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Three-dimensional microwave cavity resonators have been shown to reach lifetimes of the order of a
second by maximizing the cavity volume relative to its surface, using better materials, and improving
surface treatments. Such cavities represent an ideal platform for quantum computing with bosonic
qubits, but their efficient control remains an outstanding problem since the large mode volume results
in inefficient coupling to nonlinear elements used for their control. Moreover, this coupling induces
additional cavity decay via the inverse Purcell effect which can easily destroy the advantage of a
long intrinsic lifetime. Here, we discuss conditions on, and protocols for, efficient utilization of these
ultra-high-quality microwave cavities as memories for conventional superconducting qubits. We show
that, surprisingly, efficient write and read operations with ultra-high-quality cavities does not require
similar quality factors for the qubits and other nonlinear elements used to control them. Through
a combination of analytical and numerical calculations, we demonstrate that efficient coupling to
cavities with second-scale lifetime is possible with state-of-the-art transmon and SNAIL devices and
outline a route towards controlling cavities with even higher quality factors. Our work explores a
potentially viable roadmap towards using ultra-high-quality microwave cavity resonators for storing
and processing information encoded in bosonic qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

High-quality (high-Q) superconducting microwave res-
onators [1–11] can be used to store continuous-variable
quantum information as well as error-correctable logical
qubits based on bosonic encodings. They offer the twin
benefits of a large Hilbert space within a single quantum
mode inside a simple piece of hardware. Furthermore,
they have a simple error model (amplitude damping with
little intrinsic dephasing [12–14]) which offers strong ad-
vantages for quantum error correction [15] relative to
traditional logical qubits based on collections of physical
qubits. Indeed bosonic codes [12, 16–27] are, to date, the
only architecture that has exceeded the break-even point
for quantum error correction of a memory, where the
error-corrected logical qubit maintains coherence longer
than any physical qubit in the system.

Classical computer architectures contain highly hetero-
geneous hardware elements including specialized fast pro-
cessor memory, cache memory and longer-term memory
elements with slow read-write access. Such architectures
also require the means to move data seamlessly across
different memory types. We may reasonably require a
similar memory hierarchy for quantum computer systems
[28–31].
In executing quantum algorithms we can expect that

there may be circumstances in which it would be valu-
able to have memory elements optimized for longer-term
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storage rather than fast access. Here, the figure of merit
might simply be wall-clock storage time (assuming at
least moderately good read-write fidelity). Other times,
it might be beneficial to have long-lived elements (similar
to classical cache memory) that act as logical qubits for
computational purposes, requiring fast, high-fidelity gates.
Here, the figure of merit would be the one- and two-logical
qubit gate fidelities which would (at a minimum) require
a high ratio of memory time to gate operation time as
one underlying figure of merit.

In addition, algorithms may require some qubits to be
entangled with others but then remain idle for many clock
cycles before the next gate is applied to them. In such
a case, it would be advantageous to temporarily move
the quantum information from such a compute qubit to a
memory qubit. An important example of this situation is
the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) algorithm. The
QFT and various other proxy apps have been cataloged
in Ref. [30] along with metrics including gate density
and retention lifespan that are directly related to the
memory/compute ratio discussed here. Finally, complex
error-correcting codes capable of long storage times could
also result in longer gate times. Depending on specifics,
these might follow from the relaxed requirements on con-
trol speed (thanks to the longer storage times) or stem
from complicated gate sequences needed to control multi-
photon states (leading to long gate times even with fast
control). All of these factors need to be considered when
exploring the design space for both individual hardware
elements and system architectures.

With discrete-variable superconducting qubits, the two
quadratures of a classical microwave drive can be used to
produce Rabi rotations around the x and y axes of the
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Bloch sphere and thus suffice for universal single-qubit
control. In contrast, superconducting resonators are har-
monic oscillators with evenly spaced energy levels. As a
result, classical microwave drives that couple linearly to
the oscillator position and momentum produce only coher-
ent states (classical displacements of the quantum vacuum
state) and are not sufficient for the universal control re-
quired to produce photon number Fock states, bosonic
code states, and other more general non-Gaussian oper-
ations such as quantum error correction [32–34]. While
simple phase-space displacements do not require auxiliary
qubits, Gaussian single- and two-mode squeezing oper-
ations [14, 35–37] and all non-Gaussian operations do
require a nonlinear control element.

Thus we must confront the central paradox of hybrid
bosonic architectures: high-Q resonators offer superior
coherence over superconducting qubits, but we cannot
achieve universal control of their bosonic modes without
utilizing nonlinear elements—such as transmon qubits [38–
40], SNAILs [41], or their combination [42]—that have
lower coherence. In this paper, we explore the limits on
high-fidelity control of bosonic modes with lower fidelity
auxiliary nonlinear elements on a simple, but highly rel-
evant problem—exploiting the ultra-high-Q cavity as a
memory for a transmon qubit. To understand the mag-
nitude of this challenge, consider that state-of-the-art
microwave resonators can currently be constructed with
energy damping times ranging from 35ms [9] for small
mode volume cavities to 2 s [6] for large mode volume cav-
ities, while typical transmon superconducting qubits have
phase coherence times of only 100 µs to 500 µs [43, 44]
and the best fluxonium qubits [45] have phase coherence
times of about 1.5ms. Thus our challenge is to control
cavities whose coherence times can be several orders of
magnitude larger than those of the required non-linear
control elements.

We will organize our approach to this quantum engi-
neering challenge around three different hardware archi-
tectures that are schematically illustrated in Fig. 1. Panel
(a) illustrates the simplest (and by far the most commonly
used) control setup with a transmon qubit directly cou-
pled to a high-Q resonator with cavity control enabled
by driving the transmon and/or the cavity field [9, 14];
the most important cavity decoherence channels are high-
lighted. Panel (b) illustrates a more complex architecture
in which the interaction between the transmon and the
resonator is mediated via a three-wave mixing element (a
SNAIL [46]) that acts as a microwave-activated switch
(beam-splitter interaction) that can rapidly turn the cou-
pling between the qubit and the cavity on and off [47].
By operating the SNAIL at its Kerr-free point [48], this
increased experimental complexity can be used to remove
the cross-Kerr interaction between the qubit and cavity
and thereby enhance cavity coherence during idling [5].
Panel (c) adds an intermediate buffer resonator which
can provide additional filtering isolation in the case of an
extreme mismatch between the qubit and storage cavity
coherence lifetimes.

(a) (b)

(d)

=

(c)

FIG. 1. Schematic depiction of memory architectures con-
sidered in this paper. (a) A microwave cavity coupled to a
transmon qubit via dispersive coupling at a rate χ. Driving
both systems (blue wavy arrow for qubit) enables universal
cavity control. At the same time, the cavity decays (red
arrows) due to its intrinsic losses (rate κ) and through the
qubit due to the inverse Purcell decay (rate κγ). (b) To avoid
cavity self-Kerr and cross-Kerr interaction with the transmon
during idling, the interaction between the cavity and trans-
mon qubit can be mediated by a SNAIL coupler. When the
SNAIL coupler is driven at the difference of the cavity and
transmon frequencies, a beam-splitter interaction is enabled
between them. (c) When the difference in qubit and cavity
lifetimes is large, an intermediate buffer cavity can be used.
The qubit enacts control on the buffer cavity and the final
state is then swapped to the long-lived cavity for storage. (d)
Circuit diagram for a SNAIL coupler composed of three large
serial Josephson junctions connected in parallel to one smaller
junction. A dc flux bias can be used to find a suitable oper-
ating regime (such as the Kerr-free point where the quartic
nonlinearity vanishes, but the cubic non-linearity needed for
the drive-induced beam-splitter coupling is still significant).

For each of these physical architectures, we will consider
different strategies to induce effective interaction terms
between the transmon qubit and the storage cavity that
can be used to achieve a control rate for executing uni-
taries on the cavity that is substantially higher than the
decoherence rate of the transmon. Increasing the qubit-
cavity (or coupler-cavity) coupling leads to higher control
rates but also enhances the cavity decay rate through the
inverse Purcell effect [5, 49] and we will explore the design
trade-offs that result from this. Importantly, the inverse
Purcell decay rate of the cavity may be significantly larger
during the gate operation (where the induced effective-
interaction terms are large) than during idle times, and
this will need to be taken into account in the design opti-
mization. The importance of this effect will vary with the
memory/compute ratio, but the essence of the engineering
challenge is to implement cavity control at a rate faster
than the auxiliary qubit coherence decays, while keeping
the inverse Purcell decay rate during idling periods low
compared to the intrinsic cavity decay rate. If these two
conditions are satisfied, the cavity read/write fidelities
will be high and the storage time will remain long.

A relevant characteristic for these discussions is the
participation ratio [50] which quantifies the hybridization
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between the cavity and the nonlinear circuitry used for
its control. Increasing the participation ratio leads to
stronger interactions (allowing faster control operations)
but also faster cavity decoherence during idling. As we
discuss later, this trade-off gives rise to an optimum hy-
bridization for a target idling time loosely akin to the
standard quantum limit in cavity optomechanics [51, 52].
A key issue is then the scaling of the various control and
decoherence rates with the participation ratio which de-
termines whether an ultra-high-Q cavity mode can be
efficiently controlled when reducing its participation ratio.
This factor represents the main limitation for the case
of a cavity directly coupled to a transmon [Fig. 1(a)]
where the inverse Purcell decay is eventually, for small
participation ratio, no longer the limiting factor. Instead
the cavity coherence becomes limited by dephasing due
to dispersive coupling to thermal noise in the transmon,
which depends only on the heating rate of the transmon.
This result shows the importance of more sophisticated
setups for controlling ultra-high-Q cavity modes, such
as the ones shown in Fig. 1(b,c) or other approaches to
protecting the cavity from dispersive interaction during
idling [53].

II. CONTROL AND MEMORY FIDELITY

A. System Hamiltonian and decoherence

To understand the trade-offs associated with controlling
ultra-high-Q microwave cavities using lower-Q nonlinear
circuits, let us assume a cavity mode a coupled to a qubit
mode q at a rate g via the interaction Hamiltonian

Hint = g(a†q + q†a), (1)

which, along with microwave drives on the cavity and
qubit, allows universal control of the cavity mode using a
range of different techniques [14, 38–40]. Some of these
strategies rely on a tunable resonant interaction (where
the frequencies of the cavity and qubit are equal, ωa = ωq),
while others exploit dispersive coupling (available in the
large-detuning regime, ∆ = ωa − ωq ≫ g) of the form

Hdisp = −χa†aq†q. (2)

This dispersive interaction relies on the fourth-order
nonlinearity of the qubit, H4 = − 1

2Kq
†2q2, for which

χ ≈ 2K(g/∆)2 and which introduces an additional cavity
self-Kerr term HsK = −Kaa

†2a2 with Ka ≈ 1
2K(g/∆)4;

the most commonly used such qubit is the transmon. Al-
ternatively, we will consider third-order nonlinearity as
is typical in SNAIL devices, H3 = g3(q + q†)3 [46]. With
these circuits, instead of using the dispersive interaction
given in Eq. (2), cavity control is enabled by three-wave
mixing that relies on the cubic nonlinearity of the SNAIL
(we will use this to engineer Gaussian transformations; see
Appendix A for a general description of three- and four-
wave mixing processes in nonlinear circuits and analysis of

their performance). One might now expect that efficient
control is a question of sufficiently strong coupling but
this assumption omits the decoherence channels inherited
by the (high-Q) cavity from the (comparatively low-Q)
qubit.
The hybridization of the cavity with the qubit intro-

duces an additional decay channel for the cavity mode.
The precise description of this decoherence depends on
the specific experimental arrangement and error channels
of the qubit; most commonly, the interaction introduces
an additional cavity loss (or thermal noise in the presence
of thermal qubit excitations), dephasing, and dressed de-
phasing modeled by Lindblad operators combining cavity
and qubit operators [7]; see also Appendix B. The addi-
tional cavity loss is given by the inverse Purcell decay
rate which varies between

κγ =
κ+ γ

2
(3)

for the resonant Jaynes–Cummings interaction (here, κ
and γ are the relaxation rates of the cavity and qubit,
respectively) and

κγ = γ
( g
∆

)2

(4)

for the dispersive regime. Although an approximate
formula interpolating between these limits can be de-
rived [54], these are the only two regimes relevant for
the rest of our paper. Clearly, increasing the dispersive
coupling χ by enhancing the cavity participation ratio
(g/∆)2 also increases the inverse Purcell decay κγ , even-
tually destroying the advantage of long intrinsic cavity
lifetime. In the following, we will therefore limit the
inverse Purcell decay (by constraining the participation
ratio) to κγ ≲ κ. We will call the situation κγ = κ critical
inverse Purcell decay or critical coupling to the qubit in
analogy with critical coupling of localized modes to their
inputs/outputs.

