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We introduce a stochastic spin-wave theory tailored to describe quantum trajectories in contin-
uously monitored long-range interacting spin systems. Our method, based on the bosonization of
spin-wave excitations on top of a strong collective polarization, enables the efficient simulation of
large-scale interacting spins, offering insights into nonlinear features of the dynamics such as entan-
glement and trajectory correlations. We showcase the versatility of our framework by exploring an
entanglement phase transition in a monitored spin system with power-law interactions and dwelling
on how our method mitigates the experimental challenges of post-selection in detecting monitored
quantum phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Long-range interacting quantum many-body systems
have recently been the focus of intense theoretical and
experimental activity [1, 2]. Sufficiently non-local inter-
actions between the elementary constituents of a many-
body system lead to exotic non-equilibrium phenomena,
with compelling signatures in the properties of quantum
correlations and entanglement [3–8], relaxation dynam-
ics [9–11], quantum information scrambling [12–14], and
ergodicity-breaking properties [15–17].

Along with their importance in statistical mechanics,
long-range quantum systems are central to the rising field
of quantum technologies and simulators. Experimental
platforms such as trapped ions [18], Bose-Einstein con-
densates in cavities [19], dipolar [20], polar [21], and Ry-
dberg atoms [22], or driven ultra-cold atomic gases [23]
showcase frameworks where the system interactions scale
as a power law of the distance. Depending on the exper-
imental platform, the exponent governing the range of
the interaction varies and, in some cases, can be tuned,
allowing us to explore several different regimes.

The dynamics of long-range systems has been inves-
tigated in the opposite limits of unitary and dissipative
(Lindbladian) evolutions. In this work, we would like to
take a step forward by studying the in-between frame-
work of monitored dynamics. Here, the system evolu-
tion is interspersed with quantum measurements, whose
outcomes are stochastic. As a result, the system is de-
scribed by a quantum trajectory conditional to the mea-
surement registry. Averaging the state over the trajec-
tory ensemble recasts a dissipative dynamics, therefore
presenting a convenient framework for the study of phys-
ical observables, i.e. hermitian operators, in Lindblad
dynamics [24–28]. It was more recently realized, in the
study of many-body systems, that the quantum trajec-
tory ensemble contains richer information than the mean
state, showcased by the several collective phenomena en-
coded in beyond-average statistical features. The cor-
nerstone examples are monitored quantum phases and
measurement-induced phase transitions [29–33], charac-

terized by non-linear functions of the trajectories, such
as entanglement probes or trajectory correlation func-
tions. Intensive work gathered insights on the monitored
phases in local quantum circuits [34–39], dual-unitary cir-
cuits [40–42], monitored non-interacting [43–55] and in-
teracting [56–60] systems, interpolating between strong
and weak measurements [61, 62], and presenting a com-
prehensive understanding in terms of quantum error cor-
rection and learning capabilities [63–71].
Experimentally detecting monitored phases, on the

other hand, is challenging, and so far limited to few pio-
neering works on trapped-ions [72] and superconducting
platforms [73, 74]. This limitation has a fundamental ori-
gin and is known as the post-selection problem. Observ-
ing beyond average moments of the quantum trajectories
requires that one should reproduce the same sequence of
measurement outcomes multiple times to collect enough
statistics and obtain trajectory expectation values. This
task is formidable, as the probability of reproducing the
same trajectory is exponentially small in system size and
time scale.
The post-selection barrier is in general ineludible for

the study of generic many-body monitored systems, and
the quest for methods that can mitigate it is an active
research line. For instance, the presence of feedback dy-
namics may be designed to imprint the measurement-
induced transition into the density matrix [75, 76], albeit
in general leads to separate types of phase transitions [77–
84]. A complementary path is pursuable for systems that
can be classically simulated. The approach combines the
outcome of the quantum evolution and the quantum mea-
surement registry, with the classical post-processing fed
by the latter. When the post-processing is efficient and
faithful, it allows to elude the post-selection [64, 85–90].
There are special cases in which the system itself is de-
signed to be immune to post-selection. In [91] some of us
showed that there is a class of infinite-range spin systems
where monitored many-body dynamics can be efficiently
realized with a post-selection overhead scaling, at most,
as a power of the system size. In Ref. [91], it was argued
that this fortunate case was not specific to that model,
describing an atomic ensembles driven by a laser field

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

12
12

4v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
0 

M
ay

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5652-7034
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-9371-6855
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1093-3771
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7793-179X


2

and in the presence of a collective decay, but it applies to
a broad class of monitored systems with an underlying
semi-classical dynamics.

A central target of this work is supporting the above
claims for sufficiently long-range interacting spin sys-
tems. This goal is achieved by

• developing a systematic semi-classical expansion
for quantum trajectories that is particularly suited
for long-range systems,

• showing that, in this regime, the post-selection bar-
rier is avoidable, paving the way for future experi-
ments. Trapped ions, among others, belong to the
systems for which our method and results apply.

