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Quantum error correction (QEC) is essential for protecting quantum information against noise,
yet understanding the structure of the Knill-Laflamme (KL) coefficients λij from the condition
PE†

iEjP = λijP remains challenging, particularly for nonadditive codes. In this work, we introduce
the signature vector λ⃗(P ), composed of the off-diagonal KL coefficients λij , where each coefficient
corresponds to equivalence classes of errors counted only once. We define its Euclidean norm λ∗(P )
as a scalar measure representing the total strength of error correlations within the code subspace
defined by the projector P . We parameterize P on a Stiefel manifold and formulate an optimization
problem based on the KL conditions to systematically explore possible values of λ∗. Moreover, we
show that, for ((n,K, d)) codes, λ∗ is invariant under local unitary transformations. Applying our
approach to the ((6, 2, 3)) quantum code, we find that λ∗

min =
√
0.6 and λ∗

max = 1, with λ∗ = 1
corresponding to a known degenerate stabilizer code. We construct continuous families of new
nonadditive codes parameterized by vectors in R5, with λ∗ varying over the interval [

√
0.6, 1]. For

the ((7, 2, 3)) code, we identify λ∗
min = 0 (corresponding to the non-degenerate Steane code) and

λ∗
max =

√
7 (corresponding to the permutation-invariant code by Pollatsek and Ruskai), and we

demonstrate continuous paths connecting these extremes via cyclic codes characterized solely by
λ∗. Our findings provide new insights into the structure of quantum codes, advance the theoretical
foundations of QEC, and open new avenues for investigating intricate relationships between code
subspaces and error correlations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum error correction (QEC) is essential for pro-
tecting quantum information from the noise and errors
that inevitably arise in quantum systems [1–6]. A deeper
understanding of the structure of the set given by all pos-
sible coefficients λij , which arise from the Knill-Laflamme
(KL) conditions PE†

iEjP = λijP [7], can provide valu-
able insights into the performance and underlying proper-
ties of quantum error-correcting codes. However, achiev-
ing this understanding is challenging. Nonadditive codes,
which lie outside the stabilizer formalism, are particu-
larly difficult to analyze, as relatively few examples have
been systematically studied [8–10]. Moreover, degenerate
codes—where multiple errors produce the same effect on
the code space—exhibit inherently quantum phenomena,
such as overlapping error syndromes, that lack classical
analogues and remain poorly understood [11, 12]. These
complexities make it difficult to systematically explore
the structure of the set of all possible λij values. As
a result, there is currently no comprehensive framework
for understanding the distribution of these coefficients,
leaving important questions about their structure and
implications for quantum error correction unanswered.

We analyze the structure defined by the set of all pos-
sible values of λij that satisfy the KL conditions, which
govern how pairs of errors interact within the code sub-
space defined by P . To encapsulate these interactions,
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we introduce signature vector λ⃗(P ), composed of the off-
diagonal elements λij (with each coefficient correspond-
ing to equivalent errors counted only once), which cap-
ture the non-trivial correlations between errors. The
overall strength of these interactions is quantified by
λ∗(P ), the Euclidean norm of the signature vector. This
scalar value provides a measure of the total strength of
error interactions within the code subspace, offering a
new perspective on the role of these interactions in QEC.
Crucially, for ((n,K, d)) codes, λ∗ is a function of the pu-
rity of the local reduced density matrices (RDMs) of the
codewords, making it invariant under local unitary oper-
ations. This local unitary invariance allows λ∗ to serve
as a powerful tool for distinguishing locally unitary in-
equivalent quantum codes and identifying different codes
based on their error interaction structures.

The focus of this paper is to study the range of λ∗:
to understand the minimum and maximum values of λ∗
(denoted by λ∗min and λ∗max), and to determine whether
the range of λ∗ is continuous between these extrema. We
propose an algorithm to find λ∗min and λ∗max, as well as to
identify possible intermediate values of λ∗ between these
limits. The core of our method involves characterizing
the projector P on a Stiefel manifold, which provides a
natural parameterization of the code subspace. We then
formulate an optimization problem by constructing a loss
function based on the KL conditions. This approach al-
lows us to systematically explore the set of all possible
λij values and identify various values of λ∗ corresponding
to different quantum codes.

Using our method, we find that for the ((6, 2, 3)) quan-
tum code, λ∗min =

√
0.6 and λ∗max = 1. The value λ∗ = 1
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corresponds to the degenerate stabilizer code described
in [11]. However, there are no known codes correspond-
ing to λ∗ =

√
0.6. We construct families of nonadditive

codes, parameterized by four mutually orthogonal real
vectors a, b, c, d ∈ R5, with λ∗ parameterized by a vector
e ∈ R5, orthogonal to a, b, c, d, which varies continuously
over the interval [

√
0.6, 1]. This confirms that the range

of λ∗ for the ((6, 2, 3)) code is indeed [
√
0.6, 1]. For each

distinct value of λ∗ ∈ [
√
0.6, 1], our construction yields

locally inequivalent codes, parameterized by the vector
e ∈ R5.

For the ((7, 2, 3)) code, we find that λ∗min = 0 and
λ∗max =

√
7, where λ∗ = 0 corresponds to the non-

degenerate Steane code [13, 14], and λ∗ =
√
7 corre-

sponds to the permutation-invariant code proposed by
Pollatsek and Ruskai [15]. We identify families of cyclic
((7, 2, 3)) codes that trace continuous paths in the solu-
tion space. These paths, each characterized by a single
parameter, which is simply λ∗, with λ∗ varies continu-
ously over the interval [0,

√
7], directly connecting the

Steane code and the permutation-invariant code. This
finding demonstrates that it is possible to smoothly con-
nect these two distinct codes while preserving cyclic sym-
metry, offering new insights into the relationship between
different locally inequivalent quantum codes and their
symmetry properties.

Our approach offers a systematic method to explore
the range of λ∗, resulting in the construction of numer-
ous new nonadditive codes for ((6, 2, 3)) and ((7, 2, 3)),
with λ∗ varying continuously from λ∗min to λ∗max. The
ability to identify and quantify the range of λ∗ provides
novel insights into the structure of quantum codes, par-
ticularly in nonadditive cases. This framework opens new
avenues for investigating the intricate relationships be-
tween code subspaces and error interactions, offering a
deeper understanding of the mathematical structure un-
derlying quantum error correction.

We organize our paper as follows. In Section II, we dis-
cuss preliminaries on quantum error correction and code
parameters. In Section III, we define the signature vector
and its norm λ∗, show that λ∗ is invariant under local uni-
tary operations by linking it to the purity of the RDMs
of codewords, and develop an algorithm to find the max-
imum and minimum values of λ∗. In Sections IV and V,
we apply our method to the ((6, 2, 3)) and ((7, 2, 3)) quan-
tum codes, respectively, demonstrating how λ∗ varies and
constructing new nonadditive codes.

II. PRELIMINARY

In quantum error correction, the goal is to protect
quantum information from errors caused by a noisy quan-
tum channel. Quantum error-correcting codes (QECCs)
are constructed to correct a specified set of errors. The
Knill-Laflamme (KL) condition for quantum error cor-
rection can be expressed as:

PE†
iEjP = λijP, ∀i, j, (1)

where P denotes the projector onto the code subspace,
Ei and Ej represent the Kraus operators corresponding
to the possible errors, and λij are complex scalars that
characterize how the pair of errors Ei and Ej interact
within the code subspace. This condition ensures that
errors are correctable, provided that they act within the
designated subspace and satisfy this equation.

