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Abstract. Application benchmarks that run on noisy, intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) computing
devices require techniques for mitigating errors to improve accuracy and precision. Quantum error
detection codes offer a framework by which to encode quantum computations and identify when
errors occur. However, the subsequent logical error rate depends on the encoded application circuit
as well as the underlying noise. Here, we quantify how the [[4,2,2]] quantum error detection code
improves the logical error rate, accuracy, and precision of an encoded variational quantum eigensolver
(VQE) application. We benchmark the performance of the encoded VQE for estimating the energy
of the hydrogen molecule with a chemical accuracy of 1.6 mHa while managing the trade-off between
probability of success of various post-selection methods. Using numerical simulation of the noisy mixed
state preparation, we find that the most aggressive post-selection strategies improve the accuracy and
precision of the encoded estimates even at the cost of increasing loss of samples.
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1. Introduction

Quantum computing hardware has made remarkable strides in improving the coherence
times of qubits and the fidelity of gates with error rates in state-of-the-art devices around
0.5 — 0.01% per two-qubit gate [1-3]. Error rates required for implementing large scale
quantum computations are much lower at ~107%, which is extremely challenging to
achieve on hardware. Such error rates are made possible by the discovery of quantum
error correction (QEC) codes, which involve redundantly encoding logical qubits using a
larger number of physical qubits such that errors can be detected, decoded and corrected
during the computation [4H7]. The leading QEC codes that promise such error rates
at high physical gate error thresholds of 0.1% are the surface code and quantum Low-
Density Parity-Check (LDPC) codes [8,9]. However, successfully implementing these
error correction codes on near-term devices for large scale quantum algorithms remains
an ongoing area of research [1,|10H15].

Quantum error detection (QED) codes, on the other hand, can be implemented on
current quantum computers. Unlike QEC, quantum error detection uses encoded data
qubits only to identify if an error occurred and does not require syndrome decoding
or feed-forward operations for its implementation. While QED does not enable fault
tolerant implementations, post-selection of the flagged measurement results can be used
to improve the accuracy of calculated outcomes. For example, the [[4,2,2]] QED code
uses 4 physical qubits to encode 2 logical qubits and detects at most one physical qubit
error [7].

QED codes have been studied extensively both theoretically and experimentally
[16-29]. Most experiments to date have focused on demonstrating that the QED codes
can successfully detect errors during state preparation [20,21,]24}28|, while others have
tested early fault tolerance on near-term devices [23,[25-27]. The [[4,2,2]] code and its
variant [[4,1,2]] code have been at the center of most of these studies. Several studies have
reported on improvements during state preparation, while others have demonstrated
the use for applications [3,3031]. These encoded applications include using the [[4,2,2]]
QED code with the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) algorithm and Grover’s
search algorithm, respectively [30}31]. The former demonstrated the use of the [[4,2,2]]
code to encode a two-qubit ansatz for molecular hydrogen for the VQE algorithm [30].
The study showed improvement in accuracy of the ground state expectation value of
the encoded hydrogen ansatz across the potential energy surface when compared to the
unencoded simulation on an IBM 5Q quantum computing device. The encoding uses
a circuit construction introduced in [22] that uses an ancilla and a destructive parity
measurement to construct state preparation circuits for certain specific input states using
the [[4,2,2]] error detection code such that the qubits are fault tolerantly protected.

In this work, we build upon the results in [30], by (i) studying the different post-
selection methods individually and in comparison with the unencoded ansatz, and
(ii) quantitatively evaluating the trade-off between the probability of success and the
accuracy of the estimated energy for each method. We perform our analysis using
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numerical simulations under a standard depolarizing noise model and report results for
a single internuclear distance. We estimate the energy expectation value of the ground
state of molecular hydrogen using the VQE algorithm with a [[4,2,2]] encoded ansatz
for each post-selection method and calculate the precision (variance and standard error
of the mean) of the estimate with increasing depolarizing noise.

Here, we use ‘chemical accuracy’ as a useful benchmark to evaluate error estimates
in applications of computational chemistry. Chemical accuracy is defined in practice
to be within 1.6mHa of the full configuration interaction (FCI) energy for the chosen
basis set and is necessary for making reliable predictions about the properties derived
from these estimates, such as atomization energies and reaction enthalpies [32]. Many
studies have reported energy estimates close to or within chemical accuracy for molecular
hydrogen using VQE [33-35]. We estimate the error rate at which chemical accuracy
is possible when using this encoding in comparison to the unencoded simulation in the
presence of single- and two-qubit gate depolarizing errors. Additionally, we present
an error analysis for each post-selection method using density-matrix simulations and
fidelity calculations to elucidate on the advantages and disadvantages of using this
specific circuit construction for the [[4,2,2]] error detection code.

2. VQE for Chemical Accuracy

This section presents an overview of the VQE algorithm for estimating the energy
of a molecular Hamiltonian with chemical accuracy. We then review how to apply
the encoding methods defined by the [[4,2,2]] code to prepare the underlying circuit
for creating the variational anstaz state before discusing methods to post-process the
detection outcomes.

2.1. Molecular Electronic Hamiltonian

The central problem of electronic structure theory is to find the ground state of a
molecule by finding the lowest eigenvalue of the electronic Hamiltonian. We start with
the molecular Hamiltonian in first quantized form:

N 1
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where R; and r; are the positions of the 7th nuclei and electron, respectively, M;, m;
their respective masses and Z; the charge of the nuclei. Under the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation, the nuclei are treated as classical point charges due to the large difference
in mass between the nucleus and electron. This leads to an electronic Hamiltonian with
coefficients that are a function of the internuclear geometry, R and is represented in the
second quantized form as:

thqa ag + = thqrsa ayara (2)
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where a; and a, are creation and annihilation operators and follow the cannonical
fermionic anti-commutation relations:

{a;,aq} = Opq
{apaaq} =0

and hy, and hy,s are one- and two-electron integrals classically computed as

. N Zi
hpq = /dUSOp(U) (7 - XZ: IR — 7"|) pq(0) (4)

(3)

and
@y (01)@;(02)ps(01)pr(02)
r1 — 7”2|

(5)

hpqrs = /dO’ldO'Q

where o encodes the position and spin.

In the case study below, we estimate the ground state energy of the hydrogen
molecule using VQE. The Hamiltonian in the minimal STO-3G basis can be presented
in a two-qubit representation that considers only the spin singlet configuration [36]. In
this minimal basis, molecular orbitals |¢,) and |¢,) for the hydrogen molecule are given
as linear combinations of the respective atomic orbitals, leading to spin orbitals |¥;)
each with spin « or 3, as shown in [f] and [7} respectively [37,/38].

