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The fluxonium qubits have emerged as a promising platform for gate-based quantum information
processing. However, their extraordinary protection against charge fluctuations comes at a cost:
when coupled capacitively, the qubit-qubit interactions are restricted to XX -interactions. Conse-
quently, effective ZZ - or XZ -interactions are only constructed either by temporarily populating
higher-energy states, or by exploiting perturbative effects under microwave driving. Instead, we
propose and demonstrate an inductive coupling scheme, which offers a wide selection of native
qubit-qubit interactions for fluxonium. In particular, we leverage a built-in, flux-controlled ZZ -
interaction to perform qubit entanglement. To combat the increased flux-noise-induced dephasing
away from the flux-insensitive position, we use a continuous version of the dynamical decoupling
scheme to perform noise filtering. Combining these, we demonstrate a 20 ns controlled-Z (CZ)
gate with a mean fidelity of 99.53%. More than confirming the efficacy of our gate scheme, this
high-fidelity result also reveals a promising but rarely explored parameter space uniquely suitable
for gate operations between fluxonium qubits.

Repeated demonstrations of long coherence times [1–
3] and high-fidelity gate-operations [4–7] over the years
have firmly established the fluxonium qubits as a promis-
ing platform for gate-based quantum computation. Com-
pared to transmons, fluxonium qubits have two obvious
advantages: their low transition energies between the
ground and first excited state allows for better coherence
times by reducing the effect of dielectric loss [2, 8, 9]; and
their large anharmonicity offers a broad spectral range for
qubit operations without leakage to higher (noncomputa-
tional) excited states [4, 5]. Most experiments, therefore,
have treated fluxonium as an improved version of trans-
mon by opting for a capacitive coupling scheme standard
for charge-type qubits [10]. However, the fluxonium’s
complete lack of energy dispersion in charge basis, while
providing an excellent protection against charge-noise-
induced dephasing, means that any interaction mediated
through charge is restricted to the transverse direction
of the qubit. Although such XX -interaction can be used
to perform iSWAP-like gates [4, 6], it precludes easy ac-
cess to a broader range of two-qubit operations such as
CZ or CNOT gates. Instead, an effective ZZ -interaction
needs to be constructed [6, 7, 11–13] by temporarily pop-
ulating the transmon-like higher excited states, whose
short coherence times ultimately limit the fidelity of the
gates. Alternatively, a second-order effect of the driven
dynamics can be exploited [5, 14] to create an effective
XZ -coupling, but such schemes have to balance slow gate
speed with large unwanted interactions.

At its core, fluxonium qubits belong to the family of
flux qubits, and are therefore most naturally coupled in-
ductively (Fig. 1(a)). All flux qubits are essentially su-
perconducting loops interrupted by Josephson junctions.

When an external flux Φ close to half-flux quantum Φ0/2
is applied to the loop, persistent currents ±Ip circulate
the loop in opposite directions, expelling or pulling addi-
tional external flux to maintain flux quantization. These
persistent current states are coupled via the Josephson
junction at a tunneling energy ∆ (Fig. 1(b)). By con-
trolling the magnetic energy difference between these
states ϵ = 2Ip(Φ−Φ0/2), Φ determines the qubit energy
ℏωq =

√
ϵ2 +∆2. More importantly, it also determines

the orientation of the current operator Î flowing across
the junction with respect to the energy quantization axis
σ̂z of the qubit (Fig. 1(c)):

Î = Ip (cos θσ̂z − sin θσ̂x) , (1)

where θ = arctan(∆/ϵ) is the mixing angle between the
tunneling energy and the magnetic energy. At Φ = Φ0/2,
the qubit energy is first order insensitive to Φ, and Î is
perpendicular to the energy quantization axis σ̂z. Away
from the degeneracy position, fluctuations in the current
not only drives qubit excitation but also alters the qubit
energy. Naturally, when a pair of flux qubits are con-
nected via a mutual inductance M , circulating currents
in one qubit induces current in the other qubit, creating
a coupling of the form MÎiÎj , where the subscripts index
the qubits.
Indeed, inductive coupling offers a diverse range of

entangling interactions via the control of the external
flux Φ applied to the qubits. These interactions are
partly investigated by the early proposals [17–23] con-
cerned with connecting the prototypical flux qubits [17].
However, impeded by their extreme sensitivity to flux
noise, these flux qubits saw limited application in gate-
based quantum computing and have largely pivoted to
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FIG. 1. Inductively coupled fluxonium pair. (a) A pair of fluxonium qubits are coupled inductively though a mutual

inductance M , creating an interaction of the form MÎAÎB , where i = A or B indexes the qubit and Îi is the qubit’s current
operator. Each qubit can be individually controlled with an external flux Φi applied to its superconducting loop with total
inductance Li. (b) For each qubit, its ground (|g⟩) and excited (|e⟩) states are superpositions of two persistent current states
(dashed lines) with equal currents circulating the loop in opposite directions. Defining the average magnetic energy of the two
persistent current states to be zero, their energy difference ϵ is linearly dependent on Φ applied to the qubit. The degeneracy
between these states at Φ = Φ0/2 is lifted by the Josephson junction with a tunneling energy ∆. (c) Such a system resembles [15]

a spin of unit dipole moment subjected to a fictitious magnetic field B⃗ = ∆x̂′ + ϵẑ′, where ẑ′ aligns with Î (red). By adjusting
ϵ via Φ, we can access a diverse range of interactions by controlling the orientation of the qubit energy quantization axis σ̂z,
aligned along the net magnetic field ẑ (green) and rotated by an angle θ with respect to the current operator Î. (d) False
colored optical image of the inductively coupled fluxonium pair. The white dashed rectangle locates the mutual inductance,
created by a galvanic connection that shares two junctions between the two fluxonium loops. (e) Scanning electron micrograph
showing the two shared overlap [16] junctions.

the field of quantum annealing [24–27]. The few demon-
strations [28, 29] of gate-based operations are limited
to the flux-degeneracy position, where the lack of first-
order flux dispersion alleviates the qubit decoherence
but again restricts the qubit interactions to the trans-
verse directions. By reducing the persistent currents Ip
with the increased loop inductance, fluxonium qubits sig-
nificantly reduce their sensitivity to flux noise [30, 31],
paving the way toward high-fidelity entangling opera-
tions that require temporary excursions away from the
flux-degeneracy position.