The dimension of the code subspace is denoted as K,
and if the logical information is encoded in a subspace
of K-dimensional logical qubits within an n-dimensional
physical qubit system, then P is an n × n matrix,
and its rank equals K. The code subspace C can
be written as the span of orthonormal basis vectors
{|ψ1⟩, |ψ2⟩, . . . , |ψK⟩}, which span the logical space. The
projector onto the code subspace is given by

P =

K∑
i=1

|ψi⟩⟨ψi|. (2)

The quantum error correction condition can then be ex-
pressed in terms of the basis vectors spanning the code
subspace:

⟨ψk|E†
iEj |ψl⟩ = λijδkl, ∀i, j (3)

where the scalars λij describe how the errors Ei and Ej

affect the code subspace.
A non-degenerate QECC is characterized by the Her-

mitian matrix λij being non-singular (having full rank),
which means that the determinant of λij is non-zero
and the matrix is invertible [1]. This implies that all
errors have distinct effects on the code space and can
be uniquely identified and corrected. In contrast, a de-
generate QECC arises when the matrix λij is singular
(not of full rank), indicating that there are linear de-
pendencies among the error operators when restricted to
the code space [4]. Some errors or combinations of er-
rors may have the same effect on the code space, making
them indistinguishable. A completely degenerate code, or
decoherence-free subspace (DFS), represents an extreme
case where all λij elements are equal, resulting in a ma-
trix of rank 1, meaning λij = λ for all i, j. In this
scenario, the code space remains invariant under certain
noise processes [11, 16].

An ((n,K, d)) quantum error-correcting code is de-
fined by three key parameters: n, the number of physical
qubits used to encode the quantum information; K, the
dimension of the code space, which corresponds to the
number of logical qubits the code can protect (for exam-
ple, if K = 2k, the code protects k logical qubits); and
d, the distance of the code, which determines the mini-
mum number of physical qubit errors required to cause a
logical error. The distance d indicates the code’s ability
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to detect and correct errors. Specifically, an ((n,K, d))
code can detect up to d − 1 qubit errors and correct up
to t =

⌊
d−1
2

⌋
qubit errors [1, 4]. A well-known example

is the Steane code, which is an ((7, 2, 3)) code. This code
encodes one logical qubit into seven physical qubits and
can correct up to one qubit error and detect up to two
qubit errors [4].

Furthermore, quantum error-correcting codes may ei-
ther be non-additive or additive. Non-additive codes are
a generalization of stabilizer (additive) codes and allow
encoding of quantum information without adhering to
the 2k constraint for the dimension K. The code distance
d, which is the minimum weight of an undetectable error,
remains critical in both types of codes, as it determines
how many errors can be detected and corrected.

Two quantum error-correcting codes P1 and P2 are lo-
cally equivalent if one can be transformed into the other
by local unitary operations or local Clifford operations
applied to individual qubits. Formally, P1 and P2 are
locally equivalent if there exists a unitary transforma-
tion U = U1 ⊗ U2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Un, where each Ui acts on a
single qubit, such that P2 = UP1U

†. This local equiva-
lence ensures that the overall structure of the code and
parameters n, K, d are preserved, even though individ-
ual states within the code space may change under the
transformation [3].

In practice, to test whether two ((n,K, d)) codes P1

and P2 are local unitary equivalent, we can use Quantum
weight enumerators [17], which were defined by

A(z) =

n∑
j=0

Ajz
j , B(z) =

n∑
j=0

Bjz
j (4)

with coefficients

Aj =
1

K2

∑
wt(Oα)=j

Tr(OαPc) Tr(O
†
αPc), (5)

Bj =
1

K

∑
wt(Oα)=j

Tr(OαPcO
†
αPc). (6)

Here

Oα ∈ {X,Y, Z, I}⊗n (7)

are n-fold Pauli tensor product. Denote the number of
X factors, Y factors and Z factors in Oα as wtX(Oα),
wtY(Oα), and wtZ(Oα). The weight of Oα is

wt(Oα) = wtX(Oα) + wtY(Oα) + wtZ(Oα). (8)

And other related concepts including Rains’ unitary and
shadow quantum weight enumerators [18–20].

III. STRUCTURE OF λij

Throughout this paper, we assume that the error op-
erators Ei are Pauli operators for convenience. However,

our method naturally extends to non-Pauli errors as well.
In this context, we simplify the analysis by focusing on
the case where i < j. The quantum error correction crite-
rion (KL) condition is given by PE†

iEjP = λijP, ∀i, j,
where P is the projector onto the code subspace, and λij
encodes the interaction between errors Ei and Ej on the
code subspace.

A. The signature vector

To capture the nature of these off-diagonal interac-
tions, we define the signature vector as off-diagonal el-
ements in matrix λij in KL conditions. However, when
dealing with Pauli errors, the product E†

iEj can be pro-
portional to another Pauli operator that may already be
included in our set of errors. This leads to a double
counting problem, as the same operator can appear mul-
tiple times due to different pairs (i, j). For example, with
single-qubit errors such as Xi and Yi, the product X†

i Yi
is proportional to Zi, which might already be included in
the error set.

To resolve this issue and avoid double counting, we
refine our definition by considering only unique error in-
teractions. Specifically, we define an equivalence relation
on the set of operator products E†

iEj , where two opera-
tors are considered equivalent if they are proportional up
to a scalar multiple (including global phase). That is,

E†
iEj ∼ E†

kEl if E†
iEj = αE†

kEl,

for some non-zero α.
We then construct a set of representatives from each

equivalence class of these operator products, ensuring
that each unique operator (up to proportionality) is in-
cluded only once. The Signature Vector λ⃗(P ) associated
with a projector P is then defined using the correspond-
ing λij values for these representatives:

λ⃗(P ) = (λi1j1 , λi2j2 , . . . , λimjm), (9)

where each E†
ik
Ejk is a distinct representative in S, and

ik < jk for all k.
Each component of λ⃗(P ) represents the interaction be-

tween a pair of distinct errors Eik and Ejk as captured
by the quantum error correction criterion, without redun-
dant counting. By focusing on these unique off-diagonal
elements, the signature vector reflects the degree of corre-
lation between different errors on the code space defined
by P while avoiding double counting of equivalent error
interactions.

Let Werror denote the set of all possible signature vec-
tors corresponding to different projectors P that satisfy
the quantum error correction criterion for a given error
model {Ei}. Formally, we define:

Werror =
{
λ⃗(P ) : P satisfies the QEC

criterion for error model {Ei}
}

(10)
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The set Werror represents all possible interactions be-
tween distinct errors under the given error model. Ana-
lyzing the structure of Werror is crucial for understanding
the properties of quantum error-correcting codes.

The structure of Werror is closely related to the rank-
K joint numerical range of the set of operators {E†

iEj}.
The rank-K joint numerical range for a set of operators
{Ai}mi=1 is defined as:

W (K)(A1, A2, . . . , Am) ={
(λi) :There exists a rank-K projector P

such that PAiP = λiP
}

(11)

This definition aligns with the quantum error correction
conditions, therefore, studying Werror is equivalent to an-
alyzing the rank-K joint numerical range of the operators
{E†

iEj}.
In particular, for ((n,K, d)) codes, we have

Werror = W (K)({E†
ik
Ejk}, ik < jk)

= W (K)({Oα}, 0 < wt(Oα) < d).

Here Oα ∈ {X,Y, Z, I}⊗n are n-fold Pauli tensor prod-
uct.

The rank-1 joint numerical range is known to be always
connected. It is convex for m = 2 Hermitian operators
(as shown by the Toeplitz-Hausdorff theorem [21, 22]),
so does the case for rank-K [23, 24]. But for m > 2 the
properties of higher-rank joint numerical ranges are less
well understood [25–29]. For K ≥ 2, the rank-K joint
numerical range of a set of operators is generally non-
convex and can exhibit a complex structure, including
disconnected components. As an example, consider a
case of two qubits with A1 = X ⊗ I, A2 = X ⊗ Z, A3 =
Y ⊗ I, A4 = Y ⊗ Z, A5 = Z ⊗ I. It can be shown that
the rank-2 joint numerical range contains only two point

W (2)(A1, A2, A3, A4, A5) = {(0, 0, 0, 0, 1), (0, 0, 0, 0,−1)},

hence W (2) is disconnected.
In general, the connectedness of the rank-K joint nu-

merical range depends on the specific operators involved.
In this work, we study the connectedness of Werror for
the case of the error-correcting code of interest.

