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We investigate the dynamics of strongly disordered spin chains in the presence of random local
measurements. By studying the transverse-field Ising model with a site-dependent random longitu-
dinal field and an effective l-bit many-body localized Hamiltonian, we show that the prethermal and
MBL regimes are unstable to local measurements along any direction. Any non-zero measurement
density induces a volume-law entangled phase with a subsequent phase transition into an area-law
state as the measurement rate is further increased. The critical measurement rate pc, where the
transition occurs, is exponentially small in the strength of disorder W and the average overlap be-
tween the measurement operator and the local integrals of motion O as pc ∼ exp[−αW/(1 − O2)].
In the measurement-induced volume-law phase, the saturation time scales as ts ∼ L, contrasting
the exponentially slow saturation ts ∼ eaL in the prethermal and MBL regimes at p = 0.

Localization of quantum particles has remained of cen-
tral interest in condensed matter physics [1, 2]. While it
is well known that strong disorder localizes noninteract-
ing fermions [3, 4], the role of interactions in many-body
localization (MBL) at finite energy density is a subtle
and challenging question [5–10]. The prethermal regime
preceding the MBL phase exhibits dynamical properties
resembling full MBL [11–13], for small system sizes, in
classical and quantum simulations [14–16]. The instabil-
ity of the MBL regime to quantum measurements can
provide a new perspective on localization, as random
local measurements induce a form of dynamical local-
ization through wavefunction collapse, which is distinct
from quantum interference. In d-dimensional monitored
free-fermionic circuits, this interplay has been made ex-
plicit by mapping the system to d + 1-dimensional free
fermions in quenched disorder; the Anderson localized
phase in d + 1 now corresponds to an area-law scaling
of the entanglement entropy [17–20]. However, in the
presence of strong interactions, this mapping no longer
applies, and the interplay of disorder, interactions, and
measurements offers a versatile setting to explore new
dynamical effects and phase transitions.

Surprisingly, in the presence of interactions, localiza-
tion induced by static disorder and measurement are, in
fact, directly competing as they correspond to different
forms of localized behavior. This is due to the physi-
cal spin operators having finite support over many l-bits,
each projective measurement acts as a non-commuting
perturbation on an extended set of integrals of motion.
Repeated measurements, therefore, continually scramble
the l-bit degrees of freedom and destabilize the MBL
structure, even when the overlap with a single l-bit is
exponentially small, which was studied by analogous sta-
bilizer circuits mapped to measurement-only models [21].

At sufficiently high measurement rates (in particular di-
rections), the MBL model has been found to undergo
a measurement-induced phase transition (MIPT) into
an area-law phase, which is unrelated to the underlying
MBL phase. In contrast, the volume-law phase ceases to
exist for measurements of the exact l-bit operator [22],
which are still exponentially complex to construct. In
practice, only physical spins, which have partial overlaps
with l-bits, are measurable, as depicted in Fig. 1(a). This
deviation plays a crucial non-perturbative role in the in-
stability of MBL dynamics to measurements. A precise
understanding of how measurements impact the stabil-
ity of the prethermal and MBL regimes has been lacking
and is crucial for a comprehensive picture of the insta-
bilities of MBL in open system dynamics. In particular,
prior work [22–24] concluded that if you measure physical
operators that “align” strongly with the l-bit operators
then there is no volume law phase. However, we show
that this conclusion is incorrect and provide strong nu-
merical evidence of a non-zero critical measurement rate
that follows a universal form for any measurement di-
rection that is albeit exponentially small in the disorder
strength, thus demonstrating the instability of the MBL
phase to random local measurements.

In this work, we investigate the monitored quantum
dynamics of strongly disordered spin-1/2 chains without
any space-time symmetries other than the energy conser-
vation. We consider their unitary Hamiltonian dynamics
interspersed by random local measurements along an ar-
bitrary direction denoted by the angle θ, see Fig. 1. To
compute the dynamics, we utilize a Chebyshev expan-
sion of the unitary time evolution operator [25], which
allows an efficient and accurate truncation. As a result,
we achieve system sizes comparable to those of quantum
circuit simulations, which help us to determine the phase
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FIG. 1: (a) The top panel is a schematic of the typ-
ical support of an l-bit operator, localized at site i in
the microscopic model, with each qubit measured ran-
domly with Mi(θ) in the x− z plane. The bottom panel
shows a schematic of the l-bit operator in the l-bit model,
with each qubit measured randomly in the x direction.
(b) Illustration of measurement protocol with unitary
Hamiltonian dynamics U(∆t) followed by random mea-
surementsMi(θ) with rate p. (c) Illustration of the phase
diagram for the MBL system with measurement in the
space of disorder strength W and measurement rate pθ
at angle θ. For any θ, the critical measurement rate
pc ∼ exp{− αW

1−O2 } for large W labels the boundary be-
tween volume and area-law entangled phases with O be-
ing the overlap between the measurement operator (de-
fined eplicitly for in Eq. (6)).

boundary separating volume-law and area-law entangled
phases.

