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In the context of measurement-induced entanglement phase transitions, the influence of quantum
noises, which are inherent in real physical systems, is of great importance and experimental relevance.
In this Letter, we present a comprehensive theoretical analysis of the effects of both temporally
uncorrelated and correlated quantum noises on entanglement generation and information protection.
This investigation reveals that entanglement within the system follows q−1/3 scaling for both types of
quantum noises, where q represents the noise probability. The scaling arises from the Kardar-Parisi-
Zhang fluctuation with effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1. Moreover, the timescales of information
protection are explored and shown to follow q−1/2 and q−2/3 scaling for temporally uncorrelated and
correlated noises, respectively. The former scaling can be interpreted as a Hayden-Preskill protocol,
while the latter is a direct consequence of Kardar-Parisi-Zhang fluctuations. We conduct extensive
numerical simulations using stabilizer formalism to support the theoretical understanding. This
Letter not only contributes to a deeper understanding of the interplay between quantum noises and
measurement-induced phase transition but also provides a new perspective to understand the effects
of Markovian and non-Markovian noises on quantum computation.

Introduction.— The competition between unitary evo-
lution and non-unitary monitored measurements gives
rise to a dynamical phase transition known as the
measurement-induced phase transition (MIPT) [1–21].
The entanglement within the system undergoes a tran-
sition from a volume-law phase to an area-law phase as
the measurement probability increases. Theoretical un-
derstanding of MIPT [11, 14] reveals its connection to
the order-disorder transition of a classical spin model
through the mapping between the hybrid quantum cir-
cuit and an effective statistical model. Building upon
this theoretical understanding, MIPT has been exten-
sively investigated in various systems, including the mon-
itored U(1) symmetric systems [22–25], the monitored
SYK model [26–28], the monitored long-range interact-
ing systems [29–38], and the systems hosting absorbing
state transitions [39–42].

The entanglement structure and information protec-
tion are intricately connected [7, 8, 43–46]. In a noiseless
unitary random circuit, the encoded information will re-
main in the system for an infinitely long time. However,
in real experiments, inevitable quantum noise from the
environment can disrupt entanglement within the system
[16]. It has been demonstrated that quantum noise can
be treated as a symmetry-breaking field in the effective
statistical model, resulting in a single area-law entan-
glement phase and the disappearance of entanglement
phase transition [47–52]. Consequently, the information
encoded in the steady state becomes susceptible, necessi-
tating the identification of a characteristic timescale for
information protection.

While temporally correlated measurements in MIPT
have been explored [53, 54], understanding of the dis-
tinction and connection between temporally uncorrelated

and correlated quantum noises in MIPT setups remain
elusive. In this Letter, we investigate quantum noises
with distinct temporal correlations in monitored circuits,
including temporally uncorrelated noise that can be re-
garded as the Markovian limit, and the correlated noises
corresponding to the strong non-Markovian limit [55].
We not only explore the entanglement structure charac-
terized by the scaling law of the entanglement, but also
identify the timescale of information protection. The the-
oretical prediction for this timescale is crucial for a better
understanding of the effects of quantum noises on infor-
mation protection and is potentially relevant for quantum
error corrections and quantum error mitigations [56–60].

To quantify the entanglement of the mixed states gen-
erated by the noisy hybrid quantum circuits [61, 62], we
use the mutual information [63] between the left and right
half chains, defined as IA:B = SA + SB − SAB , where Sα

is the entanglement entropy of region α. In terms of
the corresponding effective statistical model, as shown in
the Supplemental Materials (SM) [64], Sα is expressed as
the free energy difference of a classical spin model with
specific boundary conditions. The presence of quantum
noises induces an effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1 which
is agnostic to temporal correlations in the noise. There-
fore, the free energy scaling can be analytically obtained
based on the Kardar-Parisi-Zhang (KPZ) theory [65–71]
with Leff, leading to q−1/3 scaling [52, 64] for both tem-
porally uncorrelated and correlated noises.

Although the entanglement follows the same scal-
ing, the timescale of information protection is qualita-
tively different for temporally uncorrelated and corre-
lated noises. With temporally correlated noise, the q−2/3

timescale emerges for information protection as the av-
erage height of the domain wall in the statistical model.
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This scaling is given by KPZ theory with Leff ∼ q−1

and the wandering exponent χ = 2/3. The temporally
uncorrelated noise is more subtle as the encoded infor-
mation itself can modify the domain wall configuration
in the statistical model, resulting in the q−1/2 scaling
for information protection. This scaling draws an inter-
esting analogy between the hybrid circuits setup and the
Hayden-Preskill protocol for black holes [72]. We also val-
idate the theoretical predictions with extensive numerical
results from the large-scale stabilizer circuit simulation.

Setup.— We consider a one-dimensional system with L
d-qudits under the hybrid evolution with brick-wall ran-
dom 2-qudit unitary gates in the presence of the projec-
tive measurements with probability pm and the quantum
noises with probability q. Different quantum channels
can be employed to model quantum noise, yielding quali-
tatively similar results. We focus on the region pm < pcm,
where pcm corresponds to the MIPT critical point. The
initial state is chosen as a product state |0⟩⊗L and each
2-qudit gate is independently drawn from the Haar en-
semble (or from random 2-qubit Clifford ensemble in nu-
merical simulation). The space-time locations of the pro-
jective measurements and temporally uncorrelated quan-
tum noises are random as shown in Fig. 1 (a). In con-
trast, only the spatial locations of temporally correlated
quantum noises are random, i.e. the locations of quan-
tum noise show a stripe pattern in the time direction as
shown in Fig. 1 (b). This is the strongest limit of non-
Markovianity, where the noise occurrence correlation at
any two different time slices at the same spatial position
is constant 1.

We calculate the entanglement entropy Sα and mutual
information IA:B in the steady states at long times to
reveal entanglement structures. To examine the capabil-
ities of information protection, after reaching the steady
state, a reference qudit (R) is maximally entangled with
the middle qudit of the system by forming a Bell pair
to encode one-qudit quantum information as shown in
Fig. 1. Subsequently, we measure the mutual informa-
tion IAB:R between the system qudits and the reference
qudit to study the timescale for information protection.

Statistical model.— We introduce the mapping be-
tween the hybrid quantum circuit and the effective sta-
tistical model (See the SM [64] for more details). To
calculate the entanglement entropy Sα from the free en-
ergy of the effective statistical model, Sα is expressed
as Sα = lim

n→1
S
(n)
α = lim

n→1

1
1−nEU log

tr ρn
α

(tr ρ)n , where EU

represents the average over random two-qudit unitary
gates, ρα is the reduced density matrix of region α

and S
(n)
α is the n-th order Renyi entropy given by

S
(n)
α = 1

1−nEU log
Tr((Cα⊗Iᾱ)ρ⊗n)
Tr((Iα⊗Iᾱ)ρ⊗n) , where C and I are

cyclic and identity permutations in n-copies replicated
Hilbert space, respectively. The average of the loga-
rithmic function can be evaluated with the help of the
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FIG. 1. Circuit diagram in the presence of temporal uncor-
related (a) and temporal correlated (b) quantum noises (red
circles). The initial state is |0⟩⊗L and the projective mea-
surements are represented by green circles. After the system
reaches the steady state, a reference qudit (blue circle) is max-
imally entangled with the middle qudit via forming a Bell pair
to encode one-qudit information. (c) shows the correspond-
ing diagram of the Hayden-Preskill protocol. The steady state
can be regarded as a black hole and Alice throws one-qudit
information into the black hole to destroy it. The timescale of
information protection corresponds to the time required for
Bob to decode the information from collecting the qudits re-
leased by Hawking radiation.

replica trick [73, 74], Sα = limk→0
n→1

1
k(1−n) log

ß
Z(n,k)

α

Z
(n,k)
0

™
=

limk→0
n→1

1
k(n−1)

î
F

(n,k)
α − F

(n,k)
0

ó
, where Z(n,k) corre-

sponds to the partition function of a ferromagnetic spin
model in the triangular lattice obtained by averaging over
the random two-qudit unitary gates. At each site of the
triangular lattice, the degrees of freedom are formed by
the permutation-valued spins σ defined on the permu-
tation group Snk [64]. The time runs from the bottom
to the top in this effective spin model. The entangle-
ment entropy is represented as the free energy difference
for the spin model with different top boundary condi-
tions: Cα ⊗ Iᾱ and Iα ⊗ Iᾱ for Z

(n,k)
α and Z

(n,k)
0 respec-

tively, where C = C⊗k and I = I⊗k. The bottom bound-
ary is free due to the initial product state and therefore
Z

(n,k)
0 = d0 and F

(n,k)
0 = 0 [64]. In the following discus-

sion, we focus on the most dominant spin configuration
in the large d limit, meaning that the partition function



3

Z(n,k) corresponds to the weight of the dominant spin
configuration.

In the absence of quantum noises and measurements,
Z

(n,k)
AB is d0 because the dominant spin configuration is

that all the spins are C. Thus, SAB = 0 consistent with
the fact that the steady state is pure. However, a do-
main wall separating regions C and I with unit energy
|C| = k(n − 1) is formed due to the fixed top boundary
condition, which is unique because of the unitary con-
straint [75, 76]. Consequently, F (n,k)

α = |C|LA and thus
SA = LA obeys a volume law.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 2. The schematic dominant spin configurations. N and
R represent the location for quantum noise and the Bell pair,
respectively. Other quantum noises within the I domain are
not shown. The upper panel is related to entanglement gener-
ation while the lower panel is related to information protection
setup with extra Bell pair forming at (x0, t0). (a) shows the
dominant spin configuration for F

(n,k)
A . The midpoint on the

top boundary will change the length scale of the domain wall
near it. (b) shows the dominant spin configuration for F (n,k)

AB∪R.
(c)(d) show the dominant spin configurations for F

(n,k)
AB and

F
(n,k)
AB∪R where spin freedom at (x0, t0) are fixed to I and C

respectively.

In terms of the statistical model, the quantum noises
act as a magnetic field pining in the direction I [47–51]
and thus the weight of the spin configuration above for
F

(n,k)
AB with bulk spins in C is proportional to d−qLT |C|

and it is not favored anymore. Instead, quantum noises
can relax the unitary constraints and induce other possi-
ble spin configurations. We leave the randomness of the
locations of noises as a quenched disorder and show how
to find the dominant spin configuration for each given tra-
jectory of temporally uncorrelated quantum noises. As
indicated in Fig. 2 (b), spins remain C until the reversed
evolution encounters a quantum noise N(x1, t1). Spins
inside the downward light cone of this quantum noise
will change from C to I while other spins are unchanged.
Other quantum noises inside the light cone of N(x1, t1)
do not affect the spin configuration because the spins are
already in the I domain, while another quantum noise
outside the light cone, e.g., N(x2, t2), will also change

the spins within its respective backward light cone from
C to I. Consequently, the domain wall separating regions
C and I is formed by the boundary of light cones as shown
in Fig. 2 (b) and can be regarded as a combination of
many small domain walls with an effective length scale
Leff ∼ q−1 determined by the average distance between
adjacent quantum noises.

In the presence of the projective measurements, we
also leave the randomness of the space-time locations as
a quenched disorder. The projective measurements can
be treated as random Gaussian potential and cause the
fluctuation of the domain wall away from its original re-
spective path. The free energy can be obtained by KPZ
theory with Leff ∼ q−1 and is consistent with the volume
law entropy for the hybrid circuit [64]. Although there
are quantum noises present below the original domain
wall with an average height q−1, the average height of
the fluctuated domain wall is q−2/3 given by the KPZ
theory with Leff ∼ q−1 and thus we can neglect the ef-
fects of these quantum noises on the fluctuation of the
domain wall. For the mutual information IA:B , the bulk
terms proportional to the subsystem size cancel out, but
the boundary term from the free energy of the domain
wall near the midpoint is crucial because the effective
length scale for SA(B) has been changed as shown in Fig.
2 (a), resulting in

IA:B(q) ∼ q−1/3. (1)

The theoretical prediction can be straightforwardly ex-
tended to temporally correlated quantum noise: it can
be treated as emergent new boundaries that directly in-
duce an effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1 [64].

