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Scalable fast benchmarking for individual quantum gates with local twirling
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With the development of controllable quantum systems, fast and practical characterization for
multi-qubit gates is essential for building high-fidelity quantum computing devices. The usual way
to fulfill this requirement via randomized benchmarking asks for the complicated implementation
of numerous multi-qubit twirling gates. How to efficiently and reliably estimate the fidelity of a
quantum process remains an open problem. In this work, we propose a character-cycle bench-
marking protocol and a character-average benchmarking protocol only using local twirling gates to
estimate the process fidelity of an individual multi-qubit operation. Our protocols can characterize
a large class of quantum gates including and beyond the Clifford group via the local gauge trans-
formation, which forms a universal gate set for quantum computing. We numerically demonstrate
our protocols for a non-Clifford gate — controlled-(7'X) and a Clifford gate — five-qubit quantum
error-correcting encoding circuit. The numerical results show that our protocols can efficiently and
reliably characterize the gate process fidelities. Compared with the cross-entropy benchmarking, the
simulation results show that the character-average benchmarking achieves three orders of magnitude
improvements in terms of sampling complexity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Characterizing a quantum process has great importance in both the fundamental study and practical application
of quantum information science. With the recent advent of noisy intermediate-scale quantum computing [1], bench-
marking quantum operations is critical for quantum control [2, 3] as it provides an indicator to assess the experimental
devices. It is essential for the development of high-precision quantum information processing instruments. Accurate
benchmarking can reliably characterize the noise levels of the quantum operations and plays a critical role in promot-

ing fault-tolerant universal quantum computing [4, 5]. In practice, we need to evaluate the performance of a quantum
circuit to verify whether a quantum algorithm or an error-correcting code is properly implemented in a quantum
system.

Numerous approaches have been proposed to characterize quantum processes. Conventional methods like quantum
process tomography [6] provide a full description of a channel. However, these methods are impractical for large-scale
quantum systems as the required experimental resources increase exponentially with the number of qubits, even with
state-of-the-art techniques such as compressed sensing [7, 8]. Direct fidelity estimation [9] tackles the scaling problem
and characterizes the quantum process in terms of average fidelity. Unfortunately, the result inevitably contains
extra errors from the state preparation and measurement (SPAM) and hence often over-estimates the noise levels. In
reality, SPAM errors usually grow rapidly with the system size so that it is hard to characterize the quantum process
accurately for large-scale quantum systems with direct fidelity estimation.

Randomized benchmarking (RB) and variants there of are proposed to avoid both the scaling problem and SPAM
errors at the same time [10-16]. Standard RB estimates the average error rate of a specific gate set under the
assumption of gate-independent or weakly-dependent noise. The gate set is normally chosen to be the Clifford group
and has been widely implemented in experiments [17-24]. Otherwise, in order to characterize a specific Clifford gate,
a variant called interleaved RB was proposed and utilizes random Clifford gates interleaved with the target gate [25].
The random gates here are considered as the twirling gates for reference, whose fidelity should be measured separately
to infer the fidelity of the target gate. The interleaved RB method is efficient and scalable in principle. However, it
suffers from two severe problems in practice. The first is the compiling overhead for twirling operations. In reality,
any operation needs to be compiled to one- and two-qubit gates native to the quantum system. Note that twirling
gates are randomly picked from a gate set, like the Clifford group. In general, the average number of native gates
used for compiling a single sample grows dramatically with the system size. The second is the gate-dependent noises
introduced by twirling gates. Note that different twirling operations in a gate group can vary a lot in the depths
of compiled circuits. For example, a local operation like a Pauli gate can be implemented by a single layer circuit,
while a complex entangling operation requires a deep circuit with massive native gates. The strong gate-dependent
noises caused by the uneven compilations may bring inaccuracy to the fidelity estimation [26, 27]. As a result, the
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compiling overhead and gate-dependent noises introduced by twirling gates limit the scalability of the RB method in
experiments.

Recently, there are several variants of RB attempting to address the two compiling problems. For example, character
benchmarking employs the character theory so that the quality parameters can be extracted from the local twirling
operations [28]. Unfortunately, for the gate groups with exponentially increasing number of quality parameters, this
method requires an exponential amount of SPAM settings. Besides, character benchmarking is still caught in the
aforementioned compiling problems for the final inverse gate and can be hardly applied for a generic multi-qubit
quantum operation. Another inspiring attempt called cycle benchmarking aims to estimate the fidelity of the target
gate by interleaving it with the Pauli gate set. However, it is restricted to the Clifford gates [29]. Also, cycle
benchmarking requires numerous repetitions for the gates with large cyclic numbers, which is common for multi-qubit
gates. Hence, this method cannot efficiently benchmark a wide class of gates. The cross-entropy benchmarking
(XEB) characterize the fidelity of a generic quantum gate reflected by linear cross-entropy using local Clifford gate
twirling [30]. However, the Haar measure assumption in XEB may lead to poor fidelity estimation when the size of
the target gate is large. How to efficiently and reliably estimate the fidelity of a large-scale quantum process from a
universal gate set remains an open problem.

In this work, we propose two scalable and efficient protocols to tackle the compiling problems as well as the SPAM
error issues simultaneously, which we call character-cycle benchmarking (CCB) and character-average benchmarking
(CAB). The protocols utilize local twirling to reliably characterize the fidelity of an individual multi-qubit quantum
operation. We employ the Pauli and the local Clifford gates for twirling and extend the applicable gate set to non-
Clifford gates via the local gauge transformation. The efficiency and reliability of the protocols are shown by rigorous
mathematical derivations and by numerical simulations under realistic physical assumptions.

II. CHARACTER CYCLE BENCHMARKING

Denote the quantum operation of a unitary matrix U acting on an n-qubit quantum state, p, by the calligraphic
letter U, i.e., U(p) = UpU ™!, and the noisy implementation by &/. One can evaluate the quality of U by the process
fidelity of the noise channel A =U~! ol

F(A) = % i i, (1)
=0

where \; = d~ ! Tr(P;A(P;)) is the Pauli fidelity associated with the Pauli operator P; € P, and d = 2" is the
dimension of the quantum system. Here, P,, denotes the n-qubit Pauli group, containing the tensor product of the
identity operation I and three Pauli matrices X,Y, Z.

In practice, it is costly to figure out all the parameters Ag, A1, -+, Agn_1 since their number increases exponentially
with n. Instead, one can estimate the process fidelity via repeatable sampling of Ag, A1, -+, Asn_1. Concretely, one
samples a sufficient number of Pauli operators {P;} and averaging the corresponding {\;},
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where M is the number of samples and the summation takes over the sample set.
Here, we propose a CCB protocol which employs the key techniques of the cycle benchmarking [29] and charac-
ter benchmarking [28]. Specifically, we extract different Pauli fidelities through applying specific initial states and

measurements and utilize the character theory to fully separate the SPAM errors. The schematic circuit of the CCB
protocol is shown in Fig. 1(a). Let us start with the Clifford case, where the target gate belongs to the n-qubit Clifford
group C,,. The inner random gate layer consists of the target gate I/ and its inverse gate &/ ! interleaved with two
random Pauli gate layers. The Pauli gates are the reference gates employed to perform local Pauli twirling over the
generic quantum noise channel A and turns it into

1 _
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where A contains the errors of Pauli gates and target gate U; Ap is a Pauli channel satisfying Ap(p) = > ;piPipP;,
and p; is the Pauli error rate related to P;.

Note that the introduction of the inverse target gate &/ ~! is the major difference between CCB and cycle bench-
marking. In cycle benchmarking, we need to repeat U for multiples of [ times, where [ is the cyclic number of U, i.e.,



U' = I. In general, [ can be quite large for a wide class of Clifford gates which is prohibitive for the experiments.
For example, the five-qubit quantum error-correcting encoding circuit requires [ = 124. The CCB protocol improves
the efficiency and application scope via substituting a single Z/~! for multiple repetitions of I/ in cycle benchmarking.
In many quantum platforms, such as superconducting quantum processors, the inverse gates of the native gates are
also native. Typical examples include single-qubit gates, CZ, and iSWAP. Thus, the inverse gates of native gates are
normally easy to implement. More generally, if U is composed of several native gates, the difficulty to implement U
and I/~ ! is often the same. Based on this consideration, the introduction of /! does not increase the implementation
difficulty of CCB in most cases.

In CCB, the randomization of Pauli gates in the inner gate layers will generate a composite channel 2/ ~! oA’(;) oldoAp,

where Ap and A}(;) are the Pauli-twirled channels corresponding to gates ¢ and U/ ~', respectively. Note that this
composite channel is a Pauli channel for Clifford gate ¢/. The fidelity we aim to estimate in the CCB protocol is
defined as the CCB fidelity,

Feer = F(\/Ufl © AI(D_) oU o Ap), (4)

which contains the fidelities of ¢ and &/ ~!. For the case that the noise channel of I/ is the same as that of /1, which
is valid for most of the experimental platforms, the CCB fidelity is simplifies as

Fean(A) = F(\V U= 0o Ap ol o Ap). (5)

Eq. (5) is a lower bound of the process fidelity F'(A) in terms of the expectation value, as proved in Appendix B 2.
In the following context, we will employ Eq. (5) as our CCB fidelity metric model and our arguments apply to the
general model of Eq. (4) as well. The difference between Fc.1, and F' is normally small since the physical realizations
of the qubits in one experimental platform are similar and the qualities of these qubits will not differ too much. Note
that if Ap is a depolarizing channel, then F.., = F. Thus, the CCB fidelity can be seen as a reliable metric for the
noise channel A.
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FIG. 1. Tllustrations of circuit and procedures used in (a) CCB and (b) CAB protocols. The orange boxes represent the target
gate U and its inverse gate U/ . The blue and green boxes represent the random Pauli gate and random local Clifford gate.
The yellow boxes denote the inverse gate for the m inner gate layers in the light blue box. Here, P,g” is a single-qubit Pauli
gate on qubit k and P = le ®--Pisa n-qubit Pauli gate.



