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The scaling of the entanglement entropy at a quantum critical point allows us to extract universal
properties of the state, e.g., the central charge of a conformal field theory. With the rapid improve-
ment of noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices, these quantum computers present them-
selves as a powerful tool to study critical many-body systems. We use finite-depth quantum circuits
suitable for NISQ devices as a variational ansatz to represent ground states of critical, infinite sys-
tems. We find universal finite-depth scaling relations for these circuits and verify them numerically
at two different critical points, i.e., the critical Ising model with an additional symmetry-preserving
term and the critical XXZ model.

I. INTRODUCTION

The collective behavior of strongly correlated many-
body systems can be very distinct from the behavior
of their elementary constituents, giving rise to emergent
phases of matter and transitions between them [1]. At
zero temperature, a many-body system can undergo a
continuous quantum phase transition as a parameter in
the Hamiltonian is varied. At the critical point, the sys-
tem exhibits universal behavior, independently of the mi-
croscopic details of the system [2].

In one-dimensional quantum systems, critical points
are often conformally invariant, and can be described by
a 1 + 1-dimensional conformal field theory (CFT) [3, 4].
CFTs can be used to obtain many analytical results for
these critical systems [3–7]. One of the most significant
findings of CFTs is that these critical points can be clas-
sified in terms of their central charge c. For example,
for the Ising universality class, the associated central
charge is c = 1

2 . The central charge is directly related
to physical quantities such as the entanglement entropy.
Consider a bipartition of the system into two halves A
and B, with reduced density matrices ρA and ρB . The
von Neumann entropy of subsystem A is then defined as
SA = −Tr ρA log ρA and analogously for subsystem B.
Close to a conformal critical point, where the correlation
length ξ is large, the entropy scales as S ∼ c

6 log ξ [5, 6].
To study the universal critical behavior of a given mi-

croscopic model, numerical simulations are important [8].
A straightforward approach is to consider the Hamilto-
nian of a finite system and diagonalize it exactly with a
computer. However, only small system sizes are tractable
with this approach because the dimension of the Hilbert
space grows exponentially with the size of the system [8].
As the characteristic signatures of a phase transition can,
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FIG. 1. Infinite brick wall quantum circuit. The initial
state is at the top, then m = 3 layers of two-qubit gates in a
brick wall pattern are applied. The infinitely repeating unit
cell is shaded in light blue. The structure of the circuit leads
to a causal light cone, indicated by the orange dashed line
bounding the orange area. When measuring the two qubits
indicated by the measurement symbol, only the gates in the
orange area, i.e., the gates within the light cone, contribute,
and the other gates can be ignored.

strictly speaking, only occur in infinite systems, the limi-
tation to small systems obscures the observation of these
signatures in computer simulations.

A successful numerical method in one dimension,
that overcomes the problem of the exponentially grow-
ing Hilbert space, is the use of matrix-product states
(MPSs) [9, 10] as a variational ansatz and their multitude
of complementary algorithms [11–18]. MPSs make simu-
lations of large systems possible because they efficiently
approximate weakly entangled ground states [10, 14].
Furthermore, they allow us to directly work with infinite
states. MPSs follow an area law for the entanglement
entropy—that is, if the system is cut into two subsys-
tems, then the entanglement entropy scales only with
the size of the boundary of the subsystem and not with
the size of the subsystem itself—so the MPS ansatz is
limited by the amount of entanglement it can support.
For representing ground states of gapped, local Hamil-
tonians, this is ideal because these ground states follow
the same area law [10, 19–22]. Ground states of critical
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systems, however, violate the area law; the entanglement
entropy diverges logarithmically at a critical point [5, 6].
Therefore, MPSs cannot exactly represent critical states.
Trying to represent critical states with MPSs leads to
systematic deviations that are described quantitatively
by the theory of finite-entanglement scaling [23, 24]; us-
ing this framework, information about the critical state
can still be extracted, and MPSs can be used for studying
critical points [23–25].

A promising tool for studying quantum many-body
systems is the use of quantum computers. As the cur-
rent noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices
improve in quality, they might very soon yield a potential
speed-up compared with classical computers [26, 27]. On
a quantum computer, we can use variational quantum
eigensolvers (VQEs) with finite-depth circuits to repre-
sent the ground state of a given Hamiltonian or to simu-
late the time evolution [28–33]. When using these finite-
depth circuits for approximating the ground states of crit-
ical systems, the question arises whether similar scaling
relations to the finite-entanglement scaling of MPSs ex-
ist, which allow us to extract results for the critical state
from the finite-depth circuit.

To make the relation to MPSs more concrete, note
that finite-depth circuits can be seen as a subset of
MPSs [31, 33, 34]. However, the circuits used in this
paper (see Fig. 1) need exponentially fewer parameters
to represent a state than a generic MPS with a similar
entanglement entropy. In other words, these circuits can
generate more entanglement than MPSs with the same
number of parameters. This had previously been dis-
cussed for a similar circuit structure in the context of
time evolved states [32, 33, 35]. In the context of ground
states, this was much less discussed in the literature be-
fore. However, as we show in this paper, the circuits
we use provide a systematic scaling approach to critical
states and can thus be used to study critical systems.
The reduction in parameters is moreover crucial for the
use of NISQ devices, as the depth of circuits that can be
successfully run is restricted.

In this paper, we find scaling relations for finite-depth
circuits of infinite systems at quantum critical points. In
Ref. [31], authors studied the scaling of the entanglement
entropy of such circuits at critical points in finite systems.
The authors distinguished two regimes: the finite-depth
regime for circuits that are shallow compared with the
system size, where the scaling of the entanglement en-
tropy depends strongly on the depth of the circuit, but
not on the size of the system; and the finite-size regime
for circuits that are deep compared with the system size,
where the scaling depends strongly on the system size,
but not on the circuit depth. For infinite systems, we ob-
serve scaling relations for the entanglement entropy con-
sistent with those found in the finite-depth regime. More-
over, we consider other universal quantities at the critical
point and can describe their scaling quantitatively. For
the transverse-field Ising model in particular, authors in
Ref. [36] could derive some scaling relations for finite-

depth circuits analytically.
The paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we in-

troduce brick wall circuits as a variational ansatz and
study the Ising phase transition as an example. Then
in Sec. III, we adapt the finite-entanglement scaling of
MPSs to the finite-depth scaling of the brick wall cir-
cuit. Afterward, we show evidence for the finite-depth
scaling in two numerical examples in Sec. IV. We con-
sider the transverse-field Ising model with an additional
symmetry-preserving term and the XXZ model. Finally,
in Sec. V, we discuss the results of the paper.

II. BRICK WALL CIRCUITS

Figure 1 shows a brick wall circuit with three layers.
The initial state of the quantum computer, with all qubits
in the state |0〉, is located at the top. Then three layers
of two-qubit gates are applied alternatingly on even and
odd bonds, creating a circuit structure that resembles
a brick wall. When using the circuit as a variational
ansatz, the number of layers m in the circuit can be var-
ied to change the number of parameters in the circuit.
This type of circuit has been used as a variational ansatz
for finite systems in Refs. [31, 37]. Brick wall circuits for
infinite systems have been considered in the context of
numerical time-evolution of the entanglement spectrum
in Ref. [34]. A big advantage of this circuit is that its
depth is independent of the number of qubits in the cir-
cuit. This makes the circuit perfect for NISQ devices,
where the noise limits the number of gates we can apply
successively.

The structure of the circuit in Fig. 1 yields a causal
light cone. If we perform a measurement on the two
qubits marked by a measurement symbol in the figure,
then only the gates within the orange shaded area con-
tribute to the outcome. This indicates the light cone of
the circuit. As only a subset of the gates contributes to
a measurement outcome, it is possible to describe infi-
nite states with a brick wall circuit. To do this, consider
the two-site unit cell of the circuit, shaded in light blue
in Fig. 1; by repeating it indefinitely, we obtain an infi-
nite state that is invariant under translations by an even
number of sites. Note that the depth of the circuit still
remains the same for the infinite state. Whenever we
are interested in a measurement outcome of the state,
it is enough to consider the gates within the light cone
to get results for the infinite state. The light cone has
another consequence in that it limits the range of the
correlations in the circuit. If we measure qubits that are
sufficiently far apart, such that their light cones do not
overlap, then their measurement outcomes are indepen-
dent of one another. Consider a two-point correlation
function C(i, j) =

〈
OAi O

B
j

〉
−
〈
OAi
〉 〈
OBj
〉
, where the two

operators OAi and OBj act on sites i and j, respectively.
Then, if the brick wall circuit has m layers, the corre-
lation function C(i, j) = 0 if |j − i| ≥ 2m. This means
the correlation length of the circuit must be bound by
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ξ < 2m.1
In the following, we will treat the brick wall circuit as

a variational ansatz by parametrizing the gates and opti-
mizing them such that the circuit minimizes the expecta-
tion value of a given Hamiltonian. In principle, we could
calculate the gradient of the energy with respect to the
circuit on a quantum computer and perform quantum-
classical optimization like VQEs [28–30]. However, due
to the noise in current quantum computers, we use auto-
matic differentiation to calculate the gradient on a clas-
sical computer [38, 39]. We then update the gates of
the circuit using gradient-based optimization algorithms
that make use of the Riemannian geometry of the mani-
fold of unitary matrices to keep the gates unitary [40–44].
Using this approach, we limit ourselves to circuits with
maximally eight layers because optimizing the parame-
ters takes increasingly long for deeper circuits.