We show that the boundary is exponentially small in
both the disorder strength and the overlap of local mea-
surement operators with the l-bit degrees of freedom. We
complement this analysis with a study of the saturation
time scales in the l-bit limit of the model, which shows
that the p > 0 region of the phase diagram, where this
scale grows linearly with the system size, is not smoothly
connected to the p = 0 line, where it is exponentially
slow. These results are supported by both the spin-
chain model in the prethermal MBL regime and the l-bit
Hamiltonian, suggesting that they are generic, and can
be tested on current quantum platforms such as trapped-
ion and superconducting-qubit experiments that have re-
alized MBL [26–35] and MIPTs [36–40].

To study the interplay of measurements and MBL, we

focus on a repeated two-stage protocol, which consists
of alternating unitary evolution and projective measure-
ments as shown in Fig. 1(b). In the unitary step, the sys-
tem evolves under the unitary operator that we take to be
the same each time it is applied (i.e., it is a Floquet oper-
ator) U = e−iH∆t, and we set ∆t = 1/J throughout. We
consider two different Hamiltonians in this work: the mi-
croscopic Hamiltonian (1) and the l-bit Hamiltonian (2).
The microscopic Hamiltonian that we analyze is

the disordered transverse-field Ising model with a site-
dependent random longitudinal field

H(W, {η}) = J

L∑
i=1

(
σz
i σ

z
i+1 + σx

i +Wηiσ
z
i

)
. (1)

The strength of disorder is denoted W, and ηi are ran-
dom variables at each site that are drawn from the uni-
form distribution between [−1, 1]. To ascertain the small-
L behavior of this Hamiltonian, we analyze its level
spacing ratio using exact diagonalization and present
the results in End matter. We observe a clear transi-
tion from Wigner-Dyson to Poisson-like behavior as the
disorder is increased, with a crossing that drifts up to
W ≳ 3.2, which has been interpreted as the onset of MBL
in small systems. However, recent studies suggest that
true many-body localization may only occur for signifi-
cantly stronger disorder strengths in the thermodynamic
limit [12, 41, 42]. In the intermediate prethermal regime
W ≳ 3.2, the system displays slow entanglement dynam-
ics and suppressed thermalization, which is the parame-
ter regime of the microscopic model we focus on in this
work.
In addition to analyzing the prethermal regime of this

finite system size MBL model, we also investigate an-
other Hamiltonian (the l-bit Hamiltonian), which is by
construction in the MBL phase. When the system is in
the MBL phase, there exists a complete set of emergent
local integrals of motion, illustrated in Fig. 1(a). There-
fore, to study the effects of measurement in the MBL
phase, we consider an effective MBL Hamiltonian in the
l-bit (τ) basis [43, 44], which is related to the physical
σ basis by a local unitary transformation. In this basis,
the diagonal form of the MBL Hamiltonian is

Hl−bits({η}) =
∑
i

hηiτ
z
i +

∑
i,j

ηije
−m|i−j|τzi τ

z
j + ... (2)

where ... stands for the higher order terms in terms of
the l-bits, η ∈ [0, 1] is a random variable. In the follow-
ing, unless otherwise specified, we drop the higher-order
terms and choose h = 5 for the l-bit model. Without
measurement, p = 0, the Hamiltonian dynamics gen-
erates entanglement entropy with a logarithmic growth
S(t) ∼ ln t characteristic of MBL systems [15, 16, 45]
for both the microscopic Hamiltonian (1) and the l-bit
Hamiltonian (2).
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FIG. 2: Tripartite mutual information I3(t) for the evolution under Hamiltonian (1) and random measurements
for measurement angle θ = π

2 and various system sizes L. The disorder strength is W = 5 and the measurement
probability is p = 0.01 in (a) and and p = 0.09 in (b) corresponding to the volume-law and the area-law entangled
phases, respectively. The inset in (b) depicts the geometry used to compute I3(t). (c) Tripartite mutual information
in the steady state Is3 as a function of p with a critical value pc ≃ 0.039. The inset shows the data collapse for the
microscopic model using the critical exponent ν ≃ 1.6 extrapolated from the l-bit model.

