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We study the performance of quantum error correction (QEC) on a system undergoing open-
system (OS) dynamics. The noise on the system originates from a joint quantum channel on the
system-bath composite, a framework that includes and interpolates between the commonly used
system-only quantum noise channel model and the system-bath Hamiltonian noise model. We derive
the perfect OSQEC conditions, with QEC recovery only on the system and not the inaccessible
bath. When the noise is only approximately correctable, the generic case of interest, we quantify
the performance of OSQEC using worst-case fidelity. We find that the leading deviation from unit
fidelity after recovery is quadratic in the uncorrectable part, a result reminiscent of past work on
approximate QEC for system-only noise, although the approach here requires the use of different

techniques than in past work.

I. INTRODUCTION

To successfully implement quantum information pro-
cessing (QIP) tasks, the adversarial effects of noise on
the quantum system must mitigated. Quantum error cor-
rection (QEC) is a general method for active removal of
noise (see, for example, Ref. [1]). One encodes and stores
information in a part of the system Hilbert space—the
code space—chosen based on the nature of the noise so
that an operation can be applied to recover, with a high
probability of success, the stored information despite er-
rors caused by the noise.

The choice of an appropriate code space and an as-
sessment of its efficacy requires knowledge of the noise.
The standard description of noise, for the purpose of
QIP, falls into two main types: the system-only quantum
channel model and the system-bath Hamiltonian noise
model. In the quantum channel model, the noise acts as
a completely-positive (CP), trace-preserving (TP) map
on the system. In the Hamiltonian noise model, unitary
dynamics occur for the joint system-bath composite gen-
erated by a microscopic Hamiltonian, and the resulting
system state is obtained by tracing out the bath degrees
of freedom.

Much of the work on QEC is based on the quantum
channel model. For instance, the conditions for existence
of QEC codes are phrased in terms of the Kraus operators
of the quantum noise channel acting on the system E,
ld]. The bulk of the literature on fault-tolerant quantum
computation also deals only with the quantum channel
model (see, for example, Refs. [7-113]). The Hamiltonian
noise model is usually employed when discussing non-
Markovian dynamics of the system arising from the joint
evolution with the bath. Examples include the study of
continuous-time QEC [14], the analysis of fault tolerance
in the non-Markovian situation [9, ], and the study
of entanglement revival or information backflow in a sys-
tem coupled to a bath (see the review article [19] and
references therein).

The quantum channel description is usually assumed

when the noise on the system alone is directly character-
ized, for example, through the use of process tomography.
The Hamiltonian noise model, as it explicitly involves the
(inaccessible) bath, is used when one has a good under-
standing of the underlying physical processes that gov-
ern the system-bath dynamics. The two noise models
are not unrelated, of course. In many physical scenarios,
the quantum channel model arises as an approximation
of the Hamiltonian noise model m] When the Born-
Markov approximation is appropriate, a (system-only)
Lindblad master equation well describes the dynamics
of the system, and the quantum channel model is but a
finite time-step integration of the continuous-time Lind-
blad equation.

The quantum channel model is easier to work with as
it refers only to the system. It is, however, inadequate in
capturing non-Markovian features observable in experi-
ments today [21125], and much studied in theory, often
using the Hamiltonian noise model (see review articles,
Refs. [26] and [27]). Non-Markovian features in the noise
can have significant consequences on the study of QEC.
In fault-tolerant QEC, for example, non-Markovian noise
requires, firstly, new analysis techniques in dealing with
such a noise model ﬂﬁ, ﬁ], and, secondly, leads to con-
siderably worse noise threshold estimates ﬂg, ﬂ] One
can expect bounds on the performance of QEC for non-
Markovian noise to involve quantities that scale with the
size of the bath. Intuitively, coupling to a larger bath
means more ways for errors on the system to occur. How-
ever, in practice, the dependence on bath size often arises,
not because the effect of the noise has some inherent scal-
ing with the bath size, but due to proof techniques, e.g.,
bounding the norm of a system-bath operator appearing
in the noise description. Such bounds can become un-
helpful when the noise model involves a large bath, as is
usually the case for the unitary dynamics of the Hamil-
tonian noise model to be a good physical description.

In this work, we consider a noise model that has the
best of both worlds. Here, the noise is described as a
joint CPTP map (or quantum channel) acting on the
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system and a portion of the bath—we refer to it as the
small bath—sufficiently closely coupled to the system to
have a significant non-Markovian effect on it. This mim-
ics the typical physical situation, where the system is
more closely coupled to only a few bath degrees of free-
dom (e.g., due to spatial proximity) and it is only these
degrees of freedom that play a role of the “memory” for
the system, leading to non-Markovian effects. The bulk
of the bath degrees of freedom provides only a large, dis-
sipative, no-memory, bath that can be used to justify
the Markovian approximation on the system and small-
bath. Such a noise model includes and smoothly in-
terpolates between the two standard noise models: The
quantum channel model is one where the small bath is
trivial, so that the “joint” channel acts only on the sys-
tem; the Hamiltonian noise model is one where the joint
CPTP channel is a unitary map, when the full bath is
the “small” bath.

