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Abstract

Determining the best attainable threshold for qudit magic state distillation is directly related

to the question of whether or not contextuality is sufficient for universal quantum computation.

We show that the performance of a qudit correcting code for magic state distillation is captured

by its complete weight enumerator. For the qutrit “strange” state – a maximally magic non-

stabilizer state – the performance of a code is captured by its simple weight enumerator. This

result allows us to carry out an extensive search for high-threshold magic state distillation routines

for the strange state. Our search covers all [[n, 1]]3 qutrit stabilizer codes with a complete set of

transversal Clifford gates for n ≤ 23, and all [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with a transversal H2 gate

with n ≤ 9 qudits. For n = 23, we find over 600 CSS codes that can distill the qutrit strange state

with cubic noise suppression. While none of these codes surpass the threshold of the 11-qutrit

Golay code, their existence suggests that, for large codes, the ability to distill the qutrit strange

state is somewhat generic.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

00
43

6v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
 F

eb
 2

02
6

https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.00436v2


Contents

I Introduction 2

II Preliminaries 4

A Heisenberg-Weyl operators and the Clifford group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

B Discrete Wigner functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

C Qudit stabilizer codes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

D Weight enumerators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

III Distillation and weight enumerators 10

A A general formulation in terms of complete weight enumerators . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

B The strange state and simple weight enumerators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

C Conditions for magic state distillation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

IV Search for distillation routines 15

A Narrowing the search space via symmetry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

B Stabilizer codes with trivial syndrome . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

C Stabilizer codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

V Discussion 21

A Stabilizer projectors in the discrete phase space formalism 23

B Some codes that do not distill the strange state 25

A The [[13, 1, 4]]3 code . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

B The [[29, 1, 7]]3 code . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

1



I Introduction

Contextuality was identified as a necessary and possibly sufficient condition for universal quantum

computing in [1]. The argument of [1] is based on magic state distillation [2] for qudits of odd-prime

dimension, and later extended to qudits of arbitrary odd dimensions in [3], and continuous variable

systems in [4].1 The authors of these works showed that qudit states that do not exhibit contextuality

with respect to stabilizer measurements have a non-negative discrete Wigner function [5,6]. The set of

such states is known as the Wigner polytope. Because Clifford unitaries and stabilizer measurements

are efficiently simulable for states in the Wigner polytope [7, 8], they thus cannot be distilled into

pure magic states. While this argument shows that contextuality is necessary for universal quantum

computation, the conjecture that contextuality is sufficient for quantum computation remains open.

In order to demonstrate that contextuality is not only necessary but also sufficient for qutrit

quantum computation, one must demonstrate that a supply of qudits that do exhibit contextuality

with respect to stabilizer measurements may be used to achieve universal quantum computation. In

the language of magic state distillation, this translates into the question, can any qudit mixed state

outside the Wigner polytope be distilled into a pure magic state?

For qudits of odd prime dimension p, the Wigner polytope is a convex polytope with p2 facets that

lives in the p2−1 dimensional space of qudit density matrices. In [9], it was shown that no finite magic

state distillation routine can distill all states that lie outside one of the faces of the Wigner polytope2,

generalizing the analogous result for qubit states that lie outside the stabilizer polytope [11]. However,

the possibility remains that a sequence of magic state distillation routines, based on stabilizer codes

of increasing length n may distill states arbitrarily close to a face of the Wigner polytope. Is there

any evidence that such a sequence of magic state distillation routines exists?

The problem simplifies if one focuses on qutrits. There exists a qutrit magic state, first identified

by Howard and van Dam [12], sometimes known in the literature in the qutrit strange state |S⟩ [8],

that lies directly above one of the facets of the Wigner polytope3. Much like Bravyi and Kitaev’s

qubit |T ⟩-state, distillation of the qutrit strange state is poorly understood. As discussed in [14],

noisy |S⟩ states can be twirled via Clifford unitaries to lie on a line connecting a pure |S⟩ state to the

maximally mixed state:

ρ̂(ϵ) = (1− ϵ) |S⟩ ⟨S|+ ϵ
1

3
Î3×3, (I.1)

with all noise parameterized by a single parameter, ϵ. Any state ρ̂(ϵ) for ϵ < 3/4 lies outside the

Wigner polytope and exhibits contextuality with respect to stabilizer measurements. We then ask

whether or not there exists a family of n-to-1 magic state distillation routines that distill the strange

state with a threshold approaching ϵ = 3/4 as n→ ∞? 4

At the time [1] was published, and for several years thereafter, while some qutrit and qudit magic

state distillation routines had been proposed [15–18, 10], no magic state distillation routine that dis-

tilled the Howard van Dam strange state was known. It was later discovered that an 11-qutrit CSS

code based on the ternary Golay code can distill the |S⟩ state, with a threshold of ϵ∗ = 0.38 [19].

Do there exist any other qutrit stabilizer codes that distill the strange state? If so, how do their

1There are certain subtleties associated with state-independent contextuality for qubits and qudits of even dimension

– for simplicity, we focus exclusively on qudits of odd-prime dimension in this paper.
2Some distillation routines that distill qutrit states up to one of the hyperedges of the Wigner polytope were found

in [10].
3See [13] for another application of the strange state.
4An additional consideration is the increase in overhead cost of distillation as n → ∞.
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thresholds compare to that of the 11-qutrit Golay code?5 In this paper, we carry out a computational

search over reasonably small qutrit error-correcting codes to help answer these questions.

One of the difficulties in finding codes that distill the strange state is that computing the perfor-

mance of a distillation routine for most magic states, such as Bravyi and Kitaev’s |T ⟩ state, requires
somewhat ad hoc methods, e.g., [2,15]. This is to be contrasted with Bravyi and Kitaev’s |H⟩ state [2]
and its qudit generalizations [16,22], where the theory of magic state distillation is much better under-

stood [23], enabling systematic searches [24] and more general constructions based on triorthogonal

codes [25–27,16,28–30]. But states distilled by triorthogonal codes lie above a hyperedge of the Wigner

polytope and therefore demonstrating the existence of a tight distillation routine for such states would

not demonstrate that all states outside the Wigner polytope can be distilled.

One of the main results of this paper, which enables systematic searches over codes with as large

as 23 qutrits, is a simple theorem connecting the performance of a stabilizer code for qudit magic state

distillation to its complete weight enumerator. For distillation routines for the qutrit strange state,

this formula simplifies drastically and depends only on the simple weight enumerator of the stabilizer

code. These results drastically simplify the problem of studying magic state distillation, and allow for

a systematic search much larger than those previously carried out in the literature for qubits.

Our search relies on the existing classifications of qutrit error-correcting codes in the literature –

namely, the classification of qutrit stabilizer states in [31, 32] and a classification of self-orthogonal

classical ternary codes available on [33]. We carried out a search over all [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with

n ≤ 9, and a search over all [[11, 1]]3 stabilizer codes that can be obtained from a [[12, 0, 6]]3 stabilizer

state. For such codes, we demand transversality of a particular single-qutrit gate (the square of the

qutrit Hadamard gate), which allows us to restrict our search to projection onto the trivial syndrome

of each stabilizer code. We also searched over all [[n, 1]]3 for odd n ≤ 23 that possess a complete set of

transversal single-qudit Clifford gates, which are necessarily CSS codes constructed from two copies

of a maximal self-orthogonal ternary code.

We found that none of the codes we searched with n < 23 could distill the |S⟩ state with better-

than-linear6 noise suppression, other than the 11-qutrit Golay code of [19]. However, for n = 23, we

found over 600 CSS codes that could distill the strange state with cubic noise suppression – which is

approximately 1/3 of all the codes we could construct from the ternary self-orthogonal codes listed

in [33] – suggesting that for large codes, magic state distillation is somewhat generic. None of these

23-qutrit codes, however, had a threshold that exceeds that of the 11-qutrit Golay code.

To our knowledge, no systematic searches for qutrit distillation routines have appeared in the

literature. Indeed, even for the qubit |T ⟩ state very few systematic searches have been carried out

to date; the only examples we are aware of are [2, 34] who appear to have studied only a handful

of codes, and make no claims of an exhaustive search over codes smaller than a given size, and [35]

only searched over qubit codes of length n ≤ 7. We wish to emphasize that the computational search

we present in this paper appears to be the largest search possible with present-day technology –

ternary self-orthogonal codes with more than 23 trits have not yet been classified in the coding theory

literature; and, moreover, computing the weight enumerator of any one such code with (n = 29) takes

6-12 hours of computational time. We expect that extending this search further would require months

5A previous claim in [20] suggested the existence of [[13, 1]]3 and [[29, 1]]3 codes that distill the qutrit strange state

with thresholds very close to the theoretical limit of 3/4. However, an erratum [21] has since been published clarifying

that these codes do not, in fact, distill the strange state at all. See Appendix B. Our independent analysis via the weight-

enumerator formalism developed in this paper confirms that the 11-qutrit Golay code remains the highest-threshold

distillation routine for the strange state currently known.
6We also found a few 9 and 11 qutrit codes that could distill the state with linear noise suppression.
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of computational time, at the least.

We should caution the reader that the new distillation routines we find here are mainly of theoreti-

cal interest. The success probabilities are quite low, and far better yields are obtained via triorthogonal

codes [23,25–27] (see [16,28–30] for constructions of qutrit and qudit triorthogonal codes). Neverthe-

less, the CSS codes we study have a complete set of transversal Clifford gates, and may turn out to

be useful for fault-tolerant quantum computation in other settings.

