arXiv:2405.05965v1 [quant-ph] 9 May 2024

Quantum Communication and Mixed-State Order
in Decohered Symmetry-Protected Topological States

Zhehao Zhang,! Utkarsh Agrawal,? and Sagar Vijay!

! Department of Physics, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA
2Kavli Institute for Theoretical Physics, Santa Barbara, CA 93106, USA

Certain pure-state symmetry-protected topological orders (SPT) can be used as a resource for
transmitting quantum information. Here, we investigate the ability to transmit quantum informa-
tion using decohered SPT states, and relate this property to the “strange correlation functions”
which diagnose quantum many-body orders in these mixed-states. This perspective leads to the
identification of a class of quantum channels — termed symmetry-decoupling channels — which do
not necessarily preserve any weak or strong symmetries of the SPT state, but nevertheless pro-
tect quantum many-body order in the decohered mixed-state. We quantify the ability to transmit
quantum information in decohered SPT states through the coherent quantum information, whose
behavior is generally related to a decoding problem, whereby local measurements in the system are
used to attempt to “learn” the symmetry charge of the SPT state before decoherence.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The interplay between symmetries and quantum en-
tanglement in a quantum many-body system can give
rise to symmetry-protected topological (SPT) orders [1]:
gapped, symmetric states of zero-temperature quantum
matter which are nevertheless distinct when the symme-
try is preserved. Recently, the behavior of SPT orders
under the effects of interactions with an external envi-
ronment have been considered [2-15], partly motivated
by the advent of increasingly powerful quantum hardware
capable of imperfectly engineering quantum states [16—
25] in the presence of spurious interactions with an exter-
nal environment. Understanding the robustness of quan-
tum collective phenomena in this setting is an important
fundamental question, with additional significance if the
state of interest is to be used for quantum applications.
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Figure 1. Schematic depiction of the setup considered in this work. The system of interest S is prepared in an SPT state, and
ancillas (not shown) are entangled with one end of the the system. After bulk decoherence, we determine whether quantum
information can be transferred across the system, by measuring (I) the symmetry charge in the bulk of the SPT order, and
(II) with possible additional measurements of the environment E. Feedback, based on these measurement outcomes is used to
distill quantum entanglement. The success of either of these protocols only depends on the decoherence channel that is applied,
and is insensitive to unphysical properties of the purification of this channel into a particular state of the environment. The
ability to distill entanglement in these settings is quantified by the coherent quantum information and is directly related to the
“type-1” and “type-II" strange correlation functions in the decohered state, as indicated.

Investigating the behavior of SPT states under the ef-
fects of local decoherence is particularly important in this
context, since the ground-states for certain SPT orders
are believed to be resource states for measurement-based
quantum computation (MBQC) and teleportation [26—
37]; measurements on these SPT wavefunctions, followed
by unitary feedback, can be used to distill patterns of
long-range entanglement. This property is intimately
related to universal aspects of these specific SPT or-
ders, which possess a mixed anomaly between two on-
site, unitary symmetries. This property ensures that
when one symmetry charge is measured within a con-
tiguous region, the degrees of freedom at the boundaries
become entangled [22, 23, 38]. Non-local observables
(string/membrane order parameters) in the SPT ground-
state [39] also diagnose the interplay between these sym-
metries [40], while strange correlators [41] detect the non-
trivial interface between these SPT orders and trivial,
gapped symmetric pure-states. These probes of quantum
many-body order further reveal that a pure SPT state
cannot be prepared from a symmetric, product state by
a constant-depth, symmetric unitary circuit [42, 43].

In this work, we study the ability of decohered SPT
states to transmit quantum information, and connect
this property to the orders within these mixed quantum
many-body states. Specifically, we find that the abil-
ity to use decohered SPT states as a resource for quan-

tum information transfer is related to strange correlation
functions [4, 5, 41], which are sensitive to orders in these
mixed-states, when they are interpreted as wavefunctions
in a doubled Hilbert space. More precisely, quantum in-
formation which can be transferred by performing sym-
metric measurements in the bulk of the decohered SPT is
related to long-range-order in the “type-1” strange cor-
relation function, while successful information transfer
which can be achieved with the additional feature that
one has access to the decohering environment is related
to order in “type-II” strange-correlators [4]. The for-
mer property indicates that the mixed SPT state behaves
like a quantum error-correcting code [44, 45], which can
have a threshold strength of decoherence, below which
coherent information transfer is possible [46-57]. These
protocols for transmitting quantum information in de-
cohered SPT states, and the connection to mixed-state
many-body orders, are shown schematically in Fig. 1.

The relationship between the ability to use decohered
SPT states as a resource for quantum communication,
and mixed-state order is particularly fruitful, as it al-
lows us to introduce a class of decoherence channels —
termed symmetry-decoupling channels — which do not
preserve any (strong or weak) symmetries of the mixed
SPT state, but which nevertheless preserve orders in the
resulting decohered density matrix, as diagnosed by non-
trivial strange correlation functions. An understanding



of this result by considering the density matrix as the
ground-state of a quantum many-body system in a dou-
bled Hilbert space — a setting in which symmetries would
play a privileged role in interpreting the resulting mixed-
state orders — remains an open question of our work. We
also argue that that the ability to perform quantum com-
munication using mixed SPTs implies that such mixed
states cannot be prepared in finite time and resources [3],
suggesting that mixed SPT states obtained through the
action of a symmetry-decoupling channel could be in a
different mixed quantum many-body phase from trivial
symmetric states which have been affected by decoher-
ence. We leave thorough investigation of this possibility
to future work.

We introduce two probes of coherent quantum informa-
tion that quantify the amount of information that can be
transferred through a decohered SPT state by perform-
ing symmetric bulk measurements, and perform calcula-
tions of these for SPTs in various dimensions, where these
information-theoretic quantities exhibit phase transitions
as the strength of the bulk decoherence is increased. The
coherent quantum information is advantageous as a di-
agnostic of mixed-SPT order. The behavior of strange
correlation functions can be sensitive to the choice of
trivial, symmetric state which defines these correlations,
while no such ambiguity is encountered in the definition
of the coherent quantum information. Furthermore, in
examples where quantum information can be successfully
transmitted across boundaries of a decohered SPT, the
coherent quantum information makes precise the notion
of a quantum-coherent “edge” of the mixed SPT state.

A. Setup and Summary of Results

We now provide a detailed summary of our results.
The general setup that we study begins with a system
in a symmetric trivial state, with respect to an on-site
unitary symmetry. The system has open (left and right)
boundaries. We appropriately entangle ancilla qubits L
to the left boundary of the system, and then prepare the
remaining qubits in an SPT state with respect to this
symmetry. The precise nature of the entanglement of the
left boundary with the ancilla may depend on the SPT
state, as we clarify in subsequent sections. We then per-
form measurements of the on-site symmetry charge at all
sites, except at the two boundaries, in order to attempt to
coherently transmit quantum information between these
regions [38]. The general setup for a pure-state SPT or-
der in one spatial dimension (without any decoherence)
is indicated Fig. 2.

For pure SPTs without decoherence, some amount of
quantum information in the ancilla qubits L gets trans-
mitted to the right boundary R, which can be “decoded”
using the bulk measurement outcomes. This property
can also provide a probe of the SPT order. In the
SPT phase this ability to transmit quantum informa-
tion is quantified by the coherent quantum information
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Figure 2. Transmitting quantum information using a one-
dimensional, pure symmetry-protected topological order. An
ancilla (L) is entangled with the left boundary of a symmetry-
protected topological order. Bulk measurements of the sym-
metry charge can generate entanglement between L and R,
which can be used to send quantum information.

Ic(o)(L : RM) > 0 which is zero in a trivial symmet-
ric state (the superscript (0) is to denote the coherent
quantum information when the pure SPT state is used
to transmit information). Here M denotes the classical
set of measurement outcomes in the bulk. The theory
of approximate quantum error-correction [58] guarantees

that 73" (L : RM) provides a lower bound to the fidelity
with which the state of L can be transmitted to R, M
via this protocol.

Due to the non-zero information being transmitted,
there are logical spaces at the L and R boundaries that
are entangled after measurement of the symmetry charge.
The decoding or recovery of the information then involves
distilling the logical space from the boundary space and
identifying the particular nature of the entanglement be-
tween them.

An appropriate recovery map is then applied at the
right boundary to recover the logical information. We
review these concepts for pure cluster state SPT orders
in various dimensions in Sec. II.

A similar setup can be considered for a decohered
SPT state, where we now measure the on-site symme-
try charge in the bulk of the mixed SPT state. In stan-
dard quantum error correction, where logical information
may be retained or leaked into the environment, access
to the environment qubits allows for perfect recovery of
the logical information. However, measurements in the
symmetry basis in the decohered SPT can in principle
destroy information about the symmetry charge. There-
fore, quantum information may not be perfectly trans-
mitted in this setting, even if one has access to the envi-
ronment decohering the SPT state.

To quantify the ability to transmit information in
this setting, we therefore introduce two types of coher-
ent information, 1) information transmission with ac-
cess to the environment, I.(L : ERM), and 2) infor-
mation transmission without having access to the en-
vironment, I.(L : RM). Our first result identifies
the classes of decoherence channels that allow informa-
tion to be perfectly transmitted after measurements of
the symmetry charge in the system, and with addi-



tional access to the environment. This class of chan-
nels, which we refer to as symmetry-decoupling channels,
contains as a subset, weakly-symmetric channels (see
their definitions in Sec. III) which have been previ-
ously studied [2, 4, 6]. Interestingly there are classes of
symmetry-decoupling channels that are not weakly sym-
metric, but allow for perfect transmission of quantum
information.

A more practical scenario is when we don’t have ac-
cess to the environment. Whether we can still use the
system alone as a resource for information transmission
is not obvious. I.(L : RM) quantifies the information re-
coverable about L using only the right boundary R and
measurement outcomes on the system. We prove a bound
on this quantity which depends on the amount of infor-
mation about the environment that can be decoded using
the system’s measurement outcomes M. More precisely,
if we can learn the value of the symmetry charge “leaked”
into the environment from the measurement outcomes on
the system then I.(L : RM) = I.(L : ERM). That is,
even in the presence of decoherence, the SPT state can be
used as a resource state for quantum information trans-
mission with the same fidelity as without decoherence.

We also show that I.(L : RM) serves as an order pa-
rameter to distinguish different mixed-state phases based
on their power to transmit quantum information. We
want to emphasize that I.(L : RM) probes the intrinsic
property of a mixed SPT state, and is independent of
the existence of any environment state. In the example
of Z-dephased 2d cluster state, we identify two phases
distinguished by their ability to transmit quantum in-
formation, as is diagnosed by I.(L : RM). The phase
diagram is the same as the previous work [3], which uses
an Edwards-Anderson-like string-order parameter.

One of the key results of the paper is that the above co-
herent information quantities are directly related to the
two types of strange correlators introduced in [4]. More
precisely, I.(L : RM) and I.(L : ERM) being non-zero
implies that type-I and type-II strange correlators with
respect to a typical trivial density matrix are, respec-
tively, long-ranged.

B. Symmetry-Decoupling Channels

The symmetry-decoupling channels provide a new re-
sult of the paper. These channels are not necessarily
strongly nor weakly symmetric. We first recall that in a
strongly-symmetric channel the symmetry charge of the
system remains entirely in the system, while for a weakly-
symmetric channel, the charge is partially transferred
into the environment and the total charge is the sum
of charge in the system and environment. On the other
hand, the charge in the symmetry-decoupling channels
has no well-defined charge operator supported on the sys-
tem and environment independently and the total charge
is not given by a sum of charges from the two. However,
after measurement of the original charge within the sys-
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Figure 3. Schematic depiction of a symmetry-decoupling
channel affecting region A. Subsequently, the symmetry
charge in A is measured. The resulting density matrix in
the complement B , pgn), now has an emergent weak sym-
metry. For generic non-symmetry-decoupling channels, the

post-measurement state pg") is not weakly symmetric.

tem, the remainder of the system becomes weakly sym-
metric, that is, the symmetry charge is now a sum of
the measured charge on the system and a corresponding
charge operator on the environment.

We illustrate these ideas with a simple example. Con-
sider a system with an on-site Z symmetry, and X mea-
sures the on-site symmetry charge at a single qubit. After
interactions with an external environment at that site,
this operator evolves into X’. For weakly-symmetric
channels, the modified charge is X’ = X ® O for
some operator O supported within the environment, and
the total charge is the product of charges associated
with X and O. In contrast, the general action of a
symmetry-decoupling channel yields X' = X @ O; + I ®
Oz (up to overall normalization) where O; 2 are oper-
ators which are exclusively supported on the environ-
ment. After measurement of X in the system, yield-
ing outcome m = =£1, the symmetry charge is given by
X' = mO1 + Oy which is only supported in the environ-
ment. Thus the symmetry charge “decouples” from the
system and has perfectly leaked in to the environment
after measurements within the system are performed.
The post-measurement state of the system is thus weakly
symmetric. This suggests an alternate definition for
symmetry-decoupling channels: these are the channels
for which strong on-site projective measurements of the
symmetry charge a sub-region A, after application of this
channel, leads to the emergence of a weak symmetry in
the density matrix for the complementary region, as de-
picted in Fig. 3.

