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Isolated atoms as well as molecules at equilibrium are presumed to be simple from the point
of view of quantum computational complexity. Here we show that the process of chemical bond
formation is accompanied by a marked increase in the quantum complexity of the electronic ground
state. By studying the hydrogen dimer H2 as a prototypical example, we demonstrate that when two
hydrogen atoms form a bond, a specific measure of quantum complexity exhibits a pronounced peak
that closely follows the behavior of the binding energy. This measure of quantum complexity, known
as magic in the quantum information literature, reflects how difficult it is to simulate the state using
classical methods. This observation suggests that regions of strong bonding formation or breaking
are also regions of enhanced intrinsic quantum complexity. This insight suggests a connection of
quantum information measures to chemical reactivity and advocates the use of stretched molecules
as a quantum computational resource.

Introduction—Quantum entanglement is a fundamen-
tal feature of many-body physics and quantum chem-
istry, reflecting nonclassical correlations between con-
stituents [1–3]. It has become a key diagnostic in a
wide range of systems—from condensed matter to molec-
ular bonds—often quantified by measures such as the von
Neumann entropy or Renyi entropies of reduced density
matrices [4]. For example, in molecular systems such as
the hydrogen molecule H2, entanglement between elec-
trons is negligible when the atoms are far apart or nearly
fused into a single nucleus, but grows as a covalent bond
forms. However, it is now understood that entanglement
alone is not a sufficient indicator of a quantum state’s
computational complexity or quantumness [5, 6]. There
exist highly entangled yet classically simulable states, no-
tably the so-called stabilizer states that can be produced
by Clifford gates—transformations belonging to the nor-
malizer of the Pauli group—and efficiently simulated on
a classical computer via the Gottesman-Knill theorem
[7–9]. In other words, entanglement by itself does not
guarantee quantum advantage. The resource that ele-
vates a quantum state beyond stabilizer dynamics is re-
ferred to as non-stabilizerness or magic, as described by
the resource theory of stabilizer quantum computation
[5, 6, 10]. Stabilizer states and Clifford operations are
considered free since they can be simulated efficiently on
a classical computer, whereas non-stabilizer states pro-
vide the essential resource for transcending classical sim-
ulability. Magic can be quantified by various monotones
that do not increase under stabilizer operations; one con-
venient measure is the mana, defined via the negativity
of the state’s discrete Wigner function [6]. Indeed, sta-
bilizer states possess a positive Wigner function, and for
pure states, mana vanishes if and only if the state is a sta-
bilizer state—a discrete analog of Hudson’s theorem link-
ing positive Wigner representations to Gaussian states,
thereby underlining that negativity in the quasiprobabil-
ity distribution is essential for a state to supply quantum

computational advantage. Besides mana, other magic
measures have been proposed, such as the robustness of
magic [11–13] and the stabilizer Renyi entropies [14, 15].
Therefore, magic indicates the quantum overhead inher-
ent in accurately modeling a system. If a molecular sys-
tem has low magic, then a classical method might suffice.
High magic, on the other hand, flags the need for quan-
tum computational resources.

In parallel, quantum information concepts have begun
to permeate the study of molecules and chemical bond-
ing. The process of bond formation involves superposi-
tion of atomic configurations and entanglement between
electrons. Measures such as entanglement entropy have
been used to characterize these correlations in chemical
systems. Rissler, Noack, and White [1] applied quantum
information theory in chemistry by introducing orbital
mutual information as a measure of electron interactions
between orbitals, a concept that not only successfully
identifies chemical bond patterns but also aids in opti-
mizing DMRG algorithms. Building on this foundation,
Boguslawski et al. [2] further developed the approach
by calculating one- and two-electron entropies for molec-
ular wavefunctions, thereby providing a more intuitive
picture of electron correlation that informs the selection
of active spaces. Recognizing the complexity of electron
interactions, Ding et al. [16] refined these ideas by dis-
entangling total orbital correlations into distinct classi-
cal and quantum components, which raised important
questions regarding the genuine role of entanglement in
chemical bonds. In a complementary effort, Szalay et al.
[4] introduced a multiorbital correlation framework that
utilizes genuine multipartite entanglement measures and
clustering algorithms to reveal multi-center bonding pat-
terns and to highlight the limitations of traditional bond-
ing descriptions. Extending these insights to a more nu-
anced bonding analysis, Ding, Matito, and Schilling [3]
proposed the concept of maximally entangled atomic or-
bitals (MEAOs), demonstrating that entanglement pat-
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terns can capture both conventional two-center bonds
and delocalized multicenter bonds, with the degree of
multipartite entanglement serving as a quantitative in-
dex of bond strength and aromaticity. Finally, comple-
menting these theoretical advances, Stein and Reiher [17]
developed an automated protocol for active orbital space
selection in multireference calculations, effectively lever-
aging entanglement measures to identify strongly corre-
lated orbitals and streamline computational processes.

