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We consider universal aspects of two problems: (i) the slow purification of a large number of qubits by
repeated quantum measurements, and (ii) the singular value structure of a product mtmt−1 . . .m1 of
many large random matrices. Each kind of process is associated with the decay of natural measures
of entropy as a function of time or of the number of matrices in the product. We argue that, for
a broad class of models, each process is described by universal scaling forms for purification, and
that (i) and (ii) represent distinct “universality classes” with distinct scaling functions. Using the
replica trick, these universality classes correspond to one-dimensional effective statistical mechanics
models for a gas of “kinks”, representing domain walls between elements of the permutation group.
(This is an instructive low-dimensional limit of the effective statistical mechanics models for random
circuits and tensor networks.)

These results apply to long-time purification in spatially local monitored circuit models on the
entangled side of the measurement phase transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper will mainly be concerned with effective
models involving products of random matrices [1–5], ei-
ther drawn independently or with correlations associated
with Born’s rule for quantum measurements. However,
we start with the more structured quantum dynamical
processes which are one of the motivations.

Consider a system of V ≫ 1 qubits undergoing a com-
bination of unitary dynamics and repeated quantum
measurement. Such systems can be in either a “strongly
monitored” or a “weakly monitored” phase [6, 7] which
can be distinguished via the time-dependence of the total
entropy of the qubits, starting from a maximally mixed
state with entropy V log 2 [8–10]. The repeated measure-
ments typically extract information about the state, lead-
ing to a decrease in entropy (i.e. to the purification of
the quantum state). In the strongly monitored phase, the
entropy decays exponentially with a characteristic decay
time of order 1. However, in the weakly monitored phase
the characteristic timescale t∗ for purification of the state
grows exponentially with the system volume V, as has
been explored in models in various limits [8, 11–15].

Purification is simply related to the properties of the
nonunitary time-evolution operator, Mt, that relates the
quantum state after evolution for time t to the initial
state. Mt is a random operator since it depends on
the measurement outcomes obtained during the dynam-
ics (and on any randomness in the unitary parts of the
dynamics). In a given basis, it is a 2V × 2V matrix, which
can be expressed as a product of matrices representing
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the time sequence of unitary operations and measure-
ments. If the initial state is maximally mixed then the
von Neumann or Rényi entropies of the qubits, at time
t, are simply the natural entropies that can be expressed
in terms of the singular values of the matrix Mt.
Heuristically, these entropies quantify how much the

map ψ → Mtψ
|Mtψ| concentrates the uniform distribution on

normalized state vectors ψ. One limit is a unitary map,
which leaves the uniform distribution unchanged. The
other limit is where one singular value of M is much
larger than all the others so that all inputs ψ are mapped
to the same output (up to the unphysical overall phases).
We will view Mt as a product of 2V × 2V matrices,

M = mtmt−1 . . .m1. (1)

Here each mi is associated with a “timestep” in the dy-
namics. This is effectively a coarse-graining of the origi-
nal model (which might for example have a spatial struc-
ture in d spatial dimensions plus time, i.e. in d + 1 di-
mensions) to an effective (0 + 1)-dimensional model.
In general, the matrices mi have a highly nontrivial

probability distribution that depends on the structure
of the qubit problem. We will argue that despite this
there is typically a scaling regime at large times where
the entropies take universal scaling forms. For exam-
ple, the average von Neumann entropy S1 may be ex-
pressed as a universal function of the natural scaling vari-
able x = t/t∗. In turn, these universal forms can be un-
derstood from much simpler “0+1 dimensional” models
which are closely related to the problem of multiplying
random matrices drawn from some simple unitarily in-
variant distribution. However, if we are modeling true
quantum measurements, then the mi are not indepen-
dent even in the effective 0+1D model. Born’s rule im-
plies that there are correlations between the mi. Fortu-
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FIG. 1. As examples of universal scaling functions we show
the decay of the average von Neumann entropy. The x axis is
the scaling variable x = t/t∗. The red points (crosses) corre-
spond to the multiplication of independent random matrices
(IRM), and the blue points (dots) to purification with Born
rule measurements (BR). The protocols and error bars of the
numerical data are explained in Sec. IV.

nately, these correlations take a simple form which can
be handled using the replica trick.

In fact in the replica formalism it is possible to handle
two problems in parallel: (i) effective models for moni-
tored qubits, which involve products of random matrices
m1, . . . ,mt with the characteristic correlations induced
by Born’s rule,2 and (ii) the more standard problem of
a product Mt = mtmt−1 . . .m1 of independent random
matrices mi. The scaling of the entropies is a natural
question in the second setting as well as in the first. We
argue that the two problems are in different universality
classes, and that this difference is manifested in the scal-
ing functions describing the mean values and statistical
fluctuations of the entropies on timescales of order t∗. As
an example, in Fig. 1 we show the average von Neumann
entropy (as a function of the scaling variable t/t∗) for
the two types of problem, using numerical data that is
explained in Sec. IV.

The replica formalism involves an effective one-
dimensional statistical mechanics problem for a chain of
interacting local “spins” σ1, σ2, . . . , σt, which take val-
ues in a permutation group SN . A replica limit must
be taken, which is N → 0 for a product of indepen-
dent random matrices and N → 1 for the measurement
process. This one-dimensional model is the simplest ex-
ample of a larger family of replica models for interacting
permutations in a general number of dimensions, var-
ious versions of which describe random tensor networks
[16], random unitary circuits [17], and monitored random
circuits [18, 19] (see also related models away from the
replica limits [20–25], as well as discussions of purification
in terms of d + 1 dimensional effective models [11, 13]).

2 In the effective model, the probability of a sequence (m1, . . . ,mt)
is proportional to tr[(mtmt−1 . . .m1)†(mtmt−1 . . .m1)].

O(t∗)

I(12)(123)(123)(78)
· · ·

σfinal

T(12),I = t−1
∗kink cost:

t

FIG. 2. The replica calculation leads to a partition function
for a one-dimensional gas of kinks — the figure illustrates a
possible configuration. Each kink separates two permutations
in SN that differ by a transposition. The transfer matrix T
assigns each kink a cost 1/t∗. As a result, the typical separa-
tion between kinks is of order t∗, the purification time.

In general, these models are not directly solvable, be-
cause of the extreme difficulty of taking the replica limit,
and this is another reason for trying to understand the
one-dimensional case.

In one dimension we have a picture in terms of “kinks”
(point-like domain walls) that separate domains with a
given value of the local spin σi: see Fig. 2. A priori, there
is an infinite and complex spectrum of kinks.3 However,
universality arises from two features: first, the diluteness
of the kinks (their typical separation is of order t∗), and
second that, in the scaling regime, it is sufficient to con-
sider only the simplest “elementary” kink.4 As a result,
only a single model-dependent constant is needed, which
is the cost of the elementary kink. The inverse of this
cost sets the purification timescale t∗.
We show that this universality holds even for spatially

local qubit models in the appropriate scaling regime.
Interestingly, in generic local models, the purification
timescale is sensitive to rare events, i.e. to atypical,
“strongly purifying” terms in the product mtmt−1 · · ·m1

of coarse-grained timesteps.

The replica formalism allows some explicit results for
the scaling functions. Expansions of the scaling func-
tions at small x = t/t∗ reduce to combinatorial problems
involving walks on the permutation group. At low or-
ders, the counting can be done directly (Sec. III B), but
higher orders may also be obtained using results from the
mathematical literature, as described below. For certain
observables, we are also able to obtain all-orders resum-
mations of the perturbative series.

The small-x asymptotics of the scaling functions are
particularly simple, and imply that for t≪ t∗ the en-
tropies evolve approximately deterministically. When
t≪ t∗, or equivalently when x≪ 1, we may write the

3 Each kink can itself be labeled by a permutation group element,
and for the replica trick it is necessary to consider the permuta-
tion group SN with arbitrarily large N .

4 Elementary kinks are associated with transpositions, the simplest
nontrivial permutations in SN .
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nth Rényi entropy as:

Sn(t) = − ln
t

t∗
− 1

n− 1
ln

[
n(n−2)

(n− 1)!

]
+∆n(t). (2)

This formula includes the von Neumann entropy as
the n→ 1 limit: S1(t) = − ln t

t∗
+ 1− γ +∆1(t). Here

∆n(t) is random, i.e. realization-dependent, and its dis-
tribution differs between the two universality classes de-
scribed above. However, ∆n(t) is small when x is small
(its mean and variance are of order x2). Therefore in this
limit the scaling forms for the two universality classes co-
incide. When the scaling variable x = t/t∗ is not small,
differences between different realizations and the two dif-
ferent universality classes become significant.

The study of products of large numbers of random ma-
trices has a long history [1–5, 26, 27]. Recently, the eigen-
value statistics of finite product matrix ensembles have
been extensively studied in physics [28] and mathemat-
ics [29], including for Ginibre, i.e. complex Gaussian,
random matrices [30] (including infinite [31], finite size
square [32, 33] and rectangular [34, 35] Ginibre matrices),
as well as products combining Ginibre matrices with in-
verse Ginibre random matrices [36, 37] or with truncated
Haar random matrices [38, 39]. For more recent devel-
opments, see Refs. [40–44]. Most relevant to the present
work are the recent Refs. [45, 46] obtaining universal be-
haviors of the bulk and edge singular spectra for products
of independent Ginibre matrices, classifying them in dif-
ferent scaling regimes using the same scaling variable x
as in this paper. A scaling regime for products of large
random matrices (spatial transfer matrices) also arises in
the study of spectral form factors [47–49].

The evaluation of partition functions for kinks is
closely related to counting paths on the permutation
group. This path counting and related combinatorial
problems are extensively studied [50–55]. For the power-
series expansion of the scaling functions, we make use
of mathematical results on the character approach of
Refs. [56–60], which diagonalizes the transfer matrix in
terms of irreducible representations of the permutation
group. A complete enumeration of the character table al-
lows us to explicitly compute the expansion around small
x to 8th order and analytically continue to the required
N = 0 or N = 1 limit for various Rényi entropies. Nu-
merical ratio tests of the expansion coefficients suggest
that the small x expansions may be only asymptotic se-
ries, so that (in the absence of resummation) they do not
give accurate results for arbitrary x. However, for the
average of the von Neumann entropy in a quantum mea-
surement process, an analytical technique to sum charac-
ters over Plancherel measure [61] gives rapidly convergent
results for any x, so that the full scaling function may be
obtained semi-analytically. We compare results for the
scaling functions with numerical simulations (Sec. IV),
confirming the existence of two universality classes.

Ut U2 U1· · ·

(b)

mt m2 m1· · ·
(a)

(c)

· · ·

time

FIG. 3. Models considered in this paper. (a) A product of
independent large random matrices mi drawn from a simple
unitary invariant distribution (e.g. Ginibre). (b) A simple
measurement process for V qubits, where each timestep in-
volves a Haar-random unitary Ui on the many-body Hilbert
space followed by projective measurement of a fraction of
the qubits [12, 13]. (c) Spatially local (or k-local) monitored
quantum circuits in the entangling (weak-monitoring) phase:
rectangles and squares represent unitaries and measurements
respectively. In the appropriate scaling regime, (b) and (c)
are governed by the same scaling functions.
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II. REPLICA DESCRIPTIONS AND
UNIVERSALITY

In this section, we describe the reduction of models
for random matrix multiplication and monitored dynam-
ics of qubits to effective one-dimensional replica models.
The one-dimension here is referred to as “time”. In the
matrix-product setting, this is the integer coordinate la-
beling the successive matrices in the product.

We proceed in three steps, illustrated in Fig. 3. We
start with the most straightforward setting, which is a
product of independent complex random matrices drawn
from a simple distribution (Sec. II A–IIB), see Fig. 3 (a).
As an illustrative example, we discuss Ginibre random
matrices (but the results apply to more general cases, as
we will discuss).

Next in Sec. II C we consider a very simple model [12,
13] of a monitored quantum system, in which there is no
notion of spatial locality, and no preferred tensor product
structure for the Hilbert space [Fig. 3 (c)]. This brings
in the additional ingredient of Born’s rule.

For each of these two cases, we discuss the formula-
tion of the replica problem in terms of a transfer ma-
trix T whose rows and columns are labeled by permuta-
tions σ, σ′ ∈ SN . The element Tσ′,σ gives the Boltzmann
weight (fugacity) for a kink with σ′ on the left and σ
on the right. We discuss general properties of the trans-
fer matrix (Sec. II B) and note that the structure of the
transfer matrix can give rise to universality, so long as the
weights Tσ′,σ for more complex kinks are small compared
to the weight of the minimal kink.

Following the definition of the effective 1D replica sta-
tistical mechanics models in Subsections IIA–IIC, some
readers may wish to skip ahead to Sec. III where we use
these effective descriptions to compute scaling functions.

In the final part of the present Section (Sec. IID) we
consider more general models, including spatially local
models [e.g. a 1D chain of qubits subjected to brickwork
quantum circuit dynamics — Fig. 3 (c)]. We argue that a
coarse-graining argument reduces them to effective one-
dimensional models, which can again be characterized by
a replica transfer matrix. We argue that for typical mod-
els, the resulting transfer matrix satisfies the universal-
ity property, giving a scaling regime where the universal

forms hold.
Sec. IID also discusses “short-time” crossovers that oc-

cur in spatially local models, prior to the onset of the
universal regime. Caution is required as for spatially
local models, the timescale t1 for the onset of the uni-
versal regime (for a given observable) may be very large,
though still much smaller than the characteristic purifi-
cation time t∗

1≪ t1 ≪ t∗. (3)

A. Products of independent random matrices

Consider a q-dimensional Hilbert space H = Cq and a
product of t independent random matrices acting on H

M = mtmt−1 . . .m1. (4)

We suppress the time argument on M =Mt. Each ma-
trix m = mi is complex, and each of its elements is an
independent complex Gaussian variable with mean zero:
for all α, β, γ, δ = 1, . . . , q, one has

mαβm∗
γδ = δαγδβδ, mαβmγδ = 0, (5)

where we use overlines for disorder averages.
Let us define a normalized density matrix ρ by

ρ =
ρ̌

tr ρ̌
, ρ̌ =MM†. (6)

We have also defined the un-normalized density matrix
ρ̌ which will play an important role for the measurement
model of qubits later.
We will wish to average various functionals F [ρ] of the

density matrix. In particular, we consider the Rényi en-
tropies

Sn =
1

1− n ln tr ρn, S1 = − tr ρ ln ρ, (7)

which probe the (normalized) singular values pa of the
matrixM . To express the disorder average of these quan-
tities, it is useful to introduce the replica formalism (see
e.g. [13, 16–19, 62, 63] for the higher-dimensional set-
ting). Regarding the density matrix as a state in H⊗H∗

(where H∗ denotes the dual Hilbert space), we will con-
sider N replicas of the system to give a Hilbert space
H⊗N ⊗ H∗⊗N . We then define states |σ⟩⟩ in this space,
for σ ∈ SN , by

⟨⟨α1, ᾱ1, . . . , αN , ᾱN |σ⟩⟩ =
N∏

j=1

δαj ,ᾱσj
(8)

where α, ᾱ label basis states for H and H∗ respectively.
The overlaps of these (nonorthogonal) states are

⟨⟨σ|µ⟩⟩ = qN−|σ−1µ|. (9)
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The exponent is the number of cycles in σ−1µ, written
using the “length” function | • |, which is the minimal
number of transpositions needed to express a given per-
mutation. A basic point is that |τ | depends only on the
conjugacy class of τ , i.e. on its cycle structure. We
denote this by [τ ] = (1r12r2 . . .), indicating rj cycles of
length j.5 Some examples are

τ |τ | [τ ]
I 0 1N

(12) 1 1N−2 21
,

τ |τ | [τ ]
(12)(34) 2 1N−4 22

(123) 2 1N−3 31
.

We will often encounter expressions such as ⟨⟨I|σ⟩⟩ whose
values depend only on the cycle structure of σ, so we
allow ourselves to write e.g. ⟨⟨I|(12)⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨1N |1N−2 2⟩⟩.
As a final piece of notation, the density matrix

ρ̌ corresponds to the state |ρ̌⟩⟩ in H⊗H∗ such that
⟨⟨αᾱ|ρ̌⟩⟩ = ρ̌αᾱ. At t = 0, |ρ̌⟩⟩ = |I⟩⟩.6 Note that we sup-
press the time argument on ρ̌ = ρ̌t.