In this work, we inductively couple a pair of fluxonium
qubits and demonstrate high-fidelity gate-operations by
leveraging a native ZZ -interaction that is only switched
on when both qubits are biased away from their flux-
degeneracy positions. As shown in Fig. 1(d,e), the in-
ductive coupling is created by a galvanic connection that
shares part of the junction arrays forming the loop induc-
tors. Under external fluxes ΦA and ΦB close to Φ0/2 (see
Supplementary Material), we can write down the general

form of the system’s Hamiltonian,

H(ΦA,ΦB) =
ℏ
2

∑

i=A,B

ωiσ̂
i
z + J sin θA sin θBσ̂

A
x σ̂

B
x

− J
∑

i̸=j

cos θi sin θj σ̂
i
zσ̂

j
x

+ J cos θA cos θBσ̂
A
z σ̂

B
z , (2)

where J/ℏ = MIAp IBp /ℏ ≈ 2π × 19 MHz is the induc-
tive coupling strength, and θi = arctan (∆i/ϵi(Φi)) is
the mixing angle of the i-th qubit with cos θi = 0 at
Φi = Φ0/2. In this Hamiltonian, the first line con-
tains the always-on transverse interaction. The second
line describes an XZ -interaction when either qubit is
biased away from its flux-degeneracy position. When
modulated at an appropriate frequency [32, 33], such
a native XZ -coupling provides a promising path to-
ward fast controlled-NOT gate. But for near-static
flux modulations considered in this work, qubit j
merely acquires an i-state-dependent rotation of angle
(2J/ℏωj) cos θi sin θj σ̂

i
z that has little consequence for

J ≪ ℏωj (see Supplementary Material). Finally, when
both qubits are biased away from the half-flux posi-
tion, the ZZ -interaction in the last line of Eq. 2 in-
duces qubit frequency shifts δωi = 2gzz⟨σ̂j

z⟩ dependent
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FIG. 2. A native ZZ-interaction allows for conditional-phase gates. (a) The spectrum of qubit A is measured as a
function of the external flux ΦB applied to qubit B, while ΦA = 0.458 Φ0 is kept as a constant. As a result of the native
ZZ -interaction, qubit A’s resonant frequency is shifted in opposite directions when qubit B is prepared in either |g⟩ or |e⟩.
Here, qubit B is prepared in a mixed state with approximately 24% probability in |e⟩, leading to a double-peaked spectrum
where the more prominent peak corresponds to qubit B in |g⟩. Additionally, level repulsions can be observed when the two
qubits come into resonance at ΦB = 0.5± 0.062 Φ0. (b) Using a Ramsey-type experiment, we measure the conditional phase ϕ
accumulated on qubit A when we bias both qubits away from Φ0/2 using square pulse of amplitude δΦA,B for duration τ . (c)
As a function of the pulse amplitudes, we plot the measured accumulation speed of the conditional phase vϕ = ϕ/τ .

on the state of the other qubit, defining the shorthand
ℏgzz = J cos θA cos θB .

To confirm this system Hamiltonian, we perform spec-
troscopic measurements on qubit A at a constant ΦA =
0.458 Φ0 (Fig. 2(a)) while varying the external flux ΦB

applied to qubit B. When the two qubits come into res-
onance, the transverse interaction causes a coherent ex-
change of qubit energy, which manifests as level repul-
sions at ΦB = 0.5 ± 0.062 Φ0. Away from the resonant
positions, this coherent exchange is suppressed by the
qubit detuning. Instead, the effect of the ZZ -interaction
dominates. Because qubit B is initialized in a thermal
state with approximately 24% probability of finding |e⟩,
the spectrum of qubit A is double-peaked, where the
more and less prominent peaks respectively correspond
to qubit A’s frequency when qubit B is in state |g⟩ and
|e⟩. The distance between these peaks therefore directly
corresponds to gzz, adjustable via the control of the ex-
ternal flux.

Leveraging this flux-controlled ZZ -coupling, we im-
plement two-qubit conditional-phase gates by simulta-
neously applying flux pulses on ΦA,B(t) to both qubits.
Using a Ramsey-type experiment (Fig. 2(b)), we char-
acterize the accumulation speed of the conditional-phase
under flux pulses of length τ ,

vϕ =
1

τ

∫ τ

0

4gzz (ΦA(t),ΦB(t)) dt. (3)

Fig. 2(c) shows vϕ as a function of how far the qubits
are biased away from the half-flux position under square
pulses of amplitude δΦA,B and duration τ = 200 ns. In
this experiment, we enveloped the square pulses with a
tanh function with a characteristic rise time tr = 2 ns,
slow enough to ensure that the flux modulations do not

significantly alter the qubits’ excitation via diabatic pas-
sages (see Supplementary Material). Note that when ei-
ther qubit is kept at the half-flux position (δΦi = 0), a
conditional-phase still accumulates slowly. Indeed, this
slow accumulation is the result of a residual ZZ -coupling
greszz , caused by transverse interactions between higher-
energy qubit states [11, 14]. Importantly, this residual
ZZ -coupling does not contribute any two-qubit gate er-
rors because it is naturally absorbed into Eq. 3 during
gate calibration. Meanwhile, greszz ≈ 2π× 17.4 kHz at the
idle position (see Supplementary Material), where both
qubits are parked at Φ0/2 , contributes a negligible error
in the range of 10−5 to single-qubit operations. We stress
that, because we leverage a native ZZ -interaction that is
first order to the coupling strength J , we could easily at-
tain a large on-off ratio in gzz close to 103 without relying
on demanding cancellation engineering [5–7, 12, 14]. In-
deed, by simply increasing the distance of both qubits
from Φ0/2, we can drastically increase the accumulation
speed of the conditional-phase and perform two-qubit CZ
gates (vϕτ = π) as fast as 9 ns. However, this exceptional
gate-speed comes at the cost of increased qubit sensitiv-
ity to flux noise and reduced coherence times.

To combat the effect of flux noise during two-qubit
gate-operations, we embed a continuous version of the
dynamical decoupling scheme [34] to our flux-control
pulses. Specifically, we sinusoidally modulate both flux
pulses at frequency ωm with equal phase, resulting in a
near-sinusoidal modulation on the slope of either qubit’s
flux dispersion, ∂ωi/∂Φi, which averages to zero over in-
teger periods (Fig. 3(a)). Consequently, the qubit de-
phasing becomes sensitive only to a narrow region of
noises with frequencies close to ωm (see Supplemen-
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FIG. 3. Using dynamical decoupling to combat flux-
noise induced dephasing. (a) The first-order derivative
of qubit A’s frequency dispersion, ∂ωA/∂ΦA, is plotted as a
function of ΦA. A sinusoidal flux modulation about Φ0/2 pro-
duces an approximately-sinusoidal modulation of ∂ωA/∂ΦA,
which averages to 0 over integer periods. (b) We measure the
characteristic decoherence times (T2) of Qubit A under dif-
ferent flux modulations ΦA(t) while Qubit B is kept at Φ0/2.
For easy comparison, the amplitude of the flux modulation is
expressed in vϕ had the same flux modulation been applied to
both qubits (ΦA(t) = ΦB(t)). The shaded region corresponds
to vϕ large enough to support CZ gates under 50 ns.