We want to quantify the performance of QEC under
such a joint system-small-bath noise model. The infor-
mation is encoded in the system, subjected to the joint
system—small-bath noise, and then a recovery operation
is applied. The recovery operation for error correction is
applied only on the system, since the bath, by its very
definition, is inaccessible and uncontrollable. We refer
to this situation of QEC as “open-system QEC” (OS-
QEC). That QEC works in the perfect case is perhaps
not surprising—one might argue that this follows by lin-
earity of the standard QEC conditions; in Sec. [V] we
make this precise by deriving the extension of standard
QEC conditions to the case of OSQEC, and point out how
it differs from what is known as operator QEC (OQEC)
B, @] What is less obvious is how the loss in fidelity in the
case of approzimate QEC (AQEC)—the practically rele-
vant situation—depends on the open-system noise prop-
erties. In this sense, our work extends previous work
on AQEC of Refs. [5, 6] to this system small-bath noise
model. Section [V]looks at the performance of the code
when the noise is approximately correctable. Before we
begin, however, we first lay out the details of our noise
model (Sec.[), and then define the basic notions of QEC,
and, in particular, the new situation of OSQEC (Sec. [ITI]).
We conclude in Sec. [VIl

II. THE NOISE MODEL

A physical system S, with Hilbert space denoted as Hg,
sits within a bath B, with Hilbert space Hp. The sys-
tem could be one intended for use in quantum informa-
tion processing, and is fully controllable. In contrast, the
bath is, by definition, uncontrollable and one cannot di-
rectly access its microscopic degrees of freedom. The full
system-bath Hilbert space is denoted as H = Hs ® Hp.

Noise on the system arises from interaction with the
bath. We describe this noise by a quantum channel
acting jointly on the system and bath, i.e., a linear,
completely positive (CP) and trace-preserving (TP) map

E: B(H) — B(H), where B(V) is the set of bounded
operators on a vector space V. &£ can be specified by
giving a (nonunique) set of Kraus operators {FE,}2_; so
that £ acts as £(+) = Eflv:l E.(-)E], a structure that

a’
assures the CP property. £ is TP if Zivzl ElE, =1. We
write & ~ {E,} to indicate the quantum channel and an
associated set of Kraus operators.

Our description of the noise as a joint system-bath
CPTP map arises naturally in many physical scenarios.
In a typical experiment, the system of interest is weakly
coupled to the environment—the system-environment
split is useful only if their mutual coupling is weak. How-
ever, invariably, there are a few environmental degrees of
freedom more strongly coupled to the system than the
rest of the environment, e.g., due to spatial proximity
or similarity in characteristic frequencies. These more
closely coupled bath degrees of freedom are responsible
for non-Markovian noise or memory effects on the system.
The rest of the environment forms merely an informa-
tion “sink”: Any information that flows from the system
into it never returns, at least not on time scales rele-
vant for any experiment on the system. We refer to the
few more-closely-coupled environmental degrees of free-
dom as the “small bath”, and the rest of the environment
as the large bath. This identification of a large, dissipa-
tive bath permits the application of the Born-Markov ap-
proximation, where the system and small-bath undergo
joint (continuous-time) dynamics according to a Lind-
blad master equation. Written for discrete time-steps
(e.g., the time between system gate operations, or consec-
utive QEC cycles), the Lindbladian evolution translates
into a CPTP description for propagating the system and
small-bath state from one time-step to the next. The
bath B of the previous paragraphs of this section is then
the small bath. A single spin (system) interacting with
its immediate neighbouring spins (small bath), which are
themselves coupled to a larger circle of spins (large en-
vironment), or an optomechanical oscillator (system) in
a lossy cavity (the near-resonant cavity modes are the
small bath; the outside electromagnetic field modes form
the large bath), are some examples where such a noise
model would be appropriate M]

The system-bath CPTP map description captures
much more interesting and complicated dynamics of the
system than the standard system-only quantum channel
model. The action of £ on the system, except in spe-
cial circumstances, cannot be described by a system-only
CPTP map. This is the problem of (the lack of) a “re-
duced system-only description” discussed in the 1990s
[32-134] (if not earlier). It is known that a CPTP system-
only description exists if the input system-bath state has
zero discord M] More generally, one cannot even de-
fine a sensible map on the system alone that captures
the action of £. That no such system-only map exists
is obvious: Two system-bath states p and o satisfying
Trp{p} = Trp{o}, i.e., the same system-only state, will
generally map to states p’ and ¢’ under the action of &£
such that Trg{p’} # Trg{c’}, so one cannot possibly de-



fine a system-only map that takes in a system-only state
and reproduces the correct post-£ system state ﬂﬁi Put
another way, what happens to the system state under
& depends on the associated bath state, and one cannot
predict the output system-only state without knowledge
of the bath state and its correlations with the system.
Of course, if £ has a special structure, e.g., £ = Es ® €y,
so that its action on the system and the bath are inde-
pendent, one might be able to define a system-only map;
generally, this would not be possible. In this sense, our
system-bath CPTP & is a bona fide generalization of the
usual system-only CPTP noise description.

A pertinent question is how one might come by such
a description & of the system-bath joint map. One can-
not directly measure the bath and so standard process
tomography methods do not apply. In addition, one also
needs to know the system-bath state at some (usually ini-
tial) time, to know what happens to the system at a later
time upon application of the system-bath £. Again, one
cannot perform state tomography to learn that system-
bath state. Such questions are not unique to our work
but arise in every open-system discussion where the sys-
tem is explicitly coupled to a bath. Usually, one declares
that one knows the physics of the underlying interac-
tion and can hence write down a system-bath Hamilto-
nian Hgp for the dynamical evolution. One can take a
step further and analyze the coupling strengths to arrive
at an appropriate split into the small and large baths,
and thereby derive from Hgp, a joint system-(small-)bath
noise map £. There are some recent developments ﬂﬁf
@] that indicate the possibility of obtaining information
about the system-bath interaction, initial correlations or
initial state from monitoring only the system, at least for
the parts of £ that have an effect on the system. How-
ever, much more work needs to be done before we can
talk about process-tomography-type characterization of
a system-bath £. In the following, we will simply assume
we are given a description of £, and leave as an open
question—important for all work discussing system-bath
interactions—how one goes about directly measuring and
identifying this £.