The procedure of the CCB protocol runs as follows:

1.

2.

4.

5.

sample a Pauli operator P; and initialize state |s) such that P; |s) = |s);

apply a gate sequence Seep, composed of a Pauli gate P9, m inner gate layers denoted by S,,, and inverse gate
571.

m

. perform measurement P; and then calculate the Pj-weighted survival probability f;(m, Seen) = x5 (P©) Tr(PjSeen (ps)),

where x;(P(©) =1 if P; commutes with P(®) and —1 otherwise;
repeat steps (2)-(3) for several times for different m and fit the Pj-weighted fidelity to fj(m) = Aj)\?m;

repeat steps (1)-(4) for several times and finally estimate the CCB fidelity as Fec, = avejA;.

Here, the estimated fidelity Fi.p, includes the errors from the local reference gate set P,,. In order to remove these extra
errors, one can employ the interleaved RB technique, by performing additional CCB with a target gate of identity [

to estimate the reference fidelity FCICb. Then, one can infer the fidelity of the target gate as Ficp/ FCICb. In practice,

the errors of local gates are often negligible and hence we focus on Fi.p, in the following discussions.

Note that our inverse gate S,,! is a Pauli gate and hence will not introduce extra gate compiling overhead. As
a contrast, character benchmarking for a single multi-qubit Clifford gate [28] requires a global inverse gate and

a complicated compiling process. This may cause strong gate-dependent errors and lead to inaccuracy for fidelity
estimation, especially for multi-qubit quantum operations. The CCB protocol maintains the local structure of reference
and inverse gates and thus avoids the compiling problems.

In the CCB protocol, one needs to average Pauli fidelities \; to estimate Fi.,. The sampling complexity for the

CCB protocol is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (informal version). For an n-qubit quantum noise channel, in order to estimate the CCB fidelity within

the confidence interval [ﬁ'ccb — €N — €p, Fccb + e + €] with probability greater than 1 — 0, one needs to sample M Pauli

fidelities where each Pauli fidelity is estimated via K random sequences. The confidence probability of the estimation
s given by,

Pr(|Fccb - Fccb| <em+ eb) >1-4, (6)

where exr < O(—XE) and e, < O(K 1) + O((—e2)3/2).

Here, the total number of samples, or sample complexity, depends on M and K. If the number of random sequences

for each Pauli fidelity is the same, then the sample complexity is simply given by M K. Theorem 1 shows that the
sample complexity only depends on fidelity precision €y, €, and confidence level §. The independence on system size
n reflects the strong scalability of the CCB protocol. A more detailed description of the result is shown in Theorem

III. LOCAL GAUGE TRANSFORMATION

Now, let us extend the applicable gates for the CCB protocol to non-Clifford gates. One can introduce local gauge
transformation L to the twirling gate set, P,, — LP,,L~!, where L is an arbitrary local unitary operation L € U(2)®".
Note that the transformed twirling gate set LP, L™! is still local. Then, we can show that the applicable target gate
set becomes LC,, L', where C,, is the n-qubit Clifford gate set.

To benchmark a gate LUL™! from gate group LC,L~', we insert local gates L and L~! between the twirling
gates and the target gates in the original CCB circuit, as shown in Fig. 2(a). Here, L = @._, L;, where L; can

be an arbitrary single-qubit gate. In practice, the local gates are absorbed into twirling gates and target gates and

do not need to be implemented individually as manifested in Fig. 2(b). The character gate LP(®) and the twirling
gate LPMW L1 will be merged into a single gate in implementation as well. Details of the derivation are shown in

Appendix B 3.

As shown in Fig. 2, the CCB circuit with local gauge transformation L and noise channel A is equivalent to the
original CCB circuit with noise channel £7'AL. Thus, one can obtain Fi..,(£L~'AL), which is close to the process
fidelity F(L~1AL). As process fidelity is gauge-invariant, that is, F(L7'AL) = F(A), one can estimate the process
fidelity of A as the performance indicator of gate LUL™!.

Now, let us check out what kinds of quantum gates belong to the set S = {LUL™|L € U(2)®",U € C,}.
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FIG. 2. Illustrations of the noisy CCB circuit with local gauge transformation. For simplicity, we show the case that the local
gates are noiseless. The grey dashed boxes denote the noise channel A. The orange boxes represent the target gate U and
its inverse gate U ~'. The blue boxes represent the random Pauli gates. The green boxes represent the inserted local gates L
and L™, where L = @, Li. The yellow box denotes the inverse gate for the m inner gate layers in the light blue boxes. In
practice, we implement gates in circuit (b) while absorbing local gates L and L™ into twirling gates and target gates. Here,
the target gate after gauge transformation becomes LUL™'. Note that Circuit (a) is equivalent to a CCB circuit with target
gate U and noise channel £7'AL. Thus, it can be implemented to estimate Fea,(£7'AL), which is close to F(A).

First, notice that if a unitary U € S, then for any L € U(2)®", LUL™! € S. As any unitary is generated by a
Hamiltonian, that is U = e where H is hermitian, one can conclude that if e’/ € S, then for any L € U(2)®",
LetH 1 = ¢lLHL™ ¢ g

Take a step forward, if a controlled-e’” € S, then through local gauge transformation I® L, (I® L)controlled-e** (I®
L)~! = controlled-e*"H# L™ ¢ 8. The arguments also apply to the case of multi-controlled gates.

The two observations inspire us to first represent Clifford gates in the form of ¢! or multiple controlled-e*, then
replace H with LHL ™' to find other gates in S. Take C'Z as an example. CZ = "' = controlled-e~*Z%.
Through local gauge transformation, one can transform |11) to any product state |1)¢) and transform e~?3% to any

m-rotation e =37 where & = (X,Y, Z) and g is a unit vector. Thus, for any two-qubit product state [¢)¢), we have
e~ im¥oXYIl ¢ S Also, any controlled-7 rotation, such as controlled-H and controlled-T'X, belongs to S.

Reversely, controlled-S = controlled-e%7 is a controlled-3 rotation. As any controlled-7 rotation is not Clif-
ford, one can conclude that controlled-S does not belong to S. Similarly, Tofolli = controlled-controlled-e 2% is a
controlled-controlled-7 rotation. As any controlled-controlled-7 rotation is not Clifford, one can conclude that Tofolli
does not belong to S either. It is an interesting question to decide whether a quantum gate belongs to S in a more
general case and we leave it for future work.

IV. CHARACTER-AVERAGE BENCHMARKING

We can take the CCB protocol one step further. Observe that in CCB, one needs to implement the fitting procedures
for each sampled Pauli operator P; to estimate Pauli fidelity A;. Each estimation requires specific initial state,
measurement, and independent randomization procedures. We can further simplify these procedures by introducing
the local Clifford group C{". Recall that in a qubit system, the Clifford twirling depolarizes a channel via averaging
the error rates in X,Y, Z bases [13]. Then for an n-qubit system, the twirling over C{" would partially depolarize a
channel and average out 4™ Pauli fidelities ); into 2" terms. These 2" values can be obtained from the Z®" basis
measurement only with additional data post-processing.



Based on the local Clifford twirling, we propose the CAB protocol as an improvement of the CCB protocol. The
schematic circuit of CAB is shown in Fig. 1(b), with the detailed procedures described in Box 1. Like the CCB
protocol, we can extend the target gate set beyond the Clifford group by employing local gauge transformation. Here,
in order to suppress statistical fluctuations, we remove the character technique. Detailed description and analysis of
the CCB and CAB protocols are presented in Appendix B.

Box 1: Procedures for character-average benchmarking

1. Sample a gate sequence (C, P1), P ... P2m) where C and P (1 < i < 2m) are sampled uniformly
at random from the local groups, C?", P.., respectively.

®

2. Initialize the state [1) = |0)®" and apply the gate sequence as shown in Fig. 1(b),

Scab =C L olipy oU Lo PE™ 6. olh o PW o, (7)

where the inverse gate Uiny = P olf "L o--- 0 PC™ o is a local gate as well.

3. Measure in Z®" basis and compute the survival probability for each measurement observable Q) €
{1,z3%",

fr(m, Scap) = Tr[QrScan(py)], (8)

where py, is the noisy preparation of the initial state [¢).

4. Repeat for a sufficient number of sequences and estimate the average value

fk(m): E fk(maScab)' (9)

s
5. Repeat for different m and fit to the function
fr(m) = Agpi™, (10)
where Ag and uy are fitting parameters.

6. Estimate the CAB fidelity
1
Feap = ﬁzdkﬂ’kv (11)
k

where dy, = 37(@) 7(Qy) is the number of Z in Q.

