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The interplay of unitary evolution and projective measurements is a modern interest in the study
of many-body entanglement. On the one hand, the competition between these two processes leads to
the recently-discovered measurement-induced phase transition (MIPT). On the other, measurement-
based quantum computation (MBQC) is a well-known computational model studying how measure-
ments simulate unitary evolution utilizing the entanglement of special resources such as the 2D clus-
ter state. The entanglement properties enabling MBQC may be attributed to symmetry-protected
topological (SPT) orders, particularly subsystem symmetric (SSPT) orders. It was recently found
that the 1D cluster state may be associated with an SPT phase in random circuits respecting a
global Zy X Zo symmetry, and furthermore that all phase transitions in this scenario belong to the
same universality class. As resources with greater computational power feature greater symmetry, it
is fruitful to investigate further any relationship between levels of symmetry in MIPTs and MBQC.
In this paper we investigate MIPTs on a torus with three levels of symmetry-respecting unitary
evolution interspersed by measurements. Although we find two area-law phases and one volume-
law phase with distinct entanglement structures for each ensemble, the phase transition from the
volume-law phase to the area-law phase associated with the 2D cluster state has variable correla-
tion length exponent v. Whereas v ~ 0.90 for unconstrained Clifford unitaries and v ~ 0.83 for
globally-symmetric Cliffords, subsystem-symmetric Cliffords feature a much smaller value v = 0.38.
It is speculated that the hierarchy of distinct transitions seen in these random monitored quantum

circuit models might have consequences for computational universality in MBQC.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers, besides offering prospective ad-
vantages in certain computational tasks [1, 2], and the
ability to realize various classically impossible effects [3—
5], also provide potential tunable platforms for investigat-
ing various many-body phenomena. It is well-established
that random monitored circuits, wherein both unitary
operations and mid-circuit measurements are carried out
on a set of qubits, provide novel insights into the dy-
namics of quantum entanglement via the measurement
induced phase transition (MIPT). The phenomenology
of this transition has been the subject of many recent
works [6-12], and several reviews are available [13-15].

The central fact is that the competing local processes
of entanglement-producing unitaries and disentangling
measurements are balanced at a nonzero measurement
rate. Along one line of intuition, this is surprising; for
two subsystems of a pure state, only unitaries crossing
their boundary can produce entanglement between them,
whereas measurements may have a deleterious effect any-
where. According to this perspective any finite projection
rate should destroy entanglement in the thermodynamic
limit [16]. While this logic follows through in certain
systems [17], remarkably more often than not a stable
“yolume-law” entanglement phase exists in addition to a
low entanglement “area-law” counterpart [6, 8, 9].

The importance of these random monitored circuits
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and more generally the MIPT is that their phenomenol-
ogy is thought to reflect behavior of generic monitored
systems, just as random matrix theory qualitatively de-
scribes heavy atomic nuclei [13, 18]. By tuning the setup
more specialized scenarios may be investigated. One such
generalization introduces additional stabilizer measure-
ments. If these are stabilizers of states of particular inter-
est, then one may probe general properties of the classes
such states belong to. For example, (2 + 1)D random
circuits with toric code measurements feature a phase
diagram with a stable critical region as a consequence
of the robustness of the associated stabilizer state [19].
Similarly, a symmetry-protected topological (SPT) phase
has been realized in (1 + 1)D by considering stabilizers
of the 1D cluster state and limiting the unitaries applied
to those respecting a global Zy x Zo symmetry [20].

One result of this last study is that the critical expo-
nents of the transition to the SPT phase match (14 1)D
percolation, with correlation length exponent v ~ 4/3
in particular. Although diagnostics like the topological
entanglement entropy differentiate the SPT phase from
the trivial phase, all transitions in the phase diagram be-
long to the same universality class. This is true regard-
less of whether the transition moves from the volume-law
phase to the SPT phase, or to the trivial entanglement
phase. In this sense the transition would seem insensitive
to some properties of the 1D cluster state.

A particularly important property is the fact that
the 1D cluster state is a computational resource
for measurement-based quantum computing (MBQC).
MBQC is an alternative to the traditional gate model
based on the measurement protocols carried out on spe-
cial resource states [21-23]. While the 1D cluster state
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is not a resource for universal computation, it can act
as a quantum wire, teleporting states encoded into its
edges by adaptive measurements. Most quantum states
cannot be used for even this purpose; rather, it is a con-
sequence of the special entanglement structure of the 1D
cluster state emerging from an inherent Zo X Zy symmetry
[24, 25]. For universal computation the requisite symme-
try structure is even more particular; not only do states
with little entanglement lack the necessary correlations
to achieve this effect, but even highly entangled states
fail to be useful [26, 27]. It is an intriguing question to
what extent this hierarchy of symmetry /utility in MBQC
has a counterpart in MIPT — that is, to what extent the
nature of the transitions are affected by symmetry.

To this end we consider (2 + 1)D random monitored
quantum circuits featuring — in addition to the usual
single-qubit measurements — stabilizer measurements of
the 2D cluster state. We also employ three different en-
sembles of unitary dynamics. As defined later, these uni-
tary ensembles consist of 5-qubit local Cliffords, with
no counstraints (“Clifford”), global symmetry-protected
topological constraints (“SPT Clifford”), and subsystem
symmetry-protected topological constraints (“SSPT Clif-
ford”), which are associated respectively with the sym-
metries of the 2D L x L lattice as T C Zg x Zy C Z3% 1.
Using entanglement diagnostics to detect the transition,
we find that the critical exponents of the transition — and
thus the associated universality classes — differ between
these ensembles.

In particular, we find that while the Clifford ensemble
features transitions between both area-law phases and
the volume-law phase with the same critical exponent
as (2 + 1)D percolation, the SSPT Clifford ensemble ex-
hibits new exponents differing from both each other and
percolation. This suggests that the SSPT circuit — re-
specting the SSPT symmetry associated with universal
measurement-based quantum computation — is at least
sensitive to more particular characteristics of the states
it produces.

Following this Introduction, Sec. II provides back-
ground for our own setting explicated in Subsec. TIT A.
Then, after the numerical methods adumbrated in Sub-
sec. ITI B, our results are delivered in Subsec. III C, which
are split into further subsubsections for each unitary en-
semble considered. Discussion and conclusion are covered
in Sec. IV. Our appendix includes elaborations of vari-
ous minutiae, including further details of our numerical
methodology, elucidation of order parameters, and anal-
ysis of properties at the pure-measurement critical point.