Additional cavity dephasing is caused by thermal jumps
of the qubit at rates γ↑ = γn̄q (ground to excited),
γ↓ = γ(n̄q + 1) (excited to ground), where n̄q ≪ 1 is
the thermal population of the qubit. In the dispersive
regime, these jumps randomly shift the cavity resonance
frequency via the cross-Kerr interaction, giving rise to
effective dephasing; in the strong coupling regime, χ≫ γ,
its rate can be approximated as γn̄q [5]. The qubit de-
phasing, caused by random frequency fluctuations of its
transition, modifies the cavity Lamb shift, resulting in
cavity dephasing that is quadratic in the participation
ratio (g/∆)2,

κγϕ
= γϕ

( g
∆

)4

, (5)

although a deviation from this scaling might occur due to
low-frequency pink noise [47]. Finally, the dressed modes
in the dispersive regime lead to the existence of dressed
dephasing at a rate

γ∆ = γϕE

( g
∆

)2

(6)
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associated with Lindblad operators a†q, q†a [7], where
1/γϕE is the echoed qubit dephasing time (see Table I).
We take the echoed dephasing rate as an upper bound
since the relevant noise is at frequency ∆ and therefore
the 1/f noise in the pure dephasing rate γϕ would give
a too pessimistic estimate; we will also assume that the
noise density at frequency ∆ and −∆ is the same so we
can use the same rate γ∆ for both dressed dephasing
terms.
The total master equation describing the dressed dy-

namics in the dispersive regime is (see Appendix B for
full derivation and explanation of certain small terms that
have been neglected)

ρ̇ = −i[Hint +Hdr, ρ] + Lth,a(κ, n̄a)ρ+ Lth,a(κγ , n̄q)ρ

+ Lth,q(γ, n̄q)ρ+ (κϕ + κγϕ
)D[a†a]ρ+ γϕD[q†q]ρ

+ γ∆D[a†q]ρ+ γ∆D[q†a]ρ

+
√
γϕκγϕ

(S[a†a, q†q] + S[q†q, a†a])ρ.
(7)

In this equation, we use the total interaction Hamiltonian

Hint = −1

2
Kq†2q2−χa†aq†q−Kaa

†2a2−χ′a†2a2q†q (8)

with χ′ = 2K(g/∆)4 representing the non-linearity of
the dispersive shift, and the general Hamiltonian Hdr

describing the driving of the cavity and qubit. While
corrections to the dispersive shift from the χ′ term are
often negligible at low photon numbers, when populat-
ing the oscillator with many photons this term must be
accounted for in order to reach high-fidelity control [14].
Thermal decoherence associated with different operators
o = q, a in Eq. (7) is described by the super-operator

Lth,o(Γ, n̄)ρ = Γ(n̄+ 1)D[o]ρ+ Γn̄D[o†]ρ (9)

and we assume different thermal occupations for the cavity
(n̄a) and transmon (n̄q) baths (note that the cavity cou-
ples to the transmon bath via the inverse Purcell effect).
In a 3D superconducting cavity architecture, this is a
reasonable assumption, as the cavity is often at lower tem-
perature than the qubit due to better thermal anchoring
and a lower susceptibility to anomalous excitation from
quasiparticle poisoning. We use the standard Lindblad
term D[o]ρ = oρo†− 1

2 (o
†oρ+ρo†o) and the non-Lindblad

super-operators S[o1, o2]ρ = o1ρo
†
2− 1

2 (o
†
2o1ρ+ρo

†
2o1) [14].

One limitation of this approach to qubit-induced cavity
decoherence is that, while it properly accounts for absorp-
tion of cavity photons by the damped qubit resonance
transition, it does not account for other non-resonant
effects associated with the qubit chip such as microwave
absorption by defects on the surface and in the bulk of
the chip. These mechanisms are not fully understood
at present so we do not include them in our numerical
simulations; however, we provide a simple quantitative
estimate on their size relative to the inverse Purcell decay
in Sec. IVD.

B. Trade-off between control and storage

For a good quantum memory, efficient control and
storage of quantum states require a compromise between
fast gates and slow decay. Depending on the intended
storage time (which may or may not be known in advance),
fast control (enabled by strong coupling to the qubit) can
be detrimental as it leads to stronger inverse Purcell
decay (and other dressed dissipation processes). On the
other hand, for short storage times, a strongly under-
coupled cavity (κγ ≪ κ) unnecessarily limits the available
coupling and gate fidelity. The overall performance of
the memory should thus be characterized by the memory
fidelity, which combines the fidelity of control and errors
accumulated during storage [15].

Here, using the dispersive architecture depicted in
Fig. 1(a), we will consider the case of storing a single qubit
for time twrite + ti + tread by writing the information from
the auxiliary qubit into the vacuum and single-photon
states of an ultra-high-Q oscillator (taking time twrite),
waiting for a time ti, and reading the information out,
back to the auxiliary qubit (time tread). For a particular
state |ψ⟩, the fidelity of this process is given by the mem-
ory fidelity Fm = ⟨ψ|ρactual|ψ⟩, where ρactual is the actual
(mixed) state we obtain as a result of applied control and
decoherence. To evaluate the capability of the memory,
we further average over a set of intended states (i.e., over
the whole qubit Bloch sphere), which gives us the average
memory fidelity F̄m [55]. For a detailed analysis of the
whole process, we will approximate the average memory
fidelity by F̄m ≈ F̄cF̄i, where F̄c is the control fidelity,
accounting for error during the read and write operations,
while F̄i is the idling fidelity, accounting for error during
storage in the cavity. In this approach, we include only
incoherent errors (stemming from decoherence) and do
not consider coherent unitary errors (such as over- or
under-rotations due to microwave pulse distortion).

For dispersive control, the gate time during control
(for write in and read out of the cavity) is inversely pro-
portional to the dispersive coupling, tread + twrite ≈ α/χ,
where the dimensionless parameter α accounts for the
fact that we might need several gates of different length
to effect the target operation. As a result, the control
fidelity F̄c is limited primarily by qubit decoherence,
F̄c = 1 − ϵc ∼ 1 − αγtot/χ, where γtot is the total dissi-
pation rate of the qubit, involving transmon relaxation,
heating, and dephasing. (We do not include a precise
formula here since relaxation and dephasing affect the
dynamics differently and the specifics depend on the par-
ticular control sequence. We will consider several possible
such situations in Sec. III A and derive the corresponding
formulas then.) The other dissipation processes during
control can be neglected since we assume a much higher
Q for the cavity, κ≪ γ, κϕ ≪ γϕ, and validity of the dis-
persive approximation, (g/∆)2 ≪ 1 which limits dressed
dissipation [i.e., dissipation processes with rates involving
powers of (g/∆)2]. Relaxation, heating, and dephasing
generally affect quantum operations differently but com-
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bining them in a single decoherence rate γtot allows us to
approximate their combined effect using a simple formula.
During idling in the cavity, errors are caused by the

intrinsic cavity dissipation and its dressing by the qubit,
F̄i = 1−ϵ̄i = 1−ϵ̄0−ϵ̄d. The intrinsic dissipation gives the
total error ϵ̄0 ∼ κtotnti for idling time ti with total cavity
dissipation rate κtot (including again relaxation, heating,
and dephasing) and average photon number n (which
varies for the different qubit states being averaged over),
while the leading-order error due to dressed dissipation is
ϵ̄d ∼ γ̄totn(g/∆)2ti (where γ̄tot can in general differ from
γtot used to characterize control errors). The dressed error
stems from the inverse Purcell decay and heating of the
cavity and the dressed dephasing with jump operator q†a.
The conjugate dressed dephasing term a†q contributes
only in higher order due to thermal excitation of the
qubit as do the non-Lindblad terms in the last line of
Eq. (7). The qubit-induced dephasing of the cavity at
rate γϕ(g/∆)4 can be neglected since it is of higher power
in the participation ratio (g/∆)2.
Approximating the participation ratio in terms of the

qubit anharmonicity and dispersive coupling, (g/∆)2 ≈
χ/2K, we obtain the total average memory fidelity for
the dispersive case

F̄m = F̄cF̄i ∼ 1− αγtot
χ

− κtotnti −
γ̄totχ

2K
nti, (10)

where we assume small errors for all three fidelities, 1−
F̄j ≪ 1, j = c, i,m. If the idling time is known in advance
(for example if one is designing short-term or long-term
memory), we can find the optimal coupling by making
the χ-dependent errors equal, ϵ̄c = ϵ̄d, which leads to

χopt =

√
2αγtotK

γ̄totnti
≃

√
2αK

nti
, (11)

where we assumed γtot ≃ γ̄tot for simplicity. The memory
fidelity then simplifies to

F̄opt
m ∼ 1− γtot

√
2αnti
K

− κtotnti. (12)

Throughout this analysis, we have made a few key
assumptions. First, limiting the discussion to the vac-
uum and single-photon states allowed us to neglect the
effects of cavity self-Kerr interaction, which would other-
wise introduce additional dephasing of the cavity state.
Moreover, considering multi-photon cavity states would
lead to faster damping and heating of the cavity (due to
both intrinsic and inverse Purcell dissipation) enhanced
by the average photon number n. Note also that for some
control techniques based on the dispersive interaction
(such as sideband transitions [9, 56] or conditional dis-
placements [14, 57]), the control rate exhibits (thanks to
relying on four-wave mixing or enhancing the interaction
by a large intracavity amplitude) a different scaling with
the participation ratio (g/∆)2, giving modified expres-
sions for control fidelity and optimal coupling.

TABLE I. Parameters used in numerical simulations. The
thermal cavity population corresponds to 3.8GHz at a temper-
ature of 20mK. Formulas involving the detuning ∆ assume
it is large relative to the charging energy of the transmon,
∆ ≫ Ec ≃ K. The dimensionless pump strength ξ1 is defined
in Appendix A. Consistent with recent experiments [47, 58],
we use stronger driving for three-wave mixing than four-wave
mixing since it produces fewer spurious induced resonances,
although new techniques exist that solve this problem and can
create strong four-wave mixing via flux modulation [59].