III. CODE PRELIMINARIES

We encode a qudit of information in a system subspace
C C Hg of dimension d [< dim(Hg)]. The full system-
bath Hilbert space has the structure

H=Hs@Hp=CaCHoHs=PaPt, (1)

where P = C ® Hp. We denote the projector onto C by
Pe; the projector onto P is then P = FPr ® 1g. The
dimension of the bath is written as dg. The encoded
information is stored in C only, i.e., as a system state
(density operator) ps supported on C. We denote the
set of states supported on a subspace U by . (U). The
set of (system-only) code states is hence .7 (C). Viewed
as a system-bath state, a code state ps € .7(C) is any

state p € . (H) such that pg = Trg{p}, the partial-trace
over the bath. All such states p satisty p = PpP. The
extension to a system-bath state p is nonunique, but they
all carry the same encoded information ps. We refer to
the system-only C and its extension to the bath C ® Hp
both as the code space, and .(C) and . (C @ Hgp) as the
set of code states. Whether we mean the system-only
or system-bath version will be clear from the context.
Note that the system-bath code states can generally be
entangled across the system-bath cut.

We consider the action of £ on states initialized in the
code space, p € .¥(C ® Hp). The range of £ for inputs
from the code space is denoted by Pg; equivalently, Pg is
the support of £(P). Pg denotes the projector onto Pg.

Our goal here is to examine how well the encoded in-
formation can be protected from noise with the aid of
a recovery operation. The recovery operation is a linear
CPTP map R that takes a state in Pg back into the code
space, i.e., R : Z(Pg) — B(C @ Hp). It is performed
after every application of the noise £ on a code state,
to mitigate its effects. As the bath is inaccessible, the
recovery can act nontrivially only on the system, i.e. R
satisfies a structural constraint,

R =Rs® lp. (2)

All recovery maps considered here are assumed to satisfy
this condition. That R maps all states back into the code
space then amounts to the condition that Rg satisfies
Rs = PcoRs, where Pe(-) = Pe(-)Pc is the projection
map onto C.

For an initial code state p, the state after the noise and
followed by the recovery is (R o £)(p). We say that the
noise &£ is approximately correctable on code C if there is
a CPTP recovery R such that

Trg{(Ro&)(p)} = Trn{p}, Vpe S (CaHp). (3)
The recovery is assumed to map every state back into
the code space, so that R(7) = P(R(7))P, at least for
all 7 € . (Pg). Given code C and noise &, we quantify
the quality of correction for a recovery R by the fidelity
between the initial state p and the recovered state ¢ =
(Ro&)(p): F(p,o) = Tr/pt/20p'/2. The fidelity loss—
the deviation of the square of the fidelity from 1— for
recovery R on state p, is

nr(p) =1— F?(Tre{p}, Trg{(Ro E)(p)}), (4)

and we quantify the performance of error correction by
the worst-case fidelity loss over all code states, i.e.,

nr(C) = max — nr(p). (5)

peES (CROHB)

The concavity of the fidelity measure [45] means that
maximal 7z is attained on a pure system-bath state, i.e.,
the maximization above over the code states p € .7 (C ®
‘Hgp) can be restricted to pure states p only.



The optimal recovery, Rop, is the one with the smallest
fidelity loss among all possible recovery maps. Its fidelity
loss is denoted as 1o, (C),

nOP(C) = NMRop €)= Cgpri]g’lR nwr(C). (6)

Following Refs. [3, 6], we say that & is e-correctable on
code C if € > 1o, (C). & is perfectly correctable for code C
if e =0, ie., 7op(C) = 0. The minimization over CPTP
‘R above is understood to be over those R satisfying the
structural constraint (2]).

A notational remark: Let {|k) Z‘il be an orthonormal
basis for Hp. For any system-bath operator O, we define

Osne = (K[O10), (7)

a system-only operator. We write O_TM = (Ot =
(kloJe)t = (¢|OT|k) = (O").o1.. To avoid overloading the
notation, when the meaning is clear from the context, we
sometimes drop the semi-colon and write simply Ogg.

IV. PERFECT OSQEC CONDITIONS

We begin with the conditions for perfect QEC, for a
CPTP noise map £ on the system and bath. These con-
ditions are the open-system analogue of what is often
referred to as the Knill-Laflamme QEC conditions @] for
a system-only noise map.

Theorem 1 (OSQEC conditions). A CPTP noise & ~
{E, N, on the system and the bath is perfectly cor-
rectable on a code C with a CPTP recovery R = Rs® 1p
if and only if

PCEl;kgEb;mnPC = Aakf,bmnPC (8)

for all a,b = 1,2,...,N, and k,f,m,n = 1,2,...,dg.
Here, A is a Hermitian matriz for the triple indices akl
and bmn: (AT)akf,bmn = (Abmn,akl)*-

Proof. “=". Suppose & is perfectly correctable on C,

i.e., there exists a CPTP recovery R = Rg ® 1, with
Rs ~ {R.}E |, such that

Trg{(Ro&)(p)} = Rs(Trs{€(p)}) = Tre{p}  (9)

for any p € S(C ® Hp). Note that p = PpP, and
PcR. = R.. The left-hand side of Eq. [@) amounts to
the action, on p, of a quantum channel with Kraus op-
erators {R.(m|E,P}; the right-hand side is the channel
with Kraus operators {Pe(n| = (n|P}. The two Kraus
representations for the same quantum channel must be
unitarily related, i.e., R.(m|E,P = ZZB:l Un,meb{n| P for
a unitary u. As Rgis TP, we also have E(Ile RIR. = 1g.
Thus, we have

