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Variational algorithms such as the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm have attracted
attention due to their potential for solving problems using near-term quantum computers. The
ZZ interaction typically generates the primitive two-qubit gate in such algorithms applied for a
time, typically a variational parameter, γ. Different compilation techniques exist with respect to
the implementation of two-qubit gates. Due to the importance of the ZZ-gate, we present an
error analysis comparing the continuous-angle controlled phase gate (CP) against the fixed angle
controlled Z-gate (CZ). We analyze both techniques under the influence of coherent over-rotation and
depolarizing noise. We show that CP and CZ compilation techniques achieve comparable ZZ-gate
fidelities if the incoherent error is below 0.03 % and the coherent error is below 0.8 %. Thus, we
argue that for small coherent and incoherent error a non-parameterized two-qubit gate such as CZ in
combination with virtual Z decomposition for single-qubit gates could lead to a significant reduction
in the calibration required and, therefore, a less error-prone quantum device. We show that above a
coherent error of 0.04π (2 %), the CZ gate fidelity depends significantly on γ.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers give rise to a new class of al-
gorithms that are not efficiently simulable on classical
computers due to the exponential scaling of classical mem-
ory required. Quantum algorithms such as Shor’s [1]
and Grover’s [2] are interesting candidates in the antici-
pated era of fault-tolerant quantum computing, providing
guaranteed asymptotic speedups versus the best-known
classical counterparts. In an era of fault-tolerant quan-
tum computers, device error rates fall sufficiently below
threshold values, and therefore quantum error correction
codes can be utilized. Improvements at all levels are
needed to pass this fault-tolerance threshold, from the
materials used to fabricate qubits to the on-device layout
of physical qubits and the high-order quantum logic per-
formed. Contemporary superconductor-based hardware
has attained fidelities for a two-qubit gate in excess of
99 % [3] and, as such, current hardware fidelities come
close to the error-threshold [4]. Because of widely spread
and popularity, we focus on superconducting platforms
and their typical available two-qubit gates. Error sources
of two-qubit gates must be analyzed to improve in the
coherent and incoherent error regime. In recent years
variational quantum algorithms [5, 6] have gained more
attention due to their potential to be useful in the NISQ
era. Fault-tolerant algorithms, while providing more con-
crete performance guarantees, are of limited interest as
it is unlikely that hardware will advance to enable their
use in the near future [7]. Variational NISQ algorithms
provide modest hope that with a relatively small num-
ber of physical qubits (≈ 100) in the absence of error

∗ Thorge.Mueller@dlr.de

correction, errors, especially those which are coherent,
could be mitigated. This work is structured as follows:
First, we give a brief overview of the possible compilation
strategies for ZZ-gate into CZ, iSWAP, and CP gates.
Second, we introduce error channels included in our study
for coherent and incoherent errors. Third and finally, we
present numerical and analytical results using error chan-
nels for CZ and CP decompositions under differing error
conditions. We conclude which decomposition strategy is
likely to provide greater fidelity.

II. QAOA

An algorithm of particular interest is the Quantum Ap-
proximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [5]. QAOA is
a heuristic algorithm aiming to find high-quality solutions
to combinatorial optimization problems. It is among the
most promising candidates to show quantum supremacy
[8] in the near future. A multitude of studies, both nu-
merical [9] and analytical [10, 11], have been performed
for QAOA in the ideal zero-error case. Such studies show
that while QAOA is universal—any unitary transforma-
tion may be expressed in QAOA sequences with driver
and problem Hamiltonians—a minimum circuit depth will
typically be required to reach the optimal solution of an
encoded problem. One important use case of the QAOA
algorithm is the approximate solution of MAX-CUT prob-
lems, that is, to find low energy states of the problem
Hamiltonian