In the measurement step, we perform a projective mea-
surement with probability p at each site. We measure in
the xz plane at site i the operator

Mi(θ) = cos θσz
i + sin θσx

i , (3)

which interpolates between σz
i =Mi(0) and σ

x
i =Mi

(
π
2

)
and has measurement outcome mi = ±1. This measure-
ment consists of the projectors Pmi(θ) = (1 ±Mi(θ))/2
with eigenvalues mi = ±1 and the state transforms ac-
cording to

|ψ⟩ → 1

pmi

Pmi
(θ)|ψ⟩, (4)

with Born probability pmi
= ⟨ψ|Pmi

(θ)|ψ⟩ up to normal-
ization. As a result, the time evolution is non-unitary,
and the state is now indexed by the measurement history
labeled by the set {mk}. Notice that purely τz measure-
ments in the l-bit model commute with the Hamiltonian
and produce a steady state that is a product state for any
finite measurement rate. Therefore, only measurements
with a finite τx component lead to nontrivial dynamics.
Combing the unitary dynamics with the above mea-

surement protocol, we evolve the system by iterating
these two steps as shown in Fig. 1(b), starting from a
random product state |ψ0⟩ = ⊗L

i=1 |θi, ϕi⟩ where each
qubit is initialized in a pure state parameterized by spher-
ical angles θi and ϕi as |θ, ϕ⟩ = (cos θ

2 , e
iϕ sin θ

2 ). At
every time step t, we first evolve the state |ψ(t)⟩ as
|ψ(t+ 1

2 )⟩ = e−iH({η}∆t|ψ(t)⟩. To simulate the time evo-
lution of the system under Hamiltonian dynamics, we
approximate the unitary time-evolution operator with a
Chebyshev polynomial expansion, as discussed in End
matter. A benefit of the Hamiltonian acting over a short
time for each step of the evolution is that it allows us to
truncate the Chebyshev expansion at a low order. After

the unitary evolution, the measurement step is applied,
|ψ(t+ 1)⟩ =

∏
{mi}

1
pmi

Pmi
|ψ(t+ 1

2 )⟩ with a set of mea-

surement outcomes mi(t) if the i-th qubit is measured.
The resulting state at time t depends on the random
variable {η} and measurement outcomes {mi(t)}, and
we label it as |ψ(t)⟩{η,mi(t)}.

At each step t, we compute the tripartite mu-
tual information for the state |ψ(t)⟩{η,mi(t)} defined as

I
{η,mi(t)}
3 (t) = SA+SB+SC+SABC−SAB−SBC−SAC ,
where SX = −ρX ln ρX is the von-Neumann entropy
of subsystem X with reduced density matrix ρX =

TrX̄

(
|ψ(t)⟩{η,mi(t)} ⟨ψ(t)|{η,mi(t)}

)
. The subsystems A,

B, and C are shown in Fig. 2(b); each corresponds to
one quarter of the system. We average the mutual in-
formation over 2000 samples of random parameters {η}
and quantum trajectories {mi(t)}, I3(t) =

[
Ī
{η,mi(t)}
3 (t)

]
,

with X̄ indicating the average of X over random param-
eters {η} and [X] indicating the average over the quan-
tum trajectory {mi(t)}. In Fig. 2 (a) and (b), we present
two representative examples of the time evolution of I3(t)
with parameters W = 5 and θ = π

2 , differing only in the
value of the measurement rate p. Both show saturation to
a steady-state value Is3 = I3(t → ∞) under the repeated
measurement protocol.

To probe the entanglement structure of the steady
state, we analyze the scaling of the steady state tripar-
tite mutual information Is3 as a function of the system
size L and measurement rate p at a fixed measurement
angle θ = π/2 and randomness W = 5, see Fig. 2 (c).
A transition between volume-law and area-law entangle-
ment is detected from the crossing of the Is3(p) curves
for different system sizes L, which determines the criti-
cal measurement rate pc. Near the critical point in the
long time limit, the tripartite mutual information follows
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FIG. 3: (a) The W - and θ-dependence of the critical
measurement rate pc(W, θ) defines the phase boundary
between volume-law entanglement, p < pc, and area-law
entanglement, p > pc, for the model (1). The inset shows
the data collapse onto the curve given by Eq. (7). The
hollow markers indicate data points where pc shows a
significant finite-size effect. (b) Overlaps between the
local integral of motion and the measurement operator
O(θ,W ) as defined in Eq. (6) for Hamiltonian (1)

a universal scaling function [46–48]

Is3 = I3(t→ ∞) ∼ f
(
(p− pc)L

1/ν
)

(5)

where ν is the correlation length exponent and f(x) is a
smooth function. Because of strong finite-size effects, ν
cannot be reliably extracted for the microscopic model.
However, the l-bit model yields ν = 1.6± 0.01.

