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Recently, the dynamics of quantum systems that involve both unitary evolution and quantum measurements
have attracted attention due to the exotic phenomenon of measurement-induced phase transitions. The latter
refers to a sudden change in a property of a state of n qubits, such as its entanglement entropy, depending on the
rate at which individual qubits are measured. At the same time, quantum complexity emerged as a key quantity
for the identification of complex behaviour in quantum many-body dynamics. In this work, we investigate the
dynamics of the quantum state complexity in monitored random circuits, where n qubits evolve according to a
random unitary circuit and are individually measured with a fixed probability at each time step. We find that the
evolution of the exact quantum state complexity undergoes a phase transition when changing the measurement
rate. Below a critical measurement rate, the complexity grows at least linearly in time until saturating to a value
eΩ(n). Above, the complexity does not exceed poly(n). In our proof, we make use of percolation theory to
find paths along which an exponentially long quantum computation can be run below the critical rate, and to
identify events where the state complexity is reset to zero above the critical rate. We lower bound the exact
state complexity in the former regime using recently developed techniques from algebraic geometry. Our results
combine quantum complexity growth, phase transitions, and computation with measurements to help understand
the behavior of monitored random circuits and to make progress towards determining the computational power
of measurements in many-body systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The evolution of quantum complexity in many-body quan-
tum systems offers a new approach to understand phenom-
ena in quantum computation, quantum many-body systems,
and black hole physics [1]: Complexity is able to capture
the long-time behaviour of the quantum dynamics beyond the
point where many physical quantities, such as the entangle-
ment entropy, equilibrate to their limiting value [2, 3]. Quan-
tum complexity might be viewed as a measure of the time for
which a suitably chaotic system has been evolving [2]: Brown
and Susskind conjectured that complexity grows linearly in
time for generic quantum dynamics of an n-qubit system un-
til saturating at times exponential in n [4]. In contrast, the
entanglement entropy typically saturates after a time linear in
n. Versions of this conjecture have been proven in the context
of random circuits [5–7]. Many recent results at the interface
of quantum complexity and many-body systems have mainly
been driven by the central role that quantum complexity ap-
pears to play in the anti-de-Sitter space/conformal field theory
(AdS/CFT) correspondence [4, 8–11]: The quantum complex-
ity of the quantum state in a CFT is believed to correspond to
some physical property, such as the volume, of a wormhole
contained in the corresponding AdS space [2, 12–14]. Over-
all, quantum complexity is a measure of the intricacy of the
entanglement that is present in an n-qubit state; its physical
and operational interpretations in the context of many-body
physics are still being uncovered [4, 15–17].

To study the evolution of complexity of a CFT, one often re-
sorts to the simpler model of local random quantum circuits,
in which the evolution of an n-qubit system is modeled by ap-
plying 2-qubit gates chosen at random on neighboring qubits.
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Local random circuits are expected to reproduce a number of
interesting features of chaotic systems [18–22] while being
technically more convenient to analyze than chaotic Hamilto-
nian dynamics [23]. In the model of random quantum circuits,
the quantum complexity has been proven to grow sublinearly
in time until saturating at times exponential in n [5, 24, 25],
using the toolbox of unitary t-designs [26, 27]. The linear
growth of the exact circuit complexity for local random quan-
tum circuits was eventually proved in Ref. [6] by exploiting
geometric arguments. More precisely, the toolbox of alge-
braic geometry enables a quantification of the dimension of
the set of all possible unitaries that can be achieved with a
fixed number of gates in a specific circuit layout. This dimen-
sion, called accessible dimension, yields a lower bound the
exact quantum complexity of the random circuit. The main
result of Ref. [6] is a consequence of the fact that the accessi-
ble dimension grows linearly in time until saturating at a time
exponential in n (cf. also simplified proofs in Ref. [7]). We
heavily rely upon this powerful mathematical toolkit in this
work.

A different line of research at the interface of computational
complexity theory and many-body physics concerns complex-
ity phase transitions. The latter refer to situations where the
complexity of solving a particular task undergoes a sudden
and drastic change when a parameter in the problem is var-
ied. Such complexity phase transitions have initially been dis-
cussed when studying the hardness regime of the random k-
SAT problem [28, 29]. More recently, the complexity of clas-
sically simulating quantum circuits has been found to undergo
a transition for instantaneous quantum polynomial (IQP) cir-
cuits [30–32], linear optical circuits [33–36], random quantum
circuits [37, 38], and dual-unitary circuits [39–43]. Such tran-
sitions are of particular interest for drawing and delineating
the boundaries between the power of classical and quantum
computing [44].

Moreover, the effect of measurements on the dynamics
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FIG. 1. Our setup and the summary of the result. (a) We consider monitored random circuits consisting of two-qubit Haar-random gates (green
boxes) arranged in staggered layers, where at each time step the individual qubits undergo a measurement in the computational basis (thick
blue points) with probability p. The state vector |ψ⟩ is obtained by applying the circuit onto the computational basis state vector |0n⟩ and
conditioning on all the measurement outcomes. (b) We find that the complexity phase diagram of the monitored random circuit exhibits a
phase transition at the critical measurement rate pc = 0.5. The measure of complexity, C(|ψ⟩), is defined as the minimal number of two-qubit
gates required to prepare |ψ⟩ exactly, in any circuit layout. In the C-complex phase (p < pc), the complexity C grows at least linearly until
saturating to a value that is exponential in the system size. In the C-uncomplex phase (p > pc), the quantity C saturates to a value poly(n)
after a time no more than O(log(n)). The result regarding the uncomplex phase agrees with earlier numerical results on the area law [45]
of Rényi-0 entropy in the regime p > pc in Ref. [46]. Moreover, another earlier numerical result [47] point to a description of the state |ψ⟩
in terms of a Matrix-Product State (MPS) [48] with poly(n) bond dimension in the region p ≳ pc,MPS, with pc,MPS < 0.5. Given that a
robust measure of complexity would saturate after a time ∼ poly(n) in this region, it is likely the region pc,MPS < p < pc yields examples of
states generated by monitored random circuits whose exact complexity grows to large values yet remain close in trace norm to a state of low
complexity.

of a complex many-body quantum system has drawn sig-
nificant interest in the many-body physics community. A
common model combining measurements and unitary evo-
lution is a monitored random quantum circuit on n qubits
and with measurement rate p ∈ [0, 1]: At each time step,
randomly chosen two-qubit gates are applied between neigh-
boring qubits; furthermore, each individual qubit undergoes
a measurement in the computational basis with a probability
p. This simple model has recently attracted substantial atten-
tion from the condensed matter physics community because
such circuits may exhibit measurement-induced phase transi-
tions [46, 47, 49–65]. The latter are an exotic type of phase
transition that depends on the rate p at which measurements
are performed: The state’s entanglement entropy then com-
monly transitions from a scaling in the area of the region con-
sidered [45] at high p (the area law phase) to a scaling in the
volume of the region at low p (the volume law phase).

The goal of our work is to combine the ideas of (i) com-
plexity growth in many-body systems, (ii) complexity phase
transitions, and (iii) measurement-induced phase transitions,
to prove the existence of a sharp transition in the evolution of
quantum complexity in monitored quantum circuits depend-
ing on rate at which measurements are applied. We thereby
introduce the distinct notion of quantum state complexity into
the study of monitored quantum circuits.

Specifically, we prove rigorously that the growth of the
exact state complexity in a monitored random circuit on n
qubits makes a sharp transition at a critical rate pc = 0.5 at
which measurements are applied (sketched in Fig. 1). Be-
low the threshold, the quantum complexity grows at least lin-
early in time until saturating to a value eΩ(n) (the complex
phase). Above the threshold, the state’s complexity saturates

to a value poly(n) after a time no more than O(log(n)) (the
uncomplex phase). We quantify the state’s quantum complex-
ity in terms of the number of two-qubit unitary gates required
to prepare that state exactly.

We establish a framework of the study of complexity of
monitored random circuits as follows. We draw deep inspi-
ration from the seminal work on measurement-induced phase
transitions in the dynamics of entanglement [46], including
the use of techniques from percolation theory [66], while
adapting to the techniques to lower bound the exact quantum
circuit complexity using semi-algebraic geometry of Ref. [6].
The complexity phase transition that we find concerns the
quantum complexity of the output state of the monitored cir-
cuit, and might be of different nature than the phase transition
in the classical complexity of sampling outcomes from ran-
dom circuits [38] and monitored linear optical circuits [36].
Our results reinforce monitored random circuits as a promis-
ing model to investigate quantum complexity phase transitions
and the influence of measurements on the complexity of a
quantum circuit’s output state.

The remainder of this work is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we review monitored quantum circuits and methods of
lower-bounding the state complexity. In Section III, we sum-
marize our main results, discuss their core implications, and
sketch our proof strategy. In Section IV, we give a proof of
our main result. Section V is devoted to conclusion and dis-
cussion.
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II. SETTING

In this section, we review the definitions of monitored ran-
dom quantum circuits, of the exact state complexity, and of
the accessible dimension.