Furthermore, we consider the abilities of information
protection in the steady state in the presence of quantum
noises. One qudit information is encoded into the steady
state by forming a Bell pair between a reference qudit
and a middle qudit at (x0, t0) of the system, see Fig. 1.
The encoded information can be measured by the mutual
information between the system AB and the reference
qudit R

IAB:R(t, q) = SAB(t, q) + SR(t, q)− SAB∪R(t, q). (2)

Because the reference qudit and the middle qudit form
a Bell pair, in the corresponding statistical model, the
spin at position (x0, t0) is determined by the top bound-
ary condition of the reference qudit. We also use R to
represent this Bell pair, which is fixed to I, C and C for
SAB , SR and SAB∪R respectively.

Although the scalings of entanglement for temporally
uncorrelated and correlated quantum noises are the same,
the timescales of information protection are different.
The dominant spin configuration for F

(n,k)
R is where all

the spins are I except the spin R fixed to C, therefore,
SR is constant with contribution from the bubble created
by RC. For the temporally correlated quantum noises,
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the dominant spin configurations for F
(n,k)
AB and F

(n,k)
AB∪R

change when the spin R crosses the domain wall [64].
Therefore, the timescale is given by the average height
of the domain wall which is q−1 and q−2/3 without and
with monitored measurements.

On the contrary, for the temporally uncorrelated quan-
tum noises, R can act similarly to quantum noise and
change the spins inside its light cone from C to I as shown
in Fig. 2 (c) and (d). Therefore, the domain wall config-
uration has been modified and the timescale of informa-
tion protection does not correspond to the height of the
domain wall. A detailed analysis based on the statistical
model is given in SM [64]. This information protection
process can also be understood as a Hayden-Preskill pro-
tocol [72] as shown in Fig. 1 (c). The steady state can
be regarded as a black hole formed long ago that is max-
imally entangled with the environment, which is under
the control of Bob. To destroy her recorded one-qudit
information, which is maximally entangled with a refer-
ence qudit of Charlie, Alice throws it into the black hole.
The quantum noise channels can be regarded as Hawking
radiation to the environment. The Hayden-Preskill pro-
tocol tells us that the environment, i.e., Bob, only needs
slightly more than one qudit from the Hawking radiation
to decode Alice’s information. Therefore, the timescale of
information protection corresponds to the time required
for a quantum noise with probability q to appear in the
light cone of the encoded information with area O(t2),
and hence the timescale is q−1/2 [64]. The presence of
measurements will not alter the qualitative arguments
above. Therefore, the timescales of information protec-
tion for temporally correlated and uncorrelated quantum
noises in MIPT are q−2/3 and q−1/2, respectively. We
can also apply statistical model understanding and nu-
merical simulation to the noiseless case, where the infor-
mation can be protected forever in hybrid circuits with
the presence of projective measurements [64].

Clifford simulation.— To support the theoretical pre-
dictions, we perform extensive large-scale Clifford simu-
lations [77, 78] where the random Clifford gates form a
unitary 3-design [79]. We use the reset channel Ri(ρ) =
tri(ρ)⊗|0⟩⟨0|i to model the quantum noise, which is easy
to implement in the current generation of quantum hard-
ware [80, 81], while our theoretical analysis does not de-
pend on the choice of quantum channels. The numerical
results with quantum dephasing channels and more dis-
cussion can be found in the SM [64]. We set the proba-
bility of projective measurement 0 < pm < pcm.

The dynamics of mutual information IAB:R in the pres-
ence of temporally uncorrelated and correlated quantum
noises are shown in Fig. 3 (see SM for more numeri-
cal results for generic non-Markovian cases). The data
with different system sizes and noise probabilities can
be collapsed with rescaled time t/q−1/2 and t/q−2/3 for
temporally uncorrelated and correlated quantum noises,
consistent with the theoretical predictions. The fitting of

the half-chain mutual information shown in the inset in
Fig. 3 (a) gives the q−1/3 scaling. We have also demon-
strated the scaling of entanglement entropy [64].
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FIG. 3. The information protection dynamics. q represents
the probability of reset channels and pm = 0.2 < pcm is the
probability of projective measurement. (a) shows the mutual
information IAB:R vs rescaled time t/q−1/2 for temporally
uncorrelated quantum noises. The inset shows the fitting of
mutual information IA:B with the function IA:B(q) = aqb. b
is very close to the theoretical prediction −1/3. (b) shows
the mutual information IAB:R vs rescaled time t/q−2/3 for
temporally correlated quantum noises.

Discussions and conclusion.— We provide a compre-
hensive analytical understanding of the impacts of quan-
tum noises with different temporal correlations on en-
tanglement generation and information protection: the
mutual information satisfies the scaling q−1/3 for both
temporally uncorrelated and correlated noise, while the
timescale of information protection for temporally uncor-
related and correlated noise is q−1/2 and q−2/3, respec-
tively. These theoretical predictions are further demon-
strated by convincing numerical results from Clifford cir-
cuit simulations [64].

It is worth noting that the information protection ca-
pacity of non-Markovian noise (temporally correlated) is
much stronger than the Markovian noise case when q
is small, which is consistent with recent studies on the
unexpected benefits brought by non-Markovian noise in
quantum simulation [82] and quantum computation [83].
In the SM [64], we also investigated the information pro-
tection capacity for a general non-Markovian noise inter-
polating between the Markovian and the strongest non-
Markovian limits in the no measurement limit. We found
that the information protection timescale changes contin-
uously from q−1/2 in the Markovian limit to q−1 in the
strong non-Markovian limit, consistent with the expec-
tation.

Furthermore, our setup realizes the Hayden-Preskill
protocol in hybrid quantum circuits by identifying the
quantum noise channel (unitary evolution with ancilla
qudits) as Hawking radiation through the ancilla qudits.
The setup in this Letter overcomes the subtleties in the
previous Hayden-Preskill analogy in hybrid quantum cir-
cuits [84]. By coupling the reference qudit to the system
after reaching the steady state, i.e. the black hole with
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half of the qudits radiated out and maximally entangled
with the environment, we recover the Hayden-Preskill
thought experiment, in which Bob can successfully de-
code the information, and hence substantially reduce the
mutual information between the black hole and Charlie
with O(1) more qubits radiated.

In conclusion, we have presented a comprehensive theo-
retical framework for understanding entanglement gener-
ation and information protection in the presence of quan-
tum noises in hybrid quantum circuits. This framework
is applicable to both temporally uncorrelated (Marko-
vian) and correlated (non-Markovian) quantum noises.
This work will deepen the understanding of the effects
of different types of quantum noises on MIPT and quan-
tum information processing. Furthermore, our theoret-
ical analysis can be extended to the cases of quantum
noises with system size-dependent probability, where the
noise-induced entanglement and coding transitions have
been investigated [85].

Acknowledgement.— This work is supported in part by
the NSFC under Grant No. 11825404 (SL, MRL). SL and
MRL acknowledge the support from the Lavin-Bernick
Grant during the visit to Tulane University. The work
of SKJ is supported by a startup fund at Tulane Univer-
sity. SXZ would like to acknowledge the helpful discus-
sion with Yu-Qin Chen in terms of the non-Markovian
noise.

∗ shixinzhang@tencent.com
† sjian@tulane.edu

[1] Y. Li, X. Chen, and M. P. A. Fisher, Quantum zeno effect
and the many-body entanglement transition, Phys. Rev.
B 98, 205136 (2018).

[2] Y. Li, X. Chen, and M. P. A. Fisher, Measurement-
driven entanglement transition in hybrid quantum cir-
cuits, Phys. Rev. B 100, 134306 (2019).

[3] B. Skinner, J. Ruhman, and A. Nahum, Measurement-
induced phase transitions in the dynamics of entangle-
ment, Phys. Rev. X 9, 031009 (2019).

[4] M. Ippoliti and V. Khemani, Postselection-free entangle-
ment dynamics via spacetime duality, Phys. Rev. Lett.
126, 060501 (2021).

[5] T.-C. Lu and T. Grover, Spacetime duality between local-
ization transitions and measurement-induced transitions,
PRX Quantum 2, 040319 (2021).

[6] M. Ippoliti, T. Rakovszky, and V. Khemani, Fractal, log-
arithmic, and volume-law entangled nonthermal steady
states via spacetime duality, Phys. Rev. X 12, 011045
(2022).

[7] M. J. Gullans and D. A. Huse, Dynamical purifica-
tion phase transition induced by quantum measurements,
Phys. Rev. X 10, 041020 (2020).

[8] S. Choi, Y. Bao, X.-L. Qi, and E. Altman, Quantum er-
ror correction in scrambling dynamics and measurement-
induced phase transition, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 030505
(2020).

[9] A. Chan, R. M. Nandkishore, M. Pretko, and G. Smith,

Unitary-projective entanglement dynamics, Phys. Rev. B
99, 224307 (2019).

[10] M. Szyniszewski, A. Romito, and H. Schomerus, Entan-
glement transition from variable-strength weak measure-
ments, Phys. Rev. B 100, 064204 (2019).

[11] Y. Bao, S. Choi, and E. Altman, Theory of the phase
transition in random unitary circuits with measurements,
Phys. Rev. B 101, 104301 (2020).

[12] R. Fan, S. Vijay, A. Vishwanath, and Y.-Z. You, Self-
organized error correction in random unitary circuits
with measurement, Phys. Rev. B 103, 174309 (2021).

[13] Y. Li and M. P. A. Fisher, Statistical mechanics of quan-
tum error correcting codes, Phys. Rev. B 103, 104306
(2021).

[14] C.-M. Jian, Y.-Z. You, R. Vasseur, and A. W. W. Lud-
wig, Measurement-induced criticality in random quan-
tum circuits, Phys. Rev. B 101, 104302 (2020).

[15] E. V. H. Doggen, Y. Gefen, I. V. Gornyi, A. D. Mirlin,
and D. G. Polyakov, Evolution of many-body systems
under ancilla quantum measurements, Phys. Rev. B 107,
214203 (2023).