We also present a quantum error-correction perspec-
tive on these probes. More precisely, the measurement
of the bulk qubits can be interpreted as a unitary quan-
tum evolution in a virtual time direction. Decoherence
introduces noise in this virtual evolution. The behavior
of coherent information I.(L : RM) is thus mapped to
the decodability of the noisy quantum evolution. If the
virtual quantum dynamics has an error threshold then
the coherent information I.(L : RM) is positive for de-



coherence strengths below this threshold.

The above results are believed to hold for any initial
pure-state which lies within the SPT phase. Assum-
ing that information transition in the pure case is sta-
ble against symmetric perturbations, a symmetric low-
depth circuit on the system before decoherence should
not change the above results as long as we thicken the
boundaries with the thickness scaling with the depth of
the circuit. This implies that the SPT phase consisting of
ground states of SPT Hamiltonians is stable against de-
coherence since any pure state from SPT phase can still
be used for quantum communication after being acted
upon by decoherence.

II. INFORMATION TRANSMISSION WITH
PURE SPT ORDER

Before moving to the discussion of mixed states we
briefly review the protocol for pure states. This also helps
in setting up the notation for later use. As noted in the
previous section, the SPT phase can be characterized by
its resourcefulness to transmit quantum information from
one end to another by measurement of bulk qubits in a
symmetric basis. The setup is illustrated in Fig. 2. We
entangle dj ancillas L with the first layer of qubits of
the system at ¢ = 1, where dy is a number which we
will clarify down below. We measure the system qubits
except for qubits at the right-most boundary R. Let the
measurement outcome be m. The amount of coherent
information in L transmitted to R is given by

(I"™(L:R)—S(py™), (1)

(L : RM) Zp

where p,, is the probability of observing measurement
outcome m, p{™) is the density matrix on the boundaries
post-measurement, ™ (L : R) is the mutual information
between L and R for given measurement outcome m. See
Appendix A for proof of the above expression. Since for
pure SPTs L, R are in a pure state after measurement
the coherent information can be written as

(L : RM) Z PmS . (2)

The state is in the SPT phase if the coherent informa-
tion is non-zero and positive in the thermodynamic limit
N — oo. In other words, the boundaries become long-
range entangled post-measurement.

A. Logical operators

For positive coherent information in eq. (2) there are
logical operators on the L boundary that are transmitted
to the R boundary. We identify these logical operators
as the restriction of symmetry action on the boundary of
the systems as follows.

Let G =[], g; be the symmetry action of an element
of the symmetry group, where ¢ runs over all qubits and
gi is the on-site action of the symmetry. Starting from an
eigenstate of G, post measurement of g; in the bulk the
state is an eigenstate of [, g H]’GR gj, wherei € L, R
are qubits on the left, right boundary. R can measure
[licr 9 and learn the value of symmetric charge in L.
This immediately implies the transmission of the classi-
cal information stored in the operator G = Hie 1, 9 as
follows: initialize the L boundary in eigenstates of Gp,
according to some classical probability distribution. The
eigenvalue of G can be determined by measuring the
qubits in the bulk and the R boundary. Repeated run
thus allows R, with the help of bulk outcomes, to learn
the probability distribution (or the classical informa-
tion). Furthermore, quantum information is transmitted
when the restrictions for different group elements are not
commuting. This suggests a connection between mixed
anomalies between different symmetry groups/elements
and the transmission of quantum information.

In 1d SPT states with open boundaries, the symmetry
action when restricted to the boundary forms a projective
representation of the symmetry group. These projective
representations consist of non-commuting operators and
thus result in transmitting quantum information. For
projective representation w of the group G, if no two
group elements commute then the number of qubits in
the logical space is given by d, = log, /|G|, where |G|
is the size of the group G (recall we are working with fi-
nite Abelian groups); see Chapter 6, Theorem 6.6 in [59].
This condition is often referred to as maximally noncom-
mutative (MNC) condition [34]. The size of the logical
space is reduced when the representation w contains com-
muting operators [59].

As argued above, a logical space exists on the bound-
aries of SPTs. This logical space can be decoupled from
the non-logical space by applying a unitary localized at
the boundaries. That is, after measuring all the qubits
in, the bulk the density matrix of the boundaries plus the
measurement outcomes can be written as,

pLRM = D Pmpy Im) (m] (3)

= UT me |©m> <q)m| ® p?restp%,rest & |m> <m| Uﬂ

m

where U = UpLUg are local unitary rotation on L, R to

decouple the logical space, |®™) is an entangled state

between L, R residing in the logical space, and p(Lm% rest

are the remaining non-logical degrees of freedom on the
boundaries not carrying any logical information. We will
skip writing the unitary rotation U for brevity. It can be
easily seen that I.(L: RM) =3  pnS(Try [@™) (™).
|®™) belongs to a 2% dimensional Hilbert space where
dy, is the number of logical qubits. Different measure-
ment outcomes m can lead to the same |®™) and thus
we define equivalency class v as values of m resulting in
the same |®™). + can be thought of as a many-to-one



function from the space of measurement outcomes m to
the logical space. We therefore denote the state on the
logical space by |®.). Note that the states |®~) need not
be orthogonal. We then have,

PLRAME = O Py [80) (D] @ P rsese @ 1) (7] (4)
Yy

Where pY Ay et = Dol Pl Py e @ ey @ [m) (m],

and I' is collection of all possible values of . Since the
above density matrix is decoupled, we either measure or
trace out the non-logical degree of freedoms to get

pLRT = Y Py |®)) (24 @ |7) (4] (5)

and the coherent information accessible using I is given
by

IO(L : RT) = S(RT) — S(LRY)
= " pyS(Trp |@,) (@), (6)

=I.(L: RM)

Coherent information is maximum for when each post-
measurement state in logical space is maximally entan-
gled. Also, it was argued in [38] that for SPTs protected
by Ableian symmetry, v is given by the symmetry charge
in the bulk, that is, for Abelian symmetry, v = [[, m;.
This is intuitive since to have a stable notion of quantum
phase for quantum communication v has to be robust
against weak symmetric perturbation in the bulk and
should be a function of the bulk symmetry charge.

From now on, we take v to mean the symmetry charge
in the bulk. This also implies that any symmetric per-
turbation in the bulk should not affect the information
transmission as the value of v does not change under the
perturbation. We will come back to this point later when
we talk about moving away from the fixed point.

B. Examples of Protocols Using Pure SPT’s

We now provide concrete examples to illustrate these
ideas:

Cluster State in d = 1: The Hamiltonian of the 1d clus-
ter state [60], which describes a zero-correlation-length
limit of a one-dimensional SPT phase protected by an
on-site Zs X Zy symmetry is given by

H=-> Zi1XiZi. (7)
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It is known as a Zy x Zy SPT, where the two symme-
try charges are Go = [[, X2i41 and G. = [[, X2;. The
string-order parameter that distinguishes the non-trivial
Zy X Zy SPT state to a Zs X Zy symmetric trivial state
is given by
-1
Se = Z; H Xop17Z25 =1, (8)
k=i

Figure 4. The qubit L is entangled with a subspace of the
left boundary of the 2d cluster state, corresponding to the
codespace of a one-dimensional repetition code. The repeti-
tion code encoding is used in hindsight, with the knowledge
that the cluster state with bulk measurement transmits the
repetition code space. However, we note that the probe of
quantum information transfer between L and R does not re-
quire prior detailed knowledge of this codespace. For exam-
ple, extensively many ancillas can be entangled with the left
boundary, to detect the coherent transmission of a qubit of
quantum information through the bulk.

with similar definition of S, whose two end points live
on the odd sublattice. When the system ends on site L
and site R (both living on the odd sublattice), we keep
terms in the Hamiltonian that are fully supported in
the bulk. Then, we can interpret L and R as our logical
subspaces, and the logical operators are given by Xy (g)
and ZL(R)'

After measuring qubits in bulk with measurement out-
come m, the post-measurement state is given by,

11) 4 |00)
\/Q )

where 7. = [[, m2; and v, = [],_; m2i4+1 are nothing but
the measurement outcome of the bulk Zy x Z5 symmetry
charges. Together (7e,7,) identify the type of entangled
pair in the logical space and hence is enough to transmit
the information. We have I.(L : RT') = 1 where I' =
(Yesv0) = (1,1),(1,0),(0,1), (0,0) are the possible values
of .

Cluster State in d = 2: The 2d cluster state [61]
describes the zero-correlation-length limit of a two-
dimensional SPT phase protected by an on-site, global
Zo symmetry, along with a one-form Z, symmetry. This
state is defined on two dimensional Lieb lattice (Fig. 4)
with qubits defining on both vertices and edges. The
Hamiltonian of the 2d cluster state is given by

TR S50 | C2 355 | CAR

edv e vee

[VLRm) = Z]°X]° 9)



where v labels qubits on the vertices and e labels qubits
on the edges. The 2d cluster state is known as a
ZQ(O) X Zz(l) SPT [62], where the upper index labels 0-
form and 1-form symmetry. The symmetry action of
ZQ(O) is given by Gy = [[,cy X» where V' is the set of
all vertices, and the symmetry action of Zél) is given by
GE = [].cc Xe where C are the edges on any closed loop
on the lattice. The 2d cluster state admits a string or-
der parameter and a membrane order parameter, which
together distinguish it from a trivial symmetric state.
Those two order parameters are given by

M= 1] z. [ xo=1
ecOA vEA

S=27y, [[ X2, =1
e€l

(11)

where 0A is a closed loop on the dual lattice enclosing A
and [ are edges on a string living on the direct lattice
whose endpoints are v; and v;. We put the 2d clus-
ter state on an open cylinder with periodic boundary
conditions in the vertical direction and open boundary
conditions in the horizontal direction; the open bound-
ary is terminated as shown in Fig. 4. We keep terms
in the Hamiltonian that are fully supported in the bulk.
We identify the two 1-dimensional boundaries as logi-
cal space L and R. Note that the edge qubits at the
boundaries are considered part of the bulk. The cor-
responding logical operators are X ) = I

vEVL(R) Xy
and ZL(R) = Zy, (> Where V() denotes the set of ver-
tex qubits on the L(R) and vp(gr) denotes any one of
the vertex qubits on L(R). The logical operators can
be verified by finding restrictions of the symmetry op-
erators at the boundaries. Another way to check these
is as follows: After measuring the bulk qubits (red and
green qubits in Fig 4) the two boundaries are entangled
such that (J[;cy, Xillev, Xj) = [1;ey mi and for any
Z; and Z; on the vertices of L, R boundary respectively,
(ZiZj) = 11, , mu, where V denote the vertices and /;
is a string passfng through edges connecting the ¢, j sites
at the opposite boundaries. These can be checked by
multiplying appropriate stabilizers of the cluster state.
The logical operators are therefore HieVL X; and Z; for
any i € V, since they develop long-range correlations and
are non-commuting. The logical space is the same as the
repetition code which allows us to rotate the boundaries
and trace out the non-logical qubits. To decode the logi-
cal information, we only need to know vy = [[;cy, = m;
and v, = [[;c,mu where £ is a string passing through
links connecting the two logical qubits.

IIT. INFORMATION TRANSMISSION USING
MIXED SPT ORDERS

In this section, we use the ideas presented above to
define mixed SPT states. We start with a pure SPT and

put local decoherence. The decoherence can be thought
of as environment qubits coming close and interacting
with the system’s qubits. We take the environment to be
initialized in a product state and the system-environment
interaction to be local. We denote the environment by
FE and the system by S. As above, L, R denotes the left
and the right boundary of the system.

For mixed states, we study the information about L
at two locations, 1) in F, R and measurement outcomes
m combined, I.(L : ERM), or 2) in R and m (without
needing access to the E qubits), I.(L : RM). As we will
see in the next section, this classification of mixed-state
SPT based on the above information theoretic probes
is also related to other mixed-state SPT probes such as
strange correlators. Surprisingly, we find a class of chan-
nels dubbed as symmetry-decoupling channels that de-
stroy the symmetry in the system but have non-trivial
behavior for the above quantities. These channels are
outside the scope of any studies on mixed SPTs so far.
In Sec. IIT A we explore the conditions for the measure-
ments not destroying the information. In other words,
when can the information be recovered with the access
to the environment? We prove Theorem 1 which gives
the sufficient condition for such. We also introduce var-
ious types of decoherence channels. In Sec. III B we ex-
plore the behavior of the information without access to
the environment, I.(L : RM). We derive the expression
in eq. (25) for the coherent information and relate it to
the performance of a decoder in learning the symmetry
charge of the system. We also present calculations for
I.(L : RM) for various channels.

