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We study the performance of common quantum stabilizer codes in the presence of asymmetric
and correlated errors. Specifically, we consider the depolarizing noisy quantum memory channel
and perform quantum error correction via the five and seven-qubit stabilizer codes. We characterize
these codes by means of the entanglement fidelity as function of the error probability and the degree
of memory. We show that their performances are lowered by the presence of correlations and we
compute the error probability threshold values for codes effectiveness. Furthermore, we uncover that
the asymmetry in the error probabilities does not affect the performance of the five-qubit code while
it does affect the performance of the seven-qubit code which results less effective when considering
correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors but more effective for correlated and asymmetric errors.

PACS numbers: quantum error correction (03.67.Pp); decoherence (03.65. Yz).

I. INTRODUCTION

The most important obstacle in quantum information processing is decoherence. It causes a quantum computer
to lose its quantum properties destroying its performance advantages over a classical computer. The unavoidable
interaction between the open quantum processor and its environment corrupts the information stored in the system and
causes errors that may lead to wrong outputs. In general, environments may be very complex systems characterized
by many uncontrollable degrees of freedom. A useful active strategy to defend quantum coherence of a processing
against environmental noise is that of quantum error correcting codes (QECC) [IH3] where, in analogy to classical
information theory, quantum information is stabilized by using redundant encoding and measurements.

The formal mathematical description of the qubit-environment interaction is often given in terms of quantum
channels. Quantum error correction is usually developed under the assumption of i.i.d. (identically and independently
distributed) errors. These error models are characterized by memoryless communication channels A such that n-
channel uses is given by A™ = A®"  1In such cases of complete independent decoherence, qubits interact with
their own environments which do not interact with each other. However, in actual physical situations, qubits may
interact with a common environment which unavoidably introduces correlations in the noise. For instance, there are
situations where qubits in a ion trap set-up are collectively coupled to their vibrational modes [4]. In other situations,
different qubits in a quantum dot design are coupled to the same lattice, thus interacting with a common thermal
bath of phonons [5]. The exchange of bosons between qubits causes spatial and temporal correlations that violate the
condition of error independence [6]. Memory effects introduce correlations among channel uses with the consequence
that A(™) £ A®". Recent studies try to characterize the effect of correlations on the performance of QECCs [7-11].
It appears that correlations may have negative [8] or positive [9] impact on QECCs depending on the features of the
error model being considered.

Furthermore, the noise may be asymmetric. Most of the quantum computing devices [12] are characterized by
relaxation times (Tyelaxation) that are one-two orders of magnitude larger than the corresponding dephasing times
(Tdephasing)- Relaxation leads to both bit-flip and phase-flip errors, whereas dephasing (loss of phase coherence,
phase-shifting) only leads to phase-flip errors. Such asymmetry between Tielaxation ald Tdephasing translates to an
asymmetry in the occurrence probability of bit-flip (px) and phase-flip errors (pz). The ratio ;’—)Z( is known as the

channel asymmetry. Quantum error correction schemes should be designed in such a way that no resources (time and
qubits) are wasted in attempting to detect and correct errors that may be relatively unlikely to occur. Quantum codes
should be designed in order to exploit this asymmetry and provide better performance by neglecting the correction of
less probable errors [I3HI5]. Indeed, examples of efficient quantum error-correcting codes (for instance, asymmetric
stabilizer CSS codes) taking advantage of this asymmetry are given by families of codes of the Calderbank-Shor-Steane
(CSS) type [16} 17].

Following these lines of investigations, in this article we study the performance of common quantum stabilizer codes
in the presence of asymmetric and correlated errors. Specifically, we consider the depolarizing noisy quantum memory
channel and perform quantum error correction via the five and seven-qubit stabilizer codes [I8]. We characterize the
performance of the codes by means of the entanglement fidelity F (i, p) [19] as function of the error probability p
and degree of memory pu (correlations). We show that the performance of both codes is lowered in the presence of
correlations and error probability threshold values for code effectiveness are computed vs. the degree of memory p. The
error correction schemes here considered only work for low values of p. Furthermore, we uncover that the asymmetry



in the error probabilities does not affect the performance of the five-qubit code while it does affect the performance of
the seven-qubit code which results less effective when considering correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors, but
more effective for correlated and asymmetric errors.

The layout of the paper is as follows. In Section II, we consider a depolarizing noisy quantum memory channel char-
acterized by symmetric error probabilities and QEC is performed via the [[5, 1, 3]] stabilizer code. The performance
of quantum error correcting codes is quantified by means of the entanglement fidelity F{5130 (4, p) as function of the
error probability p and degree of memory p. In Section III, QEC is performed via the [[7, 1, 3]]-CSS stabilizer code.

The performance of quantum error correcting codes is quantified by means of the entanglement fidelities ]:égt’_ll’?’” (1, D)

and .7-'8[[;’_12’3” (1, p) as function of the error probability p and degree of memory u evaluated for two different allowable
sets of correctable error operators. In Section IV, for asymmetric error probabilities and correlated noise errors, we
show that the seven-qubit code can outperform the five qubit-code and it also endowed with a better threshold curve
Uthreshold = [threshold (P) wWhere error correction is performed in an effective way. Finally, in Section V we present our

final remarks.

II. THE FIVE-QUBIT CODE: SYMMETRIC ERROR PROBABILITIES AND CORRELATIONS

In this Section, we consider a depolarizing noisy quantum memory channel with symmetric error probabilities and
QEC is performed via the [[5, 1, 3]] stabilizer code. The performance of quantum error correcting codes is quantified
by means of the entanglement fidelity F%13l (11, p) as function of the error probability p and degree of memory .

Error Model. The depolarizing channel is especially easy to analyze in the context of quantum error-correction
because it has a simple interpretation in terms of the four basic errors I, X, Y, Z which are the most commonly used
in the analysis of quantum codes. However, this error model is rather general since the ability to error-correct the
depolarizing channel automatically implies the ability to error-correct an arbitrary single qubit quantum operation.
To simplify the notation, we may choose to omit sometimes the symbol of tensor product ”®” in the expressions for
the error operators of weight greater than one.

Consider five qubits and Markov correlated errors in a depolarizing quantum channel A®) (p),

3
A®)(p) = > Pis|i4Pislis Pis iaPialia Dix | Ais Aiy Aiy Aiy Aiy p AL AT AT AT AT | (1)

i1, 19, 13, 14, 15=0
where Ag =1, A1 =X, Ay =Y, A3 = Z are the Pauli operators defined as,

def def

) € gy, X|g) Llg@1), Z]g) = (-1)]), Yg) =i (1) g@ 1), (2)

with ¢ =0, 1 and X, Y and Z given by,

X:((l)(l)),Y:iXZ:(? Bi),zz<é_()1>. (3)

The coefficients p;,|;,, (conditional probabilities) with I, m € {0, 1, .., 5} satisfy the normalization condition,

3
Z Dis |i4Pis)izPis|izPisli1 Piy = L. (4)

i1, 92, 13, ta, t5=0

For the depolarizing channel A®) (p), coefficients p;,|;,. are considered as,

def
prj = (1 — W)pe + K0k, 5, Pr=o =1 —p, Pr=1, 2,3 = p/3, (5)

where p € [0, 1] denotes the error probability, u € [0, 1] represents the degree of memory (u = 0 gives the uncorrelated
errors and p = 1 gives perfectly correlated errors) and py; is the probability of error k on qubit j. To simplify the
notation, we may choose to suppress the bar ”|” appearing in the conditional probabilities (pi|; = px;). Furthermore,
since we are initially assuming p; = ps = p3 = p/3, we are in the case of symmetric error probabilities.