It is easy to express the disorder averages (and higher
moments) of Rényi entropies within this formalism. They
are encoded in generating functions (with k as the param-
eter) of the form

e−k(n−1)Sn = tr[ρ̌n]k tr[ρ̌]−nk. (10)

As usual, expanding the log of the generating function
around k = 0 (or taking derivatives) gives cumulants of
the entropies,

e−k(n−1)Sn = e−k(n−1)Sn+
k2(n−1)2

2 (Sn)2
c
+.... (11)

The replica trick is to express the right hand side of
Eq. (10) as the continuation N → 0 of the expression

tr[ρ̌n]k tr[ρ̌]N−nk = ⟨⟨1N−nknk|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩. (12)

Having obtained the generating function or the moments
for a general Rényi entropy index n, the result for the
von Neumann entropy may be obtained by a further limit
n→ 1.

We now consider the time evolution. In a given
timestep, |ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ is evolved by an operator of the form
m⊗m∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗m⊗m∗. It is easy to verify using (5)
that the average of this operator is

m⊗m∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗m⊗m∗ =
∑

σ∈SN

|σ⟩⟩⟨⟨σ| . (13)

Therefore, after evolving by t steps, |ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ is given by

|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ =
∑

{σi}
|σt⟩⟩⟨⟨σt|σt−1⟩⟩ · · · ⟨⟨σ2|σ1⟩⟩⟨⟨σ1|1N ⟩⟩ . (14)

5 We have
∑

j jrj = N and
∑

j(j − 1)rj = |τ |.
6 In Sec. II C, where we discuss a physical measurement process, it
will be more convenient to use the normalization |ρ̌0⟩⟩ = |I⟩⟩/qtot
(see text above Eq. 29).

Introducing the transfer matrix as

Tσ′,σ = ⟨⟨σ′|σ⟩⟩, (15)

with elements given by (9), we can express the generating
function for a given Rényi entropy (cf. Eqs. 10, 12) as:

e−k(1−n)Sn = lim
N→0

(
T t+1

)
σfinal, I , (16)

if we choose the “left boundary condition” σfinal to have
the cycle structure [σfinal] = (1N−nknk). This is the key
object we will analyze.
We will also write the matrix element using the alter-

native notations
(
T t+1

)
σfinal, I = ⟨σfinal|T

t+1 |I⟩ = ⟨1N−nknk|T t+1 |1N ⟩ .
(17)

Note that the orthonormal basis states |σ⟩ in Eq. (17)
should not be confused with the states |σ⟩⟩ defined in
Eq. (8), which live in a different Hilbert space, and are
not orthonormal.
In the replica limit N → 0 the factor qN in Eq. (9)

becomes unity and does not contribute to averages, so it
is convenient to redefine the transfer matrix as

Tσ′,σ := q−|σ′σ−1| = q−N ⟨⟨σ′|σ⟩⟩. (18)

Note that with this convention Tσ,σ = 1. For our explicit
calculations with transfer matrices we will impose this
normalization.
At this point, Eq. (16) expresses the generating func-

tion in terms of a 1D “spin model” partition function
defined by the transfer matrix T . In other words, the
matrix element in Eq. (16) may be written as

Z(N,n, k) ≡ ⟨σfinal|T t+1 |I⟩

=
∑

σ1,...,σt

Tσfinal,σt · · ·Tσ2,σ1Tσ1,I, (19)

corresponding to a 1D classical spin model, for spins
σi ∈ SN , with fixed boundary conditions:

· · ·σfinal σt σt−1 σ2 σ1 I

However, this transfer matrix can be simplified in the
scaling limit, as we discuss below.

B. Scaling limit & symmetries of effective model

Configurations for the partition function in Eq. (19),

Z(N,n, k) =
∑

σ1,...,σt

Tσfinal,σt · · ·Tσ2,σ1Tσ1,I, (20)

may be visualized in terms of domain walls (kinks) be-
tween different spin values. Tσ′,σ is the fugacity for a
kink with σ′ on the left and σ on the right. We describe
some basic features of this partition function.
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1. Simplification in the scaling limit

In the scaling limit, it is enough to consider only “ele-
mentary” kinks in which σ′ and σ differ by a single trans-
position. In the present model, it is straightforward to
see this algebraically. By the definition of T in Eq. (18),

Tσ′,σ = δσ′,σ +Aσ′,σ/q + o(1/q), (21)

where Aσ′,σ is the adjacency matrix of the “transposi-
tion network” [64, 65]: it is equal to 1 if σ′σ−1 is a single
transposition, and zero otherwise. When we consider T t

for t of order q, we can drop the o(q−1) terms, corre-
sponding to allowing only elementary kinks. To be more
precise, we define the scaling limit as t, q →∞ with a
fixed ratio t/q = x:

T t =
(
I+A/q + o(q−1)

)t
−→ exA. (22)

In the present model, the fact that the higher terms in
Eq. (21) are o(1/q) is a trivial algebraic fact, but it holds
in a much larger class of models, including spatially local
models (with an appropriate identification of q) as we will
discuss in Sec. IID. This simplification is the algebraic
reason for universality. A heuristic way of understand-
ing the “irrelevance” of higher kinks, when Eq. (21) is
satisfied, is by an energy/entropy argument: splitting a
higher kink into multiple elementary kinks increases the
positional entropy of the kink gas — App. A.

As a result of Eq. (22), the generating functions and
therefore the entropy averages depend only on x = t/q in
the scaling limit, instead of depending on the full transfer
matrix. For example, the averages of entropies will take
scaling forms,

S1 = F IRM
1 (x), S2 = F IRM

2 (x), (23)

where the superscript indicates that we are now consid-
ering products of independent random matrices. Similar
forms will hold for the measurement processes discussed
in the next section, but with different scaling functions
FBR (BR indicates that measurements are sampled using
Born’s rule).

We will give explicit results for scaling functions in
Sec. III. Anticipating slightly, we note that the small x
expansions of the scaling functions in Eq. (23) start with
ln(1/x) + . . . (we will refer to this result in Sec. IID).
The small x expansions are related to expansions in the
number of kinks.

2. Global symmetry and kink labeling

Returning to Eq. (20), the effective statistical mechan-
ics model has a global symmetry: the local Boltzmann
weights Tσ′,σ are unchanged under global symmetry op-

µ′′ µ′ µ
labeling kinks:(a)

µ′′µ′µ µ′µ µ I

labeling domains:(b)

time

FIG. 4. We may label configurations by assigning permuta-
tion labels to the kinks, as in (a), rather than to the domains
as in (b). This figure shows the relation between the two con-
ventions.

erations7 of the form σ → τL σ τR, for all spins, where
τL and τR are arbitrary permutations, and also under
global inversion, σ → σ−1. These operations generate
the symmetry group G = (SN × SN )⋊ Z2. This symme-
try is shared by all the models we will consider and is a
general consequence of the replicated structure [24].

A kink between domains σ′ and σ can be labeled with
a “kink type” µ = σ′σ−1. It is sometimes convenient to
specify a configuration by labeling the kink types, rather
than the domain types: the relation between the two
labeling conventions is shown in Fig. 4. Note that the
product of kink types is fixed by the boundary conditions:

schematically,
←−∏
µ = σfinal.

A kink of type µ has a fugacity (Boltzmann weight
cost) Tµ,I. As a result of SN × SN symmetry, this fu-
gacity depends only on the conjugacy class [µ]. In the
present model, the fugacity of an elementary kink such as
µ = (12) is 1/q. The next-simplest kinks have the struc-
ture (12)(34) or (123), and in the present model both of
these have fugacity q−2. In more general models, we will
define the parameter q via the weight of the elementary
kink,8

q−1 ≡ T(12),I (24)

(we always normalize so TI,I = 1). Loosely speaking, q
is also an “effective” Hilbert space dimension which may
be smaller than the actual size of the original matrices.

7 The symmetry is explicitly broken by the fixed boundary condi-
tions.

8 In the present model, a weight like T(12),I (which exists in
the effective model for all N > 1) is manifestly independent of
N . More generally, this need not be the case. The quantity
q−1 = T(12),I that is relevant for scaling forms in the N → 0 limit
will then be the N → 0 continuation of the weights T(12),I, which
are defined in the effective model for positive integer N . A simi-
lar statement applies for the N → 1 limit considered in the next
subsection.
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C. Measurement processes

We now describe how transfer matrix expressions sim-
ilar to those in Sec. II A describe quantum trajectories of
monitored systems. The full transfer matrix for such sys-
tems is (necessarily) different from that for the Ginibre
ensemble, but in the scaling limit it may again reduce to
the simplified “universal” transfer matrix for elementary
kinks Eq. (21). The needed limit is however N → 1.

In this section, we treat the simplest model (discussed
in Refs. [12, 13]) in which the dynamics has a statistical
invariance under unitary rotations of the entire Hilbert
space — see Fig. 3 (b). Sec. IID considers models with
additional locality structure.

We take a collection of V qubits, with total Hilbert
space dimension

qtot = 2V , (25)

that are initially in a maximally mixed state ρ0 = q−1
totI.

In each timestep i, we first apply a Haar-random U(qtot)
unitary to the qubits, then measure a fraction (1− s) of
them in the computational basis. Let us define

qs = 2sV , (26)

which is the Hilbert space dimension associated with the
unmeasured qubits in a given timestep. We will study
the “purification” of the qubits by measurements, i.e. the
decrease with time of their mixed-state entropy [8, 10].

In this model, the key parameter q, which plays the
role of an effective Hilbert space dimension (and sets the
fugacity for an elementary kink) will be

q =

(
1

qs
− 1

qtot

)−1

(27)

as will be clear below Eq. (46). If the number of qubits
measured in each timestep is large, then q is close to qs,
the number of unmeasured spins in each timestep.

Let us now derive the effective model describing this
dynamics.

The measurements at timestep i implement a projec-
tion ρ→ PiρPi

trPiρPi
. Here Pi is an orthogonal projector of

rank qs. This projector is random, since it depends on
the measurement outcomes of the (1 − s)V qubits, and
there are 2(1−s)V = qtot/qs possible outcomes.
Given the unitaries, the measurement outcomes have

a nontrivial probability distribution. Born’s rule states
that the probability of a given set of outcomes in timestep
i (which lead to the projector Pi) is tr(Piρ

′
i−1Pi), where

ρ′i−1 is the normalized density matrix immediately prior
to these measurements. This is the probability for the
outcomes in a single timestep, conditioned on the ear-
lier part of the trajectory. As usual, iterating Born’s
rule shows that the joint probability for the complete se-
quence of measurement outcomes up to time t (the quan-
tum trajectory) is given by

P (outcomes) = tr ρ̌t. (28)

Here ρ̌t is the unnormalized density matrix

ρ̌t = (PtUt · · ·P1U1)ρ0(PtUt · · ·P1U1)
†. (29)

The physical density matrix at time t is ρt = ρ̌t/(tr ρ̌t).
(We normalize the initial density matrix, ρ0 = ρ̌0, in the
standard fashion, tr ρ0 = 1.) By Eq. (28), the Born-rule
average of a function of ρt is given by

F [ρt]BR =
∑

outcomes

(tr ρ̌t)F [ρt] (30)

(where the outcomes label the complete quantum trajec-
tory from time 0 to time t). Note that the overlines on
the right and left hand sides have different meanings (in-
dicated by the subscript on the LHS). On the right-hand
side, the overline represents averaging over the indepen-
dent Haar-random unitaries Ui.
Now we notice that the Haar-invariance of Ui means

that the summand in (30) is independent of the measure-
ment outcomes,

F [ρt]BR = (qtot/qs)
t × (tr ρ̌t)F [ρt]. (31)

We may now repeat the steps from Sec. IIA to write
the generating function for entropies in terms of a trans-
fer matrix. Readers not interested in these details may
wish to skip ahead to (42). (Below we suppress the sub-
script on ρt, as in Sec. II A.)

e−k(n−1)Sn BR =

(
qtot
qs

)t
× tr[ρ̌n]k tr[ρ̌]1−nk (32)

= lim
N→1

(
qtot
qs

)Nt
⟨⟨1N−nknk | ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩.

(33)

The evolution of |ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ in a timestep is

|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ → (P ⊗ · · · ⊗ P )(U ⊗ · · · ⊗ U∗) |ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ (34)

where P is a fixed rank-qs projector. Using standard
results, the Haar average may be written

(U ⊗ · · · ⊗ U∗) =
∑

σ

|σ⟩⟩⟨⟨σ∗|, (35)

where the dual states |σ∗⟩⟩ are written in term of
the Weingarten functions [66], |σ∗⟩⟩ ≡∑τ Wg(τ−1σ)|τ⟩⟩.
These states satisfy the biorthogonality property
⟨⟨τ |σ∗⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨σ|τ∗⟩⟩ = δστ and ⟨⟨ν| =

∑
τ ⟨⟨ν|τ⟩⟩⟨⟨τ∗|.

Thus,
∑
τ |τ⟩⟩⟨⟨τ∗| is simply the projector onto the space

spanned by permutation states.
Therefore we define a transfer matrix by

Tσ,τ = ⟨⟨σ∗|P ⊗ · · · ⊗ P |τ⟩⟩
(
qtot
qs

)N
. (36)

The appearance of the dual state in this expression is
crucial: for example, it guarantees that in the unitary
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limit s→ 1, where P becomes simply an identity matrix,
we have Tσ,τ = δσ,τ . That is, in the unitary limit, the
fugacity for kinks vanishes, and the purification timescale
diverges.

With the above definition, we may write a matrix el-
ement like that in Eq. (33) as (here ν is an arbitrary
permutation in SN )

(qtot/qs)
Nt⟨⟨ν|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ = (qtot/qs)

Nt
∑

τ

⟨⟨ν|τ⟩⟩⟨⟨τ∗|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩

(37)

=
∑

τ,σ1

⟨⟨ν|τ⟩⟩
(
T t
)
τ,σ1
⟨⟨σ∗

1 |ρ̌⊗N0 ⟩⟩

(38)

= qNtot
∑

σ1

(
T T t

)
ν,σ1
⟨⟨σ∗

1 |ρ̌⊗N0 ⟩⟩.

(39)

In the first equality, we have inserted the resolution
of identity

∑
τ |τ⟩⟩⟨⟨τ∗| for the subspace of permutation

states. We have used the fact that ⟨⟨ν|τ⟩⟩ = qNtotTν,τ ,
where T is the transition matrix in Eq. (18) for the Gini-
bre model. Finally the initial-time replicated density ma-

trix is |ρ̌⊗N0 ⟩⟩ = q−Ntot |I⟩⟩, so by biorthogonality we have

⟨⟨σ∗
1 |ρ̌⊗N0 ⟩⟩ = q−Ntot δσ1,I. (40)

Therefore

(qtot/qs)
t⟨⟨ν|ρ̌⊗N ⟩⟩ =

(
T T t

)
ν,I . (41)

Applied to the generating function (32),

e−k(n−1)Sn BR = lim
N→1

(
T T t

)
σfinal,I , (42)

where as for Eq. (16) in the Ginibre model,
[σfinal] = 1N−nknk. Again we have a 1D lattice model
(compare Eq. (19)), with a modified transfer matrix on
all but one of the links:

· · ·
T T T T

σfinal σt σt−1 σ2 σ1 I

Next we consider the transfer matrix T . Its structure
is slightly different from that of the Ginibre model in the
previous section. However we will see that in the scal-
ing limit T again has the universal structure discussed
around Eq. (21). Additionally, the fact that one of the
transfer matrix factors in Eq. (42) is different from the
rest is unimportant at large t. However, there is one im-
portant difference from Sec. IIA, which is that Born-rule
averages are given by N → 1 and not N → 0.
If we use the same transfer matrix, but take the other

limit N → 0, then we are describing a dynamics with
“forced” measurements that are not sampled with Born’s

rule.9 The forced measurement problem is an example
of the multiplication of independent random matrices,
similar to the Ginibre problem in Sec. IIA: these will
share the same scaling functions in the scaling regime,
which differ from those of the true measurement problem
as we show below.
The elements of the transfer matrix T introduced in

Eq. (36) can also be written (by symmetry it is sufficient
to take the row element to be I)

TI,σ =

(
qtot
qs

)N ∑

τ∈SN

Wg(τ−1σ)⟨τ |P⊗2N |I⟩ (43)

We have used the property TI,σ, = Tσ,I which is a gen-
eral consequence of the replica symmetry G discussed in
Sec. II B.
Using the standard large qtot expansion of the Wein-

garten functions (e.g. see Ref. [66], or App. D of Ref. [17])
and the basic property

⟨I|P⊗2N |τ⟩ = qN−|τ |
s , (44)

we obtain for example (when qs ≫ 1)

TI,I ≃ 1, TI,(12)(34) ≃
(

1

qs
− 1

qtot

)2

,

TI,(12) ≃
(

1

qs
− 1

qtot

)
, TI,(123) ≃

1

q2s
− 3

qtotqs
+

2

q2tot
.