A. Monitored random quantum circuits

Throughout this work, we consider a system of n qubits.
The qubits might be realized, for instance, as individual spins
of a quantum many-body system. For technical convenience,
we assume that n is an even number. The computational basis
of the system is denoted by |i1, i2, . . . , i2n⟩, where ij = 0, 1
indicates the state of the j-th qubit. A monitored random
quantum circuit with measurement rate p ∈ [0, 1] is a quan-
tum circuit with staggered layers of two-qubit gates on nearest
neighbors, or the brick-wall architecture, in which each qubit
has a probability p at each time step to be measured in its com-
putational basis and be projected into the resulting outcome
[Fig. 1(a)]. It is defined as

VM (t) :=

t/2∏
τ=1

M(2τ)U (e)(2τ)M(2τ−1)U (o)(2τ−1), (1)

where

U (o)(2τ − 1) :=

n
2∏

i=1

U2i−1,2i(2τ − 1), (2)

U (e)(2τ) :=

n
2 −1∏
i=1

U2i,2i+1(2τ), (3)

M(τ) :=

n∏
i=1

Mi(τ). (4)

Here, t is an even number, Ui,j(τ) is a Haar-random uni-
tary gate acting on qubits i and j at time τ , and Mi(τ) ∈
{
√
1− pIi,

√
p |0⟩⟨0|i ,

√
p |1⟩⟨1|i}. The latter are Kraus

operators of the channel that implements a measurement
in the computational basis with probability p. We say
that the qubit i is measured at time τ if Mi(τ) is either√
p |0⟩⟨0|i or

√
p |1⟩⟨1|i. The measurement configuration

M := {Mi(τ)}i,τ , is the collection of all measurement out-
comes at each space-time point of the circuit. By construction,
M contains all the information about the layout of the circuit,
including n and t, along with which qubits were measured at
which time, and what the projective measurement outcomes
were. Note that the time evolution operator VM (t) in Eq. (1)
is not unitary, i.e.,

VM (t)† ̸= VM (t)−1, (5)

except in the situation when the measurement rate p is ex-
actly zero. That VM (t) is not unitary corresponds to the fact
that we measure the system and condition the evolution on the
measurement outcomes specified by M .

Our results concern the output of a monitored quantum
circuit when it is applied onto the initial state vector |0n⟩.
The state vector VM (t) |0n⟩ represents the unnormalized
output of the monitored quantum circuit, projected accord-
ing to the measurement configuration M . Its squared norm
⟨0n|VM (t)†VM (t)|0n⟩ is the probability that a measure-
ment configuration M is observed for fixed choices of gates
Ui,j(τ). Our results concern the complexity of the normalized
output quantum state vector

∣∣ϕM〉 := VM (t) |0n⟩
∥VM (t) |0n⟩∥

. (6)

This state is the output of the monitored quantum circuit after
conditioning on the measurement outcomes M .

B. State complexity

The complexity of a quantum state vector |ψ⟩ refers to the
minimal number of elementary operations, such as two-qubit
gates, that need to be composed in order to prepare |ψ⟩ starting
from the reference state vector |0n⟩. The complexity of a state
is ordinarily defined by considering two-qubit unitary gates as
the elementary operations. We call this complexity measure
the C-complexity:

Definition 1 (Exact C state complexity). The C state com-
plexity of a normalized state vector |ψ⟩ is the minimal num-
ber of two-qubit gates required to prepare |ψ⟩ from the state
vector |0n⟩. The gates can be any elements of SU(4) and the
circuit may have any chosen connectivity.

We also consider a stronger notion of complexity in which
the elementary operations also include measurements with
post-selection [67]. A post-selected circuit is defined as a
quantum circuit consisting of two-qubit unitary gates and
single-qubit measurements in the computational basis where
the measurement outcomes are post-selected to the desired
measurement outcomes, for example, 0 for all outcomes.
At any time in a post-selected circuit, arbitrary qubits, for
instance the i-th qubit, of a state vector |ψ⟩ can be mea-
sured in the computational basis and be post-selected to
the desired measurement outcome 0, resulting in the state
(∥⟨0|i |ψ⟩∥)−1|0⟩⟨0|i |ψ⟩. The exact state complexity C with
post-selected circuits is defined as follows:

Definition 2 (Exact Cm state complexity). For a state vec-
tor |ψ⟩ with 0 < ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ≤ 1, the exact Cm state complexity
Cm(|ψ⟩) is the minimal number of two-qubit gates in an arbi-
trary post-selected circuit that prepares (∥|ψ⟩∥)−1 |ψ⟩ from
the initial state vector |0n⟩. The post-selected circuit con-
sists of two-qubit unitary gates with arbitrary connectivity and
where an arbitrary number of single-qubit computational ba-
sis measurements can be applied, with post-selection on a de-
sired outcome, at any space-time points of the circuit.

The set of post-selected quantum circuits includes unitary
circuits as a special case, implying that the measure of com-
plexity Cm is a lower bound on the usual state complexity C.
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C. Accessible dimension

The accessible dimension [6] has been defined as the di-
mension of the set of all possible unitary circuits that can be
achieved with a fixed circuit layout, by varying the individual
choices of the gates in that circuit. Here, we adapt this def-
inition to our setting, and show that it serves lower-bounds,
analogously to the proof in Ref. [6], on the C- and Cm- com-
plexity of a monitored random circuit below the critical mea-
surement probability. For a monitored random circuit with a
fixed measurement configuration M , we define the contrac-
tion map from a collection of two-qubit unitary gates to the
output state as

FM : [SU(4)]×R −→ B2×2n

1 ⊂ C2n , (7)

FM (U1, U2, . . . , UR) = VM (t) |0n⟩ , (8)

where B2×2n

1 is the real unit ball with the center at the ori-
gin, where R is the total number of two-qubit unitary gates
in the monitored random circuit specified through M , and
where each two-qubit unitary gate in Eq. (1) is set to the
corresponding unitary Uj . That the image of FM includes
sub-normalized n-qubit states is a consequence of VM (t) not
being unitary. We denote the image of FM by SM , that is,
the set of all output states generated by the monitored random
quantum circuit with M . (See additional technical details in
Appendix A.)

We define the rank of FM as the number of independent
degrees of freedom required to specify a perturbation of the
image of FM when we perturb the gates {U1, . . . UR}. More
specifically, the rank of FM at a point {U1, U2, . . . , UR}, de-
noted by rankU1,...,UR

(FM ), is defined by the dimension of
the real linear space spanned by the set of output state vectors

{FM (U1, . . . , (α⊗ β)Uj , . . . , UR)}j,α,β , (9)

where j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , R} and α, β ∈ {I,X, Y, Z} are Pauli
operators such that (α, β) ̸= (I, I). We then define the acces-
sible dimension as the maximal rank of FM over all unitary
gates:

Definition 3 (Accessible dimension). For a monitored ran-
dom quantum circuit with a measurement configuration M ,
the accessible dimension dM is the maximal rank of FM

over all two-qubit unitary gates {U1, U2, . . . , UR}, where
Uj ∈ SU(4).

A strategy to lower bound the accessible dimension dM
is to lower bound the rank of FM at any chosen point
{U1, . . . UR}. The accessible dimension dM is also the di-
mension of the set SM (see Appendix A). We prove that the
complexity measure Cm is lower bounded in terms of dM ,
which is analogous to the proof in Ref. [6].

Lemma 4 (Complexity by dimension). Let |ψ⟩ ∈ SM be
distributed according to the output of a monitored random
quantum circuit with a fixed measurement configuration M ,
in which all unitary gates are chosen at random from the Haar
measure. Then Cm(|ψ⟩) ≥ (dM −3n−2)/13 with unit prob-
ability.

The above lemma serves in our proof to reduce the prob-
lem of finding a lower bound on Cm for a monitored random
quantum circuit to finding a lower bound on dM .

III. MAIN RESULT: COMPLEXITY PHASE TRANSITION
IN MONITORED RANDOM QUANTUM CIRCUITS

We prove that both of the C- and Cm-complexity of the
output state of a monitored random quantum circuit exhibit
a phase transition at a critical measurement probability pc =
0.5.

Theorem 5 (Complexity growth in monitored circuits). Let
|ψ⟩ be the output state vector of the monitored random cir-
cuit with measurement rate p, conditioned on the outcomes of
the measurement that were applied in the monitored circuit. If
p < pc, C(|ψ⟩) and Cm(|ψ⟩) grow at least linearly and lin-
early in t, respectively, until they saturate to values eΩ(n), with
probability 1− e−Ω(n). If p > pc, and for any 0 < ϵ < 1, we
have C(|ψ⟩) ≤ poly(n/ϵ) and Cm(|ψ⟩) ≤ O

(
n log(n/ϵ)

)
except with probability at most ϵ.

Our bounds on both complexities do not depend on the spe-
cific measurement outcomes M , even though the output state
vector |ψ⟩ is conditioned on M .

Our proof exploits techniques from percolation theory [66]
to prove a sharp transition between these two regimes at the
critical measurement rate pc = 0.5. Above this rate, mea-
surements percolate across the width of the circuit, periodi-
cally resetting the state’s complexity. This implies the upper
bound of the complexity by poly(n). Below the critical rate, it
turns out multiple paths without any measurements can perco-
late along the length of the circuit, supporting a computation
whose complexity grows linearly in time until times exponen-
tial in n. The growth of C(|ψ⟩) in the regime p < pc follows
from the general bound Cm(|ψ⟩) ≤ C(|ψ⟩).

Our core technical result is a lower bound on the accessi-
ble dimension of a monitored random quantum circuit in the
regime p < pc By Lemma 4, this bound immediately trans-
lates into a corresponding bound on the Cm-complexity.

Lemma 6 (Growth of the accessible dimension in monitored
circuits). If p < pc, dM grows linearly in t until an exponen-
tial time t = eΩ(n) with probability 1− e−Ω(n).

We now provide a sketch of the proof of Lemma 6. Two
separate arguments are developed in the regimes p > pc and
p < pc. In the regime p > pc = 1/2, percolation theory
states that measurements will regularly percolate throughout
the width of the circuit, resetting the state vector to |0n⟩ along
those paths (Fig. 3(a)). Such measurement percolation occurs
within the last n layers of gates in the monitored circuit with
probability 1 − e−Ω(n), meaning that the set of output states
of the circuit cannot have the Cm-complexity cannot exceed
O(n2). The argument can be further reinforced to upper-
bound C-complexity by poly(n), and to bound the C and Cm

complexity measures in the case where the tolerated failure
probability is arbitrary.