Error Operators. In an explicit way, the depolarizing channel A®)(p) can be written as,

2101

AP (p) = > AppAll, (6)
k=0



where Aj, are the enlarged error operators acting on the five qubit quantum states. The cardinality of the error
operators defining A(5)(p) is 2'0 and is obtained by noticing that,

;_:0 3m (T‘Z) =210 (7)

where 3™ (fﬂ) is the cardinality of weight-m error operators Aj.. More details on the explicit expressions for weight-0
and weight-1 appear in the Appendix A.

Encoding. The [[5, 1, 3]] code is the smallest single-error correcting quantum code [20]. Of all QECCs that encode 1
qubit of data and correct all single-qubit errors, the [[5, 1, 3]] is the most efficient, saturating the quantum Hamming
bound. It encodes k = 1 qubit in n = 5 qubits. The cardinality of its stabilizer group S is |S| = 2" 7% = 16 and the

set Bg5’1’3]] of n — k = 4 group generators is given by [21],
5,1,3]] def ; ; ;
BV I x1 22 73X, X223 20 X0, X\ X321 2°, 7' X2 X' Z°) . 8)

The distance of the code is d = 3 and therefore the weight of the smallest error AﬁAgC that cannot be detected by the
code is 3. Finally, we recall that it is a non-degenerate code since the smallest weight for elements of S (other than
identity) is 4 and therefore it is greater than the distance d = 3. The encoding for the [[5, 1, 3]] code is given by [20],

1 [ 100000) +[11000) + [01100) + [00110) + [00011) + [10001) — [01010) — [00101) +
0) = [0) = - .9
—110010) — |01001) — [10100) — [11110) — |01111) — |10111) — [11011) — [11101)

and,

1 [111111) +]00111) 4 [10011) + [11001) + [11100) + [01110) — [10101) — [11010) +
1) = (1) = - : (10)
—101101) — [10110) — [01011) — [00001) — [10000) — |01000) — |00100) — [00010)

Recovery Operators. Recall that any error belonging to the Pauli group of n-qubits, E € P,, can be written as,
E=i0} @..00}, (11)

where £ = 0, 1, 2, 3 and the superscripts on the afcl label the qubits [ = 1,..., n. Furthermore, the subscripts take

values k; = 0, z, y, z (therefore, og = I, 0, = X, 0, =Y, 0, = Z) and o}y = I' is the identity operator on the '

qubit. Notice that since aé = —iolol, 1| can be rewritten as,

E=i0,(a)o.(b), (12)

where @ = a;y...a,, and b = by...b,, are the bit strings of length n with,
oy (a) = (O’i.)al ®...® (6™ and, o, (b) = (U;)bl ® ... ® (67 (13)

Although the factor i€ in is needed to insure that P, is a group, in many discussions it is only necessary to work
with the quotient group P,/ {+I, £il}.

There is a 1 — 1 correspondence between P,/ {#+I, £ il} and the 2n-dimensional binary vector space F3" whose
elements are bit strings of length 2n [22]. A vector v € F" is denoted v = (a|b), where a = ay...a,, and b = by...b,
are bit strings of length n. Scalars take values in the Galois field F» = {0, 1} and vector addition adds components
modulo 2. In short, E = i¢0, (a;) 0, (b)) € Py <> v, = (a;|b;) € F3™. For a quantum stabilizer code C with generators
g1, gn—k and parity check matrix H, the error syndrome S(FE) for an error E € P, +> vg = (agp|bg) € F§" is given
by the bit string,

S(E) = H’UE = l1-~-ln—k:7 (14)
where,
lj=H"(j) vg = (v, E), (15)

with v; = (a;|b;) the image of the generators g; and (-, -) the symbol for the symplectic inner product [22]. Further-
more, recall that errors with non-vanishing error syndrome are detectable and that a set of invertible error operators



Acorrectable 1S correctable if the set given by Al
tedious, to check that (see Appendix A),

Acorrectable 18 detectable [23]. Tt is straightforward, though

correctable

S( ’*A’);Aomthz;ce{()l 15}, (16)
where S (Aj,) is the error syndrome of the error operator Aj, defined as,
S (Ay) E By, (17)

The quantity HI53! is the check matrix for the five-qubit code [21],

Fy15,1,3]] def (18)

= OO
—_— o OO
= o = O
O = OO
_ o o
SO~ O
O = O =

0
1
1
0

oo O
OO = =

and vy, is the vector in the 10-dimensional binary vector space F39 corresponding to the error operator Aj. The set
of correctable error operators is given by,

Acorrectable = {AE); Alla Al27 Ag’)v Aip A/Sa Aéh A’/ﬁ A/Sa Aé, Al107 A/117 A/12a Al137 A/147 A/15} g A7 (19)

where the cardinality of A defining the channel in @ equals 2'°. All weight zero and one error operators satisfy the
error correction conditions [21], 24],

(il AT A i) = aimdy, (20)

for I, m € {0, 1,..., 15} and i, j € {0, 1} with (i |jz) = ;. The two sixteen-dimensional orthogonal subspaces V°«
and V't of Hj generated by the action of Acorrectable 00 |07) and |17) are given by,

A/
VOL:Span{vOL =k 10 ,}, 21
o) = Z==100) (21)

with £ =0, 1,..., 15 and,

VlL—Span{\v )= \/>|1L>} (22)

respectively. Notice that <vliL\vlj,L> = 0yd;; with [, I € {0, 1,..., 15} and 4, j € {0, 1}. Therefore, it follows that
WOr @ Vit = H35. The recovery superoperator R <+ {R;} with [ = 1,...,16 is defined as [2],

1
R, ¥y, Z |vit) (vit ], (23)
1=0

where the unitary operator Vj is such that Vj |vliL> = lig) for i € {0, 1}. Notice that (see Appendix A for the explicit
expressions of recovery operators),

1
R VDol (1] = 100) G+ 120 (o1 @9

Notice that R «» {R;} is a trace preserving quantum operation, 25121 R;Rl = I3232, since {|vl“>} with [ = 1,...,16
and iz, € {0, 1} is an orthonormal basis for #3. Finally, the action of this recovery operation R on the map A®) (p)
in @ yields,

2101 16

A wer () = (RoA®) (0) 37 S (RiAy) p (ReA}) (25)

k=0 =1



Entanglement Fidelity. Entanglement fidelity is a useful performance measure of the efficiency of quantum error
correcting codes. It is a quantity that keeps track of how well the state and entanglement of a subsystem of a larger
system are stored, without requiring the knowledge of the complete state or dynamics of the larger system. More
precisely, the entanglement fidelity is defined for a mixed state p = >, p;ip; =try, [¢) (| in terms of a purification
|) € H® Hp to a reference system Hp. The purification [1)) encodes all of the information in p. Entanglement
fidelity is a measure of how well the channel A preserves the entanglement of the state H with its reference system
Hp. The entanglement fidelity is defined as follows [19],

