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Abstract—Quantum computing is a promising paradigm for
efficiently solving large and high-complexity problems. To protect
quantum computing privacy, pioneering research efforts pro-
posed to redefine differential privacy (DP) in quantum com-
puting, i.e., quantum differential privacy (QDP), and harvest
inherent noises generated by quantum computing to implement
QDP. However, such an implementation approach is limited
by the amount of inherent noises, which makes the privacy
budget of the QDP mechanism fixed and uncontrollable. To
address this issue, in this paper, we propose to leverage quantum
error correction (QEC) techniques to reduce quantum computing
errors, while tuning the privacy protection levels in QDP. In short,
we gradually decrease the quantum noise error rate by deciding
whether to apply QEC operations on the gate in a multiple
single qubit gates circuit. We have derived a new calculation
formula for the general error rate and corresponding privacy
budgets after QEC operation. Then, we expand to achieve further
noise reduction using multi-level concatenated QEC operation.
Through extensive numerical simulations, we demonstrate that
QEC is a feasible way to regulate the degree of privacy protection
in quantum computing.

Index Terms—Quantum computing, Quantum noises, Differ-
ential privacy, Quantum error correction

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is a new paradigm that is promising
to significantly accelerate the processing of large datasets and
complex tasks, compared with traditional computing [1]. Such
an advance in computing will affect a multitude of research
domains such as cryptography [2], huge optimization problems
[3], and complex climate simulations [4]. However, similar
to classical computing, quantum computing is vulnerable to
data privacy leakage, because quantum computers face a
variety of threats from internal and external attacks [5], such
as coherent attacks, entangling attacks, quantum-side-channel
attacks, inference attacks, etc. Therefore, how to preserve
quantum computing privacy poses great challenges.

In traditional computing, differential privacy (DP) is a
powerful privacy protection method. In simple terms, DP
protects data by manually adding noises to ensure that the
presence or absence of a single data has a negligible effect on
any query results. DP seeks a balance between data usability
and privacy and has applications in diverse fields, such as
data analytics [6], medical and health research [7], intelligent
transportation [8], etc. DP has strict mathematical formulas
and usually uses a privacy budget ϵ to indicate the degree of

privacy protection [9]. Recently, DP has been introduced to the
quantum domain, and quantum differential privacy (QDP), a
novel data protection method, brings an overhaul to quantum
computing [10]–[12]. Existing works have already found that
Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices generate
unavoidable noises during quantum computation and can act
as potential noise sources for QDP [10], [13], [14]. Since
the inherent noises are determined through specific factors
such as environment or hardware device parameters, they
are uncontrollable and fixed. This limitation confines these
works to a specific privacy budget, which prevents adjusting
it to the target DP budget. Therefore, it is necessary to
explore suitable approaches that can change the amount of
noises to satisfy the different DP requirements in quantum
computing. Generally speaking, when the required amount
of noise exceeds the inherent noise generated by quantum
computing, additional noises should be added to satisfy the
privacy budget. Conversely, when the QDP noise requirement
is beneath the inherent noise level, designated methods are in
need to reduce the inherent noises.

As a promising solution, quantum error correction (QEC)
techniques represent quantum bit information as a high dimen-
sional redundancy quantum bits and target error correction
and noise reduction caused by environmental disturbances,
quantum operations, etc. QEC can be implemented through
different error syndromes and specialized quantum circuits,
e.g., Steane codes, Shor codes [15], etc. By effectively reduc-
ing the noises through QEC, we may execute a more reliable
quantum computing process [16]–[18].

