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We report two analytical bounds for quantum error-corregitodes that do not have preexisting classical
counterparts. Firstly the quantum Hamming and Singletambs are combined into a single tighter bound, and
then the combined bound is further strengthened via the kmelivn Lloyd’s theorem in classical coding theory,
which claims that perfect codes, codes attaining the Hamimiund, do not exist if the Lloyd’s polynomial has
some non-integer zeros. Our bound characterizes quargiyathe improvement over the Hamming bound via
the non-integerness of the zeros of the Lloyd’s polynomiialthe case of 1-error correcting codes our bound
holds true for impure codes as well, which we conjecture talb&ys true, and for stabilizer codes there is a
1-logical-qudit improvement for an infinite family of lergt.

Introduction — During all kinds quantum informational condition for perfect codes attaining the Hamming bound. In
processes there are uncontrollable noises due to inewitabl the case of 1-error-correcting codes we prove that thegtnen
teractions with ubiquitous environments. The theory ofrgua ened qHB holds true for impure codes as well, which is con-
tum error correctiorﬂJEM] provides us a powerful tool topro jectured to be true for all distances. Though demonstrated i
tect our precious quantum data from various noises by erthe case of pure quantum codes, both bounds apply to corre-
coding them into some special subspaces, called the quantusponding classical codes straightforwardly.
error-correcting codes (QECCSs), which correct certairetyp  Quantum Hamming-Singleton bound — In what follows our
of errors. Stabilizer formalisnﬂ[ﬂ—9] is one major method tophysical systems are qudits;level systems withp being fi-
find such kinds of subspaces, called stabilizer (additivds.  nite. In the Hilbert space of qudits anK -dimensional sub-
There exist also some nonadditive coded ES) 11] with betspace, whose projection is denotedBycorrects a set of er-
ter parameters for whose constructions a graphical approacors{&,} if and only if ﬂZ] (in an equivalent form)

[IE, |I$] as well as an equivalent codeword stabilizer codes 1
approachl[14] has been developed recently. PELEIP = ETF(P&J&)P- 1)

One of the fundamental tasks in the theory of QECCS is tqf a set of errors is correctable then their linear comboragi

find the optimal codes with as large as possible coding sub-

spaces while correcting as many as possible errors and coft'® also C(_)rrectable S0 that we needs only to consider an op-
suming as less as possible resources. Obviously the ofitimal erator baS|s,_e.g., qu't.Pau“ errql_&} [Ij]' By at-error we

of the quantum codes, additive or nonadditive, is subjeted mean a Pauli errcf,, acting nontrivially on< |w] = ¢ qudits.

the tradeoffs among those parameters imposed by the prindlA—s usual(n, X, d)),,_denotes a quantu_m code qf 'e”@mhe

ples of quantum mechanics. The strongest bound so far is t umber_ of the physical system_s) of S|Ke(th_e dimension of
quantum linear programming (qLP) bou@[ 16] which i the coding subspace) and of distamcmeaning that-errors
unfortunately not analytical. So far all the analytic bosifiar can be corrected, whe_te: L.(d —1)/2]. .
quantum codes have preexisting classical countergarts [17. '€ duantum code is said to pere or non-degenerate if

i . :
for examples the quantum versions of Johnson bolnd [18?1"(P5“5a) =0 w_ht_—:‘nevela_u # Ea, meaning th_at different
Griesmer bound [19], and most importantly, the Singleton rrors send the original coding subspace into differeonyt

bound (qSB)|I|4] and the Hamming bound (qH) [5]. onal subspaces. The existence of impure codes, where there

The qHB the gSB are two independent bounds and comare errors that we do not need to worry about, e.g., thoseserro

paratively the qHB is stronger for long codes and weaker fthat stabilize the coding subspace, makes an essentiat-diff

short codes than the qSB. For single error correcting cdaes t ence between the clas§|cal and quantum CO(_jes.
gHB is quite tight and can be attaindd l[_ji 6]. For instance in The quantum Hamming bound states that if a pure quantum

the case of qubits, i.e., two-level systems, all the optiste code((n, K, d)), exists thend = 2t +1 + o ando = 0, 1)

bilizer codes saturating the gHB are constructed excepta fe ) t ) n—o
families of lengths[[20, 21]. Recently a family of nonaddi- K H;', <p", H', =p* Y (0* - 1)8( . ) (2)
tive codes attaining asymptotically the gHB has been replort s=0