Few works have addressed monitored dynamics in long-
range interacting systems. Refs. [92, 93] studied Clifford
circuits with two-qubit gates entangling distant sites with
a probability of decaying as a power-law of their distance.
The Floquet dynamics of interacting spin systems with
measurements and feedback was considered in a model
with entanglement and dissipative phase transitions [94],
while monitored long-range free fermions have been stud-
ied in Refs. [95, 96]. All these results demonstrate that
long-range couplings strongly affect the monitored phases
and their transitions: they are relevant in the renormal-
ization group sense.

Here we will show how one can study entanglement
dynamics as well as phase transitions in long-range spin
systems, by designing a stochastic spin-wave expansion
along quantum trajectories. This method will be instru-
mental in showing how to avoid post-selection in long-
range systems. Moreover, the method has a much wider
spectrum of applications since the stochastic spin-wave
quantum trajectories provide a much more accurate so-
lution to the Lindblad master equation as compared to
deterministic spin-wave theories [97].

While the many-body problem renders the exact solu-
tion of such systems formidable, long-range interactions
typically lead to an underlying semi-classical dynamics
that alleviates this difficulty. Consider a system with
N fully connected, i.e. infinite-range, spin-1/2 particles
with permutation invariance. The entire system then be-
haves as a single collective spin S = N/2. For large N ,
the collective quantum spin operators, when re-scaled by
S, admit vanishingly small (∼ 1/S) commutators and
hence can be well approximated by a classical continuous
spin vector [2]. This is essentially the mean-field approx-
imation, which is exact in the N → ∞ limit. On top
of this classical spin, quantum excitations and fluctua-
tions can then be treated perturbatively. This argument
can be extended to long-range models without permu-
tation symmetry, which, by construction, remain close
to their infinite-range counterparts, with non-collective
excitations decorating the classical spin. These observa-
tions lead to a class of approximation methods known
as the spin-wave theory. Historically, the spin-wave the-
ory was first introduced by Bloch [98] in 1932 for ferro-

magnetic spin systems in equilibrium. An equivalent for-
mulation of the theory was later given by Holstein and
Primakoff [99] based on a transformation that now bears
their names, that maps spin operators into bosonic ones.
To the lowest order of the theory, this can be regarded as
approximating the spin system as a set of harmonic os-
cillators [100], where spin-wave excitations are captured
as bosonic quasiparticles. The spin-wave theory has been
highly successful in describing equilibrium ground-states
in a wide range of magnetic materials, showing good ac-
cordance with experimental data [100]. More recently,
the spin-wave theory has been generalized to the time-
dependent regime [101, 102], capturing non-equilibrium
dynamics in closed quantum systems undergoing unitary
time evolution governed by a Hamiltonian and in driven-
dissipative systems [97] described by a Lindblad master
equation. This work enlarges spin-wave theory to encom-
pass generalized measurements, therefore providing the
natural framework for the study of monitored Hamilto-
nian and Lindbladian long-range systems.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we

set the stage by defining the class of models we are go-
ing to examine and the associated average dynamics, the
Lindblad equation. Section III is the core of our work
as it contains the essence of the stochastic spin-wave ap-
proach. In this Section, we explain how it is constructed
in the case of a monitored dynamics described by a quan-
tum state diffusion (QSD). The approach can be trans-
posed in a straightforward way to other types of unrav-
elings. We derive the stochastic equations of motions for
the spin-waves whose averaged dynamics is described by
the Lindblad equation introduced before. The method is
then applied in Section IV where we we study dissipative
phase transitions and entanglement phase transitions in
long-range spin systems. In order to test the method we
use as a benchmark an infinite-range model where numer-
ically exact calculations can be performed. The agree-
ment is excellent. We then proceed with the generic case
where our approach allows us to study large systems, well
outside the range of a direct simulation. In Section V we
discuss how the post-selection problem can be avoided in
long-range spin systems by exploiting quantum-classical
cross-correlated observables enabled by our spin-wave
framework. Finally, we draw our conclusions in Sec-
tion VI. Some technical details as well as an extension
of our method to spin-boson systems are included in the
Appendices.

II. MONITORED LONG-RANGE SPIN
SYSTEMS

We consider a system with N spin-s degrees of freedom
on a lattice whose sites are labeled by indices i, j, that is
subjected to continuous monitoring. For concreteness, we
consider the case of weak monitoring where the dynamics
is governed by the following stochastic master equation
(in units where ℏ = 1),
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dρ̂ = dtL(ρ̂)
+
∑
i

[
dw∗

i

(
L̂i − ⟨L̂i⟩

)
ρ̂+ dwiρ̂

(
L̂†
i − ⟨L̂†

i ⟩
)]
, (1)

where ρ̂ is the density matrix, L is the Liouvillian super-
operator

L(ρ̂) ≡ −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +D(ρ̂) , (2)

L̂i are Lindblad operators acting on the i-th spin, and
⟨L̂i⟩ ≡ Tr[ρ̂L̂i] denotes the (single-trajectory) expecta-

tion value. In Eq. (2), Ĥ is the Hamiltonian generating
the coherent dynamics, whose form we will specify later,
and D denotes the superoperator governing the dissipa-
tion, that acts on the density matrix as follows,

D(ρ̂) ≡
∑
i,j

fij

(
L̂iρ̂L̂

†
j −

1

2

{
L̂†
jL̂i, ρ̂

})
. (3)

The positive semidefinite matrix fij takes into account

spatial correlations among the Lindblad operators L̂i.
In the stochastic master equation (1), dwi is a complex
Wiener process satisfying the relations

dwi = 0 ,

dw∗
i dwj = fijdt , dwidwj = 0 ,

(4)

where the • notation denotes the ensemble average.
Note that in the general case where fij is nondiagonal,
the noises are also spatially correlated.