In this paper, we have keenly observed that the QEC method
can address the issue of excessive inherent noises in order to
achieve an adjustable DP. Based on the formula between pri-
vacy budgets and depolarizing noise in [13], we gradually tune
the inherent noises and adjust the degree of privacy protection,
by varying whether QEC operation is applied to single qubit
gates or not. We conduct a rigorous mathematical analysis on a
general formula for the total error rate after applying the QEC
operation and the corresponding privacy budget calculation in
a single qubit circuit with multiple gates. We also find that
multi-level concatenated QEC can further lower the error rate
at the expense of circuit complexity. We demonstrate our ideas
through extensive numerical simulations.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
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we introduce the theoretical foundations of QDP, QEC, and
the basic privacy budget formulas. In Section III, we present
generalized total noise error rate formulas and privacy budget
formulas under multiple single qubit gates, and extend to the
multi-level concatenated QEC operation. In Section IV, we
provide numerical simulation. Finally, we draw conclusions
and discuss future work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we review the basics of quantum com-
puting, traditional DP, and the existing formulation of QDP.
Subsequently, we demonstrate how to calculate the privacy
budget with depolarizing noise, as proposed in [13]. Finally,
we introduce QEC, a method for adjusting the depolarizing
noise error rate.
A. Quantum computing

The basic unit used in quantum computing is the qubit,
represented by the two states of the standard orthogonal basis
|0⟩ and |1⟩, corresponding to the values 0 and 1 in classical
computers. A single-qubit can be represented as |0⟩ = (1, 0)T

and |1⟩ = (0, 1)T . Quantum states describe the states of a
quantum system. For example, in a two-dimensional Hilbert
space, a pure quantum state can be represented as the wave
function of a two-state system, consisting of a superposition
of |0⟩ and |1⟩: |ψ⟩ = α1 |0⟩ + α2 |1⟩ = (α1, α2)

T ∈ C2,
where the complex numbers α1 and α2 satisfy the formula
|α1|2 + |α2|2 = 1. In D-dimensional Hilbert space, it can
be generalized to |ψ⟩ =

∑D
i=1 αi |i⟩ ∈ CD, which satisfies

|α1|2 + ... + |αD|2 = 1. |i⟩ is the ground state, αi is the
complex amplitude.

Another form of the quantum state is a mixed state ρ,
defined as ρ =

∑d
i=1 pi |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|, which can be represented

by the density matrix and satisfies Tr (ρ) = 1. The difference
between two quantum states can be represented by the trace
distance d, which can be calculated by the trace of these
two density matrices. For quantum states ρ and σ, their trace
distance is denoted as ||ρ− σ||∗ = Tr (|ρ− σ|) /2.

Quantum computing is presented by quantum circuits,
which consist of multiple types of gates. The quantum gate
operations are usually represented by the unitary operator U .
For example, a single quantum gate can be represented as
2 × 2 unitary matrix. If a quantum state ρ goes through the
U operation, its output can be represented as ρ′ = UρU†,
which satisfies U†U = UU† = I . U† is the adjoint of
U and I is the identity operator. Quantum measurements
{Mk}k∈O get different results for circuits, where O is a
finite set of measurement results. If the result of the circuit
before the quantum measurement is ρ, the probability that the
measurement result is k can be expressed as pk = Tr {Mkρ}.
B. From classical DP to QDP

DP can maintain the statistical information of the data while
preventing privacy leakage. It ensures that the contribution
of any single data sample has a very small impact on the
final statistical output. Formal DP and QDP are defined as
follows [13].

Definition 1 (Classical Differential Privacy): A random-
ized function K satisfies (ϵ, δ)-differential privacy if the data
sets D and D

′
differ by only one participant, and all set of

outcomes S ⊆ Range(M) satisfy

Pr [K(D) ∈ S] ≤ eϵ · Pr [K(D′) ∈ S] + δ, (1)

where ϵ is the privacy budget and δ is the broken probability.
Definition 2 (Quantum Differential Privacy): Given two

quantum datasets ρ and σ with τ(ρ, σ) ≤ d, where d ∈
(0, 1] and τ(·, ·) indicates the trace distance. A quantum
operation E is (ϵ, δ)-differentially private if every POVM
(Positive Operator-Valued Measure) M = {Mm} and all
S ⊆ Range(M) satisfy,

Pr [E (ρ) ∈M S] ≤ eϵ · Pr [E (σ) ∈M S] + δ. (2)

C. QDP based on depolarizing noise

During quantum computation, NISQ devices suffer from
unavoidable errors such as amplitude noise and bit-flip noise.
Although these noises cannot be quantified in simulations,
developers have found that depolarizing noise can represent
the global noises in a circuit. This is because depolarizing
noise is a good approximation of the device error especially
when the quantum circuit is deep enough [19]. Depolarizing
noise exists in any quantum simulator.