[16] J. C. Hoke, M. Ippoliti, E. Rosenberg, D. Abanin,
R. Acharya, T. I. Andersen, M. Ansmann, F. Arute,
K. Arya, A. Asfaw, J. Atalaya, J. C. Bardin, A. Bengts-
son, G. Bortoli, A. Bourassa, J. Bovaird, L. Brill,
M. Broughton, B. B. Buckley, D. A. Buell, T. Burger,
B. Burkett, N. Bushnell, Z. Chen, B. Chiaro, D. Chik,
J. Cogan, R. Collins, P. Conner, W. Courtney, A. L.
Crook, B. Curtin, A. G. Dau, D. M. Debroy, A. Del
Toro Barba, S. Demura, A. Di Paolo, I. K. Droz-
dov, A. Dunsworth, D. Eppens, C. Erickson, E. Farhi,
R. Fatemi, V. S. Ferreira, L. F. Burgos, E. Forati, A. G.
Fowler, B. Foxen, W. Giang, C. Gidney, D. Gilboa,
M. Giustina, R. Gosula, J. A. Gross, S. Habegger, M. C.
Hamilton, M. Hansen, M. P. Harrigan, S. D. Harrington,
P. Heu, M. R. Hoffmann, S. Hong, T. Huang, A. Huff,
W. J. Huggins, S. V. Isakov, J. Iveland, E. Jeffrey,
Z. Jiang, C. Jones, P. Juhas, D. Kafri, K. Kechedzhi,
T. Khattar, M. Khezri, M. Kieferová, S. Kim, A. Kitaev,
P. V. Klimov, A. R. Klots, A. N. Korotkov, F. Kostritsa,
J. M. Kreikebaum, D. Landhuis, P. Laptev, K.-M. Lau,
L. Laws, J. Lee, K. W. Lee, Y. D. Lensky, B. J. Lester,
A. T. Lill, W. Liu, A. Locharla, O. Martin, J. R. Mc-
Clean, M. McEwen, K. C. Miao, A. Mieszala, S. Mon-
tazeri, A. Morvan, R. Movassagh, W. Mruczkiewicz,
M. Neeley, C. Neill, A. Nersisyan, M. Newman, J. H.
Ng, A. Nguyen, M. Nguyen, M. Y. Niu, T. E. O’Brien,
S. Omonije, A. Opremcak, A. Petukhov, R. Potter,
L. P. Pryadko, C. Quintana, C. Rocque, N. C. Ru-
bin, N. Saei, D. Sank, K. Sankaragomathi, K. J.
Satzinger, H. F. Schurkus, C. Schuster, M. J. Shearn,
A. Shorter, N. Shutty, V. Shvarts, J. Skruzny, W. C.
Smith, R. Somma, G. Sterling, D. Strain, M. Szalay,
A. Torres, G. Vidal, B. Villalonga, C. V. Heidweiller,
T. White, B. W. K. Woo, C. Xing, Z. J. Yao, P. Yeh,
J. Yoo, G. Young, A. Zalcman, Y. Zhang, N. Zhu,
N. Zobrist, H. Neven, R. Babbush, D. Bacon, S. Boixo,
J. Hilton, E. Lucero, A. Megrant, J. Kelly, Y. Chen,
V. Smelyanskiy, X. Mi, V. Khemani, P. Roushan, and
Google Quantum AI and Collaborators, Measurement-
induced entanglement and teleportation on a noisy quan-
tum processor, Nature 622, 481 (2023).

[17] Z.-C. Yang, Y. Li, M. P. A. Fisher, and X. Chen, En-
tanglement phase transitions in random stabilizer tensor

mailto:shixinzhang@tencent.com
mailto:sjian@tulane.edu
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.205136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.205136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.134306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.060501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.060501
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040319
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.12.011045
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.12.011045
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.10.041020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.030505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.030505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.224307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.224307
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.100.064204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.104301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.174309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.104306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.104306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.104302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.214203
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.214203
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06505-7


6

networks, Phys. Rev. B 105, 104306 (2022).
[18] X. Turkeshi, R. Fazio, and M. Dalmonte, Measurement-

induced criticality in (2+1)-dimensional hybrid quantum
circuits, Phys. Rev. B 102, 014315 (2020).

[19] P. Sierant, M. Schirò, M. Lewenstein, and X. Turkeshi,
Measurement-induced phase transitions in (d + 1)-
dimensional stabilizer circuits, Phys. Rev. B 106, 214316
(2022).

[20] H. Liu, T. Zhou, and X. Chen, Measurement-induced
entanglement transition in a two-dimensional shallow cir-
cuit, Phys. Rev. B 106, 144311 (2022).

[21] X. Feng, B. Skinner, and A. Nahum, Measurement-
induced phase transitions on dynamical quantum trees,
PRX Quantum 4, 030333 (2023).

[22] U. Agrawal, A. Zabalo, K. Chen, J. H. Wilson, A. C.
Potter, J. H. Pixley, S. Gopalakrishnan, and R. Vasseur,
Entanglement and charge-sharpening transitions in u(1)
symmetric monitored quantum circuits, Phys. Rev. X 12,
041002 (2022).

[23] H. Oshima and Y. Fuji, Charge fluctuation and charge-
resolved entanglement in a monitored quantum circuit
with u(1) symmetry, Phys. Rev. B 107, 014308 (2023).

[24] F. Barratt, U. Agrawal, S. Gopalakrishnan, D. A. Huse,
R. Vasseur, and A. C. Potter, Field theory of charge
sharpening in symmetric monitored quantum circuits,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 120604 (2022).

[25] Y. Han and X. Chen, Entanglement dynamics in u
(1) symmetric hybrid quantum automaton circuits,
arXiv:2305.18141 (2023).

[26] S.-K. Jian, C. Liu, X. Chen, B. Swingle, and P. Zhang,
Measurement-induced phase transition in the monitored
sachdev-ye-kitaev model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 140601
(2021).

[27] S. Sahu, S.-K. Jian, G. Bentsen, and B. Swingle, Entan-
glement phases in large-n hybrid brownian circuits with
long-range couplings, Phys. Rev. B 106, 224305 (2022).

[28] S.-K. Jian and B. Swingle, Phase transition in von
Neumann entanglement entropy from replica symmetry
breaking, arXiv:2108.11973 (2021).

[29] X. Yu and X.-L. Qi, Measurement-Induced Entangle-
ment Phase Transition in Random Bilocal Circuits,
arXiv:2201.12704 (2022).

[30] A. Nahum, S. Roy, B. Skinner, and J. Ruhman, Mea-
surement and entanglement phase transitions in all-to-
all quantum circuits, on quantum trees, and in landau-
ginsburg theory, PRX Quantum 2, 010352 (2021).

[31] P. Sierant, G. Chiriacò, F. M. Surace, S. Sharma,
X. Turkeshi, M. Dalmonte, R. Fazio, and G. Pagano,
Dissipative Floquet Dynamics: from Steady State to
Measurement Induced Criticality in Trapped-ion Chains,
Quantum 6, 638 (2022).

[32] G. S. Bentsen, S. Sahu, and B. Swingle, Measurement-
induced purification in large-n hybrid brownian circuits,
Phys. Rev. B 104, 094304 (2021).

[33] T. Müller, S. Diehl, and M. Buchhold, Measurement-
induced dark state phase transitions in long-ranged
fermion systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010605 (2022).

[34] M. Block, Y. Bao, S. Choi, E. Altman, and N. Y.
Yao, Measurement-induced transition in long-range in-
teracting quantum circuits, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010604
(2022).

[35] T. Hashizume, G. Bentsen, and A. J. Daley,
Measurement-induced phase transitions in sparse nonlo-
cal scramblers, Phys. Rev. Res. 4, 013174 (2022).

[36] T. Minato, K. Sugimoto, T. Kuwahara, and K. Saito,
Fate of measurement-induced phase transition in long-
range interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010603 (2022).

[37] S. Sharma, X. Turkeshi, R. Fazio, and M. Dalmonte,
Measurement-induced criticality in extended and long-
range unitary circuits, SciPost Phys. Core 5, 023 (2022).

[38] P. Zhang, C. Liu, S.-K. Jian, and X. Chen, Universal
Entanglement Transitions of Free Fermions with Long-
range Non-unitary Dynamics, Quantum 6, 723 (2022).

[39] V. Ravindranath, Y. Han, Z.-C. Yang, and X. Chen,
Entanglement steering in adaptive circuits with feedback,
Phys. Rev. B 108, L041103 (2023).

[40] V. Ravindranath, Z.-C. Yang, and X. Chen,
Free fermions under adaptive quantum dynamics,
arXiv:2306.16595 (2023).

[41] N. O’Dea, A. Morningstar, S. Gopalakrishnan, and
V. Khemani, Entanglement and absorbing-state transi-
tions in interactive quantum dynamics, arXiv:2211.12526
(2022).

[42] P. Sierant and X. Turkeshi, Controlling entanglement
at absorbing state phase transitions in random circuits,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 120402 (2023).

[43] H. Kim and D. A. Huse, Ballistic spreading of entan-
glement in a diffusive nonintegrable system, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 111, 127205 (2013).

[44] A. Nahum, J. Ruhman, S. Vijay, and J. Haah, Quantum
entanglement growth under random unitary dynamics,
Phys. Rev. X 7, 031016 (2017).

[45] M. Ippoliti, M. J. Gullans, S. Gopalakrishnan, D. A.
Huse, and V. Khemani, Entanglement phase transitions
in measurement-only dynamics, Phys. Rev. X 11, 011030
(2021).

[46] C. Noel, P. Niroula, D. Zhu, A. Risinger, L. Egan,
D. Biswas, M. Cetina, A. V. Gorshkov, M. J. Gullans,
D. A. Huse, and C. Monroe, Measurement-induced quan-
tum phases realized in a trapped-ion quantum computer,
Nature Physics 18, 760 (2022).

[47] Y. Bao, S. Choi, and E. Altman, Symmetry enriched
phases of quantum circuits, Annals of Physics 435,
168618 (2021).

[48] B. C. Dias, D. Perkovic, M. Haque, P. Ribeiro, and
P. A. McClarty, Quantum Noise as a Symmetry-Breaking
Field, arXiv:2208.13861 (2022).

[49] S.-K. Jian, C. Liu, X. Chen, B. Swingle, and
P. Zhang, Quantum error as an emergent magnetic field,
arXiv:2106.09635 (2021).

[50] Y. Li and M. Claassen, Statistical mechanics of mon-
itored dissipative random circuits, Phys. Rev. B 108,
104310 (2023).

[51] Z. Li, S. Sang, and T. H. Hsieh, Entanglement dynam-
ics of noisy random circuits, Phys. Rev. B 107, 014307
(2023).

[52] S. Liu, M.-R. Li, S.-X. Zhang, S.-K. Jian, and H. Yao,
Universal kardar-parisi-zhang scaling in noisy hybrid
quantum circuits, Phys. Rev. B 107, L201113 (2023).

[53] A. Zabalo, J. H. Wilson, M. J. Gullans, R. Vasseur,
S. Gopalakrishnan, D. A. Huse, and J. H. Pixley, Infinite-
randomness criticality in monitored quantum dynamics
with static disorder, Phys. Rev. B 107, L220204 (2023).

[54] G. Shkolnik, A. Zabalo, R. Vasseur, D. A. Huse, J. H.
Pixley, and S. Gazit, Measurement induced criticality in
quasiperiodic modulated random hybrid circuits, Phys.
Rev. B 108, 184204 (2023).

[55] H.-P. Breuer, E.-M. Laine, J. Piilo, and B. Vacchini,

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.104306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.014315
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.214316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.214316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.144311
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.030333
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.041002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.041002
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.107.014308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.120604
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.18141
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.140601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.140601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.224305
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.11973
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.12704
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010352
https://doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2022-02-02-638
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.094304
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.013174
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010603
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysCore.5.2.023
https://doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2022-05-27-723
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.L041103
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16595
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.12526
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.12526
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.120402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.127205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.127205
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.7.031016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.011030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.011030
https://doi.org/ 10.1038/s41567-022-01619-7
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2021.168618
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2021.168618
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.13861
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.09635
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.104310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.104310
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.107.014307
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.107.014307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.L201113
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.L220204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.184204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.184204


7

Colloquium: Non-markovian dynamics in open quantum
systems, Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 021002 (2016).

[56] Z. Cai, R. Babbush, S. C. Benjamin, S. Endo, W. J. Hug-
gins, Y. Li, J. R. McClean, and T. E. O’Brien, Quantum
Error Mitigation, arXiv:2210.00921 (2022).

[57] K. Temme, S. Bravyi, and J. M. Gambetta, Error Mit-
igation for Short-Depth Quantum Circuits, Physical Re-
view Letters 119, 180509 (2017).

[58] Y. Kim, C. J. Wood, T. J. Yoder, S. T. Merkel, J. M.
Gambetta, K. Temme, and A. Kandala, Scalable error
mitigation for noisy quantum circuits produces competi-
tive expectation values, Nature Physics 19, 752 (2023).

[59] S. Zhang, Z.-Q. Wan, C.-Y. Hsieh, H. Yao, and S. Zhang,
Variational Quantum-Neural Hybrid Error Mitigation,
Advanced Quantum Technologies 6 (2023).

