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With the growing number of qubits of quantum information processing devices, the task of fully
characterizing these processors becomes increasingly unfeasible. From a practical perspective, one
wants to find possible errors in the functioning of the device as quickly as possible, or otherwise
establish its correct functioning with high confidence. In response to these challenges, we propose a
pattern-based approach inspired by classical memory testing algorithms to evaluate the functionality
of a quantum memory, based on plausible failure mechanisms. We demonstrate the method’s capa-
bility to extract pattern dependencies of important qubit characteristics, such as 71 and T3 times,
and to identify and analyze interactions between adjacent qubits. Additionally, our approach en-
ables the detection of different types of crosstalk effects and of signatures indicating non-Markovian

dynamics in individual qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Traditionally the characterization of quantum devices
has focused on complete tomography of produced quan-
tum states or even quantum channels [IHII]. Powerful
methods such as randomized benchmarking [12H21], quan-
tum process tomography[Il, 22 23], gate-set tomography
[211, 24H26], compressed sensing [27) 28], or extrapolation of
error models have been introduced [29]. Bayesian experi-
mental design and metrology [30H34] and machine learning
techniques were applied [35H37], and representations of
states via “classical shadows” [38] developed. While these
techniques have led to important insights, it is clear that
complete tomography of quantum channels becomes un-
feasible for more than a few qubits due to the exponential
growth of Hilbert space. That problem, however, is shared
by classical information processing devices, where, e.g., the
number of possible states of a memory chip scales as 2Vvit,
with the number of bits Ny;;. Yet, these devices function
remarkably well due to functional tests adapted to the
hardware of the chips. From the perspective of a test
engineer, the task is a decision problem: decide as quickly
as possible whether the device under test does either not
function correctly or functions correctly with a high level
of confidence. With state-of-the-art quantum processors
containing already on the order of thousand qubits, it is
natural to get inspired by the methods developed over
decades in classical functional test in close interaction
with chip-design and manufacturing and start to see
quantum device characterization from the perspective of
this decision problem. This will become even more urgent
with increasing numbers of qubits and mandatory if in the
future mass production of quantum devices is to become a
reality.

First steps in this direction of change of perspective of
quantum device characterization were taken in [39], where
runtime statistics of measurement sequences were intro-
duced allowing one to certify entanglement of states and
channels with limited data, based on the method of trun-

cated moment sequences [40, [41], and in [34] with the intro-
duction of appropriate decision criteria in Bayesian metrol-
ogy. However, these techniques are limited to a few qubits.
Here we go a step further and adapt classical functional
memory testing based on patterns [42] to functional test-
ing of quantum memories. Pattern-based memory testing
writes many patterns of Os and 1s into the memory and
then reads them out again. The results of entire chips or
chip areas are represented with bit-failure maps that can
give immediate information on failure mechanisms, such as
failing bit-lines or word-lines, stuck memory cells, or inho-
mogeneous wafer processing. A large plethora of different
patterns was developed in parallel with processing technol-
ogy and chip design in order to make the chip fail as quickly
as possible. Inversely, if a chip passes a large number of
such specialized patterns without error, the probability of
overlooking failing cells becomes exceedingly small [42].

In adapting the pattern approach to quantum memories, it
is clear that the set of patterns has to be substantially ex-
tended in order to include specificities of quantum systems
such as coherent superpositions and entanglement. Instead
of just Os and 1s, we can now write additional combinations
of other single-qubit states into the quantum memory, such
as eigenstates of the Pauli operators o, and o,. In addi-
tion, there are new failure mechanisms such as decoherence,
couplings to parasitic two-level fluctuators, unintended cou-
plings to other qubits, or frequency collisions for which new
patterns need to be designed that discover and visualize the
corresponding failures efficiently. We expect that quantum
functional testing will become an own discipline with quan-
tum patterns designed in parallel to the hardware develop-
ment, just as in the classical case. Here we go a first step
in that direction by introducing a set of classically inspired
patterns, which already offer efficient ways to get new in-
sight into the functioning of two of IBM’s recent quantum
processors.
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Figure 1. Quantum circuit for pattern-based functional
testing. After qubits are initialized in state |0), a unitary
operation Upattern, depending on the intended pattern, is ap-
plied. After some time 7, during which the qubits have been
left idling, the inverse unitary Ugattem is applied. This imple-
ments a pseudo-identity operation designed to return the qubits
to state |0) on an ideal, error-free quantum processor. How-
ever, on a real device, the state pp; after the pseudo-identity
operation will differ from |0). Finally, all qubits are measured
in the computational basis, allowing calculation of the fidelity

