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Measurements allow efficient preparation of interesting quantum many-body states exhibiting
long-range, topological, or fractonic orders. Here, we prove that the so-called conformal quantum
critical points (CQCP) can be obtained by performing general single-site measurements in appro-
priate basis on the cluster states in d ≥ 2. The equal-time correlators of the said states are described
by correlation functions of certain d-dimensional classical model at critical temperature, featuring
spatial conformal invariance. This establishes an exact correspondence between the measurement-
prepared critical states and conformal field theories of a range of critical spin models, including
familiar Ising model and gauge theories among others. Furthermore, by mapping the correlations
of the measured quantum state into the statistical mechanics problem, we establish the stability
of long-range or topological orders with respect to measurements deviating from the ideal setting,
without any post-selection. Therefore, our findings suggest a novel mechanism in which a quantum
critical wavefunction emerges, providing new practical ways to study quantum phases and conformal
quantum critical points.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the perplexing and exciting effects of mea-
surements on the evolution of quantum many-body states
are attracting growing interests from both condensed
matter and quantum information communities. There
are two branches of studies. In the first branch, one
focuses on how quantum entanglements propagate and
builds up under random measurements and unitary dy-
namics. Initiated by the discovery of the transition in en-
tanglement structure under random measurements and
circuit evolution [1–3], there has been extensive works
along this directions [4–16]. In the second branch, one
focuses on more structured measurements in static sit-
uation, preparing quantum states by performing mea-
surements on a subsystem of a so-called resource state,
which is related to the idea of measurement-based quan-
tum computation (MBQC). Remarkably, various families
of quantum states with long range entanglement, such
as Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) [17] state, those
with certain topological and fracton orders [18–22], and
more generally an entire family of stabilizer CSS code
states [23–25] can be prepared through measurements on
the so-called cluster states. The viability to prepare these
quantum states is demonstrated to be intimately related
to the symmetry-protected topological (SPT) properties
of the cluster states [26] that may involve generalized
symmetries [27].

Practically, many of the measurement-based state
preparation require a precise control of the measured
operators and a specific measurement outcome. For in-
stance, to generate the GHZ and toric code states from
the cluster states in 1d and 2d, single-spin measurements
of the Pauli X operators on the sites are needed in the
paradigmatic example [19]. However, to adopt the mea-
surement scheme to prepare these quantum states in ex-

FIG. 1. Measurement-based quantum state preparation with
the measurement angle θ away from the X-basis. The clus-
ter entangler is nothing but a product of controlled-Z gates
between all neighboring qubits in a given geometry. Here, we
measure a subset of sites by Oθ = X cos θ + Z sin θ, whose
outcome is denoted by si. Our state preparation is equivalent
to the imaginary time evolution of a specific product state in
X-basis by some Hamiltonian Ĥ for β = tanh−1(cos θ). With
this mapping, at θ = 0 (β → ∞), it is straightforward that

we will prepare the ground state of Ĥ. At intermediate β
(θ > 0), we may find an interesting critical point.

periments, it is important to understand whether mea-
surements deviating from the X-axis can still produce a
quantum state with the same topological or entanglement
properties as noises in controlling the measurement an-
gle are unavoidable in experiments. Motivated by that,
in this work, we explore the effects of general single-
site measurements on the cluster states, namely measure-
ments of single spin along arbitrary directions, which will
shed lights on the stability of many measurement-based
state preparation schemes.

With the general single-qubit measurements, a natural
and perhaps more exciting question to ask is whether we
can tune the resulting state through a phase transition,
i.e. access certain quantum critical states, by tuning the
measurement directions. The primary result of this pa-
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per is that a family of quantum critical states at so-called
conformal quantum critical points (CQCP) [28, 29] can
be realized by measuring a subset of spins on in cluster
states in the direction rotated away from X-axis by a
special angle θc. We prove that the series of quantum
states labeled by the measurement angle θ in d space di-
mension has wavefunction amplitude given by the Boltz-
mann weight of a corresponding classical spin model in d-
dimension at inverse temperature β(θ) = tanh−1(cos θ).
In d ≥ 2, certain quantum states can undergo a phase
transition at a critical measurement angle θc. At the crit-
icality, the spatial correlation functions of the state ex-
hibit conformal invariance [28]. Strikingly, we argue that
such a critical quantum state can be obtained even with-
out post-selections, a special unstable fixed point with
random universality class, facilitating the experimental
preparation without much overhead. Our discovery pro-
vides a complementary viewpoint in essential ways to the
critical steady states in monitored quantum dynamics ei-
ther with both unitary evolution and measurements or
with measurements only [1–16]. The preparation of crit-
ical state in our study can be thought of as a shallow
depth unitary circuit followed by a uniform single-gate
measurements on a subsystem, as illustrated in Fig. 1.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.

In Sec. II, we provide a detailed analysis of the 1D clus-
ter state under measurements in a rotated basis. By cal-
culating correlation functions of the post-measurement
state, we provide a rigorous understanding of the sta-
bility of long-range entanglement there. Furthermore,
we establish that the post-measurement wavefunction
amplitude is proportional to the Boltzmann weight of
a classical 1D Ising model. More generally, the post-
measurement state can be expressed as a product state
in X-basis evolved by a certain quantum Hamiltonian in
imaginary time. With this observation, we build a parent
Hamiltonian for the measured state, parametrized by the
measurement angle θ.

In Sec. III, we generalize our idea and construction to
the 2D cluster state defined on vertices and edges of a
square lattice. By measuring edges in a rotated basis,
we obtain the classical 2D Ising model as the classical
Hamiltonian describing the post-measurement wavefunc-
tion amplitudes, while by measuring vertices, we obtain
the 2D Ising gauge theory as the classical correspondence.
Interestingly, we find that the long-range entanglement
structure of the GHZ state in the case of measuring edges
is robust against a finite angle deviation from the X-
basis. The transition of the post-measurement state from
a symmetry breaking phase to a disordered phase is found
at a finite measurement angle θc with critical behaviors.
On the other hand, the long-range entanglement struc-
ture of the toric code is unstable as soon as we deviate
from the X-basis. We show that the stability of these
long-range entanglement structures can be understood
from the phase transitions of the corresponding classical
models.

In Sec. IV, we further proceed our constructions to

FIG. 2. Schematic phase diagrams for the post-measurement
state with varying measurement angle θ away from the X-
basis with post-selections for (a) GHZ state and (b) topolog-
ical order (T.O.) preparations at D spatial dimensions. The
red dotted lines represent critical points. For the preparation
of topological orders in D = 3, we consider a cluster state at

Z(1)
2 ×Z(1)

2 SPT phase. We note that preparing 3D toric code

from Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 SPT is unstable if θ > 0. The presence of
0-form or 1-form symmetry in the unmeasured lattice trans-
lates into the global spin-flip or local gauge symmetries in
the corresponding classical model. Without post-selections,
the stable regions get smaller with random bond universality
classes for critical theories.

three dimensions, where we can construct two different
cluster states, namely symmetry protected topological

(SPT) phases associated with Z(0)
2 ×Z(2)

2 and Z(1)
2 ×Z(1)

2

symmetries. We show that the post-measurement state
of the first case corresponds to the ordinary 3D Ising
model and the 3D 2-form Ising model1 when measured
on the vertices and edges respectively, while the second
case gives the 3D Ising gauge theory. By mapping to the
classical partition functions, we show that the 3D toric
code topological order with 1-form symmetry breaking
is stable under the measurement away from the X-axis,
while the 3D toric code with 2-form symmetry breaking
is unstable.

1 Ising model and Ising gauge theory can be thought of as a model
with 0-form and 1-form Z2 symmetries. A model where six spins
at faces interact has a 2-form Z2 symmetry, which we call 2-form
Ising model.
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In Sec. V, we discuss the issue of post-selection using
the 2D and 3D Ising models as examples. We show that
measurement outcomes are under a correlated probabil-
ity distribution, which can be decoded by mapping into
a specific gauge. By explicitly constructing a gauge fix-
ing procedure, we establish a correspondence between
the cluster states measured at variable angles without
post-selection and a random bond Ising model or random
plaquette Ising gauge theory on the Nishimori line [30–
32], a special manifold in the parameter space of ran-
dom spin models. Therefore, we establish the stability
of long-range entanglement and correlation for generic
post-measurement cluster states away from the X-basis
without post selections. Based on the gauge fixing argu-
ment, we also outline an experimental blueprint to detect
the long-range order and phase transitions without post-
selection.

In Sec. VI, we provide more examples of measuring
cluster states with subsystem symmetries and fracton
physics. In Sec. VII, we conclude with a discussion on
conformal quantum critical states and outlook.

II. WARM-UP: MEASUREMENTS ON 1D
CLUSTER STATES

As a warm-up, we start our discussion from measure-
ments on 1D cluster states. Consider a chain of qubits
which are in a 1D cluster state |ψ〉 stabilized by the
following Hamiltonian: H1D

cluster = −∑n Zn−1XnZn+1.
The cluster state has interesting properties upon mea-
surements, which can be understood from its nature as
a decorated domain wall SPT [33]. The Hamiltonian
has G = Z2 × Z2 symmetry where g1 =

∏
nX2n+1

and g2 =
∏
nX2n are the two generators. Note that

Z2n−1Z2n+1 measures the g1 domain wall, while X2n

measures the g2 charge. Therefore, the ground state can
be understood as a superposition of all possible g1 do-
main wall configurations where a g2 charge is attached
to a g1 domain wall. This special structure of the wave-
function indicates that measuring the Z2 charges on the
even sites will specify the domain wall structure of the g1

symmetry. If the measurement outcomes are X2n = 1,
the resulting wavefunction will have no g1 domain walls.
Since the measurements on the even sites commute with
the Z2 (g1) symmetry defined on the odd sites, this mea-
surement generates a GHZ state on the odd sites, i.e.
|↑↑ ...〉 + |↓↓ ...〉, a symmetric superposition of sponta-
neously symmetry-breaking (SSB) states of the g1 sym-
metry. On the other hand, if we measure qubits on the
even sites in the Z-basis and get all +1 outcomes, this
proliferates the domain walls of the g1 symmetry result-
ing in a disordered wavefunction on the odd sites, namely
|+ + ...〉.

A. General single-site measurements

Seeing that measuring the subset of qubits along the
X-direction and Z-direction give us states with com-
pletely different characteristics, one may wonder what
would happen if a general measurement is conducted
along the axis rotated away from X-axis by an angle θ.
Will the resulting state have the same universal proper-
ties as the GHZ state for small θ? Is there a transition
from the GHZ state to the paramagnetic state at a certain
angle? To answer these questions, let us consider the fol-
lowing projective measurement operator of the nth qubit
Pn along the spin axis n̂ ≡ (cos θ, sin θ sinφ, sin θ cosφ),

Pn =
1

2
[I + sn(Xnnx + Ynny + Znnz))], P 2

n = Pn

(1)
where sn = ±1 is the measurement outcome. For now,
we assume φ = 0, which would not change the physics
of primary interest. Let P =

∏
n P2n denote the projec-

tion operator for measurements on all the even sites. To
characterize the resulting state P |ψ〉 ≡ |Pψ〉, we will cal-
culate correlation functions, in particular, 〈Z1Z2n+1〉Pψ.
To that end, the following lemma is useful throughout
the work:

Lemma Consider a d-dimensional stabilizer SPT state
protected by symmetry groups G

(n)
1 × G(d−n−1)

2 , which
have a mixed anomaly. Here the superscripts denote n
and (d−n−1) form symmetries, while G1 and G2 act on
qubits on two different sublattices. Then, the expectation
value of an operator defined on a given sublattice is non-
vanishing only if the operator is a symmetry action on
that sublattice.

The lemma can be understood quite intuitively. As
the ground state is stabilized by local stabilizer terms,
if a certain operator does not commute with all the sta-
bilizers, its expectation value should vanish. However,
if it commutes with all the stabilizers, it simply means
that the operator is nothing but a symmetry of the given
stabilizer Hamiltonian. For example, for the 1D cluster
state |ψ〉, for any operator O defined on the even sublat-
tice, 〈ψ|O |ψ〉 vanish unless O is the identity or

∏
nX2n

(See Appendix. A).
With this lemma, we can show that the correlation

function in the measured state with outcomes {s2n} has
the following form

〈Z1Z2n+1〉Pψ =
〈Pψ|Z1Z2n+1 |Pψ〉

〈Pψ|Pψ〉

=

[∏n
m=1 s2m(cos θ)n +

∏N
m=n+1 s2m(cos θ)N−n

]
[
1 +

∏N
m=1 s2m(cos θ)N

]
N→∞−−−−→

(
n∏

m=1

s2m

)
e−n/ξ, with ξ = | ln cos θ|−1. (2)

Here N (even) is the number of unmeasured sites and
we have assumed the periodic boundary condition. In
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this derivation, we employed both the lemma and the
equality; Z1Z2n+1|ψ〉 =

∏n
m=1X2m|ψ〉. The correlation

length only depends on θ characterizing the deviation of
the measurement angle from the x̂-axis. This means that
the long-range correlation of the GHZ state disappears
at any finite θ in the thermodynamic limit. Practically,
one would get an approximate GHZ state for system size
smaller than the length scale ξ(θ).

B. Connection to Classical Partition Function

A keen reader may have noticed that Eq. (2) closely
resembles the low temperature series expansion for the
1D classical Ising model. Based on this observation,
one can show that the norm of the post-measurement
wavefunction is proportional to the partition function
of a classical Ising model at the inverse temperature
β ≡ tanh−1(cos θ), where the actual amplitude can have
an additional complex phase factor (See Appendix. A 2 a
for more details):

|Pψ〉 =
∑
{C}

w(C) |C〉 ⊗ |M〉 , |w(C)|2 ∝ 1

Z
e−βH(C) (3)

where C = {σ} denotes the spin configuration (in
the computational basis) on the odd sites, H({σ}) =
−∑n s2nσ2n−1σ2n+1 is the Ising Hamiltonian with bond
signs determined by the measurement outcomes {s2n},
|M〉 is the measured state on the even sites, and Z ≡∑
C e
−βH(C) is the thermal partition function. Therefore,

the stability of the long-range entanglement of the post-
measurement 1D cluster state can be understood in terms
of the 1D classical Ising model at the inverse temperature
β(θ). In 1D, one can always make a variable change on
the spins (σi → tiσi and sij → titjsij with ti, tj = ±1),
which we refer to as a gauge transformation in the rest
of the paper, to make the 1D Ising model ferromagnetic,

except possibly for the last bond if
∏N
m=1 s2m = −1. It is

well-known that the 1D Ising model is disordered at any
finite T > 0. Therefore, we conclude that the long-range
entanglement is unstable at θ 6= 0, which is the same
conclusion as the one made from the explicit calculation
above.