Parameter Symbol Value/expression

Transmon Kerr nonlinearity K/(2π) 200MHz
SNAIL cubic nonlinearity g3/(2π) 5MHz
Qubit relaxation time 1/γ 200 µs
Qubit thermal population n̄q 10−3

Qubit pure dephasing time 1/γϕ 400 µs
Qubit echoed dephasing time 1/γϕE 1000 µs
Cavity thermal population n̄cav 10−4

Cavity pure dephasing time 1/κϕ 500ms
Pump strength (three-wave) ξ1 2
Pump strength (four-wave) ξ1 0.1

Dispersive coupling rate χ 2K(g/∆)2

Second-order dispersive shift χ′ 2K(g/∆)4

Beam-splitter coupling rate gBS 6g3ξ1(ga/∆a)(gb/∆b)
Sideband transition rate gsb

1
2
Kξ1(g/∆)

Cavity self-Kerr strength Ka
1
2
K(g/∆)4

Inverse Purcell decay rate κγ γ(g/∆)2

Inverse Purcell dephasing rate κγϕ γ(g/∆)4

Dressed dephasing rate γ∆ γϕE(g/∆)2

Cavity relaxation time 1/κ 10ms–10 s

Finally, we have not considered the possibility of error
correction on the encoded state while idling. Since our
discussion is quite general, we expect the scaling to hold
also for measuring error syndromes and applying correc-
tion operations. These steps, as seen by the cavity field,
represent an additional gate sequence performed using one
of the available control techniques with a little extra time
needed to measure the error syndrome encoded in the
qubit state and process the classical result to implement
a suitable correction. A key task is then to optimize the
idling time between two rounds of error correction. We
can expect a similar analysis to hold for this optimization,
if the overhead of utilizing the higher-excited cavity states
is accounted for.

III. UNCORRECTED CAVITY MEMORY

A. Simulations of memory fidelity

To expand on the previous analysis and obtain mean-
ingful quantitative results on attainable memory fidelities,
we now consider alternative architectures (shown in Fig. 1
and discussed above) and control approaches for a quan-
tum memory using the vacuum and single-photon states
of an ultra-high-Q cavity. Using numerical simulations,
we compare these schemes to the simple case of keeping
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FIG. 2. (a) Comparison of the channel infidelities for swapping
a qubit state from the g–e manifold of a transmon into an ultra-
high-Q cavity (encoded in the vacuum and single photon). The
simulations are done with the direct coupling sideband drive
(transmon-cavity, circles), SNAIL coupler with resonant beam-
splitter interaction (transmon-coupler-cavity, crosses), and
cascaded cavities (transmon-buffer-coupler-cavity, triangles).
The lines are analytically calculated errors using Eqs. (13),
(14) (solid line for sideband drive, dashed for SNAIL coupler,
dotted for cascaded cavities). The simulations are done with
four different cavity lifetimes ranging from 1/κ = 10 s down to
1/κ = 10ms as indicated at the top of the plot with different
lifetime in each of the four panels and different color lines
and data points. (The intrinsic lifetime for data points at the
boundaries between the panels is determined only by the color;
for swap, this makes no difference since errors are dominated
by the transmon decoherence.) For each value of κ, the inverse
Purcell rate κγ ranges from 1

2
κ to 5κ. For the buffer cavity in

cascading, we take the intrinsic decay rate to be the geometric
mean of the transmon and storage cavity, κb =

√
κγ. The other

parameter values are displayed in Table I. (b) The duration
of the swap operation for the numerical data shown in (a).
The swap time includes smooth ramping up and down of the
driving tones.

the qubit state in the ground and first excited state of
the transmon, |ψ⟩ = α|g⟩ + β|e⟩. We want to quantify
the improvement in average memory fidelity (gained by
writing the qubit state into the cavity, storing it there
for time ti, and reading it out back into the transmon)
and estimate the potential benefit of such memories for
practical quantum algorithms. For numerical simulations,
we consider parameters corresponding to state-of-the-art
superconducting devices (with the exception of cavity
lifetimes which are assumed up to 10 s long) as listed in
Table I.

As the basic building block for evaluating the mem-
ory fidelity, we consider the swap fidelity F̄s, i.e., the
fidelity of the write operation. Due to the (ideal) write
and read operations being Hermitian conjugates of each
other, we can reasonably assume that the read fidelity

will be equal to the write fidelity and the total control
fidelity can be approximated as F̄c ≈ F̄2

s . For each of the
three architectures in Fig. 1, we perform a suitable swap
operation as described in general in the following with
technical details deferred to Appendix C. In the case of
the transmon directly coupled to the cavity [Fig. 1(a)], we
use sideband driving which allows direct transitions via
the transmon’s four-wave mixing [9] between the states
|f, 0⟩ and |g, 1⟩, where |f⟩ is the second excited state of
the transmon. Since we assume that the qubit state is
initially encoded in the g–e manifold, the sideband transi-
tion has to be preceded by a π pulse on the e–f manifold.
As can be seen in Fig. 2(a) (circles), the e–f rotation
represents a constant error of about 0.1 %. This is the
main limiting factor for systems with large participation
ratio (g/∆)2 where the subsequent sideband transition at
a rate gsb = 1

2Kξ1(g/∆) is fast. For small participation
ratios, the swap fidelity is limited by the transmon deco-
herence during the sideband transition, giving rise to the
(g/∆)−1 scaling of the total swap error.

These features can be described by a simple analytical
model assuming at most one quantum jump during the
whole swap operation (e–f rotation and sideband transi-
tion) [60]. As we describe in detail in Appendix D, the
errors can be approximated as

ϵ̄ef = 1− F̄ef ≈ 7

12
γtef +

11

24
γϕtef , (13a)

ϵ̄sb = 1− F̄sb ≈γ + γϕ
2

tsb, (13b)

where tef is the gate time for the e–f rotation (set by the
amplitude of the qubit drive and independent of g/∆),
and tsb = π/(2gsb) is the time for the sideband transition,
which is inversely proportional to g/∆. The total swap
fidelity is then given by the product of the fidelities of
the e–f rotation and sideband transition, F̄s ≃ F̄ef F̄sb ≃
1 − ϵ̄ef − ϵ̄sb. This simple model, which assumes that
errors in both steps are independent and caused primarily
by relaxation and dephasing of the transmon (neglecting
transmon heating and all cavity decoherence processes),
gives good agreement with the numerical simulations.

Alternatively, the transmon and cavity can be coupled
via a SNAIL coupler as shown in Fig. 1(b). Pumping
the SNAIL at the difference of the transmon and cavity
frequencies results in their beam-splitter interaction (see
Appendix A for details), which again allows the transmon
state to be swapped to the cavity. This approach allows
swapping the qubit state directly from the g–e manifold
without the need to first transfer the population from
the first to the second excited state. Since the beam-
splitter rate gBS = 6g3ξ1(gq/∆q)(g/∆) (see Appendix A)
is also linearly dependent on the cavity participation ratio
(now with the coupler and not the transmon), we get the
same scaling of swap error as for the sideband driving
in the small (g/∆)2 limit [crosses in Fig. 2(a)]. [The
other parameters in gBS are the SNAIL cubic nonlinearity
g3, normalized drive strength ξ1, and transmon-coupler
participation ratio (gq/∆q)

2; to keep the coupling rate as
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the channel infidelities of idling (ti =
1ms) a Fock-encoded qubit state in an ultra-high-Q cavity.
Coupler and cascaded cavities have the same idling fidelity
so only the former is plotted here. The different curves and
simulation parameters are the same as in Fig. 2.

large as possible while maintaining all approximations,
we use (gq/∆q)

2 = 0.1.] The beam-splitter error is then
(see Appendix D for derivation)

ϵ̄BS = 1− F̄BS =
1

6
γtBS +

1

8
γϕtBS; (14)

since the gate time is, for our parameters, shorter than
for the sideband transition, tBS = π/(2gBS) < tsb [see
Fig. 2(b)], and the prefactors are smaller, the coupler
allows a smaller error than the sideband transition. In
addition, as the SNAIL can be operated at the Kerr-
free point, it can be used to suppress thermally induced
dephasing of the cavity during idling as we will discuss
later.
Finally, we consider write/read operations performed

with the help of a buffer cavity as shown in Fig. 1(c).
This buffer cavity—while potentially having the same
intrinsic Q factor as the storage cavity—can have much
larger participation in the transmon and SNAIL coupler,
thereby allowing fast extraction of the state from the
transmon while maintaining good Purcell protection of
the ultra-high-Q storage cavity during idling. We assume
that the sideband driving scheme is used to swap the qubit
state from the transmon to the buffer cavity, followed by
a beam-splitter interaction between the buffer and storage
cavities. With the help of the analytical estimates of errors
in the various steps, Eqs. (13), (14), we can optimize the
participation of the buffer cavity in both transmon and
coupler for each value of the participation ratio of the
storage cavity.
The results, plotted using triangles in Fig. 2(a), show

the combined effect of these errors: For large participation
ratio (of the storage cavity), the performance is limited
by the e–f rotation of the transmon (followed by high-
fidelity sideband transition and beam-spliter operations).
As the participation ratio is reduced, the error increases
slower than for the other two techniques thanks to the

buffer cavity and its additional optimization parameters
(participation ratios of the buffer cavity in the transmon
and coupler). For very small participation ratios [leftmost
panel in Fig. 2(a)], cavity cascading outperforms even the
coupler scheme due to a relatively fast swap of the qubit
state from the transmon to the buffer cavity; since the
buffer has a much longer lifetime than the transmon, the
subsequent swap from the buffer to the storage cavity can
be much slower while maintaining high fidelity. In these
simulations, we take the intrinsic damping rate of the
buffer cavity as the geometric mean of the transmon and
storage cavity decay rates. The buffer cavity does not
need the same ultra-high Q as the storage cavity due to
its much faster inverse Purcell decay (into both transmon
and SNAIL); we choose the value κb =

√
κγ as a suitable

lower bound on the intrinsic lifetime that preserves all
the advantages discussed here.
Having understood the main limitations on the swap

fidelity, we now turn our attention to idling, which is ana-
lyzed in Fig. 3. The coupler and cavity cascading perform
equally due to identical error channels (the same intrinsic
relaxation and dephasing and additional decoherence due
to SNAIL), but the cavity directly coupled to a transmon
shows larger error for small (g/∆)2. To understand this
difference, we can evaluate the idling error for time ti [60],

ϵ̄i = 1− F̄i =
1

6
(2Γ↓ + Γϕ)ti, (15)

where Γ↓,ϕ denote the total relaxation and dephasing rates
for the cavity. For all three setups, the total relaxation
is given by the intrinsic and inverse Purcell decay, Γ↓ =
κ+ κγ . For strong hybridization between the cavity and
transmon/coupler [large (g/∆)2], the fidelity is limited
by this relaxation, Γ↓ ≫ Γϕ, and all setups have similar
performance. Reducing the hybridization decreases Γ↓
and leads to a stronger effect of dephasing (relative to
relaxation), resulting in worse performance of the direct
coupling approach. The total dephasing rate includes the
intrinsic and inverse Purcell dephasing processes (at rates
κϕ and κγϕ

) for all three schemes. However, for directly
coupled transmon and cavity, additional dephasing is
caused by thermal noise in the transmon which, due to
their cross-Kerr interaction, causes a frequency-shift for
the cavity whenever the transmon emits or absorbs a
photon from its bath. Since this process is faster than the
other dephasing processes (it occurs at a rate γn̄q [5]),
it leads to a larger idling error, although note that it
can be counteracted using transmon measurement and
feedback [61].