5

In the regime p < pc = 1/2, we lower-bound the accessi-
ble dimension as follows. We first show that for a fixed con-
figuration of measurements M , there are paths without any
measurements that percolate throughout the length of the cir-
cuit. We call such paths measurement-free paths. Then we
show that these paths can be used to run an exponentially
long quantum computation. The main challenge is to con-
struct an embedding of an arbitrary quantum circuit on Ω(n)
qubits and of depth Ω(t) into the monitored random quantum
circuit with a fixed configuration of measurements M . The
main idea of the embedding is to associate one qubit of the
Ω(n) sized circuit to a measurement-free path, and to choose
the gates of the monitored random circuit so that they ensure
the qubit’s information is carried along the measurement-free
path and that they implement the gates of the Ω(n) sized cir-
cuit on those qubits. There are two specific challenges that one
faces when constructing this embedding: One must show that
(a) the computation can proceed even if a measurement-free
path is not causal, i.e., if it momentarily wraps back in time
by following legs between gates in a direction opposite to the
circuit’s time direction, and (b) two-qubit gates can be im-
plemented between two such paths (Fig. 3(b)). Challenge (a)
is addressed as follows. If a measurement-free path follows
a leg of a unitary gate in a direction contrary to the circuit’s
forward time direction, then we can exploit the existence of a
measurement immediately after that gate to teleport the qubit
being carried by the path further along the path, even if the
information is carried backwards with respect to the circuit’s
direction. This is possible because the measurement config-
uration M is fixed, meaning that the measurement immedi-
ately after the gate has a predetermined outcome onto which
the state is projected. To address challenge (b), we exploit
the fact that paths with no measurements also percolate verti-
cally across the width of the circuit; these paths can be used to
implement a CNOT gate across two measurement-free paths
using a teleportation-based scheme.

Both arguments addressing challenges (a) and (b) rely on
the existence of measurements on certain qubits that are
neighboring the measurement-free path. Yet such measure-
ments might not always exist at the desired locations. We
prove that for any measurement configuration M , one can
always select additional qubits to be measured without in-
creasing the accessible dimension of the monitored random
circuit. Therefore, should a measurement at a given loca-
tion be required by our embedding scheme, it can always
be added if necessary while still yielding a lower bound on
the accessible dimension of the monitored circuit in the origi-
nal measurement configuration. We believe that the following
lemma might be of independent interest, as it provides a rigor-
ous quantitative statement about the impossibility of measure-
ments to increase a quantity, the accessible dimension, which
is a proxy quantity for complexity for monitored random cir-
cuits.

Lemma 7 (Measurements cannot increase the accessible di-
mension). Let M be a measurement configuration, and let
M ′ be a configuration obtained by changing some space-time
locations in M from being unmeasured to being measured.
Then dM ′ ≤ dM .

Intuitively, the dimension of the set of states generated by
a random monitored circuit for a given measurement configu-
ration cannot increase if one inserts an additional projector in
the circuit. We present a proof of this statement as Lemma 16
in Appendix B.

IV. PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULT

In this section, we prove Theorem 5. A central ingredient of
our proof is the use of techniques from percolation theory. We
briefly review these techniques in Section IV A. We then apply
these techniques in Section IV B to obtain an upper bound on
the C complexity in the regime p > pc. Finally, we complete
the proof of Theorem 5 in Section IV C by proving a lower
bound on the C complexity in the regime p < pc.

A. Percolation theory

In percolation theory, we consider a graph whose edges can
be in one of two states, open or closed, where the state of each
edge is chosen to be open or closed independently with prob-
ability q and 1− q, respectively [66]. Bond percolation theory
is concerned with the existence or absence of a path consisting
of connected open edges in the graph. A well-studied setting
is the existence of a path that crosses from left to right in a
L × L square lattice while passing only through open edges.
In the large L limit, there is a critical probability qc below
which there does not exist a left-right crossing with the proba-
bility 1−e−Ω(L), but above which such crossings appear with
probability 1 − e−Ω(L). Moreover, for a square lattice in two
spatial dimensions, the critical probability is qc = 1/2. We
refer to Appendix D for a more in-depth review of percolation
theory, including percolation on rectangular lattices.

Our application of percolation theory follows similar tech-
niques used to compute the Rényi-0 entropy in Ref. [46]. In
order to formally apply techniques from percolation theory to
monitored random quantum circuits, we map a monitored ran-
dom circuit to a graph with edges that are randomly open or
closed. We define a graph by mapping each two-qubit unitary
gate and its unmeasured bonds to a vertex and the open edges
incident with it, respectively (Fig. 2). With this mapping, the
measurement rate p is equal to the probability of closing an
edge 1 − q. Moreover, percolation results for the square lat-
tice extend naturally to the diagonally tilted square lattice as in
Fig. 2, given that percolations from the left to the right of the
tilted lattice can be constructed from left-right and top-bottom
percolations on the original, untilted lattice (cf. Appendix D).

B. The uncomplex phase

As a warm-up and to build additional intuition with the
proof techniques we use, we first provide a simple upper
bound on the Cm-complexity in the regime p > pc: Consider
a circuit of depth t > n, and consider the last n layers of that
circuit. Our strategy is to use percolation theory to conclude
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FIG. 2. A mapping from the bond structure of a monitored random circuit to a percolation model. Each measured and unmeasured bond is
mapped to closed (with scissors) and open edge (without scissors), respectively.

FIG. 3. Monitored random circuits above and below the critical measurement probability. (a) Above the threshold, paths of measurements cut
across the circuit from top to bottom. Their effect is to reset the state along the path to a product state, whose complexity vanishes. The region
delimited by the red broken line is an example of an open cluster. (b) Below the threshold, a linear number of measurement-free paths cross
from the beginning to the end of the circuit. These paths can be used to embed a unitary circuit into the monitored circuit. A bridge (black
line) is a vertical path of open edges used to implement two-qubit gates in the embedded unitary circuit.

that there exist measurements that cut through the width of the
circuit in those last n layers, resetting the state vector to |0n⟩
at the location of those measurements [Fig. 3 (a)]. We apply
percolation theory to the dual lattice of the percolation model
introduced in Fig. 2, depicted in Fig. 3 (a). For p > pc, per-
colation theory states that with probability 1 − e−Ω(n) there
exist paths of measurements in the dual lattice that connect the
top of the circuit with the bottom side of the circuit. For such
a path, there is no unmeasured bond connecting the gates on
the left side of the path to the gates on the right side of the
path. (This property would not have been guaranteed had we
applied percolation theory directly to the graph in Fig. 2 rather
than to its dual lattice.) The measurements therefore reset the
state vector along the path to |0n⟩. Since there are at most
O(n2) gates after this path, both the accessible dimension dM
as well as the output state complexity C(|ψ⟩) cannot exceed
O(n2). Therefore, if p > pc, then Cm ≤ O(n2) except with
probability e−Ω(n).

We now present our the part of the proof of Theorem 5 per-
taining to the uncomplex phase. Our proof proceeds by up-
per bounding the size of regions consisting of connected open
edges, or open clusters, on the graph in Fig. 2. Open clusters
correspond to connected bonds of gates in the circuit which
are not measured (inside the broken line in Fig. 3 a). The out-

put state only depends on the unitary gates whose bonds are
in the open clusters and contain the boundary at the final time.
Indeed, single-qubit measurements at the boundary of the
open clusters reset each qubit to |0⟩. There are no more than
n/2 open clusters containing the bonds at the final time. We
now upper bound the size of such open clusters byO(log(n)).
Let {Ci}m1 , where m ≤ n/2, be the set of the distinct open
clusters containing the bonds at the final time and |Ci| be the
number of edges, or bonds, in Ci, i ∈ {1, 2, . . .,m}. Then,
the following lemma holds.

Lemma 8 (Small unmeasured regions). Assume p > pc. For
any 0 < ϵ < 1, it holds:

|Ci| = O
(
log
(n
ϵ

))
, (10)

for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . .,m}, with probability 1− ϵ.

We give a proof of the above lemma in Appendix D 2
(stated there as Lemma 19). Because of Lemma 8, the output
state is generated by aO(log(n/ϵ))-depth post-selected quan-
tum circuit, implying that Cm ≤ O(n log(n/ϵ)) with prob-
ability 1 − ϵ. Moreover, it indicates that the Schmidt rank
of the output state in any bi-partition is poly(n/ϵ), implying
that the output state can be efficiently represented by a ma-
trix product state (MPS) [68], and therefore it is prepared by a
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unitary circuits with poly(n) complexity [69, 70]. Overall, for
the output state vector |ψ⟩, our argument gives upper bounds
C(|ψ⟩) ≤ poly(n/ϵ).

This proof also recovers the upper bound for Cm obtained
in our initial percolation argument (cf. warm-up proof above)
when ϵ is chosen exponentially small. Plugging ϵ = e−cn

for fixed c > 0 yields the upper bound Cm ≤ O(n log(n) +
cn2) = O(n2).

C. The complex phase

The C-complex phase refers to the phase in which the C
complexity grows at least linearly until saturating to a value
eΩ(n). We show that this phase occurs in monitored random
circuits whenever p < pc.

Our proof proceeds as follows. For a fixed measurement
configurationM , the goal is to prove a lower bound on the ac-
cessible dimension dM in order to apply Lemma 4. The strat-
egy to lower bound dM is to show that, for some m = Ω(t), it
is possible to embed any depth-m unitary circuit with arbitrary
single-qubit gates and CNOT gates into a set of paths along
the monitored quantum circuit that avoid measurements. We
then show that the accessible dimension of such unitary cir-
cuits grows linearly in m, thereby showing that dM = Ω(m).
The bulk of this section is concerned with constructing such
an embedding.