tary Material). Compared to a net-zero decoupling
scheme [35, 36], where each flux pulse consists two back-
to-back square pulses of equal duration but opposite am-
plitude, our scheme provides an in-situ selection of noise
frequency while requiring only microwave controls. It is
important to note that, because ∂ℏωi/∂Φi = 2Iip cos θi,
this energy dispersion to external flux is precisely the
source of the native ZZ -interaction we exploit in two-
qubit gates: gzz ∝ (∂ωA/∂ΦA) (∂ωB/∂ΦB). Yet, while
our sinusoidal flux modulations average the energy dis-
persion of either qubit to zero to reduce dephasing,
their correlation nevertheless preserves a nonzero ZZ -
interaction, or vϕ, averaged over integer periods. In
Fig. 3(b), we demonstrate the efficacy of our dynamical
decoupling scheme by measuring qubit A’s characteris-
tic decoherence time T2 under different flux pulses ΦA(t)
while qubit B is kept at Φ0/2. For easy comparison (see
Supplementary Material), the amplitude of ΦA(t) is ex-
pressed in vϕ had both qubits been simultaneously mod-
ulated with the same pulse (ΦB(t) = ΦA(t), diagonal
dashed-line in Fig. 2(c)). Because the qubit dephasing
is dominated by 1/f -flux noise, a clear improvement in
T2 can be observed when the modulation frequency is
increased from 500 kHz to 50 MHz. Compared to the
case without any dynamical decoupling scheme, the si-
nusoidal flux modulation improves the coherence time of
qubit A by more than an order of magnitude at modu-
lation amplitudes large enough to support fast CZ gates
under 50 ns (shaded region).

Employing the sinusoidal dynamical decoupling with
ωm = 2π × 50 MHz, we calibrate a 20 ns CZ gate. The
detailed calibration process can be found in the supple-

FIG. 4. Gate performance. The gate performances are
monitored over a period of 30 hours using the standard RB
techniques. The error bars correspond to fitting uncertainties.

mentary material. Unfortunately, we suffer from rela-
tively large flux-pulse distortions that require us to ap-
pend another 20 ns idle time after every CZ gate, effec-
tively doubling our gate time.
Nevertheless, we demonstrate in Fig. 4 our ability

to perform high-fidelity gate-operations using random-
ized benchmarking (RB) [37, 38]. Monitored over 30
hours, we measure a mean Clifford fidelity of FC =
98.85 ± 0.08%, and a mean CZ gate fidelity of FCZ =
99.53 ± 0.07%, where the uncertainty intervals capture
the time fluctuations in the measured fidelities. Because
our device suffers from serious TLS poisoning whose ef-
fect fluctuates over time (see Supplementary Material),
it is immensely difficult to accurately predict the deco-
herence limit of our CZ gate. Instead, we provide a sense
of the decoherence effect on the gate fidelity by mea-
suring the mean Fidle = 99.78 ± 0.05% of a 40 ns idle
gate, limited by the coherence times at the idle posi-
tion (see Supplementary Material). In doing so, we find
that approximately half of our CZ gate error comes from
decoherence sources that also suppress our qubit coher-
ence times at the degeneracy positions to below 100 µs
(see Supplementary Material), a subpar performance for
fluxonium qubits. Improvements in this performance or
reductions in the idle time after each CZ gate therefore
could significantly improve our gate fidelities.
More than confirming the efficacy of our gate scheme,

our high-fidelity result also reveals a promising but rarely
explored parameter space for gate operations. Whereas
transmons traded away rich interactions similar to those
described in Eq. 2 in favor of an improved coherence time,
prototypical flux qubits simply suffer too much decoher-
ence to effectively leverage them. Because of their re-
duced sensitivity to flux noise, fluxnoium qubits can be
operated away from their degeneracy positions, and are
therefore uniquely suited to exploit the diverse interac-
tions enabled by inductive-coupling for gate operations.
In summary, we demonstrated a particular synergy be-

tween fluxonium qubits and inductive coupling schemes
that leads to a native ZZ -interaction when both qubits
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are biased away from the flux-degeneracy positions. By
adjusting the external flux applied to the qubits, we
can tune the ZZ -interaction strength over three orders
of magnitude, enabling fast entangling operations with
minimal adverse effects to single-qubit operations. Fi-
nally, by embedding a sinusoidal dynamical decoupling
scheme into the control sequences, we suppressed the ad-
ditional dephasing introduced by the two-qubit opera-
tions and demonstrated high-fidelity CZ gates that does
not involve higher energy states. Looking forward, tun-
able couplers based on inductively coupled SQUIDs or
fluxonium qubits [39] may be a prerequisite for perform-
ing the quantum operations demonstrated in this work at
a much larger scale. Alternatively, the thus far neglected
native XZ -interactions may also hold a promising path
toward highly-scalable [14] entangling operations.
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insightful discussions.
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I. FULL HAMILTONIAN AND COUPLING STRENGTH

The coupled system investigated in this work is accurately described by the full Hamiltonian,

H =
∑

i=A,B

Hi
0(Φi) +HI(ΦA,ΦB)

=
∑

i=A,B

{
Ei

cn̂
2
i + Ei

J cos φ̂i + Ei
L

(
φ̂i − 2π

Φi

Φ0

)2}
+ J

(
φ̂A − 2π

ΦA

Φ0

)(
φ̂B − 2π

ΦB

Φ0

)
,

(S1)

where Ei
c, E

i
L, E

i
J are respectively the charging, inductive, and Josephson energy of qubit i, described by its Cooper-

pair number operator n̂i and the reduced superconducting phase operator φ̂i. The phase operator φ̂i relates to the
current operator Îi of the main text through the loop inductance Li of the qubit according to φ̂iΦ0/2π = ÎiLi.
Written in the phase basis, the inductive coupling strength is J = M(Φ0/2π)

2/LALB , independent of the external
flux observed by the qubits. Table S1 summarizes the measured values of these parameters.

Qubit
EC/h EL/h EJ/h J /h

(GHz) (GHz) (GHz) (MHz)

A 1.61 0.45 2.89
3.5

B 1.24 0.45 2.68

TABLE S1. Measured parameters of the coupled system.

Defining the lowest two energy eigenstates of Hi
0(Φi) as qubit i at external flux Φi, we can rewrite the interaction

Hamiltonian of Eq. S1 into a general form,

HI(ΦA,ΦB)/ℏ = gxxσ̂
A
x σ̂

B
x + gzzσ̂

A
z σ̂

B
z + gxzσ̂

A
x σ̂

B
z + gzxσ̂

A
z σ̂

B
x , (S2)

where σ̂i
x and σ̂i

z are the pauli operators of qubit i, and

gxx =
J
4ℏ

(
⟨g|φ̂A|e⟩+ ⟨e|φ̂A|g⟩

)(
⟨g|φ̂B |e⟩+ ⟨e|φ̂B |g⟩

)

gzz =
J
4ℏ

(
⟨e|φ̂A|e⟩ − ⟨g|φ̂A|g⟩

)(
⟨e|φ̂B |e⟩ − ⟨g|φ̂B |g⟩

)

gxz =
J
4ℏ

(
⟨g|φ̂A|e⟩+ ⟨e|φ̂A|g⟩

)(
⟨e|φ̂B |e⟩ − ⟨g|φ̂B |g⟩

)

gzx =
J
4ℏ

(
⟨e|φ̂A|e⟩ − ⟨g|φ̂A|g⟩

)(
⟨g|φ̂B |e⟩+ ⟨e|φ̂B |g⟩

)

(S3)
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are the interaction strengths. Using the parameters of Table S1 and taking ΦA = ΦB = Φ, Fig. S1 illustrates the
dependence of these coupling strengths as a function of the applied external flux. In comparison, we also plot in dashed
lines the coupling strengths predicted by the simplified model given in Eq. (2) of the main text. Although the simplified
model is only accurate when ΦA and ΦB are both close to Φ0/2, the physical intuition it provides remains true: by
moving both qubits away from their degeneracy position, a native ZZ -interaction can be adiabatically switched on.

