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The confluence of unitary dynamics and non-unitary measurements gives rise to intriguing and rel-
evant phenomena, generally referred to as measurement-induced phase transitions. These transitions
have been observed in quantum systems composed of trapped ions and superconducting quantum
devices. However, their experimental realization demands substantial resources, primarily owing
to the classical tracking of measurement outcomes, known as post-selection of trajectories. In this
work, we first describe the statistical properties of an interacting transmon array which is repeatedly
measured, and predict the behavior of relevant quantities in the area-law phase using a combination
of the replica method and non-Hermitian perturbation theory. We show numerically that a transmon
array, modeled by an attractive Bose-Hubbard model, in which local measurements of the number
of bosons are probabilistically interleaved, exhibits a phase transition in the entanglement entropy
properties of the ensemble of trajectories in the steady state. Furthermore, by using deterministic
feedback operations after the local number measurements, the distribution of the number of bosons
measured at a single site carries information on the phase in the entanglement of individual trajecto-
ries. Interestingly, we can extract information about the phase and the phase transition from simple
observables without considering an absorbing state in the feedback pattern. This implies that the
feedback measurement approach might be a viable experimental option to use simple observables to

study some aspects of the entanglement phase transition in individual trajectories.

I. INTRODUCTION

Complex quantum systems can undergo a phase transi-
tion when subjected to quantum measurements, known
as a measurement-induced phase transition (MIPT) [1].
Described years ago within the context of quantum to
classical transition [2], its study has experienced a resur-
gence due to the advent of quantum technologies [3H32].
In general, this phase transition is addressed in hybrid
circuits composed of unitary evolution and non-unitary
quantum measurements, which tend to increase and elimi-
nate the entanglement between the elements of the system,
respectively. In this way, two phases are defined: for infre-
quent measurements, the entanglement of the subsystems
follows a volume-law, while for frequent measurements
it follows an area-law. The relevant parameter of this
phase transition is given by the measurement rate in the
case of projective measurements [3} [6, 1], the strength of
weak measurements [7], 8 [T}, B3 [34] or the type of mea-
surements applied [20]; and may even be achieved solely
by measurements due to frustration [23]. Based mainly
on numerical studies of random quantum circuits, it has
been argued that such a phase transition should be de-
scribed by a 2D non-unitary conformal field theory, which
explains the universal scaling of entanglement entropy
near the critical point, although a complete analytical
understanding is still lacking. [4, [6, 12} 25| B5] [36].

The recent development of noisy intermediate-scale
quantum [37] devices has also motivated the study of
the MIPT within the context of open quantum systems
since the interaction of a random quantum circuit with
its environment can be interpreted as a closed system
continuously being measured [I} [0, 13}, [14]. Therefore, the
connections between the entanglement entropy transition
and other phenomena related to quantum information

and communication are especially relevant. In this regard,
the phase transition can be understood as a transition
in the system’s capability of purifying an initially mixed
state [I4], in the threshold of its quantum error correction
properties [I3], B8], or the quantum channel capacity [13]
39], as well as in the information that can be extracted
about the initial state of the system, quantified as the
Fisher information [I1].

The MIPT is characterized by a transition in the statis-
tical properties of the system dynamics that can only be
detected by examining individual quantum trajectories.
These trajectories are pure states associated with specific
measurement outcomes or trajectory-averaged quantities
involving higher orders of the density matrix such as en-
tanglement entropy or fluctuations of observables [19].
However, detecting these trajectories experimentally re-
quires post-selecting all measurements to reconstruct the
final state or calculate trajectory-averaged expectation
values that can hinder experimental performance due
to the need for multiple circuit iterations. There are
different proposals to eliminate or reduce post-selection,
such as the use of space-time duals of random circuits in
which post-selection is only necessary for the final mea-
surements [24], the averaging of a reference ancilla that
is entangled with the circuit [I4} [40], or by considering
swapping between the circuit and the environment instead
of measurements [41]. Recently, an MIPT in trapped ions
using Clifford gates has been experimentally observed
without the need for post-selection, using reference ancil-
lae to detect the purified phase [42]; it has been argued
that it is also possible to perform a similar experiment
to detect the unpurified phase [43]. However, the fea-
tures of superconducting devices, such as their scalability,
speed, and richness of dynamics due to easy access to
larger Hilbert spaces [44H51], make this platform an ideal
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FIG. 1. (a) Hybrid circuit of L subsystems of dimension d evolving under a unitary time evolution (blue rectangles) and
probabilistic projective measurements (red circles) for an initial product state. The green line at the top corresponds to the
steady state in which the observables are measured. (b) The standard measurements consists of a projective measurement
Pt = |n) (n| applied with a probability p on each site £ whose outcome probabilities are given by Born’s rule p, = <w|15ff|¢>,
such that >>?_ p, = 1 defining d different trajectories {|1),]2),...,|d)}. The feedback measurement consists of a standard
measurement after which we access classically the result of the outcome, schematized by the thick wires and the monitors, based
on which we apply an outcome-dependent unitary operator K, = [n) {a| + |a) (n| to the system forcing the subsystem to be
in the state |a) in all the trajectories. Note that here the measurement schemes are represented for a single site ¢, but the
measurement is evaluated following a probability p at every site and time step. (c¢) Numerical results for different observables
averaged over circuit iterations at long times for d = 2. For the standard measurement, the system undergoes a phase transition
with increasing measurement probability. Here the averaged results and distributions of simple observables do not provide any
relevant critical information. For the feedback measurement, we observe a similar phase transition but, in this case, the averaged
results and, especially, its distribution provide useful statistical information about the location of the entanglement phase
transition in the individual quantum trajectories. (d) Scheme of an array of L interacting transmons modeled as anharmonic

oscillators with on-site energies w, and anharmonicities Uy, interacting capacitively with strengths given by J,.

device to study MIPTs. Interestingly, its existence has re-
cently been experimentally demonstrated by explicit post-
selection in a superconducting quantum processor [52]. It
is important to note that the MIPT, observed in diverse
systems, is a generic property of quantum trajectories
in open systems, regardless of implementation details in
different devices [I].

To perform post-selection, one needs to know all the
results of the measurements taken during the temporal
evolution. To simplify this process, one can use a dif-
ferent type of measurement where the outcome is prede-
termined in advance, such that the probability is based
solely on whether or not the measurement was conducted.
This has been previously considered in systems evolv-
ing under a Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian [10], to include
possible unwanted effects of projective measurements on
trapped ions [53], or to study PT-symmetry breaking in
non-Hermitian Hamiltonians [54]. It has been argued
that this type of measurement instead generates a forced
measurement-induced phase transition, which may belong
to a different universality class than the MIPT described
above [b5]. Recently, several works have addressed the
effect of including some feedback after each measurement,
where they have demonstrated the existence of a phase
transition in the averaged density matrix, which can be

detected using simple linear observables that are easy
to measure experimentally [56HG6T]. However, this phase
transition consists of an absorbing state phase transition
(APT) and generally belongs to a different universality
class than the MIPT observed in the entanglement of indi-
vidual quantum trajectories [58]. Interestingly, including
feedback corrections induces the same MIPT in individual
quantum trajectories as seen in hybrid circuits without
feedback [6I]. Under certain conditions, the critical pa-
rameters of both transitions can coincide: in the limit
of infinite local Hilbert-space dimension in Haar random
and Clifford-like circuits [61], in the limit of applying
a feedback correction after each measurement [58, (9],
when the feedback involves long-range entangling opera-
tions [60]. Both transitions can even exhibit the same crit-
ical behavior, as is the case for free fermions governed by
the essential scaling of a Berezhinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless
(BKT) transition [56], or in the case of random circuits
with long-range feedback operations with specific features
where the entanglement entropy inherit the behavior of
the absorbing state phase transition [60]. It has been
suggested that this APT generally falls into the direct
percolation (DP) universality class, and it is expected
to hold in local models targeting short-range correlated
states without additional symmetries [58]. In the presence



of symmetries, the APT has also been associated with a
parity-conserving universality class [59].

In this work, we focus on an array of transmon devices
as the physical platform for implementing measurement-
induced phenomena. Transmons are multilevel quantum
systems, that is, qudits with d levels, see Fig. d). We
compare a standard measurement of a transmon occu-
pation that produces one of the d possible results, with
a feedback measurement that projects the system to a
predetermined state, see Fig. (a—b). In the case of a
standard measurement, d different results can be pro-
duced after performing the measurement, thus defining
branching into d different trajectories. A trajectory n has
a probability of occurrence p,, given by Born’s rule. The
state after the measurement is obtained by projecting
the measured state by the operator P5' = |n) (n|. By
contrast, the feedback measurement consists of two events:
first, a standard measurement is performed in the same
way as in the previous case, and then a local unitary
operator K,, which depends on the result of the mea-
surement n, is applied to the measured site. This implies
that we need to have short-term classical access to the
result of the measurement to apply one or another unitary
operator K, thus forcing the system to be projected to
a predetermined state and collapsing all the possible d
trajectories to a single one, without discarding any tra-
jectory. In this way, the probabilities associated with
Born’s rule are eliminated. The measurement probability
is the only relevant parameter with respect to reducing
entanglement from the system. Note that throughout
this paper, all measurements and their feedback are both
strictly local, i.e., measuring one site involves applying a
feedback unitary gate to that particular site.

Precisely, in this work, we propose that using feedback
measurements may inform us about the location of the
critical parameter of the entanglement phase transition in
individual trajectories based on the statistical distribution
of simple local observables without the need to carry out
an explicit post-selection. It is important to note that we
are not studying phase transitions either in the simple
observable or in the averaged density matrix; instead, we
are using this information to estimate some properties of
the entanglement phase transition in individual quantum
trajectories. We do not propose an equivalence; rather,
we claim that the entanglement phase transition in in-
dividual trajectories induced by feedback measurements
generates a pattern in the simple observable that we can
use to estimate the value of the critical parameter of the
entanglement phase transition in individual trajectories.
In Fig. c)7 we summarize the main result of the article.
By measuring the boson number at one single site in
the steady state, we can compare the distribution of the
results with the theoretically expected distribution for
area-law and volume-law phases. In the case of a standard
measurement, the distributions are the same in the two
phases, and therefore, the observable does not give any
critical information. On the other hand, by introducing
feedback measurements, the boson number distributions

are different in different phases. Therefore, we can indi-
rectly find the expected approximate location of the phase
transition as the crossing point of the fit of the observed
distributions with the theoretical ones. Note that the
distribution of the number of bosons at the steady states
is obtained by merely collecting the outcomes, but it is
not necessary to keep any other information. Importantly,
the final results obtained for transmons modeling hard-
core bosons are applicable and can be extended to a wide
range of scenarios, including arrays of subsystems with
higher dimensions, disorder, and interactions. Both the
analytical and numerical findings have a general nature,
making them suitable for describing various systems.

The article is organized as follows: The attractive Bose-
Hubbard model, which describes the dynamics of interact-
ing transmons, is presented in Sec. [l and App. [A] along
with the procedure for creating a hybrid circuit consist-
ing of unitary gates and non-unitary measurements. In
Sec. [[IT, we present the methods. We briefly describe
the replica method approach used to study the relevant
statistical properties of the hybrid circuit encoded in the
ground state of an effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian.
Additionally, we introduce statistical arguments to ade-
quately describe the dispersion of simple observables, a
quantity that does not require post-selection. In Sec. [[V]
we present analytical results for the obtention of an effec-
tive Hamiltonian describing the statistics of the circuits
and the averaged observables in the area-law phase of
hard-core bosons for both standard and feedback measure-
ments. Additionally, we propose simple observables that
can indirectly help us estimate the critical value of the
control parameter of the phase transition in the entan-
glement entropy of individual trajectories when feedback
measurements are involved. This section is extended in
App. In Sec. [V] and App. [E] we show numerical sim-
ulations to test the analytical predictions for hard-core
bosons extended in App. [F] Finally, Sec. [VIis dedicated
to conclusions and suggestions for future work.

II. A REPEATEDLY MEASURED TRANSMON
ARRAY

To study an MIPT on an array of transmons undergo-
ing projective measurements, we create a hybrid circuit
consisting of unitary gates originating from the intrinsic
dynamics of the transmons and non-unitary measure-
ments introduced externally to monitor the system, see
Fig. a). Regarding the unitary elements, the dynamics
of a one-dimensional array of L interacting transmons
[Fig. [[{d)] can be described by the disordered attractive
Bose-Hubbard model [46] [47] with Hamiltonian

H & U
(=1

(1)
where a, and EL} are the bosonic annihilation and creation
operators at site £, and ny = &Z&Z is the corresponding



number operator. Within this description, wy; accounts
for the on-site energy and U, for the attractive interac-
tion strength at site ¢, to which the bosonic excitations
are subject. The term Jy refers to the hopping rate of
excitations between sites ¢ and ¢ + 1, and Jp implicitly
includes the boundary of the array, i.e. whether it has
open or periodic boundary conditions. The Hamiltonian
of Eq. conserves the total number of excitations, since
[H,N] =0, where N = Z[Lﬂ g is the total number op-
erator. This implies that the dynamics occur in a single
sector of a fixed number of excitations when initializing
the system with a definite number of excitations.

For experimental purposes, it is convenient to take
into account that the typical values of the parameters
are around wg/2m ~ 5GHz, Up/2n ~ 200MHz, and
Je/2m ~ 10MHz [62H64], and range within the ratios
Ue/Je ~ 2 — 30 and wy/Jy ~ 50 — 1000 [46] [47]. Due
to manufacturing defects, the exact parameter values
differ between transmons and should be understood as
being taken from a certain distribution. In most of the
analysis, we will consider constant values wy = w, Uy =
U and J;, = J, corresponding to the mean values of
Gaussian distributions with variances o2, o and o3.
Importantly, volume-law states can also be obtained even
in the presence of a certain amount of disorder [65].

To create an analog circuit for analytic calculations
corresponding to the time evolution generated by the
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian , we use a Suzuki-Trotter
decomposition to design a unitary layer corresponding to
a time step dt in terms of two-site gates [65H70]. Briefly,
we split the Hamiltonian of Eq. into odd and even
sites H = Y C  Hy + 2k, Hy, such that we can

express the unitary time evolution operator as e~ tHdt/h

.. 0 € e~ iHe,dt/h Hodd e~ Headt/h at first order in dt
(more details in App. |A]). After each layer of gates, we
artificially introduce a probablhstlc measurement layer
in such a way that each time step, which is an effective
layer of the hybrid circuit, can be expressed as

L
[Yrvar) = [ Me(p)
‘

even £y odd £,

(2)
where Mg(p) represent the measurement operations per-
formed with a certain probability p at each site £. Further-
more, the state |¢;4q4¢) needs to be renormalized. Note
that we introduce the measurements ad hoc, assigning
them a time scale dt of the order of the trotterized gates,
so we assume that the probability of measuring a particu-
lar site £ depends on the time scale dt and a measurement
rate I', such that p = I'dt. For the numerical simulations,
we define the layers simply by evolving the Hamiltonian
for a time dt and then performing a measurement with a
probability p, and finally renormalizing the state.

The type of measurement implemented is crucial. First,
we consider a standard number measurement, whose out-
come n after performing a measurement range from 0
to d — 1 with an associate probability of occurrence

L R L R
H e—ngbdt/h H e—ngadt/f7,|,(/)t>7

given by the Born’s rule, the projection operators are
Pst = n) (n] and here ¢ is the site index. Second, we in-
tArdduce a feedback measurement with projection operators
ngﬁl = |ay) (n| for a given spatial profile (ay, as, ..., ar)
that define the site-dependent outcomes after performing
a measurement. This measurement can be understood
so that first a standard measurement is performed at
site £ whose result depends on Born’s rule; second, we
classically access this result, and, third, based on this, we
perform a local operation on the site E to project it onto
state |ay). This means formally that be = K, npzn’
see Fig. b In both cases, the operators fulfill the

measurement condition ano PZT, nPgm =1. Interestingly
the standard measurement conserves the total number of
bosons while the feedback measurement does not. Pro-
jectors of a similar nature have been employed in studies
that successfully observed an MIPT [53] [61]. Note that
here we consider a general spatial profile (a1, @, ..., ar)
for the feedback measurements. Particularly, we do not
consider the profiles that would lead to an absorbed state,
such as ay = 0 for all [.

III. STATISTICAL METHODS
A. Replica method

We now analyze the long-term statistical behavior of
the hybrid circuits including unitary gates and probabilis-
tically interleaved measurements. However, this analysis
becomes complex due to the numerous possibilities in-
volved, both analytically and experimentally. For the
analytical study of the statistical properties of the system,
we make use of the replica method, which has been used
to describe simple random unitary circuits [IT] [19] [7TH73]
whose statistical properties can be mapped to a classical
mechanics model in which relevant statistical properties
can be easily calculated, allowing studies of phase transi-
tions in the entanglement entropy [206] [74].