B. The length of the signature vector λ∗(P )

We are particularly interested in the length of the Sig-
nature Vector, denoted by λ∗(P ), which is defined as:

λ∗(P ) = ∥λ⃗(P )∥2 =

√∑
ik<jk

λ2ikjk (12)

This length provides a measure of the overall strength of
the error interactions on the code subspace for the given

projector P [20]. A natural lower bound is λ∗ ≥ 0, where
λ∗ = 0 may be achieved when there exists codes with all
λij = 0, i ̸= j (e.g. nondegenerate stablizer code). And
for a given quantum channel a natural upper bound may
be achieved when there exists codes with all λij = 1 (i.e.
the DFS).

Note that Werror may not be connected in general,
implying that the set of possible values of λ∗(P ) may
also not be continuous. In this study, we focus on the
structure of the values of λ∗(P ), specifically investigat-
ing the minimum and maximum values of λ∗, denoted
by λ∗min and λ∗max, respectively. Furthermore, we aim
to determine whether the range of λ∗ is continuous be-
tween these extrema. Although the continuity of the λ∗
range does not imply the connectedness of Werror, study-
ing this range provides valuable insights into the struc-
ture of Werror.

For ((n,K, d)) codes, λ∗ is the length of the vectors
in W (K)({Oα}, 0 < wt(Oα) < d). Furthermore, we show
that λ∗, as defined above, is local unitary invariant (LUI),
by linking λ∗ to the purity of the reduced density matri-
ces (RDMs) of the codewords (the purity of the reduced
density matrix (RDM) is LUI).

Given a quantum state |ψ⟩, the RDM for the i-th sub-
system is defined as:

ρ(i) = Tr(i)c [|ψ⟩⟨ψ|],

where Tr(i)c denotes the partial trace over all subsystems
except the i-th one. The purity of this RDM is given by:

P(ρ(i)) = Tr[(ρ(i))2] (13)

and since purity is invariant under local unitary trans-
formations, the purity for 1-RDM, 2-RDM, ..., and up to
(d− 1)-RDM is also LUI.

Next, consider the vector λ(i) =
(Tr[ρ(i)Xi],Tr[ρ

(i)Yi],Tr[ρ
(i)Zi]), which captures how

the i-th subsystem interacts with the Pauli operators.
The length of this vector is LUI, and is expressed as:

∥λ(i)∥2 =

√√√√ 3∑
α=1

(λ
(i)
α )2.

This can be rewritten in terms of the purity as ∥λ(i)∥22 =
2Tr[ρ(i)ρ(i)]− 1, demonstrating that ∥λ(i)∥2 is LUI.

Now, let λ(ij) be a vector with 9 components, corre-
sponding to the two-qubit interactions:

λ(ij) =
(
Tr[ρ(ij)XiXj ],Tr[ρ

(ij)XiYj ], · · · ,Tr[ρ(ij)ZiZj ]
)
.

The length of this vector is also LUI, and is given by:

∥λ(ij)∥2 =

√√√√ 9∑
α=1

(λ
(ij)
α )2.

We can express this as:

∥λ(ij)∥22 = 4Tr[ρ(ij)ρ(ij)]− 1− ∥λ(i)∥22 − ∥λ(j)∥22,
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where each term on the right-hand side has already been
shown to be LUI.

With invariance of weight-1 and weight-2 vectors, in
a similar fashion, the length of weight-(d − 1) vectors
∥λ(ij··· )∥2 can be proven to be LUI. Consequently, the
length of the signature vector is given by:

(λ∗)2 =
∑
i

∥λ(i)∥22 +
∑
ij

∥λ(ij)∥22

+ · · ·+ (weight-(d− 1) term),

which is also LUI, as all terms involved are LUI. The
LUI property can also be observed from the connection
with quantum weight enumerators in Eq.(5). E.g., when
d = 3, λ∗2 =

∑
i ∥λ(i)∥22 +

∑
ij ∥λ(ij)∥22 = A1 +A2.

Since λ∗ is local unitary invariant (LUI), it follows that
if two quantum codes P1 and P2 correspond to different
values of λ∗, i.e., λ∗(P1) ̸= λ∗(P2), then the two codes
must be local unitary inequivalent. This means that the
distinct values of λ∗ reflect different structures in the code
subspaces that cannot be transformed into one another
via local unitary operations. This shows that λ∗ serves
as a useful tool for distinguishing some local unitary in-
equivalent codes. However, the converse does not hold:
two local unitary inequivalent codes may correspond to
the same value of λ∗.

C. Algorithm for calculating range of λ∗

To parameterize the code space P , we use Stiefel man-
ifold:

St (m,n) =
{
x ∈ Cm×n : m ≥ n, x†x = In

}
.

Parametrization for Stiefel manifold is given by:

f(θ) = θ
(
θ†θ
)−1/2

: Cm×n → St (m,n)

Above is the polar decomposition which maps (full rank)
complex matrix θ ∈ Cm×n to a Stiefel matrix and all
Stiefel matrices can be genrated in such a way [30]. We
embed the code subspace into Stiefel manifold:

|ψ⟩ = {|ψi⟩ : i = 1, · · · ,K} ∈ St (2n,K) ⊆ C2n×K .

For the parametrized states |ψ⟩ (not a valid code yet),
we can calculate the tensor λ̃α,i,j = ⟨ψi|Oα|ψj⟩. For the
subspace to be a valid code, the following loss term LKL

should be optimized to zero

〈
λ̃α,i,i

〉
i
= K−1

∑
i

λ̃α,i,i,
∥∥∥λ̃∥∥∥

2
=

√∑
α

〈
λ̃α,i,i

〉2
i

LKL (θ) =
∑
α,i̸=j

∣∣∣λ̃α,i,j∣∣∣2 +∑
α,i

(
λ̃α,i,i −

〈
λ̃α,i,i

〉
i

)2

To find the minimum length of λ vector, we can opti-
mize the following loss

Lλ (θ;µ) = µLKL +
∥∥∥λ̃∥∥∥2

2
(14)

with LKL added as penalty and the hyper-parameter µ
control the penalty strength. For a large enough µ, the
optimal value of Lλ should corresponds to λ with mini-
mum length.

Similarly, to find the maximal length of λ, we can op-
timize the following loss function:

Lλ (θ;µ) = µLKL −
∥∥∥λ̃∥∥∥2

2
. (15)

To find whether a code exists with length of λ equal
to λ∗, we can define such a loss function:

L (θ;µ, λ∗) = µLKL +

(∥∥∥λ̃∥∥∥2
2
− λ∗2

)2

. (16)

Notice that similarly one can also find the code with a
predefined vector λ⃗, just choose the loss function as:

L
(
θ;µ, λ⃗

)
= µLKL +

∥∥∥λ̃− λ⃗
∥∥∥2
2
. (17)

IV. THE ((6, 2, 3)) CODES

It is well known that ((5, 2, 3)) code is unique up to
local unitary equivalence, with signature vector λ⃗ = 0,
hence the range of λ∗ is a single point 0. Much less is
known about the range of λ∗ for the case of ((6, 2, 3)).
For stabilizer codes, there are only degenerate ones, for
example the stabilizer code given in [31], with stabilizers
given by

g1 : Y I Z X X Y
g2 : Z X I I X Z
g3 : I Z X X X X
g4 : I I I Z I Z
g5 : Z Z Z I Z I

For this code, all components of signature vector are zero
except the term ⟨0L|Z4Z6 |0L⟩ = 1, hence λ∗ = 1. All
the other ((6, 2, 3)) codes found in [32] also have λ∗ = 1.

To find the range of λ∗, we sample λ∗ ∈ [0.5, 1.1],
then calculate the optimal value for L (θ;µ, λ∗) in eq(16).
The results are shown in Fig 1. For all optimizations,
the violations of error-correcting conditions are less than
LKL ≤ 10−15. From the figure, a sharp transition from
almost zero to nonzero can be observed, which indicates
∥λ∥22 ∈ [0.6, 1.0]. This two boundaries are also found via
optimizing Lλ and Lλ.

