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We propose a single auxiliary-assisted purification-based framework for quantum error correction, capable of
correcting errors that drive a system from its ground-state subspace into excited-state sectors. The protocol con-
sists of a joint time evolution of the system-auxiliary duo under a specially engineered interaction Hamiltonian,
followed by a single measurement of the auxiliary in its energy eigenbasis and a subsequent post-selection of
one of the measurement outcomes. We show that the resulting purified state always achieves unit fidelity, while
the probability of obtaining any energy of the auxiliary other than its ground state energy yields the success rate
of the protocol. We demonstrate the power of this proposed method for several low-distance quantum codes,
including the three-, four-, and five-qubit codes, and for the one-dimensional isotropic Heisenberg model, sub-
jected to bit-flip, phase-flip, and amplitude-damping noises acting on all qubits. Notably, the protocol expands
the class of correctable errors for a given code, particularly in the presence of amplitude-damping noise. We
further analyze the impact of replacing the auxiliary qudit with a single auxiliary qubit, and the changes in the
performance of the protocol under the realistic scenario where noise remains active during the correction cycle.

I. INTRODUCTION

The world-wide quest of developing a fault-tolerant scal-
able quantum computer [1-3] in order for solving com-
plex physical problems faster than existing classical com-
puters [4, 5] has led to an ecosystem of quantum error han-
dling techniques. On one hand, quantum error correction
(QEC) [1-3, 6-8] provides a systematic road map to protect
information against decoherence by detecting and correcting
errors without disturbing the underlying resource states. On
the other hand, quantum error mitigation [9-11], developed
primarily for the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ)
devices [12, 13], is used to reduce the effect of noise on
the output of quantum computation without running a full
QEC protocol. Further, regulating spreading of errors dur-
ing logical operations is attempted via magic state distilla-
tion [14], fault-tolerant transversal gate construction [15],
code switching [16], and lattice surgery [17], while reduc-
ing the error rates via hardware-level noise suppression is
achieved by the dynamical decoupling [18], and by using
appropriate continuous-variable quantum codes such as the
bosonic Schrodinger cat encoding [19] and the Gottesman-
Kitaev-Preskill (GKP) code [20].

Arguably, the most extensively studied approach, and
therefore the most mature among these techniques is the
QEC [1-3, 6-8]. In this approach, information is encoded
in the low-energy logical subspace of a large Hilbert space
associated to a multi-qubit system referred to as the quantum
error-correcting code (QECC) [6-8]. Specifically, the physi-
cal qubits are positioned on lattices with specific geometries,
and interact with each other via engineered multi-qubit inter-
actions. In a quantum protocol, the QECC is prepared in a
fiducial state belonging to the logical subspace, while errors
originating from different sources take the QECC out of the
logical subspace to a state with higher energy. A QEC pro-
cedure is said to be successful when it identifies and corrects
these errors, returning the system to the logical subspace.

A wide variety of QECCs have emerged to address di-

verse error models and operational requirements. Among the
low-distance (d < 3) codes in the Calderbank—Shor—Steane

(CSS) family [21] are the seven-qubit Stean code [22, 23]
and the nine-qubit Shor code [24]. More recently, tunable-
distance topological QECCs [25], including the Kitaev sur-
face code [26] and the color code [27], have attracted lots
of interest. Additionally, several non-CSS low-distance
codes have been developed, such as the three-qubit bit-
flip code [6-8, 24], the four-qubit Grassl-Beth—Pellizzari
code [6-8, 28], and the five-qubit perfect code [6-8, 29].
In the last two decades, realizations of QECCs in trapped
ions [30] and superconducting qubits [31-33] have enabled
researchers to perform proof-of-principle experiments with
small QECCs [34, 35] as well as explore fault-tolerant scal-
able quantum computation [36, 37].

Besides detecting error via syndrome measurements fol-
lowed by a correction protocol, QEC have also been ap-
proached from different viewpoints. The purification of en-
tangled states has been connected to QEC [38]. Consider-
ing the errors as sources of entropy in the system, QEC has
also been interpreted as a continuous cooling mechanism
implemented via engineered nonlinear dissipation [39-42]
(cf. [43]). It has also been explored as appropriate engi-
neering of system-bath couplings to drive the system through
open system dynamics to a desired logical subspace as its
steady state [44, 45]. Autonomous QEC uses continuous, en-
gineered interactions to autonomously and continuously cor-
rect errors without external measurement and feedback [46—
50]. Further, while QEC has been explored as a quantum
refrigeration [51] without the presence of any auxiliary, re-
cently, auxiliary assisted constructions, referred to as quan-
tum information-theoretic devices, capable of correcting ar-
bitrary noise via purification in an N-qubit Clifford circuit,
have also been proposed [52], using 2N auxiliary qubits.

In this work, we introduce a single auxiliary-assisted QEC
framework, in which transitions from the different degen-
erate energy subspaces of the Hilbert space associated to a
quantum system of interest to its ground state are induced
by an engineered interaction of the system with an auxiliary
qudit. We specifically examine a scenario where the fiducial
state of the system, belonging typically to the ground state
subspace, is subjected to errors resulting in a mixed state.
Upon turning on the interaction between the system initial-
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ized in this mixed state and the auxiliary in its ground state at
t = 0, the subsequent time evolution followed by a suitable
measurement on the auxiliary purifies the logical state with
unit fidelity and a finite probability of success. We apply this
methodology to several small QECCs including the three-
qubit bit-flip code, the four-qubit Grassl code, and the five-
qubit perfect code subjected to the bit-flip, the phase-flip,
and the amplitude-damping errors, and demonstrate success-
ful purification of logical states with finite probabilities. In
this context, we point out that correcting amplitude-damping
error is a challenging task [53-57]. Our proposal, however,
is successful in handling amplitude-damping error even in
QECCs that are unable to correct amplitude-damping error
using the conventional QEC protocols.

We also show the applicability of our protocol in pu-
rifying ground states of one-dimensional isotropic Heisen-
berg model [58, 59], which is used as logical qubits in
quantum state transfer in two-dimensional rectangular lat-
tices [60, 61]. While the dimension of the auxiliary system
in the proposed framework is determined by the number of
degenerate energy subspaces of the system, we explore the
pertinent question of whether reducing this resource impacts
performance. Towards this, we construct specific interaction
Hamiltonians that connect the different energy subspaces of
the system with a single qubit, and demonstrate that the pro-
posed protocol still achieves unit fidelity with finite success
probability. We also analyze the realistic scenarios where the
noise on the logical subspace keep acting on the system, and
discuss how the outcome of the protocol changes under these
conditions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we introduce the mathematical framework of QEC via pu-
rification using a single auxiliary qudit. In Sec. III, we
apply the devised methodology to low-distance QECCs in-
cluding the three- (Sec. III A), four- (Sec. III B), and five-
qubit (Sec. III C) codes subjected to bit-flip, phase-flip, and
amplitude-damping errors. We discuss the use of the pro-
tocol in the ground-state purification of the 1D isotropic
Heisenberg model in Sec. IV, and the effect of replacing the
auxiliary qudit with a qubit in Sec. V. Sec. VI elaborates
on the performance of the protocol in the realistic scenario
where the noise can be resilient. Sec. VII includes the con-
cluding remarks.