For the implementation of the replica method to the
Bose-Hubbard model with interspersed measurements, we
follow the work carried out by Bao et al. in Ref. [19]. In
contrast to their Zs symmetry-preserving circuits, we con-
sider circuits that conserve the total number of bosons [75].
The symmetry of the conserved total number of bosons
can be broken by the presence of feedback measurements.
Since we are interested in the ensemble of trajectories,
we start by labeling the states at time ¢ with a sequence
of measurement outcomes m; and a set of gate parame-
ters 6; as:

pmin() = (P Us, -+ P, Uy, ) o (04, P, -+ 03, P,
A (3)
where pg is the initial state, Up, are the set of unitary
evolution gates, P, are the string of projection operators
associated with measurement outcomes mj, and i refers

to all the positions in the circuit space-time. For study-



ing the steady-state properties of the ensemble of states
Pma.0;(t), and its associated probabilities, we consider the
dynamics of n copies—the replicas—of the density matri-
ces || pf:.)ﬂs» = ﬁ?;:ﬂi interpreted as state vectors in the
replicated Hilbert space #(™) = (# @ #*)®™. Replicated
unitary operators ﬂé?) = (Uy, ® Ue*i)@”, measurement
projection operators 777,(,?3 = (P, ® P,Li)@)”, as well as
general operators O™ = (O ® f)®" are going to be used
for computing observables.

Taking into account the non-normalized averaged
state of the ensemble |[p(™ (1)) = Db prffl), (1)) =

gttt Hp(n)>>, we can exactly map the dynamics to an
imaginary time evolution generated by an effective quan-
tum Hamiltonian #eq, such that the properties of the
averaged state of the ensemble at long times are encoded
in its ground state. Note that from now on we will con-
sider A = 1 to simplify the notation. Using this formalism,
we can compute the trajectory-averaged k-moment of an
observable O, which is given by

(91O o))

R (n)
(Or) =l gy — A O (4)
where - refers to the average over gate parameters and

(-) to the average over measurements outcomes and the
inner product is defined by ({(u|lo)) = tr (4f6), for ar-
bitrary states 4 and & and a reference state ||9(™)) in
the replicated Hilbert space. Therefore, the quantities
we are going to study for addressing phase transitions
are the objects O](Cn) in Eq. , which corresponds to
the exact trajectory-averaged quantum mechanical ob-
servables only in the replica limit n — 1. It has been
shown, at least for the von Neumann entropy, that al-
though not being the same quantity, both share critical
properties in the MIPT [II]. More details on this par-
ticular implementation of the formalism can be found in

App. [B|and in Ref. [19].

B. Direct average of circuit realizations

Next, we elaborate the role of the moment k of Eq.
in the post-selection of trajectories to calculate trajectory-
averaged quantities. For that, it is useful to express the
trajectory-averaged quantities directly in terms of the
measurement probability p and probability distributions
of the gate parameters pg, and the outcomes of the inter-
leaved measurements py,, (¢), such that

Zp

where the average expectation value is

Okmg—/d(g zb:mebg [tr(Opmbgﬂ . (6)

b mp

PM 70 m.e, (5)
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FIG. 2. A scheme highlighting experimental differences in

computing the mean and variance of an arbitrary observable o}
with and without post-selection. For the sake of simplicity,
in this example, the circuit produces only three different tra-
jectories with associated probabilities {p1,p2,p3}. (a) Post-
selected histogram of the distribution of measurement out-
comes. We separate each iteration of the circuit into three
different subgroups of trajectories. The mean values of the
distribution of the observable correspond to the expectation
values {(O1),(02),(O3)} and the variances to the fluctua-
tions {F#1, F2, F3} of the operator O for each trajectory type.
(b) Histogram of the measurement outcomes without post-
selection: We mix all the iterations of the circuit without tak-
ing into account to which trajectory corresponds, and compute
the mean value of the observable mean[O] and the variance
var[O] = AO of the distribution of the observable among all it-
erations. Since the expectation value involves the first moment
k = 1 of the density matrix, the mean value among all itera-
tions corresponds to the average over the expectation values of
the trajectories mean[O] = (O1) = p1 (O1) +p2 (O2) + p3 (O3).
However, the fluctuations of the operator involve the second
moments k = 2 of the density matrix. Therefore, the average
of the fluctuations of the trajectories (F) = p1F1 +p2F2+psFs
and the variance among all iterations AO, which we name
dispersion, are not generally equivalent. However, both quanti-
ties are similar under certain conditions, as shown in Egs.

and .

where ﬁ;nb g, is the normalized density matrix of an indi-

vidual trajectory, O can be any operator, and py,, 6, =

Do, Py, (6), (1\5) = WMLL))I, b is an array with all the

possible (IZI ) combinations of arranging b measurements
in the total M positions of space-time. In other words,
M is the maximum number of measurements that is
performed when p = 1 and b = i; while no measure-
ments are performed when p =0 and b =0 — py,,, 9, =
po,. The probability distributions are normalized such

b
that 3,00 p"(1 — p)M (%) = 1, 327, pm, () = 1 and
J dipg, = 1. We have considered that py,, (6;) — Py, (63),
because for the probability distribution we need to take
into account those positions b where measurements have
been performed and not all the possible positions i where



a measurement could have been performed.

The trajectory-averaged first moment £ = 1 quanti-
ties, such as the number of bosons (NN1) or the dispersion
of the number of bosons over different circuit iterations
AN, can be obtained in a realistic experimental device
by averaging all the results obtained from different exper-
iments, i.e. iterations, without taking into account the
final states. By contrast, the trajectory-averaged second
moment k = 2 quantities, such as the second Rényi en-
tanglement entropy (related to the von Neumann entropy
(S) in the replica limit) and the fluctuation of the number
operator (F) [75L [76], require to repeat the experiment for
each final state independently, post-selecting the different
trajectories from the different iterations of the circuit, see
Fig. 2

The role of k can be seen by simplifying Eqs. | ) and
to a generic expression f = > pi(z) >y lp2(z
where pi(z) is the probability of each trajectory and
p2(x,y) is the probability of obtaining the different out-
comes f(y). This can be further simplified as f =
>-.p(2)f(2) if k =1 and thus obtained from a general
distribution, i.e. collecting results from different experi-
ments without taking into account the trajectories. Here
p(z) is the probability of obtaining an outcome f(z). The
simplification does not hold for a general case if & > 2.
Notice the subtle difference between averaging over tra-
jectories analytically and averaging over iterations of the
circuit numerically /experimentally, see Fig. [2|and App.

We can go further and use the simple way of describ-
ing trajectory-averaged quantities in Eq. , to study
quantities related to the variance of observables in the
high measurement regime. In what follows, we consider
the first K = 1 and second k = 2 moments of observables
related to the boson number without any disorder in the
parameters, such that Eq. becomes

M
=>

b=0

(%) av

PSS p (WL (7)
b m

where the usual number of bosons is given for £ =
We are particularly interested in the trajectory-averaged
fluctuations of N for each trajectory

p(L—p)Mt (8)

a” 2
X Zmeb {tr (NQﬁ/mb) — [tr(]\lﬁ/mb)} } ,
b m

for which we calculate the variance of N for the final state
of each trajectory, and then we average over all possible
trajectories. We are also going to calculate the dispersion
in the number of bosons with the average given by Eq. @

AN =((N?)1) — (N1)*. (9)

To simplify notation, we now omit the sub-index k =1
when referring to the number of bosons.

IV. ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR
TRAJECTORY-AVERAGED OBSERVABLES

In this section, we derive analytical expressions for the
effective Hamiltonian in the replica space describing the
circuit statistics, as well as for the trajectory-averaged
observables. By combining the replica method and the
non-Hermitian perturbation theory we generate specific
results for hard-core bosons and both measurement types
in the area-law phase at low measurement rates. The
main results can be extended to higher local subsystem
dimensions too.

A. Boson dynamics in an enlarged space

We now consider n = 2 replicas, which is the lowest
number of replicas needed to capture the relevant MIPT
properties [I1), [19]. The transfer matrix between the state
of the system at t+dt and ¢ is then obtained by averaging
the evolution over the distribution of unitary gates and the
probabilities p = T'dt of applying measurement operators

(o2 (¢ 4+ dt) | TTE (M) TTE el 1o (1)) At first order

in dt, we have that l_lz/ (M) H@ Uy ~ e~ dtfest where
the effective Hamiltonian is given by

L d
Hog =Y {Fz (s? — Z@Lm> (10)
14 m
U
+1 {wng +J (aeaul + dedz+1> - 2124 } ,

where each %, derives from a measurement operator

and acts on the two replicas, 7y, the operators dy, ‘izl and
ity derive from the unitary gates and each of them are
composed of operators acting on one of the replicas, and
finally 9 is the identity operator. The exact expressions
can be found in App. [B] see Egs. Bllj —. Using the
effective Hamiltonian given by Eq. (10]), we will calculate
various trajectory-averaged observables, related to the
first moment k£ = 1 not requiring post-selection and second
moment k = 2 requiring post-selection: S is the 2-
conditional Renyi entropy that results in the properly
trajectory-averaged von Neumann entropy in the replica
limit in Eq. , and, similarly, the other trajectory-
averaged quantities result, in the replica limit, in the
number of bosons N in Eq and the ﬂuctuatlon
of the number operator F?) in Eq -

The ground state of the effective Hamiltonian of Eq. ((10)
encapsulates the statistical information of the ensemble
of trajectories of the original hybrid circuit at long times,
which allows us to compute relevant trajectory-averaged
quantities related to the entanglement entropy and the
number of bosons. Since the effective Hamiltonian is non-
Hermitian, we cannot rule out the existence of complex
eigenenergies. Therefore, we define the ground state as the
eigenstate with the eigenenergy having the smallest real
part. Unlike previous works [I9], in this case, the effective




(a) Open chain of transmons

| Measurement term l—Bese—H&bbaxd—tema—‘

FIG. 3. Scheme of the enlarged space where the effective
Hamiltonian Heg is defined for a hybrid circuit of L = 4
transmons (yellow circles) arranged (a) linearly or (b) in a
ring configuration. Each rectangle represents the blocks of
the replicas (dark blue for the kets and light blue for the
bras) and the sign is given by the Eq. . All the terms
belonging to the operator with origin in the measurements
[red lines, Eq. (12)] act on all the blocks of all replicas, while
the terms belonging to the operator with origin in the unitary
evolution of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian [blue areas and
arrows, Eq. ] act on each block independently.

Hamiltonian given by 3@85 = 5’V€m + vau can be non-
Hermitian. This kind of dynamics has been used before
for describing other continuously measured systems [54]
77, [78]. Note that the term ¢, is Hermitian since it has
its origin in the replicated Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian,
while the term )y has its origin in the measurements and
its hermicity will depend on the type of measurements
implemented in the circuit: the standard measurement
yields a Hermitian operator, while a feedback measurement
yields a non-Hermitian operator since it is real and non-
symmetric.

To study the ground state of the Hamiltonian in Eq. ([10))
it is useful to interpret it as an effective Bose-Hubbard
Hamiltonian in an enlarged space so that the bosons
move in an enlarged space and have additional interacting
terms arising from measurements. This implies that the
d*L_dimensional effective Hamiltonian Heg = Hm + iy
constructed by the tensor product of four copies of opera-
tors describing dynamics in a L-sites real space becomes a
d*~-dimensional effective Hamiltonian Heg = HM +iHBH
formed by operators describing the dynamics in a 4 L-sites
enlarged space. Therefore, the original circuit consisting
of L transmons defines four different blocks in this en-
larged space of 4L sites: [1, L], [L + 1,2L], [2L + 1,3L]
and [3L + 1,4L) (Fig. [). In this way, the term HM
represents an interaction between blocks at the sites
I,Il+ L, I+2L,l+ 3L where [ corresponds to the site ¢ of
the circuit where the measurement is performed, while
HPBH is simply a Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian of 4L sites,
whose parameters, i.e. J, w, and U, have different signs
between contiguous blocks. Note that the local terms of

the on-site energies w and interactions U cover the full
4L space, while the hopping terms J are zero between
the blocks. Therefore, we can reinterpret the terms of the
effective Hamiltonian in such a way that

Hog = HM +iHPH, (11)

where the measurement and Bose-Hubbard terms are

L d—1
HM = FZ <I - Z IDl,n]Dl+L,nljl+2L,nPl+3L,n> 3
=1

n=0
(12)
R 4L U X
HBH = ; % |:OJTAL1 +J (d;dl+1 + hC) — 5’&[(@[ — I):| s
(13)
with the sign function
1,le[1l,LJU2L+1,3L
o= [FLIELLURL+1,3L), »
—1,le[L+1,2L]JU[3L+1,4L].

Note that Egs. — apply to both standard and feed-
back measurements; the only difference lies in the specific
projector P, required for each case. We substitute P,

with ]%Sjl for standard and with ]5;';’1 for feedback measure-
ments. For exact details about OBtaining the vectorized
states from operators and the averaged observables, see
App. B4
Since the effective Hamiltonian describes the statistical
properties of the circuit trajectories, some of its features
are expected to contain information about the phase
transition. MIPT is directly related to a spontaneous
symmetry breaking, which arises because the relevant
quantities, such as entanglement entropy and fluctuations
of observables, for the phase transition, can be observed
only in the nonlinear moments of the density matrix,
whose time evolution can be expressed by the evolution
of n > 2 replicas [19]. In this way, the dynamic has a
permutation symmetry between the n replicas, that is,
both between kets and between bras, which is preserved in
the area-law phase and broken in the volume-law phase.
_Thus, we can study the nature of the ground states of
Hg to understand the spontaneous symmetry breaking in
limiting cases of the measurement rate I' [79]. Deep in the
area-law phase, when I' — oo, the term HM dominates
in the effective Hamiltonian. For the case of feedback
measurements, there is a non-degenerate ground state
that is independent of the number of replicas and it pre-
serves the permutation symmetry. It can be seen in Fig.
that adding replicas does not affect the degeneracy of the
ground state. Note that in the case of using a standard
measurement, there are d” degenerated ground states
corresponding to the possible outcomes of the measure-
ments that are also independent of the number of replicas.
When I' = 0, the term HBH predominates in the effective
Hamiltonian, in which, as we see in Fig. |3| the number
of terms increases by adding replicas. However, in the



effective Hamiltonian, HBH ig purely imaginary at order
dt, and therefore does not have a well-defined ground
state. This means that all eigenstates have a zero real
part and the degeneracy trivially increases by increasing
the number of replicas. But at higher orders of dt, ABH
does have real components [19], whose terms also depend
on the number of replicas, thus increasing the degeneracy
of the ground states with the number of replicas, and
breaking the permutation symmetry. Note that we can-
not directly use the second-order term in the expression
for the evolution operator in the replica space, Eq. ,
since it would be necessary to have previously performed
a second-order Suzuki-Trotter decomposition, making the
analytical expression considerably cumbersome. These
are general arguments, to prove the existence of an MIPT,
each case must be addressed individually and verified
through numerical finite-size scaling analysis.

B. Perturbation theory for non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians

The non-hermicity of the Hamiltonian of Eq. hin-
ders the use of standard quantum mechanical techniques
to determine its ground state, mainly due to the non-
orthogonality of eigenvectors. Thus, we will follow the
bi-orthogonal quantum mechanical formalism [80, [81], in
which we obtain the eigenstates and eigenenergies for
the operator Het |¢m) = Enm |¢m) and its Hermitian con-
jugate ]?Iiﬁ |om) = €m |@m). In this way, we have that
e, = E7 is fulfilled, and {¢m,, ¢m } forms a bi-orthogonal
set such that (@ |¢n) = 6mp and I = > |dm) (©m]-
The ground state will be defined as the eigenstate with
the lowest real part of the eigenenergy Re(E,,).

Since obtaining the exact analytical expression for the
ground state of Hug is rather complicated, we will make
use of the perturbation theory. We can define two regimes
as a function of the measurement rate I': I'/J < 1 where
HM acts as a perturbation; and I'/J > 1 where HBH
acts as an imaginary perturbation. In this work, we
will focus on the area-law phase. Briefly, we expand the
eigenenergies and eigenstates in terms of the parameter
A= J/T « 1 and solve the Schrédinger equation for Heg
and fIgﬁ (see Egs. — in App. . Up to second

order in A, the normalized non-degenerate state |¢,) is

2

A2 Viha
|¢a> =|1-+ |¢g¢0)>
2 2|50 - 57
FiXY e jol0)
n;éoz ‘(3‘0) E(O )
Ve Vs
_ )\2 nmVYmao |¢(0)>
n%;a<Ew>ffﬂ”xE$’fﬂﬁ?> !
+ )\2 Z VaaVna )2 ‘¢$10)>7 (15)
n;éa a

and the corresponding energy is

VanVs
Eo = EY +i\V,, — \? anne - (16)
EﬁEw E)
where the matrix elements are Vy, = (p (0)|ﬁBH|¢(O)>

and {cpgg), m } is the bi-orthogonal basis of the unper-

turbed Hamiltonian HM. It can be shown that up to the
second order in A, the on-site energy Z?L Wiy and in-
teraction Z?L Wiy (fy — I) terms do not play any role in
obtaining the half-chain entanglement or boson number of
Egs. @ — because their effects vanish by symme-
try. We obtain the same result by considering the direct
average over different circuit realizations, see App. [F]
This implies that in the high measurement regime, where
J/T <« 1 (i.e. deep in the area-law phase) we only need
to focus on the hopping terms Zl wiJ (al a; ., +he.).

