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Quantum resource theories are a powerful framework to characterize and quantify relevant quantum phenom-
ena and identify processes that optimize their use for different tasks. Here, we define a resource measure for
magic, the sought-after property in most fault-tolerant quantum computers. In contrast to previous literature, our
formulation is based on bosonic codes, well-studied tools in continuous-variable quantum computation. Particu-
larly, we use the Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill code to represent multi-qubit states and consider the resource theory
for the Wigner negativity. Our techniques are useful to find resource lower bounds for different applications as
state conversion and gate synthesis. The analytical expression of our magic measure allows us to extend current
analysis limited to small dimensions, easily addressing systems of up to 12 qubits.

Identifying and quantifying which properties of quantum
mechanics, or resources, are responsible for the predicted ad-
vantage of quantum computers over classical ones is the ob-
ject of intense theoretical and experimental effort. Within the
field of resource theories [1–10], the quantification of magic
for fault-tolerant quantum computation occupies a prominent
role. The leading architectures of fault-tolerant quantum com-
puters are based on stabilizer codes [11]. In this approach,
certain operations are easy to implement and constitute a non-
universal [12] set that is fault-tolerant by having a transver-
sal implementation —such that these operations do not prop-
agate errors within a code block [13]. This restricted set of
easy or free operations called stabilizer operations includes
Clifford gates, preparation of stabilizer states, and computa-
tional basis measurements. Stabilizer operations alone can-
not provide quantum computational advantage, as the calcula-
tions can be efficiently classically simulated [14]. To unlock
universal quantum computation, one needs to include difficult
or resourceful operations —for example, through magic state
injection— which naturally leads to the so-called magic state
model [15]. However, the preparation of high-quality magic
states typically involves costly procedures such as magic state
distillation, which makes it desirable to optimise the number
of magic states used for a given quantum computation — al-
though alternative routes to magic state distillation exist [16].

The need for optimizing non-stabilizer resources has driven
the area of resource theory of magic and therefore the
definition of several magic measures for both qudit —d-
dimensional— and qubit systems. Early works focused on
resource theories of magic for odd-dimensional qudits [17],
relying on a well-defined discrete Wigner function and its neg-
ativity [8] , and its extensions to infinite dimensions [9, 10].
The more defying case of multi-qubit systems —for which
the definition of the discrete Wigner function remains chal-
lenging [18–21]— has undergone substantial progress in re-
cent years with the development of several magic measures.
Among these, the relative entropy of Magic [8], the Robust-
ness of Magic [22], the dyadic negativity, the mixed state
extent, and the generalized robustness [23] have been de-
fined for general density matrices, while the stabilizer rank

or extent [24–26], the stabilizer nullity, and the dyadic mono-
tone [27] only account for the magic content of pure states.
The availability of these measures has been essential to find
(in few cases optimal) lower bounds in magic state distillation
schemes and in non-Clifford unitary synthesis [22, 23, 27].
Moreover, magic monotones have inspired classical simula-
tors of quantum computing architectures [23–26]. However,
in general, it is impractical to compute these measures for
large numbers of qubits (& 5), and several lower bounds in the
literature apply to distinct scenarios in which not always all
easy operations are considered free —for instance, the mea-
sures do not always account for measurements and classical
feed-forward as free operations. Therefore, it is desirable
to provide new measures that are practically computable for
larger number of qubits, and combine different quantifiers of
magic to find tighter bounds applicable to general scenarios
and to identify how quantum computations can be optimized.

Here, we develop a new magic measure for multi-qubit
pure states by borrowing tools and notions from continuous-
variable (CV) systems in the context of bosonic codes. More-
over, we connect this independently developed magic mea-
sure with the st-norm [22, 28], and with the stabiliser Rényi
entropy [29], measured recently on a quantum processor [30].
The CV framework provides a way to upgrade the st-norm
status to a fully-fledged measure and brings new insight on its
properties and tools for its computation. We exploit the encod-
ing of discrete-variable systems into the infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space of CV systems provided by bosonic codes, the
main alternative to conventional error-correction codes with
growing theoretical and experimental efforts [31–34]. In con-
trast to all previous magic monotones, the CV mathemati-
cal formulation of our monotone allows for transferring re-
sults from CV quantum computation to magic quantifica-
tion. Specifically, we map qubit systems into an infinite-
dimensional Hilbert space via the Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill
(GKP) encoding [35] and then derive an expression for their
Wigner logarithmic negativity (WLN) [9, 10, 36]. Using this
expression, we develop a new magic measure that we call
GKP Magic. The Wigner function is well-defined for CV
systems and allows us to evaluate the GKP Magic for signifi-
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cantly larger systems than previously known measures, easily
reaching up to 12-qubit systems. The GKP Magic properties
that we prove enable the analysis of the magic resource cost
in the most general scenario, where probabilistic protocols
are allowed, and measurements, auxiliary qubits, and classi-
cal feed-forward are free operations. In this context, we find
analytical expressions of the GKP Magic for relevant building
blocks of quantum algorithms yielding lower bounds for the
corresponding T -count, a known indicator of the difficulty to
implement fault-tolerant quantum circuits.

Definition of the GKP Magic measure.— We consider a
general n-qubit state in the Ẑ eigenbasis, represented by the
density operator

ρ̂ =
∑

u,v∈Fn2

ρu,v |u〉 〈v| , (1)

with |u〉 = |u1 . . . un〉 and |v〉 = |v1 . . . vn〉 a tensor product
of the single-qubit states in the computational basis, Fn2 the
n-dimensional binary linear space, and ρu,v complex coeffi-
cients. With the GKP encoding in square lattices, the code
words |ui〉 —with ui ∈ {0, 1}— correspond to the infinite
superpositions of position q̂ eigenstates

|ui〉 =

∞∑
si=−∞

∣∣xi =
√
π(ui + 2si)

〉
q̂
. (2)

Then, the Wigner function associated to the GKP-encoded
density operator of Eq. (1) is given by

Wρ̂(q,p) ≡ 1

(2π)n

∫ ∞
−∞

dnxeipx
〈
q +

x

2

∣∣∣ ρ̂ ∣∣∣q − x
2

〉
q̂

=
1

(2π)n

∑
u,v∈Fn2

ρu,v

n∏
i=1

[∑
si,ti

(−1)
si
2 (ui−vi−2ti)

× δ
(
pi −

√
π

2
si

)
δ

(
qi −

√
π

2
(2ti + ui + vi)

)]
, (3)

and it constitutes the foundation of the GKP Magic measure.
The negativity of the Wigner function is a necessary con-

dition for achieving exponential speed-up in continuous-
variable quantum computing architectures [37]. A measure
of this resource is the WLN, defined as [9, 10]

W(σ̂) = log2

(∫ ∞
−∞

dnqdnp|Wσ̂(q,p)|
)
, (4)

with dnq and dnp the n-dimensional volume differentials cor-
responding to q and p, and σ̂ a bosonic Hermitian operator.

Firstly, we compute the negativity of the Wigner function
given in Eq. (3). Since the WLN of an ideal non-normalized
GKP codeword is infinite, we consider the periodicity of the
Wigner function and restrict the computation to the lattice unit
cell to obtain a finite value. We reduce the integration domain
in Eq. (4) to a hypercube in phase space, with the domain C

being qi ∈ [0, 2
√
π), pi ∈ [0, 2

√
π). Therefore, we define the

WLN of one unit cell as

WC(ρ̂) = log2

(∫
C

dnqdnp|Wρ̂(q,p)|
)
. (5)

The integral over the absolute values of the Wigner function
can be evaluated and is obtained as∫
C

dnqdnp|Wρ̂(q,p)| = 1
√
π
n

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k∈Fn2

(−1)
i·k
ρk,k+j

∣∣∣∣∣∣,
(6)

with i · k =
∑n
j=1 ijkj mod 2 the standard binary inner

product, and k+j the bitwise sum (k+j)i = ki+ji mod 2.
(see Supplemental Material [38, Sec. I].)

Quantifying the cell Wigner negativity of a n-qubit GKP
state in Eq. (6) allows us to define the GKP Magic G(|ψ〉),
a new Magic monotone for pure states. This definition was
first motivated by noticing that the cell WLN of encoded
GKP states saturates to a constant value for encoded stabi-
lizer states, while it is maximal for the |T 〉 and |H〉 magic
states [39, 40]. We emphasize the generality of the previous
Wigner function logarithmic negativity calculations by using
ρ to denote any mixed or pure state. For the sake of clarity,
since we only demonstrate the monotonic properties of the
GKP Magic for pure states ρ = |ψ〉 〈ψ|, we stress the differ-
ence by denoting the quantum state as |ψ〉 from now on.

Crucially, we notice that GKP-encoded pure stabilizer
states contain an inherent amount of WLN in one lattice cell.
Therefore, we define our GKP Magic measure by subtract-
ing the inherent cell negativity of (2/

√
π)
n to enforce that

G(|ψS〉) = 0 for |ψS〉 a pure stabilizer state. We provide an
explicit counterexample for mixed states in [38, Sec. IV].

In the case of pure states |ψ〉 =
∑

i∈Fn2
ci |i〉, the GKP

Magic measure is finally obtained as

G(|ψ〉) ≡ log2

[(√
π

2

)n ∫
C

dnqdnp |W|ψ〉〈ψ|(q,p)|)
]

= log2

 ∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k∈Fn2

(−1)
i·k

2n
c∗kck+j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 (7)

where we made use of Eq. (6).
The Wigner negativity in the argument of the logarithm is

equivalent to the st-norm [38, Sec. III], initiallly regarded as
a one-way magic witness. In turn, this also implies that it is
equivalent to the stabiliser Rényi entropy [29][38, Sec. III]
for α = 1

2 . These equivalences upgrade the st-norm to a fully
fledged magic measure.

Using the properties of the WLN enables us to demonstrate
the following properties for our GKP Magic measure G [38,
Sec. II]:

(i) Invariance under Clifford unitaries ÛC : G(ÛC |ψ〉) =
G(|ψ〉)

(ii) Additivity: G(|ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B) = G(|ψ〉) + G(|φ〉)
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(iii) Faithfulness: G(|ψS〉) = 0 iff |ψS〉 is a stabilizer state
(iv) Invariance under composition with stabilizer states:
G(|ψ〉 ⊗ |φS〉) = G(|ψ〉)

(v) Non-increasing under measurement in the computa-
tional basis.

(vi) Non-increasing under Clifford operations conditioned
on the outcomes of computational-basis measurements.

Using our newly defined magic measure, we compute the
most magic states and unitaries [38, Sec. V].

