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We introduce an efficient method to
quantify nonstabilizerness in fermionic
Gaussian states, overcoming the long-
standing challenge posed by their exten-
sive entanglement. Using a perfect sam-
pling scheme based on an underlying de-
terminantal point process, we compute the
Stabilizer Rényi Entropies (SREs) for sys-
tems with hundreds of qubits. Bench-
marking on random Gaussian states with
and without particle conservation, we re-
veal an extensive leading behavior equal
to that of Haar random states, with loga-
rithmic subleading corrections. We sup-
port these findings with analytical cal-
culations for a set of related quantities,
the participation entropies in the com-
putational (or Fock) basis, for which we
derive an exact formula. We also in-
vestigate the time evolution of magic in
a random unitary circuit with Gaussian
gates, observing that it converges in a time
that scales logarithmically with the system
size. Applying the sampling algorithm to
a two-dimensional free-fermionic topologi-
cal model, we uncover a sharp transition in
magic at the phase boundaries, highlight-
ing the power of our approach in exploring
different phases of quantum many-body
systems, even in higher dimensions.

Introduction. — Quantum states of free
fermionic particles play a crucial role in con-
densed matter physics [1] and quantum chem-
istry [2, 3], serving as foundational tools for un-
derstanding the quantum phases of matter and
enabling key computational techniques [4]. These
fermionic ‘Gaussian’ states are fully character-

ized by their two-points correlation functions, and
combine the ability to capture essential physical
features with analytical tractability. In the last
few decades, they have been used as benchmarks
for inspecting paradigmatic properties of many-
body systems, ranging from quantum thermaliza-
tion [5, 6, 7, 8] to disorder induced localization [9],
disordered systems [10], topological features [11],
entanglement spreading [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18].
In addition, Gaussian states have been consid-
ered in the realm of quantum computation, where
they constitute an important class of compu-
tational states [19, 20, 21]. Free-fermionic cir-
cuits, studied under the names ‘matchgate’ cir-
cuits [22, 23, 24, 25, 26] and fermionic linear op-
tics [27, 28], have been found to be classically sim-
ulable, yet capable of exhibiting non-trivial fea-
tures [29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34].
In these works, quantum entanglement has played
a central role, being recognized as a fundamental
feature of quantum states that sets them apart
from the classical world. However, entanglement
alone does not guarantee, for instance, classi-
cal un-simulability, as fermionic Gaussian states
can possess arbitrary entanglement while remain-
ing efficiently classically simulable. In general,
quantum states can possess a range of distinctive
characteristics that contribute to their intrinsic
complexity, extending beyond just entanglement.
The rigorous mathematical framework for defin-
ing these ‘quantum resources’ is a well-established
part of quantum information theory [35, 36].
In particular, the quantity known as nonstabiliz-
erness, or quantum magic, has emerged as a fun-
damental resource of the quantum world [37, 38].
At its heart, the idea is that the states generated
by unitary transformations in the Clifford group,
known as stabilizer states, are not only simula-
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ble using efficient classical algorithms [39, 40, 41]
but also easy to produce in the laboratory. This
arises because Clifford operations can be imple-
mented fault-tolerantly, as they are compatible
with quantum error correction codes [39, 42, 43].
On the other hand, non-Clifford gates are es-
sential for enabling universal quantum computa-
tion [44] but they are challenging to implement
and thus can be regarded as a sort of expensive
resource [38]. Magic, therefore, quantifies the in-
trinsic amount of non-Clifford resources required
to prepare a state, and is also closely related to
the costs associated with classical simulation al-
gorithms.
Recently, magic has become a focus of study
in many-body physics, offering valuable insights
into the properties of different phases of matter
in spin systems [45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50], frustrated
and topological models [51, 52, 53, 54, 55], lattice
gauge theories [56, 57], conformal theories [58,
59], measurements induced criticality [60, 61, 62],
and even high-energy physics [63, 64, 65].
Despite these advances, the nonstabilizerness
properties of fermionic Gaussian states remain
unexplored, likely due to the absence of suit-
able analytical or computational tools to probe
this feature. In fact, many measures of magic
require expensive minimization procedures [38],
limiting their applicability to systems with only
a small number of qubits [66]. While the Sta-
bilizer Rényi Entropies (SREs) [67, 68] are in-
stead defined through simple operator expecta-
tion values, they also incur a computational cost
that scales exponentially with system size, gener-
ally making them impractical for systems larger
than a few dozen qubits. Only when the state
under investigation has limited entanglement, al-
lowing for a faithful description in terms of a
Matrix Product State (MPS), tailored techniques
may be employed to simplify the computation of
SREs [69, 46, 70, 71, 47]. However, fermionic
Gaussian states typically exhibit extensive entan-
glement [72], placing them in a class of states for
which no efficient method has been available to
quantify nonstabilizerness.

In this work, we address this challenge by
presenting the first detailed investigation of
nonstabilizerness in fermionic Gaussian states.
First, by leveraging a novel perfect sampling
algorithm for the underlying Determinantal
Point Process [73, 74], we address the compu-

tation of SREs. This new method allows us
to evaluate quantum magic in free-fermionic
systems containing hundreds of qubits. After-
wards, we employ our approach by studying the
behavior of SREs in random Gaussian states,
both with and without U(1) symmetry. We
compare our findings with analytical results for
a similar quantity, namely the Participation
Rényi Entropies (PREs) over the computational
basis, for which we find an analytical formula.
We also study the time evolution of magic in
a random unitary circuit with local Gaussian
gates. Finally, we apply our technique to com-
pute the non-stabilizerness of the ground state
of a two-dimensional non-interacting fermionic
topological superconductor, observing a notable
shift in magic properties near the critical point of
the phase transition. This suggests that magic is
closely tied to the critical behavior of the system,
with potential implications for the properties of
the resulting (topological) phase.