[2Z2]. For some families of lengths however the qHB admitsFor odd distancess( = 0) the qHB can be established by a
strengthening [20, 21, P3], which helps to identify some-non standard counting argument: there &g, differentt-errors
additive codes that outperform the optimal stabilizer @de  and each on of such errors should take the coding subspace to

Here we will establish two analytical bounds without pre-a different orthogonal subspace. Though the above counting
existing classical counterparts for pure quantum codesy Th argument fails for impure codes, there are many positive ev-
are two strengthenings of the qHB with one arising from anidencesﬁbﬂﬂﬂ 4] that the gHB holds true for impure
interpolation with the qSB and the other one from a necessargodes as well.
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For even distance$ = 2(¢ + 1) the qHB is usually taken Theorem 1 If a pure quantum cod@n, K, d)), exists with
as the same as that fér= 2t + 1. However a stronger bound d = 2¢ + 1 + o ando = 0, 1 then for all integer® < e <t
as given in EqL{2) in the case 6f= 1 can be read off readily
from the classical coding theory, for which there exist®als KH'y <p", Hpy=p"“H"%. (7)
a simple counting argument. Consider the seftof)-errors ) _
that includes all the-errors and all thét + 1)-errors that act Some remarks are in order. i) When= ¢ ore = 0
nontrivially on a fixed qudit. It is easy to count that there ar the bound above coincides with the qSB or the qHB respec-
HP, of (¢,1)-errors and the product of any two, 1)-errors tlvely so that our new bound provides a kind of interpolation
is a (2t + 1)-error. Thanks to the error correction condition @nd is called here as tlygantum Hamming-Singleton bound
for pure codes each or{e, 1)-error should bring the coding (4HSB). ii) For a given length the integere can be chosen
subspace to a different orthogonal subspace so that the qHEPtimally according to
for even distance follows immediately. d

In contrast the quantum Singleton bound holds true both e=t+1-— [ng;] , (8)
for pure and impure codes and it states that if a quantum code pe =2

((n, K, d)), exists then with e = 0if n > t¢2 + 1 + o, i.e., it coincides with the

K < pr—2d=-1), (3) gHB. As a result gHSB improves the gHB for short codes
_ _ _ . andin fact whent(p?> — 2) > n —d > p? — 2 the qHSB is
Though several proofs are known, including the originalgyictly stronger than both the gSB and qSB. We notice that

Knill-Lafflamme argument({4] and the quantum LP bound,, 4(d — 1) so that there is no strengthening for qubits, i.e.,

[6,(€], we provide here asimple argumentwhich leads inwhaj, _ 5 'jji) Recalling that the codes attaining the qSB and gHB
follows to a strengthening to gHB. Let us divide qubits

_ -~ are called as maximum distance separable (MDS) codes and
into 3 subsystemst, B, and ¢ containingd — 1, d — 1, perfect codes respectively, the qHSB claims that there is no
andc = n — 2(d - 1) qudits respectively. By introducing \ps codelfb] ifn > p2 + d — 2 and no (pure) perfect code
three reduced projection®y = Trpc P, Ppc = TraP,and it - g4 ¢(? — 2). In the next section the qHSB as well as
Pp = Trac P with P being the projection of the coding sub- 6 qHB is further strengthened via a necessary condition fo
space, we compute the perfect codes to exist.
) |Tr(E4P)|? Tr(E,PEL P) Strengthened quantum Hamming bound — In the classical
TPy = Z Topd1 = Z ot coding theory a crucial property of the perfect codes, codes
acA acA attaining the Hamming bound, is described by the well-known
= K’I‘rpéc > ECTrPg, (4) Lloyd theorem ] which states that perfect codes of length
p n and distancel = 2t + 1 4+ o with ¢ = 0,1 do not exist if
in which the first equality follows due to the expansiBa o« the Lloyd polynomialL} , (z) = K '(z — 1) has some
Yoca Tr(PEL)EL since{E,}aca is a basis for subsystem non-integer zeros, where
A, the second equality is due to the error-correction condi-
tion Eq.[2), and the inequality is due to the faat Pgc — i ; (:1:> (n - x) ©)