Distillation and gate synthesis.— Magic monotones play
a central role in the leading approaches to fault-tolerant quan-
tum computation, and have been used to bound the number
of resourceful states for state conversion and gate synthe-
sis [22, 27]. Additionally, fundamental bounds have been
found on the Gaussian conversion between GKP-encoded
Hadamard eigenstates |H〉 and the logical GKP-state |0〉 in
continuous-variable settings [40]. Using our GKP Magic mea-
sure, we can lower bound the number of copies of a given re-
source state needed to implement a desired target unitary or to
produce certain state when non-unitary and probabilistic pro-
tocols are allowed.

Firstly, we address distillation protocols to extract a particu-
lar target state. We consider a stabilizer protocol [8] —a set of
Clifford unitaries, composition with stabilizer states, compu-
tational basis measurements, and Pauli operations conditioned
on measurement outcomes— that converts k copies of |ψ〉 to
m copies of the target state |φ〉. The GKP Magic does not
increase with such stabilizer protocol, and therefore we can
bound the number of input resource states by

k ≥ mG(|φ〉)
G(|ψ〉)

, (8)

where we have used the additive property of our measure,
G(|ψ〉⊗k) = kG(|ψ〉). We notice that this property also al-
lows us to establish bounds even when catalyst states —loaned
magic states returned at the end of the protocol— are allowed.

Moreover, we analyze probabilistic stabilizer protocols for
distillation that convert k copies of an r-qubit state |ψ〉 to
m copies of the s-qubit target state |φ〉 with probability p.
That is, we consider stabilizer protocols that can include post-
selection upon specific measurement outcomes and operations
entailing partial traces that can create mixed quantum states.
Despite the GKP Magic monotone being only defined for pure
states, its direct link with the WLN allows us to consider lower
bounds of required resource states when intermediate mixed
states are involved. The system’s WLN restricted to the code’s
unit cell is additive and does not increase on average with such
probabilistic stabilizer protocol [38, Sec. IV], so that

kWC(|ψ〉) ≥ pmWC(|φ〉). (9)

We can establish a lower bound on the average number of
copies E[n] of |ψ〉 needed to distill |φ〉⊗m proportional to the
ratio of the monotones. Since one must run the probabilistic

protocol 1/p times to get a successful outcome, we require

E[n] =
k

p
≥ mWC(|φ〉)

WC(|ψ〉)
. (10)

Finally, for input and output pure states the WLN per cell is
directly related with the GKP Magic as G(|Ψ〉) =WC(|Ψ〉)−
log2[N0(n)], where we have subtracted the corresponding in-
trinsic logarithmic negativity per cell of a pure n-qubit stabi-
lizer state |ψS〉, given by N0(n) = (2/

√
π)n. Hence, we can

rewrite the bound as

E[n] =
k

p
≥ mG(|φ〉) + log2[N0(s)]

G(|ψ〉) + log2[N0(r)]
. (11)

This bound is strictly looser in the case of p = 1 [38, Sec. IV].
Besides characterizing distillation protocols, magic mea-

sures have been used to bound gate synthesis. A quantum
gate can be synthesized with purely unitary processes [41] or,
more generally, allowing auxiliary qubits, measurements and
classical feed-forward [42–45]. In the field of fault-tolerant
quantum computation, gates of the third level of the Clifford
hierarchy —C3 such that Cn+1 ≡ {Û |Û P̂ Û† ⊆ Cn,∀P̂ ∈
C1} [15] with the n-qubit Pauli group C1— are the standard
and most convenient non-Clifford elements to enable univer-
sal quantum computing when Clifford gates (elements in C2)
are available [15]. Although any circuit can have an equiva-
lent teleportation gadget, C3 gates can be implemented with
the corresponding resource states and conditional operators
in the Clifford group, so that the state and gate costs coin-
cide [15, 46]. If the unitaries are additionally diagonal then
an explicit teleportation gadget can be given that teleports
the gate Û with the resource state Û(|+〉)⊗n ≡ |U〉, with
|+〉 = (|0〉+ |1〉)/

√
2 [22].

This property of the third level of the Clifford hierarchy al-
lows us to bound the |U〉-cost (or U -count) of a target unitary
Ûtarget if both gates Û and Ûtarget belong to C3,

G(|U〉⊗m) ≤ G(|Utarget〉) ≤ G(|U〉⊗m+1
). (12)

In particular, we estimate the number of T gates (or number of
|H〉 states) needed to implement different unitaries from C3.
We quantify the T -count, i.e. the number of T gates needed,
since the {Clifford, T} constitutes a universal gate set [47].
Equivalently, we can measure the |H〉-cost —the number of
required |H〉 = (|0〉 + eiπ/4 |1〉)/

√
2 states— since the |H〉

magic state can be consumed to implement the non-Clifford
gate T [47]. We analyze the gates characterized with the Ro-
bustness of Magic [22], which allowed for improved gate syn-
thesis and proved the optimality of several circuits. The lower
bound obtained with the GKP Magic coincides with the lower
bound given by the Robustness of Magic for these cases [38,
Sec. V].

Moreover, we study the multiply-controlled phase gates
M̂φ, which are from the third level of the Clifford hierar-
chy [48] and have a diagonal representation in computational
basis

Mφ = diag(1, . . . , 1, eiφ). (13)
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FIG. 1. The GKP Magic G(|Mφ〉), with |Mφ〉 = M̂φ |+〉⊗n, where
n is the number of qubits. The family of unitaries M̂φ of Eq. (13)
belong to diagonal gates of the third level of the Clifford hierarchy,
and the state |Mφ〉 can be teleported to generate the corresponding
gate without additional cost. Here, φ = π corresponds to theCn−1Z
gate, φ = π

2
to aCn−1S gate and φ = π

4
to aCn−1T gate. The GKP

Magic converge to a finite value for increasing numbers of qubits.

They include the multiply-controlled gates Cn−1Z (φ = π),
Cn−1S (φ = π

2 ), and Cn−1T (φ = π
4 ), where we use the

notation for an n− 1 times controlled G gate as Cn−1G.
We derive analytically the GKP Magic value for any Mφ

gate dimension [38, Sec. V]. Fig. 1 shows that the GKP Magic
for different M̂φ gates converges to a finite value as the num-
ber of qubits increases. We analyze analytically this asymp-
totic behavior [38, Sec. V]. Furthermore, we give analytical
expressions for the GKP Magic for the state |H〉, the quantum
adder and the quantum Fourier transform [38, Sec. V].

Since there exist Clifford operations Û and V̂ such that
Cn−1X = ÛCn−1ZV̂ , multiply controlled X- and Z-gates
are expected to contain the same amount of magic. We con-
firm this numerically [38, Sec. V], and in particular we com-
pare our obtained T -count for the C3Z gate with known val-
ues to implement a Toffoli-gate C3X . The T -count provided
by our measure coincides with the count of the optimal tele-
portation gadget of the Toffoli gate [42], but it does not prove
the optimality of the Cn−1X gate gadget with 4(n − 2) T
gates. Notice that the optimal unitary circuit to synthesize the
Toffoli and Fredkin gates includes 7 T gates [49], which does
not contradict the optimal bound for general synthesis, where
measurements and classical feed-forward are allowed.

In general, we can quantify the GKP Magic of any unitary
by using the Choi–Jamiołkowski isomorphism [50, 51], even
those that are not diagonal unitaries from the third level of the
Clifford hierarchy. With this correspondence, we map uni-
taries to quantum states suitable for our measure defined in
Eq. (7) [38, Sec. V]. The GKP Magic of general unitaries can
be used as well to lower bound the resources needed for their
implementation. For gates outside C3 we do not expect tight
bounds, as one may need to use non-Clifford gates to correct
measurements in teleportation schemes or dispose of output

states in probabilistic protocols.
Using the Choi–Jamiołkowski isomorphism we calculate

numerical values for gates analyzed in [49]. The largest sys-
tem size we consider involves 12 qubits and corresponds to the
C5X gate. The calculated values as well as the most magical
two-qubit unitaries and the most magical 3-qubit states can be
found in the Supplemental material [38, Sec. V].

GKP Magic and other magic quantifiers.— It is interest-
ing to compare the GKP Magic to other magic quantifiers
introduced previously in the literature. The sum negativity
of a discrete Wigner function is a magic monotone for gen-
eral odd qudit systems [8]. However, the extension to qubit
systems remains challenging [18–21]. Even though the dis-
crete Wigner function resembles the Wigner representation
of a GKP-encoded qubit restricted to a unit cell, the corre-
sponding magic monotones —the sum negativity and the GKP
Magic— differ for the single-qubit case [38, Sec. IV], where
both are valid measures.

In contrast to the stabilizer nullity and similarly to the Ro-
bustness of Magic, our measure assigns a small value close to
stabilizer states. For instance, the GKP Magic of the pure
single-qubit state |ψ〉 = (|0〉 + eiφ |1〉)/

√
2 tends to zero

for small angles φ → 0. This feature explains the GKP
Magic of the multiply-controlled phase gates converging to
a finite value, opposite to the stabilizer nullity for the CnZ
gate [27]. Through the GKP magic connection with the sta-
biliser Rényi entropy [29] and st-norm [22], we conclude that
it lower bounds the Robustness [22] and the stabilizer nul-
lity [38, Sec. III].

Crucially, in contrast to most other magic measures, the
computation of our magic measure does not include optimiza-
tion, while it allows us to find analytical expressions for n-
qubit states. Also note that the computation of GKP Magic in
Eq. (7) does not require any explicit CV phase space calcula-
tions.

Numerically, our measure requires three sums that scale
with 23n additions of matrix elements. While e.g. the Ro-
bustness of Magic could be computed for systems sizes of up
to 5 qubits [22], or for product states with specific symme-
tries [52], in this work we calculate the GKP Magic for gen-
eral states of up to n = 12 qubits. The computation for 12
qubits takes 962s on one core on a laptop CPU (Intel Core
i7). We expect that larger system sizes are reachable, with
12 qubits not being a hard limit. These running times and
the additivity of our measure open the possibility of exploring
previously unreachable system sizes.

Discussion and perspective views.— In summary, we
have introduced a new additive magic measure for multi-qubit
pure states, the GKP Magic, derived using bosonic codes —
the GKP encoding— and considering the WLN in CV sys-
tems. Moreover, we have established a connection with the
st-norm and stabiliser Rényi entropy, with the former initially
introduced solely as a one-way magic witness. Crucially, the
CV framework allows us to prove the properties of our mea-
sure by transferring properties of the WLN. The convenient
expression of the GKP Magic in Eq. (7) allows us to lower
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bound the resources needed for general unitary synthesis and
state conversion. In contrast to existing monotones, comput-
ing our measure does not require numerical optimization and
we can outperform previous results involving up to≈ 5 qubits
for general states, easily reaching 12-qubit states. Therefore,
the GKP magic can be used to address general gate synthe-
sis —where unitary operations, measurements on auxiliary
systems and classical feed-forward are allowed— and lower
bound unitaries and states that were out of reach previously.
We also confirm existing optimal lower bounds for several
unitary gates studied previously, including the Toffoli gate.
Moreover, we have derived analytical expressions of our mea-
sure for multiply-controlled phase gates, the quantum adder,
and the quantum Fourier transform for an arbitrary number of
qubits. Similar to the st-norm and the Robustness of Magic
case, we find lower bounds for any multi-qubit state and the
general scenario of probabilistic stabilizer protocols using the
Wigner negativity per cell, well-defined for mixed states.