We consider the dynamics of a pure state ρ̂ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|.
Given the purity preservation of the dynamics (1) (cf.
Appendix A), the von Neumann entropy

SE ≡ −Tr
[
ρ̂N

2
log ρ̂N

2

]
(5)

is a good quantifier of entanglement [103]. Here, ρ̂N
2
≡

Tr{1,...,⌊N/2⌋}[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|] denotes the reduced density matrix
of half of the system (in a bipartition where one subsys-
tem contains spins indexed from 1 to ⌊N/2⌋).
Using Eqs. (1) and (4), one verifies that the trajectory-

average state (which we also denote by ρ̂ when there is no
confusion with the single-trajectory state) evolves deter-
ministically according to the Lindblad master equation

d

dt
ρ̂ = L(ρ̂) . (6)

As shown in the Appendix A, Eq. (1) is an unravel-
ing of the master equation (6) and describes the quan-
tum state diffusion process subjected to a heterodyne-
detection monitoring scheme [25, 104].

A. Power-law spin model

While the formulation of our spin-wave method will not
depend on the particular form of the model, we generally

require Ĥ and D to be long-range in order for the method
to yield an accurate approximation to the exact solu-
tion. For concreteness, we study a prototypical driven-
dissipative spin model with spatially extended interac-
tion whose strength decays as a power-law according to
the distance. The model is defined on a one-dimensional
periodic chain with Hamiltonian

Ĥ = ωŜx +
2sJ

N
∑
i,j

σ̂z
i σ̂

z
j

d(i, j)α
, (7)

where ω is the amplitude of a collective drive and J is
the interaction strength. The factor 2s ensures that the
mean-field theory (see Appendix B) is s−independent,
which can be ignored for spin-half (s = 1/2) systems.

Here, we denote total spin operators with the capital Ŝµ,
µ ∈ {x, y, z} without the site index subscript

Ŝµ ≡
∑
i

ŝµi , (8)

while the total spin number is denoted by

S ≡ Ns. (9)

The lower-case notation ŝµi refers to the spin operator of
the i−th site, which satisfies the standard su(2) algebra

[ŝµi , ŝ
ν
j ] = iδijϵ

µνγ ŝγ . (10)

We denote the normalized spin operators with

σ̂µ
i ≡ ŝµi /s , (11)

which reduce to the standard Pauli matrices in the case
of spin-half. The distance on the periodic chain is

d(i, j) ≡ min(|i− j|, N − |i− j|) , (12)

and in the case of i = j we adopt the convention of
d(i, i) = ∞ such that there is no on-site self-interaction
for finite α. The Kac normalization [105]

N ≡ 1

N

∑
i,j

1

d(i, j)α
, (13)

ensures a well-defined thermodynamic limit for the inter-
action Hamiltonian. The power α determines the range
of the interaction. In particular, the case of α = 0 de-
scribes an infinite-range model with permutation invari-
ance, and the opposite limit α → ∞ corresponds to an
Ising model with nearest-neighbor interaction. The long-
range regime corresponds to the case where 0 < α < 1.
In addition to the unitary dynamics governed by the

Hamiltonian, we subject the spin chain to a collec-
tive (infinite-range) decay, a case of experimental rele-
vance [23, 106], resulting in the following Lindblad mas-
ter equation,

dρ̂

dt
= −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + κ

S

(
Ŝ−ρ̂Ŝ+ − 1

2

{
Ŝ+Ŝ−, ρ̂

})
, (14)
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with S serving the role of Kac normalization for the dis-
sipator, κ is the dissipation strength, and Ŝ± ≡ Ŝx± iŜy

are the collective spin raising and lowering operators.
Note that this collective dissipator corresponds to the
choice of fij = κ/S = const and L̂i = ŝ−i = ŝxi − iŝyi in
terms of our generic notation in Eq. (3).

In the mean-field approximation, the system is pre-
dicted to exhibit a continuous phase transition from a
stationary phase to a time-crystal one. In the stationary
phase, the mean-field steady-state z-magnetization is

⟨Ŝz⟩MF

S
= −

√
1− ω2

16J2 + κ2
, (15)

cf. Appendix B. This stationary phase terminates at a

critical point ω
(c)
MF =

√
16J2 + κ2, beyond which the z-

magnetization admits only permanently oscillating solu-
tions with zero mean when averaged over long times.

