace. In particular, cloud computing gates on multi-qubit, fixed-frequency
superconducting chips continue to hover around the 1% error range, contrasting with the progress
seen on carefully designed two-qubit chips, where error rates have been pushed towards 0.1%.
Despite the strong impetus and a plethora of research, experimental demonstration of error
suppression on thesemulti-qubit devices remains challenging, primarily due to thewidedistribution of
qubit parameters and the demanding calibration process required for advanced control methods.
Here, we achieve this goal, using a simple control method based on multi-derivative, multi-constraint
pulse shaping, which acts simultaneously against multiple error sources. Our approach establishes a
two to fourfold improvement on the default calibration scheme, demonstrated on four qubits on the
IBM Quantum Platform with limited and intermittent access, enabling these large-scale fixed-
frequency systems to fully take advantage of their superior coherence times. The achieved CNOT
fidelities of 99.7(1)% on those publically available qubits come from both coherent control error
suppression and accelerated gate time.

Superconducting qubits have experienced significant improvement in the
last decade, reaching the error correction threshold1,2 and beenused to study
nontrivial quantum phenomena3,4. Additionally, quantum devices have
become more accessible outside research labs, with cloud-based platforms
like the IBMQuantumplatform5 providing access tomulti-qubit devices, on
which near-term quantum computing applications with error mitigation
havebeendemonstrated6.Althoughveryhighgatefidelityhasbeenachieved
on isolated chips7,8, gate performance on scalable, publicly available multi-
qubit devices is still bottlenecked, especially for two-qubit operations9. These
control imperfections not only limit the fidelity and depth of quantum
circuits, but also give rise to correlated errors that propagate across the qubit
lattice, sabotaging quantum error correction10, making errormitigation and
benchmarking more challenging11–14.

The Cross-Resonance (CR) gate is one of the most widely used
two-qubit entangling gates for superconducting qubits, using
microwave controls and avoiding noisy flux lines15–19. It is the default
gate on most devices provided by IBM and has found applications in
high-quality circuit implementation, parity measurement, and state
preparation7,20,21. While the absence of flux control lines extends qubit
coherence time, it limits qubit tunability and necessitates weak

coupling between qubits. Consequently, achieving fast two-qubit
gates requires a strong drive, which often leads to coherent errors due
to non-adiabatic dynamics. In practice, limiting the drive amplitude
and a long pulse ramping time are used to prevent undesired
dynamics, including off-resonant transitions introduced by the
drive22–24 and unwanted dynamics in the effective qubits’
subspace23,25,26 (see Fig. 1a, b).

To circumvent control errors while maintaining substantial
coupling strength, a combination of careful qubit parameter engi-
neering and advanced control schemes has been employed. With
these techniques, the best CR gate infidelity reported lies between
0.1% and 0.3%7,8. However, extending these advancements to scalable
multi-qubit devices proves challenging. For instance, on the 127-
qubit chip ibm_brisbane, the best echoed CR gate has an error of
0.35%, while the median is only around 0.8%, considerably higher
than their coherence limit (median T1 ≈ 200 μs and T2 ≈ 135 μs)5. An
important factor contributing to the challenge lies in the intentional
distribution of qubit parameters over a wide range, a design choice
aimed at mitigating cross-talk27–29. This uncertainty in the qubit
parameters also stems unavoidably from the inhomogeneity in the
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fabrication process27,30. Therefore, designing an efficient control
scheme that operates seamlessly across diverse parameter regimes is
essential for achieving optimal performance across hundreds of
qubits.

In this work, we devise and test a simple and scalable control scheme
for CR gates that counteracts all the aforementioned control errors,
following the ideal of the well-known Derivative Removal by Adiabatic
Gate (DRAG) method31–34. For the transition error, we demonstrate that
previously suggested single-derivative DRAG correction22 is insufficient
for typical parameters in multi-qubit devices, where multiple transition
errors are present. We introduce a novel recursive multi-derivative DRAG

pulse, considering all three possible error transitions, capable of
experimentally suppressing the error to high precision without the need
for any calibration, or additional free parameters. For the two-qubit
rotation operator error such as the ZZ error in the effective two qubits’
subspace, we present a different approach.While other schemes typically
involve hardware modifications or additional detuned microwave drive
terms8,35,36, we show that a simple, DRAG-like correction tone applied on
the target qubit, along with a detuning on the drive frequency, is suffi-
cient to eliminate dominant entangling error terms while avoiding
additional hardware engineering. An overview of the derived pulse
schemes is shown in Fig. 1c, d.

In comparison to alternative pulse shaping techniques37–39, this
multi-derivative pulse Ansatz stands out for its simplicity. It provides
an efficient parameterization of the control pulse as a simple expression
of the qubits’ frequency and anharmonicity. This simplicity is essential
for scalable quantum devices as all the qubits need to be calibrated
quickly and repeatedly to ensure high fidelity. With the qiskit-pulse40

interface, we implemented our drive scheme on multi-qubit devices
provided by IBMQuantum. Despite the limited calibration time due to
sporadic access to busy, public machines, our experimental results
validate the efficient suppression of coherent errors. We observe a two-
to fourfold reduction in infidelity, achieving beyond state-of-the-art
fidelities in the 99.6 -99.8% range on multiple qubit pairs publicly
available on the IBM platform.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: We start by pre-
senting the theoretical framework of the derivative-based pulse
shaping methods. Next, we derive the pulse schemes for the CR gate
and experimentally validate the error suppression for both the
transition errors on the control qubit and the multi-qubit errors.
Finally, we demonstrate the performance and scalability of the pro-
posed control scheme by benchmarking the custom-implemented CR

gate on multi-qubit quantum hardware, accompanied by numerical
simulations across a wide range of experimentally relevant regimes.