C. The post-measurement wavefunction

In this section, we directly derive the wavefunction af-
ter measurements from the decorated domain-wall con-
struction [33]. The result shows an intriguing structure
for the wavefunction on the unmeasured odd sites:

|Pψ〉odd ∝ e−
β
2 Ĥ
[
⊗Nn=1 |X2n+1 = s2ns2n+2〉

]
Ĥ ≡ −

∑
n

s2nZ2n−1Z2n+1, (4)

which is the imaginary time evolution of the product
state ⊗Nn=1 |X2n+1 = s2ns2n+2〉 by the Hamiltonian Ĥ.
This form of the wavefunction immediately implies that
in the limit β → ∞ as θ → 0, the system should relax
into the ground state of Ĥ.

Let us describe the derivation. The pre-measurement
cluster state wavefunction is written as the equal weight
superposition of all domain wall configurations with
charges attached accordingly:

|ψ〉 =
1√

2N−1

∑
{d2n}

|{d2n}〉ddw (5)

where {d2n = ±1}, and d2m = −1 denotes a domain wall
between sites 2m − 1 and 2m + 1. Here the subscript
ddw stands for the state that is a decorated domain wall
basis, where domains (charges) are defined on odd (even)
sites. The summation is over 2N−1 configurations since
with periodic boundary conditions the domain walls are

under the constraint
∏N
n=1 d2n = 1. Here,

|{d}〉ddw ≡
∣∣{σ{d}}〉odd

⊗ |{d}〉even∣∣{σ{d}}〉odd
≡ 1√

2

[ ∑
ξ=±1

⊗Nn=1

∣∣∣Z2n−1 = ξ

n∏
m=1

d2m

〉]

|{d}〉even ≡ ⊗Nn=1

∣∣∣X2n = d2n

〉
(6)

In this definition, the state labeled by |{d2n}〉ddw is the
cat state of two different spin configurations giving the
same domain-wall configuration. For example, the state
with no domain wall, namely |{d2n = 1}〉ddw, would be
the GHZ state on odd sites, and accordingly, all |+〉 states
on even sites:

1√
2

[
|↑↑ · · ·〉+ |↓↓ · · ·〉

]
odd
⊗
[
|+〉⊗N

]
even

. (7)

With an explicit representation in hand for |ψ〉, we now
want to obtain the amplitude of the post measurement
wavefunction, P |ψ〉, which can be written as

|Pψ〉 =
∑
{d2n}

C({d2n})
∣∣{σ{d}}〉⊗ |M〉 (8)

where now |M〉 = ⊗Nn=1 |Ms2n〉 stands for the measured
component on even sites. To obtain C({d}), we first de-

compose the kets |±〉 = [1,±1]T /
√

2 into the measure-
ment basis:

|±〉 = a± |M+〉+ b± |M−〉 , (9)

with

|M±〉 =
1√

2(1± sin θ)

(
sin(θ)± 1

cos(θ)

)
(10)

satisfying Oθ|M±〉 = ±|M±〉 with measurement operator
Oθ = X cos θ+Z sin θ (assuming φ = 0). The coefficients
follow from a± = 〈M+|±〉 and b± = 〈M−|±〉.
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Then, note that for a measurement outcome {s2n}, the
projection is defined as

P 7→ ⊗Nn=1 |Ms2n〉 〈Ms2n | . (11)

The coefficient can then be obtained by

C({d2n}) =
〈M | ⊗Nn=1 |d2n〉√

2N−1
=

∏N
n=1 〈Ms2n |d2n〉√

2N−1
, (12)

where (see Appendix. B)

〈Ms2n |d2n〉 = ϕ2n

√
(1 + s2nd2n cos θ)

2

= ϕ2ne
β
2 s2nd2n/

√
2 coshβ. (13)

with ϕ2n ≡ (−1)(1−s2n)(1−d2n)/4 = d
(1−s2n)/2
2n . Using

d2n = σ2n−1σ2n+1, we have (at φ = 0)

|Pψ〉odd ∝
∑
{d}

e
β
2

∑
n s2nσ2n−1σ2n+1

∏
n

ϕ2n

∣∣{σ{d}}〉 .
(14)

Note that the last factor of the above wavefunction can
be simplified as∑

{d}

(∏
n

(σ2n−1σ2n+1)
(1−s2n)/2
2n

) ∣∣{σ{d}}〉
=
∏
n

(Z2n−1Z2n+1)(1−s2n)/2
[
⊗Nn=1 |+〉2n−1

]
=
∏
n

Z
[(1−s2n−2)+(1−s2n)]/2
2n−1

[
⊗Nn=1 |+〉2n−1

]
= ⊗Nn=1 |X2n−1 = s2n−2s2n〉 (15)

Putting everything together, we finally obtain the
wavefunction in Eq. (4). This expression gives consistent
results for the norm 〈Pψ|Pψ〉. For φ 6= 0, we can ob-
tain non-trivial complex phase factors as detailed in the
Appendix. B. Although these phase factors can affect the
expectation values when we measure correlations of Y or
X operators, they do not change any physics in the Z
correlations.

There are two solvable limits: θ = 0 and θ = π/2. At
θ = 0, the result simply implies that unless s2n = d2n,
the wavefunction component is zero. Therefore, the only
surviving component would be

∣∣{σ{s}}〉, whose explicit
form is defined in Eq. (6). At θ = π/2, the wavefunc-
tion amplitudes become uniform with phase factors ϕ2n

depending on the measurement comes. For s2n = 1, it

gives |+〉⊗N , and for s2n = (−1)n, it gives |−〉⊗N . This
aligns with the expectation from the stabilizer correlation
Z2nX2n+1Z2n+2|ψ〉 = |ψ〉.

We remark that the derivation here is completely gen-
eral for any wavefunction constructed by a decorated
domain wall method. This is because decorated do-
main wall method completely specifies the relation be-
tween measured and unmeasured sites in a simple man-
ner. In a higher dimensional case, we can show that the

measurement-projected amplitude in Eq. (13) can be cal-
culated in terms of domain wall variable, which can be
converted into the operator action on unmeasured sites.
The expression for the product state to be time-evolved in
Eq. (15) can also be derived in a similar manner, where
the state in X-basis would be given by the product of
measurement outcomes neighboring an unmeasured site.

D. Parent Hamiltonian for the measured states

Interestingly, we find that the family of states
|Pθ,φ=0ψ〉 on the odd sites with post-selection s2n = 1
is the ground state of the following Hamiltonian H =∑
nHn:

Hn = −
[
X2n−1 − cos2 θZ2n−3X2n−1Z2n+1

+ cos θ(Z2n−3Z2n−1 + Z2n−1Z2n+1)
]
. (16)

We derive the Hamiltonian following the Witten conjuga-
tion method [34–36]. It is a simple procedure that later
allows us to generate the parent Hamiltonians for our
post-measurement states in various settings. The crucial
premise is that |Pψ〉 is given by the imaginary time evo-
lution of a certain product state Eq. (4) for the inverse
temperature β = β(θ). This is to say, at β = 0, the

state is the ground state of Ĥ0 = −∑n s2ns2n+1X2n+1,
and at β > 0, the state can be thought of as the evolu-
tion of the ground state under the non-unitary operator

Mβ = e
β
2

∑
n s2nZ2n−1Z2n+1 .

To proceed further, let us perform a Kramers-Wannier
duality, where we can write X2n−1 → X ′2n−2X

′
2n and

Z2n−1Z2n+1 → Z ′2n. The state becomes

|Pψ〉 ∝M ′β |Ψ0〉′, M ′β =
∏
n

e
β
2 s2nZ

′
2n

|Ψ0〉′ = |{X ′2nX ′2n+2 = s2ns2n+2, for all n}〉′. (17)

The Hamiltonian for |Ψ0〉′ is

H ′0 =
∑
n

1

2

(
1− s2ns2n+2X

′
2nX

′
2n+2

)
=
∑
n

Γ′†(n)Γ′(n)

Γ′(n) =
1

2

(
s2nX

′
2n − s2n+2X

′
2n+2

)
. (18)

where we intentionally write H ′0 in positive semi-definite
structure. Then it follows that one choice of the Hamil-
tonian for |Pψ〉′ is

H ′ =
∑
n

H ′n =
∑
n

Γ′β
†
(n)Γβ

′(n)

Γ′β(n) = M ′βΓ′(n)M ′−1
β (19)
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FIG. 3. Adaptation from [36]. Schematic phase diagram
for the parent Hamiltonian of the d-dimensional cluster state
(defined on vertices and edges of the cubic lattice) measured

on vertices. In d = 1, Z(0)
2 symmetry breaking simply cor-

responds to the ferromagnet, while in d > 1, Z(d−1)
2 symme-

try breaking corresponds to a topological order. Red dotted
line is a trajectory that can be prepared by our measurement
scheme. Note that at θ = 0, the ground state at the multicrit-
ical point coincides with the ground state at the fixed point

of Z(d−1)
2 SSB phase.

As e−βZ = coshβ(1−Z tanhβ) = coshβ(1−Z cos θ), up
to an overall constant prefactor of coshβ(θ),

Γ′β(n) ∝ (s2nX
′
2n − s2n+2X

′
2n+2)

− i cos θ(Y ′2n − Y ′2n+2) (20)

Thus, H ′n reads

H ′n =− s2ns2n+2X
′
2nX

′
2n+2 − cos2 θY ′2nY

′
2n+2

− cos θ(s2nZ
′
2n + s2n+2Z

′
2n+2) + const. (21)

As H ′n is a positive semi-definite Hamiltonian that anni-
hilates |Pψ〉, ∑nH

′
n is a valid parent Hamiltonian whose

ground state is |Pψ〉. Once we reverse the Kramers-
Wannier duality, we obtain

Hn = −s2ns2n+2X2n+1 + cos2 θZ2n−1X2n+1Z2n+3

− cos θ(s2nZ2n−1Z2n+1 + s2n+2Z2n+1Z2n+3) (22)

For the measurement outcome s2n = 1 for all n, we ob-
tain the Hamiltonian Eq. (16). Furthermore, note that
applying X-gate (basis flip) to a set of sites is equivalent
to flipping {s} that are emanating from the set of sites.
In fact, if

∏
s2n = 1, we can always find a basis where the

model is entirely ferromagnetic. Even when
∏
s2n = −1,

we can find a basis where only a single bond is antiferro-
magnetic and the other bonds are ferromagnetic.

The spectrum of this Hamiltonian is known to be gap-
less at θ = 0 [37], which is a multicritical point neigh-

boring the paramagnet, ferromagnet (Z(0)
2 SSB), and

Z(0)
2 × ZT2 SPT (i.e., the cluster state) [38] as illustrated

in Fig. 3. The gaplessness at θ = 0 is easily seen from
Eq. (21), where the terms are nothing but the XY model
with perpendicular magnetic field [36] (which can be

written in terms of free fermions under a Jordan-Wigner
transformation). Although the Hamiltonian is gapless,
the ground state entanglement entropy does not diverge;
this can be directly inferred from the fact that the initial
1D cluster state is described by a matrix product state
(MPS) with bond dimension χ = 2, and the measure-
ment projection cannot change the MPS structure. This
seemingly inconsistent behavior can be resolved by realiz-
ing that the criticality is not captured by a 2D conformal
field theory but by a critical theory of free fermions with
dynamic critical exponent z = 2 [39]. In fact, the ground
state trajectory of Eq. (16) is a paradigmatic example of
a 1D phase transition that can be expressed by a simple
MPS with bond dimension χ = 2 [40].

III. 2D CLUSTER STATES

Now that we have a thorough understanding of the
post-measurement states in one dimension, we move
onto two spatial dimensions, where higher form symme-
tries [27] become important. Consider the 2D cluster
state Hamiltonian where qubits reside at vertices and
edges of 2d square lattice as illustrated in Fig. 4(a):

H = −
∑
v

(
Xv

∏
e3v

Ze

)
−
∑
e

(
Xe

∏
v∈e

Zv

)
. (23)

Bolded symbols Z and X act on edges, and unbolded
symbols Z and X act on vertices. Here, all operators
commute with others and the groundstate satisfy each
term to be 1. This implies that Bp ≡

∏
e∈pXe = 1

for any plaquette p. There are two symmetries in this
Hamiltonian:

Z(0)
2 0-form: g =

∏
v

Xv

Z(1)
2 1-form: hγ =

∏
e∈γ

Xe (24)

where γ is any closed loop along the bonds. Again, note
that the ground state of Eq. (23) has the decorated do-
main wall (defect) structure: the creation of a pair of
1-form charged object by

∏
e3v Ze is accompanied with

the creation of 0-form domain walls by Xv; also, the cre-
ation of 1-form domain walls by Xe is accompanied with
the creation of a pair of 0-form charges by ZvZv′ .

For the 2D cluster states, one can choose to measure
the spins either on the vertices or on the edges. The
two measurement schemes exhibit qualitatively different
physics as we will show below.

A. Measurements on vertices: Ising gauge theory

We apply the projective measurement in Eq. (1) on ev-
ery vertex spin. At θ = 0 with all measurement out-
comes being +1, we would expect the resulting state
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FIG. 4. Schematic visualization of (a) 2D and (b) 3D cluster
state models. In 2D, we have qubits on edges and vertices. In
3D, we have qubits on edges of the cubic lattice and its dual
lattice, where we have mixed anomaly between two 1-form
symmetries.

have the following constraint, Av ≡
∏
e3v Ze = 1 and

Bp ≡
∏
e∈pXe = 1, giving rise to a topological or-

der of the 2D toric code model [41]. In this state, the
operator CZγ∗ ≡

∏
j∈γ⊥ Zj defined on the contractible

loop γ⊥ = ∂S perpendicular to the edges has the ex-
pectation value 〈CZγ⊥〉 = 1, which is a signature of the

spontaneously broken 1-form symmetry as CZγ⊥ counts

the 1-form symmetry defects enclosed by the loop. In a
complementary point of view, we can embed the system
into the torus geometry, and consider a logical qubit op-
erator CZγ⊥ for γ⊥ being a non-contractible loop along

the cycle. Here, we can show that 〈CZ〉 = 0. As
CX ≡ ∏

e∈γ Xe = 1 for any non-contractible loop γ

due to the stabilizer structure and {CX , CZ} = 0, the
post-measurement state must have 〈CZ〉 = 0. This im-
plies that the resulting quantum state is the symmetric
superposition of four different configurations under CZ

operators. However, we can show that the correlation
function of two non-contractible loops separated by the
distance l is constant, i.e., the state develops a long-range
order with a spontaneously broken 1-form symmetry.