This model has been previously studied in [91] to
demonstrate an entanglement phase transition in the un-
raveled dynamics in the case of J = 0, which is an
infinite-range collective model. In this regime, the sys-
tem displays an entanglement phase transition coinciding
with the dissipative phase transition from the stationary
phase to the time-crystal phase. This transition also fea-
tures a fast saturation of the entanglement entropy, mak-
ing its experimental detection free from the exponential
post-selection overhead. It was also hypothesized in [91]
that the above results should hold in the presence of suf-
ficiently long-range interactions, which was supported by
numerical evidence for the case J ̸= 0 and α ̸= 0 for up
to 10 spin-1/2 sites since the exact simulation requires
the full 2N -dimensional Hilbert space and is not feasible
for thermodynamically large N . In the following section,
we develop the theory of spin-wave quantum trajectories,
allowing us to overcome the above limitations and tackle
the problem in the thermodynamic limit. Our results are
presented in Sec. IV.

III. SPIN-WAVE THEORY ALONG QUANTUM
TRAJECTORIES

In this section, we formulate the theory of non-
equilibrium spin-wave quantum trajectories (SWQT) and
derive the equations of motion for spin systems un-
der continuous monitoring. This formalism serves as
a semi-classical method for solving quantum trajecto-
ries of generic out-of-equilibrium dissipative spin systems
with sufficiently long-range interactions whose average
dynamics can be described by a Lindblad master equa-
tion. In previous studies [97], the non-equilibrium spin-
wave theory has been generalized to dissipative spin sys-
tems on the level of the averaged state, i.e. the density
matrix evolving deterministically under the master equa-
tion, cf. Eq. (6). This technique has been proven suc-
cessful in studying dissipative dynamics of large N over
extended time spans. Our method, on the other hand,

resolves the dynamics on the level of single quantum tra-
jectories, corresponding to the unravelling (1) of the mas-
ter equation, enabling us to probe non-linear quantum-
trajectory correlations, encoded in the entanglement and
other non-linear functions of the state [107].
The central assumption is that the system admits

a strong collective spin polarization, on top of which
spin-wave excitations are bosonized via a truncated
Holstein-Primakoff expansion. The bosonic modes are
then approximated with a Gaussian ansatz [108, 109]
parametrized by first and second moments. We remark
that, since our assumption is formulated at the level of
single trajectories and not at the level of average dynam-
ics, our variational ansatz allows us to reach a larger
class of density matrices compared to previous meth-
ods [109]. Indeed, the mixture of Gaussian states, such
as those describing single trajectories, is a non-Gaussian
state in general, hence encodes non-trivial correlations
between the spin-waves. This fact has a fundamental
operational consequence: spin-wave quantum trajecto-
ries provide more accurate representations of the purely
Lindblad dynamics [109], making the SWQT compelling
also for the study of the dissipative dynamics of hermi-
tian operators.
The main challenge in the generalization of spin-wave

theory to quantum trajectories comes from the fact that
the state no longer follows a smooth deterministic evo-
lution, as the density matrix does, but rather evolves
stochastically, whereas the bosonization of spin-wave ex-
citations has to be performed in the instantaneous frame
aligned with the collective spin polarization in order to
yield a valid approximation. In the case of interest,
the evolution is continuous but nowhere differentiable.
Therefore, a naive rotating frame cannot be directly
applied. Therefore, we base our approach on the Eu-
ler–Maruyama [110] method to determine the coupled
stochastic evolution of the state and of the frame in a
self-consistent way.
The rest of the section is organized as follows. In

Sec. III A, we introduce the major approximations made
in the spin-wave theory, namely the truncated Holstein-
Primakoff expansion and the Gaussian approximation.
Then, We derive the equations of motion in Sec. III B.

A. Spin-wave approximation

To keep the discussion self-consistent, we introduce in
this subsection the key approximations made in our spin-
wave theory, namely the truncated Holstein-Primakoff
transformation and the Gaussian approximation. These
approximations will bosonize the spin fluctuations on top
of a moving vacuum defined by the collective polarization
of all spins, and then approximate the bosonic fluctua-
tions up to the Gaussian, i.e. quadratic, level.
To prepare for this discussion, let us now consider a

generic rotated reference frame Ox̃ỹz̃ defined by the uni-
tary transformation parametrized by angles θ and ϕ [see



5

φ

θ

z̃

x̃

ỹ

O

z

x

y

(θ2, φ2)(θ2, φ2)

(θ1, φ2)(θ1, φ2)γ1

γ2

z̃before

(θ1, φ1)(θ1, φ1)

z̃afterz̃after

O

(a) (b)

Figure 1. (a) Sketch of the reference frames considered in
our method. Oxyz is the lab frame and Ox̃ỹz̃ represents the
instantaneous frame where z̃ aligns with the collective mode
polarization. For illustration purposes, the axes x̃ and ỹ are
moved from the origin to the surface of the sphere for clarity.
(b) Sketch of the re-alignment of the reference frame where
the frame angles (θ, ϕ) are updated to match the collective
spin direction after its evolution in an infinitesimal time step.
The curved arrows represent the paths γ1 and γ2 as defined in
Eq. (36) for evaluating the integral of Eq. (35). The dashed
(solid) straight arrow represents the z̃ axis before (after) the
re-alignment step.