Our paper is organized as follows. In section II we briefly review some background material.

In section III we derive a relation between weight-enumerators and the performance of magic state

distillation routines. In section IV we describe our search space and the results. In section V we

conclude with some brief discussion. In Appendix A we present some useful lemmas that describe the

action of stabilizer projectors on discrete phase space. In Appendix B we present two codes that do

not distill the strange state.

II Preliminaries

In this section we review many basic results concerning the stabilizer formalism for qudits of odd-prime

dimension p. We present the Heisenberg-Weyl displacement group, qudit stabilizer codes and discrete

Wigner functions. The reader is directed to [6,36–38,5] for more details. A recent (unpublished draft)

textbook which covers some of this material is [39].

A Heisenberg-Weyl operators and the Clifford group

Following [1], we will reserve the term qudits to refer to quantum systems of odd prime dimension

p. For qudits [36], the Pauli group is also known as the Heisenberg-Weyl displacement group. It is

defined to be generated by

X̂ =
∑
k

|k + 1⟩ ⟨k| , Ẑ =
∑
k

ωk |k⟩ ⟨k| ,

and multiplication by ω = e2πi/p. The operators X̂ and Ẑ are used to define Heisenberg-Weyl

displacement operators [5] as follows, using the conventions of [1],

D̂(u, v) = ω2−1uvX̂uẐv. (II.1)

Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators acting on n qudits are denoted as

D̂(u⃗, v⃗) = D̂(u1, v1)⊗ D̂(u2, v2)⊗ . . .⊗ D̂(un, vn), (II.2)

where u⃗ = (u1, u2, . . . , un) and v⃗ = (v1, v2, . . . , vn). It is convenient to combine u⃗ and v⃗ into a

symplectic vector χ = (u⃗, v⃗), and write D̂(χ) = D̂(u⃗, v⃗). The Hamming weight of a multi-qudit

Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operator defined by a symplectic vector χ, is defined as the number of

entries such that χi = (ui, vi) ̸= (0, 0), just as for multi-qubit Pauli-operators.

Multiplication of Heisenberg-Weyl operators corresponds to addition of symplectic vectors, with

the possible introduction of an additional overall phase,

D̂(χ)D̂(χ′) = ω2−1[χ,χ′]D̂(χ+ χ′). (II.3)
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Here 2−1 is the inverse of 2 in the field Zp and

[χ, χ′] = u⃗ · v⃗′ − u⃗′ · v⃗ (II.4)

is the symplectic inner product. For a pair of commuting Heisenberg-Weyl operators [χ, χ′] vanishes.

Because of equation (II.3), the Heisenberg-Weyl group includes operators with additional overall

phases, such as ωaD̂(u⃗, v⃗), with a ∈ Zp.

The correspondence between symplectic vectors and Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators plays

an important role in this paper, so let us discuss it in more detail. An element of the n-qudit

Heisenberg-Weyl displacement group is uniquely specified by a symplectic vector χ = (u⃗, v⃗) ∈ Z2n
p ,

and a phase ωa. We define phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators to be operators of

the form D(u⃗, v⃗) in equation (II.1), without any overall phase. The set of all n-qudit phase-free

Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators is in one-to-one correspondence with the set of symplectic

vectors χ. While symplectic vectors form a group under addition, the phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl

operators do not form a group, since multiplication of two operators can induce an overall phase,

as per equation (II.3). However, a set of mutually commuting phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl operators

generates a subgroup of the Heisenberg-Weyl displacement group consisting entirely of phase-free

Heisenberg-Weyl operators, and is isomorphic to a subspace of symplectic vectors.

A unitary operator Ĉ is said to be a Clifford operator if it maps Heisenberg-Weyl displacement

operators to Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators under conjugation:

CD(χ)C† = ωaD(χ′). (II.5)

The set of n-qudit Clifford unitaries form a group. The single-qudit Clifford group is generated by

two operators, Ĥ, and Ŝ, defined as,

Ŝ =

p−1∑
j=0

ω2−1j(j+1) |j⟩ ⟨j| , Ĥ =
1
√
p

p−1∑
j=0

p−1∑
k=0

ωjk |j⟩ ⟨k| . (II.6)

Many useful properties of the Clifford group for qudits of odd prime dimension are given in [38]. In

particular, up to phases, any single-qudit Clifford operator can be written as a symplectic rotation, fol-

lowed by a Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operator, C = D̂(χ)V̂F . Symplectic rotations are operators

V̂F that satisfy V̂ −1
F D̂(χ)V̂F = D̂(χ′), with

χ′ = Fχ, F =

(
a b

c d

)
. (II.7)

F is a linear transformation that preserves the symplectic inner-product. For a single qudit, F ∈
SL(2,Zp). Symplectic rotations are generated by Ĥ and ẐŜ. To see this, note that, Ĥ−1D̂(u, v)Ĥ =

D(v,−u), and Ŝ−1Ẑ−1D̂(u, v)ẐŜ = D̂(u, v − u). Ĥ and ẐŜ thus correspond to

(
0 −1

1 0

)
and

(
1 −1

0 1

)
;

together these generate all of SL(2,Zp). Observe that, for qudits Ĥ2 ̸= Î3×3, and instead, Ĥ2 acts as,

Ĥ2D̂(u, v)Ĥ−2 = D̂(−u,−v) = D̂(u, v)−1. (II.8)

B Discrete Wigner functions

In this paper, we will make extensive use of a discrete phase space formalism for qudits. This was

first formulated in [6, 37] and played a central role in [1]. [5, 7, 8] and subsequently [40, 41] used this

5



formalism to define the resource theories of magic. Many examples of discrete Wigner functions for

qudits are given in [14], and it was also used in [9, 19]. Here, we provide a very brief review of the

essential features of this formalism.

In essence, the discrete Wigner function is a convenient way to represent single-qudit and multi-

qudit density matrices for qudits of odd-prime dimension. It is constructed using phase-point opera-

tors, which, for a single-qudit, are defined using the Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators, as,

Â(0, 0) =
1

p

p−1∑
u=0

p−1∑
v=0

D̂(u, v), Â(u, v) = D̂(u, v)Â(0, 0)D̂(u, v)†. (II.9)

Using the fact that Â(0, 0) = 1
pĤ

2, one can show that,

tr A(u, v)A(u′, v′) = δu,u′δv,v′ . (II.10)

Multi-qudit phase point operators are defined as

Â(u⃗, v⃗) =
⊗
i

Â(ui, vi). (II.11)

The phase-point operators form a basis for qudit density matrices, normalized so that tr A(u⃗, v⃗) = 1.

Any n-qudit density matrix ρ̂(n) can be written as a linear combination of the phase point operators

with real, but possibly negative, coefficients. These coefficients define the discrete Wigner function

W (ρ̂(n); u⃗, v⃗) of the qudit state. Explicitly, for a single-qudit state ρ̂,

ρ̂ =

p−1∑
u=0

p−1∑
v=0

W (ρ̂;u, v)Â(u, v), W (ρ̂;u, v) =
1

p
tr
(
ρ̂Â(u, v)

)
(II.12)

Note that tr ρ̂ =
∑

u,vW (ρ̂;u, v). As explained in [6, 37, 5], the discrete Wigner function defines a

quasi-probability distribution for stabilizer measurements, much like the original continuous Wigner

function [42].

The Clifford group acts covariantly on the discrete phase space: general Clifford transformations

D̂(χ)V̂F act as symplectic rotations followed by translations [5, 38,7]:

D̂(χ′)V̂F Â(χ)(D̂(χ′)V̂F )
−1 = Â(Fχ+ χ′). (II.13)

This allows one to use the discrete Wigner function to define an efficient classical simulation for Clifford

unitaries and stabilizer measurements acting on qudit states with non-negative Wigner functions [7].

The only pure states with non-negative Wigner functions are stabilizer states [5]; however, the set of

mixed states with non-negative Wigner function is larger than the set of mixtures of stabilizer states [7].

This means that this simulation of [7] is more powerful than the Gottesman-Knill theorem [43], which

can be directly generalized to qudits. The set of mixed states with non-negative Wigner function forms

a convex polytope known as the Wigner polytope [7]; because such states can be classically simulated,

they must be useless for magic state distillation. [1] gave a more foundational interpretation of the

Wigner polytope, by showing that any state with negative Wigner function exhibits contextuality

with respect to stabilizer measurements, and vice-versa.

As an example, let us compute the discrete Wigner function for the qutrit strange state, which is

the magic state of primary interest in this work. The qutrit strange state is given by [12,7, 14]

|S⟩ = 1√
2
(|1⟩ − |2⟩) . (II.14)
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Using the definitions above, its discrete Wigner function can be computed to be,

W (|S⟩ ⟨S| ;u, v) =

{
1
3 (u, v) = (0, 0)
1
6 (u, v) ̸= (0, 0)

=

 1/6 1/6 1/6

1/6 1/6 1/6

−1/3 1/6 1/6

 . (II.15)

It is self-evident from the form of this discrete Wigner function that |S⟩ is an eigenvector of all

symplectic rotations, i.e., Clifford unitaries of the form V̂F . Alternatively, recalling that symplectic

rotations are generated by ẐŜ and Ĥ, one can check that Ĥ |S⟩ = i |S⟩ and ẐŜ |S⟩ = ω2 |S⟩. This is
discussed in much more detail in [14]. We will take advantage of the particularly simple form of this

Wigner function in what follows.