II. BACKGROUND

Random monitored quantum circuits present a novel
setting for investigating generic many-body quantum
phenomena where both the effects of repeated mea-
surements and unitary evolution are important. When
measurements are applied at some rate p, a so-called

measurement-induced phase transition (MIPT) is ob-
served between an area-law phase of low entanglement
at high measurement rate p and a volume-law entangle-
ment regime of high entanglement for low p [7-9]. Al-
though measurements typically have a disentangling ef-
fect wherever they are applied, they are constrained to
be local. Unitary dynamics, meanwhile, tend to con-
spire to hide information in long-range correlations. The
transition between these two phases reflects whether or
not generic circuits effectively “protect” quantum corre-
lations encoded in the initial state [11, 12]. Variations —
such as additional measurement types or constraints on
the unitaries applied — leads to the emergence of further
novel phases [19, 20, 28-31].

To understand the basic phenomenology of these cir-
cuits it is useful to map them to more standard math-
ematical models. For the case of p = 0, where only
pure unitary dynamics are in play, many of the observed
entanglement properties can be related to the famous
Kardar-Parisi-Zhang universality class [32]. Entangle-
ment growth has a parallel in ballistic deposition, op-
erator spreading follows exclusion processes, and bounds
on entanglement between regions is echoed by polymers
in random energy environments. This last relationship is
especially pertinent for nonzero p, as the problem changes
into first passage percolation — another standard mathe-
matical model with well-studied phase transitions [33]. In
particular, the correlation length critical exponent of per-
colation in 2D, v = 4/3, matches critical exponents found
for the measurement induced phase transition in (1+1)D
reasonably well [6, 8]. The intuition of these mappings
is furthermore supported by work exactly mapping cer-
tain select models to classical models with percolation
exponents, such as the Potts model [11, 34].

Good numerical agreement complements these analyt-
ical results. It is perhaps surprising that in spite of the
esoteric, nonequilibrium nature of this transition, many
standard numerical tools may still be fruitfully applied.
In particular, the finite-size scaling ansatz [35-37] retains
its utility. This workhouse uses the often-vindicated hy-
pothesis that, near a transition point p., an order param-
eter A follows a certain function of the tuning parameter
p and system length L:

A(L,p) ~ L7F((p — pe) L"), (1)

where F' is some master function and v and  are univer-
sal exponents. By finding a good fit for numerical values
of the diagnostic A, v and v may be estimated. The tun-
ing parameter p in this case refers in our context to some
measurement rate. As for the order parameter A, an im-
portant fact to keep in mind is that the transition is most
readily seen on the level of nonlinear properties of indi-
vidual quantum trajectories. For example, a transition
emerges when the average of the entanglement of individ-
ual states S,y (p) is considered, but disappears for the en-
tanglement of the average state S,n(p). This is because
the entropy is nonlinear in the state — that is, because




FIG. 1.  Our regions chosen for evaluating the topological
entanglement entropy Siop are cylinders on a torus. This can
be represented as rectangles on a 2D plane with opposite sides
identified.

Sent(p) # Sent(p). Many useful diagnostics of the tran-
sition, such as the topological- or ancilla entanglement
entropies [10, 38—40] are also nonlinear. This makes ex-
perimental detection of the transition highly challenging
[41-43].

“The” topological entanglement entropy in fact refers
to a class of related metrics. The essential idea is this:
from locality, the von Neumann entropy of a subsystem
A is expected to obey an area-law with subleading cor-
rections, S4 ~ |0A| — T'. Topological entanglement en-
tropies Siop are constructed by taking special combina-
tions of subsystems and summing their entropies together
in such a way as to isolate the subleading I'. This remain-
der is thought to reflect long-range entanglement prop-
erties. Taking sufficiently large system sizes washes out
short range effects, leaving behind a robust measure of
phenomena of interest.

A common version is the 7-term topological entangle-
ment entropy, also known as the tripartite mutual infor-
mation [38, 44]. For subregions A, B, and C of a system
— such as for a torus, as depicted in Fig. 1 — this may be
defined as

Stop = Sap + Sec + Sac — Sa — S — Sc — Sasc.  (2)

Stop is particularly valuable when considering general-
izations of the random monitored circuit setup involving
exotic measurements and phases. If the measurements
are of stabilizers of a state with a distinguishable value
of Siop, then an associated circuit phase may be readily
distinguished. Taking the toric code S, as an example,
the 4-term variant of Sy, (related to strong subadditiv-
ity) and 7-term version related above yield values of 1

or 2 respectively. This differs from the 0 of simple prod-
uct states, and also from the extensive scaling of states
generically produced by Haar unitary dynamics [19].

Another guiding example is the 1D cluster state de-
fined on an open chain [20]. Where the toric code real-
izes a genuine topological phase, the 1D cluster state is a
symmetry-protected topological (SPT) state. In 1D such
states are classified by the projective representations of
the eponymous symmetry group acting on the boundary
— that is to say, by the second group cohomology [45].
The associated phase in a random monitored quantum
circuit also exhibits SPT behavior; in such a scenario,
Siop detects the edge degrees of freedom, again providing
a value distinguishing the trivial phase from a more ex-
otic SPT phase. The ancilla entanglement entropy also
couples to these boundary degrees of freedom, facilitating
the long-time storage of encoded edge qubits.

The cluster state behavior is particularly notable given
the state’s relationship with measurement-based quan-
tum computation (MBQC). MBQC is a well-known al-
ternative to the gate model of quantum computation. In-
stead of evolving a state through a circuit and enacting
entangling operations, one begins with a special entan-
gled “resource state” and simulates a circuit via evolution
with adaptive local measurements. A particular class of
resource states are the so-called “graph states,” which
are states defined on a graph, with qubits prepared in the
|+) state on vertices, and edges denoting qubits between
which controlled-Z operators are enacted. Equivalently,
graph states can be said to be the joint eigenstate of
the commuting operators & & of, where a, 3 label

BEN(a)
vertices and N («) denote the graphical neighbors of «.
We will work with a slightly different convention, where
a Hadamard is acted upon every qubit after this setup,
exchanging the roles of the Pauli operators X and Z.

The power of resource states is often attributable to
underlying symmetries, whose presence reflect a kind of
irreducible entanglement structure [46]. Cluster states,
defined on graphs of regular lattices, exhibit such symme-
tries. The 1D cluster state, for example, features Zo X Zo
global symmetry, the factors flipping spins on even/odd
sites. This symmetry enables the state to act as a 1D
wire, facilitating the teleportation of an encoded edge
qubit by measurement [24]. Similarly, the 2D cluster
state, enjoying an extensive number of subsystem Z, line
symmetries, belongs to a universal phase for MBQC [47].

The 1D cluster state was investigated in a random
monitored quantum circuit context by Lavasani et al.
[20]. In the spirit of the cluster state belonging to a
nontrivial SPT class, their circuits preserve Zy X Zo sym-
metry. Their three-qubit unitaries, beyond belonging
to the Clifford class that maps Pauli operators to other
Paulis, furthermore conserves certain local parity oper-
ators. They found three distinct phases in their sce-
nario, including a special “SPT” phase in addition to the
usual volume-law and trivial entanglement phases. No-
tably, they also found that all phase transitions appear



to belong to the same universality class, with correlation
length critical exponents of v ~ 4/3 matching (1 + 1)D
percolation theory.

