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Chaos and magic in the dissipative quantum kicked top
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We consider an infinite-range interacting
quantum spin-1/2 model, undergoing periodic
kicking and dissipatively coupled with an envi-
ronment. In the thermodynamic limit, it is de-
scribed by classical mean-field equations that
can show regular and chaotic regimes. At fi-
nite size, we describe the system dynamics us-
ing stochastic quantum trajectories. We find
that the asymptotic nonstabilizerness (alias
the magic, a measure of quantum complexity),
averaged over trajectories, mirrors the classi-
cal chaotic behavior, while the entanglement
entropy has no relation with chaos in the ther-
modynamic limit.

1 Introduction

A deterministic dynamics may give rise to chaos: an
aperiodic dynamics that strongly depends on the ini-
tial conditions [1, 2, 3, 4]. In Hamiltonian many-
body systems, this phenomenon is crucial to de-
velop thermalization [5, 6] and has been extended
to the quantum domain [7, 8]. Pretty much dif-
ferent from the Hamiltonian chaos is the dissipative
one, where dynamical structures as strange attrac-
tors [3| appear, as well as universal routes to chaos,
like the period-doubling cascade [9]. Quantum dis-
sipative systems with a well defined classical limit
governed by a chaotic dynamics have been also stud-
ied [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17].

In this manuscript, we consider an infinite-range
interacting quantum spin-1/2 system undergoing pe-
riodic driving and coupled to an external environ-
ment, which we dub the dissipative kicked top?. In
its bosonic representation, a similar model has been
addressed in Refs. [21, 22]: its quantum properties
have been considered at the level of the density ma-
trix and related to the classical chaos in the ther-
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IThe emergence of chaos in the mean-field limit of a strictly
similar classical model, bearing the same name, has been ad-
dressed in Ref. [18]. The corresponding finite-size quantum
model has been studied using quantum-state-diffusion trajec-
tories [19, 20], with a focus on expectations averaged over ran-
domness, which is very different from ours.

modynamic limit. It is even possible to characterize
the environment inducing dissipation as a device per-
forming random measurements on a pure state. In
such perspective, one can look at the properties of
quantum states along the single quantum trajecto-
ries, thus manipulating a stochastically evolving state
vector [23, 24, 20, 19], rather than solving the full
master equation for the reduced density matrix. In
the context of dissipative quantum chaos, the trajec-
tory approach has been already employed on a single-
degree-of-freedom quantum system [13, 14].

Here we address a rather different scenario, since,
in the thermodynamic limit, our model is exactly de-
scribed by a classical mean-field dynamics, while at
finite size it is a quantum many-body spin system.
We study the properties of finite-size quantum states
along the trajectories and compare them with the cor-
responding infinite-size classical mean-field dynamics.
We focus on the behavior of quantities assessing the
many-body quantum coherence, such as the nonsta-
bilizerness and the entanglement entropy.

The nonstabilizerness, also called the magic, has
been recently introduced as a quantifier of complex-
ity of a quantum state, complementary to the entan-
glement [25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
36, 37, 38, 39]. It measures the distance from the
set of stabilizer states, i.e., “easy” states which can
be prepared using a specific class of quantum cir-
cuits that are efficiently simulatable with classical al-
gorithms (the Clifford circuits) [29, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
45, 46, 47, 48, 49]. We compute it through the sta-
bilizer Rényi entropy [34, 35] averaged over quantum
trajectories and using the methods of Ref. [50] for a
permutationally invariant system. We find that the
magic reaches an asymptotic long-time value display-
ing a scaling behavior with the system size that is
related to the properties of the classical mean-field
dynamics. In correspondence of a mean-field chaotic
dynamics and in the absence of dissipation, such scal-
ing is logarithmic (i.e., logarithmic with the acces-
sible Hilbert-space dimension). This numerical find-
ing supports a theoretical statement recently put for-
ward in Ref. [51]. Adding dissipation, the scaling be-
comes power-law, with an exponent showing plateaus
for the parameter ranges corresponding to a mean-
field chaotic dynamics. The value of the exponent in
these plateaus increases with the dissipation strength,
while it approaches the zero value (i.e., near to loga-
rithmic scaling) for small dissipation strengths. Thus,
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for small coupling to the environment, the prediction
of Ref. [51] seems to be robust.

On different grounds, the entanglement entropy is
known to play a crucial role in the study of many-body
dissipative quantum systems evolving along stochas-
tic trajectories. In fact, a flourishing number of re-
cent works has been focusing on local measurements
(either discrete or continuous in time) performed in
monitored quantum circuits [52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71|, as
well as in non-interacting [72, 58, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78,
79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 83, 89] and interact-
ing [90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97] Hamiltonian systems.
Moreover, a deep connection between measurement-
induced phases and the encoding/decoding properties
of a quantum channel has been put forward [98, 99,
100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108]. Situa-
tions where the dynamics is only induced by random
measurements of non-local string operators have been
also considered [109, 110]. In our system we find that,
quite unusually, the asymptotic long-time entangle-
ment entropy averaged over trajectories behaves non-
monotonically with the system size: it increases up to
a critical size and then starts decreasing. The maxi-
mum does not develop any discontinuity or peculiarity
at the transition between regular and chaotic behav-
iors in the classical limit. Thus the entanglement en-
tropy appears to be insensitive to classical chaos in
the thermodynamic limit.

Other properties of the state along the trajectories
may provide further indication on the classical chaotic
behavior. One of them is the variance, over and along
the trajectories, of the expectation value of a magne-
tization component on the evolving state [97]. In the
presence of chaos, the dependence of this variance on
the system size develops an upper concavity, while in
case of regular dynamics it shows a lower concavity.
Focusing on the behavior of the full distribution of
this expectation [86, 111, 112|, we see that the chaos
transition corresponds to a discontinuity of its global
maximum.

