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One of the main important features of the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era is the
correct evaluation and consideration of errors. In this paper, we analyze the main sources of errors
in current (IBM) quantum computers and we present a useful tool (TED-qc) designed to facilitate
the total error probability expected for any quantum circuit. We propose this total error probability
as the best way to estimate a lower bound for the fidelity in the NISQ era, avoiding the necessity of
comparing the quantum calculations with any classical one. In order to contrast the robustness of
our tool we compute the total error probability that may occur in three different quantum models: 1)
the Ising model, 2) the Quantum-Phase Estimation (QPE), and 3) the Grover’s algorithm. For each
model, the main quantities of interest are computed and benchmarked against the reference simu-
lator’s results as a function of the error probability for a representative and statistically significant
sample size. The analysis is satisfactory in more than the 99% of the cases. In addition, we study
how error mitigation techniques are able to eliminate the noise induced during the measurement.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing, i.e. the possibility to access
real quantum states to realize complex calculations, has
passed from a possibility to a reality1. Feynman’s idea2

of using real quantum systems to simulate quantum me-
chanics is nowadays not a dream or an idea anymore.
In the last 20 years, the capabilities of state-of-the-art
quantum computers have improved a lot. As an example,
this year IBM was able to implement the first 433 qubit
computer3 and it has foreseen to present a computer with
more than 1000 qubits in the near future4. Ideal quantum
computers are supposed to be able to realize calculations
not possible for classical computers with great accuracy.
To do so, these computers require at least thousands of
qubits in order to use many of them for quantum error
corrections5–7. Unfortunately, we are still far from this
situation, and in the noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) era, the scientific and technological efforts fo-
cus on evaluation, control, and reduction of the physical
errors8–24.

The NISQ devices are composed of a couple of tens of
qubits, and presumably a couple of hundreds in the near
future. One of their most important characteristics is
their imperfect nature, as their name indicates they are
noisy. Nowadays, the best-performing quantum comput-
ers are based on transmon qubits25, however, they suffer
from four main limitations. First of all, in these devices,
the qubit’s state stability is known to be of the order of
hundreds of microseconds, so we can not perform very
long calculations. In the second order, the gates acting
on the qubits are noisy, so every time we perform any

calculation we are losing accuracy. In third place, the
measurement process of the qubit state is subject to er-
rors. The last thing to take into account is the limited
number of available physical qubits.

Normally, the errors induced by these limitations are
analyzed by comparing the noisy quantum calculations
against the classical noiseless results. This method is re-
ally precise but it cannot be used for calculations that
exceed the capacity of classical computers. As quantum
supremacy is expected in the NISQ era we propose to
use the total error probability as the best way to mea-
sure the role of errors in this period. Our main purpose in
this paper is to analyze these limitations by considering
representative statistical samples in different quantum al-
gorithms as a function of the total error probability. By
doing it, we will be able to ensure that this total error
probability obtained before any quantum calculation cor-
rectly represents an upper bound for the error induced in
the actual calculation. These approaches have been in-
vestigated in literature26,27, nevertheless, they didn’t in-
clude the errors induced by the instability of the qubits,
which, as we will see is one of the main sources of the
total error.

To do so, we first produce a tool that connects with
IBM’s application programming interface (API) to cal-
culate the total error probability expected during the run
of a given quantum circuit. Then, we estimate the effect
of the total error probability by studying three different
and representative quantum algorithms: the Ising model,
the quantum phase estimation (QPE), and the Grover’s
algorithm. In addition, the fidelity which provides a good
measure of similarity between the ideal and real quantum
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states/calculations. In order to contrast the difference
between the ideal result (simulator) and the noisy one
(physical quantum computer) we calculate the magneti-
zation for the Ising model and phase for the QPE, which
are the most important outputs of these models.

