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Information in a chaotic quantum system will scramble across the system, preventing any local measurement
from reconstructing it. The scrambling dynamics is key to understanding a wide range of quantum many-
body systems. Here we use Holevo information to quantify the scrambling dynamics, which shows a phase-
transition-like behavior. When applying long random Clifford circuits to a large system, no information can
be recovered from a subsystem of less than half the system size. When exceeding half the system size, the
amount of stored information grows by two bits of classical information per qubit until saturation through
another sharp unanalytical change. We also study critical behavior near the transition points. Finally, we use
coherent information to quantify the scrambling of quantum information in the system, which shows similar
phase-transition-like behavior.

I. INTRODUCTION

Chaotic quantum systems [1–5] spread initially localized
information over an entire system after isolated evolution [6–
8]. Such a process is called quantum information scrambling
[9, 10] and lies at the heart of quantum many-body system dy-
namics. With the recent development of exquisite control over
multi-qubit quantum information processing systems [11–13],
the initial information encoded in a local subsystem, which
will be hidden into the whole system by quantum dynam-
ics, can now be retrieved experimentally by global operations
[14–19]. This ability can provide new insights into various
fields, including quantum chaos and quantum thermalization
[3, 20, 21], black hole physics [7, 8], and quantum machine
learning [22–24].

There are various methods to quantify quantum informa-
tion scrambling. One approach is to probe the spreading of an
initially localized operator, as computed by the out-of-time-
ordered correlator (OTOC) [5, 10, 21, 25, 26]. It is central to
the study of quantum chaos and quantum thermalization dy-
namics, for its decay rate resembles the classical Lyapunov
exponent in the semi-classical limit [4]. Also it shows the
light cone structure of information propagation following the
geometry of the system [10, 21, 27]. Another possibility is
to probe the scrambling dynamics by the correlation between
subsystems, e.g. the entanglement entropy [28], mutual infor-
mation [29], and tripartite information [30]. However, these
quantities do not directly describe the amount of information
that can be extracted from a subsystem and thus may not be
sufficient to describe the dynamics of information flow.

To study the scrambling dynamics of quantum systems di-
rectly from the quantum information perspective, we consider
Holevo information, which, by definition, describes the infor-
mation encoded in an ensemble of quantum states [31]. Since
the Holevo information is preserved under unitary evolution,
it can distinguish between the ideal case and the decoherence
and thus allows us to verify information scrambling in noisy
quantum systems [15, 32, 33]. Based on Holevo information,
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FIG. 1. Quantum channel scenery for probing information scram-
bling dynamics. One encodes H-bits of information into H arbitrar-
ily chosen qubits of an N -qubit system. Then after t layers of “brick
wall”-structured random circuits, we retrieve information from a ran-
domly selected n-qubit subsystem. Every “brick” (blue rectangle)
represents a random unitary gate between two adjacent qubits.

progress has been made in understanding the distinguishabil-
ity of black hole microstates in black hole theory [34–36].
However, these works only focus on the final states of the
black holes after fast scrambling, while the dynamics toward
scrambling is not considered. Another related method is to
apply an operator-state mapping and study the mutual infor-
mation [21, 32, 37] or the tripartite information [21] between
the input system and the output system.

Here, we consider the Hovelo information under random
unitary circuits in a qubit system and show phase-transition-
like behavior in the retrieved information. For long enough
circuits, as the size of the subsystem increases across a thresh-
old of one half, the retrieved information increases non-
analytically from zero to finite values, and further increases
until saturation at another transition point. This phenomenon
is observed from numerical simulation, and is also confirmed
by analytical derivation. We examine the scrambling dynam-
ics through the convergence of the average Holevo informa-
tion toward its infinite-time limit as the circuit depth grows.
We also study the critical behavior near the phase transition
points. As the Hovelo information only measures the re-
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trieved classical information from a quantum system, finally
we use coherent information to quantify scrambling of quan-
tum information in the same system and find similar phase-
transition-like behavior for the coherent information.