F(|0><0| 7ppi)‘

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Classical Patterns

Blank patterns, among the simplest techniques in classi-
cal memory testing, involve uniformly writing in and read-
ing out either Os or 1s across all memory cells. These pat-
terns serve as effective tools for identifying a variety of er-
rors, including stuck-at faults where a cell remains fixed
at 0 or 1, transition faults hindering state changes during
write operations, and data retention faults causing a mem-
ory cell to lose its logic value over time.

Similar to retention faults, a qubit in its excited state
|1) can transition to its ground state |0) over time due to
energy relaxation. This transition can be characterized by
the relaxation time 77. To measure T4, we bring the qubit
to its excited state by applying an X-gate, wait for some
time 7, then apply a second X-gate and measure. This
implements a pseudo-identity operation that should return
the state to |0) on an ideal quantum processor without any
errors. On a real device, the state pp; after the pseudo-
identity operation will differ from |0), see Figure This
deviation can be quantified using the fidelity F(|0X0|, ppi)
(see Section [[I] for details). We repeat this for various time
intervals 7 to see the exponential decrease in fidelity over
time. Doing this for all qubits in parallel gives what we call
a blank |1) pattern.

Other patterns in classical memory include checkerboard
patterns of 0Os and 1s which are used to detect unwanted
influences of neighboring cells. To see if adjacent qubits
affect relaxation, we use checkerboard patterns of |0)s and
|1)s. We partition the qubits on a quantum chip into two
distinct subgroups such that qubits within the same sub-
group are never adjacent. To the set of qubits on which
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Figure 2. Impact of states of adjacent qubits on relax-
ation time 77. Here we compare relaxation times of individ-
ual qubits on ibmg_ehningen under two conditions: blank and
checkerboard patterns. In the blank setup, a Ti-experiment is
performed on all qubits in parallel. In contrast, the checker-
board pattern divides qubits into alternating groups where two
qubits in the same group are never adjacent, allowing to study
how nearby qubit states affect relaxation times. Here we com-
pare the checkerboard pattern A (for further details see Supple-
mental Material Section [[I) of |0) and |1) to the blank pattern of
|1). By comparing fidelity AF = Fylank — Feheckerboard between
the two setups (AF for spectator qubits in the checkerboard
pattern is set to 0), differences hint at influences of neighbor-
ing qubits on relaxation. a Qubit failure map at 7 = 75us. b
Exponential decay of qubit 21’s fidelity with relaxation times
Tl,chcckcrboard =40 S and Tl,blank =35 MUS.

an experiment is performed we refer to as ’target qubits’
while those that are not being investigated are referred to
as 'spectator qubits’. To clarify which qubits are the target
qubits in a given pattern we refer to checkerboard pattern
A (or B) as defined in Supplemental Material Section
Unless specified otherwise, all experiments were conducted
using 2500 shots. Further information can be found in the
Methods Section [[ITl Comparing qubit behavior in blank
and checkerboard patterns, shown in Figure [2| can reveal
qubits, i.e. qubit 21 on ibmg_ehningen, where neighboring
qubit states influence the relaxation time. It is apparent
that energy relaxation is influenced by the state of adja-
cent qubits. Tj-times tend to be larger for most qubits
in the checkerboard pattern, where neighboring qubits are
left in the state |0). Qubits 2 and 5 of ibmg_ehningen in
Figure [2| are an exception to this rule. For those a possi-
ble mechanism is due to a frequency collision on the qubit
group 2, 3, and 5, which will be discussed in Section [[TD]
below.