(45)
It is then appropriate to define the effective dimension

1

q
≡ TI,(12) ≃

1

qs
− 1

qtot
. (46)

Note that the scalings of the higher domain wall weights
in Eq. (45) are consistent with universality Eq. (22).

D. Universality and models with spatial structure

Now we argue that the transfer matrix analysis gives
results that are universal, i.e. valid for a much larger class
of models than the two above. (To go directly to results
for scaling functions of the universal regime, readers may
skip ahead to Sec. III.)
Above, unitary invariance allowed a reduction to a

transfer matrix with explicit kink weights TI,µ. We saw
algebraically (see Eq. (22)) that a universal transfer ma-
trix emerged when t was of order q, as a result of the

9 Physically this forced measurement dynamics would mean for ex-
ample retaining only “runs” in which all measurements are “up”
and discarding all others. This must be done in such a way that
the probability distribution of the unitaries is not biased (i.e., if
a run is discarded part way through, we try again with the same
sequence of unitaries). This discarding process is exponentially
costly in runs.
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fugacities of higher kinks µ being much smaller than that
of the elementary kink:

TI,µ ≪ q−1 at large q (for |µ| > 1). (47)

We argue below that this condition is satisfied in most
models of physical interest.

Although higher kinks are typically irrelevant when t
is of order q, in many models they may be relevant up
to timescales that are much larger than 1, though still
much smaller than q. This leads to a crossover timescale
which is much larger than 1 but much smaller than the
typical timescale for purification.

As we discuss next, the typical timescale t∗ = q for
purification scales as

q ≍ 1/P, (48)

where P =
(
e−S2

)
1 step

is the purity after one timestep,

and the average is over all forms of randomness (including
measurements if they are present). In many interesting
models, P has a very broad distribution. This includes
standard spatially local (or k-local) hybrid quantum cir-
cuit models, which we can relate to the one-dimensional
models here by a simple coarse-graining argument. When
the distribution of P is broad, the average in Eq. (48) is
dominated by atypical realizations of the mi which are
much more highly purifying than the typical.

As a result, the timescale for purification is in general
determined not by the properties of a typical timestep
mi, but instead by atypical timesteps. Note that, be-
cause the relevant timescales are very long, the chain
mtmt−1 · · ·m1 will contain many “atypical” blocks, so
there is no paradox here.

In order to argue for universality, let us first consider
more general unitarily invariant10 models, and then spa-
tially local models where there is no unitary invariance
property.

1. More general invariant ensembles

In this section we will discuss the case of independent
random matrices, but the discussion carries over to the
measurement case, after replacing the N → 0 limit with
an N → 1 limit (corresponding to replacing independent-
random-matrix averages with Born-rule averages).

As in Sec. II C, let us think of the Hilbert space as that
of V qubits, with dimension qtot = 2V . We take a product
of independent random qtot × qtot matrices of the form

mi = ΛiVi, (49)

10 The protocols discussed so far [(a) and (b) in Fig. 3] are statis-
tically invariant under the insertion of an arbitrary unitary at
the start of any timestep [such a unitary can be absorbed into
a Ginibre matrix in (a) or into a Haar-random unitary gate in
(b)]. This unitary invariance allowed for the exact reduction to
the permutation subspace spanned by {|σ⟩⟩}σ∈SN

.

where Vi is a Haar-random unitary, and Λi is a diago-
nal (positive) matrix of singular values. Previously, in
Sec. II C, Λi was a projection operator which was chosen
by Born’s rule. Here we are instead considering the sit-
uation where Λi is simply another independent random
matrix, whose distribution we are free to choose. A triv-
ial mapping shows that this class of models includes the
Ginibre model (Sec. IIA) as a special case. 11

We will use P to denote the purity after a single
timestep, i.e. P = trΛ2/(tr Λ)2. We will assume that
P ≪ 1 since this is the regime of interest.
The derivation of the transfer matrix expressions for

this model is similar to Secs. IIA, II C, giving e.g.

e−k(n−1)Sn = lim
N→0

(
T T t

)
σfinal,I (50)

with [σfinal] = (1N−knnk). Explicitly, the transfer matrix
T , normalized so that Tσ,σ = 1, is now [cf. (36)]

Tσ,τ =
⟨⟨σ∗|Λ⊗2N |τ⟩⟩
⟨⟨I∗|Λ⊗2N |I⟩⟩

, (51)

but we will not need this explicit formula, as we can re-
late transfer matrix elements to more physical quantities.
Taking the average of the purity P for a single timestep
(t = 1), using Eq. (50), shows the purification timescale
t∗ = q scales like 1/P, as stated in Eq. (48). To see this,
note that we have

P = lim
N→0

∑

µ

q
−|µ−1(12)|
tot TI,µ (52)

= TI,(12) +
1

qtot
+ . . . . (53)

The replica limit of TI,(12) is implicit. The terms shown
explicitly are for µ = (12) and µ = I; we assume other
terms to be subleading (this is consistent with the scal-
ings below). Recalling that TI,(12) = q−1 in our notation,
the equation above is

q =

(
P − 1

qtot
+ . . .

)−1

. (54)

For a more general permutation with [σ] =
(1N−∑

nkn , 2k2 , 3k3 , . . .), a similar assumption about
higher terms gives

TI,σ ≍ e−
∑

n kn(n−1)Sn , (55)

where again the average is for a single timestep. This
equation, relating the transfer matrix elements to entropy

11 It makes no difference to the statistics of the entropies if instead
of Eq. (49) we take mi = WiΛiVi, with an additional indepen-
dent Haar-random unitary matrix Wi. Therefore this class of
models includes all the unitarily invariant models for the given
qtot, including the Ginibre model.
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averages, shows that it is easy to meet the universality
condition. Recall that for universality when t ∼ q we re-
quire that TI,σ ≪ TI,(12) whenever |σ| > 1. From Eq. (55)

one can check12 that this condition holds whenever

e−2S3 ≪ e−S2 . (56)

Eq. (56) is satisfied except in pathological models where
the average of the purity is dominated by rare events with
a purity close to 1.

For a concrete example of a model, we can take Λi
to be be the operator that projects a random subset of
the qubits onto spin-up, representing a “forced” mea-
surement. Each qubit has a probability (1 − s) to be
projected, and a probability s not to be projected.13 We
fix the probability s, with 0 < s < 1, when we take the
limit of large V. The entropies Sn are simply equal to

(
∑V
α=1 χα) ln 2, where χα = 1 if qubit α is not projected,

and χα = 0 if qubit α is projected. Therefore

e−
∑

n kn(n−1)Sn =
(
(1− s) + s 2−|σ|

)V
, (57)

where we have used
∑
n kn(n− 1) = |σ|. Using Eq. (55),

the condition for universality is seen to be satisfied
(namely TI,σ ≪ TI,(12) whenever |σ| > 1).

2. Short-time crossovers: a kink in a random potential

We now make a brief detour to consider timescales that
are much shorter than the purification time t∗ = q, i.e.
before the onset of the “universal regime”. For simplicity,
we focus on the short-time crossover of the distribution
of S2(t). We make the time argument of S2(t) explicit
to distinguish it from the second Rényi entropies of indi-
vidual random matrices mi, which we denote by [S2]i for
i = 1, . . . , t.
For simplicity we consider models in which Eq. (55)

holds as an approximate equality, i.e.

TI,σ ≃ e−
∑

n kn(n−1)[Sn]i (58)

(for any i), without the nontrivial order 1 prefactor that
is allowed in Eq. (55). This holds for the toy model above,
and we expect it to hold for typical local circuit models.

We conjecture that when t≪ q we can simplify the ex-

pression for e−kS2(t) in Eq. (50) to a sum over a subset of

12 Using the inequalities S2 ≥ S3 and (n− 1)Sn ≥ 2S3 for n ≥ 3,

we see that e−
∑

n kn(n−1)Sn ≤ exp
(
−

(
k2 + 2

∑
n≥3 kn

)
S3

)
.

For a non-elementary domain wall,
(
k2 + 2

∑
n≥3 kn

)
≥ 2, giv-

ing e−
∑

n kn(n−1)Sn ≤ e−2S3 .
13 If S qubits are unmeasured, then Λi is a projector of rank 2S .

Since the basis for Λi does not matter we take it to be a diagonal
matrix with 2S ones and the remaining elements zero.

low-energy kink configurations, obtained14 by partition-
ing k commuting transpositions, labeled by (12), (23),
. . ., (2k − 1, 2k), among t bonds. If a bond is occupied
by a single one of these transpositions, it forms an el-
ementary kink, while if multiple transpositions share a
bond, they form a higher kink.
After this simplification, the expression for the gener-

ating function is equivalent to

e−kS2(t) =

(
t∑

i=1

e−[S2]i

)k
, (59)

as we see by expanding the product on the right-hand side
and averaging using Eq. (58). Therefore, in probability
distribution,

S2(t)
d
= − ln

(
t∑

i=1

e−[S2]i

)
. (60)

This formula can also be understood without using the
replica trick, via the logic of Ref. [24].15 It shows that, at
short times t≪ q, we can think of S2(t) as the free energy
for a single kink in a random potential energy landscape,
where the local potential is given by [S2]i.
When the number of terms in the sum in Eq. (60) is

sufficiently large, we can expand in fluctuations of the
sum around its mean, giving (recall that 1/q ≃ P, and
that x = t/q):

S2(t) = − ln(x) +
1

2t

P2
c

(
P
)2 + . . . (61)

The first term agrees with the leading term in the ex-
pansion of the scaling function for small x, which is
S2(x) = ln 1/x+O(x2) (the scaling functions will be dis-
cussed in detail in Sec. III). We see that the finite-time
correction to the universal scaling result is small once
the second term in Eq. (61) is small, giving a crossover

14 In the Ginibre model, these are the configurations with the low-
est energy, i.e. all other configurations incur a larger power of
1/q in the Boltzmann weight. Therefore other configurations are
suppressed until t becomes of order q (at which point the entropy
gain from additional kinks can compete with the energy cost).
Though we have not proved it, we guess that configurations out-
side this set are energetically suppressed for t ≪ q in a larger
class of models, given mild assumptions on the distribution of
the blocks.

15 In this approach we work with a fixed Hilbert space,
H⊗2 ⊗H∗⊗2, which is sufficient to express e−S2(t) in a fixed
realization of randomness. We then introduce the permutation
states by introducing resolutions of the identity in this Hilbert
space at each timestep: 1 =

∑
σ∈S2

|σ⟩⟩⟨⟨σ∗|+ P⊥. Here P⊥ is
a projector onto the subspace orthogonal to the permutation
states. In the present regime of times t ≪ q we expect that
terms with P⊥ can be neglected [24]. This leads to the RHS of
Eq. (60).
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time16

t1 ∼
P2

(
P
)2 . (62)

This is equivalent to the condition in App. A for the
neglect of kinks of type [(12)(34)]. The discussion around
Eq. (56) shows that t1 is much smaller than the typical
purification time q, i.e. Eq. (62) is consistent with the
existence of the universal scaling regime.

As an example, consider the toy model introduced at
the end of Sec. IID 1, with a probability s = 1/2 for
a given qubit to be subjected to forced measurement
in a given timestep. Then the purification timescale is
t∗ = q = (4/3)V , while the above crossover timescale is
t1 = (10/9)V . So while both timescales are exponen-
tially large in the number V of qubits (in this example),
the crossover timescale is exponentially smaller than the
purification time.

On much smaller timescales, Eq. (61) is not a good ap-
proximation. We will be interested in models where [S2]i
has fluctuations that are small compared to its mean,
but nevertheless much larger than unity in the large q
limit. This is the case for the toy model introduced above
Eq. (57), and it will also be the case in typical spatially
local model (where the large q limit is due to the large
volume limit). In this situation, the probability distribu-
tion of e−[S2]i ranges over many orders of magnitude.
As a result, the sum in Eq. (60) will be dominated by

its largest term for sufficiently small values of t,

S2(t) ≃ min{S(1)
2 , . . . , S

(t)
2 }. (63)

This regime was discussed in Ref. [13]. As an exam-
ple, consider again the toy model (with forced measure-
ment of a random subset of spins) in the regime where
1≪ ln t≪ V. In this regime we can treat [S2]i as a Gaus-
sian random variable with mean s(ln 2)V and variance
s(1− s)(ln 2)2V. Then17

S2(t) = s(ln 2)V −O
(
V1/2
√
ln t
)
. (64)

3. Spatially local and k-local models

We expect that models with interactions between small
numbers of qubits, if they are in a “weak-monitoring” or
entangling phase, can be coarse-grained to give effective
0+1D models. (We could also consider random tensor
networks with an appropriate geometry.) Here we give
a very heuristic discussion of this coarse-graining. We

16 In general the crossover timescale may depend on the observable
we look at.

17 For i.i.d. Gaussian Xi ∈ N (0, σ), the minimal Y = minti=1 Xi

scales as −
√
2σ

√
ln t.

use the language of replicas, but the coarse-graining ar-
gument could probably be formulated without them.
For concreteness, consider a 1+1D quantum circuit

made from local unitaries and projectors, on a qubit
chain of length V ≫ 1. In the case where the local uni-
taries are Haar-random, such circuits can be mapped to
effective 1+1D replica statistical mechanics models for
local permutation degrees of freedom σr,τ , where (r, τ)
is a discrete spacetime coordinate (see Ref. [62] for a re-
view). In the entangling phase, σr,τ is long-range ordered
[18, 19]. Domain walls that span the system are exponen-
tially rare, because their free energy cost is proportional
to the system size V (before including the entropy from
translation in the time direction) [11, 13].
Therefore we expect that we can in principle coarse-

grain the system to an effective 0+1D model, by defining
blocks of dimensions (V, τV) which we label by t ∈ Z. We
retain an effective spin σt for each block. (The timescale
τV should be larger than the typical timescale for trans-
verse wandering of a spanning domain wall.) After
coarse-graining we arrive at an effective one-dimensional
model for permutations, which is in principle character-
ized by a transfer matrix T . In the replica limit, the
transfer matrix elements are determined by the distri-
bution of entropies for a single coarse-grained block, as
discussed in the previous section.18 Ultimately, the key
input for the effective model, determining the purifica-
tion timescale, is the average purity for a single block,
P = TI,(12), whose inverse defines our “effective Hilbert
space dimension” q.
We note again that the average P is not dominated

by typical blocks, but by rare ones. In a local model
in d spatial dimensions, S2 for a given block (before av-
eraging) can be mapped to the free energy of a domain
wall in a (d+1)-dimensional random environment [17, 67]
(see Ref. [68] for a review).19 Writing S2 = seqV +∆S,
where seq is the average entropy density, the random fluc-
tuation ∆S is typically much smaller than the mean. In
1+1D, these typical fluctuations are governed by KPZ ex-
ponents, and ∆S is of order V1/3. In a “2-local” model
with all-to-all coupling, we expect that ∆S is of order
V1/2, similarly to the discussion of the toy model above

Eq. (64). However P = e−S2 is analogous to an an-
nealed average in a disordered system, and it is dom-
inated by atypically large negative ∆S, of order V, so

that e−S2 ∼ e−s
′V with s′ < seq. The properties of typ-

ical blocks are relevant at early times, before the scal-

18 A given transfer matrix element such as TI,(12) will depend non-
trivially on N (for example, the local properties of the effective
1+1D statistical mechanics problem will depend strongly on N)
but we assume it can be continued to N → 1 (if we are con-
sidering measurements) or N → 0 (if we are considering forced
measurements, or a network of random tensors).

19 This mapping is analogous to Eq. (60) in the 0+1D problem,
which describes the free energy of a zero-dimensional domain
wall in a one-dimensional random environment. In the 1+1D
case, the domain wall is one-dimensional and spans the block.
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ing regime (t ∼ q) sets in. For the 1+1D case, KPZ
scaling forms [69] show that the early-time scaling, for

ln t ≪ ln q, is S2(t) = seqV −O(V1/3(ln t)2/3), in anal-
ogy to Eq. (64) for the toy model.

III. COMPUTATION OF SCALING
FUNCTIONS

We now use the effective descriptions obtained in
Sec. II to compute scaling functions for entanglement.
We focus on the scaling regime, which can be obtained
by taking the limit of large q with the scaling variable

x = t/q (65)

(equivalently, x = t/t∗) held fixed. In this limit, both
the independent random matrix problem (“IRM”) and
the Born-rule dynamics (“BR”) involve the same simpli-
fied transfer matrix (Sec. II B 1, Sec. II C), and the only
difference between the two problems is in the replica limit
N → N∗, which involves N∗ = 0 and N∗ = 1 respectively.