II. INFORMATION SCRAMBLING IN RANDOM
QUANTUM CIRCUITS

Consider an N -qubit quantum system. As shown in Fig. 1,
we storeH bits of classical information by randomly selecting
a subsystem of H qubits and preparing them into an ensem-
ble of pure states

{
pi, |ψinit

i 〉
}

with pi = 1
2H and |ψinit

i 〉 be
the 2H orthogonal states in computational basis. The system
then evolves under a randomly generated Clifford circuit U ,
after which one part of it E is regarded as the environment and
traced out. For the remaining system Q containing n qubits,
we can denote the amount of classical information that can be
retrieved as χQ, which is given by the Holevo information

χQ
({
|ψinit
i 〉

}
, U
)

= S

(∑
i

piρ
Q
i

)
−
∑
i

piS
(
ρQi

)
, (1)

where ρQi = TrE(U |ψinit
i 〉〈ψinit

i |U†) is the output density ma-
trix of the system Q, and S is the von Neumann entropy.

We adopt the periodic boundary condition for the qubits
and consider random circuits of the “brick wall” configura-
tion, as shown in Fig. 1. The circuit comprises t layers of
alternatingly layered bricks in which each brick represents a
uniformly sampled two-qubit random Clifford gate. We de-
note Ut as the set of all possible unitaries constructed in this
way with t layers. Note that we choose the Clifford circuit
mainly because of the convenience in numerical simulation
[38, 39]. Also, we specify the set of input quantum states{
|ψinit
i 〉

}
= {|γ1γ2...γH〉QH

|0...0〉others}γi∈{0,1} where QH
is a randomly selected subsystem with H qubits. We can
thus write the Holevo information as χQ

({
|ψinit
i 〉

}
, U
)
≡

χQ,QH
(U). Note that the choices of Q and QH are arbitrary

and does not need to have any specific spatial pattern.
After obtaining the Holevo information contained in a ran-

domly selected subsystem from the above setting, we fur-
ther average over all possible subsystem Q, all possible input
states, and all the circuits with the same depth t to get

χ̄tn =
1

|Ut|
1

|Sn|
1

|SH |
∑
U∈Ut

∑
Q∈Sn

∑
QH∈SH

χQ,QH
(U) , (2)

where Sk denotes the set of all subsystems with k qubits.
As shown in Fig. 2, we numerically compute the long time

limit of the Holevo information χ̄∞n = limt→∞ χ̄tn by setting
t = 3N . Theoretically, Ω(N) layers are needed for the ini-
tially localized information to propagate over the whole sys-
tem [7, 40, 41], and here, we verify the convergence of Holevo
information by comparing the results at t = 3N with those at
t = 4N . A phase-transition-like behavior can be observed:
For small system size n, we are not able to retrieve any in-
formation; When n reaches half of the system size, informa-
tion starts emerging at a constant rate of two bits of classi-
cal information per qubit; Finally, the retrievable information

FIG. 2. Average Holevo information χ̄∞n of an n-qubit subsystem Q
in the steady state. For the later convenience to examine the behavior
near the phase transition point, we choose N to be multiples of 19.
For different N we fix its ratio with the encoded classical informa-
tion as N : H = 19 : 8. The curve becomes sharper around the two
phase transition points asN increases. Note that the behavior is sim-
ilar for generic 1 ≤ H ≤ N . The inset shows the result of finite-size
scaling. We focus on the difference ∆ between χ̄∞n and the ther-
modynamic limit χthermal

n when n is chosen to be close to the phase
transition point n

N
= 1

2
(circle) and n

N
= H+N

2N
(cross). Specifically,

for n smaller than N
2

we calculate ∆1 = χ̄∞n , and for n larger than
N+H

2
we calculate ∆2 = H − χ̄∞n . The blue, red, and green lines

are for three different ratios of N : H = 17 : 6, 19 : 8, 21 : 10,
respectively. When n,N,H increase under a fixed ratio, ∆1 and ∆2

decay exponentially. For each data point, we sample 106 times. The
long-time limit is approximated by choosing t = 3N as described in
the main text.

reaches its maximum value through another sharp nonanalyti-
cal change, indicating that all of the initially encoded informa-
tion can be reliably recovered. We perform finite-size scaling
near the two points to further analyze the phase-transition-like
behavior. As shown in the inset of Fig. 2, by fixing a ratio at
n
N < 1

2 and n
N > H+N

2N , respectively, and increasing n,N,H
simultaneously, χ̄∞n converges exponentially towards its ther-
modynamic limit. Note that one can get the same value of χ̄∞n
without averaging over the choice of QH . This can be under-
stood from the definition of scrambling and from the symme-
try of the random unitary group [28].