[60] Y. Kim, A. Eddins, S. Anand, K. X. Wei, E. van den
Berg, S. Rosenblatt, H. Nayfeh, Y. Wu, M. Zaletel,
K. Temme, and A. Kandala, Evidence for the utility of
quantum computing before fault tolerance, Nature 618,
500 (2023).

[61] C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, J. A. Smolin, and
W. K. Wootters, Mixed-state entanglement and quantum
error correction, Phys. Rev. A 54, 3824 (1996).

[62] M. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, and R. Horodecki, Mixed-
state entanglement and distillation: Is there a “bound”
entanglement in nature?, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 5239
(1998).

[63] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum computation
and quantum information (Cambridge university press,
2010).

[64] See the Supplementary Materials for more details, includ-
ing (I) the introduction to the effective statistical model,
(II) the analytical understanding in the presence of tem-
porally uncorrelated quantum noises, (III) the analyti-
cal understanding in the presence of temporally corre-
lated quantum noises, (IV) information protection with-
out quantum noises, (V) connection between information
protection and time correlation of quantum noises.

[65] M. Kardar, G. Parisi, and Y.-C. Zhang, Dynamic scaling
of growing interfaces, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 889 (1986).

[66] M. Kardar, Roughening by impurities at finite tempera-
tures, Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 2923 (1985).

[67] D. A. Huse, C. L. Henley, and D. S. Fisher, Huse, henley,
and fisher respond, Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 2924 (1985).

[68] E. Medina, T. Hwa, M. Kardar, and Y.-C. Zhang, Burg-
ers equation with correlated noise: Renormalization-
group analysis and applications to directed polymers and
interface growth, Phys. Rev. A 39, 3053 (1989).

[69] Z. Weinstein, Y. Bao, and E. Altman, Measurement-
induced power-law negativity in an open monitored quan-
tum circuit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 080501 (2022).

[70] T. Gueudré and P. L. Doussal, Directed polymer near a
hard wall and kpz equation in the half-space, Europhysics
Letters 100, 26006 (2012).

[71] G. Barraquand, A. Krajenbrink, and P. Le Doussal, Half-
Space Stationary Kardar–Parisi–Zhang Equation, Jour-
nal of Statistical Physics 181, 1149 (2020).

[72] P. Hayden and J. Preskill, Black holes as mirrors: quan-

tum information in random subsystems, Journal of High
Energy Physics 2007, 120 (2007).

[73] H. Nishimori, Statistical physics of spin glasses and in-
formation processing: an introduction, 111 (Clarendon
Press, 2001).

[74] M. Kardar, Statistical physics of fields (Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2007).

[75] X. Dong, X.-L. Qi, and M. Walter, Holographic entangle-
ment negativity and replica symmetry breaking, Journal
of High Energy Physics 2021, 24 (2021).

[76] Y. Li, S. Vijay, and M. P. Fisher, Entanglement do-
main walls in monitored quantum circuits and the di-
rected polymer in a random environment, PRX Quantum
4, 010331 (2023).

[77] S. Aaronson and D. Gottesman, Improved simulation of
stabilizer circuits, Phys. Rev. A 70, 052328 (2004).

[78] M. A. Nielsen, I. Chuang, and L. K. Grover, Quantum
Computation and Quantum Information, Am. J. Phys.
70, 4 (2002).

[79] Z. Webb, The Clifford group forms a unitary 3-design,
arXiv:1510.02769 (2016).

[80] Y. Zhou, Z. Zhang, Z. Yin, S. Huai, X. Gu, X. Xu, J. All-
cock, F. Liu, G. Xi, Q. Yu, H. Zhang, M. Zhang, H. Li,
X. Song, Z. Wang, D. Zheng, S. An, Y. Zheng, and
S. Zhang, Rapid and unconditional parametric reset pro-
tocol for tunable superconducting qubits, Nature Com-
munications 12, 5924 (2021).

[81] K. Geerlings, Z. Leghtas, I. M. Pop, S. Shankar, L. Frun-
zio, R. J. Schoelkopf, M. Mirrahimi, and M. H. Devoret,
Demonstrating a driven reset protocol for a supercon-
ducting qubit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 120501 (2013).

[82] Y.-Q. Chen, S.-X. Zhang, and S. Zhang, Non-
Markovianity Benefits Quantum Dynamics Simulation,
arXiv:2311.17622 (2023).

[83] J. Kattemölle and G. Burkard, Ability of error correla-
tions to improve the performance of variational quantum
algorithms, Physical Review A 107, 042426 (2023).

[84] Z. Weinstein, S. P. Kelly, J. Marino, and E. Altman,
Scrambling Transition in a Radiative Random Unitary
Circuit, Physical Review Letters 131, 220404 (2023).

[85] S. Liu, M.-R. Li, S.-X. Zhang, and S.-K. Jian, Noise in-
duced phase transitions in hybrid circuits, In preparation
(2024).

[86] T. Zhou and A. Nahum, Emergent statistical mechanics
of entanglement in random unitary circuits, Phys. Rev.
B 99, 174205 (2019).

[87] B. Collins, Moments and cumulants of polynomial ran-
dom variables on unitarygroups, the itzykson-zuber in-
tegral, and free probability, International Mathematics
Research Notices 2003, 953 (2003).

[88] B. Collins and P. Śniady, Integration with Respect to the
Haar Measure on Unitary, Orthogonal and Symplectic
Group, Communications in Mathematical Physics 264,
773 (2006).

[89] A. Nahum, S. Vijay, and J. Haah, Operator spreading in
random unitary circuits, Phys. Rev. X 8, 021014 (2018).

[90] M. Huang, M. E. Fisher, and R. Lipowsky, Wetting in
a two-dimensional random-bond ising model, Phys. Rev.
B 39, 2632 (1989).

https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.021002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.00921
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.180509
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.180509
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01914-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06096-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06096-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.3824
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.5239
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.5239
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.56.889
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.55.2923
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.55.2924
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.39.3053
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.080501
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/100/26006
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/100/26006
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s10955-020-02622-z
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s10955-020-02622-z
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1126-6708/2007/09/120
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1126-6708/2007/09/120
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2021)024
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2021)024
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.010331
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.010331
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.70.052328
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.02769
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-26205-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-26205-y
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.120501
http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.17622
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.107.042426
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.220404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.174205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.174205
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-006-1554-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-006-1554-3
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.8.021014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.39.2632
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.39.2632


8

Supplemental Material for “Entanglement structure and information protection in
noisy hybrid quantum circuit”

CONTENTS

I. Introduction to the effective statistical model 8
A. The mapping between the quantum circuit and the statistical model 8
B. The relation between the entanglement entropy and the free energy 10

II. The analytical understanding in the presence of temporally uncorrelated quantum noises 11
A. Quantum dephasing channel 11
B. The timescale of the information protection: maximally mixed state 12
C. The timescale of the information protection: product state as the initial state 14
D. Generalization to other quantum channels 17
E. Generalization to the presence of projective measurements 20
F. Entanglement entropy and mutual information of the steady state 21

III. The analytical understanding in the presence of temporally correlated quantum noises 23
A. Entanglement entropy and mutual information of the steady state 23
B. The timescale of the information protection 24

IV. Information protection without quantum noises 24

V. Connection between information protection and temporal correlation of quantum noises 25

I. INTRODUCTION TO THE EFFECTIVE STATISTICAL MODEL

In this section, we introduce the mapping framework between the hybrid quantum circuit and the effective classical
statistical model and demonstrate how to obtain entanglement entropy and mutual information of the circuit model
from the free energy of the statistical model. Here, we begin with the most basic setup without quantum noises or
projective measurements for the sake of simplicity and defer the discussions of cases involving quantum noises or
projective measurements to the subsequent sections.

A. The mapping between the quantum circuit and the statistical model

The quantum circuit is composed of random two-qudit unitary gates arranged in a brick-wall layered structure as
shown in the main text. At discrete time step T , the density matrix ρ is

ρ =

T∏
t=1

Ũtρ0Ũ
†
t , (S1)

where ρ0 is the density matrix of the initial state, and

Ũt =

L−4
2∏

i=0

Ut,(2i+2,2i+3)

L−2
2∏

i=0

Ut,(2i+1,2i+2), (S2)

is the unitary evolution of discrete time step t where each two-qudit unitary gate is independently and randomly
drawn from the Harr measure. To obtain the entanglement entropy of the quantum circuit from the free energy of
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the statistical model as discussed below, we can express the density matrix in a r-fold replicated Hilbert space

|ρ⟩⊗r =

T∏
t=1

î
Ũt ⊗ Ũ∗

t

ó⊗r
|ρ0⟩⊗r (S3)

=

T∏
t=1

L−4
2∏

i=0

(Ut,(2i+2,2i+3) ⊗ U∗
t,(2i+2,2i+3))

⊗r

L−2
2∏

i=0

(Ut,(2i+1,2i+2) ⊗ U∗
t,(2i+1,2i+2))

⊗r

 |ρ0⟩⊗r,

and the mapping to the effective statistical model arises from the average over the Haar random two-qudit unitary
gates Ut,(i,j) [11, 14, 22, 44, 69, 86–89]:

EU (Ut,(i,j) ⊗ U∗
t,(i,j))

⊗r =
∑

σ,τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (στ
−1)|ττ⟩⟨σσ|ij , (S4)

where Sr is the permutation group of dimension r , d is the local Hilbert space dimension of qudit (d = 2 for qubit),
and Wg(r)d2 is the Weingarten function with an asymptotic expansion for large d [86, 88]:

Wg(r)d2 (σ) =
1

d2r

ï
Moeb(σ)
d2|σ|

+O(d−2|σ|−4)

ò
, (S5)

where |σ| is the number of transpositions required to construct σ from the identity permutation spin I. Therefore,
the quantum circuit has been transformed into a classical statistical model, where the degrees of freedom are formed
by permutation-valued spins σ, τ , see Fig. S1 (a) and (b).

The partition function Z of this statistical model is obtained by summing the total weights of various spin con-
figurations. For a specific spin configuration, the total weight is the product of the weights of the diagonal and
vertical bonds where the weight of the diagonal bond is given by the inner product between two diagonally adjacent
permutation spins

wd(σ, τ) = ⟨σ|τ⟩ = dr−|σ−1τ |, (S6)

and the weight of the vertical bond is determined by the Weingarten function. However, the Moeb(σ) which is the
Moebius number of σ can be negative [88]. To obtain positive definite weights, we can integrate out the τ spins and
get positive three-body weights of downward triangles

W 0(σ1, σ2;σ3) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (σ3τ
−1)d2r−|σ−1

1 τ |−|σ−1
2 τ |, (S7)

see Fig. S1 (d) and (e) for details. Then the total weight of a specific spin configuration is the product of the weights
of the downward triangles. It is worth noting that we can also obtain the positive three-body weights of upward
triangles by integrating out the σ spins when the initial state is maximally mixed (see Fig. S1 (e)). In the following
discussion, we focus on the most dominant spin configuration that has the largest total weight in the large d limit,
i.e., the partition function Z is determined by the weight of the dominant spin configuration.

Furthermore, we show that the spin-spin interaction in the statistical model is ferromagnetic. We can consider the
weights of the downward triangles with some specific spin configurations.

• σ1 = σ2 = σ3 = σ:

W 0(σ, σ;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (στ
−1)d2r−2|σ−1τ | (S8)

≈
∑
τ∈Sr

Moeb(στ−1)d−4|σ−1τ |

≈ d0.