The goal of this work is to combine these quan-
tum information non-stabilizerness insights with quan-
tum chemistry. We conduct an analysis of the non-
stabilizerness in the H2 molecule as it forms and breaks
a bond. By doing so, we aim to illustrate how concepts
like magic, alongside more standard notions like entangle-
ment together provide a more complete characterization
of the electronic wavefunction’s quantum nature. The
rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first sum-
marize the theoretical background and definitions of the
various magic proxies used in this letter in the context
fermionic systems. We then describe our methodology
for computing our reference ab initio ground state of the
H2 dimer accross a range of interatomic distances. We
finally present the results, showing the behavior of magic
as a function of interatomic distance, and provides a dis-
cussion of our observations, and discuss in some possible
experimental implications in the outlook section.

The Fermionic Wigner Function and Proxies of
Magic—Non-stabilizerness concepts have be explored
mostly in quantum spin chain context [18–24]. These no-
tion can of course be defined for fermionic systems in vari-
ous defferent ways. One possible trajectory is fermioniza-
tion in the form of Jordan-Wigner transformation from a
system of spin 1/2 degrees of freedom, following then the
work of Wootters [25, 26]. Another direction could be to
define a Grassmann valued phase space, and a notion of
fermionic Wigner function defined thereof, following the
seminal work of Cahill and Glauber [27]. We will instead
follow the approach of [28–31] to leverage the structure of
the Majorana group [32], fermionic analogue of the Pauli
group, and define the fermionic Wigner function in terms
of Majorana strings and discrete phase space.

Given a collection of n fermionic creation and annihi-
lation operators cp and c†p, following [31, 32] we intro-
duce for each mode the Hermitian Majorana operators
η2p−1 = cp + c†p and η2p = i(cp − c†p). We then define the
Majorana strings

Mv = iv·Ωvηv11 η
v2
2 . . . η

v2n−1

2n−1 η
v2n
2n , (1)

where v = (v1, v2, . . . , v2n−1, v2n)
t ∈ (Z2)

2n is a binary
vector, and Ω is a (2n)×(2n) square matrix with zeros on
the diagonal, zeros on the upper-right triangle, and ones
on the lower-left triangle. The prefactor iv·Ωv ensures
Hermiticity of the Majorana strings. Γ = (Z2)

2n plays
here the role of discrete phase space for the fermionic
system. The Majorana strings form a basis of Hermitian

operators, and given a quantum state represented by a
density matrix ρ, one can decompose it in the Majorana
basis as

ρ =
1

22n

∑
v∈Γ

Tr(ρMv)Mv. (2)

We then call the quantity

Wρ(v) = Tr(ρMv) (3)

the fermionic Wigner function of the state ρ.
Given this fermionic Wigner function we define its Lp

norm as

||Wρ||p =

[∑
v∈Γ

|Wρ(v)|p
] 1

p

. (4)

The α-stabilizer Renyi entropy is defined as

Sα =
1

1− α
log

[
||Wρ||2α2α

22n

]
. (5)

Following intuition from the discrete Wigner function of
Wootters [25, 26], we define the mana as the L1 norm
instead:

M = log

[
||Wρ||1
22n

]
. (6)