1hg) = |11) + b2) (6a)
Wu> = W1> - W2> (6b)
[Wo) = [hg)]|cv) (7a)
(V1) = [thu)]c) (7b)
[W2) = |g)|5) (7c)
Ws) = [¢u)]B) (7d)

Using a series of fermionic and spin transformations we arrive at the final Hamiltonian
shown in equation [8] Details of the transformations are presented in Appendix

H(R) = gol + 9120 + 9221 + 932021 + 94 X0 X4 (8)

2.2. Variational Quantum Eigensolver

The VQE algorithm is a leading quantum-classical hybrid algorithm for electronic
structure calculations on near-term noisy intermediate scale quantum devices (NISQ)
and has been extensively studied for simulations of small quantum chemistry problems
[32,35,138-43]. The VQE algorithm is a method to estimate the minimal expectation
value of a Hermitian operator with respect to a variable pure quantum state [39]. The
method itself is based on the variational principle from quantum mechanics, which
asserts that only the lowest eigenstate, aka ground state, of a non-negative, hermitian
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operator minimizes the expectation value. Estimating the energy is then described by
the optimization

E(07) = min (Y (0)| H |4 (0)) (9)

where |¢(0)) = U(0)|(0)) is a variable pure quantum state prepared by a unitary ansatz
operator U(f) from the reference state |1(0)). The parameter 8* denotes the optimal
value obtained from minimizing the energy. While the quantum operator or ansatz
for preparing the quantum state can often be efficient relative to classical technique,
the number of iterations required to reach the minimum energy is not guaranteed by
the method and varies widely. Physically motivated ansatzes, such as ansatzes derived
from Unitary Coupled Cluster (UCC) theory, often scale unfavourably in the number
of gates with increasing system size while hardware efficient ansatzes (HWE) can suffer
from optimization problems due to “barren-plateaus” [32,|44}45]. Improvement of the
performance of the VQE algorithm by finding strategies to address the unfavourable
scaling and classical optimization challenges is an active area of research [43}44./46-53].

When computing the electronic structure of molecules, the VQE reference state is
often represented by the Hartree-Fock solution to the electronic Hamiltonian or some
other mean-field approximation. In our encoding of the hydrogen molecule above,
the Hartree-Fock state corresponds to the |00) state. In practice, the choice of the
underlying unitary ansatz and the optimization routine play a significant role in whether
the prepared quantum state approaches the true ground state of a molecule [54}55].

We consider an ansatz based on UCC theory which derives from the well known
coupled cluster methods in quantum chemistry [38,56,57]. To derive the UCC ansatz, we
start by replacing operators from classical coupled cluster theory with unitary excitation
operators. This results in an exponentiated sum of operators which can be approximated
as a product of exponentiated operators using Trotterization resulting in a unitary
coupled cluster operator [58-60]. The unitary operator approximated to the first Trotter
step (¢ = 1) is shown in [10]

U(6) = TO-TOF — oZ0i(ri=r])

~ (e )y

i (10)
~1 Hilri—tl)
T(0) =Y Tx(6)
k
L= > e, (11)
q€occ,pevirt
Ty = Z Qfga;aj]ams
r>s€oce,p>qevirt

where T}, is the excitation operator manifold and ¢ and 67¢ are singles and doubles
amplitudes, respectively.
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Considering only the contribution from 75 we arrive at the unitary coupled cluster
doubles (UCCD) ansatz shown in [12] The transformation leading to this operator is
presented in Appendix

U(f) = e 0% (12)

The circuit decomposition of involves the subcircuit for the e~%%0%1 gperator
surrounded by single qubit rotations to perform the transformation to e~*¥X1 [61]62].
Some of the single qubit rotations in the decomposition are redundant for the initial
Hartree-Fock input state, |00), in our encoding, and can be removed. This results in the
two-qubit unencoded circuit shown in Figure [} which prepares the final state, |x(6)),
shown in [13]

q0 = [0) Ry (0) 7

¢ =10)

.
A\
.
'y

—

Figure 1. The unencoded two-qubit UCC single parameter VQE ansatz.

Ix(9)) = cosg|00> + Sing]H) (13)

We present results for the expectation value of the Hamiltonian at the internuclear
distance of 0.74A shown in [14] where the coefficients are obtained from [34].

H = —0.349833 I — 0.388748 Z, — 0.388748 Z;

14
+0.0111772 ZyZ, 4+ 0.181771 XX, (14)

The analytical energy expectation value and optimal parameter for this Hamiltonian
and ansatz are shown in [I5

0 = —0.2297 rads (15a)
(x(0")|H|x(0")) = —1.13712 Ha (15b)

2.8. [[4,2,2]] Quantum Error Detection Code

The [[4,2,2]] quantum error detection code, following the [[n,k,d]| convention, is a
distance d = 2 code that encodes £ = 2 logical qubits using n = 4 physical qubits.
The basis states for the logical codespace of this encoding are shown in and the
corresponding physical operations for each logical operation are described in Table [T}
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100y = (\0000> + |1111))

SI

10) =

|01) = —(|0011> + [1100))

(|0101> +11010))

%I

(16)

Ql

[T} = —(|0110) + [1001))

Sl

’ Basis Operations ‘

Logical Basis | Physical Basis
X1 ® I X@IX®I
I ® X, XoX®Iel

Z1 @ Iy ZRZQII
I, ® Zy 7 RIRIR1
H; ® Hy HH® H® H
CNOT, SW AP,y
CNOTy SW AP;5

Table 1. Basis operations.

The code can detect at most one-single physical qubit bit flip and/or phase flip
error (Pauli X or Z error, respectively) that occurs during the encoding of the initial
state [7]. The circuit for the error detection or syndrome measurement for this encoding
is presented in Figure [2| Ancillas sx and sy are used for error syndrome measurement
and detect bit flip and phase flip errors, respectively.

71 1
(1] (4] [~
71 71
(1] (1] [~
encoded [[4,2,2]] circuit
71 71
(4] (4] [~
771 771
(4] (4] [~
sx = |0) O———D @
sz = |0) O—D>—D—D >

Figure 2. Syndrome measurement circuit for the [[4,2,2]] error detection code.