PeE! . EysnPe =Pe(¢|Ej|k) (ZRZRC) (m|Ep|n) Pe
= Z ’U/chaun,mcbpc = Aak@,bmnPC'

(&

(10)

“<”. Suppose Eq. [8) holds. The Hermitian A matrix
can be diagonalized with a unitary v,

*
Nake,bmn = E Vakt,a’ k' Na/ k' ' Vb a’ k' 07+ (11)
a'k e

By defining Fyie = men Vbmn,akeEp;mn, OT equivalently,
Ebomn = D ke Vpmn.akeFake, the QEC condition can be
written in the diagonal form [46],

Pchk[FbmnPC = AaktOakebmnPe  Va,b k., l,m,n. (12)

Now, let Ruke = PCF;M/\/)\GM, and regard these as the
Kraus operators for a CPTP (recovery) map Rg on the
system; let R = Rg ® 1p. Writing p=>_, , pre @ |k) (/]
where PCPMPC = Pke, WE have

Tep{(Ro €)(p)} = Rs (D (ml€(p)Im))  (13)

m

= Z Z RbpqEa;mkPCkaPCEZ;mfRqu

bpq akfm

= § ’Uamé,bpq)\bpqumk_’bpqPCkaPC
abkfmpq

= > Aamt.amiPeprePe

aklm

= Z PCEl;nga;mkkaPC

akfm

= Z Fe(l] [Z B ( Z |m><m|)Ea] |k) pre Pe
"t a ™

dp

= Z PeprePedre = Tre{p},
k=1

where, in the fifth line, we used Eq. (8), and in the sixth,
the fact that &£ is TP. O

Note that the OSQEC conditions also hold for a CP
noise map € ~ {E,} that is sub-TP (at least on the code
space), i.e., P(Za E};EG)P = ~2P, v a constant so that
Tr{€(p)} = v*Tr{p} same for any code state p. In this
case, under perfect QEC, the recovery undoes the noise
up to the factor v2: Trg{(Ro&)(p)} = v*Tre{p}. Below,
we will discuss only CPTP maps, in preparation for the
generalization to the approximate case, but the results
within this section on perfect QEC are all applicable to
this sub-TP situation by the replacement E, — %Ea in
all statements. In particular, condition (&) looks exactly
the same, except that A now contains a factor of 2.

We mention here the relationship between our OSQEC
conditions and the conditions for OQEC, or subsystem
codes. In OQEC, one considers a system with a Hilbert
space structure

H=0660" = (Hs®Hp) ® Ot (14)

where Q = Ha ®Hp has a tensor-product structure. One
encodes information into one of the two factors (subsys-



tems) of Q, say Ha. Q is the code subspace, but the in-
formation is carried only by Ha, i.e., two code states sup-
ported on Q encode the same information if they have the
same state on subsystem A. Q is said to be correctable
for a CPTP noise £ on H if there exists a CPTP map R
on H such that

Trp{(R o &)(p)} = pa, (15)

for p = pa ® pp, where pp and pp are states on sub-
systems A and B, respectively. Algebraic conditions for
(perfect) OQEC are known ]:

PA(0|BTEj|k) Pa = NigjuPa, Vi.j.k,t,  (16)
where € ~ {E;}, Pa is the projector onto Ha, and {|£)}
is an orthonormal basis for Hp.

Structurally, the cases of OSQEC and OQEC are sim-
ilar: The noise map & acts on the full Hilbert space H,
and we store information in a tensor-product factor of a
subspace in the full Hilbert space—the C factor in the
C ® Hp subspace of ‘H for OSQEC, and the Hp factor in
the Ha ® Hp subspace for OQEC. The crucial difference
lies in the fact that in OSQEC, the recovery map R can
act only on the system, i.e., not on the Hp factor belong-
ing to the uncontrollable or inaccessible bath; in OQEC,
R can, and will in general, act on both factors, Ha and
Hp. As such, the OSQEC conditions are more stringent:
A code satisfying the OSQEC conditions will satisfy the
OQEC conditions, but the converse is not true. Phys-
ically speaking, in the setting of OSQEC, we have no
access to the bath, and any information that flows there
cannot be recovered. In OQEC, however, although the
information is carried by subsystem A only, we do have
access to and full control on subsystems A and B, and
information that flows out to B from A can be recovered,
if the OQEC conditions are satisfied.

Corollary 2. A CPTP noise £ is perfectly correctable
on code C if and only if the system-only channel

® %11]3) (17)

is perfectly correctable on the same code C. In particular,
if the recovery for £ is R = Rg ® 1g, then the recovery
for G is Rs.

g(-)E(TrBoc‘:)(-

Proof. Observe that the Kraus operators for G are simply
Guke = Ege/v/ds. The conditions Eq. (8) are hence
equivalent to the standard system-only Knill-Laflamme
QEC conditions ﬂ] for the system-only channel G. O

Corollary Pl establishes a relation between the correctabil-
ity of our system-bath joint CPTP noise £, and the cor-
rectability of a system-only quantum channel G. We em-
phasize, however, that such a relation exists only in quan-
tifying the performance of QEC. G is not an alternate or
effective description of the action of £ on the system:

G(Tre{p}) # Tra{&(p)} (18)

in general.