We want to detect whether the topological order is
robust when the measurements are moved away from θ =
0. To do so, we calculate the expectation value of CZ∂S
defined on the boundary of a surface S. Using the same
formalism, we can show that (See Appendix. A 2 b)

〈CZ∂S〉Pψ =
〈Pψ|CZ∂S |Pψ〉
〈Pψ|Pψ〉 ∼ (cos θ)|S| (25)

where we employed both the lemma and the equality∏
e∈∂S Ze =

∏
v∈S Xv. The area law of the loop expec-

tation value, instead of the perimeter law, indicates that
1-form symmetry is intact in the thermodynamic limit.
Therefore, the |Pψ〉 cannot be topologically ordered. A
complementary fact in support of this observation is that
the expectation value of

∏
e∈lXl, an operator that cre-

ates a pair of anyons on the two ends of a open string l,

is non-vanishing, namely〈∏
e∈l

Xl

〉
Pψ =

〈 ∏
v∈∂l

Zv
〉
Pψ ≈ (sin θ)2. (26)

Non-vanishing expectation value for any open string op-
erator is the signature of the anyon condensation which
gives a trivial symmetric phase for θ > 0. However, we
remark that even though the state is not the SSB of 1-
form symmetry, Eq. (25) gives a quantitative answer for
how far it exhibits the correlation structure that can be
approximated as being topologically ordered.

We observe that the above loop expectation value can
be mapped to the area-law correlation function in the 2D
classical Ising gauge theory at finite temperature, where
the 1-form symmetry exactly maps to the local gauge
symmetry. More precisely, the corresponding Ising gauge
theory is defined on the edges of the dual lattice, and
the local gauge transformation is defined as flipping the
spins on the edges emanating from the set of dual ver-
tices. Such a gauge transformation is equivalent to the
1-form symmetry action

∏
X along the loop defined on

the boundary of the set of dual sites. Similar to the 1D
example in Eq. (4), the post-measurement wavefunction
can be expressed in the following form:

|Pψ〉 ∝ e− β2 Ĥ
[
⊗Nn=1

∣∣Xe =
∏
v∈e

sv
〉]

Ĥ ≡ −
∑
v

sv
∏
e3v

Ze = −
∑
p̃

sp̃
∏
ẽ∈p̃

Zẽ, (27)

where the tilde subscript is for the dual lattice label. Ex-
panded in Zẽ basis in the dual lattice, the above expres-
sion gives rise to the wavefunction amplitude given by
the Boltzmann weight of the 2d Ising gauge theory (see
Appendix. A 2 b). 2d Ising gauge theory is exactly solv-
able and known to enter a trivial phase with area law
loop expectation value at any finite temperature, which
aligns with Eq. (25).

We remark that in Eq. (27), |Pψ〉 remains the same

if one replaces the imaginary time evolution e−βĤ/2 by

e−βĤ
2D
toric since Bp =

∏
e∈pXe commutes with all other

terms in Ĥ and acts trivially on the state. Therefore, at
β →∞ (θ → 0), we expect the projected wavefunction to
be the toric code ground state. Based on this observation,
we can find a series of parent Hamiltonian which stabi-
lizes the wavefunction in Eq. (27) parametrized by β(θ).
The parent Hamiltonian on the dual lattice reads [36]

H = H0 + cos2 θHSPT + 4 cos θHtoric,

H0 = −
∑
ẽ

[∏
p̃3ẽ

sp̃

]
Xẽ

HSPT =
∑
ẽ

Xẽ

∏
ẽ′∈ñ(ẽ)

Zẽ′

Htoric = −
∑
p̃

sp̃
∏
ẽ∈p̃

Zẽ (28)
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Here ñ(ẽ) is the set of neighboring edges that are bound-
aries of two dual plaquettes sandwiching ẽ. The deriva-
tion is a direct generalization of the procedure described
in Sec. II D.

This parent Hamiltonian is gapless at θ = 0. Similar
to the 1D case, the gapless point is multicritical, neigh-

boring a Z2 topological order, a Z(1)
2 × ZT2 SPT, and a

trivial paramagnetic phase as illustrated in Fig. 3. In-
terestingly, the ground state at θ = 0 gapless point is
exactly the toric code ground state as our construction
demonstrates. However, for any θ > 0, the Hamiltonian
enters the trivial confined phase. At the multicritical
point, the model has U(1) pivot symmetry [36] and the
low energy effective theory can be shown to be dual to a
dilute interacting Bose gas at zero density in 2d [42–44].
This critical theory is known to have exact dynamical
exponent z = 2 as the self energy correction from the bo-
son self-interaction vanishes at every order of perturba-
tion theory due to the absence of particles in the vacuum
state [44].

B. Measurements on edges: Ising model

Next, we apply the projective measurement in Eq. (1)
on every edge spin. At θ = 0 with all measurement out-
comes se = 1, we would expect the resulting state to have
ZvZ

′
v = 1 for any edge e = (v, v′). Therefore, the post-

measurement state would be the GHZ state. At θ > 0,
we can show that the two-point correlation 〈ZiZj〉Pψ is

given by the two-point correlation function of classical 2D
Ising model at temperature β(θ) (See Appendix. A 2 c).
Furthermore, the wavefunction on the unmeasured sites
is expressed as:

|Pψ〉 ∝ e− β2 Ĥ
[
⊗Nn=1

∣∣Xv =
∏

e∈n(v)

se
〉]

Ĥ ≡ −
∑

e=(v,v′)

seZvZv′ . (29)

If se = 1 for all measurements, the physical proper-
ties of this wavefunction can be understood from the
2D classical ferromagnetic Ising model. Unlike the 1D
case, the 2D Ising model has a finite temperature or-
dering transition which implies that long-range entan-
glement is robust for θ 6= 0 and that we can prepare a
quantum critical state at a specific measurement angle
θc = cos−1 tanh(βc). Since the 2D Ising model has an
exact self-duality, we obtain that the transition happens
when βc =

√
2 − 1, i.e. θc ∼ 65◦. Therefore, by mea-

suring the 2D cluster state, we can prepare the wave-
function which goes through the phase transition across
this measurement angle. In particular, the ordered state
will appear as the GHZ state of two SSB configurations,
which is long-range entangled and robust up to a finite θ
as illustrated in Fig. 2(a).

At θ = θc, we have a quantum phase transition, where
the critical state has an area law entanglement since

0 30 60 90
Rotation angle θ

−2
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C
o
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ci
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FIG. 5. The coefficients of the parent Hamiltonian in Eq. (30)
as a function of measurement angle θ ∈ [0, π

2
]. The red dashed

line marks the position of θc. Coefficients are normalized in
such a way that the strength of the transverse field term αX
is 1 throughout the range.

the pre-measurement cluster state is parameterized by
2D tensor-network state, called projected entangled pair
states (PEPS), with bond dimension χ = 2 [39]. As
its correlation functions in Z-basis are determined by
the critical 2D Ising model, the wavefunction has a spa-
tial conformal structure with power-law decaying corre-
lation functions. This turns out to be a specific example
of a conformal quantum critical point (CQCP)[28, 29].
For a CQCP with a known statistical weight, one can
always construct a parent Hamiltonian for the critical
state, which is the generalization of the RK Hamilto-
nian [45]. Such a parent (quantum) Hamiltonian will
have a dynamic critical exponent, z, to be equal to the
dynamic exponent for relaxational critical dynamics for
the corresponding classical statistical model. Thereby,
we can compute the dynamic critical exponent for a given
CQCP Hamiltonian. For CQCPs with a U(1) symmetry,
the critical theory is analytically known to be a quantum
Lifschitz theory with a dynamic critical exponent z = 2.
However, the present model does not have any U(1) sym-
metry. Indeed, a numerical analysis reveals that its dy-
namic critical exponent is z ≈ 2.2 [46, 47].

Similar to previous sections, we can obtain the par-
ent Hamiltonian for the post-measurement state using
the general method outlined in Sec. II. For measurement
outcomes se = 1, H is given by

H =− αX
∑
i

Xi − αnn
ZZ

∑
〈ij〉

ZiZj − αnnn
ZZ

∑
〈〈ij〉〉

ZiZj

− α3-body

∑
i

XiBi − α5-body

∑
i

Xi

∏
j∈n(i)

Zj (30)

where Bi =
∑
j,k∈n(i),j 6=k ZjZk and n(i) is the set of sites

neighboring the site i. The coefficients are graphically
shown in Fig. 5. At the critical point θc,

α3

α1
≈ 1.1, while

the other coefficients α2, α4, α5 are relatively small. For
a comparison, the critical point of the 2d transverse field
Ising model is given by (α3

α1
)TFIS ≈ 1.5[48].

In the case without post selection, the state after mea-
surements is still the ground state of a local Hamiltonian,
whose structure is similar to Eq. (30) but with the signs of
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the coefficients depending on the measurement outcomes
(See Appendix. C 1). With randomly signed interaction
coefficients, one may wonder whether there still exists a
phase transition in this Hamiltonian as a function of θ.
If exists, what is the nature of the transition? We will
discuss these questions in Sec. V.

IV. 3D CLUSTER STATES

A. 3D SPT with Z(1)
2 × Z(1)

2 symmetry

The generalizations of the previous discussions into
three spatial dimensions are more diverse as there can
be different types of cluster states. There are straight-
forward generalizations of the low dimensional stories.
Moreover, in 3D, we can consider a new type of cluster
states, illustrated in Fig. 4(b), which has a generalization
of decorated domain wall (defect) construction for two
1-form symmetries. In this model, qubits are defined on
the edges and faces of a cubic lattice. Note that qubits
on the faces can be thought to be defined on the edges
of the dual lattice. This particular 3D cluster stabilizer
Hamiltonian is written as the following:

H3D SPT = −
∑
e

Xe

∏
f3e

Zf −
∑
f

Xf

∏
e∈f

Ze (31)

where f runs for all faces of the cubic lattice. Bolded
symbols act on faces, and unbolded symbols act on
edges. Note that by multiplying stabilizers, we obtain
that

∏
f∈cXf = 1 for any cube c and

∏
e3vXe = 1 for

any vertex v. Here, generators of two 1-form symmetries
are defined on two-dimensional surfaces as the following:

Z(1)
2 1-form: h∂V ≡

∏
f∈∂V

Xf

Z(1)
2 1-form: g∂V ≡

∏
e⊥∂Ṽ

Xe (32)

where V is a certain three-dimensional volume enclosed
by cubic faces, and Ṽ is a infinitesimally inflated ver-
sion of V which intersects with edges emanating from
V . Therefore, ∂V is a set of faces, while ∂Ṽ is a set of
edges. Without loss of generality, if we measure all faces
in X-basis, then we obtain that the resulting state has∏
e∈f Ze = 1 and

∏
e3vXe = 1 for all f and v, which

gives the 3D toric code ground state.

Now, let us measure the qubits on the faces at an-
gle θ (due to the dual nature of the system, we get the
same physics by measuring edges). In this case, the post-
measurement state in Z-basis has its amplitudes given by
the Boltzman weight of the 3d Ising gauge theory (c.f.
Eq. (3)). One can show that the 1-form symmetry of the
unmeasured model maps into the local gauge symmetry
in the 3d Ising gauge theory. With measurement out-

comes {sf}, the post-measurement state is expressed by

|Pψ〉 ∝ e− β2 Ĥ
[
⊗Nn=1

∣∣Xe =
∏
f3e

sf
〉]

Ĥ ≡ −
∑
f

sf
∏
e∈f

Ze. (33)

Assume we shift Ĥ by the sum of local terms Av ≡∏
e3vXe to convert it into Ĥ3D

toric. Still, if we define

|Pψ〉 as above with this new Hamiltonian Ĥ3D
toric, the

state would be the same because Av commutes with Ĥ
and Av acts trivially on the initial state2. Therefore,
the above equation is nothing but an imaginary time
evolution by 3D toric code Hamiltonian Ĥ3D

toric. On the

other hand, note that Ĥ itself corresponds to the 3D
Ising gauge theory with a random interaction sign sf at

β = tanh−1(cos θ). Since the 3D Ising gauge theory has
a finite temperature transition at β3D gauge

c = 0.76, the
correspondence implies that the confinement transition
would happen at θc ≈ 50◦ with post-selection sf = 1.

For θ < θc, the expectation of the Wilson loop oper-
ator WΓ =

∏
e∈Γ Ze over a loop Γ decays exponentially

with an perimeter law, which can be predicted based on
the correspondence to the 3d Ising gauge theory (See
Appendix. A 2 f). As a result, the preparation of three-
dimensional deconfined phase is robust. For θ > θc,
〈WΓ〉 decays exponentially with an area law, which im-
plies that the phase belongs to the trivial confined phase.
At θ = θc, the state becomes critical. Its dynamical crit-
ical exponent can be obtained from the dynamics of 3d
classical Ising model [47, 49], which can be calculated by
various methods. The parent Hamiltonian for the case
without post-selection is in Appendix. C 2.

In comparison, the transition between the same two
gapped phases is more commonly described by a 3d toric
code model in a single transverse field, where the trans-
verse field term generates flux loop excitations. In that
model, the direct transition between the two phases are
mapped to Wegner’s 4-dimensional lattice gauge theory
[50], and it is known to be of first order [51, 52].

