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Subsystem Codes

Salah A. Aly, Andreas Klappenecker and Pradeep Kiran Sailiep

Abstract— We investigate various aspects of operator quan- codes. We report first results on a fair comparison between

tum error-correcting codes or, as we prefer to call them, stabilizer codes and subsystem codes.
subsystem codes. We give various methods to derive subsyste

codes from classical codes. We give a proof for the existence ~T1he paper is structured as follows. After a brief introduc-
of subsystem codes using a counting argument similar to the tion to subsystem codes in Sectlah II, we recall some results

quantum Gilbert-Varshamov bound. We derive linear program-  about the relations between subsystem codes and classical
ming bounds and other upper bounds. We answer the question ¢oges. Then we give some simple constructions of subsystem

whether or not there exist[[n,n —2d + 2, > 0,d]],; subsystem : : -
codes. Finally, we compare stabilizer and subsystem codesthv codes which parallel the common constructions of stabilize

respect to the required number of syndrome qudits. codes. In Sectiofdll, we give a nonconstructive proof of the
existence of subsystem codes. In Sedfigh IV, we derivelinea
[. INTRODUCTION programming upper bounds on the parameters of subsystem

Quantum error-correcting codes are seen as being ifodes. For pure subsystem codes (to be defined later) we
dispensable for building a quantum computer. There af@n also derive analytical upper bounds which resemble
three predominant approaches to quantum error-correctid® quantum Singleton and Hamming bounds. Armed with
stabilizer codes, noiseless systems, and decoherence fié@se results on bounds we make a rigorous comparison of
subspaces. Recent advances in the theory of quantum er@abilizer codes and subsystem codes, that makes precise
correction have shown that all these apparently disparaéen subsystem codes can do better.
approaches are actually the same. This unification goes undeNotation: We assume thag is the power of a prime
the name of operator quantum error-correction codes [1§ndF, denotes a finite field witly elements. By qudit we
[7]-[11], though we will prefer to use the shorter and mordn€an ag-ary quantum bit. The symplectic weight of an
descriptive termsubsystem codeSubsystem codes provide €lementw = (z1,...,25,y1,...,ys) in F;" is defined as
a common platform for comparing the various different typeswt(w) = [{(zi,y:) # (0,0) [ 1 < i < n}|. The trace-
of quantum codes and make it possible to treat active afymplectic product of two elements = (a[b),v = (a'[V’)
passive quantum error-correction within the same frameworin ;" is defined agulv), = try/,(a’-b—a-b'), wherez -y
Apart from the fact that subsystem codes give us moré the usual euclidean inner product. The trace-symplectic
control over the degree of passive error-correction, thexe  dual of a codeC' C F;" is defined asC = {v € F;" |
been claims that subsystem codes can make quantum errgitw)s = 0 forallw € C}. For vectorsz,y in Fj,, we
correction more robust and practical. For example, it hagefine the hermitian inner produ¢t|y), = >_;, =jy; and
been claimed that subsystem codes make it possible to derfid hermitian dual ofC C F}, as C*+ = {z € Fl, |
simpler error recovery schemes in comparison to stabilizée|y)» = 0 for all y € C'}. The trace alternating form of two
codes. Furthermore, it is conjectured that certain subsyst vectorsu, w in Fp, is defined asulv)a = try/p[((ulv)n —
codes are self-correcting [1]. (vlu)p)/(B?* — 3?7)], where{, 84} is a normal basis df ,»

Subsystem codes are relatively new and promise to beoaerFF,. If C' C F7;, then the trace alternating dual 6fis
fruitful area for quantum error-correction. Until now, tee defined asC*« = {x € Fre [ (zly)a = 0 forall y € C}.
are few concrete examples of such codes and even fewer
systematic code constructions. Little is known about thd!- SUBSYSTEM CODES AND CLASSICAL CODES
parameters of subsystem codes, so it is difficult to judge Let X = C?® C? ® --- ® C¢ = C9". An orthonormal
the performance of such codes. basis forC?" is B = {|z) | « € FI'}. The vector|z) =

In a recent work [6], we derived a character-theoreti¢r,) ® |z2) ® - - - @ |z,,). The elements oK are of the form
framework for the construction of subsystem codes. We were )
able to show that there exists a correspondence between the vV = Z ve|x) wherewv, € C and Z ve|” = 1.
subsystem codes ovél, and classical additive codes over eely zely
Fq andF,:. In this paper, we investigate basic properties ofye define the following unitary operators @f
subsystem codes, establish further connections to cdssic
codes, and derive bounds on the parameters of subsystem Xo|z) = |z +a) and Zy|z) = w'ra/rPD)|z),
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award CCF-0347310, and a TITF project. ___form a basis for errors on a single qudit. Every error on a
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on each qudit, we need only consider the error gréup- The minimum distance of subsystemis given by
wle1®ea®---Qey, | c€F,y e € E}, where each of the; 1. - 1.

i{s a single qudit erro|r. Thepweight i)f an error is the number d=wi((X +X7) = X) = w(Y ™ — X),
of qudits that are in error. For further details on the errowherewt denotes the Hamming weight. Thus, the subsystem
model and the actual structure of the error group we refef can detect all errors itF of Hamming weight less than

the reader to [5]. d, and can correct all errors iff of Hamming weight] (d —

A quantum error-correcting cod@ is a subspace il = 1)/2] or less.