Fig. 1 (a) for an illustration of the rotated frame]

Û(θ, ϕ) = e−iϕŜz

e−iθŜy

. (16)

The spin operators associated with the rotated frame are
given by

ŝα̃i = Û(θ, ϕ)ŝαi Û
†(θ, ϕ) =

∑
β

Gα̃β ŝ
β
i , (17)

where Gα̃β ≡ eα̃ · eβ is the 3× 3 matrix representing the
spatial rotation

G =

cos θ cosϕ cos θ sinϕ − sin θ
− sinϕ cosϕ 0

sin θ cosϕ sin θ sinϕ cos θ

 . (18)

Here, the rows of G are the rotated unit vectors ex̃, eỹ
and ez̃ (assuming {eα}α to be the canonical basis for the
lab frame). The inverse transformation

ŝβi =
∑
α̃

Gα̃β ŝ
α̃
i , (19)

allows us to express all the operators in the rotated frame.
We now choose the frame angles (θ, ϕ) such that the ro-
tated z̃ aligns with the direction of the collective spin

⟨Ŝx̃⟩ = ⟨Ŝỹ⟩ = 0 . (20)

This allows us to approximate the spin operators with a
Holstein-Primakoff transformation truncated to the low-

est order

ŝz̃i = s− b̂†i b̂i ,

ŝx̃i ≃
√
s

2
(b̂†i + b̂i) ,

ŝỹi ≃ i

√
s

2
(b̂†i − b̂i) ,

(21)

where b̂i’s are bosonic operators with standard bosonic

commutation relations [b̂i, b̂
†
j ] = δij . This transforma-

tion effectively approximates the Bloch sphere with the
tangent plane at the north pole of the rotated frame [2],
which is why we need to align z̃ with the collective spin
direction. This approximation becomes exact only when

⟨b̂†i b̂i⟩ = 0, i.e., when the system is in a spin coherent
state. Thus, the density of bosonic excitations

ϵ ≡ 1

Ns

∑
i

⟨b̂†i b̂i⟩ , (22)

serves as a natural control parameter for the approxi-
mation. In the regime of ϵ ≪ 1, the bosonization in
Eq. (21) faithfully captures the spin dynamics without

higher-order corrections [97]. The bosonic modes b̂i rep-
resent spin-wave excitations on top of the collective polar-
ization. We will therefore refer to the control parameter
ϵ as the spin-wave density.
Let us now make our second approximation, where we

assume the state of the bosonic modes to be Gaussian
along each trajectory. This allows us to uniquely specify
the state of the entire system with the following varia-
tional parameters:

θ , ϕ , βi ≡ ⟨b̂i⟩ , uij ≡ ⟨δ̂iδ̂j⟩ , vij ≡ ⟨δ̂†i δ̂j⟩ , (23)

where δ̂i ≡ b̂i − βi. Therefore, this method requires only
O(N2) parameters to represent the state in the most gen-
eral case, which is exponentially efficient as compared to
the dimension of the full Hilbert space 2N . The com-
plexity can be further reduced if additional symmetry
is present in the dynamics. For example, the power-law
spin model introduced in Sec. II A preserves translational
invariance on the level of single trajectories. Therefore,
the covariances uij and vij will depend only on the dis-
tance between sites i and j, which reduces the number of
parameters to O(N).
The Gaussian approximation, as a variational ansatz,

allows us to calculate any physical quantity of the state
within the approximation. In particular, the entangle-
ment between spins can be readily obtained using the
covariance formalism of Gaussian states [111], see Ap-
pendix C for details.

B. Equations of motion

In order to derive the unraveled dynamics under the
spin-wave approximation introduced in the previous sub-
section, we should provide the rules for updating the
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variational parameters of the state, θ, ϕ, βi, uij and
vij according to the stochastic unraveling defined in
Eq. (1). Our algorithm is based on the Euler–Maruyama
method [110], where time is discretized into small steps.
Initializing the parameters at t = 0 such that the ro-
tated frame parametrized by (θ, ϕ) has its z̃ axis aligned
with the collective spin (which implies

∑
i βi = 0), we

proceed stroboscopically by repeating the two following
steps until the desired time t is reached:

1. Calculate the infinitesimal increments for the Gaus-
sian parameters δβi, δuij and δvij using Eq. (1),
and update these quantities with the increments.
Note that the frame angles (θ, ϕ) are kept constant
within this step, which implies that the z̃ axis no
longer aligns with the collective spin after the up-
date as

∑
i δβi ̸= 0 in general.