FIG. S1. Taking ΦA = ΦB = Φ and using the measured parameters of Table S1, we plot the coupling strengths gxx, gzz, gxz
and gzx. Solid lines are the coupling strength predicted by the full model (Eq. S3), and dashed lines are the coupling strength
predicted by the simplified model given in Eq. (2) of the main text.

II. THE IDLE POSITION

The idle position, with both qubits parked at Φ0/2, is of particular interest to the operation of the coupled system.
With all native interactions except gxx switched off, this idle position is ideal for performing qubit readout [3] and
single qubit operations. Fig. S2 shows the coherence times measured at the idle position. Compared to previous
demonstrations of excellent coherence times [1, 4, 5], the performance of our qubits at the flux degeneracy positions
are rather underwhelming. In particular, the T1 measurements show symptoms typical of systems afflicted by quasi-
particle [1, 2] or TLS [6, 7] poisoning, and are not only subjected to abrupt fluctuations in time, but also frequently

FIG. S2. Characteristic energy decay functions are shown for both qubit A (a) and qubit B (b). These functions fre-
quently display features of double-exponential decay, which we account for by fitting the data according to ⟨Pe(t)⟩ ∝
eβ
(
exp(−t/Tβ)−1

)
e−t/T̃1 [1, 2]. We also measure the Ramsey decoherence times of both qubit A (c) and qubit B (d).
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FIG. S3. (a) The galvanically connected fluxonium pair is described by the full circuit model. All circuit nodes are numbered,
and the two qubit modes A and B are colored blue and red respectively. (b) When qubit B comes into resonance with the X-
mode located at 2.683 GHz, an avoided crossing approximately 2π×6 MHz wide can be observed. Based on this measurement,
we calculate a dispersive shift 2χB ≈ 2π×64 kHz per X-mode photon on qubit B when it is kept at Φ0/2 (c) Using the extracted
dispersive shifts, we plot the X-mode induced additional dephasing TX

ϕ as a function of X-mode temperature for both qubit A
and B, assuming a X-mode loss rate κ ≈ 2π × 500 kHz.

display double-exponential decay. Such time-fluctuations of the qubit decoherence posses a challenge for estimating
the decoherence limits of our gate operations, which we address in Sec. VI and Sec. VIII C.

III. QUBIT DECOHERENCE FROM UNDESIRABLE HARMONIC MODES

Because our floating fluxnoium qubits are connected galvanically, our system contains a series of undesirable har-
monic modes that could cause additional qubit decoherence. These modes and their coupling to the qubits can be
found exactly by analyzing the full circuit model (Fig. S3(a)) according to Ref. [8]. Here, we provide a brief description
on the lowest frequency mode (X-mode), which is most detrimental to the qubit coherence times.

The X-mode is a harmonic mode where currents oscillate up-and-down in the circuit of Fig. S3(a), and can be
easily understood by performing ∆-Y transformations on the capacitive sub-circuits confined by nodes (0, 1, 2) and
nodes (0, 5, 6). Through their shared capacitive networks, this mode could couple strongly to the qubits, where qubit
A corresponds to horizontal oscillations between nodes (1, 2) and qubit B that between nodes (5, 6). For our qubit
parameters, the X-mode typically resides around 2.7 GHz, a frequency low enough such that its thermal fluctuations
could induce significant qubit decoherence. One way to combat this problem is to eliminate the X-mode altogether
either by breaking the galvanic connection using a geometric inductance or by moving toward a grounded circuit
design.

In this work, we pursue the alternative approach where we suppress the couplings between the X-mode and the
qubits through a carefully designed circuit symmetry. Specifically, we ensure the oscillating current associated with
the X-mode induces approximately equal electrostatic potential on nodes 5 and 6, and thereby reduces the coupling
between qubit B and X-mode. Indeed, Fig. S3(b) shows the avoided crossing when qubit B comes into resonance with
the X-mode at 2.683 GHz, from which we extract a small dispersive shift 2χB ≈ 2π × 64 kHz per X-mode photon on
qubit B when it is kept at Φ0/2. Doing the same for nodes 1 and 2, we similarly suppress the coupling between qubit
A and the X-mode, which we bound to 2χA ≲ 2π × 7 kHz. Assuming an X-mode loss rate κ ≈ 2π × 500 kHz based
on our typical junction array loss rate, Fig. S3(c) plots the X-mode induced additional dephasing TX

ϕ as a function

of X-mode temperature [9]. For reasonable temperatures below 100 mK, we find TX
ϕ to be largely negligible.

IV. EFFECTS OF THE NATIVE XZ -INTERACTION

Analogous to cross-resonance schemes [10], the native XZ -interaction enables fast controlled-NOT gates when the
coupling strength is modulated [11] at the appropriate frequency. To see this, we examine a simplified model with a
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time-dependent Hamiltonian in the rotating frame of qubit B,

H ′/ℏ =
ωA

2
σ̂A
z + gxz(t)σ̂

A
x σ̂

B
z . (S4)

As we explained in the main text and Sec. I, we can control gxz in-situ using the external flux Φi applied to the qubit
loops. When this coupling strength is sinusoidally modulated at the frequency of qubit A, gxz(t) = g̃xz sin (ωBt),
Eq. S4 describes qubit A being resonantly driven with a Rabi rate ΩR = g̃xzσ̂

B
z that is dependent on the state of

qubit B. Consequently, a controlled-NOT gate is realized when this interaction is turned on for a duration t = 2π/g̃xz,
inverting qubit A’s population while picking up a sign that is dependent on the state of qubit B.

In this work, however, such single-qubit rotations appear as control errors to our two-qubit CZ gates. While the
precise amount of errors can be found explicitly by solving the Rabi model in Eq. S4, doing so reveals little insight.
Instead, because we modulate the external flux at a frequency that is much smaller than either qubit’s resonant
frequency (ωm ≪ ωA,B), the problem of finding the XZ -error can be recast [12] into how much our sinusoidal
modulations violate the adiabatic limit of the coupled system. Indeed, the adiabatic theorem postulates that our
coupled two-qubit system shall remain in the same instantaneous energy eigenstate under adequately slow modulations
of ΦA,B(t), and therefore accumulate no population error when ΦA,B(t) are returned to their initial values at the end of
the modulation. For this reason, it is important that we modulate our external flux using sin (ωmt) instead of cos (ωmt)
such that we always start and return the qubits adiabatically to their respective flux-degeneracy positions. As we
detail in Sec. VIIIA, we ensure a negligible XZ -error below 10−4 on either qubit by choosing a small ωm = 2π×50 MHz
and keeping the flux modulation amplitude within ±0.15 Φ0.

