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Monitored quantum circuits have attracted significant interest as an example of synthetic quantum
matter, intrinsically defined by their quantum information content. Here, we propose a multipartite
entanglement perspective on monitored phases through the lens of quantum Fisher information.
Our findings reveal that unstructured monitored random circuits fail to exhibit divergent multipar-
tite entanglement even at criticality, highlighting their departure from standard quantum critical
behavior. However, we demonstrate that genuinely multipartite entangled phases can be realized
through two-site measurements, provided a protection mechanism is in place. This work positions
multipartite entanglement as a valuable perspective for the study of interacting monitored circuits
and broader frameworks of noisy quantum dynamics.

Introduction Quantum computers, while not yet
practical for solving real-world problems, are already re-
defining our understanding of many-body physics [1]. In-
deed, these platforms host unique dynamical phenomena,
often referred to as synthetic or monitored quantum mat-
ter, which are fundamentally described by quantum cir-
cuits composed of unitary gates and on-the-fly measure-
ments [2]. Unlike traditional phases of matter character-
ized by order parameters such as magnetization, these
phases are instead defined by the quantum informational
resources they process, offering a powerful framework to
classify and understand many-body systems [3–9].

A pivotal role in our understanding of these phases
is played by bipartite entanglement, often quantified by
the entanglement entropy, which measures the number
of distillable Bell pairs shared between two parties [10–
13]. Bipartite entanglement has been instrumental in re-
vealing the phenomenon of measurement-induced tran-
sitions, where the scaling of entanglement undergoes a
qualitative change [14–16]. For unstructured monitored
circuits [17, 18], when local measurements are dynami-
cally applied within the circuit at a given rate, the bipar-
tite entanglement of individual trajectories transitions
from an extensive regime (volume-law), where entangle-
ment grows proportionally with system size, to a sub-
extensive regime (area-law) [19–23]. However, bipartite
entanglement alone cannot fully capture the complexity
of these dynamical phases. A broader characterization
using complementary quantum resources is essential for
both advancing the classification of quantum many-body
systems and linking them to potential quantum appli-
cations [24]. Previous studies have demonstrated that
coherence [25–29] and magic resources [30–35] provide
substantial insights on these systems, even pointing to
applications on their observability [36–38].

In this work, we take a fundamentally different
approach by examining the multipartite entanglement
structure of different monitored quantum circuits, de-
picted in Fig.1. Multipartite entanglement captures the
shared quantum correlations across multiple subsystems
and is often quantified using the quantum Fisher infor-

FIG. 1: (a) Schematic description of a particular disorder real-
ization of the circuit structure. The system is evolved for long
times t ∼ O(L), in the horizontal axis, to reach a state with
stationary entanglement properties. (b)-(d) In gray, typical
entanglement structure generated by the different operations
present in the circuit: random two-qubit gates Ûi,i+1, σ̂

z
i or

σ̂x
i σ̂

x
i+1-measurements respectively.

mation [39–49]. This quantifier not only offers a deeper
understanding of the nature of quantum correlations for
pure and mixed states but also directly links to practical
applications in quantum metrology, where it serves as a
key indicator of quantum advantage in precision phase
estimation tasks.

Our findings reveal a surprising property of unstruc-
tured monitored circuits: multipartite entanglement is
entirely absent at any measurement rate. In other words,
monitored systems with local measurements are confined
to a trivial multipartite phase. This behavior starkly
contrasts with the phenomenology observed in fine-tuned
models such as non-interacting fermions [50] and semi-
classical monitored systems [51, 52], where a sharp tran-
sition occurs between an extensive and trivially multi-
partite entangled phase. On the other hand, structured
circuits as those with a global conservation law can host
genuinely multipartite entangled phases, highlighting the
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critical role of a protection mechanism for generating and
stabilizing multipartite entanglement.

Multipartite entanglement and quantum Fisher
information. Multipartite entanglement extends be-
yond the simpler notion of bipartite entanglement, which
quantifies the number of Bell pairs shared between two
parties, to describe the complex quantum correlations
distributed among multiple parties in a system. Several
frameworks exist to quantify multipartite entanglement.
Throughout this work, we use the quantum Fisher infor-
mation (QFI) FQ, which gives direct access to the size of
the entangled blocks for pure and mixed states and plays
a fundamental role in quantum metrology [40, 41, 47].
For a pure state |ψ⟩ and operator Ô, the QFI is given by

FQ(Ô) = 4
(
⟨Ô2⟩ − ⟨Ô⟩2

)
, with ⟨Ô⟩ ≡ ⟨ψ|Ô|ψ⟩ [39].