Let us define scaled versions of the operators Fus
above: Let F,, = Fure/VAake, writing « in place of the
triple-index akf. The set {F, } satisfies the orthonormal-
ity condition

PeFlFsPe = 60pPc Va,pB. (19)
The set {F,Pc} captures the correctability properties of
the code C. The recovery map constructed from this set
as Rg ~ {PcF}, which we had used already in our proof
of Theorem [I has universal properties—we hence call
it the wuniversal recovery—as captured in the following
Lemma.

Lemma 3 (OSQEC conditions on linear span). Suppose
a CPTP noise £ ~ {E,} is perfectly correctable on code
C. Then, any CPTP noise & ~ {Ey} such that E,P €
span{ E, P} is also perfectly correctable on C. Moreover,
both are correctable using the same recovery R = Rg ®
Ig, with Rg ~ {PcFl}, with the Fys as defined above
for &.

Proof. Define the system-only channels G(-) = (Trp o
(- ®%]l13) and G(-) = (TrBog)(- ®%]l13), with their
respective sets of Kraus operators G ~ {E,.;¢/+/dp} and
G ~ {Epmn/v/dg}. Since E,P € span{E,P}, it follows
that Eb;mnPc € span{Eq e Pe} = span{F,Pc}. Now,
if a system-only quantum channel & ~ {S,} is perfectly
correctable on C, any system-only quantum channel Es ~
{S,} where S, € span{S,} is also correctable on C by
the same recovery operation HE] As G is correctable by
Corollary[2l it follows that G is correctable. By Corollary

once more, € thus is correctable, with Rg ~ {PcFi}.
O

Turning the logic of the proof of Lemma [3 around,
one can alternatively say that, given any set of F,, op-
erators orthonormal on P¢, i.e., satisfies condition (I9]),
any CP map & ~ {E,} such that Eq.FPe € span{F, P}
is perfectly correctable on C, and the recovery map is
the universal recovery Rs ~ {PcFl}. Note that the
statement (k|Eq|¢)Pc = EqePe € span{F, P} holds for
any basis {|k)} if it holds for one particular basis choice.
Hence, the perfect correctablility of & ~ {E,} is depen-
dent on its E s, but not on the choice of the bath basis.
One should also observe that Eq. (8) in Theorem [ is
form-invariant under a bath-basis change, and Eq. (7))
in Corollary Bl makes no reference to any bath basis at
all. Indeed, it would have been meaningless to talk about
the correctability of a system-bath CP noise, if there is
such a basis-choice dependence on the inaccessible bath.

V. APPROXIMATE OSQEC

While perfect correctability is certainly desirable, na-
ture unfortunately does not often provide us with such an



option. The prototypical example is that of independent
noise acting on n physical qubits, where one may find
codes so that the perfect QEC conditions are fulfilled,
provided one considers errors on no more than some ¢t < n
qubits. The real noise though includes terms with errors
on more than t qubits, and is at best only approximately
correctable on the chosen code designed for < t errors.
In this section then, we discuss the more generic situa-
tion of approximate OSQEC, where perfect removal of
noise is not possible and the optimal fidelity loss 7, (C)
is nonzero. There has been a lot of past work on AQEC,
such as the construction of approximate recovery oper-
ations, the required conditions, etc., all in the context
of system-only noise (see, for example, Refs. ﬂa, , [50-
163]). Here, we consider a joint system-bath noise that
contains a dominant part that is perfectly correctable on
the chosen code. The remaining “uncorrectable part” is
small in comparison. The following theorem quantifies
the performance of the code in the approximate OSQEC
situation.

Theorem 4 (Approximate OSQEC). Consider a
(system-bath) CPTP noise & ~ {E,} and a code space
C. Suppose E, = Ea + B, such that C is perfectly cor-
rectable under the CP & ~ {E,}. Then, £ is e-correctable
on C, with

= L(1+v2)[e'e] + Al +O0((BP)),  (20)

where © = Y, P(BIE, — EIB,)P, A =Y, PBiB,P,
and || - || is the operator norm. The O((BP)%) term
indicates that our bound is accurate to second order in
the size of the B, operators, restricted to their action on

P(E Pe® ]lB).

Proof. We give here a sketch of the proof, leaving some

of the lengthy calculations to the Appendix. & satisfies
the perfect QEC conditions on C. From Sec. [[V] then, we
have an equivalent set of Kraus operators {F, Pc} such
that PeFiFsPe = 6apPe, and (k|Ea|0)Pe = EqpePe =
> o €akt,aFo Pe for every a, k, . The recovery for EonC
is R ~ {PcFl}, which we will also use as the recovery
map for £ on C. In addition, with (k|By|¢)Pc = BakeFe,
let Dyosie = Fe Fg;Ba;kch, and write the input code state
p =0 pre ® k)] with pké = PeprePe, a system-
only operator. Note that (pkg) = pek, by Hermiticity
of p. Observe that PCF Ea MPC = eqke,oFe, and that

> o €akt aDZw b = PcBa kmEa relFe-

Now we calculate pg = Trg{(Ro&)(p)} (see Appendix
for details):

ps = Trg{(RoE)(p)} = ps+o1+05  (21)

with pPs = T‘TB{p},

1
=g Z[Mm, O],

and 02 = — Z{pln“n mE} + Z Da kbm pEm)
aklm
Here, Dgkem is the linear map Dgpem() =

> a Damké(')Dla‘km’ and [, ] and {, } are the commu-
tator and anti-commutator, respectively. It is easy to
check that o7 and oy are Hermitian operators.

Above, we have grouped the terms in “powers of BP”,
referring here to the B, P or By, FPc operators:
© ~ BP, and 03 ~ A ~ (BP)2. The ps term above is
then the Oth-order-in-BP term. We expect our results
to be useful for situations where the BP operators are
small.

