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How does the entanglement entropy of a many-body quantum system change

after a single measurement?
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For one-dimensional free Dirac fermions, we compute numerically the probability distri-
bution of the change in the entanglement entropy (EE), after the saturation time, resulting
from a single measurement of the occupation number by using different measurement pro-
tocols. For the quantum jump and the projective measurement protocols, we observe clear
deviations from Gaussianity characterized by broader and asymmetric tails, exponential for
positive values of the change, and a peak at zero that increases with the system size and the
monitoring strength supporting that in all cases the EE is in the area law phase. Another
distinct feature of the distribution is its spatial inhomogeneity. In the weak monitoring limit,
the distribution is close to Gaussian with a broad support for boundary point separating the
two subsystems defining the EE while for the rest of sites has asymmetric exponential tails
and a much narrower support. For a quantum state diffusion protocol, the distribution is
Gaussian for weak monitoring. As the monitoring strength increases, it gradually develops
symmetric exponential tails. In the strong monitoring limit, the tails are still exponential
but the core turns from Gaussian to strongly peaked at zero suggesting the dominance of

quantum Zeno effect. For all monitoring strengths, the distribution is size independent.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The description of the impact of measurements on the quantum dynamics has been a recurrent
research topic from the early days [1] of quantum theory. Indeed, one of the accepted postulates of
quantum mechanics [2] is that, after a measurement, the wavefunction collapses to one eigenstate
of the operator represented by the observable being measured with a probability given by the Born’s
rule, namely, the module squared of the overlap between the state before the measurement and the
mentioned eigenstate. However, these so-called projective measurements are only a small subset of
the experimental protocols [3, 4] that are currently available to gain information on a quantum system.
Experimental [5] and theoretical developments [6—9] in quantum optics in the last three decades has
broadened enormously the horizon of quantum measurements. Typical examples beyond projective
measurement are continuous measurements based on photo-detection, where the continuous monitor-
ing is interrupted by quantum jumps. [5, 10—13]. This quantum jump protocol led to the development
of the quantum trajectories formalism [6—9] to model theoretically the experimental results which is
numerically more efficient, and has a sharper physical interpretation, than the use of the full Lindbla-
dian formalism [14, 15] typical of open quantum systems. Another popular continuous measurement
protocol is the one based on homodyne detection [4, |6—18], where at each time step the system is

perturbed by a weak measurement characterized by a Gaussian noise [19-22].

The quantum measurement problem has gained new impetus in recent times not only because
the availability of the mentioned experimental measurement set-ups with a high level of control but
also because for quantum computation, and other quantum technologies, it is fundamental to extract
information from quantum states with a minimal level of disturbance on the system so that quantum
coherence is preserved. This is a challenging task as repeated measurements can induce [21, 23—

] measurement induced phase transitions (MIPT) in the entanglement entropy, and other quantum
information observables non-linear in the density matrix, separating phases with different scaling with
respect to the system size. Therefore, a high monitoring rate has the potential of destroying quantum
features that may be necessary for practical applications. Although challenging because of the post-

selection problem, the existence of MIPT has already [35, 36] been confirmed experimentally.

The precise identification of MIPT is a challenging problem with important aspects still being
debated even for one dimensional free fermions with no disorder. By mapping the problem to a su-
persymmetric sigma model [37], it has been reported [38] that no transition occurs for Dirac fermions
subjected to projective measurements. However, a transition has been predicted in Refs. [20, 39]
based on a combination of numerical results for relatively small sizes and semi-analytic arguments.

For Majorana fermions, and a continuous monitoring protocol based on weak measurements, the use



of a variant of the mentioned supersymmetric sigma model predicts [40] the existence of a transition
at finite monitoring rate. Increasing the spatial dimensionality [4 ], the range of hopping [42, 43] or
including interactions [44—47] seems to induce a MIPT at finite monitoring strength. The interplay
between Anderson localization induced by disorder and measurements promises a rich phase diagram

which only recently has started to be investigated [48, 49].

In the context of the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model [50-54] a one dimensional chain with an
integrable SYK on each site was shown [55] to experience a volume to area transition analytically for
sufficiently large monitoring rate by using the Keldysh path-integral formalism. In the gravity dual,
monitoring, at least phenomenologically and in the post-select approximation, seems to be related
with additional complex sources in the boundary [56, 57]. By contrast, a two-site SYK initially
uncoupled but being continuously monitored undergoes [58] a transition to a state whose gravity dual

is a traversable wormhole [59] provided that the monitoring rate is sufficiently strong.

All the above findings are based on the study of averaged (over quantum trajectories) quantities.
However, it is unclear whether the average is a good indicator of the observable because of the im-
portance of rare events or other features leading to a non-Gaussian distribution with sufficiently broad
tails. However, the study of the full distribution of probability of observables like the entanglement
entropy [60] or the local particle density and current [61] has just started. Even in the simplest case
of a non-interacting fermionic system in one dimension studied in Refs. [60, 61], it is not yet known
the precise form of these distributions for the different measurement protocols, its system size depen-
dence or its role in the characterization of the transitions. More generally, a detailed understanding
of the distribution function may help identify a subset, hopefully small, of quantum trajectories that
control the average which could alleviate the so-called post-selection problem [62-65] that makes

challenging the experimental observation of MIPT.

Here, we address some of these questions through a detailed numerical study of the distribution
function of the entanglement entropy for the three protocols mentioned earlier: projective measure-
ments, quantum jumps and weak measurements. We shall focus on the distribution of the change of
EE after a single measurement, though the global distribution of the EE will be studied as well, in the
long time limit corresponding to the saturation of entanglement. We start our analysis with the defi-
nition of the fermionic model, the measurement protocol, and the method employed in the numerical

calculation of the EE.



II. MODEL AND METHOD

We investigate the dynamical effects of continuous and projective measurements in the dynamics
of non-interacting complex spinless fermions in a one-dimensional chain with hopping to nearest

neighbors described by the Hamiltonian,

L

H =7 [elew + e M
i=1
where ¢; and CZ ,1=1,2,--- L are the annihilation and creation operators respectively for fermions at

site 7. J 1s the hopping strength which for convenience is set to J = 1. We impose periodic boundary

T
i+L

conditions ¢; = ¢;ip, c;-r = ¢!, ; with L the lattice size which we set to be even. The Hamiltonian
commutes with the particle number operator N = > le n; where n; = cjci is the occupation number
operator at site ¢ which has eigenvalues 0, 1. The eigenvalues of N are the total number of fermions
N = 1,2,.... We consider the system at half-filling. The initial state, termed Néel state, in an
occupation number basis is [1)(t = 0)) = [101010- - ).