V. EFFECTS OF THE XX -INTERACTION

In the context of our adiabatic CZ gate, the native XX -interaction could lead to control errors in two ways.

First, when the XX-interaction strength is modulated at a frequency close to the sum or difference frequency of the
two qubits, a parametric interaction [13–16] could lead to undesirable qubit rotations. Similar to the XZ -interactions,
by ensuring ωm ≪ ωA(t) ± ωB(t) for all time, we suppress this error by modulating the coupled system within its
adiabatic limit (see Sec. VIIIA).

In addition to the non-adiabatic errors, the XX-interaction between the computational states and higher-energy
qubit states also results in a small residual ZZ -interaction at the idle position [17, 18]. Although it does not cause
errors to the CZ gate, this residual ZZ -interaction causes uncertainties in the qubit frequencies that incur phase
errors during our single-qubit operations. Here, we explicitly measure this residual ZZ -interaction strength using the
accumulation speed of conditional phase on qubit A. Specifically, we keep both qubits at Φ0/2 and use the Ramsey-
type experiment described in the main text to measure the difference in the quantum phases accumulated in qubit A
when qubit B is respectively prepared in |g⟩ and |e⟩ state. As shown in Fig. S4, this conditional phase (ϕ) accumulates
linearly at a constant speed vϕ ≈ −0.438rad/µs and is directly related to greszz according to,

greszz =
vϕ
4

≈ 2π × 17.4 kHz. (S5)

For our 15 ns single-qubit operations performed with both qubits placed at Φ0/2, we therefore estimate greszz to
contribute a negligible error below 10−5.

FIG. S4. The conditional phase (ϕ) accumulated in qubit A is measured as a function of time. A linear fit (dashed line) through
the origin find the accumulation speed vϕ ≈ −0.438rad/µs



5

FIG. S5. Using standard RB, we monitor the fidelity of the single-qubit gates over a period of 40 hours. The error bars
correspond to fitting uncertainties.

VI. SINGLE QUBIT GATE

We perform single-qubit operations at the idle position with both qubits parked at Φ0/2. Using the procedures
discussed in Ref. [3] and a fixed gate duration of 15 ns, we calibrate for each qubit a set of primary gate operations
{I,Xπ, Yπ, X±π/2, Y±π/2}, consisting of single-qubit rotations of angle 0, π, and π/2 around two independent axes X
and Y .

We characterize the quality of these single-qubit gates using standard RB techniques [19, 20]. Monitored over
40 hours (Fig. S5), we find an average fidelity FA = 99.94(1) ± 0.00(5)% across all primary gates on qubit A and
FB = 99.94(7)± 0.00(7)% on qubit B, where the uncertainty intervals capture the time fluctuations in the measured
fidelities. Because our qubit system suffers from fluctuating coherence times, likely caused by nearby TLS with
fluctuating frequencies, we refrain from estimating the decoherence limit of these gates based on the measured T1

and T2 values. Instead, we explicitly characterize the decoherence limit using the fidelity of the identity gates I to
find F I

A = 99.95(0) ± 0.01(7)% and F I
B = 99.97(9) ± 0.01(8)%. The large uncertainties on these decoherence limits

corroborate the fluctuating coherence times observed by the qubits.

VII. DYNAMICAL DECOUPLING

Our CZ gate scheme requires us to bring both qubits away from the flux degeneracy position, which leads to
increased sensitivity to flux noise and reduced coherence times. To combat this, we perform a continuous version
of dynamical decoupling, where we sinusoidally modulate the external flux Φ applied to the qubit around Φ0/2. In
Sec. VIIA, we justify our dynamical decoupling scheme for an environment dominated by 1/f -noise by deriving its
noise-frequency-selection characteristics. We then demonstrate the efficacy of our scheme by measuring the qubit
coherence times in Sec. VIIB.

A. Theory

We show how a classical flux noise Φn(t) leads to qubit dephasing by modelling it as a sum of sinusoidal signals at
equally-spaced frequencies ωi with random phase ξi uniformly distributed within range [0, 2π],

Φn(t) =
∑

i

Φi(ωi) sin (ωit+ ξi), (S6)

where the noise amplitude Φi(ωi) is related to the double-sided noise-power spectral density SΦ(ω) through an
integration over frequency range 2δω = ωi+1 − ωi,

Φ2
i (ωi) =

2

π

∫ ωi+δω

ωi−δω

dωSΦ(ω). (S7)

When the qubit is subjected to a time-dependent flux control Φ(t), it observes an overall external flux Φtot(t) =
Φ(t) + Φn(t) that leads to a noisy time-dependent qubit frequency. Treating the flux noise as a small perturbation,
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this noisy qubit frequency can be expanded up to the first order of Φn(t),

ωq

(
Φtot(t)

)
= ωq

(
Φ(t)

)
+

(
∂ωq

∂Φ

∣∣∣∣
Φ(t)

)
Φn(t) +O (Φn(t))

2
. (S8)

Consequently, the qubit |e⟩ accumulates a phase φ(t) relative to |g⟩,

φ(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′ωq(Φtot(t
′))

≈ ω̃qt+

∫ t

0

dt′
(

∂ωq

∂Φ

∣∣∣∣
Φ(t′)

)(∑

i

Φi(ωi) sin (ωit
′ + ξi)

)
,

(S9)

that depends on the derivative of the flux dispersion ω̇q = ∂ωq/∂Φ, where ω̃q is the mean qubit frequency under the
flux drive. As a result of the noisy ξi, the uncertainties in the qubit phase directly leads to the dephasing of the

qubit according to the decay function [21] e−⟨δφ2(t)⟩/2, where ⟨·⟩ is an average over statistical ensembles, or different
realizations of the stochastic phase ξi.

For a constant flux bias, ω̇q = α is independent of t, and the integration of Eq. S9 reduces to an uncertain phase,

δφ(t) = αt
∑

i

Φi(ωi)
sin (ωit/2)

ωit/2
sin (ωit/2 + ξi). (S10)

Applying the identity ⟨sin2 ξi⟩ = 1/2 and replacing the summation over ωi with an integration, we find the exponent
of the decay function,

⟨δφ2(t)⟩
2

=
t2α2

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dωSΦ(ω)sinc

2

(
ωt

2

)
. (S11)

If the qubit is kept at the degeneracy position with α = 0, the random phase ξi does not contribute any noise to
the qubit phase φ(t), hence the protection against flux-noise-induced dephasing. Away from Φ0/2, the nonzero flux-
dispersion α translates uncertainties in flux to uncertainties in qubit frequency and ultimately leads to dephasing.
In particular, the noise spectral density is weighted by a sinc function centered about ω = 0. Because flux noises
are predominantly 1/f -like in their power spectral density, the larger susceptibility to low frequency flux noise is
particularly detrimental to qubit dephasing.