Similar to the CCB protocol, the randomization over m gate layers inside the blue box in Fig. 1(b) will generate a
Pauli channel Ap(m) = (U~ o Ap ol o Ap)™. The local Clifford gates in the beginning and end of the circuit jointly
perform local unitary 2-design twirling, which transforms the Pauli channel Ap(m) into a partially depolarizing channel
Ac(m). Here, the quantum channel Ac(m) contains less independent parameters than the original Ap(m). It holds
the unique value of fidelity for every disjoint Pauli subset in R" = {{I},{X,Y, Z}}®". The Pauli fidelities in Ac(m)
can be seen as the average values of those in Ap(m), u2™ = ZPjenk A2 [loy|, where {A3"} are the Pauli fidelities
of the channel Ap(m). The local Clifford twirling here averages multi exponential decays into one exponential decay
and captures all the information of the noise channel, as shown in Eq. (11). The comparison between Fe,, and Fecp is
shown in Lemma 3 in Appendix B 5. While the CCB protocol employs a sampling method as in Eq. (2), which only
contains partial information of the noise channel. Thus, one can intuitively conclude that the CAB protocol is more
efficient than the CCB protocol, as demonstrated in later simulations.

V. SIMULATION

In numerical simulations, we characterize a two-qubit controlled-(T'X) gate and a five-qubit quantum error correct-
ing encoding circuit, respectively. We simulate the noise channel for the target gate with a realistic error model that
contains: a Pauli channel, an amplitude damping channel, and a correlation channel. In the simulation, the Pauli



fidelities of the Pauli channel are randomly sampled from a normal distribution N (u, o), which we call the N'(u, o)-
Pauli channel. Here, the error parameter u reflects the quality of the Pauli channel and ¢ implies the discrepancy of
the channel, i.e., the differences among Pauli fidelities. The detailed descriptions for the error models and simulations
are presented in Appendix D.

For the controlled-(T'X) gate, we take (I ® VT)P,(I ® ﬁil) as the twirling gate set, where T is the m/8-phase
gate, T = exp(—inZ/8), and I ® VT is the local gauge transformation. We simulate the CAB and CCB protocols on
the controlled-(TX) gate with 8 different noise channels. For each noise channel, we take 40 independent simulations
for both CAB and CCB protocols. In CCB simulations, we sample M = 10 Pauli operators to estimate F..p.

Figure 3(a) shows Fi,p and Feep, versus the error rate r = 1 — F for the controlled-(T'X) gate with different noise
channels. We observe that when the standard deviation of error parameters o grows, the error bars of F..;, and Fep
become larger. Intuitively, the discrepancy of the Pauli fidelities is one of the key reasons for the fluctuations of Fiyp,
and Fcep. The fluctuations for the estimations will reach the minimum level when the noise channel is completely
depolarizing. Besides, the error bar of CAB is smaller than the error bar of CCB. This shows that under the same
estimation accuracy, the sampling complezity, i.e., the amount of sampling sequences in total, of the CAB protocol is
smaller than that of the CCB protocol, especially when the discrepancy of the noise channel is large. In Fig. 3(b), we
take one of the 8 noise channels as an example and show the three fitting curves of Eq. (10) for the CAB protocol.
The resulted CAB fidelity is Fiap, = 95.99%, which is very close to the theoretical value of process fidelity F' = 95.98%.
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FIG. 3. Simulation results for the controlled-(T'X) gate with 8 different noise channels, each containing a N (u, o)-Pauli channel,
an amplitude damping channel, and a correlation channel. The parameters for the amplitude damping channels and correlation
channels set to be the same for the 8 channels. For the Pauli channel, the error parameters are set to {(u, o)} = {(0.995, 0.001),
(0.990, 0.002), (0.980, 0.003), (0.970, 0.004), (0.960, 0.005), (0.950, 0.006), (0.940, 0.007), (0.930, 0.008)}. (a) The fidelity
estimations with different error rates in 40 independent simulations. The green dashed line represents the theoretical fidelities.
The two insert scatter plots show the fluctuations of estimated fidelities over different simulations. (b) Take the fifth simulation
with process fidelity of 95.98% as an example. The fitting curves of Eq. (10) for Qx = IZ,Z1,ZZ. The decay parameters
derived from the curves are Arz = 0.9580, Az; = 0.9550, \zz = 0.9577.

For the 5-qubit error correcting encoding circuit, which is a Clifford gate, we take the Pauli group P,, as the twirling
gate set. For the simplicity of simulation, we set the Pauli channel to be a depolarizing channel Agep (p) = pp+(1—p)I/d
where p = 0.98. The setting of the amplitude damping and correlation channels remain the same. We simulate the
CAB and XEB protocols to characterize the noisy 5-qubit encoding circuit. For each protocol, we run 40 independent
simulations. In each simulation, we take the sampling number of gate sequences as K = 50, -- - , 500 for each sequence
length m. The box plot of Fe,p versus K is shown in Fig. 4(a). We can see that when K grows, the fluctuations of
Fap become smaller. When K is not too large, like K = 50, the fluctuation is already small enough, which implies
that the CAB protocol works well with few sampling sequences needed.

In Fig. 4(b), we show the box plots of F.,, and XEB fidelities Fyep, versus the sampling number K. It is clear
to see that compared with Fyep, Frap is much closer to the theoretical process fidelity F' = 94.7%. Meanwhile, the
convergence of Fi,y, is much better than that of Fye,. This implies that the required K for CAB is much smaller than
that of XEB under the same estimation accuracy.

To give a concrete example, we take 20 CAB simulations and 20 XEB simulations under the same noise channel.
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FIG. 4. Simulation results for the 5-qubit quantum error correcting encoding circuit with a noise channel composed of a
depolarizing channel Adep(p) = pp+ (1 — p)I/d where p = 0.98, an amplitute damping channel, and a correlation channel. The
theoretical process fidelity is F' = 94.70%. (a) Box plot of the CAB fidelities versus sampling number K with 40 independent
simulations. The red boxes represent the distributions of the CAB fidelity estimations with respect to K. The orange points
represent the distributions of CAB fidelities. (b) Box plots of the CAB and XEB fidelities versus K with 40 independent
simulations. The green dashed line represents the theoretical process fidelity. The plots of CAB in (a) and (b) are the same
with different scaling.

From the simulation results, we find that for CAB, when K, = 20, the standard deviation over the 20 simulations
is Oeap = 3.25 x 1074 while for XEB, when Kyep = 20000, the standard deviation is oyxep = 4.29 x 10~%. This shows
that to estimate the fidelities with standard deviations around 4 x 10~4, the required K., is over 1000 times larger
than K ,p. Thus, we can conclude that the performance of CAB protocol is three orders of magnitudes better than
that of XEB protocol in terms of the sampling complexity.

The simulation results reveal the strong scalability and reliability of our protocols, especially the CAB protocol.
The fluctuation of estimated CAB fidelity is small even when for multi-qubit gates. We believe the CAB protocols
can provide fast feedback in experimental designs and promote the development of universal fault-tolerant quantum
computing.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Characterization of large-scale individual quantum processes is crucial to the development of near-term quantum
devices. However, there does not exist scalable and practical methods that can benchmark multi-qubit universal gate-
set currently. In this work, we propose and demonstrated efficient and scalable randomized benchmarking protocols —
CCB and CAB that can individually characterize a wide class of quantum gates including and beyond the Clifford set.
The key technique of ours protocols is using the local reference gate-set for twirling, which avoid the inaccuracy of the
estimation caused by gate-compiling overhead and gate-dependent noises. The method of local gauge transformation
offers a tool for characterizing non-Clifford gates. The sampling and measurement complexity are independent of the
qubit number of gate, which means our benchmarking protocols can be generalized to large-scale quantum systems.

Our protocols maintain the simplicity and robustness of the conventional RB method, and estimate the quantity
of most interest — process fidelity of the target gates. We believe our protocols will promote the development of
universal fault-tolerant quantum computing. Furthermore, it would also be interesting to extend our randomization
and estimation methods for characterizing other properties like unitarity and coherence, which we leave for future
research.
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Appendix A: Preliminaries
1. Representation theory

The representation theory works as a general analysis of every representation for abstract groups. Informally, the
representations of a group can reflect its block-diagonal structures. Let G be a finite group and g € G be a group
element. The representation of G is defined as follows.

Definition 1 (Group representation). Map ¢ is said to be a representation of group G on a linear space V if it is a
group homomorphism from G to GL(V),

¢:G— GL(V),

g+ ¢(9), Vg €G; (AD)

where GL(V') is the general linear group of V, such that Vg1, gs € G,
P(91)9(92) = ¢(9192)- (A2)

Given representation ¢ on V, a linear subspace W C V is called invariant if Vw € W and Vg € G,
d(g)w € W. (A3)

The restriction of ¢ to the invariant subspace W is known as a subrepresentation of G on W. One can further define
the irreducible representation (or irrep for short) as follows.

Definition 2 (Irreducible representation). Representation ¢ of group G on linear space V is irreducible if it merely
has trivial subrepresentations, i.e., the invariant subspaces for V. are only {0} and V itself.

The Maschke’s theorem provides an interesting property that each representation ¢ of a finite group G can be
decomposed to the irreducible representations, Vg € G,

3(9) ~ @ al9)™, (A4)

oc€Rg

where Rg = {0} denotes the set of all the irreps of representation ¢ and m,, is the multiplicity of the equivalent irreps
of o. In this paper, we will focus on the non-degenerate representation case, i.e., m, = 1, Vo.

Definition 3 (Character function). Let o be a representation over group G, the character of o is the function
Xo : G — C given by Vg € G,

Xo(9) = Tr[o(g)]- (A5)

With the character function, we introduce the generalized projection formula used in character randomized bench-
marking [28].