In the presence of depolarizing noise, the input quantum
state collapses to a fully mixed state with a certain probability.
The depolarizing noise can be expressed in terms of quantum
operations as

EDep(ρ) =
pI

D
+ (1− p)ρ, (3)

where ρ is the initial quantum state, I is the unit operator, p is
the depolarizing noise error rate, and D is the dimension of the
Hilbert space. In the depolarizing channel, the input quantum
state is held constant with probability 1−p and evolves to any
of the possible quantum states with probability p/D.

We followed Theorem 3 from [13] to calculate privacy
budgets ϵ under the effect of depolarizing noise:

Theorem 1 (DP with depolarizing noise): For all inputs
ρ and σ satisfy τ (ρ, σ) ≤ d, the depolarizing operation
EDep(E(ρ)) in the D-dimension Hilbert space provides ϵ-
differential privacy where

ϵ = ln

[
1 +

1− p

p
dD

]
. (4)

Equation (4) shows that the privacy budget ϵ is only related
to the error rate p of the depolarizing noise because the other
parameters are fixed. Therefore we would like to find some
specific ways to reduce p of depolarizing noise in order to
decrease inherent noises and further obtain the tuning DP.
D. Quantum error correction

Quantum noise is a catastrophic obstacle in the develop-
ment of quantum computing. Since qubits are not replicable,
classical error correction methods cannot work well at the
quantum level. Quantum error correction (QEC), first proposed
by Peter Shor in 1994 [20], brought a breakthrough in this
problem. QEC formulates an error-correction circuit by storing



Fig. 1. Encoding circuit of Steane code.

a quantum bit of information in an entangled state with a
high number of quantum bits, which can localize and correct
quantum bit errors in this high-dimensional Hilbert subspace
[15]. Common QEC methods are Shor code [16], Steane code
[17], Surface code [18], and so on. Different coding methods
correspond to different circuits and thus correct different kinds
of errors. In this paper, we choose Steane code to correct
circuit errors.

Steane code corrects any kind of error on a single physical
qubit by encoding seven physical bits into one logical qubit. It
consists of four modular circuits: encoding, detection, correc-
tion, and decoding. The function of the encoding circuit is to
encode one logical qubit into seven physical qubits as shown in
Fig. 1. The purpose is that any single physical qubit error can
be detected and corrected by the parity code. The purpose of
the detection circuit is to locate which type of error occurs in
which physical qubit. The circuit is shown in Fig. 2, where the
first half is designed to detect bit-flip errors and the second half
is designed to detect phase-flip errors, and the combination
of the two parts can detect both errors. After detecting the
circuit, the auxiliary bits need to be measured to get the six-
bit error syndrome. The error syndrome of the Steane code is
shown in Table I. As an example, if the measurement result
is (N0, N1, N2,M0,M1,M2) = (−1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1), it means
that X error occurred in the 0th physical qubit. The error
syndrome is very important for the error correction circuit.
When a specific error at a specific location is obtained from
the detect circuit, the error is corrected using the same error
type. For example, if an X error occurs in the 0th physical
qubit, an X gate is added to the 0th physical qubit in the error
correction circuit to correct the error. Finally, the decoding
circuit completes the conversion from seven physical qubits
to one logical qubit [21].

III. THE IMPACT OF QEC ON PRIVACY BUDGETS

From the previous sections, we can observe that the only
parameter impacting ϵ in Eq. (4) is the error probability p
of the depolarizing noise. In the case of quantum computing
with only a single qubit gate, we derive the error probability
p′ of the depolarizing noise after the QEC. We then extend
it to multiple single qubit gates and obtain different error
probabilities p′ by deciding the location of the QEC, which
further satisfies the adjustable privacy budget ϵ in QDP.