We consider the measurement of the occupation number at site 7, n; by three different protocols:

(1). Quantum state diffusion (QSD) protocol [ 19-22], also termed homodyne detection [4, 16—18]
or weak measurements, is characterized by coupling the quantum system to a stochastic environment.
The time evolution of the wave-function is governed by an Itd-type stochastic Schrodinger equation
with a weak Gaussian noise, parametrized by ~y. Further details of this protocol are provided in
Appendix A l.

(2). Quantum jump (QJ) protocol [5, 10-13], a continuous monitoring protocol usually referred
to as photo-detection in quantum optics where the measurement apparatus is always active and the
detection, usually termed a quantum jump, occurs with a certain probability that depends on the
monitoring strength ~y. In our case, what is detected is an occupied site, n; = 1. We model the time
evolution of the state by the quantum trajectory method [6—9] characterized by the jump operator
L; = \/yn;. Further details are in Appendix A 2.

(3). Projective measurement (PM) protocol refers to the standard description of measurements in
quantum mechanics [2] where the observable to be measured is represented by a Hermitian operator.
As a consequence of the measurement, the wavefunction of the system collapses to one eigenstate of
this operator with a probability given by the Born’s rule, namely, the absolute value of the overlap
between the eigenstate and the wavefunction before the measurement. In our case, we measure the

occupation number at site ¢ represented by the operator ;. The measuring rate per site, controlled by

a Poisson distribution, is given by ~y. Further details are found in Appendix A 3.



A crucial feature that simplifies enormously the numerical treatment of the model is that since n? =
n;, the operator controlling the state evolution, even if subjected to measurements of the occupation
number, will still be quadratic and preserve the particle number. As a consequence, generic states
|1(t)) are Gaussian so they can be written down as [19],

N

k=1

Z ] |vac). (2)

The information of the wavefunction |¢)(¢)) is captured by the L x N matrix U(¢) that depends on the
protocol. By an appropriate normalization, the determinant of U is nothing but a Slater’s determinant
of single-particle wavefunctions, so U U =1y, withlythe N x N identity matrix. The initial Néel

state [101010 - - - ) is represented in terms of the coefficient matrix U as
Uij(t =0) = 091, 3)

Another consequence of the Gaussianity of the evolved states is that the Wick’s theorem allows to

write a generic 2n—point in terms of the two-point correlation function

D;; = ((t)|clej|ib(t)) “4)

which can be expressed in terms of U(t) as follows. We label the N particles as 1,2,..., N and
assign to each a site index 71, Jo, ..., n. Here, the index j indicates that we consider all possible
combinations of N occupied sites chosen from a total of L sites. We denote the summation over all
sets {j} (with each jj, € {1,2,..., L} fork =1,...,N) by 3> _,;,. Consequently, the wavefunction

in Eq. (2) is expressed as:

N
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then we substitute Eq. 5 into Eq. 4,

N
= (H ) (HUJZ z) (vacley -~ cncheacl el vac) = S Ul (6)
k=1

{i}, {5}

where we contract the operators and use the orthogonality condition in the second equality.

Our primary focus is the entanglement entropy, S = Tr(pa In p4), where p 4 is the reduced density



matrix for the subsystem A = {1,2,...,¢} with ¢ € {1,2,...,L}. The correlation matrix D* in
sub-system A is given by the ¢ x ¢ upper-left block of D, with elements defined as D;‘}- = Tr(pa cjcj).
Since p4 is Gaussian, Wick’s theorem allows us to express it in terms of the eigenvalues of D
[66-69], ,

Se(t) = =Y (A (X)) + (1 = As(1)) In(1 = Ai(£))) )

i=1
where \; € [0,1],7=1,2,--- ,{ are the eigenvalues of D;‘}-.

In order to study the entanglement dynamics, we evaluate S (¢, t) for a sufficiently large number of
quantum trajectories so that the resulting distribution function of S(¢, t) is smooth which is necessary
for a quantitatively analysis of its form, especially its tails.

Across the paper, we fix the subsystem size to ¢ = L/2 in order to systematically investigate
changes in the EE under the three different measurement protocols, QSD, QJ and PM, mentioned
above. Here, we are interested in the probability distribution of the EE for sufficiently long times
when it has reached its saturation value. Before we embark in this calculation, for reference, we
depict in Fig. 1 the time dependence of the EE for the three protocols considered after an average over
quantum trajectories. As expected, the initial growth of the EE eventually stops for all protocols and
monitoring strengths . The time at which the EE becomes flat depends on the monitoring strength

and, if the strength is not too strong, on the system size.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
t/L t/L t/L

(a) (b) (©)

Figure 1. The evolution of the entanglement entropy S under different measurement protocols: (a) QSD, (b)
QJ and (c) PM. The system size is L. = 512 and the subsystem size is { = L /2.

Strictly speaking, rather than with the distribution of the full EE at those long times, our main
interest is the distribution of the EE difference between the state right before and right after a mea-
surement. However, for the sake of completeness, we depict in Fig. 2 the probability distribution of
the full EE in this long time region. As is observed, in the weak monitoring limit, the distribution

is close to Gaussian for the three protocols. Deviations from Gaussianity, qualitatively similar in all
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Figure 2. The probability distribution of the global entanglement entropy under different measurement proto-
cols: (a) QSD, (b) QJ and (c) PM. When the measurement strength is not very strong, the probability distribu-
tions agree well with a Gaussian distribution (red dashed line). The system size is L = 512, and S(¢ = L/2) is
rescaled by its average S(¢ = L/2).

protocols, require a strong monitoring rate corresponding to a region where the quantum Zeno effect
[70-74] is dominant. Therefore, the distribution function of the full EE seems to be sensitive to the
existence of a transition in the EE due to measurements. We stress that our system size L = 512 is
too small to rule out that for weak monitoring rate, the distribution of the EE in the L — oo limit
will still be Gaussian. However, it is promising that within the range of sizes we can explore, the full
distribution captures sharp differences between the weak and strong monitoring rates.

We now turn to the study of the distribution before and after a measurement which is the main

interest of this paper. We initiate our analysis with the QSD protocol.