Indeed, if the circuit is sampled uniformly over the N -
qubit Clifford group, we can calculate theoretically the av-
erage Holevo information χ̄∞n for arbitrary n,N,H , and it
agrees well with the numerical result obtained above for lay-
ered random two-qubit Clifford gates. For more details, see
Appendix A. Specifically, if we take the thermodynamic limit
n,N,H →∞ with the ratio n

N ≡ rn,
H
N ≡ rH held constant,

this theoretical value χ̄∞n converges to

1

H
χthermal
n =


0 rn ≤ 1

2

(2rn − 1)/rH
1
2 < rn ≤ 1

2 (1 + rH)

1 rn >
1
2 (1 + rH)

. (3)
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(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. 3. (a) Distance D(t) of the averaged Holevo information from its long time limit. We calculate for N = 40 and H from 1 (blue) to N
(red). Each data point is obtained by averaging over 106 random circuits and initial states. (b) The decay rate of D(t) in the greyed region of
(a), defined as k7,12D in the main text. The shaded region around the curve shows the confidence interval whose upper and lower bounds are
estimated by the maximum and minimum slopes in the greyed region in (a). (c) Standard deviation σ∞n of Holevo information χQ(U) in n
qubit subsystem Q ∈ Sn. The steady-state is approximated by setting circuit depth t = 3N . We fix the ratio N : H = 19 : 8. At the two
phase transition points n

N
= 1

2
, H+N

2N
, the peaks become sharper as N grows.

This further allows us to define the critical exponent

k ≡ lim
τ→0+

log |f(τ)|
log |τ |

= 1 (4)

where for the first transition point τ = rn − 1
2 , f(τ) =

1
Hχ

thermal
n and similarly for the second transition point.

III. INFORMATION SCRAMBLING DYNAMICS

From the evolution of the Holevo information, we can
study the information scrambling dynamics of quantum sys-
tems. For example, here we study how the long-time limit of
the average Holevo information is approached. We compare
the average Holevo information for different subsystem sizes
{χ̄tn}

N
n=1 with its long-time limit. We use 2-norm to measure

their difference

D(t) =

N∑
n=1

(χ̄tn − χ̄∞n )2. (5)

From the numerical simulation, we plot D(t) for the sys-
tem size N = 40 and H ranging from 1 to N , as shown
in Fig. 3a. We observe that {χ̄tn}

N
n=1 converges under time

evolution roughly exponentially. Further, the decaying rate,
which corresponds to the scrambling speed, varies for differ-
ent initial Holevo information H .

To compare the speed of scrambling between 1 ≤ H ≤
N , we extract the average slope on the semi-log plot of D(t)
between time t and t′ as

kt,t
′

D =

∣∣∣∣ logD(t)− logD(t′)

t− t′

∣∣∣∣ (6)

as shown in Fig. 3b. The upper and lower confidence bounds
are roughly estimated by the maximum and minimum slope
in the region. For the same set of circuits, the scrambling rate
slows down when an increasing amount of information is en-
coded into the system until close to H

N ∼ 1 where the tendency
reverses, which may be caused by the finite size effect.

We further study the information scrambling behavior of
individual realizations U of random circuits by comparing the
Holevo information distribution χQ,QH

(U) with the average
value over different realizations. We characterize it by the
standard deviation σtn(
σtn
)2

=
1

|Ut|
1

|Sn|
1

|SH |
∑
U∈Ut

∑
Q∈Sn

∑
QH∈SH

(χQ,QH
(U)−χ̄n)2.