This is curious; even though the phase transition recog-
nizes that the SPT phase differs somehow from the trivial
phase, the transition in itself does not reflect the differ-
ence in computational usefulness. In a sense, the tran-
sition between volume and trivial phases is “the same”
as the transition between the volume and SPT phases.
That is to say, the transition recognizes a difference in
entanglement structure apparently disjoint from a possi-
ble accompanying computational transition.

The question, then, arises as to whether a transition
in resource power distinct from percolation can arise in
random monitored quantum circuits. We might be hope-
ful, since the 1D cluster state is not a universal resource,
whereas its 2D and 3D counterparts feature novel quali-
ties and more elaborate symmetry structure. Many other
resource states belong to special SPT classes with dis-
tinguished global symmetries [24, 25, 46, 48-50], but an
important characteristic of the 2D cluster state is the
presence of additional subsystem symmetries [47]. Inves-
tigation of this additional find-grained symmetry has led
to reveal the SPT phases which are universal for MBQC
[47,51-53]. Consideration of this also provides additional
constraints on random monitored circuits, and inspires
the setting of our work.

III. (2+1)D SYMMETRIC CIRCUIT
A. Setting

We study (2 + 1)D random monitored circuits with
two different measurement types and draw from select
unitary ensembles. Our system is defined periodically
on a torus, and following the style of [20] our operations
applied one at a time, rather than the more standard
brick-pattern (see Fig. 2). At each time step we apply
one of the following operations with their corresponding
probabilities:

U 5-Qubit Clifford Dus
M* Local Z Measurement Dirs
M?® Cluster Stabilizer Measurement  pj;.

These probabilities sum to unity. After the operation is
selected any system qubit is chosen with equal probability
to be the center of the operation. If the Z-basis measure-
ment is the operation, then the qubit is measured. For
the 5-qubit unitary or cluster stabilizer measurement the
qubit is chosen as the center around which either oper-
ation is applied in a “+”-shaped stencil, as depicted in
Fig. 3.

We consider three ensembles of unitaries in our circuits.
These ensembles are required to satisfy no symmetry re-
quirement, a global symmetry requirement, and a subsys-

()

(b)

FIG. 2. Example 3D (2a) and overhead view (2b) of the
kind of circuits we consider. Two types of measurements are
applied, one on a single site in the Z basis and another in a
“+” shape measuring a stabilizer of the 2D cluster state. 5-
qubit unitaries are also applied in a “+” shape. One operation
is applied every time step t.

tem symmetry requirement respectively, with associated
groups I C Zy X Zo C Zglﬁl for the 2D L x L square
lattice (See the section 3.4 of Ref. [53] for an elucidation
of the difference between the line symmetry Z2~! and
the so-called cone symmetry Z2L). Recall that for more
familiar settings of second-order phase transitions, such
as the classical Ising model, the Hamiltonian possesses
some symmetry that can be spontaneously broken, such
as Zo. As the Hamiltonian generates dynamics, it follows
that time evolution under it observes the same symme-
try. We can similarly say that a class of circuit dynamics
whose constituent unitaries all respect some symmetry
group possesses that group as a symmetry.

A given circuit in our setting makes use of only one
ensemble of unitaries. Including measurements, we have
three phase diagrams for each ensemble, each with three
probabilities. To access large system sizes via the sta-
bilizer formalism (reviewed in Appendix A 1) [54, 55] all
ensembles are subgroups of the 5-qubit Clifford group. As
our primary interest is the entanglement structure of pure
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FIG. 3. The three types of operations performed by our
random circuits. Each symbol stands in for a qubit. On the
lower left are local computational basis “Z” measurements.
The upper right has measurements of 2D cluster state-like
stabilizers. The upper left features 5-qubit Clifford unitaries.

states at various times, we may safely neglect stabilizer
signs and the concomitant computational complexities.

Our first ensemble consists of the entire 5-qubit Clif-
ford group, the set of all unitaries normalizing 5-qubit
Pauli operators, which we say possesses the trivial sym-
metry group I. The second ensemble is generated simi-
larly, and comprised of symmetric 5-qubit Cliffords that
respect the global Zy x Zs checkerboard symmetry en-
joyed by the 2D cluster state on a torus. This is depicted
in Fig. 4a, and emulative of the symmetry considered
in Ref. [20]. Their reduction to “+”-shaped stencils is
shown in Fig. 5a. Finally, the last ensemble has Cliffords
respecting the Z2~1 subsystem symmetries of the toric
2D cluster state. These symmetries are depicted in the
top subfigures of Fig. 4b, with their reduced stencils in
Fig. 5b. Although the former two ensembles are too large
to store and generated “on the fly” as needed, the lat-
ter ensemble of unitaries is small enough to be generated
and stored in its entirety. More details on generation are
covered in Appendix A 2.

B. Numerical Methods

To reach large system sizes while still being able to
describe highly entangled states we employ the stabi-
lizer formalism [54, 55]. All unitaries used are accord-
ingly necessarily of Clifford type. We have written our
own C99 code capable of running several simulations in
parallel with the aid of a Python wrapper. Most ma-
trix manipulations are vectorized, with the binary bits
of stabilizer matrices being stored in 256-bit integer vec-
tors to permit rapid binary operations. As phase fac-
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FIG. 4. The global Zy X Zs “checkerboard” (Fig. 4a) and
subsystem Z?QL ~! “diagonal” (Fig. 4b) symmetries respected
by Clifford ensembles. The system here consists of 4 x4 qubits
on a periodic lattice, making the diagonal symmetries wrap.

tors are of little interest for our study, we ignore them,
saving on the traditional complications of determined
measurement-outcomes.

We detect transitions using three diagnostics: the
topological-, ancilla-, and dumbbell entanglement en-
tI’OpiGS (Stop; Sanc» and Sdumb) [107 387407 56] Stop is our
primary workhorse. We make use of the 7-term variant
in Eq. 2 with regions defined as in Fig. 1 along quasi-1D
cylinders. We have furthermore cross-checked our analy-
sis with other geometries, such as diagonal subregions, as
well as a more traditional “ring” setup. Appendix B 1,
besides discussing the finer details of our implementa-
tion, also shows that the critical points and exponents
match within numerical error for these other geometries.
The ancilla entanglement entropy Sgn. has its value as a
geometrically-independent comparative sanity check, and
our implementation is discussed in Appendix B 2.

This question of geometry is relevant, due to the ef-
fect of so-called spurious topological entanglement en-
tropy [56, 57], wherein subsystem symmetries may induce
additional correlations that the topological entanglement
entropy defined for special regions may be sensitive to.
The dumbbell entanglement entropy [56], which is a diag-
nostic of subsystem symmetry, turns this inconvenience
into a tool. We employ it to detect the transition in the
case of pure measurement dynamics (i.e. when p, = 0),
where neither the topological entanglement entropy nor
the ancilla entanglement entropy are effective. The de-
tails are contained in Appendix B 3.

