
Over-rotation coherent error in quantum gates subjected to pseudo twirling

Tanmoy Pandit and Raam Uzdin∗

Fritz Haber Research Center for Molecular Dynamics,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Jerusalem 9190401, Israel

Quantum error mitigation schemes (QEM) have greatly enhanced the efficiency of quantum com-
puters, specifically focusing on reducing errors caused by interactions with the environment. Nev-
ertheless, the presence of coherence errors, typically arising from miscalibration and inter-qubit
crosstalk, is a significant challenge to the scalability of quantum computing. Such errors are often
addressed using a refined Pauli twirling scheme called Randomized Compiling (RC) that converts
the coherent errors into incoherent errors that can then be mitigated by conventional QEM. Un-
fortunately for multi-qubit gates, RC is restricted to Clifford gates such as CNOT and CPHASE.
However, it has been demonstrated experimentally that a direct implementation of multi-qubit non-
Clifford gates, i.e. without using multi-qubit Clifford gates, has reduced the depth of the circuit by
a factor of four and more. Recently, a framework called pseudo-twirling (PST) for treating coherent
error in multi-qubit non-Clifford gates has been introduced and experimentally demonstrated. We
show analytically that a higher order correction to the existing PST theory yields an over-rotation
coherent error generated by the PST protocol itself. This PST effect has no analogue in RC. Al-
though the small induced over-rotation can amount to a significant coherent error in deep circuits,
we explain why it does not degrade the performance of the gate.

I. INTRODUCTION

Two types of errors impede the performance of quantum computers: 1) incoherent errors (“noise”) that arise due to
the interaction of the qubits with the environment, and 2) coherent errors that typically occur due to miscalibration
or crosstalk interaction between the qubits. While incoherent errors can be addressed by a plethora of quantum
error mitigation (QEM) techniques [1–10], until recently, the only proven tools for addressing coherent errors was
Pauli twirling (PT), and its extended version known as ’randomized compiling’ (RC) [11–14]. Unlike PT, under
some restrictions RC can also handle single-qubit non-Clifford gates. In PT/RC, an ensemble of random circuits is
created by padding the multi-qubit Clifford gate by Pauli gates, which, in the absence of coherent error, do not alter
the functionality of the Clifford gate. The ensemble average cancels the odd orders of the coherent error, and the
remaining even orders manifest as incoherent error that can be addressed by QEM. This effect is expected since the
ensemble average is a mixture of unitaries (if there are no incoherent errors), thereby reducing the purity of the final
state.

Non-Clifford gates are crucial for achieving quantum advantage because without them circuits can be efficiently
simulated on a classical computer. In the standard CNOT (or CPhase) paradigm, all non-Clifford gates are low-noise
single-qubit gates. While this choice is sensible, it has the drawback that any departure from a two-qubit Clifford
gate requires at least two CNOT operations, which substantially increase the runtime and the exposure to incoherent
error mechanisms. Non-Clifford two-qubit gates naturally arise in lattice simulations (e.g., transverse Ising model),
quantum Fourier transform, QAOA circuits, and more. In a previous studies, it was experimentally demonstrated
that using multi-qubit non-Clifford (MQNC) gates reduced circuit depth by a factor of four [15] and six [16], leading
to a significant decrease in overall noise levels within the circuit. Unfortunately, since PT and RC cannot be applied
to these gates, they are susceptible to calibration and crosstalk errors. A formalism called pseudo twirling (PST) for
addressing coherent errors in MQNC gates was recently introduced [17]. Earlier descriptions of the PST protocol,
lacking supporting theory (see the discussion that will appear in v3 of [17]), are found in [18, 19].

Another method for addressing coherent and incoherent errors in non-Clifford gates has been introduced in [20].
Unfortunately, the sampling overhead of this method is highly non-scalable. Furthermore, since it is based on noise
learning, it is inherently sensitive to time variations in the noise profile. While PT and PST require the implementation
of many circuits, they do not involve a sampling overhead. The total number of shots needed to achieve the target
accuracy without twirling is evenly distributed among the different twirling circuits.

