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Symmetry is a powerful tool for understanding phases of matter in equilibrium. Quantum circuits
with measurements have recently emerged as a platform for novel states of matter intrinsically out
of equilibrium. Can symmetry be used as an organizing principle for these novel states, their phases
and phase transitions? In this work, we give an affirmative answer to this question in a simple
adaptive monitored circuit, which hosts an ordering transition in addition to a separate entangle-
ment transition, upon tuning a single parameter. Starting from a symmetry-breaking initial state,
depending on the tuning parameter, the steady state could (i) remain symmetry-broken, (ii) exhibit
the average symmetry in the ensemble of trajectories, or (iii) exhibit the exact symmetry for each
trajectory. The ordering transition is mapped to the transition in a classical majority vote model,
described by the Ising universality class, while the entanglement transition lies in the percolation
class. Numerical simulations are further presented to support the analytical understandings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Exploring measurement-induced phases and phase
transitions represents a frontier in our current under-
standing of non-equilibrium states of matter [1]. Since
the pioneering works [2–4] in 2018, the field has been
vibrantly growing in the past few years [5–12]. While
the earliest works focused on the competition between
unitary gates and measurements, more variants have
emerged. Of particular interest to us is the competition
between non-commuting measurements in measurement-
only circuits [13], such as in the context of transverse
field Ising [14–16] and Kitaev spin liquid setups [17–19],
to mention a couple examples. One of the main exotic
properties of these fruitful results is that the different
“phases” of steady states are characterized not by con-
ventional order parameters which break certain symme-
tries and are linear observable (of the form tr(ρÔ)). In-
stead, they are characterized by quantum information
properties, typically the scaling of entanglement entropy.

According to P.W. Anderson, physics is approximately
the study of symmetry [20]. It is natural to question
whether symmetry plays a significant role in the study
of monitored quantum circuits. The research commu-
nity has made some attempts in this direction, such as:
(1) The prototype measurement-induced phase transition
arising from the competition between Haar random uni-
tary gates and measurements can be formulated as the
spontaneous breaking of not global, but replica symme-
tries [8, 9, 21]. (2) Symmetry of the circuit can determine
the universality class of the measurement-induced phase
transitions. For instance, in quantum automation cir-
cuits subject to measurements, the presence of Z2 sym-
metry leads to the parity-preserving class [22], while the
absence of symmetry leads to the directed percolation
class [23]. (3) Symmetries can enrich the phase diagram
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of monitored circuits. For example, with U(1) symme-
try, there can be additional transitions in the volume-law
phases [24–27]. Symmetries imposed in the circuit can
also be enlarged by dynamical replica symmetries, result-
ing in a variety of interesting phases and phase transitions
[28].
In this work, we will focus on the circuits with nat-

ural global symmetries, and try to interpret the known
dynamical phases from a symmetry perspective. We ex-
amine a simple design of adaptive monitored circuits with
only competing measurements and post-measurement
feedbacks, both preserving a discrete Z2 Ising symmetry
Our circuits are extensions of projective transverse Ising
models [14–16]. In addition to modifying the measure-
ment schedule, we further add feedbacks to guide toward
ferromagnetic outcomes.
We find that the phase diagram is indeed nicely or-

ganized by symmetry, although besides the symmetry
of pure state of each quantum trajectory: U |ψ⟩ ∝ |ψ⟩
(which we call exact symmetry), we also need to con-
sider the symmetry of the ensemble ρ incorporating the
random schedule of measurements and their outcomes:
UρU−1 = ρ (which is called average symmetry). The
idea is related to the recent explorations of the condensed
matter community on decoherence and disorders in the
contexts of average symmetry-protected topological or-
ders [29–32], mixed state topological phases [33], average
symmetries and their anomalies [34–36].
We sketch the phase diagrams of the (1+1)d and

(2+1)d circuits in Fig. 1. Besides entanglement phase
transitions pE in for both (1+1)d and (2+1)d circuits,
there is an additional ordering transition pO for the
(2+1)d circuit, which lies in the 2d classical Ising class.
Before the entanglement transition p < pE , the steady
state of each trajectory exhibits exact Z2 symmetry.
When pE < p < pO, each steady state no longer hosts
the exact symmetry, but the ensemble of trajectories still
exhibits the average Z2 symmetry. When p > pO, the av-
erage symmetry is further broken, detectable by conven-
tional linear order parameters such as the magnetization.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
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FIG. 1. Sketches for phase diagrams. Top panel: (1+1)d.
Bottom panel: (2+1)d. PM and FM stand for paramagnetic
and ferromagnetic.