Since all the basis states of this encoding have even parity (even number of 1s in
the physical basis), any single physical qubit bit flip error will take the state outside the
logical codespace and result in a state with odd parity. As a result, a single physical
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qubit bit flip error will lead to a measurement of sx = 1. If the state is rotated using
the Hadamard (H®*) operation before measurement, any single physical qubit phase flip
error will lead to a measurement of s; = 1. Two physical qubit bit-flip errors take the
state to another logical state and will remain undetected by the ancillas. Two physical
qubit phase-flip errors can add a global phase to the state or leave the state effectively
unchanged.

Another way to extract the error syndrome is by measuring all the data qubits and
selecting measurements based on parity. Odd parity measurements indicate that a single
qubit bit-flip error has occurred and is akin to performing the stabilizer measurement
with ancilla sx in Figure 2] Similarly, odd parity of measurements made after rotating
the state by applying the Hadamard (H®*) operation indicate that a physical qubit
phase-flip error has occurred and is equivalent to an sz = 1 measurement in Figure 2]
The advantage of this method over the stabilizer measurement is the reduction in
the number of two-qubit gates for syndrome detection. The disadvantage is that the
detection of errors requires a destructive measurement and only allows detection of one
of the two types of errors, a physical bit flip or phase flip error.

This alternate method can be coupled with an ancilla for additional error detection
during state preparation. This is applicable only to certain specific input logical states,
|00), |0+),]00) +|11) and can be used during the preparation of the Hartree-Fock initial
state, [00), in this study [22]. The ancilla detects physical qubit bit-flip errors during
preparation of the input state while the parity check measurement described earlier
enables detection of single physical qubit bit or phase flip errors.

3. Simulated Encoding Methods

In this section, we present details on the methods to encode the VQE algorithm and
UCCD ansatz using the [[4,2,2]] code. We also review the methods used to simulate
and post-process results for the electronic Hamiltonian of molecular hydrogen in the
presence of circuit noise.

3.1. [[4,2,2]] Encoding of the UCC Ansatz

We transform the two-qubit Hamiltonian in into the corresponding encoded, four
qubit Hamiltonian shown in using the mapping in Table The corresponding
[[4,2,2]] encoding of the parameterized UCC two-qubit ansatz shown for simulating the
hydrogen molecule is presented in Figure [3| [30]. The first block on the left, labeled
“STATE PREP”, represents the circuit to prepare the initial logical |00) state of the
unencoded ansatz and can be prepared in a wide variety of ways [22,23,30]. The
second block labeled, “UCC Ansatz”, represents the execution of the UCC ansatz in the
[[4,2,2]] encoding [30]. The parameterized rotation gate in the ansatz is non-transversal
in this encoding and therefore, an ancilla, as, is used to teleport the gate. The final
state following the action of the paramatrized unitary operator corresponding to the
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a; = 0) & & -
g0 =10) —{ ] it R, = H/I
0 =0) — & . O R, = H/I
E :E E encoded [[4,2,2]] circuit
% =10) — & : &P — R = H]1
gs = |0) — O R, = H/1
az =0) = ] Ry(-0) | ~

STATE PREP UCC ANSATZ

Figure 3. The [[4,2,2]] encoded ansatz for the hydrogen molecule. The block labeled 'STATE PREP’
describes the circuit to prepare the initial state in the [[4,2,2]] encoding. The block labeled "'UCC ansatz’
describes the implementation of the UCC derived hydrogen VQE ansatz in the [[4,2,2]] encoding.
R; = H/I indicates the basis of the state prior to measurement, in the X or computational basis,
respectively.

unencoded (|x(0))) and encoded circuit (|1enc(6))) is shown in[1§|

Hyhysicat = 9ol + g1Z0Z1 + g2ZoZo + 934125 + g4 X1.X> (17)

Ix(0)) = cosg|00> + sing|11) (18a)
1 0 — 0 —
|wen0(‘9)> = _[(‘O>U«1 ® (COS_|00>¢10—!13 + 8in_|11>QO—Q3) @ |0>a2)
V2 2 2 (18b)

0 _— 0
+ (|O>a1 ® (COS§|11>Q(}—Q3 - Szn§|OO>QO—Q3) ® |1>a2))]

The action of this non-transversal gate in the encoded circuit results in a uniform
superposition of equivalent states, each representing the unencoded final state, with
equal probability to be in as = |0) or |1), and with each minimizing the expectation
value at a different parameter. The optimal parameter, 0* = 0, at ay = |0), is shifted
by 7 to 8* = 6 &7 when ay = |1). For the purpose of calculating expectation values, we
only use outcomes with a; = |0) resulting in the final state shown in[19} This excludes
~ 50% of the total number of outcomes measured, belonging to the subset with as = |1),
from our calculations. The corresponding state for a; = [1) is shown in 20]

(I%° © 10)(0lay) ® ([tenc(9)))
\/(<¢enc(9)|0> <0|a2¢enc(9)>) (19)

0, — 0 __
= [0)a, ® (COS§|OO>q0—q3 + Sln§|11>qo—q3) ®10)q,

[Yere (0)) =

- 0 7 -
957 0)) = 10}y @ (0055 TT) g0 — 5115 [00) )  [1)a (20)
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For expectation value calculations, since each Pauli term in the Hamiltonian in
is in a single basis, X or Z, we measure the final state of the encoded ansatz in
the computational basis and rotate the state using the Hadamard operation prior to
measurement for the “XyX;” term. This is shown in Figureas R, = H for the “XyX;”
Pauli term or R; = I for terms in the computational basis, prior to measurement.

3.2. Numerical Model and Simulations

We use the XACC framework to run the numerical simulations of the VQE algorithm.
XACC is a software framework for the development of hardware-agnostic programs for
quantum-classical hybrid algorithms, and their implementation on near-term quantum
hardware [63,64] . We use the IBM Aer simulator within XACC for numerically
simulating each ansatz and use brute force optimization by scanning 150 values of
parameter 0 € [—m, 7].