Taking it one step further, we introduce dynamics to the
spectator qubits. Instead of leaving them idle in state |0},
we repeatedly apply an even number of X-gates to induce
excitation and de-excitation. A circuit for such a pattern
can be seen in Supplemental Material Section [ The com-
parison between this modified pattern and a checkerboard
pattern with idle spectator qubits is illustrated in Figure
Here, one can observe that the dynamics in neighboring
qubits lead to faster relaxation. One possible mechanism
for the influence of switching neighboring qubits is heating,
caused by excitation and de-excitation of qubits, leading
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Figure 3. Qubit failure map showing the influence of
adjacent qubit dynamics on relaxation. Comparison be-
tween a blank |1) pattern and a checkerboard |1) pattern A
(see Supplemental Material Section with repeated applica-
tion of an even number N of X-gates to spectator qubits, where
AF = Fhlank — Fopeckerboard with xN on ibmg_brisbane. AF for
spectator qubits in the checkerboard pattern A is set to 0 for
clarity. Shown is the qubit failure map at 7 = 50us with
N = 250 applied X-gates.

to an increased quasiparticle density which has previously
been linked to decreased T;-times [43] [44].

B. Superposition Patterns

Unlike in classical memory testing, qubits can also be
prepared in superposition states such as an eigenstate of
0z, ie. |+) = (|0) + [1))/v/2. The timescale on which
qubits in a superposition state lose their well-defined phase
and transition to a mixed state is given by 75. A qubit in
the state |0) can be brought into the superposition state |+)
by applying a Hadamard gate. After allowing it to idle for
a duration 7, a second Hadamard gate is applied, followed
by measurement. In such an experiment, the probability of
measuring the qubit in |0) decays exponentially with time
7. Performing this procedure parallelly on all qubits on a
chip creates what we refer to as a blank |+) pattern. By
inserting an X-gate at t = 7/2, known as a Spin- or Hahn-
echo [45], sensitivity to quasistatic, low-frequency contri-
butions to dephasing can be reduced, and rotations due to
frequency detuning can be refocused. Performing this pro-
cedure in parallel on all qubits on a chip results in what
we call an echoed blank |+) pattern. The corresponding
circuits are detailed in Supplemental Material Section [I]

In Figure [d a and b we present the qubit failure map of
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Figure 4. Qubit failure maps showing the influence of
adjacent qubit states on coherence. The Figure depicts the
results of two distinct patterns: the echoed blank |+) pattern
(a7 =40ps and b 7 = 75us) and the echoed checkerboard
|+) pattern A with spectator qubits in |0) (¢ 7 = 40 us and d
7 = 75 pus). Qubits in the checkerboard pattern demonstrate
notably longer coherence times compared to those in the blank
pattern. Some qubits in the blank pattern show a recovery of
fidelity with time. Specifically, when examining qubit 0 in the
blank |+) pattern, the fidelity is initially low at 7 = 40 us, but
it notably improves at 7 = 75us. This phenomenon is not
observed for the checkerboard |+) pattern.

an echoed blank |+) pattern at 7 = 40 us and 7 = 75 ps,
while in Figure[d] ¢ and d we display the failure map for the
echoed checkerboard |+) pattern with spectator qubits in
|0). For both cases, one expects a decrease of fidelity over
time, occurring on the same timescale. However, qubits in
the checkerboard pattern exhibit notably longer coherence
times compared to the blank pattern. Interestingly, there
is a fidelity recovery at longer times for some qubits in the
blank pattern. For example, when observing qubit 0 in
the echoed blank |4) pattern, the fidelity is notably low at
7 = 40 ps, but it significantly improves at 7 = 75 us. This
fidelity recovery of some qubits is not observed in an echoed
checkerboard |+) pattern. By comparing different patterns
it is possible to detect unwanted influences of neighbor-
ing qubits on coherence, negatively impacting the ability of
qubits to store quantum states as intended.

From the example of qubit 0 on ibmg_ehningen in Fig-
ure [5| we can see that in the echoed checkerboard |+) pat-
tern, fidelity decays exponentially as expected. However,
data obtained from an echoed blank |+) pattern for qubit
0 displays an oscillatory behavior.