In Sec. II we describe the setup, followed by the dis-
cussion of the entanglement transition in Sec. III. The
ordering transition is analyzed in Sec. IV, where we map
the circuit to a classical majority vote model. Then in
the discussion section, we comment on the subtleties of
initial states, the potential interpretation of spontaneous
symmetry breaking, and directions for future research.

II. MODEL AND TERMINOLOGY

We motivate our circuit model by the transverse field
Ising model, schematically written as the following in ar-
bitrary dimensions:

H = −p
∑
⟨ij⟩

ZiZj − (1− p)
∑
i

Xi. (1)

The ground state is a ferromagnetic state ⊗ |0⟩ for p = 1
and a paramagnetic state ⊗ |+⟩ for p = 0. It is well-
known that there is an ordering phase transition at finite
p, driven by the competition of ZZ terms and X terms.

A. Model

In a quantum circuit, we interpret p and 1−p not as the
coupling constant, but as the probability for the corre-
sponding type of measurement to happen. To mimic the
magnetic order and the ordering transition, one could
consider two types of measurements that collapse the
wavefunction into the ZiZj = 1 and Xi = 1 subspaces re-
spectively. However, postselections are not physical op-
erations as the measurement outcomes are intrinsically
random. Still, one may attempt to enhance the ZZ mea-
surements and “enforce” ZZ = 1 as much as possible, by
feedbacks that switch the eigenstates of ZZ.
More concretely, we start from a qubit chain with com-

peting measurements and adaptive feedback. Periodic
boundary condition is chosen for simplicity, and the ini-
tial state is ferromagnetically ordered ⊗ |0⟩. For each
time step, we sequentially perform the following for each
site i:

• With probability 1− p, we measure Xi.

• With probability p, we measure both Zi−1Zi and
ZiZi+1. Depending on the measurement outcomes,
we perform the following feedback:

◦ If Zi−1Zi = ZiZi+1 = −1, apply X on site i;

◦ If Zi−1Zi = ZiZi+1 = +1, do nothing;

◦ If Zi−1Zi = −ZiZi+1, apply Xi with proba-
bility 1/2.

After the feedback, at least one of Zi−1Zi and ZiZi+1 will
be +1. (In the 3rd situation, it is already the case even
without feedback, but we choose to perform the random
flip for analytical convenience.)
It is evident that the dynamics (updating rules) has a

Z2 Ising symmetry:

U =
∏
i

Xi, (2)

while the initial state explicitly breaks this symmetry.
We deliberately choose this symmetry-broken initial state
to highlight the restoration of exact or weak symmetries
in the steady states.
We will also consider a similar model for qubits ar-

ranged on a 2d square lattice. The setup is almost iden-
tical, except that for the ZZ-measuring steps we should
measure all ZiZj where j runs over all four nearest neigh-
bors of i. The feedbacks are also designed to ensure most
measurement outcomes are corrected to +1. Depending
on the measurement outcomes, we apply Xi (if there are
more −1 than +1), apply Xi with probability 1/2 (if
there are two for each), or do nothing (if there are more
+1 than −1).

B. Exact and Average Symmetry

The circuit has randomness coming from the measure-
ment schedules (choices of the measurements) and the
measurement outcomes. In this work, we consider sym-
metries both of the trajectory – the pure state given the
measurement schedule and outcomes, and the ensemble –
the mixed state averaged over all measurement outcomes
and/or measurement schedules.

An exact symmetry is the normal symmetry defined
for a pure state as U |ψ⟩ = eiθ|ψ⟩. Here, we allow an
arbitrary phase θ since a symmetry could act on the
Hilbert space projectively. For a mixed state, one can
define an average symmetry or a weak symmetry as
UρU−1 = ρ. If ρ is an ensemble of pure states {|ψi⟩}, i.e.
ρ =

∑
pi |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|, then the exact symmetry for each pure

state |ψi⟩ ensures the average symmetry for ρ. Note that
for exact symmetry θ could vary for different |ψi⟩, hence
our exact symmetry is different from the “strong sym-
metry” (Uρ = eiθρ) for mixed states used for example in
Ref. [32]. In other words, exact symmetry is a symmetry
defined for single trajectory, and is therefore a property
of ρ together with the decomposition ρ =

∑
pi |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|,

not just a property of ρ alone. This is quite natural in
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our setting, where the quantum trajectories, determined
by the realization of measurement schedule and measure-
ment outcomes, provide a natural decomposition of ρ.