A. Families of ((6, 2, 3)) codes with
√
0.6 ≤ λ∗ ≤ 1

To construct codes with
√
0.6 ≤ λ∗ ≤ 1, denote the

six qubits by q1q2q3q4q5q6, and choose the following five
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FIG. 1: λ∗2 range for ((6, 2, 3)) code. Penalty factor is
chosen µ = 1000.

bases for qubits q2q3q4q5q6

|S1⟩ =
1√
2
(|00001⟩+ |11110⟩) ,

|S2⟩ =
1√
2
(|00010⟩+ |11101⟩) ,

|S3⟩ =
1√
2
(|00100⟩+ |11011⟩) ,

|S4⟩ =
1√
2
(|01000⟩+ |10111⟩) ,

|S5⟩ =
1√
2
(|10000⟩+ |01111⟩) .

Now choose logical states as:

|0L⟩ =
5∑

i=1

|xi⟩ |Si⟩ , |1L⟩ =
5∑

i=1

|yi⟩ |Si⟩ .

Here

|xi⟩ = γi |0⟩+ γi+5 |1⟩ , i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

|yi⟩ = γ∗i+5 |0⟩ − γ∗i |1⟩ , i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

The KL condition reduces to the following conditions on
|xi⟩ and |yi⟩ (see Appendix A for details):∑

i

|xi⟩ ⟨xi| =
∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨yi| ,
∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨xi| = 0.

Notice that this is equivalent to require that the RDM of
q1 is I

2 .
Now let

γj = aj + ibj , γ5+j = cj + idj ,

for j = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. Where aj , bj , cj , dj ∈ R. Define the
column vectors a, b, c, and d to be:

a =


a1
a2
a3
a4
a5

 , b =


b1
b2
b3
b4
b5

 , c =


c1
c2
c3
c4
c5

 , d =


d1
d2
d3
d4
d5

 .

Then the KL condition will give the following conditions
on a, b, c, d:

a · a = b · b = c · c = d · d =
1

4
,

a · b = a · c = a · d = b · c = b · d = c · d = 0.
(18)

This means that a, b, c, d are orthogonal vectors in R5.
We then choose e being the vector orthogonal to

a, b, c, d, that is, the unnormalized orthogonal matrix
composed from (a, b, c, d, e) as A

A =
[
a b c d e

]
=


a1 b1 c1 d1 e1
a2 b2 c2 d2 e2
a3 b3 c3 d3 e3
a4 b4 c4 d4 e4
a5 b5 c5 d5 e5



→ AAT = ATA =
1

4
I

which means each column (row) are orthogonal to each
other. In other words, 2A is a 5× 5 orthogonal matrix.

It turns out that the nonzero element of the signature
vector, denoted as PE†

iEjP = λijP of this code is given
by the element of e (see Appendix A for details):

λXiXj = λYiYj = −2e7−ie7−j ,

λZiZj = 2e27−i + 2e27−j , i, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} .

And

λ∗2 =
1

2
+ 8

∑
i

e4i .

This means that λ∗ is invariant with the rotation
within the subspace spanned by (a, b, c, d) . To further
understand this invariance, we can view |0L⟩ and |1L⟩
as bipartite states between q1 (Party I) and q2q3q4q5q6
(Party II). For Party I, an orthogonal transformation
(i.e. 2A, change of basis in the subspace spanned by |Si⟩)
will correspond to a unitary transformation on Party II,
hence will not change the RDM of Party I. This unitary
in general cannot be realized by LU transformations on
q2q3q4q5q6, hence will lead to LU inequivalent codes.

It turns out (see Appendix A for details), however,
when e is chosen, the freedom in the choice of (a, b, c, d)
will lead to locally equivalent codes. This is due to the
fact that, all such choices, given by[

a b c d
]
O,

where O is any 4×4 orthogonal matrix, can be generated
by

1. local unitary transformations on party I (i.e. the
first qubit) (leading to LU equivalent code), and

2. unitary transformations in the logical space
spanned by |0L⟩ and |1L⟩ (leading to the same
code).
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In other words, the choice of e will in general lead to local
inequivalent codes.

Specifically, the vector e for λ∗2min = 0.6 is

e =
1

2
√
5

[
1 1 1 1 1

]
,

and for λ∗2max = 1

e =
1

2

[
0 0 0 0 1

]
.

B. A single-parameter family

To have a single-parameter family of codes that con-
nect λ∗min to λ∗2max = 1, since λ∗ is only dependent on e,
let us choose a single parameter family for e

e =
1

2
[
1

2
sin θ,

1

2
sin θ,

1

2
sin θ,

1

2
sin θ, cos θ],

for cos θ ∈ [ 1√
5
, 1].

Now we can choose the matrix A as

A =
1

2


1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2 cos(θ)

1
2 sin(θ)

1
2 − 1

2 − 1
2

1
2 cos(θ)

1
2 sin(θ)

− 1
2

1
2 − 1

2
1
2 cos(θ)

1
2 sin(θ)

− 1
2 − 1

2
1
2

1
2 cos(θ)

1
2 sin(θ)

0 0 0 − sin(θ) cos(θ)


This gives a single parameter family of codes with the

corresponding

λ∗2 =
1

2
+

1

2

(
1

4
sin4(θ) + cos4(θ)

)
runs continuously from 0.6 to 1.

For this family of codes, the matrix λij will
be block diagonal, and each block corresponding to
XiXj , YiYj , ZiZj correlations, with the form (we only
need to consider i, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6}:

B =


1 r r r r
r 1 s s s
r s 1 s s
r s s 1 s
r s s s 1

 .
The eigenvalues of the matrix are:

λB1 = λB2 = λB3 = 1− s,

λB4 =
2 + 3s+

√
9s2 + 16r2

2
,

λB5 =
2 + 3s−

√
9s2 + 16r2

2
.

Notice that

λX2Xj = λY2Yj = −2e5e7−j

= −2

(
1

2
cos θ

1

4
sin θ

)
, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6}

λXiXj
= λYiYj

= −2e7−ie7−j

= −2

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

, i, j ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6} . (19)

So the XiXj , YiYj blocks are the same and correspond
to

r = −1

4
sin θ cos θ, s = −2

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

.

And

λZ2Zj = 2e25 + 2e27−j

= 2

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

+ 2

(
1

2
cos θ

)2

, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6}

λZiZj
= 2e27−i + 2e27−j

= 4

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

, i, j ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6} . (20)

The ZiZj block corresponds to

r = 2

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

+ 2

(
1

2
cos θ

)2

, s = 4

(
1

4
sin θ

)2

.

So the matrix λij will be full rank for cos θ ∈ [ 1√
5
, 1),

i.e. λ∗ ∈ [
√
0.6, 1). For cos θ = 1, i.e. λ∗ = 1, we have

λB5 = 0.
The enumerator is found to be:

A((6,2,3)) = 1 + (
3

16
cos(2θ) +

5

64
cos(4θ) +

47

64
)z2

+ (− 3

16
cos(2θ)− 5

64
cos(4θ) +

17

64
)z3

+ (− 3

16
cos(2θ)− 5

64
cos(4θ) +

721

64
)z4

+ (
3

16
cos(2θ) +

5

64
cos(4θ) +

1007

64
)z5 + 3z6

,

(21)

B((6,2,3)) = 1 + (
3

16
cos(2θ) +

5

64
cos(4θ) +

47

64
)z2

+ (
3

8
cos(2θ) +

5

32
cos(4θ) +

751

32
)z3

+ (−3

4
cos(2θ)− 5

16
cos(4θ) +

577

16
)z4

+ (−3

8
cos(2θ)− 5

32
cos(4θ) +

1297

32
)z5

+ (
9

16
cos(2θ) +

15

64
cos(4θ) +

1677

64
)z6

. (22)
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When cos(θ) = 1, we have λ∗2max = 1, and

e =
1

2

[
0 0 0 0 1

]
.

The code subspace, spanned by (|0L⟩ , |1L⟩), resides
within the ground state space of the Hamiltonian

H = −2Z2

∑
i∈{3,4,5,6}

Zi +
1

2

∑
i∈{3,4,5,6}

∑
j∈{3,4,5,6}

j ̸=i

ZiZj ,

which is 16-dimensional degenerate, and is spanned by

|000001⟩ , |000010⟩ , |000100⟩ , |001000⟩ ,

|011110⟩ , |011101⟩ , |011011⟩ , |010111⟩ ,

|100001⟩ , |100010⟩ , |100100⟩ , |101000⟩ ,

|111110⟩ , |111101⟩ , |111011⟩ , |110111⟩ .

