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We address the problem of evaluating the difference between quantum states before and after being affected
by errors encoded in unitary transformations. Standard distance functions, e.g., the Bures length, are not fully
adequate for such a task. Weighted distances are instead appropriate information measures to quantify distin-
guishability of multipartite states. Here, we employ the previously introduced weighted Bures length and the
newly defined weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance to quantify how much single-qubit Pauli errors alter cluster
states. We find that different errors of the same dimension change cluster states in a different way, i.e., their
detectability is in general different. Indeed, they transform an ideal cluster state into a state whose weighted dis-
tance from the input depends on the specific chosen Pauli rotation, as well as the position of the affected qubit
in the graph related to the state. As these features are undetected by using standard distances, the study proves
the usefulness of weighted distances to monitor key but elusive properties of many-body quantum systems.

INTRODUCTION

Quantifying the difference between quantum states is a crit-
ical task in both theoretical and experimental quantum infor-
mation processing. Indeed, several quantifiers of state differ-
ence have been invented [1]. An important class of them is
represented by geometric distance functions, which are built
to compare the physical properties of different configurations
in terms of their distance in the abstract space of all possible
quantum states of a system [2, 3].

Despite their wide applicability and obvious importance,
such “standard” distances are not fully adequate to investi-
gate quantum states of many particles, as they do not take
into account their dimension. For such a reason, the concept
of weighted distances has been introduced [4]. These quan-
tities satisfy a set of desirable mathematical properties, just
as standard distances, while factoring in the dimension of the
system under scrutiny and, at the same time, the size of the
apparatuses that implement appropriate discriminating mea-
surements.

In particular, the weighted Bures length has a compelling
operational interpretation: It quantifies the difficulty in
distinguishing two quantum states by the most informative
measurements.  Subsequent studies have found that the
weighted Bures length between the input and output states
of a computation quantifies the complexity of the process
[5], and signals chaotic behaviour in quantum dynamics [6, 7].

In this paper, we expand the use of weighted distances, by
applying them to evaluate the difficulty of detecting errors,
i.e., uncontrollable, unwanted changes of a state. Specifi-
cally, we calculate the weighted Bures length, and a newly
introduced weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance, between clus-
ter states of three, four, and five qubits, and the same states
after they have undergone unplanned single-qubit unitary ro-
tations (“Pauli errors”). Cluster states are an important class
of states that are entangled even when information about some
system components is lost. That is, they are “robust”, as they
display genuine multipartite entanglement [8—10]. Also, they
are the resource to perform one-way quantum computations
[11-13].

Our results show that there exists a hierarchy between uni-
tary errors in terms of their effects on an initial, ideal cluster
state. Specifically, input cluster states are sent by single-qubit
Pauli errors into output states whose weighted distance from
the input depends on the chosen Pauli error. That is, our abil-
ity to detect when a cluster state has been corrupted depends
on the specific error.

Moreover, we observe another surprising feature. As the num-
ber of qubits increases, phase flips (Pauli-Z errors) that af-
fect “central” qubits of one-dimensional cluster states send the
system into a state that is closer to the input state in compar-
ison with phase flips affecting “peripheral” qubits. Centrally
located errors are therefore more difficult to detect, somehow
hidden in the structure of the system.

Remarkably, both results are independent of the employed
weighted distance, as they describe how errors change sub-
systems of different size within systems prepared in cluster
states. Also, neither phenomena can be observed by using any
standard distances.

It is important to note that state transformation and state
discrimination are “quite different tasks” [14]. Indeed, every
single unitary error can be corrected by reapplying the very
same unitary. More generally, quantifiers of the complexity
of an input/output transformation (how difficult it is to
transform quantum states) and input/output distinguishability
(how difficult it is to distinguish quantum states) are in
general different kinds of information measures. Yet, the
weighted Bures length, which reliably evaluates our ability
to discriminate between two states via measurements, is also
a lower bound to the experimental cost, in terms of physical
resources, to transform the states into each other [4].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section I, we re-
view the notion of weighted distances and their advantages
with respect to standard geometric quantifiers of state differ-
ence. First, we recall the definition of Bures length intro-
duced in [4]. Then, we introduce the computationally friendly
weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance and prove some properties
that inherits from the related standard distance. In Section
II, we present a case study: We evaluate the difference be-
tween cluster states plagued by unitary errors and their text-
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book form in terms of their weighted distances. In the Con-
clusion, we draw our final comments and suggest further lines
of research.