III. ENTANGLEMENT TRANSITION

Our circuits are examples of quantum dynamics that fit
into the stabilizer formalism [37]. Within this formalism,
the Pauli feedback can only change the signs of the sta-
bilizers. Therefore, methods in analyzing measurement-
only circuits and the entanglement transitions therein
[14–16] remain applicable here, provided we focus on
structures and quantities that are invisible to the sta-
bilizer signs. Here, we extend the analysis in [14, 16]
to our modified setup and revisit the transition from a
symmetry perspective.

A. Entanglement Dynamics and the Dual
Percolation

Let us first consider some simple examples to get some
intuition on the entanglement dynamics. Initially, the
state is a product of Z-eigenstates. As the circuit evolves,
some X-eigenstates are generated by X measurements.
If a ZZ measurement is applied on two X-eigenstates,
then we get a two-qubit Bell state.

In general, at each moment, the system is always in a
product state of some Z-eigenstates and some GHZ-like
states (|s⟩ ± |s̄⟩)/

√
2 where s is a classical bit string and

s̄ is its flip (for convenience, we regard an X-eigenstate
as a GHZ state of size 1). Depending on whether a site
appears in an Z-eigenstate or a GHZ-like state, we say
the site lives in the background or in a GHZ cluster. The
dynamics for the stabilizer structure can be understood
via the birth, split, merge, and death of the GHZ clusters:

• birth: measuring X on a background site, a size-1
GHZ cluster is created;

• split: measuring X in a size-k GHZ cluster, the
cluster splits into two clusters (size 1 and size k−1
respectively);

• merge: measuring ZiZj where i and j belong to
two different GHZ clusters, two clusters merge;

• death: measuring ZiZj where one is in the back-
ground and one is in a GHZ cluster, the whole clus-
ter disappears.

The above dynamics in D spatial dimension can be
captured by a bond percolation picture on (D + 1)-
dimensional hypercubic lattice. At each time step, we
activate a spatial ij bond in the percolation picture iff
ZiZj is measured in the circuit model, and we activate a
temporal bond above site i iff Xi is not measured. The
structure of the final state can be inferred from the per-
colation picture as follows:

• sites that are connected (via activated bonds) to
the initial slice are in the background and hence
correspond to Z-eigenstates;

• sites mutually connected but not connected to the
initial slice are in a common GHZ cluster.

This percolation model is not the usual isotropic bond
percolation, since measurements in our quantum circuits
are locally correlated. Nevertheless, there remains a
phase transition at finite probability pE that is in the
same universality class, corresponding to a transition in
the structure of steady states: the percolated (unper-
colated) phase corresponds to the situation where Z-
eigenstates exist (do not exist) in the final state. In
the following, we still call it the entanglement transi-
tion, since (1) it has the same origin as the transition in
measurement-only circuits, (2) the transition in the sta-
bilizer structure, and (3) the fact that it can be probed
by entanglement entropies such as the tripartite informa-
tion:

I(A :B :C) = SA + SB + SC + SABC

− SAB − SBC − SAC ,
(3)

(see Fig.2 for the geometry).
I(A :B :C) is related to the conditional mutual infor-

mation I(A,B|C) which in general detects “large stabi-
lizers” [12]. In our model, it exactly measures the number
of GHZ-clusters with nontrivial supports on all of the four
regions A, B, C, D. In Fig.2 we plot I(A :B :C) versus
p for the (1+1)d and (2+1)d circuits. It, as well as all
subsequent numerics, is computed from averaging over
different trajectories, indicated by the overline. At the
transition, we do not see a step function behavior as in
the case of symmetric initial states [14], which can be eas-
ily understood from the prototype wavefunctions ⊗ |+⟩
and ⊗ |0⟩ for two sides of the entanglement transition.
Instead, it shows a sharp peak: only near the percola-
tion phase transition point can we have macroscopically
connected clusters that are not connected to the initial
time slice. The transition points are at p

(1d)
E ≈ 0.40(7)

and p
(2d)
E ≈ 0.13(3) for (1+1)d and (2+1)d circuits. In

fig. we plot the data collapse with the critical exponents

ν
(1d)
E ≈ 4/3 and ν

(2d)
E ≈ 0.87, matching those for the 2d

and 3d [38–40] percolation universality classes.