1. Feedback measurements

To study the feedback measurement, we need to estab-
lish a predetermined spatial profile for the local number of
bosons {ay,as,...,ar} where ap =0,1,...,d — 1, which
will be forced by the measurement at each site in the origi-
nal circuit £ € [1, L]. Although we focus on non-absorbing
states, they can be achieved by setting all ay either to
zero or to d—1. The associated projectors will be given by
P,ﬁbm = |ay) (m|, where Zd L Pt Pefbm — I. Since HM
is non-Hermitian because it is a real non-symmetric oper-
ator that does not conserve the total number of bosons,
we cannot use the boson number basis of N = Z4L 7
as the unperturbed basis, and we need to obtain the full
bi-orthogonal basis explicitly. We can start by consider-
ing the bi-orthogonal basis for the unperturbed effective
Hamiltonian, Eq. , of one transmon of dimension d,
which is given by

|OTE> ) E= 07 #1

)y =< [a@)—[az), E=T, #d-1 (17
ligkl) E=T, #d*-d
Y E, E=0, #1

@) =< [b), E=T, #d-1 (18)
|mnPQ> 5 E = Fa #d4 -

where ay, a,b,i, 7, k,l,m,n,p,q=0,1,...,d—1 and satisfy
the following conditions: a # ay, b # ay,noi=j =k =1,
and no m = n = p = ¢q. Note that we adopt the notation
[y = |nnnn). The basis for the unperturbed effective
Hamiltonian has a dimension D = d?%, fulfills the bi-
orthonormality condition (4,05»0) |¢§0)> = d;;, and has a non-
degenerate ground state. For obtaining the eigenstates
for an arbitrary number of transmons L, we consider all



possible combinations of Egs. ., such that

fb

|(b11(32),71 >:
fb(0

‘Gil,(ig),...,iL> 1%

|¢£?>>| Oy iy, (19)
O Dy 1l (20)

where 41,149, ..,4;, are indices that run over all d* possi-

bilities in the Egs. (17)-(18), ( 65?312, 7ZL|<I>§-??]-27___J-L> =
8iv 510is s *** Oiy jr» and the total dimension is D = d*L.
Taking into account Eqs. , and , we can
see that the energy of the states is given by the num-
ber of times each site differs from the pattern ay, i.e.
0 < Eilig,.is = FZLI(l —d;,1) < LT, such that the

ground states have an energy E11,.. 1 =¢€1,1,..,1 =0, and
are given by
fb e _
7L 1) = @) [@2) - [T) (21)
d—1

71) [72) - |7L) ., (22)

fb(0
|@1,§,), >: Z

x1,22,...x,=0

where a1, as, ..., ay, are the boson number subspace pro-
jected at each site. For obtaining the bi-orthogonal basis,
we have made use of a different notation which eases the
calculations, such that the composite basis for L > 2
should be understood as

lirjikily) liagokalo) - - lirjrkrln) =
|i1i2...ilejg...ijlkg...kLlllg...ZL>, (23)

where 1, 7, k, [ refer to the different blocks of the enlarged
space, which arise from the kets and bras of the two
replicas. As regards the perturbation theory, we will use
the state of Eq. in Eq. as the non-degenerate
ground state, considering inner products with states from

Eq. (19) excluding the other bi-orthogonal ground state
of Eq. (22)) when necessary.

2.  Standard measurements

In the case of standard measurements, there are multi-
ple degenerate ground states, specifically d” states. To
simplify this degeneracy, we can consider a specific mani-
fold determined by the definite initial state of the number
of bosons, as IV remains constant during both unitary and
non-unitary dynamics. The dimension of this manifold
is given by (“"N~"). Instead of developing a complete
degenerate-perturbation theory, we focus here on a specific
case and employ certain arguments, which we describe be-
low. These arguments enable us to directly utilize Eq. .
Since, in the rest of the paper, we are going to consider
hard-core bosons and a half-filling initial state, we can
further simplify the dimension to ( 7 /2) The energy cor-

rection up to the second order, as described in Eq. ,
breaks the degeneracy for the L = 2 cases based on the
number of density walls. The minimum value corresponds
to a single-density wall where all bosons are stacked on

one side of the chain. The remaining degeneracy lies
between symmetric and antisymmetric superpositions of
bosons stacked on the left and right sides. It can be
proven that these two states never intersect in subsequent
perturbation orders, and the degeneracy is eliminated at
an order of 4(L/2)?, being the symmetric state the one
with the smallest correction, such that the ground state
is given by

|¢gt>:%(|1,... 0)+10,...,0,1,...,1)).
(24)

These ideas have been numerically proven for up to 4
transmons and can be extended to larger systems. Since
the standard H™ is Hermitian, we can utilize the usual
basis in the number of bosons.

.1,0,...,

C. Observables for hard-core bosons in the area-law
phase

In this subsection, we examine the repeatedly measured
transmon chain via modeling the dynamics through the
hard—core bosons starting from a Néel state |[¢;—g) =
|1010.. In this section, we calculate the quantities
from Eqs [B25) and (B26] ) for the perturbed ground
states of Eqs l. ) and (24]). These quantities ultimately
correspond to the traJectory averaged observables in the
proper replica limit. The final result will be presented
here, while App.[D]provides details and a didactic example
on related non-physical projective measurements.

1. Feedback measurements

First, we consider the feedback measurements pro Jectlng
to the half filling sector consisting of operators be =
|1) (m| and If’gf,'fm = |0) (m|, for £ and ¢’ odd and even,
respectively. In other words, we make projections to |1)
at odd sites and |0) at even sites, that is, the feedback
measurements try to project the system towards the state
[101...10).

Up to the second order in J/T', i.e. deep in the area-law

phase, we have that for the half of the chain Sf/)2 ~ (J/T)?

and ?L(% ~ (J/T')?/2, which implies that entanglement
entropy and fluctuations related quantities depend on
the square of the measurement rate but not on the sub-
system size, which corresponds to the proper behavior
in the area-law phase. The number of bosons provides
the most interesting results as they are easy to measure
experimentally. Even when using a feedback measurement
that does not conserve the total number of bosons, the
average quantity N f) = L/2 remains constant in the
area-law phase. Higher orders are expected to yield the
same constant value due to the symmetry of perturbation
and ground state, indicating a fixed trajectory-averaged

total number of bosons N, = ZeL:1 oy for any T > 0.



However, this may not hold for a generic dimension d
and spatial profile. In the enlarged space, fourth-order
perturbation theory reveals states that can be mapped to
trajectories in the original circuit with different total num-
bers of bosons (also checked numerically), see App.
Thus, starting from a defined boson number state, a sys-
tem governed by a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian exhibits
states with different total boson numbers when perturbed
by an anti-Hermitian Hamiltonian. This implies that
the distribution of individual trajectories, as depicted in
Fig. [2| carries information about the measurement rate
I', even though the mean total number of bosons remains
constant. For a small measurement rate, we can expect a
state resembling an ergodic phase, where all basis states
are expected to be visited equally, resulting in a Gaussian
distribution of the total boson number, confirmed numer-
ically in both the enlarged space and original circuit. In
contrast, the area-law phase features trajectories following
a delta distribution centered at V.

Another interesting quantity is the trajectory-averaged
number of bosons at a single location in the chain. Deep in
the area-law phase, these are given by NZ(2) ~ (J/T)?/2
and Nz('2) ~ 1 — (J/T)?/2, for even £ and odd ¢ sites,
respectively, see Egs. (D37)-(D38). While the specific
value does not provide information about the phase due
to monotonic changes for any I' > 0, studying their dis-
tribution is meaningful in the sense explained for the
total number of bosons. For two-dimensional subsystems
i.e. hard-core bosons, there are only two possible values
for all system sizes. For a small measurement rate, the
number of bosons follows a uniform distribution, while
for a large measurement rate, it forms a delta distribution
centered at oy = 0 and ay = 1 for even ¢ and odd ¢
sites, respectively. Since for this observable, there is no
size-dependent effect, we can expect the phase transition
to coincide for a value I'. for which the distribution of
the total number of bosons fits equally well for both the-
oretical distributions. Note that while these quantities
do not undergo the same phase transition as the corre-
sponding entanglement phase transition for individual
trajectories, they coincide because the statistics of the
states in each phase are connected to a simple observable
since the feedback probability is one.

Interestingly, by determining the value of I' that aligns
the observed distribution with the theoretical ones, we
can derive a rough estimate of the critical measurement
rate I'. associated with the phase transition. For this
purpose, we use a general distance measure, such as
d(obs, theo) = Zg""‘s |obs(n) —theo(n)|?, for any positive
integer s. For an even site, the two theoretical distribu-
tions coincide for pg = 3/4 and p; = 1/4, where py and
p1 refer to the proportion of results with 0 and 1 boson,
respectively. Taking into account that NN, 4(2) ~ (J/T)?/2,
we find T'?/J = /2 (or p? ~ 0.03 for comparison with
numerical results). Note that this estimate may change
when considering higher orders in perturbation theory.
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2. Standard measurements

For the standard measurement, we observe similar scal-
ing for S(L2/)2 ~ (J/T)? and 9’5)2 ~ (J/T)?/2. The total

number of bosons is constant N f) = L/2, but in this case,
it is a conserved quantity and remains constant for all
trajectories, as we will show below. However, the number

of bosons at a single site is also constant Né@) ~ 1/2,
although individual trajectories will have different val-
ues. While the standard measurement yields the same
statistical behavior for different phases, the measured ob-
servable value is constant regardless of the measurement
rate. On the other hand, the quantities obtained through
the replica method and statistical arguments in Sec. [[T]]
are averaged over trajectories. In the following section,
numerical simulations are conducted to analyze the dis-
tributions of measured observables and study individual
trajectories.

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Once we have analytically demonstrated the utility of
using feedback measurements to define observables that
contain statistical information about the system without
the need for explicit post-selection, we now demonstrate
this using numerical simulations. We evolve the chain
of L transmons unitarily by using methods of exact di-
agonalization for a time step dt after which each site is
measured with probability p. This whole block is repeated
for T'/dt times, where T is chosen long enough to guar-
antee a steady state. The observables are computed at
the end of time evolution t = T'. The initial state of the
system is the product state \10>®L/ ?, which has a definite
total number of bosons given by N = L/2. The results
shown below correspond to a chain of two-dimensional
subsystems (qubits). The numerical results for higher-
dimensional sub-systems with standard measurements are
shown in App. [E] To reduce the burden of trajectory aver-
aging in the numerical simulations we assume no disorder
in the parameters.

A. Phase transitions in transmon arrays by
repeated standard and feedback measurements

We are now interested in the von Neumann half-chain
entanglement entropy (Sz/2), the fluctuations (7, /2) and
the dispersion AN,/ of the half-chain number operator

Ny /2, as well as the expectation values of the whole chain

and single-site number operators, Ny and Ny, respectively.
Although all the quantities are calculated from the same
set of simulations, there are crucial differences regarding
post-selection. In the cases of the von Neumann entropy
(S1/2) and the fluctuations of the number operator (77, /2),
we compute them for each final state of each iteration
of the simulation, which are actual quantum trajectories
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FIG. 4. Numerical simulations for a repeatedly-measured transmon array in the hard-core boson limit using the standard and
feedback measurements for system sizes L = 4,6,8,10, and 12. (a) von Neumann entanglement entropy and (b) fluctuations of
the half-chain number operator as a function of the measurement probability p. The insets show the finite-size scaling analysis
using the Ansatz L=%" (S/F) = f[L™*"(p — p.)], where p, is the critical parameter, ¢ and v are the scaling exponents and
f[z] is an unknown function [82]. (c) Dispersion of the half-chain boson number as a function of the measurement probability p.
For the feedback measurements we also include the dispersion in the specific total photon number sectors Ng defined at t =T
(light-colored dashed lines), see App. |[F] The insets show the comparison of the fluctuations of the number operator (diamonds)
and the dispersion in the number of bosons (squares) with the p~2 scaling (gray dashed lines) for larger values of the measurement
probability. For the feedback measurements we also show the dispersion divided by L — 1 (stars), see App. [Fl (d) The full-chain
(Nr) (dashed lines) and the center-site (N,) (solid lines) boson number as a function of the measurement probability p. The
results are averaged over 10* iterations except for L = 12, where the iteration count is 5 - 10°. The other calculation parameters

are T'J = 20 and dtJ = 0.02.

that generally can correspond to a superposition. Then
we average all the results over the iterations. This reflects
the need to account for explicit post-selection, i.e., keep
track of the result of each measurement to know the
exact final state. However, in the case of the boson num-
ber (N) and its dispersion AN, we do not calculate the
expectation values for the final states, but we emulate an
experimentally realizable non-post-selected measurement
by projecting the final state using Born’s rule and then
directly averaging these outcomes from all iterations. The
averaged values are obtained directly from the distribution
of the outcomes by mean[N] = (N) and var[N] = AN,
in the sense explained in Fig. This implies that, if
two trajectories are at ¢ = 7" in the same superposition
state, it is possible to obtain different outcomes for the
N measurement.

1. Half-chain entanglement entropy and number fluctuation

Figure |4 shows the numerical results for system sizes
L =4 —12 as a function of the measurement probability
using the two types of measurements for a large number
of iterations of the circuit. The von Neumann entropy
of the half of the chain (Sy/2) has values dependent on

subsystem size for small values of p and collapses to the
same size-independent values for a given p, that tend to
zero, thus suggesting the existence of a transition from a
size-dependent to a size-independent phase, see Fig. a).
As expected, the collapsing behavior of the iteration-
averaged fluctuation of the number operator in the half
of the chain of transmons (77/;) as a function of the
measurement probability coincides with that of the von
Neumann entropy [Fig. [4b)].

The values obtained in the finite-size scaling analysis
[insets of Fig. [4(a)-(b)] for the critical parameter p, and
scaling exponents v and ( are the following: for the
standard measurement, p>st = 0.022 4+ 0.002, v°5* =
2.57 £ 0.15, ¢t = 0.53 + 0.06 and p7 -t = 0.024 + 0.002,
v7st =2940.2, ¢ = 0.50 £0.08; and for the feedback
measurement, p>® = 0.032 + 0.003, 5P = 3.4+ 0.2,
¢S = 0.9+ 0.1 and p7* = 0.028 + 0.004, 7 =
3.840.4, ¢ " = 1.0140.11; for the von Neumann entropy
and the fluctuation of the number operator in both cases.
The analyzed systems are small, so the results of the finite-
size scaling analysis should be considered approximations.
In that sense, we can assume that both standard and
feedback measurements yield the same critical parameters,
as one could expect, at least when there is an absorbing

state [61].



Furthermore, due to the small system size, we can not
rule out the possibility that the observed phase transition
is a Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless (BKT) phase transi-
tion induced by the measurements rather than a canonical
MIPT [83]. In this case, instead of a volume-law phase,
there is a sub-extensive phase where the entanglement
entropy scales logarithmically with system size. This is
plausible because the hard-core bosons model studied
can be transformed into a free fermions model using the
Jordan-Wigner transformation [84], which is known to
undergo a BKT phase transition with standard [83] and
feedback [56] measurements. However, it is important to
note that this issue is not trivial as the transformation
introduces non-local correlations [84] that may impact
the properties of entanglement entropy|[83].

2. Half-chain number dispersion, full-chain and
single-site boson numbers

For the standard measurement scenario, the dispersion
of the half-chain boson number ANy /5 does not exhibit a
smooth dependence on the subsystem size as a function of
the measurement probability p. This behavior differs from
the fluctuations, compare Fig. b—c). In the case of the
feedback measurement and restricted only to the iterations
with a total number of bosons Ng = L/2 at t = T [as
described in Eq. ], there is a collapse of the curves for
the dispersion of the half-chain boson number. However,
it occurs for a higher measurement probability than in
the case of (Sp/2) and (F/2), being the size-dependent
phase overestimated and not giving useful information
about the exact location of the critical point.

To have a better understanding of the averaged ob-
servables, we can compute analytically the dispersion
and fluctuation by directly averaging over the circuit re-
alizations, through Egs. —@. The following results
are obtained for a large measurement probability close
to a perfectly measured system, as described in App.
Trajectory-averaged fluctuation of the number operator in
the half of the chain, considering a feedback measurement
with spatial pattern @ = o, as, ..., ar, and up to second
order in z = (1 — p), is given by

J\?2
<9%> ~ 2> [(a% —|—1)a%+1 —|—a%(a%+1 —1—1)] F) .