Figure [6] displays the fidelity as a function of 7 from an
echoed blank |4) pattern for three qubits of ibmg_ehningen:
qubit 20 with one nearest neighbor, qubit 13 with two near-
est neighbors, and qubit 1 with three nearest neighbors.
As the number of adjacent qubits increases, the oscillation
transitions from sinusoidal to an oscillation with more than
a single frequency.
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Figure 5. Influence of adjacent qubit states on fidelity of
superposition states. Comparing data of qubit 0 from two |+)
patterns performed on ibmg_ehningen. In the case of the echoed
checkerboard |+) pattern, the probability to measure 0 decays
exponentially, as expected. On the other hand, if the experiment
is performed on all qubits simultaneously as in the echoed blank
|+) pattern one can see oscillations in the probability.

Multi-frequency oscillations in qubit observables are in-
dicative of non-Markovian dynamics in both idle and driven
qubits [46], [47]. These non-Markovian dynamics can be
caused by interactions of qubits with two level systems in
their environment [47]. Such two level systems can emerge
from defects in the device materials and are also known
as a leading cause of decoherence and energy relaxation of
superconducting qubits [48H50]. While (o,) of qubits 12
and 1 in Figure [f] exhibits multi-frequency oscillations, the
observed behavior can also be explained by interactions be-
tween physically adjacent qubits. In this scenario, neigh-
boring qubits function as an environment with memory,
leading to non-Markovian dynamics when examining indi-
vidual qubits. Such crosstalk effects have been attributed
to a residual zz-coupling of neighboring qubits [5IH55].
Taking all coupled qubits into account, the evolution is no
longer non-Markovian.

To explain the oscillations shown in Figure [} we adopt
the model discussed in [56] and [57]. As illustrated by the
simulations in Supplemental Material Section [[II} a cou-
pling of the form H/h = Q.,0, ® o, between adjacent
qubits can explain the observed phenomena. This model
can be straightforwardly extended to include interactions
with N nearest neighbors.
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Figure 6] shows that this model still explains the data for
two or three coupled qubits very well. Estimated coupling
strengths ., obtained via a least squares fit are displayed
in Table[l] Oscillations resulting from such couplings do not
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Figure 6. Fidelity of qubits with different numbers of
nearest neighbors from an echoed blank |+) pattern.
Analysis of fidelity oscillations over delay time was performed for
three specific qubits on ibmg_ehningen. The complexity of these
oscillations varies with the number of adjacent qubits. Qubit
20, with only one nearest neighbor (qubit 19), exhibits simpler
oscillations compared to qubit 13, with neighbors 12 and 14, and
qubit 1, with neighbors 0, 2, and 4. The data was modeled using
the Hamiltonian described in Equation . As an example,
for qubit 20, the Hamiltonian is given by H/h = 0L, o9205919,
The fitting process employed the Lindblad Master Equation,
as detailed in Section [[TI] of the Supplemental Material. The
resulting fitted parameters are listed in Table [}

manifest in the patterns of states |0) and |1) (see Figure 2),
as these states are eigenstates of o,.

Qubit QL Q2, Q3 T
20  0.155 - - 204
13 0.163 0.097 - 180
1 0.126 0.081 0.081 94

Table I. Examples for estimated zz-coupling strengths QF, in 27-
MHz and decoherence times 7% in us of qubits on ibmg_ehningen.

C. Entangled patterns

Entanglement plays a crucial role in quantum algorithms
[58]. Hence, we investigate how long an entangled state
can be maintained within a quantum device. For instance,
let’s examine one of the two-qubit Bell-states |®%) =
(J0) ® |0) £ |1) ® [1)) /v/2. To investigate such a state, we
employ a circuit illustrated in Supplemental Material Sec-
tion [} with varying duration 7. Figure [7] shows a compar-
ison between two patterns involving entangled states: one
where between every pair of entangled qubits, at least one
qubit remains in state |0), and another where most qubits
are entangled pairwise in the |®~)-state, so that neighbor-
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Figure 7. Fidelities of entangled states in |<I>_> patterns.
We compare data from two echoed |<I>_> patterns at 7 = 21 us
on ibm_brisbane. a Pattern with most qubits in a ‘<I>_> state b
Pattern with pairs of qubits in |<I>_> where qubit pairs are al-
ways separated by at least one qubit in |0). Red boxes indicate
entangled qubit pairs. Qubits not inside a red box are specta-
tors, left idle in |0), and their fidelity is calculated individually.
Qubits in the pattern where qubits are separated by one spec-
tator in |0) show notably longer coherence times compared to
those in the blank |<I>7> pattern. ‘©7>-states are affected by the
residual zz-coupling between adjacent qubits as also discussed
in case of |+)-states.

ing pairs are next to each other. In both cases, a decrease in
fidelity over time is expected at the same timescale. How-
ever, qubits in the second pattern exhibit notably longer
coherence times compared to those in the blank |®7) pat-
tern. Similar to superposition states, entangled states are
impacted by the previously discussed residual zz-coupling
between adjacent qubits, significantly reducing the lifespan
of entangled states if adjacent qubits do not remain in the
state |0).