(7)
As shown in Fig. 3c, we numerically compute its long

time limit σ∞n = limt→∞ σtn by setting t = 3N . The ratio
N : H = 19 : 8 is set in accordance with Fig. 2. As we can
see, σ∞n is asymptotically zero not only in the region n

N < 1
2

and n
N > N+H

2N , where χ̄∞n already saturates, but also in the
region 1

2 < n
N < N+H

2N . This suggests that information al-
most fully scrambles even for a single typical random circuit.
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Only at the two phase transition points can we get finite stan-
dard deviations, which do not increase with N , H and n so
the relative fluctuation is decreasing for larger systems.

IV. SIMILAR PHASE-TRANSITION-LIKE BEHAVIOR
FOR COHERENT INFORMATION

After studying the information scrambling dynamics by the
classical information, a natural next step is to consider if the
same scrambling dynamics can be probed by quantum infor-
mation as well, particularly if the same phase-transition-like
behavior persists.

Coherent information [42–44] quantifies the remaining
quantum information after a state goes through a quantum
channel, with similar properties as the mutual information in
classical communication. The coherent information is also re-
lated to the reversibility of the quantum channel [45] and the
condition of quantum error correction [42], thus lies at the
heart of understanding the difference between classical and
quantum information communication.

As shown in the inset of Fig. 4, similar to the model for
Holevo information, we encode quantum information of C in
N qubits with periodic boundary conditions, apply random
Clifford circuit U ∈ Ut and regard a randomly selected sub-
system E as the environment to be traced off. The difference
is that the system’s initial state Qinit would be an ensemble
ρinit = 1

2C IQC
⊗ |0...0〉〈0...0|others, where QC represents a

subsystem of randomly selected C qubits. This ensemble can
be seen as a mixture of

{
|ψinit
i 〉

}
with equal probabilities. We

write the final state of the n-qubit systemQ as ρQ. The circuit,
together with tracing out the environment E , forms a quantum
channel C. The coherent information can thus be calculated as
[42–44]

ηQ(ρinit, C) = S(ρQ)− S(ρ, C), (8)

where S(ρ, C) is the entropy exchange. By definition, to cal-
culate S(ρ, C), we need to purify Qinit using a reference sys-
tem Rinit before applying the quantum channel. Then we get
S(ρ, C) = S(ρQR).

Similar to what we have done for Holevo information, we
write ηQ(ρinit, C) ≡ ηQ,QH

(C) and average over the system
Q, the input states and the circuit to get

η̄tn =
1

|Ut|
1

|Sn|
1

|SC |
∑
U∈Ut

∑
Q∈Sn

∑
QH∈SC

ηQ,QH
(C). (9)

Finally, the long-time limit η̄∞n is approximated by t = 3N .
The results for various system sizes are shown in Fig. 4

which has a phase-transition-like behavior similar to that of
the Holevo information, although the phase transition points
are at n

N = N−C
2N , nN = N+C

2N . To see how these transition
points correspond to those for the Holevo information, note
that the second transition point n

N = N+C
2N is the same for

both cases. On the other hand, when n
N < N−C

2N , all the
information goes into the environment, making the coherent
information saturate to its lower bound η̄∞n

C = −1. The phase

FIG. 4. Average coherent information η̄∞n of an n-qubit subsystem
Q in the steady state. Like the settings for the Holevo information,
we scale the system size N and the total encoded quantum informa-
tion C by N : C = 19 : 8. As N grows, the curve shows two phase
transition points at n

N
= N−C

2N
, n
N

= N+C
2N

, respectively. The inset
shows an illustration of the numerical scheme. The initial state, en-
coded as an ensemble into Qinit, is purified by Rinit. After a random
circuit U ∈ Ut, part of the system E is traced out as the environment.
Together they form a quantum channel C. The coherent information
encoded in the system Q can thus be computed with the help of the
reference system R.

transition point at n
N = N−C

2N thus corresponds to that of the
Holevo information in the environment E rather than in the
system Q. Finally, when n < N

2 we have negative η̄∞n , indi-
cating that no quantum information can be retrieved from the
output system. This is in agreement with the result for Holevo
information.