(25)
We can also obtain the dispersion of the number of bosons
in the half of the chain, which is not a trajectory-averaged
quantity but the variance of the number of bosons of all
circuit iterations. At high measurement rates, it is enough
to consider up to the first order in = (1 — p) to observe
that there is a dependency on the size of the system,

AN ~ 29(@, L) @)2 , (26)

where the exact expression of the function g(@, L) can
be found in Eq. (F31). However, this dependency is due
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to the non-conservation of the total number of bosons of
the feedback measurement. Selecting only the iterations
where the total number of bosons coincides with Nz =
ZZL:l ay = Np, we recover the same behavior as for the
fluctuation up to the second order,

2

ANg?%m2 [(a%-‘rl)a%Jrl-l—a%(a%H-‘rl)} % .

(27)
Note that this last result does not imply post-selection as
such. It only requires measuring the number of bosons
at each site at the end of time evolution as a measure
of the observable of interest, keeping the results with
a total number N and calculating the variance of the
number distribution of bosons for the half of the chain
in a similar way as in Ref. [24]. Note that (¥) and AN
are essentially different quantities and have the same
behavior for the feedback measurement, but not for the
standard measurement case deep in the area-law phase.
However, it is expected that AN overestimates the size-
dependent phase. It is important to keep in mind that
(F) behaves similarly to (S). Therefore, the interest
in studying quantities such as ANY= which is equal
to (F) for a high measurement rate, lies in measuring
observables that do not necessitate post-selection, which
could indirectly measure the entanglement.

In the insets of Fig. (C)7 we show the numerical
simulation-based comparison of (#7,5) and ANy, , for
larger measurement probabilities for the total dispersion
of Eq. (206)), thus representing the behavior in area-law
phase. For the feedback measurement, both quantities
scale as p~2 o< (J/I')? as predicted by the replica method
for the fluctuation and by simple statistical arguments for
the fluctuation and the dispersion. Interestingly, although
both analytical approaches were performed at the limit
of the fully measured system, the results agree with the
numerical simulations for smaller measurement probabili-
ties, but still in the area-law phase. Note that if we had
considered all the iterations, that is, including cases with
a different total number of bosons, the dispersion would
scale in a similar way but with a factor L — 1 depending
on the size of the system as described in Eq. .

The mean value of the full-chain boson number (Np),
Fig. d), results in constant values for both types of mea-
surements. However, there are fluctuations around this
value in the case of feedback measurements, as predicted.
Finally, we also show the number of bosons averaged over
iterations at a single site (Ny/) in the middle of the chain
¢’ = L/2 [solid lines in Fig. [4[d)], whose value is con-
stant ~ 1/2 for the standard measurement and increases
from 0 to 1/2 for even sites (decreases from 1 to 1/2
for odd sites) in the case of the feedback measurement,
agreeing quite with good the result of the replica method.
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FIG. 5. Boson number distributions for standard (a)-(d) and feedback (e)-(h) measurements. (a), (e) Single-site boson number
distribution at the middle of the chain as a function of the measurement probability p. The small panels compare the boson
number distributions with the theoretical uniform and delta distributions (solid and dashed lines) at p = {0.005,0.045,0.1}.
(b), (f) The distance between the single-site number distributions with respect to theoretical uniform and delta distributions.
The insets show the same analysis for the data of the sector N*. (c), (g) The distribution of the full-chain boson number
as a function of the measurement probability p. The small panels compare the total boson number distribution with the
theoretical Gaussian and delta distributions (solid and dashed lines) at p = {0.005,0.045,0.1}. (d), (h) The distance between
the distributions with respect to theoretical delta and Gaussian as a function of measurement probability p. See App. E for

more details on the distributions. The results are computed for the same parameters as in Fig.

B. Boson number distributions

Both measurement types conserve the full-chain boson
number on average, as shown in Fig. [{d). However, the
mechanisms for the conservation are fundamentally differ-
ent. Since the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian commutes with
the full-chain photon number, the state before each mea-
surement is in a definite full-chain photon number sector.
The standard measurement, that is, the measurement of
local photon number, induces naturally no transitions
in the full-chain photon number. Thus, we expect that
the full-chain photon number has no dependence on the
measurement probability for the standard measurement.
In contrast, the feedback measurement, which includes
the feedback operator projecting to |0) at odd sites and
|1) at even sites, induces transitions between the photon
number sectors. The transitions remove and add photons
equally likely on average, thus the total photon number
averaged over trajectories stays at the value of half-filling.
However, for feedback measurement, we expect that the
statistical distribution of photon numbers is a function of
the measurement probability. In other words, the fact that
the phase transition occurs in the statistical properties of
the circuit dynamics suggests studying the distribution
of the measurement results of such observables, which
ultimately depends on the distribution of the states over

the Fock space [79].

In Fig. [5| we show the numerical results regarding the
boson number distributions and their fit to two theoretical
distributions for the feedback and standard measurements.
We do not consider any averaged quantity, but we take
into account each measurement outcome for each iteration
without post-selecting them, see App. [E] for more details.
In the case of a single-site number operator Ny, the
standard measurements fit the uniform distribution for all
measurement probabilities [Fig. [f[a) and Fig. [5(b)], while
distribution of the feedback measurement fits a uniform
distribution for small measurement probability p and to
a delta distribution for large p, with a crossing point
between p ~ 0.035 and p ~ 0.04 [Fig. [5(e) and Fig. [5[f)].
In the case of the total number of bosons, we show that
for the feedback measurement, there is an inversion in the
fitting of the two distributions for different system sizes
[Fig. [flg) and Fig. [B[(h)] and there is some size-dependent
effect in the fittings. For the standard measurement,
all trajectories have the same total number of bosons,
because the measurement preserves this symmetry thus
fitting perfectly to the delta distribution [Fig. [5fc) and

Fig. [5(d)].
In the case of the feedback measurement in the area-

law phase, the high measurement probability p produces
product states close to |ay, ag, ..., ar). In the volume-law



phase, due to ergodicity, the stationary states will corre-
spond to states that can have a contribution by all base
vectors with equal probability. Although an individual
stationary state is a superposition of states belonging to
the same sector, due to the presence of feedback measure-
ments that do not preserve the total number of bosons,
different stationary states (i.e. trajectories and iterations)
could belong to sectors other than the initial state. In this
sense, we measure the fit of the observed distributions to
the two distributions of the extreme cases p = {0, 1} for
Ny, and Ny : in the area-law phase (p = 1) there is a delta
distribution corresponding to the value of the observable
in the state |ai,as,...,ar); and in the size-dependent
phase (0 < p < 1) the distribution of the value of the
observable corresponds to the one existing for a uniform
distribution of the base vectors.

Note that the theoretical distributions in the states
yield different distributions for the number of bosons de-
pending on the measurement type. In the size-dependent
phase, the distribution for Ny is a Gaussian centered
at Ny = L/2 and uniform for Ny, but in both cases,
these distributions are computed directly by considering
a uniform distribution in the vectors of the basis. In the
area-law phase, the distributions are d, 1/o for Ny and
0N, a, for Ny (located at N =0 or N = 1, depending on
the parity of the site ¢’ in the middle of the chain). This
point is crucial because the constancy of the fitting Ny
under the standard measurement does not necessarily im-
ply an absence of a phase transition. As in the case of the
feedback measurements, the steady states are distributed
uniformly over the basis states for the ergodic phase cor-
responding to a uniform distribution in the number of
bosons. But in the area-law phase, we must consider the
states corresponding to the 2% eigenstates of the standard
measurement so that the stationary states are uniformly
distributed over the basis vectors, as in the case of the
size-dependent phase, yielding the same results in both
phases.

In Fig. e—h) we observe that the transition from the
size-dependent phase to the size-independent phase is
visible in the photon number distributions for the feed-
back measurements demonstrating the change in photon
number statistics. In this particular case, the crossing
point of the distance measures for the photon number
distribution is between p ~ 0.035 and p ~ 0.04, being in
good agreement with the value of the critical parameter
obtained by finite-size scaling for the iteration-averaged
von Neumann entropy pf*pm = 0.032 £ 0.003. We can
also compare this critical parameter with the rough es-
timate by the replica method p? ~ 0.03, which are in
good agreement with the numerical results even having
considered corrections only up to second order in J/T" in
the non-Hermitian perturbation theory. In the inset of
Fig. [5{f), we show the same result for the data selected
for the sector Ng, where there is a crossing point around
p ~ 0.03.

Let us now consider a modified feedback measurement,
where there is an additional probability pg for applying
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feedback after each measurement. The standard measure-
ment corresponds pr = 0 and the feedback measurement
corresponds to pp = 1. Lowering pr from 1 shifts the
crossing point of the distributions but does not change
the critical point of the entanglement phase transition
(data not shown), in the sense described in Refs. [58] 59].
Thus, this counterexample shows that the photon number
distribution cannot be used as a general direct indicator
for the entanglement phase transition.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented a new perspective
on the experimental realization of entanglement phase
transitions in individual quantum trajectories induced
by measurements, by means of which we can have ac-
cess to information about the phase in which the system
is located by monitoring simple-to-measure observables
without post-selecting trajectories, using quantum mea-
surements, denoted as feedback measurement, in which
the post-measurement state is determined in advance. For
this, we have considered a superconducting circuit con-
sisting of interacting transmons, Eq. , on which projec-
tive measurements are applied probabilistically, Eq. .
To access the statistical information of the dynamics
where the phase transition is observed, we have used the
replica method, thus obtaining analytically an effective
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, Eq. 7 which can be inter-
preted as describing the dynamics of interacting bosons
in an enlarged space, Eq. (11). Utilizing non-Hermitian
perturbation theory, Eq. (15)), we conducted calculations
to elucidate the behavior of various quantities in the area-
law phase. These quantities include those contingent on
explicit post-selection, such as entanglement entropy and
fluctuations of the number operator, as well as those not
requiring explicit post-selection, such as the boson number.
These calculations were conducted for both the standard
and feedback measurement scenarios. Using simple statis-
tical arguments, we have also introduced a post-selection
independent quantity that describes the dispersion of the
boson number, which behaves similarly to the fluctuations
of the numerical operator in the area law phase. Through
numerical simulations, we have demonstrated the exis-
tence of a phase transition in the entanglement properties
of interacting transmons, observed in both standard and
feedback measurements, and exhibiting similar critical
properties. In the context of feedback measurements, we
can indirectly estimate the phase and the value of the
critical parameter from the distribution of the number of
bosons measured in a single transmon without the need to
post-select trajectories and without considering absorbing
states in the feedback pattern.

The dynamics of our system, consisting of interacting
transmons, can be described using the Bose-Hubbard
model. To simplify our analysis and utilize available an-
alytical tools like the replica method, we have designed
a hybrid circuit involving unitary gates and measure-



ments. In experimental systems, blocking the natural
unitary dynamics of the system becomes necessary during
measurements. This can be achieved by inhibiting the
hopping interaction between the transmons, ensuring the
isolation of the bosons during measurement procedures.
This can be achieved either by detuning the transmon
frequencies [85] or having tunable couplers [64]. Through-
out the work, all the results are expressed as a function of
the mean value of the hopping rate J. The choice of this
parameter in the experimental set determines the other
parameters and critical values. These hybrid circuits
are models of open quantum circuits interacting with an
environment, representing the volume-law phase where
the circuit is useful for computation/communication pur-
poses. This encourages further investigation into the limit
of continuous measurements, enabling the study of the
Bose-Hubbard model without creating an artificial cir-
cuit. Consequently, the knowledge gained here can be
applied to understand the natural dynamics of transmons
as open quantum systems, aiding in comprehending the
quantum-to-classical transition.

One of the biggest issues facing the experimental imple-
mentation of an MIPT is the need to perform an explicit
post-selection of all the trajectories generated by the dy-
namics of the circuit in the different experiments in order
to calculate the relevant quantities [I]. In this work, we
propose using feedback measurements to estimate the
critical parameter value of the entanglement phase tran-
sition from simple observables. It is important to note
that our findings are focused on the entanglement phase
transition in individual quantum trajectories induced by
feedback measurements, which results in a correspond-
ing change in the statistics of simple observables. This
change can be utilized to identify the underlying phase
transition and the critical parameter. However, we do
not assert that simple observables can fully address the
entanglement phase transition in individual trajectories.
We also do not claim that observing the pattern in the
statistics of simple observables is unequivocally connected
to the entanglement phase transition in individual tra-
jectories. Furthermore, we do not suggest the existence
of a phase transition in the simple observables or the
averaged density matrix that can be linked to the afore-
mentioned entanglement phase transition. Subsequently,
we will discuss possible phase transitions in the averaged
density matrix. These feedback measurements consist of
standard projective measurements after which we access
their outcomes classically and we apply a unitary gate to
bring the system to a predetermined state. We have found
through numerical simulations, and analytical analysis in
the high-rate measurement regime, that fluctuations in
the number operator have coinciding behavior with the
entanglement entropy. This holds true for both standard
and feedback measurements. Similar outcomes have been
observed in standard measurements [86], where fluctua-
tions have been proven to provide an exponential shortcut
compared to measuring entanglement entropy, thereby
reducing the cost of post-selection.
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It is also interesting to compare our results using feed-
back measurements for studying simple observables with
other recent works involving some sort of feedback after
the measurements [56H61]. In these works, the averaged
density matrix undergoes an absorbing state phase transi-
tion (APT), which generally belongs to a different univer-
sality class than the MIPT occurring in the entanglement
of individual quantum trajectories. Unlike our model,
these works assume the existence of an absorbing state
that remains unchanged under the action of the unitary
circuit. Once absorbed, the state cannot change, and
the timescale to reach this state reveals the APT at the
critical point [58HGI]. In our case, there is no absorbing
state since the unitary dynamics modify the state selected
by the measurements, and it is not clear to which univer-
sality class it belongs. Also, the order parameter has a
characteristic behavior along the APT, being constant in
the absorbing phase and depending on the measurement
parameter on the non-absorbing phase [58, 60, 61]. In our
case, analytical and numerical results show that quanti-
ties, e.g. the boson number at a single site, depend on the
measurement probability for any non-zero probability. It
is intriguing to explore whether the phase transitions in
the averaged density matrix, with and without absorbing
states, belong to the same universality class (and the
absorbing state is not a necessary condition); or if they
belong to different universality classes. Our approach
eliminates the need for obtaining the averaged density
matrix avoiding quantum state tomography. Additionally,
by analyzing the results based on the sectors of the total
number of bosons, we gain distinct and valuable informa-
tion about the statistics using simple observables [Eq.7
Figl(c), and the inset in Fig. [p[c)]. This suggests the
possibility that the feedback measurements include critical
results for different sectors in an overlapping way.