This implies that the signature vector P⃗ lies on the
boundary of W (1)({Oα}), where wt(Oα) = 1, 2.

V. THE ((7, 2, 3)) CODES

For the ((7, 2, 3)) case, consider the Steane code with
stabilizers

g1 : X I X I X I X
g2 : I X X I I X X
g3 : I I I X X X X
g4 : Z I Z I Z I Z
g5 : I Z Z I I Z Z
g6 : I I I Z Z Z Z

This code has a signature vector λ⃗ = 0, corresponding
to λ∗ = 0. To find the maximum value of λ∗, we run our
algorithm and observe a sharp transition at λ∗ =

√
7, as

shown in Fig. 2.
It turns out that this maximum value λ∗ =

√
7 corre-

sponds to the permutation invariant code, which is con-
structed from the Dicke basis:

Dn,k =

(
n

k

)−1/2 ∑
σ∈Symn

σ |0⟩⊗n−k ⊗ |1⟩⊗k

Two permutation invariant codes are given in [15] as:

8 |0L⟩ =
√
15D7,0 −

√
7D7,2 +

√
21D7,4 +

√
21D7,6

|1L⟩ = X⊗7|0L⟩
(23)

and

8 |0L⟩ =
√
15D7,0 +

√
7D7,2 +

√
21D7,4 −

√
21D7,6

|1L⟩ = X⊗7|0L⟩
(24)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
*2

10 19

10 16

10 13

10 10

10 7

10 4

10 1

(
;

=
10

00
,

* )

FIG. 2: λ∗2 range for ((7, 2, 3)) code.

Notice that these two codes are local-unitary equiva-
lent.

Now the key question is again, whether the set of all
λ∗s is connected, i.e., whether the range of λ∗ is indeed
[0,

√
7]. Notice that by permuting the qubits, Steane code

can have cyclic symmetry, with logical 0 and logical 1
given by

|0L⟩ =
1√
8

(
|0000000⟩+ |1100101⟩+ |0101110⟩+ |0010111⟩

+ |1001011⟩+ |1110010⟩+ |0111001⟩+ |1011100⟩
)

=
1√
8
|0000000⟩+

√
7

8
(|0010111⟩+ cyc.)

(25)
and |1L⟩ = X⊗7 |0L⟩ . Here cyc. denotes all the other
computational basis states with cyclic shift. Now we will
explicitly construct families of cyclic codes with λ∗ ∈
[0,

√
7].

Let us choose the cyclic basis with even weights:

|{0000000}⟩ = |0000000⟩

|{0000011}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0000011⟩+ cyc.)

|{0000101}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0000101⟩+ cyc.)

|{0001001}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0001001⟩+ cyc.)

|{0001111}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0001111⟩+ cyc.)

|{0011011}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0011011⟩+ cyc.)
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|{0011101}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0011101⟩+ cyc.)

|{0101011}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0101011⟩+ cyc.)

|{0010111}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0010111⟩+ cyc.)

|{0111111}⟩ = 1√
7
(|0111111⟩+ cyc.)

Using this basis, we parametrize |0L⟩ and |1L⟩ as fol-
lows:

|0L⟩ = c0 |{0000000}⟩

+
c1√
3

(
|{0000011}⟩+ |{0000101}⟩+ |{0001001}⟩

)
+ c2 |{0010111}⟩+

c3
2

(
|{0001111}⟩+ |{0011011}⟩

+ |{0011101}⟩+ |{0101011}⟩
)
+ c4 |{0111111}⟩ ,

|1L⟩ = X⊗7 |0L⟩
(26)

Within the five-dimensional subspace given in Eq(26),
KL conditions will lead to three independent equations.
Combined with normalization condition, the coefficients
(c0, c1, c2, c3, c4) should satisfy the following four equa-
tions:

c20 + c21 + c22 + c23 + c24 = 1 (27)
⟨0L|Zi|0L⟩ = 0 →
7c20 + 3c21 − c22 − c23 − 5c24 = 0

(28)

⟨0L|XiX
⊗7|0L⟩ = 0 →

2
√
7c0c4 + 2

√
3c1c2 + 4

√
3c1c3

+ 4
√
3c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23 = 0

(29)

⟨0L|YiX⊗7|0L⟩ = 0 →
2
√
7c0c4 + 2

√
3c1c2 + 4

√
3c1c3

− 4
√
3c1c4 − 4c2c3 − 3c23 = 0

(30)

And for the signature vector, the following components
are nonzero, satisfying (for i ̸= j):

21⟨0L|XiXj |0L⟩ = 2
√
21c0c1 + 10c21 + 4

√
3c1c2

+8
√
3c1c3 + 12c2c3 + 6c2c4 + 9c23 + 12c3c4 + 6c24 (31)

21⟨0L|YiYj |0L⟩ = −2
√
21c0c1 + 10c21 − 4

√
3c1c2

−8
√
3c1c3 + 12c2c3 − 6c2c4 + 9c23 − 12c3c4 + 6c24 (32)

21⟨0L|ZiZj |0L⟩ = 21c20 + c21 − 3c22 − 3c23 + 9c24 (33)

From Eq.(29) and Eq.(30) we obtain:
√
7c0c4 + 2

√
3c1c2 + 2

√
3c1c3 = 0 (34)

4
√
3c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23 = 0 (35)

To solve these equations, we first find one solution for
c4 (see Appendix B for details):

c4 = −
√
3c1 (36)

Then Eq.(36) and Eq.(34) derive another linear rela-
tion:

c2 = −2c3 +
√
7c0 (37)

Plug Eq.(36) and Eq.(37) into Eq.(27), (28), (31),
(32), (33), (34) and (35), one finds f (for i ̸= j):

Normalization: 8c20 − 4
√
7c0c3 + 4c21 + 5c23 = 1 (38)

⟨0L |Zi| 0L⟩ = 0 → 4
√
7c0c3 − 12c21 − 5c23 = 0 (39)〈

0L
∣∣XiX

⊗7
∣∣ 0L〉 = 0 → 4

√
7c0c3 − 12c21 − 5c23 = 0

(40)〈
0L
∣∣YiX⊗7

∣∣ 0L〉 = 0 → −4
√
7c0c3 + 12c21 + 5c23 = 0

(41)

21 ⟨0L |XiXj | 0L⟩ = 12
√
7c0c3 + 28c21 − 15c23 (42)

21 ⟨0L |YiYj | 0L⟩ = 12
√
7c0c3 + 28c21 − 15c23 (43)

21 ⟨0L |ZiZj | 0L⟩ = 12
√
7c0c3 + 28c21 − 15c23 (44)

Since the signature vector components ((42), (43) and
(44)) are equal, it is convenient to introduce λ∗ as a pa-
rameter (for i ̸= j):

21 ⟨0L |XiXj | 0L⟩ =
√
7λ∗ (45)

21 ⟨0L |YiYj | 0L⟩ =
√
7λ∗ (46)

21 ⟨0L |ZiZj | 0L⟩ =
√
7λ∗ (47)

By eliminating c0 and c3 through Eq.(39) and Eq.(42),

we find c1 = ±
√√

7λ∗

8 . With parameter λ∗ ∈ [0,
√
7],

they become Steane code when λ∗ = 0, and parametric
code at λ∗ =

√
7. The following two QECCs are related

to QECC in eq(23):

c0 =

√√
7λ∗ + 8

8
,

c1 = −
√√

7λ∗

8
,

c4 = −
√
3c1,

c3 =
2

5

√
7c0 ±

√
7c20 −

15
√
7λ∗

64

 ,

c2 = −2c3 +
√
7c0

(48)
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The following two correspond to QECC in Eq. (24)

c0 =

√√
7λ∗ + 8

8
,

c1 =

√√
7λ∗

8
,

c4 = −
√
3c1,

c3 =
2

5

√
7c0 ±

√
7c20 −

15
√
7λ∗

64

 ,

c2 = −2c3 +
√
7c0

(49)

For the quantity inside the square root non-negative, it
requires λ∗ ≤

√
7. The signature vector for these four

codes are the same with the following nonzero compo-
nents (for i ̸= j:

⟨0L|XiXj |0L⟩ = ⟨0L|YiYj |0L⟩ = ⟨0L|ZiZj |0L⟩ =
λ∗

3
√
7

This means that all the 2-particle reduced density ma-
trix of the code have the form

ρ(ij) =
1

4
I +

λ∗

3
√
7
(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj).