C?" such thati = Q ® Q-+, whereQ*' is the orthogonal Proof: This follows from Theorenlll1 and the fact that

complement of@). In a subsystem code, the subspage there exists a weight-preserving isometric isomorphissmfr

further decomposes into a tensor product of two vector spa¢g>”, (- |-),) and (Fz, (|- )a), see [5]. u

A and B, that is, TheorenfP has the advantage that the weights of the codes
Q=A®B. overF . is measured using the usual Hamming distance.

We are now going to derive some particularly important
special cases of the above two theorems as a consequence.
Before stating these results, we recall the following senpl
fact.

Lemma 3: Let C; andC, be twolF,-linear codes of length
n. The product cod&€; x Cy = {(alb)|a € C1,b € Cy}
has lengtl2n and its trace-symplectic dual is given by

The vectors spaced and B are respectively called the sub-
system and the co-subsystem of the cQd& he information
to be protected is stored in the subsystemwhence the
name subsystem code.

If dimA = K, dimB = R and Q is able to detect all
errors in E of weight less thanl on subsystem, then we
say that@ is an ((n, K, R, d)), subsystem code. We call
d the minimum distance of the subsyste#nor, by slight (Cy x Co)ts = CF x Cit.
abuse of language, the minimum distance of the subsystem Proof: If (a|b) € C, x Cy and(a’|b’) € C3- x C1, then
code @ (when the tensor decompositia} = A ® B is  tr,,(b-a’ — b -a) = 0; hence,C5- x Cf- C (Cy x Cy)*t=.
understood from the context). We wrifgr, k, r, d]], for an  Comparing dimensions shows that equality must holdm
((n,q*,q", d)), subsystem code. Sometimes we will say that The first consequence uses the euclidean inner product,
an [[n, k,r,d]], subsystem code hasvirtual gauge qudits, that is, the usual dot inner product dff’ to construct
which is simply another way of saying that the dimension o§ypsystem codes. In the special case of stabilizer codss, th
the co-subsystem ig"; it should be stressed that the gauggjields the well-known CSS construction (for instance, see
qudits typically do not correspond to physical qudits. [3, Theorem 9)).

Corollary 4 (Euclidean Construction): Let C; C Fy, be

A. Subsystem Codes From Classical Codes ; ) /
) ) [n, ki], linear codes where € {1,2}. Then there exists an

We recall the following results from [6] which relate ([n, k, 7, d]], subsystem code with
sy vy by q

guantum subsystem codes to classical codes. e k=n— (ki + ko +Kk')/2
Theorem 1: Let X be a classical additive subcodef" e 7= (ki + ko — k)/2 an(:j

such thatX # {0} and letY denote its subcod® = X N e d = min{wt((C{NC2)1\ C1), wt((C-NCy)1\ Ca)}
X+ If 2 = |X] andy = [Y|, then there exists subsystem,,parer’ — dimg (Ci N Cs) x (Cll’ A 02).2 ’

C?)d ed?m:AA:@;f/(sxuycﬁ /tghat Proof: Let C' = C; x Oy, then by Lemmd&l3C+: =
i) dim B = (z/y)/2. , Cy x Cy, andD) = (/lﬂ e = (Ci qCQL) - (OQLQLCIL)'
The minimum distance of subsysterh is given byd = g\.galn gyl__e]g)m_liihB,D C :D(C_Qﬂgl_k,)wf,j/(clg% )b Lit
swt((X +X+¢)— X) = swt(Y 1+ — X). Thus, the subsystem ,flﬂgrk,_ - Then |CID| = ¢ an C1/1D] =
A can detect all errors i? of weight less thani, and can ¢ ' ';D’y Theorent, Ehe codé’ defines an([n, n —
correct all errors inE of weight < [(d —1)/2]. (v + k2 + K7)/2, (k1 + k2 — k') /2, d]}, subsystem code. The
T distance of the code is given by

Proof: See [6, Theorem 5]. [ |
Remark 1: Recall that|X*:| = ¢2"/| X|. Therefore, the ~d = swt(D** \CE . .
dimension of the subsystem can also be calculated as = swt((C2NCT)™ x (C1NCy)~ \ (C1 x C)).
dim A = (| X+ [/[Y])!/2. The latter expression can be simplified to

It is also possible to construct subsystem codes via codes . N N
overF, using (- |-),, the trace alternating form [5] which T =min{wt((C2 1 0F) "\ C), wi((Cr N C3)H \ G,
gives us the following theorem. The proof can be found invhich proves the claim. ]
[6, Theorem 6]. Setting Cy; = C} in the previous construction simplifies

Theorem 2: Let X be a classical additive subcode]]fi,j2 the computation of the code parameters. Then we have an
such thatX # {0} and letY denote its subcod® = X N [[n,n—k—k',k—k wt((C; NCiH)+\ C1)]], code, where
X+ If z = |X| andy = |V, then there exists subsystemk’ = dimg, C1NCY-. Therefore, any family of classical codes
codeC = A ® B such that where the dimension af; N C{- and the minimum distance

) dim A = ¢"/(zy)/?, of the dual ofC; N Ci- is known, will provide us with a

i) dim B = (z/y)"/>. family of subsystem codes. The codes that arise wiige:



C> will also arise as a special case of the next construction. Proof: Let m denote the integer such that= p™.
We may regarngn as an2nm-dimensional vector space
Corollary 5 (Hermitian Construction): Let ¢’ C F”, be OverF,. Then(. | ), is a nondegenerate skew-symmetric
anT,.-linear [n, k, d),» code such thaD = C' N Cthis of Dbilinear form on this vector space. Therefore, there exasts
q » vy Qg -

i iti o~ JR2 — .
dimensionk’ = dimg , D. Then there exists an direct sum decomposition df;" = F"™ = Vi &+ & Vi,
a whereVj, is a 2-dimensional subspace with basis;, 21 }

([n,n—k— K, k—K, wt(D\ O)]], such that(xy | z¢)s = 0 = (21 | 20)s for 1 < k, £ < nm,
<.’L‘1C | Zk>3 75 0, and <$k | Zg)s =0if k 75 {. ThenX =

subsystem code. (214 ooy 2y Tpg 1y Zrgds - - o Trgs, Zrys) S @ code with the
Proof: If C is linear, thenCte = Ci» by [6, desired properties_ ]

Lemma 18]. It follows thaty"/\/[D[[C] = ¢"~* "% and  Theorem 7: LetF, be a finite field of characteristig. If
VICI/ID] = ¢*%. Let d = wt(D*++ \ C). Then, by K andR are powers of such thatl < KR < ¢" andd is
Theorem[R, there exists afin,n — k — k',k — k',d]];  a positive integer such that

subsystem code. |

The subsystem codes can be easily constructed with the hes%
of a computer algebra system. The following example give
some subsystem codes constructed using MAGMA [2].

Example 1 (BCH Subsystem Codes): The binary subsys- holds, then ar{(n, K, R, > d)), subsystem code exists.

(;”‘) (@~ 1("KR - "R/K) < (p— 1)(g™ — 1)

Jj=1

tem codes in TablE | were derived from BCH codes dier Proof: By Lemmd®, there exists an additive subcdde
via Corollary[b. of F2" such thatr = | X| = ¢"R/K andy = |[X N X*| =
q"/(KR); the resulting subsystem code has a subsystem
TABLE | ; ionon /2 _
BCH Su c of dimension ¢"/(zy) = K and a co-subsystem of
BSYSTEMLODES dimension(z/y)'/? = R. Therefore, the multisek’ given
Subsystem Codsg Parent Designed b
BCH Code distance y
[[[1155’ o3 %]}]}22 50 % ° X is an additive subcode of
17,8, 1,4]]> 17,5,9),2 Z X =¢(X+X"')—X| F2" such tha X| = ¢"R/K
21,6, 3, 3]]2 21,9, 7|52 6 and|XﬁXJ‘3|:q"/(KR)
[[21,7,2,3]]2 21,8, 9]52 8
(131,10, 1,5]]2 | [31, 11, 11]52 8 is not empty.
[[31,20,1,3]]2 | [31,6,15]52 12

Thus, an element o’ corresponds to a subsystem code

Cod d with the help of Coroll = A® B with dimA = K anddim B = R. The set
odes constructed with the help of Corollarids 4 an ifference(X + X+1<) — X contains only nonzero vectors

will lead to Fy-linear and F';z-linear subsystem codes ¢ gan \we claim that all nonzero vector 2" appear in
respectively. Though in some cases Corol@ry 4 can lead IRe 1 4

) same number of sets M. Indeed, the symplectic group
[F,2-linear codes. So when we refer to a subsystem code 8321, F,) acts transitively on the sef2" \ {0}, see [4
being F,-linear, it could be alsdF.-linear. In this paper, o 4 ' i

Proposition 3.2], which means that for any nonzero vectors

we will call a subsystem code that can be constructe&j andu in F2" there exists € Sp(2n, F,) such that = ru.

with the help of TheoremBl1 arld 2 and their corollariesy o ofore o is contained i X + X1+) — X if and only if

a Clifford subsystem code. Ten years ago, Knill suggestedv is contained in the elemetX + (7X)+) — 7X of X.

a generalization of stabilizer codes that became known 8Sqice (X + XL) — X| = ¢"KR — ¢"R/K, we

Clifford codes (because their construction uses a partppf "®.an conclude that any nonz;roqvector ]ngn occdrs in

resentation theory known as Clifford theory). Recently, W?Xl(quR_an/K)/(qgn_l) elements oft. Furthermore

realized that a special case of Knill's construction leada t . ; o A

very natural construction of subsystem codes. Clifforabtiie a nonzero vector and |I1E;—mult|ples are contained in the
) exact same sets of. Therefore, if we delete all sets from

I(;Soctizes T/\?fglérnaget(t)r?le ':a:gg construction of these subsysteg\; that contain a nonzero vector with symplectic weight less
' ' thand, then we remove at most

Ill. LOWER BOUNDS ON SUBSYSTEM CODES Yo ()@~ ("KR—q"R/K)

In this section we give a simple nonconstructive proof for p—1 | X 2 —1
the existence of subsystem codes. The proof is based on a
counting argument similar to the quantum Gilbert-Varshamosets fromX’. By assumption, this number is less thiai|;
bound for stabilizer codes [5]. We will need the followinghence, there exists aitn, K, R, > d)), subsystem codem
simple fact. The lower bound has important implications for comparing

Lemma 6: LetF, be a finite field of characteristie. Let ~ stabilizer codes with subsystem codes as we shall see in
r ands be nonnegative integers such tpat2s < ¢®*. Then Section[M. Further, we obtain the following lower bound
there exists an additive subcode of F2" such that X| = for stabilizer codes as a simple corollary, whén= 1 (see

prt2and| X N Xt =p. also [5]).