For our finite-size scaling analysis to retrieve details
of our transitions we employ three different curve-fitting
schemes. The first method, “Nearest,” seeks to make
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FIG. 5. Local stencils of Pauli operators that a unitary ap-

plied on the center qubit must respect for the global “checker-
board” (Fig. 5a) and “diagonal” subsystem (Fig. 5b) symme-
tries. These are local reductions of the symmetries depicted
in Fig. 4.

a hypothesized master curve connecting adjacent scaled
points along the master curve as smooth as possible. The
second, “Multilevel,” compares not with just the nearest
scaled points, but all the nearest scaled points for all dif-
ferent system sizes. Finally, the last, “Polynomial,” is as
the name suggests a high-order polynomial fit quantified
by the residual. For sufficiently well-behaved data and
enough datapoints the three typically agree, although the
second would seem the most robust, while the last pro-
duces the smoothest plots. A more in-depth coverage of
this topic is found in Appendix C.

C. Results
1. Unconstrained Clifford Group

Our unconstrained Clifford group refers to the group
of all 5-qubit Cliffords, whose symmetry group is trivial.
The entire phase landscape is shown in Fig. 6a. There are
three phases: a trivial area-law phase, a cluster area-law
phase, and one volume-law phase. As a consequence of
5-qubit Cliffords consisting primarily of entangling uni-
taries, the volume region is considerably larger than the
other two.

The critical behavior along the p3, = 0 line (where no
cluster stabilizers are measured) is expected [7], and has
been numerically shown [58] (with some prior controversy
[59, 60]), to exhibit behavior akin to the 3D bond per-
colation transition. In particular, the correlation critical

exponent is expected to take on the value v =~ 0.88. It is
maybe not surprising that this critical behavior persists
throughout the phase diagram — that is, even when we
introduce cluster stabilizer measurements.

We observe such a similar critical exponent along the
p3; = 0 line. The data, along with the fitting landscape
and the finite size scaling associated with the minimum
thereof, is depicted in Fig. 7 below, where v ~ 0.90. This
is not surprising for the reason that the essential phe-
nomena seen in the one-operation-per-time-step scheme
we employ do not differ from more standard maximally
scrambling setup. In these latter setups, however, the
unitary subgroup averaging property may be used to
replace single-qubit measurements by another operator
sharing the same locality as the applied unitaries. Specif-
ically, since the Clifford unitary taking (in the Heisenberg
picture) the operator Z to the cluster state stabilizer
XXZXX belongs to the set of all 5-qubit Cliffords, it
follows that we may heuristically exchange the roles of
measuring either operator and expect qualitatively sim-
ilar phenomena. It is important to note, however, that
this argument cannot be applied in the SPT or SSPT
case, as symmetry demands that all permitted unitaries
take the Z operator to itself.

We also include in this subsubsection analysis of the
pure measurement dynamics, which, being in the limit
where no unitaries are applied, is the same for all ensem-
bles. The data is depicted in Fig. 8. Numerical collapse
shows the critical point to be at about p. ~ 0.5, which
a duality argument similar to [19, 20] suggests should
be exactly p. = 0.5. The critical exponent, meanwhile,
is v & 0.85, which again matches (2 + 1)D percolation.
Further investigation into the properties of this pure mea-
surement critical phase are found in Appendix D. We
thus have evidence that the criticality class is constant
along all phase boundaries for this unconstrained class of
unitaries.

2. SPT Clifford Group

The SPT Clifford group considered consists of all 5-
qubit Cliffords that respect the Zo x Zs checkerboard
symmetry group of the 2D cluster state. This is akin
to a restriction placed on 3-qubit Cliffords on symmet-
ric (14 1)D circuits, which has a phase characterized by
measurements of 1D cluster state stabilizers [20]. The
global symmetries in question preserved by 5-qubit uni-
taries are depicted in Fig. 4a, with associated stencils in
Fig. 5a.

Our results in this case are similar to Ref. [20]. We
find that although three distinct phases exist, the critical
exponent remains close to that of (2 + 1)D percolation,
with v = 0.84. The phase diagram, presented in Fig. 6D,
is quite similar to the unrestricted ensemble above. The
primary visual difference is slight growth in the size of
the trivial area-law phase, owing to the unitary ensemble
considered being somewhat less entangling by virtue of
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of applying a unitary operation p, (unscaled data inset). (7b): objective landscape for the collapse using a polynomial fitting
method (slice at p, = p. inset). The minimum is found at the critical point p. =~ 0.068 and critical exponent v ~ 0.90.

imposed symmetry restrictions. cluster state. This includes, as a subgroup, the symme-
tries respected by the SPT ensemble, and so this con-
straint is strictly stronger. Examples of the line symme-
tries are depicted in Fig. 4b, while the local stencils are
shown in Fig. 5b. For the 2D cluster state on open bound-
aries, as with global symmetry of the 1D cluster state,

The SSPT Clifford group is constituted by the 5-qubit ~ these symmetries act projectively on edge modes, and
Cliffords preserving the ZgL ~! line symmetries of the 2D

3. SSPT Clifford Group
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protect the boundary degeneracy [61]. Although our dy-
namics take place on the torus, we nevertheless preserve
these symmetries, and hence expect to preserve certain
properties of the resource.

The phase landscape is depicted in Fig. 9. The qualita-
tive features of the three regions have noticeably changed

SSPT Clifford Ensemble

1.0-
Trivial Area-Law
Volume-Law

0.8- Cluster Area-Law

FIG. 9. Phase diagram for the SSPT Clifford ensemble
in terms of the probability of applying a 5-qubit unitary p,
and a computational basis Z measurement p3;. The three
phases are separated by boundary lines determined by in-
terpolating critical points obtained numerically at the black
dots. Compared to Fig. 6a and Fig. 6b, the trivial and clus-
ter area-law regions are considerably larger, and the critical
exponents generally differ.

compared to the previous two ensembles; the area-law
regions have expanded considerably, owing to our con-
straints having made the unitaries considered less entan-
gling. The trivial entanglement phase in particular has
grown, as all permissible unitaries must preserve a Pauli
Z acting on the central qubit.

We find that the critical exponent along the p3, = 0
line differs significantly from the percolation exponent.
Through several diagnostics, and three separate fitting
routines, we consistently find v =~ 0.39. Example data is
depicted in Fig. 10 — more may be found in Appendix B 1.
Comparable values of v are found along the phase bound-
ary, terminating at the p, = 0,p3; = 0.5 measurement-
only critical point. The volume-to-trivial-area-law tran-
sition for this ensemble is presented in terms of the ancilla
entanglement in Fig. 11, with v =~ 0.52. Both critical ex-
ponents differ considerably from the (24 1)D percolation
universality class with its characteristic v ~ 0.87.