The complete phase diagram is obtained by extracting
the critical measurement rate pc(θ,W ) from the crossings
of the Is3(p) curves at various values of W and θ. We
observe that for large randomness W ≥ 3, the critical
measurement rate is exponentially small pc ∼ e−f(θ)W

as shown in Fig. 3. To determine f(θ), we compute the
overlap between the measurement operator in Eq. (3)
and the emergent local integral of motion (per disorder

sample), defined as [49]

O(θ,W ) =
1

2L
Tr

(
M(θ)L̄i(W, {η})

)
, (6)

where Li(W, {η}) = V †diag(V σz
i V

†)V and V is the
unitary operator that diagonalizes the Hamiltonian
H(W, {η}) and diag(A) is a diagonal matrix with the
same diagonal elements as A. By construction, the lo-
cal integral of motion Li(W, {η}) is a conserved charge,
[Li, H] = 0, which depends only on the Hamiltonian. The
numerical values of O(θ,W ) averaged over 500 samples
of random variables ηi are shown in Fig. 3(b).
This overlap characterizes the extent to which mea-

surement “freezes” an integral of motion. We compare
the critical measurement rate pc with the overlap O
shown in Fig. 3 with an ansatz

pc(W, θ) = p0 exp

(
− αW

1−O(θ,W )2
− cos θ

)
(7)

where p0 = 4.9 and α = 0.96 are obtained by collaps-
ing the data onto a single curve, see the inset in Fig. 3.
Eq. (7) implies several key consequences. First, it indi-
cates that there is always a phase transition from volume
to area-law entanglement in the prethermal and MBL
systems due to measurements for any value of the overlap
between the measurement operator and the l-bit degrees
of freedom. At the same, the phase boundary out of the
volume-law phase is exponentially small as the parame-
ters W and θ are increased. Finally, it also suggests that
the prethermal MBL regime is unstable to any non-zero
measurement rate in any direction, irrespective of the na-
ture of the l-bit operators. To understand this instability,
we now turn to the l-bit model (2).
The l-bit Hamiltonian puts us deep into the MBL

phase by construction, and we find that the finite-size
effects are significantly suppressed as compared to the
microscopic model (2) because the localization length is
strictly bounded. This allows us to obtain better numeri-
cal results for Is3 and establish that the τx measurements
produce an MIPT with pc = 0.18 and the critical expo-
nent ν ≈ 1.6± 0.01 as shown in Fig. 4(a). Moreover, the
dynamical exponent z = 1 as we demonstrate in the End
Matter.
In Fig. 4(c), we show that in the presence of measure-

ments, the entanglement entropy grows faster than in
the case of purely unitary dynamics destroying the log-
arithmic growth in the MBL state and indicating that
the MBL dynamics is unstable with respect to any non-
zero density of local measurements. To study the in-
stability of the MBL phase under measurements, we in-
vestigate the system at the saturation time ts, defined
by I3(t > ts) = Is3 , see Fig. 4(b). In the MBL phase
(p = 0), ts scales exponentially with the system size
ts ∼ eaL [15]. However, when a finite density of mea-
surements is present (p > 0), the exponentially slow re-
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 4: Entanglement dynamics for the l-bit model (2). (a) Plots of the steady state mutual information Is3 vs. the
measurement rate p for different system sizes L crossing at p = pc. The inset shows the data collapse with the scaling
(p− pc)L

1/ν as defined in Eq. (5), where ν ≃ 1.6. (b) Saturation time ts (ts/L in the inset) as a function of p. The
ts/L plots collapse consistent with ts ∼ O(L) when p < pc = 0.18 and the system is in the volume-law entanglement
phase, while the ts plots collapse for p > pc when the system is in the area-law entangled phase where ts ∼ O(1).
Legend is shared with (a). (c) Half-cut entanglement entropy for different measurement rates p demonstrating that
the entanglement entropy can grow faster with measurements than without.

laxation collapses to a linear scaling ts ∼ L character-
istic of a volume-law entangled phase. Throughout the
volume-law regime (0 < p < pc) one finds ts ∝ L. By
contrast, in the area-law phase (p > pc) the saturation
time becomes size-independent, ts ∼ O(1).