Since the GKP encoding can be applied to qudits of any
dimension, it is natural to ask whether we can define a gener-
alized GKP Magic and how it would be related to the discrete
Wigner function for odd prime dimensions. Another interest-
ing open question is weather the GKP magic quantifies the
hardness of classical simulation of Clifford computation with
additional resource states. Our work sheds new light on magic
measures by investigating bosonic codes and CV state conver-
sion. As such, it opens the question as to whether other prop-
erties of finite-dimensional systems could be assessed by map-
ping them to infinite-dimensional ones, and thereby bridging
and transferring results from two independent areas of quan-
tum information. Finally, the core idea of connecting con-
cepts of CV and DV systems via bosonic codes can be in-
terpreted as an operational blueprint for resource theories of
finite-dimensional systems, beyond quantum computation.
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Appendix A: Wigner function analysis of Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill encoded qubits

In this section, we derive the Wigner logarithmic negativity per GKP lattice cell. This quantity is the main ingredient to define
our magic measure, the GKP magic. First, we give a general expression for the Wigner function of an n-qubit state encoded in
the GKP code. We then rewrite the Wigner function in a way that makes it possible to read off the value at every point in phase
space. The rewritten Wigner function enables us to perform the integral needed to calculate Wigner logarithmic negativity by
splitting the integral. Consequently, we obtain a sum of coefficients that we then rewrite in a new compact form.

Wigner function of n-qubit encoded states

Encoding the information of finite-dimensional quantum systems into bosonic systems is an alternative strategy for quan-
tum error correction. Here, we use the GKP encoding to describe the qubit states with the language of continuous quantum
variables [35]. Thus, we encode n qubits in the 2n-dimensional phase space of n oscillators, by exploiting the translational
symmetry of the GKP code. The tensor product of Pauli operators can then be defined as displacements

Ûαβ = exp

[
i
√

2π

(
n∑
i=1

αip̂i + βiq̂i

)]
, (A1)

where αi, βi are real numbers and p̂i, q̂i canonical variables that satisfy the relation [q̂i, p̂j ] = iδij , with ~ = 1. The GKP code
space is the simultaneous +1 eigenspace of the stabilizer generators, Pauli operators that commute with each other. The Pauli
operators of Eq. (A1) commute if ω(αβ,α′β′) = α · β′ − α′ · β is an integer, and have a one-to-one correspondence to the
points of a lattice in phase space through

U(k1, . . . , k2n) = exp

[
i
√

2π

(
2n∑
i=1

kiai

)]
, (A2)



8

+++++
<latexit sha1_base64="VXN4sKM5r/Vjj60esdmpY1BRbFY="></latexit>

G(| i)

<latexit sha1_base64="Z87bepE1D9AmjJGJhrbF2iAZaUA="></latexit>

| i
<latexit sha1_base64="rvb6HyzQ4ImV0rThRTKCOwkht8E="></latexit>

W| ih | 0

FIG. 2. A schematic representation of the GKP magic. First we map a general pure m-qubit state |ψ〉 into the GKP-encoding, which are δ
peaks on a lattice in the Wigner representation W|ψ〉〈ψ|. By using the translational invariance of the lattice, we only consider one unit cell. We
then calculate the Wigner logarithmic negativity of the GKP-encoded states, which is equivalent to sum the weights of the δ peaks. By doing
that we define a magic measure G(|ψ〉) that classifies the distance to stabilizer states.

where ai are the 2N basis vectors of the lattice, each consisting of linear combinations of q and p, the n-tuples (q1, . . . , qn) and
(p1, . . . , pn), and ki are integers to move from one cell to another. For a more in-depth treatment consult [35]. For simplicity, we
choose the code space lattice to be a hypercube of side-length 2

√
π generated by stabilizer operators that are linear combinations

of q̂i variables, and separately, combinations of p̂i variables — codes of the CSS type [53, 54].
The idea of our magic measure is to use the GKP encoding and compute the Wigner logarithmic negativity of one cell. To

calculate the Wigner logarithmic negativity of a GKP state, we first need to derive a general expression for the Wigner function.
In this section, we derive the n-qubit Wigner function in GKP encoding. The main ideas behind the definition of the GKP magic
can be found in Fig. 2.

A common representation for quantum states and processes is the Wigner functions in a quantum phase space. The Wigner
function is defined as

Wσ̂(q,p) =

(
1

2π

)n ∫ ∞
−∞

dnxeipx
〈
q +

x

2

∣∣∣ σ̂ ∣∣∣q − x
2

〉
q̂
, (A3)

where σ̂ is the state of the continuous variable system. In the following we will denote as ρ̂ =
∑

u,v∈Fn2
ρu,v |u〉 〈v| the state of

the qubit system, to avoid confusion between the density operator of a qubit system and the representation of the qubit system
in GKP-encoding. Starting from this general definition of the n-mode Wigner function and using the representation of a general
n-qubit state in GKP encoding, we arrive at

Wρ̂(q,p) =
∑

u,v∈Fn2

ρuv

n∏
i=1

1

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dxi e
ipixi

[ ∞∑
si=−∞

δ
(
qi +

xi
2
−
√
π(ui + 2si)

)][ ∞∑
ti=−∞

δ
(
qi −

xi
2
−
√
π(vi + 2ti)

)]
,

(A4)

where each integral goes only over a single oscillator. The solution to each of these integrals is calculated in [39]. The n-qubit
Wigner function in GKP encoding is then given by

Wρ̂(q,p) =
1

(4
√
π)n

∑
u,v∈Fn2

ρu,v

n∏
i=1

[∑
si,ti

(−1)
si
2 (ui−vi−2ti)δ

(
pi −

√
π

2
si

)
δ

(
qi −

√
π

2
(2ti + ui + vi)

)]
. (A5)

The Wigner function consists of a sum of Dirac-δ distribution positioned at all lattice sites in phase space.

Recursive form of the n-qubit encoded states Wigner function

To calculate the Wigner logarithmic negativity of a general GKP state, we need to compute integrals over absolute values of
sums. We want to reorder the Wigner function, given in Eq. (A5), so that it is possible to extract immediately the coefficients at
each lattice site. This change significantly simplifies the integrals needed to calculate the Wigner logarithmic negativity, because
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we can then split the integration domain. The n-qubit Wigner function within one unit cell qi, pi ∈ [0, 2
√
π) is given by

(4
√
π)nWρ̂(q,p) =

∑
u,v∈Fn2

ρu,v

n∏
i=1

[∑
si,ti

(−1)
si
2 (ui−vi−2ti)δ

(
pi −

√
π

2
si

)
δ

(
qi −

√
π

2
(2ti + ui + vi)

)]

=
∑

u1,v1∈{0,1}

· · ·
∑

un,vn∈{0,1}

ρu1,...,un,v1,...,vn

n∏
i=1

[· · · ]

=
∑

u1,v1∈{0,1}

· · ·
∑

un−1,vn1∈{0,1}

[ ∑
un,vn∈{0,1}

ρu1,...,un,v1,...,vn

∑
sn,tn

(−1)
sn
2 (un−vn−2tn)

× δ
(
pn −

√
π

2
sn

)
δ

(
qn −

√
π

2
(2tn + un + vn)

)] n−1∏
i=1

[· · · ]

=
∑

u1,v1∈{0,1}

· · ·
∑

un−1,vn−1∈{0,1}

[
3∑

ln,mn=0

wln,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1)δ

(
pn −mn

√
π

2

)
δ

(
qn − ln

√
π

2

)]

×
n−1∏
i=1

[· · · ]

=
∑

u1,v1∈{0,1}

· · ·
∑

un−2,vn−2∈{0,1}

3∑
ln,mn=0

[ ∑
un−1,vn−1∈{0,1}

wln,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1)

×
∑

sn−1,tn−1

(−1)
sn−1

2 (un−1−vn−1−2tn−1)δ

(
pn−1 −

√
π

2
sn−1

)
δ

(
qn−1 −

√
π

2
(2tn−1 + un−1 + vn−1)

)]

δ

(
pn −mn

√
π

2

)
δ

(
qn − ln

√
π

2

) n−2∏
i=1

[· · · ]

=
∑

u1,v1∈{0,1}

· · ·
∑

un−2,vn−2∈{0,1}

3∑
ln−1,mn−1=0

3∑
ln,mn=0

wln−1,mn−1,ln,mn(u1, . . . , un−2, v1, . . . , vn−2)

× δ
(
pn−1 −mn−1

√
π

2

)
δ

(
qn−1 − ln−1

√
π

2

)
δ

(
pn −mn

√
π

2

)
δ

(
qn − ln

√
π

2

) n−2∏
i=1

[· · · ]

(A6)

By repeating the last step n− 2 times, the expression simplifies to 2n equally spaced δ−distributions

(4
√
π)nWρ̂(q,p) =

∑
l1,m1

· · ·
∑
ln,mn

wl1,m1,...,ln,mnδ

(
p1 −m1

√
π

2

)
δ

(
q1 − l1

√
π

2

)
· · · δ

(
pn −mn

√
π

2

)
δ

(
qn − ln

√
π

2

)
,

(A7)

where we define w of first order as

w0,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1) = ρu1,...,0,v1,...,0 + (−1)mnρu1,...,1,v1,...,1

w1,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1) = (−i)mnρu1,...,0,v1,...,1 + imnρu1,...,1,v1,...,0

w2,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1) = (−1)mnρu1,...,0,v1,...,0 + ρu1,...,1,v1,...,1

w3,mn(u1, . . . , un−1, v1, . . . , vn−1) = imnρu1,...,0,v1,...,1 + (−i)mnρu1,...,1,v1,...,0 (A8)

and of j-th order recursively as

w0,mj ,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, v1, . . . , vj−1) = wlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 0, v1, . . . , vj−1, 0)

+ (−1)mjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 1, v1, . . . , vj−1, 1)

w1,mj ,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, v1, . . . , vj−1) = (−i)mjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 0, v1, . . . , vj−1, 1)

+ imjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 1, v1, . . . , vj−1, 0)
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w2,mj ,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, v1, . . . , vj−1) = (−1)mjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 0, v1, . . . , vj−1, 0)

+ wlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 1, v1, . . . , vj−1, 1)

w3,mj ,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, v1, . . . , vj−1) = imjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 0, v1, . . . , vj−1, 1)

+ (−i)mjwlj+1,mj+1,...,ln,mn(u1, . . . , uj−1, 1, v1, . . . , vj−1, 0). (A9)

All the parameters wl1,m1,...,ln,mn of Eq. (A7) can therefore be calculated by this recursion. This can be generalized easily to
the entire phase space by using the translational invariance of the Wigner function. Note that this is a generalization of work
done for one qubit in [39].