We model gate noise with a depolarizing error channel given as

& (p)=(1=p)p +p)_ ofpo} (21)
k

where p = GpGT, G is any single-qubit gate in the circuit acting on qubit j in density
matrix p, 0; € {X,,Y;,Z;}, and p is the noise parameter. Errors on a two-qubit gate
acting on qubits 7 and j are modeled as fZG] (p) =&l (ij(p)) with I the identity. The noise
parameter for the two-qubit gate is an order of magnitude higher than the single-qubit
noise parameter as is typical in current devices. The errors resulting from this channel
are single qubit errors, F; on qubit j or two qubit errors £; ® E; on qubits, ¢ and j for
b, € {Xk, Yy, 2y, Hk}

We calculate the energy expectation values for both the unencoded and encoded
simulations and for each post-selection method, using N = 2 x 10° shots, which we
determined by calculating the shot count required to estimate the energy within standard
error of the mean (SEM) of 0.5mHa for a noiseless simulation. The SEM, o, is calculated
as:

ORB@o*) = % (22)
where N is the number of shots and var is the variance of the calculation. The variance
is calculated as,

var =Y g;((P?) = (B)?)
: (23)
=Y g1 —(P))

where, P; is the ith Pauli term of the Hamiltonian and g; is the coefficient of the ¢th Pauli
term. We analytically calculated the variance of the Hamiltonian to be 0.04700 Ha? by



[[4,2,2]]-Encoded Variational Quantum Eigensolver 11

using the expectation value of each Pauli term in [14. We found the number of shots
required to reach our target SEM of 0.5 mHa as shown in

var
N =

‘7123(9*)
~0.04700 (24)
~0.00052
— 188000

and rounded up to result in N = 2 x 10° shots.

3.2.1.  Post-Selection Strategies We introduce and analyze several different post-
selection strategies. We post-select outcomes from the measurement bitstrings once
all qubits are measured. The expectation values of each Pauli term in the Hamiltonian
are estimated from the available, post-selected measurements. Measurement of ancilla,
a1 = 1 indicates a bit flip error has occurred on qubit ¢y. As a result, for post-selection
by ancilla a; (PSA) measurement, we discard all measurements with a; = 1.

Since measurements of the encoded qubits/data qubits with odd parity indicate
a single physical qubit bit or phase flip error, for post-selection by logical state parity
(PSP), we discard measurement bitstrings that have odd parity but include measurement
counts with both measurements of ancilla, a; = 0 and a; = 1. We also consider a post-
selection strategy labeled PSAP that combines both the PSA and PSP strategies. In
this post-selection method, we discard measurement outcomes that have odd parity or
ancilla, a; = 1.

We also calculate the SEM for the energy estimated from each post-selection method
by modifying [22] to be:

var

UE‘(O*) = T (25)

where n is the number of samples retained after each post-selection method.

3.2.2. Probability of Success We report on the probability of success (1) for each post-
selection strategy. We define it as the fraction of samples that are retained after each
post-selection method. .
= — 26
. (26)
The SEM for the resulting binomial distribution for each post-selection method is
calculated as
(1 =n)n)
27
K (27)

where n is the number of the samples after post-selection for each method, N is the

O_n:

number of samples with a; = 0.
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3.2.3.  Logical Fidelity We calculate the logical fidelity of the prepared states as
generated by the noisy circuit simulations. We simulate the two-qubit UCCD ansatz
state for the hydrogen molecule and the corresponding [[4,2,2]] encoded circuit described
in Figure [I] and Figure [3] respectively. With the resulting final state for the encoded
circuit shown in we use projection operators to assess the impact of each post-
selection technique using fidelity. We calculate the fidelity for the PSA method by using
operators, I14, to project states from the noisy state with ancilla, a; = |0) and identity
(I) for all other qubits. For the PSP strategy, we project states within the codespace,
i.e., within the states in [16] using operators IIp. And we use the operator, Il4p for
projecting states with a; = |0) and states within the codespace. The operators are
shown in [28 and presented in expanded form in Appendix

T4 =10)(0]4, ®|LoL; IoI5) (ToI; IoI5|®|0) (0] ay=0 (28a)

Ilp = ]Ia_l ®_(|m> <m|¢m_—%i‘0_1> <m|qo—q3 (28h)
+ [10) (10]gp— g5 +[11) (11 gy —g;) ® [0)(0lar=0

[Map =114, @1p (28c¢)

We calculate the logical fidelity of the states projected using operators I14, [1p, [14p,
and the original encoded and unencoded states. We define the fidelity F' between two
states p; and py as

F(p1, p2) = (Try/\/p2014/p2)° (29)

Here, we consider the case that p; = |UYWV[, |¥) is the expected ground state, i.e.,
the noiseless state, from the noise-free simulation and p, is the representation of the
prepared, noisy unencoded, encoded or projected state. The fidelity of the projected

Fi(pr, pi) = (Tr [ /pipr/pi)? (30)

is the projected state, pnoisy is the noisy encoded state, and

state, Fj, is given as:

Hipnoisyl_[;r
Tr(nipnoisynz)
IT; € {14, 11p,IT4p}. We also calculate the minimum expectation value of energy for

where p; =

the state p as
E(0%) = Tr(Hp(67)) (31)

which represents an estimate in the limit of infinite samples of the measured state.

3.2.4. Logical Errors We define logical error (p.) for the encoded circuit in Figure 3| as
probability of any error that takes the target or ideal encoded logical state to a different
encoded logical state. We restrict the calculation to states with a; = 0. Therefore the
logical error is the probability of measuring any state within the codespace shown in
other than the state [¢2259(6*)) shown in

enc
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We first calculate the probability to measure the ideal state, pigea;, in the noisy

mixed state, pnoisy, and the probability to measure any logical state, i.e., any state in
the codespace described in [16]

Dideal = Tr(pnoisypideal) (32&)
Plogical = TT(HPpnoisy) (32b)

From these we find the probability of any error (p.,,) and probability of any non-logical
error (pey, ), which is any error, single- or multi-qubit, that takes the target or ideal
state, pigeal, Outside the codespace described in .

Pe,yy = 11— Tr(pnoisypideal) (333)
Peny = 11— Plogical (33b)

The probability of any logical error to occur, pe,, is then obtained by subtracting the
probability of any non-logical error from the probability of any error as shown in [34]

Per, = Pequ = Peny,

(34)
= Tr(pnoisyHP> - Tr(pnoisypideal)

We additionally calculate the impact of PSA on the logical error by replacing Ilp
in with IT4p and find probability of logical error p., in this case as:

Dey = Tl”(HAppnoisy) - Tr(pnoisypideal) (35)

3.8. Clircuit Error Analysis

While the errors detected by the PSP method are straightforward, in that, the method
detects single physical qubit bit-flip or phase-flip error, the errors detected by the ancilla,
a1, in the PSA and PSAP methods are not as clear. We analyze the errors in this
circuit construction under the standard depolarizing error model we have considered to
elucidate on the errors discarded when the PSA or the PSAP method is used.