III. THE QUANTUM STATE DIFFUSION MEASUREMENT PROTOCOL

We recall that the details of the QSD protocol are given in Appendix A 1. Since we are mostly
interested in the effect of measurement in on the EE, we define the speed of the entanglement change

at each step dt of the dynamical evolution as

Sa(t+ dt) — Sa(t)

0S4sa(t) = o

®)

where ¢ is sufficiently large so that the EE has already reached its saturation value and .S 4 is computed
using Eq. (7). Results for the probability distribution of 05,4, depicted in Fig. 3, show a Gaussian
distribution in the weak monitoring limit, consistent with the central limit theorem for small, uncorre-
lated measurement perturbations. As the monitoring strength increases, deviations from Gaussianity

are gradually observed. The full distribution is well described by ~ exp(—=?/(a|z|+ b)) with a, b fit-



ting parameters, which suggests that stronger monitoring induces large fluctuations leading to broader
exponential (not Gaussian) tails. The strong monitoring limit is characterized by a peak around zero,
consistent (fitting not shown) with a soft power-law singularity at this point which indicates that the
entanglement dynamics starts to be dominated by the quantum Zeno effect. The tails are still well
described by the same expression that interpolates between a Gaussian and an exponential. Fittings
with a stretched exponential (not shown) function also provide a good description of the numerical
data so further research would be needed to fully describe the deviations from Gaussianity in this

region.

Finally, we address an important feature of the distribution P(dS,s): its independence on the
system size L. We observe this feature for all monitoring strengths v and in the full range of sizes we
can explore numerically so it is likely a robust feature of the protocol not related to limitations in the
maximum size we can reach numerically. Heuristically, this can be understood by a scaling analysis
that exploits the fact that, for this protocol only, all sites are equally and simultaneously monitored
at each time step. As a consequence of this, and the stochastic nature of the dynamics, 05,4 is
also the summation over ¢ Gaussian random numbers of average zero and variance O(1/L), so the
resulting distribution will be a Gaussian of average zero and size independent variance provided that
the subsystem size ¢ scales with the total size L. Therefore the distribution P(9.5,s4) should also be

Gaussian which is consistent with our numerical results.

We note that the observed size independence and Gaussianity of 5,4 is not related to the size
dependence of the entanglement entropy itself. Therefore, at least for small v, we cannot make
any statement on about the existence of the area law by looking at the distribution of 05,s4. For
that purpose, it would be necessary to map the model close to the Fermi energy onto a non-linear
sigma model. From Eq. AS, we can represent the stochastic state evolution by the standard evolution
of a replicated non-Hermitian quadratic Hamiltonian. After Gaussian average, we obtain a four-
fermion term which is decoupled by a Hubbard—Stratonovich transformation. The resulting action
in terms of the auxiliary field introduced in this transformation lives on the symplectic manifold
SP(2R)/(SP(R) x SP(R)), with R the number of replicas [75-77]. Although this symmetry is different
from the one obtained for the PM protocol SU(2R)/(SU(R) x SU(R))[38], we expect that, at one-
loop order, the renormalization group equations controlling the running of the monitoring strength ~
for the QSD protocol are also proportional to the Ricci scalar of the corresponding symmetric space
which, as in the PM protocol case, is negative in the R — 1 limit of interest [78, 79]. Therefore, there
is no transition and we expect area law for the EE for any fixed monitoring rate v > 0 and sufficiently

large system size.
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Figure 3. The probability distribution of §.S;s; for the QSD protocol Eq. (8), employing Eq. (7) after the

saturation time of the average EE. The monitoring rates are v = 0.1,0.5,1.5 and 3.0 from (a) to (d). The
distribution agrees well with a Gaussian distribution in the weak monitoring limit. For intermediate monitoring
strength, the distribution is well described by a simple function interpolating from Gaussian, for small 65,44 to
exponential, for large 05,s4. In the strong monitoring limit, the exponential tails are still observed. However,
for small 65,4 , the distribution is strongly peaked around zero which indicates the dominance of quantum
Zeno effect and provides an upper bound for the area law in the EE. We do not observe any size dependence in
our results, see the text for an explanation of this feature.

IV. THE QJ MEASUREMENT PROTOCOL

We now proceed to investigate the monitored dynamics using the quantum jump protocol where
the jump operator L = \/YNi, representing the observable being measured, is proportional to the

local occupation number 7n;, see Appendix A 2 for definitions and additional technical details. In
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order to study the effects of quantum jumps to the entanglement entropy, we define
ASy = Salt+77) = Salt +77), 9

where 77 is the time right before the quantum jump, S, is computed using Eq. (7), and 7" the time

right after the quantum jump.

Results for the probability distribution of AS,;, presented in Fig. 4, are quite different from those
of the QSD protocol, because for the latter we are performing measurements on all sites at each time
step. Even for weak monitoring rates, the distribution has a strong peak at zero that becomes sharper
as the monitoring strength, or the system size L increases. This means that many measurements have
no effect on the EE and that those zero measurements become more important as the thermodynamic
limit . — oo is approached. These results are consistent with the analytical prediction [38] for the

PM protocol that for L — oo, the EE is in the area law phase for any finite measuring rate.

The rest of features of the distribution are also different from those of the QSD protocol. The tails
of P(AS,;) are asymmetric for all monitoring strength. For AS,; > 0, the tail is exponential for any
~ if we neglect the effect of the peak at zero and, for strong monitoring, the region AS,;; > 0.5 which
decays faster but has a comparatively small weight. The existence of states so that AS,; > 0 indicates
that, counterintuitively, in some cases measurements characterized by quantum jumps can increase the
EE, this feature was earlier observed in Ref. [60]. By contrast, the left tail is more sensitive to the
monitoring strength. We could not find a simple analytic expression for general ~ though for weak
monitoring, putting aside the effect of the peak at zero, is well described by a Gaussian though the

agreement seems to become worse as the system size increases.

In order to gain a more quantitative understanding of the distribution, especially this left tail, we
investigate the spatial dependence of AS,; Eq. (8), see Fig. 5. Interestingly, we find very different
behavior for sites corresponding to the boundary between the two halves in which we split the sys-
tem to compute the EE. For weak monitoring strength, the distribution of points at, and around, the
subsystem boundary is broader, asymmetric, and with a much softer peak at zero. By contrast, for
the rest of sites not very close to the boundary, the distribution has a peak at zero with a much nar-
rower distribution. In the strong monitoring limit, and for sites far from the boundary, we observe
a complete quantum Zeno effect AS,; = 0 while in the region around the boundary, the distribu-
tion, though peaked at zero, has a well defined symmetric distribution. These observations indicate
qualitative differences between the region around boundary and the rest of sites. The precise length
for this boundary region may depend on the monitoring strength. Far from the boundary, the effect

of measurements becomes weak in the sense that the change of EE is small even for relatively weak
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Figure 4. The probability distribution of the change in entanglement entropy AS,; Eq. (9), computed employ-
ing Eq. (7), due to a quantum jump in the QJ protocol, for sufficiently late times so that EE has reached the
saturation value. The monitoring rates are v = 0.1, 0.5, 1.5 and 3.0 from (a) to (d).

monitoring strengths.