B. Exact v.s. Average Symmetry

Importantly, a GHZ-like state is Z2 symmetric with U
in Eq.(2):

(
∏
i

Xi) |GHZ⟩ = ± |GHZ⟩ , (4)

and a Z-eigenstate is not:

⟨0|X|0⟩ = ⟨1|X|1⟩ = 0. (5)
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FIG. 2. I(A,B,C) versus p for (a) (1+1)d circuit and (b)
(2+1)d circuit. The crossings correspond to the transition

points: p
(1d)
E ≈ 0.40(7) and p

(2d)
E ≈ 0.13(3). The subfigures

show data collapse for p near pE , for ν
(1d)
E = 4/3 and ν

(2d)
E =

0.87.

More generally, ⟨U⟩ = 0 if there exists a Z-eigenstate
portion in the steady state; ⟨U⟩ = ±1 if there does not.

Let us apply this observation in our circuits. If p < pE ,
namely, if the X measurements dominate, there is no
percolation hence all sites at the final slice belong to some
GHZ clusters. Therefore, ⟨U⟩ = ±1 for each trajectory.
In other words, although the initial state explicitly breaks
the symmetry, the symmetry is restored by the quantum
circuit to an exact level: the final state of each quantum
trajectory is Z2 symmetric.

On the other hand, if p > pE , namely, if ZZ-bond
measurements dominate, then percolation happens and
there exist some Z-eigenstate factors in the final state.
Therefore, ⟨U⟩ = 0. In this case, there is no exact sym-
metry at the trajectory level. Nevertheless, we will show
in Sec. IVC that the Z2 symmetry is still restored as
an average symmetry at the level of density matrices, as
long as p is not too large.

In Fig.3 we plot | ⟨U⟩ | versus p for the (1+1)d and
(2+1)d circuits. Note that we have to consider | ⟨U⟩ |
instead of ⟨U⟩ since the sign of the latter is still random
in the X dominated phases. As expected, we see sharp

(a) (b)

FIG. 3. | ⟨U⟩ | versus p for (a) (1+1)d circuit and (b) (2+1)d
circuit.

step functions and the dropping point converges to the
corresponding pE , signaling a phase transition and the
restoration of the exact symmetry in the p < pE side.

IV. ORDERING TRANSITION

In this section, we turn to the ordering transition that
exists at spatial dimensions larger than one. We will
present how this transition can be understood from a
classical majority vote model in the same dimension.

A. Classical Majority Vote Model

We start by reviewing the classical majority vote
(MVc) model. The MVc model is usually formulated
as follows. There is one classical spin ±1 living on each
lattice site. At each time step, we pick a spin i and check
the signs of its nearest neighbors.

• if its neighbor has a majority sign, then reset the
spin i to agree with the majority with probability
1−q and disagree with the majority with the prob-
ability q;

• otherwise, randomly (±1 with probability 1/2) re-
set the spin i.

In this formulation, the “out-of-majority” or noise pa-
rameter q should satisfy q < 1/2. With the identification
q = 1−p

2 , the above model can be equivalently described
as follows:

• with probability 1− p, randomly reset spin i;

• with probability p, reset spin i to agree with the
majority sign (if exists) in its neighbor, or reset it
randomly if there is no majority sign.
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The equivalence is evident: in the second formulation,
the final probability for spin i to agree with the majority
is p + 1−p

2 = 1 − q (if the majority sign exists), or the
spin i is reset randomly (if not), both in accordance with
the rules in the first formulation.

The MVc model has been extensively studied in the
literature. In one spatial dimension, it is equivalent to
the Glauber dynamics of the 1d Ising model (see for ex-
ample Chapter 11 of [41]), such that the distribution of
classical configurations is the Boltzmann-Gibbs distribu-
tion. There is no transition for the MVc model in 1d:
an infinitesimal noise rate will drive the system into a
disordered phase. In fact, it is quite difficult, and once
thought impossible, for a 1d classical cellular automata
to have a robust ordering against noise, consistent with
the absence of long-range order at finite temperature in
1d statistical mechanics [42–44]. Only delicately designed
cellular automata can lead to a robust ordered phase in
1d [45, 46].