II. FORMALISM: CORRECTION VIA PURIFICATION

Consider a Hamiltonian Hg describing a D g-dimensional
quantum system, satisfying the eigenvalue equation

Hs|E;o) = FE;i|Eiq), (1

where ¢ = 0,1,2,---,D (1 < D < Dg), and a =
0,1,2,---,d; — 1, with E; being d;-fold degenerate, such
that the subspaces

H; = span{ \ Ei,0>, \ Ei,1>, Tty | Ei,di—1>} )

constitute the full Hilbert space H as H = &2 ,H;. Here,
we assume (F; o|E; g) = 0 for i # j irrespective of o and

B, and (E; o|E; 3) = 0 for a # 3, while we set Ey = 0 (see
Fig. 1(a)).

We consider a particular orthonormal set of states span-
ning Ho, given by

do—1
Wos) = aaplEoa), 3)
a=0
with 8 =0,1,2,--- ,dy — 1, to serve as resource for a spe-

cific quantum information processing task, and assume that
an error £ on one of the resource state, say, |\I'07A,>, resulting
in

|\IIOW> — |(I)1> =£ |\If(),»y> € Hi,t 75 0 (@]

takes the system out of H to H;, causing an increase in the
energy by E;. We consider this to be a selective error as it
projects the system onto one specific energy subspace H,;,
as opposed to the situation where the error is non-selective,
leading to a state having overlap with multiple energy sub-
spaces.

a. Strategy for selective errors.
this selective error, given by

A correction £~ to

@) = [Wo,) =E|Dy), (5)

requires the energy F; to dissipate on an auxiliary system A
of dimension D + 1 (a qudit), described by the Hamiltonian

D
Ha =) Eile)(eil, (6)
1=0

initialized in its zero-energy (Fy = 0) ground state |eg), re-
sulting in a jump in the energy by E; to an excited state |e;).
While this can be typically achieved by a unitary operation
resulting in |¥;) |eg) <+ |¥o ~) |e;), in this paper, we achieve
this using a time-evolution generated by the Hamiltonian that
results in energy-conserving transitions between the states
|¥;) |eo) and |¥g ~) |e;) of the joint system S A, given by

Hélz)4 = gi(|Wo,ye:) (¥ieo| + h.c.). (7

Here, g; is the strength of the interaction between the system
and the auxiliary, and | ;) is an archetype state € #,;, which
we construct, and has the form

1 |Ei0) ford; =1,

with judiciously choosing b, such that b, are real and
Z‘igol b% = 1 (we confine ourselves to real b, in order to

keep H g)l real). Note that we do not assume any detail re-
garding the error £ except the transition in energy it causes,
which refrains us from modeling H L(qlf)x using the state |®;) it-
self. Note further that the dynamics generated by this Hamil-
tonian is confined within the subspaces H and H;, while all

other subspaces H ;o and H ; remain immune to it.
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FIG. 1. (a) Splitting of A into the orthogonal degenerate energy subspaces H; having energy F;, such that H = @2 ,H;. An error
corresponds to taking the system out of Ho, while a recovery takes it back to Ho. (b) There may exist errors that take the system out of
Ho so that non-zero overlap can be found with more than one #;, eg. H1 and H2. An archetype state |\1112> constructed in this case has
non-zero overlap with both 71 and H2. (c) An uncorrectable error in our framework corresponds to the error that keeps the system within

the ground state subspace Ho.

Decomposing the system and the auxiliary Hamiltonians
as Hs = HY + H$" and Hy = HY + H" with

difl
HY = B |Bia) (Bial,
a=0
HE = > E; Y |Eja) (Ejal, 9
j#£0,i  a=0
and
HY = Bilei) (el
HE' = Y Ejlej) (el (10)
j#0,i
and noticing that [H‘S‘*S‘,Hg)] = [Hﬁ“,HX)] = 0, and

[He HO] = 0 (X = S, A), one can identify H® =
HY) + HY) + HE) 10 generat
time-evolution as U(*) = e~ """t Writing

to generate the non-trivial part of the

do—1
[Eoa) =Y abs|%os), (11)
8=0
with Zg(’:_ol (al,5)* = 1, one can obtain
—iH ¢
e Do) = VP|Wone) +--,  (12)

where P depends on (a) the specific choice of the archetype
state |U;), (b) the value of g;, and (c) the coefficients a, .
Performing a measurement subsequently on the auxiliary
system in its energy eigenbasis {|e;); ¢ = 0,1,---,D}
collapses S to |Uy ) with a probability P. Therefore, a
time-evolution of |®;eq) with H(®) followed by a suitable
measurement of A returns the resource state ¥ ) with a
success rate P (cf. [62, 63]).

b.  Elimination policy for non-selective error. When an
error £ is non-selective, i.e., takes |¥q ) to a state |®) hav-
ing overlap with not one, but a subset H = H;, U H,;, U
-+ U H,;, of energy subspaces, where {iy, iz, - ,i.} C
{1,2,---,D}. Note that the above framework is flexible to
combine all such energy subspaces, and constitute a normal-
ized archetype state as

i di—1
i) = D D bias

i=i1 a; =0

Eia:) (13)

and subsequently include

HE ") = g (1Woqer) (W5, i eo| +hc.), (14)

in Hg 4, where the energy corresponding to |e;) in A can be
set to E), = (Wiy oo i | Hs| Y4, ... 4,.) (see Fig. 1(b) for an
example with 7 and H5).

c. General framework. In general, error rates ¢ (0 <
q < 1) are associated to each selective errors &, such that the
corresponding noise model A(.) results in

|‘I/0-,'v> 3

— Ps

= A(|%o,4) (¥o,41),

= (1-9q) |\IJO,'Y> <‘I/0,'v| +4q€ |\Ij07’Y> <\1107’Y| 5T7
(15)

where p% is typically a mixed state. The general framework
discussed above works also in this situation, with