Consequently, the matrix λij will be block diagonal, and
each block corresponding to XiXj , YiYj , ZiZj correla-
tions, with the form

(1− s)I + sJ, s =
λ∗

3
√
7
∈ [0,

1

3
].

where:

• I is the 7× 7 identity matrix.

• J is the 7× 7 matrix with all entries equal to 1.

This matrix (1 − s)I + sJ has full rank and with one
eigenvalues 6x+ 1 and six eigenvalues 1− s.

For the family given in Eq. (48), weight enumerators
is given by

A((7,2,3)) = 1 + λ∗2z2 + (21− 2λ∗2)z4 + (42 + λ∗2)z6

B((7,2,3)) = 1 + λ∗2z2 + 3(7 + λ∗2)z3 + (21− 2λ∗2)z4

+ 6(21− λ∗2)z5 + (42 + λ∗2)z6 + 3(15 + λ∗2)z7.
(50)

We have also explored all the local Clifford inequivalent
((7, 2, 3)) stabilizer codes, and found that the only possi-
ble values of λ∗ are {0,

√
1,
√
2,
√
3,
√
5} (see Appendix C

for details). For instance, the Bare code [33] corresponds
to λ∗ =

√
5.

When λ∗ = λ∗max =
√
7, the code subspace, spanned

by (|0L⟩ , |1L⟩), resides within the ground state space of
the Hamiltonian

H = −
∑
i ̸=j

(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj) .

This ground state space is 8-dimensional and corresponds
to the symmetric subspace spanned by the Dicke ba-
sis. This implies that the signature vector P⃗ lies on the
boundary of W (1)({Oα}), where wt(Oα) = 1, 2.
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Appendix A: Details of the ((6,2,3)) codes

1. The |Si⟩ basis

In the six-qubits system q1q2q3q4q5q6, we choose a sub-
space for q2q3q4q5q6 with basis |Si⟩:

|S1⟩ =
1√
2
(|00001⟩+ |11110⟩) ,

|S2⟩ =
1√
2
(|00010⟩+ |11101⟩) ,

|S3⟩ =
1√
2
(|00100⟩+ |11011⟩) ,

|S4⟩ =
1√
2
(|01000⟩+ |10111⟩) ,

|S5⟩ =
1√
2
(|10000⟩+ |01111⟩) .

Their reduced density matrices (RDM) have clean
forms. For example, 1-RDM

2Trqrqsqtqµ [|Si⟩ ⟨Sj |] = δijI2

2-RDM are

4Trqrqsqt [|Si⟩ ⟨Si|] = I4 + (−1)
δ
Z ⊗ Z

where the sign δ ∈ {0, 1} depends on how which qubits
are chosen, for example:

4Trq2q3q4 [|S1⟩ ⟨S1|] = I4 − Z ⊗ Z,

4Trq2q3q6 [|S1⟩ ⟨S1|] = I4 + Z ⊗ Z. (A1)

Still, 2-RDM but with different basis

4Trqrqsqt [|Si⟩ ⟨Sj |] = (X ⊗X + Y ⊗ Y ) δ(i,j),

4Trq2q3q4 [|S1⟩ ⟨S2|] = (X ⊗X + Y ⊗ Y ) ,

Trq2q3q5 [|S1⟩ ⟨S2|] = 0.

Our code are designed in the following 10-dimensional
subspace

{|0⟩ , |1⟩} ⊗ {|S1⟩ , |S2⟩ , |S3⟩ , |S4⟩ , |S5⟩}
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From above, all 2-RDM of pure states in this subspace
will be in the form

RDM(qi, qj) =
1

4
I4 + αij (XX + Y Y ) + βijZZ.

The logical states are defined as

|xi⟩ = γi |0⟩+ γi+5 |1⟩ , i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

|yi⟩ = γ∗i+5 |0⟩ − γ∗i |1⟩ , i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

|0L⟩ =
5∑

i=1

|xi⟩ |Si⟩ , |1L⟩ =
5∑

i=1

|yi⟩ |Si⟩ .

It is convenient to introduce the following shorthand no-
tation for the 2-RDMs:

Mxx
ij = ⟨xi| xj⟩ , Myx

ij = ⟨yi| xj⟩ ,
Mxy

ij = ⟨xi| yj⟩ , Myy
ij = ⟨yi| yj⟩ .

M (□1,□2,□3) = □1 (|00⟩ ⟨00|+ |11⟩ ⟨11|)
+□2 (|01⟩ ⟨01|+ |10⟩ ⟨10|)
+□3 (|01⟩ ⟨10|+ |10⟩ ⟨01|) .

M (□1,□2,□3) is a 4-by-4 matrix with diagonal elements
□1 and □2, off-diagonal element □3. Four important
properties about the tensor M will be used later:

Mxy
ii = 0 (A2)

Mxx
ii =Myy

ii (A3)

Mxx
ij = γ∗i γj + γ∗i+5γj+5 =Myy

ji (A4)

Mxy
ij +Mxy

ji =
(
γ∗i γ

∗
j+5 − γ∗i+5γ

∗
j

)
+
(
γ∗j γ

∗
i+5 − γ∗j+5γ

∗
i

)
= 0. (A5)

Since ⟨0L| 0L⟩ =
∑

i ⟨xi| xi⟩, we have

⟨0L| 0L⟩ =
∑
i

Mxx
ii =

∑
i

γiγ
∗
i = 1.

With such a basis chosen, our code can already satisfy
most of KL-conditions.

2. The 2-RDMs and KL conditions

a. RDM-(q2, q3) We first introduce RDM-(q2, q3):

Tr(23)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

22 +Mxx
33 ,

2□2 =Mxx
44 +Mxx

55 ,

2□3 =Mxx
45 +Mxx

54 , (A6)

Tr(23)c [|1L⟩ ⟨1L|] =M (□′
1,□

′
2,□

′
3) ,

2□′
1 =Myy

11 +Myy
22 +Myy

33 ,

2□′
2 =Myy

44 +Myy
55 ,

2□′
3 =Myy

45 +Myy
54 , (A7)

Tr(23)c [|1L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□′′
1 ,□

′′
2 ,□

′′
3) ,

2□′′
1 =Myx

11 +Myx
22 +Myx

33 ,

2□′′
2 =Myx

44 +Myx
55 ,

2□′′
3 =Myx

45 +Myx
54 . (A8)

• From Eq.(A3), we have □1 = □′
1 and □2 = □′

2.

• From Eq.(A4), we have □3 = □′
3.

• From Eq.(A2), we have □′′
1 = □′′

2 = 0.