n o 2 t—
Pg/p°)? > 0. After interchanging subsystemsand B the Ki'(x) = Zo(p - D=1 t—
J:

above inequality must also hold so that the qSB follows. ’
The first strengthening of the gHB comes from an interpos the Krawtchouk polynomial of degreeln what follows we

lation of the qSB and gqHB for pure codes. Ik ¢ < tbe  gha|| demonstrate a quantitative version of the Lloyd theor

an arbitrary integer and we dividephysical qudits into two o the nonintegerness of the zeros of the Lloyd polynomial

subsystems! andB containings = 2e andb = n—2e qudits  gjves rise to an improvement over the Hamming bound.

respectively. Denote Take an arbitrary integer < e < t and letx; be thej-th
Pe = Z E,PE! (5) root(j =1,2,...,t—e)of the Lloyd’s polynomialL?jjg(x)

of degree —e. According to Ref.|[26] these roots are real and
distinct with0 < z; < n with their integer part$z; | being
where the summation is taken over @l ¢)-errorsifc =0 different integers. We introduce the following polynomial
while over all the(t — e, 1)-errors ifoc = 1. From the counting

wCB,|w|<t—e+0o

arguments for the gHB it follows thatr P, = KHZ:?,?- On A€ () ﬁ <1 x ) ( x ) (10)
o \Z) = T
one hand we have ¢, L |z;] lzj] +1
Te(TeaR)? = — 3 Te(Ea PELF KH o 6 J
(Trale)” =2 ;A (EaPelole) = p2e () of degree2(t — ¢). Itis obvious thatA;"; (k) > 0 for in-
“= tegerk since the roots the polynomiaiz;f(a:) are pairwise

by noting that&/£. &, is a(d — 1)-error and the error cor-  consecutive integers. On the other hakigi; (z;) < 0 for all
rection condition Eq{1) for pure codes applies. On theothel < j < t — e and the equality happens for glbnly when all
handTr(Tra P.)? > p~°(TrP.)? so that we have the zerose; are integers.



Theorem 2 i) If a pure QECC((n, K, d)),, exists withd =
2t + 1 + o wheres = 0,1 thensS;' ;" K < p" for all integers
0 < e < twhere

i
x; Tt

J~o

1 f—
Spe

Nea

1

t—e |

> ()]
= ()
with H/";" being the qHSB as defined in Hd.(Z),s being the
zeros of Lloyd’s polynomiaL?~2¢ (z), and

t—e,o

(* = 1)(n—2c—0)
p22et1to)

(11)

t—e
s=1

being strictly positive.
valid for impure codes as well fat = 3, 4.

Proof We shall postpone the proof of the first part to the
Appendix since it is essentially classical and prove heee th

Kn 26 o— 1(:6—1)]2

1(n—2e—o0—1
p - 1 o ( s—1

(12)

)

second part which is quantum mechanical since it involve§/\"

impure codes. In the case @t 3,4, i.e.,t = 1ando = 0,1
we havee = 0 and for simplicity we denot&, = Sff and
Al(z) = A?y’g(:c). The Lloyd polynomial is linear and its
single zero is determined hy’z, = (p> — 1)(n — o) + 1.
For convenience we denafg = 2z, — | z,], 6, = 1 — §, and
obviouslyd,, 6, > 0. The strengthened qHSB is given by

— 1 _ (p2 — 1)(” 0)5060
~ oy, <1 2] (7] + 1) ) |

According to the qLP bound if a codgn, K, d)), exists
then there is a probability distributiofX A, /p™}"_, such
that (K7 (x)) = As for 0 < s < 2+ o, where we have

denoted(g(x)) = pﬁ " 0 9(s)A, for arbitraryg(z). Since

1
ST

(13)

ii) The above strengthened qHSB is

3

3p?d, /4 so thatag, > 3n” andag, > 4n°d,. Furthermore it
is easy to see that” (i) with fixed1 < i < 240 as afunction
of |z, is increasing in the range,, | > 4 + 0. By excluding
a single case whene = 2, n = 7, andd = 4 for which the
bound is clear we can assurhe, | > 4 + o so thatA”? (1) >

(3+0)/(5+0), A%(2) > (3 +0)/10, andA?(3) > 1/5. If

o = 0 it is now easy to checkoAZ (i) > a; fori = 1,2.