We want an expression for the fidelity between the in-
put code state ps and the output state pg after noise
and recovery: F(ps, ps) = Tr[\/pspl/ps] 2 Our quan-
tity of interest, the minimum fidelity loss nr{C} re-
quires a minimization over pure states p = U = |U)(U|
with [¥) € C® Hp. Let M = \/pspg/ps so that
F(ps,ps) = Tr{M'/?}. We calculate M in powers of
BP; as we will see below, we need an expression accu-
rate to second-order in BP. We hence write,

g1 ~~

MY? = ps + 61 + b2, (22)

where 0; and 0o are Hermitian operators that are lin-
ear and quadratic in BP, respectively. Comparing
(MYV2)2 = (ps + 01 + 62)? with M = \/pspky/ps =
Vps(ps+0o1+02),/ps, we match terms of the same order
in BP, neglecting terms of order (BP)? and higher:

pso1 + 1ps = \/psoiv/ps (23a)
6% + psda + daps = \/PsTar/Ps.- (23b)

Explicit expressions for d; and d2 can be obtained (see
Appendix). It turns out that d; is traceless, and

02 Tr{da} = - | H(1+V2) |00+ F1Al],  (29)

for any pure input state. With F(ps, p§) = Tr{M'/?} =
1+ Tr{61} + Tr{b2} + O((BP)?), it follows that
op(C) = minmax [1 — F(Trp{p}, Trz{(R 2 €)}(p))’]

< max [1 — F(ps, p§)°]
p

= max [—2(Tr{61} + Tr{d2}) + O((BP)?)]
<s(1+v2)|e'el + Al =, (25)
as given in Eq. (20). 0

Our approach here to bounds for approximate OSQEC
is very different from that used in Refs. ﬂa, ] on system-
only AQEC. There, AQEC conditions were derived, and



the bounds on fidelity loss obtained, by perturbing the
perfect QEC conditions, as we do above. However, this
was done through the use of a recovery map termed the
“transpose channel” (also often referred to as the Petz re-
covery). In particular, it was shown in those papers that
the transpose channel recovery is identical to the stan-
dard recovery map for perfect correction in the perfect
QEC case, and that it continues to be a provably near-
optimal recovery in the approximate case. This transpose
channel is a map constructed from the given (system-
only) noise channel and the (system-only) code: For a
system-only noise map £ ~ {S,}, its transpose channel
for a given code C is the map with the Kraus operators
R ~ {PcSi&s(Pe)~1/?} (with the inverse taken on the
support).

In the OSQEC case, the transpose channel plays less
of a role. To start, one cannot use as recovery, the trans-
pose channel corresponding to the full system-bath noise
£. That would generically be a system-bath map, which
violates the structural constraint ([2). One may imag-
ine using a transpose channel recovery for some effective
system-only map. However, as mentioned earlier, there
is no single effective system-only map that would capture
the action of £ on the code states, and the action of the
noise on the information carried by the system depends
on the state of the bath. One might have guessed, given
the perfect OSQEC conditions, that a plausible candi-
date for defining the transpose channel is the G map of
Corollary 2l However, the transpose channel Rg for that
G map would not reverse the effects of the action of £
on the system for input system-bath states unequal to
ps @ g /dg. In fact, for G’ # G, Rg o G’ is generally not
even trace-preserving on the code space, as is needed for
recovery, even if G’ is itself trace preserving. Without the
ability to define a useful transpose channel recovery, we
instead make use of the universal recovery from perfect
OSQEC, and directly quantified the code performance
in the approximate case. Note that, in the system-only
AQEC situation, the universal recovery and the trans-
pose channel can be shown to give the same recovery
fidelity to first order in the deviation from the perfect
situation.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we examined the performance of QEC in
an open-system setting. We described the noise acting
on the system as originating from a joint system-bath
CPTP map, a framework that nicely includes and in-
terpolates between standard noise models used for QIP.
The noise model can manifest non-Markovian effects of
conceptual and practical interest for QIP. Specifically, we
derived conditions on the noise for the existence of codes
that allow for perfect preservation of information with
the use of a recovery operation that acts only on the
system. This extends past work on QEC conditions for
the standard system-only noise channels. Further con-

nections with the system-only QEC situation were made
from the observation that one has perfect correctability
in the OSQEC case if and only if a system-only noise
channel (the G map of Corollary ) is itself perfectly cor-
rectable and hence satisfies the standard Knill-Laflamme
QEC conditions.

We also derived a bound on the worst-case fidelity for
protection by a code under the action of the noise model
in the case where only approximate, not perfect, correc-
tion is possible. This extends and completes the program
for AQEC set out in Refs. [3,6]. There is a difference in
approach here, however. Rather than the transpose chan-
nel recovery used in previous work, approximate recovery
is carried out here using the universal recovery built only
from the perfectly correctable part of the full noise map.
The transpose channel turned out to be difficult to define
for the case of OSQEC.

As mentioned in Sec. [T, our work leaves open the ques-
tion of identifying and characterizing the system-bath
noise map £. Our derived conditions can only be checked
if one possesses the full description of £. Currently, we
can only assume that one has a good understanding of
the system and bath dynamics, and can derive a suit-
able € from an underlying microscopic system—(full-)bath
Hamiltonian. It would be much more natural, and better
aligned with the notion of ezperimental system charac-
terization common in other QIP tasks, if one could figure
out how to apply tomography methods to find out about
E. Such a capability will no doubt have utility not just
for our OSQEC problem here, but for all studies of open-
system dynamics.
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APPENDIX

In this Appendix, we provide additional details for the
proof of Theorem [@]

Derivation of Eq. ().