Integrals in the Wigner logarithmic negativity of n-qubit encoded states

We are interested in calculating the Wigner logarithmic negativity of the n-qubit Wigner function given by Eq. (A5) to define
a new magic measure. In this section, we go over how we carried out the integrations. Following the definition of the Wigner
logarithmic negativity [9, 10]

W(σ̂) = log2

(∫ ∞
−∞

dnqdnp|Wσ̂(q,p)|
)
, (A10)

we have to integrate over integrals of the form defined in∫
dq |f(q)δ(q)|. (A11)

The Dirac-δ distribution can be represented as the threshold of a function sequence. Let us choose a representation that is a
Dirac sequence and thus is positive everywhere, as is the case for the representation as a Gaussian

lim
ε→0

δε(x) = lim
ε→0

1√
2πε

exp

(
−x

2

2ε

)
. (A12)

Using this representation, the function sequence then gives the Dirac-δ distribution in the limit

lim
ε→0

∫
dx δε(x)f(x) =

∫
dx δ(x)f(x) = f(0). (A13)

We define the absolute value of the Dirac-δ distribution over the action on the representation as a function sequence, namely∫
dx |δ(x)f(x)| = lim

ε→0

∫
dx |δε(x)f(x)|. (A14)

Thus, the threshold should not change if we take absolute values of the Dirac-δ distribution, since it is positive everywhere.
Therefore, we evaluate the integrals∫

dq |f(q)δ(q)| =
∫

dq |f(q)||δ(q)| =
∫

dq |f(q)|δ(q) (A15)

For the last equality we considered the delta-distribution in the function sequence representation. Then it holds for a sum of the
form ∫ ∞

−∞
dx

∣∣∣∣∣∑
i

αiδ(x− xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∑
j

∫ xj+∆j

xj−∆j

dx

∣∣∣∣∣∑
i

αiδ(x− xi)

∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑
j

∫ xj+∆j

xj−∆j

dx|αjδ(x− xj)|

=
∑
j

∫ xj+∆j

xj−∆j

dx|αj |δ(x− xj)

=
∑
j

|αj |,

(A16)
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where ∆j is a finite value such that the integral domains are not overlapping and only one Dirac-δ distribution has support and
αi ∈ R. We will show this for a special case in the following.

Specific for our case, we rewrite the integral by splitting up the integration domain, where only one of the Dirac-δ distributions
has support. For simplicity we only consider the integration over q, integration over both q and p is analogous. We use the
notation −ε to symbolize that the value is not in the integral domain, i.e. that

∫ 2
√
π−ε

0
dq goes over the domain

[
0, 2
√
π
)
.

∫ 2
√
π−ε

0

dq

∣∣∣∣∣
3∑
l=1

αl δ

(
q − l

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣∣
=

∫ 2
√
π−ε

0

dq

∣∣∣∣α1 δ

(
q −
√
π

2

)
+ α2 δ

(
q − 2

√
π

2

)
+ α3 δ

(
q − 3

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣
=

∫ 3
4

√
π−ε

0

dq

∣∣∣∣α1 δ

(
q −
√
π

2

)
+ α2 δ

(
q − 2

√
π

2

)
+ α3 δ

(
q − 3

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣
+

∫ 5
4

√
π−ε

3
4

√
π

dq

∣∣∣∣α1 δ

(
q −
√
π

2

)
+ α2 δ

(
q − 2

√
π

2

)
+ α3 δ

(
q − 3

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣
+

∫ 2
√
π−ε

5
4

√
π

dq

∣∣∣∣α1 δ

(
q −
√
π

2

)
+ α2 δ

(
q − 2

√
π

2

)
+ α3 δ

(
q − 3

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣
=

∫ 3
4

√
π−ε

0

dq

∣∣∣∣α1 δ

(
q −
√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣+

∫ 5
4

√
π−ε

3
4

√
π

dq

∣∣∣∣α2 δ

(
q − 2

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣+

∫ 2
√
π−ε

5
4

√
π

dq

∣∣∣∣α3 δ

(
q − 3

√
π

2

)∣∣∣∣
=

∫ 3
4

√
π−ε

0

dq |α1| δ
(
q −
√
π

2

)
+

∫ 5
4

√
π−ε

3
4

√
π

dq |α2| δ
(
q − 2

√
π

2

)
+

∫ 2
√
π−ε

5
4

√
π

dq |α3| δ
(
q − 3

√
π

2

)

=

∫ 2
√
π−ε

0

dq

3∑
l=1

|αl| δ
(
q − l

√
π

2

)
=

3∑
l=1

|αl|.

(A17)

Wigner logarithmic negativity of n-qubit encoded states

We calculate in this section the Wigner logarithmic negativity, using the expression for the general n-qubit Wigner function
and the technique to evaluate the integrals. Furthermore we will reformulate the recursions defined in Eqs. (A8) and (A9) to
retrieve a more compact formula for the Wigner negativity of one GKP unit-cell.

We restrict ourselves to one unit cell for a hypercubic lattice qi ∈
[
0, 2
√
π
)
, pi ∈

[
0, 2
√
π
)
, where we call this domain C.

Then the Wigner logarithmic negativity is defined as

WC(ρ̂) = log2

(∫
C

dnqdnp |Wρ̂(q,p)|
)
. (A18)

As we have shown previously, the Wigner logarithmic negativity of the n-qubit GKP-state, defined in Eq. (A7), is just a sum of
absolute values of the coefficients wl1,...,ln,m1,...,mn

WC(ρ̂) = log2

 1

(4
√
π)n

3∑
l1,m1=0

· · ·
3∑

ln,mn=0

|wl1,...,ln,m1,...,mn |

.
As was mentioned before, the GKP magic is defined for pure states. We still write the more general density operator ρ̂ to indicate
that the results in the following sections hold for the more general case. We define the short hand notation

~A · ~B = A
[
B
]
.

where ~A is the row vectorization of matrix A. Additionally we define the block notation

Bn =

(
Bn−1

00 Bn−1
01

Bn−1
10 Bn−1

11

)
(A19)
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l1

m1 0 1 2 3

0 1 Z 1 Z
1 X Y −X −Y
2 1 −Z 1 −Z
3 X −Y −X Y

TABLE I. Matrices Wl,m for the single qubit case.

and

B1
i,j =

(
ρi0,j0 ρi0,j1

ρi1,j0 ρi1,j1

)
(A20)

where i, j ∈ Fn−1
2 . We define the matrices Wl,m

Wl,m = il·mZmmod2X lmod2 (A21)

If we look at our definition of Wl,m in Table I, we see that the matrices repeat themselves with different global signs. The global
signs are negligible, since we are summing absolute values of our coefficients w. Thus we get a multiplicity of 4n if we only
consider all the elements of the n-qubit Pauli group C1, the first level of the Clifford hierarchy [15].

Using our notation, the leftmost matrix Wl,m will act on the entries of block Bn where the next one in then entries of Bn−1,
etc.. The rightmost Wl,m will then act on the entries of B1, which are then different elements of the quantum state.

With this notation, we can simplify the Wigner negativity by rewriting the sum of the recursion formulas defined in Sec. A to

1∑
l1,m1=0

· · ·
1∑

ln,mn=0

|wl1,...,ln,m1,...,mn | =
1∑

l1,m1=0

· · ·
1∑

ln−1,mn−1=0

1∑
ln,mn=0

|Wln,mn [Bn]|

=

1∑
l1,m1=0

· · ·
1∑

ln−2,mn−2

1∑
ln,mn=0

1∑
ln−1,mn−1=0

∣∣Wln,mn [Wln−1,mn−1
[Bn−1
i,j ]]

∣∣
=

1∑
l1,m1=0

· · ·
1∑

ln,mn

∣∣Wln,mn [. . . [Wl1,m1 [B1
l,m]] . . . ]

∣∣.
(A22)

We can evaluate the action of the matrices on a block

∣∣1[Bn]∣∣ =
∣∣[Bn−1

00

]
+
[
[Bn−1

11

]∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑
i=0

[
Bn−1
ii

]∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣Z[Bn]∣∣ =

∣∣[Bn−1
00

]
−
[
Bn−1

11

]∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑
i=0

(−1)
i[
Bn−1
ii

]∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣X[Bn]∣∣ =

∣∣[Bn−1
01

]
+
[
Bn−1

10

]∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑
i=0

[
Bn−1
ii+1

]∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣Y [Bn]∣∣ =

∣∣[Bn−1
01

]
−
[
Bn−1

10

]∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑
i=0

(−1)
i[
Bn−1
ii+1

]∣∣∣∣∣.

(A23)

This can be summarized in

1∑
ln,mm=0

|Wln,mm [Bn]| =
1∑

in,jn=0

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑

kn=0

(−1)
in·knBn−1

k,k+j

∣∣∣∣∣. (A24)
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By repeatably applying the matrices on the blocks, we finally arrive at compact expression to calculate the Wigner negativity

1∑
l1,m1=0

· · ·
1∑

ln,mn=0

|wl1,...,ln,m1,...,mn | =
1∑

in,jn=0

· · ·
1∑

i1,j1=0

∣∣∣∣∣
1∑

kn=0

· · ·
1∑

k1=0

(−1)
in·kn . . . (−1)

i1·k1B1
k1...kn,k1+j1...kn+jn

∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k∈Fn2

(−1)
i·k
ρk,k+j

∣∣∣∣∣∣,
(A25)

where ρk,k+j are the matrix elements of the n-qubit density operator in σz eigenbasis. i ·k =
∑n
j=1 ijkj mod 2 is the standard

binary inner product, and k+j the bitwise sum (k+j)i = ki+ji mod 2. So if we restrict ρ̂ = |ψ〉 〈ψ|with |ψ〉 =
∑

i∈Fn2
ci |i〉

as a pure state then the coefficients are given by ρk,k+j = c∗k+jck. Note that we have shown here equivalently a different form
of the coefficients in Eq. (A7) and the connection to Sec. C.

Appendix B: GKP magic properties

A magic measure needs to fulfill a list of properties. In this section, we prove that the GKP magic is an additive magic
measure.