The key differences between PST and PT are: the specific types of coherent errors addressed, the nature of the
resulting noise channel, and the level of control necessary to execute these protocols. Due to these distinctions, one
method cannot be considered as a special case of the other. Beginning with the first difference, PT treats all types of
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coherent errors by converting them into noise, whereas PST excludes a particular type of coherent error: controlled
mis-rotations. This difference has an important operational implication. Unlike PT, PST can be applied during the
gate calibration stage. The advantage of employing PST in high-accuracy calibration protocols was experimentally
demonstrated in [17]. Secondly, PT transforms coherent errors into Pauli errors, i.e. the noise has a diagonal form
in the Pauli basis, whereas PST, in the first order, renders the error channel Hermitian with off-diagonal elements
in the Pauli basis. Finally, PT only requires the ability to implement single-qubit Pauli gates, whereas PST also
requires altering the sign of the driving amplitude. Yet this operational advantage of PT is irrelevant when it comes
to multi-qubit non-Clifford gates where PT is not applicable.

Our work highlights an intriguing aspect that further distinguishes PST from PT: the contribution of a second-order
Magnus term (Ω2) introduces a small coherent error by causing a slight over-rotation in the driving field. While this
might initially appear problematic, given that the primary aim of PST is to eliminate coherent errors, we explain why
this specific type of coherent error can generally be disregarded in most scenarios. The analysis presented in [17] is
grounded in the first-order Magnus expansion. This approximation proves effective even in situations where errors
are significant [21]. However, it is possible that for certain purposes, such as high-accuracy calibration, the influence
of the second order term cannot be overlooked. The objective of this paper is to explicitly determine the impact of
the next order. In doing so, we also establish a clear operational regime for the first-order approximation.

The paper starts in Sec. II with some preliminaries and a short review of the PST formalism. In Sec. III we
evaluate the Ω2 term for arbitrary coherent error. Section IV studies the impact of incoherent noise and higher order
correction using parity arguments. Finally, in Section V we conclude and discuss the implications of the Ω2 term for
practical applications.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Introduction To Liouville space

The evolution of an isolate quantum system is described by the Liouville von Neumann equation

d

dt
ρ = − i

ℏ
[H, ρ], (1)

where ρ, the density matrix that describes the quantum state, is a n×n matrix and n is the Hilbert space dimension
of the system. Liouville space is an alternative formulation where the density matrix ρ is flattened into a density
vector |ρ⟩ of dimension n2 × 1 [22]. In Liouville space, the quantum dynamics (1) translates into a SchrÃ¶dinger-like
equation

d

dt
|ρ(t)⟩ = − i

ℏ
H(t) |ρ(t)⟩ , (2)

where the Liouville Hamiltonian H(t) is related to the Hilbert space Hamiltonian H(t) through H(t) = H(t)⊗ I− I⊗
H(t)T , where ⊺ stands for transposition. The evolution operator U(t) that propagates the quantum state in Liouville
space |ρ(t)⟩ = H(t) |ρ(0)⟩ can be expressed as

U(t) = U(t)⊗ U(t)∗, (3)

where, U(t) is the evolution operator in Hilbert space ρ(t) = U(t)ρ(0)U(t)†. Pauli matrices in Liouville space can
either appear as Hamiltonians or as unitaries, but unlike in Hilbert space, these two forms differ. Let us denote by
Pα the tensor product of single-qubit Pauli matrices σi such that Pα ∈ {σk ⊗ σl ⊗ σm...}k,l,m..∈{0,x,y,z}. A Pauli
Hamiltonian in Liouville space is given by Hα = Pα ⊗ I − I ⊗ P ⊺

α , while according to Eq. (3), a Pauli evolution
operator has the form Pα = Pα ⊗P ∗

α in Liouville space. These two Pauli forms are related via Pα = exp(−iπ2Hα). In
particular, we shall use the fact that Pauli unitaries always commute in Liouville space while two Pauli Hamiltonians
in Liouville commute (anti commute) if their corresponding Paulis in Hilbert space commute (anti commute). The
same holds the commutation relation between Pauli unitaries Pα and Pauli Hamiltonians Hα. Finally, while P2

α is
equal to the identity operator H2

α is not equal to the identity.