F(po A) = (W] (A® Iep) (10) (0]) [9) (26)

where [1)) is any purification of p, I3, is the identity map on M (Hr) and A® I3, is the evolution operator extended
to the space H ® Hpg, space on which p has been purified. If the quantum operation A is written in terms of its Kraus
error operators {Ax} as, A(p) =, AkpA,Tc, then it can be shown that [25],

Flp &)=Y tr(Awp)tr (Alp) = D Itr (o) (27)
k k

This expression for the entanglement fidelity is very useful for explicit calculations. Finally, assuming that

A MH) S pr— A(p) =D AppAl € M(H), dimcH =N (28)
k

and choosing a purification described by a maximally entangled unit vector |¢)) € H ® H for the mixed state p =

1 .
m[ﬂ , we obtain

1 1 2
F (NIH, A) =5 Z}; ltrAg|”. (29)

The expression in represents the entanglement fidelity when no error correction is performed on the noisy channel

A in .
Here we want to describe the action of RoA®) in restricted to the code subspace C. Note that the recovery
operators can be expressed as,

Aj Aj
Riy = ok = (00) 0] +11) (1)) L (30)
with [ € {0,..., 15}. Recalling that A} = A", it turns out that,
. . 1 . ) 1 .
(L Risn ALljn) = = (01l00) (00T Ajn ) + = (1) (LelAT ALl ) (31)

We now need to compute the 2 X 2 matrix representation [RZA;chc of each R A} with [ = 0,..., 15 and k = 0,..., 210 —1
where,

of [ (Op|Ri1 ALIOL) (0| Ript A1)
A d:f<Ll+1kL L1 A4gilp . 9
R Ailie <<1L|Rz+1A;|oL> (17 [Ripa A1) (32)

For I, k =0,.., 15, we note that [RZHA;]'C becomes,

<OL|A;TA§C|OL> 0

[Rit14%] e =
ke 0 (Lla g

> =\/Eézk((1)(1)), (33)

while for any pair (I, k) with I, = 0,..., 15 and k > 15, it follows that,
(Oz|Ri41A%10L) + (12| Ris1 Ap|1L) = 0. (34)

We conclude that the only matrices [RIA;chc with non-vanishing trace are given by,

A= Vi (g ] ) (3)
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FIG. 1: Threshold curve for the five-qubit code.

with s = 1,.., 16. Therefore, the entanglement fidelity F!>13 (1, p) defined as,

2101 1

6
(15,1,3] def (5,13 ( L ) L ( / ) ?
F (1, p) = F (QIM, RoA ) o7 z_: Z; tr ([RiA]c)| (36)
results,
FBEL3(, p) = Z Pm = PooPo + 3 [2p50p10p0 + 3pgePo1p10Po] - (37)

m=0

Notice that the expression in represents the entanglement fidelity after the error correction scheme provided by
the five-qubit code is performed on the noisy channel A®). The explicit expression for FI5131 (4, p) in appears
in Appendix A.

Note that for arbitrary memory parameter p,

111%]_—[[5,1,3] (1, p) = 1 and, hm FIB130 (4 p) =0, (38)
g
and for p =0,

FIBL3 (0, p) = 4p® — 15p* + 20p° — 10p? + 1. (39)

We recall that in general the application of a quantum error correcting code will lower the error probability as long
as the probability of error on an unencoded qubit is less than a certain critical value (threshold probability). This
threshold probability value depends on the code and above such critical value, the use of a coding scheme only makes
the information corruption worse. Obviously, in order to make effective use of quantum error correction, a physical
implementation of a channel with a sufficiently low error probability, as well as a code with a sufficiently high threshold
is needed. For instance, the three-qubit repetition code improves the transmission accuracy when the probability of
a bit flip on each qubit sent through the underlying channel is less than 0.5. For greater error probabilities, the error
correction process is actually more likely to corrupt the data than unencoded transmission would be. In our analysis,
the failure probability is represented by [26],

P (1 p) €1~ F(u, p), (40)

and it gives us an upper bound on the probability with which a generic encoded state will end up at a wrong state.
Therefore, the five-qubit code is effective only if P53l (4, p) < p. The effectiveness parametric region DI L3I for
the ﬁve—qublt code is,

DI (1, p) € 0, 1] x [0, 1] PIOLA (4, p) < p}. (41)
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FIG. 2: FBL30 (4 p) vs. p with 0 < p < 0.33 ( for > 0.33, the error correction scheme is not effective anymore) for
p = 4.33 x 1072 (thick solid line), p = 4 x 1072 (thin solid line) and p = 3.67 x 10~2 (dashed line).

For the five-qubit code applied for the correction of correlated depolarizing errors, it turns out that for increasing
values of the memory parameter p, the maximum values of the errors probabilities p for which the correction scheme is
effective decrease. More generally, the threshold curve MEE{iéi]c])l 6= M,E[f?r’is’i](]ﬂ q (p) defining the parametric region where
QEC is effective is plotted in Figure 1. Furthermore, we point out that the presence of correlations in symmetric
depolarizing errors does not improve the performance of the five-qubit code since F5131 (4, p)y < FI5131 (0, p)

for those (u, p)-pairs belonging to the parametric region pe Finally, the plots of FI>13l (4, p) vs. p for

p=433x10"2, p=4x10"2 and p = 3.67 x 1072 are presented in Figure 2.

III. THE SEVEN-QUBIT CODE: SYMMETRIC ERROR PROBABILITIES AND CORRELATIONS

In this Section, we consider a depolarizing noisy quantum memory channel with symmetric error probabilities
and QEC is performed via the [[7, 1, 3]]-CSS stabilizer code. The performance of quantum error correcting codes is
quantified by means of the entanglement fidelity FU73ll (4, p) as function of the error probability p and degree of
MEmory fi.

Error Model. Consider seven qubits and correlated errors in a depolarizing quantum channel A (p),

3
AD(p) = Z DiyigDig|is Pis|iaPia|isPis|iaPis|ir Piy |:Ai7Ai6A1‘5Ai4Ai3AigAilpA;‘rlALA;‘FSALALALAL )
i1, ia, i3, i4, i5, 16, i7 =0
(42)
where Ag =1, A1 = X, Ay =Y, A3 = Z are the Pauli operators and the coefficients p;,;,, with [, m € {0, 1,..., 7}
satisfying the normalization condition,
3

Z Dir|icPis|isPis|iaPia|isPislinPislinPin = 1. (43)

i1, 92, 13, 4, 5, l6, 7 =0

For the depolarizing channel A7) (p), coefficients Piyli, are explicitly defined in .
Error Operators. In an explicit way, the depolarizing channel A7) (p) can be written as,

2l _1

A (p) = >~ AjpAf, (44)
k=0

where A are the enlarged error operators acting on the seven qubit quantum states. The cardinality of the error



operators defining A(") (p) is 2 and is obtained by noticing that,

27: 3m (;) =2 (45)
m=0

where 3™ (;) is the cardinality of weight-m error operators Aj, in .