The filtered α-stabilizer Renyi entropy FSα is defined
like the α-stabilizer Renyi entropy but removes the often
dominating contribution of the identity v = (0, 0, . . . , 0)t

and parity operator v = (1, 1, . . . , 1)t from the sum defin-
ing the Lp norm [30], whose contribution can become
dominant, especially in the large number of modes limit.
The Lp norms of the discrete Wigner function of a

fermionic state capture how broadly the quantum state
spreads over the discrete phase space Γ.
The H2 dimer in second quantization: computing the

ground state across dissociation—In the second quanti-
zation formalism, the electronic Hamiltonian (within the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation) of a molecular sys-
tem is expressed in terms of fermionic creation (c†p) and
annihilation (cq) operators defined with respect to a cho-
sen orbital basis. For a generic set of orbitals, the Hamil-
tonian is written as [33]

Ĥ =
∑
p,q

hpq c
†
pcq +

1

2

∑
p,q,r,s

⟨pq|rs⟩ c†pc†qcscr, (7)

where hpq are the one-body integrals (incorporating the
kinetic energy of electrons and their interaction with the
nuclei), ⟨pq|rs⟩ are the two-body integrals (accounting for
electron-electron repulsion), and the quantum numbers
p, q, r, s run over the complete set of orbitals in the ba-
sis [34, 35]. This non-relativistic field theory representa-
tion encapsulates all the many-body effects and provides
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a convenient framework for ab initio quantum chemical
calculations[36] [37, 38].

For the hydrogen dimer H2, we adopt the minimal
STO-3G basis set, where each hydrogen atom is described
by a linear combination of three Gaussian functions ap-
proximating the 1s atomic orbital. Despite its simplicity,
the STO-3G basis offers a tractable, yet accurate model
for exploring fundamental electronic properties of the hy-
drogen dimer.

To accurately determine the ground state of H2, we
adopt an Unrestricted Hartree–Fock (UHF) approach,
hence allowing different spatial orbitals for electrons of
different spins (α and β), which is crucial for avoiding
spin contamination [37, 38]. This is particularly impor-
tant in the dissociation limit, where a restricted method
would fail to describe the correct covalent bond break-
ing and yield unphysical results. Building upon the UHF
solution, FCI is then employed to solve the electronic
Schrödinger equation exactly within our STO-3G basis
set [39]. FCI provides our benchmark for electron cor-
relation, ensuring an accurate description of the ground
state of the system across all interatomic distances.

Results and Discussion—The FCI ground state of the
system is very well captured at any interatomic distance
by a state of the form

|ψ(θ)⟩ = cos(θ) |1100⟩+ sin(θ) |0011⟩ (8)

with the ordering of the four fermionic modes given by:
(i) spin α molecular orbital 0, (ii) spin β molecular or-
bital 0, (iii) spin α molecular orbital 1, and (iv) spin β
molecular orbital 1. The second determinant corresponds
to the fully excited state whose contribution is crucial for
avoiding spin contamination in the large interatomic dis-
tance limit. The angle θ ≡ θ(ℓ) is a smooth function
of the interatomic distance ℓ, connecting the large dis-
tance limit in which the system factorizes into a pair a
independent hydrogen atoms to the interatomic distance
regime of covalent bond formation. Indeed, at these large
distances, the purely ionic contribution from the two de-
terminants precicely cancel each other, leaving solely the
purely covalent contribution. Around the bound state,
the Hartree-Fock contribution alone provides instead a
qualitatively good description of the ground state. The
reader will find in Fig. 1 the binding energy curve of the
H2 molecule, namely the FCI energy

Efci(ℓ) =
〈
ψ(θ(ℓ))

∣∣∣Ĥ∣∣∣ψ(θ(ℓ))〉 (9)

as a function of the interatomic distance, translated by
the asymptotic contribution of two isolated hydrogen
atoms Efci(∞), as well as the angle θ defining the cor-
responding FCI ground state wavefunction.

Let us define the extrinsic curvature of the binding
energy curve as

κ(ℓ) =
|E ′′

fci(ℓ)|
(1 + E ′

fci(ℓ)
2)

3/2
, (10)

FIG. 1. FCI binding energy Efci and θ angle defining the
ground state wavefunction of the H2 dimer as a function of
the interatomic distance.

