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We investigate the steady-state phases of generic Z2-symmetric monitored, open quantum dynam-
ics. We describe the phases systematically in terms of both information-theoretic diagnostics and
spontaneous breaking of strong and weak symmetries of the dynamics. We find a completely broken
phase where information is retained by the quantum system, a strong-to-weak broken phase where
information is leaked to the environment, and an unbroken phase where information is learned by
the observer. We find that weak measurement and dephasing alone constitute a minimal model for
generic open systems with Zs symmetry, but we also explore perturbations by unitary gates. For a
1d set of qubits, we examine information-theoretic and symmetry-breaking observables in the path
integral of the doubled state. This path integral reduces to the standard classical 2d random-bond
Ising model in certain limits but generically involves negative weights, enabling a special self-dual
random-bond Ising model at the critical point when only measurements are present. We obtain nu-
merical evidence for the steady-state phases using efficient tensor network simulations of the doubled

Information dynamics and symmetry breaking in generic monitored Z,-symmetric

state.

I. INTRODUCTION

An open quantum system can evolve in three distinct
ways: through internal unitary evolution, decoherence
from an external bath, or measurement by an external
observer. Dynamics that incorporate different combi-
nations of these processes exhibit a wide range of phe-
nomena, as illustrated in Fig. 1. For example, unitary
evolution and measurements give rise to measurement-
induced phase transitions (MIPTs) [1-5], unitary evolu-
tion and decoherence yield Lindbladian evolution [6, 7],
and measurements and decoherence model quantum er-
ror correction (QEC) [8]. We are interested in the generic
behavior of open quantum dynamics from the perspective
of symmetry breaking and information theory.

To study such systems in the simplest possible setting,
we focus on a Zs-symmetric (1 4+ 1)d quantum circuit
composed of weak measurements and dephasing noise.
While unitary evolution can also be considered, as we
do later in this work, we find that it is not necessary
for capturing generic phenomena. Instead, the presence
of non-commuting weak measurements in our model is
sufficient to exhibit quantum features like destructive in-
terference and non-positive weights in the path integral.
Consequently, our dynamics—composed of Pauli-X and
Pauli-ZZ weak measurements and dephasing—serve as a
minimal model for generic open Zs-symmetric dynamics.

Similar dynamics were studied previously in Refs. [9]
and [10]. Building on these works, we introduce a
framework for understanding the resulting steady-state
phases in terms of symmetry breaking and we provide an
information-theoretic interpretation of each phase. Im-
portantly, our dynamics contain weak measurements (in
contrast to the strong measurements in Refs. [9] and [10])
enabling interference effects and distinct critical phenom-
ena. By incorporating weak measurements and dephas-
ing, our dynamics also include cases studied recently
in Ref. [11] where symmetry-breaking phases of dynam-
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FIG. 1: Generic open quantum systems evolve internally
(unitary), couple to an observer (measurement), and cou-
ple to a bath (decoherence). We are interested in the
steady-state phases of such systems. Each pair of these
ingredients is well-studied: unitaries and measurements
drive MIPTs, unitaries and decoherence are described by
Lindbladians, and measurements and decoherence model
QEC. We find that the steady-state phases of generic
open quantum systems can be organized in terms of sym-
metry breaking and information theory.

ics with weak measurement and partial readout are dis-
cussed.

We find that strong and weak symmetries [12, 13| pro-
vide a natural framework for systematically organizing
the steady-state phases of our dynamics. There has re-
cently been great interest in symmetry-breaking phases of
mixed states, and particularly in the novel possibility of
strong-to-weak symmetry breaking [14-43]. The steady-
state phases of our minimal model exemplify all three
spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) possibilities. We
observe a spin-glass phase with SSB of both symmetries,
a classical paramagnet with strong-to-weak SSB, and a
quantum paramagnet without SSB. We find that these
phases are characterized by several pairs of observables—
including Edwards-Anderson order and disorder suscepti-
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bilities, and Rényi-2 order and disorder susceptibilities—
and we argue that these various probes coincide exactly
in our model.

Furthermore, we connect the symmetry-breaking pat-
tern in each steady-state phase to information-theoretic
diagnostics. Our dynamics can be interpreted as a noisy
repetition code with faulty logical Pauli-X measurements,
and the steady-state phases can be classified by how log-
ical information flows through the system. In the total
SSB phase, logical information is retained by the quan-
tum system which serves as a memory; in the strong-to-
weak SSB phase, logical information leaks to the envi-
ronment; and in the unbroken phase, logical information
is learned by the observer. The memory phase is charac-
terized by the coherent information, as in MIPTs [44, 45]
and quantum error correction [46, 47], and the learning
phase is characterized by the entropy of a reference an-
cilla [48]. The connection to symmetry breaking suggests
that these diagnostics could be a good guide to under-
standing mixed state symmetry breaking in the presence
of measurement-induced disorder.

Both the symmetry-breaking and information-
theoretic diagnostics may be examined as properties of
the path integral of the density matrix. The resulting
partition function is a disordered Ashkin-Teller model
with negative weights, where one set of spins corre-
sponds to the forward (ket) degrees of freedom and
the other to the backward (bra) degrees of freedom
[49]. The path integral provides a statistical-mechanics
perspective on the dynamics, in which the strong and
weak symmetries manifest as Ising symmetries of one or
both sets of spins, respectively. In this way we can view
the strong-to-weak symmetry breaking as analogous to
the locking of forward and backward degrees of freedom
in the Caldeira-Leggett model [50]. More broadly,
we can identify our order parameters of interest as
boundary correlation functions and defect insertions in
the partition function.

The path integral simplifies to just one set of spins in
certain limits. When no dephasing is present, the den-
sity matrix evolution reduces to pure state evolution di-
rectly described by a path integral of just one set of spins.
Notably, the critical point in this case is a special self-
dual critical point where negative weights in the parti-
tion function enable self-duality even in the presence of
strong disorder, as studied in Ref. [51]. When dephas-
ing is present and Pauli-X measurements are absent, the
two sets of spins lock together and the partition func-
tion reduces to a random-bond Ising model (RBIM), as
in Ref. [52] (and, more generally, Refs. [53-60]). The
same reduction occurs (in dual variables) when Pauli-Z7Z
measurements are absent.

Two related models, the 2-replica theory for our dis-
ordered dynamics and the forced measurement dynam-
ics where all measurement results are +1, are described
by disorder-free path integrals. In these cases, a time-
continuum limit may be taken with the steady-state
phases corresponding to the ground-state phases of a

1d quantum Ashkin-Teller Hamiltonian. It is instruc-
tive to study nonlocal transformations of this model into
fermionic degrees of freedom or into new spin degrees of
freedom. When no unitary evolution is included, these
transformations reveal a nonlocal U(1) symmetry in the
models, which is enlarged to an SU(2) symmetry at a spe-
cific critical point. In fact, the U(1) symmetry is present
even in our disordered dynamics, though the SU(2) sym-
metry is not.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. I,
we introduce our minimal model and discuss its symme-
tries and duality. In Sec. ITI, we describe the path integral
formulation of our dynamics and explore its important
features and limits. In Sec. IV, we discuss the steady-
state phases of the dynamics, the observables that char-
acterize them, and how the phase diagram is modified by
the inclusion of unitary evolution. Lastly, in Sec. V, we
discuss the high-level relationship between symmetries
and information in our system, and avenues for future
study.

II. SETUP

In this section, we define the dynamics we consider in
this work (Sec. ITA), introduce the doubled state formal-
ism (Sec. IIB), and discuss the symmetries and duality
present in our dynamics (Sec. I1C).

A. Dynamics

We study the following circuit dynamics with param-
eters Ay, A;. € [0,1] and ¢, ¢.. € [0,1/2]. Our system is
a 1d ring of L qubits that are evolved under a circuit of
T layers. In each layer,

1. Pauli-X is measured at each site with strength A,

2. Pauli-X dephasing is applied to each site with
strength ¢,

3. Pauli-ZZ is measured at each bond with strength
Az, and

4. Pauli-ZZ dephasing is applied to each bond with
strength ¢ ..

The measurements we consider are weak measure-
ments. In particular, when a Pauli-X or Pauli-ZZ mea-
surement is performed at site i, weak projector operators
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are applied with signs selected according to the Born rule.
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FIG. 2: (a) The circuit architecture we consider and (b) individual circuit components. The dynamics comprise
alternating layers of Pauli-X weak measurements (red) and dephasing (yellow), and Pauli-ZZ weak measurements

(blue) and dephasing (yellow).

We emphasize that the dynamics may be viewed in terms of the doubled state

|p)), which has forward and backward degrees of freedom. Measurements act separately on the degrees of freedom
(illustrated by two decoupled gates) and dephasing acts on both degrees of freedom simultaneously (illustrated by a

cubic gate each).

We consider dephasing channels of the form
N (p) =T N¢ (p)

N*=(p) = T[N ()

K2

where

Mx(l)) (1 - q"L’)p + QinPXi
Mzz(p) = (]- - qzz)p + qZZZiZi+1pZiZi+1~

(5)
(6)

We take our initial state to be in the code space of the
repetition code, a stabilizer code with a threshold under
Zo-symmetric noise. The stabilizer group of the 1d repe-
tition code is generated by Z;Z; 1 at each bond (i,i+1).
These operators stabilize a code space spanned by the
GHZ states

1
V2

These are eigenstates of the logical Pauli-X operator,
X =1L X

We are interested in running the dynamics for long
times, and exploring the properties of the resulting
steady-state density matrices on typical measurement
trajectories.

When we consider the inclusion of unitary rotations
in Sec. IV E, the dynamics will be modified by applying
UF = e'%=Xi at each site during the Pauli-X part of each
layer, and applying 7% = e'0=2%iZi+1 at each bond during
the Pauli-ZZ part of each layer.

GHZE) = —=(t--- D £W--1). (D)

B. Doubled state formalism

For any density matrix p, we may define a doubled
state |p)) such that ((b,b'|p)) = (b|p|t’) for all b,b' €
Z%. This state lives in two copies of the original Hilbert
space. This representation is useful because it puts each
component of our dynamics on the same footing. To
be concrete, we may express our circuit components as
operators on the doubled space:

8)
9)
(10)
(11)

where the unprimed and primed operators act on the ket
and bra Hilbert spaces, respectively.
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C. Symmetries and duality

These dynamics have an obvious Zy Ising symmetry, a
hidden U(1) symmetry, and a Kramers-Wannier duality
[61].

The Zo symmetry is generated by X. This is a strong
symmetry since it commutes with every measurement
and each Kraus operator of the dephasing channels. This
strong symmetry also implies a weak symmetry: if p — p’
under the dynamics then X pXt — Xp/ X1,

For a symmetry U, a mixed state p is strongly sym-
metric if

Up=e“p (12)



for some 0 € R, and weakly symmetric if
UpU' = p. (13)

Viewed in terms of the doubled state |p)), these symme-
try transformations are U ® 1 and U ® U™ respectively.

The presence of the strong Z, symmetry in our dy-
namics is important because it provides two ways for the
steady state to spontaneously break the symmetries. The
strong symmetry might be spontaneously broken leaving
the weak symmetry still present, a so-called strong-to-
weak SSB. Alternatively, all symmetries might be bro-
ken, both the strong and weak symmetries. Finally, one
could imagine a phase where neither the strong nor the
weak symmetries are broken. As a result, one should not
be surprised to find three steady-state phases in this dy-
namics, as we do in Sec. I'V. Indeed, from the perspective
of symmetry breaking, there are precisely three possible
phases.

An unexpected U(1) symmetry is also present in the
dynamics. As discussed further in App. D, there is a non-
local transformation of the doubled space to new spin
degrees of freedom under which

Xi=03_103 (14)
Xi= 09105, (15)
ZiZiy1 = Ugﬂ%ml (16)
ZZ(ZZ(+1 = Ugﬂ%ﬂ (17)

such that all (anti-)commutation relations are preserved.
Under this transformation, the measurement and dephas-
ing operators become
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each of which clearly commutes with @) = Z?:L1 of. Al-
ternatively, a related transformation yields a system of
L spinless complex fermions, where the U(1) symmetry
is fermion number conservation. In either case, the U(1)
symmetry is explicitly broken when unitary rotations of
either type are introduced, unless measurements of that
type are removed.