• σ1 = σ′, σ2 = σ3 = σ or σ2 = σ′, σ1 = σ3 = σ:

W 0(σ′, σ;σ) = W 0(σ, σ′;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (στ
−1)d2r−|σ−1τ |−|(σ′)−1τ | (S9)

≈
∑
τ∈Sr

Moeb(στ−1)d−3|σ−1τ |−|(σ′)−1τ |

≈ d−|(σ′)−1)σ|.
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While there are other possible spin configurations, the configuration that maximizes the triangle weight occurs when
σ1 = σ2 = σ3 = σ. Therefore, the spin-spin interaction is ferromagnetic, and all the spins tend to be in the same
direction to achieve the largest total weight. However, as discussed below, due to the particular boundary conditions
and the presence of quantum noises, the Sr rotational symmetry is broken [47–51] and domain walls may appear with
unit energy of log

(
W 0(σ′, σ;σ)

)
. It is worth noting that the weight is zero when σ1 = σ2 ̸= σ3 known as unitary

constraint [75, 76]. Therefore, when the domain wall passes through a triangle, it can only pass diagonally with spin
configurations shown in Eq. (S9). Consequently, the domain wall is unique in the absence of quantum noises and
measurements.

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

(e)

Diagonal bond

Vertical bond

FIG. S1. (a) shows the quantum circuit with random two-qudit unitary gates arranged in a brick-wall structure. (b) shows
the statistical model with the degrees of freedom formed by the permutation-valued spins σ and τ . The particular boundary
conditions in correspondence with F

(n,k)
AB∪R is to add a layer of spins C at the top and to add a layer of spins I (maximally

mixed state as the initial state) at the bottom except the spin C at position x0. (c) we integrate out spins τ to obtain positive
three-body weights of the downward triangles. (d) the weight of the triangle is the product of the weights of the diagonal bonds
and the weight of the vertical bond. (e) when we choose the maximally mixed state as the initial state, we can also integrate
out the spins σ to obtain positive three-body weights of the upward triangles.

B. The relation between the entanglement entropy and the free energy

In the last section, we have introduced the mapping between the hybrid quantum circuit and the ferromagnetic
statistical model. Here, we show how to obtain entanglement entropy of the circuit model from the free energy of the
statistical model. Firstly, we can rewrite the entanglement entropy Sα as

Sα = lim
n→1

S(n)
α = lim

n→1

1

1− n
EU log

tr ρnα
(tr ρ)n

, (S10)

where ρα is the reduced density matrix of region α and S
(n)
α is the n-th order Renyi entropy. As the mapping shown

above, we can also represent S
(n)
α in n-fold replicated Hilbert space

S(n)
α =

1

1− n
EU log

tr ρnα
(tr ρ)n

=
1

1− n
EU log

Tr((Cα ⊗ Iᾱ)ρ
⊗n)

Tr((Iα ⊗ Iᾱ)ρ⊗n)
=

1

1− n
EU log

Z
(n)
α

Z
(n)
0

, (S11)

where C =

Å
1 2 ... n
2 3 ... 1

ã
and I =

Å
1 2 ... n
1 2 ... n

ã
are the cyclic and identity permutations in n-fold replicated Hilbert

space, respectively. With the help of the replica trick [73, 74], we can overcome the difficulty of the average outside
the logarithmic function

EU logZ(n)
α = lim

k→0

1

k
log{EU (Z

(n)
α )k} = lim

k→0

1

k
logZ(n,k)

α , (S12)

EU logZ
(n)
0 = lim

k→0

1

k
log{EU (Z

(n)
0 )k} = lim

k→0

1

k
logZ

(n,k)
0 ,

where

Z(n,k)
α = Tr

{
(Cα ⊗ Iᾱ)

⊗k
[
EUρ

⊗nk
]}

= Tr
{
Cα ⊗ Iᾱ

[
EUρ

⊗nk
]}

, (S13)

Z
(n,k)
0 = Tr

{
(Iα ⊗ Iᾱ)

⊗k
[
EUρ

⊗nk
]}

= Tr
{
Iα ⊗ Iᾱ

[
EUρ

⊗nk
]}

,
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with C =

Å
1 2 ... n
2 3 ... 1

ã⊗k

and I =
Å
1 2 ... n
1 2 ... n

ã⊗k

are permutations in the r-fold replicated Hilbert space with r = nk.

Therefore,

Sα = lim
k→0
n→1

1

k(1− n)
log

®
Z

(n,k)
α

Z
(n,k)
0

´
, (S14)

where Z is the partition function for the classical spin model via the mapping, and it corresponds to the weight of the
dominant spin configuration with the largest weight of the ferromagnetic spin model with particular top boundary
conditions in the large d limit: Cα⊗ Iᾱ for Zα and Iα⊗ Iᾱ for Z0. Therefore, Sα can be represented as the free energy
difference:

S(n,k)
α =

1

k(n− 1)

î
F (n,k)
α − F

(n,k)
0

ó
. (S15)

The above discussion has assumed that the initial state is a product state with a free bottom boundary condition. In
the case with a maximally mixed state as the initial state, the bottom boundary is fixed to Iα⊗ Iᾱ as discussed below.

II. THE ANALYTICAL UNDERSTANDING IN THE PRESENCE OF TEMPORALLY
UNCORRELATED QUANTUM NOISES

In this section, we present the theoretical predictions for the scalings of entanglement entropy, mutual information,
and the timescale of the encoded information protection in the presence of temporally uncorrelated quantum noises.
Specifically, we first focus on the case in the presence of quantum dephasing channels with probability q and defer the
discussions for other quantum channels to the later part of this section.

A. Quantum dephasing channel

Quantum dephasing channel is one common choice to model the quantum noise. Under the quantum dephasing
channel acting on qudit i, the density matrix is

ρ′ = Di(ρ) =

d−1∑
j=0

PjρPj , (S16)

where Pj = |j⟩⟨j|. Furthermore, it can be realized with an ancilla qudit in the environment initialized to |0⟩ and
unitary operation V

V =

d−1∑
i=1

(|ii⟩⟨i0|+ h.c.) + |00⟩⟨00|+
∑
j ̸=0,i

|ij⟩⟨ij|, (S17)

which is the CNOT gate when d = 2 with the ancilla qubit as the target qubit. The density matrix of these two
qudits is

V ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|V † =

d−1∑
i=0

|ii⟩⟨i0| [ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|]
d−1∑
i=0

|i0⟩⟨ii| (S18)

=
∑
ij

ρij |ii⟩⟨jj|.

Therefore, if we discard (trace out) the ancilla qudit in the environment, the reduced density matrix is the same as
that in Eq. (S16). This is the reason why the quantum channel can be regarded as Hawking radiation as discussed in
the main text. Moreover, the analogy to the Hayden-Preskill protocol is suitable for other quantum channels because
they can also be realized with the introduced ancilla qudit in the environment and unitary operation [63].
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In terms of the statistical model, the quantum dephasing channels modify the inner product between adjacent spins
thereby affecting the three-body weights with the same spin configurations. The exact results of the inner product of
⟨σ|D|τ⟩ with general σ and τ are hard to track [69]. However, we know that

⟨σ|D|σ⟩ = ⟨σ|D|I⟩ = ⟨I|D|σ⟩ = dr−|σ|, (S19)

and the inner products with other spin configurations are smaller by at least a factor of 1/d. In the absence of
quantum noises

W 0(C,C;C) = W 0(I, I; I) = d0. (S20)

while if there is a quantum dephasing channel between σ1(σ2) and τ ,

WD(C,C;C) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (C−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |⟨C|D|τ⟩ ∼ d−|C|, (S21)

WD(I, I; I) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|I−1τ |⟨I|D|τ⟩ ∼ d0. (S22)

Therefore, the quantum noise in the region C reduces the three-body weight and induces a local energy cost similar
to the magnetic field pinning in the I direction [47–51]. Besides these two spin configurations, other possible spin
configurations are crucial for entanglement generation and information protection as discussed below.

B. The timescale of the information protection: maximally mixed state

In the presence of the temporally uncorrelated quantum dephasing channels, the steady state is the maximally
mixed state ρ = I

dL . To gain insights into the analytical understanding of the timescale of the information protection,
we consider a setup where the initial state is the maximally mixed state and one-qudit information is encoded into
the system (AB) via coupling a reference qudit (R) with the qudit at position x0 and time 0. We will provide the
theoretical prediction of the timescale required for IAB:R decaying to zero.

The entanglement entropy is the free energy difference

S(n,k)
α =

1

k(n− 1)

î
F (n,k)
α − F

(n,k)
0

ó
(S23)

of the spin models with particular top boundary conditions as shown in Eq. (S13). For F
(n,k)
α , the top boundary

conditions correspond to add a layer of spins C, I, and C for α = AB,R,AB ∪R, respectively. The initial maximally
mixed state corresponds to adding a layer of spins I at the bottom, except the spin at position x0 which is fixed to
I, C, and C for α = AB,R,AB ∪ R respectively determined by the top boundary conditions of the reference qudit.
For F

(n,k)
0 , the spins on the additional top and bottom layers are all fixed to I. We show the particular boundary

conditions for F
(n,k)
AB∪R in Fig. S1 (c). It is worth noting that each σ or τ spin corresponds to two sites, i.e., |σσ⟩

or ⟨ττ |, see Fig. S1 (d) and (e) for more details. We leave the randomness of the locations of quantum noises as a
quenched disorder.

The calculation of F
(n,k)
0 is simple. We integrate out the τ spins to obtain positive three-body weights of the

downward triangles. The spins on the top layer can be combined with the σ spins on the nearest layer to generate
positive three-body weights. Due to the fixed spins I on the top layer and the quantum dephasing channels in the
bulk pinning in the I direction, the dominant spin configuration is the one where all the bulk σ spins are I. The
partition function is the product of the weights of triangles (W 0(I, I; I) = d0) and the weights of the diagonal bonds
at the bottom, Z(n,k)

0 = ⟨I|I⟩L = drL. Therefore, the free energy is F
(n,k)
0 = − logZ

(n,k)
0 = −rL log(d).

Now, we consider the calculation of F (n,k)
α .

• F
(n,k)
AB : we integrate out the σ spins to obtain positive three-body weights of the upward triangles. In this

case, the spins on the bottom layer can be combined with the τ spins on the nearest layer to generate positive
three-body weights. Due to the fixed spins I on the bottom layer and the existence of quantum dephasing
channels pining in the I direction, the dominant spin configuration is the one where all the bulk τ spins are I,
see Fig. S3 (a). The partition function is the product of the weights of triangles and the weights of the diagonal
bonds at the top, Z(n,k)

AB = ⟨C|I⟩L = d(r−|C|)L. Therefore, the free energy is F
(n,k)
AB = −(r − |C|)L log(d) and

SAB = L log(d) because |C| = k(n− 1).
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• F
(n,k)
R : we keep downward triangles by tracing τ spins and the dominant spin configuration is the one where

all the bulk σ spins are I. The partition function is the product of the weights of triangles and the weights of
the diagonal bonds at the bottom, Z(n,k)

R = ⟨I|I⟩L−1⟨C|I⟩ = drL−|C|. Therefore, F (n,k)
R = −(rL− |C|) log(d) and

SR = log(d).

• F
(n,k)
AB∪R: we integrate out the σ spins to obtain positive three-body weights of upward triangles.

– Firstly, we consider the case without any quantum dephasing channels. The initially fixed spin C at position
x0 can be denoted as RC(x0, 0).

∗ Scenario I: all bulk τ spins are I, see Fig. S3 (c). Consequently, the total weight is ⟨C|I⟩LW 0(C, I; I) =
d(r−|C|)Ld−|C| = drL−|C|(L+1) due to the spins C on the top layer and RC(x0, 0) on the bottom layer.

∗ Scenario II: the spins inside the light cone of RC(x0, 0) are C and the other bulk spins are I (see
Fig. S3 (d)). The total weight is W 0(C, I; I)2T−1⟨C|C⟩2T ⟨C|I⟩L−2T = d−|C|(2T−1)d2Trd(r−|C|)(L−2T ) =
drL−|C|(L−1), where T is the evolution time. The power 2T − 1 is because the propagation distance of
the unitary gate next to RC(x0, 0) is 2, not 1, see Fig. S2 for details.