We begin with pf = Trg{(R o &)(p)},

ps = Trg{(Ro E)(p)} (26)
-X PeFL( Y (K| Eal0)pam(ml LK) ) Fu Pe
aklm
= Z PeFl( Ea;u—I—Ba;u)PcpémPc(E —I—Ba wm ) FaPe
aaklm
= Z Z Cakt,aCakm,aPlm + PCELkmBa;kZPCPZm
akifm «@

+ pémPCBl;kmEa;MPC + Dakem (pem) |-

Now, we make use of the fact that & is TP, ie.,
> E!E, = 1, which gives, using E, = FE, + By,

Zezkm,aeau,apc = ZPCE‘Z;kmE‘a;kKPC (27)

aak ak

=0meFe —Z Pc( a:kem Baske + Ba kmEa ke)Pc AR

To make use of this expression, we write the first
term in the equality of Eq. (26) as a sum of two
terms: Y, €akt,0Chpm.alim = 5 ( Yoa Cakl,aChpm ) Plm +
%pgm(za eakf,aez;?gm7a)- Inserting Eq. (27) into Eq. (26])
and simplifying, one obtains the expressions for pg =
ps + 01 + o2 in the main text.

Solving Eq. [23) for ¢, and Js.

We write the pure system-bath input code state p =
U = |U)(U| using Schmidt decomposition: |¥) =
>k Hk|¥r)| k), where the first tensor factor |i)) € C is a
system code state, and |k) € Hp is a bath state. The k in-
dex goes from 1 to min{d, dg}, and we choose the phases
of |k)s (say) such that px > 0 Vk. The set {|v)}¢_,
forms an orthonormal basis for C, where, if d > dp, |¢k)s
for k = dg + 1,...,d are chosen to complete the basis
given the Schmidt set |1, . Similarly, {|k)}?2, is an
orthonormal basis for Hp, again with additional vectors
chosen to complete the basis if dg > d. We also intro-
duce the notation, |Wge) = |¢5)|€) (a system-bath state)
and Qre = 1) (Ye|. Observe that QreQun = 6¢.mQkn,
pre = (klpll) = prpeQre, PeQre = QuePe = Que,
>own @ik = Pe, ps = Trp{¥} = >, 42 Quk, and /ps =
Dok ik Q-
The right-hand sides of Eq. ([23]) can be written as

1
VEST1VEs = 5 3 ikt (QemOmeQun + hic.) (28)

kfm

V0502705 = /PS5 Y Dakem (pim) /05

aklm

1
=5 2 tiei, (QuiBne Qe + hic.).

kfm

One can check that the following expression for d; solves

Eq. (23a)) (the order-BP equation):

Z Hkﬂe (

(U0 y) +hc) (29)

where spe = p3 + p2 = sgg. In the above sum (and in the
ones below), a (k,f) term is regarded as zero whenever
ske = 0. As Of = —O, it is easy to see that Tr(6;) = 0.
The §; term hence gives vanishing contribution to the
fidelity expression, and we need the next-order term Js.

To solve Eq. (23D)) given our solution for §; above, we
split 2 into two terms, do =V + W such that

psV + Vps = =67
and  psW + Wps = /psoa+/ps, (30)
and hence satisfy Eq. (230). Straightforward calculations
yield the solution V' = %(Vl +Vo+V3)and W = W +Wo

where

luk:u%,um
E — == (V|0 Vi) (V|O|T,, . +h.
= ~ SkeStmSmk (< O]V e) (PO W) Qem + c)

Z PRI (31 0[) (W11 O] ) Qe

SkeStmSmk
V= 3 A g, o) (0]0[U) Qu,  (31)
Lim SkeStmSmk
and
=3 Z ukw (<‘I’ké|A|‘I’>le+hc) (32)
Ske

Z EE Qe (k| B ) (| BLIK) Fa Q-

aakim m

The sums over the indices of the u coefficients are under-
stood to be only over those k values for which p # 0.

To compute the fidelity, we need the trace of d. We
do this for each V and each W. First the W’s:

(BB W), (3

©1p)B,|[¥),  (34)

T} = — 5 (W]AY) =

Te{Ws} = \1/|[Z BT(

where Pgm = F,QuF!, with the sum over ¢ going
over those /s such that us # 0. The trace of W = Wy +
W5 is then

[ZBT(n—P~ @ 1p ) Ba| W),
(ZBTB)I‘PP——IIAH (35)



For the trace of V, we have

TV} == Z e ( k) (0k) + c. c)

kf
Te{Vs} = —52%%@”2
k¢
TH{Va) = —5 Z ‘jje kO, (36)

where we have used the shorthand (kf) = (U|O|Ty,).
The traces for V5 and V3 are manifestly negative, but
Tr{V1} could be positive. The total trace for V', however,
is in fact non-positive. To see this, observe that

ITe{Va + V3 = 42 O + 1R, (37)

while, by triangle inequality, we have

ITe{V3}| < Z“W (k)] |(€R)] (38)
v ke
_! Z(“k“‘ n “f“’“) (k6)] [{6R)]
Ske Skl

ke
= Z (RO [{Ck)].

We hence see that
|Te{Vz + V3}| —

ziz L (uel(ke)| — i)’ 20, (39)

and thus conclude that Tr{V} = %
V3}) <0. In addition, we can bound,

Tr{ Vi }

(Te{V1} + Te{Vs +

TV < ST (Vs + Vi) |+ [Te{VA})
sfﬁ — (el (k)| + (). (40

A more useful bound is one that does not depend on
the Schmidt coefficients pxs or on the choice of bath basis.
For that, first note that |(k0)| |(¢k)| < L (|(k€)[2+](Ck)[?).