When p < pc, there are Ω(n) measurement-free paths even
for exponentially long monitored random quantum circuits:

Lemma 9 (Existence of measurement-free paths). If p < pc,
there exist Ω(n) disjoint measurement-free paths that perco-
late throughout the length of the circuit in time eΩ(n), with
probability 1− e−Ω(n).

We give a proof of Lemma 9 in Appendix D 1 b (stated as
Lemma 18). Without loss of generality, we can assume that all
measurement outcomes in the monitored circuit are 0 without
changing the accessible dimension associated with the mea-
surement configuration M . Indeed, the gates are chosen at
random from the unitarily invariant Haar measure on SU(4);
thus, for any measurement outcome 1, we can map the setting
to an equivalent one where the measurement is 0 and where
additional X gates are applied immediately before and imme-
diately after that measurement.

We now seek to construct an embedding of a quantum uni-
tary circuit of Ω(n) qubits into the monitored random quan-
tum circuit, where each measurement-free path carries one
qubit of the unitary circuit. We first construct this embed-
ding in a simpler situation with some additional convenient
assumptions. We then present the embedding in the general
case, lifting all the simplifying assumptions.

Let us assume that all measurement-free paths always tra-
verse gates from an input leg of the gate to an output leg of the
gate. Following such measurement-free paths, one does not
go back in the time direction, and we say the paths are causal.
Each path is assigned to carry one qubit while avoiding mea-
surements. We apply the identity gate or the SWAP gate so
that the qubit state follows the legs of the path (Eq. (11)). In

this way, qubit states are transferred along the measurement-
free paths without being measured. We can apply an arbitrary
single-qubit gate to the qubit by multiplying a single-qubit
gate to the identity gate or the SWAP gate. Let us furthermore
assume that nearest neighbour paths meet at some points, that
is, nearest neighbour paths include the legs of the same uni-
tary gates, and the number of the unitary gates is Ω(t) for each
path. At the point two paths meet, we can apply a CNOT gate,
which results in performing a CNOT gate on the two qubits
carried by the nearest neighbour paths. The two-qubit gates
which are outside the measurement-free paths are chosen to
be identity gates. The case described above is graphically ex-
emplified as

. (11)

Here, there are three such paths, i.e., it simulates a unitary
circuit with three qubits, and we apply the suitable two-qubit
gate along the paths and at the points they meet, for example
we applied I , SWAP, CNOT in the broken circles as shown.
Single-qubit gates can be multiplied into these two-qubit gates
to enable universal computation in the embedded unitary cir-
cuit.

In the above setting, the output states at the end of
measurement-free paths is equal to a state generated by a
depth-Ω(t) unitary circuit consisting of single-qubit gates and
CNOT gates with the brick-wall architecture. Because arbi-
trary single-qubit gates and CNOT gates form a universal gate
set [71], we can embed a universal unitary circuit into a mon-
itored circuit with such a measurement configuration M . Let
S0 be the set of the output states of a random unitary circuit
with the brick-wall architecture and two-qubit random unitary
gates

U = (u1 ⊗ v1)W (u2 ⊗ v2) , (12)

where u1,2, v1,2 are Haar random single-qubit gates and W
is chosen from {I , CNOT} uniformly randomly. We de-
note by d0 the accessible dimension of S0, where the acces-
sible dimension of the random unitary circuit is defined as
per Definition 3 with a measurement configuration that con-
tains no measurements and with single-qubit perturbations:
(α, β) = (I, σ), (σ, I) for σ ∈ {X,Y, Z} in Eq. (9). The rea-
son for the restriction of the perturbations to single-qubit gates
is because only single-qubit gates in Eq. (12) are parametrized
continuously and can be, therefore, perturbed. Then, because
the perturbed output states of the random unitary circuit are
equal to some perturbed output states of the monitored ran-
dom circuit in Eq. (9) with M simulating the random unitary
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circuit, up to real scalar factors, we obtain the inequality

dM ≥ d0. (13)

Then, we use an argument following Ref. [6] to lower bound
d0. We specify the depth of the unitary circuit by d0(t), which
is d0 of depth-t random unitary circuits defined above. Then
we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 10 (Lower bound on d0). Let t ≥ 0 be an integer.
Then, d0 grows linearly in depth as

d0(t) ≥
⌊
2t

3n

⌋
, (14)

until it saturates in a depth exponential in n.

We give a proof of Lemma 10 in Appendix A (stated
as Lemma 15). Moreover, with Lemma 4, it implies that
Cm(|ψ⟩) and C(|ψ⟩), where |ψ⟩ is an output state vector of
monitored random circuits with the above measurement con-
figurations, also grows linearly and at least linearly in t, re-
spectively, until saturating to a value eΩ(n).

What is left to be shown is that a unitary circuit can be
embedded to a monitored circuit with the general conditions,
such that measurement-free paths are not always causal, and
they do not meet at some space-time points. First, we gen-
eralize the embedding to the case where measurement-free
paths are not causal, that is, the paths include the legs of
two inputs or two outputs of a two-qubit unitary gate. For
now, we assume that there are measurements at the points
where the path changes the time direction (the broken circles
in Eq. (15)). (We discuss below how to remove this assump-
tion using Lemma 7.) In this case, the path is graphically
shown as

, (15)

where we marked with broken circles at which the path
changes the time direction. Still, the qubit state can be pro-
tected from the measurements by using a scheme similar to
the entanglement teleportation. To see this, we need the fol-
lowing simple equality: If we choose the two-qubit gate as
U = CNOT(H ⊗ I), then we have

,
(16)

where we have omitted the constant factor in the last equality,
which is not important for our proof. Here, we can interpret

it as the measurement in the Ball basis, with a post-selection
on the outcome. With Eq. (16) in mind, we fix the unitary
gate at which the path changes direction to go backwards in
time (the bottom broken circle in Eq. (15)) so that the qubit
state is measured in the Bell basis. We also fix the unitary
gate at which the path changes direction to go forwards again
in time (the top broken circle in Eq. (15)) so that a Bell state
is prepared. The qubit state can therefore be transferred along
the path, i.e., the input state of the measurement-free path is
equal to its output.

Next, we discuss how to apply a CNOT gate between two
nearest-neighbour paths which do not share a unitary gate, and
give a lower-bound on the number of CNOT gates that can be
performed. Here, we make use of measurement-free paths
which percolate through the width of the circuit, i.e., from the
top to the bottom. To perform a CNOT gate, we are only inter-
ested in a segment of the top-bottom measurement-free paths
between the two paths carrying the quantum state, and we call
such segment bridge. They are graphically exemplified as

,
(17)

where the red lines are the paths carrying two-qubit state. For
now, we assume again that there are measurement at the fol-
lowing desired locations: (1) the legs of the unitary gates at
which the top-bottom paths change direction in time (anal-
ogous to the broken circles in Eq. (15)) and (2) the fourth
leg of the unitary gates at the intersection of the horizon-
tal measurement-free paths and the top-bottom measurement-
free path (the broken circles in Eq. (17)). If we fine tune the
unitary gates along the bridge, we can perform a CNOT gate
between nearest-neighbour measurement-free paths. Specifi-
cally, we choose the unitary gates along a bridge such that the
bridge protects a qubit state from being measured as with the
unitary gates in the measurement-free paths, using a SWAP
gate or an identity gate if the bridge traverses the gate from
an input leg to an output leg, or the scheme in Eq. (16) if the
bridge traverses the gate through two input legs or through
two output legs. Also, for two unitary gates at the edge of
the bridge (the broken circles in Eq. (17)), we choose them as
CNOT and CNOT(I ⊗H) or (I ⊗H)CNOT, possibly multi-
plied by SWAP if required to ensure the qubit continues to be
transferred along the horizontal measurement-free path. The
target qubit of CNOT and the order of I ⊗H and CNOT de-
pend on the locations of legs belonging to the bridge and the
path at the edge of the bridge, i.e., the shape of the path and
the bridge in the broken circles in Eq. (17). In the example in
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Eq. (17), CNOT is performed as

,
(18)

where we chose the unitary gates along measurement-free
paths and inside the bridge as the specific ones so that they
carry qubit states, we apply (I ⊗H)CNOT and CNOT at the
edge of the bridge, and we omit the constant factor in the last
equality. Other bridge configurations, such as if the bridge is
attached on both ends to input legs of unitary gates on the hor-
izontal measurement-free paths, can be treated similarly (cf.
Appendix C).

For every of the n time steps, that is every of the squares
of the monitored circuit from (i + 1)-th time step to (i + n)-
th time step, where i is a multiple of n, there are O(n) top-
bottom measurement-free paths with probability 1 − e−Ω(n)

(Fact 3 in Appendix D) until an exponential number of time
steps in n. Then, we can apply Ω(t) layers of CNOT gates
with the brick-wall architecture using the bridges made by the
top-bottom paths. We can therefore embed any depth-m uni-
tary circuit, wherem = Ω(t), with arbitrary single-qubit gates
and CNOT gates into a monitored circuit with such measure-
ment configuration.

In the discussion above, we have assumed that there are
measurements at certain desired locations: around the points
where the measurement-free paths and the bridges change di-
rection in time, and on the fourth leg of each junction of the
paths and the bridges. Below, we show how a lower-bound
on the accessible dimension is obtained without the measure-
ments at the desired locations. We consider a measurement
configuration M which does not include measurements at
such locations. Then, we set up another configuration M ′ by
adding measurements to M at the desired locations. Here, by
adding measurements, we mean that M ′ is made by chang-
ing some

√
1− pI in M to projections

√
p |0⟩⟨0| or

√
p |1⟩⟨1|.