Summarizing, the main message of this work is that,
while the entanglement is rather insensitive to the dy-
namic behavior in the classical mean-field limit of the
dissipative quantum kicked top, the magic seems to
be a good indicator of the underlying classical chaos.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we in-
troduce the model. In Sec. 3 we study its classical
mean-field behavior reached in the thermodynamic
limit, describing the chaotic and regular regimes by
means of different classical chaos probes (more details
can be found in Appendix A). In Sec. 4 we study the
properties of quantum states along trajectories at fi-
nite size, focusing on the nonstabilizerness (Sec. 4.1),
the entanglement entropy (Sec. 4.2), and the statistics
of quantum trajectories (Sec. 4.3). Finally, in Sec. 5
we draw our conclusions.

2 Model

We consider a quantum kicked-top model [113], de-
scribed by the Hamiltonian

() _ & 1 2 0 2K &
= 2hSE+NSZ+NSZzn:6(t tn)

A (t
J
Eﬁ0+ﬁK(t)v (1)

where S, = %Zf\;l 6% are collective spin operators
(o = z,y, z), N is the number of spins, while h and K
respectively denote the strength of the transverse field
and of the periodic kick. This ensemble of particles
is described by the total spin S = N/2. In Eq. (1),
the term Hy = —2h S, + (2/N) 52 corresponds to the
Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model [114], which is
periodically kicked by ﬁK(t) at times t,, = n 7, where
7 is the driving period. In the following we fix 7 = 1
and omit it from the discussion; we also set the energy
scale by fixing J = 1 and work in units of & = 1.

Since the Hamiltonian (1) is periodic, it is useful to
define the corresponding Floquet operator

Up(r) = Upe o7, (2)
where . o
Ui = efz2KSz/N (3)

is the unitary operator responsible for the kicks. This
choice of Uy is known to induce quantum chaos
for large enough values of K, as one can see from
the properties of the eigenvalues and eigenstates of
Up(7) [113, 115]. Classical and quantum chaos with
a different driving have been studied in Ref. [116].
Quantum chaos strictly corresponds to classical chaos
appearing in the mean-field limit. This limit is ex-
act for N — oo, since the components of the spin

magnetization, Mm, = S’u/S, commute for large N:

[T, 8] = 1€apy 1Ty /S 20 0, with €a,3y being

the Levi-Civita symbol. The classical limit can dis-
play both regular and chaotic dynamics, closely mir-
rored by the properties of Ur(7) at large N [113].

Our goal is to go beyond the unitary dynamics,
adding dissipation to the above model. We study it
by means of the Lindblad master equation

0up = =i 1A, 7+ 5 (595 — 18:5-.0}), (@)

where [ = V/S S_ is the jump operator and ~y
the decay rate, renormalized by the factor S to have
a well-defined thermodynamic limit. The collective
Lindblad operators are the same used in Refs. [97,
117], in a case without periodic driving.

3 Mean-field theory

In this section, we review some known results of
the semiclassical mean-field limit of the model under




study. We use the methods of Refs. [117, 118]. We
start by computing the Heisenberg equations of mo-
tion for the total spin components. First of all, we
consider the dynamics between two subsequent kicks,
where the Dirac delta in Eq. (1) is zero. We obtain the
following equations, omitting the time dependence of
the operators in the Heisenberg picture for brevity:

0,8, =g (8.8, +8,8.) + 2 (3.8, + 8.8 - 8.).
(5a)
0,5, =~ 5(8:8. + 8,8.) + 20 8.
+ %(ssy +8,9. - 8,), (5b)
8,5, =—2hS, — %7(5*5 +52). (5¢)

Recalling the definition of m, and defining m, =
(M), we obtain the following equations, valid up to
terms of order O(1/N):

Ormyg 2mym, + 2y mgm,, (6a)
Oemy = —2mgm, +2hm, + 2ymym., (6b)
om, = —2hmy, —2y(m2+ mi) . (6¢)
We notice that, at the mean-field level, the norm
M| = vm-m of m = (mg,my, m;) is conserved.
Thus, we can always consider ||7i]] = 1. This allows

us to express the magnetization components in terms
of just two variables, @ and P, such that [119]

my; = +/1—Q2%cos2P, (7a)
my = +/1—Q?sin2P, (7b)
m, = Q, (7c)

where @ € [—1,1] and P € [—7/2,7/2). The inverse
relations are @ = m, and P = arctan(m,/m;), ex-
cept when Q = 1, where one can consider P = 0. The
variables (@, P) define the Poincaré section.

Secondly, we write down the equations describing
the action of a kick on a given magnetization . To do
so, we notice that, by the mean-field approximation,
we can write

where S, denotes the expectation value of the oper-
ator S,. Thus, the unitary operator representing the
action of the kick becomes

Ug = et KS82/8  oiKS2/S ,~2iKS.5./5
= "R, (2Km.), (9)

where 6 is an inessential phase and R.(¢) is the ro-
tation operator around the z axis by an angle ¢ =
2Km,. Therefore, at the mean-field level, the action
of the kick is to change the magnetization m to m’
such that

m,, = mycos(2Km,) —my,sin(2Km;), (10a)
= mygsin(2Km,) + m, cos(2Km,), (10b)

(10c¢)

m

N Se -8

m, = m,.