Lemma 1 (Generalized projection formula [31]). Given a finite group, G, and its representation, ¢, denote o to be
an irreducible representation contained in ¢ with its character function x, : G = C. The projector onto the support
space of o can be written as,

m, = % > o (9)6(9), (A6)

geG

where d, is the dimension of o, d, = x(e) with e being the identity element in G.
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Next, we will introduce twirling over a group G.

Definition 4 (Twirling). For representation ¢ of group G on linear space V, a random twirling for a linear map

A:V =V over G is defined as

1
Ac = 57 2 9(9)'Ad(a). (A7)
g€eG
Using Schur’s Lemma [31], one can show the following proposition.

Proposition 1. For any linear map A : V — V| the twirling over group G and its representation ¢ can be written as

Tr(AIL,)
——"11,, A

(L) (A%
where 11, denotes the projector onto the support space of o, Rg denotes the set of all irreps of ¢.

2. Representation for quantum channel

Here, we introduce the quantum channel and three frequently-used channel representations which our main results
rely on. Denote the Hilbert space for n qubits as A and the set of linear operators on H as £(H). Quantum channels
are defined as completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) linear maps on £(H). Given any quantum channel
E: L(H) — L(H), we can represent it in Kraus representation, ¥ O € L(H),

£(0) =Y KOK], (A9)
=1
where {K;} are the Kraus operators satisfying
S KK =1 (A10)

1=1
With the Kraus representation, the concatenation of the quantum channels or quantum gates is given by

ma My

£0&(0) =) > K,K,OK| K[, (A11)

lo=110;=1

where {K} and {K5} are the Kraus operators for £; and &, respectively.

To describe a long quantum circuit, the Kraus representation is not convenient. Here, we introduce another widely-
used representation — Liouville representation. The Liouville representation is defined on a set of trace-orthonormal
basis on L(H). Often, we use the normalized Pauli group, i.e., Pauli group with a normalization factor. The n-qubit
Pauli group is given by

P, = QL. X, Y3, Zi}, (A12)
i=1
where X;,Y;, Z; are the single-qubit Pauli matrices. Then the normalized Pauli group is given by

1
{on=Frimer.) (A13)

Each pair of elements (o;, 0;) in this group satisfies the following constraints under the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product,

VO'Z'7O'j S Pn/\/2n,

Tr(agoj) = ;5. (A14)
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Any n-qubit operator can be decomposed over the 4™ normalized Pauli operators. We can rewrite the density operator
O on L(H) in a vector form,

0) = 3" T(010) s, (A15)
iepn

Moreover, any quantum channel can be represented as a matrix in the Liouville representation. To be specific, we
can represent an arbitrary channel A acting on an operator O as follows,

1A(0))) = AlO)). (A16)
We can see the element of this matrix is given by
Aij = (oilAloj) = Tr(oiA(0;))- (A17)

Consequently, in the Liouville representation, the concatenation of two channels can be depicted as the product of
two matrices,

[Az2 0 A1(0)) = A2|A1(0)) = A2A1]O)). (A18)

The measurement operator can also be vectorized with the Liouville bra-notation according to the definition of the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. For example, the measurement probability of a state p on a positive operator-valued
measure (POVM) {F;} is given by,

pi = (Filo) = Tx(Flp). (A19)

We call such a Pauli-Liouville representation as the Pauli Transfer Matrix (PTM) representation.
An n-qubit quantum channel can also be described in the y-matrix representation,

Alp) = dZXijUiPUJT- (A20)
2%}

The process matrix x is uniquely determined by the orthonormal operator basis {c;} where the first element is

proportional to the identity matrix oo = I/ Vd and d = 2" is the dimension of the quantum system. Often, we
take the normalized Pauli operators as the basis of the x-matrix representation. If a channel is diagonal in this
representation, we call it Pauli channel.

3. Quantum channel fidelity

The process fidelity of a channel A can be defined with its y-matrix representation,
F(A) = xo0(A). (A21)

Here, the quantity xoo is independent with the choices of operator basis {o;}. In the following, we set the operator
basis to be normalized Pauli group. Define the Pauli fidelity of a quantum channel A,

\j = d T Tr(PjA(P))), (A22)

which is the diagonal term of the PTM representation of A. We can relate Pauli fidelities to the diagonal terms of
x-matrix representation via Walsh-Hadamard transformation,

N = (1) iy, (A23)
i

Here, (i,j) = 0 if P, commutes with P; and (i,j) = 1 otherwise. Then one can derive the process fidelity from

Eq. (A23),

F(A) = xo0(A) = % Z Ajs (A24)



12

which can be viewed as another definition of process fidelity.
There is a relation between the commonly-used average fidelity F,,. and the process fidelity [32],

Fuve = (dF +1)/(d + 1). (A25)

Average fidelity is defined as

Fove = / dp tr ([ A(XD)), (A26)

where the integral is implemented over Haar measure. These two fidelity measures are both well-defined metrics to
quantify the closeness of a channel to the identity.

4. Representation theory in randomized benchmarking

Now, we can use the representation theory to analyze the randomized benchmarking (RB) procedures. Let us start
from a quick review of the standard RB protocol. Considering an n-qubit gate set G, RB is performed via sampling
random gate sequences,

Srb - gm+1gm te gl, (A27)

where for 1 <i < m + 1, G; denotes the quantum operation in the PTM representation of a unitary matrix g; € G.
Here, for 1 < i < m, g; is randomly sampled from group G and g, +1 = (gm - - g291) ~*. Then, one applies the random
gate sequence Sy, to the input state pyo and perform measurement Qg for a sufficient number of times to estimate
the average survival probability,

f(m) = gl.I.Eg <<Q0|g~m+1g~m s g~2g~1‘P¢0>>7 (A28)

where G; denotes the noisy implementation of G;, pyo is the noisy preparation of the initial state 1), and measurement
Qo also includes errors. Here, we employ the gate independent noise assumption as used in most RB protocols. That
is, the noise channels attached to the gate set {G;} are the same, Vi,

Gi = ALGiAR, (A29)

where Ay and Ag are left and right noise channels. The randomization over the gate sequence S;;, can be seen as
performing twirling operation for the noise channels between G; and G; 1. Denote A = AgAp, then we have

f(m) = <<Q|(g1€1*3G G'AG)™ py), (A30)
where the right noise channel Ag of the first gate is absorbed into the state preparation error, |py)) = Ar|pyo) and
the left noise channel Ay, of the last gate is absorbed into the measurement error, {(Q| = {Qo|Ar. According to
Proposition 1, one can express f,, in a more elegant manner,

fm) =Y (QIIy | pp )N, (A31)
oc€Rg

where IT, denotes the projector onto the irreducible subspace associated with o and A, contains the trace information
of the channel A on the subspace,

Tr(AIL,)
o= — 77 A32
A= ) (432)
Since the twirling operation will not change the trace value of A, the process fidelity of A can be given by,
FAL) =47" "dg)o, (A33)

where d,,; is the dimension of the irrep o with d, = Tr(Il,). Here, F'(A,I) is also known as the entanglement fidelity,
or xoo. We call {\,} the quality parameters since they reflect the noisy level of a channel.
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In the conventional RB protocol, the n-qubit Clifford group C,, is often picked as the target gate set, which we call
Clifford RB. Any Clifford operation C € C,, satisfies {CP,C~! for all i} = P,,, which is a transformation permuting
Pauli operators. Note that in the PTM representation, C,, has only one nontrivial irrep, thus we only need to solve
one single quality parameter. This is rather convenient, but it is hard to extend the conventional RB scheme to other
group with multiple nontrivial irreps due to the multi-variable fitting problem, as shown in Eq. (A31), which has poor
confidence intervals for {A,}.

To solve the fitting problem, in the following discussions, we employ the technique of character randomized bench-
marking, which utilizes the generalized projection formula of Lemma 1 in the character theory.

Appendix B: Benchmarking protocols
1. Character cycle benchmarking

Here, we present further technical details of the character cycle benchmarking (CCB) protocol. As shown in Lemma
1, we can rewrite the projection equation of Eq. (A6) for a quantum operation group {G} in the PTM representation,

ngZm@Q (B1)

g€eG

then one can add an additional gate, as a character gate, to construct the projector for extracting the quality parameter
A, associated with irrep 0. In CCB, we estimate the process fidelity of a target gate U € C,, via the twirling group
G = P,,, which has 4™ irreps supported by the Pauli operator {P;}, respectively. The schematic circuit is given in
Fig. 1(a) in the main text. The detailed procedures of CCB protocol is given in Box 2.

Box 2: Procedures for character cycle benchmarking

1. Sample a Pauli operator, P; € P, and initialize the state, [t);), such that |1;) = P; [¢;).

2. Sample a gate sequence, (P(O)7 p1) p@ ... ,P(Qm)), where P() (0 <i < 2m) are sampled uniformly at
random from Pauli group P™.

3. Apply the gate sequence,
Sech =Uiny ocU Lo PP oY o PC D o...oyf Lo PP otf o PW o 77(0), (B2)
where the inverse gate Uiy, = P ol o 0 P2™) o1 is a local gate.
4. Measure in P; basis and compute the P;-weighted survival probability,
£i(m, Seab) = x;(P)d; Tr(Q;8(py,)) (B3)

where the dimension of the representation associated with P; is d; = 1, the corresponding character is
X; (PO) =1 if P; commutes with PO and -1 otherwise, and Q; and py, are the noisy implementations
of the state preparation and measurement, respectively.