Let us next discuss noisy qutrit strange states. A generic noisy magic state is described by a qudit

density matrix that requires p2 − 1 real parameters to describe. To simplify the analysis of noise, [2]

introduced the idea of twirling, which reduces the number of parameters needed to describe a noisy

magic state. The procedure involves applying a randomly-chosen element from a subgroup of the

Clifford group to the state, effectively averaging its density matrix over the orbit of that subgroup.

For this to be a useful simplification (i.e., to average the noise without affecting the state), the pure

magic state must be invariant under the chosen subgroup.

After twirling by the subgroup of the qutrit Clifford group consisting of symplectic rotations, as

described in [14], noisy |S⟩ states are described by the one-parameter family of density matrices:

ρ̂S(ϵ) = (1− ϵ) |S⟩ ⟨S|+ ϵ
1

3
Î3×3. (II.16)

We require 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ 3/2 for equation (II.16) to describe a valid density matrix. Using equation (II.12),

we compute the discrete Wigner function of ρ̂S(ϵ) to be:

W (ρ̂ϵ;u, v) =

{
x (u, v) = (0, 0)

y (u, v) ̸= (0, 0)
=

y y yy y y

x y y

 . (II.17)

where x and y are given by,

3x = −1 + 4
ϵ

3
(II.18)

6y = 1− ϵ

3
. (II.19)

Note that 8y + x = 1, as required by normalization of the Wigner function.

If contextuality is sufficient for universal quantum computing, we should be able to distill pure

strange states from any strange state of the form (II.17), with x < 0. Moreover, any qutrit state

ρin outside the Wigner polytope can be put into the form given by (II.17), with x < 0, using only

Clifford unitaries, as follows. Any state that lies outside the Wigner polytope has a negative entry:

W (ρin; i, j) < 0. Acting on ρ with D(−i,−j) one obtains ρ̂′ with W (ρ̂′in; 0, 0) < 0. Twirling with sym-

plectic rotations preserves W (ρ̂′; 0, 0) so x remains negative after twirling. Therefore, demonstrating

the existence of a magic state distillation routine that distills pure magic states from twirled strange

states with the optimum threshold demonstrates that any state outside the Wigner polytope can be

distilled.

C Qudit stabilizer codes

Stabilizer codes play a crucial role in magic state distillation. Qubit stabilizer codes are discussed in

many textbooks [44], and in [45]. While qudit stabilizer codes are less well-studied, some of their basic
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properties are worked out in [36, 46], and a nice introduction can be found in [39]. Here, we review

the essential features that we will use, and establish some conventions.

The codespace of an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code is defined by the simultaneous eigenspace of n − k

independent commuting n-qudit Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators, and has dimension pk. We

adopt the convention in this paper, that each of these n− k commuting operators are phase-free. To

completely specify the eigenspace, we also have to specify the eigenvalues of each stabilizer, which

are of the form ωa, where a ∈ Zp. We will sometimes refer to these eigenvalues as the syndrome of

the eigenspace. In this paper, we will usually restrict our attention to codes defined by the ω0 = 1

eigenspace of each operator, i.e., the trivial syndrome.

The set of commuting operators {D̂(u⃗1, v⃗1), . . . , D̂(u⃗n−k, v⃗n−k)} can be specified by a symplectic

matrix

H =


u⃗1 v⃗1
u⃗2 v⃗2
...

...

u⃗n−k v⃗n−k

 , (II.20)

such that the symplectic inner product of any two rows vanishes. These operators generate an abelian

group of order pn−k, which we refer to as the stabilizer group S. Because S is abelian, there are no

overall phases arising from multiplication and S consists exclusively of phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl

displacement operators, each of the form D̂(χ) where χ is in the row-span of H. The group S of n-

qudit commuting phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators is isomorphic to the subspace of

symplectic vectors in Z2n
p spanned by the rows ofH, where multiplication of Heisenberg-Weyl operators

corresponds to addition of symplectic vectors. We will use S to refer, interchangeably, to this subspace

of symplectic vectors or the group of commuting phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators.

We will frequently make use of the correspondence between stabilizer codes and additive codes

over GF (p2). This correspondence is well-known for qubits [47], and its extension to qudits, which

is straightforward, is derived in [46]. A more pedagogical discussion appears in [39]. Essentially,

symplectic vectors in Z2n
p can be thought of as vectors in GF (p2)n, and linear subspaces of Z2n

p

correspond to subsets of GF (p2)n that are closed under addition. The symplectic inner product

translates into the Hermitian inner product. Therefore, a stabilizer code can equivalently be thought

of as an additive classical code over GF (p2), that is self-orthogonal under the Hermitian inner product.

In particular, it is conventional to consider H, in equation (II.20), to be the generator matrix for the

classical additive code over GF (p2). As such an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code corresponds to an additive

(n, pn−k)GF (p2) code, using the notation of [47].

We use the notation N(S) to denote all n-qudit Heisenberg-Weyl displacement operators that

commute with S. We will also use the notation S⊥ to denote the subspace of symplectic vectors

orthogonal to the self-orthogonal subspace of symplectic vectors S. Clearly, S ⊆ N(S) and S ⊂ S⊥.

Unless k = 0, N(S) will be a non-abelian group, and multiplication of two different elements may give

rise to Heisenberg-Weyl operators with overall phases. As such, all the operators in N(S) will not

be phase-free, and there is not a one-to-one correspondence between N(S) and S⊥. However, we can

define the subset N(S)∗ of phase-free operators in N(S), which is in one-to-one correspondence with

S⊥. We use the notation S⊥ and N(S)∗ interchangeably.

Any symplectic vector L ∈ S⊥ corresponds to a logical operator for the stabilizer code. This

logical operator is the identity operator if L ∈ S, and is non-trivial otherwise. We define the coset [L]

of S in S⊥ to consist of all representatives of the logical operator corresponding to L; if L ∈ S, the
coset is simply the trivial coset S, else it is non-trivial. All operators in the same coset commute with
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each other, but operators from different non-trivial cosets do not commute with each other. Viewing

S as a subspace of symplectic vectors, the coset [L] of S in S⊥ is the set of symplectic vectors of the

form S + L = {L+M |M ∈ S}.

The smallest Hamming weight of a non-trivial logical operator L ∈ S⊥/S is defined to be the

distance d of the stabilizer code. Computing the distance of a generic stabilizer code is computationally

non-trivial; when the distance of an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code is known, it is usually referred to as an

[[n, k, d]]p stabilizer code. In the special case k = 0, the stabilizer code has no non-trivial logical

operators, and the distance of a stabilizer code is instead conventionally defined as the minimum

Hamming weight of any stabilizer [47,39].

Let S denote the stabilizer group of an [[n, k, d]]p stabilizer code. Let {M1, . . . ,Mn−k} be a set of

generators for a stabilizer code. The projector onto the +1 eigenspace of Mi is given by

ΠMi
=

1

p

(
1 +Mi +M2

i + . . .Mp−1
i

)
.

To see that this is true, note that the eigenvalues of Mi are ω
a. If Mi |ψ⟩ = ωa |ψ⟩, then,

ΠMi
|ψ⟩ = 1

p
(1 + ωa + ω2a + . . .+ ω(p−1)a) |ψ⟩ =

{
1 |ψ⟩ a = 0

0 a ̸= 0.
(II.21)

The projector onto the codespace of S with trivial syndrome can be written explicitly as,

Π̂0
S =

n−k∏
i=1

1

p

(
1 + M̂i + M̂2

i + . . . M̂p−1
i

)
=

1

pn−k

∑
M̂∈S

M̂. (II.22)

We say a Clifford unitary is transversal if it commutes with Πs⃗
S . Depending on context, we may,

implicitly, also demand that it acts as the logical operator C̄ or C̄−1.

D Weight enumerators

Here, we define the weight enumerator of a stabilizer code. The most convenient way to do this is

to make use of the correspondence between classical codes over GF (p2) and stabilizer codes. Simple

and complete weight enumerators for classical codes over an arbitrary finite field are defined in [48].

Weight enumerators for quantum error-correcting codes were defined in more generality in [49] – for

stabilizer codes, the definitions of [49] coincide with the classical definitions of the complete and simple

weight enumerators for error-correcting codes over the finite field GF (p2). Our presentation below

differs from that in [49], and is essentially a translation of the definition of weight-enumerators given

in [48] for classical codes over GF (p2) to the language of stabilizer codes.

Let S̃ be either a stabilizer code S, or one of its cosets [L] = S +L in S⊥. We define the complete

weight enumerator of S̃ to be a function of p2 formal variables {yαβ}, for α, β ∈ Zp, defined as follows:

w(S̃; {yαβ}) =
∑

(x⃗|z⃗)∈S̃

n∏
i=1

yxi,zi . (II.23)

One can think of this map as arising from a formal operation F , which is defined recursively via the

rules

F [A⊗B] = F [A] · F [B], F [A+B] = F [A] + F [B], F [ωaA] = ωaF [A], (II.24)
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and the base case, F
[
D̂(u, v)

]
= yu,v.

Then w(S̃; yij) = pn−kF
[
Π̂0

S

]
.