3.1 Phase portraits

Equations (6) and (10) allow us to study the system
dynamics at stroboscopic times (i.e., at integer mul-
tiples of ) in a way similar to Poincaré sections [6]°.
A selection of typical phase-space portraits is shown
in Fig. 1, for h = 0.5 and several choices of K (differ-
ent columns) and v (different rows). The first column
corresponds to K = 0, that is, to the boundary time
crystal model [117]. In this case, when v = 0, the
initial states evolve following closed orbits and the
dynamics is always regular. By increasing v, we see
that one of the fixed points becomes attractive and
there is a coexistence of closed orbits and the stable
fixed point. When the decay rate increases further
[panel (i), for v = 0.5], closed orbits disappear and
there is only one stable fixed point.

Moving along the next columns, we show results
for increasing values of the kick strength K. When
K =1 (second column), the phase-space portrait still
shows closed orbits and regular dynamics in the uni-
tary limit (v = 0), and the appearance of a stable
fixed point for larger . For larger values of K phase
portraits start showing chaotic regions. In particular,
for intermediate values of the decay rate v (panel h)
we observe strange attractors, that are a signature of
dissipative chaos [the phase-space portrait for K =5
in panel (h) is similar to the Zaslavski map [120]].
Stronger decay rates (bottom column) destroy these
features and the resulting dynamics is always regular.
However, there is a finite window of parameters in
which the system displays peculiar chaotic behaviors
as a result of the interplay between the driving (the
kick) and the dissipation.

3.2 Largest Lyapunov exponent A

To make more quantitative statements, we evalu-
ate the largest Lyapunov exponent A, which mea-
sures the exponential divergence of nearby trajecto-
ries [121]. Given two trajectories whose initial dis-
tance is dg = |m1(0) — mi2(0)], this is defined as

A= lim lim ) (11)

do—0 t—oo dy ’

where d(t) is the distance between the trajectories at
time ¢ and do = d(0)?. We scan the parameter inter-
vals v € [0,1] and K € [0, 10] (using a grid of 400 x 400

2We consider a set of different initial configurations of values
(Qo, Po) that are randomly extracted from uniform distribu-
tions covering their respective domains. We consider N, = 103
periods; in each period, we first evolve the magnetization using
Egs. (6), then apply the kick following Egs. (10). We store the
values (Q(t;}), P(;})) right after the kick and use them to set
the new initial condition for the following period. We repeat
this simulation for Mo = 300 initial configurations.

We evaluate X\ as explained in Ref. [122]. More pre-
cisely, we start from two nearby initial conditions at distance
dp, evolve them for one period and measure their distance
di. Then we move one of the two points along the line
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Figure 1: The Poincaré sections resulting from the mean-field equations for h = 0.5 and different choices of K and =

[see Egs. (6) and (10)].

Red dots show the stroboscopic evolution of the initial state (Qo, Po) = (1,0), corresponding to

m(0) = (0,0,1). Columns from left to right: K =0, 1, 2, 5. Rows from top to bottom: v =0, 0.2, 0.5.

points). Our results are shown in the heat maps of
Fig. 2 for two values of the transverse field h. White
(A = 0) and blue (A < 0) colors mark the regions
where the dynamics is regular. More precisely, white
regions correspond to the existence of closed orbits in
the Poincaré sections of Fig. 1, whereas blue regions
are a footprint of the existence of a stable fixed point
or cycle in the dynamics.

In contrast, red regions (A > 0) are chaotic: these
show up when the kick strength is sufficiently large
and tends to disappear by increasing the decay rate
~. Nonetheless, there exist regions of this phase di-
agram where the chaotic behavior survives even for
finite decay rates, in agreement with our previous ob-
servations. We also notice that chaotic regions be-
come prominent for larger values of h (compare the

joining them to restore the distance to the value dp and re-

peat, at each period k storing the distance between the fi-

nal points of the trajectories dp. The largest Lyapunov ex-
. . N,

ponent is then estimated as A = (1/N-7) Zk:l In(dy /do).

We consider the two initial conditions m1(0) = (0,0,1) and

m2(0) = (y/do/2,1/do/2,1/1— d2) with dg = 10710, evolv-

ing the system for N = 1000 periods.
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Figure 2: The largest Lyapunov exponent \ as a function of
the kick strength K and the decay rate . (a), left panel:
h = 0.5. (b), right panel: h = 1.0. The value h = 0.5
corresponds to the Poincaré sections shown in Fig. 1.

right panel of Fig. 2 with the left one), in the sense
that, for a given kick strength K, a stronger decay
rate ~ is needed to regularize the dynamics. Apart
from this quantitative difference, we do not observe
any other significant dependence on the value of h,
thus, unless differently specified, in the following we
always focus on h = 0.5 (left panel). We remark that,




for this choice of h, chaotic regions can extend up to
~ & 0.6; above this threshold, the dynamics is always
regular for all the considered values of K.

The analysis of other probes for classical chaos
(such as the bifurcation plot and the Hausdorff di-
mension) is reported in Appendix A. In the following,
we rather concentrate on the description of the be-
havior of the quantum system at finite size along the
stochastic quantum trajectories, which constitutes the
main part of this work.