Before we move our discussion further, we want to re-
view the standard symmetry conditions for a density ma-
trix p. Given a symmetry group G, we say G is a strong
symmetry if any group element g € G acts as

Ugp = €*9p, (12)

where €909 is a phase factor. We say G is a weak sym-
metry if any group element g € G acts on a symmetric
state as

UgoU] = p. (13

We call a quantum channel £ a strongly /weakly symmet-
ric channel if G is a strong/weak symmetry for £[p]. We
will also consider symmetry-decoupling channels later
which are neither strong nor weak symmetric. In the
rest of the paper, we always assume G to be the symme-
try group or a subgroup of the symmetry group of a pure
SPT phase.

A. Coherent Quantum Information with Access to
the Environment, I.(L: ERM)

Let the system be an SPT state protected by on-site
symmetry G = ®;G;. We can purify the decoherence
channel £]-] that acts on the system [¢) (¢| by introduc-
ing an environment state |E) and system-environment



interaction U°?. The channel can then be represented
as

EllY) (Wl = Trp[USF |v) ® |B) (E| @ (¢ (UF)T]. (14)

In the composite pure state of system and environment
”(/JSE> (= USE |¢) @ |E)), the original symmetry charge
G of |¢) gets transformed into G°F = USEG(UE)T.
Note that we are abusing the notation by also using G
for the set of unitary operators representing the action of
symmetry group G. That is, G also represents elements
from the set {U,|g € G} where U, is the representation
of g.

The above symmetry conditions for a quantum chan-
nel £ can be restated in terms of its purification. If &
is strongly symmetric, then the new symmetry charge
can only take the form of G = G ® 1¥. For weakly
symmetric £ there exists a purification of environment
state |E) and interaction U®¥ such that the new sym-
metry charge takes the form of G°% = G ® G¥ and |E)
is symmetric under GF[2, 6].

In the rest of the paper, we focus on decoherence com-
posed of single-qubit decoherence channel. This condi-
tion can be relaxed but we assume them to simplify the
discussion. As a result, we can always choose an environ-
ment state |F) which is a product state like |E) = ® |e;).
Accordingly, the system-environment interaction U
can be chosen as the tensor product of local uniary gates,
ie. USF = @USE. Each local symmetry charge G;
then gets transformed into GY¥ = USPFG;(USF)T. We
always want to measure the system qubits in eigenbasis
G;. Without decoherence, local symmetry charge mea-
surements of the system can transmit the quantum in-
formation as discussed in Sec. II. After interaction with
the environment, we can still transmit coherent informa-
tion by measuring Gf £ in the bulk. However, to call the
mixed state an SPT state we still want to measure G; (or
any other symmetric operator) on the system otherwise
away from the fixed point the measurement operator on
the system might change. Such a protocol to character-
ize the SPT phase will then be ill-defined since we could
also perform measurements on special non-SPT states
and entangle the boundaries [63]. This restriction on
the measurement protocol leads to the following condi-
tion for the measurements to not destroy the information,
G?PP,, = Ogm), where P,,, is a projection operator to
an eigenstate of G; and Ofm) is some operator supported
on the environment alone and depends on the measure-
ment outcome m. Another way to write the above con-
dition is GFF =Y Ogm)Pm. In other words, G7¥ have
product eigenstates |o§m)>®\mi> where \ogm)> is an eigen-
state of Ogm), so that measuring G; is not incompatible
with measurement of the true symmetry charge Gf E. We
call this condition the symmetry-decoupling condition.
It implies that the value of GYF can be determined by
first measuring G; on the system followed by measuring
Ogm) on the environment (the measurement of the en-
vironment depends on the measurement outcome of the

system).

A couple of things to note before we move on. The
symmetry-decoupling channels above guarantee trans-
mission of quantum information when the system is mea-
sured in the local symmetry charge basis (as we will
show in the theorem below). Here we assume that
measurements on the system are performed before the
measurements on the environment. In general, this se-
quence is important as the measurement basis for the
environment depends on the measurement outcomes of
the system. Also, for SPTs with higher form symme-
tries, I.(L : ERM) may be positive even for weak non-
symmetry-decoupling channels and show a transition to
zero value as the decoherence strength is increased. We
note that requiring I.(L : ERM) to be positive for any
strength of decoherence requires that this decoherence
channel obeys the symmetry-decoupling condition.

Let us be more precise now. Let m be local measure-
ments performed on the system in the symmetry basis.
Let us denote the set of all possible measurement out-

comes by M. Let IC(O)(L : RM) be the coherent informa-
tion without decoherence. We then have the following
theorem.

Theorem 1. Let new symmetry operator post-
decoherence supported on the system and the envi-

ronment be of the form GSF = Y omeM OEEm)Pm, where
P,, is the projection to measurement outcome m in the

bulk and Ogn) are operators on the environment. The co-
herent information post-decoherence is then the same as

that without decoherence, I.(L : ERM) = IC(O)(L : RM),

where LEO)(L : RM) is the coherent information without
decoherence.

Proof. Let po = |¢) (¢| be the pure SPT state. Let
o™ o PunpoP, = p(L"I;) ® |m)(m| be the post-
measurement state of the boundaries. P, is projection
on the system to outcome m. 10 (L : RM) is given
by the average of von-Neumann entanglement entropy
between LR, IS”(L : RM) = > pmSR(pSLWI?) (see Ap-
pendix A).

Post-decoherence, in addition to the system, mea-
surements on the environment are also considered. In
particular, the environment is measured in basis Ogn)
which depends on the measurement outcome m on the
system. Let us denote the environment measurements
by e and the set of outcomes by Mpg. The post-
measurement state of the boundaries is given by p(L”;%’e) =
PeEPmU popg U TPmPeE , where U is the interaction be-
tween E,S and pf is the initial state of the environ-

ment. PPF is the projection of environment to eigen-

value of OJ(Em). Note that the projectors without any
superscript denotes projection on the system and those
with superscript E and SE are projectors on the envi-
ronment and the union of system and environment re-
spectively. The symmetry-decoupling condition for the
symmetry G°F implies PPP,, = P,,PSF where P5F

€ €



is projection to eigenstates of G°F with eigenvalue e.
Using G°F = UGU' we also have P?PU = UP, and
the post-measurement state is P,,U Pepopg;PeU tp, =

P (o @ 1) (e]) pEUT P = 0% @ piunc
Pjunk = PnU (le) (e| p§) UTP,, (recall that we assume
that U doesn’t act on the boundaries). Since the reduced
density matrix on LR post-measurement is the same as
that without the decoherence, the coherent information
is unchanged, I.(L : ERM) = Iéo)(L : RM). This com-
pletes the proof.

where

O

After measurements on F, S the state on the bound-
aries and the measurement register is

_ (m,e)
PL,R,M,Mp = Z DPm Z PelmPL.R ® |ma €> <m7 €| »
meM e€EME

(15)

where pp,, pe|m are probability to observe outcomes m
on system and e on environment given that system had
outcomes m respectively. The coherent information in
E, R, M is given by,

L(L: ERM) =" pu > pepm (S(0557) = S5
= me Zpe|m5(pg,n)6))7 (16)

and is be equal to the information before the decoher-
ence as the reduced density matrix on the boundaries is
unchanged.

Following the discussion around eq. (4), we don’t need
full knowledge of the measurement outcomes to trans-
mit the logical space and only the equivalency class v of
the post-measurement logical state is required. We can
throw away the bulk measurements on E except for the
symmetric charge 7. = [], e; and trace/measure out the
non-logical space on the boundaries.

We also note that though the above formalism though
seems to depend explicitly on how the environment is
chosen, coherent information does not depend on such
choice. Using Stinespring theorem a minimal p We can
apply any unitary rotation on the environment but this
only changes the new symmetry charge G°¥ or more pre-

cisely, the operators Ogm). The crucial point is that there
always exists a measurement basis in the environment,
which might be highly non-local, such that performing
measurements on such a basis can transmit the informa-
tion across the bulk. Another important point is that
the measurement basis on the system is fixed, and it is
the measurements in this symmetric basis that protect
the information transmission away from the fixed point.
This makes the above probe well-defined for the mixed
SPT phase. We will come back to this point in detail
when we perturb away from the fixed point in Sec. V.
We now discuss various examples of decoherence chan-
nels for the 1d cluster state to demonstrate the above

ideas. The 1d cluster state has Z5 x Zs symmetry gener-
ated by [[;c 4 X and [],. 5 X; where A, B are two sub-
lattices bi-partitioning the lattice. We can apply deco-
herence to both sublattices independently with different
strengths, p,, pp. We now discuss a few types of decoher-
ences.

a. Z dephasing A local Z-dephasing channel acts
on the density matrix as

NEpl = (1= p)p+pZipZ;,

where p is the strength of the dephasing. We consider
the channel has different strength p, and p, when acting
on sublattices A and B. The channel can be purified
by introducing an environment initialized in a product
state of |0)s and the system-environment interaction is
given by U = CZ.Rx(0) where CZ is the controlled-Z
gate and Rx(#) is rotation around the x-axis by angle
6. The strength of the dephasing is given by p = sin® 6
and 0 € [0,7/4]. The dephasing channel does not act on
the system boundary qubits. The new symmetry charges
after the interaction are [[,c 4 p) ZEX;. Notice that the
new symmetry charge is independent of the dephasing
strengths p, and py.

Since the new symmetry is of the form required by The-
orem 1, the coherent information I.(L : ERM) = 1 since
the pure cluster state can transmit information perfectly,
see eq. (9). Performing X; measurements in the bulk of
the system followed by ZF measurements in the environ-
ment allows the symmetry charge to be learned and is
enough to transmit the information following discussion
around eq. (9), the information transmitted after post-
decoherence with the help of system and environment is
equal to that pre-decoherence.

The same analysis and conclusion also hold for
Y-dephasing.

b. SWAP channel The SWAP channel is defined
as a SWAP gate acting between system qubits and the
environment qubits initialized in the product state of
eigenstates of X operator |+) state. The Krauss oper-
ator representation is given by

NPYp] = Py o pPi i + Z; P _pPi _Z;, (17)

where P; 1 are projection to £ eigenstates of X;. Clearly
since the environment has access to the original qubits
from the system

I(L:ERM) =1 (18)

This can also be argued using Theorem 1 as the
new symmetry charge is ®;XF and satisfy the
symmetry-decoupling condition.

c. Controlled Hadamard The controlled
Hadamard gate is defined by initializing the environment
in |0) state and applying interaction U = CH.Rx(0)
where CH is controlled Hadamard gate with control



from the environment. The new symmetry charge on
site i is given by UX,UT Zl-EZiHiZi + H;. Let the
decoherence act only on one sublattice. Measuring the
system in X-basis would destroy UX;U" as they don’t
commute. Thus we expect

I(L: ERM) = 0. (19)

For decoherence acting on both sublattices the coherent
information —1.

d. Symmetry-decoupling channel Let us con-
sider a channel where the new local symmetry charge
under the generic symmetry decoupling channel is given
by GPE = sin0X; XF + cos0IZE, where X¥ ZF acts
on the environment. This channel, for example, can be
purified by introducing the interaction

= CNOT - %" . SWAP (20)

where the CNOT is controlled by the environment qubit,
and an environment state |e;) = cos ¢ |0F) + sin¢ [17).

In general, the channel defined via the above interac-
tion is not weakly symmetric except at special points,
cosf = 0 or tan¢ = +1; the latter is true when the en-
vironment starts in the eigenstate of X. The proof can
be found in Appendix C 1.

Using Theorem 1 the coherent information I.(L
ERM) = 1. We will later see that the coherent in-
formation I.(L : ERM) is closely connected to the
mixed-state strange correlator and density matrix un-
der symmetry-decoupling channel has a non-zero value
for the strange correlator despite being a non-weak-
symmetric channel. This is an interesting result as so far
the studies of mixed-state SPT were restricted to weak-
symmetric channels and the above channel is an example
of a non-weak-symmetric channel with SPT order in the
mixed-state.