B. 3D SPT with Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 symmetry

Note that one can also consider a different geometry
for a 3D cluster state, where qubits reside at vertices and
edges of a cubic lattice. This cluster state has a dec-
orated domain wall construction of a Z2 0-form and a
Z2 2-form symmetries. By measuring vertices in X-basis
with sv = 1, one can get the 3D toric code state. How-
ever, upon measuring vertices at angle θ, the resulting
topological order becomes unstable, which get mapped

2 This is because
∏
e3v(

∏
f3e sf ) = 1
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into a 3D 2-form Ising model (See Appendix. A 2 d). The
post-measurement wavefunction is given by

|Pψ〉 ∝ e β2
∑
v sv

∏
e3v Ze

[
⊗e |Xe =

∏
v∈e

sv

〉
. (34)

At finite θ, the expectation value of Wilson surface
operator M∂V ≡

∏
e∈∂V Ze that measures 2-form sym-

metry defects decays with the volume enclosed by the
surface,

〈Pψ|∏e∈∂V Ze |Pψ〉
〈Pψ|Pψ〉 ∼ (cos θ)|V |. (35)

For the state to be a topologically ordered, the above
quantity should decay at most exponentially with the sur-
face area. Therefore, there is no SSB of the 2-form sym-
metry nor long-range entanglement. In a complimentary
point of view, we can show that

〈∏
e∈LXe

〉
Pψ ∼ (sin θ)2

(L is an open string), which indicates the anyon conden-
sation occurs for any θ > 0.

In fact, the θ = 0 is again a multicriticality point with
the 3D toric code state as the ground state. As one may
guess from its similarity to the 2D toric code preparation
case, this multi-critical point is captured by the Hamilto-
nian with U(1) pivot symmetry generated by H3D

toric [36]:

H = H0 + cos2 θHSPT + 6 cos θH3D
toric, (36)

whose detailed structure is illustrated in Appendix. C 3.
Similar to the 1D and 2D examples, the state has par-
ent Hamiltonian which is the interpolation of disordered,

Z(2)
2 ×ZT2 SPT, and topologically ordered states as illus-

trated in Fig. 3.
On the other hand, if we measure edges of the model,

we obtain the wavefunction with the amplitudes from 3D
Ising model (See Appendix. A 2 e). In this case, the long-
range entanglement, i.e., cat-ness of the state, is robust
as long as θ < θc ≈ 78◦ if we post-select on se = 1.

V. CORRELATED RANDOMNESS

A. No post-selection at θ = 0

So far, we have assumed that the measurement out-
come si = 1. However, in general, the two measurement
outcomes, ±1, are equally probable since for an opera-
tor Oθ ≡ X cos θ + Z sin θ, 〈O〉 = 0 in any cluster state.
Without post-selection, one might guess that the result-
ing classical partition function we obtain would be a ran-
dom bond Ising model with the probability of having a
ferromagnetic bond being p+ = 1/2, since the coefficients
se in Eq. (29) are equally probable for ±1. However, this
is not the case due to the correlation among measurement
outcomes at different bonds.

To demonstrate the simplest yet interesting case, con-
sider measuring the qubits on the edges of a 2D cluster

FIG. 6. Four different probability distribution of p({se})
for bonds to be +1 or −1. If we define a gauge transforma-
tion as changing signs of all bonds emanating from a selected
set of sites, then the two distributions (a) and (b) can be ex-
changed under the gauge transformation on the sublattice. In
the gauge choice (e), we have all horizontal bonds and single
vertical bonds to have all positive signs. The probability dis-
tribution of remaining bonds are completely determined by
the correlations E

[∏
e∈γloop

se
]

= (cos θ)|γ|, which gives the

distribution 4 in (d). Note that distributions 1,2,3 can all be
gauge fixed to the configuration in (e), which gives the distri-
bution 4. Therefore, if there is a physics that only depends on
the gauge-invariant structure of the probability distribution
of bonds, these four distribution must give the same physics.
Note that for a gauge fixing configuration of bonds, it works
as long as gauge-fixed bonds forms a graph without cycle, i.e.,
tree structure. In principle, there are many such configura-
tions and any of those works.

state at θ = 0. The following operator for each plaquette
p, which is a product of stabilizers of the cluster state,

Bp =
∏
e∈p

(
Xe

∏
v∈e

Zv

)
=
∏
e∈p

Xe, (37)

equals to 1 when acting on the cluster state. Since Bp
commutes with the operators to be measured, after the
measurement, it remains to be a stabilizer with the same
classical value,

Bp =
∏
e∈p

se = 1. (38)

Intriguingly, this is to say, the outcomes of measurements
on the cluster state are not completely independent.

One implication of this discussion is that at θ = 0,
there is no true randomness in a gauge-invariant sense.
Here, we define a gauge transformation as redefining the
Z-basis and measurement outcomes in the following way

σ̃i = tiσi, s̃e=(ij) = tisetj , ti = ±1. (39)

Note that this transformation leaves the partition func-
tion of the corresponding classical model invariant3.

3 In a more general setting, the gauge transformation is defined as
s̃i′ =

∏
i∈n(i′) tisi′ where n(i′) is the unmeasured sites neigh-

boring to the measured site i′.
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More concretely, the post-measurement wavefunction can
be mapped into the same statistical model independent
of measurement outcomes after a proper gauge transfor-
mation which redefines the basis in the unmeasured sites.
To see this, let us rewrite the Eq. (4) as

|Pψ〉 ∝ e− β2 Ĥ[{s}] |Pψ[{s}]〉β=0

Ĥ[{s}] ≡ −
∑
n

s2nZ2n−1Z2n+1 (40)

where |Pψ[{s}]〉β=0 is the superposition of all possible
spin configurations with irrelevant signs ηi that depends
on measurement outcomes:

|Pψ[{s}]〉β=0 =
∑

{σi=±1}

ηi({s})|{σi}〉 (41)

Therefore, we observe that the wavefunction norm

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 =
∑

{σi=±1}

〈{σi}|e−βĤ[{s}]|{σi}〉 (42)

is independent of the gauge transformation in Eq. (39).

Along with this gauge transformation, the constraints
in Eq. (38) imply that distinct values of {se} are pure
gauge degrees of freedom; by choosing an appropriate set
of {ti}, we can always make s̃ij = sijtitj = 1 for all edge
e = (ij). In other words, as long as random outcomes
are under the constraint in Eq. (38), one can always find

a gauge where the transformed Hamiltonian Ĥ[{s̃}] is a
fully ferromagnetic Ising model.

The same argument goes through for all the other mod-
els at θ = 0. For example, in a 3D cubic lattice, by per-
forming a gauge transformation on selected sites, one can
always make Ising interactions to be ferromagnetic due
to these constraints. The same holds for the gauge the-
ory, where in 2D we have a single constraint

∏
vXv = 1.

Since a pair of measurement outcomes sv = −1 can al-
ways be made into sv = +1 without changing other out-
comes by the change of Z-basis, which is flipping spins
along the open string along the dual lattice connecting
two lattice sites, it implies that all plaqutte interaction
terms can be made ferromagnetic. The similar argument
holds in 3D. This implies that in order to achieve true
randomness for θ = 0, one has to start with stabilizers
that are randomly distributed between ±1. For example,
this can be achieved by starting with the product state of
randomly distributed |±〉 states, which can be obtained

by measuring |↑〉⊗N in X-basis.

B. True randomness at θ 6= 0

Next, consider a measurement along the general op-
erator Oθ ≡ X cos θ + Z sin θ on edges of the 2D SPT

example we considered. Note that〈 ∏
e∈γloop

Oθ
e

〉
ψ

= (cos θ)4 ⇒ E[
∏

e∈γloop

se] = (cos θ)4

〈 ∏
e∈γopen

Oθ
e

〉
ψ

= 0 ⇒ E[
∏

e∈γopen

se] = 0 (43)

The second equality implies that the probability p+

for the bond outcome to be ferromagnetic (+1) is ex-
actly 1/2. However, the first equality implies that the
joint probability between different bonds have a nontriv-
ial structure. More generically, Eq. (43) implies that all
non-gauge-invariant quantities must have zero expecta-
tion values due to the correlation structure, and only
gauge-invariant quantities take non-zero expectation val-
ues. Therefore, our probability distribution P ({sl}) of
measurement outcomes {sl} must be gauge invariant in
a sense that any two gauge equivalent configurations
should have the same probability. Indeed, we confirm
this with an explicit calculation of the probability distri-
bution for measurement outcomes (D6) in Appendix. D.

How do we gain more physical insight on this corre-
lated randomness? As discussed in the previous section,
the physics of the post-measurement state is independent
of the gauge transformation in Eq. (39). This implies that
two different set of signs of the bonds {s} and {s′} give
the same physics if they are related by the gauge transfor-
mation, i.e., {s} ∼ {s′}. For example, the physics of the
random bond Ising model (RBIM) where the probability
for a ferromagnetic bond p+ = (1+cos θ)/2 (distribution
1 in Fig. 6a) is equivalent to the physics of the RBIM
where p+ = (1−cos θ)/2 (distribution 2 in Fig. 6b). This
is because under the gauge transformation with ti = −1
on one sublattice, we can exchange ferromagnetic and
antiferromagnetic bonds. This example gives an insight
that in the probability distribution of bonds, the only
important part is gauge-invariant structure, i.e., the dis-
tribution of the gauge-invariant frustration.

Indeed, consider a partition function for the corre-
sponding classical spin Hamiltonian defined for the mea-
surement outcome {s}:

Z[{s}] = 〈Pψ|Pψ〉 =
∑
{σ}

eβ
∑
e=(i,j) seσiσj . (44)

Then, Z[{s}] = Z[{s̃}] if {s} ∼ {s̃}. Therefore, in some
sense, in the probability distribution 1, many of the con-
figurations are gauge equivalent.

In order to extract the gauge-invariant information of
a given probability distribution P ({s}), we fix the gauge
for all measurement outcomes as in Fig. 6(e), where all
horizontal rows and a single vertical column is made to
be ferromagnetic. For any measurement outcomes {s},
there is a unique gauge transformation G{s} that maps
{s} into the configuration in Fig. 6(e) where all bonds
along the backbone of the lattice, illustrated by red lines,
is ferromagnetic. We denote the configuration for un-
fixed bonds as {s}gf. Conditioned on performing a gauge
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transformation G{s} for every measurement outcomes,

we can obtain the probability distribution P gf({s̃}gf) for
the unfixed bonds in the gauge fixed configuration in
Fig. 6(e) from an original probability distribution P ({s})
as the following:

P gf({s̃}gf) =
∑

G{s}({s})={s̃}gf

P ({s}). (45)

Therefore, for any probability distribution P , we can map
it to a new probability distribution P gf defined on the
fixed gauge. If any two distributions P and P ′ map to the
same P gf, two distributions should be gauge equivalent
and give the same partition function and other gauge-
invariant physics.

Now, let us understand the distribution of measure-
ment outcomes {s} in our protocol. The distribution is
characterized by expectation values of all possible curves,
either closed or open as in Eq. (43), referred as distribu-
tion 3 in Fig. 6(c). At first, its randomness seems quali-
tatively different from the distribution 1 or 2. However,
the closed loop expectation values in the distribution 1
and 2 are also given as

E
[∏
e∈γ

se

]
=

l∑
n=0

(
l

n

)
(−1)l−npn+(1− p+)l−n

= (p+ − (1− p+))l = (cos θ)l (46)

where l is the length of the loop γ. Since three distri-
butions 1,2, and 3 agree on the expectation values of all
gauge-invariant object (products along the closed loop),
it already hints that they are equivalent in terms of the
gauge-invariant structure.

In Appendix. E, we rigorously prove that the new dis-
tribution P gf for unfixed bonds under the gauge-fixing in
Eq. (45) is uniquely specified by the expectation values
of all loops as in Eq. (46), which we denote by the dis-
tribution 4 in Fig. 6(d). This, in turns, implies that the
gauge-invariant structure of the distribution (1-4) should
be the same, and these four distribution must give the
same physics. In this language, we remark that the well-
known Mattis’ model [53], whereH = −∑ij Jijσiσj with
the structure Jij = εiεj for random εi = ±1, is trivially
mapped to the RBIM with p+ = 1, i.e. pure ferromag-
netic Ising model, since its random bonds have no frus-
tration:

∏
se =

∏
(εiεj) = 1.

Therefore, when it comes to the gauge-invariant
physics, we can freely choose any probability distribution
from 1 to 4 to describe our post-measurement wavefunc-
tion. In particular, using distribution 1 (or 2), we find
our post-measurement wavefunction should be described
by the RBIM with the probability of ferromagnetic bond

p+ =
1

2
(1 + cos θ). (47)

at temperature β = tanh−1(cos θ). Note that RBIM on
square lattice is symmetric under p+ ↔ 1− p+.

0.0 0.1 0.2

1− p+(θ)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

T
em

p
er

at
u

re
(β
−

1
)

(a)

θc =38.6◦
FM

trivial

2D RBIM

|Pψ〉

0.0 0.2 0.4

1− p+(θ)

0

1

2

3

4

5

(b)

θc =55.9◦

FM

SG

trivial

3D RBIM

|Pψ〉

0.000 0.025 0.050

1− p+(θ)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

(c)

θc =19.9◦

d
ec

on
fi

n
ed

confined

3D RPGM

|Pψ〉

FIG. 7. We plot phase diagrams for the random bond Ising
model in (a) two and (b) three dimensions, and for the (c)
random plaquette gauge model in three dimension. θc denoted
in the diagram represents the transition angle θc where the
long-range entanglement disappears when we do not post-
select outcomes. These phase boundaries are taken from [54–
56]. Here, the red line is the trajectory our measurement
protocol traverse without post-selection, i.e., (p, β) = ((1 +
cos θ)/2, tanh−1(cos θ)). The trajectory happens to coincide
with the Nishimori line [30]. Therefore, without additional
frustration from the initial stabilizer configurations, we will
get a critical behavior for the unstable fixed point denoted by
red circles.

For a 2D RBIM, the 2D Ising model limit is obtained
at p+ = 1 where the transition happens at β−1

c = 2.27.
At zero temperature, the phase transition can occur from
the ferromagnetic (FM) phase to spin glass (SG) phase
at pc = 0.104 [55]. Note that the SG phase is unsta-
ble at T > 0, immediately transitioning into a para-
magnetic phase. The general phase boundary is illus-
trated in Fig. 7(a) whose values are taken from [54–56].
The unstable fixed point is located at the phase bound-
ary where the Nishimori line [30, 31] crosses, around
pc = 0.1094(2) [32]. The Nishimori line is a special
line on which a gauge symmetry allows for a series of
exact result [57–59] and invariant under the RG trans-
formation [60]. Interestingly, we found that the trajec-
tory of our measurement protocol traverses without post-
selection, i.e., (p, β) = ((1 + cos θ)/2, tanh−1(cos θ)), is
exactly located at the Nishimori line parametrized by
e−2β = (1− p+)/p+.