Fig. 2. Detection circuit of Steane code.

Finally, we consider the impact of multi-level concatenated
QEC on the QDP. We leave the analysis of ϵ for multiple
qubit gates in future work.

A. DP for a single qubit gate

First, we continue the setup in [13] by assuming that the
quantum circuit only consists of a single qubit gate and
replacing the general noises with the depolarizing noise on
this gate with an error probability of p.

We first encode this single logical qubit into seven physical
qubits for subsequent QEC operations. According to the theo-
rem of Steane code [15], the depolarizing noise error rate on
each physical qubit is p. Therefore, when QEC is not applied,
the accuracy of one logical qubit is 1−p; the total accuracy of
seven physical qubits is (1−p)7. The Steane code can correct
arbitrary errors on a single physical qubit, but it cannot correct
the case where multiple physical qubits produce errors at the
same time. Thus, it can correct 7× p× (1− p)6 error rate for
seven physical bits. Overall, after QEC operation is applied,
a single qubit gate can have the following accuracy and error
rate:

c′ = (1− p)7 + 7× p× (1− p)6, (5)

p′ = 1−
[
(1− p)7 + 7× p× (1− p)6

]
, (6)

where c′ and p′ represent the circuit accuracy and the final
depolarizing noise error rate respectively.

We substitute p′ into the Eq. (4), and can obtain new
formulas for the depolarizing noise error rate and privacy
budgets: ϵ = ln [1 + 1−p′

p′ dD].
Usually, we hope that QEC can reduce the noise error

probability, so the accuracy after using QEC operation needs
to be higher than the previous one, which satisfies

1−
[
(1− p)7 + 7× p× (1− p)6

]
> 1− p. (7)

When p <≈ 0.0579, QEC operation can reduce the error
rate p of the depolarizing noise which can show its own
advantage. Therefore, in the simulation, we set the error rate
of depolarizing noise between 0 and 0.05.



TABLE I
ERROR SYNDROME OF STEANE CODE.

X error (M0,M1,M2=1,1,1)
i 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Eigenvalue of (N0,N1,N2) (-1,1,1) (1,-1,1) (1,1,-1) (1,-1,-1) (-1,1,-1) (-1,-1,1) (-1,-1,-1)
Z error (N0,N1,N2=1,1,1)

i 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Eigenvalue of (M0,M1,M2) (-1,1,1) (1,-1,1) (1,1,-1) (1,-1,-1) (-1,1,-1) (-1,-1,1) (-1,-1,-1)

Y error
i 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Eigenvalue of (M0,M1,M2)=(N0,N1,N2) (-1,1,1) (1,-1,1) (1,1,-1) (1,-1,-1) (-1,1,-1) (-1,-1,1) (-1,-1,-1)

Fig. 3. (a) QEC operation for each gate. (b) Selective QEC operation for
gates. U1 and U2 are arbitrary single-bit circuit gates. NP1 and NP2 are
depolarizing noise added to the gate. QEC is Steane code circuit.

B. DP for two qubit gates

In this section, we first use two single qubit gates as an
example, assuming that the depolarizing noise as global noises
with error rate p occurs on each gate. Without QEC operation,
the final accuracy of the logical qubit is (1− p)× (1− p).

We still start by encoding a single logical qubit into seven
physical qubits. We propose the following two cases based on
whether or not we perform QEC operation for each gate. The
circuit schematic is shown in Fig. 3.

QEC operation for each gate: In this case, each qubit
gate is followed by the QEC operation. According to [22],
assuming that the two qubit gates are independent of each
other, their final error rate is

p′1 = 1− c′ × c′ = 1−
[
(1− p)7 + 7× p× (1− p)6

]2
. (8)

Therefore, Eq. (4) can evolve into ϵ = ln [1 +
1−p′

1

p′
1
dD].