In the case ot = 1 it follows from 4nd; (A?(1) — 1) >

2(7’L — 1)51 = a1in — agpi (sincen > 7) thata()lﬁ?(l) >

nay1. Inthe mean time fromg; > n(6/p2+251), 6A7(2) >

2(n — 2), and26,A7(2) > 44, as long a1 > 7 it follows

thatag; A7 (2) > nasy. Finally fromag; > 3nandn—3 > 4

it follows thatag; A7(3) > 12n/5 > 6n/p? = nas:.

Suppose now + 20 < n < ¢? + 1 + 0. In this case we
have|z,| = p?0, = n — o — 1. As a result the coefficients
can be evaluated agag, = n°(n — 0)|2, ], p?a1o = (2 +
)(n—1)(n —2)7, andp?az, = (2 +4o)(n — 2)°. ltis
easy to checlaogA"( ) > n%a;, fori = 1,2,3. In this case
sincep®ap, = n7|2,)(|2,] + 1) so thatSy, = p?(+)
meaning that our strengthened bound coincides with the qSB
K < ¢ 2d=Dinthecaseofl — 1 =2+ 0. Q.E.D.

Some remarks are now in order. i) To obtain the corre-
sponding strengthened Hamming bound for classical codes
we have only to replacé& by K/p" and then identifyp?
with the number of the alphabet. ii) If the Lloyd’s polynorhia
has at least one noninteger zero theyy,; (;)| > 0 so that

Si, =Sty 0> H{, which yields the Lloyd theorem imme-
dlately |||) Whent = 2 andn — pim((p?> —1)m+1)+2+0
with m > 0 all the zeros of the Lloyd’s polynomial are inte-
gers and there is no improvement. In the case af 3 (and
sincep? > 4) [Iﬂ] there always exist non-integer zeros for

{K7(x)}s<: provides a basis for the polynomial of degreesLloyd’s polynomial so that we have alwayg', > H;',. iv)

< t we can expand the polynomidl” (z) = (n — x)° A”(xz)
of degree2 + o by {K7(z)}s<3 and, when averaged with
respect to the above probability distribution, we obtain

apo + a1 A1 + a5 Az + a3, A3

Aol = T 2, (2] 4 1) -
in which the coefficients are given by
age = n (|20 + 65 — P*050s),
=2(n—1)706 + (|20 | + 05 = P*d505),
=2(n—2)7/p?+400,, az, =60/p>. (15)
If we are able to show thaty, A™ (i) > ;e A7 (0)(= n°a;,)

forallo = 0,1and0 < i < 2+0 thenthe bound? , K < p"
follows immediately from the inequalities

_ZAn

3

> aic A

=0

)(&n(2)). (16)

(An(a)) K

>

p oo

Suppose atfirsi > p>+2+o0. Inthis case we haviez, | >
p? and, sinceté o, < 1 andds, i,

>0, [20] > p?0s00 +

Numerical evidences show that the optimal value of the inte-
gere can be chosen as follows. Lét;}._; be the zeros (in
an increasing order) df}’ , (x) and lete = ¢ — j with j being

the greatest integer such that; | < n — d + 2j.

Let us now consider specially the stabilizer code whose size
is K = p* for some integek, which is the number of the
logical qudits. The gHB and the strengthened gldB= 0) for
pure stabilizer codes then read- k > s,(n,d) > hy(n,d)
where

hy(n,d) = [log, H;', 1, sp(n,d) = [log, S¢,]. (17)

As long asS}, > p»(™9 we haves,(n,d) > hy(n,d) + 1
sincen, k, h,(n, d) are integers. In this case we say that the
strengthened gHB has a 1-logical-qudit (1-.g.) improvatne
over the gHB. Since?Sy, = Spf' andp?Hyy, = H'Y'

a 1-1.g. improvement for the codes of lengthand distance

2t + 1 is equivalent to a 1-l.q. improvement for the codes of
lengthn+ 1 and distancet+2. In general for a gived andn
satisfyingh, (n+1,d) = hy,(n,d) + 1 we may expecta 1-1.q.
improvement unless all the zeros of the Lloyd polynomial are
integers.