Results
Multi-derivative pulse shaping
We start explaining the general theory for the systematic, iterative error
suppression with a generic two-level system

Ĥ ¼ ΔΠ̂j þ gðtÞ
σ̂þjk
2

þ g�ðtÞ
σ̂þkj
2

ð1Þ

where Π̂j ¼ ∣j
�

j
�
∣ and σ̂þjk ¼ ∣ki j

�
∣, g(t) denotes the coupling strength

between the two levels. In the following, we omit the explicit time depen-
dence on t for ease of notation. In general, g could take the (perturbative)
form of an n-photon interaction, Ωn

Δn�1
eff
, where Δeff is an effective energy gap

andΩ the drive strength. In particular, ifΩdenotes theCRdrive strengthon
the control qubit, with n = 1, it describes the transition ∣0i $ ∣1i (or
∣1i $ ∣2i) and with n = 2 the two-photon transition ∣0i $ ∣2i.

The goal is to suppress the undesired transition introduced by the
coupling g. If g≪Δ, we may perform a perturbative expansion with the

antihermitian generator Ŝð~gÞ ¼ ~g
2Δ σ̂

þ
jk � h.c. and obtain under the trans-

formation Ĥ
0ðgÞ ¼ V̂ð~gÞĤðgÞV̂yð~gÞ þ i _̂Vð~gÞV̂yð~gÞ with V̂ð~gÞ ¼ eŜð~gÞ,

Ĥ
0ðgÞ ¼ i _̂Sð~gÞ þ ĤðgÞ þ ½Ŝð~gÞ; ĤðgÞ� þ � � �

¼ ΔΠ̂j þ g � ~g þ i ddt
~g
Δ

� �
σ̂þjk
2 þ h.c. þOðϵ2Þ;

ð2Þ

where ϵ∝ g/Δ. We deliberately distinguish between g, the actual physical
coupling, and~g, which is used to define the generator Ŝ that diagonalizes the
Hamiltonian. As a result, for a time-dependent coupling g, to suppress the
transition, we require

g ¼ ~g � i
d
dt

~g
Δ
: ð3Þ

The above equation also provides an alternative interpretation:
Transition-less evolution is possible if we find a (counter-diabatic) control
g(t) by choosing any continuous function ~gðtÞ and making sure that Ŝð~gÞ is
zero at the beginning and at the end of the time evolution41–44. Thus, Eq. (3)
provides a substitution rule to derive a time-modulated coupling g(t) with

Fig. 1 | Illustration of the dominant coherent errors in the Cross-Resonance gate
and the proposed pulse schemes to correct them. aTransition errors in the rotating
frame for a Transmon qubit driven off-resonantly, with Δct the detuning and α the
anharmonicity. b Two-qubit errors of the CR gate. The three axes {σ̂1; σ̂2; σ̂3}
represent either {σ̂ZX ; σ̂ZY ; σ̂ZZ} or {σ̂IX ; σ̂IY ; σ̂IZ}. The Hamiltonians ZX and IX
(brown) commute and are defined as the ideal dynamics, while the others are

considered errors (blue). c Schematic illustration of the recursive DRAG pulse that
suppresses different error transitions on the control Transmon. d Schematic illus-
tration of differentmulti-qubit errors in the effective frame during the CR operation,
and the transformations of the error terms. The remaining IY and IZ errors are
compensated for by an IY-DRAG pulse on the target qubit and the detuning of the
CR drive.
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the transitionbetween the two levels suppressed. If the coupling describes an
n photon interaction generated by a drive Ω, i.e., g ¼ Ωn

Δn�1
eff

with a constant
Δeff, we obtain

Ω ¼ F ðnÞ
Δ ð~ΩÞ :¼ ~Ω

n � i
d
dt

~Ω
n

Δ

 !1
n

: ð4Þ

Here, we choose ~g ¼ ~Ω
n

Δn�1
eff

to keep the notation intuitive. The fractional
exponent is defined for complex numbers and needs to ensure the con-
tinuity of Ω as a function of t. For n = 1 this gives the familiar result of the
single-derivative DRAG expansion33. If needed, a free parameter a can be
added before the derivative term to adjust the strength DRAG correction.

More generally, a two-level Hamiltonian (or subspace), in Eq. (1), is
diagonalized exactly by the unitary transformation (referred to as Givens
rotation)45

V̂ ¼ cos θ
2

� �
e�iϕ sin θ

2

� �
�eiϕ sin θ

2

� �
cos θ

2

� �
 !

; ð5Þ

resulting in an exact substitution rule [c.f. Eq. (3)]:

g ¼ eiϕ �ðΔþ _ϕÞ tanðθÞ þ i _θ
� �

; ð6Þ

where θ and ϕ can in principle be chosen arbitrarily provided V̂ ¼ 1 at the
beginning and the end of the drive.

This exact diagonalization becomes useful in scenarios involving
strong drive amplitudes or small detunings. In those cases, Eq. (6) provides a
compact expression for the DRAG pulse beyond the perturbation limit. To
be consistentwith the perturbative solution,we set θ ¼ arctanð�j~gj=ΔÞ and
define ϕ as the complex phase of the coupling, i.e., ~g ¼ eiϕj~gj. We note that,
in general, Δ could also depend on g and Eq. (6) becomes an implicit
equation for g instead of a closed-form expression. To obtain an expression

for the drive strengthΩ, one needs to invert the dependence of g = f(Ω). For
instance, for a linear dependence, g = κΩ (and ~g ¼ κ~Ω), with κ a constant
factor, we get

Ω ¼ F ð1Þ;G
Δ ð~ΩÞ :¼ Δþ _ϕ~Ω

Δ
~Ωþ ieiϕ~Ω

κ

d
dt

arctan � jκ~Ωj
Δ

� 	
ð7Þ

with eiϕ~Ω ¼ ~Ω=j~Ωj. Eqs. (4) and (7) will be the building blocks throughout
the remaining of this article as we extend our analysis tomultilevel systems.