Lastly, these dynamics have a Kramers-Wannier dual-
ity under which

X; & ZiZi—i-l (22)
Xl e 217, (23

as long as we confine ourselves to the X = 1 symme-
try sector. From the perspective of the quantum circuit,
this transforms each trajectory of our model to a trajec-
tory of a model with A, <> A.., ¢» <> ¢.., the order of
Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ layers interchanged, and the initial

state transformed. At late times in the thermodynamic
limit, the reversed layer order and initial state do not
impact steady-state phases, leading to an exact duality.
This yields a line of self-dual points where ¢, = ¢., and
Az = A,,. The duality can also be seen on the level of
the partition function, as discussed further in Sec. III
and App. B. Of particular interest is the measurement-
only point, which is a special disordered self-dual critical
point.

III. PATH INTEGRAL FORMULATION

It is instructive to formulate our dynamics as a path
integral in the doubled state representation. This ex-
poses the statistical mechanics structure underlying our
dynamics, which will be useful for relating our various
observables in Sec. I'V.

In Sec. IIT A we provide a high-level derivation of the
path integral and corresponding partition function. In
Sec. TII B, we explore how the symmetries and dual-
ity of the dynamics act on the partition function. In
Sec. III1C, we show how the partition function reduces
to the standard RBIM when either type of measurement
is absent. In Sec. III D, we explore two related theories
(the 2-replica theory and the forced measurement dy-
namics) where disorder is absent and the phase diagram
is well-understood. Finally, in Sec. III E we discuss how
the symmetry-breaking phase transitions manifest in the
code space, with implications for information-theoretic
observables.

Throughout this section, we endeavor to present only
the most necessary details. More thorough deriva-
tions and discussions are contained in App. A (deriving
the partition function), App. B (showing the Kramers-
Wannier duality), App. C (more carefully explaining con-
nections to the RBIM), and App. D (on transformations
to fermionic degrees of freedom and the XXZ chain).

A. Deriving the path integral

We begin, in this subsection, by providing a high-level
derivation of the path integral for the doubled state.

Each measurement trajectory m = (m®, m**) is an ar-
ray of &1 measurement results. Along each trajectory,
the final state is

T
om)) = [ Kilpo)) (24)

where

L
Ko = [N (P ) ¥ NE (PEe )¥2 (25)
i=1
We remark that these states are not normalized but

restoring appropriate constants will ensure that p,, =
tr pp, is the Born probability of the trajectory m.



We can formulate these dynamics in terms of a path
integral by inserting T 4 1 resolutions of the identity
in the computational basis. Upon defining p,,(s,s’) =
(s, 8'|pm)) we find that

pm(STvs’/T) = Z Zm(ST,S/T,S(),SE))po(So,SE)) (26)
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determined by the original parameters of our dynamics.

A more detailed derivation can be found in App. A,
where we also include the case with unitary Pauli-X and
Pauli-ZZ rotations.

B. Symmetries and duality

In this subsection, we discuss the symmetries and the
duality introduced in Sec. IT C and examine how they act
on the partition function.

The strong symmetry acts as X ® 1 on the doubled
state and the weak symmetry as X ® X. These are clearly
symmetries of each operator in Egs. (8) to (11), so it is
easy to see how they act on individual classical paths: by
moving X ® 1 through a single term in the path integral,
we find that the strong symmetry implements s — —s
(leaving s’ unchanged) and the weak symmetry imple-
ments both s = —s and s’ — —s’. These are consistent
with the clear Ising symmetries of Eq. (28) for one set of
spins only and both sets together.

It follows that the strong symmetry is broken down
to a weak symmetry when (s s} ;) orders and the two
sets of spins are locked together. The symmetries are
completely broken when ordering is present among the
unprimed and primed spins independently.

We also examine how the Kramers-Wannier duality
arises in the partition function. Here we focus on the
measurement-only case (where g, = ¢,. = 0) with the full

T
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with tr pp, = > ((s, s|pm)). Here Z,,(sr, s, so, s() en-
codes matrix elements of Hthl Ky
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where H,,(s,s') is a generically complex Hamiltonian for
the (1 4 1)d dynamics:
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duality studied in App. B. This case is particularly inter-
esting because the self-dual line of our dynamics is critical
in the absence of noise, giving rise to a special self-dual
critical point when A\, = A.,. The duality is obtained by
relating the high- and low-temperature loop expansions
of the partition function. In this case, K, = K,, = 0 so
that the unprimed and primed spins decouple and we can
focus on just one set of spins. Accordingly, the full par-
tition function may be decomposed as Z,, = |Z,|* and
we may study just one copy of Z,,, which in the absence
of unitaries is real.

Performing a high-temperature expansion on one copy
(which converges when A,,,1 — A\, < 1) yields

Zyeh = [ +mi )\ ng (33)
t,e

where each loop £ in the spacetime lattice is assigned a
weight Wy. This weight is the product of weights W, on
each constituent edge e, with

miiAzz spatial e
We = 1-), my; (34)
(1+>\; ) temporal e

associating mi% to {(t,i),(t,4 + 1)} and mf, to {(t —

1,4), (¢,4)}.
Performing a low-temperature expansion on one copy
(which converges when A;,1 — A, < 1) yields

= H(l + mf,zz zz) Z W (35)
s

ti

low
4 m

where each dual loop ¢* is assigned a weight Wy~. This
weight is the product of weights W,« on each constituent

dual edge e*, with
my Az spatial e*
We. = m (36)
( 1=As. ) temporal e*
14Xz,



with the same association of measurement results to
edges.

It is clear, by comparing these two expansions, that
the statistical physics is unchanged when A, <+ A,, and
m® < m*?. Furthermore, since the disorder is sampled
according to the Born rule, these same partition functions
determine the probabilities of measurement trajectories.
Both Zhish and Z!°% were defined including all their de-
pendence on the measurement record, so their equiva-
lence implies that pp,= == with parameters A, and .,
is equal to py,=2 = when the measurement strengths are
interchanged. Consequently, the full disordered model
has a Kramers-Wannier duality.

The self-dual point at A\, = )., is particularly re-
markable. In the high-temperature expansion, Pauli-X
measurement results control the size of weights whereas
Pauli-ZZ results control the signs of these weights. In the
low-temperature expansion, the roles are exchanged. At
the self-dual point, the two roles are in perfect balance:
when all loops are summed over, the partition function
is affected identically by negative signs on weights on
one side of the duality as it is by systematically reduced
weights on the other side. This self-dual point was re-
cently studied in a related model [51].

C. Classical limits

There are two situations where the steady state is
mixed but the dynamics reduce to only one set of spins.
In each case, the partition function may be expressed
as a particular RBIM on its Nishimori line, analogous
to the usual noisy repetition code dynamics [52] (see
App. C). Consequently, the dynamics have no sign prob-
lem in these limits. In contrast, we expect there is gen-
erally a sign problem away from these limits.

First, we consider the case where A\, = 0. In this case,
Z;7Z! is a symmetry of the doubled state dynamics. As a
result, the dynamics can be studied in the reduced space
where Z,Z! = 1, in which

P;.jz ®rpzzi 0(612(tanh’1)\zz)ZiZi+1 (37)
7’7 17

Mx o e(tanlf1 13370 )X (38)

and N7* acts trivially. We remark that setting Z, 2 = 1
implies that strong-to-weak symmetry breaking has oc-
curred.

This reduction can also be seen in the partition func-
tion, where K, — oo. This enforces s;;s; ; = st41.i5}41
and, if we take boundary conditions with s s, = 1,
that s;;s;,, = 1 everywhere. This reduces the parti-
tion function to just one copy of spins where the K.,
term is an overall constant. Moreover, since s; ;5¢41,; +
St iSt414 = 25¢:5¢41,; in this case, the imaginary energy
when my, = —1 is always ims;;S:41, and thus has a
spin-independent effect on the Boltzmann weight. Con-
sequently, the temporal disorder vanishes and the par-

tition function is non-negative (when appropriately nor-
malized):

Hm(s) = —22 [mfj]zzst’ist’iﬂ—i—stt}istH,i]. (39)

t,i

As we discuss in App. C, this is equivalent to the standard
RBIM for observables that are invariant under RBIM
gauge transformations. Of course, it automatically lives
on the Nishimori line since the measurement results are
sampled according to the partition function itself.

Second, we consider the case where A\, = 0. In this
case, X; X is a symmetry of the doubled state dynamics,
allowing us to study the reduced space where X; X! =1
so that

’Piz,:t ® ,P?gf:t x 6:&2(tanh_1)\z)Xi (40)

N o el D22 (g

and N7F acts trivially. To see the reduction in the
partition function, it is useful to change variables to
St = sm-sé’i. Then, the only remaining s;; dependence
is in 1d Ising models along temporal lines, which are eas-
ily integrated out. The result is

H,.(8) = — Z [Kzzgt,igt,iJrl
b

z
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where tanh A, = (1 — A\;)?/(1 + A\;)2. Without further
intervention, this partition function has negative weights.
However, under Kramers-Wannier duality, it maps to the
first case and is therefore sign-free. This emphasizes the
important distinction between the disordered self-dual
point discussed in Sec. III B and the standard RBIM: The
standard RBIM maps to a model with negative weights
under Kramers-Wannier duality and thus cannot be self-
dual.

D. Connections to disorder-free models

The random measurement outcomes in our dynamics
make the corresponding partition function disordered.
Nevertheless, there are two related disorder-free models
that are interesting to consider. This makes it possible
to study the time-continuum limit, where the measure-
ment and dephasing strengths are small, in which case
the steady-state phases correspond to the ground state
phases of a 1d quantum Hamiltonian. In this subsection,
we show how each disorder-free model reduces to a quan-
tum Ashkin-Teller model and compare the two models.
In each case, we find it illuminating to perform a non-
local transformation to a staggered XXZ chain.

The first disorder-free model is obtained by setting
my,; = mi; = +1 for all ¢,4, corresponding to “forced”
measurements. This immediately reduces the Hamilto-
nian in Eq. (28) to a standard 2d classical Ashkin-Teller



model. By taking the time-continuum limit, we can go
one step further. In this case, we take &t to be a small
time step and redefine our circuit parameters such that
Az = 0t Ay, Asy — 0t A,z qp — Ot gy, and ¢, — 0t q...
Then, to linear order in dt,

lp)) = e~ |p)) (43)

where

L
Hi==>" ol Xi + X)) + Mex(ZiZi11 + 2174
i=1

+ QxXerL/ + qzzZiZiJrlZz{Zz{Jrl] (44)

is a 1d quantum Ashkin-Teller model.

The second disorder-free model arises from the
2-replica theory. When studying quenched disorder, the
replica trick leads one to write average quantities as lim-
its of analogous quantities in n-replica theories where the
disorder may be annealed. Although the limit itself is dif-
ficult to take (in this case, the Born rule leads us to take
the limit as n — 1) it can be instructive to examine more
tractable values of n. Here, the simplest case is n = 2.