Recall that the generating function encoding the statis-
tics of the nth Rényi entropy is given by the partition
function with fixed boundary conditions (Eqs. 16, 42)

e−k(n−1)Sn |IRM or BR = lim
N→N∗

⟨1N−nknk|T t+1|1N ⟩. (66)

The boundary conditions are the identity permutation
(σinit = I, here denoted by 1N ) and a product of k dis-
joint n-cycles (denoted 1N−nknk): e.g. for the case n = 3,
k = 2 we take σfinal = (123)(456). In the scaling limit,
we may also write the right-hand side in terms of the
adjacency matrix A (see Eq. (21)) that connects permu-
tations differing by only a single transposition

e−k(n−1)Sn |IRM or BR = lim
N→N∗

⟨1N−nknk|exA|1N ⟩. (67)

In the following subsections, we will introduce our
counting and resummation approaches in order of in-
creasing technical complexity.

First, we consider the simplest case — the calcula-

tion of e−k(n−1)Sn at the leading nontrivial order in x
(Sec. III A). This reduces to counting the number of
minimal-energy domain wall configurations and gives the
deterministic early-time result for the Rényi entropies
stated in the introduction (Eq. 2).

Then in Sec. III B we continue the brute force count-
ing approach to the next order (relative order x2), for the
particular case of S2. At this order, we already see non-
trivial fluctuations in the entropy, as well as differences
between the two universality classes.

To go beyond these lowest orders, in Sec. III C we re-
view the diagonalization of the transfer matrix in terms
of group characters using known techniques [56–59, 70–
73]. This streamlines the counting problem and allows
expansions of S2 (Sec. IIID) and S1 (Sec. III E) up to
order x8, for both of the replica limits of interest.

(34) (12) (56)

e−3S2

∣∣∣
leading order

←−∏
µ = (12)(34)(56)(a)

(12) (56) (23) (46)

e−2S3

∣∣∣
leading order

←−∏
µ = (123)(456)(b)

time

FIG. 5. At leading order in the small x expansion, the cal-

culation of the generating function e−k(n−1)Sn involves con-
figurations with a minimal number of kinks consistent with
the boundary conditions. (Boundary conditions fix the prod-

uct
←−∏

µ.) As examples, we show (a) an allowed configuration

for e−3S2 and (b) one for e−2S3 . Lowest-order configurations
have k groups of (n−1) kinks, with kinks from different groups
commuting with each other. (Different groups have different
colors in the figures.) Since kinks from different groups com-

mute, the partition function for e−k(n−1)Sn is a product of k
identical factors at leading order in x.

Finally in Sec. IIIG we analytically resum the power
series for the Born-rule average of S1 to all orders and
evaluate the resulting analytic expression by truncating
a sum over Young tableaux. This gives us a rapidly con-
vergent expression for S1, which agrees well with numer-
ical results. As a byproduct we also obtain the Shannon
entropy for the Born probability distribution over mea-
surement records.

A. The leading-order (deterministic) part of Sn

Let us first look at the partition function in Eq. (66) in
the limit where the scaling variable x = t/q is small. For
concreteness we will use the language of Eq. (66), where
we imagine kinks living at particular locations on the 1D
lattice.
We start with n = 2. In this case, the final state,

σfinal, is of type 1N−2k2k, i.e. a product of k commuting
transpositions:

σfinal = (12)(34)(45) · · · (2k − 1, 2k). (68)

Recall that a kink associated with the transfer matrix
element Tσ,τ is labelled by the type στ−1: the boundary
condition requires that the product of all kinks is equal to
σfinal. The lowest-energy configurations involve k kinks,
which are just the transpositions appearing in the expres-
sion above for σfinal. This is illustrated in Fig. 5 (top).
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In the scaling limit, these k kinks are transpositions
dispersed among t+ 1 possible links (Fig. 6). At large t,
there are approximately (t+ 1)k ∼ tk ways to distribute
the kinks, and each kink costs 1

q ; we therefore have

e−kS2 ≈ tk

qk

=x
k

+O(xk+2). (69)

Here the next order is O(xk+2) as the group multiplica-
tion rule requires at least two additional transpositions
to ensure the overall product remains equal to σfinal.

Eq. (69) indicates at the leading order, both e−kS2 and

e−S2
k
equal xk. Consequently, we have a determinis-

tic expression at the leading order for both N = 0 and
N = 1,

S2 = ln
1

x
+ . . . , (70)

where remainder “. . . ” has cumulants that are of higher-
order in x2, as we will discuss below.

The kink gas picture and calculations above can be
easily repeated for a general integer Rényi index n ≥ 2:
we split the boundary spin σfinal into kinks and disperse
them on the t+1 links. Now σfinal contains k commutat-
ing n-cycles (a transposition is a 2-cycle) and each n-cycle
can be further decomposed into a product of n−1 trans-
positions (the minimal number). Fig. 5 (bottom) shows
an example for the third Rényi entropy. However, we
must now take into account the fact that an n-cycle can
be decomposed into n−1 transpositions in nn−2 distinct

ways [74]. Furthermore, there are ∼ tk(n−1)

((n−1)!)k
ways to

distribute these k(n − 1) transpositions into t + 1 links,
where the division by (n−1)! reflects the fact that the or-
dering of the transpositions within a given n-cycle must
be respected. Altogether, at the leader order, we have

e−k(n−1)Sn ≈ 1

qk(n−1)

tk(n−1)

[(n− 1)!]k
(nn−2)k(1 +O(x2))

(71)

= xk(n−1)

(
nn−2

(n− 1)!

)k
(1 +O(x2)). (72)

Again we have e−k(n−1)Sn =
(
e−(n−1)Sn

)k
in this order.

This is because the first kn replicas have decoupled into
k independent subsets in this calculation. We have thus
derived the deterministic value of Sn in Eq. (2) of the
introduction:

Sn = ln
1

x
+

1

n− 1
ln

[
nn−2

(n− 1)!

]
+ . . . (73)

B. Direct counting for S2 at order x2

Here we continue the direct counting to the next or-
der (relative x2 order) in the small-x expansion for the
partition function in the case n = 2.

In the scaling limit Eq. (67), the partition function can
be expanded as

⟨1N−2k2k|T t+1|I⟩ =
∞∑

ℓ=0

xk+2ℓ

(k + 2l)!
⟨1N−2k2k|Ak+2ℓ|I⟩

(74)

≡ xk
∞∑

ℓ=0

aN,k,ℓ x
2ℓ. (75)

In the kink gas language of the left-hand side, we de-
compose σfinal into k + 2ℓ transpositions dispersed on
∼ t links, hence the powers of x appearing on the RHS.
(The amplitudes ⟨1N−2k2k|Ak+2ℓ|I⟩ are related to “Hur-
witz numbers”: we will discuss more systematic counting
at higher orders in subsequent sections.)
The case ℓ = 0, corresponding to writing σfinal =

(12)(34) . . . (2k−1 2k) as a product of k commuting kinks,
was discussed above, and we have aN,k,0 = 1. We now
analyze the case ℓ = 1, corresponding to writing σfinal as
a product of k + 2 kinks.
There are several classes of configurations, which are

illustrated in Fig. 6. In this figure, transposition (a b) is
represented by a vertical bond connecting the horizontal
lines numbered a and b, which represent elements a, b ∈
{1, 2, . . . , N}. Fig. 6 (a) is an example of the kind of
configuration that we had previously, at order ℓ = 0: all
of the transpositions are those in the cycle decomposition
of σfinal, σfinal = (12)(34) . . . (2k−1 2k). Below, when we
refer to a “2-cycle”, we mean one of the 2-cycles in this
decomposition of σfinal. Similarly, by “1-cycle” we mean
one of the elements with a > 2k that are left invariant
by σfinal.
When we consider ℓ = 1 (i.e. k + 2 kinks), the two

extra transpositions can: exchange elements between two
1-cycles [Fig. 6 (b)]; exchange two elements within the
same 2-cycle [Fig. 6 (c)]; exchange elements between two
2-cycles [Fig. 6 (d)]; or exchange elements between a 2-
cycle and a one-cycle [Fig. 6 (d)]. We therefore write

aN,k,1 =

(
N−2k

2

)
m1,1+km2+

(
k

2

)
m2,2+k(N−2k)m1,2

(76)
where the coefficient mr1,r2 refers to the case where the
extra transpositions connect two cycles of length r1 and
r2, while m2 refers to the case where the extra transpo-
sitions belong to the same 2-cycle. The combinatorial
factors in Eq. (76) account for the ways of choosing the
cycles C1 and C2 of length r1 and r2 and contain all
the dependence on k and N . The remaining combinato-
rial numbers m involve counting paths in a permutation
group SM for a fixed value of M , independent of k or N .
(For example for m2,2 we must consider permutations of
M = 4 elements.) They may be written in terms of the
combinatorial number [70, 71]

m(l; [µ]) = ⟨µ|Aℓ|I⟩ , (77)

which is the number of ways of writing a given permu-
tation µ ∈ SM , of type [µ], as an ordered product of l
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time

1
2
3
4
5
6

N

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

FIG. 6. (a) A kink configuration contributing to e−kS2 (with k = 2) at leading order. (b-e) Examples of the four classes
of configurations that contribute at the first subleading order (relative order x2). In this figure, a kink of type µ = (ab) is

represented as a bond connecting horizontal lines a and b.

transpositions in SM . On the right hand side, the ad-
jacency matrix A is implicitly that for SM . (M is not
written explicitly on the left hand side because it is de-
termined by [µ]: for example [µ] = 1221 is by definition
a permutation in S4.) The quantity m(l; [µ]) is propor-
tional20 to the “simple Hurwitz number” [70]: we will
refer to it as a “Hurwitz multiplicity”. [We will often
suppress the conjugacy-class notation and write the Hur-
witz multiplicity as m(l;µ). Clearly, we have m(ℓ;µ) = 0
for ℓ < |µ|. The number of minimal-length factorizations
is m(|µ|;µ).]
1. [Fig. 6(b)] If the additional pair of transpositions con-

nect 1-cycles, they are simply of the form (ab)(ab) for
some a, b > 2k. Once a, b, are chosen, there is no fur-
ther choice of these transpositions. We must simply
sum over their possible positions on the 1D line, which
gives t2/2. Together with the Boltzmann weight q−2

for the added kinks, this gives a contribution x2/2 to
the sum in Eq. 75. Therefore we have m1,1 = 1/2.

Equivalently, in terms of the Hurwitz multiplicity,

m1,1 =
m(2; 12)

2!

=1

=
1

2
. (78)

2. [Fig. 6(c)] If the extra transpositions are assigned to
the same 2-cycle

m2 =
m(3; 21)

3!

=1

=
1

6
(79)

where m(3; 21) = 1 is the number of ways to write a
single transposition, e.g. (12), as the ordered prod-
uct of three transpositions in S2. (The denominator
accounts for the fact that when we integrate over the
positions of the three kinks, their order is fixed.)

3. [Fig. 6(d)] If the extra transpositions mix two distinct
2-cycles, e.g. (12)(34), within S4, then

m2,2 =
m(4; 22) =10

4

4!
− 2

m(3; 21)

3!

m(1; 21)

1!
= 4, (80)

20 The (disconnected) simple Hurwitz number is h◦
l;[µ]

=

(dµ/M !)m(l; [µ]), where dµ is the size of the conjugacy class of
µ [70].

where in the first term we sum over all ways of writing
(12)(34) as a product of 4 transpositions in S4, and
in the second term we subtract off factorized cases
already considered in Eq. (79), in which the two cycles
are not mixed.

4. [Fig. 6(e)] Finally, if the extra transpositions mix a
2-cycle with a 1-cycle, we have

m1,2 =
m(3; 1121) =9 −m(3; 21)

3!
=

4

3
(81)

where we subtracted the case already considered in
Eq. (79).

Summing these possibilities, the combinatorial factor is

aN,k,1 =
k2

3
+

1

3
(N − 4)k +

1

4
(N2 −N). (82)

Therefore the generating functions (66) for the second
Rényi entropy, for the two cases of independent random
matrices (IRM) and Born rule dynamics (BR), are

e−kS2

∣∣∣
IRM

= xk
(
1 +

k(k − 4)

3
x2 + . . .

)
(83)

e−kS2

∣∣∣
BR

= xk
(
1 +

k(k − 3)

3
x2 + . . .

)
. (84)

The corresponding O(x2) results for the cumulants of S2

are recorded below in Eqs. (101), (102), together with
the next order.
This analysis can be generalized to higher ℓ, again de-

composing aN,k,ℓ = m(k + 2ℓ; 1N−2k2k)/(k + 2ℓ)!, which
appears in the summand of Eq. (74), into a sum of com-
binatorial factors that are polynomials in N and k and
counting paths over fewer than 2ℓ cycles. In particular,
the degree of aN,k,ℓ in N and k will be at most 2ℓ. (Sim-
ilarly we may generalize to higher n.)

C. Diagonalization of the transfer matrix

This subsection reviews some standard group theory
results that allow the diagonalization of the transfer ma-
trix and the determination of the Hurwitz multiplicities
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m(ℓ, [µ]) [see Eq. (77)], following Stanley [56]. Recall
that these multiplicities appear in the expansion of the
partition function in the scaling limit:

⟨µ|T t+1|I⟩ ≃
∞∑

ℓ=0

m(ℓ;µ)

ℓ!
xℓ. (85)

We will denote the size of the permutation group by N .
Although we we are mostly interested in calculating the
left-hand side of (85) in a replica limit, we saw in the
previous section that this may require us to know the
multiplicities m(ℓ, µ) for values of N with N > 1. In the
present section, N is an arbitrary fixed value.

Regarding SN as a set of vertices, A is an adjacency
matrix that connects vertices that differ by a transposi-
tion. We will also need a slightly generalized adjacency
matrix, Aδ, that connects permutations through elements
in the conjugacy class [δ]. The analogous Hurwitz multi-
plicity is

mδ(ℓ;µ) ≡ ⟨µ|(Aδ)ℓ|I⟩ . (86)

By definition, we have A = Aδ and mδ(ℓ;µ) = m(ℓ;µ)
when [δ] = 1N−221, i.e. when [δ] is the class of transpo-
sitions.

The action of Aδ is most easily thought about by defin-
ing the group action

σ̂|µ⟩ ≡ |σµ⟩. (87)

We easily check that σ̂ν̂ = σ̂ν. From ⟨µ|σ̂|ν⟩ = ⟨µ|σν⟩ =
⟨σ−1µ|ν⟩, we can deduce the group action on the bra is

⟨µ|σ̂ = ⟨σ−1µ|. (88)

The adjacency matrix Aδ is then written as an element
of the group algebra, in which we allow superpositions of
group elements [60]:

Aδ =
∑

ν∈[δ]

ν̂. (89)

The adjacency matrices Aδ are in the center of the group
algebra (they commute with all σ̂) and can be simulta-
neously diagonalized.

The N !–dimensional linear space of permutation states
|σ⟩ is reducible under the action of Eq. (87). It splits [60]
into irreducible representations of SN that are indexed
by partitions of N , labelled by λ.21 Each irrep λ appears
with multiplicity dλ, where dλ is the dimension of the
irrep.

[From the physics point of view, this multiplicity is re-
lated to the fact that the transfer matrix has a global

21 These are sequences of non-increasing integers {λ1, λ2, · · · , λR}
that satisfy

∑R
j=1

∑
j λj = N . The partitions can be represented

as Young tableaux (see examples in App. E 1).

SN × SN symmetry. (In addition to the “left” action of
SN in Eq. (87), which is a global symmetry, there is an
analogous right action: see Sec. II B 2.) In an arbitrary
statistical mechanics model with SN×SN global symme-
try, the state space could contain arbitrary irreps (λ, λ′)
of SN × SN . But here the N !-dimensional space of per-
mutation states decomposes into representations only of
the form (λ, λ) of SN×SN , with unit multiplicity for each
λ. As a result, when we consider only the left SN action
(as above), each representation λ occurs dλ times.]
The operator Pλ that projects onto irrep λ may be

written in terms of the adjacency matrices [60],

Pλ =
dλ

|G|
∑

δ⊢N
χλδAδ, (90)

where |G| = N ! is the cardinality of the group (these for-
mulas apply to more general groups). Schur orthogo-

nality relations [72] imply that PλPλ
′
= δλλ

′
Pλ. Using

the orthogonality of characters,
∑
λ χ

λ∗
µ χ

λ
µ′ = δµµ′ |G|/dµ

(χλ∗µ is the complex conjugate and dµ is the size of the
conjugacy class [µ]) one can invert the relation:

Aδ =
∑

λ⊢N

χλ∗δ dδ
dλ

Pλ. (91)

This allows us to read off the eigenvalues νλ of Aδ. For
the case [δ] = 1N−121 relevant to the transfer matrix of
the kink gas we have

νλ =
χλ∗1N−22d1N−221

dλ
=

1

2


∑

j=1

λ2j −
∑

j′

(λ⊤j′)
2


 (92)

where the second equality uses the Frobenius formula [73]
and where λ⊤ is the partition dual22 to λ (the transposed
Young tableau). The total multiplicity of a given eigen-
value νλ is (dλ)2.
Next we need the matrix elements of powers of the

adjacency matrices (the Hurwitz multiplicities):

⟨µ|(Aδ)ℓ|I⟩ =
1

dµ

∑

ν∈[µ]

⟨ν|(Aδ)ℓ|I⟩ (93)

=
1

dµ

∑

ν∈[µ]

⟨I|ν̂−1(Aδ)
ℓ|I⟩ (94)

=
1

dµ
⟨I|A†

µ(Aδ)
ℓ|I⟩ (95)

=
1

N !