The effect of the error mitigation technique developed
in Qiskit28 is also evaluated for all these cases. The
error mitigation techniques are post-processing routines
that try to minimize the errors occurring in quantum
computers29–36. The one developed in Qiskit consists
in the elimination of the error induced during the mea-
surement processes of the physical qubits. Although this
technique may succeed in the elimination of measurement
errors, it is important to notice that it scales exponen-
tially with the number of qubits, so there might be situa-
tions in which its use is computationally really demand-
ing.

The paper is structured as follows, in Sec. II we de-
scribe the proposed tool to calculate the total error prob-
ability. In Sec. III and Sec. IV we analyze the main
quantities of interest and the fidelity (respectively) of the
three quantum circuits for six different IBM computers
and for different qubit chains. In Sec. V we comment
on the error mitigation routine of Qiskit. Finally, the
conclusions are exposed in Sec. VI.

II. CALCULATING THE TOTAL ERROR
PROBABILITY

As we pointed out in the previous Section, the estima-
tion of errors in the NISQ era is essential in the field of
quantum computing. These errors come basically from
three different sources9:

- The error induced by the instability of the qubits.
In order to have non-trivial states we have to excite our
physical qubits. The probability of finding the qubit in
the excited state decays exponentially with time28,37, so
the larger the quantum circuit the less likely is to find
the qubit in the expected state. There are two possible
decaying mechanisms, the decay of an excited state to
the ground state, i.e. the probability of a state |1⟩ to
decay to a |0⟩, and the change of the phase of an excited
state, for example passing from the state 1/

√
2(|0⟩+ |1⟩)

to the state 1/
√
2(|0⟩ − |1⟩).

-Through the gates applied in the quantum circuit.
The evaluation of any quantum gate carries an error with
it. Single qubit gates usually carry an error probability
of the order of 10−4 to 10−3 while two-qubit gates usually
carry an error of the order of 10−3 to 10−2.

- Each qubit measurement induces an error due to the
lack of precision in the physical act of measure which
carries an error probability of the order of 10−2.

All the errors depend on the physical hardware where
the circuit is run. They depend not only on the specific
machine, but also on the specific qubits and connections
that are used. For this reason, we have developed a pre-
processing computational tool that facilitates the total

error probability expected for a given quantum circuit
on an IBM quantum machine. We named the project
"Tool for Error Description in quantum circuits" (TED-
qc). The code is open-source and available at the GitLab
repository (https://gitlab.com/qjornet/ted-qc.git).

We have written our quantum circuits in Qiskit mak-
ing use of more than one set of universal quantum gates.
Once the quantum circuit is written on the chosen basis,
it has to be sent to a particular quantum computer. This
quantum computer transforms the provided gates to the
universal set of quantum gates it operates. In Fig. (1) we
can see how the ibmq_belem transforms the QPE oper-
ator σx for the |+⟩ state circuit described in the qiskit’s
basis into its own gates.

All the information needed to calculate the total error
probability can be extracted through IBM’s API. First
of all, it gives us each gate error probability, which takes
into account which qubits have been used. The same
quantum gate has different error probability depending
on the qubit that is acting on. It also gives us the error
probability committed during the measurement. We will
see that this error can be treated and completely reduced
using the error mitigation technique. Finally, IBM’s API
also provides the relaxation (τ1) and dephasing (τ2) times
of the working qubits.

In order to calculate the total error probability we de-
fine the success probability, i.e. the possibility of non-
committing any error, ST , as

ST =

m∏
i=1

Si =

m∏
i=1

[1− Pi], (1)

where Pi represents the error probability from any source:
single and double qubit gates, measurement, and qubit
instabilities, and m is the total number of error sources.
The relation between the error probability and success
probability is always defined as

P + S = 1. (2)

In order to take into account the error produced by
the instability of the qubits we first calculate the time it
takes for any qubit between the initialization of the cir-
cuit and the measurement. To do so, we sum the time it
takes to our qubit to perform any single gate. The sit-
uation gets more complex when dealing with two-qubit
gates. The process of executing a two-qubit gate necessi-
tates both qubits to complete all the previously required
gate operations before they can engage in the current one.
Consequently, after incorporating the time needed for the
two-qubit gate into the total time calculation, we’re faced
with the task of comparing the cumulative times of the
two qubits involved. The crucial point here is that we
don’t simply add these times together. Instead, we an-
alyze the total times for each qubit and then adopt the
longer of the two as the updated qubit time. This ap-
proach ensures that we’re accounting for the maximum
time it could take, thus capturing the full potential for
instability-induced error.
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Figure 1. QPE σx circuit for the |+⟩ state. In the upper figure, the circuit is described in the chosen set of gates. In the lower
figure, the circuit is written in the (universal) set of gates implemented in imbq_belem.