2. Update frame angles (θ, ϕ) such that
∑

i βi = 0 in
the new rotated frame [see Fig. 1 (b) for a schematic
representation of this step]. This can be achieved
self-consistently by considering the evolution of the

bosonic mode b̂i generated by the (passive) rota-
tion of the frame alone. Then update the Gaussian
parameters βi, uij and vij accordingly (due to the
rotation of the frame). Finally, increase the time
by δt and start a new iteration.

The re-alignment of the reference frame Ox̃ỹz̃ in step
2 above is essential to the validity of the truncated
Holstein-Primakoff bosonization approximation (which is
only sound for small deviations of the spin from the north
pole of the Bloch sphere). This will allow the accurate
representation of the dynamics over an extended time
window significantly beyond the restrictions of a conven-
tional spin-wave theory bosonizing in a static reference
frame.

We detail below the key ingredients for performing the
two steps sketched above.

1. Infinitesimal increments

The stochastic master equation (1) presented in Sec. II
determines the time evolution of the expectation value
of operators. For a time-independent operator Ô, the
expectation ⟨Ô⟩ = Tr[ρ̂Ô] evolves as follows,

d⟨Ô⟩ = dt
〈
L†(Ô)

〉
+
∑
i

[
dw∗

i

(
⟨ÔL̂i⟩ − ⟨Ô⟩⟨L̂i⟩

)
+ dwi

(
⟨L̂†

i Ô⟩ − ⟨L̂†
i ⟩⟨Ô⟩

)]
,

(24)
where L† is the adjoint Liouvillian:

L†(Ô) ≡ i[Ĥ, Ô] +
∑
i,j

fij

(
L̂†
jÔL̂i −

1

2

{
L̂†
jL̂i, Ô

})
.

(25)

The infinitesimal increments for the expectation of the

time-independent operator b̂i can be therefore obtained

by setting Ô = b̂i in Eq. (24):

dβi = d⟨b̂i⟩
= idt

〈
[Ĥ, b̂i]

〉
+ dt

∑
j,l

fjl

〈
L̂†
l b̂iL̂j −

1

2

{
L̂†
l L̂j , b̂i

}〉
+
∑
l

(
dw∗

l ⟨δ̂iL̂l⟩+ dwl⟨L̂†
l δ̂i⟩

)
.

(26)

For the two-point covariance uij , which is the expectation

of the time-dependent observable δ̂iδ̂j , their increments
can be obtained using the Ito differentiation rule:

duij = d⟨δ̂iδ̂j⟩
= idt

〈
[Ĥ, δ̂iδ̂j ]

〉
+ dt

∑
l,m

flm

〈
L̂†
mδ̂iδ̂jL̂l −

1

2

{
L̂†
mL̂l, δ̂iδ̂j

}〉
+
∑
l

[
dw∗

l

〈(
δ̂iδ̂j − uij

)
L̂l

〉
+ dwl

〈
L̂†
l

(
δ̂iδ̂j − uij

)〉]
− dt

∑
l,m

(
flm⟨δ̂iL̂l⟩⟨L̂†

mδ̂j⟩+ fml⟨δ̂jL̂m⟩⟨L̂†
l δ̂i⟩

)
.

(27)
where the last term proportional to dt comes from the

time-dependence of δ̂iδ̂j . Similarly, we have for vij ,

dvij = d⟨δ̂†i δ̂j⟩
= idt

〈
[Ĥ, δ̂†i δ̂j ]

〉
+ dt

∑
l,m

flm

〈
L̂†
mδ̂

†
i δ̂jL̂l −

1

2

{
L̂†
mL̂l, δ̂

†
i δ̂j

}〉
+
∑
l

[
dw∗

l

〈(
δ̂†i δ̂j − vij

)
L̂l

〉
+ dwl

〈
L̂†
l

(
δ̂†i δ̂j − vij

)〉]
− dt

∑
l,m

(
flm⟨δ̂†i L̂l⟩⟨L̂†

mδ̂j⟩+ fml⟨δ̂jL̂m⟩⟨L̂†
l δ̂

†
i ⟩
)
.

(28)

In the equations above, the Hamiltonian Ĥ and the dis-
sipation operators L̂i should be expressed in terms of

the bosonic operators b̂i using the substitution rules de-
fined in Eqs. (19) and (21). The Gaussian approxima-
tion then allows evaluating the expectation value of ev-

ery term beyond quadratic order in b̂i in terms of one-
and two-point correlators, i.e. βi, uij and vij , thanks to
the Wick theorem. The increments δβi, δuij , and δvij are
then calculated using the discretized versions of the equa-
tions above. This can be achieved with the substitution
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dt → δt for a sufficiently small time step δt. The noise
is approximated with dwi → δwi =

√
δt(Xi+iYi), where

the pair of random vectors (X,Y) at every time step
is drawn from a multivariate real Gaussian distribution
with zero mean and the following covariance matrix [112],

K =

(
KXX KXY

KYX KYY

)
(29)

with matrix elements

(KXX)ij = (KYY)ij =
1

2
Re fij ,

(KXY)ij = −(KYX)ij =
1

2
Im fij .

(30)

We complete this step by updating the Gaussian pa-
rameters with the increments obtained following the pre-
scription described above:

βi ← βi + δβi ,

uij ← uij + δuij ,

vij ← vij + δvij .