I. FROM STANDARD DISTANCES TO WEIGHTED
DISTANCES

The difference between quantum states, e.g., between a tar-
get configuration and what one actually implements in an ex-
periment, is customarily quantified by means of state fidelity.
The fidelity between two pure states is indeed equivalent to
the state overlap:

F(y), 8) = Kyl . (1

Remarkably, the overlap has a geometric interpretation, be-

ing related to the Fubini-Study distance cos™! \E(), o))
[1, 15-17]. Generalizing the fidelity to mixed states [18-21],

one has
F(p, o) = (Tr \/ Voo \/,5)2 . 2

Among many distance functions for mixed states, the Bures
length between two density matrices p, o is the natural gener-
alization of the Fubini-Study distance:

B(p, o) = cos” ' \[F(p, o). 3)

State fidelity and Bures length are ubiquitous in quantum
information theory. They are well motivated quantities, as
they provably quantify the difficulty in discriminating quan-
tum states by means of a single measurement on the global
system. Further, they are the most popular quantifiers of how
close an engineered quantum state, say py, is to the desired
target oy .

Yet, they are not fully satisfactory metrics when one wants
to compare states of multipartite quantum systems. Consider
for example the following quantum states:

|O>®N , |O>®N—k |1>®k .

If we evaluate their difference by means of their Bures length,
they are maximally far for any value of k. Yet, the larger is
k, the easier it is to experimentally distinguish them, as there
are more (local) measurements that enable to discriminate be-
tween these two states. In general, overlap-based distances
reach maximal value when two global states are orthogonal,
no matter how close the marginal density matrices may be.
Another relevant example is the comparison between a state
of N qubits that displays maximal entanglement, say a GHZ
state, with a classically correlated mixed state:

(10 +11)2V) / V2, % (10)01N + [1)¢11PY).

The difficulty of experimentally discriminating these two
states increases with N, as only global measurements over
all qubits would output different data, while the Bures length
between them is independent of the system size.

In order to overcome these issues, while retaining the
explanatory power of distance functions, the concept of
weighted distances was introduced [4]. They are generaliza-
tions of standard distances that take into account the size of
both the system and the possible measurements one can per-
form on it.

We review the construction of the weighted Bures length
between two preparations py, oy of an N-particle system (see
[4] for full details), while the argument applies to any dis-
tance function. Suppose cooperating agents independently
measure on different subsystems k, < N of two copies of
the system, which are prepared in the states py, oy, respec-
tively. Each agent evaluates the difference between two states
of the assigned subsystem by the Bures length B(px,, o,).
In particular, they perform the optimal measurement M*= =

p,:” 2 1/pi/ 2a'kﬁ,o,i/ zp,:” % to discriminate the marginal states

of k, particles. The setup defines a measurement partition
Py, = (M, 3, ko = N).

Then, one builds a weighted sum of each agent contribution
B(p,, o, ), assigning a weight 1/k, to each of them, i.e., eval-
uating their importance as inversely proportional to the size of
the related subsystem. The reason is the following: One can
quantify the difficulty in realizing a measurement with the size
of the measured subsystem k,. As a distance must quantify
how easy it is to distinguish the two states, i.e., how easy it is
to experimentally carry out the related measurement, a sound
choice of weights is 1/k,. Finally, one defines the weighted
Bures length by optimizing the measurement strategy, which
implies to maximize the weighted sum of local distances over
all possible partitions:

1
Di(p, o) := max >’ =B, o). )

Py

The weighted Bures length meets a set of desirable proper-
ties:

e Dppy,oy) > 0 (non-negativity)
e Dp(pn,on) =0 & py = oy (faithfulness)

o DB(,ON,O'N) > D(Al(pN),Al(O'N)), VYA, (contractivity
under single qubit operations A)

e Dg(pn,on) < Dp(on,Tn) + Dp(ty, on) (triangle in-
equality)

The weighted Bures length has also a second operational
meaning that is not shared by the standard Bures length. It
is shown to be the lower bound of experimental cost of the
state transformation py = UoyUT, U = e ' H1;

NEt> Dgpn,onN), (5)

in which £ = (dpnax — Amin)/2, being Apaxminy the largest
(smallest) eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian.  Hence, the
weighted Bures length lower bounds the cost of transforming
py into oy (and vice versa), as quantified by the product of
the size of the system N, the energy parameter E, and the
available time 7 [4].