V. DISCUSSIONS

In summary, in this work we use the spatial distribution
of Holevo information to characterize the information scram-
bling process. The information converges to zero in the ther-
modynamic limit when we consider subsystem sizes smaller
than half the system. When exceeding this threshold, the ex-
tractable classical information increases by two bit per added
qubit until its saturation to the total encoded information. This
can serve as a scrambling criterion, and its comparison with
others, including Haar scrambled [7] and Page scrambled [6]
criteria, is of great interest. We study how the system ap-
proaches the long-time limit and how the convergence speed
varies with the amount of encoded information. We also find
that variation around the average behavior is vanishingly small
almost everywhere apart from the two phase transition points,
which implies that in the thermodynamic limit, almost all ran-
dom circuits would meet the scrambling criteria. Finally, we
find that the coherent information possesses a similar phase-
transition-like behavior.

One can regard the discarded environment in our model
as the qubit loss error from the quantum error correction
(QEC) perspective [46, 47]. Thus the phase transition point
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n
N = N+C

2N of coherent information would correspond to the
condition of perfect decoding. Specifically, our model uses
the random circuit to encode C logical qubits in N physical
qubits. This code can tolerate the loss of N−C2 located qubits
which saturates the quantum Singleton bound [48].

Although here we restrict the calculation to Clifford gates
for numerical convenience, this method using Holevo infor-
mation to characterize information scrambling should largely
be applicable to generic quantum systems. Specifically, this
process of encoding information by a set of initial states and
calculating the Holevo information of a selected subsystem in
the final states does not require any special property of the
intermediate quantum dynamics. We can thus easily extend
the unitary evolution to arbitrary quantum channels, although
the detailed late time physics may depend on specific models
and remains an open direction for future research. Therefore it
may provide a universal tool for probing quantum information
scrambling dynamics.
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF EQ. (3)

1. Model Description

Consider an n-qubit subsystem Q in an N -qubit Clif-
ford system. In the main text, we have already spec-
ified that the intitial quantum states are

{
|ψinit
i 〉

}
=

{|γ1γ2...γH〉QH
|0...0〉others}γi∈{0,1} each appearing with

equal probability 1
2H . After a random Clifford circuit U ,

we denote the final state as |ψi〉. The Holevo Informa-
tion can be written as χn = Sn(U 1

2H

∑
2H |ψi〉〈ψi|U†) −

1
2H

∑
2H Sn(U |ψi〉〈ψi|U†), where Sn(ρ) represents the en-

tropy of the n-qubit subsystem Q.
When we average it over all possible circuits with its depth

large enough, the first and the second term converges respec-
tively. Thus, we can decompose it into two parts:

χ̄n = ESn,H − ESn,0 (A1)

where we write ρh = 1
2h

∑
2h |ψi〉〈ψi| and Sn,h =

Sn(UρhU
†) for convenience.

The Clifford unitary with large depth will bring any ini-
tial state ρh into a finite set Orb(ρh,UN ) with uniform prob-
ability distribution, where Orb(ρh,UN ) is the orbit of ρh
under the N -qubit Clifford group UN . Thus the proba-
bility Prob(Sn,h = x) would be proportional to the num-
ber of states ρ ∈ Orb(ρh) that satisfies Sn(ρ) = x.
Here we calculate the number of elements in such set

∣∣{ρ ∈ Orb(ρh,UN )|Sn(ρ) = x
}∣∣ and give the expectation

value ESn,h.
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2. Outline of the Proof

Any state ρh that satisfies S(ρh) = x can be transformed by a local Clifford unitary U ∈ G = {U(n)⊗ U(m)} to ρxh which
we write under the stabilizer formalism [38, 39]

X X
Z Z

Z Z
Z Z

Z
Z



︸︷︷
︸

k1 pairs

︸︷︷
︸

k2

︸︷︷︸ l1︸︷︷︸ l2
(A2)

where n+m = N , x = n− l1 and the number of stabilizer operators

2k1 + k2 + l1 + l2 = n+m− h (A3)