HP =
∑

(i,j)∈E

ZiZj , (1)

where E are the edges in a specified problem graph.
QAOA consists of layers of alternating Hamiltonians. The
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first, the driver Hamiltonian, typically takes the form of
single-qubit X rotation gates applied to each qubit. These
gates, often described as the transverse field operators
in quantum annealing literature[12], are responsible for
inducing transitions between computational basis states.
and therefore solution states. The QAOA ansatz state is
constructed with p pairs of alternating unitaries, deter-
mined by the problem and transverse field Hamiltonians,

|γ, β〉p = UM(βp)UP(γp) . . . UM(β1)UP(γ1) |s〉 , (2)

where γ,β are classical parameters to be optimized and

UM(β) = exp

(
−iβ

∑
i

Xi

)
, UP(γ) = exp(−iγHP ) ,

(3)

and |s〉 = H⊗n |0〉⊗n. While most previous works have
not considered the effects of imperfect engineering and
interactions with the environment, coherent or otherwise,
on the performance of QAOA, some authors have ana-
lyzed the effects of depolarizing error models on QAOA
performance [13, 14]. No study, however, has considered
the influence of errors for different gate decompositions,
as is the subject of this work. Two-qubit ZZ-gates encode
the problem Hamiltonian of interest and evolve the phase
of computational basis states with a dependence on an
objective function to be optimized.

III. SOURCES OF NOISE IN QAOA

We have two different types of error sources to distin-
guish. The first one introduces coherent errors. This error
represents coherent unitary over-rotations in the system.
The second type of error source causes an unwanted non-
unitary evolution of the system and introduces incoherent
errors. They are typically due to interactions with an
environment. Errors stemming from the single-qubit X
rotations are of little interest as such gates are typically
executed one or more orders of magnitude faster and
more precisely than interacting gates regardless of the
platform [4, 15, 16]. As interactions with the environment
typically induce noise proportional to the duration of the
interaction, such gates result in negligible errors. The
ZZ-gate

RZZ(γ) =

 1 0 0 0
0 eiγ 0 0
0 0 eiγ 0
0 0 0 1

 (4)

is the two-qubit gate used in the algorithm and is the
focus of our investigation of QAOA under the influence
of noise. Two-qubit gates are more error-prone due to
their more complicated design than single-qubit gates
[3]. Some two-qubit gates are constructed by exploiting
direct qubit-qubit interactions. Some utilize intermedi-
ate ancillary components as in a tunable coupler design

[17], in which one inserts an ancilla qubit leading to ad-
ditional routes for the environment to interact with the
system and potentially greater error. Furthermore, such
gates typically increase execution times [18], leading to a
higher probability of incoherent errors. Different compil-
ing strategies exist for the ZZ-induced gate depending on
which two-qubit gates are natively available on a device,
with different groups using different approaches. The
Google-developed hardware platform supports a novel
fsim gate [19], which is an XY -gate with a phase shift
on the last diagonal element. Devices manufactured by
Rigetti support an extended family of XY -gates [20] us-
ing a single calibrated two-qubit gate [20]. The Wallraff
group at ETH Zürich provides the parametric CP gate
[21], and the IBM platform uses a CNOT gate. We in-
vestigate the influence on the performance of coherent
over-rotation and depolarizing errors in connection with
different compilation platforms. We focus primarily on
the decomposition of the ZZ-gate with parametric CP
versus fixed-angle CZ gate as these gates require different
numbers of two-qubit gates to simulate a ZZ-interaction.
While the variable angle CZ gate decomposition needs
two fixed CZ gates, the parametric CP gate requires one.

IV. IMPLEMENTATIONS OF THE ZZ-GATE

Depending on the native two-qubit gate in a specific
hardware platform, the decomposition of the ZZ-gate
takes different forms. In this section, we describe the
decompositions into iSWAP, CZ, and CP gates, which
are typically available on superconducting devices. In con-
trast to the CP and CZ, the decomposition into iSWAP
is less well-known. First, we investigate RZZ(γ) into CP
decomposition

RZZ(γ) =

i

j

RZ(γ)

CP(−2γ)

RZ(γ)

, (5)

with CP(γ) =

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 eiγ

 . (6)

The single-qubit Z-rotation gate RZ(γ) is defined by

RZ(γ) =

(
1 0
0 eiγ

)
. (7)

The circuit diagram of RZZ(γ) in CP decomposition can
also be written as RZZ(γ) = CP(−2γ)RZ1

(γ)RZ2
(γ).