Preliminaries. — We consider a quantum
system of L qubits, with total Hilbert space di-
mension D = 2L. The local Pauli operators are
denoted as P̂i ∈ {1̂, X̂, Ŷ, Ẑ} for i = 1, 2...L, while
P̂PP ∈ {1̂, X̂, Ŷ, Ẑ}⊗L represents a generic tensor
product of Pauli operators (i.e. a Pauli string).
The set { P̂PP√

D
} forms an orthonormal basis for the

space of operators, since Tr[P̂PP ′
P̂PP ] = DδPPP ′PPP . Ma-

jorana operators are defined using the standard
Jordan-Wigner mapping, as follows:

γ̂2i−1 = Ẑ1...Ẑi−1X̂i1̂i+1...1̂L ,

γ̂2i = Ẑ1...Ẑi−1Ŷi1̂i+1...1̂L ,

where i = 1, 2...L. The 2L Majorana op-
erators are Hermitian and satisfy the canonical
anti-commutation relations {γ̂µ, γ̂ν} = 2δµν , for
µ, ν ∈ {1, 2, ... 2L}. They can also be written in
terms of the fermionic creation annihilation oper-
ators ĉi, ĉ

†
i , as γ̂2i−1 = (ĉ†

i + ĉi), γ̂2i = i(ĉ†
i − ĉi).

The computational basis is identified with the set
of Fock states |zzz⟩ = (ĉ†

1)z1 ...(ĉ†
L)zL |0...0⟩, where

zi ∈ {0, 1} is the local occupation-number and
|0...0⟩ is the the Fermi vacuum. Majorana mono-
mials are generic strings of Majorana operators
γ̂xxx = (γ̂1)x1(γ̂2)x2 ...(γ̂2L)x2L , where xxx ∈ {0, 1}2L

is a binary vector whose components indicate
which Majorana operators are present (or not) in
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the monomial. Majorana monomials are in one
to one correspondence with Pauli strings, form-
ing a complete orthogonal basis as well, since
Tr[(γ̂xxx′)†γ̂xxx] = Dδxxx′xxx. A unitary operator Û is
Gaussian if and only if it acts on the Majorana
operators by rotating the vector of γ̂µ as

Û †γ̂µÛ =
∑
ν

Oµν γ̂ν , (1)

with O ∈ SO(2L) a real orthogonal matrix, cor-
responding to a Bogoliubov transformation [75].
The Gaussian unitary group, denoted as UG, is
generated by the algebra of Majorana fermion
pairs γ̂µγ̂ν . Eq. (1) implies that all Gaussian op-
erators commute with the parity operator P̂ =
(−i)Lγ̂1γ̂2...γ̂2L = Ẑ1...ẐL. The set of Gaus-
sian states is defined as [27]: GL = {ρ̂ =
Û †⊗L

i=1

(
1̂+λiẐ

2

)
Û , Û ∈ UG , λi ∈ [−1,+1]}. It

includes also non pure states, while setting all the
coefficients λi to 1 restricts the ensemble to pure
Gaussian states Gpure

L = {Û |0...0⟩ , Û ∈ UG},
which are generated from the vacuum by the ac-
tion of a Gaussian operator. Gaussian states
are fully characterized by the real and skew-
symmetric covariance matrix [76]

Γµν(ρ̂) = − i

2Tr([γ̂µ, γ̂ν ]ρ̂) , (2)

which contains all two-points Majorana correla-
tion functions. When applying Û ∈ UG to a
state ρ̂, the covariance matrix rotates accord-
ingly as Γ(Û †ρ̂Û) = OΓOT . Γ can be read-
ily expressed in terms of the standard fermionic
correlation matrix Cµν(ρ̂) = Tr(ĉ†

µĉν ρ̂), where
ĉ is defined by ĉ2i−1 = ĉi, ĉ2i = ĉ†

i . In par-
ticular, Γµν(ρ̂) = −i

(
2Ω∗C(ρ̂)ΩT − 1

)
µν

where

Ω =
⊕L

i=1 Ω(i) is the unitary matrix that trans-
forms the ĉ into γ̂ [76]. For the vacuum state
|0...0⟩, the covariance matrix reads

Γ0 = Γ(|0...0⟩) =
L⊕
i=1

(
0 1

−1 0

)
.

The celebrated Wick’s theorem enables the cal-
culation of any correlation function in terms of
two-point correlation functions, and can be for-
mulated as follows [76]

Tr(ρ̂ γ̂xxx) = i
|xxx|
2 Pf[Γ|xxx] , (3)

where Γ|xxx denotes the square sub-matrix of Γ
that includes all rows and columns associated

with indices equal to 1 in xxx, and |xxx| represents
the total count of such indices. Finally, we
define particle-number-preserving Gaussian
transformations as those that commute with the
total particle number operator N̂ =

∑L
i=1 ĉ

†
i ĉi.

Observe that any particle number-preserving
transformation must map the vacuum state
|0...0⟩ into itself. This imposes the condition
OΓ0O

T = Γ0, where O is the orthogonal trans-
formation corresponding to U . In fact, it can be
easily show that O ∈ O(2L) represents a number
preserving transformation iff it commutes with
Γ0, meaning O is symplectic [30]. The set of pure
fermionic Gaussian states with N particles is
Gpure
L,N = {Û |zzz⟩ , Û ∈ UG, [Û , N̂ ] = 0,

∑L
i=1 zi =

N}.

Characteristic distribution and Stabilizer
Rényi Entropies (SREs). — Given an Her-
mitian operator Ô and a Pauli string P̂PP , we define

πO(PPP ) ≡ 1
D

Tr[P̂PPÔ]2

Tr[Ô2]
. (4)

Over all Pauli strings, πO forms a length-
D2 vector with elements summing to 1. In
fact, completeness of Pauli operators gives
D−1∑

PPP (Tr[P̂PPO])2 = Tr[Ô2], where Tr[Ô2]
normalizes Eq. (4). Thus, πO is a probability
distribution, often called characteristic func-
tion [77, 67], capturing the overlap of O with
all Pauli operators [78]. The evolution of this
distribution under generic many-body time
dynamics has been investigated in the context of
operator spreading, where an initially localized
operator Ô0 gains overlap with Pauli strings
of increasing length [79, 80, 81]. Marginalized
versions of Π are often used, such as distributions
of operator lengths or the fraction of strings
ending at position i.

