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We introduce and implement GraphDD: an efficient method for real-time, circuit-specific, optimal
embedding of dynamical decoupling (DD) into executable quantum algorithms. We demonstrate
that for an arbitrary quantum circuit, GraphDD exactly refocuses both quasi-static single-qubit
dephasing and crosstalk idling errors over the entire circuit, while using a minimal number of addi-
tional single-qubit gates embedded into idle periods. The method relies on a graph representation of
the embedding problem, where the optimal decoupling sequence can be efficiently calculated using
an algebraic computation that scales linearly with the number of idles. This allows optimal DD
to be embedded during circuit compilation, without any calibration overhead, additional circuit
execution, or numerical optimization. The method is generic and applicable to any arbitrary cir-
cuit; in compiler runtime the specific pulse-sequence solutions are tailored to the individual circuit,
and consider a range of contextual information on circuit structure and device connectivity. We
verify the ability of GraphDD to deliver enhanced circuit-level error suppression on 127-qubit IBM
devices, showing that the optimal circuit-specific DD embedding resulting from GraphDD provides
orders of magnitude improvements to measured circuit fidelities compared with standard embedding
approaches available in Qiskit.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamical decoupling (DD) is an open-loop quantum
control method that suppresses errors by repeatedly re-
versing the sense of error accumulation [1–3]. Periods of
forward error accumulation can be offset against equal
periods of reversed error accumulation, in the manner of
a spin-echo [4]. This process is known as ‘refocusing’ of
errors, and typically involves the application of a timed
sequence of single-qubit unitary operations during peri-
ods of idle time evolution. Crucially, the utility of decou-
pling does not depend on precise knowledge of the rates
of error accumulation; it requires only a reliable way to
reverse these rates at chosen moments [5]. This tech-
nology has been explored extensively in the context of
quantum computing, and demonstrated to dramatically
extend the lifetime and fidelity of idling qubits [6–12].

Going beyond individual isolated qubits, DD has been
identified and validated as a method for improving circuit
fidelities in quantum computing [13–17]. In such settings
DD can do more than suppress single-qubit dephasing:
harkening back to its original use in NMR [18, 19], DD
can also be used to suppress crosstalk errors induced by
quasistatic couplings [20, 21] or couplings induced by ac-
tivation of gates on proximal qubits. Several approaches
exist for suppressing crosstalk errors and phase errors
within relatively simple contexts, such as when two adja-
cent qubits are mutually idle for exactly the same interval
[21–24]. These schemes are of limited use for a generic
input circuit.

The efficacy of DD in a generic circuit depends jointly
on the decoupling sequences applied to multiple qubits,
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and on the context in which the sequences are ap-
plied [23, 25]. High-performance decoupling protocols,
useful in generic quantum circuits, must respect the com-
plex structure of arbitrary quantum algorithms and their
compiled implementations. For instance, in a typical
quantum circuit, delay commands are distributed by the
compiler throughout the circuit; the various qubits be-
come idle or active at different times, and periods of mu-
tual idling (when crosstalk errors arise) may begin and
end asynchronously amongst the many pairs of coupled
qubits. A particular qubit may in general be subjected to
crosstalk from multiple neighbors at the same time, and
the error terms accumulate at different unknown rates
and over various temporal intervals that may be fully or
partially aligned. Given these complications, the process
of optimal DD embedding is highly dependent on the
circuit (algorithm) and device. In particular, the ideal
decoupling sequence cannot be derived once and then ap-
plied equivalently to different circuits. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no previous work that solves the op-
timal embedding problem for a generic circuit. Instead,
existing automated DD embedding schemes imperfectly
suppress crosstalk, and/or rely on empirical tuning that
has high overhead and is not scalable [6, 8, 26–32].

In this work we present GraphDD [33]: a solution to
the circuit-specific DD embedding problem. GraphDD is
optimal, in that it finds a circuit-wide decoupling proto-
col that exactly suppresses all phase and crosstalk errors
for a completely arbitrary configuration of idle delays in
any quantum circuit. GraphDD is automatic, efficient,
and economical with the number of embedded gates (us-
ing the minimum of two gates per idle where it is possible
to do so). This is achieved by finding a favorable ordering
of the idles, and embedding gates in each idle according to
that ordering. Our novel representation of the embedding
problem allows the ordering to be determined using the
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structure and properties of a computational graph which
represents the DD embedding task, and is constructed
from the specific details of the input circuit and hard-
ware device. Given this ordering of idles, optimal embed-
dings (with complete suppression of phase and crosstalk
errors) can be found for arbitrary input circuits, using a
calculation that scales linearly with the number of idle
delays in the circuit. We compare this method to the na-
tive Qiskit DD embedding protocol and execute on IBM
quantum computers. Experimental tests on identical cir-
cuits (except for the DD embedding scheme) show up to
200× and over 9, 000× improvement in the success prob-
ability of the Quantum Fourier Transform and Bernstein-
Vazirani algorithms, respectively. We show that using a
metric of selectivity, measuring the “signal-to-noise” of
the deterministic circuit output, the effective useful cir-
cuit width can be increased over 3× (4×) for Quantum
Fourier Transform (Bernstein Vazirani).

II. THEORY AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. Contextual decoupling

Idling error during quantum circuits can introduce a
substantial degradation of circuit-level performance that
is not accounted for by gate-level fidelity metrics [14].
The major sources of idling error are single qubit de-
phasing (with characteristic timescale T2) and parasitic
crosstalk amongst pairs of qubits. Such errors can
be largely suppressed using dynamical decoupling—the
strategic insertion of additional gates into the idles, ar-
ranged in such a way as to suppress the dominant coher-
ent error sources for idle qubits.