The Wallraff group introduced this decomposition [21]
consisting of two single-qubit Z-rotations depending on
the variational parameter γ and the controlled CP gate,
which also depends on γ. The parameterized two-qubit
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gate could lead to an overhead in the calibration compared
to a fixed-parameter two-qubit gate like the CZ. The
decomposition into CZ is according to

RZZ(γ) =
i

j H H RZ(γ) H H
. (8)

The decomposition comprises five single-qubit gates and
two fixed two-qubit cz gates. The rotation angle γ is
contained in only one single-qubit Z-rotation. The de-

composition into iSWAP requires two two-qubit gates
[22] because iSWAP does not belong to the same equiva-
lence class as the ZZ-gate. Furthermore, we demand the
iSWAP decomposition to have the following single-qubit
rotations: Hadamard and Pauli-Z rotation gate. We fur-
ther know that the rotation gate containing γ will be
sandwiched by the two iSWAP gates. With the help of
work concerning XY -based interactions [23] it is straight-
forward to show that the compilation from a ZZ-gate
into iSWAP reads

RZZ(γ) =
i

j

RZ(π/2)
iSWAP

H RZ(γ) H
iSWAP

RZ(π/2)

H RZ(−π/2) RZ(−π/2) H

. (9)

The iSWAP gate belongs to the XY family (XY (θ = 90)).
Accompanying the two iSWAP gates in the decomposition
are 8 single-qubit gates and a Z-rotation which confers
the rotation angle γ. Another hardware context in which
such gates might be available is that of trapped ion-
based quantum computers. These machines natively use
a Mølmer–Sørensen gate

MS(γ) = exp

iγ∑
l,k

XlXk

 (10)

and only need single-qubit rotations to achieve the ZZ-
gate [24]. This could also lead to an efficient QAOA
compilation. However, this hardware design differs too
much from the gate level with superconducting circuits
to include it in our comparison. The error sources are
also different for these two architectures.

V. DEPOLARIZING AND COHERENT
ERRORS IN CP AND CZ

Now we introduce the error channels we apply to our
ZZ-gate operations. On the one hand, we want to simu-
late a coherent error that we incorporate by over-rotation
angles θ, ζ in controlled-phase gates CP(θ),CP(ζ). On the
other hand, we apply a two-qubit symmetric depolarizing
error channel to our two-qubit gates:

E(ρ) =
pI4
4

+ (1− p)ρ, (11)

with I4 being the identity matrix for the two-qubit Hilbert
space and p the probability that the density matrix ρ will
end up in a total mixed state. We assume a Markovian,
Pauli-error channel. For simplicity of the simulations, we

use the Kraus Operator representation

E(ρ) =

16∑
i

miKiρK
†
i with

16∑
i

miKiK
†
i = I4 (12)

and Ki = ωb i
4 c
⊗ ωi mod 4 with ω = (I4, X, Y, Z). We

define m1 =
√

1− (15/16)p and otherwise mi =
√
p/16.

X,Y, Z are the Pauli matrices. This is the typically chosen
Kraus decomposition for the depolarizing error, which is
not unique. We set the incoherent error to a max value
of p = 1 % because the gate fidelity declines below 99 %
for p > 1 %. Below 99 %, the gate is not suitable for a
fault-tolerant quantum computer [25]. The CP gate’s
coherent error we take into account by adding the error
angle θ to −2γ → −2γ + θ leading to the error-prone
unitary operation

U cocp = RZ2
(γ)RZ1

(γ) CP(−2γ + θ). (13)

The coherent error for the CZ gate decomposition we are
taken into account by adding a CP with the coherent
error phases θ, ζ after the first and the second CZ gate,
respectively, leading to the coherent error unitary

U cocz = H2 CZ CP(θ) H2RZ2
(γ) H2 CZ CP(ζ) H2. (14)

The subscripts of U cocp and U cocz describe the gate decompo-
sition and the superscript, the kind of error. For coherent
errors, the superscript is co, and for decoherent errors de.
For the error range in the coherent case, we decide to go
from 0 to 0.06π (≈ 3 %). This is a realistic error range
for superconducting platforms. The over-rotation angles
θ, ζ are picked independently from a Gaussian function
with zero mean and standard deviation σ(θ) or σ(ζ).
The gate fidelity is defined as the average of the integral
over all state fidelities

F (ρ, ρ′) =

(
Tr

(√√
ρρ′
√
ρ

))2

. (15)
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ρ′ and ρ are the output density matrices after the gate
operation with and without error. Cabera et al. [26, 27]
showed that the integral for the gate fidelities reduces
to a sum over 16 initial input states |ψa〉1 |ψb〉2 (a,b =
1,..,4)) with

|ψ1〉 = |0〉 , |ψ2〉 = |1〉 ,

|ψ3〉 =
1√
2

(i |1〉+ |0〉), |ψ4〉 =
1√
2

(|1〉+ |0〉). (16)