1

dµ
tr(A†

µ(Aδ)
ℓ). (96)

In the last line we have used Aδ = σ̂−1Aδσ̂ in order to re-
place the diagonal matrix element with the trace. Using

22 λ⊤ = (λ′
1, λ

′
2, . . .), with λ′

i = #{λj |λj ≥ i} (see examples in
App. E 2).
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the eigenvalues and their multiplicities,

mδ(ℓ;µ) =
1

N !

∑

λ⊢N
χλµd

λ

(
χλ∗δ dδ
dλ

)ℓ
, (97)

and for the particular case of interest with [δ] = 1N−121,

m(ℓ;µ) =
1

N !

∑

λ⊢N
dλχλµ(ν

λ)ℓ. (98)

Finally, summing over ℓ, we have the expression for the
matrix elements of the transfer matrix in the scaling
limit,

⟨µ|T t+1|I⟩ → 1

N !

∑

λ⊢N
dλχλµe

xνλ

. (99)

In Sec. IIID we will use the Hurwitz multiplicity for-
mula in Eq. (98) to compute the higher-order small x-
expansions of S2 . In Sec. IIIG we will resum the par-
titions in the expression for appropriate transfer matrix
elements (Eq. (99)) in order to compute the mean of the
von Neumann entropy.

D. Small–x expansion for S2

We can now use the expansions in terms of Hurwitz
multiplicities (85) and the explicit formulas (98, 99)
involving characters to compute the coefficients aN,k,ℓ
(Eq. (75)) for a few larger values of ℓ. Given a suffi-
ciently large table of values for aN,k,ℓ, we can determine
its explicit form analytically via interpolation. We start
by writing

aN,k,ℓ =

2ℓ∑

i,j=0

cijN
ikj . (100)

In order to evaluate the (ℓ + 1)2 coefficients cij , it is
sufficient to evaluate m(ℓ; 1N−2k2k) for k = 0, . . . , 2ℓ and
N = 4ℓ, . . . , 6ℓ (recall that N ≥ 2k). For a few values of
ℓ, the sum over the integer partitions λ of N in Eq. (98)
can be explicitly carried out. The characters χλ1N−2k2k

can be computed via the Schur polynomials [70] – we
outline the method in Appendix B.

Once the coefficients cij have been obtained, we may
take the replica limit N → 0 to give the generating func-

tion e−kS2 |IRM (Eq. (10)) for a product of independent
random matrices, or the limit N → 1 to give the gener-

ating function e−kS2 |BR (Eq. (32)) for the measurement
process. As usual, we can then extract the cumulants of
S2 by expanding the logarithm of the generating function
in k.
For the mean values we find (for brevity we write only

the lowest orders, results to order x8 are in App. B)

IRM : S2 = − lnx+
4

3
x2 − 637

90
x4 +O(x6), (101a)

BR : S2 = − lnx+ x2 − 949

180
x4 +O(x6), (101b)

and for the variance C2,

IRM : (S2)2 − (S2)
2 =

2

3
x2 − 32

3
x4 +O(x6), (102a)

BR : (S2)2 − (S2)
2 =

2

3
x2 − 29

3
x4 +O(x6). (102b)

The right-hand sides of the above equations are the
power-series expansions of the appropriate scaling func-
tions. Higher cumulants may also be computed and show
that the distribution is non-Gaussian. The pth cumulant
is of order x2p−2.
Numerical results will be shown for comparison in

Sec. IV.

E. Small–x expansion of S1

The approach explained above based on interpolation
can be generalized to arbitrary Rényi index n. In Eq. (85)
we must then set [µ] = nk1N−kn. As already discussed in
Sec. III A, the length of a single n-cycle is |n1| = n− 1,
so that the expansion in Eq. (85) starts at order xk(n−1),
with the coefficient

m(k(n− 1); 1N−nknk)
[k(n− 1)]!

=

(
nn−2

(n− 1)!

)k
(103)

(see the discussion around Eq. (71); we used the fact that
the number of minimal factorizations of each n-cycle is
m(n− 1;n1) = nn−2 [74]). Factoring out this first non-
vanishing order in the small x expansion, we define23

coefficients aN,k,n,ℓ by

⟨I|T t+1|1N−nknk⟩ =
(

nn−2

(n− 1)!

)k
xk(n−1)

×
∞∑

ℓ=0

aN,k,n,ℓ
x2ℓ

(n+ 1)ℓ
.

(104)

From an argument analogous to that in Sec. III B it fol-
lows that for fixed N and ℓ, aN,k,n,ℓ is a polynomial in
k and n. In App. B we determine these polynomials for
the lowest orders up to ℓ = 4.24.
Using these results, we compute the entanglement en-

tropy by analytic continuation as explained in the pre-
vious section. Taking the derivative of Eq. (104) with
respect to k at k = 0 and then the derivative with re-
spect to n at n = 1, we obtain, for N = 0 and N = 1,

23 Note that aN,k,n,ℓ defined here is related to the previously de-

fined aN,k,ℓ in Eq. (75) by aN,k,2,ℓ = 3ℓaN,k,ℓ.
24 Here we check the consistency of the polynomiality conjecture

by evaluating aN,k,n,ℓ for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4 on an overdetermined set
of values. While we do not have a proof for the polynomiality
of aN,k,n,ℓ in k and n for general ℓ, we expect it can be checked
via the (proved) polynomiality of the connected simple Hurwitz
numbers [70, 75].



17

respectively,

IRM : S1 = − lnx+ 1− γ +
11

24
x2 − 1739

2880
x4 +O(x6),

(105a)

BR : S1 = − lnx+ 1− γ +
5

24
x2 − 239

2880
x4 +O(x6)

(105b)

where γ ≈ 0.577216 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
The scaling results up to x8 are given in App. B.

F. Comment on large x

So far we have discussed the small x expansion. In
the opposite limit of large x = t/q, we enter a regime
where the entropies are much smaller than one, and are
distributed over many orders of magnitude. It is then
more useful to consider the typical value of S2 than its
average.

In principle, one should be able to extract asymp-
totics in this regime using the dominant eigenvalues of
the transfer matrix, but the analytical continuation to
the replica limit appears to be subtle.

However, in this regime, it is sufficient to consider the
two leading singular values of ρ̌, since others are strongly
subleading. This is discussed for the IRM case (N = 0)
in App. E of [13] and gives lnS2|IRM ∼ −t/q in the
present notation. (This calculation could be extended
to the Born rule case by reweighting using the Born
rule factor.) The exponential decay constant at large x
appears consistent with numerical data for large x = t/q
in the IRM case.

G. Resummation of Von Neumann entropy for
Born-rule dynamics

The small x expansion obtained in the previous section
becomes rather cumbersome quickly because one has to
determine a polynomial of increasingly high degree in
three variables N, k, n. However, we can use a different
analytical approach for the Von Neumann entropy in the
Born rule case. For a convenient normalization, let ρ̃ =
ρ̌/tr ρ̌ and expand near N = 1:

M(N, x) := tr(ρ̃N ) = tr ρ̃+ (N − 1) tr(ρ̃ ln ρ̃) + · · ·
(106a)

Ω(N, x) := (tr ρ̃)N = tr ρ̃+ (N − 1) (tr ρ̃) ln(tr ρ̃) + · · ·
(106b)

Note that the overlines above denote independent-
random-matrix averages. In terms of the transfer matrix,

M(N, x) = ⟨N1|T t+1|I⟩ , Ω(N, x) = ⟨I|T t+1|I⟩ . (107)

We can extract the Born-rule-averaged entropy by differ-
entiating with respect to N ,

S1

∣∣
BR

= −∂N (M(N, 1)− Ω(N, 1))
∣∣∣
N=1

(108)

= −
(
tr ρ̌
)−1

(tr ρ̌) tr(ρ ln ρ). (109)

For concreteness we consider the measurement pro-

cess in Sec. II C. The factor of
(
tr ρ̌
)−1

= (qtot/qs)
t is

then the total number of possible distinct measurement
records, i.e. distinct sequences of measurement outcomes
(Eq. 31). We can thus reduce the calculation of the Von
Neumann entropy to the two terms (107) around N = 1.
Below in Secs. IIIG 1 and IIIG 2 we consider the calcu-
lation of M and Ω in turn. In Sec. IIIG 3 discuss the
results of Shannon entropy of the measurement records
using the continuation of Ω.

1. Moments of the singular values

Using the transfer matrix formalism, we write

M(N, x) = ⟨N1|T t+1|I⟩ (110)

and in the scaling limit use Eq. (99). This requires the
characters for an irreducible representation λ over the
N -cycle conjugacy class. The Frobenius formula [76]
implies that these characters have a particularly simple
structure (see also [56]). Specifically, they vanish unless
λ = λr = (1r−1, N − r + 1) for r = 1, 2, ..., N , i.e. unless
λ corresponds to L-shaped Young diagram. In this case,
one simply has χλr

N1 = (−1)r/N and

dλr ≡
(
N − 1

r − 1

)
, ν(λr) =

1

2
N(N + 1− 2r). (111)

Therefore we have

M(N, x) =
1

N !

N∑

r=1

(
N − 1

r − 1

)
(−1)r−1exN(N+1−2r)/2

=
2N−1

N !

(
sinh

N

2
x

)N−1

.

(112)
We can now treat N as a continuous variable and obtain

∂NM(N, x)
∣∣∣
N=1

= ln (2 sinh(x/2)) + γ − 1

= ln(x) + γ − 1 +
x2

24
− x4

2880
+O(x6) .

(113)
Comparing with (105b), we see that this term fully cap-
tures the singular behavior as x→ 0.

2. Moments of the trace

To calculate the moments of the trace of ρ̃, we once
again write it using the transfer matrix

Ω(N, x) = ⟨I|T t+1|I⟩ (114)
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and use Eq. (99) for the scaling limit. In this case, the
characters are computed on the conjugacy class of the
identity and thus one has χλI = dλ. So, we arrive at

Ω(N, x) =
1

N !

∑

λ⊢N
(dλ)2exν

λ

. (115)

In this expression, we recognize the Plancherel measure
for the symmetric group SN associating to each irre-
ducible representation a weight (dλ)2/N ! [61]. Since all
possible integer partitions of N are involved, the analytic
continuation in N is not straightforward.
In the following, we thus sketch the steps and defer the

details to App. E.

1 We use the identity

y ln y =

∫ ∞

0

e−uy − ye−u + y − 1

u2
du (116)

to evaluate tr(ρ̃) ln tr(ρ̃). Setting y = tr(ρ̃) and aver-
aging, we have

tr(ρ̃) ln tr(ρ̃) = ∂NΩ(N, x)
∣∣∣
N=1

=

∫ ∞

0

e−u tr(ρ̃) − tr(ρ̃)e−u + tr(ρ̃)− 1

u2
du.

(117)

We introduce the generating function for the moments
of the trace

G(u, x) = e−u tr(ρ̃) =

∞∑

N=0

(−u)N
N !

Ω(N). (118)

Then, using −∂uG(u, x)
∣∣∣
u=0

= tr(ρ̃) = Ω(1, x) =

M(1, x) = 1, we have the integral representation for

∂NΩ(N, x)
∣∣∣
N=1

∂NΩ(N, x)
∣∣∣
N=1

= tr(ρ̃) ln tr(ρ̃) (119)

=

∫ ∞

0

du
G(u, x)− e−u

u2
. (120)

2 [App. E 2] To evaluate the partition sum
∑
λ⊢N in

Eq. (115), we set the maximal number of rows in the
Young tableaux (see examples of Young tableaux for
S4 in App. E 1) of the partition λ = (λ1, . . . , λr) to
be R (i.e. r ≤ R) and introduce a set of integer
variables hj = R + λj − j. The {hj} is the hook
length of the first column. They are strictly decreas-
ing, non-negative h1 > h2 > . . . > hR ≥ 0, and satisfy∑
i hi = N +R(R− 1)/2.

We can express all quantities in terms of {hj}. Using
standard properties of Young diagrams [76], we have

dλ =
N !∆(h)
∏R
i=1 hi!

(121)

ν(λ) = − (2R− 1)N

2
+

1

2

R∑

j=1

[h2j − (j − 1)2] (122)

where we introduce the Vandermonde determinant
∆(h) =

∏
1≤i<j≤R(hi − hj) = det(hk−1

i )Ri,k=1. The

sum over partitions
∑
λ⊢N can thus be converted to a

sum over {hj}
∞∑

N=0

∑

λ⊢N
= lim
R→∞

∞∑

N=0

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

. (123)

3 [App. E 3] We fix R to be a constant. In other words,
we only consider partitions with at most R rows. The
corresponding generation function is GR(u, x), and

lim
R→∞

GR(u) = G(u). (124)

When R is finite, the summation over N in the gener-
ation function effectively removes the sum constraint

of
∑R
j=1 hj = N +

∑
j(j − 1) in Eq. (123). Addi-

tionally, since the Vandermonde determinant vanishes
when any pair of h coincide, the descending order of
{hj} can be removed by including a factor 1/R!. Set-

ting ũ = ue−x(R−1/2), we have

GR(u, x) =e
− x

2

∑R
j=1(j−1)2(−ũ)−

∑R
j=1(j−1)/R!

∞∑

h1,...,hR=0

∆(h)2
R∏

i=1

exh
2
i /2(−ũ)hi

hi!2

(125)

4 [App. E 4] The resulting structure is typical of de-
terminantal processes [77] and the joint distribution
of eigenvalues in random matrix ensembles [78], with
the important difference that the h variables are in-
tegers. Following the techniques of [79], we can cast
the resulting expression into a single determinant us-
ing Andréief’s equality [80], and absorb all constants
inside it having finally

GR(u, x) = det(Ij,k)
R−1
j,k=0, (126)

with

Ij,k = e−x(j
2+k2)/4

∞∑

h=0

exh
2/2(−ũ)h−(j+k)/2

(h− j)!(h− k)! . (127)

5 [App. E 5] The expression (127) for Ij,k is formally cor-
rect only for negative x < 0 because of the divergent
sum over h. However, introducing a Gaussian integral,
it can be resummed in terms of Bessel function

Ij,k = i|j−k|e−
1
8x(j−k)2

∫ ∞

−∞

dw√
2πx

e−
w2

2x J|j−k|
(
2e(w+(j+k)x/2)/2

√
ũ
)
.

(128)

Collecting everything together (Eqs. 126,128), the scaling
function for S1|BR is given by:

S1|BR = − ln
[
2 sinh

x

2

]
+ 1− γ +

∫ ∞

0

du
G(u, x)− e−u

u2
,

(129)
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FIG. 7. Scaling functions of S1 obtained by the resummation
approach. We truncate up to size R = 1, 2, 4, 8 determinants
and cut off the u integral in Eq. (119) at 10 or 20. The green
dashed line shows numerical results for the reweighted Ginibre
ensemble discussed in Sec. IV. Inset shows behaviors close to
x = 0.

where G(u) is the R → ∞ limit of the determinant in
Eq. (125). This determinant can be evaluated numeri-
cally for fixed R. Fig. 7 shows the numerical evaluation
of the scaling function S1|BR through the determinant
and the integral in Eq. (119). We truncate the determi-
nant at size R = 1, 2, 4, 8 and the integral in Eq. (119)
at u = 10 or 20 and discretize with ∆u = 0.1. Fig. 7
summarizes the results and the comparison with a direct
numerical evaluation of S1|BR using the Ginibre ensem-
ble (to be discussed in Sec. IV). Convergence is fast in R:
The relative difference is less than 2×10−2 between R = 2
and R = 4 and less than 2 × 10−4 between R = 4 and
R = 8. However, at large x, the integrand in Eq. (119)
has a steep decrease at small u, so the step ∆u has to be
decreased to improve accuracy.