B. Overview of the PST formalism

To illustrate the pseudo-twirling protocol studied in [17], we begin with a straightforward example. Consider the
following non-Clifford two-qubit gate Hzz(θ) = e−iθHzz , θ ̸= kπ/2 where Hzz = Pzz ⊗ I − I ⊗ P ⊺

zz and Pzz = σz ⊗ σz.
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In analogy to PT, our goal is to create an operation that retains the functionality of the ideal gate. When twirling
using Pxx = Pxx ⊗ P ∗

xx, we find that Pxxe
−iθHzzPxx = e−iθHzz because Pxx commutes with Hzz. In contrast, Pxz

anti-commutes with Hzz, resulting in Pxze
−iθHzzPxz = e+iθHzz = Uzz(−θ). The PST protocol leverages the fact

that if Pauli operators anti-commute with the Hamiltonian that generates U (or equivalently U in Liouville space),
the desired transformation can be achieved by reversing the angle, i.e., changing the sign of the driving fields. The
difference between Pauli twirling and pseudo twirling is shown in Fig. 1.

Figure 1. (a) Pauli Twirling (PT) and randomized compiling (RC), involve replacing the original multi-qubit Clifford gate
(such as a CNOT) with a collection of Clifford gates that have been twirled by Pauli gates. These methods are not suitable to
multi-qubit non-Clifford gates. (b) The recently proposed Pseudo Twirling (PST) scheme effectively reduces coherent errors in
a general gate. This is achieved by applying the same Pauli’s before and after the gate and altering the signs of certain pulses
in the driving field Hd(t) that generate the gate based on the rule Hd(t) → PαHd(t)Pα. N is the number of different twirling
realizations.

In a broader context, when the driving Hamiltonian is composed of multiple Pauli terms, the evolution operator
becomes U = e−i

∑
hβHβ . The Pseudo Twirling (PST) protocol can be mathematically expressed as

KPST =
1

22n

22n∑
α=1

Pαe
−iPα(

∑
β hβHβ)PαPα =

1

22n

22n∑
α=1

Pαe
−i

∑
β sgn(α,β)hβHβPα, (4)

where sgn(α, β) =
tr(PαPβPαPβ)

2n equals ±1 if Pα and Pβ commute or anti-commute, respectively. Note that in the
definition of sgn(α, β), Pauli matrices in Hilbert space are used. Mathematically, expression (4) is straightforward in
the absence of coherent error. Operationally, at the beginning of the protocol, the appropriate Pα is applied. Next,
a modified unitary function Uα = e−i

∑
β sgn(α,β)hβHβ is executed by changing the sign of specific control signals.

Finally, another Pα is applied at the end of the gate. Importantly, the Hamiltonian of the modified unitary retains
the same terms as the original Hamiltonian, with only the signs of some terms changed. Thus, under the assumption
that the signs of the driving Hamiltonian terms are controllable, the PST implementation is no more challenging than
implementing the original unitary.

PST has two distinctive features compared to randomized compiling. Firstly, it is applicable to non-Clifford gates.
Secondly, there is one specific coherent error it cannot average out: a controlled mis-rotation. This latter feature is
actually useful for calibration purposes (see [17]).

C. PST Theory from Magnus Expansion

In this work we consider a Hamiltonians of the form

H = Hβ + ξHcoh, (5)

where Hβ is the drive Hamiltonian that in the absences of coherent error generates the desired unitary U = e−iτHβ .
Hcoh =

∑
γ hγHγ represents the coherent errors we wish to mitigate. Using the Magnus expansion [23] in the

interaction picture, one can write the evolution operator at time τ as

Uξ(τ) = U(τ)e
∑∞

n=1 Ωn , (6)

where τ is the duration of the driving pulse, U(t) = exp(−iHβt) ,

Ω1 = −i

τ̂

0

Hint(t)dt, (7)

Ω2 =
(−i)2

2

ˆ τ

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[Hint(t1),Hint(t2)], (8)
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and Hint(t) = U(t)†HcohU(t) is the coherent error in the interaction picture. Since Ωn is proportional to ξn and ξ ≪ 1
when the coherent error in each gate is small, in previous analysis of the PST protocol all term but the first Magnus
terms were neglected. In general, the higher order Magnus terms are difficult to calculate and have a small impact
when ξ ≪ 1. However here we show that the second order Magnus term leads to a surprisingly simple result which is
the focus of the present paper.