An explicit calculation of the distribution function separating sites close to the boundary from those
in the bulk, see Fig. 6, confirms the qualitative picture above. For weak monitoring, the distribution
function for the boundary point is a Gaussian with a small peak at zero. As more sites around the
boundary are added, the distribution develops a narrow exponential tail for AS,; 2 0. We note that
rare instances of AS,; 2 0 occur due to the fact that the measurement not only disentangles the
target site but also rearranges the remaining particles across the rest of the L — 1 sites, effectively
enhancing entanglement in unmeasured regions. This counterintuitive effect highlights the non-local
feedback inherent in quantum measurement dynamics. For bulk sites, the distribution is asymmetric

with exponential tails characterized by different decay rates. For strong monitoring, the distribution
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Figure 5. AS;; Eq. (9) as a function of the measured sites » = 1, ... L. The left plot is for the weak monitoring
rate v = 0.1 and system size L. = 1024, while the right plot is for the strong monitoring rate v = 3 and the
system size is . = 512. Note the stark differences between boundary points, separating the two subsystems
defining the EE, and the rest.

is effectively a delta function at zero for bulk points (note the scale of the axis), while for boundary
points, though there is also a peak at zero, we observe an asymmetric distribution with a broad support

that covers all possible values of AS,;.

Because of the asymmetry of the distribution, though P(AS,;) always has a sharp peak at zero,
the averaged AS,; is always slightly negative. We shall see this is necessary so that AS,; balances
the positive contribution from the non-Hermitian evolution to the dynamics which will be investigated
later. This is necessary so that the total change is zero because our study is focused on the long time

region where the EE has reached the saturation value.

In order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the effect of the quantum jumps on the
EE, we study its dependence on the occupation number n; at site 7 right before the measurement
occurs. For that purpose, we show in Fig. 7, the density-map of AS,; as a function of n,. We note
that in the QJ protocol only the outcome n; = 1 is measured. It is expected [60] that the smaller the
occupation number, the larger the change in the EE after a measurement. From the results in Fig. 5,
sufficiently large changes are restricted to the boundary of the subsystem. As a result, a change in
n; = 0 — 1 near the subsystem boundary, induced by a measurement, is expected to generate a more
pronounced change to the EE. In the weak monitoring limit, most sites will have a filling rate near
1/2 with virtually no sites with a filling rate near 0, so that we cannot observe the expected large
entanglement change for sites with n; ~ 0. Instead, we observe the expected behavior of a maximum

at half filling and, consistent with previous results for the distribution of AS,;, a relatively strong peak
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Figure 6. The distribution function of AS;; Eq. (9) for specific sites. The upper panel: the monitoring rates is
v = 0.1 and the system size is L. = 1024. The bottom panel: the monitoring rates is v = 3.0 and the system size
is L = 512. Here sites 1, 2 and 3 stand for sites around the boundary of the subsystem. Site 4 stands for the site
at the center of the subsystem. Specifically, sites 1 are sites [r = 1,7 = L/2,7 = L/2 + 1,r = L], sites 2 are
[r=145,r = L/2—5,r = L/2+6,r = L—5|,sites 3are [r = 14+15,r = L/2—15,r = L/2+16,r = L—15]
and sites 4 [r = L/4,r = 3L/4]. Note that for Fig. (d), the scale of AS; is of the order 10717 and the
maximum is 109 so it is effectively a Dirac delta function.

at AS,; = 0. Itis also worth to noting that even in this weak monitoring limit, there is already a small
peak at n;, = 1 as a consequence of the measurements. Indeed, even for intermediate monitoring
strength, the peak rapidly moves to n; = 1 which illustrate the strong impact of measurement on the

entanglement dynamics.

In the strong monitoring limit, n; can take any value though the change in EE has a cut-off value
In2 ~ 0.69, reflecting the maximal entanglement contribution from a single particle. As mentioned

earlier, this maximum value can only occur at the subsystem boundary sites because for the rest
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Figure 7. The density-map of AS,; as a function of the occupation number of the selected site that are going to
be measured. The monitoring rates are v = 0.1, 0.5, 1.5 and 3.0 from (a) to (d). The system size for the upper
panel is L = 1024, and the lower panel is L = 512.

of sites measurements induce little change in AS,;. Therefore, a measurement would only affect

particles around the boundary.

Although our interest is mostly focused on the effect of quantum jumps on the EE, the change
in EE due to the non-Hermitian evolution namely, the evolution between quantum jumps, is also
important in order to have a complete understanding of the entanglement dynamics. For that purpose,

we define the speed of the entanglement entropy change

S = ASpu /T (10)

where T is the time between quantum jumps and AS,,; = S4(t + 7) — Sa(t) computed from Eq. (7).
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Therefore, .5, captures the system intrinsic capacity to regenerate entanglement between measure-
ments. Since we are interested in the late time dynamics of entanglement for which the average EE
has reached the saturation value and therefore does not have a net growth in time, we expect [60)]
that, on average, the generation of entanglement due to the non-Hermitian evolution will compensate
its destruction due to measurements 65,5 ~ AS,;/7, where "¢ stands for the average over quantum
trajectories. Results depicted in the left plot of Fig. 8 confirm that this is the case for all considered
monitoring strengths. We stress that this cancellation is a property of the average only. We shall see
that the distribution of .5,y and other properties are qualitatively different from those due to quantum
jumps AS;.

Interestingly, the dependence on the average is non-monotonic with the monitoring strength ~.
This behavior stems from a competition between two effects. For monitored systems, 6.5, 5 regener-
ates entanglement within a region around the subsystem boundary with characteristic length £ [38],
which decreases with increasing . This typical length £ grows [38] exponentially with the moni-
toring strength v and therefore it will be larger than the system size L we can reach numerically for
sufficiently small . Consequently, when v = 0.1, the distribution P(6S,5), as is shown in Fig. 9,
depends on the system size since £ exceeds the maximum system size L. In contrast, in the stronger
monitoring limit, when v > 0.5, ¢ is smaller than the system size L and, as expected, P(0.S,x)

exhibits no size dependence.

Y Y
(@) (b)

Figure 8. The average change in EE after a measurement as a function of the monitoring rate y using the (a) QJ
protocol (left) and the (b) PM protocol (right). This is compared with the average speed of entanglement gain
between measurements in the QJ protocol S,z (left) and the PM protocol (§.S,,,) (right). As is expected, the
creation of entanglement is compensated by the loss due to the measurement. The system size is L = 512.