We will start with definitions and the translation symmetry of the Wigner function of general qubit states encoded in GKP.
Let’s consider a general lattice. Then we can decompose vectors in lattice vectorsR, that are vectors that translate between unit
cells, and vectors within a unit cell r

R =
∑
i

niai

r = l+R

(B1)

where ai are the basis vectors that can be used to span the entire lattice, ni ∈ Z and l a vector within a lattice cell. A lattice
periodic function is defined as

f(r) = f(r +R). (B2)

Our Wigner function is defined on a hypersquare lattice and thus is lattice periodic as well

Wρ̂(r) = Wρ̂(r +R), (B3)

where r,R are the vectors containing both quadratures. Note that for the GKP magic we consider ρ̂ = |ψ〉 〈ψ| a pure state, but
use the notation for a density operator to be consistent with the definition used to calculate the Wigner function. The results for
the properties of the Wigner negativity hold for mixed qubit states as well.

We call

N (ρ̂) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dnr |Wρ̂(r)| (B4)

the Wigner negativity and

NC(ρ̂) =

∫
C

dnr |Wρ̂(r)| (B5)

the Wigner negativity of one unit cell.
We use the Wigner negativity instead of the Wigner logarithmic negativityW to prove the properties of the GKP magic for

brevity. Because of the monotonicity of the logarithm, the proofs apply for the Wigner logarithmic negativity analogously.
Thus for calculating the Wigner negativity, the integrals can be decomposed as
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N (ρ̂) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dnr |Wρ̂(r)|

=

∞∑
n1=−∞

· · ·
∞∑

n2N=−∞

∫ Rn1n2+Rn1=1,n2=1

Rn1n2

dr1· · ·
∫ Rn2N−1n2N

+Rn2N−1=1,n2N=1

Rn2N−1n2N

drN |Wρ̂(r)|

=

∞∑
n1=−∞

· · ·
∞∑

n2N=−∞

∫ Rn1=1,n2=1

0

dr1· · ·
∫ Rn2N−11,n2N=1

0

drN |Wρ̂(r +Rn1,...,n2N
)|

=

∞∑
n1=−∞

· · ·
∞∑

n2N=−∞

∫ Rn1=1,n2=1

0

dr1· · ·
∫ Rn2N−1=1,n2N=1

0

drN |Wρ̂(R)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫ Rn1=1,n2=1

0

dr1· · ·
∫ Rn2N−1=1,n2N=1

0

drN |Wρ̂(r)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 · · ·n2N · NC(ρ̂)

(B6)

where we use the shorthand notationRn1...n2N
=
∑2N
i=1 ni~ai.

In the following derivations, we will use the shorthand notation

lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C

dnr |Wρ̂(R)| = lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫ Rn1=1,n2=1

0

dr1· · ·
∫ Rn2N−1=1,n2N=1

0

drN |Wρ̂(R)|.

(B7)

The results holds as well if we take the logarithm, since log(x) is a monotonous function for x.

Invariance under Clifford unitaries

We need to show that the Wigner negativity for one cell is invariant under Clifford unitaries ÛC ⊂ ÛG on the code space

NC(ρ̂) = NC(ÛC ρ̂Û
†
C). (B8)

The Clifford unitaries map a code word to a different code word and leave the lattice thus invariant. It is known that the Wigner
negativity is invariant under the action of Gaussian operations [9]. Thus it needs to hold∫ ∞

−∞
dnr|Wρ̂(r)| = lim

n1→∞
· · · lim

n2N→∞
n1 . . . n2N

∫
C

dnr|Wρ̂(r)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C

dnr
∣∣∣W(ÛC ρ̂Û

†
C)(r)

∣∣∣ =

∫ ∞
−∞

dnr
∣∣∣W(ÛC ρ̂Û

†
C)(r)

∣∣∣ (B9)

where we used that the Wigner negativity is invariant under Gaussian unitaries. Thus the value of one cell is invariant under
Clifford unitaries as well.

Since our measure is defined as

G(|ψ〉) = log2

(∫
C

dnqdnp |W|ψ〉〈ψ|(q,p)|
)
− n log2

(
2√
π

)
= log2 (NC(|ψ〉 〈ψ|))− n log2

(
2√
π

)
,

(B10)

the GKP magic is invariant under Clifford unitaries as well. The offset N0(n) =
(

2√
π

)n
is calculated in Sec. B.
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Additivity

We show that the GKP magic is additive since the Wigner negativity of one cell is multiplicative. It holds that

N (ρ̂1 ⊗ ρ̂2) = lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C1×C2

dnr|Wρ̂1⊗ρ̂2(r)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C1

dnr1|Wρ̂1(r1)|
∫
C2

dnr2|Wρ̂2(r2)|

= N (ρ̂1)N (ρ̂2)

(B11)

where we used that the Wigner function factorizes for product states. Thus the Wigner negativity of one cell is multiplicative
and the GKP magic additive, because the offset can be split accordingly as well

G(|ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉) = log2

(∫
C

dnqdnp
∣∣W|ψ1,ψ2〉〈ψ1,ψ2|(q,p)

∣∣)− (n1 + n2) log2

(
2√
π

)
(B12)

= log2 (NC(|ψ1, ψ2〉 〈ψ1, ψ2|))− (n1 + n2) log2

(
2√
π

)
(B13)

= log2 (NC(|ψ1〉 〈ψ1|))− n1 log2

(
2√
π

)
+ log2 (NC(|ψ2〉 〈ψ2|))− n2 log2

(
2√
π

)
(B14)

= G(|ψ1〉) + G(|ψ2〉). (B15)

Faithfulness

Here, we prove that the GKP magic is a faithful monotone. That is, we want to enforce that G(|ψS〉) = 0 if and only if |ψS〉
is a stabilizer state. The GKP magic of an n-qubit pure state is defined in terms of the Wigner negativity per cell NC of the
corresponding GKP encoded state, as shown in Eq. (B10). From the definition, we observe that the measure is faithful if we find
a normalization N0(n) for n-qubit systems such that

1

N0(n)
NC(|ψS〉 〈ψS |) = 1 (B16)

if and only if |ψS〉 is a stabilizer state.
Firstly, we consider single-qubit systems, n = 1. As shown in Sec. D, the Wigner negativity per cell of single-qubit stabilizer

states |ψS〉 is given by [39]

NC(|ψS〉 〈ψS |) =
2√
π
. (B17)

Therefore, the normalization constant that guarantees that the GKP magic is zero for stabilizer states is

N0(1) =
2√
π
. (B18)

We also need to show that the GKP magic vanishes only for stabilizer states. That is, that the Wigner negativity per cell is 2/
√
π

only if the single-qubit state is a stabilizer state. We consider a general single-qubit state |ψ〉 = cos
(
θ
2

)
|0〉+ sin

(
θ
2

)
eiφ |1〉 and

its Wigner negativity per cell [39]

NC(|ψ〉 〈ψ|) =
2√
π

(|cos(θ)|+ |sin(θ) cos(φ)|+ |sin(θ) sin(φ)|), (B19)

which becomes 2/
√
π for qubit states characterized by θ and φ values satisfying

2√
π

=
2√
π

(|cos(θ)|+ |sin(θ) cos(φ)|+ |sin(θ) sin(φ)|). (B20)

The solutions are given by θ = kπ for any integer k and arbitrary φ; and by θ = (2k + 1)π2 and φ = 0 or φ = (2` + 1)π2 for
any integers k and `. These parameter values represent single-qubit stabilizer states, which proves the GKP magic faithfulness
for the single-qubit pure states.
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Now, we address the general n-qubit systems case. First, we prove that if a state |ψS〉 is a stabilizer state, then G(|ψS〉) = 0.
Multi-qubit stabilizer states are constructed via tensor product of single-qubit stabilizer states and the application of Clifford uni-
tary operations. Since Clifford operations do not increase the Wigner negativity per cell NC , we can consider the normalization
N0(n) for n-qubit product states without loss of generality. Taking into account the multiplicativity of the Wigner negativity,
the normalization for n-qubit systems is given by

N0(n) =

(
2√
π

)n
. (B21)

This normalization is included in the definition of the GKP magic in Eq. (B10) and guarantees that it vanishes for any n-qubit
stabilizer state. To complete the proof, we will now show that only pure stabilizer states can give zero GKP magic.

One can decompose arbitrary n-qubit states in the Hilbert-Schmidt basis as [55]

ρ̂ =
1

2n

1̂+
∑

P̂∈C+
1 \1

aP̂ P̂

 (B22)

with aP̂ ∈ R and
∣∣aP̂ ∣∣ ≤ 1 while C+

1 \ 1 is the set of elements of the n-qubit Pauli group with only positive signs, without the
identity. We only consider pure states, for which Tr

(
ρ̂2
)

= 1. That is,
∑
P∈C+

1 \1
a2
P̂

= 2n − 1, and one needs at least 2n − 1

summands in the chosen decomposition to represent a pure state.
By definition, all pure states that have a stabilizer group S ⊂ C1 of cardinality 2n are called stabilizer states, with C1 the

n-qubit Pauli group. That is, a stabilizer state σ̂ is a +1 eigenstate of 2n elements of the n-qubit Pauli group and can be written
as

σ̂ =
1

2n

∑
P̂∈S

P̂ =
1

2n

1̂+
∑

P̂∈S\1

P̂

. (B23)

Therefore, in the general n-qubit pure state decomposition of Eq. (B22), stabilizer states’ coefficients satisfy
∣∣aP̂ ∣∣ = 1 for∣∣∣P̂ ∣∣∣ ∈ S, and zero otherwise. Therefore, pure stabilizer states have the minimal decomposition in the Hilbert-Schmidt basis.

The Wigner negativity per cell, related to the st-norm, for stabilizer states is

NC(σ̂) =
1√
πn

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣Tr
[
X̂jẐiσ̂

]∣∣∣ =
1√
πn

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2n
Tr

X̂jẐi

1̂+
∑

P̂∈S\1

P̂

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (B24)

=
1√
πn

1 +
∑

P̂∈S\1

∣∣∣∣ 1

2n
Tr
(
1̂
)∣∣∣∣
 =

1√
πn

(1 + 2n − 1) =

(
2√
π

)n
.

An arbitrary pure non-stabilizer state ρ̂ is given by

ρ̂ =
1

2n

1̂+
∑

P̂∈M+\1

aP̂ P̂

 (B25)

whereM⊆ C+
1 is the set of Pauli operators with positive sign needed to represent the pure non-stabilizer state. If we compare

the cardinalities of the sets, it holds that card(S) < card(M) ≤ card
(
C+

1

)
, implying that the sum in Eq. (B25) involves more

than 2n terms. Indeed, we have shown that pure states need at least 2n summands in the Hilbert-Schmidt decomposition, and
that pure stabilizer states are expressed exactly with 2n terms. Therefore, pure non-stabilizer states require necessarily more
that 2n summands. We notice that we cannot apply the same argument for the case of mixed states, since in general they can
be expressed by less than 2n terms. The number of summands in the Hilbert-Schmidt representation of pure states is connected
with the Wigner function of the corresponding GKP encoded states. We observe that higher number of summands correspond
to higher number of Dirac-delta peaks in the Wigner function of the continuous-variable state [39]. That is, non-stabilizer states
have a higher number of wl,m coefficients different from zero in Eq. (A7).