On the other hand, the MVc model in two and higher
dimensions shows different behavior. Although they vi-
olate the detailed balance condition [41, 47] and avoid
analytical solutions, it has been confirmed that there ex-
ists an order-disorder phase transition at finite q. Par-
ticularly in 2d, the transition is in the 2d classical Ising
universality class [48].

B. Reduction to Classical Majority Vote

Based on the discussions above, in the ZZ-dominant
phase p > pE , the steady states have entanglement struc-
tures that are in the same phase as the Z-basis prod-
uct state. With this observation in mind, let us ap-
proximate the steady state as an ensemble of classical
states. Since an X measurement results in the state
|±⟩ = (|0⟩± |1⟩)/

√
2, it is natural to view it as a noise in

the classical approximation, which resets the bit into ±1
with half-half probability. Namely, the quantum circuit
now reduces to the second formulation of the MVc model
with the same parameter p, with the same initial states.
Such reduction is certainly just an approximation at

the trajectory level. However, in the appendix A, we
prove that it is exact at the ensemble level:

ρq(t) = ρc(t). (6)

Here ρq and ρc denote the density matrices in the quan-
tum circuit model and the MVc model respectively. The
relation continues to hold even if we fix the measurement
schedule but average over the measurement outcomes.

C. Average v.s. Broken Symmetry

Given Eq.(6) and the established findings in the MVc

model, we deduce an order-disorder phase transition at
finite pO. This transition is characterized by the breaking

FIG. 4. (a) | ⟨M⟩ | versus p in the (2+1)d circuit. The nu-
merics are carried out using the stabilizer formalism [37]. (b)

Data collapse for p near p
(2d)
O ≈ 0.85(0), with ν

(2d)
O ≈ 1 and

β
(2d)
O ≈ 1/8.

of the Z2 Ising symmetry at the ensemble level: ρq(t) is
ordered and average symmetric for p < pO given that
ρc(t) in the MVc model is; while ρq(t) is disordered and
breaks the average symmetry for p > pO. One can use a
conventional order parameter, say, Tr(ρM) where M =∑

i Zi to detect the symmetry breaking (recall that our
initial state is deterministic). It can also be detected by

the long-range correlator ⟨Z1ZL/2⟩, which gains a finite
value in the ordered phase and vanishes in the disordered
phase.

Furthermore, we remark that the MVc model provides
a good picture for the quantum circuit for p > pE even at
the trajectory level. As an illustrative example, the MVc

picture suggests that we can understand the steady states
for pE < p < pO as random product states in Z-basis
(dressed by GHZ-clusters). Consequently, ⟨M⟩ should
vanish for typical trajectories, not just for the ensemble
ρq. In Fig.4 we plot | ⟨M⟩ | versus p for the 2d circuit.
We see a transition at pO ≈ 0.85(0), in accordance with
previous numerical finding q ≈ 0.075 for the MVc model
[48] and the relation q = 1−p

2 . | ⟨M⟩ | indeed vanishes
in the thermodynamics limit when p < pO. The critical
exponents agree with the 2d Ising universality class, as
shown by the data collapse with ν ≈ 1, β ≈ 1/8 in the
figure.

V. DISCUSSIONS

Although we have deliberately chosen the initial states
to be a symmetry-broken state, we would like to point
out that the symmetry breaking in the steady states may
be understood as spontaneous (SSB). This is analogous
to the usual spontaneous symmetry breaking in Hamil-
tonian systems or Monte-Carlo simulation of statistical
mechanics: the ground state subspaces or the Gibbs en-
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sembles are symmetric, and asymmetric external pertur-
bations or random/asymmetric initial states are required
in order to see the SSB. In our case, the whole circuit
that governs the dynamics preserves the Ising symmetry,
and we use an asymmetric initial state to detect the abil-
ity of symmetry breaking – a property of the dynamics
itself. If, instead, the initial state is chosen to be ⊗ |+⟩
which is exactly symmetric, then the steady states will
always preserve the exact symmetry, as observed in the
projective transverse field model [15, 16]. In particular,
⟨U⟩ will always be 1 and the magnetization will always
vanish for each trajectory. Ref. [16], also commented
on the subtleties of initial states and the possibility of
obtaining ordering with feedback. However, the circuit
carefully studied there was not adaptive and the symme-
try perspective was not highlighted.