In that region, it is expected that the regeneration rate of EE dominates over its measurement-
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induced destruction rate governed by the quantum jumps. More specifically, in the weak monitoring
limit, the change of EE due to each measurement qu shows a weak dependence on ~, while 7 o
1/7, resulting in AS,;/7 7. To compensate for the destruction of entanglement in this region
0S,i o< 7y, which is consistent with the results of Fig. 8. When + is sufficiently large, the typical
length £ becomes on the order of or smaller than the lattice constant. In this regime, the spatial
extent for entanglement regeneration is suppressed, and the destruction of entanglement by frequent
measurements outpaces regeneration. Consequently, 55, decreases as v > 1 increases while the

effects of single local measurements AS,; — 0. The observation of a local maximum at y ~ 3 in

Fig. 8 confirms this picture.
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Figure 9. The probability distribution of the change of EE §.5,, i Eq. (10), computed using Eq. (7), between
measurements due to the non-hermitian evolution in the QJ protocol for different system sizes and times longer

than the saturation time. The monitoring rates are v = 0.1, 0.5, 1.5 and 3.0 from (a) to (d). The monitoring rate
is the same as in Fig. 4.
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Since 4.5, provides additional insight into the system’s ability to recover entanglement, a study of
P(3S,1), the probability distribution of .5, 5, directly complements our understanding of the impact
of measurements in the dynamics. As depicted in Fig. 9, the distribution of probability P(§S,,y) in
the weak monitoring limit is well described by a Gaussian distribution which is not strongly affected
by the increase in the monitoring strength. However, in the strong monitoring limit, we observe a
drastic change in the distribution, the central part of P(d5,,z7) becomes closer to an inverted Gaussian
with two non-analytic finite peaks at zero and a positive value. The peak at zero is a consequence of
complete Zeno effect characterized by a state that has zero EE before the action of the non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian and that therefore has a larger probability to remain in this state. We believe that the
second peak at a larger positive value of 0.9,y is related to the boundary points at which the system

can still regenerates entanglement fast.

We now address the site dependence of 0.5, 7, which reveals the regeneration of entanglement after
measuring the selected sites. An important difference with respect to the quantum jump contribution
AS,; is that, see Fig. 10, 65, is identical for all sites. The stark difference between boundary
and bulk sites observed for the change in EE induced by quantum jumps is not present at all in the
non-Hermitian contribution to the EE. The absence of any site dependence in 4.5, indicates that
earlier measurements AS,; do not affect the later non-Hermitian evolution 65,,57. 65, is an intrinsic
property of the system that only depends on the typical length £ of the entanglement between the
two subsystems, provided that the system is in the area law phase which we believe [38] is always
the case for sufficiently large L. This qualitative difference between the different contributions to
the EE change is a further illustration of the importance, and relevance, of studying local distribution

functions for a full characterization of the entanglement dynamics in a many-body quantum system.

We now investigate the dependence of 05,y on the occupation number n; by a density map de-
picted in Fig. 11. For weak monitoring v < 1, we observe that the density-map is concentrated, and
largely symmetric, around half-filling. However, we note that, as in the density map of AS,;, there
is also a larger density around n; = 1 corresponding to an incipient quantum Zeno effect caused by

measurements in the bulk sites.

In the strong monitoring limit v = 3.0, the density becomes concentrated around n; = 1, in line
with the analogue results for the quantum jump Fig. 7, which signals the dominance of Zeno effect, a
signature of the area-law phase. The long tails of 6.5,; at small values of n, are expected, because they
are needed to compensate for the entanglement destroyed, or in some cases created, by measurements

at the boundary points, see Fig. 7.

Finally, we investigate to what extent the results from the distribution function are consistent with
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Figure 10. The entanglement change 6.5, 7 Eq. (10) due to the non-Hermitian evolution in the QJ protocol after
measuring site r. The left plot is for the weak monitoring rate v = 0.1 and system size L = 1024, while the
right plot is for the strong monitoring rate v = 3. The system size is L = 512. Different from the effect of
quantum jumps ASg;, see Fig. 5, 5,z due to the non-Hermitian evolution does not show any dependence on
the measuring site.
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Figure 11. The density-map of 6.5, for the QJ protocol as a function of the occupation number before the
measurements. The monitoring rate are v = 0.1 (left), and v = 3.0 (right).

the average usually studied in the literature. Since we have already computed the EE, we will focus on
the mutual information /(d,.) that provides a local probe of the impact of a measurement in a selected

site on sites located at a certain distance. The mutual information is expressed in terms of the EE,
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where M, denotes the measured site at distance d,. from the subsystem A. See Fig. 12(a) for a pictorial
representation. Therefore, /(d,) could provide qualitative insights into the change in EE, AS,;, after
measuring different sites in one of the subsystems. In the weak monitoring limit, /(d,) exhibits a
power law decay with distance, consistent with the long-range entanglement correlations expected in
finite size systems, but not in the . — oo limit. While in the strong monitoring limit, /(d,.) decays

exponentially, indicating the measurement-induced destruction of entanglement.
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Figure 12. The mutual information I(d,) Eq. (11) between the subsystem A and a site M, in the other subsys-
tem as a function of the distance d,. for the QJ protocol. The pink dashed line is a power-law fitting and the red
dashed line is an exponential fitting. The system size is L = 512.

In the strong monitoring limit, these results are fully consistent with those obtained from the
distribution functions. For instance, the sharp peak at zero in the distribution arises because most
measurements, except those near the subsystem boundaries, can only affect few sites around the one
being measured so the global EE cannot change much.

For weak monitoring, the power-law decay in the average mutual information is a signature of
long-range entanglement and therefore of a EE (volume law) that scales with system size. However,
previous results in the paper considering the full distribution function, instead of the average, point to
a more nuanced picture. Even for weak monitoring, the distribution of AS,; has a peak at zero which
increases with the system size. The change in EE due to a quantum jump is specially pronounced in
the boundary points, for the rest of sites, it has a relatively narrow distribution around zero. Therefore,
even a weak monitoring strength has a profound impact in on the entanglement dynamics that is not
captured by the average of the mutual information,

Indeed, although our results do not provide direct support of the analytical prediction [38] for the

similar PM protocol that for L. — oo, the system is in the area law phase for any v > 0, they are
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certainly consistent with this prediction and moreover show that the calculation of distribution func-
tions, and its site dependence, provides a much more detailed picture of the mechanism of creation

and destruction of the EE in quantum many-body systems.