Therefore, the post-measurement states would move
along the red line in Fig. 7(a), crossing the unstable fixed
point at the transition angle θc = 38.6◦. However, note
that the fixed point is unstable; if we can slightly devi-
ate either upward or downward along the trajectory, we
can access both Ising and random bond Ising universality
classes. Before discussing how to achieve this, we remark
that what ultimately affects the physics of random bond
Ising model is the distribution of frustrated plaquettes,
i.e., mp ≡

∏
e∈p se as illustrated in Fig. 8(a). For our ex-

perimental protocols, the number of frustrated plaquettes
is monotonically increasing with θ ∈ [0, π/2] as shown in
Fig. 8(b). Since the partition function only depends on



13

the concentration of the frustrated plaquettes, if we can
somehow manipulate the number of frustrated plaquettes
in the measured state, we can deviate from the red tra-
jectory at a given inverse temperature. There are several
ways to achieve, but to name a few, one can post-select
on configurations with slightly smaller or larger concen-
tration of frustrated plaquettes. Or, one may even start
from specific stabilizer signs (as briefly discussed in the
previous subsection) to distort the probability distribu-
tion under Eq. (43). Therefore, we have another tuning
knob to access different universality classes. If the mea-
sured state ends up flowing into the random Ising model
universality, then its dynamic critical exponent would be
z ≈ 3.11 [61]. For the 2D random plaquette gauge model
(RPGM) which can arise if we measure vertices of the 2D
cluster state, we remark that there is no transition any-
way at finite angle even without any frustration, and the
presence of quenched disorder only makes the stability
worse.

For 3D, the situation is similar in that our protocol
would go through the Nishimori line crossing the unstable
fixed point for both 3D RBIM (from measuring edges of

Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 SPT) and 3D RPGM (from measuring faces

or edges of Z(1)
2 × Z(1)

2 SPT). Their phase diagrams are
illustrated in Fig. 7(b,c) [54, 57, 62]. Again, depending
on how we perturb away from the Nishimori line, we can
access either 3d Ising universality or 3d random bond
or random plaquette universality. At the 3D random
bond Ising universality, its dynamic critical exponent is
given by z ≈ 2.11 [63], which is much larger than the 3d
Ising universality value. For the 3D RPGM, we remark
that the phase transition behavior is closely related to
the robust storage of quantum information in the surface
codes [64]. The numerical study shows that the RPGM is
within the perimeter law phase (deconfined) for p < 0.03,
and transitions into the area law phase (confined) for
p > 0.03 [55, 56], which implies that for θ3dRPGM

c =
19.9◦. As long as θ < θc, the preparation of the 3D
topological order is robust. However, we note that its
dynamic critical exponent has not been studied in the
literature. The clear understanding of the critical theory
would require a detailed future numerical work.

In summary, the stability of the random interaction
models at θ > 0 implies that the stable long-range corre-
lation or topological structure is robust even without post
selections. Furthermore, these results guarantee that we
can prepare some quantum critical states with or without
post-selections.

Now, there comes an important question: how do we
experimentally verify this physics? First of all, notice
that a vanila correlation function or susceptibility in Z-
basis will give a gauge-dependent physics, which will
vanish under averaging over different measurement out-
comes4. In order to overcome this issue, we define a

4 Especially in our case with distribution 3, which is a gauge-

FIG. 8. (a) An example configuration of frustrated pla-
quettes (

∏
e∈p se = −1), where think red bonds represent

antiferromagnetic bonds and dotted lines represent ferromag-
netic bonds. (b) The concentration of frustrated plaquettes
as function of rotation angle θ. Comparing with Fig. 7, the
plot implies that the transition happens for an appreciable
amount of gauge-invariant frustrations.

gauge-invariant object as the following: for a predefined
path γ connecting two sites v and v′, one can define a
gauge-invariant correlation function:

〈ZvZv′〉G-inv
Pψ ≡

〈
Zv

[∏
e∈γ

se

]
Zv′
〉
Pψ

(48)

Note that once we perform a gauge transformation (Zv →
Z̃vtv) into the configuration in Fig. 6(e), the vanila cor-

relation function in terms of new variable Z̃ would be
equivalent to the gauge-invariant correlation function de-
fined for the set of paths {γv,v′} that only goes through
the red ferromagnetic backbone, which exists for any pair
(v, v′). In other words,〈

Z̃vZ̃v′
〉
Pψ =

〈
Z̃v

[ ∏
e∈γv,v′

s̃e

]
Z̃v′
〉
Pψ
, (49)

where we employed that
∏
e∈γv,v′

s̃e = 1 along the fer-

romagnetic red path in Fig. 6(e). The model written in

terms of Z̃ is simply another RBIM at a specific disorder
realization whose gauge-invariant disorder (frustration)
content is same as the one generated by the distribu-
tion 1 with p+ = (1 + cos θ)/2 (the average number of
gauge-invariant frustration should only depend on θ, as
illustrated in Fig. 8b). Therefore, the singularity of its
partition function occurs at θRBIM

c , and it must coincide
with the singular behavior of its susceptibility defined as

1

N

∑
v,v′

〈
Z̃vZ̃v′

〉
Pψ ∝

{
N θ < θc (FM)

const θ > θc (PM)
(50)

which diverges or stays constant depending on which
phase it belongs to. Therefore, without any gauge trans-
formation, if we simply calculate the gauge-invariant ver-
sion of the correlation function defined along the path

invariant probability distribution, any gauge-dependent quantity
should be averaged to zero. A simple way to see this is that
p+ = p− = 1/2 here when other bonds are marginalized.
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within the red backbone in Fig. 6(e), 1
N

∑
ij 〈ZiZj〉

G-inv
Pψ

should diverge with N in the ferromagnetic phase, and
give an experimental way to access phase transitions in
the quantum states governed by distribution 3. Finally,
we remark that the choice of gauge fixing in Fig. 6(e)
is not unique. If we perform a gauge fixing into ferro-
magnetic signs for bonds along any graph without cycle
(tree), this will serve as a prescription equally good as all
the others.

Unfortunately, there is another complication; every
time we go through the circuit and perform measure-
ments in a rotated basis Fig. 1, we obtain sets of dif-
ferent measurement outcomes {s} which can belong to
different gauge-equivalent classes unless θ = 0. With-
out post-selection into the same gauge-equivalent class,
we cannot obtain the wavefunction in a specific gauge-
equivalent disorder realization of a random bond (or pla-
quette) Hamiltonian. In other words, each experimental
snapshot of the post-measurement wavefunction corre-
sponds to a different gauge-equivalent class of disorder re-
alizations. Therefore, if we average over these snapshots,
it would be different from obtaining expectation values
for a specific quenched disorder configuration. However,
in principle, we remark that as the number of iteration
M → ∞, we expect the averaging over different snap-
shots would approach to the disorder averaging over ex-
pectation values for a specific disorder realization, which
should behave in a desired way (c.f. Eq. (50)).

VI. GENERALIZATION

In general, the framework we developed can be ap-
plied for any stabilizer-based SPT states, such as sub-
system SPT (SSPT). For example, consider a 2D clus-
ter state with qubits defined on the vertices of a square
lattice with H = −∑vXv

∏
v′∈v Zv′ . The square lat-

tice is bipartite, and we can decompose the lattice into
two sublattices A and B. The system has two subsys-
tem symmetries GA and GB defined by the application
of the product of X operators along any diagonal di-
rection for a corresponding sublattice. Upon measur-
ing the sublattice A in X-basis, we obtain the ground
state of Xu-Moore model [65] on the other sublattice,

described by ĤXu-Moore = −∑v∈A sv
∏
v′∈n(v) Zv′ . With

the subsystem symmetry GB , the ground state manifold
has an extensive degeneracy, and the post-measurement
state should be the superposition of exponentially-many
(∼ 22L−1) SSB configurations of the subsystem symme-
try. As expected, this exponentially many superposition
of SSB configuration, which is the generalization of the
GHZ state, is not robust if θ 6= 0. Indeed, the correspond-
ing classical partition function and correlation functions
are those of 2d plaquette (gonihedric) Ising model [66],
which is different from 2d Ising gauge theory as spins re-
side at vertices. This classical model exhibits an exotic
correlation structure, which can be decomposed into de-
coupled 1d Ising models. As it maps to the stacked 1d

Ising model, the system is disordered for any finite θ (or
any β−1 > 0) and the long-range entanglement is not
robust

For 3D SSPT, one can consider the cluster state
whose qubits are defined on vertices and faces of the
cubic lattice, described by H = −∑f Xf

∏
v∈f Zv −∑

vXv

∏
f3v Zf . The model has two symmetries. One is

subsystem symmetries GA acting as
∏

planeX for qubits
on vertices, and there are 3L planes for L × L × L
sites. The other is the one-form symmetry GB acting
as
∏
f∈SXf for qubits on faces. By construction, the

model has
∏
f∈F (+dual)

Xf = 1, where F (+dual) is the

set of four faces penetrated by the cross in the dual
lattice. Upon measuring faces in X-basis, one specifies∏
v∈f Zv = sf for any face, which is the ground state

of the 3D-version of Xu-Moore model with a degener-
acy ∼ 23L−2 [67]. Post-selecting outcomes without any
frustration, the corresponding 3D Ising plaquette model
exhibits a first-order phase transition at finite tempera-
ture βc ≈ 0.55 [67]. It implies that the long-range en-
tanglement of the superposition of exponentially many
SSB configurations for the post-measurement state is ro-
bust upto θc ≈ 60◦ with post-selection sf = 1. Even
without any post-selection, the long-range entanglement
is expected to be robust for β−1 > 0 with some frustrated
interactions as long as the subsystem symmetry is intact,
similar to Fig. 7. Therefore, similar to the RBIM and
RPGM, we expect the transition to occur at finite θ. The
exact phase diagram of 3d random plaquette Ising model
(RPIM) at finite temperature is left for future study.

Upon measuring vertices in X-basis, we obtain∏
f3v Zf = sv, which gives rise to a X-cube fracton

state [68] in the dual lattice. Again, the resulting
state is a superposition of ∼ 26L−3 degenerate ground
states. If we thought of qubits on the faces (vertices)
as edges (cubes, denoted by �) of the dual lattice, we
get

∏
ẽ∈� Zẽ = s�. Moving away from the X-basis

with an angle θ, the wavefunction is given by |Pψ〉 ∝
e−βĤX-cube/2⊗

∣∣Xf =
∏
v∈f sv

〉
where Ĥ is defined as the

following on the dual lattice:

ĤX-cube = −
∑
�

s�

( ∏
ẽ∈�

Zẽ

)
−
∑
+

∏
ẽ∈+

Xẽ (51)

The properties of the post-measurement state at angle
θ can be argued to be trivial based on the observation
that the corresponding 12-body spin model has no phase
transition at T > 0. Following our previous strategy to
calculate the norm of the post-measurement state, we

can show that 〈Pψ|Pψ〉 ∼ 1
2N

(1 + 23L(cos θ)O(L2)) ∼
c0 + ec1L−c2(θ)L2

where the summation is taken for all
possible intersecting planes (23L), i.e., elements of the
subsystem symmetry GA. Since the second term gets
exponentially suppressed for any θ 6= 0 (c2 > 0) in a large
system size, it implies the absence of the phase transition.
Therefore, the fracton order is unstable in our scheme for
any θ 6= 0.
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It is also worth pointing out the connection between
two different Hamiltonians resulting from measuring dif-
ferent sublattices of a given cluster SPT. Above, measur-
ing one sublattice gives the 3D Xu-Moore Hamiltonian,
while measuring the other sublattice gives the X-cube
model. As illustrated in [68], these two models are re-
lated by a generalized duality via gauging. This is pre-
cisely what is happening through the cluster entangler
followed by measurements [26]. We note that the wave-
function of the form in Eq. (3) with the Boltzmann weight
from a corresponding spin-model in [68] at a certain β
would be realized through our protocol by measuring the
state obtained by a fracton state coupled with aniclla
qubits through cluster entangler.

VII. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we revealed the fate of quantum states
obtained by measuring cluster states in the rotated basis
Oθ = X cos θ + Z sin θ, which is equivalent to applying
a certain shallow depth unitary circuit to the product of
|+〉 and perform measurements in the same basis. We
showed that any post-measurement state is expressed by
a certain product state in X-basis under the imaginary

time evolution e−βĤ by the Hamiltonian depending on
the measurement outcomes, where β = tanh−1(cos θ). As
a result, any post-measurement state has its amplitudes
given by the Boltzmann weights of various corresponding
classical spin models, ranging from Ising model and gauge
theories [69] to plaquette model and even beyond, at the
temperature determined by the measurement angle.

At specific angles, the post-measurement wavefunction
exhibits quantum criticality, where the wavefunction ex-
hibits spatial conformal symmetry due to the amplitude
structure. Constrained by the finite amount of entangle-
ment the shallow circuit can infuse, the resulting state
has a constrained entanglement structure, giving rise to
a special family of quantum critical states. A family of
found quantum criticalities is called conformal quantum
critical point (CQCP), and we found that the dynam-
ical exponent z ≥ 2 for all the examples discussed in
this work, which is consistent with the analytical bound
for the dynamical exponent z = 2 argued in several lit-
erature [28, 47]. In particular, in any dimensions, we
found a family of post-measurement states whose parent
Hamiltonian is generated by a so-called pivoting struc-
ture [36] with the phase diagram in Fig. 3. From the
Kramers-Wannier duality, the CQCPs for this family of
states maps into the Bose-Einstein condensation transi-
tion of hardcore bosons with z = 2 [42–44]. We remark
that this class of CQCPs with z = 2 has non-local U(1)
symmetry [36], analogous to quantum Lifschitz transi-
tions and famous Rohksar-Kivelson model [28, 70, 71]
with z = 2. We also found nontrivial examples with
z > 2 where there is no extra U(1) symmetry that pro-
tects the dynamical critical exponent [47]: z ≈ 2.16 (2D)
and z ≈ 2.02 (3D) for Ising CQCPs with post-selections.

Without post-selections, the measured wavefunction
can simulate random interaction models, e.g. 2D and
3D random bond Ising models, along the Nishimori line,
whose critical behaviors are determined by unstable fixed
points [32]. By post-selecting configurations slightly
away from the Nishimori line, one can access either Ising
universality classes or random universality classes with
z ≈ 3.11 (2D RBIM) and z ≈ 2.11 (3D RBIM) among
others.