We can constraint the four parameters by 
k1 + k2 + l1 ≤ n
k1 + k2 + l2 ≤ m
k1, k2, l1, l2 ≥ 0

(A4)

We can further simplify our question by{
ρ ∈ Orb(ρh,UN )|Sn(ρ) = x

}
= {ρ ∈ Orb(ρh, G)|Sn(ρ) = x} = {ρ ∈ Orb(ρxh, G)} (A5)

This can be given by directly using the common state Eq. A2 that all the states with the same entropy can reach by local unitaries.
With the help of Lagrange’s orbit-stabilizer theorem |Orb(ρxh, G)| = |G|

|Stab(ρxh,G)| , we only need

• the order of unitary group |G|

• the order of stabilizer |Stab(ρxh, G)|. Here the stabilizer Stab(ρxh, G) represents the set of elements in G that makes ρxh
invariant.

We can get |G| directly from the volume of N qubit Clifford group Cl(N) =
∏N
j=1 2(4j − 1)4j [49]

|G| = Cl(n)× Cl(m) (A6)

Based on basic combinatorics, we have from Sec. A. 3

|Stab(ρxh, G)| =

 k1∏
j=1

(
4j − 1

)
4j2

 22k1(k2+l1)22k1l2 (A7)

×2k222k22
1
2k2(k2+2l1+1)2

1
2k2(k2+2l2+1)4h1k24h2k2

k2−1∏
j=0

(
2k2 − 2j

) 2l1k22l2k2

×2l1+ 1
2 l1(l1+1)

l1−1∏
j=0

(
2l1 − 2j

) 4h1l1

×2l2+ 1
2 l2(l2+1)

l2−1∏
j=0

(
2l2 − 2j

) 4h2l2

×Cl(h1)Cl(h2)

where

h1 = n− k1 − k2 − l1
h2 = m− k1 − k2 − l2
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(a) (b)

FIG. 5. Numerical simulation using Monte Carlo method (red) and analytic calculation (blue) of Holevo information χ̄n. (a) N = 5 and
H = 3. (b) N = 30 and H = 15. The two lines almost completely overlap.

When n, h,N is fixed, the order of the orbit can be determined by the four parameters k1, k2, l1, l2.

|Orb(ρxh, G)| = |G|
|Stab(ρxh, G)|

≡ tk1,k2,l1,l2 (A8)

Recall that x = n− l1, we have

ESn,h =

∑
(n− l1)× tk1,k2,l1,l2∑

tk1,k2,l1,l2
(A9)

where the sum is over all possible k1, k2, l1, l2 under the constraint Eq. (A4).
By setting h = 0 and h = H , this gives both the terms in Eq. (A1). For specific values of n,H,N , the calculation agrees well

with our numerical result in the main text, as shown in Fig. 5
To further prove Eq. (3) in the main text, we first observe that tk1,k2,l1,l2 is varying in an exponential way for different

k1, k2, l1, l2. When n,N,H is large, the expected value of n − l1 would correspond to k1, k2, l1, l2 where tk1,k2,l1,l2 reaches
maximum.

Assuming k1, k2, l1, l2 → ∞ and ignoring constant terms, we can convert the question of where log2 tk1,k2,l1,l2 reaches
maximum to be where f(k1, k2, l1, l2) reaches maximum, here

−f(k1, k2, l1, l2) = 2k1(N −H − k1) + 3k1

+ 3k2 + 2k2(k2 + l1 + l2 +H)

+ l1

(
3

2
l1 +

1

2

)
+ l2

(
3

2
l2 +

1

2

)
+ 2(n− k1 − k2 − l1)(n− k1 − k2 + 1)

+ 2(N − n− k1 − k2 − l2)(N − n− k1 − k2 + 1)

Combining with the constraints in Eq. (A3) and Eq. (A4), f(k1, k2, l1, l2) reaches maximum when

n < N−h
2

k1 = n

k2 = 0

l1 = 0

l2 = N − h− 2n

N−h
2 ≤ n ≤ N+h

2
k1 = (N − h)/2

k2 = 0

l1 = 0

l2 = 0

n > N+h
2

k1 = N − n
k2 = 0

l1 = 2n−N − h
l2 = 0

(A10)

the proof is given in Sec. A. 4
By Eq. (A9) we get

ESn,h = min(n,N + h− n) (A11)
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Finally the Holevo information