Particularly relevant is when the observable Ô is a col-
lective operator Ô = 1

2

∑L
i=1 ôi, that is a sum of locally

supported operators ôi. In this case, the QFI exhibits key
mathematical properties, such as additivity and convex-
ity [45, 47], making it a valuable tool for probing the mul-
tipartite entanglement structure of L-qubits states [42–
44]. If the QFI density satisfies [43, 44]

fQ(Ô) ≡ FQ(Ô)

L
> m, (1)

for m < L integer, then at least m + 1 parties in the
system are mutually entangled. In particular, when
fQ ∝ L, all qubits are clustered in one entangled block,
and the state is referred to as genuinely multipartite.
The most notable example for these type of states is
given by the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger state |GHZ⟩ =
(|0⟩⊗L + |1⟩⊗L)/

√
2 [53], which presents maximal QFI

FQ(Ô = 1
2

∑
i σ̂

z
i ) = L2 [54]. This state is known to

have finite connected correlations at arbitrary distances,
a condition known as long-range order [55]. By the in-
variance of QFI under local unitary transformation, any
state

⊗L
j=1Û

(nj)
j |GHZ⟩ = |n1n2 . . . nL⟩+ |n̄1n̄2 . . . n̄L⟩√

2
(2)

remains genuinely multipartite entangled and also re-

ferred to as GHZ or cat states. Here, the Û
(nj)
j are

onsite unitary operators that transform Û
(nj)
j |0⟩ = |nj⟩

and Û
(nj)
j |1⟩ = |n̄j⟩, and the operator of interest becomes

Ô{n} =
∑L

i=1 ni · σ̂i/2, where the local directions ni are

fixed by the condition ni · σ̂i = Û
(ni)
i σ̂z

i (Û
(ni)
i )†.

From the above discussion, it is clear that different op-
erators Ô yield different bounds, and there is no system-
atic method – beyond explicit knowledge of the system’s
physics [56, 57] – to identify the optimal one. Therefore,
in the absence of prior information, the multipartite en-
tanglement structure is estimated by maximizing the QFI

(a) (b)

FIG. 2: Average stationary state QFI for Haar (a) and sta-
bilizer (b) random quantum circuits in the presence of onsite
measurements for different system sizes L and measurement
rates pz. In both setups, larger system sizes converge to a
constant value fQ < 2, signaling the absence of multipartite
entanglement beyond two parties.

of collective operators Ô{n} over the directions {ni}

FQ ≡ max
nj

FQ(Ô{n}) = max
nj

∑
α,β

∑
i,j

nαi n
β
jC

αβ
ij

 , (3)

where Cαβ
ij = ⟨σ̂α

i σ̂
β
j ⟩ − ⟨σ̂α

i ⟩⟨σ̂
β
j ⟩ is the connected corre-

lation function between two sites i, j.
Importantly, the quantum Fisher information has at-

tracted significant attention in the many-body context
due to its connection to susceptibilities [56, 58, 59]. Not
only does this make the QFI experimentally accessi-
ble [60–62], but also leads to a characteristic universal
divergence at quantum critical points [56, 63–65].
Unstructured monitored circuits. We start

our analysis investigating the multipartite entangle-
ment structure of the standard models of measurement-
induced phase transitions: unstructured monitored ran-
dom circuit [2, 19, 21]. Each time step consists of a layer
of measurements of the operator σ̂z

j , performed on each
site j = 1, 2, . . . , L with probability pz and a layer of
nearest neighboring gates Ûj,j+1 in a brickwork pattern,
cf. Fig.1, uniformly sampled from the full unitary group
or the Clifford subgroup for Haar and Clifford circuits,
respectively. As a result, the evolution is stochastic and
fixed by quantum trajectories |ψm⟩ specified by the re-
alization m of the circuit. Extensive numerical studies
have established the presence of a measurement-induced
phase transition between a volume-law bipartite entan-
gled phase and an area-law phase in the stationary regime
of typical trajectories [25, 66–68]. The critical points are
approximately pHz ≃ 0.17 for Haar circuits and pCz ≃ 0.16
for Clifford circuits, which are governed by two distinct
conformal field theories [22, 69].