The simple weight enumerator of S̃ is a function of two formal variables x and y, defined as follows:

w(S̃;x, y) = w(S̃; {yαβ(x, y)}). (II.25)

where

yαβ(x, y) =

{
x (α, β) = (0, 0)

y (α, β) ̸= (0, 0).
(II.26)

This has the interpretation as a generating function for the Hamming weights of the stabilizers in S.
If we further set x = y = 1, then the simple weight enumerator becomes equal to |S̃|.

A MacWilliams identity relates w(S; 1, z) to w(S⊥; 1, z) [48,49,46]. This is:

w(S⊥; 1, z) =
(1 + (p2 − 1)z)n

pn−k
w

(
S; 1, 1− z

1 + (p2 − 1)z

)
. (II.27)

It is conventional to define AS(z) = w(S; 1, z) and BS(z) = w(S⊥; 1, z). BS(z)−AS(z) is a polynomial

in z with non-negative coefficients and is the simple weight enumerator of the set of all logical operators

for the stabilizer code S. The lowest power of z that appears in BS(z)− AS(z) is z
d, where d is the

distance of the stabilizer code.

III Distillation and weight enumerators

In the magic state model of fault-tolerant quantum computing [2, 50], one begins with a quantum

computer that can initialize qudits in the computational basis, perform Clifford unitaries, and carry

out stabilizer measurements. These operations are assumed to be noise-free. To obtain universal

quantum computing, we supplement this quantum computer with the ability to initialize ancilla qudits

in certain non-stabilizer states known as magic states, which are noisy. A magic state distillation

protocol is a way to distill an arbitrarily pure magic state from many noisy magic states using only

Clifford unitaries and stabilizer measurements. For the purposes of determining the best attainable

threshold [51], any magic state distillation protocol for the qutrit strange state can be thought of

as a procedure that projects n noisy qudits onto the codespace of an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code – if the

projection is successful, one decodes the resulting qudits to obtain k hopefully-less-noisy magic states.7

A A general formulation in terms of complete weight enumerators

Here we provide a general formulation for qudit magic state distillation in the language of complete

weight enumerators. These results follow in part from the formulation in [9]. Let us also mention

that a similar formulation in terms of signed-weight enumerators for qubit magic state distillation was

given in [35].

In magic state distillation, we first project n noisy input states ρin onto the codespace of an [[n, k]]p
S to obtain a new k-qudit output state ρ̂′ = fMSD(ρin). The procedure succeeds with probability ν.

7In some cases, namely, distillation of Bravyi and Kitaev’s |H⟩ state via the [[15, 1, 3]] code of [2] and its qudit

analogues [16], error-correction is also possible (although not necessarily advantageous) prior to decoding. However,

this is not possible for distillation routines for the qutrit strange state.
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Our main result is the following theorem that expresses both ν and the discrete Wigner function of

the ρ̂′ in terms of the complete weight enumerators of S and its cosets in S⊥.

Theorem 1. Let ρ̂ be a single qudit mixed state described by the Wigner function W (ρ̂;α, β) and let

S be an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code with trivial syndrome.

(a) The probability for successful projection onto the eigenspace of S with trivial syndrome is given

by the complete weight enumerator of S⊥, w(S⊥; {W (ρ̂;α, β)}), with the formal variables

yαβ in the complete weight enumerator replaced by the entries of the Wigner function of ρ:

tr
(
Π̂0

Sρ
⊗n
)
= w(S⊥; {W (ρ̂;α, β)}) =

∑
(u⃗|v⃗)∈S⊥

n∏
i=1

W (ρ̂;ui, vi). (III.1)

(b) Let D̄(u⃗, v⃗) be logical operators for the stabilizer code, with u⃗, v⃗ ∈ Zk
p. If the projection from part

(a) is successful, the output state ρ̂
(n)
out corresponds to the logical state ρ̂′, whose discrete Wigner

function is given by,

W (ρ̂′; u⃗, v⃗) =
1

ν
w
(
[D̄(u⃗, v⃗)]; {W (ρ̂;α, β)}

)
. (III.2)

Proof of part (a). The n-qudit Wigner function for ρ⊗n is given by,

W
(n)
in (ρ̂⊗n; u⃗, v⃗) =

∏
i

W(ρ̂;ui, vi), (III.3)

and we can write

ρ⊗n =
∑
u⃗∈Zn

p

∑
v⃗∈Zn

p

∏
i

W(ρ̂;ui, vi)Â(u⃗, v⃗). (III.4)

The probability for successful projection onto the codespace is,

ν = tr (Π̂0
S ρ̂

⊗n) (III.5)

=
∑
u⃗,v⃗

(
n∏

i=1

W (ui, vi)

)
tr
(
Π̂0

SÂ(u⃗, v⃗)
)
, (III.6)

where Π0
S is the projector onto the eigenspace of S with trivial syndrome. In Appendix A, Lemma 2,

we show that

tr
(
Π̂0

SÂ(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S⊥

1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S⊥
. (III.7)

We therefore find that,

ν =
∑

(u⃗|v⃗)∈S⊥

∏
i

W (ρ̂;ui, vi). (III.8)

Part (a) of Theorem 1 determines the probability of successfully projecting ρ⊗n onto the codespace

of an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code, S. If the projection is successful, the resulting n-qudit output state ρ̂
(n)
out

will be given by

ρ̂
(n)
out =

1

ν

(
Π̂0

S ρ̂
⊗n
)
. (III.9)

Part (b) tells us the logical interpretation of this state.
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Proof of part (b): Assuming, for simplicity, that k = 1, so that ρ̂
(n)
out corresponds to a single-qudit

logical state we denote as ρ̂′. Let X̄ and Z̄ be any representatives of the logical Pauli-operators of the

code. From these, we can define logical Heisenberg-Weyl operators D̄(x, z) and logical phase-point

operators Ā(x, z). Then, the discrete Wigner function of ρ̂′ is given by,

W (ρ̂′;x, z) =
1

ν
tr
(
p−1Ā(x, z)Π̂0

S ρ̂
⊗n
)
. (III.10)

Notice that,

p−1Ā(0, 0)Π̂0
S = p−2

∑
u,v

D̄(u, v)Π̂0
S =

1

pn+1

∑
(u⃗|v⃗)∈S⊥

D̂(u⃗, v⃗) ≡ Π̂0
S⊥ . (III.11)

Using the discrete Wigner function for ρ̂⊗n in equation (III.3), and Lemma 3 in Appendix A, one can

show that,

W (ρ̂′; 0, 0) =
1

ν
tr
(
Π̂0

S⊥ ρ̂
⊗n
)
=

1

ν
w(S; {W (ρ̂, α, β)}). (III.12)

More generally,

p−1Ā(x, z)Π̂0
S = p−2D̄(x, z)

(∑
u,v

D̄(u, v)

)
D̄(x, z)†Π̂0

S = D̄(x, z)Π̂0
S⊥D̄(x, z)†, (III.13)

because [D̄(x, z)†, Π̂0
S ] = 0. Therefore

W (ρ̂′;x, z) =
1

ν
tr
(
D̄(x, z)Π̂0

S⊥D̄(x, z)†ρ̂⊗n
)
=

1

ν
tr
(
Π̂0

S⊥D̄(x, z)†ρ̂⊗nD̄(x, z)
)

(III.14)

Let D(x⃗L, z⃗L) be a representative of the logical operator D̄(x, z). Then the discrete Wigner function

of D̄(x, z)†ρ̂⊗nD̄(x, z) is given by,

D̄(x, z)†ρ̂⊗nD̄(x, z) =
∑
u⃗∈Zn

p

∑
v⃗∈Zn

p

∏
i

W(ρ̂;ui, vi)D(x⃗L, z⃗L)
†Â(u⃗, v⃗)D(x⃗L, z⃗L) (III.15)

=
∑
u⃗∈Zn

p

∑
v⃗∈Zn

p

∏
i

W(ρ̂;ui, vi)Â(u⃗− x⃗L, v⃗ − z⃗L) (III.16)

We can then use Lemma 3 from Appendix A to obtain,

W (ρ̂′;x, z) =
1

ν
w(S + (x⃗L|z⃗L); {W (ρ̂, α, β)}) = 1

ν
w
(
[D̂(x, z)]; {W (ρ̂, α, β)}

)
(III.17)

Recall that [D̄(x, z)] denotes the coset S + (x⃗L|z⃗L) in S⊥, and denotes a the set of all representatives

of the logical operator D̄(x, z).

The problem of computing the output state of a general qudit magic state distillation routine

defined by a stabilizer S with trivial syndrome is thus reduced to computing the complete weight

enumerators of S⊥, interpreted as a classical error-correcting code over GF (p2), and its cosets. The

formal variables yij in these weight enumerators are replaced by the entries of the discrete Wigner

function, W (ρ̂; i, j) of the noisy input state.

In Theorem 1, we imposed the condition that we are projecting onto the trivial syndrome of a

stabilizer code. As explained in Section A below, this condition can be justified by noting that it is

equivalent to demanding that Ĥ2 is a transversal gate for our code, which is a natural requirement

when searching for distillation routines for magic states that are eigenvectors of Ĥ2 [14], including,

but not limited to, the strange state. More generally, we should point out that, to our knowledge, this
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condition is satisfied by all qudit magic state distillation routines known to date, including distillation

routines for magic states that are not eigenvectors of the strange state (e.g., those in [15–17,29,30]). It

is straightforward to modify Theorem 1 to project onto eigenspaces of stabilizer codes with non-trivial

syndrome, and we sketch how to do this in Lemma 4 in Appendix A.