Once we have calculated the total circuit time of each
qubit j, we fit the success probability of finding the qubit
in the expected state with an exponential function of the
form28

Sτ1/2,j = e
−

tj
τ1/2,j (3)

where 1,2 are the two instability mechanism explained
before, tj is the total circuit time of qubit j and τ1/2,j
are the relaxation and dephasing times of qubit j.

III. THE ERROR PROBABILITY IN THREE
REPRESENTATIVE QUANTUM CIRCUITS

The tool we have developed computes the total er-
ror probability of any quantum circuit for any physical
qubit chain. In order to see if the computed total error
probability corresponds to the real error induced by the
physical qubits, we will perform calculations in three rep-
resentative quantum circuits: the one-dimensional Ising
model, the QPE for the σx operator, and the Grover’s al-
gorithm, in many different qubit chains and several IBM
quantum computers.

Before evaluating the effect of the total error probabil-
ity in our results it is important to remind how a quantum
computer works. Any time we send a job to a quantum
computer it makes an important number of repetitions of
the same quantum circuit, given by the number of shots,
and it extracts the average between all these repetitions.
So, if we say that the total error probability is, for exam-
ple, of the 20%, we are saying that 80% of the repetitions
will give the correct result, but 20% may be wrong, so
the final result will be the linear combination of the 80%
correct wave functions and of the 20% possibly wrong
ones.

In the three mentioned circuits we will compare the
"noisy" results, i.e. the ones obtained in a real quantum

computer, with the ones obtained in the simulator. We
will compare the magnetization for the Ising model, the
phase for the QPE, and the probability of finding the
target number for the Grover algorithm.

We will now comment on the results concerning the
three different quantum circuits.

A. The one-dimensional Ising model

The Ising model is one of the most studied models in
Physics. It explains ferro and antiferromagnetism, but it
is also used to describe strongly correlated systems. The
Ising model is a great example of the many advantages of
quantum computing, as any electron spin can be easily
mapped with a qubit, reducing a 2n problem to a linear
one.

Our aim is to diagonalize the one-dimensional Ising
Hamiltonian for a n = 4 antiferromagnetic interaction in
the presence of an external magnetic field through the
unitary transformation U38,39.

H = UHdU
†, (4)

where Hd is the diagonalized Hamiltonian, and H the
Ising Hamiltonian that reads

H =

n−1∑
i=1

σx
i σ

x
i+1 + λ

n∑
i=1

σz. (5)

If we apply the unitary transformation U to the eigen-
states of the diagonalized Hamiltonian we will obtain the
eigenstates in our original Hamiltonian basis

|ψ >= U |ψd > . (6)

The details of the construction of U are supplied in38,39.
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Figure 2. Ratio between the magnetization obtained in the
physical qubits in different IBM quantum computers and the
exact magnetization for the n=4 Ising model in the large ex-
ternal magnetic field (λ = 2.5) case. Each point corresponds
with a different qubit chain and each color with a different
IBM quantum computer.

We will calculate the ground state in the Hamiltonian
basis for the case of a large external magnetic field, 2.5
times larger than the antiferromagnetic exchange field
(λ = 2.5), and later on, we will calculate the magnetiza-
tion for this ground state. The magnetization is just the
difference between spin ups and downs, or in this case
between zeros and ones.