B. Coherent Information without access to the
environment, I.(L: RM)

Here we ask about the amount of coherent informa-
tion transmitted to R without having access to the en-
vironment. The new symmetry charge G°F cannot be
deterministically known if we don’t have access to the F
qubits. The best one can do in this case is to “guess”
or decode the values of 7. using the measured outcomes.
The coherent information stored in the right boundary R
and the measurement outcomes M, I.(L : RM), is given
by,

(L RM) =" pnuS(oi) = S(pw).  (21)

m
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where
pLRM = zpmpg’”’ [m) (ml, (22)
(m 67 )
PLR = Z p7|mzpemmﬂm B
~yeTle
_ m,e,y)
= Z Pyl [Pry,m) € ’Ym|zpe\7mpLRre’ét7
vele
(23)

where we have split the boundary space into logical and
non-logical degrees of freedom; the logical part only de-
pends on «. See discussion around eq. (3), (4). We mea-
sure or trace out the non-logical degree of freedom and
have

(L : RM) me (ZpﬂmTrL | Dy,m) <(I)%7R> -
Y

S (Zp’ym |(I)’Y,WL> <(I)’Y,m>
> Z pm,'y (m ’Y) me p'ylm
= I(L: ERM) =" pH(pojm), (24)

where H (p,|,,) is the Shannon entropy of the distribution
D~jm- In the above expressions we used the inequality

ZPiS(Pi) < S(Zpipi) < ZPiS(Pi) + H(pi)

to go from line 2 to 3. If H(p,},,) = 0 then I.(L : RM) =
I.(L: ERM) (since I.(L : RM) < I.(L : ERM) by data
processing inequality [58]). In other words, the informa-
tion can be transmitted without access to the environ-
ment qubits if the symmetry charge leaked into the envi-
ronment can be perfectly learned from the measurement
outcomes M on the system.

Also interestingly, the inequality in the above expres-
sion is saturated when |®,,,) are orthogonal for dif-
ferent v and I.(L : ERM) is maximum. That is, if
(Do) m| Proym) = 01y, and Trp [@o m) (Py,m| o< I then

I.(L: RM) = I(L : ERM) — H(pyj,).  (25)

The above equation is one of key results of the paper.
We expect the conditions for the above equation to be
true for computationally complete resource states such
as cluster states. The above equation thus provides an
important information-theoretic identity for the compu-
tational use of mixed-state SPTs.

We now work out a few examples for cluster states in
various dimensions.

1. Cluster State ind =1

a. Z-dephasing For 1d cluster state, |®.,) are max-
imally entangled orthogonal states and thus I.(L



=112
I(L:RM)=0
Xlogical is IC(L :RM)=-1
destroyed
: p,=1/2
I(L:RM)=1 I(L:RM)=0

Z logical is destroyed

Figure 5. Behavior of I.(L : RM) of 1d cluster state under
decoherence. The two axes are the strength of the decoher-
ence on a and b sublattice. For blue regions only classical
information is transmitted. When decoherence acts on both
sublattices no information is transmitted (grey region).

RM) = I(L : ERM) — 3 pmH(pym) = 1 —
> n PmH (D). For 1d cluster state v = [[, ZF @ X;
where «y consist of two values 7,1 defined for odd and
even sublattices. Let us assume that the decoherence
only acts on even sublattice for now, that is, p, = 0.
Thus we need to estimate [, ZF on even sublattice us-
ing measurement outcomes of X; on the system. The
optimal strategy is to guess Z% using maximum likeli-
hood given the value of (Z%) = 1 — 2p,, i.e the probabil-
ity of having ZF = 11is py = ((Z%) + 1) /2 =1—p,.
Using the above maximum likelihood probability, the
probability of [[; ZZ = 1 is py—yj, = 02"
1-(1—2pa)~

and

Dy=—1jm = , where N is the number of qubits
getting decohered. The entropy of this distribution is

meH(p'y|m) ~1- (1 - 2pa)2N/(2 In 2)

and

I.(L:RM)=(1-2p)*N/(2In2) = e~ N/¢ (26)

. _ —1
with § = 5775 m(1—2p) "
If both the sublattices are decohered then

D P H (o) = 2= ((1 = 2pa)*™ + (1= 2py)*") /(210 2)

and

I(L:RM)=—1+ ((1—2p,)*" + (1 —2pp)*") /(2In2).

(27)
Fig. 5 shows the phase diagram of the cluster state under
decoherence.

Another way to arrive at the above result is to calculate
I.(L : RM) using

I.(L:RM)=> pnI"™(L:R)—I.(L: ERM), (28)
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p,=1/2

I(L:RM)=0
X logical is
destroyed

LL:RM)=-1

p=12
LL:RM)=1p. [(:RM)=0

Z logical is destroyed

Figure 6. Behavior of I.(L : RM) of 2d cluster state under de-
coherence. p;, p, are the strengths of the decoherence on link
qubits and vertex qubits respectively. In the green region, the
full logical information is transmitted, while only classical in-
formation is transmitted in the blue regions. The grey region
denotes no information is transmitted and is completely lost
to the environment. For p, = 0, I.(L : RM) sees a transition
for symmetry-decoupling channels acting on links.

where p,, is probability of observing outcomes m and
I™)(L : R) is mutual information between L, R for out-
comes m. We will come back to this in Sec. IV B where
we will connect the behavior of I.(L : RM) with type-I
strange correlators.

b. SWAP channel Under the SWAP channel,
the system qubits are taken by the environment. If
only one sublattice qubits are swapped then we can still
determine 7 on the other sublattice H(p,},,) = 1 and
thus I.(L : RM) = 0. But if qubits from both sublattices
are swapped then H(py,,) =2 and I.(L: RM) = 0.

c. Symmetry-decoupling channel The calcula-
tion for generic symmetry-decoupling channel proceeds
in a similar manner as for the Z-dephasing, except that
instead of guessing the value of ZF we guess Oim). We

can show that <O£m)> = 0 and using the maximum like-
lihood guess for v, H(pyjm) = 1 (decoherence acts only
on one sub-lattice) and I.(L : RM) = 0.

2. Cluster State in d = 2

a. Z-dephasing As discussed in Sec. IIB, for in-
formation transmission the values of vy = [[;cy m; and
v = HieeH m; are needed where m; are measurement
outcomes of X; in the bulk, and /y is a string passing
through the links and ending on the two boundaries L, R.
After interaction with the environment, the new on-site
Zél) symmetry charge is UX,;UT = ZF X;. In the absence
of any decoherence on the vertices, p, = 0, H(p,,|m) =0
as all measurement outcomes on the vertices are trust-
ful and we have vy = HiEV m;. For decoherence on



edges with strength p;, the measurement outcomes on
edges can be faulty and we want to guess/decode the true

symmetry charge. By Zél) symmetry, for any plaquette
[Tico ZF Xi = 1 and therefore [[,cq ZF = [1;eqma- We
can think of the plaquette with [],.5m; = —1 as having
an error syndrome, that is, one (or odd number) of the
qubits in the plaquette has a faulty measurement out-
come. We want to identify and remove these errors by
applying strings operator [, o XE, where C are open
strings connecting the erroneous plaquettes and flipping
the measurement outcomes m; along the string. The
probability of an error occurring at site 7 is equal to the
probability of having ZF = —1 and is equal to the deco-
herence strength p;. Also not that, adding a contractible
close loop of errors doesn’t change the answer as the sym-
metry string will pass an even number of times through
the error loop. The decoder thus need not identify the
exact error string but a path equivalent to the original
error string up to close loops of errors. Given the er-
ror syndromes, thus there are two equivalency classes for
doing these matchings as shown below.

Locations
where ZiE is -1

.=« Locations where
outcomes are
flipped

A matching C' that does not create a non-contractible
loop of ZF = —1 (left figure) would then give the cur-
rent value of ~; by Hiel sim;, where s;, = —1if i € C
and is otherwise equal to 1. However, if the probability
of a non-contractible loop (right figure) is non-zero after
matching of the errors, the value of ; would be wrong
and unreliable. We also assume that there is no decoher-
ence at the edge qubits on the boundaries otherwise there
might be non-contractible loops of O(1) size starting and
ending at the boundary. The above decoding problem
is the same as the decoding problem for the Toric code
under X-dephasing of strength p; and is known to have
a finite error threshold [44] at p; =~ 0.109. Moreover,
the error threshold transition is known to lie in the ran-
dom bond Ising model (RBIM) universality class along
the Nishimori line [64]. In conclusion, H(p.,m,) = 0 for
P < pe =~ 0.109 and equal to 1 for p; > p. where p, is the
critical point of 2d RBIM. And thus, I.(L : RM) behaves
as

1 c
IC(L:RM):{O Ziz . (29)

The zero value of the coherent information is related to
the fact that X logical operator is transmitted but the Z
logical is destroyed.

On relaxing the assumption of no decoherence at the
boundary edge qubits, there is a probability for a short
non-contractible loop at the boundary. In this case, we
expect I.(L : RM) < 1 but non-zero for p; < p.. We
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will study a similar scenario in Sec. IV B where we will
consider information transmission in SPT between any
two points in the bulk.

When p, is also non-zero then H(p, |») = 1 —
exp(O(Ny)) where Ny are the number of qubits on ver-
tices getting decohered. This can be seen using the same
line of reasoning as for the 1d cluster state above. In this
case then

0 pr < Pe

. 30
-1 pr > Pe ( )

I(L: RM) = {

We show the phase diagram for the 2d cluster state under
decoherence in Fig. 6.

b. Symmetry-decoupling channel To get non-
trivial behavior under symmetry-decoupling channels we
need to consider channels smoothly connected to the
identity channel. =~ We therefore modify the chan-
nel such that with probability 1 — g no decoher-
ence occurs at the qubit and with probability ¢ the
symmetry-decoupling channel defined in eq. (20) acts.
Then we show below that I.(L : RM) = 1 for low enough
values of q.

Let us be more precise. For each decohered system
qubit, we introduce two environment qubits F 2. The
qubit Ej is initialized in |e2) = /T — ¢]0), +/q[1),. We
apply the following gate to the three qubits,

U¢) [e1) [e2) = /1 = qliper) [0)y + V/qU [ther) [1),,

where U is the unitary introduced in eq. (20) as
symmetry-decoupling channel. The 2nd environment ap-
plies a control-U gate on the system qubit and the 1st
environment qubit.

As discussed above, we want to know the symmetric
charge string [ ], ¢, Xi where £}, is a string running from
a qubit on L to another qubit on R. Due to errors,
the system outcomes would not give the right value for
the above string. We define an outcome m; at bond 14
to be erroneous if the actual symmetric charge at 7 is
—my;. The probability of a bond being erroneous is given

by Trlﬂgixlf P, pPr, 17”;”“, where X' is the modified
symmetry charge supported on the system and the en-
vironment qubit. The probability (up to normalization)
for obtaining measurement outcomes m and having erro-

neous qubits € is given by,
Pm,e) ~[[a ][]0 —a+a) x (31)
i€e ite

X E H m;€;,

C ieC

where C' is a close loop on the lattice, ¢; = ¢ (%)

r = (XF) is the average value of the environment’s qubits
initial state, and ¢; = —1 if 7 is an erroneous qubit and
+1 otherwise. Here we abuse the notation by denoting
the set of erroneous qubits by € and also ¢; = +1 are
variables defined on the erroneous set; the use of the
notation should be clear from the context.

)



From the probability distribution in eq. (31) one can
define a maximum likelihood decoder and write a stat
mech model. Deferring the technical details to Ap-
pendix B, the decoder’s behavior is determined by a dis-

ordered stat-mech model with partition function given
by,

Z(m,e) ~ (Z ezab“a“a”mhmw) . (32)

o

where 7, are Ising spins living on the plaquettes of the
original lattice. We have

eﬁJab+hmab x1—q+qa

e et = g /(1 — g + qap)-

Note that ¢, and hence J,;, depends on mg,. The dis-
order distribution for mg, and €, is given by eq. (31).
We are not able to exactly solve the model but we be-
lieve that model has an order-disorder transition as the
value of ¢ is increased. This would correspond to having
a transition in I.(L : RM) as the strength of the deco-
herence is increased. One way to argue for a transition is
to note that in the limit (XZ) = 0 the stat mech model
reduces to RBIM which is known to have order-disorder
transition. The universality class of the transition is how-
ever expected to be different than the RBIM transition
in general. We also believe that not all weak symmetric
channels will have RBIM transition and thus there is no
connection between having weak-symmetry and having
RBIM transition.