Furthermore, if we consider that the output state after
applying the error-free gate operation is always pure, we
deduce from eq. (15) the gate fidelity

F =
1

16

16∑
j=1

〈
ψj

∣∣∣U †
ρ′jU

∣∣∣ψj〉 . (17)

ρ′j is the state ψj after applying the decomposition of CZ
or CP with the error. In contrast to U , which describes
the gate operation without error. We first apply the
error channels separately and then together to analyze the
different effects of both errors. The iSWAP decomposition
consists of two fixed two-qubit gates like CZ. We are
not expecting a different gate fidelity compared to CZ
decomposition. CZ and iSWAP decomposition only differs
in single-qubit gates, and the error channels do not affect
single-qubit gates. Only the state fidelities will change.
For this reason, we are not investing in numerical and
analytical studies for iSWAP decomposition and refer to
CZ decomposition instead.

VI. NUMERICAL STUDIES AND ANALYTICAL
RESULTS

In this section, we apply the coherent and incoherent
error channels to the ZZ-gate decomposition we have
introduced before. We compare how the gate fidelities
change. We analyze the gate fidelity for pure coherent
over-rotation, see eq. (13) and (14). The quantum fault-
tolerance theorem makes no statement about the error
threshold specifically for coherent errors but for incoherent
errors. The limit for the worst case error is lower in the
coherent case due to more efficiency for existing surface
codes [28–30]. We can rewrite eq. (17) to

Fco =
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |U†U co|ψj〉 |2, (18)

with U† the error-free gate operation and U co the coherent
error operation. If we now decompose into CP gate, we

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06

σ(θ)[π]

0.992

0.994

0.996

0.998

1.000

F
c
o
c
p
,f
c
o
c
p

f4, f5, f8, f9

f12, f13, f14, f15

Fcocp

FIG. 1: Gate Fcocp and state f coj fidelities (y-axis) plotted
against the standard deviation σ(θ) for the Gaussian

coherent error (x-axis) for CP decomposition. The graph
shows the gate fidelity and the split into 16 state

fidelities. The solid green line represents the gate fidelity
Fcocp , and the orange and blue line represent the state
fidelities. The error-unaffected state fidelities are not

shown.

derive the gate fidelity

Fcocp =
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |R†ZZ(γ)U cocp |ψj〉 |2

=
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |R†Z1
(γ)R†Z2

(γ) CP†(γ)

×RZ1(γ)RZ2 CP(γ + θ) |ψj〉 |2

=
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |CP(θ)|ψj〉 |2.

(19)

The gate fidelity Fcocp is independent of the rotation
angle γ. This is because the error CP(θ) as well as
the error-free gate Operation Ucp are diagonal. The
gate operations can thus commute through and can-
cel out. We can now calculate the 16 state fidelities.
We achieve three different state fidelity equations for
all 16 input states: f1,2,3,6,7,10,11,16 = 1, f12,13,14,15 =
(2 + 2 cos(θ))/4, f4,5,8,9 = (10 + 6 cos(θ))/16. By averag-
ing over all three types for their proportion, we derive

Fcocp =
1

32
(25 + 7 cos(θ)). (20)

Fig. 1 shows the results for eq. (20). The decomposition
into CZ gates is not diagonal, and therefore, the error
channel CP(θ) cannot commute through and cancel out.
If we insert the error-free and erroneous gate operation,
see eq. (14), for the CZ decomposition into eq. (18) we
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derive

Fcocz =
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |(R†ZZ(γ)Ucz|ψj〉 |2

=
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |(R†ZZ(γ) H2 CZRX2
(γ) CZ H2|ψj〉 |2.