In this case the object of interest is

) =" pm ) (45)

_y (HK;@2|po>>®2). 46)

m

Since each measurement result appears in exactly one
gate, we can evaluate the 2-replica dynamics by comput-
ing >, (PF,)®* and Y (P7Z,)®*. This is particularly
easy in the time-continuum limit; in this case, we re-
define our circuit parameters such that A\, — V8t Ay,
Aoz = VOt Nz, qw — 0t qy, and ¢, — 8t q.,. Then, we
find that

D (PEa)* oc e Kl XX (47)
m
S (i) o e Than Z0EREZY, (gg)
m

to linear order in §t because only terms which are even
powers of the measured operator survive when we sum
over m. We also note that

(V)2 = Pt CE X X x(0) (49)

a 1 2) ,(2) 3) #(3) (4) ,(4)
(MZZ)®2 — 65tqzz(z7: )Z7L(+>1Z1( Zi+1+Z«§ Zih2Z; )Z£+1).
(50)

We can actually reduce these four flavors of operators

. . 4 (a)
down to only two. First, we notice that [[,_, X;*
and ]_[2:1 Zi(a) commute with each gate in the 2-replica
theory. Thus, we may set these operators to be +1
and use this to remove the fourth flavor. Next, we

notice that the remaining operators are not indepen-
dent: ZzZWZR) = (ZzWzG))(ZzP) zB)) and XWX =
(XM XEY XA X)), In fact, at each site, we can de-
fine

Z=zWz® (51)
7' =2z (52)
X=Xx®x6 (53)
X' =xWx® (54)

while preserving all (anti-)commutation relations. The
new degrees of freedom may be interpreted as domain
walls between flavors 1 and 3, and 2 and 3, respectively.
Implementing this simplification, we conclude that

[p2)) = 7270t (55)
where, to linear order in §t,

L
Hy ==Y [N(Xi+ X))+ X(ZiZin + ZiZ]4)
i=1

+ (A2 + qo) X X!+ (N2 + ¢:2) ZiZi1 2020, ]. - (56)

We immediately notice that our two disorder-free quan-
tum Hamiltonians, H; and Hs, have an important differ-
ence. Although they are similar quantum Ashkin-Teller
models, H, spontaneously generates couplings between
the two flavors of spins even when ¢, = ¢,, = 0 whereas
H; does not. As aresult, the forced measurement dynam-
ics displays a broader range of Ashkin-Teller phenomena
than the 2-replica dynamics.

To see this, it is useful to transform these quantum
Ashkin-Teller models to staggered XXZ chains accord-
ing to one of the non-local transformations discussed in
App. D. The resulting Hamiltonian may be written

L
Hxxz = Z [(J = (=1 M) (o505 +ofo)y)

+ (K — (=1) Ag)ofo7,,]. (57)

In the forced measurement case, we have

Mg = (59)
Ny)J = jﬂ:% (59)
K/J = % (60)
and in the 2-replica case, we have
A2 )2
Ay)J = # - AQ (61)
NofJ = A1 )J + % (62)
K/J=1+ gg% (63)
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FIG. 3: Phase diagram for the staggered XXZ chain
(quantum Ashkin-Teller model). The forced measure-
ment dynamics and the 2-replica dynamics explore this
phase diagram according to Egs. (58) to (60) and
Egs. (61) to (63), respectively. Consequently, both mod-
els see the phase diagram above the dashed line at
K/J =1, but only the forced measurement dynamics ex-
plores the shaded region below this line. Critical points
of particular interest are the SU(2)-invariant point at
A/J =0 and the critical points at A/J = +1 where the
model can be reduced from 2L spins down to L spins.

For simplicity, we set A/J := Ay/J = As/J in both
cases; in the forced measurement case this means setting
Gz — Q»> = Az — X\, and in the 2-replica case this means
setting ¢, = q... Consequently, the phases of both mod-
els can be illustrated in a single phase diagram, as done
in Fig. 3.

When A = 0, the model is critical for K < J. The end
of this critical line, when K = .J, has enhanced symme-
try: this is the XXX point where the model has SU(2)
symmetry. The forced measurement dynamics explores
the entire phase diagram, including a direct transition
from Phase 1 to Phase 3 even in the presence of dephas-
ing (when 0 < K < J). Importantly, this is not the case
for the 2-replica dynamics, where K > J, even in the
absence of dephasing. This is particularly interesting be-
cause the region of the phase diagram in Fig. 3 accessed
by the 2-replica theory closely resembles the phase dia-
gram we obtain numerically for the full disordered dy-
namics in Sec. IV (though the phases and phase transi-
tions themselves are different).

More details regarding the transformation from the
quantum Ashkin-Teller model to the XXZ chain, and
from these models to an interacting spinless fermion
model, can be found in App. D.

E. Transitions in the code space

When considering information in the code space, it is
convenient to consider the state that results from apply-
ing a layer of perfect Pauli-ZZ measurements to the final
state of the dynamics. Although this destroys the lo-
cal correlation structure of the state, it neither disrupts
nor learns logical information (in the absence of unitary
evolution).

Let the results of the layer of perfect measurements
describe a domain-wall configuration consistent only with
spin configurations st and —s7, and let the initial state
be [1---1). Then, suppressing sop = s, = +1---+1 for
simplicity, the final state is

Zn(srysr)  Zm(sp,—s7)
pm (Zm(—§T7<9TT) Zm(_gTa_gT)> (64)

in the Hilbert space spanned by |+sr).  Without
loss of generality, let us assume that Z,,(sr,sr) >
ZTYL(75T7 75T)-

We note that Z,,(—sr,sr) = Z,(sp,—sr)* differs
from Z,, (s, sT) by a defect insertion along the boundary
in one set of spins and that Z,,(—sr, —sr) differs by a
defect insertion along the boundary in both sets of spins.
Therefore, we can rewrite the final state in terms of the
free-energy costs of these single-defect and double-defect
insertions:

1 e AT
Pm X (e_AF1 e—AF2> (65)
where
Zm(—5sT,8T)
AF| = —log ————~ 66
! ©8 Zm(STaST) ( )
Zm(_STa_ST)
AFy = —log ——————~ 67
2= e e ar) (67)

Following the possible patterns of symmetry breaking,
AF; « L implies AF; o« L but not vice versa. When
both symmetries are broken, both defect insertions have
extensive cost. In this case, the density matrix is equal to
|sT)(sT| at late times and is easily decodable. When we
have strong-to-weak SSB, we have AF| oc L but AFy =
0. In this case, the density matrix is maximally mixed
and information has been lost. In the unbroken phase,
we have Re(AF)) = AF, = 0. In this case, the state is
pure again, with the dynamics acting as a strong logical
Pauli-X projector in the code space:

1
pm:Q(;lﬁv. (68)
Thus, the final state is in a single charge sector that has
been learned by the measurement record.

As a result, we see that symmetry-breaking in the par-
tition function relates, via defect free energy costs, to
information in the code space. In Sec. IV we sharpen
this interpretation by introducing information-theoretic
diagnostics with rigorous relations to decodability and
learning.
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FIG. 4: Schematic phase diagram for the intrinsic phases
of our dynamics. Phase 1 is identified by I. = 1, indicat-
ing a memory, and Kga « L, indicating SSB of the weak
symmetry. Phase 3 is identified by Sg = 0, indicating
learning, and Rz o 1, indicating that the strong symme-
try is unbroken. Phase 2 is the complement of these two
phases, where neither a memory nor learning are possi-
ble, and where strong-to-weak SSB is present. A controls
the relative strength of Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ measure-
ments, with \; = d\ and \,, = §(1 — A\) where we have
selected § = 0.7. ¢, = q.. = q controls the strength of
decoherence.

IV. STEADY-STATE PHASES

As we shall detail, we find that our dynamics have
three steady-state phases. These phases may be under-
stood in terms of information and in terms of symmetry
breaking.

Phase 1 is a memory phase, where the system retains
logical information in the code space of the repetition
code. In this phase, both the strong and weak symmetries
are spontaneously broken. Phase 2 is a trivial phase,
where logical information leaks into the environment. In
this phase, the strong symmetry is spontaneously broken
down to a weak symmetry. Phase 3 is a learning phase,
where the observer extracts logical Pauli-X information
using measurements. In this phase, no symmetries are
broken. The three phases are illustrated in Fig. 4.

In Sec. IV A, we introduce information-theoretic and
symmetry-breaking observables for the three phases. In
Sec. IV B, we discuss their behavior in each phase. In
Sec. IV C, we argue that these observables witness the
same underlying phase transitions. We conclude with
comments on the self-dual critical point at ¢ = 0 in
Sec. IV D, and on how the phase diagram changes when
unitary evolution is included in Sec. IV E.

A. Observables

To identify the phases based on symmetry breaking,
we must diagnose the specific SSB pattern. Since the dy-
namics have a strong symmetry, a symmetric initial state
can never lead to a steady state with SSB. But such a
steady state may have susceptibility to break the sym-
metries, which allows us to identify the phases.! The av-
erage Edwards-Anderson susceptibility kg4 and Rényi-
2 susceptibility %3 identify SSB of the weak and strong
symmetries, respectively.

Along a measurement trajectory m, the Edwards-
Anderson susceptibility is

1|Z Z; |pm>>
=3 Z P (70)

where the summand is simply (Z;Z;) along m in doubled-
state notation.
The Rényi-2 susceptibility is

1 tr(pmZiZjpmZiZ;)
m=f ALty

({pm|ZiZ; Zi Z5| pm))
pm|pm>>

(72)

LZ

We study the average quantities Kga = >, Pmkra(m)
and Rz = ), pm#k2(m) where p,, is the Born probability
of the measurement trajectory m. In particular, p,, =
tr pp = <<]l|pm>>

To identify the phases based on their information-
theoretic properties, we must diagnose whether informa-
tion is lost from the system and, if lost, whether it is lost
to the environment or the observer. The average coherent
information I, and the reference entropy Sg distinguish
these possibilities.

As usual, the von Neumann entropy is

S(p) = —trplogp. (73)

The coherent information along a measurement trajec-
tory is defined as

Ie(m) = S(pq.m) — S(PQr.m) (74)

where () is the repetition code system, R is an ancilla
qubit initially entangled with the code words, and m
is the measurement trajectory. The reference entropy
is Sgp(m) = S(pr,m). We are interested in the average

quantities I. = > pml.(m) and Sg =, pmSr(m).

1 Alternatively, we can identify the phases by their capacity to re-
store symmetry to a symmetry-breaking initial state. The degen-
erate steady states resulting from spontaneously broken symme-
tries enable an asymmetric initial state to survive at late times,
but this is not possible for unbroken symmetries.



B. Results

The steady-state phases are illustrated in Fig. 4, along
with the values and behavior of our four diagnostics in
each phase. We use the parameter A to tune the rela-
tive strengths of Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ measurements; in
particular, A, = 0A and ., = 0(1 — A) where § = 0.7.
Also, we set ¢, = q,, = q. Choosing § < 1 ensures that
fully projective measurements never arise in the phase
diagram, but other choices for § < 1 expose the same
physics. Numerical results for the diagnostics are given
along the ¢ = 0.1 cut of the phase diagram in Fig. 5.
These numerics are the results of MPS tensor network
simulations [63, 64]. We remark that, with the exception
of the numerics for Fig. 7, our simulations are done with
open boundary conditions for computational efficiency;
however, we do not expect this to alter any of our con-
clusions.

First, we consider the symmetry-breaking observables.
A state that spontaneously breaks both symmetries has
long-range (Z;Z;) correlations. Since our random mea-
surement dynamics can produce (Z;Z;) of either sign,
one must study an Edwards-Anderson susceptibility to
see diverging behavior in the fully broken phase. Conse-
quently, Kga o« L in Phase 1, where total SSB occurs,
and is constant elsewhere. Data at ¢ = 0.1 are given in
Fig. 5(a).

A state that spontaneously breaks the strong sym-
metry down to a weak symmetry does not have long-
range (Z;Z;) correlations. Instead, it has long-range
correlations in higher moments of the state, namely
((Z:iZ;Z;Z5)). In particular, Ry o< L in Phase 1 and
Phase 2, where the strong symmetry is broken, and
is constant elsewhere. Data at ¢ = 0.1 are given in
Fig. 5(b). We can view this as a tendency to develop
((Z;Z!)) magnetization corresponding to spins in the two
halves of the doubled state locking together. This is rem-
iniscent of the locking of forward and backward degrees
of freedom that arises under decoherence in the Caldeira-
Leggett model, but with many qubits instead of a single
particle [50].

We remark that the Rényi-2 correlator we study is not
as fundamental an indicator of strong symmetry breaking
as an analogous Rényi-1 quantity like the fidelity correla-
tor in Ref. [25]. However, not only is the Rényi-2 correla-
tor a numerically-accessible proxy that can be intuitively
understood in terms of the doubled state—in this setting,
we can actually argue that it coincides with the strong-
to-weak symmetry breaking transition, as discussed in
Sec. IV C.