(a) (b)

FIG. S2. (a) the spin configuration of Scenario II. The left spin in the bottom triangle represents the spin R fixed to C. (b)
shows the corresponding quantum circuit. Only 2T−1 triangles contribute to the total weight because the propagation distance
of the lowest triangle, i.e., the lowest unitary gate, is 2.

The spin configuration in Scenario II is dominant and thus SAB∪R = (L−1) log(d) and IAB:R = 2 log(d) =
2 (d = 2). The encoded information is perfectly protected in the absence of quantum noises.

– In the presence of quantum dephasing channels located outside the light cone of RC(x0, 0), the dominant
spin configuration and the total weights remain unchanged, i.e., the information can still be protected.

– The free energy difference between the spin configurations in Scenarios I and II is 2|C| log(d). There-
fore, if more than two quantum dephasing channels are present within the light cone of RC(x0, 0)
(WD(C,C;C) = d−|C|), the dominant spin configuration will switch to that of Scenario I. Consequently,
the mutual information IAB:R = 0.0, i.e., the encoded information is destroyed.

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

FIG. S3. (a) shows the spin configurations of F (n,k)
AB (b) shows the spin configuration of F (n,k)

R , (c) shows the spin configuration
of F (n,k)

AB∪R in Scenario I, (d) shows the spin configuration of F (n,k)
AB∪R in Scenario II. The dashed line in (d) represents the light

cone of RC(x0, 0).

Based on the theoretical analysis above, the mutual information IAB:R(t, q) at time t and with quantum dephasing
channel probability q averaged over random space-time locations is:

IAB:R(t, q) = 2.0 ∗ (1− q)t(t+1) + 1.0 ∗ C1
t(t+1)q(1− q)t(t+1)−1 (S24)

= 2(1− q)t(t+1) + t(t+ 1)q(1− q)t(t+1)−1,
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where t(t+1) =
∑t

i=1 2i is the area of the light cone. To determine the timescale of information protection, the time
required for IAB:R decay to zero, we can first consider the limit as q → 0

IAB:R(t, q) ≈ 2 + (−t− t2)q +O(q3), (S25)

indicating that the timescale of information protection is

t ≈
√
2q−1/2 − 1

2
+

√
q

8
√
2
+O(q3/2). (S26)

Namely, the encoded information is destroyed after the time scale q−1/2. Therefore, we can substitute the time t with
t0q

−1/2,

IAB:R(t0q
−1/2, q) = 2(1− q)t

2
0q

−1+t0q
−1/2

+
î
t20 + t0q

1/2
ó
(1− q)t

2
0q

−1+t0q
−1/2−1 (S27)

= 2
î
(1− q)q

−1
ót20 î

(1− q)q
−1/2
ót0

+
î
t20 + t0q

1/2
ó î

(1− q)q
−1
ót20 î

(1− q)q
−1/2
ót0

(1− q)−1

≈
q→0

2e−t20 + t20e
−t20 ,

which is independent of the quantum noise probability q. Consequently, the dynamics of IAB:R should be collapsed
with rescaled time t0 = t/q−1/2.

Furthermore, this information protection process can also be understood as a Hayden-Preskill protocol [72] as
discussed in the main text which gives the same q−1/2 scaling for the timescale of information protection.

C. The timescale of the information protection: product state as the initial state

Now, we consider the setup where the initial state is chosen as a product state as discussed in the main text. In
this setup, a reference qudit is maximally entangled with the qudit at position x0 after the system reaches the steady
state to encode one-qudit quantum information. Then, we detect the dynamics of the mutual information IAB:R. In
the absence of the projective measurements, this setup is physically equivalent to the setup discussed above. However,
due to the free bottom boundary determined by the initial product state,

Sn,k
α =

1

k(n− 1)
(F (n,k)

α − F
(n,k)
0 ) =

1

k(n− 1)
F (n,k)
α , (S28)

and the analysis in terms of the statistical model is slightly different. Moreover, we must integrate out τ spins to
obtain the positive three-body weights.

Due to the presence of quantum noises in bulk, which act like magnetic field pinning in the direction I, and the fixed
top boundary spins C in the region α, a domain wall must be formed to separate the regions C and I. To gain insights
into when and where the domain wall is created, we can estimate the three-body weights of downward triangles in the
presence of a quantum dephasing channel (Fig. S4 (a)) or the spin forming the Bell pair (Fig. S4 (b)) with specific
spin configurations before the discussion on the free energy.

(a) (b)

FIG. S4. (a), there is a quantum dephasing channel between σ1 and τ in the top triangle; (b), there is the spin forming the
Bell pair between σ1 and τ in the top triangle. This spin is fixed to C or I given by the top boundary condition of the reference
qubit.
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• Dephasing channel: in the absence of quantum dephasing channels, the spin configuration shown in Fig. S4 (a)
where the red circle represents spin C and blue circle represents spin I) is forbidden by the unitary constraint
W 0(C,C; I) = 0 [75, 76]. However, the presence of a quantum dephasing channel can break this unitary
constraint. In the large d limit, the three-body weight WD(C,C; I) is:

WD(C,C; I) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |⟨C|D|τ⟩ (S29)

∼ d−2|C|,

with τ = I. To verify this, we calculate the weight with r = 2: WD(C,C; I) = d2−d
d4−1 ∼ d−2|C|. Compared with

the weight WD(C,C;C) ∼ d−|C| shown in Eq. (S21), although the spin configuration of (C,C; I) can exist, its
weight is less than that of (C,C;C). It seems like the spin configuration of (C,C;C) is dominant and we can treat
the quantum noises as a local magnetic field as discussed in the last section. However, the quantum dephasing
channels near the top boundary can alter the spin configuration from C to I to exclude other quantum dephasing
channels outside of the region C to minimize the free energy cost. Consequently, the spin configuration shown
in Fig. S4 (a), where the spins inside the downward light cone of the quantum dephasing channel fixed to I is
favored, despite having a lower local weight. See more details below.

• Bell pair: the spin forming the Bell pair denoted as R is fixed to I for F
(n,k)
AB and C for F

(n,k)
AB∪R and F

(n,k)
R ,

respectively.

– The spin R is C (RC) due to boundary condition.
∗ RC resides in region C,

WRC(C,C;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (σ
−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |⟨C|C⟩, (S30)

with WRC(C,C;C) ∼ d0 and WRC(C,C; I) ∼ d−|C|.
∗ RC resides in region I,

WRC(I, I; I) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|I−1τ |⟨I|C⟩ ∼ d−|C|. (S31)

– The spin R is I (RI) due to boundary condition.
∗ RI resides in region C,

WRI(C,C;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (σ
−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |⟨C|I⟩, (S32)

with WRI(C,C;C) ∼ d−|C| and WRI(C,C; I) ∼ d−2|C|.
∗ RI resides in region I,

WRI(I, I; I) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|I−1τ |⟨I|I⟩ ∼ d0. (S33)

Similar to the case of the quantum dephasing channel, the spin configuration with the spins inside the
respective light cone of spin R fixed to I as illustrated in Fig, S4 (b) is favored although its weight is
smaller locally.

Based on the analysis of the weights of triangles with specific spin configurations, we now present the theoretical
analysis of the free energy with a product state as the initial state.

• F
(n,k)
R : the dominant spin configuration is that all the spins are I. Due to the fixed spin RC at position x0 and time

t0, denoted as RC(x0, t0), the partition function is Z
(n,k)
R = WRC(I, I; I) = d−|C|. Therefore, F (n,k)

R = |C| log(d)
and thus SR = log(d).

• F
(n,k)
AB and F

(n,k)
AB∪R: we consider the reversed evolution from the top to the bottom to analyze the formation of

the domain wall in their respective dominant spin configurations.
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– In the absence of the Bell pair, i.e., the spin R fixed to I (RI(x0, t0)) for FAB or C (RC(x0, t0)) for FAB∪R.
Due to the fixed spins C at the top boundary, the spins in the bulk will remain in the direction C until
the evolution encounters a quantum dephasing channel at position x1 and time t1 denoted as N(x1, t1).
In the case where there is only this one quantum dephasing channel, the boundary of the light cone of
N(x1, t1), denoted as c(x1, t1), will form the domain wall separating the regions C and I. If there are other
quantum dephasing channels inside c(x1, t1), the spins surrounding these new quantum dephasing channels
are already I, therefore, they have no effects. In the presence of a quantum dephasing channel at position
x2 and time t2 outside c(x1, t1), the spins inside the light cone of N(x2, t2), denoted as c(x2, t2), are altered
to I. Consequently, the domain wall is formed by the boundary of light cone cx1,t1 ∪ cx2,t2 . Therefore, in
general cases, the domain wall is the boundary of the light cone cx1,t1 ∪ cx2,t2 ∪ ... ∪ cxNd

,tNd
, where Nd

is the number of quantum dephasing channels along the domain wall. These quantum dephasing channels
are not within the light cones of each other. The total weight given by the domain wall is

WDW = W 0(C, I; I)L−2NdWD(C,C; I)Nd = d−|C|(L−2Nd)d−2|C|Nd = d−|C|L, (S34)

where WD(C,C; I)Nd is the product of weights of the triangles including a quantum dephasing channel
(the top triangle shown in Fig. S4 (a)) and W (C, I; I)L−2Nd is the total weight of the domain wall ex-
cluding the contribution from the triangles including a quantum dephasing channel whose propagation
distance is 2. It is worth noting that this total weight does not depend on Nd. As mentioned above,
WD(C,C; I) < WD(C,C;C). A natural question arises as to why the spin configuration changes from C
to I immediately upon encountering a quantum dephasing channel, rather than remaining in the direction
C and incurring a local magnetic field energy cost. Due to the particular boundary conditions and the
existence of extensive quantum dephasing channels, there must be a domain wall separating regions C and
I with total weight WDW . If there are other quantum dephasing channels residing in region C, the total
weight is WDWWD(C,C;C)N ′

d < WDW , where N ′
d is the number of dephasing channels residing in region

C. Therefore, the dominant spin configuration is to form a domain wall that is induced by the quantum
dephasing channels near the top boundary such that all other quantum dephasing channels reside in the
region I with no energy cost.

– The spin R is deep (see Fig. S5) (a) and (b)), i.e., far away from the top boundary. In this case,
the spin R must reside in the region cx1,t1 ∪ cx2,t2 ∪ ... ∪ cxNd

,tNd
. Therefore, the partition functions

are the products of the weight of the domain wall and the weight of the triangle including the spin R,
Z

(n,k)
AB = WDWWRI(I, I; I) = d−|C|L and Z

(n,k)
AB∪R = WDWWRC(I, I; I) = d−|C|(L+1). Therefore, the mutual

information is IAB:R = 0, i.e., the encoded information has been destroyed.
– The spin R is shallow (see Fig. S5) (c) and (d)). There are two scenarios:

∗ Scenario I: the spin R resides in the region C as shown in Fig. S5 (c)(d). The partition functions are
the products of the weight of the domain wall and the weight of the triangle including the spin R,
Z

(n,k)
AB = WDWWRI(C,C;C) = d−|C|(L+1) and Z

(n,k)
AB∪R = WDWWRC(C,C;C) = d−|C|L, respectively.

∗ Scenario II: the spin R can change the spin configuration with the bulk spins inside its downward light
cone fixed to I as shown in Fig. S5 (e)(f) and lead to the formation of a new domain wall. In this case,
the partition functions are the weights of the new domain walls, Z(n,k)

AB = WDW
WRI (C,C;I)
WD(C,C;I) = d−|C|L

and Z
(n,k)
AB∪R = WDW

WRC (C,C;I)
WD(C,C;I) = d−|C|(L−1), respectively.