Encoding. The Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) codes are constructed from two classical binary codes C and C’ that
have the following properties [27, 28]: 1) C and C’ are [n, k, d] and [n, k', d’] codes, respectively; 2) C' C C; 3) C
and C' (the dual code of C’) are both t-error correcting codes. For instance, in case of the seven-qubit code, the
two classical codes are the [7, 4, 3] binary Hamming code (C) and the [7, 3, 4] binary simplex code (C’). The dual
code C' is the [7, 4, 3] binary Hamming code. Thus C and C'| are both 1l-error correcting codes. In this case, n =7,
k=4,k =3, k—Fk =1 so that 1 qubit is mapped into 7 qubits. The seven-qubit code is the simplest example of
a CSS code. The five-qubit code introduced in the previous Section is the shortest possible quantum code to correct
one error and is therefore of immense interest. Although the seven-qubit code is ostensibly more complicated that
the five-qubit code, it is actually more useful in certain situations by virtue of being a CSS code. The CSS codes are
a particularly interesting class of codes for two reasons. First, they are built using classical codes which have been
more heavily studied than quantum codes, so it is fairly easy to construct useful quantum codes simply by looking
at lists of classical codes. Second, because of the form of generators, the CSS codes are precisely those for which a
CNOT applied between every pair of corresponding qubits in two blocks performs a valid fault-tolerant operation.
This makes them particularly good candidates in fault-tolerant computation.

The [[7, 1, 3]]-CSS code encodes k = 1 qubit in n = 7 qubits. The cardinality of its stabilizer group S is |S| =

2"~k — 64 and the set Bgm’B]] of n — k = 6 group generators is given by [21],
BIPH S X IXOXOXT, XAX3XOXT, XIX3XOXT, 21252577, 7222 277, 2 22 2° 77} . (46)

The distance of the code is d = 3 and therefore the weight of the smallest error A;TAQ that cannot be detected by the
code is 3. Finally, we recall that it is a non-degenerate code since the smallest weight for elements of S (other than
identity) is 4 and therefore it is greater than the distance d = 3. The encoding for the [[7, 1, 3]] code is given by [21],

) 10000000) + |0110011) + [1010101) + |1100110) +
0) = [0p) = — 3 (47)
(V2)" | +0001111) 4 |0111100) + [1011010) + [1101001)

and,

L [ 11111111) +]1001100) + [0101010) + [0011001) +

3
(V2)" | +1110000) 4 |1000011) + [0100101) + [0010110)

1) = 1) = (48)

Recovery Operators. Recall that errors with non-vanishing error syndrome are detectable and that a set of invertible
error operators Acorrectable 18 correctable if the set given by .Alorrectable Acorrectable 18 detectable [23]. Tt is straightfor-
ward, though tedious, to check that,

S (A;TA;) #0, with [, k € {0, 1,..., 63}, (49)

wh[e]reJ S (A}) is the error syndrome of the error operator A}, (see Appendix B for their explicit expressions) defined
as |26/,

def prl(7,1.3]]

The quantity HI™13] is the check matrix for the seven-qubit code [21],

1111000[0000000
1100110[0000000

(7as)def | 101 01010000000

a “loooo0000|1111000|° (51)
0000000]1100110
0000000101010 1



and vy, is the vector in the 14-dimensional binary vector space F3* corresponding to the error operator Aj. The

[[7, 1, 3]]-code has distance 3 and therefore all errors A’ = AT A} with I, k € {0,...,2"* — 1} of weight less than 3
satisfy the relation,

(ip|A'ljL) = cardij, (52)

and at least one error of weight 3 exists that violates it. It is straightforward, though tedious, to check that all 1- and
2-qubit error operators satisfy this equation (therefore, they are detectable). Instead, there are 3-qubit errors that do
not satisfy . For instance, the error operator X*X2X? is such that (0| X*X2X?[1.) =1 # 0. The [[7, 1, 3]]-code
corrects arbitrary 1-qubit errors, not arbitrary 2-qubit errors. In Appendix B, we introduce the Set-1 of correctable
errors and explicitly show that they are detectable. It turns out that the set of correctable error operators is given
by,

/ / / / /
-Acorrectable = {A()a JEEREE) 21> 2235 ey 63} g A7 (53)

where the cardinality of A equals 2'4. All weight-0, weight-1 and the 42 weight-2 above-mentioned error operators
(see Appendix B) satisfy the error correction conditions,

(Ll A 41,11 ) = oty (54)

for I, m € {0, 1,..., 63} and ¢, j € {0, 1} with (iz|jr) = 0;;.

In general, QEC protocols are symmetric with respect to the phase and bit bases and so enable the detection and
correction of an equal number of phase and bit errors. In the CSS construction a pair of codes are used, one for
correcting the bit flip errors and the other for correcting the phase flip errors. These codes can be chosen in such
a way that the code correcting the phase flip errors has a larger distance than that of the code correcting the bit
flip errors. Therefore, the resulting asymmetric quantum code has different error correcting capability for handling
different type of errors. For instance, we emphasize that for the seven-qubit code there is some freedom in the selection
of the set of correctable errors, even after the stabilizer generators have been specified [29]. The seven-qubit code may
be designed to prioritize a certain error over the others (say Z errors over X and X errors over Y). For instance, an
implementation which has no possibility at all of a Y error could use a code where the set of correctable errors was
chosen to exclude corrections for Y. Optimizing the seven-qubit code to completely remove the ability to correct one
error could lead to qualitatively different behavior, possibly even including better threshold values [29]. Instead, the
five-qubit code (which is not a CSS code) corrects a unique symmetric set of errors. In what follows, first we will
compute fé[;,_ll,S]] (1, p) assuming to correct the set of errors in ; second, we will compute fé[;’_lz’g” (14, p) assuming
to correct the set of errors where we prioritize Z errors over X and X errors over Y.

A. Computation of ]-'gg;_ll’ I (uy p)

The two 64-dimensional orthogonal subspaces V¢ and V!t of HI generated by the action of Acorrectable o0 |01)
and |1.) are given by,

Vo

1
Vo = Span {‘v?_ﬁﬁ =——=A |OL>} ) (55)

with [ € {0,..., 63} and,

L 1
VlL:Span{‘Ull+1>:\/ﬁ>; 2|1L>}, (56)

respectively. Notice that <vliL|vlj,L> = o d;; with I, I € {0,..., 63} and 4, j € {0, 1}. Therefore, it follows that
VoL @ Vit = HT. The recovery superoperator R < {R;} with [ = 1,..., 64 is defined as [2],

, (57)

1
RISV Jof) (ot
i=0
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where the unitary operator V; is such that V; ‘vl”> = |ig) for ¢ € {0, 1}. Notice that,
def i i
R = VzZ 0" (o[ = 10L) (o) [ + 1) (v "] - (58)

It turns out that the 64 recovery operators are given by,

Aj A
L = (J0L) (0z| + |12) (1.]) =&

Vi Vi,

with [ € {0,..., 63}. Notice that R +» {R;} is a trace preserving quantum operation, Z?ﬁl R;Rl = I128x128 because

{|vj*)} with I = 1,..., 64 and iy, € {0, 1} is an orthonormal basis for 3. Finally, the action of this recovery operation
R on the map A (p) in @ leads to,

Ry =R (59)

2141 64

A1rZ<:over ( ) (ROA 7)> def Z RlAk RlA/ ) (60)

k=0 [=1

Entanglement Fidelity. We want to describe the action of RoA(") restricted to the code subspace C. Recalling that
A} = AT it turns out that,

(ir|Ris1Aglic) =

= (irl0z) (0047 Ajljs ) +

; Gilie) (1o147 Afje ). (61)

1
N

We now need to compute the 2 x 2 matrix representation [R; A}, ]IC of each Rj A} with [ =0,..., 63 and k = 0,..., 2! —1