We interpret these new exponents to reflect a shortfall
of the previously-known percolation mapping, wherein
all unitaries becomes impasses regardless of their origi-
nal form. On one hand, the mapping is certainly justifi-
able for Haar-random unitaries, as the set of products of
single-qubit unitaries constitutes a set of measure zero.
For Clifford-random, and even for 1D Zs X Zo-respecting
Cliffords [20], this mapping still appears empirically jus-
tified, possibly because typical unitaries in these ensem-
bles remain sufficiently entangling. For our final ensem-
ble here, however, the large number of restrictions for the
subsystem symmetries we have imposed — especially the
requirement of preservation of the Pauli Z on the center
qubit — may make this simplification no longer applica-
ble.



Types Volume/Cluster Area Volume/Trivial Area
Unitary Group Symmetry Group (pe,v) (pe,v)
Clifford I 0.068 = 0.001  0.90 £ 0.03 0.193 £0.005 0.85+£0.03
SPT Clifford Lo X Lo 0.084 £0.002 0.83+0.03 0.170 £0.001 0.83+0.05
SSPT Clifford  Z3"! 0.176 £ 0.001 0.38+£0.05  0.61240.002 0.52 +0.06

TABLE I. Critical points p. and exponents v along two phase boundaries. p. refers to the value of p, with p3; = 0 for the
volume/cluster area-law and p3; = 1.0 — p,, for the volume/trivial area-law phase transitions respectively.
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IV. DISCUSSION served in (2 + 1)D random monitored quantum circuits.
We have shown that, in contrast to the SPT case in

We have studied the interplay between a hierarchy of
increasingly restrictive symmetries and the phases ob-



(I41)D [20], the cluster area-law phase of a random
monitored quantum circuit for a subsystem-symmetry
respecting ensemble of Clifford unitaries features a dif-
ferent universality class than unrestricted dynamics in
(2 + 1)D. Our results are summarized in Table I. The
volume-to-cluster-area-law transition has a critical ex-
ponent of v ~ 0.38, and the volume-to-trivial-area-law
transition has v &~ 0.52. These values are quite different
from v = 0.88 for globally-symmetric and unrestricted 5-
qubit Cliffords. The (1+1)D SPT case is analogous to the
global symmetry considered here, where the transitions
all appear to remain within the percolation universality
class. This suggests that the presence of subsystem sym-
metry is fundamentally altering certain critical dynamics.

It may be useful to compare our setting with other hi-
erarchies of symmetries in phase transitions. Recall that
our (2+1)D Clifford, SPT Clifford, and SSPT Clifford
circuits feature symmetry groups I C ZoxZo C ZgL L re
spectively. The O(N) classical spin model, whose Hamil-
tonian is H = J Z(mﬁ) S« S for the N-component spin,
contains the Ising, XY, and Heisenberg models as special
cases, with associated symmetry groups Zs C O(2) C
O(3) respectively. The critical phenomena of these mod-
els have been studied extensively, and the critical expo-
nent v is known to increase with /N in this hierarchy —
approximately equal to 0.63,0.67, and 0.70 respectively
in the spatial dimension d, = 3 [62-64]. It is believed
that this trend is true regardless of whether the spin is
treated classically or quantumly. It is also known that
the one-loop analysis of the fixed point in more general
spatial dimension dy = 4 — € theory yields the following
expression for the exponent for general V:

L, N+2
y N+8°

This suggests that v generally increases with N [65].

In contrast, for our hierarchy of lattice symmetries, v
is about the same for I and Zs x Z2 (0.83 and 0.85), and
decreases for the subsystem symmetry to 0.38. This is
the opposite trend. It might be fruitful to investigate
the relationship between hierarchies of symmetries and
critical exponents in broader contexts.

Lastly, given the well-known kinship of SPT and SSPT
symmetries and measurement-based quantum computa-
tion (MBQC), understanding if this difference in transi-
tion characteristics relates to a differentiation of compu-
tational power is also a matter of interest, and will be the
subject of future investigation. It is worth noting that,
just as for the full Clifford group, the critical exponents
observed for the SSPT ensemble violate the Harris crite-
rion [66]. This criterion states that local disorder is a rel-
evant perturbation (in the renormalization group sense)
when the correlation length critical exponent v < 2/d,
where d; is the spatial dimension. As recent work has
investigated the effect disorder has on the measurement-
induced phase transition [67, 68], investigating parallels
between the effects of such disorder and potential coun-
terparts in MBQC might also be a potentially interesting
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direction.
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Appendix A: Simulation Methods
1. Stabilizer Formalism

One possible pitfall of using entanglement entropies
to probe the measurement-induced phase transition is
the drifting of the critical parameter p. for small sys-
tem sizes [69]. Coupled with other finite size effects, it
is often necessary to simulate large numbers of qubits to
attain a quantitative hold on properties of the transition,
especially for higher dimensions [58].

To reach these larger system sizes we employ stabilizer
machinery [54, 55]. This well-known formalism tracks the
quantum state p in terms of its stabilizers S(p), which
are the group of operators of which the state is a +1
eigenstate. S(p) may be conveniently handled by looking
at its generators. For the standard setting of qubits it is
often the case of interest that S(p) is an Abelian subgroup
of the Pauli group of tensor products of the single-qubit
operators {I, X,Y, Z}, including an overall phase. In this
case the generators themselves are Paulis with phases,
and are computationally amiable. For this reason, Pauli
stabilizer states are simply referred to as the “stabilizer
states” for short.

The n-qubit Pauli operators constituting the stabiliz-
ers of a stabilizer state may be represented (up to phase)
by a string of 2n binary elements. By convention, the bits
of such a string correspond to the presence or absence of
an X or Z for a particular qubit, with a Y understood
by the presence of both. Often all X bits are grouped to-
gether, followed by the Z bits. Hence, the 2-qubit oper-
ators X1 X5, Z1 X5, I; Xo, and Y7 Z5 may be represented
by the strings 1100, 0110, 0100, and 1011 respectively.
With this technology, the n generators of a Pauli sta-
bilizer state’s stabilizer group may thus be represented
by a n X 2n binary matrix. This results in considerable
savings on space complexity compared to the naive rep-
resentation of generic states.

One typically wishes not for some quantum state by
itself, but rather that state as the input or output of
some circuit consisting of unitary actions and measure-
ments. Stabilizer states typically cease to be such under
generic operations. However, in the case of measurements
of Pauli operators and a special subset of unitaries known



as Clifford unitaries, stabilizer states are mapped to sta-
bilizer states. Restriction of circuit elements to these op-
erations permits efficient simulation of a state’s evolution
[54].