The Von Neumann entropy must converge to zero for
large x, due to the purification process. Therefore the
last term of Eq. (129) must diverge linearly as x/2 at
large x, in order to cancel the divergence of the first term.
This asymptotic form provides a check on the numerics
at large x (and confirms the result of the more heuristic
argument at the end of Sec. IIIG 3). It also provides
the deficit in the Shannon entropy growth rate that was
quoted above (after Eq. (133)).

3. Aside: Shannon entropy of measurement record

We note in passing that the quantities Ω(N, x) defined
in Eq. 106b are the moments of the Born probability.
These can be used to obtain the Shannon entropy of the
distribution over measurement outcomes [81] (which we
compute for a fixed sequence of unitaries, before averag-
ing over the unitaries).

Using the fact that P (outcomes) = tr ρ̌ (see Eq. 28),

we may write

SShannon = −(qtot/qs)t limN→1 ∂N (tr ρ̌)N

= t ln qtot/qs − ∂NΩ(N, x)
∣∣∣
N=1

. (130)

Alternatively, we may write the Shannon en-

tropy as the N → 1 limit of S
(N)
Shannon, defined by

e−(N−1)S
(N)
Shannon =

∑
outcomes P (outcomes)N . Then

e−(N−1)S
(N)
Shannon =

(
qtot
qs

)−(N−1)t

⟨I|T t+1|I⟩ . (131)

The small–x expansion of SShannon may therefore be com-
puted from the amplitude ⟨I|T t+1|I⟩ (compare Sec. III B)
but may also be read off from Sec. III E and Eq. 113 be-
low:

SShannon = t ln(qtot/qs)−
1

4
x2 +

1

12
x4 + . . . (132)

A nonperturbative result is given by the generating func-
tion defined in Eq. 118:

SShannon = t ln(qtot/qs)−
∫ ∞

0

du
G(u, x)− e−u

u2
. (133)

From Eq. (130), we see how Shannon entropy is expressed
as a difference between the entropy of a uniform distri-
bution over all possible measurement outcomes and an
entropy deficit that signals a nontrivial distribution in-
stead. The former term depends on the specific protocol
while the latter becomes universal in our scaling regime.
In particular, at large times (x ≫ 1), we enter a sta-

tionary regime in which the Shannon entropy growth rate
becomes a constant and we have the particularly simple
result [through a two-row expansion (R = 2) by the ap-
proach of Sec. IIIG 2 for example]

SShannon ∼ t ln(qtot/qs)−
x

2
, (134)

Heuristically, this large-x form may be understood in
terms of the free energy density of the partition function
⟨I|T t+1|I⟩. If we fix N , then (as t→∞) the extensive-in-
t part of the free energy is independent of the boundary
conditions. Therefore we can relax the constraint on the
product of the kink types, and the partition function be-
comes a product of independent bonds. This gives

e−(N−1)S
(N)
Shannon ≍

(
qtot
qs

)−(N−1)t

e
N(N−1)t

2q , (135)

where N(N − 1)/(2q) is the total Boltzmann weight for
placing a kink on a given bond, taking account of the
N(N −1)/2 types of transposition. If we assume that we
can now commute the large t limit and the N → 1 limit,
we again obtain Eq. (134).
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IV. NUMERICS

This section is about numerical verification of the re-
sults for the two universality classes discussed in Sec. II A
and Sec. II C, namely purification by independent ran-
dommatrices or by a measurement process. In the replica
calculation, these two universality classes correspond to
taking respectively the N → 0 or N → 1 limit for the
total degree of the permutation group.

For the case of independent random matrices, we study
two kinds of models: (A) the independent random Gini-
bre ensemble and (B) Haar random unitary matrices al-
ternated with projection operators. (A) is the model in
Sec. II A. (B) is the version of the model in Sec. II C
in which the measurements are forced, instead of chosen
with Born’s rule. These two models should give us the
same scaling function in the scaling regime, so this allows
a numerical test of universality.

For the measurement universality class, we again con-
sider two different models in order to check universality.
One of these is the quantum measurement process de-
scribed in Sec. II C (taking account of Born’s rule). This
is the “N → 1” analog of (B) above. For a second model,
we consider the “N → 1” analog of (A) above. This is
not a standard quantum measurement process, but on
analytical grounds we expect it to be in the same uni-
versality class. It is defined by reweighting the averages
of the independent Ginibre ensemble by an additional
factor of tr ρ̌. Below we will confirm numerically that,
for each value of N , the scaling forms agree between the
(A)–type and the (B)–type model.

For simulations, we perform the following protocols.
First, protocols in which we start by drawing products
of independent random matrices M from either model
(A) or (B) as in Eq. (4). The difference lies in how we
average:

Protocol (0) (N = 0) We take the sample mean of the
nth Rényi entropy ⟨Sn⟩, where Sn is computed using
the normalized density matrix ρ for a given sample,
Eq. (7).

Protocol (1) (N = 1 by reweighting): We define
the average of Sn using the reweighted expression
⟨tr(ρ̌Sn)⟩
⟨tr(ρ̌)⟩ , where the numerator and denominator are

sample means.

For the type-(B) model, we have the alternative of simply
simulating the measurement process in the standard way:

Protocol (1’) (N = 1 by Born rule dynamics): we
simulate the dynamics defined in Sec. II C, for the case
where a single qubit is measured in each timestep,
generating a random unitary and a random mea-
surement outcome in each timestep. For the mea-
surement outcome, we accept ρ̌ = PUρU†P or ρ̌ =
(I − P )UρU†(I − P ) with probability tr(ρ̌). Here P
is a projector of rank qtot/2, where qtot is the Hilbert
space dimension. We sample the mean of Sn in the
simulation.

This should give identical results to protocol (1) for the
type (B) model, as the resulting averages are equal (even
for finite time). Note that although for convenience we
label the two universality classes above by “N = 0” and
“N = 1”, the numerical results do not rely on the use of
the replica trick in any way.
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FIG. 8. The scaling functions of S1 (top) and S2 (bottom) for
the two universality classes N = 0 (red, independent random
matrices) and N = 1 (blue, measurement with Born rule).
The agreement between the twoN = 0 protocols (red, upward
and downward triangle markers), and similarly the agreement
between the two N = 1 protocols (blue, upward/downward
triangle and circular markers), is evidence for universality.
“Ginibre” refers to the (A)–type models discussed in the text,
and “PU” refers to the (B)–type models which alternate uni-
taries and projectors.

First, we extract the scaling functions numerically for
S1 and S2 in order to test for universality. Results are
shown in Fig. 8. Protocol (0) is marked by red up-
ward and downward triangles. Protocols (1) and (1’)
are marked by upward/downward triangles and circles.
For all of the simulations, the total Hilbert space

dimension is taken to be 400. This implies that
q = t∗ = 400 for both the (A)-type and the (B)-type
models. [Recall that for the (B)-type model we have
1/q = 1/qs − 1/qtot, by (46): here qtot = 400 and
qs = 200, giving q = 400.]
The fact that (for a given N) results from two different

models collapse into the same scaling function (for x-



21

values of order 1) is strong evidence for the existence
of two well-defined universality classes. The black lines
show the small-x asymptotics of the scaling functions.
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FIG. 9. Comparison of the numerical data of S2 with the
small x expansion. Non-universal parts are subtracted.

Next, in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 we compare the small-x
expansions of the scaling functions with numerical re-
sults. Since the numerics are for a finite value of qtot, the
raw data contains non-universal terms that are dominant
at small x, and which reduce the range of x where the
data can be compared with the expected scaling forms.
To reduce these finite size effects, we analytically com-
pute and subtract the non-universal terms. We then com-
pare with the analytic results of the small x expansion in
Eq. (B13) and 105 in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10. The agreement
of the numerical curve is up to the point where the x6

and x8 corrections start to deviate. The present system
size gives reasonable evidence for the correctness of the
nontrivial x2 terms in the power series expansions. Note
that higher powers of x do not give appreciably better
agreement with the data for intermediate x, probably in-
dicating that the series are only asymptotic series, rather
than having a nonzero radius of convergence.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE
EXTENSIONS

We have argued for universal regimes for purification
both in monitored quantum systems and in products of
random matrices. The analytical and numerical results
confirm that the Rényi entropies have nontrivial univer-
sal probability distributions which depend on the scal-
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FIG. 10. Comparison of the numerical data of ⟨S1⟩ with the
small x expansion. Non-universal parts are subtracted.

ing variable x = t/t∗ (with t∗ = q in our notation) and
which differ between the two classes of problem. In the
context of the measurement phase transition, the univer-
sality discussed here holds within the weakly monitored
(entangled) phase.
The corresponding universality class for purification

by measurements is expected to include, for example,
generic quantum circuit or continuous-time models (with
either projective or weak measurements) that lie within
the weakly monitored phase. Interestingly, in standard
spatially local or k-local circuit models, the purification
timescale t∗ is however strongly influenced by rare tem-
poral regions of the circuit.
To conclude, we discuss extensions of this work: first,

clarifying more technical issues related to the replica
formalism, and second, extensions to other universality
classes.
One additional motivation for studying the present

effective 1D replica models is to shed light on higher-
dimensional effective models for random quantum cir-
cuits, monitored circuits, and random tensor networks.
Such models have been intensely studied in the recent
literature, particularly in 1+1 dimensions. However, it
is usually challenging to take the replica limit explicitly.
The present setting allows exact results in the replica
limit, clarifying, for example, the difference between ex-
act averages and “annealed” approximations to them, as
well as differences in the scaling functions for the von
Neumann and higher Rényi entropies.
Even in 1D, there are various aspects of the replica

treatment that it will be interesting to examine further.
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At very late times one can understand S2(t) [and Sn(t)
for other n] in terms of just two singular values. At first,
one would think that late times are also simple in the
transfer matrix formalism and reduce to studying a small
number of dominant eigenvalues of the replica transfer
matrix. However, this appears to be subtle in the replica
limit, and the nature of the analytical continuation re-
quires further study.

The universality we have discussed in this paper is not
associated with a critical point, but instead with low ef-
fective “temperature” in the replica statistical mechanics
model. However, it is possible to obtain a phase transi-
tion even in the 1D problem when the effective interac-
tions between the kinks are made long-range: this will
be discussed elsewhere [82].

The present scaling results may also be extended to
consider frame potentials in many-body quantum chaos:
this will be discussed in Ref. [83].

Finally, we discuss extensions of our results to other
dynamical universality classes, in which further restric-
tions are imposed on the form of the matrices/circuits.

Real matrices: Both for Born rule dynamics and for
a product of independent random matrices, we expect
the universality classes to change when the matrices are
constrained to be real-valued. Within random matrix
theory, a natural example is a product of real Ginibre
matrices. Similarly, we may consider quantum circuits
composed of real unitary (i.e. orthogonal) gates together
with measurements.

For such models, the basis of invariant states is en-
larged from the N ! permutation states {|σ⟩⟩} to a set of
(2N − 1)!! states corresponding to all possible pairings of
2N elements (these generalize Eq. (8) by allowing pair-
ings between two barred indices, or between two unbarred
indices). Correspondingly, there is an enlarged universal
transfer matrix generator A (cf. Eq. (22)). We expect
that a universal regime again exists for real matrices but
with different scaling functions from the complex case.

Other random matrix ensembles: We have de-
scribed criteria for the universality of our results both in
the context of invariant random matrix ensembles and
in the context of random circuits (which have a natural
tensor product structure for the Hilbert space). It would
be interesting to investigate random matrix models out-
side these classes: for example, various models of sparse
random matrices. We recall that the key timescale t∗
(which in the discrete-time setting we can also think of
as an effective dimensionality, q = t∗) is not necessarily
proportional to the size d of the matrix: for example in
the random circuit case t∗ scales as dα, where α is smaller
than one.

The measurement problem also yields a large class of
natural ensembles for products of random matrices, dif-
fering from products of independent random matrices by
correlations of the “Born rule” form.

Clifford circuits: We may consider purification by
monitored Clifford circuits [8] or quasi-1D Clifford tensor
networks. In this case, there is again an enlarged space of

invariant states [84–86], and we expect an enlarged trans-
fer matrix generator A and a distinct universality class.
The fact that the scaling functions for Clifford must dif-
fer from the generic case is also clear from the fact that
in the Clifford system, all Rényi entropies are equal, and
are given by an integer times a basic unit. For example,
the latter point implies that statistical fluctuations in the
entropy are of order 1 in the small x regime, whereas in
the generic case fluctuations are small at small x [see
Eq. (2)].
Charge conservation: Circuits that respect a sym-

metry, such as U(1) charge conservation, may also be
considered. Generically, we expect the scaling functions
in this paper to apply in this case also, with the caveat
that t∗ will in general depend on the charge sector. If
the charge is initially undetermined, we must wait until
it has been revealed by measurements (“charge sharpen-
ing” [87]) before knowing the appropriate value of t∗ to
use in the scaling form. However, in the weak-monitoring
phase, this sharpening timescale is typically much shorter
than the purification time.
Verification with small V: Finally, it would be

interesting to simulate generic quantum circuits or
continuous-time models with a small number V of
qubits. Since the characteristic timescale t∗ grows very
fast (exponentially) with V, one might anticipate that
the universal scaling functions can match well to data
even for fairly small values of V.

Note added: While we were completing this
manuscript, the related work Ref. [88] appeared on the
arXiv, which studies similar random matrix models to
the present paper and argues for universality. The meth-
ods in Ref. [88] are complementary to those used here.
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Appendix A: Suppression of composite domain walls

We present here a simple physical argument regarding
the suppression of composite domain walls which was re-
ferred to in Sec. IID.
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Let us start with a gas of elementary kinks on a chain
of length t (with some fixed boundary conditions). In
other words, we start with a transfer matrix in which
higher kinks have fugacity zero. Let us take t to be at
most of order q, so that the number of kinks remains of
order q0 as q →∞.

Now compare this partition function with one in which
higher kinks are allowed. For concreteness, consider a
higher kink of type [(12)(34)], which contributes a fugac-
ity TI,(12)(34) to the Boltzmann weight. This kink is free
to dissociate into two elementary kinks, with combined
fugacity q−2. However the additional kink increases the
entropy by a factor of ln t.25 Therefore (comparing free
energies) the composite kink is entropically suppressed
whenever

TI,(12)(34) ≪ q−2t, (A1)

where the final factor is the exponential of the added
entropy. In order for the scaling limit to make sense, the
composite kink must be absent on scales t of order q, i.e
we require TI,(12)(34) ≪ q−1. This is easily generalized to
give Eq. (47) for an arbitrary composite kink of type [µ].

Even if this condition holds, higher kinks may still be
important at timescales much shorter than q. For sim-
plicity we consider only kinks of type [(12)(34)]. Eq. (A1)
gives us a crossover time t1, above which we can neglect
these kinks:

t1 = q2TI,(12)(34). (A2)

Given TI,(12)(34) ≪ 1/q, then t1 ≪ q, so this large
crossover time is consistent with the existence of a scaling
regime. Eq. (A2) is equivalent to Eq. (62) in the main
text.

Appendix B: Character expansion and the
generating function for entropy

In this appendix we provide more details on extracting
the scaling functions for the Rényi entropy Sn|IRM,BR,
and the analytical continuation to n = 1 to get the von

Neumann entropy S1

∣∣∣
IRM,BR

. We start by providing a

practical way to evaluate the character expansion using
Schur functions. The Schur function sλ(p) associated
with a partition λ = (λ1, λ2, ..., λℓ) ⊢ N is a multivariable
function of (the “symmetric polynomial”) indeterminates
p = (p1, p2, ...).

First define the one-part partition Schur polynomial
sn(p) via the series

∞∑

n=0

snz
n = e

∑∞
n=1

pn
n zn , (B1)

then define the Schur function sλ(p) via the Jacobi-Trudi
identity

sλ = Det||sλj−j+i||, (B2)

i.e. the Schur function sλ(p) is defined via the deter-
minant of an ℓ × ℓ matrix whose (i, j) entry is the one-
part partition Schul polynomial sλj−j+i(p). We list a

few examples here: s0 = 1, s11 = p1, s21 = 1
2 (p

2
1 + p2),

s31 = 1
6 (p

3
1 + 3p1p2 + 2p3) etc.

The Schur function is a convenient tool to calculate
various quantities associated with irreps of the sym-
metric group. For example, for a permutation element
σ ∈ [1r12r2 ...ℓrℓ ] ⊂ SN , the character of an irrep λ eval-
uated on σ can be calculated via

χλσ = 1r12r2 · · · ℓrℓ
(
∂r1

∂pr11

∂r2

∂pr22
· · · ∂

rℓ

∂prℓℓ
sλ(p)

) ∣∣∣∣∣
p=0

,

(B3)
and in particular, the dimension of the irrep λ, dλ, can
be extracted

dλ = χλI =
∂N

∂pN1
sλ(p)

∣∣∣
p=0

= N !sλ(1, 0, 0, ...). (B4)

Using Schur function, we can rewrite Eq. (99): we have

(tr(ρ̌1))r1(tr(ρ̌2))r2 · · · (tr(ρ̌ℓ))rℓ = ⟨1N |T t+1|1r12r2 · · · ℓrℓ⟩

→ H◦
1r12r2 ···ℓrℓ (x) ≡ 1r12r2 · · · ℓrℓ ·

∑

λ⊢N

dλ

N !