Hereby, we study the quantum Fisher information of
typical trajectories in both Haar and Clifford circuits.
Starting from the state |ψ0⟩ = |0⟩⊗L, we compute the
time evolved state |ψmt

⟩ at circuit depth t = 4L, where
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the system reaches a stationary regime [66]. For each
choice of parameters L and pz we take at least 103 re-
alizations of quantum trajectories. For each realization,
we compute the QFI density fQ(mt) by optimizing over
the set of local directions {nk} using a classical anneal-
ing algorithm. As detailed in the End Matter, the prob-
lem is a ground state search of the classical Hamilto-
nian H = −fQ(Ô{nk}), where {nk} in Eq. (3) are in-
terpreted as spin variables and the trajectory correlation
functions Cαβ

ij as interaction terms [50]. The typical QFI
is obtained averaging over the realizations, which, with
a slight abuse of notation, we denote fQ ≡ Em[fQ(mt)].
The results are shown in Fig.2a and Fig.2b for Haar and
Clifford circuits, respectively.

Remarkably, despite the divergent correlation length
and its associated logarithmic behavior for the bipartite
entanglement entropy [66, 68], we find that the asymp-
totic state displays no divergent behavior of multipartite
entanglement at the critical point. Most strikingly, by in-
creasing system sizes L, the QFI density does not present
any feature upon increasing the system size, manifesting
at most entangled blocks of size two, i.e.

lim
L→∞

fQ < 2 for any pz ∈ [0, 1]. (4)

Off-criticality, we expect this result because the QFI
is a sum of connected correlation functions, which de-
cay exponentially with distance when a finite correlation
length is present [70]. As a result, the QFI density re-
mains finite. What is more surprising is that the Fisher
density is finite even at the critical point of bipartite en-
tanglement, in stark contrast with what occurs in critical
non-interacting monitored phases [50]. We can present a
heuristic justification following the analysis for the crit-
ical phases of clean systems [56]. General arguments of
scaling invariance predict an algebraic decay of connected
correlation functions, Cαβ

i,j ∼ |i− j|−2∆α,β leading to

fQ ∼ a+ bL1−2∆ , (5)

where a, b are system size independent constants and ∆
is the operator scaling dimension ∆α,β for which the al-
gebraic decay is slowest. Within this picture, the Fisher
density can diverge with system size only for ∆ < 1/2.
For the circuit under consideration, the precise identifi-
cation of the connected correlations depends crucially on
the order of the optimization and trajectory average [71].
Neglecting this point, we can estimate the behavior of
the QFI density at criticality inserting the estimated
∆ ∼ 2 obtained via mutual information in Ref. [20, 21].
This fact signals a decay in space which is too fast to
induce growing multipartite entanglement and leads to
fQ ∼ O(1), consistent with our data.
To summarize, locally monitored random circuits are

characterized by purely bipartite entanglement and in-
tensive multipartiteness. In other words, standard mon-
itored phases have trivial multipartite entanglement and

FIG. 3: QFI as a function of the single-qubit measurement
pz in the projective Ising model. Inset: scaling of the QFI at
criticality, pz = 0.5.

are metrologically useless [40, 41, 47]. We conclude by
noting that the heuristic picture may also explain the
trivially multipartite phase at low measurement rate in
Ref. [50]. Since the effective conformal field theory is non-
unitary [72], the operator scaling can flow to ∆ < 1/2 un-
der a threshold measurement rate and the system loses
its multipartite entanglement structure.
Genuinely multipartite monitored circuits. In

contrast to onsite measurements, which can only de-
crease multipartite entanglement by factorizing the sys-
tem, measurement on Pauli operators acting on two or
more sites can lead to macroscopic cat states, i.e., gen-
uinely multipartite states. For concreteness, we consider
an initial state |ψ0⟩ and randomly act with measurements
on neighboring σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1 with i = 1, . . . , L − 1. These dy-

namics describe a simple stochastic process, fixed by the
measurement projectors Π±