Corollary 8 (GV Bound for Stabilizer Codes): Let F, be thand must be contained itX, since(X + X*¢) — X has

a finite field of characteristip and1 < K < ¢ a power of minimum distancel; this implies 6). ]

p. If We can use the previous theorem to derive bounds on the
-1 . . (2 —1) dimension of the co-subsystem. If the optimization problem
Z ( _)(q2 -1 <(p— 1)ﬁ is not solvable, then we can immediately conclude that a
=1 N (¢"K —q"/K) code with the corresponding parameter settings canndt exis

Perhaps one of the most striking features of subsystem
It:odes is the potential reduction of syndrome measurements.
Recall that anF,-linear [[n, k, d]], stabilizer code requires
n — k syndrome measurements. On the other handian
IV. UPPER BOUNDS FOR SUBSYSTEM CODES linear|[n, k,, d]], Clifford subsystem code requires just-

We want to investigate some limitations on subsysterfi — 7 Syndrome measurements.
codes that can be constructed with the help of Thediem 1 Poulin [11] asked whether we can haj(g, 1,7 > 0, 3]]»
(or, equivalently, Theoref 2). To that end, we will inveatig Clifford subsystem code. Of course, such a code would

some upper bounds on the parameters of subsystem cod@§ Preferable over thgs, 1, 3]], stabilizer code. After an
exhaustive computer search, he concluded that such a sub-

A. Linear Programming Bounds system code does not exist. This result can be obtained
Theorem 9: If an ((n, K, R, d)), Clifford subsystem code Very easily with the linear programming bounds. In fact,
with K > 1 exists, then there exists a solution to thePur investigations for small lengths revealed that not only

optimization problem: maximizé %" A; subject to the al[[5,1,7 > 0,3]]> code does not exist, but neither does any
constraints = code with parameters given in the next example.

1) Ay= By =1and0< B; < A, forall 1 < j < n; Example 2: Theorem[D shqws that it is not possible to
n n construct subsystem codes with> 0 and parameters shown

holds, then ar((n, K, > d)), stabilizer code exists.
A stronger result showing the existing of linear stabilize
codes was shown in [5, Lemma 31].

2) Y A;j=q"R/K; Y B;j=q"/KR; in Table[l.

7=0 " =0 TABLE Il

L K .
3) A = —— > K;(r)A, holds for allj in the range
) q RT:o Field Codes

O<j=n Fo | (42 722 (5 1,73]2

4) B} = K—fZKj(r)Br holds for all j in the range Fy H;‘g:iﬂg Hgé:g”;
TS [[10,6,,3]]5

0<j<mn 14,2, 7,214, 5, 1,734,
5) A; = B~ forall jin0<j<dandA; < B;* for Fa | [93,,4]]a, [[9,5,7,3]]a,

a” d S] S n [[10,6,7’,3”4
6) B, = A< forall jin 0 < j<dandB; < A for

alld<j<n The previous example is motivated by the fact that one
7) (p—1) divides A;, B;, A7, and B for all j in the  can improve upon Shor9, 1, 3]]» quantum stabilizer code

rangel < j <n; by allowing three additional gauge qubits, that is, there

where the coefficientd; and B, assume only integer values, exists a[[9, 1, 3, 3] subsystem code, see [11]. The practical
and K;(r) denotes the Krawtchouk polynomial relevance is that the — 1 = 8 syndrome measurements that
i are required for Shor’s code are reducedte 1 —3 =5
K;(r) = Z(_l)S(qz 1) (7“) (n 7’)_ syn@rome measuremepts in the subsystem code.
= s)\Jj—s Since we allow nonbinary alphabets in this paper, a natural

Proof: If an ((n, K, R, d)), subsystem code exists, thengeneralization of Poulin’s question is whether one can find
the weight distribution4; of the associated additive codé  an [[n,n — 2d + 2,7,d]], subsystem code with > 0. The
and the weight distributiorB; of its subcodeY = X N  above example shows that such subsystem codes with such
X+ obviously satisfy 1). By Theorerfl 1, we havé = parameters do not exist for certain small lengths and small
q"/+/IX||Y] and R = /|X]/|Y], which implies|X| = alphabet sizes.
> A; =¢"R/K and|Y| = " B; = ¢"/KR, proving 2). We will fully answer this question in the subsequent
Conditions 3) and 4) follow from the MacWilliams relation sections. In the search for an answer to this problem, we
for symplectic weight distribution, see [5, Theorem 23]. Aswvere prompted to define the notion of pure subsystem codes.
X is anF,-linear code, for each nonzero codewerth X, The notion of purity proved to be fruitful in deducing this
acis again inX for all o in F¥; thus, condition 7) must hold. and other results.
Since the quantum code has minimum distadcall vectors
of symplectic weight less thain Y1+ must be inX, since B- Pure Subsystem Codes
Y+s — X has minimum distancé; this implies 5). Similarly, Let X be an additive subcode ﬁ’fé" andY = X N X*-.
all vectors inX+: C X + X+« of symplectic weight less By TheorenflL, we can obtain dn, K, R, d)), subsystem