—~<

where,

(R Ay e ((OelBiea ALlO) (Or [ Fr Ay (1)
1Tkl (olRip ALl0z) (LpRipa Aplie) )

For I, k = 0,..., 63, we note that [RZHA;C]‘C becomes,

R 4] = <0L|A;TA;C|OL> \/>51k <0 1) (63)

0 <1L|ATA/ |1L>

(62)

while for any pair (I, k) with [ =0,..., 63 and k > 63, it follows that,
(Oz|Ri41A310L) + (12| Ris1 Ap|1L) = 0. (64)

We conclude that the only matrices [R; A}, ]I ¢ With non-vanishing trace are given by [R; 1 4]] ¢ With I =0,.., 63 where,

rade =i (o 1) (65)

Therefore, the entanglement fidelity ]:S[gg_ll’?’” (1, p) defined as,

2141 64

(7. 1. 3] def (7,1,3]] (1 7 1
Foet1’ " (s P) = Fger <212X27 RoA( )> ? Z Z ’tr ( R A \c) ) (66)
k=0 I=1
becomes (the explicit expression for fg;’_ll’sﬂ (u, p) is given in Appendix B),
F, g;,_l,g]] (1, p) = pgopo + 617801710170 + 15]33017011710170 + 6173017%0170 + 24p80p01p%0po + 12p30p31p%0p0- (67)

Note that for arbitrary degree of memory pu,

hm }"S[j[; 13] (1, p) =1 and, hm ]—'S; 13] (1, p) =0, (68)
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FIG. 3: ]:se7 L3l (u, p) vs. p for with 0 < p < 0.199 (for p > 0.199, the error correction scheme is not effective anymore)
p = 4.33 x 1072 (thick solid line), p = 4 x 1072 (thin solid line) and p = 3.67 x 10~2 (dashed line).

and for vanishing memory parameter p = 0,

112 1 14 4
Bo M2 1700, 10 —9p2+1. (69)

7,1,3]] 4
fé[eu](,p)=§p7—3p TR A

We emphasize that the presence of correlations in symmetric depolarizing errors does not improve the performance
of the seven—qublt code since Fyg ;’11’3]] (1, p) < .7-'3[[67t 11’3] (0, p) for those (i, p)-pairs belonging to the parametric region
Dset_1 where the correction scheme is effective,

DL { gy p) € [0, 1) x [0, 1] PES (. p) < - (70)

Furthermore, it turns out that }-s 3]] (1, p) < FIBL3N (14 p) in DI N D[[7’1’3” where the area of the parametric

region D[S[ = 13]] is smaller than that of DI (see Figure 4). The plots of fs 7’1’3 (p, p) vs. pfor p=4.33 x 1072 |
p=4x10"2 and p = 3.67 x 1072 appear in Figure 3. For the seven-qubit code apphed for the correction of correlated
depolarizing errors in Set-1, it turns out that for increasing values of the memory parameter u, the maximum values of
the errors probabilities p for which the correction scheme is effective decrease. For instance, to pip,i, = 0 corresponds
a threshold pihreshold = 7-63 x 1072 while to fimax = 0.199 corresponds pihreshold = 5.04 x 1074,

In the next Subsection, we will study the performance of the seven-qubit code assuming to correct a new set of
correlated error operators. Moreover, we will compare the performance of the code in such two cases and discuss the
change of the parametric regions where the quantum correction schemes are effective.

B. Computation of ng;;_;’ 3] (1 D)

Unlike the five-qubit code, the seven-qubit code corrects an asymmetric set of errors. In what follows, we choose
the set of correctable errors to prioritize Z errors over X errors over Y errors. Said otherwise, we construct the set
of correctable errors by proceeding in increasing order from single-qubit errors to errors of higher weight. Within
each level (weight) of errors, we include those that incorporate the most Z errors first. In other words, the sets of
weight-0 and weight-1 correctable errors are given in and , respectively (see Appendix B). Following the line
of reasoning presented in the previous Subsection, after some algebra it turns out that

71,3
‘FS[[et 5 J (w, p) = pgopo + Gpgopmpo + 15;03017011?10170 + 217301710]90 (p11 + 2p10) +

+4p3opo1piopo (5p1o + p11) + 12p50pe1 Piopo- (71)
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FIG. 4: Symmetric Case: Threshold curves p>>1 8 () (dashed line), ut[}?r’;’ﬁgld Set.2 (p) (thin solid line) and NE[}Z’;’iEm, Set1 (D)
(thick solid line) vs. p.
From and (see also Appendix B), we obtain
(17,1,3]] (17, 1, 3]]
‘FSe ( p) — ]:s[et 1 l (1, p) = (P11 — p10) (2080P10P0 + 4Pj0Po1P10PO) > O, (72)
with (p11 — p10) = 1+ > 0. The explicit expression for J-'S[[e?t 12’3] (1, p) appears in Appendix B. In absence of correlations

and considering symmetric error probabilities, the two entanglement fidelities are the same. Therefore, we conclude
that in the presence of memory effects, it does matter which set of errors we choose to correct, even limiting our
analysis to symmetric error probabilities. We will see that the freedom of such choice becomes even more important
when combining memory effects and asymmetric error probabilities.

For the seven-qubit code applied for the correction of correlated depolarizing errors in Set-2, it turns out that
for increasing values of the memory parameter p, the maximum values of the errors probabilities p for which the
correction scheme is effective decrease. For instance, to fimin = 0 corresponds a threshold pihreshold = 7.63 x 1072
while to fimax = 0.29 corresponds Pipreshold = 1.95 x 1073,

In conclusion, it follows that in the presence of correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors, the performances of
both the five and the seven-qubit quantum codes are lowered. Furthermore, the five-qubit code is characterized by a
parametric region (where its correction scheme is effective) that is larger than the one provided by the seven-qubit
code (for both selected sets of correctable errors). Furthermore, in the parametric region where both error correction
schemes are effective, the five-qubit code outperforms the seven-qubit code.

In the next Section, we will discover that the situation is slightly different when considering asymmetries and
memory effects in depolarizing channels.

IV. THE FIVE AND SEVEN-QUBIT CODES: ASYMMETRIC ERROR PROBABILITIES AND
CORRELATIONS

In this Section, we study the performance of the [[5, 1, 3]] and [[7, 1, 3]] quantum error correcting codes with respect
to asymmetric error probabilities ( p = px + py + pz with px # py # pz) and correlated noise errors in a quantum
depolarizing channel.