Let us denote by ℓ⋆ the point of maximal extrinsic cur-
vature of the binding energy curve ℓ⋆ = argmaxℓ κ(ℓ).
For each value of the interatomic distance ℓ, we compute
the fermionic Wigner function of the ground state and
evaluate the magic proxies defined in the first Section of
the paper. The reader will find in Fig. 2 the behavior
of the stabilizer Renyi entropy S2 and the mana M as a
function of the interatomic distance ℓ.

Our results reveal a striking phenomenon: as the hy-
drogen atoms approach each other, the magic proxies
develop a pronounced peak precisely at the interatomic
distance where the extrinsic curvature of the binding en-
ergy curve is maximal. This suggests that the bond-
ing process is accompanied by a significant increase in
non-stabilizerness, implying that the formation of a co-
valent bond requires the consumption of a large amount
of non-Clifford operations. As we discussed, a state with
low magic is efficiently classically simulable, while high
magic is a necessary ingredient for quantum computa-
tional speedup [6, 40]. Thus, our analysis indicates that
the H2 bond formation is not only a chemical process
but also a transformation that incurs a cost in terms of
quantum computational resources.

The angle θ defining the ground state wavefunction
adjusts smoothly with ℓ, reflecting the relative weight of
two determinants. In regions where the determinants
contribute comparably, the interference between them
amplifies off-diagonal correlations in the Majorana basis,
leading to a more spread out fermionic Wigner function
and, consequently, to a higher value of our magic proxies
as defined by Lp norms of the fermionic Wigner function.

From the standpoint of molecular physics and quan-
tum chemistry, our results offer an intriguing reinterpre-
tation of chemical bond formation: in the dissociation
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FIG. 2. Stabilizer Renyi entropy S2, filtered stabilizer Renyi entropy FS2, mana M, and FCI binding energy Efci as a function
of the interatomic distance. These magic proxies exhibit a pronounced peak precicely at the value of the interatomic distance
where the extrinsic curvature of the binding energy curve is extremized, as indicated by the vertical dashed line. The inset
depicts the second derivative of the FCI binding energy, confirming the relation between the magic proxies and the curvature
of the binding energy curve.

limit (ℓ → ∞), the hydrogen atoms are essentially iso-
lated. The electronic wavefunction factorizes, leading to
a state that is close to a product state. In such a regime,
the fermionic correlations are minimal and the associated
magic (or non-stabilizerness) is low, consistent with the
notion of a classically tractable system.

At interatomic distances near ℓ⋆, where the binding en-
ergy curve shows maximal extrinsic curvature, the wave-
function represents a delicate balance between the two
determinants. This is the regime where the chemical
bond is forming. The competition between the ionic
and covalent contributions results in a highly correlated
state. Our analysis shows that this is the very point at
which the quantum state would demand a larger number
of non-Clifford operations for its simulation, as reflected
by the peak in magic proxies. The extrinsic curvature κ is
a geometric measure of the sensitivity of the binding en-
ergy with respect to interatomic distance. Its maximum
marks a rapid change in the energy landscape, signature
of a transition in the electronic structure. This ener-
getic reorganization is directly correlated with the rise in

non-stabilizerness, indicating that the very formation of
the covalent bond is accompanied by an increase in the
quantumness of the state.

Very interestingly, note that the ground state (8) can
be understood as the state of a qubit upon interpret-
ing the two determinants as computational basis states∣∣0̃〉 = |1100⟩ and

∣∣1̃〉 = |0011⟩. We know that at very
short interatomic distances, including the equilibrium
bound state distance, the ground state of the system is
very well approximated by setting θ ≃ 0, namely by the
state

∣∣0̃〉. Adiabatic increase of the bond length can then
be interpreted as implementing the following unitary op-
eration:

|ψ(θ)⟩ = U(θ)
∣∣0̃〉 = cos(θ)

∣∣0̃〉+ sin(θ)
∣∣1̃〉 , (11)

with U(θ) the rotation around the y-axis

U(θ) = Ry(2θ) =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
. (12)

Note that one can conjugate this rotation into a rotation
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around the z-axis instead:

U(θ) = Rx

(π
2

)
Rz(2θ)Rx

(
−π
2

)
. (13)