(21)

The closed solution for the gate fidelityFcocz exceeds the
space constraint. Therefore, we assume small angles θ, ζ.
For the gate fidelity of CZ, we calculate the 16 state
fidelities up to the second order in θ, ζ. If we sum up all
state fidelities and make the small angle approximation for
ζ and θ, we derive the following equation for the coherent
error in CZ decomposition

Fcocz =
1

16

16∑
j=1

| 〈ψj |U†czU cocz |ψj〉 |2

= 1− 0.12 θ2 − 0.13 ζ2 − 0.05 θζ

− 0.02 θζsin(γ)− 0.19 θζcos(γ)− 0.02 ζ2sin(γ)

+ 0.02 ζ2cos(γ) +O(h),

(22)

with h being all terms depending on ζ, θ up to order three.
In contrast to Fcocp , Fcocz shows a weak dependency on the
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FIG. 2: Gate infidelity 1-Fcocz (colorbar) for the Gaussian
coherent error with standard deviations σ(θ), σ(ζ)

(y-axis) and the rotation angle γ (x-axis). The colorbar
indicates the infidelity: a low value in the red

regime(top-right) corresponds to a low fidelity of 99 %.
The magenta regime’s high value(bottom-left) relates to

a high gate fidelity of 99.5 %. We average over 1000
repetitions per angle and error.

rotation angle γ. Thus Fcocz consists of small coherent over-
rotation angles θ, ζ coupled to γ with sin(γ)θ and cos(γ)θ.
The numerical results for the CZ decomposition are shown

in fig. 2. In fact, for small σ(ζ), σ(θ) < 0.04π, the depen-
dency on γ is weaker, and we recover the quadratic law
from small error approximation of the cosine like for the
CP decomposition.
The minimum of the gate fidelity is at γ = 0.72π de-
pending on σ(ζ), σ(θ). For example, at this minimum, we
attain a gate infidelity of 0.75 % at a standard deviation ∼
σ(ζ), σ(θ) = 0.054π (2.7 %). The same infidelity we derive
at γ = 0 at a standard deviation σ(ζ), σ(θ) = 0.0585π
( 2.9 %). Conversely, if we fix ζ(ζ), σ(θ) = 0.056π, the
gate infidelity is approximately 0.7 % at a rotation angle
of zero. The infidelity is 0.85 % for the same standard
deviation at the minimum of γ = 0.72π. Consequently,
the small rotations angles γ ≈ 0 and the larger ones γ ≈ π
are more error robust against coherent noise than close
to γ ≈ 0.72π. The gate fidelity difference in dependence
of γ is negligible for ζ(ζ), σ(θ) < 0.04π. The gate fidelity
threshold of 99 % is reached for a standard deviation
σ(ζ), σ(θ) > 0.06π. Further, we can simplify eq. (22) to

Fcocz = 1−θ2(0.3+0.04sin(γ)+0.17cos(γ))+O(θ3), (23)

if we assume ζ = θ. We can use this equation for po-
tential extreme errors in one single ZZ-gate where both
CZ gates face the highest possible error from the Gaus-
sian error distribution. Fig. 3 allows us to estimate the

FIG. 3: plot of eq. (23) for a standard deviation
σ(θ) ∈ [−0.1π, 0.1π] and γ ∈ [−1.5π, 1.5π].

gate infidelity for high and low standard deviations σ(θ)
depending on the rotation angle γ. As we increase the
standard deviation σ(θ), the variation in the gate fidelity
through the rotation angle γ increases.We plotted here
the analytic function and not averaging over a randomly
picked Gaussian distribution for σ(θ) as in fig. 2. In
this case, we see a shift in the numerical results in fig. 2.
Here we see the opposite side; gate fidelities are higher
for small rotation angles γ than for high rotation angles.
But the overall trend in fig. 3 is the same as for fig 2. We
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now turn to the case of a pure depolarizing error for CP,

F decp =
1

16

16∑
j=1

〈ψj |U cp†E(U cp |ψj〉 〈ψj |U cp†)U cp |ψj〉 ,

(24)
and for CZ decomposition,

F decz =
1

16

16∑
j=1

〈ψj |U cz†E(E(U cz |ψj〉 〈ψj |U cz†))U cz |ψj〉 .

(25)
Fig. 4 shows the gate fidelity behaviour under the depo-

0.0 0.002 0.004 0.0063 0.01 0.0125

p

0.988

0.990

0.992

0.994

0.996

0.998

1.000

F
d
e

Fdecz
Fdecp

FIG. 4: Gate fidelities plotted against depolarizing error
for CP (orange) and CZ (blue) decomposition. The red

line indicates the 99 % gate fidelity.