Therefore, the spin configuration given by Scenario II is dominant, and the mutual information IAB:R =
2 log(d). Here, we have assumed there is no quantum dephasing channel inside the upward light cone of
the spin R.
When there is only one quantum dephasing channel inside the upward light cone of the spin R, the dominant
spin configurations shown in Fig. S5 (e)(f) remain unchanged and this quantum dephasing channel can be
treated as a local magnetic field. Consequently, the mutual information is IAB:R = log(d). On the other
hand, when there are more than two quantum dephasing channels inside the upward light cone of the spin
R, the spin configurations shown in Fig. S5 (a)(b) are dominant, and the spin RC can be treated as a
local magnetic field. Consequently, the mutual information is IAB:R = 0. This is the same as the case with
a maximally mixed state as the initial state and thus the dynamics of the mutual information should be
collapsed with a rescaled time t = t0/q

−1/2.

We have verified the theoretical predictions with the numerical results from the Clifford simulations. The dynamics
of the mutual information IAB:R(t, q) can be collapsed with a rescaled time t/q1/2 as shown in Fig. S6.
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FIG. S5. The spin configurations of F
(n,k)
AB and Fn,k

AB∪R with a product state as the initial state. (a)(b), late-time spin
configurations, i.e., the spin R forming the Bell pair is deep. (c)(d), early-time spin configurations in Scenario I, i.e., the spin
R forming the Bell pair is shallow. (e)(f), early-time spin configurations in Scenario II. Under the assumption that there is no
quantum dephasing channel inside the upward light cone of the spin R, the spin configurations shown in (e)(f) are dominant
compared with those shown in (c)(d). In the presence of quantum dephasing channels inside the upward light cone of the spin
R, the spin configurations shown in (a)(b) are dominant, which is similar to the case with the spin R is deep.
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FIG. S6. Mutual information IAB:R(t, q) vs rescaled time t/q−1/2 in the presence of quantum dephasing channels with proba-
bility q. The system size is L = 512.

D. Generalization to other quantum channels

The preceding discussion has assumed that the quantum noises are modeled by the quantum dephasing channels.
However, the theoretical prediction of the timescale q−1/2 does not depend on the specific choice of the quantum
channel. We showcase the generalization to the presence of reset channels below and the extension to other quantum
channels is straightforward.
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The density matrix under the action of reset channel on qudit i is

ρ′ = Ri(ρ) =

d−1∑
j=0

|0⟩⟨j|ρ|j⟩⟨0| = tri ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|i. (S35)

Therefore, when the noise probability is strong enough, e.g., q = 1.0, the steady state is the product state |0⟩⊗L, not
a mixed state anymore. In terms of the statistical model, the presence of a reset channel can change the weight of
the diagonal bond between two diagonally adjacent spins,

⟨σ|R|τ⟩ = dr−|τ |, (S36)

and thereby affects the weight of the triangle. Similar to the analysis of the quantum dephasing channel shown in
Fig. S4 (a), we estimate the weights of triangles including a reset channel and with specific spin configurations.

• (σ, σ;σ):

WR(σ, σ;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (σ
−1τ)dr−|σ−1τ |⟨σ|R|τ⟩ (S37)

=
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (σ
−1τ)dr−|σ−1τ |dr−|τ |

∼ d−|σ|.

Therefore, it also acts like a magnetic field pinning in the direction I.

• (C,C; I):

WR(C,C; I) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |⟨C|R|τ⟩ (S38)

=
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (I−1τ)dr−|C−1τ |dr−|τ |

∼ d−|C|.

The reset channel can also break the unitary constraint but with a larger three-body weight.

Now, we discuss the calculation of the free energy:

• F
(n,k)
R : the dominant spin configuration is that all the spins are I. The partition function is the weight of

the triangle including the spin RC, Z
(n,k)
R = WRC(I, I; I) = d−|C|. Therefore, F

(n,k)
R = |C| log(d) and thus

SR = log(d).

• F
(n,k)
AB and F

(n,k)
AB∪R: we also consider the revised hybrid evolution from the top to the bottom to analyze the

formation of the domain wall.

– In the absence of the Bell pair, i.e., the spin RI for FAB or RC for FAB∪R. If the dominant spin configuration
is still to form a domain wall induced by the reset channels near the top boundary such that all other reset
channels reside in the region I. The total weight is

W ′
DW = W 0(C, I; I)L−2NrWR(C,C; I)Nr = d−|C|(L−2Nr)d−|C|Nr = d−|C|(L−Nr), (S39)

which depends on Nr, the number of reset channels whose light cones contribute to the formation of the
domain wall. Therefore, a new deeper domain wall may be formed with some reset channels living in the
region C for a specific trajectory to give the dominant spin configuration. We denote the number of reset
channels along the domain wall and living in the region C as N ′

r and N ′′
r , respectively. The total weight is

W ′
DWWR(C,C;C)N

′′
r = d−|C|L+|C|(N ′

r−N ′′
r ), (S40)

which is dominant when N ′
r −N ′′

r > Nr. Thus there is a tradeoff in choosing the reset channels to form the
domain wall determined by the difference N ′

r −N ′′
r for a specific trajectory as shown in Fig. S7. However,
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(b)(a)

FIG. S7. (a) shows the spin configuration with all other reset channels residing in the region I with N ′
r = 1 and N ′′

r = 0. (b)
shows the spin configuration with a reset channel residing in the region C with N ′

r = 3 and N ′′
r = 1. Other reset channels in

the bulk are not shown here. For this specific trajectory, the spin configuration shown in (b) is dominant.

on the one hand, the trajectories can realize large N ′
r and small N ′′

r are rare; on the other hand, when N ′′
r

is small, it is reasonable to neglect the effects of these reset channels. Moreover, this contribution from
the reset channels residing in the region C will be canceled in the calculation of IAB:R and IA:B discussed
below. Therefore, we can still assume that there are no quantum noises in the region C.
The difference between the total weights of the domain wall with different quantum channels results in the
different steady states: maximally mixed state for quantum dephasing channel and product state for reset
channel with q = 1.0. As shown in Eq. (S39), when q = 1.0, Nr = L and thus W ′

DW = d0. Therefore,
SA = 0 indicating that the steady state is a product state different from the maximally mixed state with
quantum dephasing channels. More precisely, when q = 1.0, we should compare the weights of the triangles
in which there are two quantum channels. However, the analysis based on the weights of triangles including
one quantum channel is enough to give the correct predictions.

– The spin R is deep (see Fig. S5) (a) and (b)), i.e., far away from the top boundary. In this case, the spin RI

for F (n,k)
AB or RC for F (n,k)

AB∪R must reside in the region cx1,t1 ∪ cx2,t2 ∪ ...∪ cxNr ,tNr
. Therefore, the partition

functions are the products of the weight of the domain wall and the weight of the triangle including the
spin R, Z(n,k)

AB = W ′
DWWRI(I, I; I) = W ′

DW and Zn,k
AB∪R = W ′

DWWRC(I, I; I) = W ′
DW d−|C|, respectively.

Therefore, the mutual information is IAB:R = 0, i.e., the encoded information has been destroyed.
– The spin R is shallow (see Fig. S5) (c) and (d)).

∗ Scenario I: the spin configurations are shown in Fig. S5 (c) and (d). We assume there is no reset
channel inside the upward light cone of the spin R. The total weight for F

(n,k)
AB is

W ′
DWWRI(C,C;C) = d−|C|(L−Nr+1), (S41)

and the total weight for F
(n,k)
AB∪R is

W ′
DWWRC(C,C;C) = d−|C|(L−Nr). (S42)

∗ Scenario II: the spin configurations are shown in Fig. S5 (e) and (f). The total weight for F
(n,k)
AB is

W ′′
DW

WRI(C,C; I)
WR(C,C; I)

= d−|C|(L−Nr−1) d
−2|C|

d−|C| = d−|C|(L−Nr), (S43)

and the total weight for F
(n,k)
AB∪R is

W ′′
DW

WRC(C,C; I)
WR(C,C; I)

= d−|C|(L−Nr−1) d
−|C|

d−|C| = d−|C|(L−Nr−1), (S44)

where we have replaced W ′
DW with W ′′

DW because the weight in the presence of reset channels depends
on Nr.

Therefore, the spin configurations given by Scenario II are dominant. And the mutual information IAB:R =
2 log(d). Based on the same argument, the average dynamics of IAB:R should be collapsed with rescaled
time t/q−1/2.

We have verified the theoretical predictions with the numerical results from Clifford simulations. The dynamics of
the mutual information IAB:R(t, q) can be collapsed with a rescaled time t/q1/2 as shown in Fig. S8.
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FIG. S8. Mutual information IAB:R(t, q) vs rescaled time t/q−1/2 in the presence of reset quantum channels with probability
q. The system size is L = 320.

E. Generalization to the presence of projective measurements

In this section, we extend the above analysis to the presence of projective measurements. We can also leave the
random locations of measurements as a quenched disorder. However, there should be another copy to calculate the
probabilities of measurement outcomes and the degrees of freedom of the statistical model should be formed by the
permutation-valued spins that are the elements of the permutation group Sr with r = nk + 1. Specifically,

C′ = C⊗
Å
1
1

ã
=

Å
1 2 ... n
2 3 ... 1

ã⊗k

⊗
Å
1
1

ã
, (S45)

I′ = I⊗
Å
1
1

ã
=

Å
1 2 ... n
1 2 ... n

ã⊗k

⊗
Å
1
1

ã
. (S46)

Due to |C′| = |C| = k(n − 1), |I′| = |I| = 0, the unit energy of the domain wall is unchanged. Therefore, we still
use C and I to represent the degrees of freedom in the effective statistical model. In the presence of a projective
measurement, the weight of the diagonal bond between diagonally adjacent two spins is

wP
d (σ, τ) = ⟨σ|P⊗r|τ⟩ = 1, (S47)

and the three-body weight of the triangle including a projective measurement between σ1 ad τ is:

WP (σ, σ;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (στ
−1)dr−|σ−1τ | (S48)

≈
∑
τ∈Sr

Moeb(στ−1)d−r−3|σ−1τ |

≈ d−r,

that is the same as the weight W 0(σ, σ;σ) without measurement up to an irrelevant factor d−r appearing in both the
numerator and denominator of Eq. (S14). In the presence of a domain wall, the three-body weight is:

WP (σ′, σ;σ) =
∑
τ∈Sr

Wg(r)d2 (στ
−1)dr−|σ−1τ | (S49)

≈
∑
τ∈Sr

Moeb(στ−1)d−r−3|σ−1τ |

≈ d−r,

which indicates the σ′ decouple from the rest two spins. Therefore, the domain wall going through the broken bond
with a measurement can gain energy. Consequently, the measurements can be treated as random Gaussian potential,
and cause the fluctuation of the domain wall. For the entanglement generation and mutual information scaling with
the presence of measurements, please refer to the next subsection.
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In terms of the information protection behavior, the fluctuation induced by random measurements does not affect
the timescale. This is because the presence of measurements does not quantitatively change the probability that
quantum noises appear inside the upward light cone of the encoded information. As the critical height for information
protection is in the order of q−1/2, the upward light cone from the reference qudit location is well within the C domain
wall with vertical height in the order of q−2/3 in the random measurements background. The argument before applied
for the information protection timescale thus remains quantitatively the same.

We note that although the problem studied here (with measurements) shares the same effective Hamiltonian as the
2D random bond Ising model for wetting transition [90] if the temporally uncorrelated quantum noises are treated as
uniform magnetic fields where q−1/2 scaling can also be obtained, it neglects the locations of quantum noises which are
crucial for q−1/2 scaling and would lead to incorrect theoretical predictions for the timescale of information protection
in the absence of measurements.