A. The Five-Qubit Code

In our following discussion, we will assume that the error probability p may be written as,

p=0px +py +0z, (73)
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FIG. 5: Asymmetric Case: Threshold curves NE[J;;’iEm, set.2 (p) (dashed line) and /LL[}?;;S’]?;]C]M (p) (thin solid line) vs. p.

where,

Px = axp, py = ayp, pz = azp, (74)
with ax + ay + az = 1. Notice that in the symmetric case, we simply have ax = ay = az = % Following the line

of reasoning presented in Section II, it turns out that the fi@rﬁ;ﬂmc

(1, p) becomes,

5,1,3
F, b[\[symrr]l]etric (1, p) = Péopo + [Pgoplopo + 31?%017011710170 + pgopmpﬂ +

[Piop20P0 + 3Pg0Po2p20Po + Paopozpz] + [Phopsopo + 3pgePospsopo + PoPosps] » (75)

where,

Po = 1_p7p1:aXp7p2:aYp7p3:aZp7p00:(1_M)(1_p)+:u‘7
por = poz =po3 = (1 —p) (1 =p), pro=axp(l—pu),

p2o = ayp(l—p), pso=azp(l—pu). (76)

[5, 1, 3]]

After some straightforward algebra, ‘Fa[»symmetric (1, p) in may be written as,

5,1,3
fa[gymnﬂetric (1> P) = PooPo + PioPo (P10 + P20 + Pso) + 3P5opo1po (P1o + P20 + P3o) + Poopor (p1 +p2 +ps) . (77)

Recalling that in the symmetric case p; = p2 = p3 = %, P10 = P20 = P30 = g (1 — p) and substituting in , it
follows that
5,1,3 5,1,3
’Fa[u[symnpetric (/1’7 p) = ‘Fs[gzmme”tric (:u’v p) . (78)
Therefore, we conclude that the performance of the five-qubit code cannot be enhanced in the case of asymmetric

error probabilities in the depolarizing channel. This result was somehow expected since the five-qubit code corrects a
unique and symmetric set of error operators.
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B. The Seven-Qubit Code

]_‘[[71 173]]

Following the line of reasoning presented in Section III, it turns out that the entanglement fidelity 7, " oo (1 D)

evaluated assuming to correct the Set-2 of error operators becomes,

71,3
]:a[[symnﬂatric (1, p) = PhoPo + 2P00po1 (P1 + P2 + P3) + 5pgePo1Po (Pro + P20 + P3o) + PooPo (2psopss + pag + 3p1ops1) +

+p3opo1p30P0 (8p30 + 4psz + 12p10) + 6p2epiipaopo (P30 + P1o) (79)

where,

Do 1—p, p1 = axp, p2 = ayp, p3 = azp, poo = (1 —p) (1 —p) + 4,

po1 = Po2 =po3 =1 —p)(1—=p), pro=axp(l—pu), po=ayp(l—p), pso=azp(l—p),

P31 = pao=azp(l—p), pss = azp(l—p)+ p. (80)

Notice that for px = py = pz = £, fig;ﬂimc (1, p) equals .Fs[gz;llrf’glric (1, p). In absence of correlations, the
entanglement fidelity fig;ﬂimc becomes,

e (0,p) = (1 =) +7p (1= p)° + 215> (1 = p)° [0% + axaz] . (81)

The general expression of fi[;’;i]l]etric (1, p) is given in Appendix C. We point out that in the absence of correlations

but with asymmetric error probabilities, the seven-qubit code can outperforms the five-qubit code,

Pl hise 0,p) = FISLL (0, p) = Ftihic (0, p). (52

asymmetric asymmetric symmetric

In Figure 5, we plot the threshold curves P‘E[gfiéi&d (p) and ug{:’r;i{ll q (p) versus p in the case case of asymmetric error

probabilities. Asymmetries in the error probabilities enlarge the parametric regions where the seven-qubit code is
effective for error correction. Furthermore, comparing the performances of such codes on a common region where they

are both effective, the seven-qubit code turns out to outperform the five-qubit code in the presence of asymmetries
d lati In Fi 6 lot f[[7’1’3]] ( ) f[[5a173ﬂ ( ) — ]:'[[571»3” ( ) d ]:'[[771,3” ( )
and correlations. 1n rigure b, we plo asymmetric Hs P)s symmetric K, p asymmetric K, p) an symmetric K, P

versus the memory parameter u for p =4 x 1072 and az = 25¢, ax = ba and ay = a with ax + ay + az = 1.

V. FINAL REMARKS

In this article, we have studied the performance of common quantum stabilizer codes in the presence of asymmetric
and correlated errors. Specifically, we considered the depolarizing noisy quantum memory channel and performed
quantum error correction via the five and seven-qubit stabilizer codes. We have shown that memory effects in the
error models combined with asymmetries in the error probabilities can produce relevant changes in the performances
of quantum error correction schemes by qualitatively affecting the threshold error probability values for which the
codes are effective. In summary, we have uncovered the following findings:

1. In the presence of correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors, the performances of both the five and the
seven-qubit quantum stabilizer codes are lowered for fixed values of the degree of memory u. Furthermore, such
error correction schemes only work for low values of u.

2. In the presence of correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors, the five-qubit code is characterized by a para-
metric region (where its correction scheme is effective) that is larger than the one provided by the seven-qubit
code. Furthermore, in the parametric region where both error correction schemes are effective, the five-qubit
code outperforms the seven-qubit code.

3. The asymmetry in the error probabilities does not affect the performance of the five-qubit code quantified in
terms of its entanglement fidelity. On the contrary, it does affect the performance of the seven-qubit code which
is less effective when considering correlated and symmetric depolarizing errors. This peculiar effect is rooted in
the stabilizer structure of the CSS seven-qubit code: it is a consequence of the freedom in selecting the set of
correctable error operators even after the stabilizer generators have been specified.
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vs. p with 0 < g < 0.199 (where both error correction schemes are effective) for p = 4 x 1072 with az = 25, ax = 5a and
oy = o.

4. The performance of the seven-qubit code significantly improves when considering correlated and asymmetric
depolarizing errors. Furthermore, in such case it is also characterized by higher (than the one provided by the
five-qubit code) error probability threshold values. This result confirms that in order to make effective use of
quantum error correction, a physical implementation of a channel with a sufficiently low error probability, as
well as a code with sufficiently high threshold probability is needed [30].

We conclude that in order to optimize the seven-qubit code performance, it is very important to know the exper-
imental details of the physical implementation of the quantum memory channel being considered. Furthermore, in
order to make effective use of quantum error correction, a more detailed analysis of the physical noise models for
various qubit implementations is needed. This requirement, as we have shown, becomes even more pressing when
dealing with noise models where memory effects are combined with asymmetries in the error probabilities.
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Appendix A: The Five-Qubit Code

In this Appendix, we briefly discuss few technical details omitted in the manuscript concerning the application of
the five-qubit code to the depolarizing memory channel with both symmetric and asymmetric error probabilities.
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Error Operators. The weight zero and one quantum error operators in A(5)(p) in @ are given by,

A6: /ﬁ011®12®l3®14®15,Ag-:\/EX1®IQ®IB®I4®I57A/2:\/]57211®X2®I3®I4®I5’

S
e
Il

VisI' 9P @ X3 @I'@I°, Ay = /isI' 9 I’ P o X @ I°, AL = \/ps '@ PP ' © X°,
Ay = VY '@ P PeI*@°, Ay = /' oY@ PoI*®@I°, Ay = /psI' P @Y o I'® I°,
Ay = VPoI' @ PP @Y @ I°, Ay = Vhol' @ P PI'eY® Ay = VinZ o PePol'e I’
Ay = V'@ Z20P@I*QI°, A, =bs[' @I Z2@I*®I°, Al = V/pul' 9 P P Z* @ I,

Ay = Visl'oPoPeol*e 2%, (A1)
where the coefficients p; with [ = 0,..., 15 results,

Po = PYoPos P1 = PaoP10Pos P2 = PgoPo1P10Pos P3 = PaoPo1P10Po, P4 = PioPo1P10Pos Ps = PioPoiP1,

D6 = PooP20Pos D1 = PgoPo2P20P0, Ps = PooP02P20P0s Do = PaoP02P20P0s P1o = PaoPo2p2,