codeQ from X that has minimum distanaé= swt(Y s — Theorem 11: Any pure((n, K, R, d)), Clifford subsystem
X). The set difference involved in the definition of thecode satisfied R < ¢~ 2+2,
minimum distance makes it harder to compute the minimum  Proof: By Lemmée[ID, there exists a pufer, K R, d)),
distance. Therefore, we introduce pure codes that arereasstabilizer code. By the quantum Singleton bound, we have
to analyze. KR < ¢"—2d+2, ]

We say that the subsystem co@keis pureto d’ if d' < Corollary 12: A pure [[n,k,r,d]], Clifford subsystem
swt(X). The code isexactly pure to d’ if it is pure tod’ code satisfieg +r < n — 2d + 2.
but not tod’ + 1; thenswt(X) = d’. Any subsystem code  Example 4 (Optimal Subsystem Codes): All the follow-
is always exactly pure ta’ = swt(X). We callQ a pure ing codes constructed from Reed-Solomon codes &yer
subsystem code if it is pure td > d; otherwise, we call are pure and meet the bound in Theoteth 11. These codes
@ an impure subsystem code. Pure codes do not requiee in that sense optimal subsystem codes.
us to compute the minimum distance of the difference set
Y+s — X. We can compute the distance of the codelas
swt(Y =), which is comparatively simpler task though it is

TABLE IV
OPTIMAL PURE SUBSYSTEMCODES

also computationally hard. Subsystem Codey. deP?F:%”tCo 4e)
The purity of codes oveF . is defined in a similar way. 15, 1,10, 3] 15,12, 4],2
Example 3 (Reed-Solomon Subsystem Codes): The non- [15,9,2,3]]4 15,4, 12],2
binary subsystem codes given in Talflg Ill are all pure [[15,10, 1, 3]]4 15,3, 13,2
and were derived from primitive narrowsense Reed-Solomon [[2242’ 11’6 72 %}f’r gj’ 30’2(5) 52
codes overF .. It is curious that the distance of many of [24:17:1:4}}5 24, 4,21 22
[[24,19,1,3]]5 24,3, 22]52
TABLE Il [[48,1,37,6]]7 48,42, 7] 12
REED-SOLOMON SUBSYSTEM CODES
Subsystem Code Parent We can also show that the pure subsystem codes obey a
RS Code guantum Hamming bound like the stabilizer codes. We skip
[[[l[iélilg’g}”‘* Hg 3’;}42 the proof as it is along the same lines as Thedfeh 11.
3 4y Oy ; ) 2 .
(15.1.6.3]s | [15.10,6] 2 Lemma 13: A pure ((n, K, R,d)), Clifford subsystem
[[15,2,5,3]]4 [15,9, 7] 42 code satisfies
24,1,17,4]]5 | [24,20,5]52 ua
(124,2,10,4]]5 | [24,16,9]- L=/, _
([24,4,10,4]]5 | [24,15,10]5 )@ -1 <q"/KR.
(24, 16,2,4]]5 [24,5,20] 52 — \J B
(24,17, 1,4]]5 | [24,4,21]52 7=
[[[!42;7119?;71,%}5 {igv 27223}52 V. SUBSYSTEM CODE CONSTRUCTIONS
(148, 2, 26, 6}}77 [487’367’13]7:2 In this section, we give new constructions for pure subsys-

tem codes. We begin with a proof of the simple, yet surpris-
these subsystem codes is equagte 1. We conjecture that, ing, observation that one can always exchange information
in general, the distance of azsubsytem code constructed fraqudits and gauge qudits in the case of pure subsystem codes.
a Reed-Solomon code ovﬁg{l cannot exceed — 1. Lemma 14: If there exists a pur¢(n, K, R, d)), Clifford

c. U Bounds for Pure Subsvstem Cod subsystem code, then there also existy (an R, K, > d)),
Pper Bounds for Fre Subsysiem Lodes Clifford subsystem code that is pure do

In this subsection, we establish a number of basic results Proof: By Theorem[®, there exist classical codes
concerning pure subsystem codes. The next lemma is[§1 C C C F™ with the pa’lrameters‘m ¢"R/K),. and
= 2 ) q

key rgsult that associates to a pure subsystem code a p%‘?c}l/KR)qz. Furthermore, since the subsystem code is
stabilizer coFie. . pure, we havevt(Dte \ C) = wt(D+e) = d.