In order to exploit this well-tested physical approach in
the context of complete quantum circuits, it is important
to distinguish two different problems: (i) context-specific
DD versus (ii) DD embedding for any arbitrary circuit.
Designing a decoupling scheme for a particular context,
such as preserving a single-qubit state for as long as pos-
sible, has received a great deal of attention in the research
literature [7–12, 34]. Similarly, many appropriate multi-
qubit DD motifs are known for specific contexts, such as
two otherwise isolated qubits that are idle for the same
duration [20].

A compiled quantum circuit, in general, contains many
idle delays which possess different durations and contexts
with regard to actions applied to neighboring qubits in
the circuit. Given a compiled quantum circuit with idle
periods, and an error Hamiltonian that describes the ac-
cumulation of coherent errors during the idles, the gener-
alized DD embedding problem is to determine the place-
ment of additional gates to most effectively suppress the
error Hamiltonian while preserving the logical operation
of the circuit.

A conventional error Hamiltonian contains phase ac-
cumulation (Z) and cross talk (ZZ) errors, as encoun-
tered in e.g. superconducting circuits. The coefficients

of these error terms are considered to be quasi-static:
time-invariant at least on a time-scale comparable to the
idles’ durations. This approximation is sufficient for ap-
propriate separation of timescales typically encountered
in real quantum hardware subject to drift dynamics [35].

More precisely, the error Hamiltonian is

Herror =
∑
k

ϵk(t)Zk +
∑
⟨j,k⟩

Jj,kZjZk (1)

where ϵ’s and J ’s are unknown (or imprecisely known).
The second sum is over qubits j and k that are connected
on the device; that is, crosstalk interactions arise between
coupled qubits. Although the ϵ’s are time-dependent,
they are approximately constant on the time-scale of a
typical idle period; ϵk(t) is a stochastic function pos-
sessing temporal correlation (i.e., it is a non-Markovian
process) with autocorrelation exhibiting a characteristic
timescale T2. That noise correlation is what allows the
use of DD to suppress phase errors: DD is effective, pro-
vided that the frequency of decoupling is large compared
to 1/T2. In this regime, we can consider the parameters
of Eq. (1) to be quasi-static. Single-qubit phase accumu-
lates at rate ϵk when qubit k is idle. Similarly, ZZ-phase
(crosstalk) accumulates at rate Jj,k only when qubits j
and k are mutually idle over the same temporal interval.
Although these error sources can also be present during
gates (i.e. when qubits are not idle), we assume that a
separate gate optimization procedure addresses all errors
within the context of a gate (for example, the echo struc-
ture of the ECR gate is designed to be robust to crosstalk
errors within the gate duration [36], or autonomously de-
signed gates incorporate such dynamics natively [37]).

Fig. 1 illustrates the underlying physical principle be-
hind error refocusing in the context of DD embedding.
During an idle delay, phase error grows at an unknown
rate. The sense of phase accumulation can be reversed by
an X-gate (or any π-pulse). This is a direct consequence
of the anti-commutation of the Pauli matrices, for in-
stance XZX = −Z. Therefore, two X-gates, separated
by 50% of the idle duration, will leave the phase error
at exactly zero by the end of the idle period. Selecting
two X-gates ensures that the error suppressing sequence
results in a net logical identity operation (Fig. 1a). Be-
yond single-qubit dynamics, in the case of mutually idle
qubits, crosstalk error can also be refocused using X-gates
applied to both qubits. In this case, gates applied simul-
taneously on both qubits do not reverse the crosstalk ac-
cumulation, since X1X2 Z1Z2 X1X2 = +Z1Z2. However,
an X-gate applied on just one qubit can reverse the sense
of the error; i.e., I1X2 Z1Z2 I1X2 = X1I2 Z1Z2 X1I2 =
−Z1Z2. Therefore, the two sets of two X-gates on the
two qubits must be offset temporally and applied with
appropriate (anti)symmetrization of the system evolu-
tion [20, 21, 24]. This approach will return both the
phase errors and the crosstalk error to zero at the end
of the mutually idle period (Fig. 1b). For simplicity of
analysis, we treat X-gates as instantaneous and ideal,
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FIG. 1. Refocusing of idling errors. (a) During an idle delay
(blue), phase error grows at an unknown rate (green polygon),
but is refocused using two X-gates. (b) Crosstalk error (red
polygon) also grows at an unknown rate, and is refocused by
offsetting the DD sequences on the two relevant qubits.

but various mechanisms exist to consider the impact of
nonzero pulse-duration on sequence performance [38].

In the remainder of this section, we build on these well
established physical concepts describing controlled evolu-
tion in average-Hamiltonian theory in order to produce
an efficient embedding technique for DD protocols into
arbitrary quantum circuits. We present key elements in
a logical order motivated by physical understanding and
follow with presentation of a summary algorithm which
explains the full embedding procedure.

B. Graph representation of DD embedding

The first step in developing a methodology for general-
ized DD embedding leveraging these insights is to find a
useful representation of the structure of the problem. A
pathway forward emerges by examining the specific phys-
ical operations and objectives that must be undertaken.
The relevant information for determining the embedding
within a particular idle delay includes: its own timing in-
formation (start and stop times); the timing information
of any other idles that overlap in time and are physically
coupled to the current idle’s qubit; and, the DD gates
(and their timing) of any other idles that overlap in time
and are coupled to the currently idle qubit.

These characteristics and their interdependencies can
be represented by a computational graph. Each idle delay
in the circuit is represented by a node, and each edge
represents potential crosstalk channels, connecting two
nodes that overlap in both time and device connectivity.
Fig. 2 depicts a scheduled quantum circuit and the graph
that represents the delays and potential crosstalk errors.