In Figure [8) we compare the fidelities of a pattern with
entangled states |®T) to those of checkerboard |+) pat-
terns. In this case we found that the entangled pattern
is more sensitive to noise, a result that also holds true for
comparisons with other Bell 2-qubit states.

D. Other hardware motivated patterns

Frequency collisions among neighboring qubits in fixed-
frequency transmon systems can lead to unintentional driv-
ing of individual qubits or interactions between qubits and
are a potential cause of crosstalk effects [59]. For instance,
if the frequencies of adjacent qubits A and B are close,
ie. w(j‘l ~ w(ﬁ, operations on qubit A can unintentionally
affect qubit B. While avoiding these straightforward col-
lisions is simple, there are more intricate resonances, like
those involving transitions to higher-energy levels, beyond
the main computational space [60].

On ibmg_ehningen a CNOT gate is realized using a cross-
resonance gate, where the control qubit is driven with the
transition frequency of the target qubit [61]. In some cases
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Figure 8. Qubit failure map comparing fidelities between
a pattern with |<I>+> entangled states and checkerboard
|+) patterns. Here fidelity of an echoed |®*) pattern is com-
pared with the fidelity of two echoed checkerboard |+) patterns
on ibm_brisbane. For the comparison, we first calculated the fi-
delity of the qubit pairs (red boxes) in the |®*) pattern. Then,
we determined the fidelity of all target qubits in checkerboard
pattern A and checkerboard pattern B. Finally, we obtained the
joint fidelity of the qubit pairs, entangled in case of the ‘<I>+>
pattern, by multiplying the fidelities from the two checkerboard
patterns A and B of the individual qubits in the same pairs.
Shown is AF = Fj4y — F|<1>+> at 7 = 50 us. The fidelity differ-

ence AF of all qubits that have not been entangled in case of
the ’<I>+> pattern is set to 0.

this can lead to unwanted resonances during the applica-
tion of CNOT gates. Here we investigate qubit failures due
to frequency collisions involving three qubits A, B and C.
Qubit A is first brought to its state |1) through the applica-
tion of an X-gate. Subsequently, a CNOT gate is employed
on a neighboring qubit pair B and C', where B is adjacent to
A and acts as the control qubit, with C' as the target qubit.
Following this, a second X-gate is applied to qubit A prior
to the measurement of all qubits involved. This process is
depicted in Figure [J] a for the qubit triﬁ)let 24, 25 and 22.
For these three qubits we have that w’>® ~ wl? The qubit
couplings form a chain: 24 - 25 - 22. Hence, when we drive
qubit 25 with the transition frequency of qubit 22 to imple-
ment a CNOT gate with qubit 25 as the control qubit and
qubit 22 as the target qubit, this can cause a transition of
qubit 24 to its second excited state |2), as is well illustrated
in Figure 2 of [59]. The following X-gate then cannot bring
qubit 24 back to state |0). Additionally, in the standard
measurement procedure used in IBM devices, a qubit in
state |2) will be measured as if it were in state |1) resulting
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Figure 9. Failure of qubit 24 due to frequency collision.
The circuits in a and c are compared to a circuit where, in-
stead of applying a CNOT gate, all three qubits are left idle
for a duration of 7 = 500ns. As shown in the histogram in
b, the probability of measuring qubit 24 in the state |0) is sig-
nificantly lower when a CNOT gate is applied to its neighbors
compared to when the CNOT is replaced with a delay of the
same duration. This is due to a frequency collision of the form
w2t = 4.7329 GHz ~ 4.7251 GHz = w®*. Similarly, the his-
togram in d shows that the probability of measuring qubits 2
and 3 in the state |0) is also significantly lower when a CNOT
gate is applied. This can be explained by a frequency collision
of the form w@i — wl? = 5.0709 GHz ~ 5.0712 GHz = wl>. The
circuits were executed on ibmg_ehningen with 10000 shots, so
shot noise is insignificant.

in a measurement with an increased probability to measure
qubit 24 in |1). We compare the measurement results from
the circuit shown in Figure [0] a with those from a circuit
where the CNOT gate is replaced by a delay of equal dura-
tion. The histogram in Figure [9] b illustrates the decrease
in fidelity of qubit 24 when a CNOT gate is applied to its
neighbors.