5. Repeat steps 2 to 4 for a sufficient number of sequences and estimate the average value

fj (m) = S]Eb fj (m7 Sccb)~ (B4)

6. Repeat steps 2 to 5 for different m and fit to the function
film) = 405, (B5)
where A; and A; are fitting parameters.

7. Sample M Pauli operators {P;} in step 1, and for each P}, repeat steps 2 to 6. Finally estimate the CCB
fidelity

1
Feep = M Z )‘7 (BG)
{P;}
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Note that in the CCB procedures, P(9) is the character gate, which we will merge into the gate P(!) in practical
implementation. Besides, P is not included in computing the inverse gate Uin,. The average Pj-weighted survival
probability of Eq. (B4) can be further evaluated by,

B, POUTAUP)( B PR (B G(PIP)Ies), (®7)

P.ePp PrePn PePy

F(m) = 430y
According to Proposition 1, we have

Ap= E PIAP, = > (PAP)IIp,,

PP,
Pep, (B8)
AY

E P UTIAUP, = Y (P AUIP)TTp, = U Apld
Ptepn PtePn

here lIp. = |P) (P, and IIp, = |P.){(P;| are the projectors onto the support spaces of P, and P; in the PTM
representation, respectively. Then Eq. (B7) can be further simplified to

() = (@i (4F2e)" (45 B x(P)P) 102 (B)

According to the generalized projection formula of Lemma 1, we have

d;

where V7, the dimension of the subspace associated with the P; is d; = 1. Substituting Eq. (B10) and Eq. (B8) into
Eq. (B9), we have

fi(m) = (Qj] ( Y (P AUP)IE, Y <<PTA|PT>>HP,,V> 1] ps)

P,eP, P,eP, (B11)
= (Q;ITL; [ps) (P51~ AUIP; ) (P5IAIP))™
Fit the survival probability f;(m) to the function of Eq. (B5), one can obtain the fitting parameters,
_ (741 . . .
N = (P AUIP) (P AIP), B12)

Aj = {Q;[Ljps)-

Note that quality parameter \; is one of the Pauli fidelities of channel vU/~!ApU/Ap. Then we can use the CCB
protocol to sample Pauli operators {P;} and estimate process fidelity F'(vU~1ApUAp,I), which is close to F'(A,I),
as we shall see in Section B 2.

2. CCB fidelity

Here, we shall explain the physical meaning of the estimated process fidelity in the CCB protocol. As shown in
Section B 1, the process fidelity we estimate in the CCB protocol is called the CCB fidelity,

Feen(A) = F(V (U ApUU)Ap, T), (B13)

here Ap is the noise channel A twirled by the Pauli gate set defined in Eq. (B8). In order to compute the deviation
between Fee,(A) and F(A, I), we employ the rearrangement inequality.

Lemma 2 (Rearrangement inequality [33]). Consider two sets of n real numbers {x1,za, -+, Zn}, {Y1,Y2, * ,Un},
and 1 <29 <+ <,y <yp < -0 <Yy, one have

where {x,;y} is an arbitrary permutation of {x;}.
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Any Clifford unitary U € C,, satisfies, Vi,
UPU ' =P,u, (B15)

where P; € P, and the index permutation (i) is determined by the operation U. Thus, the diagonal terms of the
Pauli channel & ~'Apl{ are a permutation of those in channel Ap.

Denote {w;} as the Pauli fidelities of Ap and {wy,(;)} as the Pauli fidelities of the channel /~*ApU. Here, we
assume Vi, w; > 0 throughout the paper. In practice, the values of w; are normally close to 1 for a high-fidelity gate
implementation. Using the rearrangement inequality, one have

Wy (W1 + *+ F Wyamywan < Wi+ -+ Wi, (B16)
then one can further derive that
VWL + Wy amy@an < Wi+ -+ wan. (B17)

From the definition of the process fidelity and CCB fidelity, one can conclude that

3. CCB with local gauge freedom

In this section ,we give detailed analysis for the CCB protocol with local gauge freedom. As shown in Fig. 5(a),
we insert local gates L and L~! between the twirling gates P; and the target gates U, U~!. We define the local gate
as L = @._, L;, where L; can be an arbitrary single-qubit gate. Note that the local gates can be absorbed into
P;,U,U~! as shown in Fig. 5(b), and thus do not need to be implemented individually. Besides, the initial character
gate LP() and the twirling gate LP() L1 can be treated as single gates in experiments as well.

Sequences of m gate layers

Is1)
@ s

Isn)

Sequences of m gate layers

Is1)—{L, POFL, PP 17

(b) Is2)LaP L PPt Ly

I50 L, PO LB L;

FIG. 5. Hllustrations of the CCB circuit with local gauge transformation. Circuit (a) is equivalent to the original CCB circuit
in the main text if all of gates are ideal. The orange boxes represent the target gate I and its inverse gate /. The blue boxes
represent the random Pauli gates. The green boxes represent the inserted local gates L and L™!, where L = Q> L;. The
yellow box denote the inverse gate for the m inner gate layers in the light blue box. In practice, we implement gates in circuit
(b) while absorbing local gates L and L~ ! into twirling gates and target gates. Here, the target gate after gauge transformation
becomes LUL™*.
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For simplicity, we assume that the local twirling gates are noiseless and the noise of LUL™! and LU 'L~ are the
same. Now, we can analyse the relationship between the sequence length of gate layers and the survival probability.
Given the noise channel of the target gate A, the averaged Pj-weighted survival probability is given by,

fj(m):dj<<Qj|( E P{lﬁlwlﬁlAﬁu./:lLPt) L7 E PIILTIALP)LTIL( E x(P)P)|ps)
P,eP, P.€eP, PeP,

=dj<<c2j|( E Pﬂu-lALuPt) (E PAPYE (PP,
PeP, P.eP, PeP,

(B19)
where A;, = £7'AL. Equation. (B19) is equivalent to Eq. (B7) except for substituting A with Ay. That means
running the CCB protocol with the circuit in Fig. 5 would provide an estimation of the process fidelity F'(Ayr,I),
which is equivalent to F'(A, I) as shown below,

F(Ap,I) =d2Tr(Ar) =d 2 Tr(A) = F(A,I). (B20)

This accounts for the validity of the CCB protocol with local gauge freedom.

In the Pauli-Liouville representation, the off-diagonal terms of channel A vanish after the Pauli twirling. When
applying LP,,L~! for twirling, the off-diagonal terms of A in the L-transformed Pauli-Liouville representation, defined
on LP,L71/ V/d, would vanish. Here, the local gauge transformation merely changes the representation of A, while
maintains the exponential decay form of the survival probability. From another point of view, the CCB protocol with
local gauge freedom is characterizing the diagonal terms of y-matrix of the noise channel under basis LP,, L' instead
of P,. As the average fidelity is irrelevant to the representation basis, all the analysis in previous subsections still
applies.

4. Character-average benchmarking

Here, we shall give more details of the CAB protocol. The CAB protocol can be seen as an improvement based on
the CCB protocol, which adds an additional local Clifford gate C' € C{™ to the beginning and C~! to the end of the
inner gate sequence, respectively, as shown in Fig. 1(b) in the main text. The detailed procedures of CAB protocol is
given in Box 1 in the main text.

Let us first analyze the irreps of CP™ in the PTM representation. According to Eq. (A4), the PTM representation
of 1-qubit Clifford group C; is the direct sum of the trivial representation, I, associated with the identity element, and
a nontrivial irrep, T, supported by the subspace defined on the Pauli matrices {X,Y, Z}. For n-qubit local Clifford
group C?", there exists 2" irreps

R™ = {I,T}*". (B21)

According to Proposition 1, the twirling over C®™ can be written as

Tr(AllL,,)
Ac= Y L, B22
¢ Tr(l,,) ¢ (B22)
oRrER™

where II,, denotes the projector onto the support space of o) in the PTM representation, Tr(Il,, ) = 37(@k) ig the
dimension of oy, 7(o)) is the counting of T in of. In the following, we will sometimes abuse the irrep notation and
treat o as the Pauli operator set that defines the support space of the irrep o in the PTM representation.

It is obvious to see that channel Ac is a partial depolarizing channel, which has the same diagonal values in the
subspace associated with the irrep oy for each k. We call the diagonal parameter as the local Clifford eigenvalue.

