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Abstract—We present a fault-tolerant [[8, 1, 3]] non-CSS quan-
tum error correcting code and study its logical error rates. We
choose the unitary encoding procedure for stabilizer codes given
by Gottesman and modify it to suit the setting of a class of non-
CSS codes. Considering two types of noise models for this study,
namely the depolarising noise and anisotropic noise, to depict the
logical error rates obtained in decoding, we adopt the procedure
of the bare ancilla method presented by Brown et al. to reorder
the measurement sequence in the syndrome extraction step and
upgrade it to obtain higher pseudo-thresholds and lower leading
order terms of logical error rates.

I. INTRODUCTION

While quantum computing boasts immense power, it con-
tends with a relentless adversary: environmental noise that
disrupts quantum systems. This challenge is particularly pro-
nounced in NISQ (Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum) com-
puters, which must grapple with error correction to conduct
meaningful computations amidst this noise. Quantum Error
Correcting Codes (QECC) are specialized encoding schemes
that distribute quantum information redundantly across mul-
tiple qubits in such a way that errors can be detected and
corrected. QECC are organized into distinct families; a well-
studied family is of Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) Codes
which treats X and Z Pauli errors separately [1] [2].

Integrating error correction introduces errors due to noisy
gates, thereby underscoring the significance of fault toler-
ance. Fault tolerance ensures that the system remains resilient
against these newly induced errors, providing an additional
layer of protection to maintain the integrity of the quantum
computation. The Threshold theorem in quantum computing
asserts that if the error rate in quantum computation is below
a certain threshold, then it is possible to perform arbitrarily
long quantum computations reliably by using QECC [3] [4].
Many fault-tolerant schemes have been proposed that require
two or more ancillary qubits [5] [6] [7]. Brown et. al proposed
a fault-tolerant seven-qubit code that requires a single ancilla
to correct any error propagated from the syndrome qubit [8].

We discovered an eight-qubit non-CSS code utilizing cluster
states measurements [9] and molded it to obtain a bare
ancillary fault-tolerant code. We upgraded the bare ancillary
method in [8] to correct all two-qubit errors and discarded the
limitations poised by hook errors. We reveal a unitary Encoder
for non-CSS codes and simulate the implementation of any
quantum error correction code using IBM’s qiskit [10]. We
sketch the procedure to obtain pseudo-threshold values and
the leading order of corrected error rates.

This paper studies the fault-tolerant properties of the eight-
qubit non-CSS code under the standard depolarising noise
model and the anisotropic noise model. We test a physically
suitable error correction procedure against the traditional sim-
ulation scheme and obtain pseudo-thresholds and the leading
order term in error rates after quantum error correction (QEC).

The paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces
quantum error correction and implementation procedure. Sec-
tion III describes the unitary encoding scheme and its en-
hanced version that is suitable for non-CSS codes. Section IV
introduces the eight-qubit code and details the single-qubit
fault tolerance method. It explains how the code can bypass
any propagated error by reordering stabilizer measurements
and the corresponding Encoder and Detector circuits. Noise
Models of our interest are outlined in Section V followed by
simulation schemes in Section VI. We present one complete
cycle of bare ancillary error correction and its modification to
obtain pseudo-threshold values. In Section VII, we discuss the
code performance and the reason why the standard depolaris-
ing model shows more optimistic error rate values. We also
comment on practical QEC procedures and why modifications
are required in simulations to obtain benchmarks.

A. Notation

We list the notations used in this work:

n Number of physical qubits.

k Number of logical qubits.

d Minimum Hamming distance of the code.

S Stabilizer subgroup.

g Generators of the stabilizer group.

M Standard form generators

C Code or Codespace.

Xi, Yj , Zk Pauli matrices on qubits i, j, k respectively.

H Check matrix of the code.

I Identity operator

H Hadamard gate.

S Phase gate.

|ψi⟩ k qubit initial state

|ψe⟩ n qubit encoded state

|ψd⟩ n qubit decoded state

F2 Binary field {0, 1}
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II. QUANTUM ERROR CORRECTION

First of the QECC were discovered independently by Shor
[11] and Steane [12], followed by extensive work to create
quantum codes from classical codes. This section provides
insights into classical coding theory and the structure of
QECC.

A. Preliminaries

In classical error correction, a linear code, C, encodes k
bits of information into n bits and is denoted as an [n, k]
code. The code is specified by a matrix of size n × k called
the generator matrix, G, whose entries are elements of F2. To
encode all messages uniquely, we require that columns of G
be linearly dependent.