For future work, it will be interesting to conduct numer-
ical simulations of larger systems using tensor network
methods to quantitatively examine critical parameters
and scaling exponents of the phase transition and to which
universality classes belong in different conditions; we still
have to determine whether the hard-core bosons undergo
a BKT or a MIPT phase transition. Transmons provide
an ideal setting for this investigation as they allow for the
modification of various parameters defining different sys-
tem types. For instance, studying the effect of increasing
anharmonicity, that is, on-site interactions, or introducing
disorder in the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian parameters,
which scales as dt? as demonstrated, could offer a more
diverse range of phases [65] 87, [88]. It would also be inter-
esting to study how the dimension of the local subsystems
affects the critical properties of the MIPT. Here we have
seen preliminary results that arrays of two-dimensional
subsystems with dimension, such as qubits or hard-core
bosons, have a smaller critical parameter than the case
where the dimension of the subsystem is larger in the
case of standard measurements (see Fig. [4] and Fig. [6),
as predicted for qudits [I1]. Although in transmons, the
role of the anharmonicity could be non-trivially crucial as



Fig. @(d) suggests. In our numerical simulations of higher
dimensional transmons, we used a relatively large value
of U/J =5, which is experimentally feasible, compared
to the value of U/J = 0.14 used in a similar model [10].
In that model, a phase transition from volume-law to
area-law behavior was observed, with critical parameters
close to those of random unitary circuit models [72]. Con-
sidering that our results in the limit of hard-core bosons
(U — o0) possibly indicate a BKT phase transition, it
would be interesting to investigate the influence of on-site
interaction strength in arrays of system with higher local
dimensions, that is, for qudits.
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Appendix A: Suzuki-Trotter expansion

In this appendix, we summarize the standard Suzuki-
Trotter expansion procedure, after which we include a
measurement layer. We will show how to create a hy-
brid circuit consisting of unitary evolution and inter-
leaved probabilistic measurements, starting from a unitary
Hamiltonian that describes the natural dynamics of the
system. We use a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition of the
Hamiltonian, Eq. 7 to design a unitary layer in terms
of two-site gates [65H70], and then we add a layer of mea-
surements (in a similar way as in Ref. [10]), but without
the necessity of considering matrix product states [89].
Let us start by considering that, after a time interval T',
the state of the system is given by

[r) = e 7T [yg)

where [1)g) is any initial state and we have made H/h =
H. The Hamiltonian can be decomposed into two
terms H = Hyqq + HCvcm where Hogq = Zodd ¢ H, and
Heyen = Y5 ., Hy, and Hy is given by Ref. [90]

(A1)

N R R Uy . . ~

Hy = weig + Jg(a;a“_l +h.c)— ?ng(ng —1), (A2)
where [Hy,, Hy) = [Hy,, Hy] = 0, for odd (£, ¢,) and
even (., /l.) sites. Note that [ﬁodd,ﬁeven] =% 0, but it
does not affect the results [91]. Now, we can perform a
Trotter expansion of order ¢ of the unitary time evolution
—iHT — e_i(ﬁodd"r]:]

operator U=e even)T' for a small time

step dt > 0 such that [91]

s - T/dt . . T/dt
e—l(Hodd-i-Heven)T] ~ {fq (UHodh UHEdt)} ,
(A3)
where UHOdt =e” , UHedt =e and fy(z,y)
corresponds to the ¢ order expansion, where the first

two orders are given by fi(z,y) = zy and fa(z,y) =
2M/2yg1/2.

iﬁodddt iHcvcndt

Therefore we can express the approximation to the
evolution operator U = =T a5 a product of © (T'/dt)

operators U H,dt and UH dt, which are constituted by the
product of two-body gates

L
_iH,dt o —iH,dt
UHdt He”f 5 UHedt: Hel[ . (A4)
odd ¢ even {

The approximation to the time evolution in is ob-
tained by applying iteratively f,(Us,ar, U, a) to [to) a
number of O(T/dt) times (involving O(T/dt) times the
set of gates UHodt and UHedt). Considering |z/~)t> as the
approximate evolved state at time ¢, the time evolution
step is given by

[evar) = fo(Un,ae, Ustoar) |9e)

which introduces an error made by the order-dt Trot-
ter expansion (A3)), arising from neglecting corrections

(A5)



that scale as €. ~ (dt)??T? (for an error given by
€re(t) = 1 — | (¢h]eby) |?). Finally, we add a layer of mea-
surement operators, which are going to be applied with
a probability p, such that the effective time step of the
circuit is expressed as

L
[erar) = HME(p)fq(f]Hodt, Ust,at) [01) (A6)
¢

where M;(p) represents the measurements and |t)yqq;)
needs to be renormalized after the measurements have
been performed. It is important to note that the time
scale dt of the layer of measurements does not come from
any approximation, but is set ad hoc. We are keeping just
the first order in dt since first and second-order Trotter
expansion approximations yield the same results in the
posterior analysis since the effective Hamiltonian is ob-
tained up to first order in dt, in such a way the Trotter
expansion errors €, are minimal. For the same reason,
in the subsequent analysis, we would obtain the same
effective Hamiltonian if we had considered ¢ = 2.

Appendix B: Replica method

Replica method is a mathematical tool that consists of
considering a number of replicas n of an object describing
a system (such as a partition function or a density matrix),
which allows us to more easily calculate certain averaged
quantities. For example, let us consider that we are
interested in computing the average of the free energy
of a system F[J] = —kgTIn Z[J], where the averaging is
performed over a certain distribution in J. In practical
examples, computing In Z[J] can be a cumbersome task,
but we can use a trick by relying on the Taylor expansion,
where we introduce artificially a replica index n, such
that the relation lim,_,o(Z™ — 1)/n = In Z holds. This
means that studying (Z™ — 1)/n is analogous to studying
In Z and in the replica limit n — 0 both quantities are
identical. In the present case, this method is useful since
it allows us to express the von Neumann entropy as

_ - 1 -
_ a1 M — _T; i

S1 = —tr[p log /] 7111_>rr11n_llogtrp ) (B1)

where the n-Rényi entropy is given by S, =

(1 —n)""tr /™ as usual. Note that we will work with a
certain number of replicas and different n-Rényi entropies
might be thought to have different critical properties, al-
though numerical simulations indicate that this is not the
case, and they share the same critical properties [I1].

1. Replicated space

Although in this article we follow the work done by
Bao et al. [19] quite faithfully, we present below all the
details of the formalism for greater clarity since we have
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used a slightly different notation and some details of
our models differ. In the last subsection, we present
the arguments for studying the effective Hamiltonian as
a modified Bose-Hubbard model in an enlarged space.
Since we are interested in the ensemble of trajectories
of the circuit dynamics, we start by labeling states for
particular sequences of measurement outcomes m; and
set of gate parameters 6; (we will refer to this sequence
also as trajectory):

ﬁmiﬁi (t) = Pmt U9t T Pml U91 ﬁOUoTl P717-’Ll ' U0 mt’

(B2)
where pg is the initial state, Ugi are the set of unitary
evolution parameters, Pmi are the projection operators
associated with measurement outcomes mj;, and i refers
to all the positions in the circuit space-time. The ensem-

ble of states P = {ﬁ;nhgi,pmhgi} , is formed by the

set of normalized quantum states ﬁ;ni,ei = Pimy.0i/Pms 04
and its probability distributions p,, ¢, = Dg;Pm,(0). The
probabilities include the probability distribution for the
gate parameters py, and the measurement outcomes prob-
ability that depends on the gate distribution parameters
on the state in a sense of Born’s rule p,,, (6). Note that
the states do not need to be fully measured as in the
Eq. , but P includes also partially-measured states
where we need to consider Pmi = I in those space-time
events where no measurement was performed. Therefore,
B includes all possible trajectories ranging from the linear
unitary trajectories with no measurements to the trajec-
tories where all the measurements have been performed,
whose proportion in the ensemble will depend on the
measurement probability parameter p.

For studying the steady-state properties of this ensem-
ble of states B, we consider the dynamics of n copies of
the density matrix, such that for a particular sequence
of measurements and parameters, Eq. (B2), the system
density matrix is Hpv(:i)ﬁa» = ﬁ%”e Similarly, we de-
fine operators acting in this rephcated Hilbert space
#H™ = (7 @ #*)®", such that the unitary and mea-
surement operators should be treated in the following
way

U = (Up,05)™ —

a5 105 o) = (Us, pmee, U3, )%™, (B3)

M) = (P, © B )™ =
TG 1pra)) =

while a regular operator O (i.e., to calculate observables),
acts on the state in the following way

O = (O™ -
O o) 1)) = (Opmy0,) "

From this point on, we will work with the un-
normalized averaged state of the ensemble |[p(™)) =

(Prns g0, P1,)®", (B4)

(B5)



st 1)) = Yo 1 P, 12 g, ), because it can
be expressed as a linear function of the initial state at
any time t, such that

16 @) = > 115 40
m;,0;
= 5" M, Vg, - M, U, [15))
my,0;
= 0(t)[1p5")) (B6)

where the dynamics has been integrated into a linear
operator U'(t). In case of a continuous distribution for the
gate parameters, we should have considered Zei — [ db;.
It is precisely this time evolution that we map exactly
to an imaginary time evolution generated by an effective
quantum Hamiltonian

et || o

1™ (1)) = e ) (B7)

such that the properties of the averaged state of the
ensemble |p(™) (t))) in the long time limit are encoded in

J

W=U,00;00,00;
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the ground state of S‘Z’eﬁ, and we have considered i = 1.

2. Effective Hamiltonian in the replicated space

To obtain the effective Hamiltonian in Eq. ., we
need to compute the operator ¥/(¢) of Eq. (B6)), for which
we average at each space-time position ¢¢ € {1,..., M}
where M = LT. Each space-time position ¢ can be aver-
aged independently, although some considerations need
to be taken for averaging two-sites unitary gates. We can
also average the measurement outcomes and unitary gate
parameters distributions independently, obtaining 771, and
Uy, respectively. We assume that the gate parameters
of the unitary evolution can take values from different
Gaussian distributions with different mean values and
variances: 6; = {ws, J;, Ui }: {w,o } for the on-site en-
ergy wy, {J U‘,} for the hopping strength J, and {U UU}
for the interaction Uy. In this work, we consider will
n = 2 replicas; to simplify the notation, we will omit the
superscript (2) in the following calculations. Therefore,
we can perform the averaging over the circuit realizations
in the following way

_6_“"’5(’74)‘#6 ng( ug+1+ugaz+l)dt 71U2( u[)dt (O(dt )

wyp—w

_< 1 /wdwe%((f;
V2102 o ‘

1 oo
1 / dUse
\/27r(7[2] —oo

2 [e’e] T, — 2
) eiwe(fl@)dt> (1 > / ngeié(]f’iJ]) _ZJE( “4’+1+“@“j+1)dt>
V2105 J-xo

1(U=U\? © _
75( o ) e—if(—ug)dt) e@(dtz)

T M 7 (aTs x o~ 2 2
— (e—lw(ﬂg)dt—%o':‘:(lz[)zdtz) (e_zJ(“Z“ZJrlJ"“f“Z-H)dt_%UJ(“T“f+1+“f“e+1) dt )

(e—igU(—m)dt—gag(—@)zdﬁ) £O(dt?)

:e—iﬁgdt—@gdtze@(dtz)’ (BS)
where the operators of the replicated space are given by
Ay = wivg + J(G g 41+ agag_i_l) Uzlg, (B9)
| 1 1

By = 503 (i50)” + 50?,(&}&“1 +ad))? + gag (ig)?, (B10)

iip = Pl IT — TRl + [Tl — 111y, (B11)

g = [fg(fg — DT — Tivg (g — DT + I [ig (g — D) — T [y (g — 1)), (B12)

alapr = @S (agr 1Ty — (TabIT)(Tag I T) + (Tl 1)(ITags D) — (TT1a})(I1Tags ) (B13)

aeaj,, = (adI)(a}, IIT) - (Ia I1)(Ia},  IT) + (ITad) (114}, 1) — (I11a.)(I11a}, ). (B14)

Note that expressions for the operators have been sim-
plified © = 01 ® O3 ® O3 ® O4 = 01020304, where O;

and © are d-dimensional and d*-dimensional operators,
respectively, and should be understood in the sense of



Eq. . In what follows, We Wlll describe all the rel-
evant steps followed in Eq. In the first step, we

have taken into account that e ® eB = ARI+I®B, pote
that the operators defined in 1nclude the four terms7
each acting on different Hilbert spaces, i.e. they com-
mute. Note that some of the replicated operators do not
commute between them: [ﬁg,dgd“_l + d@dg_ﬂ] # 0 and
[zig,d;dgﬂ + (igé;r+1] # 0. Therefore, we have consider
that eAdt+Bdt+Cdt _ eAdteBdteé‘“e@(dtz), where the term
90 includes all the commutators of order dt? arising
from the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff (BCH) formula. In
the second step, we perform a standard Gaussian integra-
tion considering the means and variances of the different
parameters, and that for each integration the operators
commute with themselves. In the last step, we consider
again the BCH formula and group all the O(dt?) terms in
e9(@*)  Note that, since the following commutators vanish
(12 + 2041)?, (éZéZJrl + ée&gH)Q], (120 + 3e+1)?, dg&zﬂ +
dea), ] and [ + gy, (@) Gor1 +Goedy,,)?], it is true that
W) = T if there is no interactions (i.e. Ug = 0) and we
make the change 7, — %(ﬁg + ig+1). This implies that

WUp(Uy = 0) = e~ edt=3d1* 5nd we can have a better
physical interpretation of how the variance in the distri-
bution of parameters will affect the subsequent analysis;
in the case of U, # 0 the result is , where the terms
involving the variance of the parameters are of the same
order as a complicate term involving different commuta-
tors, and the interpretation is less clear. It is important
to note that to study the dt? terms properly, we need to
perform the Trotter expansion up to second order (i.e. con-
sidering ¢ = 2 and fo(x,y) = 2'/?yz'/?). Interestingly,
non-disorder systems yield the same result up to the first
order without requiring a Trotter expansion.

For the average over the measurement results, we define
the following operators, which include the average over
the possible outcomes,

d
(M) = (1= Todt) I+ Tpdt > Py, (B15)

where I'y may be viewed as the rate at which a mea-
surement of a certain type is performed, J = II17 is
the identity operator in the replicated space, and the
projection operator is
@Zn—PZnPgnPZnP

o (B16)
where Pg,n are the projectors described in the main text,
different for each type of measurement. As discussed in
App. [A] we introduce ad hoc the factor dt, but it does
not derive from any Trotter expansion as the one of the
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian.

Finally, we obtain the transfer matrix between the
state of the system at ¢ + dt and ¢ by averaging the time
evolution over the gate parameters and the probabilities
p = I'dt of applying measurement operators. For this, we
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only need to average over the different sites in space ¢ € L
for a single time ¢, i.e. just the elements from a time step,

{pm (t + d)[|T |lm (1)) =
{pm(t+a)|| TT (1) TT Wellpm () (B17)
14 )4

Considering terms up to the first order in dt, the transfer
matrix becomes

g = lf[ M) H
ﬁlg o <1_j@, )

0

L
x [ 9 - iAedt] + © (at?)
L

d
=4 —dt Z Ty (g — Z @glﬁn>
o n
L
—idt Y Ay + O (dt?)
0
=0 — Hppdt — idtydt + O(dt?)
2e—dt(%’m+ﬁz’u)’ (BIS)

from which we obtain the effective Hamiltonian, which is
given by

L d
gz)eff :ng (g — Z@€7n> +
14 n

o Lt . 1.
+1 [amg +J <aZag+1 + aga;r+1> — 2Ua4 .

(B19)

Taking into account the expression of Eq. (B7), we deduce
that the state of the system in the long time limit corre-
sponds to the ground state of this effective Hamiltonian.
Therefore, the main task will be to find the explicit ex-
pression for the ground state as a function of the different
parameters and use it to obtain different quantities using
the equations that we derive below. Note that this state
does not represent any physical state but the ensemble
of trajectories produced by the circuit dynamics. Note
also that we have obtained a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
J?eﬁ = 5‘v€m + i(7V€u, where gvfu is Hermitian, and the her-
micity of #y will depend on the type of measurement
(i.e. standard or feedback).

3. Replicated observables

Using this formalism, we can compute different types
of quantities. Generally, we are going to be interested in



obtaining the average k-moment of an observable O over
the measurement results and gate parameters:

=S [n(0n)]

tr (Oﬁmi,ei)
tr (ﬁmiaei)

k
= E Pm;,0;
m;,0;

(™10 o))

Tast (IO,
_n (n)
= lim O}", (B20)

where ~ refers to the average over the set of gate param-
eters (that should be understood as an integral in case
of a continuous variable distribution) and (-) to the aver-
age over measurements outcomes. From now on, we will
refer to this average (-) as the trajectory average. For
the expression of the operator O, we need to consider its
k-th moment acting on n replicas and therefore it is de-
fined as O\ = [@le(é ® IA)} @ (I @)™ . Note that
we have introduced the norm of the replicated quantum
state (i.e. the trace of the density matrix) by an inner

product between Hp%? o,)) and a reference state [|9)) such

that (90 [|o{ ) = tr (p504,) = 0 (hmy)", where

{((ulle)) = tr (a'6) for arbitrary states i and & in the
replicated Hilbert space, and the reference state is given
by

()= ((aron, azas, ..., ananl|,
{ac}

(B21)

where the two copies of each ay refers to the ket and bra.

Using this framework, we can also express sub-
systems purities by introducing the trajectory-
averaged k-th purity of a subsystem A defined
as <//fk‘,A> = Zmi Pm; tr(ﬁi,m;,ei)/(tr ﬁmhei)k =
> a6 P 05 tr(p% ny.0,)/ (11 Pmy.6;)" in the form of
by using the subsystem cyclic permutation operator

5 k - N
Ea = [Ty @il (sl @ )] @ (7@ Hvw
(where a1 = a1 and |«;) runs over all basis states of
subsystem A). Note that the subscript [ (left) refers to the
fact that it acts to the left of the density matrices by per-
muting the kets of the subsystem A between replicas and
acting as the identity outside of it; we can define the anal-
ogous Cj’](C"T) 4 acting on bras. In this way, the trajectory-
averaged purity is given by (ur 4) = lim,_,; ,ugfg =
limy 1 ((GMCE, All6™)) / ((I]150)).