The transverse-field Ising model

As a concrete example, we consider the transverse-field
Ising model with the Hamiltonian:

H =
∑
i

−XiXi+1 + gZi. (1)

As we tune the parameter g, which controls the strength
of the transverse field, we can observe a phase transition
at g = 1. For g < 1, the system is in a symmetry-broken
state with a nonzero magnetization 〈Xi〉, which is acting
as the order parameter; for g > 1, the ground state is
symmetric, and the magnetization is zero.

Figure 2 shows the numerical results of using brick
wall circuits to represent the ground state of the Ising
model as the field strength g is tuned through the crit-
ical point. The relative error of the energy density is
shown in Fig. 2a. The solid blue lines show the relative
error for different numbers of layers. Increasing the num-
ber of layers also increases the accuracy. For all numbers
of layers, the error is largest around the critical point,
which is to be expected as the circuit cannot represent
the diverging entanglement entropy and long-range cor-
relations. Moving away from the critical point, the error
decreases as we move closer to the product states at g = 0
and ∞. There, the state can be exactly represented by a
circuit with just single-qubit gates.

The data in Fig. 2b show the magnetization of the
circuit throughout the transition. The solid blue lines
show the magnetization as obtained from exact numeri-
cal simulation of the circuit, and the blue dots show the

1 If the operator OA
i acts on the second site of a unit cell, the

operator OB
j acts on the first site of a unit cell and i < j, then

the correlation function C(i, j) already vanishes if j−i = 2m−1.
Nevertheless, the correlation length of the circuit can scale at
most linearly with m.
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FIG. 2. Phase transition of the transverse-field Ising
model as approximated by brick wall circuits. (a) The
relative error of the energy density |Eopt − E0| / |E0| that the
brick wall circuits achieve as a variational ansatz. Here, E0

is the known ground state energy density of the transverse-
field Ising model, and Eopt is the energy density of the circuit
after the optimization. (b) The local magnetization 〈M〉 =
1
2
〈Xi +Xi+1〉 of the circuits. The solid blue lines show the

values obtained from numerically simulating the circuit; the
blue dots show the results from the IBM quantum computer
montreal [45]; for more details, see Appendix B. Statistical
error bars have been omitted, as they are smaller than the
size of the dots.

data obtained from the IBM quantum computers [45].
All data from the quantum computers that we present in
this paper are corrected for readout errors [46] and global
depolarizing errors [47]; for details, see Appendix B. A
sharp transition between the regime with zero magneti-
zation and the regime with nonzero magnetization can be
seen, both in the numerical data and in the data from the
quantum computer. However, the transition point shifts
with the number of layers toward the actual transition
point at g = 1. This effect is the finite-depth scaling due
to the limited correlation length of the circuit, and we
will discuss it more in depth in the next section. Note
that being able to see a nonzero magnetization implies
that we find a truly symmetry-broken state for any num-
ber of layers—this is in contrast to simulations on finite-
size systems, where a symmetric ground state is found
instead.

Another way to observe the phase transition in the
Ising model is to look at the entanglement entropy. If



4

0.0

0.1

0.2
V

o
n

N
eu

m
a
n

n
en

tr
o
p
y

(a)

1 layer
2 layers
3 layers
4 layers
5 layers

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Parameter g

0.00

0.05

0.10

S
ec

on
d

R
én

y
i

en
tr

op
y

(b)

QC, 1 layer

FIG. 3. Entanglement entropies of the brick wall
circuits throughout the phase transition of the
transverse-field Ising model. (a) The von Neumann en-
tropy of the brick wall circuit when used as a variational
ansatz and (b) the second Rényi entropy. The solid blue
lines show the values obtained from numerically simulating
the circuit; the blue dots show the average results of runs on
the IBM quantum computers montreal and hanoi [45]; for
more details, see Appendix B.

a system is cut into two parts A and B, then the nth
order Rényi entropy of the subsystems is defined in
terms of their reduced density matrices ρA and ρB as
S
(n)
A = 1

1−n log Tr ρnA. In the limit n → 1, this reduces
to the usual von Neumann entropy SA = −Tr ρA log ρA.
Note that S(n)

A = S
(n)
B if the full system is in a pure state,

which is always the case for the circuits we consider here.
The von Neumann and the second Rényi entropy of a bi-
partition of the infinite brick wall circuit into two halves
are shown in Fig. 3. As before, the solid blue lines show
the results of numerically simulating the circuit for dif-
ferent numbers of layers; the blue dots show the results
from the quantum computer [45]. The peak in the entan-
glement entropies indicates the point of the phase transi-
tion, which lines up with the transition point seen in the
magnetization. This shows that using a brick wall circuit
as a variational ansatz still produces a single sharp tran-
sition point, where the nonanalytic features of the phase
transition occur.

In fact, being able to observe all the relevant features
of the phase transition using brick wall circuits was not
obvious in advance. The circuit with its short correlation

length being unable to reproduce the long-range correla-
tions of the system around the critical point could have
inhibited us from seeing the behavior at all. As it turns
out, however, we can observe these features; the short
correlation length of the circuit makes itself instead no-
ticeable in the form of finite-depth scaling, which we will
discuss now.

III. FINITE-DEPTH SCALING

In the previous section, we found that using brick
wall circuits to approximate the ground state of the
transverse-field Ising model along its phase transition
shifts the transition point with increasing circuit depth
(see Figs. 2 and 3). This behavior is similar to the finite-
entanglement scaling observed in MPSs [23–25], and cor-
respondingly we refer to this behavior in brick wall cir-
cuits as finite-depth scaling.

The finite-depth scaling in brick wall circuits stems
from the finite correlation length of the ansatz. At the
critical point, the correlation length of the true ground
state diverges, which cannot be captured by the circuit.
Instead, features of the transition are smoothed out, and
the transition point is shifted. We can try to quantify
the scaling behavior for the circuits analogously to how
it was done for MPSs in Ref. [23]. To do this, we assume
the correlation length of the circuit at the critical point
is related to the number of layers m in the circuit by the
scaling relation:

ξm ∼ mλ, (2)

with some as of yet unknown constant λ. Note that λ ≤ 1
because, as discussed in the previous section, the corre-
lation length can at most scale linearly with the circuit
depth. For the time being, the assumption in Eq.(2) can
be taken as an analogy to the case in MPSs, where the
correlation length at the critical point scales with the
bond dimension χ as ξχ ∼ χκ [23, 24].

Consider a Hamiltonian that depends on a parameter
t and has a phase transition at t = 0. In terms of the
Ising model discussed in the previous section, t = g − gc,
where g is the strength of the transverse field, and gc = 1
is the location of the phase transition. Then the correla-
tion length of the ground state diverges according to the
power law:

ξ ∼ |t|−ν , (3)

as the critical point is approached, where ν is a critical
exponent. By inverting this relation, we find

|t| ∼ ξ−1/ν , (4)

which effectively states how close we are to the critical
point in terms of the correlation length. As the correla-
tion length of the circuit cannot diverge, we cannot reach
the actual critical point using the circuit. Instead, the
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critical point shifts to a pseudo critical point t∗, which
is reached when the correlation length assumes its max-
imum. Inserting Eq. (2) into Eq. (4), we find that the
critical point shifts according to

|t∗| ∼ m−λ/ν . (5)

Consider a quantity Q that diverges or vanishes at the
critical point according to a universal exponent ω, i.e.,
Q ∼ |t|ω. This could, for example, be the order param-
eter of the system, which vanishes as the critical point
is approached with the universal exponent ω = β. For
the Ising model, the order parameter is the magnetiza-
tion, and β = 1

8 . Then Eqs. (2) and (4) tell us that this
translates to a scaling behavior in terms of the circuit as

Q ∼ m−λω/ν . (6)

Apart from power law behaviors, there are also uni-
versal logarithmic divergences, such as for the entangle-
ment entropy. The nth order Rényi entropy of a bipar-
tition of the system into two halves scales according to
S(n) ∼ c

12

(
1 + 1

n

)
log ξ, where c is the central charge of

the corresponding CFT [5–7]. In terms of the brick wall
circuits, this translates to the scaling:

S(n) ∼ cλ

12

(
1 +

1

n

)
log (m) . (7)

IV. NUMERICAL EVIDENCE OF
FINITE-DEPTH SCALING

In this section, we numerically verify the finite-depth
scaling discussed in the previous section for two dif-
ferent critical points. We consider the transverse-field
Ising model with an additional symmetry-preserving
term −KZiZi+1, which has central charge c = 1

2 , and
the XXZ model with central charge c = 1 as examples.
Furthermore, we try to extract a numerical value for λ,
which only appeared as an unknown constant until now.