Application to control-qubit errors
TheCR interaction is typically activatedbydriving the control qubitwith the
frequency of the target23,25,26, leading to a rotation in the target qubit
depending on the state of the control, equivalent to a CNOT gate up to
single-qubit operations. Ideally, the state of the control qubit should remain
unaltered at the end of the gate. However, despite the detuning, the drive
may still excite the control qubit, especially whenoperating in the straddling
regime for fast entanglement23,26, where the qubit-qubit detuning is smaller
than their anharmonicities. Depending on the parameter regimes, it man-
ifests both as single-photon transitionsbetween ∣0i $ ∣1i, ∣1i $ ∣2i aswell
as the two-photon transition between ∣0i $ ∣2i22.

To counter these transition errors, the single-derivative DRAG pulse has
been employed which introduces a term proportional to the first derivative
of the drive pulse, i.e., Ω� ia _Ω

Δ, with a constant factor a to be optimized22.
This heuristic is proven useful when the qubit-qubit detuning is very small,
ranging from 50MHz to 70MHz7,24, because in this range there is only one
dominant transition. In contrast, for the scalable, multi-qubit fixed-fre-
quency architecture such as the IBM Quantum plaform, the detuning
between neighboring qubits is distributed over a much broader range
(Fig. 2c). An efficient drive scheme must be able to suppress the error in all
the operating parameter regimes. As shown later in this section, in some
prevalent parameter regimes, the single-derivative DRAG pulse provides only
minimal improvement. Even with a numerically optimized scale factor, a
compromise arises among different transitions22.

Fig. 2 | The transition errors on the control qubit with different drive schemes.
a Simulated transition error among the 3 levels of the control Transmon introduced
by the CR drive using a flat-top Gaussian pulse with tr = 2σ = 10 ns. b The total
transition error for different pulse schemes. We plot the envelope of the oscillation
by taking themaximumover different pulse lengths with the ramping time tr = 10 ns
fixed. Parameters used are Ωmax=2π ¼ 30 MHz, (Δ21− Δ10)/2π =− 300MHz and
λ ¼ ffiffiffi

2
p

. cDistribution of the qubit-qubit detunings in ibm_brisbane. A few outliers
that are far away out of the studied range are left out. d The circuit and measured

transition after preparing the state in ∣1i and applying a CR pulse with different
rising time tr. The data is obtained with a detuning of 120MHz and a drive strength
of about 40 MHz. e The amplification circuit and measured transition error.
Deviations from the expected population of one indicate the presence of error. The
three plots correspond to a default flat-topGaussian, recursive DRAG pulseΩP

CR in Eq.
(8) and ΩG

CR in Eq. (9), with no calibration of additional parameters. The data is
obtained from ibm_nairobi Q2 and Q1 with the drive amplitude 0.5 (≈60 MHz),
tr = 10 ns and N = 30. The qubit-qubit detuning is about 104 MHz.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-024-00863-4 Article

npj Quantum Information |           (2024) 10:66 3



Following the multi-derivative pulse described above, we propose the
following pulse shape derived by recursively applying the DRAG correction
targeting at the three dominant transitions

ΩP
CR ¼ F ð1Þ

Δ21
�F ð1Þ

Δ10
�F ð2Þ

Δ20
ðΩÞ ð8Þ

with the perturbative substitution Eq. (4) or

ΩG
CR ¼ F ð1Þ;G

Δ21
�F ð1Þ;G

Δ10
�F ð2Þ

Δ20
ðΩÞ ð9Þ

using the exact expression Eq. (7) for the two single-photon transitions. The
energy difference between state ∣j

�
and ∣ki in the rotating frame is denoted

by Δjk. The symbol ∘ denotes the composition of different substitutions F ,
applied sequentially from right to left on the pulse shape. Recursively
chaining the DRAG correction as above suppresses all three dominant errors.
While the two single-photon corrections F ð1Þ are interchangeable, the
substitution for the two-photon transitions needs to be applied first, as
detailed in the Methods section. The explicit formula for the perturbative
DRAG pulse [Eq. (8)] is given by the following recursive expressions:

ΩP
CR ¼ Ω1 � i

_Ω1

Δ10

ð10Þ

Ω1 ¼ Ω2 � i
_Ω2

Δ21

ð11Þ

Ω2 ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
Ω2

3 � i
2Ω3

_Ω3

Δ20

s
: ð12Þ

Here,Ω3 needs to be chosen such that the obtained pulse is continuous and
starts and ends in zero. Without the last equation for the two-photon
transition, the derived pulse alignswith themulti-derivativeDRAGsolution
proposed for multiple linear couplings in33. Notably, if one of the DRAG
correction strengths is fine-tuned by an additional parameter, it will not
affect the other correction significantly because of the recursive design.

Typically, a CR pulse consists of a rising, a holding and a lowering
period, duringwhich the pulse is turned on fromzero to themaximum, held
for a while and then turned off. We choose the rising portion of the pulse
to be

ΩðmÞðtÞ ¼ ΩmaxI 0

Z t

0
dt0sinm

πt0

2tr

� 	
; 0≤ t ≤ tr ð13Þ

with thenormalizationI 0 fixed viaΩ
ðmÞðtrÞ ¼ Ωmax. This definition ensures

that thepulse ism times differentiable and thederivatives are zero at t = 0and
t = tr, which guarantees the validity of the frame transformation V̂ intro-
duced above. Other pulse shapes can also be used as long as this property is
satisfied. After the holding time, the lowering phase takes the time-reversed
shape. An example of the CR pulse is shown in Fig. 1c. Form = 1 and with
zeroholding time, thepulse is the sameas theHannwindow, very close to the
flat-topGaussian pulse commonly adopted. It is important to note that, asm
increases, more high-frequency components become incorporated into the
pulse shape, leading to higher non-adiabatic transition error if not
compensated for. Therefore, it is advisable to keep m as small as possible.
For our study, we usem = 3 as the initial shape for the recursive DRAG pulse.