While the weighted Bures length enjoys important proper-
ties, one can build a parent weighted distance for each stan-
dard one. Here, we define the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt dis-
tance:

1

Dys(pn,on) = HI}EIHXZJ: EdHS(pkn,o'k(,)a (6)

where dyy is the (square root of the) standard Hilbert-Schmidt
distance, defined as

dus(pn,oN) = \/Tf (,012\: +oy - 2,ONO'N)- (7

Note that the square root is here crucial. We will run a numeri-
cal comparison with the weighted Bures length, so both quan-
tities need to be functions of the state eigenvalues elevated to
the same powers. The weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance in-
herits the following properties:

® Dys(pn,oy) = 0 (non-negativity)
Proof: A weighted distance is the sum of standard dis-
tances with positive weights, so the property is satisfied.

o Dy (,ON, ony) =0 = PN = 0N (faithfulness)
Proof: Since all the weights are positive, the weighted
sum for an arbitrary partition Py, is non-zero if and only
if there is at least a non-zero term dpys (o, , 0%, ). Hence,
the claim is proven.

® Dys(pon,on) < Dus(pn,Tn) + Dus(ty, oy) (triangle
inequality)
Proof: For an arbitrary term of the weighted sum related
to an arbitrary partition, one has ing (x> 0x,) <
kl(, {dHS (pka, Tk(,) + dyg (Tka, O'ka)}. Calling IACQ the
weights related to the partition that maximizes the
weighted sum of the terms dys (o, , 0%, ), one has

Dys(pn,oN) = Z i(idﬂs (Pfc(,’ O'IEH)

@

Z {dHS (pf(n, cha) + dHS (cha’ O—fm)}

IA

~

ke

< Dys(pn,Tn) + Dys(tn, on).

Note that the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance is not
monotonically decreasing under local operations, as the
related standard distance can increase under noisy channels
[2, 22]. Yet, since the Hilbert-Schmidt distance is a function
of purities of the states and their overlaps, it is manifestly
easy to compute. Also, it is experimentally friendly. Indeed,
state purities and overlaps can be quantified without full state
tomography and full spectrum reconstruction [23-29].

In the next section, we will run a comparison of these two
quantities to evaluate the difference between an ideal state and
its corrupted version. We will observe that the same subset
of single-qubit Pauli errors generate states closer to an input
cluster state according to both the weighted Bures length and
the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance, even if the latter is not
in general contractive under quantum channels.

II. CASE STUDY: EVALUATION OF UNITARY ERRORS
IN CLUSTER STATES BY WEIGHTED DISTANCES
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Figure I: Graphs (a)-(d) depict the four different
configurations of cluster states that are here under scrutiny.

A. Cluster states and Pauli errors

Cluster states are a subset of graph states which are si-
multaneous eigenstates with eigenvalue one of commuting
Pauli operators. They can be employed to perform one-
way (also called “measurement-based”) quantum computa-
tions [11-13]. By using the stabilizer formalism, the density
matrix of N-qubit cluster states can be written in a compact
form [9, 30]:

p:ﬂli;gi, )

N
i=1
where [; is the bidimensional identity matrix and g; =
X; ®j€ NG) Z; are the stabilizing operators. Here, X; and Z; are
Pauli X and Z matrices, respectively, while N(i) denotes the
neighbourhood of i-th qubit (consisting of all the qubits that
are adjacent to the i-th qubit in the graphical representation of
the state). Each cluster state represents a specific correlation
structure of qubits placed at vertices of a lattice.