B The strange state and simple weight enumerators

We now restrict our attention to the special case where ρ̂ = ρ̂S(ϵ) is a twirled qutrit strange state |S⟩.
By virtue of the exceptionally simple form of the discrete Wigner function of ρ̂S(ϵ), given in equation

(II.17), the complete weight enumerators of Theorem 1 become simple weight enumerators.

Applying Theorem 1(a) to ρ̂S(ϵ) we find the following corollary.

Corollary 1. The probability for successful projection of ρ̂(ϵ)⊗n, ν, onto S, is given by the simple

weight enumerator of S⊥,

tr
(
Π̂S ρ̂S(ϵ)

n
)
= w(S⊥; x(ϵ), y(ϵ)), (III.18)

where x, and y are given by eqs. (II.18) and (II.19).

We can also simplify part (b) of Theorem 1. Let us assume we are distilling using a stabilizer

code that has a complete set of transversal Clifford gates. The output state ρ̂′ = fMSD(ρ̂) of such a

distillation protocol will then also be of the form in equation (II.17), with parameter ϵ′. (Alternatively,

if the stabilizer code does not have a complete set of Clifford gates, one could also twirl the output

state by symplectic rotations to bring it into this form.) Define x′ and y′ via W (ρ̂′; 0, 0) = x′ and

W (ρ̂′; i, j) = y′ for (i, j) ̸= (0, 0). Using Theorem 1(b), we see x′ and y′ are given by,

x′ =
w(S; x, y)
w(S⊥; x, y)

(III.19)

y′ =
1

8

w(S⊥; x, y)− w(S; x, y)
w(S⊥; x, y)

. (III.20)

The formal variables x and y used to define the simple weight enumerator in equation II.25 are now

reinterpreted as entries of the discrete Wigner function in equation II.17. If we rewrite this expression

in terms of the noise parameter ϵ, we find,

ϵ′ = 3
3A (z(ϵ)) +B (z(ϵ))

4B (z(ϵ))
. (III.21)

where,

z(ϵ) =
y(ϵ)

x(ϵ)
=

3− ϵ

8ϵ− 6
, (III.22)

A(z) = w(S; 1, z) and B(z) = w(S⊥; 1, z). We have thus characterized the noise reduction of a

distillation protocol for the strange state in terms of its simple weight enumerators A(z) and B(z).

Example: the [[11, 1, 5]]3 Golay code

To illustrate the above formalism, let us apply it to the 11-qutrit Golay code of [19]. The 11-qutrit

Golay code is an [[11, 1, 5]]3 CSS-code formed using two copies of the (self-dual) classical ternary Golay

code. Its weight enumerator is computed (e.g., via Magma [52]) to be:

A(z) = 1 + 528z6 + 7920z8 + 11000z9 + 23760z10 + 15840z11. (III.23)
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Using the MacWilliams identity, we find,

B(z) = 1 + 528z5 + 528z6 + 15840z7 + 40920z8 + 129800z9 + 198000z10 + 145824z11. (III.24)

Substitute these results into equation (III.21), to obtain

ϵ′ =
3
(
48336z11 + 67320z10 + 40700z9 + 16170z8 + 3960z7 + 528z6 + 132z5 + 1

)
145824z11 + 198000z10 + 129800z9 + 40920z8 + 15840z7 + 528z6 + 528z5 + 1

=
(
3021ϵ11 − 24816ϵ10 + 92180ϵ9 − 203280ϵ8 + 292710ϵ7 − 283536ϵ6 + 181764ϵ5 − 71280ϵ4 + 13365ϵ3

)
/

(990ϵ11 − 7920ϵ10 + 27500ϵ9 − 50490ϵ8 + 37620ϵ7 + 47256ϵ6 − 172656ϵ5 + 243540ϵ4 − 204930ϵ3

+ 106920ϵ2 − 32076ϵ+ 4374)

≈ 55ϵ3/18 +O(ϵ4).

(III.25)

The threshold of the code, ϵ∗, is the critical value of ϵ such that, ϵ < ϵ∗ implies ϵ′ < ϵ. Using

(III.25), we find

ϵ∗ =
1

45

(
−262 3

√
2

405
√
109− 2981

+ 22/3
3

√
405

√
109− 2981 + 31

)
≈ 0.387.

(III.26)

Interestingly, z∗ = z(ϵ∗) satisfies a simple cubic equation, 11z3∗ + 12z2∗ + 3z∗ + 1 = 0.

C Conditions for magic state distillation

There are two conditions that a stabilizer code must satisfy for it to qualify as a magic state distillation

routine for the strange state. First observe that the limit ϵ→ 0 of pure strange states corresponds to

z(ϵ = 0) = −1/2. We first require that the probability of successful projection to be nonzero in the

limit ϵ→ 0. This translates into the requirement

B (z(ϵ = 0)) = B(−1/2) ̸= 0. (III.27)

We also require that the noise suppression be better than linear.

Assuming equation (III.27) is satisfied, the noise-suppression exponent, δ, of the magic state dis-

tillation routine, ϵ′ = Θ(ϵδ), is determined by the smallest power of ϵ that divides 3A(z(ϵ))+B(z(ϵ)).

Let us write

3A(z(ϵ)) +B(z(ϵ)) = C0 + C1ϵ+ C2ϵ
2 + . . . (III.28)

Generically, we expect C0 and C1 will be non-zero. The necessary and sufficient conditions for C0 and

C1 to vanish are,

(3A(z(ϵ)) +B(z(ϵ)))

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

= 0,

d

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(3A(z(ϵ)) +B(z(ϵ))) = 0.

(III.29)

Translated into z, these conditions become

3A(−1/2) +B(−1/2) = 0, (III.30)

3A′(−1/2) +B′(−1/2) = 0. (III.31)
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As a check, observe that, for the weight enumerators of the 11-qutrit Golay code, A(−1/2) = 2187/64,

B(−1/2) = 6561/64, A′(−1/2) = −8019/16 and B′(−1/2) = 24057/16, these conditions are satisfied.

For n odd, equation (III.30) is automatically satisfied, by virtue of the MacWilliams identity, which

simplifies at z = −1/2 to:

B(−1/2) = 3(−1)nA(−1/2). (III.32)

We can also ask, when do we get cubic noise suppression? If condition in equation (III.31) is

satisfied, the condition for C2 to vanish is

3A′′(−1/2) +B′′(−1/2) = 0. (III.33)

For n odd, this condition is automatically satisfied whenever equation (III.31) holds, by virtue of the

MacWilliams identities. Taking derivatives of the MacWilliams identity at z = −1/2, we find that,

B′(−1/2) = (−1)n+1 (3A′(−1/2) + 8nA(−1/2)) , (III.34)

B′′(−1/2) =
1

3
(−1)n

(
9A′′(−1/2) + 48(n− 1)A′(−1/2) + 64(n2 − n)A(−1/2)

)
. (III.35)

When n is odd, it is straightforward to see that the MacWilliams identities above along with equation

(III.31) imply that equation (III.33) is satisfied. Thus, cubic noise suppression is guaranteed for any

odd-length stabilizer code whose weight enumerator satisfies the two conditions, (III.27) and (III.31).

IV Search for distillation routines

With the above results in place, a computational search for distillation routines for the qutrit strange

state is straightforward. For each stabilizer code S in our search space, we compute the simple weight

enumerator A(z), and then B(z) using the MacWilliams identity. We then check if conditions (III.27)

and (III.31) are satisfied.

A Narrowing the search space via symmetry

When are two stabilizer codes equivalent for the purposes of magic state distillation? Conventionally,

one considers two quantum error-correcting codes to be equivalent if they differ by local Clifford

operations. However, Theorem 1 shows that the output of a generic magic state distillation routine

depends on the complete weight enumerators of S and its cosets, which are not invariant under local

Clifford transformations. Therefore, two stabilizer codes which differ by local Clifford transformations

may, in general, give rise to different magic state distillation protocols. Indeed, if S and S̃ differ by a

local Clifford unitary C, then distilling with S̃ is equivalent to first acting with C then distilling with

S. Acting with a local Clifford C prior to distillation will, in general, induce an error on a magic state

|M⟩, unless |M⟩ is an eigenvector of C. 8

This observation increases the size of our search space substantially – to search for all magic state

distillation routines associated with a given stabilizer code S, we need to search over all orbits of S
under local Clifford transformations, and all possible eigenvalues of the n − 1 stabilizers. For each

8As a very simple example of this, consider the 5-qubit code of [2], S5, defined to be generated by

{XZZXI, IXZZX,XIXZZ,ZXIXZ}, which distills Bravyi and Kitaev’s |T ⟩ state. If we conjugate the first qubit with

the Clifford unitary Y H, we obtain the stabilizer code S̃5 generated by {−ZZZXI, IXZZX,−ZIXZZ,−XXIXZ}.
S̃5 clearly does not distill |T ⟩ states. To see this, note that the Clifford Y H maps |T ⟩ directly opposite to |T ⟩ on the

Bloch sphere, and therefore acting with Y H prior to distillation induces an additional error.
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[[n, 1]]3 code, this could increase the search space by a factor as large as, |SL(2,Z3)|n3n−1 = 24n3n−1.

It is possible, however, to substantially reduce this search space size, by demanding that both the

stabilizer codes we study and the magic states we wish to distill possess certain symmetries.