Next, we consider the information-theoretic observ-
ables. The system is a quantum memory, meaning that it
may be restored to its initial state with perfect fidelity, if
and only if the coherent information is maximal [46, 47].
For the repetition code, which encodes one logical qubit,
this maximal value is 1. Consequently, I, = 1 in Phase 1
and I. = 0 elsewhere. In practice, the coherent infor-
mation is not tractable in our MPS simulations, so we
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evaluate the average Rényi-2 coherent information IC(Q)
instead. This is defined using the Rényi-n entanglement
entropy,

1
S (p) = 1 log tr p". (75)

—-—n

Data at ¢ = 0.1 are given in Fig. 5(c). We find a scaling
collapse with v15 ~ 1.2, but do not expect this to be a
probe of the underlying quantum memory phase transi-
tion.

The observer learns logical information with perfect
fidelity if and only if the average reference entropy Sg
is zero, thereby disentangling the ancilla, as shown in
App. F. Consequently, Sg = 0 in Phase 3 and Sp = 1
elsewhere. The value of S = 1 in the trivial Phase 2 can
be understood as a “thermal” entropy, while in Phase 1
the ancilla remains entangled with the system qubits,
so one also has Sg = 1. Data at ¢ = 0.1 are given
in Fig. 5(d). We find a scaling collapse with 115 = 1.5,
consistent with RBIM criticality along the Nishimori line.

Our ability to efficiently compute the Rényi-1 reference
entropy underscores a benefit of the Kramers-Wannier
duality in this model. The Rényi-2 coherent informa-
tion does not reflect the true criticality between Phase 1
and Phase 2, but we can learn about this transition by
studying the criticality between Phase 2 and Phase 3.

C. Connecting our observables

In this section, we argue that the symmetry-breaking
and information-theoretic phase transitions in our model
coincide. First, we show how all observables of inter-
est may be written as properties of the same partition
function, obtained in Sec. IIT A. Second, we discuss why
these observables must witness the same bulk phase tran-
sitions, as a result of our dynamics being (1 + 1)d.

The symmetry-breaking correlation functions are rela-
tively straightforward probes of the partition function.
The Edwards-Anderson susceptibility kga(m) is built
from squares of (Z;Z;) correlations, each of which may
be written

2y 112l
TPy o
= (s7,657.5) (77)

in 27 (s0,50) = s, Zm (87,57, 50, 50). In other words,
this is a boundary correlator in the partition function
with the “trace” temporal boundary condition s ; = 5’T7i,
as illustrated in Fig. 6(a).

The Rényi-2 susceptibility ko(m) is built from Reényi-2
correlation functions, each of which may be written

<<pm|ZiZsz{ZJI' lpm))
((om|pm))

= <8T7isT,js/T,iS/T,j> (79)

(2:2;2,7})) =
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FIG. 5: Observables for the phase transitions at ¢ = 0.1. (a) The Edwards-Anderson susceptibility diverges in Phase 1
where the Zy symmetry is completely broken. (b) The Rényi-2 coherent information undergoes a transition between
Phase 1 and Phase 2 at A; 12 ~ 0.265. The data exhibit a scaling collapse with 112 ~ 1.2; however, we do not expect
this to reflect the underlying criticality that would be diagnosed by the standard (Rényi-1) coherent information.
(c¢) The Reényi-2 susceptibility diverges in Phases 1 and 2 where the strong Zs symmetry is broken down to a weak
symmetry. (d) The reference entropy undergoes a transition between Phase 2 and Phase 3 at A 23 ~ 0.725. The data
exhibit a scaling collapse with vo3 = 1.5, consistent with RBIM criticality along the Nishimori line [62].

in Z,(,%)(so,sg) = ZST’S,T |Zm (s0, 8, s7, 7)]°. In other
words, this is a bulk correlator in a L x 2T version of
the partition function with couplings doubled at the in-
terface, as illustrated in Fig. 6(b).

Our information-theoretic observables may be written
in terms of defect free energies, where the defects are
flipped temporal couplings for all sites ¢ at some time step
(t,t+1). Asdiscussed in Sec. IIT E, there are two types of
defect insertions in this partition function. A defect may
be inserted in only one set of spins, with correspond-
ing free-energy cost AFy, or a defect may be inserted
in both sets of spins simultaneously with corresponding
free-energy cost AFy. The two types of defect insertions
are illustrated in Fig. 6(c) and Fig. 6(d), respectively.

There are three possible combinations of scaling for
these defect free energies, enumerated in Tab. 1. In
Phase 1, when both the strong and weak symmetries are
broken, the s and s’ spins order separately. In this case,
both defect insertions have extensive cost. In Phase 2,

Re(AFl) AFQ IC SR
Phase 1 x L x L | log2 | log2
Phase 2 x L 0 0 log 2
Phase 3 0 0 0 0

TABLE I: There are three possible scaling combinations
for the two types of defect free energies in the partition
function, and each corresponds to a phase. In App. H, we
evaluate I, and Sg in the thermodynamic limit in each
case, obtaining the results in the table up to exponen-
tially small corrections.

when the strong symmetry is broken to a weak symme-
try, the product of spins ss’ orders. In this case, a single
defect insertion has extensive cost but a double defect
insertion is free. In Phase 3, when no symmetries are
broken, both defect insertions are free.

To write our information-theoretic observables in
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FIG. 6: Illustrations of how observables probe the parti-
tion function. (a) (Z;Z;) is a spin-spin correlator in one
set of spins with trace boundary conditions, and identifies
weak symmetry breaking. (b) ((Z;Z;Z;Z})) is a spin-spin
correlator in both sets of spins at the interface between
two copies of the partition function, and identifies strong
symmetry breaking. (c) The free energy cost of a single
defect insertion changes scaling when the strong symme-
try is broken, affecting Sg. Shorter defects arise in disor-
der parameters probing strong symmetry breaking. (d)
The free energy cost of a double defect insertion changes
scaling when the weak symmetry is broken, affecting I...

terms of defect free energies, it is convenient to consider
the state that results from applying a layer of perfect
Pauli-ZZ measurements. In App. H, we write the observ-
ables explicitly in terms of AF; and AF,. Furthermore,
we evaluate the observables in each phase in the thermo-
dynamic limit, obtaining the results given in Tab. I up
to exponentially small corrections.

It is also interesting to consider the disorder parame-
ters that are the Kramers-Wannier duals of the correla-
tion functions already discussed. In particular, we may
define the Edwards-Anderson disorder susceptibility

Diatm) =+ Y <ﬁ Xk> (50)
k=1

2]

and the Rényi-2 disorder susceptibility

Dg(m):%z<<ﬁXkX,'c>>. (81)
i,j k=i
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Each correlator in the Edwards-Anderson disorder sus-
ceptibility translates to a defect insertion from site i to
j — 1 in one set of spins, at the boundary, with trace
boundary conditions. This can be visualized as a de-
fect like in Fig. 6(c), but extending over only part of the
boundary and with boundary conditions from Fig. 6(a).
Likewise, each correlator in the Rényi-2 disorder suscepti-
bility translates to a defect insertion from site i to j—1 in
both sets of spins, at the interface between two bulk par-
tition functions. This can be visualized as a defect like in
Fig. 6(d), but extending over only part of the boundary
and at the interface between two bulk partition functions
like in Fig. 6(b).

Having related each observable of interest to our par-
tition function, we must now argue that they witness the
same phase transitions. The partition function hosts two
bulk phase transitions: when ss’ orders and when s and
s" order individually. The first transition corresponds to
long-range <5T,i3T,j3'IT’Z‘5IT,j> correlations and extensive
single-defect free energies. The second transition corre-
sponds to long-range (s7 ;sr ;) correlations and extensive
double-defect free energies. Since the correlation func-
tions and information-theoretic observables diagnose the
same symmetry-breaking patterns for each disorder con-
figuration m, all are order one, and all are averaged in
the same way (according to the Born rule), it follows that
the disorder-averaged observables witness the same phase
transitions.

Nevertheless, one might worry that variations in
boundary conditions (e.g. Fig. 6(a) vs. Fig. 6(d)) or
whether the observable is at the boundary or in the bulk
(e.g. Fig. 6(a) vs. Fig. 6(b)) could cause the various ob-
servables to see different phase transitions. In particular,
in (d+ 1)d dynamics with d > 1, different couplings on a
d-dimensional surface could induce a surface phase tran-
sition distinct from the bulk transition. For example, the
Rényi-2 correlator examines spin-spin correlations at an
interface with couplings that are twice as strong as the
bulk, which allows it to disagree with Rényi-n correla-
tions for other n, and from the fidelity correlator.

Fortunately, the fact that our dynamics is (1 4+ 1)d
ensures that no such problems should arise. A 1d sur-
face cannot sustain an independent transition. Con-
sequently, correlation functions at a 1d surface that
has been modified relative to the bulk—Dby symmetry-
preserving boundary conditions or by increasing cou-
plings at an interface—witness the same bulk transition
as any other correlation functions due to the proximity.
As a corollary, we expect that any Rényi-n correlators for
finite n witness the same transition in this special case,
unlike in higher-dimensional dynamics.

We note, however, that this argument is insufficient
when our (1+41)d system is critical. Modified boundaries
can modify criticality, so we do not necessarily expect the
universal data for all of our observables to agree at critical
points.
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FIG. 7: Edwards-Anderson order and disorder suscep-
tibilities at ¢ = 0.0 with L = 40, demonstrating the
Kramers-Wannier duality under which A — 1 — A and
REa < Dga. Since the precise relationship between
these two observables is somewhat sensitive at small sys-
tem sizes, the data here differ from elsewhere in two ways:
the tensor networks were simulated with periodic bound-
ary conditions and the average of the observables after
Pauli-X evolution and Pauli-ZZ evolution is taken in the
steady state.

D. The self-dual critical point

The self-dual critical point at ¢ = 0 and A = 1/2 is
of particular interest. In this section, we show numerical
evidence of the duality along ¢ = 0 and argue that the
transition is not in the RBIM universality class. We re-
mark that when ¢ = 0 the state remains pure at all times
and that the two sets of spins in our partition function
decouple.

To observe the duality numerically, we study g4 and
its Kramers-Wannier dual Dg4. Since the observables
are dual, the value of Kga with circuit parameter \
should match Dg4 with circuit parameter 1 — A. It is
important to note that the duality exchanges Pauli-X
circuit layers with Pauli-ZZ circuit layers; although this
is unimportant in the bulk of the circuit, it impacts cor-
relations at the boundary. Consequently, for both the
order and the disorder susceptibility, we study the aver-
age after Pauli-X evolution and Pauli-ZZ evolution in the
final circuit layer. These data are given in Fig. 7.

To argue that this critical point is not in the RBIM
universality class, we study Sp near the critical point.
We find a scaling collapse consistent with the critical ex-
ponent v = 1.72 obtained in [51], which recently studied
a model with an equivalent self-dual point. Our data are
given in Fig. 8, and are inconsistent with the standard
RBIM [62].
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FIG. 8: Finite-size scaling collapse of Sg at ¢ = 0 with
v = 1.72, consistent with the results in [51]. We note
that for pure states, Sg = I..
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FIG. 9: Schematic phase diagram when unitary evolution
is also present, with 6, = 6., > 0. We find that the three
main phases are unchanged by the addition of unitary
evolution, but that the direct transition between Phase 1
and Phase 3 is no longer present. Notably, the region
between these two phases at ¢ = 0 (indicated in green)
is consistent with a critical phase.

E. The effect of unitary evolution

Even without unitary evolution in our dynamics, we
already observe all three phases we expect in generic Zo-
symmetric open quantum dynamics. For completeness,
however, we also study dynamics with the addition of
Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ coherent rotations. In this section,
we present the resulting modified phase diagram along
with numerical data. As discussed in Sec. ITA, we in-
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FIG. 10: (a) Sg at ¢ = 0. Near A = 0.5, the data is
consistent with scale invariance over a critical region. (b)
Sgr at ¢ = 0.05. Once dephasing noise is reintroduced,
there is no longer evidence of a critical region and the
critical point is shifted as expected.

tersperse layers of rotations with angles 6, and 6,, for
Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ, respectively.