Selective QEC operation for gates: In the second case,
we selectively perform QEC operations on quantum gates. For
a two qubit gates circuit, we perform QEC operation on only
one gate. In the case of QEC on the first gate, the depolarizing
noise rate consists of the accuracy c′ of the first gate after it
has been corrected by the QEC and the original accuracy 1−p
of the second gate. Thus, the total error rate of the depolarizing
noise can be expressed as

p′2 = 1− c′ × (1− p)

= 1−
[
(1− p)7 + 7× p× (1− p)6

]
× (1− p).

(9)

Therefore, Eq. (4) can evolve into ϵ = ln [1 +
1−p′

2

p′
2
dD].

It is worth noting that since Steane code can only correct
errors in one physical qubit and cannot correct errors in two
physical qubits, the error rate of the quantum circuit is the
same regardless of whether the QEC is located after the first
gate or after the second gate.

Fig. 4. Relationship between noise error rate and different locations of QEC
in two gates case.

Figure 4 shows the relationship between the depolarizing
noise error rate and the locations of QEC in the case of two
qubit gates. QEC operation reduces the error rate, and an
increase in the number of QEC applications results in a smaller
error rate.

C. DP for multiple single qubit gates

We then extend two single qubit gates to multiple single
qubit gates to obtain a generalized formula of p′ and the
corresponding privacy budget. We assume that the noise model
of the circuit is as shown in Fig. 5(a), with the depolarizing
noise added to each of the n single quantum gates, and the
error rates are all p.

No QEC operations: When the quantum circuit consists of
n single quantum gates, the total error rate of the depolarizing
noise is calculated in the same way as [22]. Figure 5(b) can
represent the case of Fig. 5(a), i.e., the total depolarizing noise
on each gate can be expressed as a global depolarizing noise
added at the end of the circuit, with a total error rate

p′3 = 1−
∏n

i=1 (1− pi) = 1− (1− p)
n
. (10)

Therefore, Eq. (4) can evolve into ϵ = ln [1 +
1−p′

3

p′
3
dD].

Selective QEC operations for gates: We randomly selected
m gates (m ≤ n) to apply the QEC operations, and the total
accuracy of these m gates is (1− p′)

m. The total accuracy of
the other n−m gates without QEC operation is (1− p)

n−m.
Thus, the total error rate of the circuit in this case is

p′4 = 1− (1− p′)
m × (1− p)

n−m
. (11)

Therefore, Eq. (4) can evolve into ϵ = ln [1 +
1−p′

4

p′
4
dD].



Fig. 5. The depolarizing noise model. (a) σ is a quantum state, |a⟩ is auxiliary
quantum bits. Ui is arbitrary single-bit circuit gates, where i = 1...n. Npn

is depolarizing noise along the circuit. (b) Np is global depolarizing noise.

It should be noted that QEC applied to every gate is a special
case, i.e., m = n, where the total error rate of the circuit with
depolarizing noise is 1− (1− p′)

n and the privacy budget is

ϵ = ln [1 +
1−[1−(1−p′)

n
]

1−(1−p′)n dD].

D. Multi-level concatenated Steane code

Now we encode the logical qubit by using multi-level
concatenated Steane code [23], which can further decrease p.
As an example of two-level concatenated Steane codes, we
encode each of the seven physical qubits using Steane code.
Thus, we use 72 = 49 physical qubits to represent a logical
qubit. In a single qubit gate circuit, the total error rate of the
depolarizing noise with QEC operation will become

p′5 = 1−
[
(1− p′)7 + 7× p′ × (1− p′)6

]
. (12)

Therefore, Eq. (4) can evolve into ϵ = ln [1 +
1−p′

5

p′
5
dD].

We find that p′5 < p′, suggesting that multi-level con-
catenated Steane code can have a further reduction in the
depolarizing noise error rate at the cost of circuit complexity.
The case of adding multi-level concatenated Steane code to
multiple qubits gates will be discussed in future work.