Finally, the total memory infidelity (consisting of write,
idling, and read operations) is plotted in Fig. 4. This
figure clearly shows the trade-off between fast control
[attainable for large participation ratio (g/∆)2] and slow
cavity decoherence during idling (requiring small partic-
ipation). For each experimental setup, the compromise
between these two requirements gives rise to a different
optimum in terms of intrinsic cavity lifetime and partici-
pation ratio. The best performance is achieved with the
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FIG. 4. Comparison of the total memory channel infidelities,
consisting of swapping an initial qubit state from the transmon
(initially in the g–e manifold) to the storage cavity, idling for
1 millisecond, and swapping the state back to the transmon
using the different architectures shown in Fig. 1. The different
curves and simulation parameters are the same as in Fig. 2.

resonantly driven coupler with the minimum error given
by equal swap and idling errors, 2ϵ̄BS = ϵ̄i. (The factor
of 2 stems from the fact that we swap the state twice,
first into, and then out of, the cavity.) For the idling time
ti = 1ms and intrinsic lifetime 1/κ = 1 s, we find the
optimum participation ratio to be (g/∆)2 ≈ 4.5× 10−4

and total error ϵ̄m ≈ 3.7× 10−3 which is in good agree-
ment with numerical simulations [optimal participation
ratio (g/∆)2 ≈ 4 × 10−4 and error ϵ̄m ≈ 3.8 × 10−3].
Given the much shorter swap times [ts ≲ 10 µs; see also
Fig. 2(b)] compared to the idling time (ti = 1ms), the
results are almost identical to having the total memory
time tm = 2ts + ti = 1ms.

To gain more insight into the trade-off between control
and storage, we study the memory infidelity as a function
of the memory time tm with the SNAIL coupler in Fig. 5.
The shortest memory time is set by the speed of the beam-
splitter operation, tm,min = 2tBS for a given participation
ratio. For intrinsic lifetime of 1/κ = 10ms and (g/∆)2 =
0.1 (the maximum participation for which the dispersive
approximation holds), this gives tm,min = 103 ns. Already
this shortest possible memory time outperforms idling in
the transmon. This can be seen from comparing the total
memory infidelity of the cavity ϵ̄m = 2 ¯ϵBS = 1

3γtBS +
1
4γϕtBS with idling in the transmon, ϵ̄i,tmon = 1

3 (2γ +
γϕ)tBS, which is independent from the intrinsic cavity
lifetime.

Increasing the cavity lifetime to one second allows us
to extend the memory time to the millisecond range as
shown in Fig. 5(b). When optimizing the participation
ratio, we can reach error of 0.1 % for tm = 30 µs and
1 % for tm = 6ms. Using fixed participation ratio (we
assume critical inverse Purcell decay, κ = κγ) leads to
overall worse performance. Comparison of the optimal
participation ratio with the critical coupling [panel (c)]
shows that the memory fidelity is limited by the control

FIG. 5. Memory infidelity as a function of memory time tm for
the SNAIL coupler setup. (a) Comparison of cavity memory
with 1/κ = 10ms lifetime (solid blue line) and idling in the
transmon (dashed black). For the cavity memory, the partic-
ipation ratio (g/∆)2 is optimized for each value of tm. The
shortest memory time is set by the speed of the beam-splitter
operation (2tBS = 103 ns) which corresponds to the leftmost
point of the curve. (b) Memory infidelity for longer storage
times (for cavity memory with 1/κ = 1 s) with constant (dot-
ted red line, corresponding to critical inverse Purcell decay,
κ = κγ) and optimized (solid blue) participation ratio. We also
show memory infidelity for numerically optimized participa-
tion ratio without intrinsic cavity dephasing, κϕ = 0 (dashed
orange); for all other curves, we assume 1/κϕ = 500ms. (c)
The participation ratios corresponding to the memory infideli-
ties in (b) are plotted. The parameter values are displayed in
Table I.

for short memory times and by idling for long times. For
short times, the critical participation ratio is below the
optimum, resulting in slow beam-splitter gates between
the transmon and cavity. On the other hand, the critical
participation ratio is too large for long memory times,
resulting in fast inverse Purcell decay during idling. The
crossover between these two regimes occurs at about tm ≈
3ms.

Finally, to go beyond single-qubit storage, we numeri-
cally analyze preservation of entanglement in Fig. 6. We
assume an initial Bell state |Φ+⟩ = (|00⟩+|11⟩)/

√
2 in two

transmons with the possibility of swapping both qubits
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FIG. 6. Preservation of the Bell state |Φ+⟩ = (|00⟩+ |11⟩)/
√
2

during idling. (a) Schematic setup consisting of two transmons,
each with a dedicated cavity memory (coupled via a SNAIL
coupler). Tunable coupling between the transmons can be
used to generate the Bell state. (b) Memory infidelity (solid
lines) and loss of entanglement (quantified by concurrence,
dashed) of the Bell state when it is left to idle in the transmons
(blue lines), compared to when one of the transmon states
is swapped to a cavity memory (1/κ = 10ms) to idle and
at the end swapped back to the transmon (red lines), and
when both qubits are swapped to cavity memories and back
(yellow lines). (c) Memory infidelity (solid line) and the loss of
entanglement (dashed) of the Bell state when using a cavity
memory with 1/κ = 1 s for both states. In both plots, the
cavity participation ratio is optimized for each memory time
tm. The other parameter values are displayed in Table I.

into separate cavity memories as depicted schematically
in panel (a). Already swapping one qubit into a mem-
ory (intrinsic cavity lifetime 1/κ = 10ms) provides an
advantage compared to keeping both states in transmons
(as quantified by both the memory infidelity for the state
1 − Fm and loss of concurrence 1 − C [62]) showing the
viability of performing quantum gates on one qubit while
idling the other as discussed in the introduction. However,
only swapping both qubits to memories provides a signif-
icant improvement. Similar to single-qubit memory (cf.
Fig. 5), swapping is advantageous whenever the swap time
is at most half the total memory time, ts ≤ 1

2 tm. With a

longer cavity lifetime [1/κ = 1 s in Fig. 6(c)], the memory
time can be increased similar to single-qubit states—we
can push the memory time to tm = 700µs while keeping
the infidelity below 1 %, which corresponds to single-qubit
infidelity of 0.5 %. The concurrence is generally slightly
lower than the state fidelity but it keeps the same scaling
with memory time.

B. Consequences for quantum algorithms

To better understand the consequences of the improved
information storage, we now consider the application of
cavity memories for quantum Fourier transform (QFT)
performed on a linear chain of transmon qubits, see Fig. 7.
The quantum circuit for performing QFT on a chain
of nearest-neighbor-coupled qubits (such as transmons)
has been known for some time [63] and shows quite a
low gate density [30]. As is apparent from the circuit
diagram in Fig. 7, the gates are distributed unevenly
among the qubits—the first qubit is almost never idle
whereas the last qubit nearly always is. It is then nat-
ural to expect that this long idling can be improved by
swapping the qubit state to a memory for better storage.
In principle, even better performance could be achieved
with all qubits primarily stored in cavity memories which
would all be connected to only a few transmon qubits for
performing gates. Such an architecture would allow for
better qubit connectivity and would therefore reduce the
number of gates needed to perform the QFT. However,
designing a device in which a single transmon efficiently
couples to a large number of microwave modes (whether
in one or multiple cavities) may present considerable chal-
lenges. Alternatively, quantum acoustodynamical devices
with high-overtone bulk acoustic resonators [64–66] could
present a suitable architecture if the lifetimes of acoustic
modes are improved, but their detailed analysis would be
beyond the scope of our work.
To evaluate possible fidelity improvements enabled by

storing the qubit states in memories during idling, we now
make several simplifying assumptions: First, we expect
that the time needed to write into and read out of the
memory is longer than the time needed to perform one-
and two-qubit gates for the QFT algorithm (which is
indeed the case for the control strategies described above).
We therefore do not expect to store the first two qubits
in their memories during the computation at all and only
assume that qubits 3 to k are stored at the beginning
and end of the computation before and after they are
needed (as highlighted by the thick red lines in Fig. 7).
Second, we set all one- and two-qubit gate times to be
equal, denoting them tg, which allows us to simplify the
total idling time for all qubits. Finally, we assume that
all errors are small, ϵ̄ ≪ 1, and we can add them up
linearly instead of multiplying all fidelities and evaluating
the exponential decay of the stored quantum information.
(This assumptions is key also for ensuring that the whole
computation works with high fidelity.)
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FIG. 7. Quantum circuit for the quantum Fourier transform on a nearest-neighbor-coupled qubit array with k qubits.
Implementation requires Hadamard gates H, controlled qubit rotations Rj = diag[1, exp(2πi/2j)], and swaps. We assume that
the algorithm is being implemented on a linear chain of transmon qubits with each qubit having a dedicated cavity memory
(right), to which it is coupled via a SNAIL coupler and which is used to store the qubit state during idling. Two-qubit gates are
implemented using tunable coupling between neighboring qubits. The thick red lines show the idling time spent in the cavities
(which does not apply to the first two qubits in the array).

The total time that the qubit j ≥ 3 spends idling before
it is used in the computation is tj = (2j−3)tg, with equal
time spent idling after the computation so the total idling
time is 2tj . The total error qubit j accumulates during
idling (assuming the state is kept in the transmon) is
therefore

ϵ̄j,tmon =
1

3
(2γ + γϕ)tj =

2j − 3

3
(2γ + γϕ)tg, (16)

where we assume relaxation and pure dephasing of the
qubit during idling and average over all possible qubit
states [60]. The cumulative idling error can then be
obtained by summing the individual idling errors,

ϵ̄m,tmon =

k∑
j=3

ϵ̄j,tmon =
k(k − 2)

3
(2γ + γϕ)tg. (17)

On the other hand, the decay rate in a cavity memory is
much smaller, κtot = 2Γ↓ +Γϕ = 2(κ+ κγ) + κϕ + κγϕ

≪
2γ + γϕ, but this improvement is partially offset by the
errors associated with the write and read operations, 2ϵ̄BS

(we assume the coupler scheme is used since it gives the
best performance in Fig. 4). For each qubit, two write
and read operations are needed and the total idling time
in the memory is smaller than 2tj by the time it takes to
perform these operations, 4tBS. The jth qubit memory
error is therefore ϵ̄j = 4ϵ̄BS + 1

3κtot(tj − 2tBS) and the
cumulative memory error is obtained by summing over
all individual qubit errors,

ϵ̄m = 4(k − 2)ϵ̄BS +
k − 2

3
κtot(ktg − 2tBS). (18)

To quantify the improvement, we assume a typical
gate time tg = 40ns [67]. The longest swap time that
still allows us to swap the third qubit into the cavity is

tBS = 60ns. From Fig. 2, the minimum participation
ratio needed to achieve this swap time is (g/∆)2 = 0.07
and the corresponding swap error ϵ̄BS = 1×10−4. Setting
1/κ = 10ms and taking the other values from Table I, we
get from Eq. (18) the cumulative memory error

ϵ̄m = (k − 2)(3.6× 10−4 + 1.3× 10−5k) . (19)

On the other hand, assuming qubit parameters as in
Table I gives the cumulative idling error [cf. Eq. (17)]

ϵ̄m,tmon = 1.7× 10−4k(k − 2) . (20)

For large arrays, the leading contribution is from the
quadratic term which is smaller for cavity memories by a
factor of 13. However, a slight improvement is possible
already for j = 3 (ϵ̄m = 4.0 × 10−4 for cavity memory
and ϵ̄m,tmon = 5.1 × 10−4 for idling in transmon); see
also Fig. 8. The cumulative memory error remains small
(ϵ̄m < 0.01) for k < 18 compared to k < 9 for idling in
transmons (ϵ̄m,tmon < 0.01). Using state-of-the-art cavity
memories can thus double the size of the qubit array.