V. THE PROJECTIVE MEASUREMENT PROTOCOL

Finally, we study the PM protocol corresponding to the standard picture in quantum mechanics
where, after a measurement, the wavefunction collapses to one of the eigenstates of the Hermitian
operator representing the observable being measured with a probability given by the Born’s rule. This
protocol is similar to the quantum jump one. However, there are a few differences. Since there is no
continuous monitoring, the evolution between measurements is Hermitian. Moreover, the outcome of
the measurement is n; = 0 or 1 while in the quantum jump protocol the only outcome isn; = 1. Asa

consequence, in the strong monitoring limit, we expect quantum Zeno effect around these two values.

Details of the protocol are given in Appendix A 3. As in the previous protocols, we also define the
change in EE
ASyn = Sa(t+77) = Salt+77) (12)

due to the projective measurement, AS,,, = Sa(t +7) — Sa(t) and
0Sun = ASun/T (13)

where AS,,, stands for the change in EE due to the unitary evolution and 7 the time between mea-
surements. Results for the distribution of probability P(AS,,,), depicted in Fig. 13, including the
size dependence, are very similar to those for the quantum jump protocol so the same conclusions
apply. In Fig. 14, we present density plots of AS,,, as a function of the occupation number 7,. As in
the quantum jump protocol, for weak monitoring, there is a maximum around half-filling that shifts
to a bi-modal distribution centered around n; = 0,1 in the strong monitoring limit. This is also in
line with the quantum jump case though, by definition, the maximum for the quantum jump is only at
n; = 1. The unitary contribution AS,,,, see Fig. 15, has qualitatively similar features, with the same
crossover from a maximum at half filling, for weak monitoring, to maxima at n; = 0, 1, in the strong

monitoring limit.
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Figure 13. The probability distribution P(AS,,,) of the entanglement entropy change AS,,,, Eq. (12), com-
puted from Eq. (7) after saturation of the EE, due to a projective measurement of the occupation number (PM
protocol). The monitoring rates are v = 0.1, 0.5, 1.5 and 3.0 from (a) to (d).

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the distribution function of the change in EE after a measurement of the oc-
cupation number in a chain of free fermions using the QSD, QJ and PM protocols. QJ and PM
protocols lead to asymmetric non-Gaussian distributions with a peak at zero that becomes stronger as
the monitoring strength or the system size increases. More interestingly, for these two protocols, the
distribution function is spatially inhomogeneous, namely, it is not the same for all sites. For boundary
sites, separating the two sub-systems in the definition of the EE, the distribution in the weak monitor-
ing limit is close to a Gaussian with a small peak at zero and a broad support. However, for the rest of

sites, the support is one order of magnitude smaller and the distribution has asymmetric exponential
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Figure 14. Density map of AS),,, Eq. (12) with the same parameters as in Fig. 7 (QJ protocol) but for the PM
protocol. Results are similar for both protocols after taking into account that the potential outcomes in the PM
protocol are n; = 0, 1 while in the QJ protocol is only n; = 1.

tails. On average, the change in EE is negative, however, we have found that the distribution has an
exponential tail for positive values so there is a finite probability that the EE increases as a result of
a single measurement. It would be interesting a detailed characterization of the conditions for the

existence of such measurements resulting in a positive change of the EE.

For strong monitoring, the distribution of bulk points is well described by a delta function at zero
indicating the dominance of the quantum Zeno effect. For boundary sites, the distribution is peaked
around zero but, at least for the sizes investigated, still deviates from a delta function. Indeed, it has a
broad support covering all possible values of the change in EE with a right tail showing a Gaussian-

like decay and a left tail with a much slower decay.

The distribution for the QSD protocol is qualitatively different. For weak monitoring, it is Gaussian



23

2 1
1.5 0.8
: 1 106
n
DS
0.4
0.5
0.2
0
0

0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
n; n;

() (b)

Figure 15. The density-map of .5y, Eq. ( 12) for the PM protocol as a function of the occupation number right
before the measurement. The monitoring rates are v = 0.1 (left), and v = 0.5 (right).

and size independent. As the monitoring strength increases, the distribution is still symmetric but
deviations from Gaussianity are clearly observed which are well characterized by a distribution which
is Gaussian around zero but with exponential tails. In the strong monitoring limit, the tail are still
exponential but the Gaussian around zero turns into a strong peak suggesting a singularity at zero

which is a signature of the Zeno effect.

An interesting question to ask is whether these distributions could provide early signals of a MIPT.
As is mentioned in the introduction, at least in the PM [3&], and likely in the rest of protocols as well,
the system is in the area law phase in the limit of L — oo for any v > 0. For finite L, one could
still observe a crossover between the area-law a volume-law, or critical, phases as the monitoring rate
is decreased. Therefore, the differences observed in the distributions by tuning the monitoring rate
suggest that each phase may have distinct features. Not only that, density-maps of the change of the
EE before and after a measurement show that even for relatively small ~y there is a crossover between
a peak at half filling associated with the volume law, or critical, to a peak at n; = 1 (QJ), orn; =0, 1
(PM), signaling the building up of quantum Zeno effect and therefore of the area law phase. It would
be necessary a careful, and numerically costly, finite size scaling analysis to determine whether a
transition occurs at a finite -y in order to confirm the analytic results of Ref. [38] but our findings
provide evidence that, unlike the average, the full distribution function shows the building up of the

area-law phase even for relatively small values of the monitoring strength and the system size.

By contrast, for the QSD protocol, we do not find any sign of the area law phase for weak mon-

itoring. However, we have provided arguments that, for this protocol, the distribution of changes is
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not relevant for the identification of the transition at least in the weak monitoring limit.

Two general features of our results: the existence of strong peaks at zero in the distribution func-
tion, corresponding to no changes in the EE after a measurement, whose strength increases with the
monitoring rate, together with the general presence of broader non-Gaussian tails call for further re-
search. As mentioned earlier, a longstanding problem for the experimental observation of MIPT is
the post-selection problem that requires to probe all possible experimental outcomes to observe the
transition. However, a detailed understanding of the distribution may at least reduce the problem in
some cases by identifying special measurements that carry a large weight, like those corresponding
to the peak at zero or to rare measurements leading to the broad tails of the distribution. It would be
interesting a more quantitative understanding of the specific features in the distribution function that
could make possible to reduce the severity of the post-selection problem. We plan to address some of

these puzzles in the near future.
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Appendix A: Definition of the three measurement protocols
1. Quantum state diffusion (QSD)

The dynamic evolution of a quantum system under the QSD protocol is mathematically described

by the Stochastic Schrodinger equation (SSE) [19, 21, 22, 48]:

Afe(0) /() = —iHdt + Y (VT = () JdW; = = (P de)  (AD

where H is the Hamiltonian defined in Eq. 1, (n;); = (¢(¢)|n;]1(t)) denotes the expectation value
of the particle density at site . W/ is the Wiener process associated with Gaussian stochastic noise
satisfying thide = 0;;dt. The second term on the right describes measurement effects where the

monitoring strength is . It can be derived from the unraveling of the corresponding Lindbladian
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[14, 15] master equation [9]. We stress that in the QSD protocol measurements induce independent
Gaussian noise at all sites and continuously in time. The time discretization ¢t value is an important
parameter in our numerical analysis. After numerous tests, we have found that 6t = 0.05 is sufficient

given that the state evolution is governed by a first order equation.