4 Finite-size dynamics along quantum
trajectories

We now consider the same system at finite size, where
the dynamics is genuinely quantum. Our goal is to
see whether the different dynamic regimes emerging
in the (classical) thermodynamic limit (cf. Sec. 3) re-
flect on the behavior of some functions of the quantum
states?. Since the Hamiltonian (1) commutes with the

total spin operator 52 = §.§ and the Lindblad oper-
ator preserves this symmetry, we can restrict our at-
tention to the permutationally invariant (maximum
spin) sector, where S = N/2 and the Hilbert space
dimension is D = N + 1. In fact, the symmetry un-
der permutations allows us to work in the subspace
spanned by the Dicke states, defined as

N N N2 o D(N—k) ok
53—t =(3) S am),
(12)
where S is the symmetrization operator and k €
{0,1,...,N}.
As probes of quantum chaos, we use two

information-theoretic quantities, (i) the stabilizer 2-
Rényi entropy (SRE) Moy and (ii) the von Neumann
bipartite entanglement entropy (EE) £. We evalu-
ate both quantities for pure states along the quan-
tum trajectories, randomly generated in such a way
that, on average, they describe the dynamics of the
Lindblad equation [Eq. (4)]. In particular, we adopt
a quantum-jump unraveling [23] of the Lindbladian.
This unraveling protocol works as follows.

First of all, the kicks act at times ¢ = t,,, by apply-
ing to the quantum state the operator Uk defined in
Eq. (3). Between two consecutive kicks, the quantum-
jump protocol is the same used in Ref. [97]. We dis-
cretize the time in intervals of length §t. Here the
unravelling works by defining the non-Hermitian (nH)
Hamiltonian

A _ & a s
Hun = Ho —i 5 S5:5-. (13)

4 En passant, we recall that expectations of collective mag-
netization components follow the mean-field values up to a time
that scales with N. The scaling is different in the two regimes,
being O(N) for a regular dynamics and O(In N) for a chaotic
one [123, 124].

At each infinitesimal time step dt, the state ;) can
either undergo a “no-jump” evolution generated by
H,u, with probability 1 — (7/5) (¢4 S4S_|1) 6t, or
it can instantaneously “jump” to

S )
1) = —""—.
W00 = 18 o (4

Averaging over randomness and performing the
limit 6t — 0, one recovers the Lindblad equation
Eq. (4) [23, 24]. In particular, the average state of
an ensemble of Ni.,; quantum trajectories character-
ized by pure states |[¢) is given by

Niraj

> ) (Wbnl (15)
k=1

. i 1
P = 1im
Ntraj — 00 Ntraj

The expectation value of any operator O, which we
denote by angular brackets (O), can be computed by
averaging its expectation values over the individual

trajectories:

Ntraj
Tr(pO) = Ntrlijrgoo Nors ; (Yi|Olyr) = (0). (16)

While averaging over pure-state trajectories is not
essential to get expectation values of observables |,
this procedure becomes crucial whenever evaluating
a nonlinear function of the quantum state, such as for
the SRE or the EE (see their definitions in the fol-
lowing subsections). For instance, the bipartite von
Neumann entropy of the average state p is not a good
entanglement indicator, as it includes classical corre-
lations as well. On the other hand, thanks to the
unraveling into pure-state trajectories, it is possible
to define the average entanglement of the ensemble as

1 Niraj

Ntraj b—1

(€

E(lvw)) # E(p), (17)

and similarly goes for the average magic (Ms). Nu-
merically one is forced to consider a finite number of
trajectories Nir,j and this gives rise to an error bar
in the average value that is the root mean square de-
viation divided by y/Niraj. In the following, when
studying dissipative evolutions, we fix Nia; = 1024,
in such a way that the resulting error bars are always
of the order of the line width of our plots. As the ini-
tial state, we consider the fully polarized eigenstate
1(0)) = |N/2, N/2) of the S, total spin component.

Sometimes we are also interested in the asymptotic
(long-time) values of such quantities. We estimate
them by evolving the system up to long times, until
a plateau is reached. In our investigations we find
that this saturation is achieved quickly, so that we can
stop the dynamics after N, = 1000 periods for the
entanglement entropy and N, = 100 for the magic.
The value at the plateau always fluctuates, due to




the fact that we are considering a finite ensemble of
quantum trajectories. Thus, to extract the steady-
state behavior, we average over the last ko points,
with ko large enough that all transient features have
disappeared (specifically, we set ko = 500 for the EE
and kg = 50 for the SRE). We denote this long-time
average by (...) as, for instance,

. 1 N-

(€)= N — ko Z (E(tx))- (18)

k=ko

We also compare dissipative evolutions (y > 0) with
the unitary dynamics case (v = 0). Unitary results
are averaged over My = 300 initial random spin co-
herent states [125]. In fact, the dynamics of a single
trajectory entails a source of randomness (the jumps)
that is absent in the unitary case. Thus, in the pres-
ence of dissipation, the system is able to explore more
efficiently the Hilbert space and there is no need for
averaging over the different initial conditions.

4.1 Nonstabilizerness

We now focus on the connection between chaos and
nonstabilizerness. To define the latter, we first con-
sider the Clifford group Cp: this is spanned by the
single-qubit Hadamard (H) and phase (S) operators,
and the two-qubit CNOT gate. In quantum computa-
tion, universality is obtained by adding the T-phase
gate to the above Clifford group. Nonstabilizerness,
or quantum magic, expresses how far the state is from
the set of stabilizers, i.e., the set of states that can
be prepared by only using quantum gates from Cy.
There exist efficient classical algorithms to manipu-
late stabilizer states [126, 127], whereas states beyond
the stabilizer formalism are hard to study classically.
Thus, when combined with the right amount of entan-
glement, nonstabilizer states are a necessary ingredi-
ent to unlock quantum advantage [128, 45].