The idling time varies significantly across the qubit ar-
ray and choosing a single value of the participation ratio
for each memory is generally not optimal [cf. Fig. 5(b)].
Optimizing the participation ratio for each qubit sepa-
rately gives improved memory fidelity as can be seen in
Fig. 8. The participation ratio (g/∆)2 = 0.07 is near-
optimal for j = 6, 7 but the individual memory errors can
be improved for all the remaining qubits. For j = 3, it is
better to speed up the swap (by increasing the participa-
tion ratio) from the maximum duration tBS = 60ns and
have nonzero idling time in the memory. For large j, it
is advantageous to use a smaller participation ratio with
slower swap but better idling due to reduced inverse Pur-
cell decay. However, the difference between constant and
optimized participation ratio remains relatively small for
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FIG. 8. Simulations of average infidelities during QFT. (a)
Individual qubit idling infidelities (total idling time 2tj) when
idling in transmons (red triangles), in cavities with constant
participation ratio (giving swap time tBS = 60ns, blue circles),
and in cavities with (g/∆)2 optimized for each qubit separately
(yellow crosses). (b) The cumulative infidelity in an array of k
qubits (obtained by summing individual infidelities for j ≤ k).
In addition to the idling infidelities [with the same symbols as
in panel (a)], we also plot the cumulative gate infidelity (purple
diamonds). The cumulative gate infidelity becomes larger than
unity for large qubit arrays since we are adding individual gate
errors. We use a storage cavity with a lifetime of 1/κ = 10 ms
with other parameter values taken from Table I.

the cumulative memory errors, especially when compared
with the cumulative gate error (discussed below).

To place this improvement into proper context, it is also
crucial to estimate the total error due to gates. The circuit
uses k single-qubit Hadamard gates and k(k − 1) two-
qubit gates (controlled rotations and swaps). Assuming
state-of-the-art performance with single-qubit gate error
ϵ̄1q = 8×10−4 and two-qubit gate error ϵ̄2q = 6×10−3 [67]
(and neglecting the idling error in the first two qubits,
which is much smaller than the gate error), we get the
cumulative gate error

ϵ̄q = 6k2 × 10−3 − 5.2k × 10−3. (21)

The gate error is therefore larger than the idling error
(for both cavity memories and transmons) by an order
of magnitude, as can also be seen in Fig. 8(b). Already
the single-qubit gate error is an order of magnitude larger
than the corresponding transmon idling error with the
two-qubit gate error larger by another factor of 7.5. With
future improvements in gate design, the idling error may
become more prominent—improving the average gate
error to 10−4 per qubit (such that ϵ̄1q = 10−4 and ϵ̄2q =
2× 10−4) would result in the idling error (without cavity
memories) comparable to the gate error. This can be
easily seen from the individual errors—the individual
idling error in transmon qubits is ϵ̄tmon = 8 × 10−5 per
gate. Given that the gate density is about half the product
of the circuit width and depth, all errors being equal,
idling errors become as important as gate errors.
We have not computed the fidelity of the noisy QFT

algorithm averaged over all possible input states. How-
ever, our results on gate error probabilities can be used

to obtain a lower bound on the the algorithmic fidelity. If
we make the pessimistic assumption that any gate error
results in zero overlap between the actual and ideal out-
put state, then the probability of zero errors occurring
sets a lower bound on the algorithmic fidelity. This as-
sumption has been shown to provide a good estimate of
the fidelity in Google’s random circuit experiments [68]
but its validity for highly structured algorithms (such as
the QFT) might be questionable (i.e., too pessimistic).
One additional caveat is that even if there are zero errors
(i.e., no quantum jumps) it is possible that the no-jump
evolution is not proportional to the identity operation.
This is not the case for qubit Pauli errors, but is the case
for amplitude damping of qubits and cavities. This could
then potentially increase the algorithm fidelity beyond
the errors calculated here, but from the requirement that
the Kraus map evolution is trace preserving, it follows
that the errors due to no-jump evolution cannot be sig-
nificantly worse than the errors from the jumps. Hence
the probability of zero (jump) errors can be expected to
be close to the infidelity of the QFT circuit.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Cavity reset

In addition to efficient control and readout of the cavity
state, it is important to be able to quickly reset ultra-long-
lived cavities to a known fiducial state (e.g., Fock state
|0⟩). This could be achieved algorithmically by measure-
ment (say by photon number measurement to collapse
the cavity to a Fock state) and then applying appropri-
ate gates to map the measured Fock state onto vacuum.
High-quality reset is essential for subsequent high-fidelity
state preparation and protocols involving repeated mea-
surements have been shown to be very effective for this
purpose in multi-level qubit systems [69, 70]. However,
such algorithmic reset works only in the strong dispersive
regime which allows photon-number splitting of the qubit
spectrum. For ultra-high-Q cavities, this requirement
introduces strong inverse Purcell decay and is therefore
unsuitable. An alternative would be to devise reset based
on measurements of the characteristic function which is
possible in the weak dispersive coupling thanks to a strong
cavity displacement [26].

A better strategy might therefore be to reset the cavity
in analog fashion by temporarily Q switching the cav-
ity using a nonlinear element. With suitable driving,
this auxiliary circuit can act as a frequency-converting
beam-splitter to rapidly and irreversibly dump the cavity
contents into a low-Q cold mode [12, 71]. This would be
possible without additional hardware by using the qubit
to drive a beam-splitter interaction between the cavity
and the qubit’s readout resonator. A potential limitation
of this approach is that it can only cool the cavity to the
same thermal level as experienced by the low-Q element
which, in the case of a transmon, might be higher than
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the thermal occupation of the cavity bath.

B. Standard quantum limit for memory control

As we have demonstrated, using microwave cavity
modes as quantum memories requires a compromise be-
tween fast, efficient control and long storage time. A rough
but useful analogy to gain intuition about this trade-off
is that of the standard quantum limit, commonly applied
for position measurements and force sensing in cavity
optomechanics and electromechanics [51, 52]. In these
position measurements, the optimal sensitivity can be
reached for probe fields that balance the measurement
imprecision and backaction noise. Imprecision noise, the
finite variance of the quadrature onto which information
about the mechanical position is imprinted, masks the sig-
nal while backaction noise, caused by random momentum
kicks to the mechanical oscillator by incoming photons,
affects the evolution of the mechanical mode, reducing
the sensitivity of future measurements. For coherent
(semiclassical) states, imprecision noise can be reduced by
increasing the photon number (scaling as 1/n), but this
also increases the backaction noise (directly proportional
to n); the intensity at which both noise contributions are
equal defines the standard quantum limit.
Although the underlying physical mechanism for con-

trolling microwave cavity memories is different, similar
effects are at play. For control schemes based on strong
dispersive coupling (such as gradient ascent pulse engi-
neering [39] or SNAP gates [40, 72]), the competition
between control and storage has the same form as ex-
pressed in the memory infidelity (refer back to Sec. II for
derivation)

1−Fm =
αγtot
χ

+
γtotχ

2K
nti + κtotnti. (22)

The imprecision in cavity control (first term on the right-
hand side) can be reduced by increasing the dispersive
coupling strength χ between the qubit and cavity but this
increases the backaction of the control by enhancing the
inverse Purcell decay of the cavity mode (second term
on the right-hand side). The optimal memory fidelity
is reached when both terms are equal, corresponding to
the standard quantum limit for memory control. The
term κtotnti describing intrinsic cavity decoherence is
independent of χ and plays the role of thermal noise in
optomechanical measurements.
The value of the optimal coupling in general depends

on the expected total storage time ti with longer times
requiring weaker coupling. For a given coupling rate χ,
the fidelity of long storage is limited by backaction from
the inverse Purcell decay and the fidelity of short stor-
age is limited by imprecision in control. This behavior
is again analogous to the standard quantum limit in op-
tomechanics where the optimal probe strength depends
on the frequency of the signal of interest. Detection
of low-frequency signals (associated with long times) is

then limited by measurement backaction and detection of
high-frequency signals (corresponding to short times) by
imprecision [52].

In optomechanics, the standard quantum limit does not
represent an ultimate limit. In optomechanics, measure-
ment backaction can be avoided by performing single-
quadrature measurements [73–75], modifying the de-
tection [76, 77], or engineering negative-mass reference
frames [78, 79]. Since the physics underpinning the stan-
dard quantum limit for memory control is different, these
techniques cannot be applied, but the standard quan-
tum limit can still be surpassed. Interestingly, for mi-
crowave cavity memories, the backaction is the fundamen-
tal and unavoidable limitation while imprecision can be
reduced by suitable techniques. Using conditional dis-
placements [14, 57], sideband driving [56], and three- or
four-wave mixing [9, 47] allows the scaling of the con-
trol error to be improved from 1/χ to 1/

√
χ thanks to

strong cavity, transmon, and coupler driving. Using a
buffer cavity allows the control fidelity to be improved
even further, at least in principle, as the figure of merit
determining the speed of transferring the state from/to
the qubit is the participation ratio between the qubit
and buffer. With a whole chain of such buffer cavities, a
large gap between the lifetimes of the qubit and storage
cavity can be bridged using smaller steps between the
(inverse-Purcell-limited) lifetimes of these buffer cavities.

C. Limitations on long-time storage

Based on our analytical models of channel fidelities,
we can estimate the maximum storage times attainable
with state-of-the-art nonlinear circuits. These limits are
summarized in Table II for the SNAIL coupler and cavity
cascading. For high-fidelity (one percent error) swap and
storage, memory time up to 11ms is possible with the
coupler; we assume critical coupling, κ = κγ and optimize
the participation ratio (g/∆)2 (which therefore determines
also the necessary minimum intrinsic lifetime also shown
in the table). At this point, the fidelity is limited primarily
by intrinsic cavity dephasing (we assume pure dephasing
lifetime 1/κϕ = 500ms [9]). Unfortunately, little is known
about the sources of this dephasing and how it might scale
when improving the quality factor of the cavity. If we
assume that intrinsic cavity dephasing can be removed in
the future (either through understanding its origins or due
to favorable scaling with the intrinsic quality factor), the
achievable storage time increases to almost 50ms which is
250 times longer than the assumed transmon relaxation.

The storage time can be greatly extended with cavity
cascading. Assuming again realistic parameters (with the
same intrinsic cavity dephasing), we expect storage times
up to 17ms with 99 % fidelity (which, due to the assumed
intrinsic dephasing, is not much larger than with the
SNAIL coupler). Removing cavity dephasing improves
this bound to almost 10 seconds which is nearly five orders
of magnitude longer than the lifetime of transmons and
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TABLE II. Maximum attainable memory times (with required
intrinsic cavity lifetime) with SNAIL coupler and cavity cas-
cading for target memory error ϵ̄m. For both approaches, the
participation ratios are optimized based on analytical formu-
las listed in Sec. IIIA. We assume the parameters given in
Table I; we also include results without intrinsic cavity dephas-
ing, κϕ = 0. For the e–f rotation error (for cavity cascading),
we assume ϵ̄ef = 10−3 except for the smallest memory error,
which becomes unattainable and for which we instead set
ϵ̄ef = 0.

Target memory error ϵ̄m 0.001 0.005 0.01

Coupler
Maximum memory time tm,max 47µs 3ms 11ms
Minimum intrinsic lifetime 1/κ 95ms 1.5 s 3.6 s
Coupler (κϕ = 0)
Maximum memory time tm,max 49µs 6ms 48ms
Minimum intrinsic lifetime 1/κ 97ms 2.4 s 9.6 s

Cascading
Maximum memory time tm,max 252 µs 4.2ms 17ms
Minimum intrinsic lifetime 1/κ 1.1 s 8.9 s 26.9 s
Cascading (κϕ = 0)
Maximum memory time tm,max 413 µs 102ms 10 s
Minimum intrinsic lifetime 1/κ 1.6 s 126 s 5.2× 103 s

SNAILs. When demanding smaller total error, an even
larger advantage of cavity cascading can be seen even with
intrinsic dephasing—for target error ϵ̄m ≤ 10−3, cavity
cascading allows storage times five times longer than using
the SNAIL coupler (albeit with cavity lifetime larger by an
order of magnitude). These improvements demonstrate
the viability of buffer cavities as a tool to bridge the
gap between ultra-long-lived microwave cavities and noisy
nonlinear circuits for their control. Moreover, these results
highlight the importance of understanding the sources
of cavity dephasing and its scaling when improving the
lifetime (through surface treatments, material choice, or
mode volume and geometry). These results also suggest
the possibility of using a multi-cavity repetition code (such
as has been proposed for cat qubits [80]) if it turns out
that the error channel is indeed heavily biased towards
dephasing relative to amplitude damping in ultra-high Q
cavities.