It is important to note that this graph is distinct from the
device connectivity graph, and from the directed acyclic
graphs that are sometimes used to represent quantum
circuits.

Once we have the problem graph, our overall embed-
ding strategy is to traverse this graph, embedding X-
gates in each node (idle) in turn. A graph traversal is
a procedure for visiting all nodes of a given graph in
a specific order. The ordering is determined from the
structure of the graph by a specific traversal algorithm.
Nodes visited before the current node are called ances-
tors. Ancestors that are connected to the current node
are called direct ancestors. Acyclic graphs can be tra-
versed in such a way that no node has more than one
direct ancestor. In our case, for each connected compo-
nent of the DD graph, we may start from any node as
use either depth-first or breadth-first search to obtain the
traversal ordering. During the traversal, each node is vis-
ited once. Fig. 3 depicts several idles and their traversal
order.

Below, we show that for a given traversal, each node
with zero or one direct ancestor nodes can be always
embedded optimally with exactly two X-gates (the mini-
mum number of gates to resolve the identity operation).
That is, we will show that two new X-gates are sufficient
to refocus all phase and crosstalk errors to zero. This
implies that acyclic DD embedding graphs can always be
solved using the minimum two X-gates per idle, with all
errors described by Eq. (1) refocused exactly.

C. DD Embedding in acyclic graphs

We embed DD by traversing a graph, embedding new
X-gates into each node in turn. In this subsection, we
show that if the current node in the traversal is connected
to zero or one previously-visited nodes (direct ancestors
in the graph traversal), then we can analytically deter-
mine the positions of two new X-gates in the current node
to exactly suppress all error terms.

First we consider a current node with zero immediate
ancestors (such as the first node in the traversal). In this
case only the single-qubit phase is relevant as the lack of
ancestor nodes indicates a lack of relevant crosstalk chan-
nels to be considered. This is easily suppressed using two
X-gates spaced 50% apart, for example at the start and
halfway through the idle duration (see Fig. 1a). There-
fore, in this subsection, we focus on the one-ancestor case.

Consider the evolution of Eq. (1) over the duration of a
particular idle delay (called the ‘current’ idle). Suppose
that there is one further idle delay (the ‘ancestor’ idle)
that has a crosstalk interaction with the current idle. We
wish for the qubit state at the end of the current idle to
exactly match the state at the beginning of the current
idle, so that the delay accurately realizes an error-free
identity gate. The dynamics of the current idle before
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FIG. 2. DD embedding graph representation. (a) Schematic of a scheduled circuit. Single and two qubit gates are represented
by narrow and wide boxes, respectively. Idle delays are distributed asynchronously throughout the circuit by the compiler and
are numbered from 0 to 8. (b) A device connectivity graph indicates the couplings between qubits. It is a property of the device
and does not change for different input circuits. (c) A graph representing the DD embedding problem. This graph depends
on the specific input circuit. In the DD graph, the number of nodes is equal to the total number of delay instructions in the
circuit schedule (it is not directly related to the number of qubits in the algorithm or the full device). The number of edges is
partly dependent on the device connectivity, but also on the temporal overlap of the various idle delays. In this example, the
graph is acyclic, and it comprises two connected subgraphs.

adding any DD are described by

Uidle = exp(−i(ϵ t IZ + τJZZ)) (2)

where the qubit ordering of the Pauli operators is
ancestor-current, t is the current idle delay duration, ϵ
and J are the rates of phase and crosstalk accrual (as in
Eq. (1)). τ depends on the amount of time the ancestor is
overlapped with the current idle, as well the positions of
any X-gates already embedded on the the ancestor, which
each reverse the sense of ZZ accumulation and in general
already produce some partial refocusing of crosstalk (if
any are located within the mutually idle portion).

Since all terms in Eq. (1) commute, we can consider
the evolution of IZ and ZZ separately. Two new gates
separated by 50% of the duration are sufficient to refocus
IZ, as in Fig. 1a. In fact, the offset of these gates (dis-
tance of the first gate from the start of the idle) can also
be used to refocus ZZ, for any possible configuration of
the overlap between the idles, and regardless of any DD
gates already present on the ancestor. To see this, split
the dynamics into two portions: up to the midpoint of
the current idle (U1), and beyond the midpoint (U2):

Uj = exp(−iτjJZZ), j ∈ {1, 2}

where τ = τ1 + τ2. Note that generally τ1 ̸= τ2. The τj
may even have opposite sign, depending on the details
of the arrangement of decoupling gates on the ancestor
idle. We can represent an X-gate on the current qubit
using the IX operator. If we choose an offset of zero,
then the two gates occur at the beginning and midpoint
of the current idle, and the total evolution is:

U = U2 IX U1 IX = exp(−i∆JZZ)

where ∆ = τ2 − τ1 Alternatively, if we choose offset of
50%, then the two X-gates occur at the midpoint and
endpoint of the current idle, and the total evolution is:

V = IX U2 IX U1 = exp(−i(−∆)JZZ) = U−1

Therefore, the total accumulation of crosstalk error be-
tween these two schemes differ by a sign change. How-
ever, we can also move smoothly between these two
schemes by sliding the offset continuously from 0% to
50% of the idle duration. The value of total ZZ phase
responds continuously as we vary the offset, therefore
there exists at least one zero-crossing. At that offset, the
crosstalk is perfectly refocused and exactly suppressed for
any value of J . Note that the value of τ (and therefore
of τ1 and τ2) depend on the precise number and arrange-
ment of decoupling gates on the ancestor idle, as well as
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the timing of the mutually idle duration (which may be
different from the full current idle duration). The im-
portant result here is that inserting two new X-gates on
the current idle is always sufficient to realize an error-
free identity operation, regardless of the intricacy of the
configuration, and for any parameters of Eq. (1).