To verify the performance of the error suppression, we numerically
simulate the dynamics of the three-level Hamiltonian of the control Trans-
mon (seeMethods) and the result is shown in Fig. 2a, b. First, we examine in
Fig. 2a the contribution of the three transition errors for an uncorrected
pulse, across the typical experimentally relevant qubit-qubit detuning values.
The error is defined as the probability of unwanted population transfer
among different states. The plot indicates that all three transitions must be
considered for sufficient error suppression.Moreover,weobserve that partial
suppressionof the errors (usingonlyoneor twoderivatives)may increase the

unsuppressed ones, as demonstrated in detail in Supplementary Note 1,
making them non-negligible even if they were initially small.

Next, we compare the total transition error introduced by different
pulse schemes in Fig. 2b. To better illustrate the difference between the pulse
schemes, we take the sum of the three transition errors and the maximum
over pulses with various holding lengths. In this way, the oscillation caused
by the pulse timing is removed and only the upper envelope remains. As a
baseline,we plot the error for pulse shapeΩ(1), which is similar to theflat-top
Gaussian pulse used in qiskit-pulse40. The recursive DRAG pulse shapes we
derived, ΩP

CR and ΩG
CR, suppress the error by several orders of magnitude,

without anynumerical optimization, as long as thedrive is not resonantwith
the two-photon transition. In comparison, the single-derivative DRAG pulse,
used in previousworks7,22,24, performswell onlywhen the error is dominated
by one single-photon transition (very large or very small detuning). Outside
of these regimes, its performance is restricted due to the compromise
between different transitions, even if the DRAG coefficient a is calibrated to
minimize the total error.

This observation is further supported by experimental results shown in
Fig. 2d, e. In Fig. 2d, the state was initialized in state ∣1i, and a CR pulse of
200 ns with varying rising times tr was applied. As the rising time decreases,
the error transition grows quadratically.Without any correction, the error is
dominated by the transition between ∣0i $ ∣1i. Applying a DRAG pulse
designed to suppress this transition, i.e.,Ω� i _Ω=Δ10, effectively suppresses
this error but introduces a new transition error between ∣1i $ ∣2i. Cali-
brating the DRAG coefficient only compromises between these errors. In
contrast, with the recursive pulse shape defined in Eq. (8), all errors are
suppressed below the state preparation and measurement error.

Typically, achieving high-fidelity quantum operations requires the
transition errors to be suppressed to the order of 10−4. Resolving this
population error often needs a large number of sampling points. Therefore,
we employ the error amplification circuits outlined in ref. 24, which add
virtual Z gatesRZ(ϕ) between the repetitionswith different phasesϕ (Fig. 2).
Different transition errors will be selected by different choices of ϕ, as
detailed in Supplementary Note 3. To perform the measurement, we cali-
brate an X gate between states ∣1i, ∣2i and build a measurement dis-
criminator for qutrits46.

In Fig. 2e, the measured population of the state ∣0i(∣1i) is plotted after
the initial preparation in ∣0i(∣1i) and 30 repetition of the CR pulse. A
population close to one implies negligible errors, while any deviation indi-
cates a transition to other states. For instance, overlapping blue and orange
curves indicate the ∣0i $ ∣1i transition,while a drop solely in the blue curve
suggests the ∣0i $ ∣2i transition. It is evident that for this short rising time
(tr = 10 ns), there exists a significant transition error between state ∣0i and
∣1i, but also a non-negligible contribution from other transitions between
∣0i and ∣2i. After applying the perturbative DRAG pulse, a substantial
reduction in the error is observed, with some remaining small transitions.
Using the recursive DRAG pulse derived by Givens rotation proves highly
effective, suppressing all transition errors below the threshold. In both cases,
no calibration of DRAG coefficients is required, and the analytical formulas
are completely predictive. In general, free parameters can be added to each
substitution before the derivative terms to fine-tune the strength of DRAG
corrections for each individual transition error.

It is crucial to highlight that previous applications of a single-derivative
DRAG

7,22,24 to CR gates primarily focus on the case of very small qubit-qubit
detuning (ranging from 50MHz to 70MHz), the errors of which is domi-
nated only by the ∣0i $ ∣1i transition. However, qubit pairs on IBM
Quantum Platform have detuning distributed in a much larger range from
40 to 260MHz (Fig. 2c), where other transitions become nonnegligible
(Fig. 2a). In contrast, the recursive DRAG solution showcased in this study
exhibits remarkable universal performance even in the presence of multiple
types of errors, without any calibration necessary. In SupplementaryNote 5,
we show similar error suppression on qubit pairs with qubit-qubit deutning
of 143MHz and 189MHz, together with an example where the single-
derivative DRAG fails to suppress the error even with a full-sweep calibration
of the DRAG coefficient.
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Application to multi-qubit operator errors
A second major part of the error in the CR operation comes from the
remaining dynamical operators in the two-qubit subspace that do not
commutewith the ideal dynamicsZX. Assuming the transition errors on the
control qubit are all suppressed, the effective Hamiltonian in the two-qubit
subspace is given by

H ¼ νZX
2 ẐX̂ þ νZY

2 ẐŶ þ νZZ
2 ẐẐ

þ νIX
2 ÎX̂ þ νIY

2 ÎŶ þ νIZ
2 ÎẐ:

ð14Þ

The coefficient ν(t) for each term can be derived by perturbative expansion,
with the explicit expressions given in appendix C of ref. 25. Experimentally,
they can be measured by Hamiltonian tomography19. An overview of the
multi-qubit errors and the frame transformations used below to remove
them is shown in Fig. 1d.