We have chosen a big external magnetic field in order
to have a ground state which induces a magnetization
close to the maximum solution, therefore, our ground
state will be similar to the state |1111⟩. Due to this
reason, any possible type of error in the calculation of
the circuit will pop up with a high probability in the
calculation of the magnetization. If we would have chosen
other values for the external magnetic field closer to the
antiferromagnetic exchange field, or even smaller, these
would induce magnetization values around 0 and some
of the errors could compensate with the others (the |0⟩
states which become |1⟩ may be compensated by the |1⟩
states becoming |0⟩).

The results of the ratio between the measured and
the simulated magnetizations for different physical qubit
chains are presented in Fig. (2). The purple line rep-
resents the minimum value of the magnetization if the
error provokes the maximum magnetization change due
to the total error probability. In this case, it represents
the possibility to switch from a 1 (down) to a 0 (up) for
each qubit so the total change can be up to modulus 2.
We can see that all points for all different configurations
stand above this line, which indicates that the total er-
ror induced by the imperfection of the physical qubits is
compatible with the one that is induced taking into ac-
count the total error probability we have calculated using
our tool. These results can be compared with the ones
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Figure 3. Results of the phase of different qubit chains in
different IBM quantum computers for QPE σx circuit for the
|+⟩ state. Each point corresponds with a different qubit chain
and each color with a different IBM quantum computer.

calculated by Cervera in Ref. (38) which were calculated
in 2018 in the IBM quantum computers. The smallest
error that we obtain for the calculation of the magneti-
zation is smaller than 7%, while the ones in Ref. (38) for
large values of the external magnetic field are in the best
scenarios of the 50%. This is an impressive improvement
of the performance of the current quantum computers,
their error has been reduced more than 7 times in just 4
years.

B. The quantum phase estimation

The QPE is an algorithm that permits the calcula-
tion of the eigenvalue of any unitary matrix1,40 given the
eigenstate or eigenvector. The eigenvalues of any uni-
tary matrix U have modulus 1, therefore, its eigenvalue
equation can be written as

U |ψ >= e2πiθ|ψ >, (7)

where θ ∈ R : θ ∈ [0, 1). The QPE algorithm is cru-
cial in quantum computing because all quantum circuits
are unitary matrices. Its role is very important in more
complex algorithms like Shor’s algorithm41.

We will calculate the QPE for the σx operator and for
the |+⟩ = (1/

√
2)(|0⟩+ |1⟩) eigenstate, using a total of 4

qubits, one as a register for preparing the eigenstate and
other 3 to calculate the phase. Details of the quantum
circuit are shown in A 1.

The phase results for different qubit chains are shown
in Fig. (3). In this case, the expected result for θ is
0 (the eigenvalue of the |+⟩ state is 1) and the purple
line represents the maximum error we can generate as a
function of the error probability (the maximum error can
be calculated using the QPE’s procedure to estimate the
eigenvalue). In this case, all the points stay below this
line which indicates that the calculation of the total error
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Figure 4. Probability of finding the target state of the
Grover’s algorithm. The total sample size is 2n = 4 for the
triangles and 2n = 8 for the circles. Each point corresponds
with a different qubit chain and each color with a different
IBM quantum computer.

probability matches perfectly with the errors induced by
the imperfections of the physical qubits.

C. The Grover’s algorithm

The Grover’s algorithm, developed by Lov Grover in
1996, is a quantum search algorithm that can greatly im-
prove the efficiency of searching through a large dataset.
In classical algorithms, searching for an element that sat-
isfies a certain property typically requires O(N) searches,
where N is the size of the dataset. The Grover’s al-
gorithm, on the other hand, can perform this search
in O(N1/2) iterations, making it exactly (and not only
asymptotically) optimal42.

The Grover’s algorithm can be used to find elements
that satisfy a wide range of properties, not just simple
ones. It can be applied to search for a specific number
in a list of numbers, for example. The algorithm will
output the target number with a high probability if it is
present in the list, and a low probability if it is not. To
determine the algorithm’s performance, the probability
of finding the target element can be used as a measure.