Definition 5 (Local Clifford eigenvalue). The twirling channel Ac over n-qubit local Clifford group C$ has 2" quality
parameters {yi}, which are defined as the local Clifford eigenvalues

Tr(All,,) 1

Yk = =T
(L) ol

> (FilAIP), (B23)

PjEO’k

where vy, can be seen as an average value of the Pauli fidelities {{(P;|A|P;))|P; € o }.
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We will give a concrete example to show how C?" twirls an arbitrary channel. For a 2-qubit local Clifford group
C; ® Cq, denote its irreps as

o ={I®I}={II},
oy ={I®7T}={IX,IY,IZ},

B24
o3 ={Y®I} ={XI,YI, ZI}, (B24)
o ={Y®Y}={XX,XY,XZYX,YY,YZ ZX,2Y,ZZ},
and the dimensions of these irreps are
Tr(Il,,) = |ow| = 3°,
Tr(Il,,) = |os| = 3%,
( 2) | 2| (B25)
Tr(y,) = [os] =37,
Tr(Il,,) = |04 = 3
Then the twirling of C{? over a channel, A, is given by Eq. (B22),
Tr(AIL, Tr(AIL, Tr(AIL,
Ac = Tr(AIL,, )L, + %ng L . iy, 4 T 5 iy, (B26)

which has 4 local Clifford eigenvalues {Tr(All,, ), Tr(AIL,,)/3, Tr(All,,) /3, Tr(AIl,, )/9}.
Now return to the m-qubit case. The randomization over an inner gate layer in CAB is the same as CCB and
generate a composite Pauli channel,

Ain = U ApUAP, (B27)

where Ap is a Pauli twirling channel defined in Eq. (B8). The initial and last random local Clifford gates C,C~! in
CAB together perform a local Clifford twirling over the inner Pauli channel,

Ac(m)= E C'A"C
cecdn
_ Tr(Ai”I}HUk)H (B28)
= ——= 0T, .
oRLER™ ’Tr(Ho-k)
Note that Ac(m) is a partial depolarizing channel, as we mentioned above. Thus one can extract local Clifford
eigenvalues via performing corresponding measurement observables P € 0. In the CAB protocol, by measuring in
Z®™ basis, we can infer the measurement results of the 2" observables {I, Z}®™, which span all the irrep spaces in
R™. We assume that the measurement Z®" is performed with negligible errors that will not influence the fidelity
estimations too much. If one wants completely remove the SPAM errors, an additional character gate from the gate
set {I,Z}®™ can be added to the begin of the CAB gate sequence, which is similar to the CCB protocol.
The survival probability of Eq. (9) in the main text can be derived as, for Pauli operator Qy € {I, Z}®",

fr(m) = (Qr|Ac(m)lps)), (B29)

which contains fidelity information for irrep oy such that Q € o. Substituting Eqs. (B8) and (B28) to Eq. (B29),
we have

Tr(AMI,, )

TT(I,,) [ps))
((P; | AU Py ) (P AP )™

fe(m) = (Qx|llg, s,

= <<Qk|ps>> Z

Pjcoy TT(HJ’“) (BSO)
Azm
= (@) Y
PjGJk Tk

where \; is the Pauli fidelity of the channel i/ ~'Apl{Ap defined in Eq. (B12). Fit the survival probability fi(m) to
the function fi,(m) = Agui™, one can solve the quality parameters {y;} and estimate the CAB fidelity as

Foap=47" Z oy ik, (B31)
oLER™
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where d,, = Tr(Il,,) is the dimension of irrep oy.

Note that our fitting method averages multi-exponential decays {/\?m} into one exponential decay p2™, which leads
to k> avep,eq, Aj, as proved in Section B 5. We will further prove that the CAB fidelity is the upper bound of the
CCB fidelity in Section B 5.

5. Fitting analysis for CAB

Here, we shall analyze the fitting results in the CAB protocol and explain the CAB fidelity Fi,;, in details. As
shown in Eq. (B30), the survival probability in CAB is given by

fitm) = 89D 5 (B32)

|Uk| P coy

where |oy| = Tr(Il,, ). Fit fi(m) to the function,

fr(m) = Agpi™, (B33)

with A > 0, ux > 0. Take the natural logarithm for both sides in Eq. (B33),

y = Po+ pim, (B34)
where

y = In fi(m),

Bo = In Ay, (B35)

B1 = 21n p.
Next we will employ the least-squares estimation for the linear regression of Eq. (B34). Set {mi,mq,---,my} as

inputs, assume m; < mg < --- < mg without loss of generality. The regression matrix M and the observed values Y
are given by

1 my Y1
1 mo Y2

M=]|. .|, Y=].1. (B36)
1 m, Yq

Using the least-squares estimation, one can solve the optimum parameters for the model,

8= (gi’) MTM)~*MTY. (B37)

i = exp(%), (B38)

Bl (ZE 1mzyz—2?:1mi2?:1%'
gty mi — (301, mi)?

The fitting parameter of interest in CAB is ug,

where

(B39)

Then, we can have the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Denote {u} as the fitting parameters we solve in the CAB protocol, given in Eq. (B38). For each py, we
have

1

and the CAB fidelity is the upper bound of the CCB fidelity,
Fcab (A) 2 Fccb(A)- (B41)
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Proof. For a simple linear regression using the least-squares estimation, there exist some observations above the fitting
curve while the others are below the curve. Then one can conclude that there exists two adjacent observation whose
slope in between is smaller than the fitting slope of the curve. Thus for the simple linear regression in CAB, the
fitting slope holds

A1 > min (y“_y) : (B42)

i \Mip1 — My

According to the Chebyshev sum inequality [33], Vi,

1 2mi41 1 2m; y2(mip1—my)
Tor] DN = Torl DA

Pjcoy Pjcoy
(B43)
1 2m.; 1 2(miy1—m;)
- A 21 - A2 i1 i
o] 2= N o 2
Pjcoy Pjcoy
According to Eq. (B43), we can further derive that
Srco s
Yit1 —Yi = ln< Ps€a ng.
EPJ' €oyg Aj
S P
=\ Jou] j (B44)
PjEO‘k
> 2(mijp1 —m;)In Z il
|Uk| Pjcoy
where the last inequality comes from the convexity of function a2(™i+1 =)
Substituting Eq. (B44) into Eq. (B42), we have
A 1
Brz2m| = Rk (B45)
k Pjcoy
Since 81 = 21In g, we can conclude that
1
M = o8] Z Aj- (B46)
k Pjcoy

Besides, the dimensions of irreps of the local Clifford gate CP™ satisfies
ST olokl= Y Te(ll,,) =4 (B47)
oLER™ oLER™

Thus,

Feap =47" Z ok |k
oRrER™

S Y (B45)

orER™ PjEoy,
= L'ceb (A)7

which completes the proof. O
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Appendix C: Statistical analysis

Here, we analyze the statistical fluctuation of the CCB protocol with finite sampling. Recall that the CCB fidelity
is given by Eq. (B13),

Fa() = 3 3\, (c1)

where )\; is the Pauli fidelity of channel /i{='AplU{Ap related to the Pauli operator P;. It is impractical to solve all
the Pauli fidelities via the character RB method when qubit number n grows large. One can sample a finite number
of Pauli irreps to estimate the process fidelity of the channel. The reliability of these estimates is expressed by the
confidence levels.

In the CCB protocol, the Pauli fidelity is obtained by fitting the survival probability and the gate sequence length,
which is very hard for the statistical analysis. For simplicity, we take two points in the fitting diagram to analyze the
fluctuation of the slope. In what follows, we use the notation that & is an estimator of a quantity, Z, where the bar
denotes that either an expected value or a sample average has been taken over realizations of random variable .

We begin by describing the CCB protocol in a statistical way.

1. Choose Pauli operator P; € P,,.
2. Choose positive integer my

3. Choose random gate sequence s; from gate set S,,, and obtain an estimate of the Pj-weighted probability,
fj (mla S1 )7

4. Repeat step 3 K times to estimate
. 1 .
fi(m1) = Ez.fj(mlasl)v (C2)

where the K; gate sequences form a gate sequence set, S; C Sy, .
5. Choose another bigger positive integer, mas > my;

6. Choose random gate sequence s, from gate sequence set S,,,, and obtain an estimate of the P;-weighted proba-
bility, fj(maz,s2);

7. Repeat step 6 K5 times to estimate
~ 1 o
fima) = =3 filma.s2). (C3)
s2

where the Ky gate sequences form a gate sequence set, So C S,,,,.

8. Estimate the Pauli fidelity

1

3 filma) \ T
A= | = . C4
(fj(m1)> (4

9. Sample M Pauli operators {P;} in step 1, and for each P}, repeat steps 2-8. Finally estimate the CCB fidelity

. 1 A
Feob = 47 > A (C5)
{P;}

The main statistical errors are divided into two parts in the above protocol. The first comes from the sampling ran-
domness of the Pauli fidelity estimation :\j for each P; in Eq. (C4). The second comes from the sampling randomness
of the Pauli operators {P;} in Eq. (C5). We shall calculate the confidence levels for these two sampling randomness
respectively.
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We first calculate the bias of the Pauli fidelity estimation

AN = | E [N =N

S1,S2

: (C6)

where Xj denotes the theoretical value of the Pauli fidelity,

- ()™

Here, the expectations of the probability estimators are taken over the gate sequences,

fitm1) = E [fj(m1,s1)],

] neEm (C8)
fitma) = E [fj(ma,s2)].