When implementing a CR gate, the ZY term is removed by calibrating
the phase of the CR drive and the single-qubit rotations, IX and IY, com-
pensated for by a target drive19. To achieve high-fidelity operations, we
iterativelyfine-tune the drive pulse until the error termsZY, IY and IX are all
below 0.015MHz (see Supplementary Note 6). After this standard cali-
bration procedure, one can describe the dynamics with the following
effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ ¼ νZX
2

ẐX̂ þ νZZ
2

ẐẐ þ νIZ
2

ÎẐ; ð15Þ

where the first term is the desiredHamiltonian dynamicwhile the other two
are multi-qubit errors to be suppressed.

We now show that an IY-DRAG correction and a detuning are sufficient
to suppress the remaining errors. Note that the two Hamiltonian terms ZX
and ZZ are connected by a rotation along the IY axis. Hence, we define the
transformation

V̂ZZ ¼ Î � exp �iβðtÞŶ=2� � ð16Þ

withβ ¼ arctanðνZZ
νZX

Þ≈ νZZ
νZX

. In the perturbaitve expansion, the coefficients are

given as νZZ ¼ J2jΩCR j2
2Δeff ðα1þΔÞ2 and νZX þ iνZY ¼ � JΩCRα1

Δðα1þΔÞ, where Δeff is a

constant depending on the Transmons’ frequency and anharmonicity25.

This transformation results in an enhanced ZX strength
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ν2ZX þ ν02ZZ

p
and

an additional single-qubit term _βÎŶ=2 to be compensated by a Ŷ drive on
the target qubit. It is not difficult to verify that this corresponds to a DRAG-like
correction which is non-zero only during the pulse ramping time.

In general, to completely remove the error, one needs to match the
shape of the IY-DRAG pulse exactly with _β=2. In typical CR gates, the holding
period is much longer than the ramping time. Therefore, we can neglect the
coherent error introduced by the time-dependent part 0 < t < tr and focus
only on the holding period tr < t < tf− tr. This simplified approach allows us
to neglect the shape of the IY-DRAG pulse and only calibrate the area
(amplitude) such that the ZZ error is removed during the holding period.
We choose the IY-DRAG shape as the first derivative of the target drive, i.e.,
cIY _ΩIX . Given that the ZZ error is typically small (<0.1MHz), the IY-DRAG
correction is also veryweak. Thus, the correct coefficient cIY can be obtained
by measuring the ZZ coupling strength for a few different cIY and con-
ducting a linear fit, as illustrated in Fig. 3. In practice, we find that three
sampling points are sufficient for the accurate calibration of the IY-DRAG
amplitude. It is worth noting that in the calibration, the removed ZZ error
consists of both the dynamic ones introduced by the drive and the static ZZ
terms caused by residual coupling47.

Compared to the previous approach applied by IBM, the target rota-
tory pulse48, our proposedmethod require only three sampling points and a
linear fit, employing the same tomography circuit as used in the standard
calibration19, which renders it more practical for implementation on the
IBM platform with limited calibration time. In contrast, the calibration of
the target rotatory pulse amplitude requires a sweep across various ampli-
tudes and finding a minimum of total measured errors. Furthermore, our
method does not require the echoed CNOT structure and thus can be used
to construct a direct CNOT gate. The two methods can also be combined,
introducing new degrees of freedom to suppress more residual errors at the
same time, which are left for future study.

Finally, the only untreated error, the IZ term, is compensated for by
detuning the CR drive. In general, the exact cancellation of the IZ error
requires time-dependent detuning, i.e., a chirped pulse or phase ramping.
Here, as the IZ term isusually small, it is sufficient to compensate for itwith a
constant detuning. This is implemented by adding an additional phase term
to the pulse shape expð�iνIZt=2Þ, where νIZ denotes the measured IZ
coefficient from the tomography, similar to the phase error in single qubit
gates49.

Benchmarking the improved CR gate
The investigations outlined above underscore the performance of our
proposed methods in addressing both the transition errors on the control
Transmon induced by rapid driving and the multi-qubit operator errors
arising from (static and dynamic) residual coupling. The improved preci-
sion in control not only reduces the coherent error but also facilitates the
exploration of higher drive amplitudes and faster tuning speeds, which
usually introduces more coherent error if left uncompensated23,26. As a
result, the attained reduction in gate time allows us to exceed the impact of
decoherence and achieve higher fidelities. For instance, by reducing tr from
28 ns (default qiskit-pulse parameter) to 10 ns, one gains about 35 ns for an
echoed CR gate. Moreover, because of the simplified calibration procedure,
a complete removal of multi-qubit errors is achieved only when the drive is
at its maximum. Therefore, the reduction in tr contributes not only to
shorter gate time but also to improved accuracy in the CR drive.

In consideration of these factors, we select pairs of qubits from the
available Transmon qubits on the IBM Quantum Platform that exhibit
sufficiently large coupling and relatively long coherence time (>30 μs). Due
to our limited access, a comprehensive search for the speed limit at different
drive strengths to determine the optimal gate time is not feasible. Therefore,
we opt for an empirical approach in choosing the CR drive amplitude based
on the qubit-qubit detuning and the effective coupling strength. In addition
to the commonly used echoedCNOTgates19, we also calibrate direct CNOT

Fig. 3 | Measurement of the ZZ error and calibration of the IY-DRAG schemes.
a Circuit used for the CR Hamiltonian tomography19. b Experimental data for
calibrating the IY-DRAG amplitude to minimize the ZZ coupling, obtained from
ibm_perth. The error bar denotes the standard deviation of the measured ZZ
strength.
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gates, eliminating the two single-qubit gates and further reducing the gate
time. Examples of the applied pulse shapes are shown in Fig. 4a, b, which
include the recursive-DRAG pulse correction on the CR drive (ramping up of
the CR pulse), the IY-DRAG correction (green pulse), and the frequency
detuning (asymmetry between the ramping up and off). The calibration
procedure is explained in detail in Supplementary Note 6.