Lemma ].'O' If a pure ((n’[.{’ R, d)), Clifford subsyste.m Let us interchange the roles 6f and C+«, that is, now
code( exists, then there exists a pufer, K12, d))q stabi- e construct a subsystem code fraftt<. The parameters

lizer code. . .
. . of the resulting subsystem code are given b
Proof: Let X be a classical additive subcode[@” that uting subsy gv y

definesQ, and lety” = X N XL Furtherrrlore, Theorel 1 ((n, \/|DJ_Q|/|CJ_Q|7 \/|CLQ|/|D|’Wt(DLa \ CEe))),

implies that KR = ¢"/|Y|. SinceY C Y-« there exists

an ((n,q"/|Y|,d")), stabilizer code with minimum distance Ve note that

d' = wt(Y+s —Y). The purity ofQ implies thatswt(Y 1+ — « V|DLe[/|Cte] = /IC]/ID] = R and

X) = swt(Y1:) = d. AsY C X, it follows thatd’ = « VICt|/ID] = /|D-|/|C] = K.

swt(Y1s —Y) = swt(Y1+) = d; hence, there exists a pure The minimum distance’ of the resulting code satisfies =

((n,KR,d)), stabilizer code. m wt(D1e\Cte) > wt(D+e) = d; the claim about the purity
As a consequence of the preceding lemma, it is straighfollows from the fact thatvt(D+) = d. L

forward to obtain the following bounds on pure subsystem Before proving our next result, we need the following fact
codes. from linear algebra.




Lemma 15: LetF, be a finite field of characteristje. Let  until the dimension of the gauge subsystem is reduced to one.

C denote an additive subcode Bf". There exists arf,- [ |
basisB generating the codé€' that is of the form We know that the MDS stabilizer codes arise from clas-
B = {20,010 2 2t 2t} sical MDS codes. In.fact, the s_tabilizer gode is MDS if
PR I S and only if the associated classical code is MDS. We can

where (z, | 2¢)s = 0 = (2x | z¢)s @and (zy | z¢)s = dre. IN therefore hope that good subsystem codes can be obtained

particular,D = C N C*+ = (2,41,...,245). It is possible from classical MDS codes. We show that the resulting

to chooseB such that it contains a vectaf, of minimum  subsystem codes must be pure.

weightswt(C'). Lemma 18: Ifan((n, K > 1,R > 1,d)), subsystem code
Proof: Choose a basigzi,..., 2.1} of @ maximal s constructed from an MDS code, then the resulting code is

isotropic subspace), of C. If Cy # C, then we can choose pure.

a codewordr; in C that is orthogonal to all of they, except Proof: Assume thatC C ]F;g is ann,k,n—k+ 1],z

one, sayz; (renumbering if necessary). By multiplying with code. If C1« C ¢, thenK = 1 contrary to our assumption.
a scalar inF;, we may assume that, | z1)s = 1. If 5o assume that- ¢ C. Letk > n—k. ThenD = CNC*=
(Co,z1) # C, then one can repeat the process a finitehyst be smaller that*«. And dim D < n — k — 1. Hence
number of times by choosing ary. that is orthogonal t0 wt(D+e) < (n—k—1)+1=n—k <n—k+1=wt(C).
{.%'1, e ,xk_l} until a basis of the desired form is founs Hence the Subsystem code is pure. Now assume ithat
A subset{zi, z} of C with (2 | z)s = 1is called @, _ . Now it is possible that’ C Ct«. If C C CLe, then
hyperbolic pair. Thus, in the proof of the previous lemmap — 1. 50 ¢ C*e. Now dim D < k — 1 from which it
one chooses in each step a hyperbolic pair that is orthogosgliows thatwt(Dte) <k <n—k cn—k+1= wt(C).

to the previously chosen hyperbolic pairs. It follows that the subsystem code is pure. n
Theorem 16 (‘Rain on your Parade Theorem'): Let T,

be a finite field of characteristis. An ((n, K, R > 1,d)), VI. STABILIZER VERSUS SUBSYSTEM CODES

Clifford subsystem code) implies the existence of an |n this section, we make a rigorous comparison between

((n, K, R/p,d))q Clifford subsystem codel)s. If @ is stabilizer codes and subsystem codes. Strictly speaking,

exactly pure tod’, then the subsystem cod@, can be subsystem codes contain the class of stabilizer codes; thus

chosen such that it is exactly puredbas well. in this section, we assume that the subsystem codes have a
Proof: By Theorem[lL, there exists an additive code:o-subsystem of dimension greater than 1.
C < F3" with subcodeD = C'N C* such thatK = Clearly, there are difficulties in comparing the two classes

¢"/(ID|[C)'?, R = (|C|/|D|)!/?, d = swt(D*<\ C), and  of codes. Our “rain on your parade” theorem shows that
d" = swt(C). By LemmalIb, one can find B,-basisB of  Clifford subsystem codes cannot have higher distances than

the form B = {z1,21;.. .5 20, Tp; 2741, - -, Zr45} SUCh that  stabilizer codes. Their main edge lies in simpler error veco
(zr | ze)s = 0 = (21 | 20)s @nd (xx, | 20)s = x¢. Notice  ery schemes. We can quantify this in terms of the number of
thatD = CNC*H = (241, ..., 2.45) by LemmaIb. syndrome measurements required for error-correctiors Thi
Let Cs be the additive subcode af' given by Cs = s not necessarily the best method to compare the decoding
Spaly, (B\{z,}). ThenD, = C.NCy* = (2., 2rpj). complexity. However, it is certainly a reasonable measure
It follows that|Cs| = [C|/p and|D;| = p|D|. ThereforeCs i both codes use table lookup decoding. In the absence of
defines a subsystem codg = A, ® B, such thatlim A; = any special algorithms for subsystem codes, we will proceed
Q"//(|Cs||Ds|)l/2 = K anddim B, = (|Cy|/|Ds)"/? = with this as the metric for comparison.
R/p.
Since DX+ ¢ D+, any minimum weight codeword € ~ A. Improving Upon Quantum MDS Codes
D<=\ C, must be either iD+\C or C. Ifitis in D=\ C, In this subsection, we want to settle whether or not