S92 Esmz

In order to calculate the expectation value of the ratio estimator in Eq. (C6), we take the expectations over the
gate sequence sets S1,So on both sides of Eq. (C4),

~ A 1 ~

Sl,sz[)\j] = ]SEZ[fj(mz) ma=m | %Ei[fj(mﬁf’"f"‘l ]. (C9)

The expectations for fj(ml) and fj(mg) can be separated since the random variables s; and sy are independent.
Denote

[«
I

AJ(mQ)a B:: J(m2)7
Q= fi(mi), a:= f;(m), (C10)
1
t:= ,
mo — My
we have
A = Emla~ 1 mIBY. C11
E (V] = B B (c)
Supposing
bo= 1" <« 1,
S (C12)
b—>
Op = 5 <1,

and using the second-order approximation of the Taylor expansion at §, = 0,8, = 0 for a™¢, l;t, respectively, we have

at=a "t (1+6,)7"
=a""[1—t, +t(t+1)02 + O8],

N _ C13
bt = bt(l + 6b)t ( )
=b' [1+1t6, +t(t — 1)0; + O(5;)] -
Take expectations over si, s2 for Eq. (C13),

g[a—f] =a [1 +t(t + 1)%2@] + 0(52)} ,

1 ) (C14)

R[] = B |1+ 6t - 1)%2“’] +O(8})

Sa
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Then the expectation value of the ratio estimator is given by,

. b\' Varla] Var[b] 3 53
il=1= 1+tt+1 14+tt—1)—
E M= (2) [ P58 - n 58 o
A ) (C15)
=5 1+t + 1)V272[a] Tt — 1)V%2[b] + 038, 63).
Substituting Eq. (C15) into Eq. (C6), we can derive the bias of the Pauli fidelity estimation,
AN = [N [t + 1)Vzr2[a] +t(t - 1)V?—)1;[b] ‘ +0(63,63). (C16)

Recall that the assumptions of Eq. (C12) are established with specific failure probabilities. In order to calculate
the confidence intervals for the aforementioned assumptions, we apply Bernstein’s Inequality,

Lemma 4 (Bernstein’s inequality [34]). Consider a set of n independent random variables { X1, -+ , X, } with Vi, X; <
b. Let X = LY. X;, denote V2 =n=1 3" | Var(X;), then Ve > 0,

n€2
Pr(|X — E[X]| > ) < 2exp <_V?+£f/3>' (C17)

Assume Vm, fj (m) < 1, we derive the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Let fj(m) be the estimator of Pj-weighted probability fj(m) for fizred K, m, and j. Then Ve > 0,

fo m) — fi m € ex — K62/2
Pr(|f5(m) = f(m)| > €) <2 p< Var[fj(m’s)m/?)). (C18)

Then for the estimators a and 13, we can derive the corresponding confidence intervals
K1 6%/2
Var[f;(ma,s1)] + €1 /3

KQE%
Var[fj(mmsz)] +€2/3

Pr(la —a| > €) < 26Xp<— > =T (K1,€e1),

(C19)

Pr(|13 —b| > 62) < 2exp ( ) = Tp(Ko, €).

Substituting Eq. (C19) into Eq. (C16), we have following lemma

Lemma 5. For any given Pauli operator P; € P, and some fized mi,ma, K1, K2, the bias of the Pauli fidelity
estimation s upper bounded by

1

(mg —mq)?

1—mgo+my
Ky f7(m2)

14+mo—mq
Ky f7(ma)

= ep(m1, ma; K1, Koj €1, €2)

AN < Var[f;(ma, 51)] + Var(f;(ma, s2)]| + O(e}, €3)

(C20)

with o failure probability bounded by Y ; (K1, Ka;e1,€2) = Yo(K1,€1) + Tp(Ko, €2).

The notation e,(my, ma; K1, K2;€1,€2) is abbreviated as €, in the following analysis. Next we will compute the

confidence interval for the CCB fidelity Fie, defined in Eq. (C5). Denote

_ 1 _
Clcb = M Z /\j7
{P;}

v =32 SN
J

Assume the Pauli fidelity 0 < 5\j <1 for all P;, one can apply the Hoeffding’s inequality directly, given by

(C21)
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Lemma 6 (Hoeffding’s inequality [35]). Consider a set of n independent random variables {X1,--- , X} and Vi, a; <
X; <b;. Let X = %Zz X;, then Ve > 0,

Pr(|X — E[X]| > €) < 2exp (-%) (C22)

Then we can derive that Vey; > 0,
Pr(|F_'CCb —Flyl > EM) < 2eXp(—2Me?V[). (C23)

According to Lemma 5, we have
Pr(|Fccb_Fécb| >€b) SMTj(Kl,KQ;el,eg), (024)

where Flq, is the estimator of F.cp, as defined in Eq. (C5). Combine Eq. (C23) and (C24) and apply the union bound,
we can compute the confidence interval for the process fidelity estimator

Pr<|l3‘ccb - Fccbl > en + Eb) S 26Xp(—M6?V[/2) + MTj(K17K2;61,62). (025)

Let us assume that

0 < Var[f;(mq,s1)] <1,
0< Var;jim% 82;} <1, (C26)
then Eq. (C25) can be simplified to
Pr(|FCCb — Feen| > emr + eb) < 2exp(—Me3;/2) + 2M exp <—ff§$> + 2M exp (—ffi%) (C27)
We further assume that
S < flm) <1, (C28)

then we can derive the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Consider a CCB implementation with sampling numbers K1, Ko at sequence lengths m1, mo with esti-
mation errors €1, €2, respectively, and the expected survival probability fj(m1) that satisfies Vj,1/2 < fj(m1) < 1. The

estimated CCB fidelity, Fecp, is given by the average over M Pauli fidelities {\;}. The confidence probability for the

CCB fidelity falling into the estimated interval [Fecr, — €pr — €b, Fecb + €01 + €3] is greater than 1 — 6,

Pr(|Fccb — Fep| <enm+ eb) >1-9, (C29)
with
4 1 1
< — 1 3 e
€p > Kl e — My (m2 —my + ) + 0(61,62), (030)
and
K162/2 K2€2/2
2 —2Mé2 oM —— ) oM — =2 ) =, 31
exp( ) + exp( . +61/3) + exp< Tt )3 (C31)

An simplified informal version of the above theorem is shown in the main text as Theorem 1.

Appendix D: Simulation

Here, we shall present the noise model for the simulation in the main text and give more details on the 2-qubit
controlled-(T'X) gate and the 5-qubit error correcting circuit. In addition, we compare a CAB process and an
interleaved character randomized benchmarking (ICRB) process [28, 30] for benchmarking the 2-qubit CZ gate. We
provide its simulation details and the results in the end of this part.
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1. Error model

The noise channel, A;, we consider here for the target gate is composed of Pauli channel Ay, amplitude damping
channel Aq, and qubit-qubit correlation channel Ay, A; = Ag o A; o As. The noise channel, Ao, we consider for the
twirling gate set P, is a gate-independent Pauli channel, which is negligible compared with A;.

1. Stochastic Pauli channel Ag.

Pauli channel Ag can be written as

Ao(p) = > piPipP ", (D1)

where p; is the Pauli error rate related to the Pauli operator P;. As for Ay, it is equivalent to say that
operator P; € P, applies on the density matrix p with probability p;. We can further rewrite Ay in the PTM
representation,

Ao = Z)\i|Pi>><<Pi|a (D2)

where )\; is the Pauli fidelity. Pauli channel Ag in the simulation contains dephasing errors and cross-talk errors.
In reality, the fidelity of error channel A; is mainly determined by Ag.

2. Amplitude damping channel A;.

Each qubit in the simulation is subject to an amplitude damping channel,
i=1

where A¢ is the single-qubit damping channel for qubit 4,

A = Ko+ KM pre MY,

1 (3

with damping parameter «;.

3. Qubit-qubit correlation channel As.

The qubit-qubit correlation channel As is a coherent error channel in the simulation,

A2 — ® ei/@ijSWApij’ (D5)

i<j

where (3;; is the correlation parameter describing the interacting strength between qubits ¢ and j.

2. Simulations for the controlled-(T'X) gate

The controlled-(T'X) gate can be decomposed as
-1
CTX = (I @ VT)CNOT(I @ VT ). (D6)
Then, we can take I ® /T as the local gauge transformation and the twirling gate set turns to

Pex = (1 @ V)P (I & VT ). (D7)

Consider noise channel A; = Ago A; 0 Ay in Section D 1 for the noisy controlled-(7'X) gate. We randomly sample the
Pauli fidelities of Ay from a normal distribution N'(u, o), denoted as a N (i, o)-Pauli channel, where p and o are the
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mean value and standard deviation. The parameters for A; is set to a; = as = 0.005. The parameter for A, is set to
B12 = 0.01. In the following discussions, we label the noise channel for the controlled-(T'X) with A:(u, o), since Ay
and Ay remain the same in all the simulations.

We simulate the CAB and CCB protocols for the noisy controlled-(TX) gate with 8 different noise channels
{A¢(ps,04)}, the noisy implementations of CTX and CTX ! are given by

CTX = CTX o Ay(, 0), 08)
CTX ! =CTX ‘o A(p,0).

The error parameters are taken as {(u;,0;)} = {(0.995, 0.001), (0.990, 0.002), (0.980, 0.003), (0.970, 0.004), (0.960,
0.005), (0.950, 0.006), (0.940, 0.007), (0.930, 0.008)}. Take the N(0.998,0.001)-Pauli channel as for the noise channel
of the twirling gate set Aot and then denote the noisy implementation of the twirling gate set as,

lsctx = Aver © Pegx. (DQ)

Take the N(0.998,0.001)-Pauli channel as for SPAM error channel Agyam and then denote the noisy implementations
of the initial state |1)) and measurement @ as

Py = Aspam(|¢><¢|),

- (D10)
Q = Q o Aspam-
The simulation procedures for CAB run as follows.
1. For each noise channel A:(u;, 0;), select a set of sequence length {m} = {1,2, -+, mmax }, Where mpay satisfies
lJl:nmax ~ ,Ul/g.
2. For each sequence length m, sample K = 50 random gate sequences {(C,PL),--- PZ™)}, where C and

P(ftz,)((l < i < 2m) are sampled uniformly at random from C?Q and Py, respectively. For each gate sequence,

the noisy implementation in PTM is given by

Scab— refC ArefumvCTX 1At refP(2m) 7) CTXAt refP C (Dll)

ctx ctx

where the inverse gate is given by Uiy, = (CTX™ Lp@m) . CoTX™ 1PCtx CTXP, 1))

ctx ctx

3. Compute the survival probability over the K = 50 gate sequences for each measurement observable @ €
{I1,1Z,Z1,Z7}

1 R
felm) = = > (QklSeanlpw)), (D12)
Scab
where [¢) = 0)®2.

4. For each Q, fit fr(m) to the function

fr(m) = Appi™. (D13)
5. Estimate the CAB fidelity as
1

Fear = 175(#11 +3urz +3pzr +9uzz). (D14)

The simulation procedures for CCB run as follows.