Errors under the depolarizing noise model we have considered include one- and two-
qubit gate errors of the form F; on qubit ¢; and E; ® E; on qubits g;, g;, respectively.
Additionally, C NOT gates generate two-qubit correlated errors such as a bit-flip error
on the control qubit will result in a bit-flip error in the target qubit. The effective error
(E,;) after a CNOT operation is applied on control qubit, ¢ and target qubit j after an
error has occurred on one of the qubits can be represented as U;; Ex|qiq;) = E];Ul'j|q1'q]'>
where U;; = CNOT;; is the ideal operation and E, = UijEkUiTj for k € {i,7}. Multi-
qubit errors of the form E; ® Fy ® E3 ® Ey for Ey € {X,Y,Z} may also arise from
concurrent one-qubit noise processes occurring on multiple qubits or from propagation
of error under the two-qubit error model.

During the [[4,2,2]] input state encoding, or the section labeled “STATE PREP”
in Figure [3] and shown explicitly in Figure [d] the ancilla qubit a; is entangled with the
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Figure 4. Logical |00) state preparation circuit for error analysis. Errors, E € {X,Y, Z}, that can occur
in the input state preparation circuit, locations are representative. Ancilla a; =1if E 5y € {X,Y}.

data qubit go. Any bit-flip error Ey € { Xy, Yo} that occurs on qubit ¢o, and effectively
remains a bit-flip error after the last two-qubit CNOT gate from control ¢y to target
g3, labeled E.;r € {X,Y'} in Figure , will result in a measurement outcome for ancilla
a1 = 1 and indicate that an error has occurred. However, a similarly occurring phase-flip
error on ¢o will not impact the ancilla, a; and therefore, will remain undetected.

Since the “STATE PREP” section is dominated by two-qubit CNOT gates, there’s
a high likelihood of two-qubit errors occurring in that section. Additionally, these
errors may cascade into multi-qubit errors with each successive CNOT gate execution
as represented in Figure [l As a result, the discarding of the errors by ancilla a; while
effected by detection of bit-flip errors on ¢y, may inadvertently remove multi-qubit errors
as well. Construction of the circuit such that all the CNOT gates originate at gg with g
as the control ensures that many, if not most, two-qubit errors will impact ¢y. Entangling
the ancilla a; to this qubit ¢y enables the additional detection of errors that impact more
than a single qubit. Conversely, the errors that do not affect gy in this “STATE PREP”
section will not be detected by a; but the likelihood of such errors is low.

To verify whether the detection of error events by ancilla a; indeed enables multi-
qubit error detection, we study the input logical state, [00), prepared under the
depolarizing noise channel immediately after the disentangling CNOT on the ancilla,
ay, which is the circuit labeled “STATE PREP” in Figure [I] and shown explicitly in
Figure [dl We calculate the contribution towards improvement in fidelity of each post-
selection method at this initial stage, when errors detected by each method are for the
same final state, |00), as opposed to the circuit with the UCC ansatz where the PSA
method is used to detect errors during initial input state preparation and PSP at the
end of the circuit. We run density matrix simulations of the circuit shown in Figure
for preparing the encoded logical |00) state |¢) shown in [36| with increasing depolarizing
noise and use operators to project states similar to those in [28 Since this circuit does
not include the ancilla as, the projection operators differ slightly and are presented in
37, We calculate the fidelity corresponding to each post-selection method by projecting
states (i) with a; = |0), (ii) within the codespace, and (iii) both within the codespace
and with a; = |0), using projection operators, S4, Sp, and Syp, respectively. We use
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to calculate fidelity, Fls,, of the projected states where, in this case, p; = |¢)(¢| is

_—
Lysf for S; € {Sa, Sp, Sap} are the projected states and
Tr(SipnoisySi )

Pnoisy 18 the noisy encoded input state.

the noiseless state, p; =

|¢) = |a1) ® |00)

1 (36)

=10) ® —(|0000) + |1111

0) \/5(| ) +[1111))
Sa = 10)(0]q, ®| Lol Io15) (ToIL; L5 (37a)
Sp =T, @ (]00)(00] g +[0T) (014 _gs

p=la _(\ ) \q_q_’ (01454 (37b)

+ [10) (10 gy —gs +[11) (11] 45— g5 )
Sap =54® Sp (37¢)

The key comparison to understand the contribution of ancilla, a;, is between the
fidelity Fs, and Fg,, of states projected by Sp and S4p, respectively. Once the single
qubit bit-flip errors are projected out of the prepared logical |00) state, using Sp, any
improvement in fidelity due to projection by S4p is entirely due to the contribution of
ancilla a; and due to detection of multi-qubit error events.

4. Results

The [[4,2,2]] encoded VQE circuit shown in Figure [3| and the unencoded circuit shown
in Figure [I| were simulated using the IBM ‘aer’ simulator with N = 2 x 10® shots under
a standard depolarizing noise model. All qubits were measured and the measurement
counts were used to calculate expectation values of the Hamiltonian for the unencoded
circuit, and the encoded circuit before and after post-selection. We find the threshold
of depolarizing noise at which the energy estimates fall within the chemical accuracy
benchmark, present the change in energy estimates with increasing two-qubit gate noise
and calculate probability of success after each post-selection strategy. We simulated the
exact state for both the encoded and unencoded ansatzes using the IBM ‘aer’ density-
matrix simulator to calculate the logical fidelity, and in the case of the encoded ansatz,
the logical error as well. We also calculate the energy expectation values from the exact
state.

The energy expectation values, variance of the calculation and probability of success
at the noise parameter value at which the energy estimate reached chemical accuracy
(p = 0.09%) are presented in Table . The PSAP method reaches chemical accuracy
at the highest noise parameter value of 0.09% than all other methods. Without post-
selection, the energy of the encoded ansatz is much higher than the unencoded ansatz
and the exact energy of —1.13712 Ha. PSA improves the energy of the encoded ansatz
while still falling short of the unencoded ansatz by 0.2% and PSP leads to a lower
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energy than PSA and the unencoded ansatz. The combined method, PSAP, leads to
the highest improvement in the accuracy of the energy estimate and brings the energy
estimate within chemical accuracy of 1.6 mHa.