A codespace of an [n, k] code is defined to consist of all
vectors of length n, x ∈ Fn

2 , such that Hx = 0 where H is
a matrix of size n − k × n, known as Parity Check Matrix.
We can also say that codespace is the kernel space of H . By
Rank-Nullity Theorem, H should have linearly independent
rows. The matrices G and H are related as HG = 0.

Hamming Distance, d(x,y) between two codewords x and y
is defined to be the number of places at which x and y differ.
The weight of a codeword (any vector in codespace) is defined
to be the distance from the string of all zeroes, i.e.,

wt(x) = d(x, 0n) ∀x ∈ C. (1)

Distance of a code, d is the minimum distance between any
two codewords.

d(C) = min{d(x, y) | x, y ∈ C and x ̸= y}, (2)

which implies d(C) = min{wt(x)|x ∈ C}. This defines an
[n, k, d] code.

Consider a codeword y = Gx, but an error is induced such
that y′ = y+ e. Since Hy = 0, we get Hy′ = He = s, called
the error syndrome. If for all possible errors ej , we know the
corresponding sj , we can match the error syndrome obtained
to identify the error and perform error correction accordingly.
For a code to correct errors up to weight t, the minimum
distance of the code should be 2t+1 so that y′ can be corrected
to y satisfying d(y, y′) ≤ t.

In quantum computation, n length vectors are replaced by
n qubit state vectors, and operators replace the matrices. Akin
to the parity check matrix, H , we create a n− k × 2n check
matrix with independent rows. These rows correspond to n−k
independent operators acting on n qubits, called the Stabilizer
generators. The span of these operators generates a group
called the Stabilizer subgroup, S. QECC harnessing stabilizers
are called Stabilizer Codes, and we refer to the corresponding
error correction mechanism as Stabilizer Formalism [13].

A single qubit can exist in a 21 dimensional complex vector
space, denoted by V1. Correspondingly, the operators acting on
a single qubit state can be expressed as a linear combination of
Pauli matrices forming a basis group, G1. For a single qubit,
we can define Pauli Basis Group as:

G1 ≡ {±I,±iI,±X,±iX,±Y,±iY,±Z,±iZ}. (3)

This group can be generated by operators iI,X, Z represented
as G1 = ⟨iI,X, Z⟩. For n qubits, Pauli group (Gn) contains
n-fold tensor products of Pauli matrices with multiplicative
factors {±1,±i}.

Tensor products of Pauli matrices follow the following two
properties:

1) For any two elements g1, g2 ∈ Gn, either they commute
or anti-commute, i.e., either [g1, g2] = 0 or {g1, g2} = 0.

2) Each element is Hermitian or Anti-Hermitian i.e., ∀g ∈
Gn, g

† = ±g. Also, g2 = ±I .

Theorem 1: Let S = ⟨g1, . . . , gn−k⟩ be generated by n− k
independent and commuting elements from Gn, such that −I /∈
S, then VS is a 2k dimensional vector space.

This VS serves as the codespace for an [[n, k, d]] quantum
code containing k qubits information in n qubits. All the
stabilizers commute with each other and all the codewords
are in +1 eigenspace of the stabilizers.

Definition 1: Normalizer of a subgroup S in group Gn is
the the set of elements N given by

NGn
(S) = {g ∈ Gn | gSg−1 = S}. (4)

Thus, the normalizer subgroup contains all elements that
commute with the stabilizer subgroup. The elements in
NGn

(S) are also called logical operators. For an [[n, k]] code,
there exists n − k stabilizer generators and 2k normalizer
generators. These generators correspond to the encoded Gk

group and are referred as X̄ and Z̄ operators.
Theorem 2: Let S be the stabilizer subgroup for a code C.

Suppose {Ej} is a set of operators in Gn such that Ej
†Ek /∈

NGn(S)\S ∀j, k. Then {Ej} is a correctable set of errors for
code C.

There exists n − k independent error operators, each of
which anticommutes to one of the stabilizer and commutes
to all others. The check matrix provides a non-zero value to
syndrome vector of an error corresponding to the row which
anticommutes with the error.

Gn group has 2n generators. If we replace each by its
encoded version i.e., P → P̄ where P is a generator of
Gn, Fig. 1 provides a simple visualization to Stabilizers (I),
Normalizers (Gk), and Errors (E).

I︷ ︸︸ ︷
Z̄1, . . . , Z̄n−k Z̄n−k+1, . . . , Z̄n

X̄1, . . . , X̄n−k︸ ︷︷ ︸
E

X̄n−k+1, . . . , X̄n︸ ︷︷ ︸
Gk

Fig. 1: Visualization of encoded operators in Gn corresponding
to stabilizer formalism.