We now examine the characteristic distribution
of a fixed state ρ̂ (which might be mixed). For
α > 0, the α-Stabilizer Rényi Entropy (SRE) is
defined as [67]

Mα(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log
∑
PPP

παρ (PPP ) − logD , (5)

and, excluding an additive constant, coincides
with the α-Rényi entropy of the distribution πρ.
For α → 1, the SRE reduces to the Shannon
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entropy: M1(ρ) = −
∑
PPP πρ(PPP ) log πρ(PPP ) − logD.

For all α, the SREs are trivially upper bounded
by logD, which however is in general a loose
bound for pure states [67]. In addition to being
a natural way of characterizing the distribution
πρ (4), SREs have also proven to have substantial
relevance in the context of quantum information
as measures of nonstabilizerness, aka magic.
In a nutshell, nonstabilizerness is the resource
required for quantum states to be unattainable
through simple Clifford circuits (plus Pauli
measurements). The latter are regarded as
easy to implement “free” operations, while
non-Clifford gates are resources. Recall that the
Clifford group CL includes the unitary transfor-
mations Ûc that map Pauli strings into Pauli
strings under conjugation, i.e. Û †

c P̂PP Ûc = eiθ
π
2 P̂PP

′

(θ ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}) for all P̂PP , where eiθ
π
2 is an

irrelevant phase. Pure stabilizer states, denoted
as STAB, are those derived from the reference
state |0...0⟩ through Clifford transformations,
and therefore they carry no resource. SREs are
widely regarded as effective measures of nonsta-
bilizerness, particularly for α ≥ 2, where their
monotonicity is rigorously established [68, 82].
Besides, SREs provide useful bounds for other
measures of magic [68].

In Ref. [78], it a slightly modified version
of the SREs, named Filtered Stabilizer Rényi
Entropies (filtered SREs), has been introduced in
which the contribution of the identity Î = 1̂⊗L is
removed from the sum in Eq. (5). This prevents
dominance of this contribution for large L and
α > 2, enabling filtered SREs to distinguish
typical from atypical states, unlike standard
SREs.

A powerful method for evaluating SREs
involves sampling in the Pauli basis [46, 70]. In
fact, the argument of the logarithm in Eq. (5)
can be rewritten as

∑
P πρ(PPP )πα−1

ρ (PPP ), which
represents the expected value of πα−1

ρ . Conse-
quently, the SREs can be estimated by sampling
strings PPP with probability πρ(PPP ), and averaging
πα−1
ρ (PPP ) over these samples (see Appendix 1 for

details). While this approach is general, it has
been successfully applied to cases where the state
|ψ⟩ is an MPS, for which an exact and efficient
sampling is possible [46, 70]. In this case, alter-
native methods for computing SREs, primarily

based on the replica approach [69, 82, 47], are
also available. However, MPS have fundamental
limitations, specifically in the amount of en-
tanglement they can capture, which makes it
challenging to apply these methods to study the
many-body dynamics or 2D systems. Therefore,
developing methods to compute the magic of
a state, independent of its entanglement, is of
paramount importance. In the following, we
tackle this challenge by applying the sampling
estimation to fermionic Gaussian states, for
which we develop a novel, ad hoc sampling
algorithm.

SREs for Fermionic Gaussian states. —
We consider the problem of accessing and char-
acterizing the probability distribution πρ(PPP ) of a
fermionic Gaussian state ρ, given its known co-
variance matrix Γ. For instance, one might be
interested in computing the SREs Mα(ρ) associ-
ated with the distribution. More generally, one
might seek to explore the distribution πρ(PPP ) it-
self. First, we notice that since there exist a
one-to-one mapping between Majorana monomi-
als and Pauli strings, the distribution πρ(xxx) =
D−1|Tr[ρ̂γxxx]|2/Tr[ρ̂2] is perfectly equivalent to
πρ(PPP ). Now, using the Wick theorem and the
fact that the square of the Pfaffian equals the de-
terminant, we obtain

πρ(xxx) = det[Γ|xxx]
det[1 + Γ] , (6)

where the denominator is a known expression
for the purity of a fermionic Gaussian state [76].
Eq. (6) shows that the distribution πρ defines a
Determinantal Point Processes (DPP) over a sys-
tem of 2L bits, whose configurations are labeled
by xxx. DPP are a prominent class of probabilistic
models, in which the probability of a given con-
figuration is represented by the determinant of a
sub-matrix —specifically, a principal minor—of a
fixed kernel matrix K [73, 74]. DPP were initially
developed to describe the distribution of fermions
in thermal equilibrium [83], and later applied
across a remarkable range of fields. In particular,
they find significant applications in random ma-
trix theory and machine learning [74]. The most
extensively studied case is when K is positive
semi-definite, a setting for which well-established
sampling strategies are available [84, 73]. How-
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ever, more general scenarios in which K is non-
symmetric can also be considered, since any ma-
trix whose principal minors are nonnegative de-
fines a DPP [85]. In Eq. (6), for instance, the
kernel is the real skew-symmetric matrix Γ, im-
plying positive correlations, while standard DPPs
are limited to negative correlations [85]. In the
following Section, we consider the DPP Eq. (6)
and we introduce a novel, efficient method to
sample configurations xxx, i.e. Majorana monomi-
als, accordingly. Our method differs from stan-
dard Monte Carlo approaches, as it does not rely
on a Markov chain. It is instead a perfect sam-
pler, meaning that our Algorithm can sample
directly from Eq. (6), with zero autocorrelation
time. Technically, our method closely resembles
the iterative approach introduced in Ref. [86] for
generic (non-symmetric) DPPs.
By using this sampling algorithm, one can ana-
lyze the distribution πρ and estimate the SREs as
described above. For practical reasons, we adopt
a filtered version of the SREs, excluding the con-
tributions of the identity Î = 1̂⊗L and parity op-
erators P̂ = (−i)Lγ1γ2...γ2L = Ẑ1...ẐL, which
are trivial for pure fermionic Gaussian states
(⟨ψ|Î|ψ⟩2 = ⟨ψ|P̂|ψ⟩2 = 1, for all |ψ⟩ ∈ Gpure