Energy (mHa) | Variance (mHa) | Prob. of Success (%)
Unencoded —1134.81 £ 0.52 5.38 100
Encoded No PS | —1131.40 £0.72 5.10 100
PSA —1132.88 £ 0.71 4.99 99.644 £ 0.002
PSP —1134.87 £ 0.70 4.84 99.472 £ 0.002
PSAP —1135.89 £+ 0.69 4.76 99.232 = 0.003

Table 2. Comparing outcomes of the numerical simulations of the unencoded and [[4,2,2]] encoded
ansatzes with and without post-selection at 0.09% depolarizing noise parameter value and N = 2 x 10°
shots.

-1.132
--- Exact Energy
e Unencoded
-1.133{ ® PSA !
e PSP
e PSAP

it
R

—1.138+

Energy (Ha)

0.0000 0.0002 0.0004 0.0006 0.0008 0.0010
Noise Parameter (p)

Figure 5. Estimated energy of post-selected outcomes and unencoded simulation compared against
the benchmark of chemical accuracy. Shaded region represents the region of chemical accuracy and is
set to 1.6 mHa

The energy estimates from N = 2 x 10° shots at the lower end of the noise range
considered are compared against the benchmark of chemical accuracy in Figure |5| for all
post-selection methods. The trends are similar to those observed in Table 2. The PSAP
method is within chemical accuracy at noise parameters < 0.09% followed closely by the
PSP method, which reaches chemical accuracy at < 0.08% noise. The trend continues
even at larger noise values as shown in Figure[6 PSA improves the energy estimate over
encoded ansatz simulation with no post-selection. However, it results in higher energy
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than the unencoded ansatz. PSP results in lower energy than both the encoded ansatz
without post-selection and PSA. The results are also lower than the unencoded ansatz
below noise level of 4%. Combining the two post-selection methods, PSAP results in
the lowest energy and for all noise levels considered. Error bars in this plot of Figure [0]
are too small to be visible and are in the range 0.06 — 2.8 mHa.

We also present expectation value calculations using the exact density matrix for
all simulations with increasing two-qubit gate noise in Figure [6] Since calculations
using the exact density matrix represent estimates of the energy in the limit of infinite
shots, the energy estimate from the simulations with finite number of shots should agree
with the exact density matrix calculations within some standard deviation. They are in
agreement for all simulations except the calculations for the PSP and PSAP method. For
both methods, energy estimated from simulations with shots is higher than calculations
using the exact density matrix.

| === Exact Energy
Unencoded
Encoded - No PS

|
=
o

Energy (Ha)
I

—1.0 1

[}.IEII{) [}.TIJIE [}.Illildf [}.IEIIEL [}.IEIIE- D.Ilt]
MNoise Parameter (p)

Figure 6. Energy expectation values calculated from numerical simulations of the unencoded and
[[4,2,2]] encoded ansatz without (No PS) and with post-selection methods, PSA, PSP and PSAP with
increasing two-qubit gate noise at 200000 shots using the IBM aer simulator and a standard depolarizing
noise model.

The consequence of post-selection is having fewer samples for calculating energy
expectation values. In all cases, including the noiseless case, since we are only
considering half of the samples from the uniform superposition of the final state due
to non-transversal rotation by ancilla as, i.e., only samples with ay = |0), we start with
~ 50% of the original number of shots prior to implementation of any post-selection
method due to detection of errors. We present the change in probability of success
after each post-selection method with increasing noise in Figure [7} and in Table [2] for
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a specific noise parameter value, normalized after selecting samples with as = |0).

1.0
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Figure 7. Probability of success of each post-selection method, PSA, PSP and PSAP of the [[4,2,2]]
encoded ansatz under a standard depolarizing model. PSAP X and Z Pauli term plots are representative
of the post-selection outcomes for circuits with and without the Hadamard rotation applied prior to
measurement on all the encoded qubits (¢o — ¢3) in Figure 3| respectively. Trends between the two
Pauli terms are similar for all post-selection methods.

For all post-selection methods, the probability of success decreases with increasing
noise indicating an increasing proportion of states with detected errors. This proportion
is also determined by the method of post-selection. Post-selection by ancilla, a; = 0,
measurement, PSA, retains the highest proportion of samples. However, energy
expectation value calculations indicate that this does not lead to an improvement over
the unencoded ansatz. Post-selection by logical state parity, PSP, results in a lower
probability of success than PSA, while the highest proportion of samples are discarded
due to the combined post-selection method, PSAP. Standard error of the mean in the
figure are too small in magnitude to be visible but range from 0.01% (0.006% for 0.01%
noise) to 0.2%. There’s also a difference in the probability of success depending on the
Pauli term being measured as shown in Figure[7] Probability of success for X Pauli term
measurements are slightly lower than for Z Pauli term measurements due to additional
noise in the circuit from the Hadamard gates used to rotate the state prior to making
the measurement. The PSAP X and Z Pauli term plots are representative and apply
to all other post-selection methods.

The number of samples retained consequently impact the precision of the
calculation. Table 2| shows that there is a decrease in precision/ increase in standard
error of the mean of the energy estimate from the encoded simulations with and without
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post-selection compared to the unencoded simulation. However, the variance of the
calculation for the encoded post-selected calculations are lower than the unencoded
simulations and lowest for PSAP calculation, which results in the highest accuracy of
the energy estimate. The decrease in the SEM, therefore, is a result of considering only
half the samples with ancilla a; = 0 measurement for the encoded ansatz which is not a
consideration for the unencoded ansatz, where the full N = 2 x 10° samples are included
in the SEM calculation.

We now present the logical fidelity of the the unencoded state, and the encoded
state, without and with projections II; € {II4,IIp,I14p} corresponding with post-
selection methods PSA, PSP and PSAP, respectively, with increasing two-qubit
depolarizing noise p in Figure[§] The logical fidelity decreases with increasing noise, and
changes with each post-selection strategy. The state fidelity of the unencoded ansatz,
Fnene, decreases with noise but is consistently better than the encoded state fidelity,
F.,. even after projecting states based on the ancilla measurement using projector Il 4,
as indicated by fidelity, F4. A drastic improvement in fidelity is observed for states
projected using projector Ilp. Not only is this fidelity, Fip, higher than the fidelity, Fa,
it outperforms the fidelity of the unencoded state, Fyene, up to a noise value of ~ 2%.
Combining the two post-selection methods results in the best fidelity, Fap, for this
circuit and is better than F,,,.,. for all noise parameters considered. Furthermore, overall
decrease in fidelity of all cases with increasing noise in spite of projecting states against
single- and multi-qubit errors is due to errors that go undetected in each projection,
such as logical errors, introduced by the UCC ansatz or by combination of errors from
state-preparation and UCC ansatz, that escaped detection by projection using I14p.