A. Quantum Ising model

First, let us look at the transverse-field Ising model
with the additional −KZiZi+1 term. The Hamiltonian
then reads

H =
∑
i

−XiXi+1 + gZi −KZiZi+1. (8)

As the added term respects the symmetry of the Ising
model, varying the parameters g and K still leads to
a phase transition between a symmetry-broken and a
symmetric phase, whose universal exponents and cen-
tral charge are that of the Ising transition. The critical
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FIG. 4. Finite-depth scaling of the magnetization at
the critical point of the Ising model with an additional
−KZiZi+1 term. The Hamiltonian of the system is H =∑

i (−XiXi+1 + gZi −KZiZi+1). For each value of K, the
strength of the transverse field g is tuned such that the model
is critical—see Eq. (9). The blue dots show the magnetization
of the circuit for different parameters; the solid blue lines show
the results of fitting the expected power law in Eq. (6) to the
data. From the fitted values, we obtain an average value
of λM = 0.938 ± 0.005; for more details, see Appendix A.
Inserting this value for λ into Eq. (6) yields the orange dashed
line.

points we will be considering lie at the following param-
eter pairs2:

K 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
g 1.000 0.835 0.680 0.538 0.409 0.295

. (9)

Let us take a look at the order parameter of the tran-
sition, which in this case is just the magnetization 〈Xi〉.
According to Eq. (6), we expect the magnetization at the
critical point to follow the power law 〈M〉 ∼ m−λβ/ν .
This behavior is shown in Fig. 4. The blue dots show
the magnetization of the circuit for increasing circuit
depth, and the different colors indicate the different criti-
cal points. The solid blue lines show the results of fitting
a power law to the data, where the data points for a single
layer have been excluded from the fit because the circuit
is too shallow. We can see that, for every choice of K,
the data points follow the power law nicely. More impor-
tantly, we can see that all the lines have the same slope,
which is expected as all models have the same univer-
sal exponents. We can now extract λ from the observed
power law, as the values for the universal exponents are
known for the Ising model—they are β = 1

8 and ν = 1.
This gives an average value of λM = 0.936±0.006, which

2 For the standard transverse-field Ising model at K = 0 the point
of the phase transition is known. For K 6= 0 we use the den-
sity matrix renormalization group (DMRG) [18] to determine
the point of the phase transition.
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FIG. 5. Finite-depth scaling of the entanglement entropy in (a) the Ising model with an additional −KZiZi+1

term and (b) the XXZ model. The Hamiltonian of the Ising model with an additional −KZiZi+1 term is given in Eq. (8)
and the parameters pairs in Eq. (9); the Hamiltonian of the XXZ model is given in Eq. (10). The blue dots show the von
Neumann entropy of a bipartition of the infinite circuit; the solid blue lines show the results of fitting the expected logarithmic
behavior in Eq. (7) to the data. From the fitted values, we obtain an average (a) λS = 0.826 ± 0.004 for the Ising model and
(b) λS = 0.834 ± 0.024 for the XXZ model; for more details, see Appendix A. The orange dashed lines show the logarithmic
scaling with their respective values λS .

is close to the maximum possible value of λ = 1. For
more details on how we obtained the values of λ and
their uncertainties, see Appendix A.

We now turn to the finite-depth scaling of the entan-
glement entropy. The von Neumann entropy scales as
S ∼ cλ

6 logm according to Eq. (7), where the central
charge c = 1

2 for the Ising model. Figure 5a shows the
scaling behavior of the von Neumann entropy in the brick
wall circuits for the Ising model. The blue dots show the
average von Neumann entropy of a bipartition of the in-
finite circuit into two halves—once partitioned between
two unit cells and once partitioned within a single unit
cell—for the different critical points. The solid blue lines
show the results of fitting the expected logarithmic scal-
ing to the data, where again the data points for a single
layer have been excluded as outliers from the fit because
the circuit is too shallow. The data points all lie on a
straight line in the figure, in accordance with the scaling
relation in Eq. (7). Moreover, Eq. (7) requires that all
critical points exhibit a scaling with the same slope; this
can also be seen to be fulfilled by the data in the figure.
From the slope, we can calculate the value for λ, using
c = 1

2 for the Ising model, whose average comes out to
be λS = 0.824 ± 0.006. This result is close to but no-
tably smaller than the value for λM obtained from the
magnetization before.

We can compare the entanglement scaling we found for
infinite systems to the entanglement scaling of finite sys-
tems considered in Ref. [31]. In the finite-depth regime
in finite systems, the size of the light cone is small com-
pared with the system size. Consequently, we expect to
find the same values for the logarithmic scaling in the
finite-depth regime as for the infinite circuits. We can
calculate λ from the fitted data presented in Ref. [31] for

the Ising model and obtain λ = 0.78± 0.24. Within the
uncertainty, this agrees with our result.

B. XXZ model

Let us now consider the XXZ model, whose Hamilto-
nian reads

H =
∑
i

XiXi+1 + YiYi+1 + ∆ZiZi+1. (10)

The parameter ∆ controls the strength of the anisotropy
in this model. For −1 < ∆ ≤ 1, the XXZ model is critical
and can be described as a Luttinger liquid [48]. It has a
central charge c = 1 [3].

Figure 5b shows the scaling of the von Neumann en-
tropy in the XXZ model. As before for the Ising model,
the blue dots show the half-chain von Neumann entropy
of the circuit, and the solid blue lines show the results
of fitting the expected logarithmic behavior to the data,
excluding data points for a single layer as outliers. Note
that, compared with the Ising model in Fig. 5a, the en-
tanglement entropy now has much larger values; this is
because the central charge is now twice as large. The data
points follow the expected logarithmic behavior closely,
and all the slopes of the blue lines are about the same.
This again conforms well with the behavior described by
Eq. (7). Using c = 1, we can calculate λ from the fit-
ted values—this gives an average of λS = 0.834± 0.024.
The obtained result is very close to the value of λS ob-
tained for the Ising model; however, in general, we do
not expect models with different central charges to have
the same value for λ. We can compare our result for
the scaling of entanglement entropy to the scaling found
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in Ref. [31] in the finite-depth regime for the finite-size
XXZ model. Calculating λ from the fitted data, we ob-
tain λ = 0.72±0.48. This agrees with our findings within
the uncertainty.

V. DISCUSSION

We have introduced brick wall circuits as a variational
ansatz to represent ground states of infinite systems. By
considering the transverse-field Ising model as an exam-
ple, we have seen that, despite its simple structure, the
circuit can capture relevant features of a phase transi-
tion. In this example, we have also seen that the point of
the phase transition shifts with increased circuit depth—
reminiscent of the finite-entanglement scaling in MPSs.

Based on these observations, we adapted the finite-
entanglement scaling relations for MPSs to the finite-
depth scaling of the brick wall circuits, introducing the
parameter λ that controls how the correlation length of
the circuit scales with its depth, i.e., ξm ∼ mλ. We
then examined the scaling behavior numerically on vari-
ations of the transverse-field Ising model and the XXZ
model and found that the finite-depth scaling accurately
describes the observed behavior. From these numerical
examples, we could extract values for λ: from the scaling
of the order parameter at the Ising transition, we ob-
tained λIsing

M = 0.938± 0.005, and from the scaling of the
entropy, we obtained λIsing

S = 0.826± 0.004 for the Ising
model and λXXZ

S = 0.834± 0.024 for the XXZ model. An
open question remains: why is there a discrepancy be-
tween λIsing

M and λIsing
S ? Also, even though λIsing

S and
λXXZ
S are very close, in general, we expect λ to depend

on the central charge of the model, as is the case for
the finite-entanglement scaling of MPSs [23, 24]. How to
describe this dependence more precisely is another open
question.

Generally, the scaling relations we have studied here
can be used to extrapolate information about the ex-
act state from approximations with a finite-depth cir-
cuit. Once the value of λ is known, these relations can

also be used to extract critical exponents or the cen-
tral charge of a system. For that, we would require an
analytical formula for λ—just like in the case of finite-
entanglement scaling for MPSs. There, a similar relation
ξχ ∼ χκ exists, relating the bond dimension of the MPS
to its correlation length at the critical point, and an an-
alytical derivation for the value of κ has been given in
Refs. [24, 25].