larizing error for CP and CZ, Fdecp and Fdecz , respectively.
To accomplish a fully error-corrected quantum computer,
the available two-qubit gate’s fidelity must be well above
the limit of 99 % [25, 31]. The exact threshold value is
an ongoing discussion. For specific connectivity graphs,
this threshold could also be lower than 99 % [32]. Fdecz
drops below 99 % gate fidelity for p > 0.63 %. In con-
trast Fdecp is more error robust. The threshold value of
99 % is reached for p = 1.25 %. The linear behavior of
Fdecp = 1− 0.8p follows directly from the definition of the
symmetric two-qubit depolarizing error channel. There is
no dependency on the rotation angle γ. The gate fidelity
for Fdecp = 1−1.54p is deduced by applying the error chan-
nel twice. After utilizing the channel a second time to the
density matrix, the equation Fdecz = 1− (3/2)p+ (3/4)p2

is derived. For small error p, the linear scaling will be
achieved. By applying the incoherent error channel twice,
the limit for depolarizing error before crossing the 99 %
line is approximately doubled. In both cases, the single-
state fidelities for all 16 states are equal.
Next, we apply both error models simultaneously to both
ZZ-gate decompositions. Fig. 5 shows the difference
in gate fidelities ∆Fde,co between Fde,cocp ,Fde,cocz for co-
herent and depolarizing error. For fig. 5, we set the
rotation angle to a small value of γ = 0.01π to achieve
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−0.0020
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∆
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FIG. 5: Plotting the fidelity difference Fcp −Fcz in
dependency on the coherent error’s standard deviations
σ(ζ), σ(θ) (x-axis) and the depolarizing error P (y-axis).
magenta corresponds to a high advantage of Fcp over Fcz
whereas red correspond to comparable gate fidelity of

both decompositions.

the greatest F cocz . The plot shows gate fidelities above
99 %. If σ(ζ), σ(θ) < 0.016 (0.8 %) and p < 0.032%
the difference in the fidelities between both decompo-
sitions is ∆Fde,co ≈ 0.02%. For standard deviations
σ(ζ), σ(θ) < 0.016 ( 0.8 %), p < 0.032% gate fidelities are
of order Fde,cocz ,Fde,cocp ≈ 99.8%. As a result, if we could
suppress the incoherent error and allow for small coherent
over-rotations, there is no advantage from CP over CZ
decomposition. Of course, the circuit depth would double
in the case of the CZ decomposition technique and could
exceed coherence time. On the other hand, the pulse
calibration for different angles for the parametric CP gate
would also lead to another error source. As hardware plat-
forms achieve small standard deviations for the Gaussian
error model of σ(ζ), σ(θ) < 0.016π, and small depolariz-
ing error p < 0.032 %, we can compare both schemes on
a device. If the depolarizing error and the coherent error
increase, we achieve a fidelity difference ∆Fde,co ≈ 0.3 %
(fig. 5; purple region). In fig. 5,Fco,decp ≈ 99.8 % for

the whole error range, whereas Fco,decz declines to 99.5 %
(top-right corner in fig. 5) for large error rates. Therefore,
the advantage of having a CP decomposition over CZ for
large error rates is numerically proven. By increasing the
incoherent error p > 0.1 %, the dominance of the linear
scaling law of the depolarizing error over the squared
scaling of the coherent error would be identified. Thus
the heatmap would change from a radial trend caused by
the influence of σ(ζ), σ(θ) and p on the gate fidelities to
a linear scaling in p direction(y-axis).
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VII. CONCLUSION

We showed that the decomposition of the ZZ-gate into
CP gate achieves greater gate fidelities compared to the
CZ-gate decomposition in both incoherent and coherent
error channels. By suppressing the depolarizing error
below 0.03 % and having a coherent error in the range of
1 %, both gate decompositions deliver comparable fideli-
ties and could be used especially in the case of variational
algorithms. The variational algorithm could deal with
the coherent error due to the optimization process. For
a coherent over-rotation θ > 0.04π, the gate fidelity in
the CZ decomposition depends on the rotation angle γ.
For ζ(θ), σ(θ) = 0.054π, the gate fidelity differs by 0.1 %,
which is significant concerning the quantum threshold
theorem where a difference around 0.1 % could make a
difference of 1000 physical qubits per logical qubit [25]. A

fixed two-qubit gate like CZ in combination with single-
qubit gates designed by virtual Z gates could lead to a
significant calibration reduction and less errors on pulse
level. When the coherent over-rotation angle is below
θ < 0.016π (0.8 %) and the incoherent error is suppressed
below 0.03 %, we recommend CZ with virtual Z gates.
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