To accurately characterize the fidelity, we measure the infidelity of the
self-calibrated CR gates through interleaved randomized benchmarking.
For each pulse configuration, we repeat the experiment five times (each
takes about 5 to 10 minutes including the classical communication time)
and compute the mean and standard deviation of the measured gate error.
Therefore, the presented gate error should be interpreted as the average
error over the following hours after the calibration, including possible
detrimental drift in the prior system parameters over the ensuing time
period. As shown in Fig. 4, we obtain a significant reduction of the error on
several pairs of the qubits compared to thedefaultCNOTgate.Over the four
pairs of qubits studied, we obtain an average gate fidelity of 99.7(1)%. We
further compare it to the self-calibrated CNOT gate with no corrections
applied, using the default Gaussian shape, drive amplitude and tr. This
comparison verifies that the observed improvement is not solely attributable
to our more recent calibration. Detailed information on the used qubits,
measured effective coupling strength and drive parameters is presented in
Supplementary Note 4.

Next, we characterize the possible improvement over a wider range of
typical and prospective parameter regimes. In particular, we perform
thorough numerical simulations to demonstrate what is possible beyond
current bottlenecks given by present-day coherence times and limited
calibration access on high-demand systems.

To show the applicability of the derived pulse on a large-scale quantum
device, it is important to evaluate its performance across various parameter
regimes representative of a real quantum system. TheHamiltonianmodel is
chosen tohave similar coupling strengthandZZ error rate to thosequbits on
the IBM Quantum Platform (see Methods). Since we focus on the CR
operation, we exclude the error that can be removed by single-qubit cor-
rections.Weperforma sweep for differentΩmax and trwhile also varying the
qubit-qubit detuning Δ/2π = {70, 110, 200} MHz in the straddling regime.

In Fig. 5, we compare the infidelity between the proposed pulse and the
flat-topGaussian pulse. It shows a drastic reduction in the coherent error in
all regimes via our approach, with orders of magnitude suppression simi-
larly seen for the three detunings. The recursive DRAG correction reduces the
ramping time while keeping a low transition error rate. Meanwhile, the IY-
DRAG correction cancels the ZZ error and allows for stronger drive ampli-
tude. The observed optimal selection of the pulse ramping time between 10
to 15 ns in the simulations results from a compromise between the staticZZ
error in IBM qubit parameters and the transition error. In our simulation,
we considered IBM hardware with fixed coupler frequencies, resulting in a
static ZZ error that cannot be fully corrected, especially during the ramping
period. Shorter ramping times lead to reduced accumulationof this staticZZ
error, at the expense of increased transition error.

Fig. 5 | Comparison between the drive pulses. Infidelities of simulated CR gates
implemented by the flat-top Gaussian pulse (top) and the proposedmulti-derivative
pulse (bottom), including the derived recursive DRAG correction (ΩG

CR) and the

IY-DRAG correction. All the pulses are closed-form and computed deterministically
without numerical calibration. The simulation is repeated for 3 different values of the
qubit-qubit detuning Δ.

Fig. 4 | Calibrated pulses for the CNOT gate and randomized benchmarking.
Examples of the custompulse shapes used are shown for the direct (a) and echoed (b)
CNOT gate on ibm_lagos qubit Q2 and Q1. The amplitudes for different drives are
rescaled for visualization purposes. c Error per gate of the self-calibrated CNOT and
the default CNOT gate, estimated by interleaved randomized benchmarking. The
coherence limit is calculated including relaxation (T1) and dephasing (T2) noise
provided by IBMQuantum.Data obtained from ibm_lagos (L) and ibm_nairobi (N).
The error bar represents the standard deviation of five randomized benchmarking
experiments.
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For commensurate qubit lifetimes in the range of milliseconds, as
already demonstrated in refs. 50,51, errors as low as 10−4 are within
reach using our proposed pulse, while the standard pulse would be
limited to an order of magnitude larger error. Along with the shorter
gate times coming from larger amplitudes and shorter ramping times,
the large coherent error suppression further amplifies any expected
gains coming from improvements in qubit fabrication. This is already
seen, for example, in Fig. 4, where not only is the coherent error on the
IBM Quantum devices suppressed, but there is also a reduction in the
total gate duration (with reduced coherence limit). This is especially
important looking forward, as advantages in coherence times for fixed-
frequency architectures vs. tunable-qubit architectures tilts the
advantage towards the former with appropriate pulse shaping. Note
also that even if the parasitic ZZ error is engineered to be very
small35,36,45,52, as coherence times improve, the standard pulses must
choose a long ramping time to match the incoherent error, while our
pulse shaping approach can continue to use very short times, fully
taking advantage of such improvements.

Importantly, these pulses are constructed following the analytical
expression without additional optimization or fitting parameters. This
means that compared to all but the simplest approaches available, including
ref. 22, these high-performance pulses are much faster and more straight-
forward to calibrate. Additionally, we observe that the transition error is
barely affected by the drift of the drive strength and is also relatively robust
against frequency drift (see Supplementary Note 2).