We have focused on (1+1)d and (2+1)d circuits in this
paper, yet our circuit setup as well as the analytical meth-
ods (the cluster model and the map to majority vote)
are general and works for arbitrary dimensions and arbi-
trary lattices. Conversely, besides the majority vote, one
could also consider other interesting classical dynamics.
For example, it would be interesting to investigate the
“quantum version” of the nontrivial cellular automaton
that shows robust order even in 1d [45, 46].

As mentioned in the main text, the exact symmetry is
different from the strong symmetry. This is due to the
randomness of the signs of ⟨U⟩. Nonetheless, a single
adaptive (based on nonlocal information of the measure-
ment schedule and outcomes) Z-flip is enough to cor-

rect its sign and ensure ⟨U⟩ = 1 in the X-dominated
phase, and will result in a strong symmetric density ma-
trix Uρ = ρ. Recently, Refs. [31, 49] discuss order param-
eters that detect the strong-to-weak symmetry breaking,
which are related to a Renýı-2 correlator. We expect
a similar order parameter nonlinear in the density ma-
trix could detect our exact-to-average symmetry break-
ing, which resembles the Edward-Anderson [50] order pa-

rameter ⟨Z1ZL/2⟩2. We leave this curiosity for future
work.
We hope that exact, (strong), average symmetries and

their breaking can deepen our understanding of general
non-equilibrium dynamics in quantum circuits, and again
further exploration of this area is reserved for future stud-
ies.
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Appendix A: Reduction to Classical Majority
Vote–the Proof

In the quantum circuit model, there are two types of
channels: (1) measure Xi and average over the measure-
ment outcomes, denoted by Xi; (2) measure some ZZ
bond operators simultaneously around qubit i and per-
form a Pauli unitary X or I according to the measure
outcomes, denoted by Fi. Schematically, we have:

ρq(t) = · · · XiFj · · · (ρ(0)). (A1)

In the classical majority vote model, writing it using
quantum mechanics, there are also two types of channels:
(1) reset a (qu)bit i to up or down with half-half probabil-
ity, denoted by Ti; (2) same Fi as above. Systematically,
we have:

ρc(t) = · · · TiFj · · · (ρ(0)). (A2)
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We claim that:

ρq = ρc. (A3)

To prove it, we introduce a dephasing quantum channel
D that convert a coherent wavefunction into a classical
mixture of Z-basis states:

D = ⊗Di, (A4)

where

Di(ρ) =
∑

a={±1}

PaρPa =
∑
a=±1

(
1 + aZi

2
)ρ(

1 + aZi

2
).

(A5)

We will use the following two relations:

XiD = DTi, (A6)

DFi = FiD. (A7)

With them in mind, the proof is then straightforward.
Since D(ρ(0)) = ρ(0), we can insert a D before ρ(0)
in Eq.(A1) and keep moving D to the left end using

Eqs.(A6,A7). We get:

ρq(t) = · · · XiFj · · · D(ρ(0))

= D · · · TiFj · · · (ρ(0))
= Dρc(t)
= ρc(t).

(A8)

The last equation is because ρc(t) is already classical (di-
agonal in Z-basis).
It remains to verify the two relations in (A7). For the

first, it is enough to consider a single qubit:∑
a,b=±1

1 + aX

2

1 + bZ

2
ρ
1 + bZ

2

1 + aX

2
=

1

2
I. (A9)

The second is because F only cares about and operates
on the Z-basis information. Formally, we write F in the
Kraus form F(ρ) =

∑
K KρK† with the Kraus operators

K = X
∏

1±ZZ
2 or K =

∏
1±ZZ

2 , and then notice that

DF(ρ) =
∑

a={±1}n

∑
K

PaKρK
†Pa

=
∑

a={±1}n

∑
K

KPa′ρPa′K†

=
∑
K

∑
a′={±1}n

KPa′ρPa′K†

= FD(ρ).

(A10)

Here a′ is determined by the (anti-)commutation relation
between Pa and K, but it is enough to know that a′ also
runs over {±1}n.
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