• From Eq.(A5), we have □′′
3 = 0

The |0L⟩⟨0L| RDM is equal to |1L⟩⟨1L| RDM and others
are zero. It should be emphasized that this is true to all
RDM(qi, qj), i ̸= 1, j ̸= 1.

b. RDM-(qi>1, qj>1) Without loss of generality,
only |0L⟩⟨0L| is listed below:

Tr(24)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

22 +Mxx
44 ,

2□2 =Mxx
33 +Mxx

55 ,

2□3 =Mxx
35 +Mxx

53 ,

Tr(25)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

33 +Mxx
44 ,

2□2 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

55 ,

2□3 =Mxx
25 +Mxx

52 ,

Tr(26)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

33 +Mxx
44 ,

2□2 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

55 ,

2□3 =Mxx
15 +Mxx

51 ,

Tr(34)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

22 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
33 +Mxx

44 ,

2□3 =Mxx
34 +Mxx

43 ,
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Tr(35)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

33 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

44 ,

2□3 =Mxx
24 +Mxx

42 ,

Tr(36)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

33 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

44 ,

2□3 =Mxx
14 +Mxx

41 ,

Tr(45)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

44 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

33 ,

2□3 =Mxx
23 +Mxx

32 ,

Tr(46)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
22 +Mxx

44 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

33 ,

2□3 =Mxx
13 +Mxx

31 ,

Tr(56)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =M (□1,□2,□3) ,

2□1 =Mxx
33 +Mxx

44 +Mxx
55 ,

2□2 =Mxx
11 +Mxx

22 ,

2□3 =Mxx
12 +Mxx

21 . (A9)

c. RDM (q1, qk>1) To satisfy KL-conditions, the
RDMs

Tr(1k)c [|0L⟩ ⟨0L|] =
1

2

∑
i

|xi⟩ ⟨xi| ⊗ I2,

Tr(1k)c [|1L⟩ ⟨1L|] =
1

2

∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨yi| ⊗ I2

Tr(1k)c [|1L⟩ ⟨0L|] =
1

2

∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨xi| ⊗ I2

must obey∑
i

|xi⟩ ⟨xi| =
∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨yi| ,
∑
i

|yi⟩ ⟨xi| = 0.

From above, we can derive

γ =
[
a+ ib c+ id

]
∈ C10, a, b, c, d ∈ R5,

a · a = b · b = c · c = d · d =
1

4
,

a · b = a · c = a · d = b · c = b · d = c · d = 0.

∑
i

|xi⟩ ⟨xi| =
1

2
I2

Thus, vector (a, b, c, d) make four columns of orthogonal
group O(5).

3. Expression of λ∗

Let e being the vector orthogonal to a, b, c, d

e · e = 1

4
, e · a = e · b = e · c = e · d = 0, e ∈ R5

Then we can prove

Mxx
ii =

1

4
− e2i ,M

xx
ij +Mxx

ji = −2eiej .

Proof. Let’s take i = 1 for example. Denote the unnor-
malized orthogonal matrix composed from (a, b, c, d, e)
as:

A =
[
a b c d e

]

=


a1 b1 c1 d1 e1
a2 b2 c2 d2 e2
a3 b3 c3 d3 e3
a4 b4 c4 d4 e4
a5 b5 c5 d5 e5

 (A10)

→ AAT = ATA =
1

4
I.

which means each column (row) are orthogonal to each
other. Then

Mxx
11 = a21 + b21 + c21 + d21 =

1

4
− e21,

and similarly

Mxx
12 +Mxx

21 = a1a2 + b1b2 + c1c2 + d1d2

= (a1a2 + b1b2 + c1c2 + d1d2 + e1e2)

− e1e2

= −e1e2. (A11)

All nonzero components of signature vector can be
written as

λXiXj
= λYiYj

= −2e7−ie7−j ,

λZiZj
= 2e27−i + 2e27−j , i, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} . (A12)
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For example

λX2X3 = λY2Y3 = −2e4e5, λZ2Z3 = 2e24 + 2e25.

Then its square of length is

λ∗2 =
1

2
+ 8

∑
i

e4i

Proof. Two lemmas:

∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

e2i e
2
j =

(∑
i

e2i

)2

−
∑
i

e4i =
1

16
−
∑
i

e4i

∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

e4i =
∑
i

∑
j

e4i −
∑
i

e4i = 4
∑
i

e4i

Using lemmas above,

λ∗2 =
∑
i

∑
j>i

4e2i e
2
j + 4e2i e

2
j + 4

(
e2i + e2j

)2
=
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

4e2i e
2
j + 2

(
e2i + e2j

)2
=
∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

8e2i e
2
j + 2e4i + 2e4j

=
1

2
+ 8

∑
i

e4i

4. Structure of SO(4) symmetry

The Lie algebra so(4) comprises all 4 × 4 skew-
symmetric matrices. A general skew-symmetric matrix
X ∈ so(4) satisfies XT = −X. Such matrices have
zeros on the diagonal and contain six independent off-
diagonal elements. These non-zero elements correspond
to infinitesimal rotations in the six independent planes
of four-dimensional space (xi − xj plane for i ̸= j). Each
generator can be represented by a matrix Eij , where the
(i, j)-th entry is +1, the (j, i)-th entry is −1, and all other
entries are zero.

To obtain the Lie group SO(4), we exponentiate the Lie
algebra elements. Specifically, for any skew-symmetric
matrix X ∈ so(4), the corresponding element in SO(4)
can be obtained as:

SO(4) =
{
eX | X ∈ so(4)

}
Now choose the set

K1 = E12 + E34,K2 = E12 − E34,

K3 = E23 + E14,K4 = E23 − E14,

K5 = E13 + E24,K6 = E13 − E24.

Notice that

exp(θK1) =

 cos θ sin θ 0 0
− sin θ cos θ 0 0

0 0 cos θ sin θ
0 0 − sin θ cos θ



exp(θK2) =

 cos θ sin θ 0 0
− sin θ cos θ 0 0

0 0 cos θ − sin θ
0 0 sin θ cos θ



exp(θK3) =

 cos θ 0 0 sin θ
0 cos θ sin θ 0
0 − sin θ cos θ 0

− sin θ 0 0 cos θ



exp(θK4) =

cos θ 0 0 − sin θ
0 cos θ sin θ 0
0 − sin θ cos θ 0

sin θ 0 0 cos θ



exp(θK5) =

 cos θ 0 sin θ 0
0 cos θ 0 sin θ

− sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 − sin θ 0 cos θ



exp(θK6) =

 cos θ 0 sin θ 0
0 cos θ 0 − sin θ

− sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 sin θ 0 cos θ


Notice that

exp(−iθX) = cos θI − i sin θX =

[
cos θ −i sin θ

−i sin θ cos θ

]

exp(−iθY ) = cos θI − i sin θY =

[
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

]

exp(−iθZ) = cos θI − i sin θZ =

[
e−iθ 0
0 eiθ

]
.

Write

|xi⟩ = (ai + ibi) |0⟩+ (ci + idi) |1⟩ =
[
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]
.

|yi⟩ = (ci − idi) |0⟩ − (ai − ibi) |1⟩ =
[
ci − idi
−ai + ibi

]
.
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We now compare

exp θKi

with the representation of

• exp iθX1, exp iθY1, exp iθZ1

• exp iθXL, exp iθYL, exp iθZL

as SO(4) rotations

a. exp (−iθX1)

exp (−iθX1) |xi⟩ =
[

cos θ −i sin θ
−i sin θ cos θ

] [
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]

=

[
(cos θai + sin θdi) + i(cos θbi − sin θci)
(sin θbi + cos θci) + i(− sin θai + cos θdi)

]
As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ 0 0 − sin θ
0 cos θ sin θ 0
0 − sin θ cos θ 0

sin θ 0 0 cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(θK4).

b. exp (−iθY1)

exp (−iθY1) |xi⟩ =
[
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

] [
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]

=

[
(cos θai − sin θci) + i(cos θbi − sin θdi)
(sin θai + cos θci) + i(sin θbi + cos θdi)

]

As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ 0 sin θ 0
0 cos θ 0 sin θ

− sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 − sin θ 0 cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(θK5).

c. exp (−iθZ1)

exp (−iθZ1) |xi⟩ =

[
cos θ − i sin θ 0

0 cos θ + i sin θ

] [
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]

=

[
(cos θai + sin θbi) + i(− sin θai + cos θbi)
(cos θci − sin θdi+) + i(sin θci + cos θdi)

]

As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ − sin θ 0 0
sin θ cos θ 0 0
0 0 cos θ sin θ
0 0 − sin θ cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(−θK2).

d. exp (−iθXL)

exp (−iθXL) |0L⟩ = cos θ |0L⟩ − i sin θ |1L⟩

→ cos θ

[
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]
− i sin θ

[
ci − idi
−ai + ibi

]

=

[
(cos θai − sin θdi) + i(cos θbi − sin θci)
(sin θbi + cos θci) + i(sin θai + cos θdi)