Discussion
We introduced an analytical multi-derivative pulse shape tailored for
driving the CR interaction in superconducting qubits, adept at elim-
inating undesired transitions on the control qubit and unwantedmulti-
qubit dynamics. Our approach extends the DRAG formalism to a
recursive structure capable of suppressing multiple error transitions
simultaneously. Additionally, we developed a novel technique to
eliminate multi-operator errors by dynamically transforming the
errors into the desired entangling form. This resulted in several orders
ofmagnitude suppression in the coherent error when simulating across
the range of typical c-QED regimes, without extensive requirement on
calibration. The simplicity and universality of the proposed pulse
shape make it well-suited for implementation on the IBM Quantum
Platform as an efficient high-quality calibration across hundreds of
qubits. We demonstrate this on several qubits, showing a significant
suppression in the state-of-the-art error using our customized pulse
shape. The results are reproducible over a wide range of qubit fre-
quency spacings and with prescriptive pulse shapes across the
spectrum.

These analytical approaches are general and also applicable to other
entangling gates in c-QED and various quantum technologies53–55. The
control error addressed in thiswork extends beyondCRgates and is relevant
to other off-resonant drive schemes, such asmicrowave-activated gates8,56–58,
as well as the use of microwave drives for suppressing quantum cross-talk
and leakage29,33,59,60. The coherent error suppression demonstrated here also
has implications for fixed-frequency architectures, allowing them to take
advantage of longer coherence times compared to tunable architectures.
Moreover, errors involving a spectator qubit26,29,48,59 can be addressed by
incorporating the ancillary level into the modeling and introducing new
derivative-based corrections accordingly.

Apart from the pursuit of improvingmulti-qubit gates, it is noteworthy
that the suppression of coherent errors also indirectly enhances the fabri-
cation process’ yield. For instance, the transition errors addressed in this
workwere also identified as frequency collisions in refs. 27,28. Theproposed
drive scheme effectively increases the threshold for frequency collisions,
thereby contributing to an increased fabrication yield. Similar error models
for frequency collision also apply to the tunable-coupler architecture61,
extending the potential application domain.

Methods
Derivation of the recursive DRAG pulse
We use the following three-level Hamiltonian to model the control
Transmon

Ĥ ¼ ϵΩCR

2
ðσþ01 þ λσþ12Þ þ h.c. þ Δ10Π̂1 þ ðΔ10 þ Δ21ÞΠ̂2; ð17Þ

where λ is the relative coupling strength of the second transition and ϵ is
used to denote the perturbation order. For detuning Δ10 = 0, the pulse is on
resonance and implements a single-qubit gate. When the drive is resonant
with the frequency of the target qubit, a CR operation is activated. In the
rotating frame with respect to the driving frequency, we have Δ10 equal to
the qubit-qubit detuning andΔ21 =Δ10+ αc, with αc the anharmonicity. To
the leading order perturbation, the coupling strength is proportional to
ΩCR

25. An ideal CR pulse generates rotations on the target qubit depending
on the control qubit state while leaving the latter intact. This approximation
holds well as long as the dressing of the qubit is perturbative. Therefore, we
aim at finding a pulse ΩCR with non-zero real integral but introducing no
population transfer among any of the three levels of the control qubit. This
model, Eq. (17), includes both the leakage error and population flipping on
the control qubit23.

In the following, we show the derivation of the substitution rule ofΩ in
Eq. (8) via Schrieffer Wolff perturbation. We omit the perturbative cor-
rections to the diagonal part of theHamiltonian as they haveno effect on the
leading-order perturbative coupling strength. The derivation includes three
steps, each targeting one coupling. The perturbative transformation gen-
erated by an anti-hermitian matrix Ŝ is defined as

Ĥ
0 ¼ i _̂Sþ Ĥ þ Ŝ; Ĥ

� �þ 1
2

Ŝ; Ŝ; Ĥ
� �� �þ � � � : ð18Þ

First, we apply the perturbative diagonalization targeting the ∣0i $ ∣1i
transition

Ŝ1 ¼
ϵ

2
Ω1

Δ10
σ̂þ01 þ

λΩ1

Δ10
σ̂þ12

� 	
� h.c. ð19Þ

The first component in Ŝ1 is chosen to remove the ∣0i $ ∣1i coupling
perturbatively. According to the derivation in the main text, we define a
substitution for ΩP

CR

ΩP
CR ¼ Ω1 � i

_Ω1

Δ10
: ð20Þ

The second term in Eq. (19) is chosen such that i _̂S1 is proportional to the Y
controlHamiltonian.This ensures that in the derived effectiveHamiltonian,
no _Ω1 appears in the ∣1i $ ∣2i coupling, because it is absorbed inΩCR.Note
that it does not diagonalize the ∣1i $ ∣2i coupling, which would need
λΩ1
Δ21

σ̂þ12 instead. As a result, we obtain

Ĥ1 ¼ 1� Δ21
Δ10

� �
1
2 λΩ1ϵσ̂

þ
12 � λΩ2

1ϵ
2

8Δ10
σ̂þ02

� �
þ h.c.

þ diagþOðϵ3Þ:
ð21Þ

In the second step, we perform another perturbative diagonalization
that removes the ∣1i $ ∣2i transition:

S2 ¼ 1� Δ21

Δ10

� 	
λΩ2ϵ

2Δ21
σ̂þ12 � h.c. ð22Þ
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and substitute

Ω1 ¼ Ω2 � i
_Ω2

Δ21
: ð23Þ

This gives the effective Hamiltonian

Ĥ2 ¼ Δ21
Δ10

� 1
� �

Ω2 � i
_Ω2
Δ21

� �2
λϵ2

8Δ10
σ̂þ02 þ h.c.

þ diagþOðϵ3Þ
ð24Þ

where both single-photon transitions are removed to the leading order.
Notice that the DRAG pulse shape is independent of the relative drive
amplitude λ in this first-order approximation.