U pg @ leo) {eo] U
= P|Wo,) (Foq| @ Jei) (e ++ -+

psa(t)
(16)

where, in addition to the factors mentioned above (see
Eq. (12)), P is a function of q also, and the framework serves



as a purification protocol. In the most general situation where
multiple energy subspaces are involved and different rates
are associated to different errors, p% can be written as

d;—1 d;j—1

D D
Z Z Z Z Pij,e, 8 |El()c < j,5| ’ 17
i=0 a=0 j=0

and one may exploit all (D + 1) levels of the qudit via
generalizing the system-auxiliary interaction Hamiltonian as
Hga = S22 HY), with HY) given in Eq. (7), such that
the time evolution U = e, generated by the total system-
auxiliary Hamiltonian H = Hg + H 4 + Hg 4, incorporates
contributions of all energy subspaces in the success rate P.
Due to this, Eq. (16) modifies to

psa(t) = Upg @ |eo) (eo| UT
D

= [To,) (Pl ® Y Prled) es] + -

i=1

; (18)

implying that each measurement outcome resulting in a col-
lapse of the qudit to the state |e;) corresponds to a collapse of
the system to the state |¥ ) with probablhty P;. The total

success rate of the protocol is P = ZZ 1 P

d. Example. As the simplest example, the above
framework allows for purifying an arbitrary single-qubit
state

ps =710) (0] + (1 =) [1) (1 + (s]0) (1] + h.c.), (19)

with r (s) real (complex), to its ground state |0). Using Hg 4
of the form

Hsa = g(|0e1) (leg| + |1eg) (Oeq]), (20)
one obtains

psa(t) = (1 —r)(cos? gt|leg) (leg| + sin® gt [0e;) (Oeq])
+7 |0eq) (Oeo| + [{i(1 —7)/2} [Leo) (Oe]
+seE1% (cos gt |0eq) (1eg| + isin gt [Oeq) (Oeq|)
+h.c, 21

leading to
P = sin?gt(1 —r). (22)

For a given r, P is maximum at t = (2¢ 4+ 1)7/2g, { =
0,1,2,---, Vg, with P,x = 1 — r, the population of the
excited state of the qubit in p%. Further, Pyax # 0 as long
as r # 1, with r = 1 corresponding to a situation where the
entire population is in the ground state.

Remark. It is important to note that the design of the pro-
tocol allows for the success rate P to be the probability with
which any one of { e; } except e is obtained as the measure-
ment outcome, while the failure probability is the probability
of obtaining ey, given by 1 — P. Therefore, in principle, any
Hermitian operator on the Hilbert space of A can be chosen
for this measurement as long as |eg) is one of the eigenvec-
tors of it. Note also that the protocol is oblivious to an error
£ that takes |¥ ) to a state in H (see Fig. 1(c)).

III. CORRECTING COMMON ERRORS IN
LOW-DISTANCE QUANTUM CODES

Let us now demonstrate the power of the above frame-
work for a number of systems affected by the well-known
noise, namely, the bit-flip (BF), the phase-flip (PF), and the
amplitude-damping (AD) noise. We follow the Krauss oper-
ator formalism [6, 64—66] to determine the effect of the noise
on the system. Assuming that the N-qubit system is prepared
in the resource state o (typically a state in ), application
of a specific error (BF, PF, or AD) with error-rate ¢; on the
qubiti (2 =1,2,---, N) leads to the state

2N 1

= Y KnodK], (23)
k=0

where K, = @~ Ky, with k; € {0,1}, k is the decimal
representation of the bit-string k1k2ks - - - kn, and K}, are
the Krauss operators. For the BF and the PF noises, K}, are
given by [6, 64—66]

BF : Ki,—0 =1 —ql,Ky,=1 = qio", (24)
PF : Kj,—0 =+/1—ql,Kp—1 =/q:0*, (25)

while in the case of the AD noise,
(26)

Let us first consider the situations where the sources of
these noises are removed after a finite time, when one is
left with a faulty (mixed) state due to these noises, and uses
the proposed protocol to get the original resource state back.
As systems, we first consider small (low-distance) quantum
codes. Among the large collection of such codes, we assess
the effectiveness of our framework in the three-qubit repe-
tition code [6-8, 24], the four-qubit Grassl code [6-8, 28],
and the five-qubit perfect code [6-8, 29]. We assume that all
qubits are affected by the same error (i.e., either BF, or PF, or
AD) with the same error rate, i.e.,¢; = qVi =1,2,--- , N.

A. Three-qubit repetition code

Let us first consider the three-qubit (N = 3) stabilizer
Hamiltonian,

Hs = —J(0505 + 0505 + 0507) + 3J1, (27)

constituted of the stabilizers S = o503, So = 0505, and
S3 = o703 of the three-qubit repetition code capable of cor-
recting single-qubit bit-flip errors in conventional quantum
error correction schemes [6—8, 24]. Here, J is the strength
of interaction, 0%, o = =z, y, z are the Pauli matrices, and
is the identity operator on the Hilbert space of the relevant
system. The Hamiltonian Hg exhibits a two-fold degenerate
ground state subspace spanned by

{[Eo0,0) = 000}, |Ep,1) = [111)}, (28)
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FIG. 2. Three-qubit code. Variations of P (ordinate) as a function of 6 (abscissa) for different error rates ¢ when an arbitrary state in the
logical subspace is subjected to (a)-(c) bit-flip, and (d)-(f) amplitude-damping errors on all qubits. The grey lines correspond to randomly
sampled |¥;) € H,;, while the dark continuous line corresponds to the choice of equal superposition of contributing |E1,o) € Hi in P. The
horizontal axes in all figures are in radian, and ¢ = 7 /2g for all plots.

Subspaces H1 Ho Hs
|E1,0) = —io5ay | Fo,o) |E2,0) = 0505 |Fo,1)
|E11) = 0F | Eoo) |F21) = 103 |Eo,1)
. |Er2) = 03 |Eo0) |E22) = io3 [Eo0) |Es,0) = ioo3 | Fo,a)
Spanning elements
|E1,3) = 03 |Fo o) |Ea,3) = 050% |Eo 1) |Es,1) = i0j03 |Eo,0)
|E1,4) = 03 | Eo,) |E2,4) = 0305 | Eo,0)
|E15) = 05 |Eon) |E2,5) = 0505 |Eo,1)

TABLE I. Elements of the energy eigenbasis of the four-qubit Grassl code that span the different subspaces H;, ¢ = 1,2, 3.

corresponding to the zero-energy states, and a six-fold de-
generate excited state subspace spanned by

{|E10) ) [Er2) =
|E.3) ), |Es) =
with energy eigenvalue 4J. A generic state within the

ground-state subspace, along with its orthogonal counterpart,
is given by

1100), | Ey 1) = |010
011) , | Ey 4) = |110

|001) ,
1101)}29)

|Wo,0) = cosf|000)+e‘¢sm 1111),
|Wo,) = Sin§|000>—ei¢cos§\111>, (30)
with 0 < § < mand 0 < ¢ 2m.  We assume

<

Given that D 1, we consider an

0% = [¥o,0) (Tol.

auxiliary qubit (D + 1 = 2), defined by the Hamiltonian
Hy = E1|1) (1], and construct Hg 4 using | V1) having the
form as given in Eq. (8).