Suppose the magic state we wish to distill is invariant under a subgroup G of the single-qudit

Clifford group. It is natural to require9 our noisy input states first undergo a twirling procedure so

that they are also invariant under G, as described in detail in [14]. Let C be a single-qudit Clifford-

unitary, if a twirled noisy magic state ρ̂M , satisfies Cρ̂M (C)† = ρ̂M , then two stabilizer codes which

differ via local Clifford transformations belonging to the subgroup of the Clifford group generated by

C are equivalent for distillation of the ρ̂M magic state.

The group G has been computed for various qutrit and ququint magic states in [14]. There, it

was shown that the qutrit magic state |S⟩ is a simultaneous eigenvector of all symplectic rotations, as

mentioned earlier in section II. Assuming noisy input magic states are twirled by applying a random

symplectic rotation, two stabilizer codes are equivalent for |S⟩-state distillation if they are related to

each other by local symplectic transformations. This result is reflected in the fact that Corollary 1

depends only on the simple weight enumerator, not the complete weight enumerator.

It is also natural to require that all of the unitaries in G be transversal gates for the stabilizer code

used for distillation. Our motivation for this is as follows. Suppose G is generated by the Clifford

unitaries {Ci}. Suppose our desired magic state |M⟩ is the unique simultaneous eigenvector of all

the {Ci}, which is true for the magic states in [14]. Then Ci |M⟩ = λi |M⟩. If, for all i, C⊗n
i acts

as the logical operator C̄±1
i , then C̄±1

i |M⟩⊗n
= λni |M⟩⊗n

. Then demanding λni = λ±1
i for all Ci,

ensures that ΠS |M⟩⊗n ∼ ¯|M⟩. This condition, which can also be used to restrict the size n of S,
therefore ensures that, if ΠS |M⟩⊗n ̸= 0, pure magic states decode to pure magic states, although it

does not guarantee a noise reduction. This is not a necessary condition for distillation10, but it is

true for virtually all magic state distillation routines studied in the literature that we are aware of,

e.g., the 5-qubit code in [2] and the 11-qutrit Golay code in [19]. This condition also allows us to

place restrictions on the size of the codes expected to distill |M⟩. Let the order of Ci be mi. Then

we require n ≡ ±1 mod mi.

In this paper, we are interested in distilling the qutrit magic state |S⟩, whose symmetry group G

is the set of all symplectic rotations, which, combined with X and Z, generate all single-qudit Clifford

unitaries. Transversality of symplectic rotations also ensures that X and Z are transversal. Therefore,

a natural family of candidate stabilizer codes for distillation of the strange state are [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer

codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates. Symplectic rotations are generated by the

Hadamard operator, Ĥ, which has order 4, and Ẑ−1Ŝ, which has order p = 3. We therefore expect

only such codes for which n ≡ ±1 mod 12 to be candidates for distillation.

One can, more generally, impose that only a subgroup of G is transversal, but then |M⟩ will, in

general, not be the unique eigenvector of the generators of G.11 We may, therefore, instead, impose

the less-restrictive requirement that only Ĥ2 be a transversal gate to obtain a large family of candidate

codes, for a more exhaustive search. Notice that, by equation (II.8), acting with (Ĥ2)⊗n on a stabilizer

projector, with a possibly non-trivial syndrome, corresponds to replacing each generator D̂(u⃗i, v⃗i) of

the stabilizer code by D̂(−u⃗i,−v⃗i), leaving the eigenvalues unchanged. Alternatively, its action can

be thought of as changing the eigenvalues ωai of each generator to ω−ai . Demanding that (H2)⊗n

commute with the codespace is therefore equivalent to demanding that the eigenvalues of all stabilizers

in the code must be ω0 = +1. Because Ĥ2 has order 2, we expect that n should be odd.

9One, in principle, can also consider magic state distillation without twirling the input states – see [53].
10It is not satisfied by triorthogonal codes (which possess a transversal non-Clifford gate) [23].
11This weaker condition applies, for example, to some of the codes in [10].
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We therefore choose our search space to consist of two families of codes:

1. [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with trivial syndrome, and

2. [[n, 1]]3 codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates.

We present the results for a search over each of these two families of codes in the next two subsections.

B Stabilizer codes with trivial syndrome

We first turn our attention to distillation with all stabilizer codes with trivial syndrome. We can

enumerate all such codes for n ≤ 9 using the classification of codes in [31, 32]. To do this, we make

use of the correspondence between stabilizer codes and additive codes over GF (p2) [47, 46]. Recall

that the stabilizers of any [[n, k]]p stabilizer code form an additive, self-orthogonal code over GF (p2)

of the form (n, pn−k)GF (p2). [31,32] classified (n, 3n) self-orthogonal additive codes over GF (9), of size

n ≤ 10, using graph-theoretic techniques. These correspond to [[n, 0]]3 stabilizer codes.

We require a classification of all [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes, which correspond, instead, to additive

(n, 3n−1)GF (9) codes. We can obtain such a classification from the results of [31,32] using a standard

construction in classical coding theory known as shortening, described in many textbooks, such as [48].

To shorten a code, we choose a particular coordinate i ∈ (1, . . . , n) of the code and remove all

codewords that are non-zero on the ith coordinate; we then delete the ith coordinate to obtain a

code of length n− 1. It is easy to see that this operation preserves additivity and self-orthogonality.

Shortening an additive (n, pn−k)GF (p2) code yields an (n − 1, pn−k−1)GF (p2) code. Moreover, any

(n− 1, pn−k−1)GF (p2) code can be obtained by shortening some (n, pn−k)GF (p2) code. In the language

of stabilizer projectors, shortening a code corresponds to a form of channel-state duality [44] – the

projector onto an [[n, 0]]p stabilizer code S can be written as

Π =

p∑
k1=0

p∑
k2=0

· · ·
p∑

kn=0

Ak1k2...kn ⟨k1k2 . . . kn| . (IV.1)

Shortening this code at the coordinate 1, gives rise to an [[n− 1, 1]]p code S′, whose projector can be

written as,

Π′ =

p∑
k1=0

p∑
k2=0

· · ·
p∑

kn=0

Ak1k2...kn |k̄1⟩ ⟨k2 . . . kn| , (IV.2)

where |k̄⟩ corresponds to the logical |k⟩ state in the [[n−1, 1]]p code for some choice of logical operators.

The stabilizers of S ′ are precisely those stabilizers of S that act trivially on the first qudit.

Therefore, by enumerating all inequivalent ways of shortening the codes classified in [31, 32], we

can construct all [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with n ≤ 9. This is straightforward to do, using, e.g.,

MAGMA [52]. The classification of [32] also includes those (12, 312)GF (9) codes corresponding to

[[12, 0, 6]]3 stabilizer states, from which we can construct some, but not all, [[11, 1]]3 stabilizer codes.

We thus searched over all [[n, 1, d]]3 codes for n ≤ 9, and all [[11, 1, d]]3 codes that can be obtained

from applying the shortening operation to a [[12, 0, 6]]3 stabilizer state. Remarkably, the only code

we found that could distill the qutrit strange state with better-than-linear noise suppression was the

11-qutrit Golay code. There were also a few [[9, 1]]3 and [11, 1]]3 codes that distilled the strange state

with linear noise suppression, (i.e., ϵ′ = αϵ with α < 1), all of which had lower thresholds than the

11-qutrit Golay code.
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C Stabilizer codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates

We now turn our attention to codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates. To do this,

we use the following lemma, which relates codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates to

CSS codes. Although this lemma, or at least its analogue for qubits [54], may be well-known to some

readers, we include a proof for completeness.

Lemma 1. Any [[n, 1]]p stabilizer code with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates must be a CSS

code, formed from two copies of a maximal self-orthogonal classical p-ary code.

Proof. First recall some basic facts about CSS codes [55, 56]. A CSS code is a stabilizer code of the

form

SCSS = SX ⊕ SZ , (IV.3)

where each generator of M
(X)
i of SX is of the form M

(X)
i = D̂(u⃗i, 0) and each generator M

(Z)
i of SZ

is of the form M
(Z)
i = D̂(0, v⃗i). Equivalently, a code S is a CSS-code if, for any M = D̂(u⃗, v⃗) ∈ S,

D(u⃗, 0) ∈ S and D(0, v⃗) ∈ S. SX and SZ can each be thought of as classical codes over Zp, with

SX ⊂ S⊥
Z and SZ ⊂ S⊥

X . The lengths of SX and SZ are both equal to n, and dimSX+dimSZ = n−k.
If SZ = SX in a CSS-code, then SZ must be self-orthogonal. If, in addition, SCSS is an [[n, 1]]p code,

then 2 dimSZ = n − 1. Then n must be odd, and SZ is an [n, ⌊n
2 ⌋]3 self-orthogonal code. It is a

well-known fact from classical coding theory that any self-orthogonal code with these parameters is

maximal, see, e.g., [57, 48].

Let S be a stabilizer code with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates. If M = D̂(u⃗, v⃗) ∈ S,
then, by transversality, so is M̂ ′ = (V −1

F )⊗nMV ⊗n
F = D̂(u⃗′, v⃗′) where,(

u′i
v′i

)
= F

(
ui
vi

)
, (IV.4)

for some F ∈ SL(2,Zp). Choosing F appropriately, we see that M ′ = D̂(u⃗ + v⃗,−u⃗) ∈ S, and

M ′′ = D̂(−v⃗, u⃗) ∈ S. Then M ′′′ =M ′M ′′ = D̂(u⃗, 0) ∈ S. Similarly, M (4) = D̂(0, u⃗) ∈ S. The code is

therefore CSS, with SZ = SX .