For any particular configuration, one may analytically
determine the desired offset based on the various idle
start/stop times and ancestor X-gate locations. Specif-
ically, the two gate times must be chosen such that the
duration of forward error accumulation is exactly equal
to the duration of reversed error accumulation. For ex-
ample, Fig. 4 contains the explicit algebraic conditions
and solutions for all cases in which the current idle is a
sub-interval of its direct ancestor (with the ancestor hav-
ing two DD gate positions already determined). Similar
expressions exist for other cases of interest; for example,
when there is partial overlap between current and ances-
tor idles, or when the ancestor is a sub-interval of the
current delay.

For implementation purposes, we have explicitly solved
all possible cases involving two X-gates on the direct an-
cestor, so that current idle offset can be immediately de-
termined from its ancestor using simple algebraic condi-
tions and expressions. The limitation to two gates is in
a sense ‘closed’; since we always solve the current idle
using two X-gates, we never need to solve a case involv-
ing a higher number of ancestor X-gates for a subsequent
idle. Nonetheless, cases involving more than two ancestor
DD gates can still be solved efficiently using any simple
one-parameter root-finding algorithm. This is because
the zero-crossing must exist, the number of new gates re-
quired is known to be two, and their relative spacing is
fixed to 50% of the current idle duration.

The argument above generalizes to cases of n ≥ 2
equally spaced gates, each of which is π-pulse (not nec-
essarily an X-gate). For example, a sequence comprising
n = 4 equally spaced gates can be continuously (and
rigidly) translated between a configuration with a gate
at the beginning, and another configuration with a gate
at the end. These two arrangements generate opposite
crosstalk phase, so there exists a zero-crossing for some
offset partway between these two cases. Therefore, a
large family of more intricate DD motifs enabling rigid
translation of DD subsequences in time (such as XY4 [5],
CPMG [39], KDD [40], Walsh DD [34, 41], and so on)
are also suitable as base embedding sequences used in
our graph-traversal approach, in order to completely re-
focus crosstalk as well as phase errors.

D. DD embedding graphs with cycles

If the DD embedding graph contains cycles, then it
is not possible to traverse the graph in such a way that
each node has at most one direct ancestor. Instead, any
traversal will inevitably visit nodes that have two or more
direct ancestors, as depicted in Fig. 5a. In general, there

a.

b.

c.

d.

next

next

next

1 2

3

3

FIG. 3. An illustration of the graph traversal. (a-c) show
four idling that that may appear in a circuit (gates are not
shown). Green idles are visited nodes, i.e., decoupling gates
were already embedded, blue idling represent the current node
for which we wish to find embedding. In (a) one idle has its
DD gates already chosen (green), and another three idles are
yet to be addressed. In this example, crosstalk is possible
between adjacent qubits. (b-c) By addressing the idles in a
particular order, we can ensure that each idle’s embedding
depends on at most one other idle’s previously chosen gate
positions. In this case, both blue periods can be addressed
simultaneously or in any order. (d) The embedding ordering
is an either depth-first or breath-first traversal of the DD em-
bedding graph. Since the graph is acyclic, during the traversal
each current node has at most one immediate ancestor.

will be at most as many such multi-ancestor nodes as
there are cycles in the graph.

Our method solves this problem by setting aside a set
of nodes, such that the remaining subgraph is acyclic.
A set of nodes that can be removed to leave an acyclic
graph is called a feedback vertex set (FVS), and it is not
unique. Determining the minimal FVS (i.e. the FVS
with fewest nodes) is known to be an NP-complete prob-
lem, but heuristics can deliver suitable results. We find
an FVS simply by collecting nodes that have more than
one immediate ancestor in the graph traversal. Since all
the other nodes must have zero or one ancestors, the col-
lected nodes indeed constitute an FVS. Other methods
for finding an FVS could be used with the other parts
of GraphDD. Regardless of the choice of FVS, each node
with more than one direct ancestor must be eventually
addressed. Our approach is to visit these nodes last so
that all other nodes, including all their immediate neigh-
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b.
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FIG. 4. Embedding of new gates into the current idle (blue)
when it is a sub-interval of the constraint idle (green). The
two X-gates added to the current idle should be separated by
half the current idle duration in order to refocus phase er-
ror. The offset between the start of the current idle and the
first gate can then be used to refocus crosstalk error. Red
polygons depict the accumulation and refocusing of crosstalk
phase during the mutually-idle period. (a) The constraint’s
gates are not inside the current idle duration. The two new
gates may be embedded with any offset. (b) One constraint
gate is inside the current idle. New gates should each be
placed halfway between the current idle endpoint and the ex-
isting gate. (c) Both constraint gates are inside the current
idle. One new gate should be placed halfway between the
existing gates, the other should be 50% of the current-idle
duration away (either earlier or later).

bors, have already had their embedding determined.

FVS nodes are addressed by splitting the idle into sev-
eral shorter idles, each receiving two X-gates, delivering
an exact solution for the small penalty of an increase in
decoupling gates from 2 → 2n, where n (integer) is the
number of sub-intervals that were introduced. Our ap-
proach to splitting is depicted in Fig. 5b-c. Passing over
the multi-constrained idle from left to right, split-points
are introduced whenever the constraints go beyond what
can be solved analytically. In this way, all sub-intervals
(between the split points) are solved analytically using
two new X-gates. The phase and crosstalk errors are re-
focused exactly over each sub-interval. In particular, by
the time the rightmost edge of the idle is reached, all
phase and crosstalk errors are suppressed exactly.

b.

a.

1 3 !
2

2

split split

c.