D. Cavity loss beyond inverse Purcell decay

Throughout this paper, we have assumed that the life-
time of the storage cavity is limited by the inverse Purcell
effect (photon decay due to absorption of the qubit). The
validity of this assumption is unclear and requires further
experimental investigation. There is experimental evi-
dence that additional losses associated with the dielectric
material of the qubit chip present a stronger decay chan-
nel than the inverse Purcell decay [9, 81]. Although the
exact mechanisms for these losses are unclear, a simple
estimate of the dielectric losses and their effect on the
memory fidelity can be obtained as follows: We scale the
inverse Purcell decay rate by a phenomenological constant

R that takes the dielectric loss of the cavity in the qubit
substrate into account,

κγ = Rγ
( g
∆

)2

. (23)

This expression cannot fully account for all loss channels
and their scaling with system parameters since the di-
electric loss is not expected to depend strongly on the
detuning between the qubit and cavity; however, assum-
ing a fixed detuning and a variable insertion depth of
the qubit chip into the cavity, both qubit coupling g and
dielectric loss would be expected to increase or decrease
together, meaning that R is reasonably well-defined in
this case.
To estimate the size of the constant R, we can use

the recent experiment by Milul et al. [9]. The bare
cavity (without qubit chip) has a relaxation lifetime
T0 = 1/κ = 30ms. After inserting the qubit chip, this
value drops to T = 1/(κ+ κγ) = 25.6ms, suggesting in-
verse Purcell lifetime Tγ = 1/κγ = T0T/(T0−T ) = 175ms.
This observed lifetime is smaller than the inverse Purcell
effect (for the particular detuning used in this experi-
ment) estimated by the authors (Tγ ≈ 278ms) by a factor
R = 1.6. We therefore estimate that R moderately larger
than unity (1 < R ≲ 2) can account for all loss channels
associated with the qubit chip in near-future devices.

Going forward, an important question is how these ad-
ditional cavity loss channels scale when improving the Q
factor. The very highest-Q cavities are achieved not only
by control of the surface chemistry but also by making
the cavity larger (which increases the Q factor without
changing the finesse). Large cavities have resonances
more closely spaced in frequency and multi-mode effects
(which are known to be important to the Purcell effect
[82]) may worsen the inverse Purcell rate, making the
phenomenological factor R larger for these large, ultra-
high-Q cavities with smaller free spectral range. Another
risk associated with cavities with a large number of modes
is dephasing of the qubit due to dispersive coupling to
thermal photons occupying these modes [83]. This can
be especially problematic if any of the higher resonance
frequencies lie outside the range of filters on the input
lines. Additionally, higher frequency resonances may have
shorter lifetimes making it more difficult to use echo
techniques to protect the qubit against thermal photon
induced dephasing. Deeper understanding of cavity losses,
in particular dielectric loss in the qubit substrate, scatter-
ing into nearby cavity modes, as well as identifying any
additional loss channels, is therefore crucial for developing
ultra-high-Q cavity modes for quantum technologies.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have investigated the performance of
ultra-high-quality microwave cavities as quantum mem-
ories for superconducting qubits. We derived the dissi-
pators stemming from hybridization of the cavities with
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nonlinear circuits used for their control and developed
analytical models capturing the main errors in swapping
quantum states to/from the cavity and during idling. We
were thus able to evaluate the trade-offs between fast
control and long-term storage and determine memory-
time limits for current nonlinear devices and their main
limitations. Although we focused only on passive storage
of a qubit state in the cavity (with the only active control
being the write and read operations with the transmon),
similar trade-offs can be expected when applying quantum
gates directly on the Fock-encoded qubit in the cavity.

Good protection of cavity modes against transmon-
induced decoherence requires suppressing cross-Kerr in-
teraction during idling, as this interaction mediates the
propagation of dephasing to the cavity when transmon
heating occurs. This suppression can be achieved through
the use of a suitable coupler such as a SNAIL [47, 48]
which can be operated at the Kerr-free point. Such a setup
does not protect from the inverse Purcell decay, which will
require more sophisticated approaches based on large on-
off ratio couplers [11, 53]. Additionally, strategies inspired
by qubit cloaking might offer protection against qubit-
induced cavity decoherence [84]. Finally we note that in
addition to tunable couplers activated by microwave driv-
ing, there exist couplers tunable via magnetic flux that
have been used for qubit-qubit coupling [85, 86], and these
may also be good candidates for control of ultra-high-Q
cavities.

Further improvements to gate fidelity can be made with
the use of fault-tolerant schemes using three or more levels
in the auxiliary qubit. Typically, these schemes assume
the logical auxiliary qubit in the g–f manifold with the
|e⟩ state serving as a flag to detect qubit decay. For the
sideband transitions we considered here, distinguishing
between the transmon being in the ground and first ex-
cited state tells us whether the transition succeeded (for
ground state), allowing us to conditionally improve swap
fidelity through post-selection. More sophisticated con-
trol schemes exist where detection of the flag state does
not introduce backaction and the gate can be repeated
until success [87–89] with similar strategies existing for
fault-tolerant measurements [70, 90].

Going forward, more refined models will need to de-
termine the losses associated with the superconducting
circuit chips where dielectric bulk and surface losses seem
to pose more stringent limitations than those based on
inverse Purcell decay through the qubit. New package ge-
ometries that reduce the amount of chip substrate exposed
to the cavity may help with this issue. Similar efforts
will have to focus on modelling and estimating intrinsic
cavity dephasing. State-of-the-art cavities have intrinsic
dephasing lifetimes over half a second [9]. However, the
sources of this dephasing are unclear so it remains an open
question how this dephasing changes when improving cav-
ity relaxation through better surface treatments, using
novel materials, or increasing the mode volume. With
strong dephasing induced by nonlinear control circuits, it
remains difficult to measure the intrinsic dephasing which

currently hinders all such efforts.

In our work, we focused on passively storing a qubit
state in the vacuum and single-photon state of the res-
onator. However, one of the key advantages of the infinite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces of linear resonators is the abil-
ity to efficiently encode quantum information in complex
multi-photon states and correct errors accumulated dur-
ing idling. On one hand, this opens the way to additional
control techniques unsuitable for state swap between a
transmon and cavity. A good example are gates based
on conditional displacements [14, 57] where the (possibly
weak) dispersive coupling is enhanced by a large intra-
cavity photon number; since this is limited by the critical
photon number, the control rate scales with the square
root of the cavity participation ratio

√
(g/∆)2. On the

other hand, these states are more sensitive to relaxation
(due to their higher photon numbers) and to dephasing
through the cavity self-Kerr term. These considerations
make such an analysis an appealing target for future work,
particularly for evaluating the optimal duty cycle of error-
correcting rounds and the consequences for surpassing the
break-even point for quantum memories and computing
with bosonic qubits.
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Appendix A: Gaussian operations using three- and
four-wave mixing

Gaussian operations are those operations on (linear)
cavity modes that map each Gaussian state onto a Gaus-
sian state; Gaussian states are fully characterized in
phase space by the mean values and covariance ma-
trix of the quadrature operators x = (a + a†)/

√
2,

p = −i(a− a†)/
√
2 [91]. Among these operations, phase

space displacements and rotations are the simplest since
they can be performed without requiring a nonlinear ele-
ment. Phase space displacements can be achieved using a
strong classical pump injected into the cavity through a
weakly coupled port. Phase space rotations of the bosonic
mode can be easily implemented in software by modifying
the phase of the microwave pulses applied to the cavity
during subsequent operations. Other Gaussian opera-
tions (single- and two-mode squeezing and beam-splitter
transformations) can be implemented using three- and
four-wave mixing (although two-mode squeezing can be
efficiently synthesized from single-mode squeezing plus
beam-splitter operations).

To describe general three- and four-wave mixing pro-
cesses, we consider the initial Hamiltonian

H = Hc +Hq +Hdr, (A1a)

Hc = ωaa
†a+ ωbb

†b+ ga(a
†q + q†a) + gb(b

†q + q†b),

(A1b)

Hq = ωqq
†q + g3(q

† + q)3 + g4(q
† + q)4, (A1c)

Hdr =
∑
k

(e−iωktϵkq
† + eiωktϵ∗kq) , (A1d)

whereHc describes the two cavity modes with annihilation
operators a, b and frequencies ωa,b, respectively. The
coefficients ga, gb describe the fields’ coupling to the
qubit with annihilation operator q. The Hamiltonian Hq

describes the qubit with frequency ωq and third- and
fourth-order nonlinearities g3,4. The Hamiltonian Hdr

contains the pumps that are used to drive the qubit. This
is the most general form of the wave-mixing Hamiltonian
we consider; single-mode control can be recovered by
setting gb = 0, transmon by g3 = 0, and Kerr-free SNAIL
by g4 = 0.

We can derive the three- and four-wave mixing interac-
tions by performing a sequence of transformations that
take into account the dressing of the modes by their mu-
tual interactions and drives and moving to a suitable
rotating frame. The operators are dressed first by the
interactions and then by the drives. Moving to a rotating
frame in which all free oscillations vanish, we obtain the
Hamiltonian [92, 93]

H0 = −K
2
q†2q2 −Kaa

†2a2 −Kbb
†2b2

− χaa
†aq†q − χbb

†bq†q − χaba
†ab†b

− χ′
aa

†2a2q†q − χ′
bb

†2b2q†q,

(A2)

where K = −12g4,Ka,b = 1
2K(ga,b/∆a,b)

4, χa,b =

2K(ga,b/∆a,b)
2, χab = 2K(ga/∆a)

2(gb/∆b)
2, χ′

a,b =

2K(ga,b/∆a,b)
4, and ∆a,b = ωa,b − ωq. This is the

Hamiltonian we have regardless of the driving frequen-
cies. In addition to H0, the resonances between the
drives and the system’s frequencies can create additional
three-wave (cubic nonlinearity) and four-wave (quar-
tic) mixing terms through the hybridized qubit mode
q + (ga/∆a)a+ (gb/∆b)b+H.c.
Single-mode squeezing can be generated with three-

wave mixing and a single drive tone at frequency ω1 = 2ωa,
giving the Hamiltonian

HSMS = 3g3ξ1

(
ga
∆a

)2

(a2 + a†2), (A3)

where we assume ξ1 = ϵ1/(ω1 − ωq) ∈ R for simplicity.
Alternatively, we can use four-wave mixing with two drives
of frequencies satisfying ω1 + ω2 = 2ωa,

HSMS = Kξ1ξ2

(
ga
∆a

)2

(a2 + a†2) . (A4)

Beam-splitter interaction between the cavity fields is cre-
ated similarly either by three-wave mixing with pump-
ing at the frequency difference of the two modes (ω1 =
ωa − ωb),

HBS = 6g3ξ1
ga
∆a

gb
∆b

(a†b+ b†a) , (A5)

or by four-wave mixing with two pump frequencies ω1 ±
ω2 = ωa − ωb

HBS = 2Kξ1ξ2
ga
∆a

gb
∆b

(a†b+ b†a) , (A6)

Finally, two-mode squeezing can be engineered by three-
wave mixing with pump frequency ω1 = ωa + ωb,

HTMS = 6g3ξ1
ga
∆a

gb
∆b

(ab+ a†b†), (A7)

or by four-wave mixing with pump tones ω1±ω2 = ωa+ωb,

HTMS = 2Kξ1ξ2
ga
∆a

gb
∆b

(ab+ a†b†). (A8)

An important insight is that the quality of single-mode
squeezing does not depend on the lifetime of the mode
and the quality of two-mode operations depends only on
the ratio of their lifetimes. For efficient generation of
single-mode squeezing, we demand that the squeezing is
generated faster than the cavity decays, gSMS/κtot ≫ 1.
For a critically coupled cavity mode, κγ = κ = 1

2κtot, this
condition can be simplified to (assuming a SNAIL mixer)

3g3ξ1
γ

≫ 1, (A9)

which is independent of κ and g/∆; for a transmon mixer,
we get the analogous condition Kξ1ξ2/γ ≫ 1. For two-
mode operations (beam-splitter and two-mode squeezing
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interactions), we get similar conditions comparing the
strength of the coupling to the total decay rate of the
faster decaying cavity mode. Assuming without loss of
generality κa > κb and critically coupled cavity modes, we
can replace gj/∆j =

√
κj/γ (j = a, b) and the condition

gBS/κa,tot ≫ 1 for a SNAIL coupler becomes

3g3ξ1
γ

≫
√
κa
κb

(A10)

with a similar condition existing for a four-wave mixer.