By shifting the center of the weighting function to the modulation frequency ωm, our sinusoidal dynamical decoupling
scheme therefore could significantly reduce the qubit dephasing rate. As we discussed in the main text, a sinusoidal
flux modulation about the degeneracy position, Φ(t) = Φ0/2 + δΦsin (ωmt), causes a near sinusoidal modulation on
the derivative of the flux dispersion, ω̇q(t) ≈ α sin (ωmt). Inserting this expression into Eq. S9 and following the same
derivation, we arrive at an approximate expression for qubit dephasing under our dynamical decoupling scheme,

⟨δφ2(t)⟩
2

≈ t2α2

8π

∫ ∞

−∞
dωSΦ(ω)

{
sinc2

[
(ω + ωm)t

2

]
+ sinc2

[
(ω − ωm)t

2

]

+ 2sinc

[
(ω − ωm)t

2

]
sinc

[
(ω + ωm)t

2

]
cos (ωmt)

}
,

(S12)

where the approximation comes from treating ω̇q(t) as a sinusoidal function. Consequently, we could choose which
part of the noise spectral density to sample by choosing the modulation frequency ωm. Fig. S6 further illustrates this
filtering effect by explicitly plotting the frequency domain noise-filtering function gn(ω, t) defined according to [22],

⟨δφ2(t)⟩
2

=
t2α2

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dωSΦ(ω)gn(ω, t), (S13)

with a free evolution time t = 20 ns equal to our CZ gate duration.
Finally, we note that because of their different SΦ(ω), different sources of flux noise are affected differently by the

dynamical decoupling scheme. In this work, we are mostly concerned about two types of the error sources: those that
behave like white-noise, and those that behave like 1/f noise,

⟨δφ2(t)⟩ = ⟨δφ2(t)⟩white + ⟨δφ2(t)⟩1/f . (S14)

While our dynamical decoupling scheme can greatly reduce the qubit dephasing due to the 1/f -noise via frequency
selection, it has little effect on that from the white noise.
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FIG. S6. We plot the frequency domain noise-filtering function gn(ω, t) for t = 20 ns. Compared to the net-zero pulse, whose
filtering function we adapt from Ref. [21], a sinusoidal modulation with ωm = 2π × 50 MHz provides better noise filtering.
Importantly, we can choose in situ the position of the peaks in gn(ω, t) by altering the sinusoidal modulation frequency ωm.

FIG. S7. We measure the accumulated conditional phase when both qubits are subjected to the same flux modulation. Averaged
over integer periods of the modulation’s temporal envelope, the accumulation speed vϕ is plotted as a function of the modulation
amplitude δΦ.

B. Comparing qubit coherence times under dynamical decoupling

To demonstrate the efficacy of our dynamical decoupling scheme, we aim to compare the qubit coherence times
under different flux control pulses δΦ(t). However, a direct comparison at the same driving amplitude across different
pulse shapes does not provide much insight in terms of gate-operations because they would, in general, lead to different
CZ gate duration. Indeed, the pulse shape of the flux drive relates to the temporal envelope of the ZZ -interaction
strength gzz(t) ∝ ω̇A

q (t)ω̇
B
q (t) through the time-dependence of ω̇(t). Fig. S7 shows the measured accumulation speed

of the conditional phase, vϕ, averaged over integer periods when both qubits are subjected to the same flux drive of
amplitude δΦ. Compared to square modulations of the same amplitude, a sinusoidal flux modulation applied to both
qubits would require almost twice the duration to perform a CZ gate.

Instead, we compare the qubit coherence times across different pulse shapes while keeping constant the CZ gate
duration, or vϕ, had both qubits been driven by the same flux pulse. For each qubit, we modulate its external flux
using different amplitudes δΦ and pulse shapes, and measure its depolarization time T1 and Ramsey decay profile
P̃e(t) while the other qubit is kept at a place where the native ZZ -interaction is turned off. In theory, the Ramsey
decay profile [21]

P̃e(t) = P̃e(0) · exp
(
− t

2T1

)
· exp

(
−1

2
⟨δφ2(t)⟩white

)
· exp

(
−1

2
⟨δφ2(t)⟩1/f

)
(S15)

allows for a complete separation of different dephasing sources and their effects. However, to avoid over-fitting our
data and introducing bias, we simply report the characteristic time T2 for the measured Ramsey decay profile to
reduce to 1/e. Because ⟨δφ2(t)⟩white mostly likely arises from photon shot-noise or state measurement/preparation
errors, it should be largely independent of the external flux applied to the qubits. Changes in T2 therefore reflect
changes in ⟨δφ2(t)⟩1/f and T1. Fig. S8 shows the extracted T1 and T2 with δΦ converted into vϕ according to Fig. S7.

Additionally, Fig. S8 reveals a non-negligible dependence of the qubits’ T1 on the applied external flux. When the
qubit is statically (square wave and net-zero pulses) biased away from the degeneracy position, a slight improvement
in T1 can be observed as a result of disjoint support [23], arising from increasingly localized qubit states in phase
space. Ref. [23] also predicts an increase of T1 for the sinusoidally modulated qubits compared to those parked at
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FIG. S8. Using different modulation pulse shapes, we keep qubit B at Φ0/2 and measure, as a function of the modulation
amplitude δΦ, qubit A’s (a) Ramsey characteristic times T2 (identical to Fig. 3(b) of the main text) and (b) characteristic
depolarization times T1, both corresponding to the time it takes for the measured decay functions to be reduced to 1/e. δΦ is
then converted to vφ had the same flux modulation been applied to both qubits according to Fig. S7. Shaded regions correspond
to vϕ large enough to support CZ gates under 50 ns. Vertical downward arrows in (b) identifies the TLS that exchange energy
with qubit A under static (square wave and net-zero pulse) flux biases and cause fast qubit depolarization. The effects of these
TLS are better illustrated by the double-exponential decay of individual qubit decay curves. (c) We show characteristic decay
curves measured close to the CZ operation position (vϕ ≈ 157 rad/µs) when ΦA(t) is either statically biased (dark blue) or
under sinusoidal modulations (red and cyan). For comparison, we also plot the decay curve when the qubit A is kept at its idle

position (green). To account for the double-exponential decay, we fit these data using ⟨Pe(t)⟩ ∝ eβ
(
exp(−t/Tβ)−1

)
e−t/T̃1 [1, 2],

where a higher value of β reflects a larger damage done by the TLS. In (d,e,f), the same experiments are repeated on qubit
B. However, because qubit B has a smaller frequency at its degeneracy position ω0

B < ω0
A, keeping qubit A at the degeneracy

position would risk decohering qubit B through an iSWAP-like interaction with qubit A when ΦB is modulated. In our CZ
gate, this decoherence channel is eliminated by ensuring the adiabatic limit (see Sec. V and VIIIA). Here, we eliminate this
decoherence channel by keeping qubit A at ΦA = 0, where the native gzz is also 0 (see Fig. S1).

the degeneracy position, which we do not observe. This is likely because the qubit crosses many TLS (downward
arrows in Fig. S8(b,e)) while being flux modulated. Indeed, T1 measurements (Fig. S8(c,f)) performed near our CZ
operation position (vϕ ∼ 157 rad/µs) show clear signs of double-exponential decay, symptomatic of qubits afflicted by
TLS poisoning. Consequently, slow modulations with ωm = 2π × 500 kHz and ωm = 2π × 5 MHz result in a higher
probability for the qubit to depolarize via an adiabatic exchange of energy with the TLS. With a fast modulation
frequency ωm = 2π × 50 MHz, however, the qubit T1 remains roughly constant across all modulation amplitudes.