It is also worth noting that the Grover’s algorithm can
only be used on unstructured databases and it’s more
efficient than classical algorithms when the number of
solutions is smaller than the size of the data set. The
algorithm is also known as the quantum search algorithm
with quadratic speedup. Details of the quantum circuit
are provided in A 2.

We can see in Fig. (4) the results of the target prob-
ability for 2 different sizes of the search list. In the first
one, we have 2n = 4 elements, and we can see that the
error probability is, in general very small, leading to high
probabilities of finding the target element. However, if we

Figure 5. Error contributions in the three different studied
quantum circuits. The error contributions are coming from
three main sources: Time, measurement, and gate operations
(single and double). The error bars correspond to the mean
value of all independently derived qubit errors, and the stan-
dard deviations are presented.

increase the size of our search list up to 2n = 8 elements,
the total error probability increases dramatically and the
probability of finding the target element decreases ac-
cordingly.

After evaluating the three different quantum circuits,
we are able to conclude that both the information given
by the API of IBM and the total error probability esti-
mation tool are fully reliable.

In order to conclude the section, in Fig. (5) we present
an error bar plot of our studied circuits highlighting the
three main error sources: time-related, measurement-
related, and gate operation-related errors, the latter be-
ing further differentiated into single and double gate
operations. The error bars represent the mean value
of all independently derived qubit errors for different
qubit chains and quantum computers, with the cor-
responding standard deviation also presented. In our
assessment of the three representative algorithms, the
most substantial error source stems from the time fac-
tor, with gate operation errors—particularly from double
gate operations—being the secondary contributor. Natu-
rally, single-gate operations contribute negligible errors.
Lastly, the error magnitude derived from measurement
is solely reliant on the considered number of qubits n,
thereby being independent of the circuit length.

IV. FIDELITY

The fidelity is defined as a measure of similarity be-
tween two quantum states. In particular

F = ⟨Ψsim|Ψphys⟩, (8)

where Ψsim is the state obtained in the simulator and
Ψphys is the state obtained in the physical qubits. The
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fidelity calculation is far from trivial. In quantum com-
puting, we do not have access to the full quantum state,
but to the probabilities, therefore, methods such as the
quantum state tomography43–45 must be used. Even
though the fidelity estimation is an active research field,
the methods to calculate it are inefficient and the com-
putation becomes unpractical even for small systems of a
few qubits. In this work we consider the exact expression
to compute the fidelity45

Fρσ =
1

d

∑
k

⟨Wk⟩ρ⟨Wk⟩σ, (9)

where ρ is the simulated state and σ is the physical state,
d = 2n, being n the number of qubits of the quantum cir-
cuit and k has 4n values, one for each operator that can
be created combining n Pauli matrices. The terms ⟨Wk⟩ρ
correspond to quantum averages of combinations of Pauli
matrices (Wk) in the ρ state. Even if the formula is ex-
act, we can see from Eq. (9) that the number of terms
increases exponentially with the number of qubits. A 4-
qubit system, it already contains 256 terms. As every
term is computed in a real quantum machine, the com-
puted fidelity will contain errors. In order to estimate
these errors we may differentiate two things. On the one
hand, any single ⟨Wk⟩σ calculation will carry an error
that can be related as follows

⟨Wk⟩σ ≃ ⟨Wk⟩ρ ± PTσ, (10)

where the total error probability PTσ will be considered
constant for every k. On the other hand, Eq. (9) con-
tains a sum of a high number of circuits (4n). We may
assume that all of them are independent, so in order to
estimate the total error in the fidelity we can consider
the average error and not the maximum error. By doing
so the obtained error for the confidence bound (purple
line) is exactly PTσ, and, therefore, by using Eq. (2) we
can get a value for the success probability, or what is
the same, a lower bound for the fidelity (purple line). In
this case, the purple line does not represent a strict lower
bound because we have considered the average error and
not the maximum one.

The results for the confidence bound (purple line) for
the fidelity and the computed values are shown in Fig.
(6). As we can see our results stay above the confidence
line up to the 90% of the cases.