Because we have assumed that the measurement outcomes are
all 0, we replace

√
1− pI by

√
p |0⟩⟨0|. For example, we add

measurements to the points which a measurement-free path
changes the time direction as

.
(19)

Then, using Eq. (16) again, a qubit state can be transferred
along the path with the measurement configuration M ′ in
Eq. (19). A key lemma to lower-bound dM by considering
M ′ is that the accessible dimension cannot increase by adding
measurement (Lemma 7): If M ′ is made up by adding mea-
surements to M , then dM ′ ≤ dM . Therefore, a lower-bound

on dM ′ immediately implies one on dM . However, adding
measurements to qubits neighboring a measurement-free path
might inadvertently break another measurement-free path in
the circuit. Such a situation can occur if a measurement-
free path shares a unitary gate with a nearest-neighbour path
at which it changes direction in time. Still, the number of
measurement-free paths that survive after adding the required
measurements remains Ω(n) because we can pick up at least
half of the paths in M such that any pair of two paths do not
share the same unitary gates.

In summary, a depth-t monitored circuit with M ′, where
measurement are added at the desired locations, can simulate
a depth-Ω(t) unitary circuit, which implies that dM ′ = Ω(t).
This lower-bound holds until an exponential time in n, be-
cause linear number of measurement-free paths in n and lin-
ear number of bridges in t exist until then with probability
1 − e−Ω(n) Then, because dM ′ lower-bounds dM , we obtain
dM = Ω(t), which means that the accessible dimension of a
monitored circuit with measurement rate p < pc grows lin-
early in t until a time eΩ(n).

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Our work combines techniques from quantum complexity
and monitored quantum circuits to show that the quantum
complexity of a state — akin to other physical quantities in-
cluding the entanglement entropy — undergoes phase transi-
tions in a many-body system subject to measurements. Our re-
sults, therefore, contribute to reinforcing the interpretation of
quantum complexity as a meaningful physical quantity, given
its ability to identify different regimes of behavior of the evo-
lution of a quantum many-body system. Indeed, the C- (Cm-)
complexity undergoes a drastic transition, depending on the
rate at which measurements are applied, between a regime
where it saturates quickly and a regime in which it increases
at least linearly until saturating to a values exponentially in
the number of qubits. Our conclusions follow from rigorous
mathematical arguments which do not rely on any complexity-
theoretic assumptions.

We expect our results to extend beyond the brick-wall cir-
cuit layout of Fig. 1 to more general circuit architectures.
Given any circuit layout, the percolation properties of the
corresponding graph is expected to determine the complex-
ity phase transition of the corresponding monitored circuit.
Our results are also anticipated to extend beyond the measure-
ment model considered in our work, where measurements in
the computational basis occur probabilistically. Any scheme
involving a variant of a weak measurement of the individual
qubits is expected to lead to a similar complexity phase tran-
sition as in our setting, so as long as the measurements result
into the projection of the state onto a post-measurement out-
come.

The complexity measure Cm we discuss here is defined
with respect to a computational model that naturally reflects
our setting, by accommodating post-selective measurements
alongside unitary gates. A measurement outcome can be post-
selected to a desired one if there is non-zero probability with
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which we obtain the outcome without post-selection. Such
state transformation with non-zero probability has been also
discussed in the context of the state conversion by stochas-
tic local operations and classical communication (SLOCC)
[72, 73]. Also, this computational model is more powerful
than the computational model without post-selective measure-
ments [67]; the measure of complexity Cm is thus a lower
bound on the usual unitary circuit complexity. Our result
therefore indicates that the accessible dimension is a pow-
erful mathematical tool that can also enable us to prove lin-
ear growth of such a stronger notion of complexity, the Cm-
complexity.

Lemma 7 provides additional insight into the added compu-
tational power offered by measurements in monitored quan-
tum circuits. It suggests that while the addition of measure-
ments can enhance the computational power of circuits (e.g.,
to prepare topologically ordered states [74–77] using constant
depth quantum circuits, which is impossible without measure-
ments) they do not explore a set of operations that is larger
when measured in terms of accessible dimension. As such,
our work offers an approach to quantify the resourcefulness
of measurements when tasked with preparing a target state on
n qubits.

It is natural to consider other definitions of state complex-
ity, such as some approximate notion of state complexity, the
strong complexity [5], the complexity entropy [17], and the
spread complexity [78]. The strong complexity, loosely de-
fined as the circuit size required to successfully distinguish
a state from the maximally mixed state, displays a markedly
different behavior than the C-complexity in monitored ran-
dom circuits. This behavior is due to the strong complexity
being sensitive to the measurement of even a single qubit.
Indeed, for any measurement rate p, the presence of a sin-
gle measurement on an output qubit resets that qubit to the
state vector |0⟩, ensuring that the output state is distinguish-
able from the maximally mixed state. The strong complexity,
therefore, saturates quickly for any measurement rate in the
large system size limit. This argument furthermore rules out
the possibility of monitored random quantum circuits forming
a state t-design [27] (or complex spherical t-design), since
forming a t-design implies reaching a large strong complex-
ity [5]. Moreover, our arguments agree with a recent numeri-
cal analysis indicating the absence of a measurement-induced
phase transition in monitored random circuits when judged
according to the extent the monitored random circuit approx-
imates a t-design; the latter statement has been judged based
on the results of an application of a machine learning algo-
rithm [79].

To make robust statements about complexity growth, one
would need to smooth the complexity measures C(|ψ⟩) and
Cm(|ψ⟩) by minimizing the corresponding complexity mea-
sure over all states that are ϵ-close to |ψ⟩ in some reason-
able metric. Evidence points to a robust version of quantum
complexity indeed growing linearly in random circuits: argu-
ments based on k-designs prove robust sublinear growth [5],
and variants of this method yield increasingly better properties
towards robustness [80]. Proving a similar robustness prop-
erty of our results appears challenging. It is unclear, for in-

stance, whether arguments based on k-designs can be adapted
to circuits with measurements. In fact, there is growing evi-
dence that states output by a monitored quantum circuit should
have efficient representations even in some region below pc
(in the C-complex phase). Indeed, numerical and analytical
results [47] highlight an area law behavior of the Rényi-α en-
tropies for α < 1 for p ≳ 0.2–0.35, implying that such states
have an efficient representation in terms of MPS [68, 81]. In
this regime, a robust definition of state complexity would not
exceed poly(n). It remains an open problem to establish the
size of the gap between robust and exact complexity measures
in this regime, as well as to determine the precise threshold
at which a robust definition of complexity grows linearly until
exponential times.

Any region with p < pc where the monitored circuit’s out-
put state would nevertheless obey an area law would provide
more concrete examples of states that are naturally described
by a circuit but which have shortcuts. Finding shorter circuits
that implement a given circuit is usually hard. The regime
p < pc is also one where we might not expect measurements
to percolate across the circuit, possibly ruling out the obvi-
ous shortcut that corresponds to the original monitored circuit
simply resetting the state to a product state at some point dur-
ing its evolution. This behavior contrasts starkly with random
circuits without measurements, where such shortcuts are not
expected to occur with any significant probability [5, 13, 80].

We discuss briefly the implication of our result on the
AdS/CFT correspondence in the context of holography. The
“complexity=volume conjecture” [12] suggests that the com-
plexity of a CFT state corresponds to the volume of a worm-
hole in the dual AdS space. Under the assumption that a ran-
dom circuit can be regarded as a reasonable proxy to study
quantum chaotic CFT dynamics, one may argue that moni-
tored random circuits can be seen as proxies of CFT dynamics
with local measurements [82–84]. Therefore, in a simplified
model where the CFT dynamics is represented by a random
circuit with measurements, our results suggest that the volume
of a wormhole in the AdS space also undergoes a phase tran-
sition by changing the holographic dual of the measurement
rate.

This work invites a number of future research directions.
First, it would be interesting to study the critical behaviour
of the accessible dimension in the monitored circuit in the
vicinity of the critical point. It would then be interesting to
investigate if the critical exponent of the accessible dimen-
sion agrees with that of entanglement entropy [46]. Second,
one could give a better lower-bound of the C-complexity in
the complex phase. The post-selected measurements can in-
crease the computational power of quantum computers [67].
Similarly, we might expect that measurements could increase
the state complexity, which might grow faster than linearly in
time. Recently, it has been shown in Ref. [85] that the en-
tanglement velocity—referring to the velocity at which a pair
of well-separated regions can become entangled in time—in a
monitored circuit below a critical measurement rate with the
maximally mixed initial state is larger than that of unitary cir-
cuits. It would be interesting to ask if the state complexity
grows super-linearly as well in monitored circuits at low mea-
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surement rate. Finally, important future directions of research
would address the growth of a robust measure of quantum
complexity in random monitored circuits as well as in a mon-
itored continuous-time evolution [60–64] In particular, recent
proof techniques of Ref. [80] based on the Fourier analysis of
Boolean functions appear promising to address these objec-
tives. It may also help to use the analogy of random circuits
with the evolution under time-fluctuating Hamiltonians [86]
to establish a result of this type: After all, the latter–just like
random circuits–give rise to approximate unitary designs with
high probability as time goes on. Overall, our work offers new
insights on monitored quantum circuits, in which unitary dy-
namics and measurements are combined together, through the
lens of quantum complexity.
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Appendix A: Accessible dimension from algebraic geometry

This section reviews the original definition of the accessible
dimension based on semi-algebraic geometry and the results
of Ref. [6] and discusses their extensions to monitored ran-
dom quantum circuits in order to establish Lemma 4. The
facts from algebraic geometry and differential geometry and
lemmas here follow the corresponding statements in the Ap-
pendix of Ref. [6], where there are more detailed references.
A key observation there is that the set of the all output states
SA forms a semi-algebraic set, and its “dimension” can be
meaningfully defined and bounded, although it is neither a
vector space nor a manifold.