Appendix B: Derivation of dressed master equation

To derive the master equation in the dispersive frame,
we follow the approach of Ref. [94] and apply the disper-
sive transformation

U = exp
[ g
∆
(q†a− a†q)

]
(B1)

on the system Hamiltonian and the system-bath inter-
action. Transforming the system Hamiltonian gives the
standard cross-Kerr interaction,

H0 = −K
2
q†2q2−Kaa

†2a2−χa†aq†q−χ′a†2a2q†q, (B2)

where Ka = 1
2K(g/∆)4, χ = 2K(g/∆)2, and χ′ =

2K(g/∆)4. To derive the dressed dissipators, we start
from the initial system-bath interaction of the form

HSB = i

∫
dω[gκ(ω)a

†bκ(ω)− g∗κ(ω)b
†
κ(ω)a]

+ i

∫
dω[gγ(ω)q

†bγ(ω)− g∗γ(ω)b
†
γ(ω)q]

+

∫
dωfκ(ω)e

iωta†a+

∫
dωfγ(ω)e

iωtq†q.

(B3)

The first line describes the exchange interaction be-
tween the cavity mode and its bath with operators
bκ(ω) and strength gκ(ω); the second line accounts for
similar interaction between the transmon and its bath.
The final line describes dephasing of both modes due
to random noise characterized in frequency space by
fκ,γ(ω). The bath operators have the free Hamiltonian
Hb =

∫
dω ω[b†κ(ω)bκ(ω) + b†γ(ω)bγ(ω)].

Transforming the cavity-bath Hamiltonian Hκ =
i
∫
dω[gκ(ω)a

†bκ(ω) − g∗κ(ω)b
†
κ(ω)a] to the dispersive

frame gives

H̄κ = UHκU
†

= i

∫
dω

[
gκ(ω)

(
a† +

g

∆
q†
)
bκ(ω)−H.c.

]
.

(B4)

Moving to the frame rotating with H0 = ωaa
†a+ ωqq

†q+∫
dω ωb†κ(ω)bκ(ω), we can see that the cavity and trans-

mon operators interact with bath operators centered

around ωa and ωq, respectively,

H̄κ = i

∫
dωgκ(ω)a

†e−i(ω−ωa)tbκ(ω)

+ i

∫
dωgκ(ω)

g

∆
q†e−i(ω−ωq)tbκ(ω) + H.c.

(B5)

Following Ref. [94], we now assume that the coupling rates
gκ(ω) do not vary within a sufficiently large bandwidth
around ωa,q, although they might differ between these
two frequency bands. We can therefore treat the bath
operators interacting with the cavity and transmon as
independent and the strength of coupling as different for
both subsystems while still invoking the Markov approx-
imation. Using standard techniques of quantum optics,
we obtain the dissipators

Lκρ = κ(ωa)[n̄κ(ωa) + 1]D[a]ρ+ κ(ωa)n̄κ(ωa)D[a†]ρ

+ κ(ωq)
( g
∆

)2

[n̄κ(ωq) + 1]D[q]ρ

+ κ(ωq)
( g
∆

)2

n̄κ(ωq)D[q†]ρ,

(B6)

where κ(ω) = 2π|gκ(ω)|2 and n̄κ(ω) = [exp(ℏω)/(kBT )−
1]−1 is the thermal occupation of the cavity bath at fre-
quency ω. The first line in Eq. (B6) describes the usual
cavity damping and heating and the second and third line
give the corresponding Purcell decay and heating of the
transmon.

Analogous derivation can be done for the transmon
bath, Hγ = i

∫
dω[gγ(ω)q

†bγ(ω) − g∗γ(ω)b
†
γ(ω)q], which

results in the Lindblad terms

Lγρ = γ(ωq)[n̄γ(ωq) + 1]D[q]ρ+ γ(ωq)n̄γ(ωq)D[q†]ρ

+ γ(ωa)[n̄γ(ωa) + 1]D[a]ρ

+ γ(ωa)n̄γ(ωa)D[a†]ρ

(B7)

with γ(ω) = 2π|gγ(ω)|2 and n̄γ(ω) characterizing the
thermal noise of the transmon bath at frequency ω. We
again get the usual transmon decay and heating and
corresponding inverse Purcell terms for the cavity mode.

To evaluate dressed dephasing, we transform the cavity
dephasing Hamiltonian Hϕ,a =

∫
dωfκ(ω)e

iωta†a,

H̄ϕ,a = UHϕ,aU
†

=

∫
dωfκ(ω)e

iωt

[
a†a+

( g
∆

)2

q†q

]
+

∫
dωfκ(ω)

g

∆
eiωt(a†qei∆t + q†ae−i∆t),

(B8)

where we also moved to the rotating frame with respect to
H0. We can again assume flat (and independent) response
within a sufficiently large bandwidth around ω = 0,±∆
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which gives us three independent Lindblad terms,

Lϕ,aρ = κϕ(ω → 0)D
[
a†a+

( g
∆

)2

q†q

]
ρ

+ κϕ(∆)
( g
∆

)2

D[a†q]ρ+ κϕ(−∆)
( g
∆

)2

[q†a]ρ,

(B9)

where κϕ(ω) = 2|fκ(ω)|2 [94]. From the transmon dephas-
ing Hamiltonian Hϕ,q =

∫
dωfγ(ω)e

iωtq†q, we get in full
analogy

Lϕ,q = γϕ(ω → 0)D
[
q†q +

( g
∆

)2

a†a

]
ρ

+ γϕ(∆)
( g
∆

)2

D[a†q]ρ+ γϕ(−∆)
( g
∆

)2

D[q†a]ρ.

(B10)

Throughout this paper, we assume that the transmon
has much stronger dissipation, γ ≫ κ, γϕ ≫ κϕ. We
can therefore generally neglect cavity-induced dissipation
processes on the transmon and obtain the full master
equation

ρ̇ = −i[H0, ρ] + κ(n̄a + 1)D[a]ρ+ κn̄aD[a†]ρ

+ γ
( g
∆

)2

(n̄q + 1)D[a]ρ+ γ
( g
∆

)2

n̄qD[a†]ρ

+ γ(n̄q + 1)D[q]ρ+ γn̄qD[q†]ρ

+ γϕ(∆)
( g
∆

)2

D[a†q]ρ+ γϕ(−∆)
( g
∆

)2

D[q†a]ρ

+ γϕ(ω → 0)D
[
q†q +

( g
∆

)2

a†a

]
ρ+ κϕD[a†a]ρ,

(B11)

where we neglect the frequency dependence of γ, κ, n̄a,q
and write κϕ = κϕ(ω → 0). The correlated dephasing
term can be expressed as

D
[
q†q +

( g
∆

)2

a†a

]
ρ = D[q†q]ρ+

( g
∆

)4

D[a†a]ρ

+
( g
∆

)2

S[a†a, q†q]ρ+
( g
∆

)2

S[q†q, a†a]ρ,
(B12)

where S[X,Y ]ρ = XρY † − 1
2 (Y

†Xρ+ ρY †X).

Appendix C: Master equations for simulations

In this section, we derive the master equations used
for numerical simulations of the various control schemes
used in the main text. The master equation derived
in Appendix B only describes idling; here, we derive
additional terms that appear in the Hamiltonian and
Lindblad terms due to the presence of different drive
tones.

1. Sideband driving

We begin with the same Hamiltonian as in Appendix A
but with only one cavity mode. Following the same
sequence of transformations, we end up with

H0 = (ωq − ω′
q)q

†q − K

2
q†2q2 −Kaa

†2a2

− χaa
†aq†q − χ′a†2a2q†q ,

(C1)

where ω′
q is the frequency of the transmon rotating frame.

We start with the transmon in logical qubit states |g⟩ and
|e⟩. To change the logical space to |g⟩, |f⟩, we introduce
a transmon drive at the frequency of the e− f transition
(ω1 = ωq −K). By setting the rotating-frame frequency
ω′
q = ω1 = ωq −K, we obtain the total Hamiltonian

H = Kq†q − K

2
q†2q2 −Kaa

†2a2

− χaa
†aq†q − χ′a†2a2q†q + ϵ1q

† + ϵ∗1q.
(C2)

The decoherence during this transmon rotation is given
by Eq. (B11).

Next, we drive the transition |f, 0⟩ → |g, 1⟩ to transfer
the qubit state from the {|g⟩, |f⟩} manifold of the trans-
mon to the cavity, (α|g⟩+β|f⟩)|0⟩ → |g⟩(α|0⟩+β|1⟩). We
drive the transmon at the frequency ω1 = 2ωq −K − ωa,
where 2ωq−K is the frequency of the g-f transition. This
drives the sideband transition via four-wave mixing

Hint = −g∗sba†q2 − gsbaq
†2, (C3)

where gsb = 1
2Kξ1g/∆ and we set the rotating frequency

ω′
q = ωq −K/2. The total Hamiltonian then becomes

H =
K

2
(q†q − q†2q2)−Kaa

†2a2 − χaa
†aq†q

− χ′a†2a2q†q − g∗sba
†q2 − gsbaq

†2.
(C4)

To treat dressed dissipation, we can proceed in direct
analogy with Appendix B with one important addition—
the pump, which results in displacement ξ1 = ϵ1/(ω1−ωq)
of the transmon mode, serves as an additional dissipation
channel. A straightforward calculation then gives the
master equation (where we only keep the leading terms)

ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ] + κ(n̄a + 1)D[a]ρ+ κn̄aD[a†]ρ

+ γ
( g
∆

)2

(n̄q + 1)D[a]ρ+ γ
( g
∆

)2

n̄qD[a†]ρ

+ γϕ|ξ1|2
( g
∆

)2

(D[a] +D[a†])ρ

+ γ(1 + n̄q)D[q]ρ+ γn̄qD[q†]ρ

+ γϕ|ξ1|2(D[q] +D[q†])ρ

+ κϕD[a†a]ρ+ γϕD
[
q†q +

( g
∆

)2

a†a

]
ρ

+ γϕ

( g
∆

)2

(D[a†q]ρ+D[aq†]ρ) .