IV. INFORMATION TRANSMISSION AND
THE MIXED-STATE STRANGE CORRELATOR

In this section we make connections between the quan-
tum communication property of mixed SPTs probed
through coherent information I.(L : ERM) and I.(L :
RM) and type-II and type-I strange correlators [4, 5]
respectively. We show that positive I.(L : ERM) im-
plies a non-zero type-II strange correlator and non-zero
type-1 strange correlator indicates transmission of non-
trivial quantum information using the mixed state SPT,
that is I.(L : RM) > 0. Strange correlators had been
proposed as a many-body mixed state probe for mixed
and average SPT based on order in double Hilbert space.
Such probes usually lack practical and operational mean-
ing. The results below provide an operational mean-
ing to such probes. Moreover, as we have seen above,
I.(L : ERM) > 0 for symmetry-decoupling channels,
which need not be weakly symmetric. The results in this
section then surprisingly imply that strange correlators
are also non-zero for such channels.
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A. Type II strange correlator

We prove that non-trivial the coherent information
I.(L : ERM) implies non-trivial type-II strange corre-
lator for mixed SPTs introduced in [4]. The mixed state
type-II strange correlator SC' is defined as

Tr (00:0;00,0)
Tr (ppo)

where p is the density matrix of a decohered SPT state,
whose symmetry group is G before decoherence, and pg
is a G-symmetric product state. We purify the decoher-
ence channel by defining an environment state £ and the
system-environment interaction U. The composite state
of the system and environment is another pure SPT state
under the symmetry G°¥ = UGUT. The type-I strange
correlator for this pure SPT state |1#sg) is given by

sl = : (33)

Tr (sp|CS71 (C5)[m, o))
Tr (<1/)SE|m7€(m)>) ’

I

where |m,e(m)> = ®i|mi,e§m)

), and \mi>,|e§m)> are
respectively eigenstates of G; and Ogm) (recall by
symmetry-decoupling condition G¥¥ = >, Ogm)Pmi,
’m,e(m)> is then a GSF-symmetric product state),
and CPF is charged under G°F. We write C7F =
Yom Ci(m)ZiPm, where Z;|m) = |m/), Cl-(m) is a uni-
tary operator that rotates the environment qubit from
eigenstate of O™ to an eigenstate of O™ such that

GiSECi(m)Zi\mi, egm)> = ewegm)|m§, egm',)> where €' is a
phase not equal to 1. We can also show that
GIPTCPPGYP = e CPF. (35)

We introduce the following marginalized strange corre-
lator which we will see below is related to the mixed-state
type-1I strange correlator,

Tr (Zem \(se|ClZ:C;Z;|m, e(m)>|2)
Tr (Yeom | <¢SE|m, e(m)}|2) ’

where we suppress the implicit superscript (m) from op-
erators C;. Since |psg) is a SPT state with symmetry
GSE, | (sp| CI2:CiZj Im,€) [> = | (¥s|m, e) |* and the
above expression for the modified SC is non-zero.

Let us focus on the numerator. We can rewrite it as
follows

11
SCll = (36)

e(m)

=D | (Wspl ZiZjlm,e™)?

e(rn)

= pZiZjpoZiZj,



where p = Trg [Ysg) (¥sg| is the density matrix of the
system. To go to the 2nd line above we have used the
fact that C; is unitary rotation on e; and since we are
summing over the complete basis of e;, the overall rota-
tion can be dropped. The denominator is similarly equal
to Trgppo. Thus we have,

Tr (PZiZjPOZiZJT) B Tr (Ee | (VsEl CiCJT' m, e™) |2>

Tr (ppo) Tr (3, [ {(Wsp|m,etm)2) 7
(37)

which is non-zero as argued in the above paragraph.

We have shown above that the symmetry-decoupling
condition implies that the type-II strange correlator is
non-zero. Moreover, I.(L : ERM) > 0 is true if
and only if the decoherence is symmetry-decoupling .
This concludes the claim that I.(L : ERM) > 0 im-
plies a non-zero type-II strange correlator. We per-
form explicit calculations for strange correlators under
symmetry-decoupling channel in Appendix C2 and find
non-trivial values for strange correlators.

B. Type-I strange correlator

In this section, we make the connection between co-
herent information I.(L : RM) and type-I strange corre-
lators. Since strange correlators are typically computed
when the system is put on periodic boundary conditions,
we would like to consider a different setup to better es-
tablish this connection. In particular, we would like to
consider information transmission between two subsys-
tems L and R for SPT with periodic boundaries (in the
case of 1d and 2d cluster state, L and R each represent a
qubit). We entangle one of the subspaces, say L, with a
reference qubit in a Bell pair and ask how much coherent
information is been transmitted to R after measuring out
the rest of the qubits; refer to Fig. 2 but with periodic
boundary conditions. This is given by (see Appendix A)

I(L: RM) =" pul™(L: R) = S™(pr)  (38)

where I0™)(L : R) is the mutual information between L
and R after measuring out the bulk qubits given measure-
ment outcome m, S (pr) is the von-Neumann entropy
of L in the trajectory m, and p,, is the probability of
getting measurement outcome m according to the Born
rule.

We first want to study the structure of the post-
measurement reduced density matrix of L and R given
by

P = trp [p%pm] | (39)

where B is the compliment of L U R. p,, is a projec-
tion operator projecting to measurement outcomes m in
the region B (and can also be interpreted as the den-
sity matrix of a trivial product state labeled by m. This
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already hints the connection between strange correlator
and measurement-based quantum communication.) If we
write pfn in the symmetry charge basis, we can decom-
pose it into a direct sum of different charge sectors:

S _ S
Pm = @ pm,mLR7 (40)

MLR

where mpr labels the symmetry charge on L and R.
Let us focus on cluster state for simplicity. The type-I
strange correlator is defined as

Trp®ZLZrp
I m
SCL,R = Trps,pm

_ TYpT%ZLZRmeR

= , 41
Trpgi,meR ( )

where in the 2nd line we have traced out all quits except
qubits in L, R. It is obvious from the above expression
that the off-diagonal elements of pi,mm control the be-
havior of the strange correlator (since Z operator is the
charge generating operator for X). Thus, in the X-basis
the reduced density matrices are of the form

1 1scl
S
p'm,mLR = Pmrr <;SCQV£R 2 §L7R) ) (42)

where p,,, . is the probability to observe charge mrr.
Note that we assumed that SC r does not change with
mrgr in eq. (41) otherwise the diagonal elements won'’t
be equal. From eq. (42) and (40) we find that

I(m)(L : R) =2- meLRS (pfz,mLR) - H({meR)}7
(43)

where H({p;}) = —>_, pi Inp; is the classical entropy.

Consider H({pm,,}) = 0 which corresponds to when
the symmetric charge on LR is fixed, that is the sym-
metric charge associated with qubits L, R is not getting
decohered. This happens, for example, when only one
sublattice of the cluster state is being decohered. We
immediately see from the above expressions that a non-
zero strange correlator for typical trajectories m implies
greater than 1 trajectory mutual information and posi-
tive coherent information by eq.(38). As a special case,
for SCL r = 1, for example for pure cluster states, the
coherent information is maximum. As a direct applica-
tion of the above arguments, we can recover the result
in eq. (26) which was arrived at from the perspective of
decoding. It has been computed in [4] that the Type-I
strange correlator has the following behavior

SCl o1 =€ €=1/In(1/(1-2p)).  (44)

Putting this in eq. (42) and using eq. (43) we find similar
decay of I.(L : RM) as in eq. (26).

Similarly, case with H({pm,,}) > 0 can be ana-
lyzed and eq. (27) can be recovered. Intuitively, higher
H({pm,p}) > 0 implies less logical information in the



symmetric operator X, is getting transmitted. Similarly,
higher S(p, . ) implies less logical information about
Z1, being transmitted. The strange correlator on differ-
ent sublattices is related to the above two entropies and
hence to the various behaviors of the coherent informa-
tion.

Finally, the observation that SCppr is related to off-
diagonal elements of the density matrix is general and not
specific to the 1d cluster state. Though the calculation
may not remain as simple as above, we expect the results
to hold, at least qualitatively, for other SPTs as well.

1. Phase transitions in the coherent information and the
strange correlator

Let’s consider the 2d cluster state with Z-dephasing
on the edge qubits. Since the vertex qubits are not be-
ing dephased, if we consider information transmission be-
tween two far apart vertex qubits, say v; and v;, logical
X operator can be transmitted perfectly regardless of the
decoherence strength. The transmission of the logical Z
in each trajectory is diagnosed by the type-I strange cor-
relator, which has been shown can undergo a transition
as one tune the decoherence strength. Following the cal-
culations in [4, 20], the type-I strange correlator is given
by

SCY, 0, (m) = (20, Z0,) Som. (45)
The right-hand side of the equation is the correlation
function of an Ising model at the inverse temperature
B = tanh™'(1—2p) and with bond configuration m., that
is me = —1 are bonds with antiferromagnetic coupling.
For a typical me, the correlation function would have an
order-disorder transition at some finite temperature p.
that depends on the bond configuration m.. Then, some
natural questions to ask are whether there is a transi-
tion in I.(L : RM), which is described by the trajectory
averaged value of mutual information. If there is a tran-
sition, then what is its nature, and what is the value of
the critical p.?

Before addressing the above questions, we notice that
the probability for obtaining measurement outcome m is
given by

_ B er (i jy MeTiT;
Pm < Zg,m, = {Z;e o, (46)

which equals to the partition function of a RBIM
given bond configuration m. and inverse tempera-
ture f = tanh (1 — 2p). Following the discussion
in [20, 21], if we consider the gauge transformation
o; — 1oy and m;; — T;T;my;, the partition function
can be viewed as a gauge-symmetrized probabil-
ity distribution of uncorrelated bond disorder with
the probability for antiferromagnetic bond given by
Pr(m.=-1)=p_ = ﬁ. Such a distribution of bond
disorder is said to lie on the Nishimori line[64]. The
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RBIM along the Nishimori line has an order to disorder
transition at p. = 0.109[65]

Following the intuition that p,, is a gauge-symmetrized

bond disorder distribution, the trajectory averaged mu-
tual information in eq.(38) can be written as

> pmI™(L: R)

m

x Z (Z P X mifm[”) I(m)(L ' R)
x Z (Z eﬁ Z(ij) m;ﬁ](m/)(L : R))

 [I™(L: R)]

(47)

where from the second to the third line, we gauge fix m
to be m’ and include a summation over all possible gauge
transformation 7. Notice that the mutual information
as one can computed from eq. (42) is invariant under
this gauge fixing. Therefore, in the fourth line, we
show that the trajectory averaged mutual information is
equivalent to averaging over uncorrelated bond disorder
with the probability for antiferromagnetic bond given
by Pr(m.=—-1)=p_ = ﬁ

From eq. (42) and (45), the mutual information is a

non-linear function of \(ZWZUj>m 8 |. More precisely,

the mutual information (™) (L : R) is greater than 1 if
the bond configuration m, is long-range ordered. In the
RBIM along the Nishimori line, above the critical inverse
temperature ., typical bond configuration m, is long-
range ordered and the fraction of bond configurations
that are paramagnetic vanishes in the thermodynamic
limit; below the critical inverse temperature ., typical
bond configuration m, is paramagnetic and the fraction
of bond configurations that are long-range ordered van-
ishes in the thermodynamic limit[65, 66]. From (42), the
term S(™ (pr) in each trajectory is simply 1. As a result,
the coherent information I.(L : RM)(or one can say
the disorder averaged mutual information [I(™)(L : R)])
sees the same order-disorder transition in the RBIM
along the Nishimori line. When p < p., I.(L : RM) > 0
and there is quantum information transmitted between
L and R; when p > p., I.(L : RM) = 0 and there is only
classical information transmitted between L and R.

V. MIXED SPTS AWAY FROM THE FIXED
POINT

We can ask if the results we have so far are true for
the entire SPT phase, that is, decohering any state from
a SPT phase, are the results obtained qualitatively true?
The connection between coherent information and type-I
and II strange correlators still holds when we move away
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Figure 7. Quantum communication away from the fixed point
of pure SPTs. We model the symmetric perturbation by a
short-depth symmetric unitary circuit. To transmit informa-
tion from one edge to another we need to thicken the bound-
aries to include the qubits inside the light cone (green qubits).
The procedure shown in the figure allows for the bulk symmet-
ric charge to be determined from the measurement outcomes
(see main text). This leads to the transmission of quantum
information. When the circuit depth becomes of the order
of the system size the light cone of the boundaries starts to
overlap and there is no well-defined notion of quantum com-
munication.

from the fixed point suggesting that the non-trivial na-
ture of the decohered state should be robust.

We give a heuristic argument in 1d that the infor-
mation transmission is well-defined away from the fixed
point. The exact setup we have in mind is as follows. We
start with the fixed point of the phase and apply a sym-
metric perturbation so that the resulting state remains
in the SPT phase albeit away from the fixed point. We
model the perturbation by symmetric quantum circuits.
The decoherence acts on the perturbed state.

We give a protocol to use the perturbed pure state
for transmitting information; we will return to the de-
cohered case later. Let the depth of the circuit be d
where the depth is defined as the number of layers in the
symmetric circuit (odd and even layers are counted as
different layers). The information initially entangled at
the boundary qubits are now spread to a distance d away
from the boundary. Let us include these extra qubits to
define a new boundary L' = L + AL (see the 1st row of
Fig. 7). We want to transmit information from L’ to R’.
This can be achieved as follows.