First, we introduce some basic notions of algebraic geome-
try. A subset V ⊆ Rm is called an algebraic set, if for a set of
polynomial maps {fj}j ,

V = {x ∈ Rm|fj(x) = 0 for all j}. (A1)

Also, we call a subset W ⊆ Rm a semi-algebraic set, if for
sets of polynomial maps {fj}j and {gk}k,

W = {x ∈ Rm|fj(x) = 0, gk(x) ≤ 0 for all j and k}.
(A2)

The following observation is an immediate consequence of
the Tarski-Seidenberg principle, which states that for a poly-
nomial map F and a semi-algebraic set W , F (W ) is again a
semi-algebraic set.

Observation 11 (The set of output states is semi-algebraic).
SM is a semi-algebraic set.

Proof. A set [SU(4)]×R is an algebraic set, because it is the set
of operators whose matrix elements satisfy polynomial equa-
tions equivalent to U†U = I and detU = 1. Besides, the
contraction map FM is a polynomial map, that is, the map to
output states is a polynomial function of matrix elements of
{Uj}Rj=1. Therefore, by the Tarski-Seidenberg principle, we
arrive at the stated observation.

In a next step, we introduce a notion of a dimension for a
semi-algebraic set. It originates from the fact that all semi-
algebraic sets can be decomposed into a set of smooth mani-
folds.

Fact 1 (Semi-algebraic sets and smooth manifolds). For a
semi-algebraic set W , there exist a set of smooth manifolds
{Nj}j such that W =

⋃
j Nj . Moreover, maxj{dim(Nj)}

does not depend on the decomposition of W .

Definition 12 (Dimension of semi-algebraic sets). For a semi-
algebraic set W , with decomposition into smooth manifolds
W =

⋃
j Nj , the dimension of W is defined as d :=

maxj{dim(Nj)}.

Using the same argument as in Lemma 1 in Ref. [6], one
can show that the above dimension of SM is equal to the ac-
cessible dimension laid out in Definition 3.

Lemma 13 (Equivalence of two definitions of dimension).
Let dimSM be the dimension of the semi-algebraic set SM ,
defined by Definition 12. Then dimSM is equal to the acces-
sible dimension dM , defined by Definition 3.

Then, we prove Lemma 4.

Lemma 14 (Restatement of Lemma 4). If dM ≥ k for an
integer k, then

C(|ψ⟩) ≥ 1

11
(k − 3n− 2) , (A3)

|ψ⟩ ∈ SA, with unit probability, that is, for almost all unitary
gates.

Proof. The proof goes similarly to that of Theorem 1 in
Ref. [6], and we refer to that reference for further details.
The only difference with the argument presented there is
that the shorter circuit in Ref. [6] becomes a post-selected
quantum circuit and the state vectors in SM are not nor-
malized in general. The latter means that unitary gates
are realized with the probability specified by the Born rule
⟨0n|VM (t)†VM (t)|0n⟩

∏R
i=1 dµHaar(Ui), where dµHaar is the

Haar measure on SU(4). The strategy is to show that for
SM with dM ≥ k, the set of states in SM generated by
a unitary circuit with R′ two-qubit gates, which is less than
(k− n− 2)/13, is measure zero. We explain it in more detail
below.

Let S ′ be the set of the all unnormalized output state vectors
of a short post-selected quantum circuit consisting of R′ two-
qubit unitary gates with an arbitrary architecture and measure-
ment configuration. Then, S ′ is also a semi-algebraic set. Re-
call that the accessible dimension of S′, d′, is the number of
linearly independent vectors of

{FM (U1, . . . , (α⊗ β)Uj , . . . , UR)}j,α,β , (A4)
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where j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , R′} and α, β ∈ {I,X, Y, Z} are Pauli
operators such that (α, β) ̸= (I, I). The number of state vec-
tors in Eq. (A4) is at most 15R′, and we find that dim(S ′) ≤
15R′. We can improve the upper-bound to 11R′+3n, by con-
sidering the contraction of two-qubit gates Ui−1,i, acting on
qubits i−1 and i, followed by Ui,i+1 that shares a bond of the
gates, that is i-th qubit. Indeed, if there is no measurement on
qubit i just after Ui−1,i, the state vector in Eq. (A4) generated
by contracting the perturbed Ui−1,i, (I ⊗ α)Ui−1,i, and other
two-qubit gates is equal to the vector generated by contract-
ing Ui,i+1(α ⊗ I) and others for any non-identity Pauli oper-
ator α. It means that 3× 2 parameters are redundant for each
two-qubit gate in a circuit’s bulk. For the first n

2 gates, the
parameters are not cancelled, and so are not 3n parameters.
Similarly if there is a projector on qubit i, the perturbations
of (I ⊗Z)Ui−1,i and Ui,i+1(Z ⊗ I) result in the same vector,
and also the perturbations of (I⊗X)Ui−1,i and (I⊗Y )Ui−1,i

result in vectors linearly dependent with each other. It means
that 2 × 2 parameters are redundant in this case. Therefore,
we obtain

dim(S ′) ≤ 15R′ − 3(2R′ −m)− 2m+ 3n (A5)
= 9R′ +m+ 3n

≤ 11R′ + 3n,

where m is the number of measurements in the post-selected
circuit, and we used 0 ≤ m ≤ 2R′ in the last inequality.

A quantum state vector |ψ⟩ ∈ SM is generated by a short
post-selected quantum circuit if there exists a |ϕ⟩ ∈ S ′ such
that |ψ⟩ = c |ϕ⟩ for some c ∈ C. We show that the set of such
state vectors

{|ψ⟩ ∈ SM | |ψ⟩ = c |ϕ⟩ , for |ϕ⟩ ∈ S ′, c ∈ C} (A6)

is of measure zero in SM , and so its preimage by FA in
SU(4)R is. By Fact 1, the set of the elements of S ′ mul-
tiplied by arbitrary complex numbers, can be decomposed
into smooth manifolds. Then, the maximal dimension of
them is upper bounded by 11R′ + 3n + 2, because com-
plex coefficients add at most two real parameters. Then, if
R′ < (k − 3n − 2)/11, dM is greater the dimension of
the maximal manifold. Therefore, the intersection {|ψ⟩ ∈
SM | |ψ⟩ = c |ϕ⟩ , for |ϕ⟩ ∈ S ′, c ∈ C} has Haar mea-
sure zero, because the manifolds in S ′ multiplied by arbitrary
complex numbers have smaller dimensions than the maximal
dimension of that in SM . This implies that the set of uni-
tary gates in SU(4)R

′
, with R′ < (k − 3n − 2)/11, that

generate states in the intersection is also Haar measure zero
[6]. Because ⟨0n|VM (t)†VM (t)|0n⟩ is upper-bounded by fi-
nite value, that is 1, it is still measure zero for the product
measure of the Haar measure and the Born probability, that is
⟨0n|VM (t)†VM (t)|0n⟩

∏R
i=1 dµHaar(Ui). Therefore, the out-

put states of the monitored circuit with the dimension k cannot
be generated by shorter quantum circuits consisting of fewer
than (k−3n−2)/11 gates with unit probability, which implies
the desired lower-bound of the state complexity.

Finally, we prove Lemma 10. We have considered a lower-
bound for the accessible dimension of unitary circuits d0(t),

with the brick-wall architecture and with depth t, consisting
of the following random unitary gates:

U = (u1 ⊗ v1)W (u2 ⊗ v2) , (A7)

where u1,2, v1,2 are Haar-random single-qubit gates and W is
chosen from {I , CNOT} uniformly randomly.

Lemma 15 (Restatement of Lemma 10). Let t ≥ 0 be an
integer. Then, d0 grows linearly in depth t as

d0(t) ≥
⌊
2t

3n

⌋
, (A8)

until it saturates in a depth exponential in n.

Proof. Recall that d0 is the maximum dimension of the fol-
lowing vector space over unitary gates {U1, U2, . . . , UR} in
the form of Eq. (A7),

{UR . . . (α⊗ β)Uj . . . U1 |0n⟩)}j,α,β , (A9)

where (α ⊗ β) is a single-qubit perturbation: (α, β) =
(I, σ), (σ, I) for σ ∈ {X,Y, Z}. In Ref. [6], a unitary circuit
consisting of Clifford gates is constructed in which d0 grows
linearly in depth. The strategy there is to construct a Clifford
circuit inductively such that a linear number in t of vectors

Pα,β,j |0n⟩ ∈ {iκ |x⟩}x∈{0,1}n,κ∈{0,1}, (A10)

where Pα,β,j = U†
1 . . . U

†
j (α ⊗ β)Uj . . . U1, are linearly in-

dependent. We define Cj as a depth-n/2 Clifford circuit with
arbitrary Clifford two-qubit gates. In particular, there is a Clif-
ford circuit such that the vectors

{C†
1 . . . C

†
j (Z ⊗ I)Cj . . . C1 |0n⟩}Tj=1, (A11)

where T = ⌊ 2t
n ⌋, are linearly independent because of the ob-

servation that a depth-n2 Clifford circuit is enough to turnZ⊗I
into an arbitrary Pauli string by conjugating it [6]. Moreover,
each two-qubit Clifford gate can be decomposed into at most
three CNOT gates with single-qubit gates [87]. Therefore, ev-
ery 3n

2 time step can increase the accessible dimension at least
by one, and we obtain

d0(t) ≥
⌊
2t

3n

⌋
. (A12)

The dimension d0 is upper-bounded by 2×2n−1, which is
the number of real parameters in normalized quantum states,
and it grows linearly until it saturates at the maximum value
exponentially in n.