thenswt(c) > d. Ifitis in C, then it is a linear combination there exist subsystem code with parametgnisn — 2d +
of elements inB \ {x,}, sincex, ¢ Dy+. This implies that 2 » > 0,d]],. It turns out that the bounds that we have
c is contained inC's, contradicting our assumption thatis  derived in Sectiof_IV will help in answering this ques-
in D=\ Cy. Thereforeswt(Dy+ \ Cs) > d and we can tion. Our best bounds are restricted to pure codes. Fortu-
conclude that), has minimum distance d. nately, it turns out that all subsystem codes with pararseter
For the purity statement, recall tha&t ¢ D, C C C C. ((n,q" 22 R, d)), are pure.
The subsystem cod@ is exactly pure tad’ = swt(C). If Theorem 19: Any ((n,q"2%+2 R, d)), Clifford subsys-
swt(D) = d', thenswt(C) = d’; otherwise,swt(C'\ D) =  tem code is pure.
d’ and we can choosg.;; such thatswt(z, 1) = d’. Then Proof: If R =1, then the claim follows from the fact
the subsystem cod@; is exactly pure toaswt(Cs) = d’. B that quantum MDS codes are pure, see [12].
Corollary 17: An ((n, K, R, d)), Clifford subsystem code  Seeking a contradiction, we assume that there exists an im-
that is exactly pure t@’ implies the existence of aitn, K, >  pure subsystem code with parametrs, "~ 2¢+2 R, d)),,
d)), stabilizer code that is (exactly) pure &. exactly pure tod’ < d and R > 1. It follows from Corol-
Proof: The corollary follows by repeatedly applying lary[IZ that it is possible to construct a stabilizer codenwit
TheorenfIb to thé(n, K, R, d)), code and the derived code distance> d that is (exactly) pure t@’. Then the resulting



stabilizer code has the parametéfs, ¢" 242 d)), and Proof: We know from Theorenl11 that all pure
is impure. But we know that all quantum MDS codes aré[n, k,r,d]|, codes satisfyk +r < n — 2d + 2. But Theo-
pure [12], see also [5, Corollary 60]. This implies thatremZ1 implies that such a code cannot have fewer syndrome
d" > d contradicting the fact thal’ < d; hence, every measurements than thE,-linear MDS code. Hence, the
((n,q"2%*2, R, d)), code is pure. B subsystem code, if it is better, must be impure and have
The next theorem explains why Poulin did not have any + r > n — 2d + 2. |
luck in finding an|[5, 1, > 0, 3]]> subsystem code.
Theorem 20: There do not exist any Clifford subsystemc. Better Than Optimal non-MDS Stabilizer Codes
codes with parameter§n, ¢"~2%*2 R > 1,d)),. In partic- _
ular, there do not exist arfjn, n—2d+2,r > 0, d]], Clifford We know that MDS codes do not exist for all lengths,
subsystem codes. so it is reasonable to consider optimal stabilizer codes tha
Proof: Seeking a contradiction, we assume that &€ no_n-MDS. In this case, the comparison is slightly more
subsystem code with parametd(s, ¢" 22, R > 1,d)), compllcatec_i. Af[n, k,r,d]], su.t?system code cc_>u|ld be better
exists. By Theorerf19, af(n, ¢"~2%+2, R, d)), subsystem than an optimal[»’, k, d]], stabilizer code. Thatin |tsglfdoes _
code must be pure. It follows from Theordm 11 that a purgot guarantee that the class of subsystem codes is superior

subsystem code with these parameters must satisfy to the class of stabilizer codes.

For instance, the shortest code to enc@dgubits with
n72d+2R < qn72d+2'

q distance is [[8, 2, 3]]2 (see [3]). Suppose that &8, 2, 1, 3]]-
Therefore, we must hav& = 1, contradicting our assump- €0d€ exists. This subsystem code requires dhly 2 —
tion B> 1. m | = 5 syndrome measurements as againstghe2 = 6
measurements of the optimal stabilizer code. To conclude
B. Better Than Quantum MDS Codes that the subsystem codes are better than stabilizer codes

In this subsection, we compare once again quantum MD&ould be premature, for there exists &8, 3,3]]» code
stabilizer codes against subsystem codes. We require tfgf [3]) that requiress — 3 = 5 syndrome measurements
both codes are able to encode the same amount of inf@?d encodes one more qubit than the subsystem code. It is
mation and have the same distance. However, this tim#lerefore necessary to compare the subsystem code with all
we do not restrict the length of the codes. Our goal is teptimal [[»’, k" > k, d]], stabilizer codes, where’ ranges
determine whether the subsystem code can improve upon®@m n — r to n. Only if the subsystem code requires
optimal quantum MDS stabilizer code by fewer syndroméwer syndrome measurements in each case, then we can
measurements. conclude that the class of subsystem codes leads to better