The stabilizer formalism of graph states, including cluster
states, allows us to write their reduced density matrices in
terms of their stabilizers [8, 10]. For the sake of clarity, we
provide the Reader with the explicit expressions of the global
and marginal density matrices of the cluster states that we se-
lected for this study (identity matrices are omitted when possi-
ble, e.g., X1 X, = X X»/1345), which are also depicted in Figure
L

Three-qubit one-dimensional cluster states:

1
p123 = g(lm + X1Z25) (1123 + Z1 X2Z3) (1123 + 2 X3)

1
= §(1123 + X3+ X172, + X1 X3

+ 21 X023+ Z1 Yo Y3+ Y Yo Z5 — Y1X2Y3),
1
p12 = Z(hz + X122),

1
P13 = 1(113 + X1X3),

1
P23 = 1(123 +2>X3).



Four-qubit one-dimensional cluster states: _ i(112345 + ZuXs + X\ Zo + Z3XuZs + Z3 Y4 Ys
32

+ 2o X374 + 2o X3Xs + 21 X073 + X1 X374
+ X1 X3Xs5 + V1Yo Z3 + Z,Y3Y4Zs
—ZoY3X4Ys + Z1 X0 X4 Zs + Z1 X2 Vs Ys
=%mm+a&+&a+a&a+ann + Z1Y2Y3Z24 + 21 Yo Y3 X5 + X120 724 X5

+ X1Y3Y4Zs — X, Y3X4Ys5 + Y1 Vo X4 Zs

+ V1Yo ViYs — V1 XoY3Z4 — YViXoY3Xs

+ 21 XoZ3 24 X5 — 21 Y2 X3YaZs + Z, Y2 X3X4 s
+ X1 2023 X475 + X1Z2Z3Y0Ys + Y1 Y2 2374 X5

1
Pions = E(11234 + X125)(11234 + Z1X273)
(I1234 + 2 X3Z4) (11234 + Z3X4)

+ 21 X025 + 21 X0 X4 + X1 X3Z4 + X1 Y3V,
+ YiYoZs + Y\ Vo Xy + 21 Yo Y324 — 21 Y2 X3V,
+ X1 2, 73X4 — Y1 X2Y3Z4 + Y1 X0 X3Yy),

pizs = é(l 123 + X122)(hs + 21X223), FY1XoX3YaZs — V1 XoX3XaYs),

Piz = %(1124 + X122)(1124 + Z1 X2 X4), 1234 = 1_16(11234 + X1 Z2o)(Lo3a + Z1 X2 Z3) (L2034 + 2o X3Z4),
pisi = é(1134 + Z3X4)(1134 + X1 X3Z4), P1235 = %6(11235 + X12)(hass + Z1XaZ3) (11235 + Z2 X3 X5),
P23 = %(1234 + 2o X3Z4)(I3a + Z3X4), P12as = 1_16(11245 + X12Z2)(1h2as + Z4Xs)

P15 = l(112 + X12), (1245 + Z1 X2 X47Zs5),

4 1
P1345 = E(Ims + Z3X47Z5) (11345 + Z4X5)

1
iy = 1(134 +Z3X4),
(I1345 + X1X3Zy),

1
D _ 1D _ 1D _ 1D
= = = = _Ii' i= i3 4. 1
P13 = Pia = P23 = Pt = i is12.=34 pa3as = T (nsas + 2oX324)(osas + Z3XuZs)
Four-qubit two-dimensional cluster states: (I2345 + Z4X5),
1
1 23 = sl + X12) (I3 + Z1 X2 73),
Piosg = 1—6(11234 + Z4X1Z23) (11234 + 21 X2Z3) ol g ! ! !
1
(l1234 + 2o X3Z4) (11234 + 21 X4Z3) P124 = P125 = §(112i, =45t X17,),
1 1
= 1—6(11234 + X1 X3+ X0 Xy + 21 X023 + 2, X374 P134 = §(1134 + X1X37y),
— X324+ X1 20724 — Y1Y3X4 — X1 Y0V, 1
p135 = 5(I135 + X1X3X5),
V1 XoYs+ Z1 XoZ3 + 21 2,Y3Y4 + 21 Y2 Y374 8