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. Simulation setup

In this section, we used numerical simulations to detect the
relationship between the various parameters of DP formula-
tion. Throughout the simulations, unless otherwise noted, the
default settings of parameters of a single qubit gate circuit are
D = 2, p = 0.03, and d = 0.5, where D is the dimension of
the Hilbert space, p is the error rate of the depolarizing noise
added at each gate, and d is the trace distance between the
two quantum states. In subsequent simulations, the remaining
default parameters were kept constant as we investigated the
effect of changes in individual parameters on DP.

B. The impact of trace distance on QDP

We investigate the effect of the trace distance between two
quantum states on the privacy budget at a single qubit gate
circuit. As shown in Fig. 6, when the trace distance d becomes
larger, the privacy budget also becomes larger, which indicates
that the degree of privacy protection becomes lower. The trace
distance is the difference between two quantum states. When
d becomes larger, the difference between quantum states is

Fig. 6. Relationship between privacy budgets and trace distance.

Fig. 7. Relationship between privacy budgets and noise error rate of one gate.

larger, and therefore it becomes more difficult to achieve
privacy protection. In practice, two quantum states need to
be encoded, and then quantum computation is performed. The
process of encoding gives the current trace distance of the two
quantum states and thus the corresponding privacy budget.
For two specific quantum states, the value of d is usually
determined, so we cannot achieve regulation of the privacy
budget by adjusting d.

C. QEC achieves regulation of privacy budgets

Single qubit gate calculation: We set the range of the
depolarizing noise between 0 and 0.05. It is the threshold that
guarantees the effect of QEC. Figure 7 shows the effect on the
privacy budget brought by the variation of the noise error rate
p. As p becomes larger, the privacy budget is smaller, and the
privacy protection is better, but the data usability becomes
worse. Depolarizing noise in the circuit already satisfies a
certain level of privacy protection. After adding QEC to the
circuit, the final noise error rate p′ becomes smaller, so the
privacy budget becomes larger.

Two qubit gates calculation: The quantum circuit is two
single qubit gates, with depolarizing noise added to each gate,
and both with error rate p. We split this simulation into three
cases: no QEC operation, QEC after each gate, and choosing
only one quantum gate to perform QEC operation. We study
its final error rate versus privacy budgets, and the results are
shown in Fig. 8. We find that the depolarizing noise error rate
decreases and the privacy budget is larger than the original
budget in both cases where the QEC operation is added. The



Fig. 8. Relationship between privacy budgets and noise error rate under
different locations of QEC.

Fig. 9. Relationship between privacy budgets and multi-level concatenated
Steane code.

case of adding QEC after each gate has a smaller error rate
than selectively adding QEC. This illustrates that introducing
QEC can reduce the noise and thus affect the privacy budget.
Deciding whether or not to add a QEC operation to each
quantum gate affects the error rate of the noise, which in turn
impacts the privacy budget of QDP.

Multi-level concatenated Steane code: The privacy budget
of a single qubit gate using multi-level concatenated Steane
code is shown in Fig. 9. Compared to a single-level Steane
code, the multi-level concatenated Steane code can further
diminish the noise and achieve a higher privacy budget at the
cost of increased circuit complexity.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we use QEC method to reduce the error rate,
leading to solving excessive inherent noises and gaining the
target privacy budget. We find that whether to use QEC for
each gate affects the depolarizing noise error rate progres-
sively. We summarize the general noise error rate formula for
applying QEC operations to multiple single qubit gates and
the corresponding privacy budget ϵ. In addition, we explore
how multi-level concatenated Steane code can further reduce
noise at the expense of circuit complexity. Our simulation
results show that QEC can reduce the noise error rate and
thus increase the privacy budget for a specific depolarizing
noise error rate interval. Therefore, we can claim that QDP
protection can be tuned/controlled through QEC operation.
Since this paper mainly focuses on theoretical analysis and

numerical study, we plan to conduct experiments on quantum
devices to further verify the proposed ideas in the future.
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