L ).
In particular, we define

M̃α(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log
∑
PPP

π̃αρ (PPP ) − log(D − 2) , (7)

with the probability distribution π̃ defined by

π̃ρ(PPP ) ∝
{

0 if P̂PP = Î , P̂
πρ(PPP ) otherwise

(8)

The filtered SREs in Eqs. (7) and (8) are mo-
tivated, as in Ref. [78], by the need to remove
trivial contributions from the operatorial en-
tropies, which lead to anomalously large weights
for typical states. The only difference with
Ref. [78] is that, for pure fermionic Gaussian
states, we also remove the parity operator, which
is a trivial symmetry of these states. Details on
the sample estimation of the filtered SREs are
provided in the Appendix 1.

Majorana Sampling. — Sampling from the
set of Pauli strings P̂PP , or equivalently from the
set of configurations xxx, with a size of D2 = 22L,
may seem exponentially difficult at first glance.

To overcome this challenge, we express the full
probability in terms of conditional and prior (or
marginal) probabilities as follows:

πρ(xxx) = πρ(x1)πρ(x2|x1) · · ·πρ(x2L|x1 · · ·x2L−1) ,
(9)

where πρ(xµ|x1 · · ·xµ−1) denotes the probability
that bit µ assumes the value xµ, given that the
string x1 · · ·xµ−1 has already occurred at posi-
tions 1 . . . µ− 1, no matter the occurrences in the
rest of the system (i.e. marginalising over all pos-
sible strings for the bits µ + 1 . . . 2L). Thanks
to these observations, one can generate outcomes
and their associated probabilities by sequentially
iterating over each binary variable and sampling
each based on its respective conditional probabil-
ity. The crucial point now is to find an efficient
way to calculate the conditional probability at a
generic step µ of the iterative process, which reads
πρ(xµ|x1 · · ·xµ−1) = πρ(x1···xµ)

πρ(x1···xµ−1) . We notice that
(see (6))

πρ(x1 · · ·xµ) =
∑

x′
µ+1...x

′
2L

πρ(x1...xµ, x
′
µ+1...x

′
2L) =

= (det[1 + Γ])−1∑
xxx′

δx1x′
1
...δxµx′

µ
det[Γ|xxx′ ] ,

(10)

which essentially sums the determinants of all
sub-matrices of Γ, with the constraint to in-
clude all rows (columns) corresponding to in-
dices x1, . . . , xµ that have been fixed to 1. In-
terestingly, a known formula exists for this quan-
tity [86, 74] and is given by

πρ(x1 · · ·xµ) =
det
[
(111[µ+1,2L] + Γ)|(x1···xµ,1...1)

]
det[1 + Γ] ,

(11)

where 111[µ+1,2L] is the diagonal matrix with 1 in
the interval [µ+ 1, 2L] and 0 otherwise. Notably,
in the case µ = 0, the numerator simplifies to
det[1 + Γ], giving the correct normalization of πρ.
Eq. (11) provides an efficient way to calculate
partial probabilities, and together with Eq. (9),
defines a simple iterative algorithm that we sum-
marize in the table 1.
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Algorithm 1 Majorana sampling of Gaussian
States

Input: the 2L× 2L covariance matrix Γ of
the state

1: Compute the normalization factor (purity):
det[1 + Γ]

2: Initialize xxx = (), and Π = 1
3: for (µ = 1, µ = 2L, µ+ +) do
4: Compute πρ(xxx, xµ), as in Eq. (11), and

πρ(xµ|xxx) = Π−1πρ(xxx, xµ) for xµ ∈ {0, 1}
5: Set xµ to 0 or 1 randomly with probability

πρ(xµ|xxx)
6: Update Π → Π ·πρ(xµ|xxx) and xxx → (xxx, xµ)
7: end for

Output: a string xxx ∈ {0, 1}2L, the
probability πρ(xxx)

Note that the core of the algorithm involves
evaluating 2L determinants of sub-matrices
whose sizes range from 2L to 1. This task can
be performed at a computational cost of o(L4),
which thus represents the overall cost per sample.
In practice, determinants can be evaluated effi-
ciently using optimized linear algebra routines,
and samples can be extracted in parallel, making
the algorithm highly efficient.

Random Gaussian states. — We first con-
sider the case of random pure fermionic Gaussian
states, which are defined by the covariance ma-
trix Γ = OΓ0O

T , with the matrix O taken from
the Haar (i.e. uniform) distribution over the or-
thogonal group O(2L). These states, regarded as
typical eigenstates of free Hamiltonians [87, 88],
have garnered considerable interest, with numer-
ous studies aimed at characterizing their (aver-
age) entanglement [72]. Here we instead study
the nonstabilizerness of such states. To this pur-
pose, we generate a set of random pure Gaussian
states and use the Algorithm 1 to estimate their
filtered SREs M̃α, with α = 1, 2, 3. Results are
shown in Figure 1 for system of size L ∈ [5, 100].
Notice, that for random Gaussian states the en-
tanglement entropy SE(l) = −Tr[ρl log ρl], where
ρl denotes the reduced density matrix of the first
l sites, is extensive [72], meaning that simulat-
ing with MPS techniques typical fermionic states

0 25 50 75 100 L
0

20

40

60

M̃α

101 102L
2.5

5.0

7.5

L
lo

g
2
−
M̃

α

L log 2 fit (α=1)

fit (α=2)

fit (α=3)

random gaussians (α=1)

random gaussians (α=2)

random gaussians (α=3)