+ Y122Z3Y4 + Yl YngZ4 + X1X2X3X4),

1
pioy = §(1123 + 21 X273) (1123 + X1 X3),

1
P145 = P45 = §(1i45, i=12 + Z4X5s),

1
0234 = §(1234 + 2,X374),

1
pioy = §(1124 + Z4X12) (1124 + X0 Xy), s = 1(1235 + ZoX5Xs)
8 9

1
2D
=—=(I Z1X4Z3)(1 X1X3), 1
P 8( 134 + Z1X4Z)(T1ae + X1 Xs) 0345 = §(1345 + Z3XuZs5)(I345 + Z4X5),

1
Py = §(1234 + 2, X324) (1234 + X2 Xy), o1 = 1(112 A
4 t

1
P12 = —(I13 + X1 X3),

1
4 P45 = 2(145 + Z4X5),
1
2D
P = 7 (s + XoXy), P13 = P14 = P15 = P23 = P24 = P25 = P34
1 _ - _7... . .
p%g :p%f :p%? :pgf = Zlij‘ ij={12,14,23,34)- = P35 = ZL/,1:1,2,3,/:3,4,5,#/-

Five-qubit one-dimensional cluster states: We will now evaluate the detectability of Pauli errors when

they are perturbing these cluster states. Any single-qubit

012345 = i(I 12345 + X122)(I12345 + Z1 X2 Z3) Pauli errors will transform cluster states into orthogonal states.
32 Thus, standard distance functions, when being computed be-
(2345 + Z2X3Z4)(I123a5 + Z3X4Z5) tween the ideal cluster state and its corrupted version, will

(112345 + Z4X5) always reach the maximal value, regardless of how many and



what kind of single-qubit Pauli errors are present in the cluster
states. In other words, overlap-based distances are not fully
adequate to discriminate how much different errors affect a
quantum computation. Since the preparation of cluster states
only requires controlled-Z gates to act between the nearest-
neighbouring qubits in the |+) basis, the most common ex-
perimental errors on cluster states are single-qubit unwanted
rotations (bit/phase flips) of a specific system component or of
the neighbouring qubits [8—13, 30]. Hence, it is important to
be able to properly quantify the influence of single-qubit Pauli
errors on cluster states, as they are arguably the most relevant
ones for practical purposes.

B. Evaluation of Pauli errors by the weighted Bures length

Unlike standard distance functions, weighted distances
take into the consideration the statistical distinguishability of
marginal as well global density matrices, in order to assess
the difference between two quantum states. The construction
is particularly appealing when we want to compare states that
are invariant under (all possible, or at least some) subsystem
permutations. In such a case, the maximization of the
weighted sum over all system partitions in Eq. (4) is easily
computable.

First, we employ the weighted Bures length to quantify

how cluster states are affected by Pauli errors. We consider
four different cluster states: Three-, four- and five qubit one-
dimensional cluster states, and four-qubit two-dimensional
cluster states, as shown in Figure I. We show how different
single-qubit rotations change such states, by evaluating the
weighted Bures length between the cluster states before and
after the error is applied.
The results are reported in Table I. They show that, surpris-
ingly, different single-qubit rotations generate states that are
placed at different distances from the original cluster states
in the manifold of quantum states. Hence, the detectabil-
ity of such errors is different. For instance, consider the Z,
error on four-qubit one- and two-dimensional cluster states.
The possible elements of a four-qubit partition Py, are {{1} ,
{20, {3}, 4y, {12}, {13}, {14}, {23}, {24}, {34} ,
{123} , {124} , {134} , {234} , {1234}}. Since the one-
body reduced density matrices of four-qubit cluster states are
maximally mixed, local unitary operations will not be de-
tectable by comparing their one-body reduced density matri-
ces: B(p;,0) =0,i=1,2,3,4, in which p;, o; are the cluster
state input and output single-qubit marginal density matrices,
respectively. However, the Z, error changes the two-body den-
sity matrix of four-qubit two-dimensional cluster states p32.

On the other hand, the Z, error cannot be detected by any of
the two-body marginals of four-qubit one-dimensional cluster
states, so in this case the output state is closer to the ideal
cluster state. Instead, it changes the three-body marginals like
Py = é(lm + X1Z,)(I123 + Z,X2Z3). Therefore, the effect
of the Z, gate on four-qubit one-dimensional cluster states is
different than on four-qubit two-dimensional cluster states, as
captured by different values of weighted Bures length. The
reason is that the system partition that maximizes the weighted

sum in Eq.(4) is different.