By Lemma 1, a search over [[n, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with a complete set of transversal Clifford gates

therefore translates into a search over CSS codes generated from maximal self-orthogonal ternary codes

of odd n. Explicitly, if Gc is the generator matrix of the self-orthogonal classical ternary code with

[n, ⌊n
2 ⌋]3, the quantum CSS code is given by the symplectic matrix:

H =

(
Gc 0

0 Gc

)
. (IV.5)

Classical maximal self-orthogonal ternary codes up to size n = 23 have been classified in [57–62],

and are conveniently available on a website maintained by Harada and Munemasa [33]. We computed

the weight enumerators of all CSS-codes constructed this way from the codes given in [33], using

Magma [52]. We found that no indecomposable12 13, 15, 17 or 19-qutrit CSS codes were able to distill

the strange state.

Somewhat surprisingly, however, we found a total of 646 inequivalent indecomposable 23-qutrit

CSS codes13 that were able to distill the strange state with cubic noise suppression. A complete list

12A code is said to be indecomposable if its generator matrix cannot be written as the direct sum of two smaller

generator matrices.
13The 646 inequivalent CSS codes gave rise to 263 different simple weight enumerators.
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Figure 1: A histogram of all the thresholds that arise from 23-qubit CSS codes that are able to distill

the strange state. We found a total of 646 codes, and the highest threshold was ϵ∗ = 0.318.

of the 646 classical ternary codes that gave rise to these codes is included in MAGMA format [52] as

ancillary data along with the arXiv submission of this paper [63].

There are a total of 1928 indecomposable maximally-self-orthogonal [23, 11]3 codes, so the proba-

bility that a randomly chosen code will give rise to a quantum CSS code that distills the strange state

is 0.335, which is very close to 1/3. The probability that a randomly chosen maximally self-orthogonal

[11, 5]3 code gives rise to a CSS code that distills the strange state is also 1/3. This seems to suggest

that quantum error-correcting codes that distill the qutrit strange state are actually quite common.

The thresholds that arise from these codes range from 0.063 to 0.318, and are plotted in a histogram

in Figure 1. None of these thresholds exceed that of the ternary Golay code. The 23-qutrit code with

the highest threshold was a [[23, 1, 5]]3 code formed from two copies of the classical [23, 11, 6]3 code

with generator matrix:

GC =



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 0 1

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 2 2 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 0 1



. (IV.6)

This quantum CSS code has weight enumerator,

A(z) = 2079023616z23 + 6035662080z22 + 8258226816z21 + 7208904960z20 + 4504066560z19 + 2182781824z18

+ 790797312z17 + 252077184z16 + 52015680z15 + 14590080z14 + 2083104z13 + 628800z12 + 121824z11

+ 58320z10 + 16120z9 + 4608z8 + 720z6 + 1,

(IV.7)
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which gives rise to a distillation performance

ϵ′ ≈ 73ϵ3

18
+O

(
ϵ4
)
, (IV.8)

plotted in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: The distillation performance of the [[23, 1, 5]]3 code defined via equation (IV.6).

The probability of successful projection onto the codespace for these codes is very low. The

success probabilities range from 1/5159780352 ≈ 1.9 × 10−10 to 1/35831808 ≈ 2.8 × 10−8. The

highest probability of successful distillation is attained for the 23-qutrit code in equation (IV.6), and

is 1/35831808 – three other codes have the same success probability and very similar thresholds. It

appears that the success probability is correlated with the threshold. A plot of success probability

versus threshold for the 646 codes that distill the strange state is shown in Figure 3.

0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Threshold

1.94×10-10
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1.74×10-9

3.1×10-9

4.85×10-9
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1.57×10-8

2.79×10-8

Success
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Figure 3: A scatter plot of the success probability (logarithmic scale) and threshold for the 646 CSS

codes that distill the strange state.
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V Discussion

This paper is motivated by the conjecture [1] that contextuality is sufficient for universal quantum

computation. This translates directly into the conjecture that any state outside the Wigner polytope

can be distilled into a pure magic state. A systematic search for magic state distillation routines

for the qutrit strange state |S⟩, which lies directly above the centre of one of the faces of the qutrit

Wigner polytope, is a direct probe of this fundamental conjecture. In this work, we developed a

simple formalism for studying magic state distillation routines for the qutrit strange state via weight

enumerators. This formalism enabled us to carry out an extensive search for distillation routines,

covering n-to-1 distillation routines, for n as large as 23.

In the introduction, we posed some open questions regarding distillation of the qutrit strange state,

which our computational search enables us to answer.

• Do stabilizer codes, other than the 11-qutrit ternary Golay code, distill the strange state? Yes.

We have demonstrated the existence of over 600 codes that distill the strange state with cubic

noise suppression.

• How do their thresholds compare? While the existence of codes that distill the strange state

appears generic, the high threshold of the 11-qutrit Golay code is not. None of the codes we

found that distill the strange state possess a threshold exceeding that of the 11-qutrit Golay

code.

Do our results support the existence of a sequence of distillation routines with threshold approaching

the limit set by contextuality? Our finding that 1/3 of all [[11, 1]]3 and [[23, 1]]3 stabilizer codes with a

complete set of transversal Clifford gates distill the strange state with cubic noise suppression, provides

some non-trivial evidence for the possibility of such a sequence. However, we have no concrete evidence

for a sequence of codes with increasing thresholds; and finding examples of codes that distill the strange

state with thresholds exceeding that of the 11-qutrit Golay code seems extremely challenging.

This work leads to several new questions. Is there a code that distills the strange state with better

threshold, or with better-than-cubic noise suppression? Can one understand the observation that

exactly 1/3 of [[23, 1]]3 distill the strange state with cubic noise suppression? The study of weight

enumerators of classical self dual and maximal-self orthogonal codes is a rich subject – can ideas

from invariant theory, applied to weight enumerators, as in [64], be used to say anything about the

conjecture that contextuality is sufficient for universal quantum computation?

Magic state distillation [2, 50] is a somewhat mysterious application of quantum error-correcting

codes. For the |T ⟩ state of [2] few distillation routines are known, and the mechanism behind dis-

tillation remains unclear. Distillation of the qutrit strange state seems as mysterious as that of the

|T ⟩-state, though it is perhaps even less well-understood. However, the results of this paper suggest

that the study of distillation of the strange state may in fact be more tractable than that of the qubit

|T ⟩ state, thanks to the simple relation between distillation performance and simple enumerators valid

only for the qutrit strange state. We hope that, by enlarging the landscape of codes known to distill

this state, this will lead, in the future, to a better understanding of magic state distillation.
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Appendices

A Stabilizer projectors in the discrete phase space formalism

In this appendix, we prove some technical lemmas that describe the action of stabilizer projectors on

phase-point operators used to define discrete phase space. These lemmas are needed for the proof of

Theorem 1 in the main text. These lemmas may be self-evident to readers well-versed in the discrete

phase space formalism [6,37,5] but we include explicit proofs for completeness.

Lemma 2. Let S be a stabilizer code consisting of a group of phase-free commuting n-qudit Heisenberg-

Weyl operators, and let

Π̂S =
1

pn−k

∑
M∈S

M

be the projector onto its codespace with trivial syndrome. Then,

tr
(
Π̂SÂ(u⃗, v⃗)

)
=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S⊥

1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S⊥
. (A.1)

Proof. Let {M1, M2, . . .Mn−k} be any choice of n − k independent generators of S. The stabilizer

group S splits the pn Hilbert space into p(n−k) different pk-dimensional subspaces. Each subspace

may be labeled by a vector of syndromes s⃗ = (s1, . . . , sn−k), and denotes the subspace that satisfies

Mi |ψ⟩ = ωsi |ψ⟩ , ∀i ∈ (1, . . . , n− k). (A.2)

The vector s⃗ = (0, . . . , 0) = 0 denotes the trivial subspace. Let Π̂s⃗
S denote the projector onto the

subspace labeled by s⃗. Explicitly, we can write

Π̂s⃗
S =

1

pn−k

n−k∏
i=1

p−1∑
j=0

(
ω−siMi

)j
=

1

pn−k

∑
M∈S

ωf(s⃗,M)M, (A.3)

for some phases ωf(s⃗,M) that depend on the syndrome s⃗, with f(s⃗,M) ∈ Zp.

Observe the following properties of f(s⃗,M). By definition, f(0,M) = 0. For s⃗ ̸= 0, f(s⃗,M) takes

on each of the values j ∈ Zp, i.e., {0, 1, . . . , p− 1} an equal number of times, i.e.,

|{M |f(s⃗,M) = j}|= pn−k−1. (A.4)

Note also that, if M is a phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl operator, then

tr
(
Π̂s⃗

SM
)
=

{
0 M−1 /∈ S
pkωf(s⃗,M−1) M−1 ∈ S

. (A.5)

Therefore

tr
(
Π̂s⃗

SÂ(0, 0)
⊗n
)
=

1

pn

∑
u⃗,v⃗

tr
(
Π̂s⃗

SD̂(u⃗, v⃗)
)

(A.6)

=
1

pn

∑
M∈S

ωf(s⃗,M−1)pk (A.7)

=

{
pk

pn · pn−k−1
(
1 + ω + ω2 + . . . ωp−1

)
= 0 s⃗ ̸= 0

1 s⃗ = 0
(A.8)
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Note that

D̂(u⃗, v⃗)−1Π̂0
SD̂(u⃗, v⃗) = Π̂s⃗

S , (A.9)

for some syndrome s⃗, which is trivial (i.e. s⃗ = 0) if D̂(u⃗, v⃗) commutes with all M ∈ S, and non-trivial

(i.e., s⃗ ̸= 0) otherwise. The condition that D̂(u⃗, v⃗) commutes with all M ∈ S is equivalent to the

condition (u⃗, v⃗) ∈ S⊥. Therefore,

tr Π̂SÂ(u⃗, v⃗) = tr
(
D̂(−u⃗,−v⃗)Π̂SD̂(u⃗, v⃗)Â(0, 0)⊗n

)
(A.10)

=

{
tr (Π̂s̸⃗=0

S Â(0, 0)⊗n) (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S⊥

tr (Π̂0
SÂ(0, 0)

⊗n) (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S⊥
, (A.11)

and the result follows using equation (A.8).