A deeper understanding of the stabilizer formalism could
be gained from [4]. A mathematically extensive explanation
is given in [14].



B. Error Correction Protocol

Given the stabilizer generators, {g1, . . . , gn−k}, of a QECC,
we encode k logical qubit state information, |ψi⟩, into an n
physical qubit state |ψe⟩ that belongs to the codespace C. Such
a code can tolerate certain errors during computation. The
entire process of QEC can be summarized as follows:

1) Initialize an n qubit state, |0⟩⊗n−k |ψi⟩ where |ψi⟩ is
the k qubit state to be encoded.

2) Apply a unitary quantum circuit called Encoder which
maps the above n qubit state to the simultaneous +1
eigenspace of all stabilizer generators, giving the |ψe⟩
state.

3) Take an ancilla qubit in |+⟩ state, and apply controlled
g1 operation on the encoded state, controlled on the
ancilla.

4) Measure the ancilla qubit in X basis and store the
outcome. Reset the ancilla to |+⟩ state and repeat step 3
for all gi where i ∈ {2, . . . , n− k}.

5) Combine the stored outcomes in order and call it the
syndrome. Feed the syndrome to a corrector function,
which applies the appropriate recovery operation.

6) Since the action of the Encoder is a unitary operation,
we can apply inverse of each operator in Encoder, in
reverse order, to obtain the decoded state, |ψd⟩.

A schematic of the steps involved in QEC is presented in
Fig. 2. The details of constructing the Encoder is given in
Section III. Circuits specific to [[8,1,3]] code are given in
Section IV-E.

Decoder

n−k

k

|0⟩
Encoder

Detector

Corrector (Encoder)† |ψd⟩
|ψi⟩

|+⟩

Fig. 2: Block diagram description of an [[n, k]] quantum error
correcting code.

III. ENCODER DESIGN

Encoding requires embedding a 2k dimensional subspace
inside a 2n dimensional Hilbert space C2n of n qubits. Step
3 and Step 4, given in Section II, aim at applying projection
operators that take an n-qubit state to the simultaneous +1
eigenspace of the stabilizer generators, commonly called the
codespace, C. The Detector and Corrector combined act as an
Encoder, which we call the measurement based Encoder. Since
it involves non-unitary measurement operations, we cannot
use its inverse to decode a codeword state back to |ψi⟩. An
efficient encoding technique is presented in [15] which shuffles
the stabilizer generators in a certain form so as to obtain an
encoding unitary circuit as described next.

A. Efficient encoding mechanism

The check matrix, H corresponding to the stabilizer gener-
ators contains two blocks Hx and Hz corresponding to qubit
location of X and Z operators in the stabilizer generators as
given in Equation 5:

S −→ [Hx
n−k×n|Hz

n−k×n]. (5)

Adding any two rows in H is equivalent to multiplying the
respective stabilizer generators, and swapping two columns is
equal to relabeling the qubits. Following these two actions,
we can translate any check matrix to the standard form [4]
given in Equation 6, where r is the rank of Hx block and
l = n− k − r:[

Ir×r Ar×l A′
r×k Br×r 0r×l Cr×k

0l×r 0l×l 0l×k Dl×r Il×l El×k

]
. (6)

We can also obtain logical operators (X̄ , Z̄) from the standard
form using Equation 7:[

X̄

Z̄

]
=

[
0k×r ET

k×l Ik×k CT
k×r 0k×l 0k×k

0k×r 0k×l 0k×k A′T
k×r 0k×l Ik×k

]
.

(7)

We can retrieve a new set of stabilizer generators,
M1, . . . ,Mn−k, from the standard form. To create the cor-
responding Encoder circuit, we initialize n− k ancillae in |0⟩
state and k information qubits in |ψi⟩ state. The action of
Encoder gives the encoded state |ψe⟩ equivalent to

|ψe⟩ = α×
n−k∏
i=1

(I +Mi) |0⟩⊗n−k |ψi⟩ , (8)

where α is the normalization factor. Applying Hadamard
gate H on first ancillary qubit followed by controlled-M1

operation, with control on teh ancilla, gives the state (I +
M1) |0⟩⊗n−k |ψi⟩. Proceeding similarly for all ancilla up to r
gives the |ψi⟩ state. To accommodate logical operations within
the Encoder, we first need to apply controlled-X̄ operations
as depicted in Fig. 3 showing an illustration of the Encoder
[15].

|0⟩⊗r

H M2

|ψe⟩
M1

H

|0⟩⊗l
X̄

M2

|ψi⟩

Fig. 3: An schematic of the efficient encoder example for 2
stabilizers (M1,M2) in standard form.