By partitioning the quantum chip into groups of three
qubits, one can create a pattern that allows simultaneous
testing of multiple qubit triplets. Each triplet is separated
from the others by at least one qubit, which remains idle in
|0). Figure [10] illustrates a pattern comparing the fidelity
of circuits with and without CNOT gates and revealing
two triplets with frequency collisions one of which is the
discussed case of the qubit triplet 24, 25 and 22.

The other directly visible case of frequency collision in-
volves the qubit triplet 2, 3, 5, where the fidelity of qubits
2 and 3 decreases due to a frequency collision of type
Wl —w® ~ w3, Tf qubit 2 is in the state |1) and qubit 3 in
|0) in a setup like in Figure |§| c, the cross-resonance pulse
at frequency ng) applied to qubit 3, which is intended to
generate a CNOT gate between qubits 3 and 5, also renders
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Figure 10. Failure map of ibmg_ehningen due to fre-
quency collisions. The chip is partitioned into sets of qubit
triplets and fidelity is compared between a circuit where a
CNOT gate is applied to two qubits after an X-gate was applied
to a neighboring qubit and one where after the application of
the first X-gate the qubits have been left idle for the duration a
CNOT gate would have taken: AF = Fdelay — Fenor.

the combined transition q3: 0 — 2 and q2: 1 — 0 resonant
as displayed in Figure [0]d. As a result, it also implements
an entangling gate between qubits 2 and 3, resulting in a
state of the form |V) = a[0) 5 [2) 3+51),5|0),3. Applying
an X-gate to qubit 2 before measurement results in a state
|¥) = all),512),3 + B10),10),3- Therefore, both qubits
are measured either in state |1) with probability |a|? or in
state |0) with probability |3|* as is displayed in Figure 9]
The frequency collision involving qubits 2, 3, and 5 may
also provide an explanation for the different sign of AF =
Folank — Feneckerboard Observed for qubits 2 and 5 in Figure
Since wiy &~ wli + wdy, the frequency collision only occurs
if qubit 3 is prepared in state |0) (checkerboard pattern).

III. METHODS

Instead of testing every possible state of a quantum infor-
mation processing device, the focus is on identifying known
error mechanisms by designing patterns that test for these
errors simultaneously. Our pattern-based quantum mem-
ory testing procedure, illustrated in Figure (1} starts by en-
coding a specific state into the memory using unitary gates
applied to the qubits according to specific patterns. Then,
we allow the qubits to idle for a duration of time 7 before
applying the inverse operations and performing measure-
ments. In an ideal, noise-free scenario, these operations
would result in the identity operation. However, in the
presence of noise, the operations may induce unintended
dynamics. By comparing the expected measurement re-
sults with the actual probability distribution, we aim to
gain insights into error mechanisms.

For patterns involving |+)- or |—)-states, sensitivity to
low-frequency noise can be mitigated by placing an X-gate
at 7/2 for the target qubits. This technique is known as



Spin- or Hahn-echo [45] and, consequently, we refer to such
patterns as echoed ones. One common error mechanism
involves unwanted interactions with adjacent qubits, where
changing the state of one qubit might unintentionally affect
the state of a nearby qubit. Alongside patterns with Bell
states, checkerboard patterns of |0)s and |1)s or |+) states
and |0)s are employed to identify these errors. Patterns
containing entangled states with many qubits are poten-
tially very useful to detect specific error scenarios. How-
ever, achieving high-fidelity entanglement with more than
a handful of qubits remains difficult in current devices, lead-
ing to predominantly noisy measurements as can be seen
from Supplemental Material Section [V] Three qubit pat-
terns, introduced in Section [[TD]are used to find qubit fail-
ures due to frequency collisions.