As explained below, the point of maximal magic corre-
sponds to a value of the interatomic distance ℓ⋆ for which
the angle θ is equal to −π/8. The key observation is the
following: for θ = −π/8, the unitary U(−π/8) is precisely
conjugate to the T-gate (more precisely to its Hermitian
conjugate in our conventions), and the conjugation ma-
trix belongs to the Pauli group. The T-gate is precisely
known to be a non-Clifford gate which once adjoined to
the group of Clifford operations allows for universal quan-
tum computation. Morevover, conjugation by an element
of the Pauli group does not impact non-stabilizerness,
and therefore the adiabatic stretching of the bond from
the equilibrium position of the dimer to the point of max-
imal extrinsic curvature of the FCI binding energy can
indeed be interpreted as implementing a highly non Clif-
ford gate. Conversely, the process of relaxing from the
point of maximal extrinsic curvature towards the point
of equilibrium of the dimer can be understood as imple-
menting a T-gate. We push this reasoning further at the
end of the outlook section.

The confluence of these perspectives reinforces a re-
markable insight: the process of chemical bond forma-
tion is not solely an energetic or structural rearrangement
but is also accompanied by a non-trivial transformation
in the quantum informational character of the state. At
large distances, the electrons are described by nearly in-
dependent, stabilizer-like states, whereas in the bonding
formation region the superposition of covalent and ionic
contributions requires an injection of magic into the sys-
tem. This observation opens a conceptual bridge between
quantum resource theories and chemical reactivity, sug-
gesting that the cost of forming a bond can be viewed
through the lens of quantum computational resources.

Remark concerning generalizability of the results to re-
alistic basis sets, and analytical expression of the magic
proxies—One can of course question whether the results
observed above in the case of a minimal basis set gen-
eralize to richer, more expressive and realistic basis sets.
Without entering into the technical details, let us show
the results we obtain still in the case of the hydrogen
dimer, but when employing the larger 6-31g basis set.
The reader will find in Fig. 3 the depiction of the FCI
binding energy curve and of the filtered 2-stabilizer Renyi
entropy.

We still observe a neat pick in the magic proxy, but
which appears slightly shifted to a larger interatomic dis-
tance with respect to the point of maximal extrinsic cur-
vature of the binding energy curve. In the case of the
hydrogen dimer, the use of a minimal basis set can al-
ready be considered relatively accurate, and as we saw
leads to a perfect correlation between the point of max-
imal sensitivity, as characterized by the curvature data

FIG. 3. FCI binding energy Efci and filtered stabilizer Renyi
entropy. One observes a slight shift to the right with respect
to the point of maximal extrinsic curvature.

of the potential energy surface, and the maximality of
non-stabilizerness. This points towards a deep connec-
tion between the non-classicality of molecular systems
and the Riemannian geometry of their potential energy
surface. We will comment more in the outlook section on
the observed slight correction brought to this statement
by the use of a larger basis set, i.e. by a more physically
realistic setup.
Let us also mention that in the case of a minimal basis

set for H2, the curse of dimensionality that plagues quan-
tum chemistry for larger systems is absent, allowing for
an analytic expression if the fermionic Wigner function,
and therefore of the magic proxies. One can indeed eas-
ily see that among the 32 possible Majorana strings, 16
of them act diagonally in the space spanned by the two
determinants, and 16 are off-diagonal and contribute to
the cross term. Among the diagonal strings, depending
on the relative contribution of the two determinants, 8
of them contribute cos2(θ) + sin2(θ) = 1 and 8 of them
contribute cos2(θ) − sin2(θ) = cos(2θ). Concerning the
off-diagonal strings, 8 of them give a zero contribution,
and the other 8 contribute 2 sin(θ) cos(θ) = sin(2θ). One
can then extract the various magic proxies. For the sta-
bilizer 2-Renyi entropy one obtains:

S2(θ) = − log

[
1− sin2(4θ)

4

]
, (14)

and for the mana:

M(θ) = log

[
1 + | cos(2θ)|+ | sin(2θ)|

2

]
. (15)

We indeed check that at their common maximum
θ(ℓ⋆) = −π/8, these two quantities take respective val-

ues log(4/3) ≃ 0.227(6) and log
(

1
2 + 1√

2

)
≃ 0.188(2),
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as can be directly checked in Fig. 2. Though not scal-
able to more realistic basis sets and/or larger systems,
one can therefore in principle prove the coincidence with
the maximal extrinsic curvature point of the FCI binding
curve.