(31)

As a result of the truncated Holstein-Primakoff expansion
at the lowest order, the increments include terms up to
first order in 1/S, which account for finite-size effects in
the dynamics as a correction to the mean-field (zeroth
order) theory.

2. Re-alignment of the frame

After the infinitesimal evolution of the state, let us
update the reference frame such that the z̃ axis aligns
with the updated direction of the collective spin. This
condition is equivalent to requiring the following quantity
to be zero,

β ≡ 1

N

N∑
i=1

βi , (32)

as a direct implication of Eqs. (20) and (21). This can
be achieved by moving the frame smoothly along a path
θ(τ), ϕ(τ) parametrized by some parameter τ . The uni-
tary transformation defined in Eq. (16) therefore becomes
τ -dependent,

Û(τ) = Û(θ(τ), ϕ(τ)) . (33)

The rotation of the frame induces some apparent (ficti-
tious) dynamics on the state, whose generator takes the
form of an “inertial Hamiltonian”:

ĤRF = −idÛ
dτ

Û†

= sin θ
dϕ

dτ
Ŝx̃ − dθ

dτ
Ŝỹ − cos θ

dϕ

dτ
Ŝ z̃ .

(34)

We then use the bosonization rules in Eq. (21) to sub-
stitute the spin operators with bosonic ones to express

ĤRF in terms of b̂i. To find the amount of rotation of
the frame to achieve β = 0, let us consider the apparent

evolution of the operator b̂i along the moving frame:

db̂i
dτ

= i
[
ĤRF, b̂i

]
= −i

√
s

2
sin θ

dϕ

dτ
−
√
s

2

dθ

dτ
− i cos θ

dϕ

dτ
b̂i .

(35)

This equation can be integrated analytically by consider-
ing the path on the Bloch sphere from (θ1, ϕ1) to (θ2, ϕ2)
following the two segments [as illustrated in 1 (b)]:

γ1 : θ(τ) = θ1, ϕ(τ = 0) = ϕ1, ϕ(τ = 1) = ϕ2 ;

γ2 : ϕ(τ) = ϕ2, θ(τ = 1) = θ1, θ(τ = 2) = θ2 .
(36)

In the first segment γ1, we are following a latitude line of
constant θ, and the evolution equation simplifies to be a

separable first-order differential equation of b̂i(ϕ)θ=θ1 :

db̂i(ϕ) = i

√
s

2
sin θ1dϕ− i cos θ1b̂idϕ , (37)

which can be solved as

b̂i(θ1, ϕ2) =

[√
s

2
tan θ1 + b̂i(θ1, ϕ1)

]
e−i∆ϕ cos θ1

−
√
s

2
tan θ1 ,

(38)

where ∆ϕ ≡ ϕ2 − ϕ1. The evolution along the second
segment, following a longitude line of constant ϕ, is sim-
ply

db̂i(θ) = −
√
s

2
dθ , (39)

which gives

b̂i(θ2, ϕ2) = b̂i(θ1, ϕ2)−
√
s

2
∆θ

=

[√
s

2
tan θ1 + b̂i(θ1, ϕ1)

]
e−i∆ϕ cos θ1

−
√
s

2
tan θ1 −

√
s

2
∆θ ,

(40)

where ∆θ ≡ θ2 − θ1. This equation immediately implies
the evolution of β, upon taking the expectation of both
sides,

β(θ2, ϕ2) =

[√
s

2
tan θ1 + β(θ1, ϕ1)

]
e−i∆ϕ cos θ1

−
√
s

2
tan θ1 −

√
s

2
∆θ .

(41)

As our objective is to find the amount of rotations ∆θ
and ∆ϕ starting from θ1 = θ and ϕ1 = ϕ such that
β(θ+∆θ, ϕ+∆ϕ) = 0, we simply set the right-hand side
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of the equation above to zero, giving our final expressions
for the angle increments:

∆ϕ =
1

cos θ
arctan

{
Imβ√

s
2 tan θ +Reβ

}

∆θ =

(
tan θ +

√
2

s
Reβ

)
cos(∆ϕ cos θ)

+

√
2

s
Imβ sin(∆ϕ cos θ)− tan θ .

(42)

Note that these increments are not necessarily infinitesi-
mal due to the coordinate singularities near the poles of
the Bloch sphere, where the angle ϕ may change drasti-
cally even for physically small movements of the frame.
With the angular increments in hand, we are now ready
to update the remaining parameters, namely the one- and
two-point correlators for the bosonic Gaussian state. The
first moments βi can be updated directly using Eq. (40)

with the operator b̂i replaced by its expectation value βi.
This equation also implies the evolution of the fluctuation

operators δ̂i = b̂i − βi, which is simply

δ̂i(θ2, ϕ2) = δ̂i(θ1, ϕ1)e
−i∆ϕ cos θ1 . (43)

We obtain, therefore,

uij(θ2, ϕ2) = uij(θ1, ϕ1)e
−2i∆ϕ cos θ1 ,

vij(θ2, ϕ2) = vij(θ1, ϕ1) .
(44)

With this, we complete the full update step, summarized
as follows:

θ ← θ +∆θ ,

ϕ← ϕ+∆ϕ ,

βi ←
[√

s

2
tan θ + βi

]
e−i∆ϕ cos θ

−
√
s

2
tan θ −

√
s

2
∆θ ,

uij ← uije
−2i∆ϕ cos θ ,

vij ← vij .