]

As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ 0 0 sin θ
0 cos θ sin θ 0
0 − sin θ cos θ 0

− sin θ 0 0 cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(θK3).

e. exp (−iθYL)

exp (−iθYL) |0L⟩ = cos θ |0L⟩+ sin θ |1L⟩

→ cos θ

[
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]
+ sin θ

[
ci − idi
−ai + ibi

]

=

[
(cos θai + sin θci) + i(cos θbi − sin θdi)
(− sin θai + cos θci) + i(sin θbi + cos θdi)

]

As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ 0 − sin θ 0
0 cos θ 0 sin θ

sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 − sin θ 0 cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(−θK6).
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f. exp (−iθZL)

exp (−iθZL) |0L⟩ = (cos θ − i sin θ) |0L⟩

→ (cos θ − i sin θ)

[
ai + ibi
ci + idi

]

=

[
(cos θai + sin θbi) + i(− sin θai + cos θbi)
(cos θci + sin θdi+) + i(− sin θci + cos θdi)

]

As a SO(4) rotation, this is

[
a b c d

]  cos θ − sin θ 0 0
sin θ cos θ 0 0
0 0 cos θ − sin θ
0 0 sin θ cos θ

 ,

which corresponds to exp(−θK1).

Appendix B: Details for the ((7,2,3)) codes

We provide the details for solving the following system
of equations:

c20 + c21 + c22 + c23 + c24 = 1 (E1)

7c20 + 3c21 − c22 − c23 − 5c24 = 0 (E2)

2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

+4
√
3 c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23 = 0 (E3)

2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

−4
√
3 c1c4 − 4c2c3 − 3c23 = 0 (E4)

Our goal is to eliminate c0, c2, and c3 to obtain an
equation in terms of c1 and c4.

Step 1: Subtract Eq.(E4) from Eq.(E3)

Subtracting Eq.(E4) from Eq.(E3):

[
2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

+4
√
3 c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23

]
−
[
2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

−4
√
3 c1c4 − 4c2c3 − 3c23

]
= 0

Simplify:

8
√
3 c1c4 + 8c2c3 + 6c23 = 0

⇒ 4
√
3 c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23 = 0 (E5)

Step 2: Add Equations (E3) and (E4)

Adding Equations (E3) and (E4):

[
2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

+ 4
√
3 c1c4 + 4c2c3 + 3c23

]
+
[
2
√
7 c0c4 + 2

√
3 c1c2 + 4

√
3 c1c3

− 4
√
3 c1c4 − 4c2c3 − 3c23

]
= 0

Simplify:

4
√
7 c0c4 + 4

√
3 c1c2 + 8

√
3 c1c3 = 0

⇒
√
7 c0c4 +

√
3 c1c2 + 2

√
3 c1c3 = 0 (E6)

Step 3: Eliminate c0 Using Equations (E1) and (E2)

From Eq.(E1):

c20 = 1− c21 − c22 − c23 − c24 (E1a)

Substitute c20 into Eq.(E2):

7(1− c21 − c22 − c23 − c24) + 3c21 − c22 − c23 − 5c24 = 0

7− 7c21 − 7c22 − 7c23 − 7c24 + 3c21 − c22 − c23 − 5c24 = 0

Simplify:

−4c21 − 8c22 − 8c23 − 12c24 + 7 = 0 (E7)

Divide both sides by −1:

4c21 + 8c22 + 8c23 + 12c24 = 7 (E7a)

Divide both sides by 4:

c21 + 2c22 + 2c23 + 3c24 =
7

4
(E8)

Step 4: Use Eq.(E6) to Express c0c4

From Eq.(E6):

√
7 c0c4 = −

√
3 c1c2 − 2

√
3 c1c3 (E9)
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Step 5: Compute (c0c4)
2 from Eq.(E9)

Square both sides of Eq.(E9):

(
√
7 c0c4)

2 =
(
−
√
3 c1c2 − 2

√
3 c1c3

)2
7c20c

2
4 = 3c21 (c2 + 2c3)

2

⇒ c20c
2
4 =

3

7
c21 (c2 + 2c3)

2 (E10)

Step 6: Express c20c
2
4 in Terms of c1 and c4

From Eq.(E1a), we have:

c20 = 1− c21 − c22 − c23 − c24 (E1a)

Therefore:

c20c
2
4 = (1− c21 − c22 − c23 − c24)c

2
4 (E11)

Step 7: Equate the Two Expressions for c20c
2
4

Set Eq.(E10) equal to Eq.(E11):

(1− c21 − c22 − c23 − c24)c
2
4 =

3

7
c21 (c2 + 2c3)

2 (E12)

Step 8: Use Eq.(E8) to Express c22 + c23

From Eq.(E8):

c22 + c23 =
1

2

(
7

4
− c21 − 3c24

)
(E13)

Simplify:

c22 + c23 =
7

8
− 1

2
c21 −

3

2
c24 (E14)

Step 9: Express (c2 + 2c3)
2 in Terms of Known

Quantities

First, expand (c2 + 2c3)
2:

(c2 + 2c3)
2 = c22 + 4c2c3 + 4c23 (E15)

From Eq.(E5), rearranged:

c2c3 = −
√
3 c1c4 −

3

4
c23 (E16)

Substitute c2c3 into Eq.(E15):

(c2 + 2c3)
2 = c22 + 4

(
−
√
3 c1c4 −

3

4
c23

)
+ 4c23

= c22 − 4
√
3 c1c4 − 3c23 + 4c23

= c22 − 4
√
3 c1c4 + c23 (E17)

Now, using c22 + c23 from Eq.(E14):

(c2 + 2c3)
2 =

7

8
− 1

2
c21 −

3

2
c24 − 4

√
3 c1c4 (E14)

Thus, from Eq.(E12), we have

(
1− c21 −

(
7

8
− 1

2
c21 −

3

2
c24

)
− c24

)
c24

=
3

7
c21

(
7

8
− 1

2
c21 −

3

2
c24 − 4

√
3 c1c4

)
(E18)

Simplifying we have

28c44 +
(
7 + 8c21

)
c24 + 96

√
3c31c4 +

(
12c41 − 21c21

)
= 0

⇔
(
c4 +

√
3c1

)(
28c34 − 28

√
3c1c

2
4 +

(
92c21 + 7

)
c4

+
√
3
(
4c31 − 7c1

) )
= 0 (E19)

This then gives c4 = −
√
3c1 as a solution.

Appendix C: All ((7,2,3)) Stabilizer Codes

The codeword stabilized (CWS) formalism provides a
systematic approach for enumerating all (7, 2, 3) stabi-
lizer codes [10]. A CWS code is characterized by a graph
and a classical binary code. We examined both connected
and disconnected graphs corresponding to (7, 2, 3) stabi-
lizer codes, taking into account graph isomorphisms and
local unitary equivalence, as classified in [34]. This anal-
ysis results in 59 inequivalent graphs.

Assuming 0000000 is one of the classical codewords, we
evaluated all 7-bit classical binary strings from 0000001
to 1111111 to identify the second codeword, selecting
those that result in a CWS code with a minimum distance
of 3. The resulting (7, 2, 3) stabilizer codes are summa-
rized in Table I, which lists the corresponding lengths of
the signature vectors λ∗.

The signature vector for a stabilizer code can only con-
tain components of 0 or 1, which implies that the square
of its norm, (λ∗)2, must be an integer. An exhaustive
search reveals that for (7, 2, 3) stabilizer codes, the only
possible values of λ∗ are {0,

√
1,
√
2,
√
3,
√
5}.
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λ∗ Graph No.

0 40, 42, 43, 44√
1 38, 39, 41√
2 17, 30, 35, 37√
3 8, (1, 8), 28, 33√
5 (2, 4), 25, 31

TABLE I: Summary of all ((7,2,3)) stabilizer codes
identified through the CWS formalism. Graph

numbering follows [34]. For graphs with fewer than 7
vertices, isolated vertices were added, e.g., Graph No.

17. Notation (1, 8) refers to a disconnected graph
composed of subgraphs No. 1 and No. 8.
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