∂r1

∂pr11

∂r2

∂pr22
· · · ∂

rℓ

∂prℓℓ
sλ(p)

∣∣∣∣∣
p=0

e
x
2

∑
i(λ

2
i−λ′2

i ).

(B5)

25 With the present scaling t ≲ q, where the number of kinks is of
order 1, each extra kink contributes an entropy ln t+O(1).

where the last arrow takes the scaling limit t→∞, q →
∞, x = t/q finite.

As an example, we consider two simple cases: when
r2 = r3 = · · · = 0, the derivative is simply
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∂N

∂pN1
sλ(p)|p=0 = dλ and we obtain a formula for comput-

ing (tr(ρ̌))N [71, 91]. When k = 1 and n = N the deriva-

tive is ∂
∂pN

sλ(p) and simple calculation gives tr(ρ̌N ) =

2N−1

N !

(
sinh N

2 x
)N−1

, in agreement with Eq. (112).

In Eq. (104) in the main text we defined co-
efficients aN,k,n,ℓ through ⟨I|T t+1|1N−nknk⟩ =(
nn−2

(n−1)!

)k
x(n−1)k

∑∞
ℓ=0 aN,k,n,ℓ

x2ℓ

(n+1)ℓ
. We used

Eq. (99) to compute these coefficients. First, we
have aN,k,n,0 = 1. For an overly determined set of values
of (N, k, n): 0 ≤ N ≤ 41, and 0 ≤ kn ≤ N , we have
verified that the values of aN,k,n,ℓ, ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4, satisfy
the following polynomial expression: define

Y ≡ n(n− 1)k

2
, (B6)

we have

aN,k,n,1 =
(1 + n)(−1 +N)N

4
− (1 + n)(6 + 5n)

12
Y +NY + Y 2, (B7)

aN,k,n,2 =
(1 + n)2(−1 +N)N(−12 +N + 3N2)

96
+

(1 + n)2(360 + 360n+ 360n2 + 359n3 + 300n4)

1440
Y

− 26 + 79n+ 64n2 + 35n3

48
NY − 6− 7n+ 16n2 + 5n3

48
N2Y +

1 + n

4
N3Y

− 156 + 636n+ 779n2 + 586n3 + 143n4

288
Y 2 − 3− 10n+ 5n2

12
NY 2 +

3 + n

4
N2Y 2

− 2− 9n+ n2

12
Y 3 +NY 3 +

Y 4

2
, (B8)

aN,k,n,3 =
(1 + n)3(−1 +N)N(1344− 700N − 105N2 + 30N3 + 15N4)

5760

− (1 + n)3(42336 + 42336n+ 42336n2 + 42336n3 + 42336n4 + 42335n5 + 41958n6 + 33516n7)

90720
Y

+
8176 + 32764n+ 52012n2 + 46869n3 + 37331n4 + 25599n5 + 16053n6 + 4500n7

5760
NY

+
−3570− 15785n− 23655n2 − 12316n3 − 5258n4 + 2337n5 + 1259n6 + 300n7

5760
N2Y

− 108 + 277n+ 201n2 + 339n3 + 115n4

576
N3Y − (−2 + n)(1 + n)(5 + n)(1 + 5n)

384
N4Y +

(1 + n)2

32
N5Y

+
24528 + 123000n+ 263376n2 + 348366n3 + 376127n4 + 333573n5 + 238041n6 + 106001n7 + 20388n8

17280
Y 2

+
−7140− 41000n− 82765n2 − 69339n3 − 45803n4 − 6889n5 + 1200n6

5760
NY 2

− 648 + 1536n− 13n2 + 2565n3 + 729n4 + 143n5

1152
N2Y 2 − −5− 41n− 7n2 + 5n3

48
N3Y 2

+
(1 + n)(5 + n)

32
N4Y 2 − 42840 + 298260n+ 753750n2 + 866911n3 + 710157n4 + 278481n5 + 40585n6

51840
Y 3

− 216 + 522n− 409n2 + 676n3 + 143n4

288
NY 3 − −10− 105n+ 2n2 + n3

48
N2Y 3 +

5 + 3n

12
N3Y 3

− 108 + 292n− 325n2 + 202n3 + 87n4

288
Y 4 − −5− 63n+ 2n2

24
NY 4 +

5 + n

8
N2Y 4

+
2 + 29n+ 3n2

24
Y 5 +

NY 5

2
+
Y 6

6
, (B9)

aN,k,n,4 =
(1 + n)4(−1 +N)N(−519168 + 434224N − 61208N2 − 16065N3 + 35N4 + 525N5 + 105N6)

645120

+
1

4838400
(1 + n)4(7787520 + 7787520n+ 7787520n2 + 7787520n3 + 7787520n4 + 7787520n5

+ 7787520n6 + 7787519n7 + 7785480n8 + 7646640n9 + 5798160n10)Y

− 1

725760
(4290264 + 21465432n+ 45301896n2 + 55572327n3 + 50802624n4 + 43651748n5 + 36354968n6
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+ 30288963n7 + 22899212n8 + 15503978n9 + 7286580n10 + 1541736n11)NY

− 1

2903040
(−13376664− 68323920n− 141058680n2 − 155562393n3 − 114310224n4 − 77086094n5

− 41619428n6 − 21317001n7 − 1790996n8 + 3290104n9 + 1408176n10 + 268128n11)N2Y

+
−38694− 243121n− 542128n2 − 505901n3 − 136818n4 + 9173n5 + 132148n6 + 64777n7 + 14100n8

69120
N3Y

+
−11500− 48070n− 76360n2 − 61421n3 − 48284n4 − 12796n5 + 3596n6 + 1559n7 + 300n8

46080
N4Y

− (1 + n)(42− 49n− 219n2 + 381n3 + 125n4)

4608
N5Y − (1 + n)2(−42− 103n+ 16n2 + 5n3)

4608
N6Y

+
(1 + n)3

384
N7Y

− 1

87091200
(514831680 + 3092376960n+ 8301683520n2 + 13916566800n3 + 17871889680n4

+ 20111002320n5 + 20598887659n6 + 19630971796n7 + 16896121794n8 + 12523347916n9

+ 7058306539n10 + 2495528280n11 + 397436400n12)Y 2

− 1

1451520
(−13376664− 82802496n− 216083742n2 − 322706370n3 − 339652635n4 − 305610748n5

− 222928152n6 − 137445342n7 − 52652287n8 − 7567308n9 + 536256n10)NY 2

+
1

138240
(−232164− 1939740n− 5649137n2 − 7399688n3 − 4360520n4 − 1968112n5 + 859003n6

+ 817684n7 + 252778n8 + 40776n9)N2Y 2

+
−69000− 307980n− 482165n2 − 364352n3 − 525066n4 − 166796n5 − 18497n6 + 3600n7

69120
N3Y 2

− 420− 1604n− 8041n2 + 2132n3 + 4654n4 + 872n5 + 143n6

9216
N4Y 2

− (1 + n)(−21− 83n− 9n2 + 5n3)

384
N5Y 2 +

(1 + n)2(7 + n)

384
N6Y 2

+
1

2903040
(17835552 + 129256512n+ 405758808n2 + 754035324n3 + 998224836n4 + 1083271249n5

+ 956480096n6 + 687801882n7 + 354824152n8 + 109472321n9 + 14747124n10)Y 3

+
1

207360
(−464328− 4743396n− 16867686n2 − 28442171n3 − 25182992n4 − 17181798n5 − 4423418n6

+ 338557n7 + 244656n8)NY 3

− 414000 + 2008080n+ 3098790n2 + 1641793n3 + 3855112n4 + 1382910n5 + 297466n6 + 40585n7

207360
N2Y 3

− 140− 974n− 4615n2 + 1019n3 + 823n4 + 143n5

1152
N3Y 3 − −70− 385n− 207n2 + 13n3 + n4

384
N4Y 3

+
(1 + n)(7 + 3n)

96
N5Y 3

− 1

2488320
(2785968 + 33055200n+ 137503656n2 + 280806312n3 + 320603419n4 + 268123420n5

+ 130071978n6 + 31882612n7 + 2892283n8)Y 4

− 103500 + 552780n+ 884025n2 + 252346n3 + 923142n4 + 368526n5 + 40585n6

51840
NY 4

− 210− 2012n− 10109n2 + 1481n3 + 575n4 + 87n5

1152
N2Y 4

− −105− 640n− 169n2 + 6n3

288
N3Y 4 +

35 + 30n+ 3n2

192
N4Y 4

− 41400 + 245700n+ 436170n2 + 102553n3 + 352641n4 + 206763n5 + 35845n6

51840
Y 5
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− 42− 491n− 2713n2 − 5n3 + 87n4

288
NY 5 +

42 + 283n+ 28n2 + 3n3

96
N2Y 5 +

7 + 3n

24
N3Y 5

+
−28 + 372n+ 2293n2 + 502n3 + n4

576
Y 6 +

7 + 52n+ 3n2

24
NY 6 +

7 + n

24
N2Y 6

+
6 + 49n+ 7n2

72
Y 7 +

NY 7

6
+
Y 8

24
. (B10)

From these expressions, we conjecture the general form of aN,k,n,ℓ to be

aN,k,n,ℓ =
∑

0≤i+j≤2ℓ

ai,j(n)N
iY j , degn(ai,j) ≤ [i/2] + 2(2ℓ− i− j), (B11)

where [i/2] denotes the largest integer equal to or less than i/2. From this, we see that for each ℓ, the number of
coefficients in order to determine the polynomial aN,k,n,ℓ is

1
3 (1 + 2l)(3 + 8l + 5l2). For ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4, this number is

16, 65, 168, 345 respectively. This means that the number of constraints that we used to determine aN,k,n,ℓ, namely,
the number of constraints 0 ≤ N ≤ 41, 0 ≤ kn ≤ N , exceeds the number of coefficients, providing convincing evidence
for the polynomiality of the coefficients aN,k,n,ℓ in N , k, and n for given ℓ.
The polynomials aN,k,n,ℓ are analytic in k, hence allowing us to take derivative with respect to k. Using

S2(N) = −(tr(ρ̌))N ln(tr(ρ2))

= − lim
k→0

d

dk
(tr(ρ̌n))k(tr(ρ̌))N−nk

∣∣∣
n=2

= − lim
k→0

d

dk
⟨I|T t+1|1N−nknk⟩

∣∣∣
n=2

,

(B12)

we get the 2nd Rényi entropies in the scaling limit for the two classes:

IRM : S2(N = 0) = − lnx+
4

3
x2 − 637

90
x4 +

301328

2835
x6 − 108056999

37800
x8 +O(x10), (B13a)

BR : S2(N = 1) = − lnx+ x2 − 949

180
x4 +

1900303

22680
x6 − 26053301

11200
x8 +O(x10). (B13b)

A similar procedure can be employed to obtain the von Neumann entropy. We have

S1(N) = lim
n→1

Sn(N)

= lim
n→1

1

1− n (tr(ρ̌))
N ln(tr(ρn))

= − lim
n→1

d

dn
lim
k→0

d

dk
(tr(ρ̌n))k(tr(ρ̌))N−nk.

(B14)

The von Neumann entropies in the scaling limit for the two classes:

IRM : S1(N = 0) = − lnx+ 1− γ +
11

24
x2 − 1739

2880
x4 +

329489

181440
x6 − 83530439

9676800
x8 +O(x10), (B15a)

BR : S1(N = 1) = − lnx+ 1− γ +
5

24
x2 − 239

2880
x4 +

3679

36288
x6 − 2423279

9676800
x8 +O(x10), (B15b)

where γ ≈ 0.577216 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.

Appendix C: Exact results for product of Ginibre matrices at finite t

a. Finite t results for tr(ρ̌n)

In this appendix, we review the exact random matrix results for the statistics of product of Ginibre matrices from
Refs [31] and [33]. The exact results contain non-universal terms away from the scaling limits.

We use the notations defined in Sec. IIA. The leading in q behavior of the normalized eigenvalues of ρ̌ =MM† for
finite t has the form

Pt(x) =

t∑

k=1

Λk,tx
k

t+1−1
tFt−1

{[(
1− 1 + j

t
+

k

t+ 1

)t

j=1

]
,

[(
1 +

k − j
t+ 1

)k−1

j=1

,

(
1 +

k − j
t+ 1

)t

j=k+1

]
;

tt

(t+ 1)t+1
x

}
,

(C1)
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where pFq(a1, ..., ap, b1, ..., bq, z) is the generalized hypergeometric function, and the prefactor is Λk,t =

t−
3
2

√
t+1
2π

(
t

t
t+1

t+1

)k ∏k−1
j=1 Γ( j−k

t+1 )Γt
j=k+1Γ(

j−k
t+1 )∏t

j=1 Γ( j+1
t − k

t+1 )
. One has

E[εn] =
∫ (t+1)t+1

tt

0

εnPt(ε)dε =
1

tn+ 1

(
nt+ n

n

)
, (C2)

where the right-hand side defines the Fuss-Catalan number. Note that here ε is the normalized limiting eigenvalue; it
is related to the original (un-normalized) limiting eigenvalue λ by ε = λ/qt. The actual eigenvalue distribution of ρ̌,
which we denote by Rt(λ), is related to the normalized distribution by Rt(λ) = q1−tPt( λqt ), and we have

E[λn] =
1

q

∫ (t+1)t+1

tt
qt

0

λnRt(λ)dλ = qtn · 1

tn+ 1

(
nt+ n

n

)
. (C3)

Note that the prefactor 1/q is necessary for consistency.
The finite q, finite t case was studied by Akemann et al. [33]. The main objective is to calculate the moments of

the eigenvalues of ρ̌:

tr(ρ̌n) = qE[λn] =
q−1∑

l=0

(−1)q−l−1

n!

(
(n+ l)!

l!

)t+1(
n− 1

q − l − 1

)
. (C4)

We list the first few terms in orders of q−1:

tr(ρ̌n) =qnt+1

(
1

nt+ 1

(
nt+ n

n

)
+

(n− 1)(t+ 1)(nt− 2)

24

(
nt+ n− 2

n− 1

)
q−2

+
(n− 1)(t+ 1)(nt− 4)(5n3t2 + 5n3t− 7n2t2 − 31n2t− 6n2 + 24nt+ 30n− 36)

5760

(
nt+ n− 4

n− 1

)
q−4 +O(q−6)

)

(C5)

b. Finite t expansion for (tr(ρ̌))n

We use the combinatorial interpretation to expand (tr(ρ̌))
n
as

(tr(ρ))
n
=

∑

σ1,...,σt∈Sn

qn(t+1)−hn(σ1,...,σt), (C6)

where we define

hn(σ1, ..., σt) := |σ1|+ |σ2σ−1
1 |+ · · ·+ |σtσ−1

t−1|+ |σt|. (C7)

Note, here σ1, ..., σt are not necessarily transpositions. Calculating the first few orders gives

(tr(ρ̌))n = qn(t+1)

(
1 +

t(t+ 1)n(n− 1)

4
q−2 +

t(t+ 1)n(n− 1)(4 + 3(4− 5n+ n2)t+ (−12 + n+ 3n2)t2)

96
q−4 +O(q−6)

)
.

(C8)

c. Non-universal terms for the von Neumann entropy

Plugging in Eqs. (C5) and (C8) to Eq. (108), we obtain the von Neumann entropy for the BR case (N = 1):

S1|BR = − lnx+ 1− γ +
5

24
x2 − 3

2t
+

13

12t2
+

6x2

24t
+

x2

12t2
+ · · · (C9)

Appendix D: Non-universal contributions at small x

There are non-universal contributions to numerical
data computed at finite q and finite t. For a fixed q,

these contributions are significant at small enough x,



28

when compared with e.g. the universal O(x2) term in
the small x expansion.

In order to make the comparison with small x asymp-
totic series, we have computed and subtracted these non-
universal terms, or more precisely their q → ∞ limit.
Here we describe our approach to analytically compute
these terms.