By Taylor expansion of the Magnus term or directly from the Dyson series, one gets that a expansion of order ξ2

of Uξ(τ) reads

Uξ(τ) = U(τ)(I +Ω1 +Ω2
1/2 + Ω2) +O(ξ3). (9)

The application of pseudo twirling leads to following evolution operator [17].

Kpst = U0
1

22n

∑
α

[I +Ω1,α +
1

2
Ω2

1,α +Ω2,α] +O(ξ3), (10)

where

Ω1,α =

ˆ τ

0

U(t)†PαHcohPαU(t)dt, (11)

and

Ω2,α(Hcoh) =
(−i)2

2

ˆ T

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[U(t1)†PαHcohPαU(t1),U(t2)†PαHcohPαU(t2)]. (12)

In [17] it was shown that PST averages to zero the Ω1,α term, and the averaging of Ω2
1,α over α leads to Lindblad

dissipation terms that represent the noise associated with PST, i.e. the conversion of coherent error into incoherent
errors. Next, we turn to our attention to the averaging of Ω2,α.

III. THE PST INDUCED OVER-ROTATION

Using Hcoh =
∑

γ hγHγ , we get

1

22n

∑
α

Ω2,α =
(−i)2

2

1

22n

∑
α

ˆ T

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[U(t1)†Pα

∑
γ

hγHγPαU(t1),U(t2)†Pα

∑
γ′

hγ′Hγ′PαU(t2)]

=
(−i)2

2

∑
γ

h2
γ

ˆ T

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[U(t1)†HγU(t1),U(t2)†HγU(t2)]

+
(−i)2

2

1

22n

∑
γ ̸=γ′

∑
α

sgn(α, γ)sgn(α, γ′)

ˆ T

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[U(t1)†hγHγU(t1),U(t2)†hγ′Hγ′U(t2)]. (13)

However, since
∑

α sgn(α, γ)sgn(α, γ′) = 0 as shown in the Appendix of [17], the last term is equal to zero and we
finally obtain

1

22n

∑
α

Ω2,α =
∑
γ

hγ2Ω2(Hγ), (14)

where

Ω2(Hγ) = −1

2

ˆ τ

0

dt1

ˆ t1

0

dt2[U(t1)†HγU(t1),U(t2)†HγU(t2)]. (15)

That is, since the cross terms vanish, it is possible to consider the contribution of each Hγ separately and add them
with hγ2 weights. However, if a certain coherent error element Hγ′ commutes with the driving Pauli [Hγ′ , Hβ ] = 0, it
holds that U(t)†Hγ′U(t) = Hγ′ and therefore Ω2(Hγ′) = 0. Thus, these elements can be omitted from the summation
and we have

1

22n

∑
α

Ω2,α =
∑

γ∈{γ+}

hγ2Ω2(Hγ), (16)
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where {γ+} is the set of Pγ that anti-commutes with Pβ . To simplify the integrand in (15) we start with the dressed
Hamiltonian expression

U(t)†HγU(t) = U(−t)⊗ U(−t)∗(Pγ ⊗ I − I ⊗ P ∗
γ )U(t)⊗ U(t)∗

= U(−t)PγU(t)⊗ I − I ⊗ U(−t)∗P ∗
γU(t)∗. (17)

Using U(t) = exp(−itPβ) and {Pγ , Pβ} = 0 (since γ ∈ {γ+}) we get the relation

PγU(t) = PγU(t)PγPγ = U(−t)Pγ , (18)

and consequently

U(t)†HγU(t) = U(−2t)Pγ ⊗ I − I ⊗ U(−2t)∗P ∗
γ . (19)

Using this result in the integrand of Eq. (15) leads to

[U(t1)†HγU(t1),U(t2)†HγU(t2)] =[U(−2t1)Pγ , U(−2t2)Pγ ]⊗ I

+I ⊗ [U(−2t1)
∗P ∗

γ , U(−2t2)
∗P ∗

γ ]. (20)