Appendix B: Measurements cannot increase the accessible
dimension

In this section, we prove that the accessible dimension of a
monitored random circuit cannot increase by adding a pro-
jection operator. Let M be a measurement configuration.
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We now construct a new measurement configuration M ′ by
changing an element Mi(τ) such that Mi(τ) =

√
1− pI into

M ′
i(τ) =

√
p |0⟩⟨0| or M ′

i(τ) =
√
p |1⟩⟨1| and keeping the

other elements. We denote by |M | the number of projec-
tions in M , and hereafter we rename the set of projectors as
{Mi}|M |

i=1. We call suchM ′
i the additional measurement. Then

the following statement holds.

Lemma 16 (Rank bound). For rank(FM ′
) on an arbitrary

point x′ ∈ SU(4)×R, there exists a point x ∈ SU(4)×R, on
which rank(FM ) satisfies the inequality:

rank(FM ′
) ≤ rank(FM ). (B1)

Proof. We fix R gates mapped by FM ′
as x′ =

{UR, . . . , U1}. By definition, the rank r′ of FM ′
is

r′ = dim
(

span
{
UR · · ·M ′

|M ′| · · ·M
′
kUm

· · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·M ′
1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩}j,α,β

)
, (B2)

whereM ′
k is the additional measurementM ′

k =
√
p |0⟩⟨0| (we

assume here that the outcome of Mk is +1, but the case of −1
works as well). Because of |0⟩⟨0| = (I + Z)/2, Eq. (B2)
becomes

r′ = dim
(

span
{
UR · · ·M ′

|M ′| · · · (I + Z)Um

· · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·M ′
1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩}j,α,β

)
,

(B3)

where Um is the unitary gate which is just followed by the
measurement Mk. By the definition of dimension, there are
r′ linearly independent vectors |vi⟩ := UR · · ·M|M | · · · (I +
Z)Um · · · (α ⊗ β)Uj · · ·M1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩, i = 1, . . . , r, where
the index i denotes the configuration of α, β, and j.

Now, we set x as the same as x′ except form-th gate, which
is ei(I+Z)θUm. Then, rank(FM ) is the dimension of the vec-
tor space spanned by the vectors{
UR · · ·M|M | · · · ei(I+Z)θUm · · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·U1 |0n⟩

}
j,α,β

,

(B4)

which are equal to{
UR · · ·M|M | · · ·Um · · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·M1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩
+ UR · · ·M|M | · · · (eiθ − 1)(I + Z)Um

· · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·M1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩}j,α,β . (B5)

Using the vectors {|vi⟩}, we can find r independent vectors
in Eq. (B5). Specifically, we can find some θ such that the r
vectors

|ui⟩+ (eiθ − 1) |vi⟩
= UR · · ·M|M | · · ·Um · · · (α⊗ β)Uj · · ·M1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩
+ (eiθ − 1)UR · · ·M|M | · · · (I + Z)Um · · · (α⊗ β)Uj

· · ·M1 · · ·U1 |0n⟩ (B6)

are linearly independent for i = 1, . . . , r, where we have de-
fined |ui⟩ and (eiθ − 1) |vi⟩ as the first term and the second
term of the right-hand side of the equation, respectively.

To see this, first, we make r orthonormal vectors {|ṽi⟩}
from {|vi⟩} by the Gram-Schmidt decomposition. By these
vectors, {|vi⟩} is decomposed as |vi⟩ =

∑i
k=1 d

k
i |ṽk⟩, for

some coefficients dki such that dii ̸= 0 for all i. Next, decom-
pose |ui⟩ as

|ui⟩ =
r∑

k=1

cki |ṽk⟩+ c⊥i
∣∣v⊥i 〉 , (B7)

for some coefficients cki , c
⊥
i and some vector

∣∣v⊥i 〉 in the or-
thogonal complement of span{|vi⟩}. Let us define the func-
tion f : R → C as

f(θ) := eiθ − 1. (B8)

Then, Eq. (B6) becomes∑
k≤i

(cki + f(θ)dki ) |ṽk⟩+
∑
k>i

cki |ṽk⟩+ c⊥
∣∣v⊥i 〉 . (B9)

Again, we make r orthonormal vectors {
∣∣ṽ⊥i 〉} from

{
∣∣v⊥i

〉
} by the Gram-Schmidt decomposition, and

∣∣v⊥i

〉
=∑i

k=1 e
k
i

∣∣ṽ⊥k 〉 for some coeffients eki . Consider a linear map
A, which maps |ṽi⟩ to Eq. (B9). In the matrix representation
with the basis {|ṽi⟩ ,

∣∣ṽ⊥i 〉}i=1,...,r,

A =



c11 + f(θ)d11 c12 + f(θ)d12 · · · c1r + f(θ)d1r
c21 c22 + f(θ)d22 · · · c2r + f(θ)d2r
...

...
. . .

...
cr1 cr2 · · · crr + f(θ)drr
e11 e12 · · · e1r
0 e22 · · · e2r
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · err


,

(B10)

where it is an 2r × r matrix. Let Ar×r be the top r × r sub-
matrix ofA. Note that if the rank(Ar×r) = r, then rank(A) =
r, and it implies that the vectors {|ui⟩+(eiθ−1) |vi⟩}i=1,...,r}
are linearly independent. This condition is equivalent to that
Ar×r has a non-zero determinant. Moreover, we can always
choose θ such that rank(Ar×r) = r. This is because the de-
terminant of Ar×r is a polynomial of F (θ) such that its zeros
imply rank(Ar×r) < r, and by virtue of the fundamental the-
orem of algebra, the number of zeros of the polynomial is the
same as its degree, which is r. We can choose θ such that it
is not any zeros of the polynomials, because θ is a continuous
variable. Hence, such θ gives rank(FM ) which is greater than
or equal to rank(FM ′

).

Because the accessible dimension is the maximal rank over
R unitary gates, the above lemma implies that single-qubit
measurement, or projection, cannot increase the accessible
dimension. Applying the above lemma recursively, we can
show that adding any number and space-time point of mea-
surements cannot increase the dimension.
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Appendix C: Two-qubit gate between nearest-neighbour
measurement-free paths

In this section, we show how unitary gates at the edge of
the bridge are fixed to implement a CNOT gate between two
neraest-neighbour measurement-free paths. For complete-
ness, we begin with restating the method in the main text,
where we consider the following paths and bridge,

. (C1)

Then, CNOT can be implemented as Eq. (18), and we restate
it here as

.
(C2)

In this case, both of the paths in Eq. (C1) are causal in the
broken circles, that is, they include both an input and an output
of the unitary gates in the circles. In general, in such case we
can perform CNOT, by applying a CNOT gate, multiplied by
I ⊗ H , with the control qubit being measured and another
CNOT gate with the target qubit state being measured at the
edge of the bridge, such as Eq. (C2).

If this is not the case, we can still implement a CNOT gate,
as we explain below. We consider the case where one path is
causal, and another path is not causal at the edge of a bridge,
for example

, (C3)

where in the right-hand side, we highlighted the paths, the
bridge, and two-qubit gates at the edge of the bridge. We can
also perform CNOT in such case, by applying a CNOT gate,
multiplied by I ⊗H , with the control qubit state being mea-
sured and another CNOT gate with the target qubit state being
measured. For the above example, it is performed as the fol-

lowing:

.
(C4)

The difference with the earlier case is that here the qubit state
carried by a bridge is an output state of one measurement-free
path. Finally, we consider the case where both of the paths are
not causal at the edge of a bridge, for example

. (C5)

Again, we can perform CNOT in such case, by a similar
choice of two-qubit gates at the edge of the bridge. For the
above example,

.
(C6)

Appendix D: Percolation theory

In this work, techniques from percolation theory feature
strongly. For this reason, here we review some aspects of per-
colation theory, following Ref. [66]. Specifically, we focus on
the percolation theory on a rectangle featuring a large aspect
ratio.

Especially important are notions of bond percolation on
two-dimensional square lattices. A square lattice is defined as
Z2 with edges between all nearest-neighbor pairs x, y ∈ Z2.
We denote by E the set of edges. We define a measurable
space (Ω, F) as follows. For the sample space, we take
Ω =

∏
e∈E{0, 1}, called the edge configuration (0 and 1 rep-

resent closed and open edge, respectively), and F is the σ-
algebra on it. Each element in Ω is represented as a function
ω : E → {0, 1}. We say ω ≤ ω′ if ω(e) ≤ ω′(e) for all e ∈ E.
Let A ∈ F be an increasing event, i.e.,

IA(ω) ≤ IA(ω
′) (D1)

whenever ω ≤ ω′, ω, ω′ ∈ Ω. Here, IA : Ω → {0, 1} is the
indicator function of A: IA(ω) = 1 if ω ∈ A and otherwise
IA(ω) = 0. For an event A, we denote the probability of the
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occurrence of the event by Pq(A) when an edge opens with
probability q. (This q is contrary to that in the section 2.1.
There, a measurement closes, or “cut” a bond, at probability
“p” but in this section, bond is open at probability q.) For two
increasing events A and B, the inequality

Pq(A ∩B) ≥ Pq(A)Pq(B) (D2)

is well known as the FKG inequality in the literature of perco-
lation theory. Intuitively, the FKG inequality tells us that if we
know an increasing event A occurs, another increasing event
B is more or equally likely to occur.

Bond percolation theory is concerned with the existence or
absence of left-right crossings on a L×L square, which is an
open path connecting from some vertex on the left side of the
square to the right side of it. With probability exponentially
close to one in L, above the critical probability qc, there exists
such crossings, and below it, there does not. Moreover, the
critical point of bond percolation in two-dimensional square
lattice is known to be qc = 1/2 [66]. In the following subsec-
tions, we show several lemmas to establish Theorem 5.