Clifford unitaries are the normalizer A/(P) of the set
of Pauli products P, i.e. the subset of unitaries U €
N(P) C U(2") such that U='PU = P. Limiting one’s
attention to Pauli products consisting only of one, two,
three, etc. non-identity factors, one speaks of 1-, 2-; 3-,
etc. Clifford operators. When a Pauli group of symme-
tries is enforced on the system, the set of allowed Cliffords
is further reduced by the requirement that they belong
to the centralizer of that Pauli subgroup. The action of
Clifford unitaries on a stabilizer state can be understood
via their Heisenberg representation action on the state’s
stabilizer group. Representing that group’s generators
via binary matrices, Cliffords correspond to symplectic
operators over Zs. Hence, not only are stabilizer states
efficiently expressible, but so too are the natural unitary
operations upon them.

We now turn to measurements. The measurement of
an operator results in a projection of the state. As Pauli
operators only have the two eigenvalues 41, and since
they square to the identity, this projection takes on the
form 115 = 1(I+ P), where P is the Pauli operator be-
ing measured. The density operator of a stabilizer state
p itself may itself be represented as a product of the pro-
jectors corresponding to the generators of its stabilizer
group S(p) — this is a consequence of basic representa-
tion theory. We write the stabilizer state operator as

p= H Hp,
=1

The action of H% on the density matrix p of a state
can be understood by looking at its conjugate action on
another projector Ilp::

I+, PI+P I+ P
=+, +1 1 1
Hplpdlp! = =5

2T+, P) + (P' 4, (PP' + P'P)+ PP'P)

8

Two Paulis either commutate or anticommutate with
one another. When they commutate, the above product
becomes IT p/HIigl. When they anticommutate, the result
is %H%l. As the stabilizer group is Abelian, the Ilp, fac-
tors of p may be freely ordered. One may hence group all
the P;s commutating with P at the beginning, and move
all those that anticommutate to the end. Let the gen-
erators commuting with P be {R;} and those anticom-
mutating be {Q;}. Since any two @;s commutate with
each other, the identity Ilg, Ilg, = Ilg,q,1lg, is satisfied.
The product of the anticommutating generators may be
written

11

m m—1
HHQ,: = H Hg, Qi 11q, -
=1 =1

The double products @;@; commutate with P, and so
may be absorbed into the commutating generators R;.
There is now only a single generator anticommutating
with P. The action of Hlig on p can thus be written

5 pllE = 115 <H Hpi> 1%,

=1

-1 ([T
= <H Ri> 510, 113,

)

Our new list of stabilizers includes all the old commu-
tating Paulis, all the old anticommutating Paulis (except
1) multiplied by @1, and the measured Pauli P (re-
placing Q). A shorter explanation proceeds along the
following logic. One first observes that p may be rep-
resented using any choice of generators of S(p). With
this freedom, all anticommutating generators except for
@1 can be replaced by Q;Q1. Then, in the expansion
by projections one readily sees that applying H}f to the
state has the effect of replacing the @ projector with
itself. As a whole, the algorithm can be described like
so: if a measured operator P anticommutates with some
generators of the stabilize group of a state, replace one of
the anticommutating generators ()1 with P, then replace
all other anticommutating @); with Q1Q);.

We have ignored phases in this explanation, as they
are not important for our purposes, however they intro-
duce extra complications, even moreso when P commu-
tates with S(p). Where the anticommutating case cor-
responds to a nondeterministic measurement, the com-
muting case represents a deterministic measurement. In
this case, extra matrix manipulations must be performed
to determine the sign of the deterministic measurement.
The ensuing complications may be ameliorated by more
thoughtful implementations [55, 70].

The advantage of the stabilizer formalism is twofold:
reduced space complexity, and access to a class of highly
entangled states. A general n-qubit wave function
naively requires O(2") numbers, and quickly becomes
unfeasible to work with. Tensor approximations, mean-
while, effectively model the low-entanglement area-law
phase, but fail in the volume phase and near the critical
point. Qubit stabilizers require only O(n?) binaries, and
are hardly less tractable in the volume-law phase than
in the area. They therefore present an efficient probe



of characteristics of measurement-induced phase transi-
tions, provided our purposes are met by the limited sta-
bilizer polytope of Hilbert space we are constrained to.

Our code stores the binary string corresponding to a
given Pauli in chunks, with each chunk being a 256-bit
integer vector. On somewhat more modern architectures,
these vectors could be increased in size. This vectoriza-
tion makes various operations, such as the calculating
the product of two Paulis, quite fast, particularly since
our purposes are agnostic to phases. Further improve-
ments could be made, such as implementing advanced
rank-calculation algorithms for finite fields instead of em-
ploying binary Gaussian elimination [71].

2. Unitary Generation

To simulate our random monitored circuits we must
know how to implement the gates and measurements of
interest. For measurements, this is simple. We only em-
ploy computational basis Z measurements and 2D cluster
state “4”-shaped stabilizer measurements (see Fig. 3).
Carrying out these measurements in the stabilizer formal-
ism is particularly easy, as our purposes are unconcerned
with stabilizer phase.

For our three phase diagrams our gates are drawn from
three corresponding unitary ensembles: unconstrained-,
SPT-, and SSPT 5-qubit Cliffords. This poses a predica-
ment, as the set of all 5-qubit Cliffords poses a prohibitive
space requirement. The set of n-qubit Cliffords may be
generated recursively given the set of n—1 qubit Cliffords
via a well-known scheme [9]. At each step, one randomly
selects an n — 1 qubit Clifford and two anticommutating
Pauli strings corresponding to what the X and Z op-
erators map to for the newest qubit. Ignoring a phase,
this amounts to 4%+ — 1 possibilities for the first choice,
and 4% for the second. The number of unsigned n-qubit
Cliffords may be obtained via induction:

# n-qubit Cliffords = 2" | (22@“) - 1) . (A1)

=1

This evaluates to 6,720, 1451520, 47377612800, and
24815256521932800 for n = 1,2,3,4,5 qubits re-
spectively. If each 1is naively represented by
2n X 2n binary numbers, this corresponds to
24, 11520, 52254720, 3032167219200, and
2481525652193280000 bits respectively, amounting to
around 3b, 1K B, 7TM B, 3807 B, 300PB of space. Frontier
currently boasts 700 petabytes of storage capacity [72],
so this is not beyond the scope of modern computational
prowess, but a more parsimonious usage of resources
would be preferable

A satisfactory approach we have found generates
the unconstrained Clifford and globally-constrained SPT
Clifford ensembles “on the fly” using the standard re-
cursion algorithm. We store all 3-qubit Cliffords, which
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may be generated very quickly. By randomly selecting
anticommutating 4-qubit and 5-qubit Paulis, which have
also been computed and stored in advance, we then gen-
erate random 4-qubit and then 5-qubit Cliffords. For the
SPT Clifford ensemble, additional checks are performed
to ensure that the resultant unitary is adequate — this
process may be sped up by thoughtful implementation
optimizations.