The non-universal terms for S2 can be analytically
computed through a q →∞ expansion. In this limit, the
universal part, aside from the leading constant + ln 1/x,
all vanish. It thus isolates out the leading piece of the
non-universal part at small x.
In the domain wall picture, q →∞ makes the creation

cost of new domain walls prohibitively large. Therefore,
for the Ginibre ensemble,

⟨1N |T t+1|1N−2k2k⟩ ∼ q−k(t+ 1)k (D1)

where q−k is the weight of k domain walls and (t + 1)k

counts different ways to distribute them into t+ 1 links.
Analytically continuing to k = 0 gives

−∂kq−k(t+1)k
∣∣∣
k=0

= ln
q

t+ 1
= ln

1

x
+ln(1+

1

t
). (D2)

The non-universal term is thus

ln(1 +
1

t
). (D3)

The non-universal term is the same for Haar unitary fol-
lowed by the projective measurement for our parameter
choice of qtot = 2qs = q. In terms of the transfer matrix,
we compute

⟨µ|P|σ∗
t ⟩⟨σt|P|σ∗

t · · · ⟨σ2|P|σ∗
t ⟩⟨σt|⟩. (D4)

In the qtot → ∞ limit while keeping qtot = 2qs, the do-
main wall cost for the t links connected by T is 1

q and

the 1
qtot

for T . The cost happens to be the same and the

non-universal term is again given by the entropy of the
domain wall, i.e. Eq. (D3).

We believe the non-universal terms for the measure-
ment process are also the domain wall configurational
entropy. However accessing the non-universal terms in
S1 requires n → 1 limit, at which the counting of dis-
tributing the domain walls is more involved, even when
the number of domain walls is kept minimized at (n−1)k
when q → ∞. We have a conjectured closed-form ex-
pression for the non-universal term of the measurement
process

1− γ + PolyGamma[0, t+ 2]− ln t (D5)

which is consistent with the large t series expansion ob-
tained in Sec. C 0 c

1− γ − 3

2t
+

13

12t2
− 1

t3
+

119

120t4
+ · · · . (D6)

Eq. (D3), and Eq. (D6) are the terms subtracted in
Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 for the comparison with the small x
expansion.

Appendix E: Resummation over partitions

In Sec. IIIG of the main text, we sketch the steps to
analytically continue (the N derivative of) the moments
of the trace

tr(ρ)n = Ω(N, x) =
1

N !

∑

λ⊢N
(dλ)2 exp(xν(λ)) (E1)

to N = 1 through its generating function

G(u, x) =

∞∑

N=0

(−u)N
N !

Ω(N, x). (E2)

To obtain results that are at least numerically tractable,
we approximate G(u, x) via GR(u, x) with a cutoff pa-
rameter R, which limits the maximal number of rows in

the sum over partitions. Eventually, ∂NΩ(N, x)
∣∣∣
N−1

is

expressed as a determinant of an R × R matrix, which
is exact at R → ∞ yet converges fast enough that a
R ∼ 8 approximation gives excellent agreement with the
numerical results in Sec. IV.
In this Appendix, we substantiate the steps of the re-

summation. Necessary group theory concepts will be re-
viewed along with simple examples. We follow the steps
below:

1. In Sec. E 1, we review basic facts about irreducible
representations of the symmetric group.

2. In Sec. E 2, we organize the summation over par-
titions in Eq. (E1) in terms of partitions of R
rows, where each can be written as a summation
over the hook-length variable of the first column:
h1, · · · , hR.

3. In Sec. E 3, we truncate the summation to parti-
tions over at-most R rows and convert the sum of
N into an unconstrained sum over h1, · · · , hR.

4. In Sec. E 4, we convert the unconstrained over
h1, · · · , hR into a single determinant of a R × R
matrix with divergent elements.

5. Finally in Sec. E 5, we regulate the divergent R×R
divergent elements through an integral representa-
tion.

1. Dimensions of the Irreps of SN

It is well known that the irreducible representations
(irreps) of the symmetric group SN can be denoted as
semi-standard Young tableaux. The number of boxes λj
of jth row is a non-negative integer that is non-increasing
for j. The total number of boxes is N . Hence λ := {λ1 ≥
λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λR} forms a partition of N , which is denoted
as λ ⊢ N . See examples of irreps in terms of Young
Tableaux for S4 in Tab. I.



29

λ 4 3 2 1
4 2 1
1

3 2
2 1

4 1
2 1

4
3
2
1

dλ 1 3 2 3 1

TABLE I. Examples of Young tableaux: Irreducible represen-
tations of S4. The numbers in the boxes are the hook length.

A hook hs,t at position s, t of a Young tableau includes
all the boxes to its right, below, and itself. The hook
length |hs,t| is the number of boxes in a hook. It equals
the number of boxes to its right and below, plus one
(itself). In the first row of Tab. I, we fill the hook length
in each box of the Young tableau.

The dimension of an irrep can be computed from the
hook length formula

dλ =
N !∏

s,t |hs,t|
, (E3)

namely the number of group elements N ! divided by all
the hook lengths in a Young tableau. For example, the

dimension of the irrep
4 1
2 1

is 4!
4×1×2×1 = 3. We dis-

play the dimensions of S4 irreps in the second row of
Tab. I. It is easy to check that the total dimension iden-

tity
∑
λ

(
dλ
)2

= N ! is satisfied.

2. Summation in terms of the hook length of the
first column

One challenge to the summation over N and all parti-
tions is the constraints over valid partitions:

∑

λ⊢N
=

∞∑

R=0

∑

λ1≥λ2≥···≥λR∑R
j=1 λj=N

. (E4)

In addition, the factor dλ in the sum Eq. (E1) is not
directly expressed in the partition variable λj .

We proceed by changing the summation variables from
λj to the hook lengths of the first column, calling them
hj :

hj ≡ hj,1, j = 1, · · · , R. (E5)

The variables hj are related to λj through the definition
of the hook length,

hj = hj,1 = λj︸︷︷︸
self + boxes to the right

+ R− j︸ ︷︷ ︸
boxes below

. (E6)

They satisfy the following constraints:

h1 >h2 > · · · > hR ≥ 0,

R∑

j=1

hj = N +

R∑

j=1

(R− j) = N +
R(R− 1)

2

= N +

R∑

j=1

(j − 1).

(E7)

Hence we can rewrite the sum over partitions as a con-
strained sum over {hj}:

∑

λ⊢N
=

∞∑

R=0

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

. (E8)

Next, we show that all the factors in the sum (Eq. (E1))
can be expressed in {hj}.
Dimension of the irrep dλ:
It is a standard result (see e.g. Chap. 7 of Ref. [92])

that a (non-negative) integer smaller than hs,t can either
be a hook length on its right (hs,u, u > t), or hv,t − hs,t
for v < s. Therefore

∏

t<u

hs,t
∏

v<s

(hv,1 − hs,1) = hs,1!. (E9)

We can then rewrite the hook length formula in {hj}:

dλ =
N !

∏R
j=1 hj !

∏

j<k

(hj − hk). (E10)

The exponent: ν(λ)
The exponent is the difference of sum between a Young

tableau and its transpose

ν(λ) =
1

2

∑

λ⊢N
λ2 − λ⊤2

≡ 1

2

∑

λ⊢N

R∑

j=1

λ2j −
1

2

R′∑

j=1

(λ′j)
2,

(E11)

where λj′ is the number of boxes in the transpose of λ.

For instance, is the transpose of . Since

the total number of boxes is invariant after transposition,

we also have
∑R′

j′=1 λ
′
j = N . We then subtract 1

2

∑
j λj

and add 1
2

∑
j′ λj′ , which gives

ν(λ) ≡
∑

λ⊢N

R∑

j=1

(
λj
2

)
−

R′∑

j=1

(
λ′j
2

)
. (E12)

The binomial number
(
n
2

)
can be interpreted as

∑n−1
j=0 j.

In the transposed Young tableau, we insert numbers 0
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to λj′ − 1 from the left to the right in each row, for in-

stance
0 1 2 3
0 1 2
0 1

. The sum
∑R′

j=1

(λ′
j

2

)
can be identified

as the sum of all the numbers in the box. We then trans-
pose back to the original Young tableau; for the example

above, it is

0 0 0
1 1 1
2 2
3

. The sum of numbers in the box can

also be

R′∑

j′=1

(
λj′

2

)
=

R∑

j=1

(j − 1)λj . (E13)

The exponent can be written entirely in {λj}

ν(λ) =

R∑

j=1

(
1

2
(λ2j − λj)− (j − 1)λj)

=
∑

j

1

2
λ2j − (j − 1

2
)λj

=
N

2
+
∑

j

1

2
λ2j − jλj .

(E14)

We then substitute the λj by the hook length of the first
column hj (Eq. (E6)) and get

ν(λ) =
N

2
+
∑

j

1

2
(λj − j +R)2 − 1

2
(j −R)2 −Rλj

=
N

2
+

1

2

∑

j

h2j −RN −
1

2

R∑

j=1

(j −R)2

=
1

2

∑

j

h2j +
N

2
−RN − (R− 1)R(2R− 1)

12

= (
1

2
−R)N +

1

2

R∑

j=1

h2j −
1

2

R∑

j=1

(j − 1)2.

(E15)

With the expression of dλ and ν(λ), we finally have

Ω(u, x) =
1

N !
lim
R→∞

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸∑
λ⊢N

N !2
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(dλ)2

× exp
{
x(

1

2
−R)N +

x

2

R∑

j=1

[(h2j − (j − 1)2]
}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
exp(ν(λ)x)

.

(E16)

and

G(u, x) =

∞∑

N=0

lim
R→∞

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸∑
λ⊢N

1
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(dλ)2/(N !)2

× exp
{
x(

1

2
−R)N +

x

2

R∑

j=1

[(h2j − (j − 1)2]
}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
exp(ν(λ)x)

(−u)N .

(E17)

3. Fix R and resum over N

Eq. (E17) is an exact expression of G(u, x) in terms
of summation over the hook length of the first column.
With R → ∞ inside the sum, it can hardly be further
simplified. To proceed, we fix R to a finite integer and
define the truncated generating function

GR(u, x) =

∞∑

N=0

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

1
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

× exp
{
x(

1

2
−R)N +

x

2

R∑

j=1

[(h2j − (j − 1)2]
}
(−u)N .

(E18)
Obviously

G(u, x) = lim
R→∞

GR(u, x). (E19)

The underlined parts in Eq. (E18) are the only explicit N
dependence in the summand. Let ũ = u exp(( 12 − R)x),
the N dependent term is (−ũ)N . We remove N through

the constraint,
∑R
j=1 hj = N +

∑R
j=1(j− 1), which gives

GR(u, x) =

∞∑

N=0

∑

h1>h2>···>hR≥0∑R
j=1 hj=N+

∑
j(j−1)

1
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

× exp
{x
2

R∑

j=1

[(h2j − (j − 1)2]
}
(−ũ)

∑R
j=1[hj−(j−1)].

(E20)
The onlyN dependence is in the constrained sum of {hj},
but the sum over N effectively removes the constraint
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∑R
j=1 hj = N +

∑
j(j − 1). Hence we have

GR(u, x) =
∑

h1>h2···>hR≥0

1
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

× exp
{x
2

R∑

j=1

[h2j − (j − 1)2]
}
(−ũ)

∑R
j=1[hj−(j−1)].

(E21)
The variables {hj} are ordered, and due to the factor∏
j<k(hj − hk) it is zero whenever any pair of them are

equal. Switching the order of {hj} to h2 > h1 > h3 >
· · · > hR ≥ 0 does not change the sum. Thus the over-
counting by removing the strict descending order can be
accounted by a 1

R! factor. We thus obtain an uncon-
strained sum for GR(u, x):

GR(u, x) =

∞∑

h1,h2,··· ,hR=0

1

R!

1
∏R
j=1(hj !)

2

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2

× exp
{x
2

R∑

j=1

[h2j − (j − 1)2]
}
(−ũ)

∑R
j=1[hj−(j−1)]

(E22)
where the variables {hj} are now independent.

4. A single determinant

The unconstrained sum in Eq. (E22) contains a factor
of

∏

j<k

(hj − hk)2 (E23)

which can be recognized as the square of the Vander-
monde determinant

∆(h) ≡ det(hkj )
R
j,k+1=1 ≡

∏

j<k

(hj − hk). (E24)

Summations in the form of

∑

h1,h2,··· ,hR

(
R∏

k=1

F (hk)

)


R∏

j=1

Gj


∆(h)2 (E25)

can be converted into a single determinant using Andréief
identity [80], whose discrete version is also known as the
Cauchy-Binet formula:
∫

I

dx1 · · ·
∫

I

dxR det[fj−1(xk)]
R
j,k=1 det[gj−1(xk)]

R
j,k=1

= R! det

[∫

I

fj(x)gk(x)dx

]N−1

j,k=0

.

(E26)
Summation with F = Gj = 1 in Eq. (E25) corresponds

to taking

fj−1(hk) = gj−1(hk) = hj−1
k . (E27)

An intuitive understanding is to imagine a product of a
R×∞ Vandermonde matrix times a∞×R Vandermonde
matrix:

det




1 1 2 · · ·∞
0 12 22 · · ·∞2

...
...

... · · ·
0 1R 2R · · ·∞R




︸ ︷︷ ︸
A




1 0 · · · 0
1 12 · · · 1R

2 22 · · · 2R

...
...

... · · ·
∞ ∞2 · · · ∞R




︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

(E28)

Eq. (E26) enables us to evaluate the determinant through
the product of determinants by all possible samplings of
R columns of A and the same R rows of B:

det(AB) =
∑

h1,···hR

det(Ah1,··· ,hR
) det(Bh1,··· ,hR

), (E29)

where the sub-indices {hj} here denote to take out the
corresponding columns in A and rows in B.
The additional factor F and G can be distributed sym-

metrically to a factor multiplying the row (Gj) and col-
umn (F (hk))

fj−1(hk) = hj−1
k

√
Fk(hk)Gj , (E30)

which suggests

fj−1(hk) = (−ũ) 1
2hk− 1

2 (j−1)e−
x
4 (j−1)2 h

j−1
k

hk!
e

1
4xh

2
k .

(E31)

The function f has a factor
hj−1
k

hk!
. We can further do

a series of row transformations (whose determinant is 1
and does not change the overall determinant) to change

it to hk(hk−1)···(hk−(j−2))
hk!

= 1
(hk−(j−1))! . We end up with

fj(hk) = (−ũ) 1
2hk− 1

2 je−
x
4 j

2

e
1
4xh

2
k

1

(hk − j)!
. (E32)

Due to the symmetric choice to distribute the F and
G factors, the function g is the same. The truncated
function GR thus becomes a single determinant:

GR(u, x) = det

( ∞∑

h=0

(−ũ)h− 1
2 (j+k)e−

x
4 (j

2+k2)e
1
2xh

2

(h− j)!(h− k)!

)R−1

j,k=0

.

(E33)

However, in the physical region, x is positive and the e
x
2 h

2

factor grows faster than a factorial. The matrix elements
in Eq. (E33) are divergent.

5. Regulate the sum through a Gaussian integral

We introduce a Gaussian integral to regulate the Gaus-
sian factor

e
1
2xh

2

=
1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dwe−

w2

2 e
√
xwh

=
1√
2πx

∫ ∞

−∞
dwe−

w2

2x +wh.

(E34)
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so that the variable h becomes linear in the exponent.
The sum over h inside the integral is convergent: the
resummed matrix element is related to a Bessel function.
We will use the form below:

∞∑

h=0

zh−
j+k
2

(h− j)!(h− k)! = i|j−k|J|j−k|(−2i
√
z). (E35)

(One can check by matching the standard power series of

the Bessel function Jm(x) =
∑∞
l=0

(−1)l

l!(m+l)!

(
x
2

)m+2l
.)

ConsequentlyGR is the determinant of anR×Rmatrix

GR(u, x) = det(Ijk)
R−1
j,k=0 (E36)

whose elements are

Ijk =
1√
2πx

∫
dwe−

w2

2x

∞∑

h=0

e−
x
4 (j

2+k2)

(−ũ)h− j+k
2 ew(h− j+k

2 )ew
j+k
2

(h− j)!(h− k)! .

(E37)

We can further shift the Gaussian integral to absorb

ew
j+k
2 :

e−
x
4 (j

2+k2)e−
w2

2x +w j+k
2 = e−

1
2x (w− (j+k)x

2 )e−
x
4 (j−k)2

(E38)
and obtain

Ijk =

∫
dw√
2πx

e−
w2

2x e−
x
8 (j−k)2

×
∞∑

h=0

(−ũ)h− j+k
2 e(w+

(j+k)x
2 )(h− j+k

2 )

(h− j)!(h− k)!

=

∫
dw√
2πx

e−
w2

2x e−
x
8 (j−k)2i|j−k|J|j−k|(2

√
ũew+

(j+k)x
2 )

(E39)
which is the expression (128) in the main text.
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