In recent years, several measures of nonstabilizer-
ness have been proposed [29, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48,49, 128, 129, 130]. Among them, we choose the
SRE of the Pauli spectrum, defined as [34]

P 4
3 (W|P[p)

v |~ N2, (19)

Ms([9)) = —ln[

PePy

where P = 60" @---@6%" (with o € {0,2,y, 2}) are
the Pauli strings and Py is the Pauli group. The SRE
is zero for stabilizer states and positive otherwise; it is
generally an extensive quantity and is upper-bounded
by NIn2. Evaluating it for general systems is expo-
nentially hard, since both the state dimension and the
number of Pauli strings grow exponentially with the
number N of two-level systems. Luckily, the permuta-
tion symmetry yields an exponential advantage in this
respect, since it exploits the fact that Pauli strings dif-
fering by permutations have the same expectation val-
ues on a permutationally-symmetric quantum state,
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Figure 3: The stabilizer Rényi entropy (Ma(t,)), averaged
over trajectories, versus the stroboscopic time t,. The var-
ious colors stand for different sizes, from N = 10 (darkest)
to N = 160 (lightest), as indicated in the legend. Left and
right columns are for K = 0 and K = 5, respectively. Rows
from top to bottom: v =10, 0.2, 0.5. We fix h = 0.5.

thus allowing us to study systems otherwise out of
reach for numerical analysis [50].

Figure 3 reports the behavior of the nonstabiliz-
erness (Ms(t,)) versus the stroboscopic time ¢, in
the dissipative quantum kicked top, after averaging
over randomness. We first notice that the SRE as a
function of time rapidly tends to an asymptotic value.
Moreover, when the kick strength K is small and the
dynamics is regular, the asymptotic value seems to
grow extensively with N (left panels, for K = 0).
On the other hand, for larger kick strengths, the dy-
namics becomes chaotic and the asymptotic value in-
creases more slowly, possibly as In V (right panels, for
K =5).

To be more quantitative, we first extrapolate the
asymptotic value of the SRE as discussed in Sec. 4.
We plot it versus the system size (up to N = 256) in
Fig. 4, for various combinations of the kick strength
K and the decay rate 7y, corresponding to different
values of the Lyapunov exponents of the undarlying
semiclassical dynamics [see Fig. 2(a)]. We observe
that, for parameters that correspond to regular semi-
classical dynamics (A < 0), the asymptotic SRE is
extensive and grows as (Mj) ~ N%, with « close to
one. On the other hand, in the chaotic regime, the
SRE grows more slowly. Indeed, a numerical fitting
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Figure 4: Asymptotic SRE versus N, for various parame-
ters that corresponds to different regimes of the semiclas-
sical dynamics. Dotted lines denote the fitting functions
(M2) ~ N%. In our fit we exclude the smallest size N = 10.
Notice the double-logarithmic scale. We fix h = 0.5.

returns an exponent that is appreciably smaller than
one (see Tab. 1). Given the relatively small available
sizes, by simply analyzing these data, we cannot rule
out the possibility that the scaling is sub-extensive
(but still power law), rather than logarithmic.

To further investigate this point, we define the dif-
ference between the asymptotic SRE for a system of
size N and that for a system of size N/2:

oMy = <M2>N - <M2>N/2' (20)

This quantity tends to a constant for increasing N,
if the SRE increases logarithmically with N, while it
keeps increasing for a super-logarithmic dependence
of the SRE with N. In Fig. 5 we plot d M versus
K, for different choices of the parameters v, h and
for various sizes N. In the background of each panel,
we also show the corresponding value of the largest
Lyapunov exponent A in the classical limit, using the
same chromatic scale adopted in Fig. 2 (red regions
are chaotic, blue regions are regular). In the classi-
cally chaotic regions and when v = 0 [panels (a) and
(b)], we clearly see that 0 My saturates with N. This
saturation persists, yet less distinctly, for v = 0.15
[panels (c), (d)] while it seems to fade away for v = 0.5
[panels (e), (f)] (although, in this latter case and for
the chaotic regions we observe an increase with N,
this is much slower than in the regular regions). We
also see that, whatever the value of ~, in the classi-
cally chaotic regions 0 M is almost independent of
K (the same occurs for (Ms) ), in contrast with a
strong dependence on K that emerges in the classi-
cally regular regions.’

5Results for v = 0 are more noisy than those for v > 0 since,
as already mentioned, in the unitary case we average over My =
300 initial spin-coherent states instead of the Niraj = 1024
trajectories of the dissipative case.
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Figure 5: The quantity S My versus the kick strength K,
for several combinations of ~, h (see the headers of the pan-
els). The various curves, with different color scale, refer to
N € {20, 40, 80,160}, following the same color scheme as in
Fig. 3. The background color is related to the value of the
largest Lyapunov exponent A, following the same color code
as in Fig. 2.

In Fig. 6, we plot 6 M versus the system size N,
for the same choices of K, v, and h of Fig. 4. We
see that, for the parameters that correspond to a reg-
ular mean-field dynamics, 0 My strongly depends on
N, whereas this dependence becomes much weaker
when the dynamics is chaotic. We fit these curves
with power-law functions My ~ N# (in this double-
logarithmic scale, they appear as straight lines) and
the values of 3 resulting from the fit are reported in
Tab. 1.

In addition to this, Fig. 7 reports the behavior of
B versus K, for various and fixed values of v, h. Let
us first focus on the classically chaotic regions (A > 0,
red background). We see that, for the unitary case
[panels (a) and (b)], 8 vanishes, implying a logarith-
mic scaling of Mo with N Since the dimension of
the available Hilbert space is D = N + 1, we have
also My ~ In D, thus confirming the prediction of
Ref. [51]. In that reference, the focus is on non-
symmetric quantum systems made up of N two-level
systems, so D = 2V and thus My ~ In D implies an
extensive scaling of My with N.