An interesting task is the generalization of brick wall
circuits to two dimensions, as that is where conventional
tensor network methods struggle. The structure of the
brick wall circuit can be straightforwardly adapted to two
dimensions while keeping its light cone. It would there-
fore be interesting to see whether the scaling relations
discussed here carry over to the two-dimensional case. In
the near future, brick wall circuits might thus be a tool
to study critical quantum many-body systems in two di-
mensions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Sheng-Hsuan Lin for helpful discussions.
The optimization of the brick wall circuits was imple-
mented using the QGOpt library [40]. Density ma-
trix renormalization group calculations were performed
using the TeNPy library [18]. We acknowledge the
Research Institute CODE of the Universität der Bun-
deswehr München for providing access to the IBM quan-
tum computers. A.S. was supported by a Research Fel-
lowship from the Royal Commission for the Exhibition
of 1851. This paper was supported by the European
Research Council under the European Union’s Horizon
2020 research and innovation program (Grant Agree-
ment No. 771537). F.P. acknowledges the support of
the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (German Research
Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy EXC-
2111-390814868. This paper is part of the Munich Quan-
tum Valley, which is supported by the Bavarian state
government with funds from the Hightech Agenda Bay-
ern Plus.

[1] Philip W. Anderson, “More is different,” Science 177,
393–396 (1972).

[2] Subir Sachdev, Quantum Phase Transitions, 2nd ed.
(Cambridge University Press, 2011).

[3] Philippe Di Francesco, Pierre Mathieu, and David
Sénéchal, Conformal Field Theory , 1st ed. (Springer-
Verlag New York, 1997) pp. XXI+890.

[4] Pasquale Calabrese and John Cardy, “Entanglement en-
tropy and quantum field theory: A non-technical intro-
duction,” International Journal of Quantum Information
04, 429–438 (2006), arXiv:quant-ph/0505193 [quant-ph].

[5] Christoph Holzhey, Finn Larsen, and Frank Wilczek,
“Geometric and renormalized entropy in conformal
field theory,” Nuclear Physics B 424, 443–467 (1994),

arXiv:hep-th/9403108 [hep-th].
[6] Pasquale Calabrese and John Cardy, “Entanglement en-

tropy and quantum field theory,” Journal of Statistical
Mechanics: Theory and Experiment , P06002 (2004),
arXiv:hep-th/0405152 [hep-th].

[7] Pasquale Calabrese and John Cardy, “Entanglement en-
tropy and conformal field theory,” Journal of Physics
A: Mathematical and Theoretical 42, 504005 (2009),
arXiv:0905.4013 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[8] Anders W. Sandvik, “Computational Studies of Quantum
Spin Systems,” AIP Conference Proceedings 1297, 135–
338 (2010), arXiv:1101.3281 [cond-mat.str-el].

[9] Mark Fannes, Bruno Nachtergaele, and Reinhard F.
Werner, “Finitely correlated states on quantum spin

http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.177.4047.393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.177.4047.393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511973765
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2256-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S021974990600192X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S021974990600192X
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0505193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(94)90402-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9403108
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-5468/2004/06/p06002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-5468/2004/06/p06002
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0405152
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1751-8113/42/50/504005
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1751-8113/42/50/504005
http://arxiv.org/abs/0905.4013
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.3518900
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.3518900
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.3281


8

chains,” Communications in Mathematical Physics 144,
443–490 (1992).

[10] J. Ignacio Cirac, David Pérez-García, Norbert Schuch,
and Frank Verstraete, “Matrix product states and pro-
jected entangled pair states: Concepts, symmetries, the-
orems,” Reviews of Modern Physics 93, 045003 (2021),
arXiv:2011.12127 [quant-ph].

[11] Steven R. White, “Density matrix formulation for quan-
tum renormalization groups,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 2863–
2866 (1992).

[12] Steven R. White, “Density-matrix algorithms for quan-
tum renormalization groups,” Phys. Rev. B 48, 10345–
10356 (1993).

[13] Ulrich Schollwöck, “The density-matrix renormalization
group,” Reviews of Modern Physics 77, 259–315 (2005),
arXiv:cond-mat/0409292 [cond-mat.str-el].

[14] Ulrich Schollwöck, “The density-matrix renormalization
group in the age of matrix product states,” Annals
of Physics 326, 96–192 (2011), arXiv:1008.3477 [cond-
mat.str-el].

[15] Guifre Vidal, “Classical simulation of infinite-size quan-
tum lattice systems in one spatial dimension,” Phys-
ical Review Letters 98, 070201 (2007), arXiv:cond-
mat/0605597 [cond-mat.str-el].

[16] Jutho Haegeman, J. Ignacio Cirac, Tobias J. Osborne,
Iztok Pižorn, Henri Verschelde, and Frank Verstraete,
“Time-dependent variational principle for quantum lat-
tices,” Physical Review Letters 107, 070601 (2011),
arXiv:1103.0936 [cond- mat.str-el].

[17] Jutho Haegeman, Christian Lubich, Ivan Oseledets, Bart
Vandereycken, and Frank Verstraete, “Unifying time
evolution and optimization with matrix product states,”
Physical Review B 94, 165116 (2016), arXiv:1408.5056
[cond-mat.str-el].

[18] Johannes Hauschild and Frank Pollmann, “Efficient
numerical simulations with Tensor Networks: Ten-
sor Network Python (TeNPy),” SciPost Phys. Lect.
Notes 5 (2018), 10.21468/SciPostPhysLectNotes.5,
code available from https://github.com/tenpy/tenpy,
arXiv:1805.00055 [cond-mat.str-el].

[19] Matthew B. Hastings, “An area law for one-dimensional
quantum systems,” Journal of Statistical Mechan-
ics: Theory and Experiment , P08024–P08024 (2007),
arXiv:0705.2024 [quant-ph].

[20] Norbert Schuch, Michael M. Wolf, Frank Verstraete, and
J. Ignacio Cirac, “Entropy scaling and simulability by
matrix product states,” Physical Review Letters 100,
030504 (2008), arXiv:0705.0292 [quant-ph].

[21] Jens Eisert, Marcus Cramer, and Martin B. Plenio, “Col-
loquium: Area laws for the entanglement entropy,” Rev.
Mod. Phys. 82, 277–306 (2010), arXiv:0808.3773 [quant-
ph].

[22] Daniel Gottesman and Matthew B. Hastings, “Entangle-
ment versus gap for one-dimensional spin systems,” New
Journal of Physics 12, 025002 (2010), arXiv:0901.1108
[quant-ph].

[23] Luca Tagliacozzo, Thiago. R. de Oliveira, Sofyan Iblisdir,
and José I. Latorre, “Scaling of entanglement support for
matrix product states,” Physical Review B 78, 024410
(2008), arXiv:0712.1976 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[24] Frank Pollmann, Subroto Mukerjee, Ari M. Turner, and
Joel E. Moore, “Theory of finite-entanglement scaling at
one-dimensional quantum critical points,” Physical Re-
view Letters 102, 255701 (2009), arXiv:0812.2903 [cond-

mat.str-el].
[25] Bogdan Pirvu, Guifre Vidal, Frank Verstraete, and

Luca Tagliacozzo, “Matrix product states for critical spin
chains: Finite-size versus finite-entanglement scaling,”
Physical Review B 86, 075117 (2012), arXiv:1204.3934
[cond-mat.stat-mech].

[26] Sergio Boixo, Sergei V. Isakov, Vadim N. Smelyanskiy,
Ryan Babbush, Nan Ding, Zhang Jiang, Michael J.
Bremner, John M. Martinis, and Hartmut Neven, “Char-
acterizing quantum supremacy in near-term devices,”
Nature Physics 14, 595–600 (2018), arXiv:1608.00263
[quant-ph].

[27] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon,
Joseph Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak Biswas, Sergio
Boixo, Fernando Brandao, David Buell, Brian Burkett,
Yu Chen, Jimmy Chen, Ben Chiaro, Roberto Collins,
William Courtney, Andrew Dunsworth, Edward Farhi,
Brooks Foxen, Austin Fowler, Craig Michael Gidney,
Marissa Giustina, Rob Graff, Keith Guerin, Steve Habeg-
ger, Matthew Harrigan, Michael Hartmann, Alan Ho,
Markus Rudolf Hoffmann, Trent Huang, Travis Hum-
ble, Sergei Isakov, Evan Jeffrey, Zhang Jiang, Dvir Kafri,
Kostyantyn Kechedzhi, Julian Kelly, Paul Klimov, Sergey
Knysh, Alexander Korotkov, Fedor Kostritsa, Dave
Landhuis, Mike Lindmark, Erik Lucero, Dmitry Lyakh,
Salvatore Mandrà, Jarrod Ryan McClean, Matthew
McEwen, Anthony Megrant, Xiao Mi, Kristel Michielsen,
Masoud Mohseni, Josh Mutus, Ofer Naaman, Matthew
Neeley, Charles Neill, Murphy Yuezhen Niu, Eric Ostby,
Andre Petukhov, John Platt, Chris Quintana, Eleanor G.
Rieffel, Pedram Roushan, Nicholas Rubin, Daniel Sank,
Kevin J. Satzinger, Vadim Smelyanskiy, Kevin Jeffery
Sung, Matt Trevithick, Amit Vainsencher, Benjamin Vil-
lalonga, Ted White, Z. Jamie Yao, Ping Yeh, Adam Zal-
cman, Hartmut Neven, and John Martinis, “Quantum
supremacy using a programmable superconducting pro-
cessor,” Nature 574, 505–510 (2019).