The state evolution equation also includes the stochastic term dV; which requires Ito calculus. To

leading order O(y), we can represent the left side of Eq. A1 as the derivative of In(¢(t)),

dj(t dw))?  d(t S
d(In([v(1)))) = ||1Z}(§5)>>> - (2:2853 = \%)); _Zl<% [ — (fi),] dt) (A2)

where, on the right, since the noise strength is proportional to /7, we should consider the (dW})?

term which is of order O(7). As a result,

L
[t + dt)) = exp (—z’Hdt + > [ = (7)) OW — oy (s — (7)) dt}) W) (A3

i=1
where §W/ is the Gaussian noise of zero average and standard deviation \/7dt. The state |1 (¢)) can

also be expressed in terms of the coefficient matrix U (¢), [)(t)) = []r-, [Zle Ujk(t)c;] |vac), Eq. 2
1

in the main text. For any quadratic operator in the second quantization form A = ), i flijci cj, it is

possible to show by using the standard anti-commutation relations that A|¢)) = [, [Zle flﬂUlk(t)c} |vac),
which is effectively the multiplication of the coefficients matrices AU. As aresult, we can reduce the

state evolution Eq. A3 to the updating of the coefficient matrix U(¢) to U(t + Jt) at each time step

[19,21, 48],

Ut + dt) o« exp (—ifldt W+ (2(R), — mdt) U(t), (A4)

where H, i; = J0i11; is the L x L coefficient matrix of the Hamiltonian H, namely, H = y ﬁij cjcj.
dW*" and (n), are the L x L diagonal matrix whose i-th diagonal element equals to 6W} and (7n;),

respectively and 1 is the L x L identity matrix.

It’s worthwhile to note that, we can interpret the stochastic state evolution governed by the Ito
process Eq. Al as the one resulting from the state evolution with the following non-Hermitian Hamil-

tonian Hy,
L

Hy=H+iY a; (SW] + (2(h;) — 1)ydt) (A5)

i=1
where we interpret 61, as Gaussian random numbers with no dependence on the time step J¢. The
low-energy dynamics of such quadratic disordered Hamilton Eq. A5 has been addressed by using the

replica trick and the path-integral formalism [38, 40, 80] resulting in a Non-Linear Sigma model with
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symmetries that depend on both the system and the measurement protocol.

Numerically, we evolve the state by updating the coefficient matrix U(¢) at each time step. We
now explicitly write down the numerical steps to evolve U (%):

1. Initialization: We initialize U in the half-filling Néel state following Eq. 3, and choose as time
discretization step dt = 0.05.

2. State Evolution: We compute the evolution of U (¢) following Eq. A4, resulting in the unnor-
malized coefficient matrix U (¢ + dt). Before each time step, we compute (71;);, which equals to the
i-th diagonal elements of the correlation matrix D(t) = U(t)U(t)" defined in Eq. 6. We compute
the matrix multiplication employing the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method instead of exact diagonal-
ization because numerically the latter is much more expensive. We have checked that for 6t < 0.1,
and for all monitoring rates v we consider, the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method is always a good
approximation.

3. Normalization: We use the QR decomposition U (t 4 6t) = U(t + 6t) R, where R is an upper-
triangular matrix, to preserve the normalization condition UU = 1. The procedure ensures that the
new state is correctly normalized (¢)(t + 6t)|1(t 4+ 6t)) = 1. This QR decomposition takes most of
the computational time.

4. Compute EE: We compute the entanglement entropy and mutual information from the corre-
lation matrix D(t + 0t) = U(t + 6t)U(t + 6t)'. Note the state evolution only involves the updating
of U(t), so that this step does not affect the evolution, and we only choose some of time slices to
compute the events we need.

5. Repeat: 2 — 4 are repeated for each time step replacing 1 by the state at the previous time
step until the system reaches the steady state characterized by the saturation of the EE m
introduced in Sec II.

The QSD measurement protocol combines both measurements and Hamiltonian dynamics at each
time step of the dynamics. The main advantage of this method is that the purity of the Gaussian state
is conserved by construction [19]. Therefore, the time step ¢ does not need to be very small to avoid
non-physical errors. The procedure for updating the state matrix U under the QSD protocol is given

by Algorithm 2.

2. Quantum jump (QJ)

In the QJ protocol, the state evolves continuously by a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian until but this
continuous evolution is interrupted at certain times by sudden quantum jumps physically related to a

measurement, which in our case is the observation of a particle n; = 1 at site 7. The so-called jump



27

Algorithm 1: Updating state matrix U under QSD protocol

1: Input: System size L, particle number N = /2, monitoring rate -, maximum time ¢ £, time
step dt.

2: Output: Final state matrix U (¢y).

3: Initialization: Time ¢ = 0. The state matrix U;;(t = 0) = 04,1 ; that characterizes the Néel
state. The Hamitonian matrix H;; = 0; j+1.

4: whilet <t;do

5. Generate Gaussian random variable W/} ~ N (0, \/vdt).

6:  Calculate the local occupation number (7;) = Zjvzl Ui;U ]Tl

7. Employ the 4th order Runge-Kutta algorithm to update the unrenormalized state matrix

U(t + dt) according to Eq (A4) .
8: QR decompose the state matrix U(t + dt) = @ * R and get the new state matrix
Ut +dt) = Q.
9: t=t+dt.
10: end while
11: return U(ty)

operator that describes this effect is defined as L; = /yn; = ﬁc}cj. The full dynamics including

the quantum jumps can be modeled by the following equation [42, 46]:

L;[¢ (1))
()L Li (1))

dly(t)) = —iH |y (t) dt+Z N — [p(1) | duw;(1), (A6)

where dw;(t) is the site-independent Poisson process. Numerically, dw;(t) are discrete random vari-
ables that takes only O or 1. Its ensemble average satisfies (dw,(t)) = ~dt, where + is the strength of
the measurement that controls the rate at which the measurements are performed.