V. MEASUREMENT ERROR MITIGATION

In this section, we evaluate the effect of the error mit-
igation techniques in correcting the error induced by the
measurement. One way of achieving this is by using the
Qiskit measurement error mitigation function, which gen-
erates a matrix M consisting of measurements over all the
basis states of our system.

It’s worth noting that the size of this basis grows ex-
ponentially as 2n, where n is the total number of qubits.
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Figure 6. Fidelity as a function of the error probability for the
Ising, QPE, and Grover circuits. The purple line corresponds
to the 1− x function. The different colors correspond to the
different circuits.

This means that for small circuits, the number of jobs
is also small, but as the size of the circuit increases, the
number of jobs increases dramatically. For example, for
n = 10, it has to perform 1024 jobs, but for bigger num-
bers like n = 20, the number jumps to a million jobs. Due
to this, this technique is only suitable for small circuits
and its cost can be quite high.

To test the effectiveness of this error mitigation rou-
tine, we repeated previous calculations using this func-
tion. The results are presented in Fig. (7), where we com-
pare the raw and mitigated results for the Ising model,
the QPE, and the Grover’s algorithm (Fig. (7) a), b),
and c), respectively). The raw points have been calcu-
lated taking into account the error probability induced
by the measurement in Eq. (1), while the mitigated ones
have been calculated without taking it into account.

The mitigation error technique significantly improves
the raw results, as all the points remain above the suc-
cess probability line (purple line), Fig. (7). This means
that the technique is able to eliminate all the errors in-
duced by measurement. However, there are a few points
that fall below the purple line, but since they represent
less than 1%, we can still assume that the mitigation er-
ror technique is successful in eliminating measurement
errors.

Overall, measurement error mitigation is a crucial as-
pect of quantum computing and the results presented in
this section demonstrate the effectiveness of using the
Qiskit measurement error mitigation function.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have developed a tool (TED-qc) that
enables the calculation of the total error probability of
any quantum circuit performed in an IBM quantum com-
puter. This is a crucial result in the NISQ era because
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Figure 7. Magnetization for Ising model (left), phase of the QPE σx (center) and Grover’s results (right) comparison between
the mitigated results (black) and the raw ones.

it permits us to advance the reliability of the result one
may obtain in any real quantum computer. The algo-
rithm can be run easily on any personal computer, which
may help to reduce the unnecessary use of real quantum
computers. It is important to remark that it permits us
to estimate the error in any quantum calculation without
comparing it with the classical one. Hence, the TED-qc
provides a general and extensible framework designed to
facilitate further progress in the field. In addition, it can
be used as a pre-processing estimator for the lower bound
of the fidelity.

In order to prove the robustness of this tool we have re-
alized a big number of different calculations on three rep-
resentative quantum circuits, the one-dimensional Ising
model, the QPE, and the Grover’s algorithm. In these
cases, we have compared the results of the physical qubits
with the ones obtained in the simulator (which is noise-
less) and we have printed them as a function of the total
error probability. The results are very satisfactory be-
cause more than 99% of the errors were smaller than the
maximum that could be predicted through the total error
probability. Taking into account the statistical nature of
the way this error probability is calculated we can assure
that this concept as a measure of the error is both robust
and reliable.

We have also studied the effect of the measurement
error mitigation routine. This technique eliminates the
noise produced during the measurement. In order to do
so it has to perform 2n quantum jobs, being n the num-
ber of qubits we use in our quantum circuit. We have
proven that this technique may be able to eliminate all
the errors induced by the measurement. To do so we
have studied the results obtained through the mitigation
error as a function of the error probability which does
not include the noise induced by the measurement. We
have seen that the mitigated results are compatible with
a total error probability which excludes the noise that
occurs during the measurement. Nevertheless, this tech-
nique needs a very high number of evaluations and if the
number of qubits we may use is high enough (more than
20) its cost may be too high to be used.