The SSPT Clifford ensemble is small enough to be col-
lected, stored, and sampled from as needed. The set of
all 5-qubit Cliffords can be searched through by gener-
ating it in small enough chunks to be stored and have
symmetry conditions checked. This procedure is readily
parallelized. We have found that a better (also paralleliz-
able) method starts by generating the small number of
acceptable “Z” columns of such unitaries, then complete
the remainder by generating and checking all compati-
ble “X” columns. This last method may be realized in a
matter of hours even with Python.

Appendix B: Diagnostics

In the conventional classification of ground states, SPT
states are short-range entangled states from the strict
topological perspective [45]. This is to say that a shallow
local circuit is able to transform them into product states
with trivial entanglement. What defines symmetry-
protected classes is that any such local circuit necessarily
violates some natural symmetry. The requirement of this
symmetry makes such a transition nontrivial, thus it is
said that the symmetry eponymously protects the phase
thus defined. It is not usually difficult to distinguish
SPT states from volume-law states; most diagnostics dis-
tinguishing any area-law behavior from volume-law suf-
fice. Distinguishing SPT area-law entanglement phases
from trivial area-law phases, however, is more challeng-
ing. Furthermore, trying to identify strong SSPT states
like the 2D cluster state — which are not genuinely global
SPT states (see [73] for a more detailed explanation) — is
an even more elusive task.

This section covers the three primary diagnostics we
employ: the topological-, ancilla-, and dumbbell entan-
glement entropies. The first two consistently distinguish
the cluster area-law phase from the volume phase, but
do not distinguish between other area-law phases. The
dumbbell entanglement entropy (see Fig. 12) successfully
discriminates them, but is numerically less robust.

1. Topological Entanglement Entropy

The ground states of a large class of gapped 2D sys-
tems generically feature area-law behavior. A subregion
R’s entanglement entropy with respect the rest of the
system follows Sg ~ c|0R|—T. Here |0R)| is the area-law
contribution, while I'" represents subleading corrections
encoding long-range correlations. For systems whose far-



infrared behavior is well-described by topological quan-
tum field theories I' = log D, where D is the total quan-
tum dimension of the effective theory. Extraction of T’
which nicely characterizes the quantum phase in a single
number, is typically carried out through clever combina-
tions of entanglement entropies of varying regions; this is
the topological entanglement entropy Siop [38, 39].

The precise form comes in several varieties, possess-
ing different numbers of terms and reflecting different
geometries. The 2D cluster state has zero topological
entanglement entropy for most conventional geometries,
a property that is expected to be shared by a cluster
area-law phase of our random monitored circuits. Nev-
ertheless, variants of this quantity can still be used as an
order parameter, since volume phase states will typically
take on an extensive value.

Our primary analysis uses the 7-term variant of Siop,
which is related to the tripartite mutual information
(Eq. 2) [44]. Our geometry, meanwhile, is defined in
terms of cylinders embedded in a torus, as shown in
Fig. 1. Other natural geometries (inset in Fig. 13) yield
results quantitatively similar to those covered in the main
text. A key result of our simulations is the appearance
of a new universality class for the transition between the
SSPT Clifford volume-law phase and the cluster area-
law phase. As an example of this agreement, Figs. 14
and 15 both illustrate, for the SSPT Clifford ensemble
along the p, = 0.0 line, the analysis and collapse of S,y
using standard “ring” and diagonally-directed quasi-1D
geometries. The critical point is, as for Fig. 10 in the
main text, found to be p. ~ 0.176 uniformly, while the
critical exponent v varies from 0.387 to 0.406.

Our sampling method is as follows. We first wait for a
given instance of the circuit to reach a sort of steady
state. This happens when the entanglement growth
plateaus, which happens before some fraction of L* (we
take that fraction to be 1/4 for concreteness). Then, we
sample Sy, every L? time steps, until time O(L*), at
which point we start an entirely new circuit again from
scratch with a fresh product state input. The sampling
frequency is safely uncorrelated far away from the criti-
cal point, but as the critical point is approached the cor-
relation time formally diverges. Nevertheless, we have
found that the resultant statistical compromisation has
an effect negligible compared to the effects of the accom-
panying growth of the statistical dispersion of the order
parameter distribution of Si,,. Our typical number of
sample circuits depends on the system size, but varies
from thousands to tends of thousands for smaller and
larger systems respectively.

2. Ancilla Entanglement Entropy

One element underlying the stability of the volume
phase of random monitored circuits is the notion of
scrambling. Provided that the measurement rate is not
too great, information about the initial state is, after
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FIG. 12. Example regions defined for the dumbbell en-

tanglement entropy. In this work it is the tripartite mutual
information of the heads conditioned on the handle, which is
oriented along the direction of subsystem symmetries of the
2D cluster state.

some initial mixing time, encoded in long-range correla-
tions that local measurements cannot efficiently probe.
The ancilla entanglement entropy Sg,. takes advantage
of this phenomenon [10, 40]. It is a measure of how much
information about a probe entangled with the system
(size N) remains encoded at a time t. Quantitatively,
Sane 18 the von Neumann entropy of a probe entangled
with the system:

Sanc = UN(panc)a

where pgnc is the state operator of the ancilla system.
As with most probes, this must be evaluated for an
individual trajectory, then averaged over measurement
outcomes and circuit realizations to yield the diagnostic
Sanc~

As long as a few physical qubits have not been mea-
sured, some nonlocal correlations will survive between
the system and the ancilla, and thus the von Neumann
entanglement will be nonzero. Deep in the area-law
phase, where measurements with probability p are fre-
quent, we can estimate the probability of survival like so.
First, one assumes that at every time step each qubit has
an independent probability p of being measured. Then,
the probability of any one qubit remaining unmeasured
is the compliment of the probability that all qubits have
been measured at some point in the past at a given time
step. This probability is a power of the probability that
any particular qubit has been measured at least once,
which is the compliment of the probability that it’s never
been measured at time ¢ — (1 — p)’. We can therefore
write the survival probability of a probe’s information
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FIG. 13. Unscaled data for 7-term average topological entanglement entropy Sop for the SSPT Clifford ensemble with p5; = 0
as a function of the probability of applying a unitary operation p, for the standard “ring” geometry (13a) and “diagonal”
geometry (13b) oriented along the direction of subsystem symmetry (geometries inset). Analysis of this data is shown in

Figs. 14 and 15 respectively.

as P~ 1—(1—(1—p)"H°W). This entails 7 ~ O(N)
for large t and N. Meanwhile, volume phase informa-
tion is destroyed by the very rare event of an extensive
number of measurements. For small p, this happens with
probability ~ p®®) | implying the survival probability
(1—p°@M)) and lifetime 7 ~ exp(N). Evaluating the en-
tanglement at sufficiently large ¢ effectively distinguishes
these two behaviors.