1. Suppercritical phase

A main goal here is to derive a lower-bound of the expected
number of left-right crossings on a rectangle with a various
aspect ratio in the regime q > qc =

1
2 .

a. Percolation on a square

We start the argument by discussing the case of a square.
Let ML be the maximal number of edge-disjoint left-right
crossings of the box [0, L] × [0, L] for an integer L. In this
appendix, we use the shorthand [0, a]× [0, b] to designate the
rectangular lattice of points of height a and width b. In the
supercritical phase the probability of the event A, where there
exists an left-right crossing in the box [0, L]× [0, L], is expo-
nentially close to one [66]:

Pq(A) ≥ 1− e−αL, (D3)

for some constant α = α(q). The event A is an increasing
event, because adding open edges does not decrease the num-
ber of left-right crossings.

Now we define the interior of A, Jr(A), as the set of con-
figurations in A which are still in A after changing arbitrarily
the configurations at most r edges (deleting or adding edges).
The following fact states the stability of an increasing event.

Fact 2 (Theorem 2.45 in Ref. [66]). Let A be an increasing
event. Then

1− Pq2(Jr(A)) ≤
(

q2
q2 − q1

)r

(1− Pq1(A)) (D4)

for any 0 ≤ q1 < q2 ≤ 1.

Roughly speaking, it states that if the event A happens with
probability q1, the modified event Jr is also likely to happen
when probability exceeds q1. The above fact is useful for find-
ing a lower-bound of the number of crossings of a rectangle.
Jr(A) is the events that there exists at least r + 1 left-right
crossing (because if there are less than r + 1 crossings, delet-
ing r edges can cut all the crossings). Combining Eq. D3 with
Fact 2, the following statement is obtained.

Fact 3 (Lemma 11.22 in Ref. [66]). For q > 1/2, there exists
strictly positive constants β(q) and γ(q), which are indepen-
dent in n, such that Pq(ML ≥ β(q)L) ≥ 1 − e−γ(q)L for all
L ≥ 1.

Proof. One starts by choosing r in Fact 2 as β(q)L, and the
set A as being the event that there exists at least one left-right
crossing. Then Fact 2 implies

1− e
−L

(
α(q′)−β(q) log q

q−q′

)
≤ Pq(Mn+1 ≥ β(q)L), (D5)

where q > q′ > 1/2. Now we find

γ(q) = α(q′)− β(q) log
q

q − q′
. (D6)

For a fixed 1 ≥ q > 1
2 , we can choose a strictly positive

constant β(q) and q′ such that γ(q) is also strictly positive.

The above statement implies that if a left-right crossing ex-
ists at a high probability in a square lattice, we can find a
number of edge-disjoint left-right crossings, which scale in
the length of the side of a square, at a high probability. It en-
sures the existence of a linear number of measurement-free
paths. We mention that Refs. [88–90] have made a similar use
of Facts 2 and 3 as well.

b. Percolation on a rectangle with a various aspect ratio

Next we consider a square lattice on a rectangle [0, L] ×
[0, LT ] for some aspect ratio T > 1. We can show the
existence of a scalable number of left-right crossings until
some exponential aspect ratio. It is true in the case of both
bond and site percolation. We make use of following facts.
Let AT be an event that there exists a right-left crossing on
[0, L]× [0, LT ] rectangle.

Fact 4 (Lemma 11.73 and 11.75 in Ref. [66]). If Pq(A1) = τ ,
then

Pq

(
A 3

2

)
≥ (1−

√
1− τ)3, (D7)

Pq(A2) ≥ Pq(A1)Pq

(
A 3

2

)
. (D8)

These insights (FKG inequality) assist us in proving the fol-
lowing lemma.

Lemma 17 (Large aspect ratios). If Pq(A1) = τ , then

Pq(AT ) ≥ Pq(A1)
T−2Pq (A2)

T−1 (D9)

≥ τ2T−3(1−
√
1− τ)3(T−1).
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Proof. To start with, note that if there are top-bottom cross-
ings in every square except for both ends and left-right cross-
ings in every nearest-neighbor two squares, then there exists
at least one left-right crossing over the entire rectangle, or,
graphically,

,

where the broken line is the left-right crossing over the rect-
angle. Besides,(

T−2⋂
i=1

A1

)⋂(
T−2⋂
i=1

A2

)
⊂ AT , (D10)

and it can be straightforwardly shown that A1 and A2 are in-
creasing events. Hence, by the FKG inequality, the inequality
Eq. (D9) holds, and together with Fact 4, we arrive at the va-
lidity of the second inequality as well.

From the above lemma together with Fact 2, we can guaran-
tee a linear number of edge-disjoint left-right crossings. Let
MT

L be the maximal number of edge-disjoint open left-right
crossings of the box [0, L]× [0, LT ].

Lemma 18 (Linear paths). For q > 1/2, there exists strictly
positive constants β(q) and γ(q), which are independent of n,
such that

Pp(M
T
L ≥ β(q)L) ≥ 1− e−γ(q)L (D11)

for all L ≥ 1.

Proof. For q > 1/2, because of

τ ≥ 1− e−α(p)L (D12)

and Lemma 17, we obtain

Pq(AT ) ≥
(
1− e−

α(q)
2 L
)3(T−1)

(D13)

×
(
1− e−α(q)L

)(2T−3)

≥
(
1− e−

α(q)
2 L+log 3(T−1)

)
×
(
1− e−α(q)L+log(2T−3)

)
≥1− e−

α(q)
2 L+log 3(T−1) − e−α(q)L+log(2T−3)

≥1− 2e−
α(q)

2 L+log 3(T−1),

where, in the second inequality, we have used the Bernoulli’s
inequality

(1 + x)y ≥ 1 + xy (D14)

for any real numbers x ≥ −1, y ≥ 1. Using Fact 2, this
implies that the number of left-right crossings scales in the
system size. Specifically,

Pq(M
T
L ≥ β(q)L) ≥ 1− e

−
(

α(q′)
2 −β(q) log q

q−q′

)
L+log 6(T−1)

(D15)

where q > q′ > 1/2. We find that

γ(q) =
α(q′)

2
− β(q) log

q

q − q′
− 1

L
log 6(T − 1). (D16)

We can pick a strictly positive constant β(p) > 0 and 1
2 <

q′ < q such that γ(q) is also strictly positive.

This lemma ensures that at below critical measurement
probability, there exists a linear number of measurement-free
paths until some exponential time. Specifically, if

T <
e

γ′(q)
2 n

3
(D17)

for some strictly positive

γ′(q) <
α(q′)

2
− β(q) log

q

q − q′
, (D18)

there exists ⌊β(q)L⌋ left-right crossings on a rectangle almost
surely in the large L limit.

2. Subcritical phase

Next, we consider the size of a set of connected open edges
in the subcritical phase q < qc. The open cluster C(x) at
a vertex x of the square lattice is defined by the set of the
connected open edges containing x, and |C(x)| denotes the
number of the edges in C(x). Then, the probability that the
size |C(x)| is large is upper bounded as follows.

Fact 5 (Theorem 6.75 in Ref. [66]). Let C(x) be an open
cluster containing a vertex x. If q < qc = 1

2 , there exists
λ(q) > 0 such that for any integer k ≥ 1,

Pq(|C(x)| ≥ k) ≤ e−kλ(q). (D19)

The independence of x in the right-hand side is due to trans-
lational invariance of the square lattice. Now, we upper-bound
the probability of the event that all size of m open clusters,

{C(x1), C(x2), . . ., C(xm)}, (D20)

is upper-bounded by an integer k, which we define by

Pq

(
m⋃
i=1

{|C(xi)| ≥ k}

)
. (D21)

Lemma 19 (Small open clusters). For q < 1/2, there exists
λ(q) > 0 such that for any real number 0 < ϵ < 1 and any
integer k ≥ 1

λ(q) log
(
m
ϵ

)
,

Pq

(
m⋃
i=1

{|C(xi)| ≥ k}

)
≤ ϵ. (D22)
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Proof. By the union bound and Fact 5, we obtain

Pq

(
m⋃
i=1

{|C(xi)| ≥ k}

)
≤

m∑
i=1

Pq (|C(xi)| ≥ k) (D23)

≤me−kλ(q). (D24)

Then, by the condition

k ≥ 1

λ(q)
log
(m
ϵ

)
, (D25)

we obtain Eq. (D22).

3. Tilted lattice and untilted lattice

As shown in Fig. 2 in the main text, a monitored circuit is
mapped to a tilted square lattice. In percolation theory, how-
ever, bond percolation on a square lattice is ordinarily con-
sidered for an untilted square lattice, consisting of horizontal
edges. We show how they are related by proving that the crit-
ical points of them are same.

We consider bond percolation on an 2n × 2n ordinary
square lattice above the critical point, and the n × n tilted

square whose corners are at the middle of the edges of the
2n × 2n square lattice. Then, with probability 1 − e−Ω(n),
there exist at least one left-right and one top-bottom crossings
in rectangles [0, ⌊n

2 ⌋]× [0, 2n] just above the middle horizon-
tal line and right next to the middle vertical line, respectively,
or graphically,

,

where the square with broken lines is the n× n tilted square,
and we assumed the crossings are straight. It implies by the
FKG inequality that there exists at least one left-right crossing
in the tilted square lattice. Also, one can show conversely
that left-right and top-bottom crossings in a 2n × 2n tilted
lattice implies a crossing in an n × n ordinary square lattice
inside it by the same argument. Therefore, the critical points
of percolation on both lattices are the same.
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