Interestingly, we found that the post-measurement
wavefunctions with z = 2 CQCPs are all unstable in
their long-range entanglement structure under θ 6= 0.
This is intimately tied to the observation that the origi-
nal cluster state is described by a tensor network with a
finite bond dimension with an area-law entanglement ca-
pacity, and measurements cannot change the underlying
tensor-network structure. Indeed, for all the examples
presented, the groundstate at θ = 0 already saturates the
entanglement capacity. As the post-measurement state
parameterized by θ already saturates its entanglement
entropy at θ = 0 which can only decrease with θ > 0, it
is natural for its parent Hamiltonian naturally to host a
(multi)critical point at θ = 0.

Our results have several implications. For example, it
answers the robustness of the measurement-based quan-
tum state preparation in a rigorous way by mapping
the problem into the concrete statistical mechanics prob-
lem. Furthermore, it provides an experimental guide to
prepare an exotic family of conformal quantum critical
states. Excitingly, we believe our framework is general-
izable for various quantum phases. Although we have
considered Z2 higher-form symmetries, in general we can
consider ZN symmetries, which we conjecture to give rise
to general Potts model and ZN gauge theories among oth-
ers. Furthermore, our method would allow experimental
preparation of a so-called skeleton states [40, 72, 73] to
higher dimensions, which are critical quantum states rep-
resented by tensor networks with finite bond dimensions.
It will be also interesting to pursue the idea for an SPT
with mixed anomaly away from the fixed point and un-
derstand its behavior under measurements in a rotated
basis, which would generate a general tensor-network rep-
resentation of the post-measurement states with larger
bond dimensions than the ones starting from the exact
cluster state.
Note Added: Upon completion of the present

manuscript, we became aware of an independent work
studying extended long-range entangled phases and tran-
sitions from finite-depth unitaries and measurement,
which will appear in the same arXiv posting [74]
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Appendix A: Correlation functions

In this appendix, we demonstrate the following lemma in the main text and its consequence on calculating the
correlation function and norm of the post-measurement wavefunction.

Lemma Consider a stabilizer d-dim SPT state with G
(n)
1 ×G

(d−n−1)
2 mixed anomaly, where the superscript represents

they are n and (d − n − 1) form symmetries. Here, G1 and G2 act on different sublattices. Then, the expectation
value of an operator defined on a certain sublattice does not vanish only if the operator is a symmetry action on the
corresponding sublattice.

1. Understanding SPT and Lemma

First, let us demonstrate the simplest example in 1D cluster state defined by the following Hamiltonian

H = −
∑
n

Zn−1XnZn+1, (A1)

whose ground state is an 1D SPT protected by G = G1 ×G2 = Z2 × Z2, defined by product of Xs in even and odd

sites respectively. More precisely, we have two generators for G: g1 =
∏N
n=1X2n−1 and g2 =

∏N
n=1X2n. Here, X

measures Z2 charge, while Z creates Z2 charge. (Think about U(1) symmetry, whose transformation is eiθQ. In this
sense, X indeed measures charge) Note that ZZ measures whether the G1 domain wall exists, and whenever there
is a G1 domain wall, the term enforces X in between to take nontrivial value, i.e., nontrivial G2 = Z2 charge. Note
that 0d G2 SPT is distinguished by the charge. Therefore, we call such an SPT phase to have a mixed anomaly

between G1 = Z(0)
2 and G2 = Z(0)

2 (superscript implies they are 0-form symmetries). Note that it can be interpreted
in the other way – instead of prescribing an energy penalty for certain configurations, each term can be interpreted
as creating and annihilation certain configurations. To elaborate further, Z term creates non-trivial SPT by flipping
X-basis, while X term creates two domain walls next to it (and annihilate). Therefore, ZXZ term can be interpreted
as creating two domain walls next to X, and then each Z creates a non-trivial SPT at each domain wall. The ground
state would be the superposition of all configurations that is invariant under the action of such operations, which fits
into the decorated domain wall construction picture [33]. The later perspective will be used for the generalization.

For this 1D cluster state, we want to demonstrate the Lemma. Let L1 (L2) be the odd (even) sublattice where
G1 (G2) is acting on. Without loss of generality, consider an operator O defined on L1. Then, we can show that its
expectation value under |ψ〉 disappears if it involves Z2n+1 or Y2n+1:

〈ψ|Oi |ψ〉 = 〈ψ| (Z2nX2n+1Z2n+2)Oi(Z2nX2n+1Z2n+2) |ψ〉 = −〈ψ|Oi |ψ〉 = 0 (A2)

Here, we can pull Z2nX2n+1Z2n+2 from |ψ〉 since the ground state is stabilized by it. Furthermore, as two Zs on L2

in the stabilizer simply commutes with any operator defined on L1, while X2n+1 anti-commutes with Z2n+1 or Y2n+1

inside O. Therefore, for the expectation value of O to not vanish, it has to be made of either I or X operators. Now,

we claim that it is one of two cases: either O = I or O =
∏N
n=1X2n+1. Assume that O 6= I,

∏
X. Then, there must

be a neighboring two odd sites 2m− 1 and 2m+ 1 where O
∣∣
2m−1

= I while O
∣∣
2m+1

= X. Then,

〈ψ|Oi |ψ〉 = 〈ψ| (Z2m−1X2mZ2m+1)Oi(Z2m−1X2mZ2m+1) |ψ〉 = −〈ψ|Oi |ψ〉 = 0 (A3)

This concludes the proof, i.e., 〈O〉 = 0 for O defined on L1 if O is not the element of G1 = {I,∏N
n=1X2n+1}. In fact,

this is not a coincidence. For a given commuting stabilizer Hamiltonian, the ground state has a vanishing expectation
value against any operator that anti-commutes with any stabilizer. However, if a given operator commutes with all
stabilizers, if simply means that the operator is nothing but a symmetry action of a given Hamiltonian.

Now we want to generalize the claim for higher dimensional cluster state SPTs with G
(n)
1 ×G

(d−n−1)
2 mixed anomaly,

where G1 is an n-form symmetry acting on the sublattice L1 and G2 is a (d − n − 1)-form symmetry acting on the
sublattice L2. Such a cluster state SPT Hamiltonian consists of two local terms:

H = −
∑
i

h1,i −
∑
j

h2,j , h1,i = Ocharge
1,i Od.w.

2,i h2,j = Od.w.
1,j Ocharge

2,j (A4)

where Ocharge
1 (Od.w.

1 ) creates the charge (domain wall) of the symmetry G
(n)
1 in a symmetric fashion.

For example, if G1 is a Z2 1-form symmetry, the generators of G1 is given by hγ =
∏
e∈γ1 Xe for any closed loop γ1

defined on L1. This is the symmetry that randomly creates or annihilates Z = −1 closed loops. For this symmetry,
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Ocharge
1 =

∏
e∈γ⊥ Ze for the loop γ⊥ defined in the dual lattice of L1 creates the 1-form charged object in a symmetric

fashion; more precisely, an open string (or non-contractible loop) is a charged object, but when we create a charged
object as a term in the Hamiltonian, we always create a pair of them in the Z2 symmetric case so we combine two
open strings to make it a loop. This is analogous to the situation in the 1D cluster Hamiltonian, where we have a
ZXZ term with two Zs. On the other hand, Od.w.

1 = Xe creates a pair of 1-form symmetry domain wall, i.e., the
discontinuity in Z = −1 strings perpendicular to the edges.

In general, if a Pauli operator O defined on the sublattice L1 does not to vanish for this SPT, it has to satisfy

∀i, h1,iOh1,i = O and ∀j, h2,jOh2,j = O (A5)

These conditions imply that O is invariant under the conjugation by Od.w.
1,i and Ocharge

1,i . In fact, this already implies
that O is in fact a symmetry of the system. Since O is restricted to L1, it means that O ∈ G1.

2. Application of Lemma

Below, we evaluate the correlation function for various post-measurement cluster states, which can be thought of
as P |ψ〉 where the measurement-projection operator P on the sublattice Li is defined as

P =
∏
n∈Li

Pn, Pi =
1

2
[I + si(Xinx + Yiny + Zinz))], P 2

i = Pi (A6)

where si is the measurement outcome.

a. 1D Cluster State

In this case, the even-sited operator’s expectation value with respect to |ψ〉 is non-vanishing only if the operator is
identity or product of Xs in all even sites. Then, we can calculate the correlation

〈Pψ|Z1Z2n+1 |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|Z1Z2n+1 |Pψ〉
= 〈ψ|X2X4 . . . X2n |Pψ〉

=
1

2N

([ n∏
m=1

s2m

]
(cos θ)n +

[ N∏
m=n+1

s2m

]
(cos θ)N−n

)

=

([∏n
m=1 s2m

]
(cos θ)n +

[∏N
m=n+1 s2m

]
(cos θ)N−n

)
[
1 +

[∏N
m=1 s2m

]
(cos θ)N

] 〈Pψ|Pψ〉 (A7)

since [P, Z2n+1] = 0 and Z1Z2n+1 |ψ〉 = X2 . . . X2n |ψ〉. Here we used that

X2X4 . . . X2nP = (Vanishing terms)

+
1

2N

([ n∏
m=1

s2m

]
cosn θ · I +

[ N∏
m=n+1

s2m

]
cosN−n θ ·

N∏
n=1

X2n

)
(A8)

Note that the norm of |Pψ〉 can be similarly calculated as

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 = 〈ψ| P |ψ〉 =
1

2N

(
1 +

[ N∏
m=1

s2m

]
(cos θ)N

)
=

1

(2 coshβ)N

∑
{σ}

es2nβ
∑
n σ2n−1σ2n+1 , tanhβ = cos θ (A9)

for a system with 2N sites. Here I used that eaσiσj = cosh a(1+σiσj tanh a) for σi,j = ±1. We can also calculate other
correlation functions involving X or Y by rewriting them in terms of operators defined on even sites. For example,
note that the expectation value of X2n+1 can be calculated as

〈Pψ|X2n+1 |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|X2n+1 |Pψ〉
= 〈ψ|Z2nZ2n+2 |Pψ〉

=
1

2N
[
η2

1 + η2
2η
N−2
1

]
(A10)

where η1 ≡ sin θ sinφ and η2 ≡ sin θ cosφ. Expectation values of more complicated operators can be calculated in a
similar way.



20

b. 2D Cluster State, measurement on vertices

A 2D cluster state becomes a 2D toric code state when measured on vertices in X-basis. The Lemma implies that

the expectation value of operators defined on vertices disappear unless it is an element of the 0-form symmetry Z(0)
2 ,

i.e., a product of Xi over the all vertices. Then, the post-measurement wavefunction norm is given by

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 = 〈ψ| P |ψ〉 =
1

2N

(
1 +

[∏
v

sv

]
(cos θ)N

)
(A11)

To detect the spontaneous symmetry breaking of the 1-form symmetry, one can measure the product of Zs along the
boundary of a certain region S as the following:

〈Pψ|
∏
e∈∂S

Ze |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
e∈∂S

Ze |Pψ〉

= 〈ψ|
∏
v∈S

Xv |Pψ〉

=
1

2N

([∏
v∈S

sv

]
(cos θ)n +

[ ∏
v/∈S

sv

]
(cos θ)N−n

)
(A12)

In the limit N →∞, the correlation function measuring the 1-form symmetry breaking becomes:〈 ∏
e∈∂S

Ze

〉
Pψ

∝ (cos θ)
|S|

(A13)

This 1-form symmetry breaking looks robust only up to a finite region. Such 1-form symmetry becomes restored in
a long-enough length scale, and the resulting state must become 1-form symmetric.

c. 2D Cluster State, measurement on edges

The Lemma implies that the expectation value of operators defined on edges disappear unless it is an element of

the 1-form symmetry Z(1)
2 , i.e., a product of Xi on the closed loop. Let C be the set of closed loops one can draw on

a given lattice. Then, the post-measurement wavefunction norm is given by

〈ψ|P |ψ〉 =
1

2N

∑
l∈C

[∏
e∈l

se

]
(cos θ)|l| (A14)

as when we expand P , terms vanish unless it forms a product of X along a closed loop. For given two vertices v and
v′, let p be a path between them. Then, the correlation between two vertices is given as

〈Pψ|ZvZv′ |Pψ〉
〈ψ|P |ψ〉 =

〈ψ|∏l∈pXl |Pψ〉
〈ψ|P |ψ〉

=
1

〈ψ|P |ψ〉

 1

2N

 ∑
p̄ s.t. p+p̄∈C

[∏
e∈p̄

se

]
(cos θ)|p̄|

 (A15)

which is nothing but an expression for the 2D Ising model with the sign of the Ising interaction at the edge e is given
by se. From this structure, we can immediately infer that the amplitudes of the wavefunction in the Z basis should
be proportional to the Boltzmann weights.

d. 3D Cluster State with Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 : measurements on vertices

Here we prepare a 3D cluster state defined on the cubic lattice where qubits reside at both vertices (V ) and edges
(E). This cluster state has the mixed anomaly of 0-form and 2-form symmetries, and by measuring vertices in X-basis,
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one can get the 3D toric code state. The stabilizer Hamiltonian is given by

H = −
∑
v

Xv

∏
e∈n(v)

Ze −
∑
e

(
Xe

∏
v∈∂e

Zv

)
(A16)

where n(v) is the set of edges neighboring the vertex v. Here, all operators commute and we have two symmetries:

0-form: g =
∏
v

Xv

2-form: hγ =
∏
e∈γ

Xe, γ is the loop along the bonds (A17)

When measured on vertices, the above 3D cluster state becomes a 3D toric code state, spontaneously breaking the
2-form symmetry. The Lemma implies that the expectation value of operators defined on edges disappear unless it

is an element of the 0-form symmetry Z(0)
2 , i.e., a product of Xi over the all vertices. Then, the post-measurement

wavefunction norm is given by

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 = 〈ψ| P |ψ〉 =
1

2N

(
1 +

[∏
v

sv

]
(cos θ)N

)
(A18)

To detect the spontaneous symmetry breaking of the 2-form symmetry, one can measure the product of Zs along the
boundary of a certain region V as the following:

〈Pψ|
∏
e∈∂V

Ze |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
e∈∂V

Ze |Pψ〉

= 〈ψ|
∏
v∈V

Xv |Pψ〉

=
1

2N

([ ∏
v∈V

sv

]
(cos θ)n +

[ ∏
v/∈V

sv

]
(cos θ)N−n

)
(A19)