Returning to the case we are considering of n = 2
replicas, we have that the first £ = 1 and second k = 2
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moments of the observables are given, respectively, by

WIPNOP DY) _ Eomis P Q)

o = = : K
(9|5 201 P
(B22)
_ A2
0@ _ {IPNOPNAD)) _ Fon, Pty {O) iy
2 ((9@1]p7)) Do Pty
(B23)

and the quantity related to the trajectory-averaged second
moment of the purity

thei p'%ni,ei tr(ﬁgamiﬂi)
5 .
Zmiﬂi Py 0;
Therefore, working with two replicas implies that the
probability of the trajectories is weighted by a probability

distribution piﬁ? 0, = pfm)ei/(zmi o pfnhei). Therefore,
the quantities that we are going to study to address the

py = (B24)

phase transition are the objects O,(Cn)7 which corresponds
to the exact trajectory-averaged quantum mechanical ob-
servables only in the replica limit n — 1. It has been
shown, at least for the von Neumann entropy, that al-
though they are not identical, both share critical prop-
erties in the MIPT [I1I]. Thus, the observables that we
are going to be considering in the article related to the
replica method, in the sense explained above in ,

are

) (IPE, L 11p™)) ,
S = ok g :_logﬂ%m

@ (IDINP]p) (g Na) tr(pe)
WAl = @@y = a0

@ _ (912 - 18 1p@))
A (9@ p@))

_ tr(p V3)tr(p2)  tr(p1Na) tr(p2Na)

tr(p1) tr(pz) tr(p1) tr(pz) ’(B27)

where all the quantities correspond to trajectory-averaged
quantities in the proper replica limit n — 1: Eq. (B25)) is
the von Neumann entropy (S4), Eq. (B26) to the number

of bosons ((Na)1), Eq. (B27)) to the fluctuation of the
number operator (F4); in all cases refer to a subsystem A.

The quantity Sf) is the 2-conditional Renyi entropy, and
o . . ( . .

it is related to the purity by eS8 = ugl)q, taking into ac-
count Eq. (B1]), and considering the classical measurement
device as a part of the extended system [11] [19].

4. Effective Hamiltonian in the enlarged space

As we discussed in the main text, one of the main prob-
lems that arise when designing an experimental set-up to



simulate an MIPT is related to post-selection, which refers
to the need to monitor each trajectory (that is, the result
of each measurement performed during the dynamics and
the values of each parameter in each unitary gate), to
obtain the expectation values associated with them. Fur-
thermore, this implies that for less frequent trajectories,
the expectation values are extremely difficult to measure.
As noted in [I9], this issue is related to the fact that the
simplest observable for diagnosing an MIPT needs to be
associated, at least, with the second moment k£ = 2 of the
density matrix in Eq - But, as explained above, we
can also consider observables, Eq -7 involving the
first moment k = 1 of the density matrix and, therefore,
not requiring post-selection, to gain some indirect insight
into the phase transition (Fig. [2]).

As we discussed in the main text, the effective Hamilto-
nian of Eq. can be interpreted as an effective Bose
Hubbard dynamics in an enlarged space of 4L sites, with
interacting terms arising from measurements (Fig. [3) as

Heg = HM +iHBY , where

L
HMFZ<f
l

d—1
E Pz,an+L,an+2L,an+3L,n>,
n=0

(B28)
4L U R
"oy W, [wm +J (ajam + h.c.) — Sl = 1)} :
l
(B29)
and
_ { LI LU L + 1,31 (B30)
"T)-Ll€[L+1,20) U[BL +1,4L)

For obtaining the effective Hamiltonian in the enlarged
space we have vectorized the replicated density matrices
in the sense described in Algorithm IT in [92]. The density
matrices [[p?))) = p1 @ po = |a1) (@a| @ [B1) (Ba] = |¢) =
lar) ® |ag) @ |B1) ® |B2), for which we consider that the
replicated operators in 1_' that act on the density
matrices as 01®O ®03®O (p1®p2) = OAlﬁl(A);@OAgﬁQOL
need to be be understood as O; ® Oy ® O3 ® O4(|ay) ®
|a2) ®[B1) ®B2)) = O1]a1) ® Oz |az) ® O3 |B1) @ Oy az).
As discussed in Eq. , for computing the different
observables will be crucial to use the reference state ((J]
defined in Eq. . Upon vectorization, this reference
state is given by

(9] — (B31)
(Il= > (aa-ap,a1...ag,Br... B, fr--- Bl
BiBr

where o, 8; = 0,1, ..,d—1. This implies that when calcu-
lating the observables we only need to take into account
states that do not vanish in the inner product with (I],
therefore, we must look for states with the same quan-
tum numbers in the first and second blocks, and the
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same for the third and fourth blocks (i.e. [02,02,11,11)
or |20,20,02,02) for a L = 2 and d > 3 case). It is im-
portant to note that we are not interested in calculating
quantum mechanical observables in this enlarged space
(i.e. (¢|O|¢)), but rather a 2-replica quantity that repre-
sents the observable averaging at the proper replica limit
in the original circuit

(IO [p))  (110]¢)
((I31]p2))) (I1g)

where O(?) = 22742743744 O, 1 ®O;272 @O0, 3 ®0Az474 and
0= Z4L O,. However, to find the ground state of Hog
we will calculate the expectation value of the energy in the
usual way Re (¢|Heg|), where we will need to consider a
bi-orthogonal basis as explained in the next subsection.

(B32)

Appendix C: Non-Hermitian perturbation theory

In this appendix, we will describe in detail how to
use perturbation theory in the case of a non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian following the work done by Sternheim and
Walker [80]. Additionally, we include our new result
of the calculation of wave renormalization for complete-
ness, extending our analysis to the second order. When
obtaining the eigenenergies and eigenvectors of a non-
Hermitian operator, we face several issues that prevent
us from applying standard techniques in quantum me-
chanics, such as the non-orthogonality of the eigenvectors.
In this case, we can use the bi-orthogonal quantum me-
chanical formalism [80} [81], in which we need to obtain
the eigenstates and eigenenergies for the operator and its
Hermitian conjugate. Let us focus on the simple case of
Heﬁ‘ = HM 4 ZHBH where HM and HBY are Hermitian
and following equatlons are satisfied

I:Ieﬂ |¢m> = Em ‘¢m> 3 (fleﬂ”)Jr |30m> =Em |80m> 5 (Cl)
(Pl (ﬁeff)T = B}, (¢ml (oml Heff =€y, (pm|. (C2)

Note that in the case of [HM, HBH] £ 0, the orthogonality
of the eigenstates (¢,,|¢,) = 0 for E,, # E,, no longer
holds. But if the condition ¢, = E} is hold, {gom, gZ)m}
forms a bi-orthogonal set such that (©;,|én) = Omn
and [ = Yo |&m) (Pm|.  As shown below, we also
consider non-Hermitian measurements, for which equa-
tions (C1f) and ( . ) do not necessarily hold. However,
the non-Hermitian measurements considered are real non-
symmetric, i.e. HM # (HM)t and HM = (HM)*, and
we can prove that any rqal non-symmetric operator O
can be expressed as O = O1 + 105, where O and Oy are
Hermitian. Therefore, we can use the same bi-orthogonal
formalism to obtain the basis for the real non-symmetric
measurement operator H M,

We will be particularly interested in obtaining the
ground state of Heg as a function of the measurement rate
T", which allows us to calculate how different quantities



behave in different cases. We can consider two regimes:
I'/J < 1 where HM acts as a perturbation; and T'/.J > 1
where HBY acts as an imaginary perturbation (where we
have made ﬁeg/J = I:[eff) As we explain below, we will
focus on the area-law phase, since it is relatlvely easy
to obtain the non-degenerate ground state of HM and
understand how the imaginary perturbation acts on it.
For I' < 1 the situation is more complicated, since the
unperturbed term iHPH is imaginary and, therefore, the
ground state is not well defined).

Let us consider the area-law phase regime, where
the perturbation parameter is defined as A = J/T <«
1. Taking into account and , it is evident
that we need to obtain the perturbation analysis for
both the Hamiltonian Heg and its Hermitian conju-
gate (Heg)'. Therefore, we consider two Schrédinger
equations Heg|¢) = (HM + iXHBY)|¢) = E|¢) and
ﬁgﬂ lp) = [(f[M)T — i)\ﬁBH} |) = €|¢). Then, expand-

ing the energies and states in power series of A,

(ﬁM + iAﬁIBH) SN )
T (c3)
[V DI

= Z )\T/E
g (c4)

For normalization purposes of general states |¢) =
> Cn \qsﬁf)) and |p) =" dy |g0$LO)> , we will define the as-

sociated states [¢) = 3, ¢, \4,0510)) and [¢) =), dn \¢$?)>,
respectively [8I]. The normalization is then given by
(dlp) = Yo Cocpn and (Q|@) =Y, didy,, and the expec-
tation values of an observable O by (¢|0]¢) and (3|0|e).
Then the renormalization of the state in the second order
of the perturbative analysis Z is given by Z (¢|¢) = 1 and
Z (p|e) = 1. We will be interested in studying how the
ground state |@g) is perturbed, therefore, up to the second
order in A\, we have the equations for the Hamiltonian

[E© — gM] ") =0, (C5)
(B — BM][6(") + [ED — i ™1 o) =0, (C6)
[EOQ — BM)[62) + BV — il |4))
+E® 6 =0, (C7)
and for its Hermitian conjugate

@ — (M) [p§”) =0,  (C8)
[5(0) B (HM)T] |<,081)> + [5(1) + iHBH] \(péo)) =0, (C9)

@ — (EM) o) + [e® + i P [l
+e@) [pg”) =0. (C10)

Therefore, we need to obtain the bi-orthogonal basis of the
Hamiltonian H™. Note that in the case of a Hermitian

= Z)\T'E(T') Z A" o™y
r’ r
(r") Z)\r ™).
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HM  the bi-orthogonal basis is glven by the usual basis
of the number of bosons operator N = Zl 7y, while in
the case of a non-Hermitian H™ , the bi-orthogonal basis
needs to be found.

The normalized corrections for the non-degenerate state
|¢a) up to second order in A are given by

A2 iV, * iV,
o) = [1-2 ( ) o | 16
“ 2 % EQ gD ) (5O _ g0y "
—H)\Z Vne O 50y e
n#a 04 )
ViV,
22 nmYmo (0)
A Z;ﬁ 29~ 5050 _ 5o, 7]
n,m#a @ n @ m
VooV,
+ AT e [0) (C11)
gwémwé”)? !
E, =E9 +i\V,, AZZ V“"Vm o (C12)
n;éa

and for the non-degenerate state |p,) are given by

A2 — iV * —iVha
o) = 1= < ) 10O
2 Z 6((10) . 65;0) (5((10) . 6510)) (e

n#a
Y Z (@)
n;éoz 04 )
Vi Vs
_/\2 Z nmYmao ‘90(0)>
0 0 0 0 n
n,m#a (5( ) - 6( ))(81(1) - 5$n))
VaaVna
+ A7 Z ECEO ) (C13)
n;éoz 0‘ )
Van' Vs
__(0) _ . 2 an Vna
Ea =€, IN o — A Z 7(5(0) ~ 5(0))7 (C14)
n#a «@ n
where the matrix elements are Vg, = (p 0)|HBH|¢S O)>

and {gpgg), . } is the bi-orthogonal basis of the un-

perturbed Hamiltonian HM that defines the identity
I =3, 169 (o). Note that even-order perturba-
tion terms are real, while odd-order perturbation terms
are imaginary. The imaginary disturbance has a different
effect on the energy correction compared to the real case:
the second-order correction to the state exhibits a sign
opposite to that in the standard Hermitian case.

Appendix D: Trajectory-averaged observables for
n = 2 replicas

In this appendix, we describe how we calculate the
trajectory-averaged quantities of the original circuit for
n = 2 replicas using the second-order perturbed ground
state in the enlarged space. Therefore, since we are going



to use the normalization given in Eq. (B20), we will not
use here the wave-renormalized state in Eq. (C11)), for
the sake of simplicity.

1. Non-physical measurement: case |1111111...) and
d>3

In the first case, and solely for clarification purposes,
we consider a non-realistic model where, instead of
proper measurement, we just introduce a projective op-
erator to a particular subspace P'Y = |oy) (v, where
«; can be any number of bosons dependent on the
site. Note that it is not a proper measurement since
ZZ;}) PZHTPIHS + I, although H™ is Hermitian and con-
serves the number of bosons (i.e. we can use the bo-
son number basis of N = Y%7, as the unperturbed
basis) and has a non-degenerate ground state given
by |¢Sp(0)> = (Jaraz...ar))®* (Note that in this case
677) = o

;" )). Nevertheless, this procedure could

J
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be related to standard measurement where unwanted
measurement outcomes are discarded [10].

For explanation purposes, we will present the explicit
result for the L = 4 and d = 3 case, with projections to
the n = 1 boson subspace at each position, because it is
illustrative and gives us clear insight for understanding
higher orders in perturbation theory, which can be useful
to tackle the size-dependent phase. Therefore, the ground
state is given by |¢éo)> = [1)®** and ”second-order” im-
plies that there are two jumps resulting in 1) two sites
with n = 0 and two sites with n = 2 bosons, and 2) two
jumps within same positions resulting in the ground state.
Although there can be a large number of combinations
we only need to consider those that do not vanish in
the inner product with (I|, because we are interested in
computing a very specific set of quantities . As
we explain above, we consider just the hopping terms
vV = le Wl(d}—&[+1 + h.c.) and study V|¢8p(0)> and

V260 where |paP®) = [1111,1111,1111, 1111) such
that

i7|1111,1111,1111,1111>::\/§(|0211,1111,1111,1111}-+|1021,1111,1111,1111>-+\1102,1111,1111,1111)

+(2011,1111,1111,1111) + 1201, 1111, 1111,1111) 4 |1120, 1111, 1111, 1111)

— 1111,0211,1111, 1111
—[1111,2011,1111, 1111

|1111,1021,1111,1111
|1111,1201,1111,1111

— [1111,1102,1111, 1111
—|1111,1120,1111,1111

4 [1111,1111,2011,1111) +|1111,1111, 1201, 1111) + |1111,1111, 1120, 1111

— [1111,1111,1111, 0211

—|1111,1111,1111, 1021

—|1111,1111,1111, 1102

) ) )
) ) )
+[1111,1111,0211, 1111) + 1111, 1111, 1021, 1111) + [1111,1111,1102,1111)
) ) )
) ) )
) ) )

— |1111,1111,1111,2011) — [1111,1111,1111,1201) — |1111,1111, 1111, 1120 ) (D1)

V2 (1111,1111,1111, 1111) = —-(\/5)22(|0211,0211,1111,1111>-+|1021,1021,1111,1111>-+|1102,1102,1111,1111)

+[2011,2011,1111,1111) + 1201, 1201, 1111,1111) 4 |1120, 1120, 1111, 1111)
+]1111,1111,0211,0211) + [1111,1111,1021,1021) + [1111,1111,1102, 1102)

4—\1111,1111,2011,2011>-+|1111,1111,1201,1201>-%|1111,1111,1120,1120>)

——(\/§)Q2<|O211,111171111,0211>—+|1021,1111,1111,1021>—+|1102,111171111,1102>

+[2011,1111,1111,2011) + 1201, 1111, 1111,1201) + |1120, 1111, 1111, 1120)
+]1111,0211,0211,1111) 4 |1111,1021,1021, 1111) + |1111,1102,1102, 1111)

4—\1111,2011,2011,1111>-+|1111,12o1,1201,1111>-+|1111,1120,1120,1111>)

+ (v/2)%24|1111,1111, 1111, 1111) + |T)

= —4|®) —4|T) + 48 |pp*®

where |I) includes all the terms that vanish in every in-

ner product with (I| (B31)) that we will compute (B32)),

)+ 1), (D2)

(

ie. (IIT) = (I|Cay|T) = 0, where A € [1,2]. |®) in-
cludes all the terms that do not vanish in the inner prod-



uct, ie. (I|®) = 12, and will be used for computing
observables, and (I |¢8p(0)> = 1. |¥) includes terms which
do not vanish upon application of permutation operator,
ie. (I|W) = 0 and (I|C4,/,|¥V) = 4. Note that there
are also terms in |®) that do not vanish when permuted,
ie. (I|C4,/r|®) = 4. We can compute explicitly how the
permutation acts on |®)

Ca010211,0211, 1111, 1111
Cla,]1021,1021, 1111, 1111

) = |1111,0211,0211,1111),

)
Cay]1102,1102,1111,1111)

)

)

)

= |1121,1021,1011,1111),
=|1102,1102,1111,1111),
= |0211,1111,1111,0211),
11011,1111,1121,1021)

11111,1111,1102,1102)
(D3)

Cay|1111,1111,0211,0211
Cay|1111,1111,1021,1021
Cay[1111,1111,1102,1102

and on |¥)

C4]0211,1111,1111, 0211
Ca,[1021,1111,1111,1021
Ca,]1102,1111,1111,1102
Cay|1111,0211,0211,1111
Cay|1111,1021,1021,1111
Ca,[1111,1102,1102, 1111

= [1111,1111,0211,0211)
= [1121,1111,1011,1021)
= [1102,1111,1111,1102),
= |0211,0211,1111,1111),
= [1011,1021,1121,1111)

11111,1102,1102,1111),
(D4)

)
)
)
)
)
)

where there are only 4 terms (third and sixth equations in
, and first and third equations in ) that do not
vanish in the inner product, and we have computed only
jumps to the right, therefore we need to multiply it by 2.
Note that we have considered the left permutation Cy
that originally permute the kets between the two replicas
and analogous sites within the first and third blocks of the
enlarged space; we would have obtained the same result
if we had used the right permutation C'4 , that originally
permute the bras between the two replicas and analogous
sites within the second and fourth blocks of the enlarged
space. The unperturbed energies of the two types of states

are computed as Eéo) = <¢8p(0)|ﬁM\¢8p(0)> = 0 for the
ground state and EY = (¢2P O HM |22y = or for
the rest of the states. Finally, we obtain the normalized
second-order correction to the ground state

68) = (1 - 622) [og? ) + A2 (|@) +|¥)),  (D5)

where we have included in the state only those terms
that do not vanish in the inner product defined in the
replicated space, as explained above. Although we have
assumed that d = 3, it is easy to notice that the dimension
of the subsystem up to the second order is not relevant,
since it is necessary to have similar states in blocks 1 and
2 on the one hand and blocks 3 and 4 on the other, and
any state with a site with more than 2 bosons vanishes
in the inner product at second-order perturbation theory
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since it involves only two jumps. For the same reason, we
know that odd-order terms also vanish.