[28] Alberto Peruzzo, Jarrod McClean, Peter Shadbolt, Man-
Hong Yung, Xiao-Qi Zhou, Peter J. Love, Alán Aspuru-
Guzik, and Jeremy L. O’Brien, “A variational eigen-
value solver on a photonic quantum processor,” Na-
ture Communications 5 (2014), 10.1038/ncomms5213,
arXiv:1304.3061 [quant-ph].

[29] Jarrod R. McClean, Jonathan Romero, Ryan Babbush,
and Alán Aspuru-Guzik, “The theory of variational
hybrid quantum-classical algorithms,” New Journal of
Physics 18, 023023 (2016), arXiv:1509.04279 [quant-ph].

[30] Ryan Sweke, Frederik Wilde, Johannes Meyer, Maria
Schuld, Paul K. Faehrmann, Barthélémy Meynard-
Piganeau, and Jens Eisert, “Stochastic gradient descent
for hybrid quantum-classical optimization,” Quantum 4,
314 (2020), arXiv:1910.01155 [quant-ph].

[31] Carlos Bravo-Prieto, Josep Lumbreras-Zarapico, Luca
Tagliacozzo, and José I. Latorre, “Scaling of variational
quantum circuit depth for condensed matter systems,”
Quantum 4, 272 (2020), arXiv:2002.06210 [quant-ph].

[32] Sheng-Hsuan Lin, Rohit Dilip, Andrew G. Green, Adam
Smith, and Frank Pollmann, “Real- and imaginary-
time evolution with compressed quantum circuits,” PRX
Quantum 2, 010342 (2021), arXiv:2008.10322 [quant-ph].

[33] Fergus Barratt, James Dborin, Matthias Bal, Vid Sto-
jevic, Frank Pollmann, and Andrew G. Green, “Par-
allel quantum simulation of large systems on small
nisq computers,” npj Quantum Information 7 (2021),

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/BF02099178
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/BF02099178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/revmodphys.93.045003
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.12127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.2863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.2863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.48.10345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.48.10345
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/revmodphys.77.259
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0409292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2010.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2010.09.012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.3477
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.3477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.98.070201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.98.070201
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0605597
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0605597
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.107.070601
http://arxiv.org/abs/1103.0936
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.94.165116
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5056
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5056
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysLectNotes.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysLectNotes.5
https://github.com/tenpy/tenpy
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.00055
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-5468/2007/08/p08024
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-5468/2007/08/p08024
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.2024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.100.030504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.100.030504
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.0292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/revmodphys.82.277
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/revmodphys.82.277
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.3773
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.3773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/2/025002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/2/025002
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.1108
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.1108
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevb.78.024410
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevb.78.024410
http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.1976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.102.255701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.102.255701
http://arxiv.org/abs/0812.2903
http://arxiv.org/abs/0812.2903
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.86.075117
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.3934
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.3934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0124-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.00263
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.00263
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41586-019-1666-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms5213
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms5213
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.3061
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/18/2/023023
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/18/2/023023
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.04279
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2020-08-31-314
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2020-08-31-314
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.01155
http://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-05-28-272
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.06210
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/prxquantum.2.010342
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/prxquantum.2.010342
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.10322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00420-3


9

10.1038/s41534-021-00420-3, arXiv:2003.12087 [quant-
ph].

[34] Sarang Gopalakrishnan and Austen Lamacraft, “Unitary
circuits of finite depth and infinite width from quan-
tum channels,” Physical Review B 100, 064309 (2019),
arXiv:1903.11611 [quant-ph].

[35] Christian Schön, Enrique Solano, Frank Verstraete, J. Ig-
nacio Cirac, and Michael M. Wolf, “Sequential gen-
eration of entangled multiqubit states,” Physical Re-
view Letters 95, 110503 (2005), arXiv:quant-ph/0501096
[quant-ph].

[36] Henrik Dreyer, Mircea Bejan, and Etienne Granet,
“Quantum computing critical exponents,” Phys. Rev. A
104, 062614 (2021), arXiv:2104.01168 [quant-ph].

[37] Reza Haghshenas, Johnnie Gray, Andrew C. Potter, and
Garnet Kin-Lic Chan, “The variational power of quan-
tum circuit tensor networks,” arXiv e-prints (2021),
arXiv:2107.01307 [quant-ph].

[38] Martín Abadi, Ashish Agarwal, Paul Barham, Eugene
Brevdo, Zhifeng Chen, Craig Citro, Greg S. Corrado,
Andy Davis, Jeffrey Dean, Matthieu Devin, Sanjay Ghe-
mawat, Ian Goodfellow, Andrew Harp, Geoffrey Irving,
Michael Isard, Yangqing Jia, Rafal Jozefowicz, Lukasz
Kaiser, Manjunath Kudlur, Josh Levenberg, Dande-
lion Mané, Rajat Monga, Sherry Moore, Derek Mur-
ray, Chris Olah, Mike Schuster, Jonathon Shlens, Benoit
Steiner, Ilya Sutskever, Kunal Talwar, Paul Tucker,
Vincent Vanhoucke, Vijay Vasudevan, Fernanda Viégas,
Oriol Vinyals, Pete Warden, Martin Wattenberg, Martin
Wicke, Yuan Yu, and Xiaoqiang Zheng, “TensorFlow:
Large-scale machine learning on heterogeneous systems,”
(2015), software available from tensorflow.org.

[39] Atilim Gunes Baydin, Barak A. Pearlmutter, Alexey An-
dreyevich Radul, and Jeffrey Mark Siskind, “Auto-
matic Differentiation in Machine Learning: a Survey,”
Journal of Machine Learning Research 18, 1–43 (2018),
arXiv:1502.05767 [cs.SC].

[40] Ilia A. Luchnikov, Alexander Ryzhov, Sergey Filip-
pov, and Henni Ouerdane, “QGOpt: Riemannian op-
timization for quantum technologies,” SciPost Phys. 10,
79 (2021), code available from https://github.com/
LuchnikovI/QGOpt, arXiv:2011.01894 [quant-ph].

[41] Ilia A. Luchnikov, Mikhail E. Krechetov, and Sergey N.
Filippov, “Riemannian geometry and automatic differ-
entiation for optimization problems of quantum physics
and quantum technologies,” New Journal of Physics 23,
073006 (2021), arXiv:2007.01287 [quant-ph].

[42] Pierre-Antoine Absil, Robert Mahony, and Rodolphe
Sepulchre, Optimization Algorithms on Matrix Manifolds
(Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2008) pp.
xvi+224.

[43] Gary Bécigneul and Octavian-Eugen Ganea, “Rieman-
nian Adaptive Optimization Methods,” in Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations (2019)
arXiv:1810.00760 [cs.LG].

[44] Jun Li, Fuxin Li, and Sinisa Todorovic, “Efficient
Riemannian Optimization on the Stiefel Manifold via
the Cayley Transform,” in International Conference
on Learning Representations (2020) arXiv:2002.01113
[cs.LG].

[45] IBM, “Quantum Computing,” (2022), https://www.
ibm.com/quantum-computing/.

[46] Gadi Aleksandrowicz, Thomas Alexander, Panagi-
otis Barkoutsos, Luciano Bello, Yael Ben-Haim,

David Bucher, Francisco Jose Cabrera-Hernández,
Jorge Carballo-Franquis, Adrian Chen, Chun-Fu Chen,
Jerry M. Chow, Antonio D. Córcoles-Gonzales, Abigail J.
Cross, Andrew Cross, Juan Cruz-Benito, Chris Culver,
Salvador De La Puente González, Enrique De La Torre,
Delton Ding, Eugene Dumitrescu, Ivan Duran, Pieter
Eendebak, Mark Everitt, Ismael Faro Sertage, Albert
Frisch, Andreas Fuhrer, Jay Gambetta, Borja Godoy
Gago, Juan Gomez-Mosquera, Donny Greenberg, Ikko
Hamamura, Vojtech Havlicek, Joe Hellmers, Łukasz
Herok, Hiroshi Horii, Shaohan Hu, Takashi Imamichi,
Toshinari Itoko, Ali Javadi-Abhari, Naoki Kanazawa,
Anton Karazeev, Kevin Krsulich, Peng Liu, Yang
Luh, Yunho Maeng, Manoel Marques, Francisco Jose
Martín-Fernández, Douglas T. McClure, David McKay,
Srujan Meesala, Antonio Mezzacapo, Nikolaj Moll,
Diego Moreda Rodríguez, Giacomo Nannicini, Paul Na-
tion, Pauline Ollitrault, Lee James O’Riordan, Hanhee
Paik, Jesús Pérez, Anna Phan, Marco Pistoia, Viktor
Prutyanov, Max Reuter, Julia Rice, Abdón Rodríguez
Davila, Raymond Harry Putra Rudy, Mingi Ryu, Ni-
nad Sathaye, Chris Schnabel, Eddie Schoute, Kanav Se-
tia, Yunong Shi, Adenilton Silva, Yukio Siraichi, Seyon
Sivarajah, John A. Smolin, Mathias Soeken, Hitomi
Takahashi, Ivano Tavernelli, Charles Taylor, Pete Tay-
lour, Kenso Trabing, Matthew Treinish, Wes Turner, De-
siree Vogt-Lee, Christophe Vuillot, Jonathan A. Wild-
strom, Jessica Wilson, Erick Winston, Christopher
Wood, Stephen Wood, Stefan Wörner, Ismail Yunus
Akhalwaya, and Christa Zoufal, “Qiskit: An Open-
source Framework for Quantum Computing,” (2019),
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2562111.