a. Bit-flip error.  When local BF error occurs on all the
qubits of Q% (Eq. (23)). The time evolution in the presence
of the auxiliary (see Eq. (18)) followed by a measurement of
the auxiliary and post-selection of the measurement outcome
e1, leads to the success rate

P = sin® gt[Alq(l —q)? + Axg*(1 - q)} (31)



with Ay = 32 (U(ba,bars) and Ay =
ZZ:O V(ba, bats), where
2 2 ¢ : 2 . 29
Ui(z,y) = x°cos §:i:xysmﬂcos¢+y sin” 5,

0 0
V(z,y) = x?sin’ 3 + xysinf cos ¢ + y* cos? 5(32)

Given a specific |¥g o) (i.e., specific values of § and ¢),
and a fixed value of the bit-flip error rate ¢, maximizing
P involves judiciously choosing g, ¢, and {b,}. Clearly,
from Eq. (31), the optimum time ¢ = (2¢ + 1)7/2g, { =
0,1,2,---, Vg, at which P = A1q(1 — ¢)% + A2¢*(1 — q).
Also, all of the coefficients {b,} contribute to P, and the
choice of optimum set of values of {b,} depends heavily on
the values of 6, ¢, and g. An equal superposition of all con-
tributing energy eigenvectors in |¥4), i.e., b, = 1/ V6 Va,
leads to

P = ¢q(1—-¢q)(1+sinfcos¢)/2. (33)
Our numerical investigation using a sample of 10° randomly
generated' |W;) € H; reveals that the equal superposition
is optimum when ¢ = 0.5, while it becomes sub-optimal as
q — 0 (i.e., no error), and ¢ — 1 (i.e., flip definitely occurs
on all qubits). See Fig. 2(a)-(c).

b.  Amplitude-damping noise. The state |¥¢ ), under
the influence of the amplitude damping noise, becomes

0
Py = <cos §+q sin? > |000) (000|

+(1 - q)3s1112 = |111> (111

+q(1 — q)? sin?
+]110) (110] + |1oo> (100] + |001) (001]
+1010) (010]) + (1
(

+|111) (000 |) (34)

(|011> (011 + |101) (101

—¢)*?sin0(]000) (111]

in the computational basis. Upon evolution under U
(see Eq. (18)) followed by a measurement in the basis
{ | ei):i=0,1}, we obtain

2
P = sin® gtsin® [ 1fqz

q(1—q) Zbﬂ
(35)

The success rates corresponding to a random sampling of
Hg 4 via randomly choosing |¥;) € H; are illustrated in
Figs. 2(d)-(f), where at ¢ = 1/2, P becomes independent of
the choice of b,,, as demonstrated in Fig. 2(e). It is important

5
! Here, |¥1) = Em:o b1,aq |E1,a, ), Where by o, are chosen from a
Gaussian distribution of zero mean and unit standard deviation.

to note that the equal superposition of the contributing energy
eigenvectors, given by b, = 1/ V6 Va, leads to

pP= %q(l — q) sin? gt sin? g, (36)
which are demonstrated in Figs. 2(d) and (f).
Note 1. Unlike the usual error correction protocols, a non-
vanishing success rate of the proposed scheme can always be
obtained as long as ¢ # 0, 1.
Note 2. Maximum error rate (¢ = 1) for all qubits in the
code corresponds to the error acting on all three-qubits with
certainty. Bit-flip noise with ¢ = 1 for all qubits in the three-
qubit code results in a state in o, and thereby corresponding
to an uncorrectable error (see Sec. II). Similarly, phase flip
error on any number of qubits in the three-qubit code does
not take the system out of #, thereby making the three-qubit
code a misfit for correcting phase flip errors via purification.

B. Four-qubit Grassl code

We now move to the four-qubit Hamiltonian,
Hg = —J(0f05050% +o50; +0i05)+3JI, (37)

with the stabilizers S1 = o{o50507, S = 0507, and S3 =
o705 corresponding to the four-qubit Grassl code [6-8, 28].
The structure of the Hilbert space of the 4-qubit system, in
this case, involves 4 degenerate energy subspaces, including
a two-fold degenerate ground-state subspace #, inhabited
by

|Eo,0) = —=(]0000) + |1111)),

]
-3

|Eo1) = —(|0011) + [1100)), (38)

V2

with energy Fy = 0, and respectively 6-, 6-, and 2-fold de-
generate subspaces H1, Ho, and H3 with energies £y = 2,
Ey =4, and E3 = 6. The energy eigenbasis elements span-
ning these subspaces, which are used for the following calcu-
lations, are given in Table I. Similar to the three-qubit code,
we consider 2 = |¥g o) (
system (D = 3) as auxiliary.

a. Bit-flip error. Unlike the three-qubit code, in the
present case, application of a subset of possible two-qubit
errors, constituted of 0¥ o5, o§of as well as error on all four
qubits, i.e., ofo50507 keeps |¥q o) within H, thereby es-
caping the purification process. Assuming that error applies
to all qubits in the code and following the same line of cal-
culations as shown in the case of three-qubit code, we obtain

2
P = (q—3¢ +4¢° — 2¢")sin® g1t > W(b1,a,b1.042)
a=1
+2¢°(1 = q)°W (ba3, ba,4) sin® gat, (39)

where we have defined W (x,y) = 22 +2xy sin 0 cos ¢ +32,
and have used the energy eigenbasis specified in Eq. (38)
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FIG. 3. Four-qubit code. P (ordinate) against 6 (abscissa) for different ¢ values when an arbitrary state in the logical subspace is subjected
to (a)-(c) bit-flip, (d)-(f) phase-flip, and (g)-(i) amplitude-damping errors on all qubits, and ¢t is fixed at ¢ = 7/2g. The gray lines correspond
to the Hga constituted with randomly sampled |¥;) € H;, the details of which are given in Sec. III B, while the dark continuous lines
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all figures are in radian.

and Table I for the calculations, and have used {le;),i =
0,1,2,3} as the measurement basis.