Similar to the topological entanglement entropy, the
ancilla entanglement entropy takes on a value tending to-
wards 0 in the cluster area-law phase of our circuits. That
is to say, Sgne does not differentiate it from the trivial
area-law phase. But equally similarly, this suffices to dis-
tinguish the cluster area-law phase from the volume-law
phase. This quantity may accordingly be used to probe
transition throughout most of the phase diagram.

Our implementation is as follows. Before starting the
circuit properly, we entangle 20 ancillae by running a
scrambling circuit for time 7' = O(L*), with the 5-
Clifford unitaries enacted on any arbitrary five qubits
(either ancilla or system), regardless of spatial separa-
tion. Then, we sample the entanglement between the
ancilla and the system after O(L*) time steps. Immedi-
ately after scrambling, the entanglement is on order of
20, and deep in the volume-law phase this value is re-
tained for long periods of time. In the area-law phases,
meanwhile, the entanglement drops quickly to zero. At
criticality, a constant fraction of the original entangle-
ment is retained in the thermodynamic limit, with the
specific factor depending on when the entanglement is
sampled.

Because of the initial mixing time, and since Sy, is
only really sampled once per circuit run, analysis of Sq,.
requires more simulation time. It makes up for this de-
fect by being formally less noisy in spite of this defect.

Typical sample sizes ranges from high hundreds for the
largest systems to high thousands for smaller ones.

3. Dumbbell Entanglement Entropy

While the topological entanglement entropy succeeds
in distilling the topological essence of many nice models
down to a single number, so-called “spurious” contribu-
tions can arise in systems exhibiting long-range string
order [56, 57]. Though this fact spoils elegant theoreti-
cal models, its existence can be used as a diagnostic of
the presence of SPT and SSPT effects. The dumbbell
entanglement entropy Sgyms [56] is a construction taking
advantage of this fact. For this work we define it as the
7-term tripartite mutual information as in Eq. 2, rather
than the conditional mutual information of [56]. As op-
posed to the more standard geometries used for Sy, the
dumbbell entanglement entropy Sgums is so named for
using regions forming dumbbell with the handle directed
along a line of string symmetry (see Fig. 12).

We make use of this quantity in this work to distinguish
the cluster area-law phase, exhibiting subsystem symme-
try, from the trivial area-law phase generated by an ex-
cess of local computational basis measurements. While it
succeeds in discriminating between the two behaviors, in
practice it is less robust at its job than the topological-
or ancilla entanglement entropies covered above. The de-
fects in the curve (seen in Fig. 8) become more prominent
near criticality, and capriciously depend on the size of the
“head” and “handle.”

Sqump is sampled similarly to Sio, as described in
Sec. B1. We begin sampling at t = iLQ, and sample
every L? timesteps, starting another circuit from scratch
at t = L*. This sampling frequency produces data suf-
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ficiently uncorrelated away from the critical point, but
near the critical point the correlation time diverges along
with the correlation length. Nevertheless, the statistical
influence of this fact appears negligible compared to the
growth of the spread of the order parameter distribution
of Sqump- Typical sample sizes range from thousands to
tens of thousands for larger and smaller systems respec-
tively.

Appendix C: Fitting Methods

Although our presented data is analyzed using a sin-
gle fitting method, we apply three different techniques
as a check on our finite-size scaling analysis. We re-
fer to them as “Nearest,” “Multilevel,” and “Polyno-
mial” styles respectively. All take as input the critical
parameters (p.,v,7), which scale the data as (p,A) —
((p — pe)L'*, AL=7). Although we have included the
extensive exponent  here, we have found that this is
within margin of error 0 in practice. It is therefore set to
be exactly 0 in all figures in this work.

For the “Nearest” style, we order the scaled data fol-
lowing (p — pe)LY¥. A linear regression is performed for
all interior points using their immediate neighbors, re-
gardless of system size, and the goodness of fit for the
whole curve is the sum of the goodness of fits for these
individual regressions. This heuristically has the effect
of favoring input parameters producing a curve that is
locally as smooth as possible.

The second technique, “Multilevel,” is similar to the
first. However, for each individual point, we look at each
system size greater than that of the point, and then se-
lect neighbors from those to perform a regression. The
objective function is the sum of the goodness of fit for
each point for each system size larger than the size that
point belongs to. The intuition underlying this method
is that it favors input parameters specifying a curve as
smooth as possible with respect to the samples coming
from larger systems, which hypothetically suffer less from
finite size effects.

The final “Polynomial” style is a simple polynomial re-
gression on the entirety of the scaled data. Though crude,
the output of this method produces smooth landscapes
whose minima do not deviate significantly from the prior
two methods, provided that the data is well-sampled and
smooth. Eighth order polynomials have proven sufficient
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for our purposes; higher orders suffer from overfitting,
while lower orders fail to capture the master curve’s con-
touration.

All figures in the main text employ the “polynomial”
method. However, as shown in Fig. 14 and Fig. 15, all
three methods are typically in good agreement.

Appendix D: Behavior at Pure Measurement
Critical Point

For (141)D systems at criticality it is well-known that
the entanglement entropy of a contiguous section (size 1)
of the system (size L) often features entanglement en-
tropy scaling as

Sip(l) = Const. + £log (£ sin(Z1)), (D1)
where c is the central charge of the associated conformal
field theory [74, 75]. The entanglement entropy of a re-
gion of set size (say, half the system), meanwhile, grows
logarithmically in time S1p(t) = a + blog(t).

In 2D translationally invariant systems it is expected
that spiritually similar expressions continue to hold, pro-
vided that quasi-1D sections of the system (such as cylin-
drical sections of a torus) are chosen. Furthermore, while
the critical properties of random monitored quantum cir-
cuits do not precisely match the phenomenology of more
conventional phase transitions, similar relationships still
hold in the (1 4 1)D setting with certain modifications.
For example, the coefficient of proportionality in Sip
above is replaced by the primary weight of a boundary
changing operator [76].

Between these principles it is reasonable to check the
hypothesis of this scaling for our (24 1)D system. Other
(24 1)D monitored circuits have found reasonable agree-
ment for certain transitions [19]. We find that the agree-
ment for the transition occurring in pure measurement
dynamics (shown in Fig. 16a) is respectable. However,
for larger system sizes disagreement begins to emerge.
Adding a term quadratic in log (% sin(%%)) appreciably
resolves this discrepancy for the system sizes considered,
as shown in Fig. 16b. Quantitatively, the order of the
square residual is two orders of magnitude smaller for
this quadratic regression. Although we have no theoret-
ical justification for this addition, it suggests that some
power series in this variable captures the finer critical fea-
tures observed. We also find in Fig. 16¢ that the terms
in the logarithmic linear regression for S1p(t) vary with
system size as well.
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