We insist that the codes aFg-linear, since in this case the €rror recovery schemes.
number of syndrome measurements can be directly obtainedWe do not know precisely the properties of such subsystem
from the code parameters. Indeed, recall thatFgdinear codes. For instance, we do not know if such subsystem code
[[n, k, 7, d]], subsystem code requires— k — r syndrome is required to be impure or if it must satisky-r > n—2d+-2.
measurements, and &h-linear [[»', &', d']], stabilizer code Next, we turn our attention to a slightly different question
requiresn’ — k' syndrome measurements. which shows that in general whenever good subsystem codes

Theorem 21: If there exists afff,-linear[[k+2d—2, k,d]], exist, good stabilizer codes also exist.
quantum MDS stabilizer code, then Bprlinear[[n, k, r, d]]4

subsystem code satisfying D. Subsystem Codes and Stabilizer Codes of Comparable
ktr<n—2d+2 (1) Performance

cannot require fewer syndrome measurements than the sta:rhe reader will perhaps wonder why one cannot simply
bilizer code. discard the gauge subsystem to obtain a shorter quantum

[We remark that any purén, k,r,d]], subsystem code code without sacrificing distance or dimension. The reason
sy vy by q

satisfies the inequalitfX1) by Theordm 11.] why we cannot do so is because, in general, there is no
Proof: Seeking a contradiction, we assume that th@N€ t_o one cc_)rresponden_ce pgtwe_en the gauge qu_dits _and the
subsystem code requires fewer syndrome measurements tRQMS'CaI qudits. Yet, our intuition is not entirely misgetl

the quantum MDS code, that is, we assume that2d — 25 the following result will show. -
2~k >n—k—r. This implies thatk +r > n — 2d + 2, Theorem 23: Let FF, be finite field of characteristig and

contradicting our assumption that-r <n —2d+2. m 1< q* < ¢" a power ofp. Let r be an integer such that
Now, we can partially answer the question wheniga 0 <7 <7, and

linear [[n, k,r, d]], subsystem code will lead to better error ;_;

recovery schemes than the quantum MDS codes. Z (”) (@% — 1) (¢ — R < (p— 1)(¢®" — 1)
Corollary 22: Suppose that arff,-linear [[k + 2d — J

2, k,d]], quantum MDS code) exists. Then arfF,-linear

[[n, k, 7, d]], subsystem code that beats the the stabilizer cod®lds, then there exist both &iin, ¢*, ¢", > d)), Clifford

@ must be impure and must satisty+ r > n — 2d + 2. subsystem code and dtw — 7, ¢*, > d)), stabilizer code.

J=1



Proof: By hypothesis

d—1
ny, o j n_1
Z (]) (q - 1) < (p - 1) (qn+k(fzr _ qnlrk)

Jj=1

In comparing the complexity of the error recovery schemes
for the two codes, we run into a small problem since we
do not know if the codes arg,-linear. Actually, if we use
the stronger result of [5, Lemma 31] and insist that=
k mod 2, then we can show that the stabilizer codeFjs

h0|d3k and Theorem17 implies the existence of afnear. This guarantees that the stabilizer code will regjui
((n,q",q", > d)), Clifford subsystem code. We can rewrite,, __, syndrome measurements which is comparable to that

the RHS of the inequality as

qn—r _ q—n—r
RHS = (p—-1) ,
qk _ q—k
qnf'r _ q7n+7‘ qfnJrr q7n77
= (p—-1 +(p-1) ,
qk _ q—k qk _ q—k
qnf'r _ q7n+7‘ qfnJrr q7n77
= (p-1 +(p-1)
qk _ q—k qk _ q—k
<1, if »>o0

Now under the assumption< n, we obtain a lower bound

for LHS as follows.
! n T
_ 5 ;
. ¢ -1
("7 )=

("7 ") 174,

d
(¢ —1)+

(1) v+

Jj=
d—
J

<
(™)

U
—

_

IN

D

—

<;‘> (¢ — 1)) = LHS.

Since we know that LHS RHS we can write

j=1 —
>1, if #>0
qn—r q—n+r q—n+r _ q—n—r
< (p - 1) qk q,k + (p - 1) qk — q*k [4]
<1, if r>0
d—1 n—r —n+r
n—r : """ —q
( - )(qg—l)J<(P—1)ﬁ
=1 J q° —q

Then by Corollany[B, there exists aitn — r,¢", > d)),
stabilizer code. [ |

of anlF,-linear subsystem code. It appears then, quite often,
subsystem codes do not offer any gains in error recovery, as
there will exist a corresponding stabilizer code that eresod
as many qudits, of similar distance and equal complexity of
decoding.

VIl. CONCLUSION

In this paper we investigated subsystem codes and their
connections to classical codes. We derived lower and upper
bounds on the parameters of the subsystem codes. We settled
the question whether or not there exist,n — 2d + 2, r >
0,d]], subsystem codes exist. We showed that pHge
linear subsystem codes do not lead to any reduction in
complexity of error recovery as compared with Bplinear
MDS stabilizer code of equal capability. As a consequence
we concluded that the subsystem codes that outperform the
guantum MDS codes must be impure. Further, we showed
that quite often the existence of a subsystem code implies
the existence of a stabilizer code of comparable perforemanc
and complexity of error recovery.
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