[47] Joseph Vovrosh, Kiran E. Khosla, Sean Greenaway,
Christopher Self, Myungshik S. Kim, and Johannes
Knolle, “Simple mitigation of global depolarizing errors
in quantum simulations,” Physical Review E 104, 035309
(2021), arXiv:2101.01690 [quant-ph].

[48] Thierry Giamarchi,Quantum Physics in One Dimension,
International Series of Monographs on Physics (Oxford
University Press, 2004).

[49] SciPy v1.8.0 Manual, “scipy.optimize.curve_fit,”
(2022), documentation at https://docs.scipy.org/
doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.
curve_fit.html.

[50] Frank Pollmann and Ari M. Turner, “Detection of
symmetry-protected topological phases in one di-
mension,” Physical Review B 86, 125441 (2012),
arXiv:1204.0704 [cond-mat.str-el].

[51] Steven J. van Enk and Carlo W. J. Beenakker, “Mea-
suring Tr ρn on single copies of ρ using random mea-
surements,” Physical Review Letters 108, 110503 (2012),
arXiv:1112.1027 [quant-ph].

[52] Andreas Elben, Benoît Vermersch, Marcello Dalmonte,
J. Ignacio Cirac, and Peter Zoller, “Rényi entropies
from random quenches in atomic hubbard and spin
models,” Physical Review Letters 120, 050406 (2018),
arXiv:1709.05060 [quant-ph].

[53] Benoît Vermersch, Andreas Elben, Marcello Dalmonte,
J. Ignacio Cirac, and Peter Zoller, “Unitary n-designs
via random quenches in atomic hubbard and spin mod-
els: Application to the measurement of rényi entropies,”
Physical Review A 97, 023604 (2018), arXiv:1801.00999
[quant-ph].

[54] Tiff Brydges, Andreas Elben, Petar Jurcevic, Benoît Ver-

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00420-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.12087
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.12087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.100.064309
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11611
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevlett.95.110503
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevlett.95.110503
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0501096
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0501096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.062614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.062614
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.01168
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.01307
https://www.tensorflow.org/
https://www.tensorflow.org/
https://www.tensorflow.org/
http://jmlr.org/papers/v18/17-468.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05767
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.21468/SciPostPhys.10.3.079
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.21468/SciPostPhys.10.3.079
https://github.com/LuchnikovI/QGOpt
https://github.com/LuchnikovI/QGOpt
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.01894
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/ac0b02
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/ac0b02
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.01287
https://openreview.net/forum?id=r1eiqi09K7
https://openreview.net/forum?id=r1eiqi09K7
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.00760
https://openreview.net/forum?id=HJxV-ANKDH
https://openreview.net/forum?id=HJxV-ANKDH
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.01113
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.01113
https://www.ibm.com/quantum-computing/
https://www.ibm.com/quantum-computing/
https://www.ibm.com/quantum-computing/
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.5281/zenodo.2562111
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.5281/zenodo.2562111
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2562111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreve.104.035309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreve.104.035309
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.01690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198525004.001.0001
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.optimize.curve_fit.html
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevb.86.125441
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.0704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.108.110503
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.1027
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physrevlett.120.050406
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.05060
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physreva.97.023604
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.00999
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.00999


10

mersch, Christine Maier, Ben P. Lanyon, Peter Zoller,
Rainer Blatt, and Christian F. Roos, “Probing Rényi en-
tanglement entropy via randomized measurements,” Sci-
ence 364, 260–263 (2019), arXiv:1806.05747 [quant-ph].

[55] Andreas Elben, Benoît Vermersch, Christian F. Roos,
and Peter Zoller, “Statistical correlations between locally
randomized measurements: A toolbox for probing entan-
glement in many-body quantum states,” Phys. Rev. A
99, 052323 (2019), arXiv:1812.02624 [quant-ph].

Appendix A: Obtaining values for λ

In Sec. IV, we presented numerical evidence for the
finite-depth scaling of a brick wall circuit and obtained
numerical values for the parameter λ. Here, we will dis-
cuss in more detail how these values were obtained and
how their uncertainty was calculated.

First, we consider the scaling of the magnetization
at critical points of the Ising model with an additional
symmetry-preserving term, corresponding to Fig. 4. As
a reminder, the Hamiltonian of the model is

H =
∑
i

−XiXi+1 + gZi −KZiZi+1 (A1)

and the parameter pairs of the critical points we consider
are the following:

K 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
g 1.000 0.835 0.680 0.538 0.409 0.295

. (A2)

For each of those critical points we optimized circuits
with up to eight layers to approximate the ground state.
Calculating the magnetization 〈M〉 = 1

2 〈Xi +Xi+1〉,
where we average over the two sites in the unit cell, yields
the data points. According to Eq. (6) we expect the mag-
netization to follow the scaling behavior

〈M〉 ∼ m−λβ/ν , (A3)

K λ

0.0 0.949± 0.006

0.1 0.951± 0.006

0.2 0.942± 0.007

0.3 0.936± 0.010

0.4 0.928± 0.018

0.5 0.923± 0.014

TABLE I. The values of λ obtained from fitting the
finite-depth scaling of the magnetization at the crit-
ical point of the Ising model with an additional
−KZiZi+1 term for different values of K. The Hamil-
tonian is given in Eq. (A1); g is chosen such that the model
is critical—see Eq. (A2). The uncertainty of λ is calculated
from the uncertainty of the parameters of the fit. The mean
value of λ is given by λ = 0.938±0.005, where the uncertainty
is given by the standard error of the mean.

K λ

0.0 0.826± 0.017

0.1 0.837± 0.009

0.2 0.837± 0.008

0.3 0.824± 0.011

0.4 0.822± 0.016

0.5 0.809± 0.011

TABLE II. The values of λ obtained from fitting the
finite-depth scaling of the von Neumann entropy at
the critical point of the Ising model with an additional
−KZiZi+1 term for different values of K. The Hamil-
tonian is given in Eq. (A1); g is chosen such that the model
is critical—see Eq. (A2). The uncertainty of λ is calculated
from the uncertainty of the parameters of the fit. The mean
value of λ is given by λ = 0.826±0.004, where the uncertainty
is given by the standard error of the mean.

where the critical exponents ν = 1 and β = 1
8 are known

for the Ising phase transition. For every critical point, we
can now fit a function of the form a ·m−b to the data and
calculate λ = ν

β b. The uncertainties of the parameters a
and b of the fit can be obtained as the square root of the
diagonal entries of their covariance matrix [49] and can be
propagated to λ. Doing this, we obtain the values given
in Table I. The final value for λM = 0.938±0.005 we give
in the main text is obtained by calculating the average of
all values of λ obtained for the different parameter pairs,
and the uncertainty is given by the standard error of the
mean. In contrast to the uncertainty in Table I, which
loosely speaking shows how good the fitted function de-
scribes the data points, the small standard error of the
mean shows that the obtained values of λ are all almost
the same.

Next, we consider the scaling of the von Neumann en-
tropy of the Ising model as presented in Fig. 5a. The von
Neumann entropy should follow the scaling in Eq. (7),
i.e.,

S ∼ cλ

6
log (m) , (A4)

with c = 1
2 for the Ising transition. For every choice

of parameters, we can now fit a function of the form
a · log(m) + b to the data and calculate λ = 6

ca. The
results of this are listed in Table II where, as before, the
uncertainty stems from the uncertainty in the fitted pa-
rameters. Calculating the average of all obtained values
comes out to be λS = 0.826 ± 0.004, where the uncer-
tainty is given by the standard error of the mean.

Finally, we consider the XXZ model with the Hamil-
tonian:

H =
∑
i

XiXi+1 + YiYi+1 + ∆ZiZi+1. (A5)

The critical points we considered in the main text
are ∆ ∈ {−0.75,−0.50,−0.25, 0.00, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 1.00}.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aau4963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aau4963
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.05747
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.99.052323
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.99.052323
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.02624
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∆ λ

−0.75 0.68± 0.03

−0.50 0.82± 0.04

−0.25 0.85± 0.03

0.00 0.88± 0.03

0.25 0.82± 0.02

0.50 0.85± 0.04

0.75 0.87± 0.04

1.00 0.90± 0.04

TABLE III. The values of λ obtained from fitting the
finite-depth scaling of the von Neumann entropy at
the critical point of the XXZ model for different val-
ues of ∆. The Hamiltonian is given in Eq. (10). The uncer-
tainty of λ is calculated from the uncertainty of the parame-
ters of the fit. The mean value is given by λ = 0.834± 0.024,
where the uncertainty is given by the standard error of the
mean.