Note that in contrast to the case of the three-qubit code,
Eq. (39) indicates that only a subset of the energy-eigenstates
|Ei o) € H; contribute to P. Assuming equal superposition
of the contributing energy-eigenvectors as |¥;) € H,, i.e,
bii=bia=biz=ba=1/2and by =byys =1/V2,
one obtains

P = (1+4sinfcos¢) [(q —3¢% +4¢° — 2¢") sin® g1t

It is worthwhile to note that the use of an equal superposi-
tion of all energy eigenstates from all energy subspaces (i.e.,
biw = 1/\/d;, Vi = 1,2,3) provides P’ = sin? gt(1 +
sin 6 cos ¢)(q—2¢*+2¢> — q*) /3, leading to a lesser success
rate than P when ¢t = (2 + 1)w/2g9 (¢ = 0,1,2,---), and
for fixed (6, ¢). We carry out a numerical investigation over a
sample of 2 x 10* random states |¥;) € H; and |¥y) € Ho,
i.e., the contributing energy eigenspaces, by randomly gen-

erating 10* states of the form |¥;) = Zi1:1 b1,01 |E1,00)

while choosing |¥2) = (|E23) + |E24))/v2, and 10*
states of the form |¥s) = bo3|E23) + boy|E24) while

2 2 02
+2¢°(1 = q) sin g2t]' @0 choosing |¥) = 271 Zilzl |E1,0,). We observe that for
which, for g1 = g» = g, results in all g, choice of the equal superposition of the contributing
energy eigenvectors as |\U;) provides the best success rate of
P = ¢(1—q)sin® gt(1 + sinf cos ¢). (41)



the protocol (see Fig. 3(a)-(c)).

b. Phase-flip error. Similar to the BF noise, The suc-
cess rate corresponding to the PF noise on the logical sub-
space of the four-qubit code can be calculated using the same
energy eigenbasis given in Table I, and is given by

P =14 (q —3¢% +4¢° — 2q4) sin? git

50 50
+ b3 sin 5) (42)

x (b3, cos?
where only two of the energy eigenstates of Hg, namely,
|E1 ) and |E75), corresponding to energy higher than 0
contribute to P. Considering |¥1) = (|E10) + |E15)) /V2,
the success rate becomes

P = 4(q—3¢* +4¢* — 2¢*) sin® g1, (43)

while it is clear from Eq. (42) that for a fixed ¢, the maximum
P for a fixed 6 occurs for either b1y = 0, or by5 = 0, leading
to the maximum success rate given by

P 4(q— 3¢ +4¢° — 2¢*) sin® g1t cos® & for
4 (q —3¢% +4¢° — 2q4) sin? g1t sin? g

Our numerical investigation with a sample of 10° randomly
generated states of the form |U1) = by o |E1,0) + 01,5 |E15)
indicates that the choice of equal superposition of the con-
tributing energy eigenstates as | V1) is sub-optimal for puri-
fyng the logical state with a high success rate. See Fig. 2(d)-
®.

c. Amplitude-damping noise. The success rate P cor-
responding to the four-qubit Grassl code subjected to the
amplitude-damping noise could be derived in a similar fash-
ion, although the expressions are cumbersome and we refrain
from including them in the text. In Fig. 3(d)-(f), we plot P as
functions of 6 for different values of ¢, where the archetype
states are chosen randomly. Note that without the analyti-
cal insight, it is difficult to extract information regarding the
contributing energy eigenstates from each subspace. In this
situation, we carry out a numerical analysis with a total of
3 x 10* random states, where during sampling 10* random
states of the form, say, |\I/) € Hi, |¥;) € Hj (j # 1) is
fixed at |¥;) = d]_l/2 Za —0|Eja,). Itis evident from
Fig. 3 that the choice of the equal superposition of all energy

J

1

eigenvectors | E; ) spanning H; for all ¢ = 1,2, 3 serves as
a suboptimal choice.

C. Five-qubit perfect code

The Hamiltonian corresponding to the five-qubit code [6—
8, 29], given by
Hs = —J(ojo5050% + 05050508 + ofo50;0%
+oio50505) +4J, (45)

involves the stabilizers S; = o{o3050%, S2 = 05050508,
ofofojok, and Sy = ojosojof. The Hilbert space cor-
responding to Hg can be divided into 5 degenerate energy
subspaces (i.e., D = 4), among which the ground state sub-
space H is two fold degenerate with Ey = 0, and is spanned
by |Ep,0) and | Ep 1) given in the computational basis by

1
[Boo) = —7 | 100001) +[00010) +[00100) +[00111)
+01000) — |01011) — [01101) + [01110)
+[10000) + [10011) — [10101) — |10110)
+[11001) — [11010) + [11100) — |11111)
|Eo1) = ®0 |E0,0) (46)

The rest of the subspaces H;, 1 = 1,2, 3, 4, are respectively
8-, 12-, 8, and 2-fold degenerate, with energies £y = 2J,
Ey =4J, B3 =6J, and E4 = 8J respectively.

a. Bit-flip error.  The structure of the Hilbert space de-
mands a qudit of dimension 5 (D + 1 = 5) as the auxiliary.
While we refrain from including pg 4 (¢) to keep the text un-
cluttered, it is worth mentioning that similar to the case of
the three-qubit code, here also the success rate receives con-
tribution from all diagonal terms of pg4(t) except the ones
originating from the single-qubit bit-flip error on no, or on
all qubits, as they eventually transform |¥ () to states be-
longing to Hy. Choosing g; = g Vi, the success probability
can be calculated as

= A1g(1 — )" + B1¢*(1 — q)® + Bag®(1 — q)?
+A2¢* (1 - q), 47)

with

2

Al = sin2 glt Z UJr(bLa, b11a+2) + sin2 ggt Z U+(b27a7 bg’a+3),

a=0 a=0
1 2
A2 = Sin2 glt Z V(bl,av bl,a+2) + Sin2 g2t Z V(bQ,aa b2,a+3); (48)
a=0 a=0
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Subspaces Ha Ho Hs Ha

|E2,0) = 03 | Eo,0)

|E2,1) = 0% | Eo,o)
|E1,0) = of [Eo o) |E2,2) = 03 | Eo,0) |E3,0) = 0703 |Eo,0)
|E11) = 03 |Eo0) |E2,3) = 03 |Eo,1) |Es,1) = 00§ | Eo,o)
|E12) = of |Fo,1) |E2,4) = 0§ |Eo,1) |Es3,2) = 0507 |Eo,0)

Spanning elements |Er3) = 03 | Eo,a) |E25) = 03 | Eo,1) |Es,3) = 0303 | Eo,0) |Es0) = 0503 | Eo0)
|Ev4) = 0303 |Eo,0) |E26) = 0703 |Eo,0) |E3,4) = 0703 |Eo,1) |E4,1) = 0303 |Eo,1)
|E1,5) = ofo3 | Eo,o) |E2,7) = 050% |Eo,0) |Es,5) = 010 |Eo1)
|Ev6) = 0503 [Eo,1) |E28) = 0503 |Eo,0) |Es,6) = 05071 |Eo,1)
|Ev7) = oto5 | Eo,) |E2,9) = 0703 |Eo1) |Es,7) = 0303 |Eo,1)

| E2,10) = 0507 | Eo,1)
|E2,11) = oio5 [Eo1)