A corollary to the above lemma that we will also use is

Lemma 3. Let S⊥ be the dual of S. Then, if we define

Π̂S⊥ ≡ 1

p2k

∑
x⃗,z⃗∈Zk

p

D̄(x⃗, z⃗)Π̂S =
1

pn+k

∑
(u⃗|v⃗)∈S⊥

D̂(u⃗, v⃗), (A.12)

we have,

tr
(
Π̂0

S⊥Â(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S
1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S

. (A.13)

Note that, for an [[n, k]]p stabilizer code with k ≥ 1, S ⊂ S⊥. While S is self-orthogonal, S⊥ is

not. This means that all the D̂(u, v) in the sum on the RHS of equation (A.12) do not commute, and

the operator Π̂S⊥ is not a projector. Therefore the proof of Lemma 2 does not immediately apply to

this case.

Proof. For simplicity, assume that we are working with an [[n, 1]]p stabilizer code. Choose a logical

operator D̄(u, v) = D(u⃗L, v⃗L). Let S ∪ [D̄(u, v)] denote the group of phase-free Heisenberg-Weyl

operators generated by S and the logical operator D̄(u, v) = D(u⃗L, v⃗L). Clearly,

ΠS+(u⃗L,v⃗L) =
1

p

(
1 + D̄(u, v) + D̄(u, v)2 + . . .

)
Π̂0

S . (A.14)

Note that S ∪ [D̄(u, v)] is a stabilizer code that satisfies the conditions of Lemma 2, so we can apply

it to obtain,

tr
(
Π̂0

S+(u⃗L,v⃗L)Â(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S + (u⃗L, v⃗L)

1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S + (u⃗L, v⃗L)
. (A.15)

There are p2−1 distinct logical operators D̄(u, v) not equal to the logical identity operator. These

can be divided into (p+ 1) families of (p− 1) commuting operators [6, 5, 38]. (For example, one such

family is, {D̄(0, 1), D̄(0, 2), . . . D̄(0, p− 1)}.) Index these families using L = 1, . . . , p+ 1, and choose

one operator from each family. Then, adding equation (A.15) for each of these operators, we have,

p+1∑
L=1

tr
(
Π̂0

S+(u⃗L,v⃗L)Â(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=


0 (u⃗|v⃗) /∈ S⊥

1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S⊥ − S
p+ 1 (u⃗|v⃗) ∈ S

. (A.16)
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Note that
p+1∑
L=1

Π̂0
S+(u⃗L,v⃗L) = pΠ̂0

S⊥ + Π̂0
S , (A.17)

because D̄(0, 0) appears p+ 1 times in the sum, on the LHS of (A.16). Therefore

tr
(
Π̂0

S⊥Â(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=

1

p

p+1∑
L=1

tr
(
Π̂0

S+(u⃗L,v⃗L)Â(u⃗, v⃗)
)
− tr

(
Π̂0

SÂ(u⃗, v⃗)
)

(A.18)

and the corollary then follows using (A.16) and Lemma 2.

Though we will not use this result in the paper, it is straightforward to modify Lemma 2 to handle

the case of non-trivial syndromes as well.

Lemma 4. Let S be a stabilizer code consisting of a group of phase-free commuting n-qudit Heisenberg-

Weyl operators, and let Π̂s⃗
S be the projector onto its codespace with non-trivial syndrome. Then, there

exists (u⃗s|v⃗s) /∈ S⊥, such that

tr
(
Π̂s⃗

SÂ(u⃗, v⃗)
)
=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) + (u⃗s|v⃗s) /∈ S⊥

1 (u⃗|v⃗) + (u⃗s|v⃗s) ∈ S⊥
. (A.19)

Proof. For any syndrome s⃗ there exists some Pauli-operator D(u⃗s, v⃗s) /∈ S⊥ such that,

Π̂s⃗
S = D̂(u⃗s, v⃗s)Π̂

0
SD̂(u⃗s, v⃗s)

−1. (A.20)

Therefore,

tr Π̂s⃗
SÂ(u⃗, v⃗) = tr

(
D̂(−u⃗s,−v⃗s)Π̂0

SD̂(u⃗s, v⃗s)D̂(u⃗, v⃗)Â(0, 0)⊗nD̂(−u⃗,−v⃗)
)

(A.21)

= tr Π̂0
SÂ(u⃗+ u⃗s, v⃗ + v⃗s) (A.22)

=

{
0 (u⃗|v⃗) + (u⃗s|v⃗s) /∈ S⊥

1 (u⃗|v⃗) + (u⃗s|v⃗s) ∈ S⊥.
(A.23)

Lemma 4 gives rise to a modified, slightly messier, version of Theorem 1 with each vector (u⃗, v⃗)

shifted by (u⃗s|v⃗s). Interestingly, the discrete phase space formalism allows one to avoid the use of

signed weight enumerators [35] altogether when working with qudits of odd-prime dimension.

B Some codes that do not distill the strange state

In [20], it was recently proposed that two qutrit stabilizer codes – a [[13, 1]]3 and a [[29, 1]]3 CSS code

– distill the strange state. [20] claimed their thresholds to be 0.425 and ≈ 0.7, respectively. Using

the techniques developed in section III, we were able to compute the distillation performance of these

codes exactly, by directly computing their simple weight enumerators in Magma [52]. We found that

neither of these two codes distill the strange state.14

14An erratum to [20] has subsequently been issued [21], however, we include this appendix for reference.
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Figure 4: The distillation performance for the [[13, 1, 4]]3 code of [20]. For small ϵin, we find ϵout → 3/2,

which, from Equation (II.16), corresponds to a mixture of two states orthogonal to the strange state.

A The [[13, 1, 4]]3 code

The [[13, 1, 4]]3 CSS-code of [20] generated from two copies of the [13, 6, 3]3 maximal self-orthogonal

ternary code with generator matrix is, in row-reduced form:

M13 =



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 2 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 2 2

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 2 2

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 1 1 0


. (B.1)

The weight enumerator of the [[13, 1, 4]]3 code is

A(z) = 1+ 8z3 +600z6 +720z7 +4320z8 +18320z9 +61200z10 +151200z11 +178144z12 +116928z13.

(B.2)

This gives rise to a relation

ϵ′ =
3

2
− 20ϵ3

9
+O

(
ϵ4
)
, (B.3)

plotted in Figure 4. As ϵ→ 0, we see that ϵ′ → 3/2, which corresponds to the mixed state 1
2 |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|+

1
2 |0⟩ ⟨0|, where |ψ⟩ = 1√

2
(|1⟩ + |2⟩). This shows that |S⟩⊗13

is orthogonal to the codespace of the

stabilizer code, so the code is completely unsuitable for magic state distillation. This can also be seen

from the fact that B(−1/2) = 0. This feature was shared by 6 out of the 7 possible 13-qutrit codes

that arise from our construction using the classical ternary codes listed in [33].
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Figure 5: The distillation performance for the [[29, 1, 7]]3 code of [20]. The threshold for distillation

is zero.

B The [[29, 1, 7]]3 code

The [[29, 1, 7]]3 CSS code of [20] is constructed from two copies of a [29, 15]3 classical ternary self-

orthogonal code, whose parity-check matrix is presented in Figure 8 of [20]; for brevity, we do not

reproduce it here. Computing its weight enumerator using Magma [52] (which took approximately

one day of computation time on the desktop computer we had access to), we find that the [[29, 1, 7]]3
CSS code has simple weight enumerator

A(z) =1 + 40z6 + 4280z9 + 96z10 + 2832z11 + 196584z12 + 198768z13 + 1773408z14 + 15542368z15

+ 91797024z16 + 565547232z17 + 3037545272z18 + 13979050848z19 + 55970778960z20 + 192507694176z21

+ 559711606992z22 + 1361197350960z23 + 2723501140720z24 + 4358977591776z25

+ 5363568387600z26 + 4767481212256z27 + 2724627154368z28 + 751557878400z29.

(B.4)

Using this weight-enumerator, we find that the noise reduction of the magic state distillation

routine is

ϵ′ =
1937ϵ

224
+O

(
ϵ2
)
. (B.5)

Equation (B.5) is plotted in Figure 5. It is clear from both the Figure and equation (B.5) that the

threshold for distillation is zero. Therefore, at present, the 11-qutrit Golay code has the highest

threshold for distillation of the strange state. It would be interesting to look at other 29-qutrit CSS

codes, however, to our knowledge, a complete list of [29, 14]3 self-orthogonal ternary codes is not yet

available.
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