F. Entanglement entropy and mutual information of the steady state

In this section, we will give the theoretical analysis of the entanglement entropy Sα and mutual information IA:B

within the system at the steady state.
In the absence of projective measurements, the spin configuration of SAB of the steady state has been depicted in

Fig. S5 (a), the domain wall has been divided into many smaller domain walls for which the starting and end points
are determined by the positions of the quantum channels. Therefore, the effective length scale is given by the average
distance between two adjacent quantum channels. Although these quantum channels may act at different discrete
time steps, we assume they are in the same discrete time step for simplicity. After the average over the randomness
of the quantum channels, the effective length scale is:

Leff =

∞∑
l=1

l(1− q)l−1q = q−1, (S50)

where l is the distance between two adjacent quantum channels. As discussed in the last section, the random projective
measurements can be treated as Gaussian potential resulting in the fluctuation of the domain wall to cross more bonds
with measurements to gain energy. The entanglement entropy of a subsystem in the absence of quantum noises has
been studied before. It can be understood by the KPZ field theory [65–71] which gives:

Sα = s0Lα + s1L
1/3
α , (S51)

where Lα is the size of subsystem α, i.e., the distance between the starting point and end point of the domain wall,
and s0, s1 are positive constants. In the presence of the measurements and quantum noises, the entanglement entropy
can also be understood by the KPZ field theory [65–69] with an effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1. The reason is: on
the one hand, as discussed above, the effects of quantum noises living in the region C can be neglected; on the other
hand, although there are quantum noises below the domain wall in the absence of projective measurements, these
quantum noises can also be neglected because the height of the domain wall predicted by the KPZ field theory with
effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1 is q−2/3 in the presence of measurements, which is smaller than the original height
q−1. Therefore, the effects of quantum noises can be attributed to inducing an effective length scale.

Now, we show how to get the analytical predictions of entanglement entropy and mutual information of the steady
state. The probability of projective measurement is set to pm < pcm.

• Entanglement entropy Sα: Based on the KPZ field theory, the free energy density with length scale l is

f(l) = F (l)/l (S52)
= (s0l + s1l

1/3)/l

= (s0 + s1l
−2/3).

Thus the free energy density averaged over the random quantum noises is:

⟨f(q)⟩ =

∞∑
l=1

(s0 + s1l
−2/3)(1− q)l−1q (S53)

≈ s0 + s1(q
2/3Γ[1/3] + qζ[2/3]),
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where Γ and ζ are Gamma and Zeta functions respectively and we have neglected the higher-order terms above
q1. Γ[1/3] ≈ 2.68 > 0 and ζ[2/3] ≈ −2.45 < 0. Therefore, the total free energy, i.e., entanglement entropy,
reads:

⟨Fα(q)⟩ ≈ s0Lα + s1Lα(q
2/3Γ[1/3] + qζ[2/3]), (S54)

where Lα is the size of subsystem α. The numerical results from Clifford simulations are shown in Fig. S9 and
Fig. S10 for reset channels and quantum dephasing channels, respectively. The signs of the coefficients obtained
from the fitting are consistent with the theoretical predictions.
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FIG. S9. The probability of reset channels is q. (a) shows the entanglement entropy SA and (b) shows the entanglement
entropy SAB . The fitting function is chosen as that in Eq. (S54) and the signs of the coefficient are consistent. The probability
of projective measurement is pm = 0.2 < pcm.
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FIG. S10. The probability of quantum dephasing channels is q. (a) shows the entanglement entropy SA and (b) shows the
entanglement entropy SAB . The fitting function is chosen as that in Eq. (S54) and the signs of the coefficient are consistent.
The probability of projective measurement is pm = 0.2 < pcm.

• Mutual information IA:B : the mutual information is given by:

IA:B = SA + SB − SAB . (S55)

If we replace Sα with Eq. (S54), it seems like IA:B = 0.0. We will show that the mutual information is given by
the contribution of the boundary term of Sα which has been neglected in the calculation of Eq. (S54).
For the domain walls divided by the quantum noises that do not cross the midpoint xm of the system, the
contribution from SA, SB , and SAB will cancel each other. However, for the domain wall in SAB that crosses
the midpoint with the starting point and end point denoted as x0 and x1, its starting and end points are (x0, xm)
and (xm, x1) for SA and SB respectively. Therefore, this boundary contribution can not be canceled because of

FAB = (s0l + s1l
1/3), (S56)
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where l is the length scale of the domain wall which crosses the midpoint and

FA + FB = s0 + s1(l
1/3
A + (l − lA)

1/3) (S57)

= s0 + s1l
1/3(r1/3 + (1− r)1/3),

where we assume lA = rl with r ∈ [0, 1]. Consequently, this boundary term contribution to the mutual
information after the disorder average is:

⟨FA + FB − FAB⟩ =

∞∑
l=1

(s1l1/3(r1/3 + (1− r)1/3 − 1))(1− q)l−1q (S58)

≈ s1(r1/3 + (1− r)1/3 − 1)(Γ[4/3]q−1/3 +
Γ[4/3]

3
q2/3 + ζ[−1/3]q)

=
s1
2
(Γ[4/3]q−1/3 +

Γ[4/3]

3
q2/3 + ζ[−1/3]q)

≈ s1Γ[4/3]

2
q−1/3 (q ≪ 1.0),

which gives the q−1/3 scaling discussed in the main text. The additional numerical results in the presence of
quantum dephasing channels are shown in Fig. S11.
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FIG. S11. The probability of the quantum dephasing channel is q. The system size is L = 512 and the probability of
measurement is pm = 0.2 < pcm. (a) shows the mutual information of the steady state IA:B vs the noise probability q; (b) shows
the dynamics IAB:R vs rescaled time t/q−1/2.

III. THE ANALYTICAL UNDERSTANDING IN THE PRESENCE OF TEMPORALLY CORRELATED
QUANTUM NOISES

In this section, we show the theoretical analysis of the scaling of mutual information and the timescale of information
protection in the presence of temporally correlated quantum noise.

A. Entanglement entropy and mutual information of the steady state

The temporally correlated quantum noises show a stripe pattern along the time direction and can thus be treated
as the emergent boundaries with fixed spins I. This picture leads to the same effective length scale Leff ∼ q−1 as in the
Markovian noise case. Within adjacent emergent boundaries, there are no other quantum noises, and the free energy
of the domain wall is given by the prediction of KPZ field theory and the contribution from the boundary term leads
to the q−1/3 scaling of mutual information for entanglement generation. The numerical results of the entanglement
entropy are shown in Fig. S12 and the numerical results of the mutual information are shown in the main text and
Fig. S13 (a).
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FIG. S12. The probability of temporally correlated reset channels is q. (a) shows the entanglement entropy SA and (b) shows
the entanglement entropy SAB . The fitting function is chosen as that in Eq. (S54) and the signs of the coefficient are consistent
with the theoretical predictions. The probability of projective measurement is pm = 0.2 < pcm.
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FIG. S13. The probability of temporally correlated reset channels is q and the probability of projective measurement is
pm = 0.2 < pcm. (a) shows the mutual information IA:B vs noise probability q and (b) shows the dynamics of IAB:R vs rescaled
time t/q−2/3. The timescale of information protection with temporally correlated quantum noises is larger than that with
uncorrelated quantum noises.

B. The timescale of the information protection

In the presence of temporally correlated quantum noises, the timescale of information protection will change because
there is no quantum noise inside the upward light cone of the spin R. The timescale of information protection
will be determined by the height of the domain wall which is L

2/3
eff from KPZ field theory. We have depicted the

theoretical analysis of L2/3
eff timescale in terms of the effective statistical model in Fig. S14. Different from the cases

with temporally uncorrelated quantum noises, the timescales of information protection in the presence of temporally
correlated quantum noises with and without measurements are different. The former is q−2/3 while the latter is q−1.
The dynamics of mutual information IAB:R with and without measurements are shown in Fig. S13 (b) and Fig.
S15, respectively. The timescale of information protection with temporally correlated quantum noises is larger than
that with temporally uncorrelated quantum noises, reflecting the potential benefits of non-Markovianity in quantum
dynamics, consistent with recent studies.

IV. INFORMATION PROTECTION WITHOUT QUANTUM NOISES

In this section, we will discuss the abilities of the information protection of the noiseless hybrid quantum circuits. For
the MIPT setup, when the measurement probability is lower than the critical probability, the entanglement entropy
within the system obeys volume-law, allowing for the perfect protection of the encoded information. This conclusion
can also be easily understood from the effective statistical model as shown in Fig. S16. However, if we consider a part
of the system (Ā) as the environment, the timescale of information protection of the remaining subsystem (A) will
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FIG. S14. The connection between the L
2/3
eff timescale of information protection and the height of the domain wall. When the

spin R is shallow as shown in (a)(b)(c), the spin RI in region C (a) and the spin RC in region I (b) act as local magnetic fields.
The information is protected. When the spin R is deep as shown in (d)(e)(f), the spin RC in region I (e) and the spin RC in
region I (f) act as local magnetic fields. The information is destroyed.
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FIG. S15. The probability of temporally correlated dephasing channels is q and the probability of projective measurement is
pm = 0.0. The dynamics of IAB:R vs rescaled time t/q−1. The timescale of information protection with temporally correlated
quantum noises corresponds to the average height of the domain wall which is q−1 without measurements.

depend on the subsystem size of A denoted as LA. Here, A includes the qudit coupled with the reference qudit. If
LA < L/2, this is similar to the cases with temporally correlated quantum noises by replacing Leff with LA as shown
in Fig. S14 and thus the timescale of information protection is L

2/3
A . The numerical results are shown in Fig. S17.

On the other hand, if LA > L/2, other spin configurations as shown in Fig. S16 dominate and the information can
still be perfectly protected.

V. CONNECTION BETWEEN INFORMATION PROTECTION AND TEMPORAL CORRELATION OF
QUANTUM NOISES

As discussed above, in the absence of projective measurements, the timescale of information protection is q−1/2

and q−1 for uncorrelated noises (Markovian limit) and correlated noises (strong non-Markovian limit) respectively.
A natural question arises as to the behavior of information protection timescale for a general non-Markovian noise
between the Markovian limit and the strong non-Markovian limit. More specifically, by tuning the correlation length of
quantum noise, does there exist a phase transition or crossover in the scaling of the information protection timescale?
To answer this question, we investigate the effect of correlated noises which satisfies

⟨qtqt+∆t⟩ − ⟨qt⟩⟨qt+∆t⟩ = q(1− q)e−∆t/tcorr , (S59)
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(a) (b) (c)
Reference

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. S16. Top panel shows the dominant spin configurations with LA = L, the limit case LA > L/2, and the bottom panel
shows the dominant spin configurations with LA > L/2. When the subsystem size LA > L/2, the encoded information can be
perfectly protected.
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FIG. S17. MIPT setup with the probability of measurement is pm = 0.1. The dynamics of mutual information between
subsystem A = [L/3, 2L/3] and the ancilla qubit can be collapsed with rescaled time t/L2/3.

where qt is a discrete random variable 0 or 1 at time step t with average probability ⟨qt⟩ = q [83]. qt = 1 indicates that
there is a noise channel in the time slice t. tcorr is the correlation timescale of the quantum noise, where tcorr = 0 and
tcorr > 0 corresponds to the Markovian limit and a generic non-Markovian case, respectively. The numerical results
shown in Fig. S18 with q-independent time correlation and Fig. S19 with q-dependent time correlation (tcorr = q−β)
both suggest that a crossover occurs, with the scaling of the information protection timescale qγ changing from q−1/2

to q−1 by tuning tcorr.
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FIG. S18. Information protection in the presence of general non-Markovian noise with different tcorr: (a) shows γ vs tcorr. (b-g)
show the data collapse for different tcorr. Here, L = 512, q = [0.01, 0.08].
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FIG. S19. Information protection in the presence of general non-Markovian noise with noise strength dependent correlation
(tcorr = q−β): (a) shows γ vs β. (b-g) show the data collapse for different β. Here, L = 256, q = [0.02, 0.08].
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