Following the same procedure as for the L = 4 case, we
can obtain the expression of the second order correction to
the ground state for an arbitrary L number of transmons,
for which we compute the averaged observables for n = 2
replicas, given by

2
R g . A POPP R
Sr2 = ~log |1 o Ty )
272
FO — A 9)2 D
L2 T 11 2(L — 1)\ ’ (D7)
@ _ L
NG =3 (D8)
N® =L (DY)

Note that S(L2/)2 and F' £2/)2 do not depend on the size and

scale similar regarding the perturbation parameter.

a. Understanding the size-dependent phase

Although we did not study the size-dependent phase by
the replica method we can make reasonable estimations
in this non-physical case. First, we can expect the size-
dependent phase to appear at (J/ F)T24, for which we must
take into account that they are new states arising at order
r in systems of size L > r that are not present in systems
of size L = r — 2, whose inner product with (I| is not zero,
but does not have permutation symmetry. Thus, as the
order increases in perturbation theory, new states emerge
for larger systems, leading to higher entropy in ground
states. Consequently, at the rth order in perturbation
theory, systems composed of L > r transmons exhibit
identical entropy, being larger than systems consisting of
L = r — 2 transmons.

We can see this more clearly by studying the case of
measurements that are projected to n = 1 at each position,
whose entropy is given by

S2r) = - g { LEAL DA Ty DY
L/2 1T+ 2(L—1)A2+ 30, fa(L)A"

(D10)
with fE(L) < fn(L). We have computed this quantity
explicitly up to the second order where in the denominator
is the function fo(L) = 2(L — 1) which accounts for the
states that do not vanish in the inner product with (I|¢)
and in the numerator the function fJ*(L) =2(L —1)—4
which accounts for those states that do not vanish when
permuted (I 022/)2 |¢). Note that these results are the
same for every system’s size. The reason is that up to the
second-order there can be two different types of states no
matter the size of the system: the ground state and states
produced by hoppings in different blocks. But at the
fourth order, new states appear, some of them shared by
every system size but others that are not present in L = 2,
and those are the states with two hoppings in different




positions in different blocks. We can see this explicitly
(without taking into account all the permutations within
blocks and hoppings)

O(\?) L=2 |11,11,11,11),
02,02,11,11),
|1111,1111,1111,1111) ,
|0211,0211,1111,1111),
11,11,11,11),
02,02,11,11),
02,02, 02,02),
|1111,1111,1111,1111),
|0211,0211,1111,1111),
)
)

(D11)
L=4
(D12)
O\ L=2
(D13)
L=4

0211,0211, 0211, 0211
0202, 0202, 1111, 1111

9

(D14)

where we can see that new states appear for L > 4.
Note that this new states has an unperturbed energy of
E/go) = 4, different to the E&O) = 2T of the previous states.
This implies that at the fourth order, the entropy of the

system of L > 4 will include new terms in the numerator
and denominator of (D10) such that

“(L=2) 2L >4)
;4( =2) ~ ;4(L24). (D15)

Therefore, it is expected that the entropy for L = 2 will
be smaller than for other system sizes. We can infer
inductively that a similar phenomenon will occur at the
sixth order between L = 4 and L > 6, and so forth. It
is important to note that this analysis pertains to a non-
physical measurement, as the calculations for feedback
measurements become considerably more complex due to
the need for a bi-orthogonal basis.

2. Feedback measurement

In the second case, we consider the feedback measure-
ment described in the main text. Because of the non-
hermicity of H™ that does not conserve the total num-
ber of bosons, we need to obtain explicitly its full bi-
orthogonal basis as described in Egs. and . As a
proof of concept, we obtain explicitly the bi-orthogonal ba-
sis for the simplest case consisting of two two-dimensional
transmons, where we set the measurements as P1 m =

|1) (m| and P27m = ]0) (m|, i.e. we make projections to
n =1 and n = 0 at sites £ = 1 and ¢ = 2, respectively,
in the original circuit (i.e. I =1,3,5,7 and | = 2,4,6,8
in the enlarged space). Since we cannot use the basis
of N = Zf Ny, we obtain explicitly the eigenstates and
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eigenenergies the Hamiltonian HM

127y = |T) [0) E® =0, (D16)
fb p— p—
125y = (|0) — 1)) [0) , B =T,
(D17)
fb p—
2 = 1) (IT) - [0)), B =T,
(D18)
|‘I’£b((1])7> [1) |i2jakals) , Eio—)w =TI,
(D19)
1800%) = Jivjikady) [0) B 4 =T,
(D20)
fb p— p— p— p—
125" = (o) - 1)) (IT) - [0)), By =2,
(D21)
05O = (10) = [T)) lingakals), B, =2r
(D22)
1B0%) = livikaly) (T) = [0),  E$9) g, =2T,
(D23)
1B 6) = livjrkily) lingakala),  ESY 556 =2,
(D24)
and its Hermitian conjugate (ﬁ Myt
07y = (|0) + 1) (J0) + 1)), £ —o,
(D25)
05y = [0) (o) + 1)), e =,
(D26)
05y = (j0) + 1) 1), ey =,
(D27)
O D) = ([0) + [T)) [monapega), ey, =T,
(D28)
f‘b p— p—
000%) = mimipiay) (I0) + (1)), &% 4, =T,
(D29)
fb p— p—
05y = [0y 1), ely) =or,
(D30)
105 %) = [0) [manapags) , ) 46 =2T,
(D31)
105:%) = [mimipra) 1) el7_go =21,
(D32)
100 6) = Iminip1a1) [manapags) ,  e4y 056 =2T,
(D33)

where the subscript is an index for the basis’ number,
the eigenenergies are the same for both cases (i.e. E,, =
€y = €m) and iy, jo, ke, lo,me,me, e, qe = 0,1. Once we
have the full bi-orthogonal unperturbed basis, we use
perturbation theory up to second order (as we did for
the simple example of the non-physical measurement) to

compute the different quantities for half of the original



system; using the same recipe, we can generalize the
bi-orthogonal basis for a general system size L, such that

/\2
SP = _log|l———2—— | ~ )2, (D34
e N T e (D34)
1 A2 A2
FO -2~ D35
L2214+ 3L -1 2 (D35)
L
2
NP = 3 (D36)
322 1
N2 =20~ 1N D37
l even 1+%(L—1))\2 2 ( )
)2 1
N2 =1 — 20 122 (D38)

i@ T2

where A = J/T". Although not shown in the previous
subsection, we obtain the same results as in the non-
physical projective measurement. As we will discuss later,
this is not expected to hold to the fourth order or higher,
where the non-conservation in the total boson number
will presumably affect the statistics. Interestingly, up
to the second order in A, the average total number of
bosons is constant even using a non-conserving
measurement.

a. Understanding the non-conservation of the total number
of bosons

The relevant aspect of this type of measurement is that
while it does not conserve the total number of bosons,
for a high measurement rate (i.e. deep in the area-law
phase), the steady-state behavior of the average of the
ensemble of trajectories has a constant total number of
bosons. Therefore, if we measure the total number of
bosons and average the quantity for a large number of
experiments we will obtain a constant number for differ-
ent values of the measurement probability parameter p
as long as we are deep in the area-law phase. It is impor-
tant to note that this is not a symmetry, which implies
that if we initialize the system with a state with definite
quantum numbers with respect to the number of bosons,
the dynamics always produce states with the same total
number of bosons. This effect in the averaged value is
dependent on the set of single subspace projectors used in
the feedback measurement (i.e. the total number of bosons
is N = Z?il oy for the set of projectors P> = |ay) (m]),
regardless of the initial state, which can even be in a super-
position. We can understand this phenomenon for L = 2
two-dimensional systems by considering that, up to the
second order, starting the system from the ground state
12y = 110101010) and applying the hopping term
twice, states of the form |<I>gbl(£))256> = |0;1;) |0x1;) may
appear, specifically the states [01011010) and |10100101),
which are the only ones that contribute to the number of
bosons (besides the ground state). Note, however, that
this is not a general case: the averaged total number of
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bosons can change depending on the subsystem dimension
and the spatial pattern of the feedback measurement; the
constant effect we are studying is due to the symmetries
we have considered.

Although we do not calculate corrections up to higher
orders, we can predict that for orders > 4, states with
a different total number of bosons can appear in the
dynamics, since at order A" we need to consider terms
like

fb
1y

|¢,%(0)> <@2¢>(0) | f/BH
> 0 (D39)
1

n#1l )~ E7(10)
In this sense, we can consider, for example, that at the
fourth order, the system can perform four shopping, and
the state |0)|1) = [01010101), which is not an eigen-
state of HM , appears in the dynamics, which have non-
vanishing inner products with the eigenstates of (H)T:

|®§b(°)>, |@§b<0>> and |@§°2(0)> (note that we cannot take

into account the ground state |@§b(0)>). Considering

the bi-orthogonal states, at fourth order, the perturbed
state will include [®5”) = |00000000) — [10101010),
®P©) = —110101010) + [11111111) and |[®5)

— |00000000)+|01010101) — |10101010) — |11111111). The
new states |[00000000) and [11111111) contain a different
total number of bosons. Note that although for a general
system, the trajectory-averaged total number of bosons
can now vary, we can consider a symmetric case where
this value remains constant, as we verified numerically
for the case of two-dimensional systems with a measure-
ment pattern defined by filling factor N/L = 1/2. In
the numerical simulations, we observe that for a high
measurement probability, only the state |10) exists, where
the total number of bosons is constant (N = 1). However,
with a small probability, states |00), |01), and |11) appear,
resulting in a non-constant total number of bosons.

Appendix E: Numerical simulation

In this appendix, we describe the details of the numeri-
cal simulation emphasizing the subtleties of the feedback
measurements protocol and how we compute relevant
statistics. The results were obtained using the Julia [93]
programming language. The simulated hybrid system,
which represents the circuit, is built by a series of time
steps consisting of a unitary evolution followed by proba-
bilistic projective measurements at each site for an initial
state [io) = \10)®L/2. For each time step, the system
of L transmons is evolved unitarily under the Hamilto-
nian of the Eq. for a period of time dt = 0.02J7!,
using exact diagonalization for small systems and the
numerically exact Krylov subspace method [04] for larger
systems. After the unitary evolution, we evaluate in each
site the probability of performing a measurement or not
depending on the measurement probability p = I'dt. Note
that the physical relevant parameter in the numerical
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FIG. 6. Numerical simulations for arrays of subsystems with local dimensions L/2 + 1 using standard measurements for
different system sizes L = 4,6, 8,10 using U/J = 5. (a) von Neumann entropy and (b) fluctuations of the number operator in
the half of the chain of transmons averaged over iterations as a function of the measurement probability p. The insets show
the finite-size scaling analysis using the Ansatz L™¢/" (S/F) = f[L™Y/"(p — p.)] where p. is the critical parameter, ¢ and v are
the scaling exponents and f[z] is an unknown function [82]. (c) Dispersion in the number of bosons of the half of the chain of
transmons. (d) Number of bosons in the complete chain of transmons (Np) (colored dashed lines) and at one single site in the
middle of the chain (V) (colored solid lines). For computing (S) and (F) we considered post-selection of trajectories, while for
the computing (N) and AN we did not take into account any post-selection. The results are computed for 10* circuit iterations.

simulations is p, but this relation is useful for comparing
with the analytical results. We determine the measure-
ments’ results by evaluating the probabilities based on
Born’s rule. Note that for the feedback measurements, the
resulting state is projected to the predetermined state of
each site, which corresponds to the initial state |&) = |t¢o).
Therefore, these two events define a time step after which
the state needs to be renormalized due to the non-linear
effect of the measurements. For each set of parameters,

state of each iteration, that is, performing a probabilistic
projection on one of the basis vectors in the number of
bosons that constitutes the final state [¢)?). Therefore,
the circuit-averaged quantities are given by

(S1/2) = =3 ST (H (D) 1y W (T ) (B1)

<
=

M
we repeat the simulation several times (10 for L < 10 (Frj0) = 1 Z [<W(T)| N[Ql L [ (T))
and 5 - 103 for L = 12), which we have defined as itera- M~ 2
tions. The simulations are executed for a total time of i - i 2
T = 20J ! for the array of two-dimensional subsystems —{¥ (T)|N[1v§] [$"(T)) ] ’ (E2)
and T = 30J ! for the higher-dimensional subsystems Mo
array. In each case, these times correspond to the steady (N) = — Z (V| Ng |9?), (E3)
state, defined as the time when the iteration-averaged M i=1
observables stabilize across all system sizes and ranges of LMo R
measured probabilities. AN = i Z [<¢z| N[lé] |7)

Regarding the circuit-averaged observables in the steady
state T, we differentiate two types: postselected and non-
postselected. It is also important to point out that in
the analytical results, the average is performed over all
the trajectories weighted by their probabilities, but in the
numerical simulations, the averaging is performed over
iterations of the circuit, each of them corresponding to a
trajectory, which may appear repeated or not appear at
all, for frequent and infrequent trajectories, respectively
(the incidence, in this case, represents the weighting).
For the postselected quantities, we evaluate the complete
state of the system |¢¢(T)), that is, the pure state that
is given generally by a superposition on the basis of the
number of bosons for a particular iteration of the circuit
i. We do this for each iteration and then calculate the
von Neumann entropy and the observables’ fluctuation
defined by the Hermitian operator’s expectation values.
For non-postselected quantities, we obtain the value of the
corresponding observable using Born’s rule on the final

=1

2

(! i W\ N i) ) | (B4)

=1

where M is the total number of iterations, pp 1) =
Triz 4y, P, and |4)7) is obtained for each iteration and

type of observable from the pure state [)¢(T)), after
projecting the corresponding final state at 1" following
the Born’s rule in the subspace of said observable, in
such a way that we thus emulate a real quantum mea-
surement for the particular observable. For calculating
the distance between the distribution of the number
of bosons for all the iterations considered in Eq.
and theoretical distributions, we used the simple metric
d(obs, theo) = (1/2) ZnNio |obs(n) — theo(n)|. Similar re-
sults were obtained for Kullback-Leibler divergence and
Bhattacharyya distance; data not shown.



For performing the collapse of the curves for the von
Neumann entropy and fluctuation in the number operator
we realized a finite-size scaling analysis. After assigning a
set of values for the parameters {p.,v,(} for the scaling
law L=V (S/F) = fIL=Y¥(p — p.)], we quantify the
quality of the collapse following straightforwardly the
method derived by Houdayer and Hartmann [82] based
on a work of Kawashima and Ito [95], where we minimize
the function

g1 Z(Z/ij—yé'y

S Wiy — Yy E
n dy; +dY3’ (E5)

,J

where (x;5,v:5,dy;;) are the data points after scaling,
N is the number of points, and Y;; and dY;; are the
estimated position and standard error of the master curve
at x;;. Using standard in-built functions in MATLAB,
we minimize iteratively the value of Eq. , and the
errors for the set of parameters {p., v, (} were obtained
individually for each parameter b by max(db;, 6b,) where
S)+1=S(b—0b)=S5(b+ dby).

All the parameters of the numerical simulations are
expressed in terms of the hopping rate J, which corre-
sponds to the mean value of a given distribution. Note
that although we explicitly show the mean value of the
on-site energy w, it could be ignored by switching to a
rotating coordinate system with U = e~ tX0 ™ gince
all transmons have the same mean energy and it does
not affect many-body dynamics. Note also that during
hybrid circuit dynamics, the total number of bosons may
change, but it is a conserved quantity during the uni-
tary evolutions. The interaction strength U arising from
anharmonicity does not affect two-dimensional systems
and for that reason was omitted from the main text nu-
merical simulations, although it is explicitly included in
higher-dimensional systems from the appendix.