P11 = PooP30Po, P12 = PgoPo3P30Po, P13 = PoPo3P30Pos P14 = PooPo3P30Pos P15 = PooDo3Ps, (A2)
with,
_ . _P _
po = 1-—p,pr=p2=p3= 37 Poo = (1—p)(1—=p)+p,
p
Po1 = po2 =poz = (1 —p) (1 —p), pro =p20 =p3o = 3 (1—p). (A3)

Detectable Errors. Recall that an error operator Aj is detectable by the code C if and only if
P AL Pe = A Fe, (A4)

for some Aa; where ¢ f [0£) (O] + |1z) (11| is the projector on the code space. On the contrary, a set of error
operators A = {4} is correctable if and only if

PeA AL Pe = AnFe, (A5)

for any pair of error operators in A where \,,, define a positive semi-definite Hermitian matrix. We emphasize that
the notion of correctability depends on all the errors in the set under consideration and, unlike detectability, cannot
be applied to individual errors. For invertible error operators (such as the ones considered here), there is a simple
relationship between detectability and correctability. A set A is correctable if and only if the operators in the set
AtA L {ATLA’2 cALe A} are detectable. It would be awfully tedious to identify either detectable errors or sets of
correctable errors by means of and for the five and seven-qubit codes characterized by the codewords in @D
and , respectively. However, the quantum stabilizer formalism allows to simplify such task. This is a consequence
of the fact that by means of such formalism it is sufficient to study the effect of the error operators on the generators
of the stabilizer and not on the codewords themselves. In our work, we have made use of the stabilizer formalism
together with the simple relationship between detectability and correctability for invertible error operators s in order
to identify sets of correctable and detectable errors.
It is known that errors with non-vanishing error syndrome are detectable. It is straightforward to check that,

S (A;*A;) £0, with I, k € {0, 1,..., 15}, (A6)
where S (A),) is the error syndrome of the error operator Aj, defined as,

S (A;{) d:ef H[[S’LSH'UA;C- (A7)



17

The quantity H 513!l is the check matrix for the five-qubit code in and vy, is the vector in the 10-dimensional
binary vector space F}° corresponding to the error operator Aj.. For instance, considering k € {0, 1,..., 15}, we obtain

v; = (00000/00000), vy = (10000/00000) , vy= = (01000]00000) , vxs = (00100]00000)
vys = (00010]00000) , vys = (00001|00000), vz: = (00000/10000), vz= = (00000]01000)
vzs = (00000]00100), vz4 = (00000]00010) , vzs = (00000[00001) , vy1 = (10000]10000) ,

vy2 = (01000]01000) , vys = (00100]00100) , vy+ = (00010]00010), vys = (00001|00001), (A8)
and the error syndromes become,
S(I) = 0000, S (X') =1000, S (X?) = 1100, S (X?) = 0110, S (X*) = 0011, S (X°) = 0001,

S(z') = o101, S (Z?) = 0010, S (Z*) = 1001, S (Z*) = 0100, S (Z°) = 1010,

S(Y') = 1101, S (Y?) =1110, S (Y?) = 1111, S (Y*) = 0111, S (V) = 1011. (A9)

For a non-degenerate quantum stabilizer code, linearly independent correctable errors have unequal error syndromes.
This necessary (but not sufficient) requirement for a set of correctable errors appears fulfilled in . Finally, following
the above-mentioned line of reasoning, we can show that is fulfilled.

Recovery Operators. From , it follows that the sixteen recovery operators are given by,

Ry = [00) (01| +12) (1], R = RiX", Ry = RiX? Ry = R1X?, Rs = Ri X", Rg = R1 X°,
Ry = RiY', Ry =RY? Rg=R,Y? Rip=RY* Ry =RY?,

Ry = RiZ', Ri3 = R1Z% Ry =Ri1Z% Ris = RiZ*, Rig = R12°. (A10)
Entanglement Fidelity. The explicit expression for the entanglement fidelity FI(5-1:3]] (u, p) in is given by,
FOL3 (0 p) = pt (4p° — Tp* + 3p%) + 43 (—16p° + 36p* — 26p° + 6p?) +

+u? (24p° — 66p* + 63p® — 24p* + 3p) + p (—16p° + 52p* — 60p” + 28p* — 4dp) +
+ (4p° — 15p* +20p® — 10p* + 1) . (A11)

Appendix B: On the Seven-Qubit Code

In this Appendix, we briefly discuss few technical details omitted in the manuscript concerning the application of
the seven-qubit code to the depolarizing memory channel with both symmetric and asymmetric error probabilities.

Error Operators (Set-1). The set of correctable error operators (Set-1) is explicitly defined by 64 error operators.
The only weight-0 error operator is given by,

Ay=\phI'ePePeol*elPeI°e I = \/jI. (B1)
The 21 weight-1 error (correctable) operators are given by,

A = RIXY, Ay = VIRXE, Ay = X, AL = B XY AL = REXC,
VX, Ay = X, A= VRY', Ay = VY, K = VY,
Ay = \/IZY{ Ay = \/@Yi Ay = \/%Y(Sv Ay = \/@Y7, Ay = \/1?5217
16 = @227 Ar = \/EZ?’, Alg = \/@247 Ay = \/@257 Ay = \/1%267 Ay = \/]EZ7- (B2)

Ag
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Finally, the 42 weight-2 (correctable) error operators are,
M = VX' 22, oy = T X 2, Ay = VX 7, My = X' 25, oy = X 2
Ay = @X1277 Ay = \/IstlXQ: Ay = @XQZga Az = \/I%X2Z4a Ay = @X2257
Ay = oo X228, Ay = [ X227, Ay = /P, 2V X3, Ay = /e 22 X3, Ay = /b X221,
b = TR XOZ, Ay = T X2, Ay = Ty XL, My = T2 X, Ay = 2K

Ay = VPRZ* X", Ay = P X 2%, Ay = P X 2%, Ay = \/phs X127, Ay = /052" X°, (B3)

and,
Ay = D Z2X5, Ay = e 23 X5, Alg = /PhoZ X5, ALy = /P X228, AL = /Pl X°Z7,
Aby = V52" X6, Ay = 5, 2° X6, ALy = 5, 2° X6, Ay = P52 X6, ALg = /5 2° X6,
A/57 = \/@Xﬁz7v Alss = @Z1X7, Ags} = \/I%ZQX7’ A%O = %ZSXZ A%l = \/%24)(77

62 = \/]5%2Z5X77 Ags = \/15%326)(7- (B4)

Detectable Errors (Set-1). For the sake of completeness, we show in an explicit way that these 64 errors are
detectable. Considering k € {0, 1,..., 21}, the error syndrome of weight-0 and weight-1 error operators is given by,

S(I) = 000000, S (X') = 111000, S (X?) = 110000, S (X*) = 101000, S (X*) = 100000,
S (X®) = 011000, S (X°) = 010000, S (X7) = 001000, S (Y') = 111111, S (Y’?) = 110110,
S(Y?) = 101101, S (Y*) = 100100, S (Y®) = 011011, S (Y°) = 010010, S (Y") = 001001,
S(z') = 000111, S (Z?) = 000110, S (Z*) = 000101, S (Z*) = 000100, S (Z°) = 000011,