Both fidelity and accuracy of the energy estimates in the simulated encoded and
unencoded circuits are impacted by the errors introduced by the depolarizing error
model. In the encoded circuit, in particular, the single- and two-qubit gate errors in
the noise model manifest as logical, p., or non-logical errors (p.,,) in the final noisy
mixed state. We present the proportion of logical errors, p, , in the encoded circuit and
in the projected state with a; = 0 (p.,) in Figure @] and also present the proportion of
all errors with increasing two-qubit depolarizing noise. While the errors increase with
increasing noise, the proportion of all errors that are logical is much smaller. Since
a logical error in this encoding requires an error event on a minimum of two qubits,
the small proportion of logical errors indicate that a large proportion of errors in the
encoded circuit are non-logical, single- and multi-qubit errors.

We additionally calculate the logical fidelity for the encoded input state preparation
circuit alone, shown in Figure [4] to study the contribution of ancilla, a; in the PSA and
PSAP strategies to the improvement in accuracy of the energy estimate. We compare
the fidelity of the state projected by Sp with S4p for the same final encoded, |00), input
state. Improvement in fidelity, Fs,, is due to the removal of states with single qubit
bit-flip errors by projection operator Sp. Combining the two methods using projector
Sap not only improves the fidelity over the fidelity Fy, for the state projected by Sp,
but also results in fidelity that’s nearly 1 at < 5% noise.
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Figure 8. Fidelity of the states prepared by numerically simulating the respective unencoded state,
[[4,2,2]] encoded state and projected states corresponding to the post-selection methods, PSA, PSP and
PSAP, with increasing standard depolarizing noise, p.

L ]
0.7 o ¢
: * P, ™
* PEA .
— o b4
E 0.6 » Pt Withﬂl =0 . »
":' L] J-c
E 0.5 1 . ¥
= ¥
w L
4 ¥
"E 0.4
2 . )
= 0.3 X
-]
3 .
E 0.2 1 § .
[ ]
o . . . L
0.1 1 . . ; .
. ¥
0.0 1
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10

Noise Parameter (p)

Figure 9. Probability of Error, (p.) in the encoded circuit with increasing two-qubit depolarizing
noise. Plot labeled with a; = 0 are errors in the state projected with a; =0
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Figure 10. State fidelity for the noisy logical input |00) state preparation and the projected states
from the circuit labeled “State Prep” in Figure [3] and shown in Figure

5. Discussion

Error detection improves energy estimates over the unencoded ansatz when using post-
selection by logical state parity, PSP, by itself at low noise values, and in combination
with post-selection by ancilla, a;, measurement, PSAP, at least up to 10% noise.
The latter also results in energy estimates within chemical accuracy at a higher noise
threshold than the unencoded simulation. The magnitude of improvement in logical
fidelity, Fp, of the state projected by Ilp, under the depolarizing noise model that we
have considered, indicates that single physical qubit errors are the most probable errors
and the leading cause of decrease in energy accuracy. Such single physical qubit errors
can also be caused by multi-qubit errors that effectively become single qubit errors.

The decrease in precision of the estimated energy calculated from post-selected
results of the simulation of the encoded ansatz compared to the unencoded ansatz is due
to consideration of only one half of the results from ancilla, as, measurement as described
in the Methods section. Within the different post-selection methods, improvement in
precision is consistent with improvement in logical fidelity, indicating that in addition
to improvement in the accuracy of the energy estimate, post-selection also improves
the corresponding precision of the calculation. The improvement in precision in spite
of increasing loss of samples with increasing accuracy of the post-selection method is a
result of the improvement in variance of the calculation.

The deviation of the estimated energy using the the PSP and PSAP methods from
the corresponding energy expectation value calculation using the density matrix, occurs
due to the difference in order of operations between the two methods. In the latter, the
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states of interest are projected and the expectation value is calculated from these states.
In the former, the bitstrings are post-selected from the measurement of the final state
and then the expectation values are calculated from these post-selected bitstrings.
Post-selection strategies using the ancilla, a;, lead to improvement in accuracy of
the energy estimate due to detection of single and multi-qubit error events. Nearly unity
fidelity, Fs,,, for projecting states with logical state parity and a; = 0 measurement
indicates that a; detects nearly all multi-qubit error events that are left undetected
by projecting states with logical state parity alone. Additionally, the reduction in
probability of logical errors in the state projected for ancilla, a; = 0 measurement,
further confirm the detection of errors other than single qubit errors by ancilla a;.

6. Conclusion

Post-selection based on detection of single qubit errors alone improves the accuracy of
the energy estimate at low noise levels. Combining this post-selection method with
post-selection using an ancilla for single and multi-qubit error detection during input
state preparation further improves the accuracy of the estimate at noise levels as high
as 10%. Constructing the input state-preparation circuit such that the control qubit for
all the two-qubit C NOT' gates is the qubit, gy, which is entagled with the ancilla, a;,
makes the detection of multi-qubit errors possible.

In addition to improvement in accuracy, post-selection also improves the precision
of the calculation. Loss of precision compared to the unencoded ansatz simulation is
due to the superposition of states introduced by the ancilla used to execute the VQE
ansatz/sub-routine in the encoded state. Improvement in fidelity is limited by the errors,
single and multi-qubit, that effectively become or remain as multi-qubit errors because
they were either left undetected by the ancilla during input state preparation and/or
by the parity check after the VQE sub-routine.

We have demonstrated that post-selection methods lead to an energy estimate
within chemical accuracy at a higher threshold of noise than the unencoded simulation
for a small two-electron system. Ansatzes for larger systems will increase the qubit and
gate overhead, which will include an increase in rotation operations and potentially,
parameters for optimization. Since the [[4,2,2]] code is known to be the simplest quantum
error detection code, employing other error detection codes would also increase the
resource cost in terms of qubits and gates. Therefore, the noise threshold at which the
energy estimates reach chemical accuracy for larger systems will depend, at a minimum,
on the complexity of the application circuit, the code used for error detection and the
associated methods of post-selection.
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7. Appendix

7.1. Hamiltonian encoding

We start with the exact electronic Hamiltonian for molecular hydrogen in second
quantized form:
H(R) = hooagao + hosabas + h33a§a3 + hialay
+ hgoogagagaoag + hgllgagaialag + hgnga;aialag
+ h033oaga§asao + (hass2 — h2323)a;a§a3a2 (38)
-+ (houo — howl)(lgaial(lo + h2103<a;a1a0(13 —+ CL;CLZ)(IlCLg)
—I— h2013(a£a$a1a3 —I— (I;CLJ{CLOCLQ)
The possible states within the spin-singlet configuration in the fermionic basis for

the hydrogen molecule and the corresponding states in the two qubit basis are presented
in Table 3] The indices correspond with those of the molecular orbitals in [7]

(WsWoW Wo) | |q190)
10101) 100)
10110 01)
11001) 110)
11010) 1)

Table 3. Mapping of fermionic basis to qubit basis for all possible states of the hydrogen molecule
with the spin-singlet configuration. Indices for the fermionic basis correspond with indices in [7] and
indices for the qubit basis correspond with the qubits used in the circuit construction of the unitary
operator.