i,i+1 = (̂I ± σ̂x
i σ̂

x
i+1)/2. Irre-

spective of the measurement results, these operators ei-
ther generate an entangled pair when acting on |00⟩, or
enlarge a given entangled cluster absorbing a qubit in the
state |0⟩, or coalesce separate clusters by entangling two
of their qubits [73]. A complete account of these rules
is detailed in End Matter. The stationary state of these
dynamics results in a state of the form Eq. (2), with the
individual |θi⟩ = |±i⟩ randomly sampled, cf. Fig.1(d).
How stable is such a multipartite entangled state, cre-

ated in this manner, under competing measurements or
unitary gates? To gain insights into the problem, we
first study the QFI’s behavior under a circuit composed
of measurements on σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1 and on σ̂z

i , the so-called pro-
jective Ising model [73, 74]. This model is mappable to
a geometric problem, allowing us to obtain an intuitive
interpretation of the QFI. In a second step, we will in-
corporate the effect of unitary gates.

The dynamics of the projective Ising model are gener-
ated by the competition of interspersed layers of σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1
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measurements, occurring on each site with probability
pxx = 1− pz, and local σ̂z

i drawn with probability pz, cf.
Fig.1. In essence, the dynamics follow the update rule of
the projector Π±

i,i+1 together with a new rule accounting
for the projectors onto the computational basis |0⟩, |1⟩}.
This set of simple rules allows to map the model to the
bond percolation problem on a square lattice, with per-
colation probability fixed by pz and presenting a critical
point at pcz = 1/2 [75].

Crucially, this interpretation is tied to a fast simula-
tion of the dynamics with O(N) resources [73]. This
fact also applies to the dynamics of multipartite entan-
glement: at each time-step, the system is in a tensor
product of cat states (3) of different sizes and of prod-
uct states, cf. End Matter for details. As a result, no
optimization is required to compute the quantum Fisher
information of this model, which takes a compelling ge-
ometrical interpretation. By additivity, the QFI is fixed
by the number ls of unentangled qubits and the contribu-
tion of GHZ clusters, denoted by c ∈ C and contributing
to l2c multipartite-ness, resulting in

FQ = ls +
∑
c∈C

l2c . (6)

The efficient simulability of the model, combined with
the expression in Eq.(6), enables us to compute the op-
timal QFI for systems up to L = 2048. For pz < pcz, the
stationary multipartite entanglement grows extensively
with the system size fQ ∝ L, indicating a stable and
genuinely multipartite phase. This phase can be under-
stood in pz ≃ 0 from the percolation mapping. In this
regime of rare σ̂z

i measurements, we can approximate the
system as in a unique cat state up to perturbative cor-
rections in pz. This leads to

lim
L→∞

fQ
L

= (1− pz)
2 , (7)

that, as shown in Fig.3, capture the qualitative physics
as small pz. Conversely, for pz > pcz, the state becomes
separable. This behavior is illustrated in Fig.3, which
shows the rescaled QFI, fQ/L, as a function of pz for
different system sizes. At criticality, pz = pcz, the QFI
exhibits universal divergence fQ ∼ L1/3, as shown in the
inset of Fig.3. Since the scaling dimension at percolation
is ∆ = 1/3 [73], this result also matches the prediction
of Eq. (5).

The phase transition corresponds to the sponta-
neous symmetry breaking of the Z2 parity symmetry,
Ŝ =

∏L
i=1 σ̂

z
i , which commutes with both measured Pauli

strings. As we will now discuss, this symmetry is central
to the stability of the multipartite phase.

To illustrate this fact, we now discuss the resilience of
the multipartite entanglement phase upon introduction
of unitary gates. Concretely, we modify the circuit as in
Fig.1 where on top of σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1 (σ̂z

i ) measurements with

FIG. 4: (main) Phase diagram characterizing the multipartite
entanglement structure of circuits parametrized by (pz, pu)
and L = 64. (a)-(c) Quantum Fisher information density as
a function of the single-qubit measurement pz and random
unitary pu rates, given a fixed pz, pu, and pxx respectively,
for system sizes L = 16, 32, 64, 128 indicated by an increase
of opacity. They are the cross sections of the straight dashed
lines in the main figure, the position of the critical points is
marked with a star.