In Fig. 9, a schematic phase diagram is given when
0, =0,, >0. When ¢q = 0, there is evidence of a critical
phase between Phase 1 and Phase 3. This is not surpris-
ing: coherent errors should reduce the memory and learn-
ing phases, but the phase diagram retains its Kramers-
Wannier symmetry and the free fermion dynamics (at
g = 0) cannot sustain a volume law entangled phase.
When ¢ > 0, it appears that the critical line immedi-
ately turns into Phase 2, and our three generic phases
are restored.

Ilustrative data are given in Fig. 10, with 6, =6,, =
0.2. The case where ¢ = 0 and the state is pure is given
in Fig. 10(a). We observe that in the neighborhood of
A = 0.5, the value of Sg seems to be scale invariant, sug-
gesting the existence of a critical region. Nevertheless,
this behavior is not generic in Zs-symmetric open quan-
tum systems since it seems to immediately vanish when
incoherent noise is introduced, as seen in Fig. 10(b).
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V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we studied a model of 1d Zs-symmetric
quantum dynamics with measurements and decoherence
that serves as a minimal model for generic steady-state
behavior of open quantum dynamics. We found that the
steady-state phases may be characterized by symmetry-
breaking observables and information-theoretic observ-
ables. Furthermore, we found that all of these observ-
ables probe bulk phase transitions in the same disordered
(14 1)d path integral of the doubled state. Although the
full disordered model is not solvable, we discussed re-
lated models where a sensible time-continuum limit may
be taken to yield quantum 1d Hamiltonians with well-
understood ground-state physics.

In particular, these observables characterize three
phases: (1) a phase where both the strong and weak sym-
metries are spontaneously broken, which serves as quan-
tum memory; (2) a phase where the strong symmetry
is spontaneously broken to a weak symmetry, in which
information is lost to the environment; and (3) a phase
where neither symmetry is broken and the observer learns
logical information. We also drew particular attention to
certain points of interest in the phase diagram. There
are two classical limits, when all of the measurements
are Pauli-ZZ or when all of the measurements are Pauli-
X. In these cases, the bra and ket degrees of freedom of
the doubled state are perfectly locked together and the
physics reduces to a RBIM on the Nishimori line for the
combined degrees of freedom. When no noise is present,
there is a special self-dual disordered critical point when
)\a: = )\zz~

It is not surprising that we can describe the steady-
state phases of our model in terms of both symmetry
breaking and information theory—there are natural con-
nections between the two perspectives when the dynam-
ics have a symmetry U that is also a logical operator of
a quantum code. Then if p,, is weakly symmetric, such
that Up,,UT = p,,, it is unchanged by a logical error.
Thus, it cannot contain logical information associated
with any logical operator that does not commute with
U. If p,, is strongly symmetric, such that Up,, = €¢“p,,
then U has sharpened along the measurement trajectory.

This approach is most useful if we take our initial state
to explicitly break both symmetries. In the case of our
dynamics, this could be the state |0...0), which stores
logical Pauli-Z information and is fuzzy with respect to
logical Pauli-X. In the unbroken phase the strong symme-
try is restored in the steady state along typical trajecto-
ries, meaning that the logical Pauli-X charge is sharpened
and learned by the observer [65-71]. In the strong-to-
weak symmetry-breaking phase, only the weak symmetry
is restored in the steady state, so logical Pauli-Z infor-
mation is lost but logical Pauli-X is not sharpened. In
the fully broken phase, no symmetries are restored in the
steady state, and our asymmetric initial state can persist
at late times. This suggests that strong and weak symme-
try breaking may relate to the flow of logical information



in a broader set of monitored, decohered quantum codes.

This work does not describe a protocol for efficiently
observing the steady-state phases. In practice, there
are two problems that make it difficult to observe phase
transitions driven by measurements: the transitions may
not be robust against decohering noise, and the obvi-
ous observables may suffer from a postselection problem.
This model solves one of these issues, providing noise-
robust transitions, albeit ones that rely on the unphys-
ical requirement of Zs-symmetric noise. Observing sim-
ilar transitions in practice would likely require a model
with robust phases and postselection-free observables in
the presence of generic noise. In a forthcoming work, we
describe such a model, where steady-state phase transi-
tions in (241)d dynamics are robust against generic noise
and may be efficiently observed despite the postselection
problem.

There are several other related topics that may warrant
further study. The fact that our dynamics is in (1 + 1)d
provided certain simplifications, because it excluded the
possibility of boundary transitions occurring independent
of bulk transitions. This is especially important when
diagnosing the transition between Phase 2 and Phase 3,
where one should generally be careful about detecting
the correct strong-to-weak symmetry breaking transition.
Therefore, it would be interesting to better understand
how open quantum dynamics phase transitions should
be diagnosed in higher dimensions, and particularly how
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these transitions relate to literature regarding strong-to-
weak breaking in non-dynamical settings. In such cases,
perhaps viewing these transitions as learning transitions
diagnosed by information-theoretic observables provides
advantages.
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Appendix A: Path integral formulation
1. Measurement and noise dynamics

In Sec. IIT A, we provided a high-level derivation of
the path integral for the doubled state in our dynamics.
Here, we fill in the details by deriving Z,,(sr, 7, S0, ()
explicitly. This partition function is a matrix element of
a product of T" matrices:

T
Zm(ST,SfIT,SO,Sz)) = Z H<<8t’3;|Kt|3t—1a3;—1>> (Al)

5,8’ t=1

where each K; is a layer of our circuit, as given in
Eq. (25), and the sum is over spins SE/Z such that 0 <
t < T. The action of Pauli-ZZ dynarﬁics in this basis
is straightforward. Referring to Eqs. (19) and (21), we

immediately find that

(50,84 (P25) 52 o (s, splem = esmr ol sho)
(A2

and

(s, 81 INGZ ox (50, sple’=orasnirist st

(A3)

with couplings J,, = tanh ' \,, and K,, =
tanh ™' (g../(1 — g..)), respectively.

The action of Pauli-X dynamics is more nontrivial. In
the computational basis, we find that

1 ma ma b

NEPE )2 o | T b g
’ ma b 1 ma
b ma ma 1
where
Az
IS (45)
14+ X2
= 14— A

and m = +1. We seek to find couplings J, and K, such
that

((sts st NG (P) #2561, 501))

o ejm(St—l‘ist,i+s;,Lis;i)+Kmst_1,,;st,1¢s;71Yisgyi. (A?)
By examining ratios of different spin configurations, we

conclude that this is satisfied if
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from which we obtain

2(J, + K;) = —loga+ (152 +2z) in (A10)
4J, = — log b + 22907 (A11)
for any 21, 29 € Z. It follows that
jgc*fflongrimﬂ (A12)
2 2
a? A
having made the choice z; = 0 and 25 = 1*7’" This

choice is desirable because it makes K, real and ensures
that K, = 0 when ¢, = 0, regardless of the measurement
outcome. It is convenient to define J, = Re J,. Having
done this, plugging in a and b and simplifying yields the
couplings given in Egs. (29) to (32).

2. Including unitary evolution

In Sec. IV E, we discuss a modified version of the dy-
namics including unitary evolution. Here, we derive the
modified partition function in this case. In particular, the
dynamics now includes Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ rotations
with angles 6,, and 0,,, respectively. This corresponds to
a doubled-state evolution

Ur o Uy’
U o Uy

_ ZGZZ(Z Ziy1— ZZi+1) (A15)

Once again, the action of the Pauli-ZZ evolution is
straightforward:

Uz)") = {fots e Csmern =),

((se, st 1 U7 @

(A16)
The Pauli-X evolution is now more complicated:
1 w w* b
NE(PE B2 UF @ UF)) o | (A17)
w* b 1 w
b w" w 1
where
mAz(1+60%)(1 + q—l)JriG (17/\2)(1713ﬁ)
= T+ 0202 + 12 (A2 + 62)
(A18)
A2+ 02+ (1+02>\2) ALY
uwyzlﬂgﬁ+%> (A19)

We can rewrite w = |w|e?®P=-02:42) where

6.(1-X2)(1—12) 1-m
Az (14 62)(1 4+ 1‘”

¢()\ac7 0., QLE) = tan~'

qa
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which conveniently reduces to ¢ = 1_Tma when 6, = 0.

Guided by our result in App. A 1, together with the
expectation that our path integral will have a Hermitic-
ity symmetry (composed of conjugating and swapping
primed and unprimed spins), we seek to find couplings
J, and K, such that

({st: st NG (P ) 22 (U @ UF) ") s-1, 81-1))

T Tx / ’ /
Jfﬂst—lyisf«,i+‘]m'St,—1,ist,i+KT/Sf—lvistvist—l,istﬂ,'

xe (A21)

Again, we proceed by examining ratios of different spin
configurations. We find that

202K, _ (A22)
22Ky _ (A23)
o—2=20: _ (A24)

and thus that
4Re J, + 4K, = —log |w|® (A25)
4ImJ, = 2¢ (A26)
4ReJ, = —logb. (A27)

It follows that
Jy = —i log b+ % (A28)
K, = —11 ‘“;' (A29)

We note that this result, and indeed our initial goal in
Eq. (A21), appear to be in tension with the result in
App. A 1. Previously, we obtained a single .J,, for both the
unprimed and primed spins instead of using the conjugate
coupling for the primed spins. But the two results are
consistent. When 6, = 0, we have

1—-m

Tp=Je = —

i (A30)

and since e'™ = e~ '™, this contributes a spin-independent
overall constant.

Appendix B: Partition function duality

In this appendix, we show the Kramers-Wannier du-
ality of our model on the level of the 2d partition func-
tion. Since our model is disordered and this disorder
is sampled according to a Nishimori condition (because
tr pm X Zpn), the duality has an important subtlety.
When demonstrating that two dual Hamiltonians yield
the same partition function Z,,, we can ignore overall
constants that are independent of m (as usual) but must
carefully track overall constants that depend on m (to en-
sure that disorder is sampled equivalently on either side
of the duality). Thus, we proceed in three steps. First, we



derive the duality without worrying about these measure-
ment trajectory-dependent constants. Second, we show
the conditions for self-duality. Third, we address the
measurement trajectory-dependent constants and discuss
boundary details.

1. Obtaining a dual theory

To begin, we note that our Hamiltonian in Eq. (28)
may be rewritten, up to constant factors, as

==y

(i)

(si,85) + 6(s3, 57))

_ ZKU(F Si,85)0(ss, J) (B1)
(i5)
where

2J,, 2K j tial

Jii = mi; 2z (zg) spatia (B2)
2J; + 2 i Z — 2K, (ij) temporal
4K ] ial

Ky — 2z (m} spatia (B3)
4K,  (ij) temporal.

We may expand the partition function corresponding
to Eq. (B1) as

Zm, *ZH Jig *1 Sz,Sj)+].] [(6"”
s,8" (ij)
X [(e o 1)(5(si,sj)(5(32,59) +1]  (B4)
- ZH )(5(Si783)+6(sz’8]>)

+ (62J”+K” —2e%5 +1)8(s;,8;)0(s}, s5)]. (B5)

R

This enables a convenient diagrammatic approach, sim-
ilar to the Fortuin-Kasteleyn representation of two-
dimensional stat. mech. models [76]. Upon performing
the product over edges, each term in the sum over spins
is a product of Kronecker deltas. This product may be
labeled by a pair of graphs G and G’ where edge (ij) in G
(G") is colored if the product includes d(s;, s5) (3(s}, 57))-
The corresponding weights are illustrated in Fig. 11 and
an example graph is given (in red) in Fig. 12. When
the sum over spins is performed, each connected clus-
ter of Kronecker delta terms contributes a factor of two.
Therefore,

2= I -

G,G’ (ij)

Yeis (G)+eij (G')—2ei5(Gei; (G)

x (1 — 2¢edii 4 62Jz‘j+Kz‘j)6ij(G)€m(G')

« 9C(G)+C(E) (B6)
Z H eij (G)+ei; (G )te”(G)e”( 0
G.G' (ij
« 9C(G)+C(G) (B7)

- 1)5( Sis j) + ]‘]
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FIG. 11: Edges contained in G and G’ are selected from
the underlying spacetime lattice. Such selections are de-
noted by red squiggly lines, with the three cases for a
pair of lattice edges in G and G’ given above. If neither
edge is included, the weight is 1; if just one is included,
the weight is w;;; if both are included, the weight is t;;.