A modification given in [16] points to errors in [13] and
provides suggestions on removing non-essential gates. In the



next section, we adapt the mechanism to suit for encoding
non-CSS codes.

B. Enhanced Encoder for non-CSS Codes

The efficient encoding mechanism in [15] defines Y := XZ
and omits any associated phase. [14] We notice that Y 2 = I
but (XZ)2 = −I , which might change the syndrome values
and the encoded state. Thus, the above method suits perfectly
to CSS codes but fails with certain non-CSS codes.

To incorporate the required sign, we add another column,
phase column, in the check matrix, H . Corresponding to
{+, i,−,−i}, phase of the stabilizer, we add values {0, 1, 2, 3}
respectively in the last column. Similar row operations (mod-
ulo 4 for phase columns) are applicable leading to the standard
phase column of the standard matrix.

Each Pauli Y in the standard form stabilizers devours a
multiple of i from the phase column. We can then obtain the
standard stabilizer generators and corresponding phases. While
creating circuit, we add an S gate after H gate to encode (I+
Y ) |0⟩. And to account for stabilizer phase, add an S, Z or SZ
gate respectively for i,−1, and −i in phase column. We check
if the state has been mapped to +1 eigenspace of all stabilizer
generators. Through additional S and Z operators, we can
correct any phase difference in the encoded state leading to
unexpected syndrome values.

IV. SINGLE QUBIT FAULT TOLERANCE

Perfect codes such as the [[5,1,3]] code saturates the
quantum Hamming bound, i.e., utilizes all possible syndrome
values to detect errors correctable by the code. For an [[n, k, d]]
code, we expect 2n−k distinct syndrome values. A non-
degenerate code of distance, d = 3, requires 3×

(
k
1

)
distinct

syndrome values for error correction. The difference of total
possible values and the required syndrome values are the spare
syndromes which could be leveraged to detect faults that occur
during the error correction protocol. Utilizing those values
of syndrome measurements sets the footing of single-qubit
fault tolerance method that requires a single ancillary qubit to
correct errors due to fault gates which otherwise would lead
to higher weight errors or logical errors.

Following the syndrome detection method as outlined
above, while obtaining syndrome value corresponding to a
stabilizer, say, M = X1Y2Z3, a P ⊗ X error on the ancilla
qubit after the three gates propagates to the following errors:
P1Y2Z3, P2Z3, and P3 respectively as shown in figure 4(a).
Here Pi ∈ {Ii, Xi, Yi, Zi}. For fault tolerance, we ensure
that a single fault must lead only to an error correctable
by the code. Thus, in addition to errors correctable by the
distance property of the code, we only need to detect the data
qubit errors arising due to faulty gates. This requires each
propagated error to have syndrome values distinct from the
correctable errors as well as other propagated errors.

A. Reordering Stabilizers

In certain cases, the syndrome values corresponding to faults
on one stabilizer may match the syndrome of fault on another

stabilizer or a correctable error. We use the reordering trick
to eliminate such similarities. We notice how the propagated
errors change if we reorder M to Y2Z3X1 as shown in
figure 4(b). We shall reorder the gates such that all propagated
errors have distinct syndromes. A similar technique is used in
[8] to achieve fault tolerance under anisotropic noise model.

X

data

X P1 I I

Y Y P2 I

Z Z Z P3

|+⟩
X

(a) Sequential application of gates for syndrome extraction.

X

data

X X X P1

Y P2 I I

Z Z P3 I

|+⟩
X

(b) Reordered application of gates for syndrome extraction.

Fig. 4: Propagation of error on data qubits when two qubit
gates are followed by a P ⊗X error, where P ∈ {X,Y, Z}.
Errors of the kind P ⊗ Z lead only to P error on respective
data qubit as Z error on ancilla qubit does not propagate to
data qubits. Each color denotes the gate that gets faulty and
the corresponding error on data qubits.

Consider a stabilizer of form SiSjSkSl, if a P ⊗ X error
occurs on gate corresponding to Si, the propagated data error
will be PiSjSkSl ≡ P ′

i which is a single qubit pauli error
on ith qubit. Similarly error on controlled Sj gate leads to
PjSkSl ≡ SiP

′
j error where P ′ = (PS) is another Pauli

operator. Considering a code that can correct any single qubit
error, we are concerned only about propagated errors of weight
two or more. We observe that a weight four stabilizer of form
SiSjSkSl can only lead to SiP

′
j and P ′

kSl kind of higher
weight errors while a weight six stabilizer SiSjSkSlSmSn

can only lead to SiP
′
j , SiSjP

′
k, P ′

lSmSn, and P ′
mSn kind of

higher weight errors where S, P, P ′ ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}.