probability pxx (pz), we also apply nearest neighboring
random unitaries Ûi,i+1 with probability pu bounded by

pu + pz + pxx = 1. If [Ûi,i+1, Ŝ] ̸= 0 the system multi-
partite phase is completely lost for any pu > 0, cf. End
Matter. On the other hand, when the unitary gates pre-
serve the symmetry, the genuinely multipartite phase ex-
tends to finite pu > 0 up to a critical threshold pcu(pz).
In essence, symmetry acts as a fundamental protection
mechanism to stabilize genuinely multipartite entangle-
ment phases in monitored systems.
Upon inclusion of random unitary gates, the geomet-

ric picture of the multipartite information (6) is lost and
the phase diagram for generic pu and pz requires opti-
mizing over directions, cf. Eq. (3). Our numerical re-
sults for system sizes up to L ≤ 128 averaging over at
least 3000 realizations are summarized in Fig.4. From
the multipartite entanglement perspective, we identify
two clearly distinguished phases: a genuinely multipar-
tite phase fQ ∝ L below the critical line pcu(pz), and a
trivial one for fQ = O(1).
It is indicative to contrast these results with the bipar-

tite entanglement phases, extracted in the End Matter
via the tripartite mutual information [66]. Bipartite en-
tanglement hosts a volume-law and two area-law phases
characterized by short-range and long-range order, rep-
resented in Fig.4 by dashed separation lines. We focus
our attention on the behavior of the quantum Fisher in-
formation for L = 16, 32, 64, 128 on three lines crossing
these bipartite critical lines (yellow stars in Fig.4).

In Fig.4(a), we show the fQ versus pu at constant
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pz = 0.1. This setup presents a transition between a gen-
uinely multipartite entangled phase fQ ∝ L to a constant
value fQ = O(1). Crucially, the critical point coincides
with the bipartite entanglement transition at pcu ∼ 0.52.
In Fig.4(b), we show the fQ as a function of pz at con-
stant pu = 0.35, which also hosts two phases of mul-
tipartite entanglement with extensive and intensive fQ,
below and above pcz ∼ 0.26. Interestingly, while the bi-
partite entanglement undergoes a second transition be-
tween a volume-law and a short-range area-law phase at
pc

′

z ∼ 0.38 (cf. End Matter), this occurs without any
noticeable change from the perspective of multipartite
entanglement. This aligns with our previous findings [cf.
Eq.(4)], which indicates no evidence of extensive growth
in fQ across such transitions.
In Fig.4(c), we show the fQ as a function of pz at constant
pxx = 0.1. Again, the volume-to-area law bipartite en-
tanglement transition corresponds to a unique and trivial
multipartite phase, always bounded for any L ≤ 128 by
a constant value, similarly to what occurs for random
unstructured systems, cf. Eq. (4). Lastly, analyzing the
behavior at the critical points of Fig.4(a,b) we find that
the QFI density does not scale with system size, namely
fQ(p

c) = O(1) for any pcu(pz) > 0. This result is con-
sistent with the ∆ ≃ 0.7 extracted for similar models in
Ref. [76] once included in the scaling hypothesis Eq. (5).

Conclusions. We studied the multipartite entangle-
ment of monitored quantum circuits. Unstructured ran-
dom circuits display only a trivial multipartite entangled
phase, in stark contrast with the bipartite entanglement
that develops volume-to-area transitions. Stabilizing a
genuinely multipartite monitored phase requires a pro-
tection mechanism: we provided a concrete example fo-
cusing on parity-symmetric random circuits. Despite the
divergence of the correlation length at criticality, we have
shown that the scaling exponent of connected correla-
tion functions is the relevant figure that controls how the
quantum Fisher information scales with system size.

We envision several follow-ups. First, our work re-
veals an intuitive geometric interpretation of quantum
Fisher information in the projective Ising model [73].
This opens exciting opportunities for the theoretical ex-
ploration upon inclusion of structured unitary gates and
measurements, more prominently in Majorana loop mod-
els [77–83] that present a clear geometrical interpreta-
tion [84–86]. Additionally, the observation that QFI
in monitored systems acts as an indicator of purely
long-range order calls for a general understanding of
its role in characterizing topological phases at equilib-
rium [57, 87, 88] and beyond [89–95]. More broadly, the
quantum Fisher information enables the study of the en-
tanglement structure in mixed states, opening new av-
enues of research and the possibility of tackling open
problems in monitored quantum dynamics beyond pure
systems.
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[45] G. Tóth and I. Apellaniz, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 47,

424006 (2014).
[46] L. Pezze’ and A. Smerzi, (2014), arXiv:1411.5164 [quant-

ph].
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End Matter

Maximum QFI via annealing

We show the steps to find the observable Ô that max-
imizes the QFI. Eq. 3 is interpreted as the ground-
state search of the classical Hamiltonian Hcl({n}) =

−
∑

α,β

∑
ij n

α
i n

β
jC

αβ
ij . The unit vectors, understood as

classical spin states in a particular configuration, are
parametrized as

nk =

(
sin(θk) cos(ϕk), sin(θk) sin(ϕk), cos(θk)

)
, (8)

and optimized over the variables {θk, ϕk}L−1
k=0 .