These results have been calculated for the IBM quan-

tum computers and in order to calculate the total error
probability we have used the API of the company. Nev-
ertheless, both the tool and the analysis can be easily
extended to any other quantum computer following the
same lines we have presented here.
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Appendix A: Appendix: The quantum circuits

1. Quantum phase estimation

The QPE algorithm calculates the phase of the eigen-
value of a unitary matrix U for a proper eigenstate ψ.
The QPE uses two registers. The first one is composed
of t qubits, the bigger is t the bigger is the precision of
the estimation. The second register contains the ψ state.
The circuit is described in Fig. (1) and it consists of
applying t Hadamard gates to the t first register qubits
and then controlled-U (U = σx in this case, represented
with a + sign in the figure) operations in the way shown
in Fig. (1). Being ψ (the eigenstate stored in the sec-
ond register) an eigenstate of U (σx) it will not change
during the execution of the quantum circuit as the only
gates applied to it are U (σx) gates. After the appliance
of the H and controlled-U (σx) gates the first register will
read

1

2t/2

(
|0⟩+ e2πi2

t−1θ|1⟩
)(

|0⟩+ e2πi2
t−2θ|1⟩

)
· · ·

· · ·
(
|0⟩+ e2πi2

0θ|1⟩
)
.
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Figure 8. Oracle (left) and Amplifier (right) implementation
in a n = 3 qubit register and w = |3⟩ = |011⟩. The Oracle
transformation is independent of w.

If θ can be expressed exactly by t bits using the binary
fraction θ = 0.θ1...θt = θ1

21 + · · · + θt
2t : θ1, . . . , θt = 0, 1,

then Eq. (A1) may be rewritten

1

2t/2
(
|0⟩+ e2πi0.θt |1⟩

) (
|0⟩+ e2πi0.θt−1θt |1⟩

)
· · ·

· · ·
(
|0⟩+ e2πi0.θ1θ2...θt |1⟩

)
.

By taking the inverse Fourier transform of Eq. (A1) the
output is |θ1 . . . θt⟩ and, therefore, a measurement in the
computational basis will give exactly θ in its binary frac-
tion form. It can be proven1that this method provides a
good approximation of θ even if it cannot be written as
a binary fraction of t bits.

2. The Grover’s algorithm

The Grover algorithm is used to solve search problems.
Let’s understand a search problem as: Given a set S =
{0, 1, . . . , 2n−1} of possible solutions, find x belonging to

S such that f(x) = 1 for a certain function f . In addition,
we will assume that the element x that satisfies f(x) = 1
is unique in S, and we will denote it as w. Let n be the
number of qubits in the circuit.

To solve the search problem, we need to repeatedly
apply the Oracle and Amplifier, where the Oracle is a
unitary operator Uw that satisfies

Uw|x⟩ = (−1)f(x)|x⟩,∀x ∈ S,

and the Amplifier is another unitary operator that per-
forms the inversion about the mean of amplitudes. That
is, it modifies the amplitude of each state with respect to
the mean of all amplitudes.

Therefore, by iterating the Oracle + Amplifier k times,
where k is the integer closest to π

4 ·
√
2n, the probability

of not returning the desired element is of O(1/N), being
negligible for sufficiently large N , with N = 2n.

The construction of the Oracle depends on the element
that we are searching |w⟩ = |bn−1..b1b0⟩. First, the Ora-
cle applies an X gate to the i − th qubit if the element
bi = 0, for all i = 0, . . . , n − 1. Then a multi-control-Z
gate is applied on all qubits, and finally, an X gate is ap-
plied to the i− th qubit if the element bi = 0. See Fig. 8
(left) for the Oracle’s implementation in the particular
case for n = 3 qubits and w = |3⟩ = |011⟩.

The Amplifier is constructed by applying a column of
Hadamard gates on all qubits, a column of X gates on
all qubits, a multi-control-Z gate on all qubits, and sym-
metrically a column of X gates followed by a column of
Hadamard gates on all qubits, as can be appreciated in
Fig. 8 (right) for n = 3.
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