FIG. 5. (a) A cycle in the DD embedding graph means
that any traversal will eventually reach a node that has more
than one direct ancestor. For example, the node labeled ‘3’
depends on the timing and gate positions of both nodes labeled
‘2’. In the presence of more than one constraint, there is no
analytical solution involving only two new X-gates. (b) An
example of a node (blue) that is constrained by two already-
embedded nodes (green). The multi-constrained node must
be split into a series of shorter delays. (c) Each new node’s DD
embedding can be calculated based on at most one ancestor.

E. Splitting of long idles at context changes

In circumstances with idles sufficiently long to violate
the quasi-static assumption in Eq. (1), the rates of er-
ror accumulation may not be time-invariant over the idle
duration. Our approach to mitigating this circumstance
is to split the long idle period into several smaller idles,
each requiring a two-pulse DD sequence to be embedded.
The particular threshold for defining a “long” idle period
is device-specific (or even qubit-specific) and may be set
as a fraction of the average T2 for the device.

Splitting the long idle into several smaller idles means
that two X-gates will be embedded into each smaller idle.
Therefore, the overall frequency of error refocusing is in-
creased, compared to using two X-gates for the entire
long idle. This approach is equivalent to the recognition
that tuning the timing of interpulse periods can change
the order of temporal noise variation cancelled by a DD
sequence [41, 42]. For instance the repeated multipulse
Carr-Purcell sequence is strictly able to cancel linear vari-
ation in the noise. Further, such “long-time” sequence-
construction considerations have been previously treated
in general DD literature [20, 34].

The key question is how the introduction of any form
of long-idle splitting procedure is captured in the embed-
ding procedure. As shown in Fig. 6, the split can intro-
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split

c. d. e.

split

FIG. 6. Exceptionally long idle delays can be split into
a series of shorter delays to increase the frequency of error
refocusing. This increases the number of nodes in the DD
embedding graph. (a) A long interval (blue) is split at an
arbitrary point. (b) The interval is split at a context change,
where a neighboring qubit becomes idle or ceases to be idle.
(c) The original graph, prior to splitting. (d) An arbitrary
split can generate a new cycle in the graph. (e) A split at
a context change does not induce a new cycle. Since acyclic
graphs are most easily solved, splitting at context changes is
preferred.

duce new cycles into the DD embedding graph. However,
additional cycles can be avoided if split points are chosen
at ‘context changes’—moments at which other idles begin
or end. Our implementation identifies an idle that is too
long (according to a threshold) and calculates how many
shorter idles it should be split into; if there are context
changes sufficiently close to the ideal split points, then
these are selected as the split points. However, where
there are no suitable context changes, then the long idle
is split at arbitrary points. This process introduces new
context changes, where the new sub-intervals begin and
end. Therefore, in cases of adjacent long intervals, one
long idle may be split at arbitrary points, and the next
will be split at the new context changes that were intro-
duced. Therefore, the two (or more) adjacent long idles
tend to be split at the same points in time.

F. GraphDD algorithm overview

The complete workflow of GraphDD is as follows:

1. Accept a circuit: Given a compiled, scheduled
quantum circuit and the quantum computer on
which it will be executed, extract the timing and
qubit connectivity information.

2. Graph representation: Determine the timings of
the idle delays on the various qubits. Based on the
device connectivity, represent the DD embedding
problem as a graph. See subection II B.

3. Partition of long idles: Delays with duration
greater than a predefined threshold are split into
two or more smaller delays. See subsection II E.

4. Graph traversal: Use the structure of the graph
to determine the order in which to add DD (i.e.
additional gates or pulses) into the idles. Specifi-
cally, use a breadth-first search to generate a graph
traversal. See subsection II B.

5. Embedding on nodes with zero or one direct ances-
tors: Determine the optimal gate locations for each
node based on its direct ancestor node in the graph
traversal. See subsection IIC.

6. Splitting of nodes with two or more direct ances-
tors: For the remaining set of nodes with more than
one ancestor, determine the most favorable place(s)
to split the idle duration into sub-intervals. These
splits generate multiple new nodes and edges. Each
new node has at most one direct ancestor. Deter-
mine the gate positions for each node based on its
ancestor. See subsection IID.

7. Circuit modification: Return a modified circuit
that includes the embedded DD gates or pulses
at the calculated times (subject to minor adjust-
ments to obey device timing constraints). The
other gates, and logical structure, are unchanged
from the input circuit.

These steps are summarized as pseudocode in Algo-
rithm 1 in order to highlight the relevant workflow and
dependencies.

III. EXPERIMENTAL BENCHMARKING
RESULTS

We now demonstrate and quantify the impact of
GraphDD in the execution of benchmark quantum cir-
cuits run on the 127-qubit processor ibm brisbane. We
analyze the performance of two widely-known quantum
algorithms routinely used in benchmarking [14, 43, 44],
over a range of circuit widths up to the current state-of-
the-art.
In these circuit-level experimental tests we compare

the performance of GraphDD with a “Standard DD” em-
bedding which corresponds to the native Qiskit imple-
mentation of DD [45]. The standard sequence comprises
two X-gates inserted into each delay, spaced at 25% and
75% of the idle duration, akin to the Carr-Purcell se-
quence. This refocuses phase errors exactly for static
and linearly varying noise processes, but does so with-
out consideration of circuit context. Accordingly, some
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Algorithm 1 GraphDD

1: Input: scheduled circuit, connectivity map, max-idle
time, device timing constraints

2: G← Construct the DD graph
3: if node in G has duration ≥ max-idle then
4: Split idle and update G
5: end if
6: S ← graph traversal ordering according to BFS
7: if node in G has ≥ 2 direct ancestors then
8: Remove node from G
9: FVS ← save removed node

10: end if
11: while not all nodes in G visited do
12: n← pick a node according to S
13: Add two X gates to n based on ancestor(n)
14: end while
15: for node in FVS do
16: Split node into several sub-intervals
17: n← Add new nodes to G
18: Add two X gates to n based on ancestor(n)
19: end for
20: Adjust all gate times to obey device timing constraints
21: Insert DD gates into the circuit at calculated times
22: Output: scheduled circuit with embedded DD

crosstalk errors may be partially refocused by chance, but
in general the crosstalk suppression is far from optimal.