The boundary L’ then applies the inverse of the cir-
cuit inside the light cone connecting L and L’ (2nd row
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in Fig. 7). This is always allowed as we are now trans-
mitting information from L’ instead of L and any lo-
cal rotation on L' and R’ are allowed. The same thing
is done at R’. The symmetry charge measurements are
now performed everywhere except at L, R and let {m]}
be the measurement outcomes. Since the circuit com-
mutes with the symmetry, the symmetric charge [[m/
is also the charge before the circuit is applied. To be
more precise, let us perform bulk symmetric charge mea-
surement [ [, X; followed by the single site measurements
X;. If the short depth circuit is V' (excluding the gates
near the boundary which got removed when applying the
inverse circuit inside the light cones of the boundaries),
then the post-measurement state after bulk measurement
is Py V |[¢) = VPm, [¢), where Py, is projection
to [[; Xi = [, m; (i reside in the bulk). The projec-
tion Py, [¢) creates entanglement between L, R, and
as V does not act on the boundaries, Py, [¢) also has
entanglement across L, R. Performing single-site mea-
surements in the bulk won’t disturb this entanglement.

Since the value of v labeling the post-measurement log-
ical state depends only on the total symmetric charge,
the post-measurement logical state on L, R is the same
as that at the fixed point, and thus Igo)(L/ :R'M) =1.
This is true provided d does not scale with the system
size N. When d is of order N the two boundaries L', R’
boundary overlap. Note that the effect of the unitary
circuit may still be present in the non-logical space but
it is of no concern for the purpose we have in mind.

Let us now introduce decoherence to the SPT state.
After the short-depth symmetric circuit V', some qubits
are succumbed to decoherence. Let us for simplicity as-
sume that decoherence acts only on one site ¢ in the
bulk. Similar to the protocol without decoherence, we
reverse the light cone near the boundaries by applying
the inverse of the unitary gates. We then measure all
bulk qubits in the on-site symmetry basis. The envi-
ronment can then measure 05"“) depending on the mea-
surement outcome m; in the bulk. If U; is the interaction
between the system and environment at site ¢, then we
have PEPS U; = PS P3EU; = Py U;PS, where P is
the projection to eigenvalue e; of the operator Ogmi), P,fli
is the projection to X; = m;, and PeSiE is the projection
to X/ = UiXiUl-T = ¢;. As argued above, the projec-
tor [, Pg does not change under the symmetric circuit.
Thus using [], e; after measuring the environment oper-

ators Ogmi') we can learn the value of 7 and determine
the bell pair between the boundaries.

The argument above can be generalized to decoher-
ence acting on multiple qubits outside the light cone of
the boundaries (L+AL, R+AR). Decoherence inside the
light cone can leak some of the information to the envi-
ronment but I.(L' : ER'M), which also includes the en-
vironment qubits entangled within the light cone, should
not change. But the decoherence inside the light cone
might reduce I.(L' : R"M) and there might be a phase
transition with respect to the strength of decoherence.



We leave a detailed study of these possibilities for future
work.

As a concrete example in two dimensions, we study the
effect of decoherence on a perturbed 2d cluster state with
Hamiltonian

H()‘) = _ZXeHZv—ZXUH ZG+Z€_)\Z€SUX“,

vee esv v
(48)
The strength of the perturbation is controlled by A.
We show in Appendix (E) that the ground state wave-
function is given by

[(A)) o e [gig) (49)

where |¢) is the 2d cluster state fixed-point wavefunc-
tion. We calculate type-I strange correlator SC! and find
it to be non-zero in the regime of 1 > A > 0 (where the
perturbation is equivalent to adding a small transverse
field in the fixed point Hamiltonian). Using results from
Sec. IV B, there thus exists a mixed-state phase for non-
zero A where I.(L : RM) > 0. This is in agreement with
the heuristic argument above based on quantum circuits.

VI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK
A. Mixed SPT as quantum channels

The results in this paper can also be seen from the per-
spective of quantum error correction. Similar to the pure
case [35-37], we view decohered SPTs in d dimension as
a (d—1)+ 1 dimensional virtual evolution of the bound-
ary when the bulk is measured in a symmetric basis. In
the absence of decoherence, the virtual evolution is uni-
tary. The decoherence acts as an error in this virtual
evolution [67-69]. We show in Appendix F that having
positive I.(L : RM) is related to having a finite error
threshold of this noisy virtual evolution. More precisely,
I.(L : RM) is equal to the amount of information sur-
viving after the noisy evolution. This idea is illustrated
for cluster states in various dimensions in Appendix F.
See also Fig. 8. It is also known that CSS codes can be
foliated to cluster state on some graph [69]. This imme-
diately implies that such cluster states in the presence of
decoherence are related to quantum error correction in
the corresponding CSS code.

B. Symmetry-decoupling channels and the role of
weak symmetry in mixed SPT order

The coherent information I.(L : ERM) is non-zero
if the channel satisfies symmetry-decoupling condition:
the on-site symmetry G = ®;G; under the system-
environment interaction is transformed as UG;UT =
dom Ofm)Pm7 where P,, is projector onto symmetry

charge m of G;, and Ogm) is an m dependent unitary
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operator acting on the environment qubits. If G; is mea-
sured on the system then a corresponding measurement
of O(™) can be performed on the environment to learn
the local charge at site i. We also present an exam-
ple of a channel satisfying the above condition but is
not weakly symmetric. We prove in Theorem 1 that
for symmetry-decoupling channels, the measurements do
not destroy the quantum information.

A special and important subclass of these channels
is the weakly symmetric channels. A weakly symmet-
ric channel takes a symmetric pure state pg to pp =
>, Kapo K] and satisfies,

GppG' = G, (50)

where G is the symmetry and Gpy = poG' = €%5py. In
other words [2],

GE,G' =) VK, (51)
b

where V' is a unitary rotation among the Krauss oper-
ators. For symmetry-decoupling channel, we can show
that the channel is weakly-symmetric if and only if
mOo™ =)

Since ),
equivalent to UG;U T = 0;G;, where O; is some unitary
operator on the environment at site . The new symmetry
can thus be decomposed as UGUT = O ® G, where O is
a symmetry action on the environment.

We now ask the question: how important is weak sym-
metry to have decohered mixed-state SPTs? Or more
appropriately, how does decohered symmetry help pro-
tect such states against symmetric perturbations? As
shown in the text, even a non-weak-symmetric channel
preserves the quantum communication property of the
pure SPT. This is also stable against decohering a SPT
initialized away from the fixed point as shown in Sec. V.
The existence of mixed-SPT order using the strange cor-
relators also relied on the presence of weak symmetry
that results in symmetry in the doubled Hilbert space of
the density matrix. However, as shown in this work, the
strange correlator even without weak symmetry can be
non-vanishing. These and other related questions sug-
gest a more careful study of the role of weak symmetry
in protecting the mixed SPT order is required.

One consequence of having weak symmetry is as fol-
lows. A given density matrix can be decomposed in a
non-unique was as p = . Dq|¥a) (a|. The trajecto-
ries |¢,) can be thought of as performing measurements
on the environment on a specific basis. More precisely,
there exists a purification, [Wsg) = >, \/Pa [Va) |aE)
such that measuring the environment in basis {|Jag)}
projects the system to trajectories {|i,)}. For mixed
SPTs with I.(L : ERM) > 0 and weak symmetry with
composite symmetry O ® G, we can project the envi-
ronment to eigenstates of O to get symmetric non-trivial
states, that is, the system’s trajectories can be used to
transmit quantum information by measuring the bulk. In

m; 1Pm1y = G;, weak symmetry condition is



other words, there is a decomposition p = > pa [1Va) (¢
such that each of the (or typical) |1),) has non-trivial
SPT order or edge modes for weakly-symmetric mixed
states and I.(L : ERM) > 0. This also means there is
an ensemble of Hamiltonians {H,} whose ground states
|tha) are resources for quantum communication. Thus
I.(L : ERM) > 0 and weak symmetry implies the exis-
tence of a disordered Hamiltonian with average SPT [6].

C. Connections to other probes of mixed SPT
order

The quantum communication ability of mixed SPTs
can also be related to other probes. As shown in
Sec. IV, the coherent information has intimate connec-
tions to strange correlators [4, 5]. There we prove that
symmetry-decoupling channels imply both I.(L : ERM)
and type-II strange correlator to be non-zero, suggesting
a connection between them. In [5], the authors consid-
ered a strange correlator defined using fidelity between
the mixed-SPT density matrix and a trivial state with
weak symmetry. Such a trivial state can be thought
as an ensemble of pure states with different symmetry
charges. Therefore, such a fidelity strange correlator also
has the spirit of summing over all “measurement out-
comes of symmetry charges” as I.(L : ERM). We be-
lieve the symmetry-decoupling channels would also im-
ply a non-trivial fidelity strange correlator, and we leave
the rigorous proof to future works. Moreover, positive
I.(L : RM) implies that all type-I strange correlators are
non-zero. On the other hand, a zero value for I.(L : RM)
is an indication of the presence of some long-range classi-
cal correlation and some of the strange correlators might
be zero.

The classification of mixed SPTs based on separability
introduced in [3, 49] relies on the existence of a decompo-
sition p = >, Pa [1a) (1a| such that each |1h,) is trivial.
A density matrix is called symmetric long-range entan-
gled if such a decomposition does not exist. As discussed
above, I.(L : ERM) is a diagnosis for the existence of
decomposition where each trajectory is symmetric long-
range entangled. Thus there is no direct connection be-
tween these two probes though we believe I.(L : RM)
to be closely connected to separability criteria. When
I.(L : RM) is maximum the density matrix is symmet-
ric long-range entangled based on separability since, ir-
respective of the measurement outcomes in the environ-
ment, the system’s mixed state is a resource to transmit
quantum information. Thus every decomposition of such
a density matrix will have trajectories with non-trivial
edge modes. But in addition to this, we also find for
1d, 2d cluster states that for I.(L : RM) = 0 (the clas-

18

sical information can be transmitted), the density ma-
trix is symmetric long-range entangled using separability
as shown in [3]. This motivates the conjecture that a
density matrix has symmetry-protected long-range en-
tanglement based on separability if the coherent infor-
mation I.(L : RM) > 0 and vice versa. To what extent
I.(L : RM) and the separability probe are connected is
left for future work.

Another approach to defining mixed state order is to
use an equivalency class of mixed states under finite
depth local channels [6, 50, 54]. For SPTs, a mixed state
is considered trivial if it can be prepared or made trivial
using a symmetric finite depth local channel. We leave
the connection of the behavior of coherent information
with that of the equivalency class to future work. How-
ever, one thing is clear any mixed state capable of com-
municating quantum information should not be able to
be prepared starting from a trivial state in finite quan-
tum time. This is so because the channel can be purified
using an environment and the combined system and en-
vironment should be trivial if the system was in a trivial
state to begin with.

In this work, we focussed on examples with the bound-
ary logical space of size independent of the system size.
Generally, higher-forms symmetries should not be able
to transmit extensive amounts of information and one
needs to consider subsystem symmetry-protected topo-
logical states, SSPTs [70], such as states with line sym-
metry [31] and fractal symmetry [32], to get a SPT phase
capable of communicating extensive amount of informa-
tion. The formalism introduced in this paper can be
easily extended to SSPTs. We leave this open for future
work.

Note added. While writing this manuscript two
preprints appeared on arxiv [71, 72]. The authors stud-
ied spontaneous strong symmetry breaking (SSSB) for
mixed states. The studies suggest that SSSB can be un-
derstood as the system being in a SPT state with the
environment. We leave a detailed analysis between SSSB
and mixed SPTs as defined in this paper for future con-
sideration.
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Appendix A: Coherent information in trajectories

Consider a quantum channel A/ which acts on a initial
density matrix pg as follows,

me

where m is the trajectory label and may, for example,
correspond to measurement outcomes, N,, is the chan-
nel in trajectory m. We say that the channel has pure
trajectories if \V;, maps pure state to pure state.