(C5)
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The effects of the transmon dephasing are analogous to
Eq. (B11) with the addition of diffusion-like terms for
both transmon and cavity (terms proportional to |ξ1|2
above). During idling, the transmon remains undriven
and the dynamics is given by Eq. (C5) with H = H0 and
ξ1 = 0.

2. Resonant beam-splitter with coupler

With a resonant beam-splitter in a driven SNAIL cou-
pler, we have the Hamiltonian

H = −K
2
q†2q2 + gBS(a

†q + aq†) (C6)

with transmon Kerr nonlinearity and beam-splitter in-
teraction from a three-wave mixing process gBS =
6g3ξ1(ga/∆a)(gq/∆q) (where ga,q are coupling rates be-
tween the cavity/transmon and coupler and ∆a,q the cor-
responding detunings) as described in Appendix A. Note
that the cavity mode does not inherit a self-Kerr term (or
show cross-Kerr interaction with the other modes) since
the SNAIL coupler is operated at the Kerr-free point
(g4 = 0) and there is no direct interaction between the
cavity and transmon.

Dissipation now has to include the effect of the SNAIL
coupler bath on the transmon and cavity mode. Thermal
noise in the coupler gives rise to inverse Purcell decay
in full analogy to direct coupling between transmon and
cavity; for the cavity, this can be characterized by the
dissipators

κγ,c(n̄c + 1)D[a]ρ+ κγ,cn̄cD[a†]ρ,

with inverse Purcell decay rate κγ,c = γc(ga/∆a)
2 (where

γc is the coupler decay rate) and thermal occupation
n̄c. The inverse Purcell decay of the transmon can be
neglected compared to the intrinsic transmon dissipation
since we assume γ ≈ γc, n̄q ≈ n̄c.

SNAIL dephasing can be treated in analogy to dressed
dephasing in directly coupled transmon and cavity with ex-
ternal pump described in the previous section. A straight-
forward calculation then gives the total master equation

(where we keep only leading-order terms)

ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ] + κ(n̄a + 1)D[a]ρ+ κn̄aD[a†]ρ

+ (γc + γc,ϕ)

(
ga
∆a

)2

(n̄c + 1)D[a]ρ

+ (γc + γc,ϕ)

(
ga
∆a

)2

n̄cD[a†]ρ

+ γc,ϕE |ξ1|2
(
ga
∆a

)2

(D[a] +D[a†])ρ

+

[
κϕ + γc,ϕ

(
ga
∆a

)4
]
D[a†a]ρ

+ γ(n̄q + 1)D[q]ρ+ γn̄qD[q†]ρ+ γϕD[q†q]ρ

+ γc,ϕE |ξ1|2
(
gq
∆q

)2

(D[q] +D[q†])ρ

+ γc,ϕE

(
ga
∆a

)2 (
gq
∆q

)2

(D[a†q] +D[q†a])ρ

+ γc,ϕ

(
ga
∆a

)2 (
gq
∆q

)2

(S[a†a, q†q] + S[q†q, a†a])ρ.

(C7)

The SNAIL-dephasing terms here are analogous to
Eq. (B11) with three modifications: First, finite hybridiza-
tion between the transmon and SNAIL gives rise to ad-
ditional (gq/∆q)

2 factors in collective dissipation terms.
Next, tracing out the SNAIL mode in the dressed de-
phasing dissipators D[a†c]ρ+D[c†a]ρ gives an additional
thermal-noise channel for the cavity. Finally, in analogy
with Eq. (C5), we get additional diffusion-like terms for
both cavity and transmon due to the classical pump.

During idling, the pump on the SNAIL is off, the trans-
mon and cavity are fully decoupled (since we assume that
the SNAIL is operated at the Kerr-free point), and the
master equation reduces to

ρ̇ = i

[
K

2
q†2q2, ρ

]
+ κ(n̄a + 1)D[a]ρ+ κn̄aD[a†]ρ

+ (γc + γc,ϕ)

(
ga
∆a

)2

(n̄c + 1)D[a]ρ

+ (γc + γc,ϕ)

(
ga
∆a

)2

n̄cD[a†]ρ

+

[
κϕ + γc,ϕ

(
ga
∆a

)4
]
D[a†a]ρ

+ γ(n̄q + 1)D[q]ρ+ γn̄qD[q†]ρ+ γϕD[q†q]ρ.

(C8)

3. Cavity cascading

Cavity cascading combines sideband driving with beam-
splitter interaction described above. First, an e–f rotation
is applied on the transmon to transfer the population of
the excited state to the second excited state, followed by a
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sideband transition to transfer the transmon state to a low-
Q buffer cavity b as described by the Hamiltonian (C4).
Afterwards, the state is transferred from the buffer to
an ultra-high-Q cavity a using a resonantly driven beam-
splitter interaction in a SNAIL coupler; since the buffer
cavity, unlike transmon, does not have Kerr nonlinearity,
the full Hamiltonian is given just by the beam-splitter
coupling, H = gBS(a

†b+b†a) in contrast to Eq. (C6). For
recovering the state from the memory, the sequence is
inverted—first, beam-splitter interaction is used to swap
the state from the storage cavity a to the buffer cavity b
and from there to the transmon using a sideband pulse.
The dissipators of the buffer cavity involve its intrin-

sic relaxation and dephasing as well as those inherited
from both transmon and SNAIL. The buffer cavity thus
introduces two additional degrees of freedom—its partici-
pation ratios in the transmon and SNAIL modes, which
can be optimized based on the analytical error derived
in Appendix D. The buffer decoherence due to transmon
during the sideband pulse is the same as described in
Appendix C1. The dissipation of both cavities due to
the driven SNAIL is the same as in Appendix C2 with
the buffer being additionally subject to processes due to
the undriven transmon as derived in Appendix B. Finally,
during idling, the state is kept in the storage cavity where
it is subject to intrinsic relaxation and decay as well as
SNAIL-induced inverse Purcell decay and dephasing as
given in Eq. (C8).

Appendix D: Evaluation of channel fidelities

Analytical expressions for the various channel fidelities
can be obtained following the approach of Abad et al. [60].
We start with derivation of the idling fidelity as that
can be obtained directly from the general channel fidelity
derived in Ref. [60],

F̄i ≈ 1 +
∑
k

ΓktiδF (Lk), (D1)

where, for a single-qubit gate,

δF (L) = −1

4
Tr(L†L) +

1

12

∑
j∈{x,y,z}

Tr(L†σjLσj) (D2)

and Lk are jump operators with general decoherence rates
Γk. For cavity relaxation (L↓ = a), heating (L↑ = a†),
and dephasing (Lϕ = a†a), we obtain

F̄i ≈ 1− 1

3
(Γ↓ + Γ↑)ti −

1

6
Γϕti. (D3)

For all setups considered here, relaxation is given by
the intrinsic damping and inverse Purcell decay, Γ↓ =
κ+ γ(g/∆)2; this expression assumes a zero-temperature
bath which agrees well with simulations for n̄a,q ≪ 1
and which implies Γ↑ ≃ 0. The total dephasing includes
intrinsic and inverse Purcell dephasing and, for cavity

directly coupled to the transmon, also a contribution
from transmon heating [5]. We therefore get the total
dephasing rate Γϕ = κϕ + γϕ(g/∆)4 + γn̄q for sideband
driving and Γϕ = κϕ + γϕ(g/∆)4 for SNAIL coupler.

When deriving the swap fidelity for the SNAIL coupler,
the results of Ref. [60] cannot be directly applied since
we need to average over all possible initial states of the
transmon qubit but need to include three states in the
dynamics, |g, 0⟩, |e, 0⟩, |g, 1⟩. In principle, we could treat
also the cavity mode as a qubit and the swap as a two-
qubit gate, but such an approach would overestimate the
total error. In our case, the cavity always starts in the
ground state; averaging over all possible qubit states in
the cavity would then introduce additional relaxation and
dephasing errors.

To derive the swap fidelity, we follow the approach used
in Ref. [60] to obtain Eqs. (D1), (D2) with appropriate
modifications. We assume that the reduction of fidelity
is due to a single quantum jump Lk occurring at some
point during the gate. The fidelity can be written as

F̄ = 1 +
∑
k

Γk

∫
dψ⟨ψ|U†(0, tBS)ρkU(0, tBS)|ψ⟩, (D4)

where we average over all initial transmon qubit states
|ψ⟩, U(0, tg) gives the ideal unitary from time t = 0 to
the final time tBS, and

ρk =

∫ tBS

0

dtU(t, tBS){D[Lk][U(0, t)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|U†(0, t)]}U†(t, tBS)

(D5)
is the state obtained with a single quantum jump Lk

during the gate. Plugging this expression into Eq. (D4),
we obtain

F̄ = 1 +
∑
k

ΓkδF̃ (Lk), (D6a)

δF̃ (L) =

∫ tg

0

dt

∫
dψ[⟨ψ′|L|ψ′⟩⟨ψ′|L†|ψ′⟩ − ⟨ψ′|L†L|ψ′⟩],

(D6b)

where |ψ′⟩ = U(0, t)|ψ⟩.
The beam-splitter operation transfers an initial excita-

tion from the transmon to the cavity,

|e, 0⟩ → cos(gBSt)|e, 0⟩+ sin(gBSt)|g, 1⟩. (D7)

Expressing an arbitrary initial state of the transmon in
the polar coordinates,

|ψ⟩q = cos
θ

2
|g⟩+ eiϕ sin

θ

2
|e⟩, (D8)

we therefore obtain

|ψ′⟩ = cos
θ

2
|g, 0⟩+ eiϕ sin

θ

2
cos(gBSt)|e, 0⟩

+ eiϕ sin
θ

2
sin(gBSt)|g, 1⟩

(D9)
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from an initial state |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩q|0⟩a. We can plug this
expression into Eq. (D6b) and use the measure∫

dψ =
1

4π

∫ π

0

sin θ dθ

∫ 2π

0

dϕ (D10)

to calculate δF̃ (L). Evaluating the integrals is straight-
forward but lengthy so we omit technical details and only
show the main result. We assume that the fidelity is
limited primarily by transmon relaxation and dephasing
so the total error is obtained by determining δF̃ (q) and

δF̃ (q†q); we get

F̄BS = 1− 1

6
γtBS − 1

8
γϕtBS. (D11)

The same approach can be used to evaluate channel
fidelity for sideband driving, where the whole swap con-
sists of an e-f rotation of the transmon followed by the
sideband transition |f, 0⟩ → |g, 1⟩. Both steps have the
same three-state structure as the driven coupler; the only
difference is in the action of the jump operators q, q†q on
the intermediate states |ψ′⟩. We therefore get

F̄ef = 1− 7

12
γtef − 11

24
γϕtef , (D12a)

F̄sb = 1− 1

2
(γ + γϕ)tsb (D12b)

for the e–f rotation and sideband transition, respectively.
Finally, for cavity cascading, we combine a sideband

transition between the transmon and a buffer cavity (in-
cluding the initial e–f rotation of the transmon) and a

beam-splitter operation between the buffer and storage
cavities. The only difference from the above equations is
that for the beam-splitter, the infidelity is limited by the
relaxation of the buffer cavity (and not the transmon).
Eq. (D11) is therefore replaced by

F̄BS = 1− 1

6

[
(γ + γϕ)

(
gq
∆q

)2

+ (γc + γcϕ)

(
gb
∆b

)2

+ γE |ξ|
(
gb
∆b

)2
]
tg.

(D13)

The participation ratios of the buffer cavity in the
transmon, (gq/∆q)

2, and the coupler, (gb/∆b)
2, serve

as optimization parameters to obtain the minimum to-
tal swap error. During idling, the inverse Purcell rates
in Eq. (D3) are replaced by the SNAIL-induced inverse
Purcell rates.
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