It may seem strange that the remaining coupling for the ∣0i $ ∣2i
transition is not symmetric with respect to the order of the transformations
of ∣0i $ ∣1i and ∣1i $ ∣2i, although the two substitutions commute. In
fact, we can perform a transformation Ŝ3

Ŝ3 ¼ � 1
Δ21

� 1
Δ10

� 	
λΩ2

2ϵ
2

� �
8Δ10

σ̂þ02 � h.c. ð25Þ

which only removes the Ω _Ω term and gives

H3 ¼ 1
8 λϵ

2 1
Δ21

� 1
Δ10

� �
_Ω
2
2

Δ21Δ10
þΩ2

2

� �
σ̂þ02 þ h.c.

þ diagþOðϵ3Þ:
ð26Þ

Lastly, we perform the third step to suppress the remaining ∣0i $ ∣2i
coupling. To fully remove this transition one needs to solve the differential
equation

_Ω
2
2

Δ21Δ10
þΩ2

2

 !
¼

_Ω
2
3

Δ21Δ10
þΩ2

3

 !
� i

d
dt

_Ω
2
3

Δ21Δ10
þΩ2

3

� �
Δ20

; ð27Þ

which is difficult because of the non-linearity. Moreover, it may result in a
pulse thatdoesnot fulfill theboundary condition, unlessΩ3 is carefully chosen
to ensure that. In practice, numerical solutions may be employed to solve the
equation, though it will pose challenges for fast calibration. For simplicity, we

here assume that thepulse ramping is quasi-adiabatic i.e.Ω2
2 ≫

_Ω
2
2

Δ10Δ21
. For the

parameters studied in this work, with _Ω ≈ Ω
tr
, this threshold lies around tr≈ 6

ns. In this case, we can ignore the term proportional to _Ω
2
2.

We then define the last transformation that diagonalizes the ∣0i $ ∣2i
transition

Ŝ4 ¼
1
8
λϵ2

1
Δ21

� 1
Δ10

� 	
Ω2

2

Δ20
σ̂þ02 � h.c. ð28Þ

and substitute

Ω2 ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
Ω2

3 � i
2Ω3

_Ω3

Δ20

s
: ð29Þ

Here, Ω3 =Ω(3), defined in Eq. (13), which is a continuously three-times
differentiable function andensures that thefinal expression starts and ends at
zero. As a result, we suppress all three transitions up toOðϵ3Þ þOð _Ω2

=Δ4Þ.
Combining the three expressions,we obtain the explicit formula for the

perturbative recursive DRAG pulse presented in the main text. As simple as
the perturbative DRAG expression is, itmaynot sufficiently suppress the error

if the qubits frequencies are very close to the one of ∣0i $ ∣1i or ∣1i $ ∣2i
and the perturbative approximation no longerholds, as shown in Fig. 2b. To
address this limitation, we replace the substitutions for the single-photon
transitionswith the exact diagonalization based onGivens rotations defined
in Eq. (7). It is important to note that the substitution F ð1Þ;G is only exact
concerning the two-level subsystem; corrections to the energy gaps and
other couplings are still disregarded. Nevertheless, it still significantly
improves the performance compared to the perturbative expressions.

Numerical simulation of the CR gate
In the simulation, we use an effective Duffing model62 truncated at 4 levels

Ĥ0 ¼ ωaâ
yâþ

X
j¼1;2

ωjb̂
y
j b̂j þ

αj
2
b̂
y
j b̂

y
j b̂jb̂j þ gjðb̂jây þ b̂

y
j âÞ ð30Þ

where b̂j and â are the annihilation operators for qubit j and the resonator,
respectively, and gj is the coupling strength. Themicrowave drive on qubit j
is written as

Ĥc ¼ ReðΩCRÞ cosðωdtÞðb̂
y
j þ b̂jÞ

þ i ImðΩCRÞ cosðωdtÞðb̂
y
j � b̂jÞ

ð31Þ

where ωd is the driving frequency, initially chosen as the frequency of the
target qubit. For simplicity, we use the same drive frequency for both the
control and the target qubit.

We choose the anharmonicity α =− 300MHz and gj = 80MHz. The
detuning of the coupler from the control qubit, i.e., ω1−ωr, is about
−1.4 GHz and adjusted such that the effective qubit-qubit coupling strength
is about 3MHz, with ZZ crosstalk around 0.06MHz, similar to the
Transmons on the IBMplatform (see Supplementary Note 4). Based on the
model above, we derive the CR pulse following the analytical expressions
derived in this paper. The effective coupling strength of ZX and ZZ are
computed using the Non-Perturbative Analytical Diagonalization (NPAD)
method45, fromwhich the gate time, i.e., the holding duration of the pulse, is
calculated.

When computing the fidelity in the simulation, we ignore the con-
tribution of the (commuting) single-qubit corrections ZI and IX, because
they can be easily calibrated in the experiment. Given an ideal unitary Û I for
a two-qubit gate, the average gate fidelity is defined as63

F½ÛQ� ¼
Tr ÛQÛ

y
Q

h i
dðd þ 1Þ þ

Tr ÛQÛ
y
I

h i


 


2
dðd þ 1Þ

ð32Þ

where ÛQ is the full unitary truncated to the two-qubit subspace and d = 4.
Because we ignore the possible single-qubit correction ZI and IX, we
compute the maximal fidelity optimized over the possible single-qubit
rotation angles

~F ¼ max
fθ1 ;θ2g

F e�iðθ1 ÎX̂þθ2ẐÎÞÛQe
iðθ1 ÎX̂þθ2ẐÎÞ

h i
: ð33Þ

Data availability
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Code availability
The code for calibrating the Cross-Resonance gate can be accessed via this
link https://github.com/BoxiLi/qiskit-CR-calibration.
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