1. For each noise channel A:(u;, 0;), select a set of sequence length {m} = {1,2, -+, mmax }, Where mpay satisfies
MM A
ui max o~y ‘uz/g

2. Sample M = 10 operators {P;} uniformly at random from Pcgy.
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3. For each P; at each sequence length m, sample K = 50 random gate sequences {(Pc(tox ) Pc(tl)z e 7PC(EXm))}, where
Pc(t,)( are sampled uniformly at random from P.. For each gate sequence, the noisy implementation in PTM is
given by

Seeh = Mreilhiny CTX A A P - PRICTXA Ao PP, (D15)

where the inverse gate is given by Ui,, = (CTX™ 1p@m) . oTX™ 1P(Q)CTXP(U)

ctx ctx

4. Compute the survival probability over the K = 50 gate sequences for each measurement P;,

Z X (0) P’|Aspam‘§ccb|pw>>a (D16)
ccb

where x;(P®) = 1 if P(©) commutes with P; and -1 otherwise, and |¢/) is the +1 eigenstate of P;.
5. Fit f;(m) to the function
fi(m) = A;N5™. (D17)

6. Estimate the CCB fidelity as

ccb = Z )\ (DlS)
{P }

3. Simulations for the 5-qubit error correcting circuit

Here, we take the 5-qubit stabilizer encoding circuit shown in Fig. 6 as the target gate U, which only contains
Clifford gates.

st

[q]
2]

7
!

[g]
2]
[q]
2]

(5T fef}o——

nn

FIG. 6. 5-qubit stabilizer encoding circuit.

The noise channel we consider here has the form A; = AgoA;0As, as presented in Section D 1. We set the A(0.98, 0)-
Pauli channel as Ag, which can be seen as a depolarizing channel, Agep(p) = pp+ (1 —p)I/d where p = 0.98. The error
parameters {a;} and {3;;} are sampled uniformly at random from the intervals [0, 0.02] and [0, 0.01], respectively.
Then the noisy implementation of the target gate is given by

U=UoA,. (D19)

Since the 5-qubit encoding circuit is a Clifford gate, we take the 5-qubit Pauli group P5 as the twirling gate set.
For simplicity, we ignore the errors from the SPAM and twirling gates, Aspam = I and Arer = 1.
The simulation procedures for CAB run as follows.

1. For 5-qubit noise channel Ay, select a set of sequence lengths, {m} = {1,2,---,20}.

2. For each sequence length m, sample K random gate sequences {(C, PO ... ,P(Qm))}, where C' and P are
sampled uniformly at random from Ci% and Pj5, respectively. For each gate sequence, the noisy implementation
in PTM is given by

Seab = C WU U A PE™ . POy A, PDC, (D20)
where the inverse gate is given by Ui, = (U1 PC™ ...y~ 1Py p))-1
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3. Compute the survival probability over the K gate sequences for each measurement observable Q. € {I, Z}®°

1 -
fr(m) = X > (QklSeavlpw), (D21)
Scab
where |psi) = |0)®°

4. For each Q, fit fi(m) to the function

fulm) = Ag™ (D22)
5. Estimate the CAB fidelity as
1
Feap = 475 Z dk;“’ku (D23)
k

where dj, is the dimension of the kth irrep, defined in Eq. (B31).

Note that the target gate is a Clifford gate. In the simulation, we obtain the inverse gate, Uy, = 020, U1 Py, U Py;_1,
by considering the permutation relation of a Clifford gate acting on Pauli operators. Furthermore, the survival
probability for observable Q; can be obtained from the Z basis measurement result. To be specific, Q; can be
expressed as the linear combination of |z)(z|, Qx = >__ tx. |2)(z], where z € {0,1}°. Then the survival probability in
Eq. (D21) is given by

fr(m)

S (@elSeanlo)

Scab

= % S 1 [QuSeas (001 (D24)

Secab

=% Z St T |22l Sean (0)0D)].

Scab 2

where S¢.p represents the channel of Sg.p.
For comparison, we also simulate the XEB protocol to benchmark the fidelity of the 5-qubit error correcting circuit
with the same noise channel. The simulation procedures for XEB run as follows.

1. For 5-qubit noise channel Ay, select a set of sequence lengths, {m} = {1,2,--- ,20}.

2. For each sequence length m, sample K random gate sequences {(C™1), ..., C?™)} where C®) are sampled
uniformly at random from C?5. For each gate sequence, the noisy implementation in PTM is given by

Syeb = UALCE™ - A,COUNCD. (D25)
3. Compute the Z basis measurement result for each gate sequence Syep, for z € {0,1}5,
Freb(m, 2) = (2l Sxenlpy)), (D26)
where [1) = ]0)®°.
4. Compute the ideal Z basis measurement result if the gate is ideal for each gate sequence, for z € {0,1}°,
Feen(m, z) = (2UC®™ -..cBucW]p,)). (D27)

5. Compute the average XEB fidelity over the K gate sequences

2" %" freb(m, 2) frop(m, z) — 1
Fren(m) = 2= Z 515 Fen(m zb) — (D28)

6. Fit fxen(m) to the function
fxeb(m) = Axebp2m + Bxeb~ (D29)
The estimation of process fidelity with XEB is given by p + (1 — p)/d>.
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4. Comparison between CAB and ICRB for benchmarking a CZ gate

In this part, we present the comparison of CAB and ICRB for benchmarking a CZ gate. The noise model is the same
as the one in Appendix D 1, including a Pauli channel, amplitude damping channel, and a qubit-qubit correlation
channel. Specifically, we set the A(0.99,0)-Pauli channel as Ay. For the amplitude damping channel A; and the
qubit-qubit correlation channel Ay, the error parameters {a;} and {3;;} are sampled uniformly at random from the
intervals [0, 0.01] and [0, 0.01], respectively. Then the noisy implementation of CZ gate is set as

CZ =CZoAyoAjoA,. (D30)

The fidelity of the generated noise channel Ag o Ay o Ag is 0.9864 in our simulation, matching the fidelity of a real
CZ gate in experiments. We consider an error probability of 0.02 for state preparation. That is, for each qubit, the
actual prepared state is 0.98[0)0| + 0.02 |1X1| for |0) and is 0.02 |0)0] + 0.98 |1)1]| for |1). For simplicity, we set the
measurement to be perfect computational basis measurement.

The simulation of the CAB process is similar to previous cases. The only difference is that we consider the effect
of finite number of measurements in this case. That means, after computing the computational basis measurement
probability for one sequence, we use this probability to generate a measurement frequency associated with a fixed
number of single-shot measurements. Then the measurement frequency is used to compute the survival probability
as well as fidelity. For simulating ICRB [28, 36], we consider a same measurement setting and take the same number
of single-shot measurements for one sample sequence.

In this simulation, the circuit depth of CAB is set as {1, 2, 5,10, 20, 50}, corresponding to an overall CZ gate number
{2,4,10,20,40,100}. In order to ensure that the numbers of implemented CZ gates in the two protocols are the same,
the circuit depth of ICRB is set as {2,4, 10,20,40,100}. The sample complexity for each circuit depth is taken from
{5, 10, 25,50, 100,200} and the number of single shots for one sample sequence is taken from {100,200}. Then the
amount of single-shot measurements for CAB is

the number of circuit depths x sample complexity for one depth x single shots for one sequence. (D31)

Due to the additional sample complexity brought by the character gate, the amount of single-shot measurements for
ICRB is

2" x the number of circuit depths x sample complexity for one depth x single shots for one sequence. (D32)

It can be seen that the factor 2™ associated with the character gate is an exponential overhead. We separately simulate
50 experiments for each setting and compute the mean and standard deviation of the fidelity of these 50 experiments.
The simulation results of the two protocols are shown in Fig. 7. The results show that CAB and ICRB have a similar
accuracy in benchmarking CZ and CAB is a little better than ICRB in the sense of standard deviation. That means,
to estimate the process fidelity of CZ within a given precision, the amount of single-shot measurements for CAB is
less than that for ICRB, showing an advantage of CAB in benchmarking experiments.
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FIG. 7. Simulation results of CAB and ICRB for benchmarking a CZ gate. (a) The error bar of the fidelity obtained from
50 experiments via CAB and ICRB protocols. The x-axis represents the amount of single-shot measurements and the y-axis
represents the fidelity. The term “shot” represents the number of single shots associated with one sample sequence. One can see
that CAB and ICRB can both obtain an accurate estimation of the process fidelity of a CZ gate. (b) The standard deviation
of the fidelity obtained from 50 experiments via CAB and ICRB protocols. The x-axis represents the amount of single-shot
measurements and the y-axis represents the standard deviation of the fidelity. The figure shows that CAB has an advantage
than ICRB in the sense of standard deviation.
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