We employed our method on IBM’s superconducting
fixed-frequency transmon qubits, utilizing two quantum
computers: the 27-qubit device ibmg_ehningen (Falcon
r5.11 architecture) and the 127-qubit device ibm_brisbane
(Eagle r3 architecture), with layouts as illustrated in Sec-
tion [[] of the Supplemental Material. Measurements on
ibmg_ehningen were conducted in January 2024, and mea-
surements on ibm_brisbane took place between October
2023 and May 2024. Unless otherwise specified, all exper-
iments were performed with 2500 shots. Quantum circuits
were constructed using Qiskit 0.45.1, and gate executions
were calibrated according to IBM’s specifications.

As a metric for measuring the closeness of two quantum
states po and pp; we use the fidelity F'(po, ppi) = tr(poppi)-
In our scenario, the initial state of a qubit is always the
state pg = |0)X0| and thus the fidelity is the probability to
measure the qubit in |0). For N-qubit states the fidelity
F([0)®N (0%, ppi) is the joint probability to measure all
N qubits in state |0). We use N = 1 for single qubit states
in blank and checkerboard patterns, for the patterns to
test for frequency collisions in Section [[TD] and always for
calculating the fidelity of spectator qubits. For patterns
with two-qubit entangled states, we use N = 2.

IV. SUMMARY

We proposed a pattern-based approach to quantum func-
tional testing, with the objective to determine as quickly
as possible and with a high level of confidence whether a
device is malfunctioning or operating correctly. Using pat-
terns crafted specifically to stress a device based on known
error mechanisms, we showed that our method is effective in
inducing rapid failures. For instance, we developed three-
qubit patterns to detect qubit failures caused by frequency
collisions, or single-qubit superposition patterns to expose
unintended couplings between qubits. Qubit-failure maps
allow us to visualize failure mechanisms of entire chips and
promptly locate errors. Expanding upon these tailored pat-
terns, one can also incorporate numerous random patterns,
including various entangled states of different complexities.
This enables the discovery of previously unknown failure
mechanisms. The probability of overlooking hardware fail-
ures is expected to decrease exponentially with the number
of independent patterns, offering a practical and scalable
solution for certifying device functionality.
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I. CIRCUITS

Here, we present the circuits not explicitly shown in the main document. For simplicity, we provide an example with
three qubits. At the end of each circuit, all physical qubits are measured. Figure illustrates the circuits used for |1)
patterns and Figure [S2|shows circuits for |+) patterns. To investigate how long a two-qubit entangled state, like the |®)
or |®@7) Bell-states, can be maintained within a quantum device, we use circuits such as the ones depicted in Figure

II. HARDWARE

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our pattern-based testing approach, we tested our method on quantum computers
with superconducting fixed frequency transmon qubits developed by IBM. two types of devices were used, the 27-qubit
device named ibmg_ehningen, based on the Falcon r5.11 architecture, and the 127-qubit device ibm_brisbane, based on the
Eagle r3 architecture. Qubit layouts of both devices are shown in Figure

For a clear definition of which qubits we refer to as target or spectator qubits in various checkerboard patterns we define

them in Figure

III. SIMULATION OF |1) PATTERN AND |+) PATTERN WITH INTERACTING QUBITS

To explain why there are fidelity oscillations in blank |+) patterns but not in blank |1) patterns, we simulate different |1)
and |+) patterns for the two-qubit Hamiltonian H = Q4,404 ® 04 with a € {z,y, z}. We then compare these simulations
with experimental data of Qubit 20 of ibmg_ehningen, which has only one nearest neighbor (qubit 19).

For the simulations, we utilize the Lindblad Master Equation Solver available in the python library QuTiP [63]. It
employs the following form of the Master equation:

plt) = Z (2Cnp(H)CF = p(t)CICr — CECrp(1)). (S1)

With the transition operators C, = /yAy,, where A, are the system coupling agents through which the environment
couples to the system and -+, the corresponding rates. In case of |1) patterns, we use Cy = J%(J+ ® 1) and C; =
J%T(l ® o4) with oy = 1) (0]. In case of |[+) patterns, Cp = f(az ®1) and Cy = J%(l ®0,).