B. Details of [[8,1,3]] Code

We use the non-CSS code construction method outlined in
[9] to obtain stabilizer generators for a [[8, 1, 3]] code. The
code is modified to reduce the weight of the stabilizer gen-
erators such that it shows fault-tolerant properties requiring a
single ancillary qubit. Table I presents the stabilizer generators
and the logical X̄ and Z̄ operators of the code.



Stabilizer Generators Logical Operators

Z0X1Z2Z4

Y0Y2Z3Z4

Z0Z1X4Z6 X̄ = Z0Z1X2Z5

X1Z3X5X6 Z̄ = Z0Z2Z5Z6

Z3Z5Z6X7

Z0X3Z6Z7

Z1X2X3Z4X6X7

TABLE I: Stabilizers and logical operators for [[8,1,3]] code.

We analysed the single ancilla fault-tolerant properties of
the code and found that certain propagated errors have similar
syndrome values. For example, while measuring the syndrome
for Z0X3Z6Z7 stabilizer, an X error on the ancilla after X3

gate would propagate to Z6Z7 error on the data qubits. Its
syndrome is same as Y5 error and after applying correction,
we will end up with Y5Z6Z7 error which is the logical Ȳ
error.

We propose to reorder certain stabilizers of [[8,1,3]] code
in the following manner:

Z3Z5Z6X7 −→ Z5Z3Z6X7

Z0X3Z6Z7 −→ Z7X3Z0Z6

Z1X2X3Z4X6X7 −→ Z1X3Z4X2X6X7

Such a reordering scheme for syndrome measurement leads
to distinct syndromes for all possible propagated errors shown
in column 2 of Table II. The exact syndrome values cor-
responding to correctable errors and the errors propagated
from faults during detection using reordered scheme are given
in Section IV-D. We notice that all the errors have distinct
syndrome values upto a stabilizer. Thus, we can achieve fault-
tolerance in the [[8, 1, 3]] code without requiring extra ancilla
qubits.

Stabilizers Errors

Z0X1Z2Z4 Z0P1 P2Z4

Y0Y2Z3Z4 Y0P2 P3Z4

Z0Z1X4Z6 Z0P1 P4Z6

X1Z3X5X6 X1P3 P5X6

Z5Z3Z6X7 Z5P3 P6X7

Z7X3Z0Z6 Z7P3 P0Z6

Z1X3Z4X2X6X7
Z1P3 Z1X3P4

P2X6X7 P6X7

TABLE II: Propagated Errors where P ∈ {X,Y, Z}.

C. Merit of Fault Tolerance

The [[8,1,3]] code presented is capable of correcting a single
qubit error and additionally detect a second error. The above
reordering scheme makes it fault-tolerant without requiring
extra ancilla qubits other than the one used while syndrome
extraction. We expect a single fault in the procedure should
not lead to a logical error. The code achieves the same as
follows:

• All P ⊗ X errors are distinguishable by syndromes,
upto a stabilizer and a phase, and thus our reordering
scheme tackles all hook errors, considering the lookup
table decoder.

• Any P ⊗ Z kind of error leads to a single qubit error in
data while also flipping the syndrome value. We perform
minimum two rounds of syndrome extraction and com-
pare the measurement results. Same results ensure no Z
error on ancilla while different outcomes require another
round of syndrome extraction. When two consecutive
syndrome extraction rounds give same outcomes, we
correct the errors accordingly.

• Errors of kind P ⊗ Y are equal to (P ⊗ X)(I ⊗ Z).
Repeated application of Detector circuit gets rid of Z on
ancilla and the syndrome outcome tells the propagated
error to be corrected.

D. Errors and Syndrome Values

This section provides the syndrome values corresponding
to the single qubit errors correctable by the code and the
propagated errors due to faults in error correction procedure.

All single qubit errors are correctable by the [[8,1,3]] code
with each error having distinct syndromes given in table III.
Errors arising due to faults in detection mainly accumulates
through error propagation. Table IV presents syndrome values
corresponding to higher weight errors. We observe that the
syndrome corresponding to Z1X3X4 is same as Z7 error as
Z1X3X4Z7 is an stabilizer.

Single Qubit Errors

X0 : 1110010 Y0 : 1010010 Z0 : 0100000

X1 : 0010001 Y1 : 1011001 Z1 : 1001000

X2 : 1100000 Y2 : 1000001 Z2 : 0100001

X3 : 0101100 Y3 : 0101111 Z3 : 0000011

X4 : 1100001 Y4 : 1110001 Z4 : 0010000

X5 : 0000100 Y5 : 0001100 Z5 : 0001000

X6 : 0010110 Y6 : 0011111 Z6 : 0001001

X7 : 0000010 Y7 : 0000111 Z7 : 0000101

TABLE III: Syndromes of single-qubit errors.