Outlook—While our study focuses on the simple hydro-
gen dimer, it would be instructive to extend this anal-
ysis to more complex molecules. The methodology we
employed – combining ab initio methods with quantum
resource-theoretic measures – can be extended to other
molecules and more sophisticated basis sets. One could,
for instance, analyze the magic content in a stretched wa-
ter molecule or in a transition metal dimer where multi-
reference character is strong. We expect that systems
requiring multi-reference descriptions will generally show
non-zero mana.

Furthermore, it is worth emphasizing that the min-
imal STO-3G basis set, despite its simplicity, already
reproduces the correct well-depth of H2 with remark-
able accuracy [37, 39]. This suggests that the essential
physics of bond formation, the delicate balance between
ionic and covalent contributions and the resulting rise in
quantum correlations, is well captured even at this ba-
sic level of description. Consequently, we expect that
the pronounced peak in magic proxies observed at the
bond formation region is a robust feature that will per-
sist when our approach is extended to heavier atoms and
larger, more realistic basis sets. While such extensions
may refine the quantitative details of both the binding
energy curve and the magic measures, the qualitative be-
havior and specifically, the correlation between enhanced
non-stabilizerness and the onset of covalent bonding, con-
ceptually remain. One natural obstacle to scaling up to
larger system lies in the exponential scaling of the num-
ber of Majorana string, i.e. of the fermionic phase space.
However this could be handle through the evaluation of
the magic proxies using Monte Carlo estimates [31].

The observed interplay between electronic structure
and quantum computational resources suggests that
quantum simulations of chemistry could benefit from in-
corporating magic measures as diagnostic tools. Under-
standing how magic is generated and consumed during
chemical reactions could indeed inform the design of more
efficient quantum algorithms for molecular modeling. For
instance these insights may lead to the design of more ef-
ficient quantum algorithms that adapt to the changing
resource demands along reaction coordinates.

Although magic is a computational resource concept,
there may be indirect experimental signatures—such as
changes in entanglement spectra or spectroscopic fea-
tures—that correlate with the onset of high magic. Ex-
ploring these connections could provide a new exper-
imental window into quantum correlations and non-
stabilizerness in chemical systems. Our results indeed
hint at a broader framework where concepts from quan-
tum information theory beyond pure entanglement en-

tropy measures (like non-stabilizerness) can serve as in-
dicators of physical phenomena like bonding in molecu-
lar systems. It would be enlightening to examine how
mana scales with system size for a given chemical family,
for example does adding more electrons in similar bonds
increase the mana proportionally, or can mean-field cap-
ture most of it? Do peaks in magic proxies universally
signal the formation of covalent bonds or reaction barri-
ers? Investigating larger systems could therefore illumi-
nate whether the degree of non-stabilizerness correlates
with chemical reactivity or catalytic efficiency.

Finally, an intriguing perspective emerges when
we consider harnessing the observed surge in
non-stabilizerness as a resource for quantum com-
putation. Imagine a protocol in which a dimer, initially
at its equilibrium position, is adiabatically stretched,
perhaps via coupling to an external field, to deliberately
enhance the non-stabilizerness stored in its ground
state. In this scenario, the dimer effectively serves as a
reservoir of quantum magic that could later be coupled
to an external device. Extending this idea to an array of
dimers, one could control not only the spatial orientation
and individual bond lengths but also the inter-dimer
couplings, thereby engineering a system in which both
non-stabilizerness and quantum correlations are actively
leveraged for computational tasks. Interestingly, our
observation that the peak in non-stabilizerness shifts
slightly relative to the point of maximal extrinsic curva-
ture when using a more realistic basis set is particularly
promising. This shift implies that the system can be
tuned to maximize magic without reaching the ‘risky’
regime where the covalent bond irreversibly breaks,
ensuring that the dimer remains intact and reusable.
Such a controlled extraction and subsequent utilization
of non-stabilizerness could open up novel avenues for
quantum simulation and computation.
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