Figure 1: Average filtered SREs M̃α (α = 1, 2, 3) for
random free-fermionic states, as a function of the system
size L. The black line represents the leading extensive
term for generic (non-Gaussian) Haar states, which is
L log 2. Inset: the difference L log 2 −Mα.

of these sizes is prohibitive. For instance, at
L = 100, the observed average half-chain en-
tanglement entropy SE(L/2) ≃ 19.4 requires an
MPS bond dimension of χ ∼ o(exp(SE(L/2))) ∼
o(108). In contrast, our technique, which oper-
ates directly within the covariance matrix formal-
ism, is entirely unaffected by the state’s entangle-
ment. For each value of L, we utilized 400 real-
izations of random Gaussian states and employed
5 · 103 Majorana samples per realization to esti-
mate the filtered SREs.

Qualitatively, the average values of M̃α

are close to the entropies upper bound
logD = L log 2 (black line). This also cor-
responds to the leading extensive term in the
filtered SREs for generic (non-Gaussian) Haar-
random states [78]. The deviation L log 2 − M̃α

from this value (see inset) appears to grow
as ∼ logL, thus giving only a sub-leading
correction to the Haar scaling. In particular,
fitting the relation L log 2 − M̃1 ≃ aα · logL+ bα
returns the coefficients: aα ≈ 0.50, 1.00, 1.12 and
bα ≈ 0.78, 0.82, 2.70 for α = 1, 2, 3 respectively
(see inset). Essentially, these results reveal that
random fermionic Gaussian states, while lacking
many of the features of generic many-body states,
exhibit the same amount of nonstabilizerness
resources as generic Haar states, apart from log-
arithmic corrections in the system size. Notably,
our results, combined with those of Ref. [89],
suggest that under random free-fermionic time
evolution, nonstabilizerness likely saturates on a
timescale ∝ logL, approaching a value near the
Haar value. In contrast, entanglement in these
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Figure 2: Average SRE density M2/L (left) and PRE
density S2/L (right) for random gaussian states with
fixed number of particles N . Different system sizes L
are explored (see color bar), with n representing the ra-
tio N/L. The participation entropy S2 is computed an-
alytically with Eq.(16), while the SRE is estimated with
Majorana sampling (200 realizations of random states
in Gpure

L,N , with 5 · 103 Majorana samples for each state).
The black line represents the leading extensive contri-
bution, which is the same for both Haar-random states
and fermionic Gaussian states and corresponds to the
first term in Eq.(17).

systems requires an exponentially longer time,
scaling as ∝ L2 [90], to reach its Haar value.
In the next Section, we provide an analytical
argument to explain the observed logarithmic
corrections, based on the qualitative similarity
between SREs and participation entropies in the
computational basis.

Connection with Inverse Participation Ra-
tios. — For simplicity, we limit the discussion
to pure states, ρ̂ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, and consider the over-
lap between |ψ⟩ and a generic Fock state |zzz⟩. The
probability pψ(zzz) = | ⟨zzz|ψ⟩ |2, also known as for-
mation probability [91, 92], quantifies the wave
function’s spreading over the occupation-number
basis, while the characteristic probability πψ(zzz)
measures its spreading over the set of Pauli oper-
ators. Therefore, strong similarities between the
two quantities are expected. Analogous to the
case of operators, we can define the Participation
Rényi Entropies (PREs) as

Sα(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log Iα(ρ) , (12)

where Iα(ρ) =
∑
zzz p

α
ρ (zzz) is known as Inverse Par-

ticipation Ratio (IPR). Note that, in this case,
there is no need to subtract logD, as in the
SRE, nor to filter out any contributions. IPRs

(and PREs) are powerful tools for distinguishing
phases of matter, both with and without disorder,
independent of system-specific observables, and
have been applied across a wide range of models
and settings [93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99]. Inter-
estingly, a precise connection between IPRs the
SREs has been pointed out in Ref. [100]. In case
of fermionic Gaussian states with fixed number
of particles N , the wave function amplitudes can
be written as Slater determinants. Specifically,
given a set of N orthonormal vectors of size L
(orbitals) stored as columns of an L × N matrix
V , one has

⟨zzz|ψ⟩ = det [V |zzz] , (13)

where the multi index zzz select the rows of V cor-
responding to occupied sites (i.e. zi = 1) 1. Av-
eraging over states |ψ⟩ ∈ GL;N is thus equivalent
to averaging over random isometry matrices V .
Specifically, one has

Eψ∼GL;N [pαψ(zzz)] = EU∼Haar[| det
[
U |zzz]|2α

]
, (14)

where U |zzz is a N × N sub-matrix of an L × L
unitary (Haar) matrix U . The statistics of eigen-
values of sub-matrices of Haar matrices is well
known in random matrix theory [101, 102, 103],
therefore this average can be expressed explicitly
as

EU∼Haar[| det
[
U |zzz]|2α

]
= 1
ZL,N

∫
|λi|<1

dλλλF (λλλ)

F (λλλ) =
N∏
i=1

|λi|2α(1 − |λi|2)L−N−1 ∏
i<j

|λi − λj |2 ,

(15)

where λλλ = (λ1, ..., λN ) are the eigenvalues of U |zzz,
the integral is over the unit disk in the complex
plane and ZL,N is a suitable normalization con-
stant. This expression can also be interpreted as
the partition function of a gas of particles inter-
acting through a logarithmic potential and con-
fined by an external field [104, 105, 106]. The
integrals can be performed analytically by rewrit-
ing the full expression as a Vandermonde determi-
nant [106]. The final result is the following exact
expression for the average IPRs (see Appendix 2

1Note a slight abuse of notation: here, the multi-index
selects only the rows of the matrix, whereas above, a sim-
ilar notation was used to select both rows and columns.
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for further details on the calculation)

Eψ∼Gpure
L,N

[Iα(ρ)] =
(
L

N

)
α−1∏
j=0

(j +N)!(j + L−N)!
j!(j + L)! .