The effectiveness of our dynamical decoupling in combating the 1/f -noise is therefore clearly demonstrated in the
significant improvements in T2 despite the reductions in T1.

VIII. TWO-QUBIT CZ GATE

Embedding the sinusoidal dynamical coupling scheme into our flux control sequences, we calibrate two-qubit CZ
gates. Because the CZ operation relies on an adiabatic process that alters gzz while preserving the qubit excitation,
we first derive in Sec. VIIIA the adiabatic limit that bonds ωm. In Sec. VIII B, we detail the pulse-level calibration
sequences for the CZ gate. We also identify large distortions at the end of each flux control pulse that require us to
append an idle time of 20 ns to every flux pulse we apply to the qubits. Finally, in Sec. VIII C, we discuss the error
sources that limit our CZ gate fidelity.
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A. The adiabatic limit

We start by recalling from the main text that each fluxonium qubit is well described by a pair of persistent
current states coupled through a tunneling energy ∆. Written in the basis of these persistent current states (σ̂i′

z ), the
Hamiltonian of our coupled fluxonium system is,

H =
∑

i=A,B

(
Hi

zσ̂
i′
z +Hi

xσ̂
i′
x

)
+ Jσ̂A′

z σ̂B′
z

=
ℏ
2

∑

i=A,B

[(
ϵi +

J

ℏ
σ̂j′
z

)
σ̂i′
z +∆iσ̂

i′
x

] (S16)

where the interaction term is absorbed into Hi
z of each qubit, ϵi = Iip (Φi − Φ0/2) is the magnetic energy difference

between the two persistent current states of qubit i, and the effect of the flux modulation conveniently enters through
its time dependence ϵi(t).

For each qubit, the non-adiabatic errors are typically understood using the Landau-Zener transitions [24, 25], where
a linear trajectory Hz(t) = ϵ̇t going from large negative time to large positive time induces a probability of exciting
the qubit [26],

Pe = exp

(
−π∆2

ℏϵ̇

)
. (S17)

A small error of Pe = 10−4 implies the condition ℏϵ̇ = 0.341∆2. In this work, we modulate the external flux of
either qubit within 0.5 ± 0.15Φ0, which, according to our qubit parameters in Table S1, corresponds to a maximum
deviation of ±δϵmax ≈ 2π× 1.9 GHz in both qubits. The above condition therefore is satisfied when the external flux
is altered by δΦ = 0.15Φ0 over a duration longer than 1.2 ns for qubit A or 2.1 ns for qubit B, comparable to our
choice of 2 ns rise time in Fig. 2(c) of the main text. In the case of a sinusoidal modulation with ϵ(t) = δϵ sin (ωmt),
we could not directly invoke Eq. S17, but instead use the slope of ϵ(t) to bound ϵ̇ ≤ ωmδϵmax. Again requiring the
non-adiabatic error to be smaller than 10−4, we find a maximum modulation frequency of 2π × 133 MHz for qubit A
and 2π × 76 MHz for qubit B. For our CZ gates, we choose ωm = 2π × 50 MHz, well below these thresholds.

We stress that the errors estimated above accounts for all non-adiabatic errors, including those arising from the
XX - and XZ -interactions. Indeed, the native XX - and XZ - interactions discussed in Sec IV and V both emerge
from the coupling term Jσ̂A′

z σ̂B′
z in Eq. S16 by simple rotations to the instantaneous energy eigenbasis. Therefore,

we do not perform additional calibrations or corrections on these unwanted interactions, but instead content that our
two-qubit entangling operations conserve the individual qubit occupation up to a negligible non-adiabatic error below
10−4.

B. Tuning up a CZ gate

In the absence of non-adiabatic qubit rotations, the entangling interaction realized by our native ZZ -interaction is
described by a diagonal unitary transformation,

ÛZZ =




1 0 0 0

0 eiζA 0 0

0 0 eiζB 0

0 0 0 ei(ζA+ζB+ϕ)




, (S18)

that only differs by single qubit phases ζA,B from a CZ gate, which has the two-qubit conditional phase ϕ = π. In
this section, we detail the procedures used to calibrate these phases.

To start, we calibrate our flux control lines following the techniques outlined in Ref. [3]. In addition, we fine-tune
the crosstalk between these lines using the periodicity of the native ZZ -interaction in external flux (see Fig. S1).
Specifically, with qubit i biased away from its flux degeneracy position, we measure and ensure its resonant frequency
remains constant when the other qubit j is biased at integer multiples of Φ0/2.

To realize a CZ gate, we simultaneously modulate the external flux of both qubits with,

ΦA,B(t) = Φ0/2− δΦA,B sin (ωmt), (S19)
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FIG. S9. (a) For a given modulation amplitude δΦA on qubit A, we calibrate a CZ gate by varying δΦB applied on qubit
B and measuring the accumulated conditional phase Nϕ on qubit A after N consecutive operations. δΦB can be accurately
determined by the location where Nϕ = 0 for all even N . (b) As an example, we show the measured Nϕ as a function of δΦB

with δΦA = 0.12Φ0, ωm = 2π × 50 MHz, tCZ = 20 ns, and tidle = 20 ns. Under these conditions, δΦB = 0.0745Φ0 (vertical
black arrow) leads to an accurate conditional phase ϕ = π. (c) Using the pulse sequence in (a), we can also explicitly measure
the flux-distortion-induced deviations in the conditional phase δϕ as a function of the idle time tidle. After removing the effects
of greszz during tidle, we reference δϕ to the average conditional phase measured between tidle = 100 and 150 ns.

for a duration of tCZ such that by the end of the modulation, the conditional phase accumulates to ϕ = π. In this
work, we choose a modulation frequency ωm = 2π× 50 MHz. Because the sinusoidal dynamical decoupling scheme is
only effective for gate durations that are integer multiples of the modulation period, we then choose tCZ = 20 ns.