E. Quantum Circuits

This section presents the quantum circuits used in simulat-
ing the [[8, 1, 3]] code with the noise models as described in
section V.

We use the methods presented in Section III to create
an efficient unitary Encoder for the chosen stabilizers. The
Encoder circuit given in Fig. 5 utilizes the enhanced standard
form mechanism for non-CSS codes without any non-essential
gates. We notice the last step involves certain SWAP gates
whose purpose is to map relabeled qubits to the original order
of qubits.

The syndrome measurement circuit, here referred to as
Detector, is built following the reordering scheme presented
in Section IV-B. We utilize fast reset of qubits to use a single
ancilla for syndrome measurements. It enhances the simulation



data0 : H • • • • ×
data1 : H S • • • • ×
data2 : H • • • ×
data3 : H Z S • • • • ×
data4 : H • • • × ×
data5 : H • • • ×
data6 : H Z • • • • • • •
data7 : • Y Y ×

Fig. 5: Encoder Circuit for [[8, 1, 3]] code. The last k = 1 qubit is initialized in |ψi⟩ state.

Errors due to Faults

Z0X1Z2Z4

Z0X1 0110001 X2Z4 1110000

Z0Y1 1111001 Y2Z4 1010001

Z0Z1 1101000 Z2Z4 0110001

Y0Y2Z3Z4

Y0X2 0110010 X3Z4 0111100

Y0Y2 0010011 Y3Z4 0111111

Y0Z2 1110011 Z3Z4 0010011

Z0Z1X4Z6

Z0X1 0110001 X4Z6 1101000

Z0Y1 1111001 Y4Z6 1111000

Z0Z1 1101000 Z4Z6 0011001

X1Z3X5X6

X1X3 0111101 X5X6 0010010

X1Y3 0111110 Y5X6 0011010

X1Z3 0010010 Z5X6 0011110

Z5Z3Z6X7

Z5X3 0100100 X6X7 0010100

Z5Y3 0100111 Y6X7 0011101

Z5Z3 0001011 Z6X7 0001011

Z7X3Z0Z6

Z7X3 0101001 X0Z6 1111011

Z7Y3 0101010 Y0Z6 1011011

Z7Z3 0000110 Z0Z6 0101001

Z1X3Z4X2X6X7

Z1X3 1100100 X6X7 0010100

Z1Y3 1100111 Y6X7 0011101

Z1Z3 1001011 Z6X7 0001011

Z1X3X4 0000101 X2X6X7 1110100

Z1X3Y4 0010101 Y2X6X7 1010101

Z1X3Z4 1110100 Z2X6X7 0110101

TABLE IV: Syndromes of propagated errors.

speed exponentially as fewer space resources are required to
store quantum states in classical systems. The complete circuit
is shown in Fig. 6.

The corrector circuit is a classical-quantum hybrid circuit
that applies certain fixed operations on the data qubits given
the syndrome values. We note that we are not using a standard
lookup table decoder that contains the most likely error
configuration for every possible syndrome value. Instead, our

lookup table only consists of syndrome and error pairs as given
in Section IV-D.

One can test the efficiency of the code under different de-
coders for correcting errors. Details of the error rate calculation
and simulation runs are given in Section VI.

V. NOISE MODELS

To study the performance of the proposed [[8, 1, 3]] code,
we test it on two noise models: the standard depolarising noise
model and the anisotropic noise model.

A. Standard Depolarising Noise Model

It is the most applicable noise model to test physical
systems, in which each gate is followed by a symmetric
depolarization with probability p. Thus, with probability p,
the state is replaced by I/2 and is left the same by probability
1− p. The simulation model of same is as follows:

1) With probability ps, each single qubit gate is followed
by a single qubit Pauli error drawn uniformly and
independently from {X,Y, Z}. Thus either of the three
error occurs with probability ps/3.

2) With probability pt, each two qubit gate is followed by a
two qubit Pauli error drawn uniformly and independently
from {I,X, Y, Z}⊗ {I,X, Y, Z} \ {I ⊗ I}. Each of 15
errors occurs with probability pt/15.

3) With probability pmeas, each single qubit measurement
has its outcome flipped.

4) With probability pprep, each preparation of |0⟩ is flipped
to |1⟩ and each preparation of |+⟩ is flipped to |−⟩.