For the first term we obtain

[U(−2t1)Pγ , U(−2t2)Pγ ] = U(−2t1)PγU(−2t2)Pγ − U(−2t2)PγU(−2t1)Pγ = 2i sin[2(t2 − t1)]Pβ , (21)

and a similar expression holds for the second term. Consequently we get

[U(t1)†HγU(t1),U(t2)†HγU(t2)] = 2i sin[2(t2 − t1)]Pβ ⊗ I − 2iI ⊗ sin[2(t2 − t1)]P
∗
β

= −2i sin[2(t2 − t1)]Hβ . (22)

Finally, after the double integration, and using sinc(x) = sin x
x we obtain our main result

1

22n

∑
α

Ω2,α = −i
2τ − sin(2τ)

4
(

∑
γ∈{γ+}

h2
γ)Hβ ,

= −iτ
1− sinc(2τ)

2
(

∑
γ∈{γ+}

h2
γ)Hβ , (23)

and therefore the effective drive Hamiltonian is

Heff (τ) = [1 +
1− sinc(2τ)

2
(

∑
γ∈{γ+}

h2
γ)]Hβ . (24)

Since 1−sinc(2τ)
2 ≥ 0 for any τ , the term [1 + 1−sinc(2τ)

2 (
∑

γ∈{γ+} h
2
γ)] can be considered as an amplitude amplification

factor, or alternatively, as a relative over-rotation. At first, it may seem quite striking that after PST, all the various
coherent errors manifest simply as modification of the coefficient in front of the driving Hamiltonian. However, we
argue that this must be the case. Had a different term survived after PST we could have applied PST again to
eliminate it. Note that even if the survived term had the same sign dependence as that of the drive, PST would still
eliminated it (see Sec. III.A in [17]). However, PST of a PST is just a regular PST. This leads to the conclusion that
when it comes to residual coherent errors only mis-rotation of the drive is possible. Although we do not study it here,
we expect the same logic to be valid for Ω3 and higher orders in the Magnus expansion.

To verify our theoretical result, Eq. (24), we consider a non-Clifford ZX gate with uncontrolled coherent errors, i.e.
independent of the driving τ . The Hamiltonian

H = σz ⊗ σx + (ξxxσx ⊗ σx + ξyyσy ⊗ σy + ξzzσz ⊗ σz + ξxzσx ⊗ σz). (25)

is propagated for a duration τ . The resulting evolution operator is

Kpst = e−iτHeff+Leff . (26)

Next, we calculate the weight of different terms in the Hamiltonian (effective Hamiltonian) before (after) performing
PST. We choose the coherent error in such a way that three components (XX, ZZ, and YX) anti-commute with the
original Hamiltonian and one term (YY) commutes with the driving Hamiltonian. Table I validates the theoretical
prediction Eq. (24) of the PST induced over-rotation. The simulation parameters are ξxx = 0.2, ξyy = 0.6, ξzz = 0.2,
ξyx = 0.4 and τ = 0.5.
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XX YY ZZ YX ZX (numerics) ZX PST (theoretical)
No PST 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.4 1 -

PST 0 0 0 0 1.0207 1.019

Table I. Comparison of the effective Hamiltonian terms in the evolution operators with and without PST for various coherent
error components. While the PST completely eliminates the coherent error in XX,YY,ZZ and YX, it generates an effective
increase in the amplitude of the ZX drive from 1 to 1.0207 (2% deviation). The analytical formula (24) yields the value 1.019
which matches the numerical value with 99.83% accuracy. Consistently with (24), the YY term does not contribute to the
over-rotation since it commutes with the ZX drive.