(16)

The factor
(L
N

)
comes from counting the number

of binary strings zzz of length L that contain ex-
actly N occupied sites (i.e. N entries equal to
1). By using the approximation Eψ∼Gpure

L,N
[Sα] ≃

1
1−α log Eψ∼Gpure

L,N
[Iα(ρ)] and expanding the result-

ing expression for large L and fixed n = N/L and
α, one finds

Eψ∼Gpure
L,N

[Sα] ≃L (−n logn− (1 − n) log(1 − n)) +

− 1 + α

2 logL+ c(n;α) ,
(17)

where c(n;α) is a constant which does not
depend on L. The first term, which is exten-
sive in L, represents the leading contribution
and can also be derived using a saddle-point
approximation of the integral Eq. 15 (similar
to the approach used in Refs. [104, 105] for
the entanglement entropies). The second term
is instead a correction which is logarithmic in
the system size L, exactly as observed for the
SREs (see inset in Fig. 1). This correction
can be interpreted as arising from fluctuations
around the saddle point [107] and has been
previously observed in both the fermionic frame
potential [107] and the PREs of critical quadratic
fermion systems [92]. The similarity between
PREs and SREs is evident in Fig. 2, where we
consider random number preserving fermionic
Gaussian states |ψ⟩ ∈ Gpure

L,N and we plot the
average 2-SRE, obtained numerically via Majo-
rana sampling, alongside the analytically derived
average 2-PRE.
Interestingly, while numerous studies have
investigated IPRs in disordered systems, most
have focused on the single-particle sector, with
only a few addressing Iα for states of many
non-interacting particles [96]. Notably, to the
best of our knowledge, the expression Eq. (16)
for the average IPR of free-fermionic states is
derived here for the first time.

Random circuit dynamics. — After study-
ing the magic of globally random Gaussian states,

we investigate how magic evolves under local ran-
dom Gaussian dynamics. Specifically, we initial-
ize L qubits in the vacuum state |0⟩ and evolve
them with a brick wall unitary circuit composed
of random Gaussian two-qubit gates, as follows:

(18)

This model exhibits a ‘nongeneric’ behavior with
respect to entanglement [90], as the average en-
tanglement entropy SE behaves diffusively over
time, growing as t1/2 [108, 90]. This contrasts
sharply with the linear growth SE ∼ t observed
in generic systems. This raises the question of
whether the magic of the time-evolved state in
the model described by Eq. 18 also exhibits ‘non-
generic’ behavior. Specifically, we can examine
how magic saturates in this circuit compared to
a similar circuit with local Haar gates, where sat-
uration occurs within a time logarithmic in the
system size, t ∼ logL, as shown in Ref. [89].
To investigate this, we simulated the Gaussian
dynamics for numerous random realizations of
the circuit, employing Algorithm 1 to compute
the magic of the time-evolved state at time t.
We explored different system sizes L ∈ [16, 48].
The results presented in Fig. 3 show that the
magic rapidly approaches its saturation value,
M̃ sat
α , which corresponds to the average value for

globally random Gaussian states extracted from
Fig. 1. Specifically, we quantify the approach to
saturation by computing the rescaled difference,
∆M̃α/L = (M̃ sat

α − M̃α)/L. The data indicate
that this quantity approaches an exponential de-
cay, ∆M̃α/L ≃ e−t/τ , for sufficiently large sys-
tem sizes. This behavior mirrors the findings re-
ported in Ref. [89] for the Haar circuit, although
the characteristic time appears to be significantly
larger in our case. Specifically, from our fits, we
obtain τ ≈ 45.7 for α = 1 and τ ≈ 43.7 for α = 2,
whereas Ref.[89] reports a value of τ ≃ 2.3 for the
Haar circuit (and α = 2). Overall, these findings
suggest that a Gaussian (matchgate) circuit can
efficiently generate maximally magic states in a
depth t that scales logarithmically with the num-
ber of qubits L. Notably, the fact that the unitary
gates are Gaussian (matchgates) does not impose
a strong constraint on the production of magic.
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Figure 3: Top: average filtered SREs M̃α (α = 1, 2)
for random free-fermionic brick wall circuits (Eq. 18) as
a function of time t. Dotted horizontal lines represent
saturation values M̃ sat

α , extracted from data in Fig. 1.
Bottom: the difference ∆M̃α/L = (M̃ sat

α − M̃α)/L ap-
proaches exponential decay.

2D fermionic systems. — Until now, the
study of magic has primarily been limited to 1D
systems, as existing methods for computing the
SREs (e.g. those proposed in Refs. [46, 71]) rely
on tensor networks, which face significant limita-
tions in higher dimensions. In fact, representing
typical many-body wave functions using MPS re-
quires scaling the bond dimension exponentially
with the linear system size ℓ. While Tree Ten-
sor Networks sampled via Markov chain Monte
Carlo [56] offer a possible alternative, they are
hindered by the approximate nature of the state
representation and autocorrelation time. The
Majorana sampling method we introduced over-
comes these challenges, as it is unaffected by
higher dimensionality or entanglement growth.
As a paradigmatic example, we examine the SREs
in the ground state of a topological superconduc-
tor on a 2D square lattice of size ℓ×ℓ. In momen-
tum space, the Hamiltonian reads [109, 110, 111]

Ĥ = 1
2
∑
k

Ψ̂†
kH(k)Ψ̂k , H(k) =

(
ϵk ∆k

∆∗
k −ϵk

)
,

(19)
where Ψ̂†

k = (ĉ†
k, ĉ−k), k = (kx, ky), ϵk =

−(µ − 4t) − 2t[cos(kx) + cos(ky)], and ∆k =
2i∆[sin(kx) + i sin(ky)]. For ∆ = 0 the system
presents a gapless region for 0 ≤ µ ≤ 8t. Oth-
erwise, it is gapped for ∆ ̸= 0, except for spe-
cific modes at µ = 0, 4t, 8t, where the disper-
sion relation develops Dirac cones at the Fermi
momenta. We analyze the behavior of the SREs
for the ground state of the model across various
phases. Specifically, in Fig. 4, we plot the magic

density M1/ℓ
2 as a function of the chemical po-

tential µ in two representative scenarios:

• ∆ = 0, where the transition occurs from a
gapped to a gapless (non-topological) region;

• ∆ = 0.1, where the phases for 0 < µ < 4t
and 4t < µ < 8t correspond to topological
phases with opposite chiralities, separated
by a double-degenerate mode at the critical
point µ = 4t.