For a given modulation amplitude δΦA on qubit A, we calibrate the necessary modulation amplitude δΦB applied
on qubit B to ensure ϕ = π. As shown in Fig. S9(a,b), for each value of δΦB , we amplify the error on ϕ by applying
a series of N -CZ operations. Because each CZ-gate contributes a conditional phase of π, an even number of CZ-gate
should always return the conditional phase to 0, thereby allowing for an accurate determination of δΦB .

In this work, we had to append an idle time of tidle = 20 ns after each CZ gate to combat the detrimental effects from
a relatively large flux-pulse distortion. In Fig. S9(c), we explicitly characterize this detrimental effect by measuring
the deviations of the conditional phase δϕ from ϕ = π as a function of the idle time tidle. In this measurement,
we subtract from ϕ the extra conditional phase arising from greszz during tidle (see Sec. V), and the resulting ϕ(tidle)

remains constant for tidle > 100 ns. A reference phase ϕ̃, equal to the statistical mean of ϕ(tidle) measured within

tidle ∈ [100, 150] ns, is then subtracted to find δϕ(tidle) = ϕ(tidle) − ϕ̃. While δϕ may appear deterministic in our
experiment with constant separations between adjacent CZ operations, it is transformed to an uncertainty in ϕ in
a realistic quantum circuit, where adjacent CZ operations are interrupted by an unknown number of single-qubit
operations. By choosing tidle = 20 ns, we therefore sacrifice the overall gate speed in favor of an improved control
over the conditional phase with δϕ ∼ 0.02 rad. According to [27], we predict this uncertainty in ϕ corresponds to a
CZ-gate infidelity of 2× 10−5.

The last step to calibrating a CZ gate for any given δΦA is to correct the single-qubit phases ζA,B accumulated
during the CZ operation using virtual-Z gates [28]. For a rough calibration, we can extract ζA(B) by measuring the
single-qubit phase accumulated on qubit A(B) versus the number of CZ operations while the other qubit is prepared
in |g⟩. Fine-tuning of the virtual-Z gates is achieved by numerically optimizing [29] the XEB sequence fidelity [30, 31]
at a fixed length of m = 50.

Finally, we explore the parameter space of δΦA to find the optimal operating position. For each δΦA, we calibrate
a CZ gate following the procedures outlined above and characterize it using standard RB techniques [19, 20]. Because
our qubit system suffers from fluctuating coherence times (see Sec. I and VI), we perform at least two sets of RB
measurements at each δΦA to gain a rough sense on the fidelity’s fluctuation in time. Fig. S10 shows, as a function
of δΦA, the mean error (and its uncertainty) on the CZ gates and on the corresponding Clifford gates. Likely caused
by significant energy exchanges with some TLS close in frequency to the qubit, we find the CZ gates to perform
particularly poorly around δΦA = 0.06 Φ0. However, away from this position and up to fluctuations in time, we find
the gate errors to remain largely constant between δΦA = 0.065 Φ0 and 0.075 Φ0, demonstrating both the robustness
of our gate and the robustness of our calibration procedure. In Fig. 4 of the main text, we chose to perform the CZ
gates at δΦA = 0.0673 Φ0 (black vertical arrow). For reference, the shaded regions correspond to the fidelities’ one
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FIG. S10. For each δΦA, we calibrate a CZ gate and then measure its error (red), as well as the error of the Clifford gate
(blue), using standard RB. Each point corresponds to the mean fidelity measured from at least two separate RB experiments,
and the error bars correspond to the standard deviation of the errors in time. Vertical black arrow points to the δΦA we used
for Fig. 4 of the main text, and the shaded regions correspond to the one standard deviation about the mean errors reported
in the main text.

standard deviation about the mean reported in the main text.

C. CZ gate error analysis

We start our error analysis on the two-qubit gate errors with a consistency check among the measured gate fidelities.
We follow the same decomposition scheme of Ref. [20], where each two-qubit Clifford gate contains on average 33

4

single-qubit primary gates and 3
2 CZ gates. Correspondingly, the error rate of a Clifford gate rC is given by

rC =
33

4
rSQ +

3

2
rCZ, (S20)

where rSQ is the average single-qubit gate error and rCZ is the CZ gate error. As shown in the main text and in
Sec. VI, rSQ = 0.05(6) ± 0.00(4)% and rCZ = 0.47 ± 0.07%. These measured error rates correspond to a predicted
Clifford error rate rC ≈ 1.53± 0.12%, roughly consistent with the measured Clifford error of rmC = 1.15± 0.08%.

The CZ gate error rCZ can be further decomposed into decoherence errors and control errors. The nonadiabatic er-
rors discussed in Sec. VIIIA contribute approximately 0.01% per qubit to control errors. Additionally, the uncertainty
in the conditional phase (Sec. VIII B) leads to a control error of approximately 0.002%.

We attribute the majority of the remaining error rm ≈ 0.45± 0.07% to decoherence errors. The decoherence limit
of a two-qubit gate can in general be estimated using [32],

r =
1

6

∑

i=A,B

{
2tidle
T i
1,idle

+ ⟨δφ2
i (tidle)⟩white +

2tCZ

T i
1,CZ

+ ⟨δφ2
i (tCZ)⟩white + ⟨δφ2

i (tCZ)⟩1/f
}
, (S21)

where the decoherence of the qubit i at its idle position and CZ-operation position are respectively parameterized by
its energy decay time T i

1,CZ and T i
1,idle, and dephasing effects ⟨δφ2

i (tCZ)⟩ and ⟨δφ2
i (tidle)⟩ for both white- and 1/f -noise

sources. Because ⟨δφ2(t)⟩white mostly likely arises from photon shot-noise, it should be largely independent of the
external flux applied to the qubits, ⟨δφ2(tidle)⟩white ≈ ⟨δφ2(tCZ)⟩white. Additionally, by assuming T i

1,CZ ≈ T i
1,idle, we

can approximately determine the decoherence limit due to the first four terms of Eq. S21 experimentally by measuring
the fidelity of an idle gate of duration t = tCZ + tidle = 40 ns, Fidle = 99.78 ± 0.05%. Based on the measured idle
fidelities of the single-qubit gates (Sec. VI), we predict a decoherence limit for a 40 ns idle gate ridle = 0.18± 0.07%,
consistent with the measured rmidle = 1 − Fidle = 0.22 ± 0.05%. As we mentioned in the main text, half of the total
CZ gate error can be account for by this decoherence error from the idle position. We can also estimate the effect
of the last term in Eq. S21 using our measured 1/f -noise spectrum SΦ(f) = A2/2|f | with A ≈ 10.6 µΦ0/

√
Hz for

both qubits and Eq. S12 to find a negligible r1/f ≈ 0.002%. In contrast, Eq. S11 predicts an order-of-magnitude
larger decoherence error r′1/f ≈ 0.024% when no dynamical decoupling scheme is employed. Finally, we note that the

decoherence effect from the large number of TLS the qubits sample along their flux modulation path have not been
accounted for. Indeed, as discussed in Sec. VIIB, these TLS could lead to rapid qubit depolarization, and significantly
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impact the CZ gate fidelity. We therefore attribute the remaining errors to their effect.
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