The scaling of the von Neumann entropy is shown in
Fig. 5b. As for the Ising model, the von Neumann en-
tropy should follow the scaling in Eq. (7):

S ∼ cλ

6
log(m), (A6)

only that now the central charge takes a different value,
c = 1. As before, we can fit a logarithmic function
a · log(m) + b to the data and calculate λ = 6

ca for ev-
ery choice of ∆. The results are shown in Table III,
where the uncertainty stems from the fitted parameters.
The mean value and the standard error of the mean are
λS = 0.834± 0.024.

Appendix B: Obtaining data from the IBM quantum
computers

In Sec. II, we considered the phase transition of the
transverse-field Ising model as an example to use brick
wall circuits to approximate the ground state of a given
model. We looked at the magnetization and the entan-
glement entropies (see Figs. 2 and 3) to observe the tran-
sition. For these two observables, we also presented some
data that were obtained on the IBM quantum comput-
ers [45]. First, we discuss how we measured the mag-
netization to obtain the data presented in Fig. 2 and
introduce the error mitigation techniques we use. Then
we present several ways for measuring Rényi entropies of
brick wall circuits on a quantum computer and discuss
how we obtained the data presented in Fig. 3.

1. Measuring the magnetization

The magnetization 〈M〉 = 1
2 〈Xi +Xi+1〉 of a three-

layer brick wall circuit can be measured with the cir-
cuit shown in Fig. 6. The circuit consists of two parts.

|0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉

U1 U1 U1

U2 U2

U3

H H

FIG. 6. The circuit used to measure the magnetiza-
tion 〈M〉 = 1

2
〈Xi +Xi+1〉. The circuit consists of all the

gates of the brick wall circuit that fall within the light cone.
Then two Hadamard gates are applied on the central qubits
to rotate them into the X basis, after which the measurement
is performed on the two qubits.

The first part comprises the blue gates, which make up
the light cone of the circuit. The remaining gates of
the infinite circuit do not contribute to the measure-
ment and, as the circuit is invariant under translations by
an even number, the magnetization does not depend on
which two neighboring sites are chosen. To measure the
magnetization of circuits with circuit depths other than
m = 3, the light cone simply needs to be adjusted accord-
ingly. The second part of the circuit consists of the two
Hadamard gates followed by measurements on the cen-
tral two qubits. The Hadamards rotate the qubits into
the X basis, so that the subsequent measurement can be
used to calculate the expectation value of the Pauli-X
operator. Denoting the number of shots on the quantum
computer as N , the number of times we measure |00〉 as
n00 and the number of times we measure |11〉 as n11, the
magnetization can be obtained as 〈M〉 = n00−n11

N . Note
that the average magnetization for each of the results |01〉
and |10〉 is zero.

To obtain the results shown in Fig. 2, we ran the circuit
with one and five layers on the IBM quantum computer
named montreal. For each data point in the figure, we
ran the circuit 42 times in succession, with 8192 shots
per run. This gives us a total of 344 064 shots, which is
more shots than the IBM quantum computer allows in a
single run.

Following the measurement, we can correct the raw
data from the quantum computer for two errors, namely,
readout errors and global depolarizing errors. First, let
us consider readout errors. These errors are bit-flip errors
that occur when the qubit is measured and assigned the
wrong output to the classical bit. A simple way to miti-
gate this error is readily implemented in Qiskit [46]. This
consists of constructing a readout matrix that gives the
probability of measuring a given basis state as another
basis state by running a calibration circuit on the quan-
tum computer, which prepares every basis state. Then we
can apply an appropriate pseudo-inverse of this readout
matrix to the measurement outcome of the real experi-
ment to correct for the average readout error.
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We also correct the data from the quantum computer
for global depolarizing errors, as outlined in Ref. [47].
The basic idea is that the state prepared on the quantum
computer is not described by the density matrix ρ0 of the
applied circuit but instead—due to global depolarizing
errors—by the density matrix ρ̃ = (1− p) ρ0 + p

2N
I; here,

p denotes the strength of the deviation from the expected
density matrix, I is the identity matrix, and N is the
number of qubits. When measuring an observable O on
the quantum computer, we obtain the expectation value
with respect to the perturbed density matrix ρ̃, i.e.,

Tr (Oρ̃) = (1− p) Tr (Oρ0) +
p

2N
TrO. (B1)

Thus, if we were to know p, then we could deduce the ex-
pectation value with respect to the unperturbed density
matrix as

Tr (Oρ0) =
Tr (Oρ̃)− p

2N
TrO

(1− p) . (B2)

In practice, p can be calculated from a measurement
where the expected outcome is known. Then for measure-
ments with a similar circuit setup, p can be assumed to
be the same. In our case the observable O is the magneti-
zationM = 1

2 (Xi +Xi+1), which is traceless, and hence,
Eq. (B1) simply becomes

Tr (Mρ̃) = (1− p) Tr (Mρ0) . (B3)

Using this relation, we can calculate p for one value of
g where the expected magnetization is known and then
correct the data for all other values of g. An obvious
choice to calculate p would be for g = 0 because, there,
it is known that the circuit has magnetization 〈M〉 = 1.
However, at that point, the circuit consists only of single-
qubit gates and thus has a different structure from the
circuit for other values of g, leading to a different value for
p. Since we already know the results for the magnetiza-
tion from simulating the circuits on a classical computer,
we could in principle choose any other value of g to cal-
culate p. Here, we choose g = 0.1 which corresponds to
the second data point in Fig. 2. Note that the perturba-
tion p

2N
I of the expected density matrix cannot produce

a nonzero magnetization, and thus cannot be the rea-
son the magnetization deviates from zero if the expected
value would be zero. Therefore, we can only apply this
mitigation scheme in the regime where the magnetization
is nonzero.

2. Measuring Rényi entropies of brick wall circuits

In this section, we present three different ways to mea-
sure the Rényi entropies of a bipartition of the infinite
brick wall circuit into two halves. We also give more de-
tails about how we obtained the data presented in Fig. 3.
As a reminder, the Rényi entropy of order n is defined
as S(n) = 1

1−n log Tr ρn, where ρ is the reduced density
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· · · · · ·
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FIG. 7. Calculating Tr ρ2 for one half of an infinite
brick wall circuit. The brick wall circuit is partitioned into
two halves, the left half shown in orange and the right half
shown in blue. Contracting the outgoing quantum wires in
the blue half with those of the conjugate circuit gives the
reduced density matrix ρ of the orange half, indicated in the
figure by the braces. Contracting the two copies of the density
matrix gives Tr ρ2. To calculate Tr ρn for any integer n, one
can simply add more copies of the density matrix.

matrix of the subsystem, so in our case ρ is the reduced
density matrix of one half of the infinite state. All meth-
ods we present here will give some way to calculate Tr ρn

on the quantum computer.
The first approach is to directly calculate Tr ρn on the

quantum computer by contracting the density matrices.
Consider a brick wall circuit that is partitioned into two
parts, as shown in Fig. 7. The left half of the circuit is
colored orange, and the right half of the circuit is colored
blue. By contracting the outgoing quantum wires of the
circuit in the blue half with those of the conjugate circuit,
we obtain the reduced density matrix ρ of the orange half,
which is indicated by the curly brace. Taking two copies
of the reduced density matrix and contracting them as
shown in the figure yields Tr ρ2. We can calculate Tr ρn
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|0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉

U1 U1 U1

U2 U2

U3

|0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉
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FIG. 8. Simplified circuit for calculating Tr ρ2 for one
half of an infinite brick wall circuit. Simplifying the
circuit in Fig. 7 by canceling unitary gates with their adjoints
and arranging the gate blocks differently, we arrive at the
above circuit. This circuit can be run on a quantum computer.

for any integer n this way, by contracting n copies of the
reduced density matrix. The expression shown in Fig. 7
can be further simplified by canceling every unitary gate
that is contracted with its adjoint, leaving behind only
the light cones along every cut of the bipartition into
two halves. Reordering the remaining circuit blocks, we
arrive at the circuit in Fig. 8. This circuit can be run
directly on the quantum computer. Note that Ref. [34]
already pointed out, in the context of numerical MPS
calculations, that the reduced density matrix of the cir-
cuit can be written this way in terms of its gates. This
method can be used to directly compute Tr ρn on a quan-
tum computer. To obtain the Rényi entropy, we simply
run the circuit N times and count the number of times n0
that all qubits are in the |0〉 state after the measurement.
Then the Rényi entropy is given by