2
Then, (el (k0)] + il (R)[)™ < (RO + pRl(Ck)* +

upe([(RO) 2 + |(OR)[2). Waiting @ = gur/pe(> 0), and
switching the indices k <+ ¢ where necessary, we arrive at
the expression,

1 1
ITr{V}| < §Z o

:_Zl-‘rIke (41)
1+ a3,

(17 + pepe) | (kO

The maximum value of ﬁi’g@ is 1(1++/2), attained when
ke

zre = V2—1. Together with the fact that Y owe [ Wre) (U

for any code state is a projector onto a subspace of CQHz,
we have

1+\f 1+\f

vy < (wle'e|w) < lefel. (42)

Recalling that Tr{V} < 0, we thus have 0 > Tr{V} >

—ﬁ—g/iH@T@H. Together with the trace of W, we finally
have

0> Te{dy} = Tr{V} + Te{W}
> — |1+ V2)|e'e| + A, (43)

as given in Eq. ([24)).

Positivity of M!/? and alternate expressions for
51 and 52

To compute M'/?, we introduced in Eq.(22) the ansatz
M2 = pg + 61 4 2, and provided expressions for §; and
09 accurate to quadratic order in BP. We did not, how-
ever, explicitly ensure that our expressions for §; and d,
give a non-negative M'/2, as is understood in the defi-
nition of the square root of M for the evaluation of the
fidelity. Our M'/? expression is manifestly Hermitian,
but there is no a priori guarantee of nonnegative eigen-
values.

Instead, we show nonnegativity of our expression for
M2, a posteriori. In particular, we show here that it
is equal, up to quadratic order in BP, to an operator
writable as an exponential, which guarantees nonnega-
tivity,

MY = pg 4 6, + 6y = eAHOA+IA, (44)

where A,0A4 and 6%4 are Hermitian operators, zeroth,
first, and second order, respectively, in BP.

We first expand the RHS of Eq.[@d) in powers of
BP using standard perturbation theory. To second or-
der in BP, we have (see, for example, the Appendix of

Ref. [64]),

eA+5A+52A

1 1
2eA+/ dae(lf‘l)AéAeo‘A—l—/ dael=®)A4524 goA
0

0

1 a
+/ da/ da/ 1 =A4 ele=0) A5 oA (45)

and identify
ps =e, (46)

1
5 = / dae'=®454 24, (47)
0
1
(522/ dae(l=®A52 oA
0

1 a
+/ da/ da/ 1= A4 (00454 024 (48)



The operators 0A and 6% are in turn identified from the
consistency requirement, up to 2nd order in the uncor-
rectable part,

M=p2+ pé/2a1pé/2 + pé/202pé/2 = p2(A+0A+54)
(49)
that is, we identify
pd =e* e, ps=e?, (50)
P20 o2 =9 /01 dae(1=024 54 204 (51)
pl/ o pém /1 dael=®)2452 g204 (52)
0

1 «
—|—4/da/ do/ (12454 gla—a')2454 o204

From before, e = ps = >, u2Qpx, with the sum over k
taken for those with u; > 0 only. The left-hand side of

Eq. (&) is then

Z prtie(01)keQre, (53)
ot

where we make use of the shorthand (-)re = (
and the right-hand side is

2ZQkZ/ da/%(ZZ) (0A) ke
:_Z ‘Tfk

recalling our earlier notation: wry = pg/pe. For the fac-

4
tor (1?(};;:)) above, the limiting value of 4 is understood

when zg, = 1. From Eqs. (B3)) and (&4), we identify the
matrix elements of dA,

Y| (),

UkaE(aA)kla (54)

In(x
(6A) e = 2 Zi %(al)w. (55)

Since oy is Hermitian, so is dA. In addition, the factor
between their matrix elements is invariant under the ex-
change k <> ¢. A similar calculation for Eq. ([@T) yields

2
(B0 = 51t s () (56)

where, again, the limit (of 2 this time) is understood
when zg; — 1. Combining the last two equations gives

(ke = 52 00k (57)
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(recall, sgp = p3 + p?) a relationship satisfied by our ear-
lier expressions of §; [Eq. 29)] and o1 [Eq. 2I)]. Note
that the traceless nature of d;, which we showed earlier,
is particularly clear from this expression: o7 is a commu-
tator [see Eq. ([ZI)], and hence has zero trace.

The second-order terms can be worked out similarly.
We just provide the final expressions here: Eq. (52)) gives

xh —1
St 58)
= prte(02) ke
4 — fm mé In(xem) \In(xer)  In(zme) )’

while Eq. (48) yields

xM 1

(02)ke = (5214)1% HE T (o) (59)
‘uz :E2 -1 'I?n —1

5% in Eq. (5]) can be shown to be Hermitian. Combining

Eqs. &), BI) and B9), we get

_ Hkpe /Lm
Z Sk St (Ul)km (Ul )mf;

(60)

indeed satisfied by our expressions for d2 [Eqs. (B0) and
B2)], o1, and o5 [Eq. @I)]. In fact, from our analysis
here, we can identify

(V)ke = — Msz fn (01)km (01)me,

SkmStm

i fbe (02) e (61)

and (W)kg =
Ske

In summary, we have shown that our ansatz for M'/?
in Eq. 22) with our earlier expressions for §; and 09
gives the correct (i.e., nonnegative) square root of M. In
addition, we found alternate expressions that relate d;

and d2 to o and oy [Eqs. (B1) and (&I))].
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