For ∆ = 0, we observe significant finite-size ef-
fects, manifested as spurious jumps in the magic
density M1/ℓ

2, which is expected to evolve into a
smooth curve in the thermodynamic limit, with
non-analytic behavior occurring only at the phase
boundaries µ = 0, 8t. These jumps result from
the discreteness of the modes that contribute to
the ground state as the chemical potential varies.
At µ = 4t, where the bands reach half-filling,
the state reaches its maximal magic value. In-
stead, for µ < 0 (µ > 8t), the ground state
becomes a stabilizer, as the negative (positive)
single-particle energy band associated to the triv-
ial fermions ĉk is fully occupied.

Turning on a finite pairing interaction ∆ gives
rise to interesting phenomena:

1. The magic of the ground state appears ro-
bust under the opening of a gap in the for-
merly critical region, still exhibiting exten-
sive behavior.

2. The curve is less influenced by finite-size ef-
fects, as the ground state remains an insula-
tor with the negative single-particle energy
band associated to the Bogoliubov fermions
fully occupied. In this region, no discrete
jumps occur from the addition of modes to
the many-body wave function.

3. At µ = 4t, the system becomes gapless,
and the magic density captures this behav-
ior through its derivative, which abruptly
changes sign at the critical point. This is
similar to observations in other 2D mod-
els [56, 57].

Conclusions and Outlook. — We pre-
sented an efficient method for computing
Stabilizer Rényi Entropies (SREs) of fermionic
Gaussian states, based on a novel algorithm
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Figure 4: Average SRE density M1/ℓ
2 in the ground

state of the 2D Hamiltonian in Eq.(19) as a function of
the chemical potential µ, at ∆ = 0 (left) and 0.1(right)
and different lattice sizes ℓ. The SRE is estimated us-
ing 2000 samples per state. Error-bars are smaller than
symbol size.

called Majorana sampling. This algorithm, op-
erating within the covariance matrix formalism,
enables exact sampling of Majorana monomials
with probabilities proportional to the square of
their expectation values. Our approach serves
as a powerful tool for investigating nonstabi-
lizerness in free-fermionic states, regardless of
their entanglement (which in general exhibits
a volume-law scaling). Through a detailed
numerical analysis of random fermionic Gaus-
sian states, we have demonstrated that these
states exhibit nonstabilizerness features akin to
those of generic Haar-random states, with only
subleading corrections that scale logarithmically
with the system size. We substantiate these
findings with analytical calculations for related
quantities—specifically, the Inverse Participation
Ratio (IPR) and the Participation Rényi En-
tropies (PREs) in the computational (or Fock)
basis. We derive an exact formula for the average
values of these quantities over random fermionic
Gaussian states, showing similar logarithmic
corrections. Overall, our results demonstrate
that matchgate circuits, despite carrying no
resource if considered within the resource theory
of Gaussian states, are highly effective at gen-
erating and propagating nonstabilizerness. As
an intriguing physical scenario, we applied our
method to evaluate the magic in the ground-state
of a two-dimensional non-interacting system of
fermions. Here, topological properties are ob-
served to influence the nonstabilizerness density
of the system.
Looking ahead, several exciting avenues remain

to be explored. One promising direction is to
extend our approach to more complex systems
in higher dimensions, where the interplay be-
tween entanglement and nonstabilizerness could
uncover new insights into the phases of matter.
Our method could also provide insights into the
non-equilibrium dynamics of quantum magic in
novel setups, where nonstabilizerness and quan-
tum measurements interplay to give rise to new
out-of-equilibrium phases of matter [60, 62, 61].
Additionally, the Majorana sampling approach
could be used to explore the distribution asso-
ciated to a state over the operators in various
ways, such as by analyzing the distribution of
operator lengths. In the end, our results suggest
a promising way to understand the complex
structure of quantum states and their complexity
in many different physical systems, even when
these states are just simple Gaussian fermionic
states.
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End Matter

1 Details on the sample based estimation

In this section, we outline the process of estimating the Stabilizer Rényi Entropies (SREs) and filtered
Stabilizer Rényi Entropies (filtered SREs) for a state ρ̂ after obtaining a batch of samples X = {xxx(i)}N

i=1
via Majorana sampling (Algorithm 1). By construction, samples are distributed according as xxx(i) ∼ πρ.
The algorithm also outputs the probability associated of each sample {πρ(xxx(i))}N

i=1. To instead sample
from π̃ρ, it is sufficient to exclude from X all occurrences of the identity Î = 1̂1 . . . 1̂L and of the parity
P̂ = Ẑ1 . . . ẐL. Note that these Pauli strings correspond to the bit configurations xxx0 = (0, 0, . . . , 0) and
xxx1 = (1, 1, . . . , 1), respectively. Note also that for large system sizes, L ≫ 1, it is generally very unlikely
to sample one of these strings, as both have exponentially small probabilities: πρ(I) = πρ(P̂) = D−1.
In any case, after filtering away I and P̂, one obtains a restricted batch of samples X̃ = {xxx(i)}Ñ

i=1, with
Ñ ≤ N and xxx(i) ̸= xxx0,xxx1. Now we set

Mα(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log(Qα) − logD , M̃α(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log
(
Q̃α
)