Switching on the coupling to the environment (y #
0), we find 8 ~ 0 when v < h [Fig. 7(d)], otherwise it

In the chaotic regime of the unitary case v = 0, the expo-
nent 3 evaluated numerically only appears (slightly) negative
due to noise in the curves shown in Fig. 6.
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Figure 6: Same plot as in Fig. 4, but for My versus N.
Dotted lines are the fitting functions My ~ NP,

Parameters « I}
K=1,v=01 0.89+0.05 0.80 +0.13
K=5 =01 10.359+0.003 0.08+0.05
K=2,v=05 1.028+0.004 1.061+0.002

Table 1: Exponent of the scaling laws (Ms2) ~ N¢ and
SMn ~ NP for the parameters shown in Figs. 4 and 6.

displays a positive plateau in K which is significantly
smaller than one. Notice that one gets My ~ NP
with 2 > 0 when also (Mz)y ~ N?, so in these
chaotic regions the SRE behaves subextensively. On
the other hand, when the mean-field dynamics is reg-
ular, 3 does not show plateaus, but rather a nontrivial
dependence on K. In particular, it may increase and
become close to one, meaning an extensive behavior
of the SRE”. In certain regions that are characterized
by alternating regular and chaotic behaviors [see for
instance the rightmost part of Fig. 7(c)], the exponent
B can be sensitive to this pattern and develop a peak.

4.2 Entanglement entropy
We now study the bipartite EE [131], defined as

£ = —Tr(palnpa), (21)

where A and B are equal disjoint bipartitions of the
fully-connected model under study and ps = Trg(p)
is the reduced density matrix of subsystem A alone.
Due to permutational invariance, only the number of
spins in each partition matters; hereafter we consider
Ny = Np = N/2. We carefully verified that our
results are robust to changes in the bipartition size.

"Due to finite-size effects, in certain regions a superextensive
scaling of the magic can be possible (8 > 1). However, the
bound Mgz < NlIn2 tells us that this apparent anomaly is
expected to disappear at large N.
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Figure 7: Exponent 3 of the scaling law My ~ N? versus
K, for different values of the decay rate v and transverse
field h, see captions. The background color is related to the
value of the largest Lyapunov exponent ), following the same
color code as in Fig. 2.

In Fig. 8 we show some examples of the EE (£(¢,)),
averaged over the trajectories, versus the stroboscopic
time t,,. The top row corresponds to the unitary limit
v = 0, for the two values of the kick strength K =0
where the mean-field dynamics is regular [panel (a)|,
and K = 5 where it is chaotic [(panel (b)]. All the
entropies increase and then saturate to the asymptotic
values. To be more quantitative, it is useful to focus
on the properties of the asymptotic value (£). In the
ergodic regime, we find (£) = a+S1In(N+1), with o =
—1.05+0.07 and 8 = 0.974 £ 0.016 for K = 5. The
fact that 8 ~ 1 agrees with the expectation that the
EE reaches its maximum value Epax = In D (where
D = N + 1), for an ergodic dynamics. In contrast,
when K is smaller, we observe a slower growth with
the system size: using the same fitting function, for
K =0weget « =—0.17+0.07 and g = 0.477+0.016.

In the central and lower rows of Fig. 8, we show the
EE versus time in the presence of dissipation, being
it either weak (y = 0.2, middle row) or strong (y =
0.5, bottom row), for the same values of K considered
before. Panels (c),(e), and (f) correspond to a regular
mean-field dynamics (A < 0), while panel (d) is for a
chaotic dynamics (A > 0). We observe that, after a
transient, all curves converge to an asymptotic value.
Further insight can be obtained by focusing on the
dependence of the asymptotic value (£) on K and on
the system size N.

In Fig. 9 we show the behavior of (£) versus K, for
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Figure 8: The half-system entanglement entropy (£(t)),
averaged over the trajectories, versus the stroboscopic time
tn. The colored curves are for different sizes, from N = 10
(darkest) to N = 320 (lightest). The values of K and v
are indicated in the labels of the panels (same pattern as in
Fig. 3). We fix h = 0.5.

the same values of v and system sizes used in Fig. 8.
First of all, we notice a weak relation between such
curves and the sign of the largest Lyapunov expo-
nent A (see the color code in the background, as in
Fig. 5). Furthermore, for increasing NV, the values of
(&) display a tendency to saturate to a finite limit
(area-law behavior) and even to decrease. To better
understand this point, in Fig. 10 panel (a) we report
the asymptotic value (£) versus N, for fixed K and
different values of v. As a result of the competition
between driving and dissipation, we observe a non-
monotonic behavior with the size N. We fix K and h
because, with this choice of parameters, the maximum
can be observed more easily, but this is a general phe-
nomenon. In fact, the nonmonotonicity occurs both
for an underlying classical chaotic (curves with circles)
and a regular (curves with squares) regime. However,
our data suggest that all the curves eventually follow
an area-law behavior, where (£) becomes independent
of N.

Let us look more carefully to the maximum in N
of (£). The position N* of such maximum is plotted
versus v in Fig. 10(b). For small decay rates, it fol-
lows a power-law scaling N* ~ v~% with a ~ 0.69, to
eventually saturates when ~ is close to one. Satura-

tion and transition of the mean-field dynamics from
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Figure 9: The asymptotic entanglement entropy (€) versus
K, for different sizes N € {10, 20, 40, 80, 160, 320} (the leg-
end is the same as in Fig. 8), and for several combinations of
7 and h, as indicated in the labels of the panels. The back-
ground color is related to the value of the largest Lyapunov
exponent A, following the same color code as in Fig. 2.

chaotic to regular are uncorrelated. In fact, even the
maximum value @* over N* keeps linearly decreas-
ing with -, irrespective of the dynamic features of the
classical limit [Fig. 10(c)]. In summary, the asymp-
totic EE saturates towards an area-law behavior in
a non-monotonous way, showing a maximum for a
given system size. We are not able to find any re-
lation between EE and chaos/regularity properties of
the mean-field dynamics.