We ensure that the test circuits differ only by their DD
embedding. This is achieved by designing and transpiling
the test circuit, and then making two identical copies,
each receiving a different embedding of DD. All circuits
are then submitted to the hardware at the same time
(within the same job) and with identical runtime settings.
Data are collected, processed, and presented using the
same workflow. Identical measurement-error mitigation
is applied to the raw counts for all circuits. Therefore,
any observed difference in performance is due solely to
the decoupling scheme in use.

For our benchmarks we select the Bernstein-Vazirani
(BV) algorithm and Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT)
because they possess different circuit characteristics and
are likely to sample a variety of relevant contexts. For
instance, BV uses relatively few entangling gates, but has
long periods of mutual idling between neighboring qubits.
The QFT is much more densely packed with two-qubit
gates and more idle delays, yet the idles tend to have
shorter duration.

BV finds a “secret” bitstring using only one query. We
choose the “all 1” bitstring, since this requires the most
entangling gates. The QFT performs a certain linear
transformation of input states, and serves as a subrou-
tine in many other quantum algorithms. The QFT can
be made one-hot, i.e., an input layer of single qubit gates
is used to ensure that the ideal output is a unique (ar-
bitrary) bitstring. In this case, the target bitstring is an
alternating pattern 1010...10.

For each algorithm we extract two measures of perfor-

mance [14]. The first is the success probability of the
algorithm; i.e., the frequency with which the correct re-
sult is obtained. This provides an un-normalized measure
of the likelihood that the correct output is returned, and
naturally diminishes with increasing circuit width as the
range of possible outputs grows. Secondly, we introduce
the selectivity of the result. The selectivity is a measure
of signal-to-noise, and it captures how much the correct
result stands out above the other (incorrect) outputs. Se-
lectivity is defined by:

s := log2

(
pcorrect
pnext

)
(3)

where pcorrect and pnext are the observed likelihoods of
the correct result and the most frequently obtained in-
correct result, respectively. With positive selectivity, the
most frequent result will eventually match the correct bit-
string if the circuit is repeated enough times. Selectivity
greater than one is defined as ‘strongly’ selective, mean-
ing the correct result is obtained substantially more often
than any other bitstring. A negative selectivity means
that the circuit is more likely to output an incorrect re-
sult; increased repetition or averaging over shots will not
enable the correct result to emerge as the most-frequently
observed bitstring.
The results comparing both DD techniques across the

two benchmark algorithms are presented in Fig.7. For
the BV algorithm, we observe substantially better per-
formance when using GraphDD, with at least 9, 000×
higher success probability at 20 qubits (assuming that
zero observed success likelihood corresponds to an un-
derlying success probability of at most 1 / # shots). Fig.
7a and 7c show that both success probability and selec-
tivity remain high for widths of up to 45 qubits. For stan-
dard DD, in contrast, the circuit fails at 15 qubits and
above; the correct bitstring is not the most frequently
observed result (s < 0). In fact, for most circuit widths
we test, the correct bistring is never observed amongst
the 32,000 shots when using standard DD (s = −∞).
In contrast, the correct bitstring is the most frequently
observed (s > 0) in all cases when using GraphDD.
Fig. 7b and 7d show the performance for the QFT al-

gorithm. Maximum improvement in success probability
is observed at ∼ 200× for a 16-qubit implementation.
Beyond 6 qubits, only the GraphDD embedding reliably
returns the correct answer as the most frequently ob-
served result (s > 0), and selectivity remains positive up
to the maximum circuit width of 20 qubits tested. Stan-
dard DD does not produce the correct mode bitstring for
most circuit sizes in this range (s < 0).
We also record the classical compute time used to em-

bed DD into each circuit, using the two methods, in order
to provide insights into the computational overhead in-
curred in using GraphDD. Fig. 8a-b show that the com-
pute time required for GraphDD versus standard DD is
approximately equal, for both the BV and QFT algo-
rithms. At larger circuit widths (beyond the scale that
produces meaningful experimental results on currently
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FIG. 7. Experimental comparison of GraphDD with a commonly used decoupling embedding scheme (standard). Data
presented here were collected on the 127-qubit IBM device ibm brisbane. All executions have identical runtime settings.
Experiments employ 32,000 shots per circuit. (a-b) Success probability (log scale) for the Bernstein-Vazirani (all ‘1’ target) and
quantum Fourier transform algorithms. The two circuits of each width differ only by their DD embedding. (c-d) Selectivity of
the correct result for the Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm and quantum Fourier transform algorithms.
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available devices), the scaling of classical compute time
approximately follows the number of idle delays in the
circuit (Fig. 8c-d).

We emphasize that these results are representative
rather than specially selected. We observe similar data
on other devices (including other device sizes and cou-
pling topologies), and for other algorithms and circuit
widths.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The method we present in this work, GraphDD, is
a complete, automated solution to the DD embedding
problem into arbitrary quantum circuits. It produces
high-quality, circuit-optimized decoupling sequences for
arbitrary input circuits and hardware topologies. Decou-
pling gate timing is determined using an analytic calcu-
lation (with no need for numeric optimization). It is ef-
ficient in required pulse resources, required pulse-timing
resolution, and computational overhead.