The Wigner negativity per cell for a general n-qubit non-stabilizer pure state ρ̂ is

NC(ρ̂) =
1√
πn

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣Tr
(
X̂jẐiρ̂

)∣∣∣ =
1√
πn

1 +
∑

P̂∈M+\1

∣∣aP̂ ∣∣
. (B26)
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We recall that pure states satisfy that
∑
P̂∈M\1 a

2
P̂

= 2n−1, and thus a2
P̂
≤ 1. Since card(S) < card(M) ≤ card

(
C+

1

)
, at least

one coefficient in the Hilbert-Schmidt decomposition of pure non-stabilizer states of Eq. (B25) is strictly smaller than one, so
that a2

P̂
< 1 for at least one P̂ . It holds that

√
x > x for every positive real number x, such that x < 1. Therefore, in Eq. (B26)

we have that

1 +
∑

P̂∈M+\1

∣∣∣√a2
P̂

∣∣∣ > 1 +
∑

P̂∈M+\1

∣∣a2
P̂

∣∣ = 1 + 2n − 1 = 2n, (B27)

and the Wigner negativity per cell of a non-stabilizer state ρ̂ is strictly larger than
(

2√
π

)n
. The GKP magic defined in Eq. (B10)

is consequently faithful.

Invariance under composition with stabilizer state

The property that the GKP magic is invariant under composition with stabilizer states follows directly from

N (ρ̂⊗ ρ̂S) = N (ρ̂) (B28)

where we used faithfullness and multiplicativity. This holds similarly for the GKP magic, where faithfullness and additivity is
used.

Non-increasing under computational basis measurement

The final property missing is to show that the GKP magic is non-increasing under computational basis measurements or
equivalently that ∑

λ

pλNC(ρλ) ≤ NC(ρ̂), (B29)

where λ are measurement outcomes and with the following notation: The probability to measure outcome λ is denoted by
pλ = Tr[ρ̂Πλ] and the post-measurement state ρ̂λ = 1

pλ

(
1̂⊗Πλ

)
ρ̂
(
1̂⊗Πλ

)
with Πλ being the POVM associated with outcome

the measurement outcome.
Computational basis measurements in GKP are homodyne measurements. If the measured value is between [2m

√
π, (2mn+

1)
√
π) we are in logical 0 and if [(2m+ 1)

√
π, 2m

√
π) then in logical 1 for m ∈ Z . We define our POVMs for one cell and one

mode as

ΠCell
0 =

∫ √π−ε
0

dq |q〉 〈q|

ΠCell
1 =

∫ 2
√
π−ε

√
π

dq |q〉 〈q|
(B30)

and thus for the entire space

Π0 =
∑
m

∫ (2m+1)
√
π−ε

2m
√
π

dq |q〉 〈q|

Π1 =
∑
m

∫ 2m
√
π−ε

(2m+1)
√
π

dq |q〉 〈q|
(B31)

These POVM are both the identity in code space 1Code as well as in the infinite dimensional Hilbertspace 1. Both POVM
elements are periodic with 2

√
π as well. The POVMs for more qubits can be decomposed in the ones defined above.
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The absolute values of the Wigner function can be rewritten as

∣∣W∑
λ pλρ̂λ

(r)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ

pλWρ̂λ(r)

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ

(2π)NB
∫ ∞
−∞

dnr′Wρ̂(r ⊕ r′)WΠλ(r′)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
λ

∣∣∣∣(2π)NB
∫ ∞
−∞

dnr′Wρ̂(r ⊕ r′)WΠλ(r′)

∣∣∣∣
=
∑
λ

∣∣∣∣(2π)NB lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C′

dnr′Wρ̂(r ⊕ r′)WΠλ(r′)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
λ

(2π)NB lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C′

dnr′|Wρ̂(r ⊕ r′)WΠλ(r′)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C′

dnr′|Wρ̂(r ⊕ r′)|

(B32)

for NB the dimension of the measured subsystem, C′ the integral domain of the unit cell of the measured subsystem and where
we used that

∑
λ Πλ = 1 with W [1](r) = 1

2π

NB and that the Wigner function of Πλ is translational invariant. We need to keep
in mind that if we restrict to one unit cell, the measurement is only allowed to have support in one cell as well. Thus we get∫ ∞
−∞

dnr

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ

pλWρ̂λ(r)

∣∣∣∣∣ = lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C

dnr

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λ

pλWρ̂λ(r)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C

dnr
∑
λ

pλ|Wρ̂λ(r)|

≤ lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C

dnr

∫
C′

dnr′|Wρ̂(r, r
′)|

(B33)

where we used that the post-measurements states are still valid code words. Thus the Wigner negativity fulfills that

N

[∑
λ

pλρ̂λ

]
≤
∑
λ

pλN [ρ̂λ] ≤ N [ρ̂] (B34)

Note again, by restricting the Wigner function to one unit cell, we get

NC

[∑
λ

pλρ̂λ

]
≤
∑
λ

pλNC [ρ̂λ] ≤ NC [ρ̂]. (B35)

The GKP magic is therefore non-increasing under computational basis measurements as well, since the measurements in com-
putational basis and post-selection conserve the purity of the input state. The post-measurement state will collapse to a stabilizer
state in the measured subsystem. So consequently with

G(|ψ〉) = log2 (NC(|ψ〉 〈ψ|))− n log2

(
2√
π

)
(B36)

we arrive at

G

(∑
λ

mλ |ψ〉λ

)
≤
∑
λ

mλG(|ψ〉λ) ≤ G(|ψ〉) (B37)

where mλ is the probability amplitude associate with measurement outcomeλ and |mλ|2 = pλ.

GKP magic and the discrete Wigner function

The properties of the continuous-variable Wigner function differ from those of the discrete Wigner function making the
former suitable for magic quantification for qubit systems (upon the mapping with GKP states that we introduced), unlike the
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latter. More specifically, in Ref. [8], a magic measure based on the negativity of the discrete Wigner function, namely the sum
negativity, is introduced for qudits, as well as for a single qubit. Even though it is possible to define a Wigner function for a
multi-qubit system, its non-negativity is not preserved under all Clifford operations [19]. This property prohibits using the sum
negativity as a magic measure for multi-qubit systems. In contrast to this, the properties of the CV Wigner function allow us to
define a proper magic measure for multi-qubit systems upon the mapping based on the GKP encoding, satisfying, in particular,
the required invariance under Clifford operations. Here we explicitly explore the relation between the sum negativity of the
discrete Wigner function and the GKP magic for a single qubit.

The discrete Wigner of a single qubit and the Wigner function of a GKP code restricted to one unit cell consist of lattices with
coefficients on the different sites. So it is natural to compare the sum negativity of a discrete Wigner function to the GKP magic
since both magic monotones are sums of elements on a lattice.

The discrete Wigner function for one qubit is defined as

Cρ̂(u) =
1

2
Tr
[
Âuρ̂

]
(B38)

with

Â0 =
1

2

∑
u

Ŵu

Âu = ŴuÂ0Ŵ
†
u

(B39)

where the discrete Wigner function can be thought of as a 2× 2 grid, u ∈ Z2 ⊗Z2 and

Ŵl,m = il·mẐmX̂ l

are the Weyl operators.

The sum negativity is a magic monotone that is the sum of negative elements of the discrete Wigner function defined as

sn(ρ̂) =
1

2

(∑
u

|Cρ̂(u)| − 1

)
. (B40)

However, the Wigner negativity for a single qubit are given as

1∑
l,m=0

|wl,m| =
1∑

l,m=0

∣∣∣ ~Wl,m · ~ρ
∣∣∣ = |ρ00 + ρ11|+ |ρ00 − ρ11|+ |ρ10 + ρ01|+ |ρ01 − ρ10|

=
∣∣Tr
[
1̂ρ̂
]∣∣+

∣∣∣Tr
[
X̂ρ̂
]∣∣∣+

∣∣∣Tr
[
Ŷ ρ̂
]∣∣∣+

∣∣∣Tr
[
Ẑρ̂
]∣∣∣.

(B41)

Hence, the sum negativity contains sums of Pauli operators with different relative signs. The Wigner negativity instead consists
expectation values of a single Pauli operator.

Appendix C: GKP magic and other magic quantifiers

Finding an analytical expression for the GKP magic allows to go beyond what is possible by numerical brute force. We rewrite
the GKP magic in a more convenient form to derive analytical results. The Wigner negativity of one unit cell and thus the sums
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of the GKP magic can be rewritten as expectation values of Pauli operators

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k∈Fn2

(−1)i·kρk,k+j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k,k′∈Fn2

(−1)i·kρk,k′δk′,k−j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k,k′∈Fn2

(−1)i·kρk,k′ 〈k′ + j|k〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k,k′∈Fn2

(−1)i·kρk,k′ 〈k′| X̂j |k〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k,k′∈Fn2

ρk,k′ 〈k′| X̂jẐi |k〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=
∑

i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣Tr
(
X̂jẐiρ̂

)∣∣∣ = 2n D(ρ̂)

(C1)

where we used that subtraction is the same as addition in finite fields F2 and D(ρ̂) is the st-norm [28].
The st-norm was used to lower bound the robustness of magic [22]. We thus retrieved a known quantifier from magic state

theory from a continuous-variable framework. We showed that it is related to the Wigner negativity of one unit cell via the
proper normalization factor of

√
π
n. In particular, for pure states it holds the relation

G(|ψ〉) = log2 (D(|ψ〉 〈ψ|)) . (C2)

Given this form, we can connect the GKP magic as well with the stabiliser Rényi entropy [29]

Mα(|ψ〉) = (1− α)
−1

log2

 ∑
P∈C+

1

2−αn 〈ψ| P |ψ〉2α
− log2 (2n), (C3)

where α ≥ 0 is a real parameter. As the authors of Ref. [29] note, for α = 1/2 the stabilizer Rényi entropy is connected to the
stabilizer norm

M 1
2
(|ψ〉) = 2 log2 (D(|ψ〉)), (C4)

which immediately gives the relation to the GKP magic

G(|ψ〉) =
1

2
M 1

2
(|ψ〉). (C5)

Using this relation and the fact that Mα(|ψ〉) ≤ ν(|ψ〉) with ν being the stabilizer nullity [27], the GKP magic lower bounds the
stabilizer nullity as

G(|ψ〉) ≤ ν(|ψ〉). (C6)

Consequently the GKP magic lower bounds the robustness of magic as well as the stabilizer nullity.