S(n) =
1

1− n log

√
n0
N
. (B4)

The data shown for the second Rényi entropy in Fig. 3
in the main text were obtained using the method de-
scribed above. For each data point in the figure, we
ran the circuit on the IBM quantum computers named
montreal and hanoi. On montreal, we ran each circuit
42 times in succession with 32 000 shots each run, giving
the equivalent of 1 344 000 shots. On hanoi, we ran each
circuit 14 times in succession with 100 000 runs shots per
run, giving the equivalent of 1 400 000 shots. We did this
procedure four times on montreal and twice on hanoi;
the average of the six results is presented in Fig. 3; the
error bars show the standard error of the mean. The data
are also presented in Fig. 9 in orange. Additionally, data
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FIG. 9. Comparing different ways to measure the
second Rényi entropy. We consider the second Rényi
entropy of a single-layer brick wall circuit approximat-
ing the ground state of the transverse-field Ising model
H =

∑
i (−XiXi+1 + gZi)—see also Fig. 3b. The solid blue

line shows the result from simulating the circuit on a classical
computer. The orange data points were obtained by using a
circuit that contracts the reduced density matrices, the red
data points were obtained via inversion symmetry, and the
green data points were obtained via state tomography. For
more details on the different methods, see the main text. The
error bars are the standard error of the mean of several runs.

for the other two methods we will discuss in this section
are shown in red and green. The exact results from sim-
ulating the circuit on a classical computer are shown in
blue.

The raw data from the quantum computer are cor-
rected for readout errors [46] and global depolarizing
errors [47]. For the readout error correction, the same
technique is applied as was previously used for the mea-
surement of the magnetization. The correction of global
depolarizing errors follows the same ideas as before but
needs to be slightly adapted. Since we are counting the
number of times that the final state after the measure-
ment is |0 . . . 0〉, we are essentially measuring the operator
O = |0 . . . 0〉 〈0 . . . 0|. With this, Eq. (B1) becomes

〈0 . . . 0| ρ̃ |0 . . . 0〉 = (1− p) 〈0 . . . 0| ρ0 |0 . . . 0〉+
p

2N
.

(B5)
Note that, here, ρ0 refers to the density matrix of the
state prepared on the quantum computer before the final
measurement and not to the reduced density matrix ρ of
a bipartition of the brick wall circuit. From the above
relation, we can calculate p for g = 0.1 and then correct
the results for every other value g > 0.1. For g = 0, the
state only consists of single qubit gates, and no mitigation
of global depolarizing errors is needed.

Another way to calculate the second Rényi entropy is
given in Ref. [50]. If a state is inversion symmetric, then
applying the inversion symmetry to a large region of the
state yields±Tr ρ2, where ρ is the reduced density matrix
of that region, and the sign is related to the topological
phase of the state. For a brick wall circuit, this situation
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FIG. 10. Calculating Tr ρ2 via inversion symmetry as
discussed in Ref. [50]. The inversion symmetry is applied
to the blue part of the circuit, which is long enough so that
the light cones of the edges, shown as orange dashed lines, do
not overlap. The two edges are therefore decoupled, and the
resulting Rényi entropy is precisely twice that of the infinite
half-chain entropy.

is shown in Fig. 10. There, the inversion symmetry is ap-
plied to the central region colored in blue. Note that, in-
stead of a bipartition into two halves with a single bound-
ary between the two regions, we now have a bipartition
into two regions with two boundaries. To obtain the en-
tropy of a single boundary, we must make the region the
inversion symmetry is applied to large enough such that
the light cones of its boundaries do not overlap—as is
shown in the figure. Then the boundaries decouple, and
the entropy obtained from the circuit is just twice that
of a single boundary. Thus, on the quantum computer,
we can run the circuit N times and count the number of
times n0 that the state after the measurement is |0 . . . 0〉,
to obtain the second Rényi entropy:

S(2) = −1

2
log

√
n0
N
. (B6)

The factor 1
2 appears to account for the two boundaries.

The data from this method are presented as red squares
in Fig. 9. To obtain the data, we ran the circuits on the
IBM quantum computers named montreal and hanoi.
On montreal, each circuit ran 42 times in succession with
32 000 shots each run, giving the equivalent data of a
run with 1 344 000 shots. On hanoi, each circuit ran
14 times in succession with 100 000 shots per run, giving
data equivalent to a run with 1 400 000 shots. We did this
procedure four times on montreal and twice on hanoi;
the average of the six results is presented in Fig. 9; the
error bars show the standard error of the mean.

Again, we corrected the raw data from the quantum
computer for readout errors [46] and global depolariz-

|0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉 |0〉

U1 U1 U1

U2 U2

U3

tomography

FIG. 11. The light cone of the brick wall circuit needed
for state tomography. Performing state tomography on the
left half of the circuit colored in orange yields a density ma-
trix that can be used to calculate the half-chain entanglement
entropy of the infinite state.

ing errors [47] with the same methods as before. Equa-
tion (B1) for the correction of global depolarizing errors
becomes

〈0 . . . 0| ρ̃ |0 . . . 0〉 = (1− p) 〈0 . . . 0| ρ0 |0 . . . 0〉+
p

2N
,

(B7)
from which we can calculate p for g = 0.1 and then can
correct the data for all data points with g > 0.1.

Finally, we can also obtain the reduced density matrix
by state tomography. This is a procedure that is readily
implemented in Qiskit [46]. State tomography performs
a set of measurements in different bases on a subset of
qubits of the state and then can reconstruct the reduced
density matrix of the subsystem. The number of differ-
ent measurements needed scales exponentially with the
size of the subsystem on which state tomography is per-
formed, so it becomes too costly for very large subsys-
tems. However, for small systems, this works very well.
To calculate the half-chain Rényi entropy of a brick wall
circuit with state tomography, it is enough to consider
the light cone of the circuit along the cut into two subsys-
tems, as shown in Fig. 11. This is because, for calculating
the Rényi entropy of the state, we do not actually need
the density matrix ρ of the half-infinite state; the reduced
density matrix ρ′ of the orange half of the light cone in
Fig. 11 suffices. When calculating Tr ρn (see Fig. 7 for
an example with n = 2), all gates in the blue half that
are not part of the light cone cancel with the adjoint of
the state after tracing out the blue half of the state, and
all gates in the orange half that are not part of the light
cone cancel with the adjoint gates of the copy of ρ. After
the cancellation, only the light cones remain, and we ef-
fectively calculate Tr ρ′n (see Fig. 8 for an example with
n = 2). Thus, performing state tomography on the or-
ange subsystem in Fig. 11 yields a density matrix ρ′ that
we can use to calculate the nth order Rényi entropy:

S(n) =
1

1− n log Tr ρ′n, (B8)

which gives the same result for the entropy as the reduced
density matrix ρ of the half-infinite state. Note, how-
ever, that in general ρ′ 6= ρ, and so calculating other ob-
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servables with the reduced density matrix obtained from
state tomography will yield different results.

We show the results of state tomography in Fig. 9 along
with data from the previously discussed methods. To
obtain these results, we ran the tomography circuits on
the IBM quantum computer montreal six times, with
32 000 shots for each measurement. The data shown are
the mean of the six runs, with the error bars showing the
standard error of the mean.

The data from the quantum computer are, as before,
corrected for readout errors [46] and global depolariz-
ing errors [47], as discussed before. The method for cor-
recting global depolarizing errors needs to be adapted
slightly to the case at hand. Remember that, instead
of the density matrix of the circuit ρ0, on the quantum
computer, we actually construct the perturbed density
matrix ρ̃ = (1− p) ρ0 + p

2N
I—hence, ρ̃ is the density ma-

trix that will be reconstructed by state tomography and
not ρ0. Calculating Tr ρ̃2, which we need to get the sec-
ond Rényi entropy, we obtain the relation:

Tr ρ̃2 = (1− p)2 Tr ρ20 +
p

2N−1
− p2

2N
. (B9)

From this relation, we can again calculate p for g = 0.1
and subsequently obtain the unperturbed Tr ρ20 from the
data obtained on the quantum computer for all g > 0.1
by assuming a constant p.

Another way to measure Rényi entropies that we have
not yet considered so far is to use randomized measure-
ments [51–55]. From the statistical correlations of mea-
surements after applying random unitary gates to a sub-
system, the Rényi entropies can be inferred. Like state
tomography, it would be enough to consider the light
cone of the circuit in Fig. 11 to obtain the infinite-half
chain entanglement entropy, but instead of performing
state tomography on the orange half of the system, we
could apply random unitaries before the measurement.

Note that all methods we have presented for measuring
Rényi entropies, as well as the data presented in Fig. 9,
implied that we cut the circuit into two parts within the
unit cell. All presented methods work analogously for the
case where we cut the circuit into two parts between two
unit cells. This leads effectively to considering the cir-
cuit with its final layer removed and cutting that circuit
within its unit cell.
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