GraphDD completely refocuses quasi-static phase and
crosstalk errors (up to minor device-timing constraints).
For phase errors, the refocusing is exactly as effective
as the simple default scheme that places gates at 25%
and 75% of the way through each idle, according to full
simulation of Eq. (1), accounting for all device timing
constraints. However, GraphDD also achieves perfect
suppression of crosstalk errors (up to device timing con-
straints) for arbitrary circuit structures.

In arriving at GraphDD, we present several novel in-
sights into the DD embedding problem. First, an order-
ing of idles can be determined from the graph structure
of the embedding problem. This dramatically simplifies
calculation of optimal solutions. Second, we find that
efficient solutions exist for all possible configurations for
how to embed DD on a node with zero or one direct
ancestors in the graph traversal. In all possible config-
urations that could arise on any arbitrary input circuit,
two single-qubit X-gates are sufficient to jointly refocus
phase and crosstalk, regardless of the (unknown) param-
eters of Eq. (1), the timing of the idles, and the num-
ber and arrangement of DD gates on the ancestor idle.
Moreover, any 2n equally-spaced gates could be used if
desired; for example, to accommodate a more intricate
decoupling sequence such as XY4 or Walsh. Third, han-
dling of exceptionally long idles can be accommodated
using splitting procedures in which the idle is partitioned
at context-change points (where neighboring idles begin
or end) and each sub-interval can be treated as a sepa-
rate node in the embedding graph. And fourth, cycles
in the embedding graph can be removed by analytically
splitting one node based on the timings and gates of an
arbitrary number of traversal direct ancestors, reducing
the problem to an acyclic graph.

In GraphDD, the optimal embedding for each node
can be determined analytically in all cases; there is never
a need to numerically optimize the gate timings. This

is achieved via a complete set of special cases that we
have solved for each possible configuration of ancestor
versus current node. This is an important practical con-
sideration. Even for currently available devices, a very
large number of idles can occur within a single circuit.
And this number will increase as larger devices become
available, and deeper circuits become feasible. Numerical
optimization of DD embedding could easily form a bottle-
neck in the compilation process. This is especially true of
joint optimization of parameters describing DD on many
idles, which would form a high-dimensional optimization
problem. In contrast, simple algebraic expressions that
depend on the timing parameters of only two idles lead to
an embedding process that scales linearly in the number
of idle delays in the circuit.
GraphDD is computationally efficient to implement,

scaling approximately linearly with the number of idle
delays in the input circuit. The main reason for the effi-
ciency is that each node (idle delay) is only visited once,
its gate positions are determined once, and they are not
subsequently altered. In this way, a large number of in-
dependent parameters (the offsets for each idle delay in
the circuit) are systematically optimized in series, rather
than jointly optimized in a high-dimensional problem.
This is only possible because of the novel approach to
ordering the idles; each idle must be addressed in turn
based on its position in a graph traversal. The linear
scaling observed with the number of idles and the effi-
cient embedding time per idle, supports the scalability of
GraphDD well beyond near term applications.
The utility of this technique is validated through

benchmarking experiments on real quantum computing
devices. In fact, the results achieved using GraphDD are,
as far as we are aware, better than any other benchmark
results on the same devices. The ability to automatically
embed DD into arbitrary circuits and reliably obtain a
substantial improvement in real-device fidelity is the pri-
mary advantage of this method.
Finally, this method of embedding DD has been

validated externally via third-party use in the error-
suppression software pipeline Fire-Opal [14] since Decem-
ber 2023. GraphDD has contributed, along with other
parts of that error-suppression pipeline, to a variety of
impressive demonstrations of the capabilities of currently
available quantum computing hardware in applications
from optimization to quantum machine learning [46–48].
We are excited by the fact that GraphDD’s computa-
tional efficiency makes it scalable beyond current state-
of-the-art devices, suggesting these early successes may
be exceeded in future demonstrations accessing larger
hardware systems.
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[28] E. Pelofske, A. Bärtschi, L. Cincio, J. Golden, and
S. Eidenbenz, Scaling whole-chip qaoa for higher-order
ising spin glass models on heavy-hex graphs (2023),
arXiv:2312.00997 [quant-ph].

[29] A. A. Saki, A. Katabarwa, S. Resch, and G. Umbrarescu,
Hypothesis testing for error mitigation: How to evaluate
error mitigation (2023), arXiv:2301.02690 [quant-ph].

[30] Y. Ji and I. Polian, Synergistic dynamical decoupling
and circuit design for enhanced algorithm performance
on near-term quantum devices, Entropy 26, 586 (2024).

[31] S. Niu and A. Todri-Sanial, Effects of dynamical decou-
pling and pulse-level optimizations on ibm quantum com-

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.4178
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.58.2733
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.58.2733
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(99)00592-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.2417
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/abe519
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/abe519
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.220502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.220502
https://doi.org/10.1145/3466752.3480059
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.20.064027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.20.064027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.100504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.052306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.052306
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07951
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07951
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.08985
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.08985
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.08985
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevapplied.20.024034
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15170
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15170
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15170
https://doi.org/10.1145/3680290
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.130.210602
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05400-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05400-4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/18/7/073020
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/18/7/073020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.18.024068
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.14251
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07836
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07836
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07836
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07836
https://doi.org/10.1109/isca59077.2024.00031
https://doi.org/10.1109/isca59077.2024.00031
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.130.210602
https://doi.org/10.1145/3503222.3507761
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.00997
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.02690
https://doi.org/10.3390/e26070586


12

puters, IEEE Transactions on Quantum Engineering 3,
1–10 (2022).

[32] C. Tong, H. Zhang, and B. Pokharel, Empirical learning
of dynamical decoupling on quantum processors (2024),
arXiv:2403.02294 [quant-ph].