FIG. 12: Each term in the partition function corresponds
to a pair of graphs G and G’. Here, we illustrate one
of these graphs (G, in red) and its dual (G, in blue).
In this example, V(G) = 16, E(G) = 8, F(G) = 2, and
C(G) = 9. Likewise, V(G) = 25, E(G) = 32, F(G) = 10,
and C(G) = 2. Each of these satisfies Euler’s formula.
We also observe that connected components of G and
faces of G may be paired together, with a caveat: there is
an extra face “outside” G such that C(G) = F(G) is not
satisfied. However, this mismatch is a boundary effect
that may be ignored when studying the bulk duality. We
discuss this and related issues in App. B 3.

where

Wij = €JU —1 (B8)
tij = (1 —2etii 4 2Tt Kis) /(elis — 1)2 (B9)

and e;;(G),e;;(G') € {0,1} indicate whether or not an
edge in graph G or G’ is colored, and C(G) and C(G’)
count the connected components of G and G’, respec-
tively.

This diagrammatic expansion is well-suited to dualiz-
ing the model. In particular, we may color edges on the

dual lattice such that e;]—(é(/)) = 1—¢;;(G") on each



graph, as illustrated in Fig. 12. It then follows that each
connected component of G and G’ is contained in a face
of G and G’, respectively.” Therefore, invoking Euler’s
formula for a planar graph,®

C(G)=V(G)— E(G) + F(G) — 1 (B10)

it follows that
C(G) = F(G) (B11)
=C(G)-V(G)+EG)+1 (B12)

and analogously for G and G'.
write

Ly X Z H 2/w1] zy e (@

G,G" (ig)
« 9C(G)+C (@)

Consequently, we may
G)+er7(G7) t?ij(é)ew(@)
ij

(B13)

up to constant factors. Thus, we observe that Eq. (B7)
and Eq. (B13) take precisely the same form. Therefore,
we conclude that this sum over dual graphs corresponds
to the dual Hamiltonian

B Zjij(is(siv s7) + (53, 57)

_ZKU(S 3175] za ])) (B14)

where the dual couplings may be obtained from ws;; =
2/wijti]‘ and t{j = tij.

2. Conditions for self-duality

The model is self-dual when it is unchanged by the
duality operation. In the model, spatial couplings are
all equal and temporal couplings are all equal. Thus, we
denote by Jy and Ky the spatial couplings and by Jy
and K the temporal couplings, with wqg, wy, to, and t;
defined accordingly. Then, since edges (ij) and (z7) are
perpendicular, the duality conditions are

wo = 2/w1t1
to =11

(B15)
(B16)

with corresponding implications for the measurement
and dephasing strengths in the model. Since the self-
dual couplings A\; = A,, = A and ¢, = q.. = ¢ may be
anticipated from the quantum Kramers-Wannier duality
of the dynamics, we are content in this appendix to verify

2 This is only precisely true away from the boundary; we discuss
boundary considerations in App. B 3.
3 Our spacetime is cylindrical, and graphs on cylinders are planar.
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that this same choice satisfies Eq. (B15) and Eq. (B16).
First, we observe (after some algebra) that

14+ mA

J()(’VV’L) — _
e (1 2q)1 ey (B17)
nomy . MmA B18
‘ g+ (1—q)N i
so that
wo _ 2[g+ (1 - q)\?]
—_— == B19
wy (1 —mM)? (B19)
Furthermore,
wity =1 — 2e70m) 4 2Jolm)H+Ko (B20)
Alg + (1 — 9)N?]
= B21
(1 —mA)? (B21)
and
Wty =1 — 271 4 21(m)+KL (B22)
(1 —m\)?
=— 7 . B23
ENTEpE 22
It immediately follows that
w0w1t1 = @’w%h (B24)
w1
=2 (B25)
and
-2 9
to _ ( ) Woto (B26)
wltl
=1 (B27)

satisfying Eq. (B15) and Eq. (B16).

3. Trajectory-dependent constants and boundary
effects

We begin by carefully treating constants in the parti-
tion function that depend on m. When we rewrote our
Hamiltonian from Eq. (28) in the form of Eq. (B1), we
dropped a constant factor >, (Ji; + Ki;/4). We are
still not interested in trajectory-independent constants,
so we may ignore the Kj;; term. Thus, our true partition
function should have been written

_ 1 €ij (G)+ei; (G) eij(Gei; (G')
Zm_zniwij—i—lwwj 3 t J i

x 20(@+C(E), (B28)
Furthermore, when we rewrote our partition function in
terms of dual graph degrees of freedom, we dropped
a factor of w? ;lij arising from the constant factor in



e;j(é(/)) = 1 — ¢;(GY). Thus, tracking trajectory-
dependent constant factors gives us a modified version
of Eq. (B13):

D X Z H wis +1 2/wu i) @ren(@)

[eNezRt

% tew(G)e (G/)2C(§)+C(@).

(B29)
We want to verify that 1/(ws;+ 1) = wijti;/(wi; + 1), at
least up to trajectory-independent constant factors. To
test this, we compute

U)zt() 24+ U}()t() w2t0

)——= = 0 B30
(@ +1) o+1 woty  wo + 1 (B30)

2 2t
_ wo + wyto (Bgl)

wo + 1
e2Jo+Ko -1

= 2e50/2ginh(2J,.m..) (B33)
= 2m..e50/2sinh(2J..). (B34)

An equivalent computation yields

2
t

(@0 -+ 1) = 2m,c P sinb(2],)  (B35)

since sinh(—xz) = sinh(x + im) = —sinh(z). We observe
that, under the duality, the measurement-dependent con-
stants in the partition function change sign, but not
weight. This is sufficient: the partition function will be
positive (with the sign change under duality absorbed by
spin-dependent factors in the partition function) when-
ever it corresponds to a probability.*

Having dealt with the trajectory-dependent constants,
all that remains is to discuss boundary effects where the
pairing between connected components of G and faces
of G breaks down. We observe that at the temporal
boundaries of the graph and dual graph in Fig. 13(a),
connected components cannot be surrounded by dual
faces and vice versa. To remedy this, we can imag-
ine dressing the dual graph with extra edges, as illus-
trated in Fig. 13(b). In terms of this dressed graph,
we have C(G) = F(Garessed) — 2, where the subtracted
factor accounts for the external faces below and above
the initial and final temporal boundaries, respectively.
As usual, we may write F(Ggressea) = C(Garessed) —
V(Garessed) + E(Garessea) + 1. Tt is straightforward to

4 One might worry, in particular, about the self-dual case where
the spin-dependent factors in the partition function are un-
changed under the duality and thus cannot absorb a sign. For
this to be precisely true, the measurement trajectory must also be
self-dual, in that the Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ measurement records
are identical. In this case, each sign appears twice and there is
no overall change.
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FIG. 13: In Fig. 12 we illustrated what a graph and its
dual might look like in the bulk of spacetime. Here, we
focus on the boundary conditions. In particular, we have
open temporal boundaries and periodic spatial bound-
aries. (a) An example graph G and its dual G are given,
in which it is clear that connected components of G are
not paired with faces of G at the temporal boundaries.
(b) This issue is alleviated if we instead study Ggressed, in
which case connected components and faces are paired to-
gether (with the exception of boundary faces of G gressed
at the top and bottom of the cylindrical spacetime).

see that V(Garessea) = V(G) + L and E(Garessea) =
E(G) + 3L. Furthermore, we observe that the dressed
graph connects any disconnected components that touch
either temporal boundary, so 0 < C(G) — C(Ggressea) <
2L. We therefore conclude that
C(G)=C(G)-V(G)+ E(G)+0O(L) (B36)
where the O(L) factor may be attributed entirely to
boundary effects. Consequently, even though this factor
does depend on G and G’ (and thus one should worry
that it should be accounted for), it has vanishing energy
density and may be ignored when considering the duality.

Appendix C: Transforming the repetition code path
integral to a standard RBIM

In Sec. III C, we showed that when A, = 0 or A\,, =
0, the path integral may be reduced to only one set of
spin degrees of freedom. This yields the Hamiltonians in
Eq. (39) and Eq. (42), respectively. But neither of these
Hamiltonians is the standard RBIM, where disorder is
on both spatial and temporal bonds and is sampled i.i.d.
In this appendix we show how these Hamiltonians are
equivalent to the standard RBIM for observables that
are invariant under RBIM gauge transformations.

This relationship has important conceptual relevance.
It is well-known (see, e.g., Ref. [4]) that dynamics domi-
nated by Pauli-ZZ measurements can sustain a spin-glass

phase where (ZZ-Zj>2 = O(1) but (Z; Z;) = 0. In our path



integral, (Z;Z;) = (sr,isr ;) is a boundary correlation
function of a RBIM on the Nishimori line. But the stan-
dard 2d RBIM has a ferromagnetic phase at low temper-
atures, where both (Z;Z;) = O(1) and (Z; Z;)* = O(1).
How do we reconcile the ferromagnetic phase of the stan-
dard RBIM with the spin glass phase of our dynamics?
As we will see in this section, the particular RBIM that
arises as our path integral (with only spatial disorder) is
meaningfully different from the standard RBIM yet coin-

cides for gauge-invariant observables—which (ZiZj>2 is
but (Z;Z;) is not.

To begin, we show that the second Hamiltonian
(Eq. (42)), which has complex weights, is equivalent to
the first Hamiltonian under Kramers-Wannier duality,

such that both take the form

H,(s)=— Z (M iJastiStivt + JrStiserti]

t,i

(C1)

where disorder m;; = £1 is only on spatial bonds. We
observe that the temporal coupling in the dual theory is
—1logtanh K, ., which is always positive, and the spatial
coupling in the dual theory is

— 2 logtanh (A4, + 152 7) = —1log(tanh 4,)™

(C2)
= m(—% log tanh A;) (C3)

which has +1 spatial disorder, like Eq. (C1). Therefore,
we focus on Eq. (C1) for the remainder of this appendix.

We distinguish this model from the standard RBIM
given by

Hy,(s) = — Z [0F i Jws,iti41 + 0 Jrseisie1q]  (C4)

ti

where bond disorder is sampled i.i.d. We define cor-
responding partition functions Z,, = > e Hm(s) and
Z, = Y, e () and correlation functions (s;;s;;), .
and <5t7ist7j>n.

The Born rule ensures that p,, = Z,,, after appropriate
normalization of the partition function. We identify this
as satisfying the Nishimori condition.

For the standard RBIM, the Nishimori condition can
be expressed as a local condition requiring that p*/(1 —
p*) = e 2= and p7 /(1 — p7) = e~ 2/, where p* and p”
are the probabilities of having —J bonds on spatial and
temporal bonds, respectively.

The disorder configurations that result may be orga-
nized in terms of frustrated plaquette classes. These
are classes of disorder configurations that are equivalent
under RBIM gauge transformations: s;; — —s;; and
NijsMi; = —Nij» —ni,; for j =i —1,%. In other words,
a spin is flipped along with its four adjacent couplings.
The partition function is invariant under such transfor-
mations, though certain correlation functions may not
be.

Since these gauge transformations always flip an even
number of couplings surrounding any given plaquette,
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the product of couplings around each plaquette is invari-
ant, allowing us to use frustrated plaquettes—those pla-
quettes with a negative product of couplings—as gauge-
invariant labels. We denote by [n] the equivalence class
of a disorder configuration 7. As a consequence of the
local Nishimori condition defined above for the standard
RBIM, it also follows that Zne[%] Py = Zn,-

We are now ready to show why, from a statistical me-

chanics perspective, <ZiZj)2 identifies a standard RBIM
transition while (Z;Z;) does not.
We begin by noting that

(2:2;)? = (s7.575), (C5)

7Hm(s)2

_ 3y, Eesmasre (Co)

ZQ

Although the Born rule allows us to cancel one factor
of Z,, in the denominator with p,,, this does not yield
a significant simplification. Any explicit averaging over
the measurement disorder requires the replica trick.