Cluster states Dg =7/6 Dg =n/4
Three—qubit X1 . X3, Zz Z] . Zg, Xz, Yl .
one-dimensional Y,, V3
Four-qubit X], X4, ZQ, Z3 Z], Z4, Xz, X3,
one-dimensional Yi, Vo, Y3, YV,
Four-qubit X] ) Xz, X3 . X4 Z] . ZQ, Z3, Z4,
two-dimensional Yy, Yo, Y3, Y4
Five-qubit X] ) X3, X5 . Zz, Z] . ZS . Xz, X4,
one-dimensional Z3, Z4, Y3 Yy, Yo, Y4, Y5

Table I: Weighted Bures length between cluster states before
and after they have been affected by single-qubit Pauli errors.
In the first column, we list the cluster states under scrutiny. In
the second and third columns, for each cluster state, we
identify the Pauli errors that generate output states whose
weighted Bures length to the initial state are /6 and /4,
respectively. Note that the standard Bures length reaches the
maximal value 7r/2 in all these cases.

Also, we observe that, for one dimensional states, the subset
of single-qubit Pauli-Z errors with a smaller weighted distance
measure seems determined by the geometry of cluster states.
Specifically, unwanted phase flips of “central” qubits (Z, for
three-qubit states, Z,, Z3 for four-qubit states, one dimensional
states, and Z;, Z3, Z4 for five-qubit states) are more difficult to
detect than peripheral ones.

C. Evaluation of Pauli errors by weighted Hilbert-Schmidt

distance

Cluster states Dus = V2/3 Dys =1/2
Three-qubit X1, X3, Z» Zi, Zzy, X, 1,
one-dimensional Y,, V3

Cluster states Dus = V2/4 Dys =1/2
Four-qubit X] ) X4, ZQ, Z3 Z] . Z4, Xz, X3,
one-dimensional Yi, I, V3, ¥y

Cluster states Dus = V2/4 Dys =1/2
Four-qubit X] ) Xz, X}, X4 Z] . ZQ, Z3, Z4,
two-dimensional Yi, o, V3, ¥y

Cluster states Dus = 1/3 Dys = 1/2
Five-qubit X, X3, Xs, I, |Zy, Zs, Xp, Xu,
one-dimensional Zs, Zs, Y3 Yi, Yo, Y4, Vs

Table II: Weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance between cluster
states before and after they have been affected by single-qubit
Pauli errors. In the first column, we list the cluster states
under scrutiny. In the second and third columns, for each
cluster state, we list the Pauli errors and the related weighted
Hilbert-Schmidt distance between input and output states.
Note that the standard Hilbert-Schmidt distance takes the
maximal value V2 in all these cases.

We now repeat the calculation by employing the weighted
Hilbert-Schmidt distance introduced in Eq.(6), which is in
general simpler to evaluate than the weighted Bures length
and other distances. Also, we want to verify whether unitaries



of the same dimension still generate states at different dis-
tances from the input. That is, we investigate if this surprising
fact depends on the employed distance function, rather than
being a generic feature of quantum dynamics.

As we said before, single-qubit Pauli errors transform
ideal cluster states into orthogonal states. Therefore, the
input/output global state overlap is zero. This means that the
weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance of cluster states to their
alterations depends only on the global and marginal purities
and the overlaps between the state marginals.

The results are reported in Table II. As it happened by us-
ing the weighted Bures length, different errors yield different
values of the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance. Remark-
ably, we can establish a hierarchy among Pauli matrices in
terms of how much they affect the cluster states, indepen-
dently of the employed distance. For example, for three-
qubit cluster states, the very same X, X3, Z, errors that affect
the least the initial state, as quantified by a smaller weighted
Bures length, also output the closest state according to the
weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance (\5/3 ~ 0.47). For the
rest of the Pauli errors, the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt dis-
tance is 1/2. (The optimal partitition is made of a pair of
two-body marginal states.) In the case of four-qubit one-
dimensional cluster states, given the X, Xu, Z,, Z3 errors, the
optimal partition is the full four-body one (only global mea-
surements can distnguish between the input/output states):
therefore, the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance is V2/4 ~
0.35. Again, all the other errors generate further states.
Similarly, for X;, X», X3, X4 errors, the weighted Hilbert-
Schmidt distance between inputs and outputs for four-qubit
two-dimensional states is V2/4. The least affecting errors for
the five-qubit case are instead X, X3, Xs, Z,, Z3, Z4, Y3: the
optimal measurement is a three-body one and the weighted
Hilbert-Schmidt distance takes the value 1/3.