[33] P. Coote, R. Dimov, S. Maity, Y. Baum, and M. Biercuk,
Graph-based DD (2024), US provisional patent applica-
tion 63/655,200.

[34] K. Khodjasteh, J. Sastrawan, D. Hayes, T. J. Green,
M. J. Biercuk, and L. Viola, Designing a practical high-
fidelity long-time quantum memory, Nature Communica-
tions 4, 2045 (2013).

[35] A. R. R. Carvalho, H. Ball, M. J. Biercuk, M. R. Hush,
and F. Thomsen, Error-robust quantum logic optimiza-
tion using a cloud quantum computer interface, Phys.
Rev. Applied 15, 064054 (2021).

[36] N. Sundaresan, I. Lauer, E. Pritchett, E. Magesan, P. Ju-
rcevic, and J. M. Gambetta, Reducing unitary and spec-
tator errors in cross resonance with optimized rotary
echoes, PRX Quantum 1, 10.1103/prxquantum.1.020318
(2020).

[37] Y. Baum, M. Amico, S. Howell, M. Hush, M. Liuzzi,
P. Mundada, T. Merkh, A. R. Carvalho, and M. J. Bier-
cuk, Experimental deep reinforcement learning for error-
robust gate-set design on a superconducting quantum
computer, PRX Quantum 2, 040324 (2021).

[38] T. J. Green, J. Sastrawan, H. Uys, and M. J. Biercuk, Ar-
bitrary quantum control of qubits in the presence of uni-
versal noise, New Journal of Physics 15, 095004 (2013).

[39] S. Meiboom and D. Gill, Modified spin-echo method for
measuring nuclear relaxation times, Review of scientific
instruments 29, 688 (1958).

[40] A. M. Souza, G. A. Alvarez, and D. Suter, Robust dy-
namical decoupling for quantum computing and quantum
memory, Physical review letters 106, 240501 (2011).

[41] D. Hayes, K. Khodjasteh, L. Viola, and M. J. Biercuk,
Reducing sequencing complexity in dynamical quantum

error suppression by walsh modulation, Phys. Rev. A 84,
062323 (2011).

[42] D. J. Szwer, S. C. Webster, A. M. Steane, and D. M. Lu-
cas, Keeping a single qubit alive by experimental dynamic
decoupling, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and
Optical Physics 44, 025501 (2010).

[43] K. Wright, K. M. Beck, S. Debnath, J. M. Amini,
Y. Nam, N. Grzesiak, J.-S. Chen, N. C. Pisenti,
M. Chmielewski, C. Collins, K. M. Hudek, J. Mizrahi,
J. D. Wong-Campos, S. Allen, J. Apisdorf, P. Solomon,
M. Williams, A. M. Ducore, A. Blinov, S. M. Kreike-
meier, V. Chaplin, M. Keesan, C. Monroe, and J. Kim,
Benchmarking an 11-qubit quantum computer, Na-
ture Communications 10, 10.1038/s41467-019-13534-2
(2019).

[44] A. Hashim, L. B. Nguyen, N. Goss, B. Marinelli, R. K.
Naik, T. Chistolini, J. Hines, J. P. Marceaux, Y. Kim,
P. Gokhale, T. Tomesh, S. Chen, L. Jiang, S. Fer-
racin, K. Rudinger, T. Proctor, K. C. Young, R. Blume-
Kohout, and I. Siddiqi, A practical introduction to bench-
marking and characterization of quantum computers
(2024), arXiv:2408.12064 [quant-ph].

[45] IBM, Qiskit Dynamical Decoupling (2024).
[46] H. Yamauchi, T. Sogabe, and R. V. Meter, Parametrized

energy-efficient quantum kernels for network service fault
diagnosis (2024), arXiv:2405.09724 [quant-ph].

[47] N. Sachdeva, G. S. Hartnett, S. Maity, S. Marsh,
Y. Wang, A. Winick, R. Dougherty, D. Canuto, Y. Q.
Chong, M. Hush, P. S. Mundada, C. D. B. Bentley, M. J.
Biercuk, and Y. Baum, Quantum optimization using a
127-qubit gate-model ibm quantum computer can out-
perform quantum annealers for nontrivial binary opti-
mization problems (2024), arXiv:2406.01743 [quant-ph].

[48] S. Kanno, K. Sugisaki, H. Nakamura, H. Yamauchi,
R. Sakuma, T. Kobayashi, Q. Gao, and N. Yamamoto,
Tensor-based quantum phase difference estimation
for large-scale demonstration (2024), arXiv:2408.04946
[quant-ph].

https://doi.org/10.1109/tqe.2022.3203153
https://doi.org/10.1109/tqe.2022.3203153
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.02294
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.02294
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.02294
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3045
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.15.064054
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.15.064054
https://doi.org/10.1103/prxquantum.1.020318
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040324
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/15/9/095004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.062323
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.062323
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/44/2/025501
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/44/2/025501
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13534-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.12064
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.12064
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.12064
https://docs.quantum.ibm.com/api/qiskit/qiskit.transpiler.passes.DynamicalDecoupling
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09724
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09724
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09724
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09724
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01743
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01743
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01743
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01743
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01743
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.04946
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.04946
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.04946
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.04946

	Resource-efficient context-aware dynamical decoupling embedding for arbitrary large-scale quantum algorithms
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theory and implementation
	Contextual decoupling
	Graph representation of DD embedding
	DD Embedding in acyclic graphs
	DD embedding graphs with cycles
	Splitting of long idles at context changes
	GraphDD algorithm overview

	Experimental benchmarking results
	Discussion and Conclusion
	Acknowledgments

	References