Appendix D: GKP magic and mixed states

The GKP magic defined before is only valid for pure states. In this section, we show that naively including mixed states into
the definition does not work and give an explicit counter example. Furthermore, we derive the Wigner negativity for qubit states
on the stabilizer polytope and the minimal value of the Wigner negativity.
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We reduce Eq. (A25) to the single qubit case and expand to

1∑
l,m=0

|wl,m| = |ρ00 + ρ11|+ |ρ00 − ρ11|+ |ρ10 + ρ01|+ |ρ01 − ρ10|, (D1)

where the first summand is obviously just the trace. The faces of the stabilizer polytope have to fulfill the condition

ρ̂P = x |X〉 〈X|+ y |Y 〉 〈Y |+ z |Z〉 〈Z| (D2)

with x, y, z ∈ [0, 1], x+y+z = 1 and |X/Y/Z〉 being either one of the eigenstates of the corresponding Pauli operator X̂, Ŷ , Ẑ.
Plugging this state in the sum, we get

1∑
l,m=0

|wl,m| = 1 + |ρ00 − ρ11|+ |ρ10 + ρ01|+ |ρ01 − ρ10| (D3)

= 1 + z + x+ y = 2. (D4)

Thus, if we subtract N0 = 2√
π

per qubit, the stabilizer polytope has 0 GKP magic.
Using this analysis, it is easy to see that the Wigner logarithmic negativity of one cell for the maximally mixed state ρ̂M =

1
2 (|X/Y/Z〉 〈X/Y/Z|+ |−X/Y/Z〉 〈−X/Y/Z|) corresponds to

1∑
l,m=0

|wl,m| = 1, (D5)

which is the lowest value possible.
So there exist states with different negativity that should map to a single value for a proper magic measure. This can be done

by setting them manually to the same value, e.g.

G̃(ρ̂) = max

0, log2

 1
√
π
n

∑
i,j∈Fn2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k∈Fn2

(−1)i·kρk,k+j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
− log2 [N0(n)]

. (D6)

Some mixed states may have lower values than pure stabilizer states, as we have seen for one qubit. Let us assume a state
ρ̂ = ρ̂I ⊗ ρ̂O with ρ̂I being inside the polytope and thus having lower cell negativity than a stabilizer state and ρ̂O being outside
the polytope and thus having larger negativity than a pure stabilizer state. We furthermore assume that the difference between
the negativity of a pure stabilizer state and ρ̂I is larger than the one between a pure stabilizer state and ρ̂O. An example is the
product between the maximally mixed state ρ̂0 = 1

2 (|0〉 〈0|+ |1〉 〈1|) and the |H〉 state for a state outside the polytope. Then we
get

G̃(ρ̂I ⊗ ρ̂O) = max

[
0, log2

(∫
C1

dnr1|Wρ̂I |
∫
C2

dnr2|Wρ̂O |
)
− log2 [N0(n)]

]
= max

[
0, log2

(∫
C1

dnr1|Wρ̂I |
)

+ log2

(∫
C2

dnr2|Wρ̂O |
)
− log2 [N0(n)]

]
= max [0,−1 + 0.272]

= 0.

(D7)

The last equality arises because the second argument is negative. A magic measure needs to be invariant under composition with
a stabilizer state and therefore should just give the resource content of the H state.

Wigner negativity and partial trace

It is possible to show that the Wigner negativity is non-increasing under a partial trace operation. Since the GKP magic cannot
be defined for mixed states, the partial trace is excluded from the list of CKP Magic non-increasing operations. It holds for the
Wigner function that

WTr2[ρ̂12](r1) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dnr2Wρ̂12(r1, r2). (D8)
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So the Wigner negativity is given as∫ ∞
−∞

dnr1

∣∣WTr2[ρ̂12](r1)
∣∣ =

∫ ∞
−∞

dnr1

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞
−∞

dnr2Wρ̂12(r1, r2)

∣∣∣∣
= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C1

dnr1

∣∣∣∣∫
C2

dnr2Wρ̂12(r1, r2)

∣∣∣∣
≤ lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N

∫
C1

dnr1

∫
C2

dnr2|Wρ̂12(r1, r2)|

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N lim
m1→∞

· · · lim
m2N→∞

m1 . . .m2N NC(ρ̂12)

(D9)

where we used the integral triangle equality.
The last step missing is to show how the partial trace acts on our code space and thus on one unit cell. The partial trace on the

code space is

Tr2[ρ̂12] =
∑
i∈Fn2

〈i|2 ρ̂12 |i〉2

=

∫ ∞
−∞

dnq 〈q|2 ρ̂12 |q〉2

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N

∫
C

dnq 〈q|2 ρ̂12 |q〉2

= lim
n1→∞

· · · lim
n2N→∞

n1 . . . n2N Tr2[ρ̂12]C .

(D10)

Hence, we need to keep that in mind that for consistency the trace should only act within the unit cell if we restrict it to a unit
cell.

Consequently, the Wigner negativity of one cell is non-increasing under the action of a partial trace

NC(Tr2[ρ̂12]) ≤ NC(ρ̂12). (D11)

Lower bounds for probabilistic gate synthesis

As described in the main text, we can lower bound probabilistic stabilizer protocols that convert k copies of an r-qubit state
|ψ〉 to m copies of the s-qubit target state |φ〉 with probability p. The following calculations will clarify the connection between
the st-norm [28] and the GKP magic, namely that the logarithm of the st-norm —the Wigner logarithmic negativity restricted to
one GKP cell,WC— lower bounds the GKP magic. Notice that we can define the GKP magic for mixed states mathematically,
although it is not a magic measure. We highlight the parallelism with this lower bound and the lower bounds on the Robustness
of Magic with the st-norm [22].

In Sec. B and D, we show that the Wigner logarithmic negativity of one unit cell is additive and does not increase under
probabilistic stabilizer protocols, so that

kWC(|ψ〉) ≥ pmWC(|φ〉). (D12)

For the average number of copies E[n] of |ψ〉 needed to distill |φ〉⊗m it has to hold that

E[n] =
k

p
≥ mWC(|φ〉)

WC(|ψ〉)
, (D13)

where the protocol has to be run 1/p times for a successful outcome.
The Wigner logarithmic negativity per cell is directly related with the GKP magic as G(|Ψ〉) = WC(|Ψ〉) − log2[N0(n)],

where we have subtracted the intrinsic logarithmic negativity per cell of a pure n-qubit stabilizer state, given by log2[N0(n)] =
(2/
√
π)n. Thus, the bound can be rewritten as

E[n] =
k

p
≥ mG(|φ〉) + log2[N0(s)]

G(|ψ〉) + log2[N0(r)]
. (D14)
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For a deterministic protocol (p = 1), this bound simplifies to

k

m
≥ G(|φ〉)
G(|ψ〉)

[
log2[N0(s)]− k

m
log2[N0(r)]

]
. (D15)

On the other hand, the GKP magic bound for deterministic protocols is

k

m
≥ G(|φ〉)
G(|ψ〉)

. (D16)

We can thus compare both bounds of Eqs. (D15) and (D16) to determine which one is tighter. In particular, the lower bound
given by the GKP magic in Eq. (D16) is higher when

1 ≥
[
log2[N0(s)]− k

m
log2[N0(r)]

]
= log2

[
N0(s)

N0(r)k/m

]
= log2

[(
2/
√
π
)s−rk/m]

. (D17)

Namely, when

s− r k
m
≤
[
log2(2/

√
π)
]−1

. (D18)

We observe that the inequality in Eq. (D18) always holds since the number of initial qubits kr is always higher or equal to the
number of output qubits ms. Thus, kr/m ≥ s and s− kr/m ≤ 0 < [log2(2/

√
π)]
−1.

Hence, the lower bound provided by the Wigner logarithmic negativity per cell is strictly lower (less tight) than the lower
bound given by the GKP magic.

Appendix E: Lower bounds and GKP magic of computational tasks

GKP magic of the Quantum Adder and Quantum Fourier Transform

The Quantum Adder and the Quantum Fourier Transform are building blocks for many quantum algorithms of practical
interest. Note that we will retrieve the analytical value of the GKP magic for a H state, the state that teleports a T -gate for free
during the derivation. Using the techniques described in the main text about distillation and gate synthesis, we can lower bound
the T -count of these building blocks. The derivation of analytical values of the GKP magic for a quantum adder follows parallel
work in Ref. [27] closely. The modular adder is a fundamental building block e.g. in Shor’s algorithm. The adder circuits act on
two qubit registers as

A(|i〉 |j〉) = |i〉 |i+ j〉 (E1)

where both states are n-qubit registers and the addition is intended upon mod 2n.
Another ingredient are the family of quantum Fourier states for integers a

|QFT an 〉 =

n⊗
k=1

|0〉+ ei2πa/2
k |1〉√

2
. (E2)

The QFT states show the action of the adder A on a stabilizer state |+〉⊗n and a n-qubit QFT state
∣∣QFT bn〉

A(|+〉⊗n
∣∣QFT bn〉) =

∣∣QFT−bn 〉 ∣∣QFT bn〉 . (E3)

This is straightforward to show by calculating A(|QFT an 〉
∣∣QFT bn〉) and then setting a = 0. The calculation can be found

in [27]. Hence, to bound the resources needed to implement the adder, it needs to hold that for some input resource state |ψ〉

G(|ψ〉
∣∣QFT bn〉) ≥ G(

∣∣QFT−bn 〉 ∣∣QFT bn〉) (E4)

and by using additivity we obtain

G(|ψ〉) ≥ G(
∣∣QFT−bn 〉

). (E5)



24

0

1

2

T
co

un
t

2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Number of Qubits

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

G

The Quantum Adder

FIG. 3. The GKP magic for various numbers of qubits for the quantum adder defined in Eq. E1. We use the resource conent of the |H〉 state to
lower bound the T -gates needed to implement the quantum adder. It can be seen that for our measure the resource content needed to implement
the adder approaches a finite value.

By setting b = 1 for simplicity, we find a bound for the adder

G(
∣∣QFT−1

n

〉
) (E6)

and the quantum Fourier transform as well.
The GKP magic for the states

∣∣QFT−1
n

〉
is given as

G(
∣∣QFT−1

n

〉
) = G

(
n⊗
k=1

|0〉+ e−i2π/2
k |1〉√

2

)

=

n∑
k=1

G

(
|0〉+ e−i2π/2

k |1〉√
2

)
,

(E7)

where we used the additivity of the GKP magic. So we just need to calculate

G

(
|0〉+ e−i2π/2

k |1〉√
2

)
(E8)

which are just single qubit states. In order to derive an analytical value, we insert this single qubit state into the alternative form
of the Wigner negativity defined in Sec. C. Consequently, we obtain for the GKP magic

G
(∣∣QFT−1

n

〉)
=

n∑
k=1

log2

(
1√
π

(
1 +

(∣∣∣∣sin(2π

2k

)∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣cos

(
2π

2k

)∣∣∣∣)))− n log2

(
2√
π

)
. (E9)

We can analytically bound the monotone from above

G
(∣∣QFT−1

n

〉)
≤ n log2

(
1 +
√

2√
π

)
− n log2

(
2√
π

)
(E10)

where
√

2 is the maximum of
∣∣sin ( 2π

2k

)∣∣ +
∣∣cos

(
2π
2k

)∣∣. Note that this value corresponds to the value of one H state G(|H〉 =

log2

(
1+
√

2
2

)
. The exact values are shown in Fig. 3.