Finally, by employing the weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance,
we observe again how the structure of one-dimensional states
affects the detectability of Pauli-Z errors. Central Z-errors
are still the most difficult to spot via measurements. We con-
jecture that, considering one-dimensional cluster states of in-
creasing size, Pauli Z errors on the inner qubits of the cluster
states would still generate states that are closer to the inputs.
Also, more complex two-dimensional states than the one stud-

ied here may be also prone to hide centrally located errors.

CONCLUSION

We evaluated how local unitary errors alter cluster states
by means of the weighted Bures length and the newly defined
weighted Hilbert-Schmidt distance. We showed that, while all
single-qubit Pauli errors transform ideal cluster states into or-
thogonal erroneous states, the distinguishability of such cor-
rupted states with respect to the input configuration can be
different. Unitary errors of the same dimension produce states
that have different weighted distance from the initial state,
which physically means that the size of the optimal measure-
ments that detect them depends on the specific error.

Our results show how weighted distances can be more
informative than standard distances in evaluating important
properties of many-body quantum systems. As potential
follow-on projects, we anticipate that, just like standard dis-
tances, weighted distances can be split into genuine “quan-
tum” and “classical” parts [31]. These more refined weighted
quantum distances could be employed to evaluate how er-
rors affect quantum resources rather than the whole quantum
states. This is much needed to investigate properties of large-
dimensional entangled states [32], and their resistance to var-
ious error sources. Other interesting avenues of investigation
are extensions of our case study to other classes of multipartite
quantum states with complex correlation structure, e.g., other
types of graph states. Finally, our findings call for a rigorous
proof that the structure of cluster states determines what Pauli
errors are more difficult to detect, regardless of the employed
weighted distance.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

C. P. S. is thankful to Kwek Leong Chuan and Konstantin
Tiurev for private discussions. C. P. S. is sponsored by Eras-
mus+ EU Funds for the duration of study. D. G. acknowl-
edges financial support from the Italian Ministry of Research
and Education (MIUR) by a starting package of Politecnico di
Torino, grant number 54_RSG20GDO1.

[1] 1. Bengtsson and K. Zyczkowski, Geometry of Quantum States
(Cambridge University Press, 2007).

[2] D. Spehner, Quantum correlations and distinguishability of
quantum states, J. Math. Phys. 55, 075211 (2014).

[3] Y.-C. Liang, Y.-H. Yeh, P. E. M. F. Mendonga, R. Y. Teh, M.
D. Reid, and P. D. Drummond, Quantum fidelity measures for
mixed states, Rep. Prog. Phys. 82, 076001 (2019).

[4] D. Girolami and F. Anza, Quantifying the difference between
many-body quantum states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 170502
(2021).

[5] L. Li, K. Bu, D. E. Koh, A. Jaffe, and S. Lloyd, Wasserstein
complexity of quantum circuits, arXiv:2208.06306.

[6] P. Kurzyniski, Weighted Bures length uncovers quantum state
sensitivity, Phys. Rev. E 104, 052202 (2021).

[7]1 A. Grudka, P. Kurzyriski, A. S. Sajna, J. W¢jcik, and A.
Wojcik, Exposing Hypersensitivity in Quantum Chaotic Dy-
namics, arXiv:2307.14678.

[8] M. Hein, J. Eisert, and H. J. Briegel, Multiparty entanglement
in graph states, Phys. Rev. A 69, 062311 (2004).

[9] G. Téth and Giihne, Entanglement detection in the stabilizer
formalism, Phys. Rev. A 72, 022340 (2005).