We resolve the phase diagram of monitored MBL sys-
tems by determining the disorder-dependent critical mea-
surement rate pc at which the entanglement structure
changes qualitatively. Starting from an MBL regime
with slow, logarithmic entanglement growth, we find that
any nonzero measurement rate immediately produces a
stable volume-law phase. Upon further increasing the
rate, the system undergoes a sharp transition at a finite
pc(W, θ) into a measurement-dominated area-law phase,
with pc decreasing exponentially with disorder strength.
By mapping pc(W, θ) across disorder and measurement
angles, we completely determine the boundary between
these phases. The resulting transition is a property of the
monitored dynamics itself and does not track the under-
lying unitary MBL crossover, demonstrating that MBL
systems, once monitored, generically exhibit a three-
stage structure: slow-entangling MBL at p = 0, a robust
volume-law regime for any pc(W, θ) > p > 0, and an
area-law phase for p > pc(W, θ).
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END MATTER

Unitary time evolution

(a)

(b)

FIG. 5: We evolve the state |ψ0⟩ = ⊗L
i=1 |↑⟩ with the

Hamiltonian (1) for system size L = 8 and disorder
strength W = 5. (a) Norm of |ψKPM⟩ as a function of
time for different truncation orders Λ. (b) Fidelity of the
KPM wavefunction |ψKPM⟩ for different Λ as compared
with the exact time evolved state |ψex⟩.

Instead of diagonalizing the microscopic Hamiltonian,
which becomes intractable for large systems, we approx-
imate the exponential U = e−iHδt using the kernel poly-
nomial method (KPM) following Ref. [50]. This method
utilizes Chebyshev polynomials Tn(x) defined on the in-
terval x ∈ [−1, 1]. Therefore, we first rescale the Hamil-

tonian H so that its spectrum lies within this interval:

H̃ =
H − b

a
, a =

Emax − Emin

2
, b =

Emax + Emin

2
,

(8)
where Emin and Emax denote the minimum and maxi-
mum eigenvalues of H.

With this rescaling, the time evolution operator can be
written as

U(t) = e−iHt = e−ibt e−iatH̃ . (9)

The global phase factor e−ibt is exact, while the non-

trivial part e−iatH̃ is expanded in terms of Chebyshev
polynomials to an order Λ:

e−iatH̃ ≈ J0(at)I + 2

Λ∑
n=1

(−i)nJn(at)Tn(H̃), (10)

where Jn are Bessel functions of the first kind.

Chebyshev polynomials are generated recursively ac-
cording to

T0(x) = 1, T1(x) = x, Tn+1(x) = 2xTn(x)−Tn−1(x).
(11)

Thus, for any initial state |ψ⟩, the propagated state at
time t can be approximated as

|ψ(t)⟩ ≈ e−ibt

[
J0(at) |ϕ0⟩+ 2

Λ∑
n=1

(−i)nJn(at) |ϕn⟩
]
,

(12)
with the vectors {|ϕn⟩} defined recursively by

|ϕ0⟩ = |ψ⟩ , |ϕ1⟩ = H̃ |ψ⟩ , |ϕn+1⟩ = 2H̃ |ϕn⟩−|ϕn−1⟩ .
(13)

This expansion reduces the problem to a sequence of
sparse matrix–vector multiplications, avoiding the direct
exponentiation of a large 2N × 2N matrix.

We gauge the accuracy of the Chebyshev expan-
sion through the fidelity of the KPM. We compare
the time-evolved state obtained from exact propagation,
|ψex(t)⟩ = e−iHt |ψ0⟩ with the one obtained from the
Chebyshev expansion, |ψKPM(t)⟩ = UKPM |ψKPM(t− 1)⟩
by evaluating the overlap F (t) = ⟨ψex(t)|ψKPM(t)⟩. The
two methods agree when Λ ≳ 20 as shown in Fig. 5.
In the calculations presented in the main text, we fix
Λ = 400, for which the results are indistinguishable from
those obtained by exact time evolution.