We want to study the coherent information of such
channels. To do so, we take the initial state to be a mixed
state with one bit of entropy or entanglement. We can
think of it as a pure initial state that is entangled with
an ancilla A and the combined state of A and the system
is pure initially. Let the state of the system at a later
time be denoted by (. Then the coherent information
about A in @ and M is given by

I. = S(pom) —

a. Channel with pure trajectories.
tories

pAQM = me ‘¢f47g)> <1/1,(4n3
™

m[po] © [m) (m], (A1)

S(pagm)- (A2)

For pure trajec-

(@ im) (m|.  (A3)
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Putting this in the expression for the coherent informa-
tion we get

Ic:me (S
:mes

This is the usual result for the coherent information for
pure trajectories.

b. Mixed trajectories.
jectories we instead have

= pmplly ® Im) (m],

- Ingm) - Z —DPm IOg(pm)

m

(A4)

For channel with mixed tra-

PAQM (A5)

where pfqng is no longer pure. In this case the coherent

information is given by,

— log pm)

I — me (s(pé2 )) - logpm) me ( /)
= (5657 - 5643)
- mef(m A:Q) me &)
- Laest): (46)

=S Pl (A Q) — (|4] -

where 1™ (A : Q) is the mutual information between
A and Q for trajectory m, and Iqest is the amount of
coherent information destroyed by the measurements.

Appendix B: Calculations for decoder

Let the SPT state in 2 dimension pg be decohered to
p= ZZ KipoK;r where K; are Krauss operators. A mea-
surement performed on qubit i is termed erroneous if
the actual symmetric charge at that site is different than
what is observed. Such locations are called error loca-
tions. The probability of a qubit being an error location
given measurement outcomes m is given by,

/
P(em) = T[] -2,

9

(B1)

where p,, = PunpsgPn/Tr(P,.psg) is the post-
measurement state, G} is the modified symmetry charge
operator supported on the system and the environment.

For Z-dephasing With strength p, G: = ZEX; and
Pe,m) = [LicepIlice p) X Yo [l;ec mi€i, where
C is a close loop on t e lattlce

Similar calculations can be done for
symmetry-decoupling channels. The channel described
in eq. (20) is acted on the system with probability ¢
and with probability 1 — ¢ no decoherence happens. We
want to calculate the probability P(m,e€) where € is a
set of qubits with erroneous observed outcomes. It can
be calculated as follows
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1—=mG} 1 1+mG, ([14+mX; 14+ mX;
P(m,e) :T[YH 5 H ( PSE >,

i€e i¢e

where G/ is the modified local symmetric charge. The
above expression can be simplified to

Pim,e) ~[[a: ][0 —a+a) x (B3)
€€ ide
x> [Imies,
C ieC
where C' is a close loop on the lattice, ¢; = ¢ (H%),

r = (XF) is the average value of the environment’s qubits
initial state, and ¢; = —1 if ¢ is an erroneous qubit and
+1 otherwise. Here we abuse the notation by denoting
the set of erroneous qubits by € and ¢; = +1 also being
a variable defined on the erroneous set. Finally, the last
term [[,comie; is a constrain on the error path given
measurement outcomes (or the other way round), that is,
the error paths can only begin and end on plaquettes with
[I;cqgm: = 1. This is a generic constraint not special to
the model under study. We do away with this term by
putting the above constraint in the summation of the
error paths e. This also means that summation over € is
performed before summation over m;.

To transmit the information across the cluster state
one needs to know the symmetric charge string running
across the boundary. Without decoherence, the string
is just the product of the measurement outcomes along
any string. However, with decoherence, there are bonds
with erroneous measurement outcomes. In this case, a
decoder is needed to learn the correct symmetric string.
The probability that the decoder successfully learns the
charge string is equal to the probability that the decoder
guesses an error path that is equal to the actual error
path up to a close loop, € = €+ w where w is a close loop
on the dual lattice. A close loop of error is benign as any
charge string will pass an even number of times through
the error loop and thus would not change the true value of
the charge string. There are different equivalency classes
of error paths which are distinguished by the presence
or absence of non-contractible loops. If the decoder mis-
takenly adds a non-contractible loop then the prediction
from the decoder would be wrong. The probability of the
error lying in an equivalency class is given by,

P(m,e) =Y P(m,e+w),

where w are close loops. Only endpoints of the erroneous
strings € can be known a priori by recognizing plaque-
ttes with [[,.gm; = —1. Let us denote the endpoints
by s. The input to the decoder are endpoints of the er-
ror path s and it chooses a random path e connecting
the endpoints. The decoder then computes P(m, e+ \;),

(B2)

2 2

(

where \; are non-contractible loops distinguishing differ-
ent equivalency classes. The output of the decoder is
the equivalency class with maximum probability, or like-
lihood,

0 = argmax; P(m, e + \;) (B4)

Below the threshold when the decoder is supposed to
work we expect that P(m,e+96) — 1. An useful
diagnostic for the decoder performance is A(m,s) =

P(m,e+96)

P(m,e+d’)’
and goes from oo to 0 across the threshold transition.

Using standard mapping of the error correcting codes

to stat mech models, the probability of the equivalency is
proportional to a partition function of a quenched RBIM
coupled to another RBIM at zero temperature,

P(m,E) ~ (Z e/B Pab JabGabTaTb-i-hmab) ,
T

where 7, are Ising spins living on the plaquettes of the
original lattice. We have

where ¢’ is the less likely equivalency class

(B5)

ePJabthmay 1 _ q+ qab
e et = g0 /(1 — q + qap)-

Note that g,, and hence J,; depends on myg,. Also, we
denote the same bond in two different ways, (ab) and
i, where the former indices live on the dual lattice and
the latter index lives on the original lattice. The average
performance of the decoder is probed by

(A) =" " P(m,e)A(m,e). (B6)
m €

The above quantity is a quenched average of the stat-
mech model described in eq. (B5) with quench disorder
variables mgp, €45 distributed according to distribution
P(m,e€) in eq. (B3). Though we are not able to solve the
above statistical mechanic model, we believe it to have
an order-disorder transition with respect to q. We leave
a detailed study of the transition for another work.

For Z-dephasing however, exact results can be known.
The probability of an equivalency class in this case is
given by,

P(m,&)=> P(m,e+w)

w

B .. €i;0:0;

~ S H e,
g

where o; are Ising spins, and e=2% = p/(1 — p). The re-
sulting model is the 2d RBIM at the Nishimori line which
has been extensively studied in the context of decoder for
Toric Code [44].

(B7)

(B8)



Appendix C: Properties of
symmetry-decoupling channels

1. Symmetry properties of
symmetry-decoupling channels

The symmetry-decoupling channel (SDC) is generated
by system-environment on-site interaction
U; = CNOT - ¢ . SWAP. (C1)
The environment qubits are initialized in the product
state of |eg). The original symmetry [[ X is transformed
to X! = UX;U" = aX; XF + bIZF, where a = sin and
b = cos@. Let us for simplicity of notation consider SDC
acting only on one site, . The density matrix of the
system evolves as

p= 3 K.lv) WK,

a=0,1

(C2)

where [¢) is the initial state of the system and is sym-
metric. The Krauss operators K; are defined as

Ko |9) = |a”) Ui [geq) , (C3)

where |aE> are eigenstates of ZF (or any other complete
basis). We note that

[T X Ko lw) = (07| T] XUi [vpeo)
= (0P| T[] XU [ [ X Ivoeo)

= (07| X; X]U; [beg)
= CLKl + inKo. (04)

Similarly,

[[XE: = aK, - bXi K. (C5)
We also observe that if the environment starts in the
eigenstate of X then X;K, = K,. This is due to the
relation X;U = UXPE.
The channel is called weak-symmetric if [[ Xp[[ X =
p. Calculating the left-hand side for SDC using the above
equations leads to

[T1xXeP]] X = lalp+ B> XipX:+
i (abKlpngXi _ abKOpOKIXZ) +he
(C6)

and is clearly not equal to p for generic p. However, there
are special cases where the channel is weakly symmetric.
The first case is when b = 0. The second, more subtle,
case is for when the environment is initialized in eigen-
states of X operator. Using X;K, = K, we can show
that the weak-symmetry condition is satisfied.

22

Another way to see non-weak-symmetry of the chan-
nel is using explicit calculation of K,. Again restrict-
ing to single-site decoherence we have the following. If
the environment initial state |eg) is generally given by
leo) = cos ¢ |OE> + sin ¢ ‘1E>, Ky and K are given by

Ky = <OE| U |eo)

= %cos(@ —¢)+ %sin(& +¢)X + %sin(9 — )iy

+ %cos(@ +¢)Z
Kl = <1E| U ‘€0>
= % cos(f + ¢) — %sin(& - X + % sin(6 + ¢)iY

— %cos(@ - ¢)Z
(C7)

where o = cos @ 4 sinf and 3 = cosf — sin 6.

To determine whether the channel is weakly-symmetric
or not under [] X, we want to check if there exists a uni-
tary = such that (J[[ X) K; (J[[X) = >, 24 K;[2]. That
is, after the symmetry transformation, the Kraus oper-
ators are rotated by a unitary. We then find that, in

™ s

addition to cost) = 0, for ¢ = = — 7, where n is an

integer, the channel is weakly-symmetric.

2. Type-II Strange correlator

In this section, we want to present a detailed calcula-
tion of the type-II strange correlator for the 1d cluster
state decohered by a symmetry-decoupling channel. A
local symmetry-decoupling channel can be written as

&lpl = (1 —p)p + pKopK{ + pK1pK], (C8)

where Ky and K7 are given by the expressions above.

To facilitate our calculation of strange correlators, we

first want to find what is the conjugate channel acting on

the density matrix %,

1+ X 1+ X .
E 5] = (1= p) == + 5 + LXKy + K] XK)
I+X p p.
= (1-— LT
(1-p) 5 t5t3 sin(2¢)
_ 1+4psin(2¢) + (1 —p) X
- . ,

(C9)

The numerator of the type-II strange correlator on odd



sublattice is given by

tr[€]pl Z2it1Z2j41p0 22511 Z2iv1]
= tr[pZ2i+122j+1E " [p0] Z2j+1Z2i+1]

=M(II&Qﬁm(II&JM (C10)

k=2i+1 1=2i+1
= tr[p€™[po]]
= tr[€]p] po]
since €*[pg] only contains identities and Pauli-Xs,
[Ti—;+1 Xox acting simultaneously on both sides of £*[po]
are cancelled. The rest of the term is nothing but the de-
nominator of the type-II strange correlator. Therefore
tr[€[p] Z2iv122j41P0 22511 Z2i+1]
tr[€]p]po]
The numerator of the type-II strange correlator on
even sublattice is given by

tr[E]p] Zai Z2j po Z2j Zai]

=1. (C11)

H 14+ X5 ) 1—Xo; 1 — Xy
2

= tr | €p] 5

k#2i,2;5

_ <H 1 +X2k+1> H 1+ psin(2¢) + (1 — p) Xy

i 2 165 2
1 —psin(2¢) — (1 — p)X2; 1 — psin(2¢) — (1 — p) Xy, 1)
2 2
1 + . 2¢ L—2 1 _ . 2¢ 2 1 L
_ o (L +psin(29)) 22L( psin(29))” | 225) ’
(C12)

where to get the last line we notice that only operators 1,
[1; X2i+1, []; X2, and []; X; have non-zero expectation
value.

Similarly, we get the denominator to be

(1+psin(29))"  ,(1—p)"

tr[E[p]po] = 2 5L + 2537 (C13)

The type-1I strange correlator on even sublattice equals
to

tr[E[p] Z2i ZajpoZaj Zail
tr[€[p]po
(1+ psin(26))" 72 (1 — psin(29))* + (1 — p)*
(14 psin(2¢))L + (1 —p)L '

(C14)

Therefore, we see the type-II strange-correlator on even
sublattice exhibits an area law, which is independent of
the separation between site 2¢ and 2j.

Appendix D: Dephased 2d cluster state

For completeness of the paper, we present the detailed
calculations in Sec .IV B and similar calculations are did
in[4, 20, 21].
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1. Strange correlator in typical trajectories

As was explained in the main context, to facili-
tate the calculation of mutual information in the post-
measurement density matrix p,’?w we want to compute the
type-I strange correlator SC! with respect to the trivial
density matrix p,,.

A trick to compute the strange correlator is to consider
the conjugate channel acting on p,, and the resulting op-
erator is given by

£ o) = [T 2R T o0y

1+ my X, 1+meX,
S [
v e . (Dl)
1 X .
_‘_pze%ze

10 1+ myX, I 14+ (1—2p)meXe
RS 2 2 '

The denominator can then be computed as

tr[E[p] pm]
= tr[pf/'* [pmH

SRC § ity e R PRt

2
= 2Nf—1 Z H(l — 2p)me

vy e€y

The only terms in the product [[, % that would
contribute are 3 and 737 [], X,. In the product over
all edges e, only edges that form a closed loop v on the
dual lattice would contribute. Moreover, by defining dual
Ising spins o of the center of each plaquette, we can
rewrite the summation over «y as the partition function
of a RBIM whose bonds are specified by m. at inverse
temperature 8 = tanh™'(1 — 2p),

P = tr[E[p] pm] x Z B (ij) MigTios (D3)

We also notice that the above partition function can
be interpreted as the gauge-symmetrized probability of
uncorrelated bond disorder {m.} with p(m. = —1) =
ﬁ. The gauge transformation is given by

O — TiOiy,  Myj —> T;TjMj. (D4)

2. Averaging I'™ (L : R) over trajectories

Here we want to present the detailed calculation of
mapping the trajectory averaged mutual information to



averaging the mutual information by uncorrelated bond
distribution.

melm(L
x ) (Z P Xiia) mijmgj> I (L : R) (D5)
~ Z (Z P ™, (L: R)) )

where from the second line to the third line we gauge-
fixing m to be m’ and summing over all possible gauge
transformations as 7. Therefore, the mutual informa-
tion weighted over the gauge-symmetrized probability
distribution is proportional to the mutual information
weighted over the uncorrelated probability distribution.