TABLE II. Elements of the energy eigenbasis of the five-qubit code that span the different subspaces H;, ¢ = 1,2,3,4, used in the
calculation of success rate corresponding to the bit-flip noise.
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Subspaces Hi1 Ho Hs Ha

|E2,0) = o7 |Eo,0)

|E2,1) = 03 | Eo0)
|E1,0) = 03 |Eo,0) |E2,2) = 0% | Eo0) |E3,0) = 0703 |Eo0)
|E1,1) = 03 [Eo,o) |E2,3) = of [Eo) |Es,1) = 0503 [Eo,o0)
|E12) = 03 [Eo,) |E2,4) = 05 |Eo,1) |E3,2) = 03075 | Eo,0)

Spanning elements |E1,3) = 0% |Eo) |E25) = 0i |Eo) |E33) = oios |Eoo) |Fa,0) = 0103 |Eo,0)
|Era) = o703 [Eo) |E2,6) = 0ioi |Eoo) |E3,4) = 07o% |Eo,1) |Ea,1) = 0103 |Eo,1)
|E15) = 0505 |Eo0) |E2,7) = 0505 |Eo0) |E35) = 0503 |Fo,1)
|Eve) = o703 [Eoa) |E2,8) = 0303 [Eo,0) |Es,6) = 0307 [Eo,1)
|E1,7) = 0303 | Fo,1) |E2,9) = 010} |Eo,1) |E3,7) = 0io3 |Eo,1)

|E2,10) = 0507 |Fo,1)
|E211) = 0305 |Eo,1)

TABLE III. Elements of the energy eigenbasis of the five-qubit code that span the different subspaces H;, @ = 1,2,3,4, used in the

calculation of success rate corresponding to the phase-flip noise.

and

5 8 3
By = sin2 g1t Z U+ (bl,a, b17a+2) + sin2 gat Z U+(b27a, bz,a+3) + Sin2 gst Z U+ (bg,a, b37a+4)

a=4 a=6

+sin? g4tU.y (ba,0,ba1),

5 8

a=0

3

BQ = Sil’l2 9115 Z V(bl,aa b17a+2) —+ SiIl2 QQt Z V(bg’a, b27a+3) —+ SiIl2 ggt Z V(bg’a, b31a+4)

a=4 a=6

+ sin? g4tV (ba,0,b4.1),

where U, and V are as defined in Eq. (32), and the span-
ning energy eigenbasis elements corresponding to H;, i =
1,2, 3,4, used in this calculation are as given in Table II.

For g; = g,Y¥i = 1,2,3,4, and choosing |V;) € H;
as states with equal superpositions of contributing energy
eigenstates, i.e., by o = 1/V8, bao = 1/V12,b3.4 = 1//8
and by o, = 1/\/§ Va, the success rate is given by

P = % sin® gt(1 + sin 6 cos ¢) [¢(1 — ¢)*
+q* (1= q) +3¢*(1 = ¢)* + 3¢°(1 — ¢)*]. (50)

We perform numerical investigation of the dependence of
P on the choice of |¥;) by randomly sampling 10* states
|W;) € H;.foreach i = 1,2,3,4, while |¥;) € H; for all

J

1

a=0

(49)

(

J # 1 1is set to be equal superposition of all |Ej; ;) € H,;.
Our results indicate that the choice of the equal superposition
of the contributing energy eigenstates for constructing Hg 4
is sub-optimal for five-qubit code as well (see Fig. 4(a)-(c)).

b. Phase-flip noise. On the other hand, simplification
of the calculation applying PF noise of strength ¢ on all
qubits demands a different set of energy eigenvectors |E; )
spanning H; (i = 1,2,3,4), which is given in Table III. In
this case, the success rate reads as

P = Aiq(1 —q)* + Bi¢*(1 — ¢)* + Bag*(1 — q)*
+A2¢*(1 - q), (51)

with

2

Al = sin2 glt Z UJr(bLa, b11a+2) + sin2 ggt Z U+(b27a7 b27a+3),

a=0 a=0
1 2
Ay = sin® g1t > U_(bra,bras2) +sin® got Y U—(b2,a,b2.0+3), (52)
a=0 a=0
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FIG. 5. 1D isotropic Heisenberg model. Map plot of P with 6 (abscissa) and ¢ (ordinate) in the cases of (a)-(b) two-qubit isotropic
Heisenberg encoding under (a) bit-flip and (b) phase-flip noise, and (c)-(d) two-qubit isotropic Heisenberg encoding under (c) bit-flip and
(d) phase-flip noise, with ¢ = 7 /2g for all figures. The dashed lines mark boundaries of the regions where P > 0.01, 0.1, and 0.5. The

horizontal axis is in radian.

and

5

3

B1 = SiIl2 glt Z U+ (bl,om b17a+2) —+ SiIl2 ggt Z U+(b27a, b21a+3) —+ SiIl2 ggt Z U+ (bS,om b37a+4)

a=4 a=6

+sin? g4tUy (b0, ba1),

a=0

5 8 3
By = sin® gyt Z U_(b1,a, b1,a+2) + sin® got Z U_(bg,,b2,0+3) + sin® gt Z U_(b3,a,b3,044)

a=4 a=6

+sin? g4tU_ (ba,0,b4,1),

where U, is as defined in Eq. (32). Setting g; = ¢gVi =
1,2,3,4, and choosing |¥;) € H; as states with equal su-
perpositions of contributing energy eigenstates, i.e., b1 o =
1/V8, b2.o = 1/V/12,b3,4 = 1/v/8and by, = 1/v2 Va,

the success rate is given by
1

P = 5 sin? gt[(l +sinfcos¢)(q(1 — q)* +3¢*(1 — q)®)
+(1 —sinfcos @) (¢*(1 — q) +3¢*(1 — q)z)] (54)

Our numerical investigation of the dependence of P on the
choice of |U;) (where the details corresponding to the nu-

a=0

(53)

(

merical invetigation remains the same as the case of the BF
noise) indicates that the choice of the equal superposition of
the contributing energy eigenstates for constructing Hg 4 is
sub-optimal for five-qubit codes (see Fig. 4(d)-(f)).
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IV. QEC IN ONE-DIMENSIONAL ISOTROPIC
HEISENBERG MODEL

The N-qubit 1D isotropic Heisenberg Hamiltonian in a
magnetic field along the z direction reads [58, 59]

1 & h &
H=125j.5j+1—§za;—Eg, (55)
j=1 j=1

while the constant E; ensures that the ground state energy
Ey of H is zero. For arbitrary N with large h, the ground
state of the system is fully polarized, given by |Ey) = |0>®N,
with B, = N (3 —%). For N > 2 and even, the ground
state of the system for h < hg =2 (h < hg =1 for N = 2)

is given by

N

! > (=17 1), (56)

|Ey) = N

j=1

where |j) = o 10)¥™ . At h = hg, the ground state subspace
is doubly degenerate, which has been used as a logical qubit
in the case of quantum state transfer through 2D rectangular
lattices. While we focus only on isotropic Heisenberg model
with even N at h = hg in this paper, it is worthwhile to note
that our formalism is applicable to the case of odd N also, in
which case the degeneracy structure of the Hilbert space is
different, depending on the value of h.