In the limit N →∞, the correlation function measuring the 2-form symmetry breaking becomes:〈 ∏
e∈∂V

Ze

〉
Pψ

∝ (cos θ)
|V |

(A20)

This 2-form symmetry breaking looks robust only up to a finite region for θ 6= 0, implying that the resulting 3D
topological order is unstable under the deviation from the X-basis measurements. The corresponding classical model
is a Ising membrane theory (or Ising 2-form symmetric theory), which is defined by

H({σ}) = −
∑
v

∏
f̃∈n(v)

σf̃ (A21)

where f̃ is the face of the dual cubic lattice, and n(v) is the set of dual faces neighboring to the vertex v in the original
cubic lattice. Note that each term is that the product of Ising spins defined on six faces. In fact, this is a natural
extension of Ising model (Ising 0-form symmetric theory) and Ising gauge theory (Ising 1-form symmetric theory).
Note that this classical partition function is also exactly solvable.

e. 3D Cluster State with Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 : measurements on edges

Here, we studied the same model as above but measuring edges. The Lemma implies that the expectation value

of operators defined on edges disappear unless it is an element of the 2-form symmetry Z(2)
2 , i.e., a product of Xi

on the closed loop. Let C be the set of closed loops one can draw on the cubic lattce. Then, the post-measurement
wavefunction norm is given by

〈ψ|P |ψ〉 =
1

2N

∑
l∈C

[∏
e∈l

se

]
(cos θ)|l| (A22)
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× × =

FIG. 9. The stabilizer As =
∏
l3sXl at each site s. It commutes with any single-site measurements on sites. It is a product of

six stabilizers, Xl
∏
p3l Zl, with l ∈ s. In the figure, there is a Pauli-X on each red link, and a Pauli-Z on each plaquette.

as when we expand P , terms vanish unless it forms a product of X along a closed loop. For given two vertices v and
v′, let p be a path between them. Then, the correlation between two vertices is given as

〈Pψ|ZvZv′ |Pψ〉
〈ψ|P |ψ〉 =

〈ψ|∏l∈pXl |Pψ〉
〈ψ|P |ψ〉

=
1

〈ψ|P |ψ〉

 1

2N

 ∑
p̄ s.t. p+p̄∈C

[∏
e∈p̄

se

]
(cos θ)|p̄|

 (A23)

which is nothing but an expression for the 3D Ising model with the sign of the Ising interaction at the edge e is given
by se. From this structure, we can immediately infer that the amplitudes of the wavefunction in the Z basis should
be proportional to the Boltzmann weights.

f. 3D Cluster State with Z(1)
2 × Z(1)

2 : measurements on edges

Another 3D cluster Hamiltonian is written as the following:

H3D SPT = −
∑
e

Xe

∏
f3e

Zf −
∑
f

Xf

∏
e∈f

Ze (A24)

where f runs for all faces of the cubic lattice. Bolded symbols act on faces, and unbolded symbols act on edges. Note
that by multiplying stabilizers, we obtain that

∏
f∈cXf = 1 for any cube c and

∏
e3vXe = 1 for any vertex v. Here,

generators of two 1-form symmetries are defined on two-dimensional surfaces as the following:

Z(1)
2 1-form: h∂V ≡

∏
f∈∂V

Xf

Z(1)
2 1-form: g∂V ≡

∏
e⊥∂Ṽ

Xe (A25)

where V is a certain three-dimensional volume enclosed by cubic faces, and Ṽ is a infinitesimally inflated version of
V which intersects with edges emanating from V . Therefore, ∂V is a set of faces, while ∂Ṽ is a set of edges. Without
loss of generality, if we measure all faces in X-basis, then we obtain that the resulting state has

∏
e∈f Ze = 1 and∏

e3vXe = 1 for all f and v, which gives the 3D toric code ground state.
When the measurement direction deviates from the x̂-direction, the plaquette terms Bp =

∏
l∈p Zl are no longer

stabilizers. Nevertheless, the star terms As =
∏
l3sXl is still a stabilizer, as we illustrated in Fig. 9.

Assume we measured faces with angles. The norm of the wavefunction is given by

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
e∈∂S

Ze |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
f∈S

Xf |Pψ〉

=
1

2N

∑
V

[ ∏
f∈∂V

sf

]
(cos θ)|∂V | (A26)

where the summation of V is over any three-dimensional volume. In fact, one can notice that this is the partition
function of 3D Ising gauge theory with plaquette signs given by {sf}. To detect the spontaneous symmetry breaking
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of the 1-form symmetry (topological orders) one can measure the product of Zs along the boundary of a certain
surface S as the following:

〈Pψ|
∏
e∈∂S

Ze |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
e∈∂S

Ze |Pψ〉 = 〈ψ|
∏
f∈S

Xf |Pψ〉

=
1

2N

∑
V s.t. ∂V=S

[ ∏
f∈∂V

sf

]
(cos θ)|∂V | (A27)

which agrees with the expressions for the loop correlation functions in 3D Ising gauge theory. Depend on θ, the loop
correlation decay exponentially either by |∂S| or |S|.

Appendix B: Post-measurement wavefunctions

One can directly write down the wavefunction after measurements in Eq. (3) using the decorated domain-wall
construction. The cluster state wavefunction is written as the equal superposition of all domain wall configurations
with charges attached accordingly:

|ψ〉 =
1√

2N−1

∑
{d2n}

|{d2n}〉ddw (B1)

where the subscript ddw stands for that the state is a decorated domain wall basis, where domains (charges) are
defined on odd (even) sites. For example, the basis without a domain wall, |{d2n = 1}〉 would be the GHZ state on
odd sites (and accordingly, all |+〉 states on even sites):

1√
2

[
|↑↑ · · ·〉+ |↓↓ · · ·〉

]
odd
⊗
[
|+〉⊗N

]
even

(B2)

where the odd sites define spin configurations and even sites are charged based on whether the domain wall exists
in neighboring odd sites. The summation is over 2N−1 configurations since domain walls are under the constraint∏
d2n = 1. Also, the domain-wall basis is the cat state of two different spin configurations giving the same domain-wall

configuration. Then, the wavefunction norm can be calculated as

〈Pψ|Pψ〉 =
1

2N
〈ψ|
∏
n

(1 + s2ncos θX2n) |ψ〉

=
1

22N−1

∑
{d2n}

∏
n

(1 + s2ncos θd2n)

=
1

2N
(1 +

N∏
m=1

s2m(cos θ)N ) = Z (B3)

where we used the fact that in the expansion of P, any terms involving Y or Z disappears under the Lemma. The
measured wavefunction can be written as

|Pψ〉 =
∑
{d2n}

C({d2n}) |{σ({d2n})}〉 ⊗ |M〉 (B4)

where now |M〉 = ⊗Nn=1 |Ms2n〉 stands for the measured component on even sites. The structure of the Z already
implies that

|C({d2n})| =
1√

22N−1

(
N∏
n=1

(1 + s2ncos θd2n)

)1/2

=
1√

22N−1
[cosh(β/2)]

−N
e
β
2

∑
n s2nd2n (B5)

where we used eaσiσj = cosh(a)(1 + tanh(a)σiσj). Although the calculated magnitude agrees with the square root of
the Boltzmann weight, in order to calculate the phase factor, one has to proceed with details. First, decompose |±〉
state into the measurement basis:

|±〉 = a± |M+〉+ b± |M−〉 (B6)
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Then, we can obtain that a± = 〈M+|±〉 and b± = 〈M−|±〉, where |±〉 = [1,±1]T /
√

2. Here, for a different
parametrization n̂ = (cos θ cosφ, cos θ sinφ, sin θ), we get

|M±〉 =
1√

2(1± sin θ)

(
sin(θ)± 1
eiφ cos(θ)

)
(B7)

Then, note that for a measurement outcome {s2n}, the projection is defined as

P 7→ ⊗Nn=1 |Ms2n〉 〈Ms2n | (B8)

Then, we see that

C({d2n}) =
〈M | ⊗Nn=1 |d2n〉√

2N−1
=

∏N
n=1 〈Ms2n |d2n〉√

2N−1
(B9)

Note that

〈Ms2n |d2n〉 =
s2n

2
√

1 + s2n sin θ

[
s2n sin θ + 1 + s2nd2ne

iφ cos θ
]

=
s2n

2(cos θ/2 + s2n sin θ/2)

[
(cos θ/2 + s2n sin θ/2)2 + s2nd2ne

iφ(cos2 θ/2− sin2 θ/2)
]

=
s2n

2
(cos θ/2 + s2n sin θ/2) +

eiφd2n

2
(cos θ/2− s2n sin θ/2)

=
s2n

2

[
(1 + s2nd2ne

iφ) cos(θ/2) + (s2n − d2ne
iφ) sin(θ/2)

]
(B10)

For φ = 0, one can show that

〈Ms2n |d2n〉 =

{
s2n cos(θ/2) = s2n

√
(1 + cos θ)/2, if s2nd2n > 0, φ = 0

sin(θ/2) =
√

(1− cos θ)/2, if s2nd2n < 0, φ = 0

= ϕ2n

√
(1 + s2nd2n cos θ)/2, ϕ2n ≡ (−1)(1−s2n)(1−d2n)/4, if φ = 0∏

n

〈Ms2n |d2n〉 =

(∏
n

ϕ2n

)√∏
n(1 + s2nd2n cos θ)

2N
, (B11)

which agrees with the expression obtained from the norm 〈Pψ|Pψ〉. Now, for φ 6= 0, we obtains that

〈Ms2n |d2n〉 = eiη2n

√
1 + s2nd2n cos θ cosφ

2
, η2n = Arg(sin θ + s2n + s2nd2n cos θeiφ) (B12)

which agrees with the norm calculation (here the prefactor for X is cos θ cosφ).
Although these phase factors can affect the expectation values when we measure correlations of Y or Z operators,

they should not change any essential physics. The result implies that if we measure in xz-plane without y-component,
the wavefunction is real. Then, it simply implies that the wavefunction weight would be given by a Gibbs weight.
However, even if there is a phase factor, it would simply correspond to some basis rotation; as long as we do not
measure correlations in Y or Z, such basis rotation along the X-axis should not matter. After such rotation, we
should obtain a real wavefunction weight again.

Appendix C: Parent Hamiltonians

We use the strategy described in Sec. II D [34–36] to generate the parent Hamiltonians for our post-measurement
states in higher dimensions. In the cases described below, minor modifications are needed compared to the derivation
for 1D.

1. 2d measurement on edges

After the measurement, the wavefunction is

|Ψ〉 = Mβ |Ψ0〉, |Ψ0〉 =

∣∣∣∣∣
{
Xi =

∏
l3i

sl

}〉
, Mβ =

∏
〈ij〉

e
β
2 sijZiZj . (C1)
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One choice of its parent Hamiltonians is H =
∑
iHi, and

Hi =− cos θ(1 + cos2 θ)
∑
〈ij〉

sijZiZj +
2

3
cos2 θBi −Xi

∏
l3i

sl

1 + cos4 θ
∏
l3i

sl
∏
j∈n(i)

Zj −
cos2 θ

3
Bi

 ,

Bi =
∑

j,k∈n(i),j 6=k

sijsikZjZk. (C2)

where n(i) is the set of sites neighboring the site i. We derive the Hamiltonian (C2) by first performing a Kramers-
Wannier duality of the wavefunction, which becomes

|Ψ′〉 = M ′β |Ψ′0〉, |Ψ′0〉 =

∣∣∣∣∣
{∏
l3i

slX
′
l = 1

}〉
, M ′β =

∏
l

e
β
2 slZ

′
l . (C3)

Adapting the strategy in Subsection II D, the parent Hamiltonian for this state is found to be

H ′ =
1

3

∑
l

4∑
j=2

(M ′βΓ′1j(l)M
′
β)†(M ′βΓ′1j(l)M

′
β), (C4)

where

Γ′12(l) =
1

2

(
s1s2X

′l
1X
′l
2 − s3s4X

′l
3X
′l
4

)
, Γ′12(l)†Γ′12(l) =

1

2

(
1−

4∏
i=1

siX
′l
i

)
, (C5)

and similarly for Γ13,Γ14. The result is H ′ =
∑
iH
′
i, where

H ′i =− cos θ(1 + cos2 θ)
∑
l3i

slZ
′
l +

2

3
cos2 θB′i −A′i

(
1 + cos4 θ

∏
l3i

slZ
′
l +

cos2 θ

3
B′i

)
,

A′i =
∏
l3i

slX
′
l , B′i =

∑
l3i,m3i,l 6=m

slsmZ
′
lZ
′
m. (C6)

After reversing the KW duality, we obtain the aforementioned parent Hamiltonian.

2. 3d measurement on plaquettes of the Z(1)
2 × Z(1)

2 SPT

One choice of the parent Hamiltonian H =
∑
lHl is

2Hl =− cos θ(1 + cos2 θ)
∑
p3l

spBp +
2

3
cos2 θBl −Xl

∏
p3l

sp

1 + cos4 θ
∏
p3l

spZp −
cos2 θ

3
Bl


Bp =

∏
l∈p

Zp, Bl =
∑

p3l,q3l,p6=q

spsqBpBq, (C7)

together with the gauge constraint
∏
l∈sXl = 1 for each vertex s.