For large values of the integer k, the summands go asymptotically to one∣∣∣∣sin(2π

2k

)∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣cos

(
2π

2k

)∣∣∣∣→ 1 (E11)

which implies the the measure will converge to a finite number as can be seen in Fig. 3.
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Multiply-controlled phase gate

Most gate sets contain controlled gates as their required multiqubit gates. Especially the diagonal gates from the third level
of the Clifford hierarchy are of interest because they allow for easy implementation through teleportation gadgets. A family of
interest for these gates is the multiply controlled phase gates. In this section, we derive the analytical value of the GKP magic
for this type of gate.

The multiply-controlled phase gate is represented in computational basis as

Mφ = diag(1, . . . , 1, eiφ). (E12)

Since this family of unitaries are diagonal and belong to the third level of the Clifford hierarchy, we can use the same strategy as
before and calculate

|Mφ〉 = M̂φ |+〉⊗n =
1√
2n

∑
x∈Fn2

[
eiφ
]x1···xn |x〉 . (E13)

We can calculate the GKP magic analytically for these states by using the alternative form of the Wigner negativity defined in
Sec. C

2n · 〈Mφ| X̂iẐj |Mφ〉

=
∑
x,x′

[
eiφ
]x1···xn[

e−iφ
]x′1···x′n 〈x′|XiZj |x〉

=
∑
x

[
eiφ
]x1···xn[

e−iφ
](x1+i1)···(xn+in)

(−1)j·x

=
∑
v

[
eiφ
]x1···xn−(x1+i1)···(xn+in)

(−1)j·x.

(E14)

For i = On, the only term that contributes is
∑

x(−1)j·x, which is 2n for j = 0n and 0 for the rest. For i 6= 0n, only for
x = 1n and x = 1n + i, the summation is different from

∑
x(−1)j·x. So we have

2n ·
∑
x

[
eiφ
]x1···xn−(x1+i1)···(xn+in)

(−1)j·x

= eiφ(−1)j·1
n

+ e−iφ(−1)j·(1
n+i) +

∑
x\{1n,1n+i}

(−1)j·x

= (eiφ − 1)(−1)j·1
n

+ (e−iφ − 1)(−1)j·(1
n+i) +

∑
x

(−1)j·x.

(E15)

Thus for j = 0n, this expression is 2n+(eiφ−1)+(e−iφ−1). Otherwise for j·i even, the sum is (−1)j·1
n

[((eiφ−1)+(e−iφ−1))]
and for j · i odd, the sum is (−1)j·1

n

[((eiφ − 1)− (e−iφ − 1))].
So to summarize

∣∣∣〈Mφ| X̂iẐj |Mφ〉
∣∣∣ =



1 if i = 0n and j = 0n

0 if i = 0n and j 6= 0n∣∣1 + 2−n(eiφ − 1) + (e−iφ − 1)
∣∣ if i 6= 0n and j = 0n

2−n|(2 cos(φ)− 2)| if i 6= 0n and j 6= 0n and i · j even
2−n|(2 sin(φ))| if i 6= 0n and j 6= 0n and i · j odd

(E16)

The mulitplicity for the first case is 1, for the second 2n − 1, for the third 2n − 1, for the fourth 1 − 3 · 2n−1 + 22n−1 and for
the fifth 22n−1 − 2n−1. As can be seen, the GKP magic goes asymptotically to a finite value for increasing numbers of qubits,
since the contribution of the additional qubits goes asymptotically to 0.

GKP magic using the Choi–Jamiołkowski isomorphism

A different route to quantify the resource of unitary operations than using the teleportation circuit for unitaries which are
diagonal from the third level of the Clifford hierarchy, is to employ the Choi–Jamiołkowski isomorphism [50, 51]. We use this
to calculate the resource content of gates that are not diagonal unitaries from the third level of the Clifford hierarchy.
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FIG. 4. The GKP magic for various angle α of the parametrization defined in Eq. (E22) and fixed angles φ1 = 0 and φ2 = π
4

. We find two
maximas in the investigated interval that are at the same time the maximal value for all possible single qubit unitaries. The red line symbolizes
the angle for which the robustness of magic is maximized [22]. As can be seen, our measure is in a local minimum for this angle.

The maximally entangled state for two qubits is given by

|ψ〉 =
1√
2

1∑
i=0

|i, i〉 . (E17)

For a general completely positive-map Φ, the Choi state is given by

ϕ̂ = (Φ⊗ 1) |ψ〉 〈ψ| = 1

2

1∑
j,k=0

Φ(|j〉 〈k|)⊗ |j〉 〈k| . (E18)

The map can be retrieved probabilistically by a teleportation procedure. For our purposes, however this is not important. For a
trace-preserving map Φ̂ the Choi state ϕ is a proper normalised state, if Φ is unitary then ϕ̂ is a pure quantum state. Thus if we
define Φ/qty(ρ̂) = Û ρ̂Û† with Û ∈ SU(2n), we can calculate the GKP magic for arbitrary unitaries. For a n-qubit unitary, the
Choi state is then given by

|ϕU 〉 = (Û ⊗ 1)
1√
2n

∑
j∈Fn2

|j, j〉 . (E19)

GKP magic maximization of general states and unitaries

Instead of asking what the resource content of a particular state is, we can ask what is the most magic state. We can find the
most magic state by numerically optimizing over all states of constant size and maximize the GKP magic.

The most magic single qubit state with G(|Ψ1〉) = 0.450 corresponds to the state |T 〉

|Ψ1〉 = |T 〉 = cos(β) |0〉+ sin(β)ei
π
4 |1〉 , cos(2β) =

1√
3
.

For two qubits, the most magic state is given as

|Ψ2〉 =


−0.2839 + i · 0.2933
−0.01299− i · 0.7886
0.003388 + i · 0.2112
−0.2936− i · 0.2838

 (E20)

with the GKP magic being G(|Ψ2〉) = 0.900.
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For three qubits, the most magic state is the Hoggar state

|Ψ3〉 = |Hoggar〉 =
1√
6



1 + i
0
−1
1
−i
1
0
0


(E21)

with G(|Ψ3〉) = 1.459.
Using the Choi–Jamiołkowski isomorphism described in Sec. E, we can calculate the most magic unitary as well. Since we

are mapping a unitary into states involving twice the number of qubits on which the unitary has support, the calculated values
need to be smaller or equal than the most magic state of this number of qubits.

A general 2× 2 unitary matrix can be parametrized as

U2 =

(
eiφ1 cos(α) eiφ2 sin(α)
−e−iφ2 sin(α) e−iφ1 cos(α)

)
. (E22)

Thus we choose to represent a single qubit unitary operation Û ∈ SU(2) in the computational basis in the above-defined
parametrization. By numerically optimizing over all one qubit unitaries, we found the maximal GKP magic with G(|ϕUm〉 =
0.585 at the optimal angles φ1 = 0, φ2 = π

4 , α = 0.6155 π
6 < α < π

5 . The angles agree well with [22] except that we do not
have α = π

4 . A plot showing this difference can be seen in Fig. 4.
In order to characterize the most magic multi-qubit unitary, we parametrize the unitaries by using the Cartan decomposition

of SU(2n) [56] with n being the number of qubits. A explicit expression for the two qubit U4 ∈ SU(22) case is given in [57].
The most GKP magic two-qubit unitary is then given by

|φUm〉 =


0.2596− i · 0.01.088 0.09603− i · 0.5987 0.1001− i · 0.2.452 0.08229− i · 0.6985
0.3256− i · 0.2647 −0.3450e− i · 0.1906 −0.2223− i · 0.4.320 0.5056 + i · 0.4205
−0.2656− i · 0.4279 0.4459− i · 0.5166 −0.3684 + i · 0.2692 −0.08724 + i · 0.2546
−0.1566− i · 0.6915 −0.005356 + i · 0.1057 0.6923− i · 0.07978 0.01901− i · 0.009329

 (E23)

with G(|ϕUm〉 = 1.728.

GKP magic comparison and numerical results

In this section, we collect numerical values calculated with the GKP magic. A list of quantum states with their resource
content can be found in Table II. Additionally to the gates described in the main text, whose T -count has been calculated in [49],
we also compute the resource of the following 4-qubit circuits

Û1 = (CCX ⊗ 1̂)(1̂⊗ CCX)

Û2 = (CCX ⊗ 1̂)(1̂⊗ CCX)(CCX ⊗ 1̂). (E24)

The results are given in Table III. The T -counts are again lower than the ones provided in [49], but those are given for unitary
synthesis. However, we reproduce that U1 has more resource than U2 thus the same hierarchy as in [49].
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TABLE II. Comparison between the GKP magic and the Robustness
of Magic (RoM) [22] for states of the form |U〉 = Û |+〉⊗n. The
unitaries Û are diagonal gates from C3 and admit a resourceless im-
plementation using the states |U〉. The GKP-Magic and the RoM
give the same T -count.

Û Robustness of Magic GKP magic T -count
T1 1.41421 0.272 1
T1,2 1.74755 0.543 2
CS12 2.2 0.807 3 (2.967)
T1,2,3 2.21895 0.815 3 (2.996)
CS12,13 2.55556 0.907 4 (0.907)
T1CS23 2.80061 1.079 4 (3.966)
T1CS12,13 3.12132 1.195 5 (4.393)
C2Z 0.907 4 (3.335)
C3Z 1.267 5 (4.658)
C4Z 1.431 6 (5.261)
C2S 1.210 5 (4.449)
C3S 1.401 6 (5.151)
C4S 1.494 6 (5.493)

TABLE III. GKP magic computed using the Choi–Jamiołkowski iso-
morphism for gates analyzed classically with unitary synthesis pro-
tocols [49]. In general, a unitary involving n qubits is mapped to
a 2n-qubit state. The largest system size we consider involves 12
qubits and corresponds to the C5X gate. We do not recover the
same T -cost given in [49], since the GKP magic admits more general
gate synthesis than unitary synthesis. The same hierarchy however is
given.

U GKP magic T -count
Toffoli 0.907 4 (3.335)
Fredkin 0.907 4 (3.335)
C3X 1.2667 5 (4.657)
C4X 1.431 6 (5.261)
C5X 1.509 6 (5.548)
U1 1.570 6 (5.772)
U2 0.907 4 (3.335)
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