For even IV, the doubly degenerate ground state subspace
Ho at h = hy is spanned by |Ey o) (= |Ep)) and |Ep 1) (=
|E1)), according to the notations introduced in Sec. II. We
now demonstrate the applicability of our protocol in the spe-
cific case of N = 2 (hg = 1), for which the ground state sub-
space H corresponding to the ground state energy £y = 0
(when E, = 3/4) is spanned by

1
ﬁ

The excited states of the two-qubit isotropic Heisenberg
model at i = 1 are non-degenerate, given by

1
V2
corresponding to the energies Iy = 1 and Ey = 2, respec-
tively, implying the requirement of an auxiliary qutrit for

the protocol. We specifically consider the state |¥¢ o) (see
Eqg. (30)) as the resource state, which is subjected to noise,

|Eoo) = [00),|Eo.1) = —=(01) —[10)).  (57)

[E1o0) = —=(101) +[10)),[Ez0) = [11)),  (58)

and construct Hg4 assuming |U;) = |E; o), ¢ = 1,2 (see
Eq. (8)).
The success rate, in this case, turns out to be
0 0
P = ¢(1 —q)cos? 3 sin? g1t + ¢| sin? 3
+qcos B sin? got, (59)

corresponding to the bit-flip noise, while for the phase-flip
noise,

0
P =2¢(1 — q)sin® 3 sin? g1t. (60)

However, in contrast, the two-qubit Heisenberg encoding
fails to correct amplitude-damping noise as the error does
not take the resource state outside the logical subspace. This
is evident from the applications of the corresponding Krauss
operators on ¥ o), as given below.

0 L0
KoKy |¥Pg0) = cos 3 |Eo0) + 1 — ~e'? sin 3 |Eo.1),

0
KK |Pg0) = —\/Ze“b sin 5 |Eo.0) ,
0
K()Kl ‘\IJ070> = \/ZCZ¢ S 5 ‘E070> y
KKy |%q0) = 0. (61)

With increasing N, the calculation is cumbersome for the
1D isotropic Heisenberg model as the value of D is large due
to scarcity of degenerate excited state subspaces at b = hy.
For example, with N = 4 and E, = 3, the Hilbert space
is divided into a total of 8 energy subspaces, including H
corresponding to Ey = 0, spanned by

|E0)0> = |0000>, and
1
|Eoa) = 5(10001) —[0010) + |0100) — [1000)). (62)

while the excited state subspaces ;s (: = 1,2, - - - , 5) being
respectively 3, 2, 3, 2, and 2-fold degenerate, and Hg and
‘H7 being non-degenerate, with F; = 4,7 = 1,2,--- ,6, and

E; = 8 (see [67] for the full set of energy eigenbasis). Fig. 5
depicts the variations of P with 6 in the case of the two- and
four-qubit encoding with the 1D isotropic Heisenberg model
under the BF and the PF noises, where in the case of the
four-qubit encoding, b; ., is taken to be 11/d; in the chosen
basis, while constructing |¥;) corresponding to ; for which
d; > 1.

Fig. 5(a)-(d) depicts the variations of P as functions of 6
and q in the case of the two- and four-qubit isotropic Heisen-
berg encoding under the bit- and phase-flip noises. These
figures indicate that the isotropic Heisenberg encoding is un-
able to correct BF noise if the noise strength is low. On the
other hand, for the phase-flip noise, § = 0 is uncorrectable
as \O>®N remains in the logical subspace under phase-flip
error on any of the qubits. In general, the success rate de-
creases with an increase in N in the case of the phase-flip
noise, while in contrast, such trend is absent in the case of
the bit-flip noise.

V. REDUCTION OF RESOURCE IN QEC:
PURIFICATION WITH AUXILIARY QUBIT

Can purification of arbitrary mixed states of a quantum
system into its ground state be achieved using less resource
by employing an auxiliary qubit instead of a qudit? Let us
assume that the qubit Hamiltonian is given by

Hy=E' 1) (1], (63)

where E’ is the energy of the qubit. The reduction in the
available number of levels require connecting transitions cor-
responding to all energy subspaces with the auxiliary qubit,
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FIG. 6. Purification with an auxiliary qubit. Landscapes of P with respect to € (horizontal axis) and ¢ (vertical axis) in the case of the
four-qubit code with (a) Prescription 1 and (b) Prescription 2, and the five-qubit code with (c) Prescription 1 and (d) Prescription 2 under the
bit-flip noise of strength ¢ = 0.5 on all qubits. The same for (e)-(f) the two-qubit isotropic Heisenberg encoding, and (g)-(h) the four-qubit

isotropic Heisenberg encoding with (e)-(g) Prescription 1 and (f)-(h) Prescription 2 are also shown. The vertical axis is in the unit of g,

while the horizontal axis is in radian.

resulting in a reconstruction of the system-auxiliary interac-
tion. In this paper, we consider two specific proposals for
reconstructions. We carry out the investigation (a) for the
four- and five-qubit quantum codes, and (b) for the two- and
four-qubit isotropic Heisenberg model under the influence of
the BF noise, and answer the above question affirmatively.

a. Prescription 1. 1In the first proposal, the system-
auxiliary interaction Hamiltonian is given by

D

Hga = Zgi ([Woqe1) (Wico| +-hc.),  (64)
i=1

where each energy subspace H; € H has a detuning J; =
E; — E’ with respect to the qubit. We first consider the four-
and five-qubit codes, and assume a scenario where g; = g =
1, and 6; = 0, which subsequently fixes §; Vi. While Hg 4
can be constructed using any |¥;) € H,; having the form as
given in Eq. (8), to keep the calculations simple, we choose
an equal superposition, i.e., b; o = 1/1/d; Va for a specific
‘H;. With BF noise applied to all qubits prepared in the log-
ical state |¥¢ o) of the QECC, the success probability P as
functions of # and ¢ are depicted in Figs. 6(a) and (c) for the
four- and the five-qubit QECCs respectively. For the four-
qubit code, with a fixed 6, the variation of P with ¢ exhibits
regular revivals and collapses, while the regularity vanishes
in the case of the five-qubit code, along with a reduction in
the maximum success probability. Similar trend is observed
for the case of the isotropic Heisenberg encoding, when N
is increased from 2 to 4 (see Figs. 6(e) and (g)) under the
bit-flip noise.