3. Critical behavior of 1™ (L : R)

In this section, we want to explicitly show that at the
criticla point 8. the mutual information weighted by the
uncorrelated bond distribution can be mapped to oy, 0,
correlation function in the quenched disorder RBIM.

> pm(SC,)?

m

-5 (Semmre ) o,
m ol

(D6)
:Z(TiTJ (Zeﬁzn Jzaﬁm ﬁ)
T m’
2
= [{i05)"]s
where [-] denotes the quenched disorder average over
uncorrelated bond configurations with p(m. = —1) =

1
1+e28 -
It has already been shown that along the Nishimori

line [(0405)"]p = [{oi0;)]5[64].

Appendix E: Decohered 2d cluster state away from
the fixed point

In this section, we consider the 2d cluster state in
eq.(10) under symmetric perturbation and study I.(L :
RM) under Z-decoherence to edge qubits. The per-
turbed Hamiltonian reads

SR VESD DR | EAD Dl
vEe esv
(E1)
where the last term is a nonlinear symmetric perturba-

tion to the fixed point 2d cluster state Hamiltonian. The
phase diagram of the model will be clear upon doing
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a generalized Kennedy-Tasaki(KT) transformation [73]
which transforms the operators as,

Xe = Xey, Xy — X,
xI[2 -2, x][z-]][z
vee vee esv esSv

We then get the Hamiltonian of the dual model, which
reads

R 3 | L 9| E2O WS

e wveEe v edv
After taking account into the Z(O) 0-form symmetry
[, Xo =1 and the Z( ) 1-form symmetry [lee, Xe =1

(for any closed loop 7 defined on the dual lattice), Hdual
describes decoupled GHZ state on the vertices and per-
turbed Toric Code on the edges. Such a perturbed Toric
Code model has been studied in [74] and its exact ground-
state wavefunction is given by

auate (V) o € e 2 |gr) | (E4)

where |¢r¢) is the fixed-point Toric code wavefunction
on the edges. If we represent the Toric code wavefunc-
tion as equal weight superposition of loop configurations,
the operator e* 2« % can be thought of imposing loop
tensions to them. It is known that such a perturbed TC
model undergoes a transition from topologically ordered
phase to trivial phase at A\ = 1, and the cirtical point is
in the 2d Ising universality class.

We can infer the phase diagram of the original model
in eq.(E1l) from that of the dual model. The complete
groundstate wavefunction of the dual model reads

[Yauat (V) o A Te ¥ |GHZ) ® [yprc),  (ED)

where |GHZ) is the GHZ-state wavefunction on the ver-

tices. Since the term e 2° remains unchanged under
the KT transformation, the groundstate wavefunction of
the original model is simply given by

[(A)) o e 5 [gig) (E6)

where |¢) is the 2d cluster state fixed-point wavefunc-
tion. From the phase diagram of the dual model, we can
conclude that when A < 1, |¢p(\)) is a wavefunction in

the Zéo) X Zg(l) SPT phase and when A > 1, [()\)) is a
wavefunction in the trivial phase.

1. Strange Correlator in the presence of noise

In the presence of Pauli-Z decoherence on edge qubits,
we want to study how much quantum information can be
transmitted between two vertex qubits following similar
procedure as in Sec .IV B.

As was discussed in Sec. IV B, we want to compute the



trajectory averaged mutual information I,,,(L : R), which

simplifies to the calculation of type-I strange correlators

when different trivial density matrices p,, are inserted.
The denominator of SC! can be computed as

tr[E[p]pm]
= tr[pE” [pm]]

2 2

» T+ mpXy v 14+ (1 = 2p)m. X,
o (goler e X ] 11 (1= 2) o),

v

(E7)

the only terms in the product H Hm” v that would
contribute are 2},“ and QNU IL, X, Wthh after taking

the expectation value gives QNU% The rest of the terms
can further be computed as

tr[E[p]pm]

o (ol H [(Cosh(/\) + sinh(\) X,) 2p)me X

1+ (1-

o (o] H {1 + tanh(A)(1 — 2p)m.
+ (tanh() + (1 - 2p)me) X o)

xy (H[tanh(A) +(1- 2p)me]f(e>

v \e€y

[T + tanh(A) (1 = 2p)me] |,
e¢y
(E8)

where to get the last line, we notice that in the product
over all edges e, only edges that form a closed loop ¥
on the dual lattice would contribute. Moreover, we can
represent the summation over all possible loops configu-
rations on the dual lattice as a partition function of an
Ising model, where the Ising spins o; are placed on the
center of each plaquette,

Elpolom] o y_ o<z Pum, (E9)

{o}

where for clarity we relabel each edge e by < ij > which
denotes the bond that connects the two nearest-neighbor
sites ¢ and j on the dual lattice. The Ising coupling is
given by

1+ tanh(A)(1 — 2p)my;

Bt]ij = tanh71 (ElO)

Employing the same techniques, we can compute the

5 e] [%0)
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numerator of SC,

tr [5 (0|20, 20, Pm]

Xe 1+ my,X, 14+ (1 —2p)meX,
S8 <1;Z)0|e)\ZC 2 qu‘,Zvj H 9 H ( )

2
Xe
2e 7 Jyho)
Xe 1+ m,X, 1+ (1-2p)m.X.
(ol = [[ X [T —F11 2
e€l v e

AT % o)
o 1-2 eXe
O<<¢o|€’\ZeX€HXeH1+( p)m |w0>

2
e€l e

o (gl JT X H {1 + tanh(A\)(1 — 2p)m

e€l

+ (tanh(Y) + (1 = 2p)me) X | [vo)

(E11)
where we have used the fact Z,, Z,,; when hit on (o] gives
[I.c; Xe and [ is a string on the direct lattice connecting
Since only closed loop of X. has non-zero

expectation value, the numerator of SC! can be written
as

v; and v;.

tr [5 |20, 2., Pm]

o Z H [tanh(\) + (1 — 2p)me] X,

(E12)
[1 1+ tanh(X)(1 = 2p)m.]

e¢y’
x <‘7vz' O >BJ

where 7/ is an open string whose end points are v; and
v;. Therefore we can see the numerator is nothing but
the o,,0,, correlation function of the stat mech model
we find in Eq.(E9).

2. Behavior of I.(L: RM) at small A

When 0 < A < 1, the coupling constant in Eq.(E10)
is approximatly tanh™" (1 — 2p)m;; + X + O(A\?). There-
fore, we can identify the statistical mechanics model in
Eq.(E9) governed by a perturbed RBIM Hamiltonian

A
Him,\ = — mi;0;0; + ————————0;0;
| ] % < 7 tanh (1 — 2p) J)
(E13)
at inverse temperature 8 = tanh (1 — 2p). Such a

Hamiltonian describes a disorder ensemble where a bond
configuration m occur with probability

p(m,\) < Z (m, \) Ze‘ﬁH[mA

(E14)
(o)



Although we are not able to solve the above model ex-
actly, we notice that the perturbation mgioj
favors the ferromagnetic phase. Compared to the parti-
tion function of RBIM along the Nishimori line in (46)
(which is also the A = 0 limit in (E9)), at the same
inverse temperature 3, Z(m,\) > Z(m,A=0). So
we expect at low temperature, bond configurations m
with ferromagnetic/long-ranged order (as diagonoised by

‘<O'v,; Ou; >B,m,>\ ’) are weighted more as we turn on the in-

teraction. Since the RBIM along the Nishimori line can
stabilize a ferromagnetic phase at low temperature, we
also expect the disorder ensemble described by (E14)
can stabilizer a ferromagnetic phase. While at high
enough temperature, the ensemble enters the paramag-
netic phase. Similar to what we have argued in Sec .IV B,
averaging the mutual information 7™ (L : R) with prob-
ability p(m, ) is greater than 1 in the ferromagnetic
phase and equal to 1 in the paramagnetic phase. There-
fore, the phase diagram outlined by I.(L : RM) is similar
to the one we find in Sec .IV B, where it is greater than 0
at small decoherence strength and equals to 0 at large de-
coherence strength. The phase transition that separates
the two phases is likely to be in the RBIM universality
class.

Appendix F: Mixed SPT as quantum channels
1. 1d Cluster state

We start with a cluster state of size 2N + 1 where the
odd and even sublattice both have Z5 symmetry gener-
ated by [Tr g Xa and [Tn_y Xoxr1. We label the even
and odd sublattice as A and B respectively. We denote
the qubit at 0 as the left boundary L and the qubit at 2NV
as the right boundary R so that both boundaries lie in
the A sub-lattice. We measure all qubits except the L, R
in the X basis. Without decoherence, it is known that
measuring these qubits implements the following channel
on the L qubit,

pr(T) =) X" ZM2X™pr (0)X™ Z™ X" - @
{m}

> <m13m27m37 .. '|7
(F1)

where T'= 2N — 1 is the virtual time for which qubit at
L is evolved; mq, mo,... are the measurement outcomes
of the bulk measurement. The evolution on L is unitary
if all measurement outcomes are known. In other words,
the information about L is transferred in the virtual time
direction unitarily.

Now we decohere the B sub-lattice, which are odd
qubits. The decoherence is assumed to act in the fol-
lowing way

|m1am27m3? ©.

Nzlpl = (1 = p)p +pZpZ.
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The qubits on the B sub-lattice are measured after the
decoherence has acted. Since

1+ X 1£X 1+ X 1+£X
e RN e
1FX 1+FX
+p72 p 5

the decoherence flips with the measurement outcome
with probability p. The channel on L in the presence
of the decoherence is now given by,

pL(T) = Zp{m},L Y |m17m2am37' . > <m17m27m37 e '|a

{m}
(F2)
with
P{m},L = H NX |:(Zm21,Xm2t,71)T pL(O)XmQt,1ZmQ,:|
tcodd
(F3)

See Fig. 8. For a given measurement outcome {m} the
evolution of L also has X decoherence with strength
p.The amount of information stored in a qubit transmit-
ted in the presence of decoherence at late times is given
approximately by (1—2p)?" /(2In2). Thus I.(L : RM) =
(1—2p)*V /(21n2). This is an independent calculation of
I.(L : RM) and matches with the calculation done using
eq.(26).

2. 2d Cluster state

The 2-dimensional cluster state is a foliated version of
the repetition code [69]. Let the qubits at the vertices
of one boundary be the L boundary and those at the
opposite side be the R boundary. The measurements of
the edge qubits and the bulk vertex qubits implement a
coherent evolution of the boundary. Fig. 8 shows a layer
of the cluster state. The green qubits at the left boundary
are encoding the repetition code. Measuring blue qubits
amounts to performing parity measurement Z;Z;;; in
the repetition code. The red qubits are measured in X
basis and if the measurement outcome is —1 then a bit
flip occurs at the corresponding green qubit.

Decoherence on links (red and blue qubits) introduce
errors in the measurement outcomes of these qubits, sim-
ilar to the 1d case. The measurement error on the blue
qubits will lead to a measurement error in the parity
check and error on the outcome of red qubits results
in X-dephasing of the repetition code. Thus the post-
measurement state of the cluster state can be thought of
as dynamics of the repetition code under X-dephasing
and parity measurement error with equal strength p.
This dynamic is known to have an error threshold below
which the logical space of the repetition code is protected
against X-dephasing and gets destroyed above the thresh-
old. The quantum error correction transition is known to
be described by the random bond Ising model (RBIM).
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Figure 8. SPTs for pure states are known to be resource states
for measurement-based quantum computing (MBQC). Deco-
herence in the SPT leads to noisy evolution of MBQC in the
virtual time direction. Top. Noise on one sub-lattice of the
1d cluster state leads to X —error on the virtual time evolu-
tion. Bottom. 2d cluster state is a resource for transmission
of 1d repetition code post-measurement. Decoherence on the
edge qubits leads to bit-flip and measurement errors in the
virtual dynamics of the repetition code. Error threshold in
the virtual dynamics is related to the transitions for mixed-
state SPT.
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