Nevertheless, we can show that this order parameter
probes the analogous correlation function in the standard
RBIM. First, we note that p,, = Z,, = Ene[m] Pn, SO
that

—_— . . _Hm(s) 2
EEZES Sl DO
m \ne(m] m

(C7)

Although Do sTvisTJe*Hm(s)
izs ST7Z‘STJ€_H"(S) under a gauge transformation
(since sp,; or sy ; may be flipped by the transformation),
the quantity-squared is gauge-invariant. Thus, since
Z,, is automatically gauge-invariant, we perform gauge
transformations to move the correlation function inside
the sum over 7:

transforms to

—H (s)\2
m= Z Z Py (Zs STi8T,j€ Hoy ( )) ©s)

Z;

m nelm]

(C9)

= (sTis1,5),
since the combined sums }:, > ., vield a sum over
every disorder configuration (up to a set of global con-
straints requiring that the number of frustrated pla-
quettes in each column be even). We conclude that

<Z,-Zj>2, and any other observables that probe RBIM
gauge-invariant properties of the partition, can be un-
derstood as observables in the standard RBIM.

The situation is quite different for correlators like
(sT,is7,j) that are not gauge-invariant. For example, in
the particular RBIM corresponding to our quantum dy-
namics, the disorder is annealed for linear spin correla-



tors:
—Hm,(S)

[E— ST iST.i€
gy = 3 p e ST (C10)

Zm
= E ST,iST,j E e Hm(e)
S m

because p,, = Z,, given appropriate normalization of the
partition function.

This probes very different physics from the analogous
quantity in the standard RBIM:

-_— ST,iST,;€
<8T,i5T,j>n = an 2.a % ZJ
7 n

(C11)

—Hy(s)

(C12)

where the disorder is not annealed, because p, # Z,. We
note that although >, (.. oy = >, ) 29, this does not
imply equality on the level of individual disorder config-
urations 7.

This explains why (Z;Z;) does not see any phase tran-
sition (even though the standard RBIM has a ferromag-

netic phase along the Nishimori line) but (ZiZj>2 does.

Appendix D: Complex fermions, the XXZ chain, and
the time-continuum limit

There are two non-local transformations of our dou-
bled Hilbert space that are useful to consider. We can
transform to complex fermions with spinless Hubbard in-
teractions or to new spin degrees of freedom with XXZ
interactions.

1. Spinless Fermi-Hubbard
a. Jordan-Wigner transformation

The transformation to complex fermions proceeds in
two steps. First, we may transform to Majorana fermions
via the Jordan-Wigner transformation. We define

X; =1in;vj;  ZjZjy1 = injYi+1, (D1)

with Majorana fermions {n;,n;} = 265, {vi,7;} = 20i;
and {n;,7;} = 0, and similar definitions for the primed
operators,

ZJ/‘Z;'H = iﬁ;’Y;H- (D2)

Next, we introduce Dirac (complex) Fermions, af,a,
with n = 1,2, ..., 2L, which couple the forward and back-
ward paths,

X = s

i

5+ ). (D3)

1 -,
a2 = 5(771' +”7j)§ agj—1 =

It follows that
X+ X! =2(al, a0 +h.c)  (D4)

ZiZi—i-l + Zz/Zzl—i-l = 2(@;7;@21'4,_1 + ]’LC) (D5)
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and
X, X[ = —(2ab;_ azi-1 — 1)(2al,a2, — 1) (D6)
2711721 = —(2ak,a5; — 1)(2a];, agia — 1) (D7)

It follows that the disorder-free Hamiltonians defined in
Eq. (44) and Eq. (56) (for the forced measurement and
2-replica cases) may be written in the form

2L
H=-2 Z Jo(al any1 + hec.)
n=1
2L
+Y " Kn(2a},a, —1)(2a] ,yang1 — 1), (DS)
n=1

For example, in the forced-measurement case J, = A,
and K, = ¢, for odd n, and J, = A,, and K, = ¢,
for even n. This first term in the Hamiltonian corre-
sponds to a 1d free fermion hopping model with a stag-
gered hopping strength, 6J = A; — A,.. The second term
is a staggered nearest-neighbor repulsive interaction with
0K = qr — 4zz-

When coherent Pauli-X and Pauli-ZZ rotations are
added, the Hamiltonian gains a non-Hermitian term,

H.on = —i Z On(anani1 + h.c.). (D9)

In the forced-measurement case, 6, = 6, for odd n and
0,, = 0, for even n.

Eq. (D8) and Eq. (D9) make clear, from the per-
spective of complex fermions, that a U(1) fermion num-
ber symmetry is present when no coherent rotations are
included. Alternatively, when coherent rotations are
present but no measurements are performed, a particle-
hole transformation on odd sites yields another theory
with clear fermion number symmetry.

b. Observables

It is instructive to use this fermionic representation
to evaluate observables of interest deep in the various
phases. To do this, one first needs to re-express the Bell
state in terms of the complex fermions.

First we note that the Bell state must satisfy,

X;X50) =11)); Z;Z;|1)) = |1)), (D10)
and be normalized as ((1|1)) = 2~. One can show that
the Bell state is given by,

L
1)) = [] v2al,10)a. (D11)

Jj=1

where |0), denotes the “vacuum" of the a-Fermions, sat-
isfying a,|0), = 0 for all n. This can be verified by
checking that |1)) is stabilized by each X; X/ and Z;Z!.



It is easy to check that the state is stabilized by each
X; X! (given in Eq. (D6)) and by
2j—1
| —1 inm(al Ay —
Z:2; 7,7 = (—1) 7" [ emtenenh,

n=21

(D12)

for all ¢ and 5. What remains is to show that it is
stabilized by some Z;Z!. Although this corresponds
to a string of fermionic operators for most i, the path
of the Jordan-Wigner string can be chosen such that
Z.LZ5 = inny, = 2a;La2L — 1. Consequently, it is easy
to see that |1)) as written in Eq. (D11) is correct.

Next, we seek to write down paradigmatic states |p;))
for each phase in terms of complex fermions. For sim-
plicity, we consider the forced measurement case. Deep
in Phase 1, when A\, = ¢, = 0, the complex fermion
Hamiltonian has hopping and repulsion only on bonds
(n,n + 1) for even n. The corresponding steady state is
a bonding orbital across each of the even bonds,

L
o) = T[ J5(aly +abu)l0he: (D13)

Sl

This density matrix is appropriately normalized since
({(1]p1)) = 1. Moreover, ({p1|p1)) = 1, so the state is
pure—as it must be, since the state is a GHZ state in the
original spin variables. Likewise, deep in Phase 3, when
M.z = (., one has the doubled state

L
o) =TT J5(ahya +al)o) (D14

which is again an appropriately normalized pure state
density matrix. Generally, with no decoherence, we ex-
pect the system density matrix to be pure for arbitrary
ratio of A\, and A, .

We have already seen the steady state deep in Phase 2,
when A\, = \,, =0:

1
|p2)) = 27\1>>~ (D15)
This state is a w-charge density wave, appropriately nor-
malized (with ((1|p2)) = 1) and corresponding to a max-
imally mixed density matrix with purity

1
((p2lp2)) = oL" (D16)
We can investigate the Edwards-Anderson and Rényi-2
correlations in each case in terms of complex fermions.

We note that

j—1
Z:Z; = [ [ inwyesa (D17)
k=1
j—1
= H(a% + agk)(a2k+1 - a;k+1) (D18)

k=i
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and that Z;7;7,7; is given in Eq. (D12). The expec-
tation values ((1Z;Z;|p:)) and ((pi|Z:Z]Z;Z}|pi)) may
be readily evaluated deep in each phase. As expected,
one finds ((1|Z;Z;|p;)) to be one in Phase 1 and zero
in phases 2 and 3, whereas ((p;|Z;Z]Z;Z}|p;)) is one in
phases 1 and 2 and zero in Phase 3.

One can also evaluate information-theoretic quantities
for these states. Consider entangling a reference ancilla
to the system qubits in a GHZ state |p1)), viewing the
first qubit at site 7 = 1 as the reference qubit and the
remaining L — 1 qubits as the system qubits. To get the
reduced density matrix on the reference qubit |p1)) g, one
needs to trace out the system qubits, using the Bell state

L
1)q = [T v2a3;[0)., (D19)

ie. |p1))r = o{{1]p1)) which gives |p1))r = %a£|00>12,

appropriately normalized. One can easily compute the
purity of the state, r({p1]|p1))r = 1/2, and therefore that
the Rényi-2 entropy for the reference qubit is log2 as
expected.

Formally, one can study the purification of the refer-
ence qubit under the dynamics of Pauli-X measurement
on the system qubits, i.e.

imeas))r = Tre™ Jo #Ha®]50) (D20)

with H,, given by the full Hamiltonian upon setting
gz = ¢». = 0 and )\,, = 0. Similarly, one can study
the purification under the dynamics with Pauli-X deco-
herence on the system qubits,

|decoh))r = Tye~Jo Hpa M), )y, (D21)

When L = 2, with just one system qubit and under
the assumption of forced measurements, one can explic-
itly integrate the dynamics. At long times, after trac-
ing out the system qubit, one can extract |meas))g =

%(ai + a})|0)12 and |decoh))r = %CL;|O>12. One
thereby finds the Rényi-2 entropy of the reference qubit,
Sr(meas)® =0 and Sg(decoh)?) =log?2, as expected.

One can also explore the coherent information. When
the state is pure, one has I, = Sg, namely I, = log 2 for
lp1)) and I. = 0 with forced Pauli-X measurements. For

Pauli-X decoherence one finds I. = 0.

2. XXZ chain

To transform to new spin degrees of freedom with XXZ
interactions, we employ a second Jordan-Wigner trans-
formation. In particular, we define

i—1

a;=0; ||(=07) (D22)
j=1
1—1

al = of [[(~0%) (D23)
j=1



and find that

2(alani1 + h.c) = oZor  + ohoy L, (D24)

and

(2afa, — 1) = 0. (D25)
It follows that the disorder-free Hamiltonian in Eq. (D8)

may be rewritten as an XX7Z model with staggered cou-

plings,
T _x Yy § /‘ z z
O—no—n-&-l + 0n0n+1) + KanO'n+1.

H==> " Ju(
! "’ (D26)

Alternatively, the transformations from spins to fermions
and back again may be combined, yielding the direct
mapping given in Eqgs. (14)-(17).

For A\, = A; and ¢,. = ¢, the staggering in the
couplings vanishes. Then, for weak decoherence ¢, =
G2z < Az = A, (in the case of forced measurements) the
model describes a critical Luttinger liquid with continu-
ously varying exponents. When ¢, = ¢,, = A, = A, (in
the case of forced measurements) or ¢, = ¢,, = 0 (for
the 2-replica theory) one obtains an X X X model. For
stronger decoherence, the model describes an Ising or-
dered antiferromagnet. These phases (along with dimer
phases in the case of staggered couplings) are illustrated
in Fig. 3. In all cases, a U(1) symmetry corresponding
to Pauli-Z rotations is present. At the X X X point, an
enhanced SU(2) symmetry arises.

Appendix E: Strong and weak SSB in the classical
limit

As discussed in Sec. IIIC and App. C, the model re-
duces to classical RBIM physics when A = 0 or A = 1.
In this appendix, we study correlation functions in such
cases.

With large dephasing (large ¢, ) the Ising model is in its
paramagnetic phase, corresponding to the trivial (strong-
to-weak) SSB phase in the phase diagram in Fig. 4.
However, for strong (stabilizer) measurements (large A,)
the weak Ising symmetry will be spontaneously broken,
(since Z; is charged under the weak Zs symmetry), and
one enters into the memory phase. In this phase we ex-
pect a divergent Edwards-Anderson susceptibility.