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.060301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.104301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.104301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.070606
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.070606
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Level spacing ratio of the microscopic model
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FIG. 6: Average level-spacing ratio ⟨r⟩ for the Hamilto-
nian (1) as a function of disorder strength W for several
system sizes L. The dashed gray line indicates the Gaus-
sian orthogonal ensemble value ⟨r⟩ ≈ 0.53, while the dot-
ted gray line marks the Poisson value ⟨r⟩ = 2 ln 2− 1.

To diagnose the many-body localization transition, we
study the spectral statistics of the microscopic Hamilto-
nian (1). First, we obtain the ordered eigenvalues

E0 < E1 < E2 < · · · < E2L−1, (14)

by exact diagonalization. We define the consecutive level
spacings

δi = Ei+1 − Ei, (15)

and the level spacing ratios

ri =
min(δi, δi−1)

max(δi, δi−1)
, i = 1, 2, . . . , 2L − 2. (16)

The average value ⟨r⟩ over disorder realizations (500
samples) and a chosen energy window (middle 60%)
serves as a sensitive probe of localization in a finite size
system. For W = 0, the model is integrable and hence
level spacings follow Poisson distribution with the aver-
age ratio ⟨r⟩ ∼ 0.39, see Fig. 6. As W increases, the sys-
tem becomes chaotic and hence level spacings conform to
the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble (GOE) with average
ratio ⟨r⟩ ∼ 0.53. As W increases further, the level spac-
ing distribution reverts back to Poisson, indicating that
the system is now in an MBL phase. From the crossing of
the curves for various L, we infer that a transition to the
localized phase occurs at the critical value of Wc ≳ 3.2.
Note, however, that while this computation performed

for a finite system seems to indicate a transition at a small
value ofWc = 3.2, more careful studies have revealed that
this is in fact an extended prethermal crossover regime,
and true many-body localization, if it occurs, will take
place at a much larger disorder strength.

(a)

(b)

(c)

W = 3.5, θ = 1.57

W = 3.5, θ = 1.0

W = 5.5, θ = 1.0

FIG. 7: Three examples of crossings of plots of the tri-
partite mutual information Is3 vs. the measurement rate
p. Observe that finite-size effects become stronger as the
disorder strength W increases or the measurement angle
θ decreases. (a)W = 3.5 and θ = 1.57. Finite size effects
are negligible. (b) W = 3.5 and θ = 1.0. The L = 8 plot
is not crossing at the same point as the plots for other L.
(c) W = 5.5 and θ = 1.0. Finite size effects are strongest
and there is no clearly discernible crossing point.

Critical measurement rate

To evaluate the critical measurement rate pc for the
microscopic model, we calculate the averaged tripartite
mutual information I3 as discussed in the main text. In
Fig. 7, we show three representative examples of the data
crossings for I3. As θ → 0 and W → ∞, the critical
measurement rate pc → 0 and the finite-size effects be-
come stronger. As the finite size effects are very large
for L = 8, we extrapolate the critical measurement rate
from L = 12, 16, and 20 using the best fit to the scaling
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FIG. 8: Average ancilla entropy SA(t) for the l-bit model
at the critical measurement rate p = pc. The inset shows
that plots for different system sizes L collapse onto a
single curve SA(t/L) indicating that the dynamical ex-
ponent z = 1.

function I3(t → ∞) ∼ f
(
(p− pc)L

1/ν
)
. In cases such

as Fig. 7(c), when the crossing is difficult to discern, we

marked the corresponding pc with a hollow dot in Fig. 3.

Ancilla

To determine the dynamical exponent z at criticality,
p = pc, we calculate the average ancilla entropy SA(t) =[
S̄
{η,mi(t)}
A (t)

]
for the l-bit model coupled to an ancilla A.

Fig. 8 shows that the ancilla entropy obeys the scaling
SA(t, L) = SA(t/L), where L is the system size. We
therefore conclude that z = 1.

To calculate SA numerically, we start from an initial
state 1√

2
(|0⟩A⊗|ϕ1⟩+|1⟩A⊗|ϕ2⟩), with ⟨ϕ1|ϕ2⟩ = 0. Here

A stands for the ancilla and |ϕ⟩ is the state of the sys-
tem. The system is evolved under the protocol discussed
in the main text. At each time step, we calculate the en-
tanglement entropy between the ancilla and the system

S
{η,mi(t)}
A (t) = −ρA ln ρA. In Fig. 8, we show the ancilla

entropy SA(t) =
[
S̄
{η,mi(t)}
A (t)

]
averaged over 2000 quan-

tum trajectories and realizations of the random variables
η.
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