At each disorder realization of the circuit, we calculate
all correlations Cαβ

ij of the final state. Given a cooling
schedule with temperatures {T0, T1, . . . , Tf} and counts
of iterations {i0, i1, . . . , if}, the simulated annealing al-
gorithm is based on performing a Metropolis algorithm
at each temperature, storing the configuration, and low-
ering the temperature until the ground state is found,
cf. Ref. [97]. The pseudo-code of the algorithm is the
following:

1. Starting at T0:

(a) Generate a random initial configuration
{ni

k(θk, ϕk)}k=1,...,L.

(b) Calculate the cost function value Hcl({ni}).
(c) Choose a neighbor of the previous configuration,

nn = ni + δn, where δn = δϕ(∂n/∂ϕ) + δθ(∂n/∂θ) and
|δn| ≪ 1.

(d) Calculate the new cost function value Hcl(n
n). If

Hcl(n
n) < Hcl(n

i): accept the change and keep config-
uration. Otherwise, accept the change with probability
p = e−∆Hcl/T0 .

(e) Repeat step 1c i0 times to find nopt
T0

2. Loop through the pairs {(T1, i1) . . . (Tf , if )} per-
forming steps 1b-1f, starting from the optimized config-
uration.

3. After optimizing at Tf and finding nopt
Tf

, return the

cost function Hcl(n
opt
Tf

).

4. The QFI of the given disorder realization simulation
is FQ = −Hcl(n

opt
Tf

).

We refer to the simulated annealing code for exact
details on the chosen cooling schedule, where we loop
through sets of O(103) iterations with temperatures from
1 to 0.02, reducing the change δ in randomly sampled
θk, ϕk from 3π/2 to π/4.

Entangled states in the projective Ising model.
Independently of the measurement outcome, a σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1-

measurement on initially separable qubits in the com-
putational basis creates a Bell pair in the {|±⟩} basis.
Without loss of generality, consider |00⟩ the state of the
(1, 2) qubits. We have

Π±
1,2 |00⟩ = Π±

1,2

(
|++⟩+ |+−⟩+ |−+⟩+ |−−⟩

)
/4 (9)

gives rise after normalization to (|++⟩ + |−−⟩)/
√
2 or

(|+−⟩ + |−+⟩)/
√
2 with equal probability. Both Bell

states present equivalent QFI as argued in Eq.(2).
Consider instead a σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1-measurement acting on a

Bell pair and on an unentangled qubit, which for refer-
ence we consider respectively on qubits (1,2) and qubit
3. Applying the appropriate projector (given again by
Born rule) Π±

2,3 ((|++⟩+ |−−⟩)⊗ |0⟩) and renormaliz-

ing, we have (|+++⟩ + |− − −⟩)/
√
2 or (|++−⟩ +

|− −+⟩)/
√
2 with equal probability. Similarly, when

a σ̂x
i σ̂

x
i+1-measurement occurs between qubits in differ-

ent Bell pairs, which for reference are located on qubits
(1,2) and (3,4), Π±

3,4 ((|++⟩+ |−−⟩)⊗ (|+−⟩+ |−+⟩))
gives rise to (|+++−⟩+ |− − −+⟩)/

√
2 or (|++−+⟩+

|− −+−⟩)/
√
2. These rules generalize iteratively to

larger entangled clusters, substituting Bell pairs with
GHZ states of larger qubit size. The operation creates
multipartite entangled clusters, as illustrated in Fig.1d.
Lastly, the effect of a σ̂z

i -measurement disentangle a sin-
gle qubit on an entanglement cluster, collapsing it in the
basis {|0⟩, |1⟩}.
Simulation of measurement-only circuits. We

summarize the algorithm presented in Ref.[73] to per-
form dynamics simulations.
• A vector s ∈ NL

0 describes the state of the system,
such that each site is described by a non-negative integer
si ∈ N0; where si = 0 indicates that site i is unentangled
from the rest of the system. Non-zero values si = n > 0
show that site i belongs to a cluster with any other site j
such that sj = n, where there exists at least one more site
j satisfying this condition. The initial state is separable,
therefore s = (0, . . . , 0).
• The state is transformed depending on the operation.