B. Anisotropic Noise Model

A suitable noise model that mimics over or under-rotation
of gates in ion-trap qubits is the anisotropic noise model. It
considers noise due to gate coupling and thus two qubit errors
are only the ones aligned with gates [8]. Anisotropic noise
model is simulated as follows:

1) Single qubit error, readout error, and preparation error
are applied with probability ps, pmeas, and pprep respec-
tively as defined above for Standard Depolarising Noise
model.

2) With probability pt, every two qubit CP (controlled-P )
gate is first followed by Z ⊗ P error. Each of the two
qubits involved are then acted upon by a single qubit
error with probability ps.



data0 : • Y • •
data1 : • •
data2 : • Y

data3 : • • •
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Fig. 6: Detector circuit for syndrome measurements, incorporating reordering scheme for [[8,1,3]] code. All measurements are
in X basis followed by resetting the qubit to |+⟩ state.

For our purpose, we have taken all probabilities to be same,
i.e., ps = pt = pmeas = pprep, in each of the noise model.
A further robust noise model may consider single qubit errors
on idle locations too.

VI. SIMULATION SCHEME

We designed the complete error correction simulator using
qiskit following the scheme described in Fig. 2 [10]. We
consider |ψi⟩ = |0⟩ and initialize state |0⟩⊗8, we apply the
Encoder circuit which creates the logical |0̄⟩ state for the given
code. The Detector circuit is then applied twice. The classical
outputs of the two Detector circuits are compared, if they
are same we proceed with Corrector, else we apply Detector
circuit again and feed its output to the corrector. Ideally,
we should keep applying the Detector until two consecutive
outcomes are identical. Due to resource constraints, we limit
our simulation to a maximum of three Detector applications.
The error-corrected state is fed into a circuit which is the
adjoint of the Encoder, and the data qubits are measured. For
our purpose, the Encoder, the Corrector, and the adjoint of the
Encoder are kept ideal, i.e., noise-free. The Detector circuit
can observe errors which follow from the noise models as
described in Sections V-A and V-B.

A. Error Rate Calculation

We analyze three metrics for the code on each noise model.
1) Fidelity: Probability of the decoded state, |ψd⟩ being

same as the encoded state, |ψi⟩. For practical quantum
computation, we require as high fidelity as possible.

2) Logical error rate: Probability of the decoded state to
remain in the codespace but different from the encoded
state i.e., |ψi⟩ ≠ |ψd⟩ ∈ C. A logical error is an
unwanted operation which will always go undetected,
altering the state of interest and hence giving wrong
computational results. The lower the logical error rate,
the better the code.

3) Total error rate: Probability of the decoded state being
different from the encoded state. It encompasses logical
and other errors that brings the state out of codespace.
We can trivially say total error rate = 1-fidelity.

There are three possible measurement outcomes of data qubits.
If the first n − k qubits are in state |0⟩, the decoded state,

|ψd⟩ ∈ C. Otherwise, the error-corrected state is outside the
codespace. In reverse order of qubit measurements, |0⟩ |0⟩⊗7

contributes to fidelity, while |1⟩ |0⟩⊗7 contributes to logical
error. The complete simulation requires the following steps:

1) For a given value of physical error rate, p, run the
simulation circuit N (atleast 100 × p) times and note
down the outcomes.

2) Define logical error rate = (no. of logical errors / no. of
times the circuit was run) and fidelity = (no. of times
same as initial state occurs / no. of times the circuit was
run).

3) Repeat step 1 and 2 for m rounds to obtain a distribution
of error rate values at a given p. The mean of m rounds
along with minimum and maximum value is plotted
against the physical error rate.

4) Repeat step 1, 2, and 3 for several different values of p.
Once we have obtained the metrics for a range of values of
p, we fit a polynomial curve to judge the pseudo-thresholds.
The error correcting scheme is expected to reduce any linear
dependence of logical or total error rates on the physical error
rate. It is encouraged to fit a curve of form a0x

2 + a1x
3 +

· · ·+ an−2x
n where a0 is the leading order coefficient. Since

we initialize the state in logical |0̄⟩ state, the effect of logical
Z operator will not be noticed and only logical X and logical
Y will cause an observable logical error. Thus we compare
the obtained error rates to 2

3p instead of p.
The pseudo-threshold is the value at which the error rate

after error correction crosses the unencoded error rate ( 23p). It
denotes the value of physical error rate below which the code
in test would be more suitable for performing quantum com-
putation than without any encoding. Comparing two codes,
a code with higher pseudo-threshold will be preferable. The
leading coefficient defined above is another metric to compare
codes. The lower the coefficient, the better performing the
code.

B. Modified Simulation
The above method is more realistic to physical devices.

Nonetheless, it does not account for all correctable errors. QEC
simulations often involves a noise-free round of projecting
the error-corrected state to the codespace and comparing it
to the encoded state. This involves additional noise-free error
detection and correction circuit before (Encoder)† operation.