S (2°) = 000010, S (Z") = 000001.
Instead, for k € {22,..., 63} the error syndrome of weight-2 error operators is given by,

S(X'z?%) = 111110, § (X' Z%) = 111101, S (X'Z*) = 111100, S (X'Z®) = 111011, S (X'Z%) = 111010,
S(X'ZT) = 111001, S (Z'X?) = 110111, S (X*Z2°) = 110101, S (X*Z*) = 110100, S (X*Z°) = 110011,
S (X?z°%) = 110010, S (X*Z7) = 110001, S (Z'X?) = 101111, S (Z*>X?) = 101110, S (X*Z*) = 101100,
S (X®z°) = 101011, S (X32°) = 101010, S (X*Z7) = 101001, S (Z'X*) = 100111, S (Z*X*) = 100110,

S (Z°X*) = 100101, S (X*2%) = 100011, S (X*Z°%) = 100010, S (X*Z") = 100001, S (Z'X°) = 011111, (B6)
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and,

S(Z°X°) = 011110, § (Z°X®) = 011101, S (Z*X®) = 011100, S (X°Z°) = 011010, S (X°Z") = 011001,
S (2'X°) = o10111, S (2°X°) = 010110, S (Z°X°®) = 010101, S (Z*X°) = 010100, S (Z°X®) = 010011,
S(X°Z7) = 010001, S (Z'XT") = 001111, S (Z°X") = 001110, S (Z*X") = 001101, S (Z*X") = 001100,

S(Z°XT) = 001011, S (Z°XT") = 001010. (B7)

Since these errors have non-vanishing error syndromes, they are detectable. As a side remark, we point out that

following the above-mentioned line of reasoning, it can be shown that S (A;TA;‘;& 0, with [, k € {0, 1,..., 63}.

([7,1,3]]

Entanglement Fidelity (Set-1). The explicit expression for Fg.; ;™" (1, p) in (67) is given by,

4 5, 4 50 4 22 8
FEE (wop) = <3p7 A 3p4> +p (—8;07 + 500 - S apt 3p3) +

it (20;07 _ ?pe' i 220 5 41p 134p3 i ;Lp?) +
p (—830;97 + %pﬁ 620 °+192p* 2221)3 + 12p2> +
2 (20p7 — ?pf" + 825 P —310p* + 520 K 1;15 ®+ 5p) +
( 8p" + 1;8 6 420 > 4 220p* 4§Op3 + %ﬁ - 6p) +
(;lzf - %pf" %pf’ - 1775194 1;;0}93 439 2+ 1) (B8)

Error Operators (Set-2). The sets of weight-0 and weight-1 correctable errors are given in and (| ., respec-
tively. The chosen set of correctable weight-2 error operators is,

Al2/2 = ]5'2/2Z1Z2, A/2/3 = 15/2/32123, A/2/4 =\/D> ZlZ A25 = 15/2/52125, A;G = ﬁgfizlzev
Ay = \[DonZV 27, Agg = [ Pas 2223, Ay = \[ oo 22 2%, Ay = /g 2275, Ay, = /P 2225,
Ag? = 327", Ag?, =\ D52 2" A34 = /P 2°2° A3o = /P35 2°2°, A§6 SV VAVAR
Ag7 = \[05: 227, Ags = /D3 Z'2° Ae,g [AyAl A4o = \/D402°2°, A:1/1 RV IVAIAR

A42 = 25;1/2Z6Z7a (B9)



and,

A:LIB = ﬁZstle» A:1/4 = w ZlX A45 1521/5Z1X4a A:1/6 = ﬁZ(leXE’,

AZ7 = 13;1’721)(67 AZs = 15/4/8Z1X7, AZQ = \/ Py Z2X Aso =\/Ds Z2X A51 =\/Ds 22
Agy = \/PegZ?X0, Ay = \/Pra Z2X7, Agy = \/ Py Z° X1, Ags = \/1; Z3X5, Ay = /e

Agr = \/PerZ3X7, Ag = \/Prg Z X5, Ay = \/Pro Z XS, Agy = \/ Do Z X7, Ag, = \/ Py Z° X6,
Agz = ﬁg225X7» Ag:s =/ P ZGX

Entanglement Fidelity (Set-2). The explicit expression for fé[;’_lz’g]] (1, p) in is given by,

4 8 20 64 , 20
iy M p) = <3p7 +p° —5p° + 3194) +p° (—8197 + 5"+ 16p" — —p' + 3p3> +

145 70 70 16 5
4 7 6 5 4
/L 2 p - 717 + + 2 p + 71) +

80 320 , 460 272 , 40 16 , 4
3 _SY 7 vev 6 VY5 et 4 > 3 -V 2 =
u<3p+3p AN ey 3p+3p>+

335 710 , 350 5
p® (20p" — ==p® +235p° — —p* + ——p® —25p + —p | +
3 3 3 7 3
172 4 460 400 5 124
7 <—8p7 + 7p6 =P p° + 200p* — 3 —®+ 7;92 - 4p) +

Ao 355 1125 175 4 140 5 49
L 1
(3 T A A Y

Appendix C: Asymmetries and Correlations

Entanglement Fidelity. Substituting in the explicit expression for Fllr13l (1, p) becomes,

asymrnetrlc

Fiwyrlni]t (1, p) = As (11, p) + As (1, p) + A (11, p) + Az (1, p) + A2 (1, p) + A1 (11, p) + Ao (1, p) -

20

(B10)

(B11)
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The quantities Ag (1, p), As (i, p), Aa (1, p) and Az (u, p) are given by,

As (1, p) = p®[(6p" = 11p° +5p°) + az (6p° — 10p” + 4p") + (o + axaz) (—21p" +45p° — 30p° + 6p*)]

[ (—36p7 +90p°® — T4p® + 20p*) + az (—30p°® + 70p° — 52p* + 12p?) +
As (p, p) = w° ;

i + (o 4+ axaz) (126p” — 330p° + 300p° — 108p? + 12p?)

[ (90p™ — 285p5 + 330p° — 165p* + 30p®) + az (60p° — 180p° + 192p* — 84p® + 12p?) +

_ 4
As(p, p) = n ;
+ (o 4+ axaz) (—315p7 + 975p5 — 1110p° + 558p* — 114p® + 6p?)
(—120p™ + 460p5 — 680p° + 480p* — 160p* + 20p?) +

Az (u,p) = p? +az (—60p° + 220p° — 304p* + 192p* — 52p? + 4p) + , (C2)

+ (0%, + axaz) (420p” — 1500p° + 2040p° — 1296p* + 372p® — 36p?)
while As (u, p), A1 (i, p) and Ag (i, p) are,
(90p™ — 405p5 + 725p° — 650p* + 300p® — 65p* + 5p) +
Ao (1, p) = 2 +az (30p° — 130p° + 220p* — 180p® + 70p? — 10p) + )

+ (o + axaz) (—315p7 + 1275p5 — 2010p° + 1530p* — 555p° + 75p?)

(—36p" + 186p° — 390p° + 420p* — 240p® + 66p* — 6p) +
A (u, p) = +az (—6p® 4 30p° — 60p* + 60p® — 30p? + 6p) + ,

+ (a3 + axaz) (126p” — 570p° + 1020p° — 900p* + 390p* — 66p?)

Ao, p) = (1—p)" +7p(1—p)°+21p* (1 - p)° [0% + axaz]. (C3)
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