From Figure [S@] it becomes clear that of the different couplings tested only zz-coupling is capable of explaining both
data from |1) and |+) patterns.

IV. SIZE LIMIT OF ENTANGLED STATES

To assess the viability of investigating patterns containing entangled states with many qubits, we examined the fidelity
of entangled states composed of N qubits. Specifically we used states of the form

|O>®N + ‘1>®N
V2

Given the limited connectivity in current quantum devices, we randomly selected n = 10 connected chains of qubits for
various sizes N such that the corresponding GHZ states can be generated by applying N — 1 subsequent CNOT gates

|GHZ) = (52)
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Figure S1. Circuits of |1) patterns. a Circuit for a blank |1) pattern. b Circuit for a checkerboard |1) pattern. ¢ Circuit for a
checkerboard |1) pattern with active spectator qubits. Instead of leaving spectator qubits idle in |0) we apply an even number N of
X-gates to spectator qubits.

Figure S2. Circuits for single qubit superposition patterns. a Circuit for an echoed blank |+) pattern. b Circuit for an
echoed checkerboard |+) pattern.
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Figure S3. Circuits to test the lifetime of Bell states. After preparing a Bell state, qubits are left idle for a duration 7 and
then the inverse gate sequence is applied to disentangle them and bring them back to their state |0). a Circuit to test the lifetime
of a ‘<I>+> state. b Circuit to test the lifetime of a |<I>7> state.
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Figure S4. Chip architectures of two different quantum processors. Nodes represent qubits and edges represent physical
couplings between them. a ibmg_ehningen based on 27 qubit Falcon processor b ibm_brisbane based on 127 qubit Eagle processor[62].

without additional SWAP gates. Similar to the circuit depicted in Figure [S3| for the N = 2 GHZ state, we assess the
lifetime of such states by first preparing the GHZ state then wait for a time 7 after which we undo all operations and
measure all involved qubits in the computational basis. To decrease sensitivity to quasistatic, low-frequency noise, we
place an X-gate at 7/2. We then calculate the fidelity (|0)*"™ (0]*", ppi) and average it over all n = 10 samples.

As becomes clear from Figure [S7] achieving high-fidelity entanglement with a significant number of qubits remains
challenging in existing devices.



a b

Figure S5. Checkerboard patterns. We define checkerboard pattern A as the configuration where green qubits are the target
qubits and blue qubits are the spectators. Conversely, in checkerboard pattern B, the blue qubits are the target qubits and the
green qubits are the spectators. a ibmg_ehningen b ibm_brisbane.
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Figure S6. Simulations of |1) and |+) patterns on two coupled qubits. Qubit dynamics are simulated with a coupling term
of the form H = Qqa0a ® 0a with a € {z,y, 2z}. Only the dynamics of one of the two qubits is displayed. A checkerboard pattern in
this setup means, that one of the two coupled qubits remains in |0). Simulations are compared with experimental data from qubit 20
of ibmg_ehningen. a |1) patterns b |+) patterns. For our simulations, we utilize the Lindblad Master Equation Solver available in the
python library [63]. In case of |1) patterns we use the transition operators Cy = ﬁ(mr@l) and C1 = ﬁ(l@mr). For |+) patterns

the transition operators are Cy = ﬁ(az ®1) and Cy = ﬁ(l ® o). The simulation parameters used are Qaa /27 = 1.54 MHz,

and for simplicity we set 71 = 92 us and T = 204 us for both qubits. Only the zz-coupling is able to reproduce the experimental
data for all patterns.

-~ - 1.0 F ]
0.8 R _ ol |
-y 0.6 ]
> 06 [~ : - e |
s | e ] 8 |
s - ~| =04+ ]
0.4 _ | |
: | ........ [E— T . o |
Ll | EETTT. | EETTTTR ' EETTT | EET P 1]

! ! ! ! L | 0.0 L . : 0

0 10 20 30 40 50 2 4 6 8 10
Tin ps N

Figure S7. Fidelity of GHZ states with different sizes N. a Mean fidelity as a function of delay time 7. b Mean fidelity as a
function of the size N of a GHZ state for different delay times 7. Error bars give the estimator of the standard error o = op//n.
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