− logD , (20)

which defines the quantities Qα, Q̃α, to be estimated from the samples as Qest
α , Q̃est

α . For the filtered
SREs, we have

M̃α(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log
(∑

xxx

π̃αρ (xxx)
)

− log(D − 2) = 1
1 − α

log
(∑

xxx

π̃ρ(xxx)πα−1
ρ (xxx)

)
− logD , (21)

where we used π̃ρ(xxx) = πρ(xxx) D
D−2 , ∀xxx ̸= xxx0,xxx1. Therefore Q̃α =

∑
xxx π̃

α
ρ (xxx)πα−1

ρ (xxx), and the corre-
sponding estimator is given by

Q̃est
α = 1

Ñ

Ñ∑
i=1

πα−1
ρ (xxx(i)) . (22)

For the original SREs instead, we have (restoring the contributions of I and P̂)

Mα(ρ) = 1
1 − α

log
(∑

xxx

παρ (xxx)
)

− logD = 1
1 − α

log
(

2
Dα

+ D − 2
D

∑
xxx

π̃ρ(xxx)πα−1
ρ (xxx)

)
− logD , (23)

which implies Qα = 2
Dα + D−2

D

∑
xxx π̃ρ(xxx)πα−1

ρ (xxx). In this case the estimator is therefore

Qest
α = 2

Dα
+ D − 2

D

1
Ñ

Ñ∑
i=1

πα−1
ρ (xxx(i)) . (24)

For the particular case α = 1, in which the Rényi entropies reduce to the Shannon entropy, we have
instead M̃1(ρ) = Q1 − logD, M1(ρ) = Q̃1 − logD, with

Q̃1 = −
∑
xxx

π̃ρ(xxx) log πρ(xxx) , Q1 = − 2
D

log 1
D

− D − 2
D

∑
xxx

π̃ρ(xxx) log πρ(xxx) . (25)

Therefore the estimation goes as follows

Q̃est
1 = 1

Ñ

Ñ∑
i=1

(
− log πρ(xxx(i))

)
Qest

1 = D − 2
D

1
Ñ

Ñ∑
i=1

(
− log πρ(xxx(i))

)
+ 2
D

logD . (26)
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2 Further details on the Inverse Participation Ratio calculation
Computing the average Inverse Participation Ration (IPR) for a random fermionic Gaussian state
with a fixed particle number N reduces to evaluating EU∼Haar[| det(U |zzz)|2α], where U |zzz is an N × N
submatrix of a unitary Haar matrix U of size L×L. Leveraging the known measure of the eigenvalues
of a Haar submatrix, one obtains Eq.(15). Now, the idea is to rewrite the integrand

∏
i<j

|λi − λj |2
N∏
i=1

|λi|2α(1 − |λi|2)L−N−1 (27)

as a determinant of a suitable matrix. To this purpose we first use the Vandermonde identity to obtain∏
i<j

|λi − λj |2 =
∏
i<j

(λi − λj)
∏
i<j

(λ∗
i − λ∗

j ) = det
1≤i,j≤N

[λj−1
i ] det

1≤i,j≤N
[(λ∗

i )j−1] . (28)

Now, we exploit the following version of the Cauchy-Binet identity [106]

∫
dx1...dxN det

1≤i,j≤N
[fi(xj)] det

1≤i,j≤N
[gi(xj)]

N∏
i=1

h(xi) = N ! det
1≤i,j≤N

[ ∫
dxfi(x)gj(x)h(x)

]
, (29)

with fi(λ) = λi−1, gj(λ) = (λ∗)j−1 and h(λ) = |λ|2α(1 − |λ|2)L−N−1. We thus obtain

∫
|λi|<1

dλ1...dλN
∏
i<j

|λi−λj |2
N∏
i=1

|λi|2α(1−|λi|2)L−N−1 = N ! det
1≤i,j≤N

[ ∫
|λ|<1

dλλi−1(λ∗)j−1|λ|2α(1−|λ|2)L−N−1] .
(30)

Switching to polar coordinates λ = reiθ, with r ∈ [0, 1], the integral becomes∫ 1

0
dr

∫ 2π

0
dθ ri+j−1eiθ(i−j)r2α(1 − r2)L−N−1 = 2πδi,j

∫ 1

0
dr r2j−1r2α(1 − r2)L−N−1 . (31)

At this point, the determinant in Eq.(30) simplifies to a straightforward computation, as the matrix
is diagonal. Moreover, the normalization constant ZL,N is restored by evaluating Eq.(30) at α = 0.
Combining these results, we obtain

EU∼Haar[| det
[
U |zzz]|2α

]
=

N∏
j=1

∫ 1
0 dr r

2j−1+2α(1 − r2)L−N−1∫ 1
0 dr r

2j−1(1 − r2)L−N−1
. (32)

All the integrals can be evaluated analytically, resulting in

EU∼Haar[| det
[
U |zzz]|2α

]
=

N∏
j=1

Γ(j + α)Γ(j + L−N)
Γ(j)Γ(j + L−N + α) . (33)

Expanding the product and applying successive telescopic simplifications, we arrive at the final expres-
sion

EU∼Haar[| det
[
U |zzz]|2α

]
=

α∏
j=1

Γ(j +N)Γ(j + L−N)
Γ(j)Γ(j + L) . (34)

Finally, we obtain Eq. 16 for the IPR Iα(ρ) =
∑
zzz p

α
ρ (zzz) by introducing the factor

(L
N

)
, which counts

the number of binary strings zzz of length L with N occupied sites. By expanding Eψ∼Gpure
L,N

[Sα] ≃
1

1−α log Eψ∼Gpure
L,N

[Iα(ρ)] for large L and fixed n = N/L and α, we find Eq. 17. The constant c(n;α) is
given by

c(n;α) = 1
2(α− 1)

(
−α log(2π) + 2 log(G(α+ 1)) − α2 log(n(1 − n))

)
(35)

with G the Barnes G-function.
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