1

b. Prescription 2. In an alternative construction, we
exploit the feature of the protocol discussed around Eq. (13),
and consider a single excited state subspace Hi .. p =
UP | H,;, hosting an archetype state

D d;—1

W12 D) =D Y bia |Fia,)- (65)

=1 ai:0

For simplicity, we consider

1 &1
\%,2,‘..,13>=—DZ7 |Eias) s (66)

for demonstration, and define (see Eq. (14))
HSA = g(|l1107761> <\I/1727.,,7D60| +hC) (67)

Note that the reduction of H into two subspaces H, and
H1s...p allows one to set £y = E’. The success rate ob-
tained using this prescription is plotted as functions of § and
t in Fig. 6. While the performance of Prescription 2 falls
short in comparison to the same of Prescription 1 in the case
of the four- and the five-qubit codes (see Figs. 6(b) and (d)
for results of four- and five-qubit codes respectively using
Prescription 2), in the case of the isotropic Heisenberg en-
coding (Figs. 6(f) and (h) for N = 2 and 4 respectively),
Prescription 2 competes with Prescription 1. However, the
feature of decreasing P with increasing N remains the same
for both Prescriptions.
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FIG. 7. QEC in the presence of resilient noise. The effect of noise A on the initial state o& of the system S is manifested in the state
p% = Ao(0%). The QEC protocol starts at ¢ = 0 when the auxiliary system A, initialized in |eo), is introduced, followed by the unitary
evolution U (Eq. (18)) that runs parallel to the noise A, so that the dynamics of S is governed by the GKSL master equation (Eq. (69)). At
t = At, ameasurement on A is performed, followed by a post-selection of the measurement outcome e; corresponding to the post-measured
state |e;) on A, so that the system collapses to ps. If Ag = A, the noise Ao is assumed to act till ¢ = ¢;, followed by the QEC in the
presence of noise A till ¢ = t2, such that the duration of the QEC remains as At = to — ¢1.

VI. QEC IN PRESENCE OF RESILIENT NOISE

The protocol discussed in Sec. II assumes the application
of the noise on the initial logical state, followed by a discon-
tinuation of the noise when faulty state is subjected to the
protocol. While this scenario finds its justification in situ-
ations where one has been able to successfully discard the
source of noise and is now forced to work with the resulting
noisy state, a more realistic assumption is to consider a situa-
tion where noise applies on the system even during the appli-
cation of the proposed protocol. This can be incorporated by
considering an appropriate quantum master equation for the
system instead of the unitary evolution alone, as discussed
below (see Fig. 7).

Let us assume that the initial mixed state p$ is the re-
sult of the noise represented by the Gorini-Kossakowski-
Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) master equation [65, 66]

dp al
— = «Di(p), 6
at ;:1 7iDi(p) (68)

where D;(.) is the superoperator describing the noise occur-
ring with a rate ; on the qubit 7, and we have assumed in-
dependent local noise on each qubit. Starting from the initial
state p% at t = 0, the noisy state p% is generated at t = ¢y,
at which time the QEC protocol as proposed in Sec. II is ap-
plied. However, the resilient local noise on each qubits in
the system persists, such that the dynamics of the system is
governed by the GKSL master equation [65, 66]

d N
ar = T A+ 9Di) (©9)
with H = Hg + H4 + Hgy. The system-auxiliary duo
is evolved according to Eq. (69) till ¢ = ¢, at which the
measurement on A is performed and pg is obtained. We
are interested in the duration of the QEC, which is given by
At = to — t; (see Fig. 7 for a schematic representation).

The fidelity of ¢ and pg, denoted by F', can be computed
using a suitable distance measure. In our calculations, since
0% is pure (0% = |Wo,0) (¥o,0|, see Eq. (30)), we compute
F = (Yo0lps|Wo,0) [6].

In this paper, we consider amplitude-damping noise act-
ing on all qubits in the system, such that the GKSL master
equation is given by [65, 66]

N
dp : PP -5t
E:—I[HaPH‘V; {C’i po; —{o; o, p}|, (70)

where 0& = ¢% + ioY, and we assume ~ to be identical
for all qubits i.e., v, = v Vi = 1,2,--- , N. The perfor-
mances of the three- and four-qubit codes under persisting
weak amplitude-damping noise are demonstrated in Fig. 8.
It is clear from the figure that the effect of noise results in a
decrease in F', while a low value of P accompanies a high
value of F' for the entire (0, At) plane considered in this pa-
per. We point out here that the design of the protocol requires
a high population in the excited state manifold of the system
(code) in order to provide a high value of P (see Sec. II).
Since the noise is considered to be weak, a high value of P
is not observed. This suggests that the adjustable parameter
space may be tuned appropriately to achieve an optimal bal-
ance between the complementary behaviors of fidelity and
success probability.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Quantum error correction (QEC) forms the backbone of
fault-tolerant quantum computing by protecting fragile quan-
tum information from decoherence. While numerous QEC
schemes have been proposed, majority of the existing proto-
cols are limited to correcting single-qubit errors distributed
across multiple physical qubits. In this paper, we developed
a single-auxiliary assisted framework for QEC via purifica-
tion that enables the correction of errors beyond a single
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qubit. In particular, a quantum code initialized in a state
resulting from noise in its logical subspace is steered back
to its logical subspace via a joint time-evolution of the sys-
tem (code)-auxiliary duo, followed by a measurement and a
post-selection of the measurement outcome on the auxiliary.
We demonstrated the success of the protocol in the case of
low-distance non-CSS codes such as the three-, four-, and
five-qubit codes as well as isotropic Heisenberg encoding of
a small number of qubits. Remarkably, we showed that the
the logical subspace can be successfully restored even under
noise types that the codes are not conventionally designed
to correct, thereby highlighting the power of the protocol.
We further explored the performance of the protocol in the
practical scenario involving resilient noise, where the noise
continued to affect the system throughout the correction pro-
cess.

Our work provides an alternative approach for achieving
QEC for quantum systems via a purification procedure us-
ing only a single auxiliary. In this respect, it connects natu-
rally to recent explorations of auxiliary-assisted cooling pro-
tocols [68—71], opening avenues for interpreting the pro-
posed method from thermodynamic and device-engineering
perspectives. It is also in alignment with the explorations
of measurement-based QEC schemes [72], and can also be
looked at as a ground-state preparation protocol using cool-
ing [73].

Our work assumes a number of ideal scenarios, includ-
ing perfect initialization of the auxiliary in its ground state,
ideal projection measurements, and flawless implementation
of the system-auxiliary unitary. However, in reality, imper-

fections in these components are inevitable, making it es-
sential to examine the robustness of the protocol under such
deviations. Further, while the protocol can, in principle, be
demonstrated for quantum systems (codes) of arbitrary sizes,
accessing the full spectrum of the Hamiltonian in order to de-
sign the interaction Hamiltonian involving system-auxiliary
pair is always challenging. This motivates the development
of alternative scalable strategies to design the interaction
Hamiltonian utilizing appropriate information of the Hilbert
space.
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