4.3 Magnetization fluctuations

Another quantity of interest, related to chaos, is the
variance, along and across the trajectories, of the
magnetization component m, over the ensemble of
quantum trajectories [97], defined as

o2, = (m2) = (m) (22)

where the average is over trajectories and time in the
steady state, as defined in Eqgs. (17) and (18). We
fix the kick strength and study the scaling of these
fluctuations as a function of the system size, for dif-
ferent decay rates. We show some examples thereof
in Fig. 11. We can distinguish two different behaviors
for curves in which the mean-field dynamics is chaotic
(A > 0, circles) and those in which it is regular (A < 0,
squares). In the former case, curves start with a pos-
itive curvature and steadily increase with /N, while in
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Figure 10: (a) (&) versus N for several values of v and for
fixed h = 1, K = 2. The curves refer to different values of

v; = j oy with v = 0.1, from j = 1 (darkest) to j = 10
(lightest). The largest Lyapunov exponent X is positive for
~ < 0.87 (curves with circles) and negative otherwise (curves
with squares). (b) Position N* of the maximum of (£) in
panel (a) versus v, log-log scale. (c) Maximum (&) divided
by N* versus v, linear scale.

the latter case they start with a negative curvature
and then tend to settle down to a small value.

To better understand this behavior, we have also
considered the full distribution of m.(t,) over ran-
domness and stroboscopic time, similarly to what has
been done in the absence of periodic driving [86, 111,
112]. We obtain the distributions as normalized hys-
tograms with bin size dm, = 0.01, as reported in
Fig. 12. Here we fix K = 5 and consider the two
values of v = 0.1 (chaotic mean-field dynamics) and
of v = 0.7 (regular mean-field dynamics, with A < 0).
In the chaotic case (red-like histograms), the proba-
bility distribution shows a single peak located around
a value close to zero. Increasing the system size, the
distribution becomes skewed and develops a long tail
towards negative values of the magnetization. This
tail explains why, in the regime A > 0, the vari-
ance in Fig. 11 increases with V. Conversely, in the
regular regime (blue-like histograms), the probability
distribution is bimodal and values become closer to
m, = —1. For small N we also observe a third peak
around m, = —0.5, which tends to disappear at larger
N, where the distribution converges to a purely bi-
modal shape. This finding is consistent with the fact
that, in this regime, the variance only depends on the
system size when N is small, and essentially saturates
for larger V.

1.0
159 K=5 0.8
~ 1.0 1 0.6
Nb >
0.5+ 0.4
0.2
0.0 :
10! 102
N
Figure 11: Variance of m. over time and randomness

[Eq. (22)] as a function of the size, up to N = 640. The
largest Lyapunov exponent is positive for v < 0.5 (curves
with circles) and negative otherwise (curves with squares),
as shown in Fig. 2a. We fix K =5 and h = 0.5.
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Figure 12: Probability density distributions of m. over 1024
trajectories and 200 time points in the stationary state, for
different values of N and ~y (see legend). We fix K =5 and
h = 0.5. Red-like distributions correspond to a classically
chaotic dynamics, while blue-like distributions are for a clas-
sically regular dynamics.

We finally study how the single peak bifurcates as
the decay rate increases, for a fixed K. One example
is shown in Fig. 13, where we plot the magnetization
distributions obtained for N = 320 for v € [0.1,1.0],
for K = 5. The inset reports the position of the
peaks of the probability distribution as a function of
the decay rate. The highlighted points surrounded
by squares correspond to the highest peak for that .
The vertical dashed line marks the transition between
the semiclassical chaotic regime (left of the line) and
the regular one (on the right). We see that the high-
est peak (global maximum) of the distributions shows
a discontinuity at the chaotic-to-regular transition.

5 Conclusions

We studied a dissipative quantum many-body system,
whose thermodynamic limit corresponds to a classical
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Figure 13: Same as in Fig. 12, but for fixed N = 320 and for
many values of «y (see the color bar on the right). The inset
shows the position of the peaks of the probability distribution
as a function of . The highlighted points correspond to the
absolute maximum for that ~.

mean-field dynamics and can show a chaotic behavior.
Thanks to the fact that the finite-size system along
quantum trajectories is in a pure many-body state,
we evaluated measures of entanglement and quan-
tum complexity, relating them with the properties of
chaos/regularity (according to the sign of the largest
Lyapunov exponent) in the thermodynamic limit.

Quantum magic is sensitive to the mean-field
chaotic properties of the system. This quantity mea-
sures the complexity of the state—meant as distance
from the set of stabilizer states—and its average
over the trajectories reaches an asymptotic value in
time, with clearly distinct behaviors in the classically
chaotic and classically regular regimes. In the chaotic
case, the asymptotic nonstabilizerness shows constant
plateaus in the system parameters, and without a cou-
pling to the environment (unitary case) its behavior
is compatible with a logarithmic scaling with the sys-
tem size (i.e., with the dimension of the accessible
Hilbert space), in agreement with the theoretical pre-
dictions [51]. Switching on the coupling with the envi-
ronment, there are still plateaus with the system pa-
rameters, but the behavior is consistent with a subex-
tensive power-law scaling with the system size. In the
regular regime, there is still a power-law behavior,
but with no plateaus. Differently from the chaotic
regime, the scaling exponent nontrivially depends on
the system parameters (there are also intervals where
the scaling exponent is near to one and the nonstabi-
lizerness is extensive).