IV. PARITY AND HIGHER ORDERS

In this section, we employ a parity argument in order to study third order effects without explicit calculations. In
the original frame, i.e. before the transition to the interaction frame, the PST evolution operator is

Kpst =
1

22n

∑
α

Pαe
−iτPαHβPα−iδτHcohPα =

1

22n

∑
α

e−iτHβ−iδτPαHcohPα . (27)

Next, we consider the case where there exist a Pauly matrix Pγ that anti-commutes with Hcoh. As a result PγHcohPγ =
−Hcoh. For any element α in the set {α} we choose another element ᾱ defined as Pᾱ = PγPα. Thus, if we carry out
the sum over α in pair of α and ᾱ we get that each pair form an even function of δ:

Kpst =

22n/2∑
α

[e−iτHβ−iδτPαHcohPα + e−iτHβ−iδτPᾱHcohPᾱ ]

=

22n/2∑
α

[e−iτHβ−iδτPαHcohPα + e−iτHβ+iδτPαHcohPα ]. (28)

Thus, Kpst has the form of an even function in δ: f(x, δ) + f(x,−δ). Consequently, all odd order term in δ in the
Taylor expansion must be zero. In particular the third order in δ has to be zero.

Importantly, this symmetry can be broken by the present of noise:

Kpst =

22n/2∑
α

e−iτHβ−iδτPαHcohPα+ζPαLPα + e−iτHβ+iδτPαHcohPα+ζPᾱLPᾱ .

Since in general PαLPα ̸= PᾱLPᾱ, the even parity no longer holds. Interestingly, in the important case of Pauli
noise PᾱLPᾱ = PαLPα = L, and therefore the symmetry still holds, leading to O(δ3) = 0. In Fig. 2 we plot the
error E(δ) = ∥Kpst −U0∥op of the PST channel with respect to the ideal channel. We used the same Hcoh as in Table
I but with added coefficient δ that enables control over the amplitude of and the sign of the coherent error. The
blue line shows that for a Pauli Z noise (decoherence), E(δ) is indistinguishable from the symmetrized dashed line
1
2 [E(δ) + E(−δ)]. When the noise is an amplitude damping channel (black line), the symmetry of E(δ) is broken and
E(δ) ̸= E(−δ). However, the difference is small. To observe this difference we use ζ = 3 which corresponds to an
extreme decay. We also used τ = 5/2 for making the effect more visible.
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Figure 2. Comparison of Pauli Z error (blue) and amplitude damping error (black) noise models as a function of the strength
of the coherent error δ. The y axis correspond to operator norm of the deviation of the PST channel Kpst from the ideal channel
U0 E(δ) = ∥Kpst−U0∥op. The dashed lines represent a symmetrized reference. As explained in the main text, non-Pauli channel
can break the E(δ) = E(−δ) symmetry, leading to small yet non trivial contribution from expansion terms of order δ2n+1.

V. DISCUSSION AND OPERATIONAL IMPLICATIONS

In practice, when calibrating a gate to generate a rotation of θ, the drive amplitude (which is proportional to τ)
is scanned until the monitored expectation value matches its ideal values. In the absence of errors, the scan yields
the value τ = θ/2. However, in the presence of coherent errors, the scan will lead to a value of τ that satisfies
τ [1 + 1−sinc(2τ)

2 (
∑

γ∈{γ+} h
2
γ)] = θ/2. We emphasize that the calibration process will determine the correct value of

τ without knowing the values of hγ . As a result, the final accuracy of the gates is not degraded by pseudo-twirling
over-rotation effect studied here. The pseudo-twirling over-rotation makes the calibration curve slightly non-linear
with respect to the drive amplitude. Consequently, it is not possible to use linearity to automatically calibrate the
gate to a different value of τ . For instance, to achieve half the rotation, one cannot simply set τ → τ/2.

In this work, we studied a pseudo-twirling induced coherent error effect (nonlinear over-rotation) arising from the
second-order Magnus expansion. It was explained why this term can be safely ignored in most cases. Nevertheless, our
findings substantiate the validity and understanding of the pseudo-twirling framework. In particular, by evaluating
the second order Magnus term we learn on the validity regime of the previous first order Magnus expansion analysis.
Finally, we point out that, in principle, it is possible to measure the non-linearity of the actual rotation with respect
to the drive amplitude and deduce the magnitude of the non-commuting coherent errors

∑
γ∈{γ+} h

2
γ without carrying

out time-consuming process tomography.
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