Corollary s, (N,

m,o’

340) = 2(m+1+0)while the gHB
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strengthened qHB deserves investigating. Finally we con-

d M2 (n.d) clude with a conjecture
ude wi jecture:
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Appendix: proof of Theorem 2 part i) — According to the ~ where the inequality is due ta;"; (x) > 0 for integerz. In
quantum LP bound if a pure codén, K, d)), exists then order to evaluate the—average on the left hand side of above
there exists a probability distributidri A /p™}7_, such that  equation we shall recall some properties of the Krawtchouk
Ap =land(K}(x)) = 0forl < s < dwhere we have de- polynomials.

noted(g(z)) = £ 31, 9(s) A for an arbitraryg(z). First of all we have the Christoffel-Darboux formula [26]
Any polynomial g(z) of degreed — 1 has an expansion
g(x) = Y07 g; K7 (x) with the first coefficient given by KM () K™ (2) — KM (2)KT™ (y) =
t—1
n - K (@)K (y)
1 s/n 20,2 1 [T\ X Y s s . 22
90 =(9(2), === > _g(s)* = 1)°(7).  (20) P =1 <t> t+1 = (p2—1)*(7) (22)

2n
p s=0

Due to the qLP bound we hav&{'(x)) = 0for1 < s <d  Leta; be the zeros of the Lloyd’ polynomidl;~>¢ (z) and
from which it follows that(g(z)) = (g(x)), as long agj(x)  x; +# x; if i # j. As a direct result of Eq(22) we have
is a polynomial of degreé — 1.

Take an arbitrary integér < e < ¢t and denote = 2¢ + o

t—e rn—2e n—2e .
for simplicity. We observe that', “) A} (z) is a polynomial Livo(m) Ly 13) —0 (23)
of degreal — 1 = 2t + o and thus we have = -1 (")

("A@)= (("") AL (x) = Eﬂ(’;), (21)  Consequently the following polynomial of degrg — e)

p

3

Ln2e() texAne t—e LnQB()LnQB( )

f@) = Als@) - Sme -3 Z T (24)
t—e,0 j=1 s=1 - ( s—1 )
hasz = 0 andz = z; with j = 1,2,...,t — e as zeros so that we can wrif¢z) = xz(z)L}~ fi( ) with p(z) being some
polynomial of degree — e — 1. As it turns out, by denoting!” = (p* — 1)’ ("}) for convenience,
B 1 t—e An ,€ Ln 126 («Tj)
nTz Anf((E) _ — nrz Ln 62(5; s— — i T n—x LZ 260'(‘T)
<( ) t, >p Ht—e,0<( ) t— Z (UCy)pS ; 1 < ( ) 1 >p
(™ (P*—=1)(n—r) A" ©
L + 25
PP H" 2r+1) Zl z;TE (2;) (23)

Because oA} (x;) < Oforall j = 1,2,...,t and inequality Eql(21) the strengthened qHSBI[EG.(11) fedlonmediately. To
carry out the calculations in EE.{25) we have used: i) Thiefdhg two identities

n—x 2z K::Til(zfl) n—x K~ 7(30) 2 (@ :)
<( r )(p2—zi)(n—r) plgjlrfl > = <( - ) ( P Kp?,ﬁ ))> = ](?551 (26)
P p

for s > 1 and coefficients ofu*v” in (1 —u)*(1 4+ v+ (p* — 1)u)" "% in two
different ways, and an identity

t—e n
(7182500, = (07 K@), = .

s=0 K'Yz —1) ZK” (30)
which follow from two recurrence relations
pPe KPT'a-1) _ Ki@) Ky, (2) 28) i) Due to the recurrence relations Hq.28) and [Ed.(29) the
@*=Dn  pp~t Py Pipr polynomialz (™, *) L}~2¢ (x) of degreed can be expanded
e B e s o by {K"(z) | s > t — e}. Since the polynomiap(z) of
P (K@) =Y (T (0 ) K@), (29)  degree< ¢ — e — 1 can be expanded byK™(z) | s <
=0 t — e — 1}, the orthogonal relation§K* (z) K7 (x)), o 6i;

with the second recurrence relation obtained by computiagt lead to((" %) f(z)), = 0.