χ̄n = ESn,H − ESn,0 =


0 n < N

2

2n N−H
2 ≤ n ≤ N+H

2

H n > N+H
2

(A12)

3. Proof of Eq. (A7)

We count the number of elements in G that makes ρxh invariant. Every non-trivial elements in the G = {U(n)⊗ U(m)}maps
the set of stabilizer operators in Eq. A2 to a new one. We count how many of the resulting stabilizer operators form a equivalent
state to the original. Two sets of stabilizers are equivalent if they are the same under standard stabilizer multiplication operations.

Below we split Eq. (A7) into factors and explain them respectively.

•
(∏k1

j=1

(
4j − 1

)
4j2
)

22k1(k2+l1)22k1l2 . For the first 2k1 stabilizers, the two in each pair do not commute with each other
in two subsystems. This property would preserve for arbitrary local transformation.

• 2k222k22
1
2k2(k2+2l1+1)2

1
2k2(k2+2l2+1)4h1k24h2k2

(∏k2−1
j=0

(
2k2 − 2j

))
2l1k22l2k2 . For the next k2 stabilizers, the combi-

nation of arbitrary elements in l1 + l2 stabilizers are reachable by G.

• 2l1+ 1
2 l1(l1+1)

(∏l1−1
j=0

(
2l1 − 2j

))
4h1l1 . The local unitaries in G can only bring l1 stabilizers which is local in Q to

another local stabilizer in Q.

• 2l2+ 1
2 l2(l2+1)

(∏l2−1
j=0

(
2l2 − 2j

))
4h2l2 . The same as l1

• Cl(h1). After determining all the stabilizers above, there still exists h1 degrees of freedom in Q. This corresponds to
Cl(h1) elements.

• Cl(h2). The same as h1.

4. Proof of Eq. (A10)

f(k1, k2, l1, N − h − (2k1 + k2 + l1)) is a concave function for k1, k2, l1. This can be seen from its Hessian matrix −8 −4 −6
−4 −7 −3
−6 −3 −6


At Eq. (A10), we only need to prove that f achieves its local maximum to prove that it also achieves global maxi-

mum over the convex region defined in Eq. (A4). Further, we observe that the condition in Eq. (A10) coincides with

the boundaries of the region. To verify them as local maximum, we can compare the gradient ∇f =

 ∂k1f
∂k2f
∂l1f

 = −2(1 + h+ 4k1 + 2k2 + 3l1 −N − 2n)
−(1/2)− h− 4k1 − 7k2 − 3l1 +N + 2n
−3h− 6k1 − 3k2 − 6l1 +N + 4n

 with the orientation of boundaries gi ≤ 0. Specifically, we solve

∇(f −
∑
i

µigi) = 0 (A13)

and verify µi ≥ 0 ∀i.

When n < N−h
2 , the constraints are

 g1 = k1 + k2 + l1 − n
g2 = −k2

g3 = −l1
. Solving Eq. (A13) we get

µ =

 2(N − h− 2n− 1)
N − h− 2n− (3/2)
N + h− 2n− 2

 (A14)
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When N−h
2 < n < N+h

2 , the constraints are

 g1 = 2k1 + k2 + l1 − (N − h)
g2 = −k2

g3 = −l1
where g1 comes from l2 ≥ 0. Solving Eq.

(A13) we get

µ =

 2n+ h−N − 1
−1/2

N + h− 2n− 1

 (A15)

When n > N+h
2 , the constraints are

 g1 = 2k1 + k2 + l1 − (N − h)
g2 = −k2

g3 = −k1 − l1 + n− h
where g3 comes from k1 + k2 + l2 ≤ m. Solving

Eq. (A13) we get

µ =

 −2 + h+ 2n−N
−(3/2)− h+ 2n−N
−2(1 + h− 2n+N)

 (A16)

All of µi above are non-negative.
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