We have also considered the half-system entangle-
ment entropy averaged over the trajectories. As the
nonstabilizerness, this quantity reaches an asymptotic
value, but its behavior has no apparent relation with
classical chaos/ergodicity properties. In particular,
we observed a peculiar non-monotonic dependence
with the system size, with a maximum reached at
a critical size that depends on the system parame-

ters and shows no discontinuities at the transitions
from regular to chaotic behaviors. Finally, we stud-
ied the expectation of the magnetization along z: its
variance along and across the trajectories reflects the
underlying classical behavior, in the scaling with the
system size. In fact, in the chaotic case, the vari-
ance increases with the system size, such that the
corresponding curves show an upper concavity with
N. Conversely, in the regular case, after an initial
transient the variance settles down to a finite value,
displaying a lower concavity with N. This change
of behavior reflects into a discontinuity in the global
maximum of the full distribution of the expectations.
What is most remarkable in this analysis is that
the thermodynamic-limit chaos is witnessed at finite
size by a complexity measure (the magic) and not by
an entanglement measure (the entanglement entropy).
To understand whether this is an instance of a more
general fact or not, future research may focus on the
behavior of such quantities in strongly chaotic systems
evolving along stochastic quantum trajectories.
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A Other probes of classical chaos

A.1 Bifurcation diagrams

Another way of studying the transition between
chaotic and regular behavior in the mean-field clas-
sical limit is by looking at bifurcation diagrams,
showing the stroboscopic values of the magnetiza-
tion components as a function of K. In particular,
when the dynamics converges to stationary points,
the stroboscopic values taken after a transient are
all equal to each other. When there is period dou-
bling, the stroboscopic values split, producing bifur-
cations. Through a bifurcation cascade, the system
may end up in a chaotic regime, where stroboscopic
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Figure 14:

1i(0)
follows the same color scheme as in Fig. 2.

values cover dense ranges of possible values for mg;
this is a universal route to chaos [9].

We can observe the bifurcation cascade in Fig. 14,
where we plot the last M = 250 stroboscopic values
of my at the end of the dynamics lasting N, = 104
periods, as a function of K and for different 7. In
the bottom row, we report the corresponding largest
Lyapunov exponent A\. We see that the succession
of regular and chaotic behaviors can only be seen at
relatively small values of 7, see panels (b-c): when the
decay rate increases too much, the first bifurcation
cascade leading to chaos moves to higher and higher
values of K, until eventually it is no longer visible and
the dynamics is always regular and converging to a
stable fixed point, as confirmed by the fact that A < 0
[see panel (d)]. Moreover, when A = 0, the dense
region observed in the bifurcation plot corresponds to
a regular dynamics along the closed orbits displayed
in Fig. 1.

A.2 Hausdorff dimension

Consider the last column of Fig. 1, referring to the
kick strength K = 5. Increasing the decay rate, the
system goes from a situation where the dynamics is
fully ergodic and classical trajectories uniformly cover
the Poincaré section, to an opposite limit where clas-
sical trajectories sample a very narrow region of the
phase space, while they converge to the unique steady
state of the dynamical system. In a sense, the effective
dimension of the phase space section covered by the
classical trajectories is approximately two (a square)
in the first case and would be approximately one if all
the points were on a line. In between, we observe a
complicated scenario in which the points of the clas-
sical trajectories organize into fractal structures. The
Hausdorff dimension dg [2, 3] characterizes the effec-
tive dimension of these fractal structures.

In order to estimate dgy, we divide the Poincaré
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(top panels) Bifurcation diagrams: the last M = 250 stroboscopic values of m, as a function K, at the end
of dynamics lasting N, = 10* periods, for h = 0.5 and four different values of v (see the labels).
= (0,0,1). (bottom panels) The largest Lyapunov exponent as a function of the kick strength. The background color
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Figure 15: (Top) Estimated Hausdorff dimension dg of the
mean-field dynamics versus . (Bottom) Largest Lyapunov
exponent A versus 7. The background color follows the same
color scheme as in Fig. 2. Parameters: K =5, h = 0.5.

section into a grid of non-overlapping squares with
edges of length e. We then count how many squares
N (e) we need to fully cover the blue points in each
panel of Fig. 1. Notice that, if the points were uni-
formly distributed in the entire phase space, we would
need N'(e) ~ 1/€? squares to cover them; instead, if
they were on a line, N'(€) ~ 1/¢; therefore, in general,
N(e) ~ 1/eds, The Hausdorff dimension dy is thus
defined as

In N (e)

Ine

dyg = — lim

e—0

(23)

In order to estimate it numerically, we consider My =
500 initial conditions and consider 10 square sizes € €
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[2710’ 271] .

In Fig. 15, we plot it versus v, for K = 5. We
can see that the Hausdorff dimension decreases by
increasing v and saturates to a plateau corresponding
to dg =~ 1. This plateau starts to develop at v ~ 0.3;
the saturation is numerically complete (within error
bars) at v ~ 0.5. We also show the Poincaré sections
corresponding to some of the considered values of ~,
to make the trend easier to follow. Notice the drastic
change between the Poincaré section at v = 0.25 and
the one at v = 0.3, signaled by a large change in dy.

In the bottom part of the figure, we plot the Lya-
punov exponent A as a function of y. The dy ~ 1
plateau corresponds to a negative value of A\, while
values of dy close to 2 are associated with a positive
M. The region around the chaotic-to-regular transi-
tion point is not exactly captured by the Hausdorff
dimension, due to numerical instabilities in its esti-
mation through the box-counting algorithm.
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