[10] M. Hein, W. Diir, J. Eisert, R. Raussendorf, M. Van den Nest,
H. J. Briegel, Entanglement in graph states and its applica-
tions, Proceedings of the International School of Physics “En-
rico Fermi”, Volume 162: Quantum Computers, Algorithms



and Chaos, pp. 115-218 (2006).

[11] R. Raussendorf, Measurement-based quantum computation
with cluster states, Phd thesis, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitit
Miinchen (2003).

[12] R. Raussendorf, D. Browne, and H. J. Briegel, Measurement-
based quantum computation on cluster states, Phys. Rev. A 68,
022312 (2003).

[13] M. A. Nielsen, Cluster-state quantum computation, Rep. Math.
Phys. 57, pp. 147-161 (2006).

[14] W. Wootters, A Measure of the Distinguishability of Quantum
States. In: P. Meystre, M. O. Scully (eds), Quantum Optics,
Experimental Gravity, and Measurement Theory. NATO Adyv.
Sc. Inst. Series 94 (1983).

[15] W. K. Wootters, Statistical distance and Hilbert space, Phys.
Rev. D 23, 357 (1981).

[16] G. Fubini, Sulle metriche definite da una forme Hermitiana, At-
tidel Reale Istituto Veneto di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti 63, 502
(1904).

[17] E. Study, Kiirzeste Wege im komplexen Gebiet, Mathematis-
che, Annalen, Springer Science and Business Media LLC. 60,
321 (1905).

[18] A. Uhlmann, The “transition probability” in the state space of a
*-algebra, Rep. Math. Phys. 9, pp. 273-239 (1976).

[19] C. A. Fuchs and C. M. Caves, Ensemble-dependent bounds for
accessible information in quantum mechanics, Phys. Rev. Lett.
73, pp. 3047-3050 (1994).

[20] R. Jozsa, Fidelity for mixed quantum states, J. Mod. Opt. 41,
pp. 2315-2323 (1994).

[21] A. Gilchrist, N. K. Langford, and M. A. Nielsen, Distance mea-
sures to compare real and ideal quantum processes, Phys. Rev.
A 71, 062310 (2005).

[22] X. Wang and S. Schirmer, On the contractivity of Hilbert-
Schmidt distance under open system dynamics, Phys. Rev. A

79, 052326 (2009).

[23] C.Zhang, B. Yadin, Z.-B. Hou, H. Cao, B.-H. Liu, Y.-F. Huang,
R. Maity, V. Vedral, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo and D. Girolami, De-
tecting metrologically useful asymmetry and entanglement by
a few local measurements, Phys. Rev. A 96, 042327 (2017).

[24] T. Zhang, G. Smith, J. A. Smolin, L. Liu, X.-J. Peng, Q.
Zhao, D. Girolami, X. Ma, X. Yuan, and H. Lu, Quantifi-
cation of Entanglement and Coherence with Purity Detection,
arXiv:2308.07068.

[25] C. Moura Alves and D. Jaksch, Multipartite entanglement de-
tection in bosons, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 110501 (2004).

[26] R. Islam, R. Ma, P. M. Preiss, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli,
and M. Greiner, Measuring entanglement entropy in a quantum
many-body system, Nature 528, pp. 77-83 (2015).

[27] A. K. Ekert, C. Moura Alves, D. K. L. Oi, M. Horodecki, P.
Horodecki, and L. C. Kwek, Direct estimations of linear and
nonlinear functionals of a quantum state, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88,
217901 (2002).

[28] R. Filip, A device for feasible fidelity, purity, Hilbert-Schmidt
distance and entanglement witness measurements, Phys. Rev. A
65, 062320 (2002).

[29] T. A. Brun, Measuring polynomial functions of states, Quant.
Inf. and Comp. 4, 401 (2004).

[30] K. Tiurev and A. S. Sgrensen, Fidelity measurement of a mul-
tiqubit cluster state with minimal effort, Phys. Rev. Research 4,
033162 (2022).

[31] D. Girolami, How difficult is it to prepare a quantum state?,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 010505 (2019).

[32] J. K. Stockton, J. M. Geremia, A. C. Doherty, and H. Mabuchi,
Characterizing the entanglement of symmetric many-particle
spin-1/2 systems, Phys. Rev. A 67, 022112 (2003).