1. Arrays of subsystems with higher dimensions

In the main text, we show the numerical simulations of
hybrid circuits implementing different types of measure-
ments of transmons modeled as two-dimensional systems,
that is, qubits. As described in Sec. [T} the dynamics of
interacting transmons can be modeled by the attractive
Bose-Hubbard model where, in principle, each site can
host an infinite number of excitations, constituting an
infinite-dimensional system, although as the number of
excitations increases, higher-order corrections must be
considered. However, experimentally the number of exci-
tations per site is limited to ~ 10 [62]. In this subsection,
we show the results of numerical simulations of transmons
of local dimension L/2 + 1 with standard measurements,
where we restrict the dynamics to a particular sector of
the total number of bosons, thus considerably reducing
the size of the Hilbert space. However, we do not im-
plement feedback measurements, since we would need to
consider all sectors, and the total dimension d¥ becomes
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quite large and unmanageable with our numerical meth-
ods for the minimum sizes required to calculate relevant
quantities, i.e. L = 4,6, 8, 10.

The numerical results are shown in Fig. [§] for the experi-
mental feasible parameter U/J = 5. We obtain essentially
the same result as in the two-dimensional case of Fig. [4]
although the critical parameters may depend on the value
of U/J. For the chosen value U/J = 5, we obtained the
critical parameters p3+*t = 0.057£0.007, v°*t = 7.740.9,
¢t =0.6+£0.2 and p7** = 0.057£0.013, v = 14+ 3,
¢77 = 1.3+ 0.5, for entanglement entropy and the fluc-
tuation of the number operator, respectively. The dis-
persion in the number of bosons and the mean value in
the number of bosons show similar behavior to the two-
dimensional case. However, it is interesting to note that
(Ng) ~ 1/2, even considering larger dimensions; this phe-
nomenon could be interpreted as the value of U/J is large
enough for evolution to remain in the same boson number
manifold than the initial state i.e. the one in which the
bosons are not stacked in the same location [96].

Appendix F: Average over circuit realizations

In this appendix, we explain in detail the new results
obtained in Sec. [[T]] on calculating trajectory-averaged
quantities in the area-law phase by using simple statistical
and combinatorial arguments. As previously discussed,
the observables described by Eq. are connected to
trajectory-averaged quantities in the proper replica limit.
However, to gain a clearer intuition about the averag-
ing process, it is helpful to comprehend each probability
distribution and its corresponding physical significance.
First, note that the average value of an observable (Oy)
has four different sources of randomness. The first is
related to the probability of performing a measurement p,
and it is the critical parameter of the MIPT, such that it
describes the probabilities for different scenarios; there is
a probability p?(1 —p)M~? of performing b measurements,
where M = LT is the maximum number of possible mea-
surements in the whole circuit space-time, and 0 < b < M.
The other three sources of randomness arise from probabil-
ity distributions: quantum mechanical uncertainty for a
superposition state in the last measurement for obtaining
the result of observables, the measurement outcomes of
the measurements performed during the dynamics, and
the values of the parameters of every unitary gate. The
first arises from the inevitable probabilistic nature of per-
forming a particular measurement of an observable, which
will give us the expectation value for the final state of
the circuit. The second source arises from the proba-
bilistic result of each of the measurements made during
the time evolution, representing the probability of each
trajectory, given by Born’s rule; therefore, there will be
trajectories that are more frequent than others. The last
source of randomness refers to the fact that each gate
parameter can have different values from a probability
distribution. The variation of these values will lead to




the production of different unitary evolution operators.
Consequently, for each set of parameter values, distinct
states will emerge, thereby influencing the probabilities
of measurement outcomes according to Born’s rule.

For experimental purposes, we could think of schemes
of increasing complexity. Let us assume that the circuit
has fixed parameter values and that there are no measure-
ments during the evolution. If we measure an observable
O at long times, and we could repeat the experiment sev-
eral times, we would obtain a mean value corresponding
to the expectation value (O) = tr(Op') and a fluctuation

corresponding to the uncertainty & = (0?) — <O>2 for
only one trajectory. If we include measurements during
the time evolution and let the unitary gates have different
values, each time we run the circuit we will obtain a tra-
jectory defined by the outcomes of every time evolution
measurement m; and a set of parameters fpr unitary gates
0; with an associated expectation value (O),, , and vari-
ance Fpn, 0, Due to the randomness in the measurements
and circuit parameters during time evolution, obtaining
experimentally (O),, 4 and F,, ¢, will require to perform
different experiments’maintaining the same measurement
outcomes m; and circuit parameters 6;. In this sense,
as we introduced in the main text, we can express the
trajectory-averaged observable as

M
Or)y => "1 =) (O})me (F1)
b=0

where

b

() a A
(O = / 4655 Py s [t1(0f 0)F (F2)

b mp

where pp,, g, = Do, Pm,, () indicating the Born’s rule de-
pendency on the gate parameters, (1\;1 ) = %7 b are

the arrays comprising all the possible (A;I ) combinations

of arranging b measurements in the total M = LT posi-
tions of space-time, and O can be any operator. All the
probability distributions are normalized in different ways.
For the probability p of performing a measurement at the
sites of the circuit, we have

M (IZ]) M
1= "p"1-pM*> =>"p'(1 —p)Mb(Ab4>
b=0 b b=0

M(]\éf 1)pM72(1 _p)2

ot p(l—pMt 4 (1 —p)M, (F3)

=p™ + MpM (1 —p) +

where all the possibilities of performing and not per-
forming measurements (and in which specific location in
space-time) are represented. Second, we have that for a
particular set of performed measurements b and a set of
gate parameters #; the normalization of the measurement
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outcomes is

db

1= meb (0).

m

(F4)

Third, the gate parameters are normalized such that

1= /d9ip9i

As described in the main text in Sec. [[IIB, we are
interested in calculating the following quantities related
to the number of bosons under certain regimes

(F5)

M (V) a
(Ne) =D 0" =)™ 3N pony [tr(N 1, )F B
b=0 b m
(F6)
M
(F)=> pa-pM*
b=0
(%) a R .
430D P [tr(N20,) = [e6(N0, )]
b m
(F7)

AN =((N?)1) = (N1)?
() &

M
=> A=) TS piy, tr(N?5),,)
b=0 b m

(%) av

M
— | 2P A=) IS iy, 1(N i)
b=0 b m
(F'8)

Although the formula in Eq. is extremely compli-
cated for calculating trajectory-averaged quantities, we
can obtain relevant analytical results in the high mea-
surement regime p ~ 1, i.e. deep in the area-law phase
(and similarly in the measurement regime under p ~0,
i.e. size-dependent phase). In a first approximation, we
only consider the cases in Eq. for terms up to O(x?),
where x = 1 — p is the probability of not measuring a
single event in space-time. Therefore, we consider the
unique possibility of performing M measurements, the
M possibilities of performing M — 1 measurements, and
the % possibilities of performing M — 2 measure-
ments. This implies that we must keep terms scaling as
pM, pM (1 = p), and pM~3(1 - p)*.

The second approximation is related to the state; since
we are going to study a highly measured system, we
describe the unitary evolution for a small dt (i.e., between
measurements) of a product state given by the results
of the measurements in the previous time step, paying
attention to how the states are in T; and Ty (Fig. E[)
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FIG. 7. Diagram followed to study the realizations of the
circuit. Left: Example for a circuit of L = 4 transmons with
T =5 time step in which M —2 = LT — 2 = 18 measurements
(represented by an X) were made. Right: Correspondence of
the circuit with the states of the system in different time steps
(Note that at every ty, the state is renormalized.

Assuming that all measurements were made just before
(T — 1) with the result § = {f1, ..., Br}, we know that
the state at (I' — 1) is given by the product state

(5T —1)5) = |P1, ... BL) (F9)

so, expanding the time evolution operator for the Bose-
Hubbard Hamiltonian of Eq.

_iHdt - n H ! n
e *Z(_Z) (ﬁ) dt

~ AN\ 2
. H 1(H
=I—idt—<h> a2 +-- -, (F10)

the state at T; is given by

vg) = B) + ZZ pdllar ), (F1
5 p=1
where ¢! are real and include all the possible prefactors

for every Fock state of the basis. We are interested in cal-
culating observables O for which the Fock are eigenstates,
up to a certain order in dt. Therefore, we first obtain

'
(WslOlbg) = FB) + 3 S i (—i)7dPld) p(3)dtrate,
¥ p,g=1

(F12)

S ir(—iyrcdatrare,

where f(7¥) is a function that depends on the Fock states
[7) = |71, 72, -, v2). Therefore, the expectation values of
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the observables up to fourth order in dt is given by

W50l _,

dL
I 2 C[ﬁl] 2 - I
e OB ZM [£(7) - £(B)]

+dt*

Z S
\ I e - 1)

(F13)
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So far, we have shown that for a general system that
conserves the total number of excitations, the trajectory-
averaged expectation values of the observables do not
depend on the terms of the Hamiltonian for which the
Fock states are eigenstates (i.e., the on-site energy and
auto-interaction) up to second order in dt because the
summation term cancels. For the following subsections,
we will keep the terms up to the second order in dt.

1. Standard measurements

Although we are not going to be able to know the
Born’s probabilities py,, in Eq. (F7), we can obtain the
scaling of (9*% ) taking into account that it vanishes for
any state for which the first half of the chain can be
expressed as a product state. From all the possible cases
representing the different arrangement of M, M — 1, and
M — 2 measurements, only the case where there were
no measurements at the sites L/2 and L/2 4 1 at the
last time step Ty does not vanish, contributing to the
trajectory-average such that

()

(Frp)y~a® Y

Brtt+BrL=N

2
+BL2(Brj241 + 1)] (?) , (F14)

Pm [(ﬁL/Q +1)BL/241

where we do not know the probabilities for the dif-
ferent trajectories Pmg and we have considered that

p = I'dt. Notice that the summation is normalized so
(L+NT 1) o
that Zﬁﬁ_ 4 BL=Np Py = = 1, where we have explicitly
included that the total number of bosons is conserved,
thus limiting the possible results of the measurements
(considering that we have started from an initial state
with a defined number of bosons Nr), therefore there is no
contribution of L to the total value but a dependency on
the local dimension. We have proved that for a large prob-
ability of performing measurements (i.e. considering terms
up to (1—p)?), (F1/2) (and, therefore, also (Sy /o)) scales



as (%)2 and is independent of the size of the subsystem

L/2 and dependent on the local dimension d.

2. Feedback measurements

The problem of not knowing the probabilities asso-
ciated with each trajectory arising in the case of stan-
dard measurements disappears in the case of feedback
measurements, where the measurement outcomes are al-
ways the same following a predetermined pattern & =

J
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{a1,as,...,ar}. However, since for a feedback measure-
ment, a standard measurement must first be carried out
before the conditional projection to the known states, the
study is complicated by still having to take into account
all possible cases, where the total number of bosons can
change for different states.

To calculate (F7/2) we again take advantage of the
knowledge that all cases in which arranged measurements
produce product states for the first half vanishes, except
for the same single case that for standard measurements.
Explicitly, the Born probabilities and possible states (with
the number of bosons in the first half of the chain) for
this particular case with probability p™~2(1 — p)? are

Psup =1 TPNL—1 T PNp+1 PN (F15)
= [Ysup) = \/1 —let |Pdt? — lezTL NPt —pN, 1 — PN 41— PNy far, e an)
2’2+ 2’2+ 2 2 2
— i|e;‘%+l|dt |1,y ar +1,ar) — i|e;%+1|dt |ty ap = 1) (F16)
Lo -1 52 L-1
Py = €l Pd® + D efpnPd + > e Pt + >0 le by Pdt s lon, . on), Npp o (FI7)
=1 =%4+1 =1 =%41
PN, -1 :@*_1 %\2(#2 tlag,ar =1 an), Npyjp—1 (F18)
& :
PNy 41 =|€;1 %\Qdﬁ tlag, e +1,,an), Npjp+1, (F19)
2 :

where €Z€_+1 and 64_,17:-1 stand for Jy/(cay + 1)caps1 and
J/ ap(agr1 + 1), respectively; and (Ysup|¥sup) = Psup-
The states with a different number of bosons (Egs.
and ) are product states, therefore they will con-
tribute to the fluctuation by lowering the Born’s proba-
bility of the superposition state in Eq. , such that
the trajectory-averaged fluctuation is given by

J 2
<3> %J;QPS”;D [(a% + 1)04;4_1 + Oz;(()é%_,'_l + 1):| <F)

(

where in the last step we have considered that pgy, =
1+ O[(J/T)4].

Calculating ANy, /o up to the second order in (1 — p)
is a challenging task, but obtaining it up to the first
order is straightforward. Here, we can observe significant
differences compared to the fluctuation. For the zeroth
order, we have a product state |aq, ..., ) with probability
1, but we need to split the M possibilities of performing
M — 1 measurements in four different groups:
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#L(T71)7 PNy s —1: ‘alv"'aaL>7 NL/27 (F21)
#L/2, PNy, =le TR 51 o, o), Ny s, (F22)
#1, PNpj» =L = DNy o1 = PNpjp—1 ¢ loa, o ar) Np 2, (F23)
PN ot1 =l€f 5 1P s Jon + 1, 0n) Npjs+1, (F24)
PNy -1 =€ g 12dt? o =1, ), Npjp—1, (F25)
#L/2 -1, PNuj» =1 = DNy jp41 = PNpjp—1 ¢ loa, o an) Np 2, (F26)
L _ _
{e € [2, 2]} PNL o1 =(le o2+ lef i P)dt? <o, oy aur, e + 1 g s on) Nipj2+1, (F27)
PNy ja—1 :(|6Z_7M|2 + |EZZF1|2)dt2 Saa, a1, a0 — 1oy, - an) Npj2—1, (F28)
where # refers to the number of terms. Using Eq. (F8)), we obtain
L
(Ng) =p" N +p" (1= p)L(T = )N +p" (1= p)5 NE
M 1= p) (1= (65 P + 1675 P)dRING + |5 A (Ny + 1) + |er 5 Pd2 (N = 1)?]
L2
M=) Y [ = (el + e i+ 1665 o + e P)de?)NG
(=2
e o+ 66 P (N + 1% 4+ (1657 + leg fa )V +1)7] (F29)
M M—1 M—1 L
(Ng) =p" Ng +p7 (1 =p)L(T = )N +p 7 (1 - p) 5 N
+pM (1 - p) [(1 — (2 P + el 2 )t )Ny + e 5 [Pdt*(Ng +1) + |eg 3 ]*dt*(Ny — 1)
L/2
M=) Y [ = (e o + P+ 1652 + e )t Ny
=2
(ol + 16 VB (N + 1) + (65 o + e a2V +1)] (F30)

such that the dispersion is given by

L2

9 _ _ _ _ _ _
AN, = <N§> - <Ng> ~ x|l >+ ‘61,;|2 + Z(|6ej1,e|2 + |€Ze+1|2 + |€;zt1,e‘2 + |6e,e++1‘2)

=2

(2).

(

However, as it is easily seen in Eq. (F31)), this effect is

due to the non-conservation of the total number of bosons.

If we separate the final results by the total number of
bosons (in this case splitting the results into three groups
of Nz, and Nz + 1 and Ny — 1) we recover the same
result as the fluctuation for the total number of bosons
Np = Nz = ZeL:1 ay. We can calculate this quantity up

to the second order in (1 — p), taking into account the
possible distributions of measurements in the same way
as we did with the standard measurement. Thus, all cases
produce product states except one whose states follow the
probabilities described in Egs. and (F'17)), although
discarding the probabilities from Egs. (F19)) and .
Calculating the trajectory-averaged observables for the
particular sector Nz we have



M(M — 1)

(52" =N M- g | O
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2 272 272 2

such that the dispersion of the number of bosons in the
Ng sector in half of the chain is given by

@ Ne NHQ
AN = (N2 )™ = ((N12)™™)

T\ 2
) _ +— 2 — 2 J
~r {(1 PN%)(|E%7%+1| + |€%7%+1| )} (F)

(F34)

J 2
~a” [(ape + Dappp + app(apze +1)] () .

r

Note that in these approximations, the dispersion of

_ 1:| p]W—Q(l —p)2N
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“1| e

(F32)

ot~

(F33)

ot

(

Eq. and the fluctuation of Eq. are equivalent.
However, it is worth noting that for higher orders, the dis-
persion may overestimate the size-dependent phase since
1 = PN, 5 > Psup- For an experimental implementation,

we should measure the number of bosons at the L sites,

separate the results into different groups depending on
the total number of bosons, and then calculate the disper-
sion for half of the chain. Note that for comparing these
results with the replica method, we should take the limit
dt — O7 such that limdt_>0 ],‘2 = limdt_m(l —th)Q =1.1In
this sense, the results obtained from the replica method
are more general; however, in this case, the quantity has
a clear physical interpretation.
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