The modified approach leads to a state containing only those
errors not correctable by the code. This leads to an increase
in fidelity and an increase in logical error rate as errors of
comprising a logical operator times a correctable error leads
to logical error in measurement output.

VII. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

This section presents results obtained from simulation runs
and the properties of the code obtained from analysing results.
It also includes the authors’ perspective on the results and
comparison. We call the simulation run without the noise-
free projection step described in Section VI-A as the Practical
Method. And the simulation run with the noise-free detection-
correction step described in Section VI-B as the Modified
Method. We obtain pseudo-threshold for the code in both the
noise models. We also obtain the leading order terms from
the best-fit curve.

We first analyze the performance of the code in a standard
depolarising noise model. Fig. 7 presents the descent of logical
and total error rates compared among the two simulation
methods. We obtain leading order terms for the practical and
modified simulation runs with respective logical error thresh-
old values of 0.3% and 0.12%. The practical method could not
provide a pseudo-threshold for total error rates, thus showing a
linear relation to unencoded error rates. The modified approach
nonetheless provides a threshold of 0.034%.

Error Rates Pseudo-threshold Leading Order

Logical Error Rates
Practical 0.003145 270
Modified 0.001212 550

Total Error Rates
Practical - -
Modified 0.0003426 2016

TABLE V: Metrics for standard depolarising noise model.

For the anisotropic noise model, the descent of logical and
total error rates is presented in Fig. 8. The threshold values for
the practical and modified methods are found to be 0.042%
and 0.018% respectively for logical error rates. The practical
method fails again with total error rates, but the modified
method provides a threshold of 4.95×10−3% on extrapolating
the best-fit curve.

Error Rates pseudo-threshold Leading Order

Logical Error Rates
Practical 0.0004239 1689
Modified 0.0001796 3767

Total Error Rates
Practical - -
Modified 4.95× 10−5 13540

TABLE VI: Metrics for anisotropic noise model.

Fig. 9 presents the error rates divided by p2 to reveal the
leading order of the best fit curve. Logical error rates crosses
the unencoded error rates for both noise models and for both
simulation methods. Total error rates shows the dependence
of practical method results on physical error rates while the
modified method leads to a distinctive convergence for the
leading coefficient of p2.

(a) Logical error rates vs Physical error rates.

(b) Total error rates vs Physical error rates.

Fig. 7: Error rates for standard depolarising noise model. Best
fit curve is shown for both methods for logical error rates and
for modified method in total error rate.

Evidently, the code performance is superior in the standard
depolarising model than the anisotropic model. This can be
attributed to the error correction capabilities of the code as well
the noise in the model. The anisotropic noise has a two qubit
error followed by single qubit errors increasing the chance
of Z error on the syndrome which can only be corrected by
consecutive rounds of error detection. The constraint of three
rounds allow many Z errors to go uncorrected. On the other
hand, the code is well structured to identify any P ⊗X error,
getting rid of hook errors and increasing the pseudo-threshold.

While the practical method of simulation is more appropri-
ate to realistic settings, the modified method is more suitable
to characterize code performance and provide benchmarks.
Modified method leaves the code with only uncorrectable
errors, either logical errors or higher weight errors, thus it



(a) Logical error rates vs Physical error rates.

(b) Total error rates vs Physical error rates.

Fig. 8: Error rates for anisotropic noise model. Best fit curve is
shown for both methods for logical error rates and for modified
method in total error rate.

puts a bar on the efficiency of the code. We further observe
that the leading order of p2 is also an appropriate metric to
compare performance of a code. The lower the leading order
coefficient, the higher is the pseudo-threshold value.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

We used the [[8, 1, 3]] non-CSS code and showed Fault-
tolerance using the modified Bare ancillary method of [8].
We obtained pseudo-thresholds of the code under the de-
polarising and anisotropic noise models. Our fault tolerant
scheme is much suitable to standard depolarising noise and
provides higher pseudo-threshold values than widely studied
fault tolerant techniques implemented on various codes [17].
We compared the practical error correction procedure to the
traditional simulation run and compared the merits of both,

(a) Leading orders of logical error rates.

(b) Leading orders of total error rates.

Fig. 9: Leading order of error rates with both simulation meth-
ods and noise models. The distribution shows the minimum to
maximum range of error rates around the plotted mean value.

presenting the requirement of noise-free projection to encoded
state for reliable simulation results.

A promising future direction would be studying the code
performance under various noise models and to generalize the
single qubit fault tolerance method to other codes.
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