We can use this model to try and compute some cor-
relation functions. It is first convenient to define the
“propagator”,

Uy = Tye™ Jo @tHm(®), (E1)

Now, let us start the dynamics in a maximally mixed
state, |1)), which satisfies X;X/|1)) = |1)). The ferro-
magnetic corrrelator is,

= pnlZiZi)m =Y _{(UZ:Z;Un|1)), (E2)

m
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and we have

e~THess, (E3)

> Un =
where the Hamiltonian is simply,
Hepp=—qz »  XiX]. (E4)

We thus have,
(ZiZj) = ((1|Z:Z;|1)) = by, (E5)

so we have vanishing ferromagnetic correlations.
Next consider the Edwards-Anderson correlator,

— ((11Z:Z;U|1))2
=2 ((UUR|1))

<ZiZj>2 = Zp7rL<ZiZj>$n
m
(E6)
Here, to perform the summation over the measurement

outcomes, we will have to use replicas,

(2:2;)% = i ((1]2:Z; Ul 1){(1|U[1))97. (ET)

It is convenient to introduce a generating functional,

20 =Y ((1Un1)?* = e THe  (ES8)
with
Q+1 ( 8 Q+1 )
=0 Y 22270 pIZZXaX
i a,f=1 i
(E9)

with J,, = §tA2,, where we have performed the m sum-
mation at every space-time point and worked to leading
order in small d¢t. The final expression for our Edwards-
Anderson correlator is then,

(Z:7;)2 = 6121Ln0<<]l|Z(a)Z(a)Z(B)Z( Je=THa|1)). (E10)

Evaluating this is complicated by the requirement of
taking the replica limit. Here, we consider the case Q =
1, where we then have just two replicas, and forego taking
the limit. For Q = 1, we can make a change of variables,

e = Xi(a)Xzf(a)Xi(ﬁ)Xzf(ﬁ); 0t = Zz‘(a)’ (E11)

W=xPxD; i =220 (E12)
Upon re-expressing Hg—; in terms of these new variables
one sees that [17, Ho—1] = 0, so that n7 is a constant of
the motion. Moreover, using the fact that n7|1)) = |1)),
we can then set 7 = 1. The final Hamiltonian is then
expressed entirely in terms of the v; Pauli’s;

Hoor = —JTo2 ) i — 240 Y7, (E13)



which is a (pure) quantum transverse field Ising model.
The Edwards-Anderson correlator (for 2-replicas) can be
written,

<ZiZj>%2_1 <<]]'|’Y’L 7_] THQ:1|]]->>a (E14)
and is simply the ferromagnetic correlator.  Here,
7f[1)) = |1)). We thus conclude that for large Pauli-
X dephasing and weak Pauli-ZZ measurement, that is
for g, > J../2, there is no SSB for the weak Zs symme-
try, and one is in the trivial phase. Whereas, for larger
stabilizer Pauli-ZZ measurements, .J,, > 2¢,, one has
long-ranged order in the Edwards-Anderson correlator,

and this corresponds to the “memory” phase.

Appendix F: Information-theoretic observables

In this appendix, we include simple proofs relating our
averaged information-theoretic observables I. and Sg to
the relevant information-theoretic tasks. In App. F'1 we
show that I, is equivalent to the usual coherent infor-
mation I.(R)QM) if, instead of studying measurement
trajectories, we collect measurement results in a set of
ancillas M. In App. F 2, we show that Sp relates to the
mutual information I(R; M) in this case, and we further
prove that when Sip = 0 the observer has learned the
Pauli-X logical operator.

1. Coherent information

The coherent information is usually calculated after
the application of a quantum channel, in which case it
quantifies the quantum channel capacity. In order to in-
corporate measurements into a channel description, it is
necessary to couple the system to measurement ancillas
that record the measurement results. Then, labelling the
Hilbert space corresponding to these ancillas as M, the
coherent information is defined as

I.(R)YQM) = S(pom) — S(pomR)- (F1)

Theorem 1.

&

= L(R)QM) (F2)

Proof. When the measurement record is retained in an-
cillas, the full quantum state is

ZPr

pani(n m®|m)m|  (F3)

with trpgr),m = 1. Let p denote either pgr or
pomr and let {\¢ } be the spectrum of p,,, noting that
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> A%, = 1. Then,
ZPr
= —ZPr

'nL’L

=—5(pum)

AL, log (Pr(m)AL,) (F4)
¢ (logPr(m) +log\.)  (F5)

= S(pm) (F6)

where the first term is the entropy of the measurement
record and the second term is the weighted average of
S(pm) over measurement trajectories. It follows that

I(R)QM) = S(p@.m) — S(PQRr,m) (F7)

which is precisely I, as defined in Sec. IV A. O

2. Reference entropy

Just as the coherent information quantifies the quan-
tum channel capacity of a channel, the mutual informa-
tion quantifies its classical channel capacity. When con-
sidering the amount of logical information learned by the
observer, we are particularly interested in the flow of clas-
sical information from the reference to the measurement
record, quantified by the mutual information

I(R; M) = S(pr) + S(pm) — S(prar).  (F8)
Here, we relate this quantity to Sg. In particular, when
K logical qubits are encoded in a reference, the purifica-
tion of this reference implies that K bits of information
have been transmitted to the measurement record.

Theorem 2.
Sr=K—I(R;M) (F9)
where K is the number of logical qubits encoded in R.

Proof. The proof proceeds in a similar manner to the
proof of Thm. 1. After tracing out the system, we have

PRM = Z Pr(m)prm @ [m)m| . (F10)

Thus, as in Thm. 1, we conclude that S(prar) = S(pnr)—
S(pr,m)- Therefore,

I(R; M) = S(pr) — S(pr,m)- (F11)

The second term, S(pr,m), is precisely Sg as defined in
Sec. IV A. The first term is always K, because the ref-
erence is never acted on directly so if the measurement
record is traced out then the entropy is maximal. Thus,
our desired result is obtained by rearranging the above
equation. O



Therefore, in our dynamics, Sg = 0 if and only if one
classical bit has been learned. It remains to be shown
that in our dynamics, Sg = 0 means that the logical
Pauli-X operator in particular has been learned. We
prove this below.

Theorem 3. Sk = 0 if and only if Pr(£|m) = {1,0},
where + is the value of the logical Pauli-X operator.

Proof. Our proof proceeds in two parts. First, we show
that

Pr(£m) = (I14),, (F12)

where Il is a Pauli-X projection on the reference. An
initial state with unknown logical Pauli-X may be written

po = Pr(+) |GHZANGHZ+| @ |+)+|
+Pr(—)|GHZ-XGHZ—| ® |-)X—| (F13)

where the reference qubit tags the value of Pauli-X
(which is a symmetry of the dynamics). If we do not nor-
malize our state after measurements, then we find that

Pr(m) = tr ppm, (F14)
Pr(ml|+) = % (F15)

where the second line may be interpreted as initially pro-
jecting into one logical sector and normalizing appropri-
ately. Eq. F12 then follows from Bayes’ theorem. Also,
since the dynamics and this expectation value commute
with Pauli-X dephasing on the reference, we may equiv-
alently start with the usual initial state with a Bell pair
between the code space and the reference.

Next, we argue that Sg(m) = 0 if and only if pgr,\ =
|£)X+£]. We recall that any density matrix may be writ-
ten as a weighted sum of Pauli strings, with the partial
trace over a region removing Pauli strings whose sup-
port includes that region. The initial state has three
Pauli strings whose support includes the reference qubit:
X ®Xg, Y ®@Yg, and Z ® Zg, all of which have are sup-
ported on the system also. Since the reference ancilla is
never modified during the dynamics, any contribution to
PR,m Must come from these three strings with the weight
on the system removed.

Our dynamics modifies the Pauli strings in two ways.
Each string is reweighted by decoherence and by mea-
surements that anticommute with it. New strings are
produced by measurements that commute with Pauli
strings, but the parity of Pauli-Z operators in the system
never changes. Therefore, Y @Yz and Z® Zp, which have
odd Pauli-Z parity in the system, can never be modified
to remove all weight in the system. Therefore, they never
contribute to pgr.,. Consequently, pgr ., is oriented en-
tirely along Pauli-X and has zero entropy if and only if
it is |£)(%| 5, in which case (IT1), = {1,0}. O
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Appendix G: Classical RBIM transition data

When A = 0 or A = 1, the system reduces to a stan-
dard RBIM. In Fig. 14, we provide data identifying the
locations of these transitions.

Appendix H: Information-theoretic observables in
terms of defect free energies

In this appendix, we calculate the coherent information
and reference entropy for the steady state after a layer
of perfect Pauli-ZZ measurements. We find that these
quantities may be written in terms of defect free energies.

In both cases, we begin with the pure initial state

W)or = %(\T---mm e Dolbr)  (HD)

and finish in the mixed-state subspace spanned by | &+
sT), where +s7 are the two spin configurations consistent
with the layer of perfect measurements.

It follows that the final state may be written

lpm)) = Z

a,a’€{1,4}
b’ e{sr,—sr}

Z”L(b7 b/7 da d/)|b7 b/>> ® |a7 a/>>

(H2)

where @ = a - - - a. Furthermore, since the partition func-
tion has independent Ising symmetries in each set of
spins, we can always choose to flip the spins such that
the initial boundary condition has all spins up. It follows
that we may write p,, in terms of the defect free energies
defined in Eq. (66):

| e BF AR
e*AFl e*AFg efAFQ 6*AF1
= . . H3
Pm o AF; ~AF; ,—AF, A (H3)
1 e—AF1 e—AFl 1

whose nonzero eigenvalues (after normalization) are:

2 2
\OR _ 1 14 1 — e AF: N 2|e— AL
D) 1+ e AF 1+e AR

(H4)

We are also interested in partial traces of this state. We

find that
—AFR, —AF}
e + 6A ) (H5)
1+e A

: _ 14 e 2k
TR Pm = efAFl—’.-e*AFl*

whose eigenvalues (after normalization) are:

A\¢ 1<1i6AF1+eAF1*)
+ =3 T e—— .

2 14 e~ AF: (HG)
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FIG. 14: Observables for the classical phase transitions at A = 0 and A = 1, where the physics reduces to the classical
RBIM. (a) Along the A = 0 line, the Edwards-Anderson susceptibility diverges in Phase 1 where the Zs symmetry is
completely broken. (b) Also along the A = 0 line, the Rényi-2 coherent information undergoes a transition between
Phase 1 and Phase 2 at ¢ = 0.25. (c) Along the A = 1 line, the Rényi-2 susceptibility diverges in Phase 2 where
the strong Zs symmetry is broken down to a weak symmetry. (d) Also along the A = 1 line, the reference entropy
undergoes a transition between Phase 2 and Phase 3 at ¢ ~ 0.3.

Furthermore, we find that trg pp, = trg pm.
It follows that

Sgr(m) = —)\f log )\i2 — A%log ¥ (H7)
and
I.(m) = Sp(m) + A log \P® + A% 1og ACF.  (HS)

We are particularly interested in the behavior of these
observables in three regimes: Phase 1, where Re(AF})
AF; « L; Phase 2, where Re(AF}) o< L and AF; = 0;
and Phase 3, where Re(AF)) = AFy, = 0. It will be
useful to note that

1 1 1-— 1-—
(H9)
when z is small.
In Phase 1, we have
1+ 2~ Re(AF) cog(Im(AF
2\ ~ e cos(Im(AFY)) (H10)

2

and
/\gR A~ 14 e 2Re(AF) _ —AF (H11)
ANOE oy _p—2Re(AF) | —AF: (H12)
Therefore,
Sr(m) =log2+ O(c724M)  (H13)
and
Ie(m) =log2 + O(e 2Re(AM)) L O(e™2M2)  (H14)

since /\gR are exponentially close to 1 and 0 respectively.
In Phase 2, we have

1+ e Re(AF) cos(Im(AF)))

2~ (H15)
and

(H16)
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so that and
I.(m) = O(e™2Re(AF))y, (H18)

Re( AR In Phase 3, we have )\2 =1, 29 = 0, )\fR =1, and
Sr(m) =log2+ O(e” Re(AF) (H17) )\ o, Therefore, Sg(m) = 0 and I.(m) = 0.
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