We define the qubit excitation, de-excitation and number operators as in [37]

QF = [1){0l= (X ~iv)

Q = |0)(1]= 2(X + i)

2 (39)
N =10)(0]= (I + 2)
N = [1)(1]= (I - 2)

where X, Y, and Z are the Pauli operators. These operators are used to construct the
reduced two-qubit Hamiltonian by using the mapping presented in Table [4]
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Operator Fermionic operators qubit operators | Pauli operators for qubits
Eq |0110)(0101|4|1010)(1001| | |01)(00|+|11)(10| %(XO —iYp)
Es9 |1001)(0101|4|1010)(0110| | |10)(00|+|11)(01| %(Xl —iY7)
Eq |0101)(0101|4|1001)(1001| | |00)(00|+|10)(10| %(I + Zy)
Eq |0110)(0110[4|1010)(1010| | [01){01|+|11)(11]| %(] — Zy)
FEy |0101)(0101|4|0110)(0110| | ]00){00|+|01)(01]| %(I + Z4)
Es3 |1001)(1001|4|1010)(1010| | [10){10|+|11)(11]| %([ —71)

Table 4. Fermionic (de)excitation and number operators mapped to the corresponding qubit and
Pauli operators, where E,, represents the excitation and number operators when p # ¢ and p = g,
respectively. The Pauli operators are constructed using [39

The electronic Hamiltonian is then reduced as

1
H = Z hpquq + 5 Z hpqrs(quEps - EprEqs
Pq p

qrs

(40)

where E,, = ala, includes terms with p = ¢ and are presented in Table . Using
these operators we proceed to transform the electronic Hamiltonian in to a qubit
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representation:
H = hooEoo + hoaEas + hszEss 4+ hi1 E1y
+ hogoa Eaa Foo + hs113Es3E11 + ho112Ea2E11 + hosso Ess Eoo
+ (hasaz — hasas) (Ea2 — E23E3s) + (hoiio — howor) (Eoo — Eo1Eio)
+ h2103(0 — Bz Eio + 0 — E32Fo1) + haos(0 — EagEor + 0 — E3pEip)
1 1 1 1
= hoo(i(f + Zy)) + h22(§([ +Z1)) + h33(§(f — 7)) + h11§(1 =)

+haona( (I + 201+ Z0)) + a1 = Z0)(1 = Z)

4
+ hzm(i([ + 20 — Zy)) + hOBBO(i([ — Z1)(I + Z))

+ (hasse — h2323)(1(1 + Zy) — }l(Xl + Y1) (Xq — YY)

2

+ (hot1o — hmm)(%([ + Zy) — }l(Xo +1iYp)(Xo — iYp))
+ h2103(_i(X1 +1Y7)(Xo — 1Yp) — E(Xl —1Y7)(Xo + Y0)) e
ooy (— 3 (X V)Xo %) — (X, — i¥)(Xp — %))
— (hoo + hys + hQZOQ n h3i13 n h2i12 n hozzao)]
+ (hoo — hi1 + i(hzooz — h3113 — haniz + hosso)) Zo
+ (hoa — haz + i(hmoz — ha113 + ha112 — hosso)) 21
+ ;l(hQOOQ + ha113 — ha112 — hosso) 2120 + 0+ 0
+ h2103(%(—X1X0 - Y1Yp)
+ h2013(%(—X1X0 + Y1Y)p)

o = hoo + hss + h24002 h3i13 h24112 hoiso

g1 = hoo — h11 + i(lhooz — hs113 — ho112 + hosso)

g2 = hay — haz + i(hzom — h3113 + haiiz — hosso) (42)

g3 = %L(h2002 + 3113 — ha112 — hosso)

g1 = —ha103

Additionally:
g1 = g2
h2013 = ha103 (43)

h21 12 — h0330
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This leads to the final two qubit hamiltonian shown in

7.2. Unitary Operator

To transform the fermionic unitary operator to a qubit representation specific to our
encoding we use qubit operators from Considering only the doubles contribution in
and [I1] we replace the fermionic operators in Ty with qubit operators using as
shown in [44]

_ pq (1,1 _ P
T, = E ord(ajalaras — asaralal)
p>q€occ.,r>sevirt.
__pn20( 1T 7ot
= 03, (abapasa; — ajalapas)
20
= 051 (Er10Es2s — EasEpr)

= (X - D)X - ) — S+ K+ (Y
= eggé(—mxl —iXoY7)
= (Yo X — Vo X0 ZZ)

where we have used Y, 72, = i Xy, XpZ, = —iY}, to factorize the operator in the

final step. Considering our reference state |00), we arrive at the reduced UCC doubles

ansatz as shown in 45

(SIS

U(9) = o (—YoXl)eig(—Yoxlzozl)

_ oIS (=Y0X1) i85 (—Y0X1) (45)

— efiHYgXl
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7.3. Projection operators expanded
[Ip = 1,, ® (]0000)(0000|+|0000)(1111]
+ |1111)(0000|+|1111)(1111|
+10011)(0011|+[0011)(1100|
+ |1100)(0011|+|1100)(1100|
+11010)(1010|+|1010)(0101|
+10101)(0101|+|0101)(0101|
+|0110)(0110|+|0110)(1001|
+11001)(0110|+]1001)(1001|) & [0){(0|q,
I4p = |0)(0], ®(|0000)(0000|+|0000)(1111|
+ |1111)(0000|+|1111)(1111|
+10011)(0011|+]0011)(1100|
+ |1100)(0011|+|1100)(1100|
+11010)(1010|+|1010)(0101|
+10101)(0101|+|0101)(0101|
+|0110)(0110|4|0110)(1001|
+11001)(0110|+]1001)(1001|) & 0){(0|q,
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