We derive it in this way. The state post-measurement is

|Ψ〉 = Mβ |Ψ0〉, |Ψ0〉 = |{Xl =
∏
p3l

sp}〉, Mβ =
∏
p

eβspZ
p
1Z

p
2Z

p
3Z

4
p , (C8)

where Zpi , i = 1, 2, 3, 4 act on the links on the boundary of the plaquette p. Under a Kramers-Wannier duality from
links to plaquettes, the state is mapped to

|Ψ′〉 = M ′β |Ψ′0〉, |Ψ′0〉 = |{X ′l1X ′l2X ′l3X ′l4 = sl1s
l
2s
l
3s
l
4}〉, M ′β =

∏
p

eβspZ
′
p , (C9)
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where X ′li , i = 1, 2, 3, 4 represent the Pauli-X operators that act on the four plaquettes neighboring the link l, and
sli, i = 1, 2, 3, 4 are the measurement outcomes on those plaquettes. |Ψ′0〉 is the ground state of the Hamiltonian

H ′0 =
∑
l

1− sl1sl2sl3sl4X ′l1X ′l2X ′l3X ′l4
2

, (C10)

which can be rewritten as

H ′0 =
1

3

∑
l

[
Γ′†12Γ′12(l) + Γ′†13Γ′13(l) + Γ′†14Γ′14(l)

]
. (C11)

where

Γ′12(l) =
1

2
(sl1s

l
2X
′l
1X
′l
2 − sl3sl4X ′l3X ′l4 ), (C12)

and similarly for Γ′l13 and Γ′l14. In particular, Γ′ij(l)|Ψ′0〉 = 0, ij = 12, 13, 14. Then it follows that the state |Ψ′〉 is the
ground state of the following Hamiltonian,

H ′0 =
1

3

∑
l

∑
j=2,3,4

(
M ′βΓ′1j(l)M

′−1
β

)† (
M ′βΓ′1j(l)M

′−1
β

)
. (C13)

More explicitly,

Γ′12(l) =
1

2

(
s1s2e

β(s1Z
′
1+s2Z

′
2)X ′1X

′
2 − s3s4e

β(s3Z
′
3+s4Z

′
4)X ′3X

′
4

)
, (C14)

where the Pauli operators act on the four plaquettes around the link l.

2Γ′12(l)†Γ′12(l) =− cos θ
(
1 + cos2 θ

) 4∑
p=1

spZ
′
p + 2 cos2 θ(s1s2Z

′
1Z
′
2 + s3s4Z

′
3Z
′
4)

−
(

4∏
p=1

spX
′
p

)[
1 + cos4 θ

4∏
p=1

spZ
′
p + cos2 θ(s1s2Z

′
1Z
′
2 + s3s4Z

′
3Z
′
4)

− cos2 θ(s1s2Z
′
1Z
′
3 + s1s4Z

′
1Z
′
4 + s2s3Z

′
2Z
′
3 + s2s4Z

′
2Z
′
4)

]
. (C15)

Similar results hold for Γ′†1j(l)Γ
′
1j(l) for j = 3, 4. Here, we have scaled Eq. (C15) by an overall constant cosh2 β, such

that at θ = π
2 , the parent Hamiltonian is − 1

2

∑
lXl

∏
p3l sp.

Then it follows that

2H ′l =− cos θ(1 + cos2 θ)

4∑
p=1

spZ
′l
p +

2

3
cos2 θB′l −A′l

[
1 + cos4 θ

4∏
p=1

spZ
′l
p −

cos2 θ

3
B′l

]
A′l =

∏
p3l

spX
′
p, B′l =

∑
p3l,q3l,p6=q

spsqZ
′
pZ
′
q. (C16)

These local terms, after reversing KW duality, becomes Eq. (C7).

3. 3d measurement on sites of the Z(0)
2 × Z(2)

2 SPT

A computation similar as in 2d case leads us to the following parent Hamiltonian, up to an unimportant constant
and total prefactor, H =

∑
lHl,

Hl = −Xl

∏
v∈l

sv + cos2 θXl

∏
v∈l

∏
m3v

Zm − cos θ
∑
v∈l

sv
∏
l3v

Zl, (C17)

together with gauge contraints,
∏
l∈pXl = 1.
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Let us rewrite it in a more illuminating way, for the case that the outcomes are sv = 1,

H =H0 + 6 cos θHt.c. + cos2 θHSPT,

H0 =−
∑
l

Xl, Ht.c. = −
∑
v

∏
l3v

Zl, HSPT =
∑
l

Xl

∏
v∈l

∏
m3v

Zm, (C18)

together with gauge contraints,
∏
l∈pXl = 1. Under a Kramers-Wannier duality from links to vertices, the model

becomes

H = −
∑
〈ij〉

(
XiXj + cos2 θYiYj

)
− 6 cos θ

∑
i

Zi. (C19)

At θ = 0, the model has a U(1) symmetry.

Appendix D: Probability distribution of measurement outcomes is gauge invariant

Consider measuring Oθ = X cos θ+Z sin θ on the edges of the cluster state on a square lattice, for the measurement
outcomes sl ∈ {0, 1}, the probability distribution after the measurements is

P ({sl}) =
∑

{gi=0,1}

[∏
l

(
a+ (−1)

∑
l∈i gib

)2−2sl (
a− (−1)

∑
l∈i gib

)2sl

]
. (D1)

where a =
√

1+sin θ
2 , b =

√
1−sin θ

2 .

Based on this formula, we can show that the distribution is invariant under gauge transformation,

P ({sij}) = P
(
{s′ij = ti + sij + tj mod 2}

)
, (D2)

for any gauge configuration {ti ∈ {0, 1}}, where i, j labels the sites, and 〈ij〉 is a link. So any two configurations that
are gauge equivalent has the same probability to be an outcome. Meanwhile, the probability distribution satisfies
that

∏
l∈C sl = | cos θ||C| for any loop C.

The derivation of Eq. (D1) is the following. Before measurement, the cluster state is

|Ψ〉 ∝
∑
gi=0,1

∑
hl=0,1

(−1)
gi

∑
l3i hl |~gi,~hl〉. (D3)

Let |θ+〉 and |θ−〉 represent the eigenstates of Oθ = X cos θ + Z sin θ with the eigenvalue +1 and −1, respectively.
Then the eigenstates of Pauli-Z satisfying Z|h〉 = (−1)h|h〉, can be written as

|0〉 = a|θ+〉 − b|θ−〉, |1〉 = b|θ+〉+ a|θ−〉, (D4)

where a, b are given above.
Then we relate the eigenstates with possible measurement outcomes sl, by |θ+〉 = |sl = 0〉 and |θ−〉 = |sl = 1〉, and

expanded the wavefunction (Eq. (D3)) in the measurement basis,

|Ψ〉 =
∑
{sl}

∑
{gi}

∏
l

(
a+ (−1)

∑
l∈i gib

)1−sl (
a− (−1)

∑
l∈i gib

)sl
|{gi}〉

 |{sl}〉. (D5)

By projecting this wavefunction to the state |{sl}〉, one can find the probability distribution in Eq. (D1).
Combining the properties of correlation functions in Eq. (43), and that the probability distribution is gauge invariant,

we have enough information to fully determine the probability distribution. In fact, there is only a unique probability
distribution that can satisfy the above two conditions, which is a result that can be proved similarly as the one shown
in Appendix E. The simplest way to describe it is the following. Define the uncorrelated distribution such that on
each link, p(sl = ±1) = (1± cos θ)/2. Then the probability distribution is to start with the uncorrelated probability
distribution, and then to take the average over the gauge transformations,

P ({sl}) =
1

2N

∑
{ti=±1}

∏
〈ij〉

p(tisijtj), (D6)

with N the number of sites. This shows that the wavefunction |Pψ〉 without post-selection, is related to the random
bond Ising model, through averaging the uncorrelated probability distribution over gauge transformations.
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FIG. 10. Demonstration of gauge fixing in 4 × 4 square lattice. Here red edges (L2 − 1 = 15 of them) are fixed to be

ferromagnetic, and light gray dotted edges (L2 + 1 = 17 of them) are random bonds following the probability distribution P̃ .
In this construction, for any gray edge, we can find a loop or cycle (since it is a torus) made of red edges except for one. This
allows us to construct the entire multi-edge probability distributions.

Appendix E: Gauge Invariant Probability Distribution

In this section, we want to discuss the gauge-invariant structure of the probability distribution of random bonds in
the square L× L lattice. First, note that the partition function

Z =
∑
{σ}

eβ
∑
e=(v,v′) seσvσv′ (E1)

is invariant under the gauge transformation

G({tv}) : se 7→ setvtv′ for e = (v, v′) (E2)

for any set of {tv = ±1}. Therefore, when we discuss the random bond Ising model with the probability distribution
P ({se} for the random bonds, the only important part in the discussion of phase transition is the gauge invariant
structure of P ({se}. In general, note that P ({se} itself is not gauge-invariant.

In order to understand the gauge-invariant structure of a given probability distribution, we define the complete
gauge fixing condition as in Fig. 6(e) in the case of 2D. We remark that there are many different choices for the
complete gauge fixing. We have N = L2 sites to freely assign tv, which means that we can always make L2 − 1 edges
to be always ferromagnetic (se = 1). Indeed, the procedure in Fig. 6(e) satisfy this bound. Once we move in this
gauge, we note that the expectation value of the gauge-invariant object

E
[ ∏
e∈γloop

se
]

= (cos θ)|γ| (E3)

for all closed loops γ completely determines the probability distribution for unfixed edges. We prove this in an
inductive way. Note that in the first column, all bonds except for the last one is gauge-fixed to be one. Also in
each row, all bonds except for the one that connects the last column and the first column in the periodic boundary
condition is undetermined. There are total L2 + 1 bonds whose signs are now governed by P̃ . We label random edges
in this gauge by the site it is coming out from, and whether it is vertical (up) or horizontal (right). For example, sv

n,m

is the edge coming out from the site (n,m) upward, and sh
n,m is the edge coming out from the site (n,m) to the right.

To show that P̃ is completely fixed by the correlation in Eq. (E3), we proceed as the following:

• Get all P̃e(se), which is the probability distribution of each bond where the others are marginalized. Due to the
gauge choice, this is not homogeneous anymore. Using Eq. (E3), we can show that for undetermined vertical
bonds, we get

P̃ (svn,m) =

{
1
2 (1 + cos2m θ), if 1 ≤ n < L
1
2 (1 + cosL+2(m−1) θ), if n = L

(E4)

This is possible because for any single undetermined edge, we can find a loop that goes through the ferromagnetic
fixed edges except for that edge. Now for L horizontal bonds shn,L, we can calculate that

P̃ (shn,L) =
1

2
(1 + cosL θ) (E5)
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• We get all one-edge probability distribution. Based on this information, we can get all two-edges probability
distributions between any two undetermined edges. For example, for any s1 ≡ (svn,m) and s2 ≡ (svn′,m′), we can
find a loop that goes through the ferromagnetic fixed edges except for those two edges with length l. Then, we
can establish the set of equations:

(cos θ)l =
∑
s1,s2

(s1s2)P̃ (s1, s2)

P̃ (s1) =
∑
s2

P̃ (s1, s2)

P̃ (s2) =
∑
s1

P̃ (s1, s2)

1 =
∑
s1,s2

P̃ (s1, s2) (E6)

Since P̃ (s1, s2) consists of 4 = 22 variables and we have 4 equations, we can completely determine the two-
point probability distribution. Actually we can show that any two vertical bonds separated more than one row
|m−m′| > 1 are independent, while within the same row or neighboring rows, two vertical bonds are highly
correlated. Similarly, we can do this for horizontal bonds as well. For any two horizontal bonds (shn,L, s

h
n′,L),

they are uncorrelated. However, (shn,L, s
v
n′,m′) are correlated if n′ = n or n′ = n− 1.

• The above proof can be simply extended for any three-edges probability distribution, and so on. More generally,
for a given 1, 2, ..., k − 1-edges probability distributions and the correlation structure Eq. (E3), we can obtain

k-edges probability distribution. For a given P̃ ({si}ki=1), it satisfies the set of equations as the following:

(cos θ)l =
∑
{s}k

[
k∏
i=1

si

]
P̃ ({s}k)

P̃ (si) =
∑

{s}k\{si}

P̃ ({s}k)

P̃ (si, sj) =
∑

{s}k\{si,sj}

P̃ ({s}k)

...

P̃ ({s}k \ {si}) =
∑
si

P̃ ({s}k)

1 =
∑
{s}k

P̃ ({s}k) (E7)

where l is the length of the loop that goes through k edges (note that the loop does not have to be connected
– it can be disconnected loop as well). Since we already know that such a loop exist for each si, the resulting
loop would be nothing but a product of all such loops, where edges would cancel at where they intersect. Note
that the number of equations are simply given by the binomial expansion:

# of equations = 1 +

(
k

1

)
+

(
k

2

)
+ · · ·+

(
k

k − 1

)
+ 1 = 2k (E8)

Therefore, since we have 2k independent equations, it should completely determines P̃ ({si}ki=1) with 2k variables.

• By induction, since we know how to get all P̃ for 1-edge, we can obtain P̃ for all undetermined L2 + 1 edges.
This implies that the loop correlation function is enough to completely specify the probability distribution at
this gauge.

Appendix F: Removing complex phase factor by a shallow quantum circuit

Let us show that the difference between the measurement at φ 6= 0, comparing to the case that φ = 0. If P|ψ〉 is
the pure state measured at (θ, φ = 0), then Pφ|ψ〉 measured at angle (θ, φ) only differs from P|ψ〉 by the U(1) phase
in their wavefunctions.
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Without loss of generality, let us consider we perform measurements on all links on the cluster state on a d-
dimensional square lattice.

Pφ = R−1
x,φPRx,φ, Rx,φ =

∏
links l

(
cos

φ

2
1l + i sin

φ

2
Xl

)
(F1)

P|ψ〉 =
∑

{σi=±1}

ω{σi}|{σi}〉 ⊗ |sl〉 (F2)

It follows that

Pφ|ψ〉 = R−1
x,φPRx,φ|ψ〉 = R−1

x,φP
∏

links l

(
cos

φ

2
1l + i sin

φ

2

∏
i∈l

Zi

)
|ψ〉 (F3)

Since the projectors are operators on links,

Pφ|ψ〉 =R−1
x,φ

∏
links l

(
cos

φ

2
1l + i sin

φ

2

∏
i∈l

Zi

)
P|ψ〉

=R−1
x,φ

∏
links l

(
cos

φ

2
1l + i sin

φ

2

∏
i∈l

Zi

) ∑
{σi=±1}

ω{σi}|{σi}〉 ⊗ |sl〉

=
∑

{σi=±1}

ω{σi}e
i φ2

∑
links l

∏
i∈l σi |{σi}〉 ⊗R−1

x,φ|sl〉. (F4)

Therefore,

|Pφψ〉 = UZ |Pψ〉, UZ =
∏
l

e i φ2
∏
i∈l Zi . (F5)

The two states are related by a single-depth local unitary.

Similar results also hold when we measure the qubits on sites. For example, if we start with the Z(1)
2 × Z(1)

2 SPT
state and measure the sites, the post-measurement state are related by

|Pφψ〉 = UZ |Pψ〉, UZ =
∏
i

e i φ2
∏
l3i Zl . (F6)
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