An efficient way to numerically simulate the time of evolution of | (t)) Eq (A6) is by employing
the quantum trajectory algorithm, which can be summarized as follows [9, 42, 46]:

1. Initialization: Start with the Néel state |1)(¢ = 0)) as an initial state at time ¢ = 0, which means
the system is half-filled.

2. Waiting-time of quantum jump: Determine the jump time 7 by solving (¢(t + 77 )| (t +
77)) = n, where 7 is a random number uniformly distributed between (0, 1] and 7~ means the time
right before the measurement. We note that the jump time can also be analytically determined by the
expression 7 = In(n)/(yN) [46].

3. Non-Hermitian time evolution: Evolve the state according to the effective Hamiltonian
Hepp = H —iv/2 Y5, cle

S0} = ~iHegs (1), (A7)

4. Quantum jump: At time ¢ + 7, a quantum jump, L; = /97, representing the detection of a
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particle (n; = 1) at site j, occurs with probability p; given by:

O+ )Ly [0+ 7))

T et ) Lt + 7))
5. State update: Update the state by applying the Lindblad operator L;:
Lyt + 7"
i+ 7)) - i+ ) . (A9)
V0l + LI o+ 7))
6. Orthonormalization: Obtain the correlation matrix according to
(
1, i=1 =3
Djyr = (@']eleslt’) = S0, (i=j,i#d)or(i' = j,i #7) (A10)
CTC-/ CTC' .
(cley) — W, otherwise
\ CjCj

We then obtain the new orthonormal matrix U from the correlation matrix through the SVD decom-
position D = USU', where S;; = 1(1 < i < N)and O(N + 1 < i < L). The new matrix U
characterizes the new orthonormal state |¢)(¢ + 7)) at time ¢ + 7.

7. Repeat: Go back to step 2 and repeat the process until the desired time is reached.

A detailed numerical algorithm for updating the state matrix under the QJ protocol is given in

Algorithm 2.

3. Projective Measurements (PM)

This appendix introduces the PM protocol [38] which is closely related to the QJ protocol. The
two main differences is that the state evolution between two measurements is governed by the Hermi-
tian Hamiltonian and that the time between measurements 7 is here a free parameter which we have
decided to mimic that of the QJ protocol 7 = In(n)/(vN) , where 7 is a random value uniformly
distributed in (0, 1], N = L/2 is the particle number and -y is the measuring rate per site. At each
measurement time ¢ + 7, a site j is chosen randomly, and a projective measurement of the site occu-
pation number 7; = c} c; 1s conducted. Upon performing a measurement at time ¢ + 7 with outcome

n;, the density matrix undergoes a discontinuous change:

pt+77) = By, (j)plt +77) B0, (4), (A11)
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Algorithm 2: Updating state matrix U under QJ protocol

1: Input: System size L, particle number N = /2, monitoring rate -, maximum time ¢ £
2: Output: Final state matrix U (¢;).
3: Initialization: Time ¢ = 0. The state matrix U;;(t = 0) = 9,1 ; that characterizes the Néel
state. The Hamitonian matrix H;; = d; j+1.
4: whilet <t;do
Generate a random value uniformly distributed € (0, 1] and get 7 = In(n) /(7 V).
6:  Employ the 4th order Runge-Kutta algorithm to update the matrix
U(t+ 1) = exp(—iHT)U(t)
Obtain the correlation matrix D = Z]kvzl w7 Ujk(t + 7).
8:  Generate a random value uniformly distributed p € [0, 1].
. Initiate sum,,; = 0;
10 fori=1to L do

el

11: Sumy; = sumy; + Dy /N # select the measured site ¢ € [1, L]
12: if sum,,; > p then

13: break.

14: end if

15:  end for

16:  Update the correlation matrix D following Eq. (A10).

17:  SVD decompose the correlation matrix D = USUT and get the new state matrix U (t + 7).
18: t=t+T7.

19: end while

20: return U(ty)

where ]5] are the projection operators defined as:

A A

The possible outcomes of this measurement are either 1 or 0, reflecting the fermionic nature of the
particles. Then, we can get the density-density correlation matrix D;; = Tr(pn;n;) — Tr(pn;)Tr(pn;)

with p the density matrix.

Therefore, for the numerical simulation of the PM in a free fermionic system, we focus on the
evolution of the correlation matrix D(t). The simulation is also initialized in the Néel state |1 (t =
0)) = |10101010...), and the corresponding element of the correlation matrix can be written as
D;;(t = 0) = (4(t = 0)|cle;|9(t = 0)). For each time interval between two PM, apply the unitary
evolution D(t + 7) = e “"D(t)e'". At time ¢t + 7, we randomly select a site j, and compute

p; = Dj;. We then generate a random value p.. If p; < p., we perform the projection operation



A

Fo(j)
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= 1 —n;. The corresponding updated correlation matrix elements are given by [60]:

o 0, (i = jor(i" = j)
Dy = (|cjcu|’) = (A13)

teele; .
(cley) — %, otherwise
J

If p; > p., we perform the projection operators P () = n;. The updated correlation matrix is

given by Eq (A10) in Appendix A 2.

Following the similar calculation introduced in Appendix A 2, we apply the SVD decomposition

D = USUT to restore the Gaussian state representation where the matrix U characterizes the state

after the PM measurement |¢)(t + 7)). We repeat the calculation until the steady state at which the EE

reaches the saturation value. These steps are summarized by following the Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Updating state matrix U under PM protocol

: Input: System size L, particle number N = L /2, monitoring rate -y, maximum time ;.

2: Output: Final state matrix U (t).

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:

: Inmitialization: Time ¢ = 0. The state matrix U;;(t = 0) = 0,1 ; that characterizes the Néel

state. The Hamitonian matrix H;; = 0; j+1.
while t < t; do
Generate a random value uniformly distributed 1 € (0, 1] and get 7 = In(n)/(yN).
Employ the 4th order Runge-Kutta algorithm to update the matrix
U(t+ 1) = exp(—iHT)U(t)
Obtain the correlation matrix D = S, Uz (t + 7)Uji(t + 7).
Randomly select a site i € [1, L.
Generate a random value uniformly distributed p; € [0, 1].
Update the correlation matrix D following Eq. (A10).
else if D;; < p; then
Update the correlation matrix D following Eq. (A13).
end if
SVD decompose the correlation matrix D = USUT and get the new state matrix U (t + 7).
t=t+r.
end while
return U(tf)
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