In a σ̂z
i -measurement on site k:the element sk is updated

to s′k = 0, and the rest remain unchanged. An σ̂x
i σ̂

x
i+1-

measurement on k,k+1 transforms the vector as follows:
- Case 1: sk = 0 = sk+1, then the updated elements

become s′k = s′k+1 = next(s). The function next(s) re-
turns the smallest integer unused in cluster labels of s.
- Case 2a: sk ̸= 0 and sk+1 = 0; then s′k+1 = sk.
- Case 2b: sk = 0 and sk+1 ̸= 0; then s′k = sk+1.
- Case 3: sk ̸= 0 and sk+1 ̸= 0. With s =

min(sk, sk+1), set sl = s for all sites l with sl = sk or
sl = sk+1.
The extraction of FQ presented in Eq. (6) is straight-

forward to calculate given s the final state of an individ-
ual disorder realization of the measurement-only circuits.
By grouping integer values v in s and saving their counts
cv, we can calculate

FQ = c0 +
∑
v>0

c2v. (10)

Bipartite entanglement analysis. We provide a
bipartite entanglement study of the phase-diagram in
Fig.4, by using the tripartite mutual information (TMI)
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FIG. 5: (main) Phase diagram of the TMI in the structured
circuits parametrized by (pz, pu). The data corresponds to
a system size of L = 256, and an average of 2000 disorder
realizations. (a)-(c) Finite-size scaling of the lines studied in
Fig.4 and respective critical probability, using system sizes
L = 32, 64, 128, 256, 512.

of the final states

I3 = SA + SB + SC − SA∪B − SA∪C − SB∪C + SA∪B∪C ,
(11)

where A,B,C indicate partitions of the system, and
SK = −Tr(ρK log ρK) is the entanglement entropy or
bipartite entanglement. Here, ρK = TrK̄(ρ) is the par-
tial trace over the complementary of the subsystem K,
denoted by K̄. We consider periodic boundary condi-
tions and A,B,C consecutive partitions of size L/4. This
quantity is used in the literature [66] as a convenient or-
der parameter, with reduced finite-size drifts at the tran-
sition, to study its critical properties.
In the area-law phase with short-range correlations, the
entanglement entropy is proportional to the boundary of
the partition. Hence, all entropies with one boundary
have SA = A, etc., while SA∪C = 2A. Therefore, the
contribution in Eq.(11) compensates, and the tripartite
mutual information vanishes I3 → 0. Instead, cat states
present long-range correlations and possess SK = log(2),
independently of the partition, hence Eq.(11) results in
I3 = 1 [83].

In Fig. 5 we show the TMI perspective of Fig. 4.

We find three phases according to the different behav-
ior of the TMI. In blue, when unitary operations are
dominant, we have volume-law entanglement. Instead,
when σ̂z measurements predominate, we have an area-
law phase with short-range correlations, shown in light
red with I3 ∼ 0. In dark red we find a phase with long-
range correlations, when σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1 measurements predom-

inate and I3 = 1.
Then, we focus on three lines pz = 0.1, pu = 0.35,

and pxx = 0.1, and we accurately extract the critical
properties of the entanglement phase transition through
finite-size scaling on the data, as shown in Figs. 5a-c:

I3(p, L) = F ((p− pc)L1/ν) . (12)

FIG. 6: Phase diagram of the QFI in the circuit with random
unitary operations (no symmetry), XX- and Z-measurements.
The data corresponds to a system size of L = 64, and an
average of 100 disorder realizations.

Structured circuits without symmetric unitary
gates. In Fig. 6, we show the same phase diagram as
in Fig.4, but with the random unitaries Ûi,i+1 possessing
no Z2 symmetry. In this case, the multipartite entangle-
ment structure at pu > 0 becomes trivial. This result
points out the relevance of the symmetry to observe dif-
ferent multipartite entanglement phases in random quan-
tum circuits with σ̂x

i σ̂
x
i+1 and σ̂z measurements.
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