(45)

Finally, we increase the (physical) time t to the next step
t← t+ δt and we are ready for a new iteration.
Let us briefly recap the operations performed in each

time step of the algorithm. We first update the Gaussian
parameters βi, uij and vij according to Eq. (31) using
the increments computed from Eqs. (26)-(28). We then
perform the re-alignment step which updates the varia-
tional parameters according to Eq. (45) using the angular
increments ∆θ and ∆ϕ given by Eq. (42), completing the
full iteration.

Lastly, note that our method presented above is
fully generic, as it suffices to systematically apply the
bosonization and the Gaussian approximation to obtain
the equations of motion. Therefore, it can be straightfor-
wardly extended to other types of systems beyond those

we considered. An example of its generalization to spin-
boson systems is presented in Appendix D together with
some illustrative numerical results.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we apply the presented theory of spin-
wave quantum trajectories to study the power-law inter-
acting spin model introduced in Sec. IIA. We focus on
s = 1/2 and fix the interaction strength at J = 0.1κ for
the rest of the section.

A. Infinite-range case: α = 0

We now test the quality of the approximation by evalu-
ating both linear (e.g., observables) and non-linear (e.g.,
entanglement entropy) functions of the state. In order to
benchmark the method, we first revisit the known case
of α = 0, where the z − z interaction is all-to-all with
no spatial resolution. In this regime, the system can be
effectively represented as a single spin S = N/2, and the
Hamiltonian (7) becomes

Ĥ = ωŜx +
2J

S
(Ŝz)2 . (46)

This allows us to benchmark the spin-wave method
against the exact simulation of the dynamics of the col-
lective mode in the Dicke basis. Note that the compu-
tational complexity of our spin-wave method also signif-
icantly reduces in this case since it suffices to apply the
formalism in Sec. III to an effective single-body problem
with spin number S. This boils down to calculating three
increments at each step: δβ, δu, and δv; the re-alignment
step then gives the angular increments ∆θ and ∆ϕ, resets
β to zero and applies a phase factor to u. The computa-
tion cost is therefore constant for the spin-wave method,
which is still significantly more efficient than the exact
simulation which requires a Hilbert space growing lin-
early with N .
To put the spin-wave quantum trajectories in fair

comparison with the exact ones, we integrate the ex-
act stochastic master equation (1) using the Euler-
Maruyama method, and we adopt the same time step δt
and the same noise realization δwi(t) as used in the spin-
wave calculation. Note that this is a very strict bench-
mark as the usual Gaussian trajectory approximation for
bosonic systems typically does not match the exact tra-
jectories, as shown in [109], and the approximation is only
valid in the weak sense, i.e., for calculating ensemble av-
erages. An example of a single-trajectory benchmark for
the spin-wave method is shown in Fig. 2, where we com-
pare trajectories for both the magnetization ⟨Ŝz⟩ and the
entanglement entropy [113] SE against exact ones. The
considered system has S = 64 and ω = 1.25κ, which, as
predicted by the mean-field theory, corresponds to the
time-crystal phase in the thermodynamical limit. The
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Figure 2. Single-trajectory benchmark of the spin-wave
method against the exact integration of the stochastic master
equation on the collective model (α = 0). (a) The collective
z−magnetization as a function of time along a single trajec-
tory obtained from the spin-wave method (solid line) and the
exact solution (dashed line). (b) The half-chain entanglement
entropy along the same trajectory from the spin-wave method
(solid line) and the exact solution (dashed line). Parameters:
ω = 1.25κ, J = 0.1κ, S = 64, κδt = 10−4.

initial state is the fully polarized Dicke state (all spins
pointing up) for both simulations. (For the spin-wave
method, this corresponds to initializing with θ = ϕ = 0
and u = v = 0.) Surprisingly, the trajectories obtained
with the spin-wave method faithfully reproduce the dy-
namics of both quantities throughout most of the evo-
lution. This suggests that the proposed method can be
used as an approximation to resolve dynamics on the level
of single trajectories.

We also evaluate the performance of the spin-wave
method on trajectory-averaged quantities. Fig. 3 (a)

shows the time-evolution of the spin expectations ⟨Ŝx,y,z⟩
obtained by averaging spin-wave quantum trajectories.
These are then benchmarked against the exact solution
of the Lindblad master equation (14). As expected from
the single-trajectory performance, the average dynamics
is accurately reproduced. Notably, the decaying oscilla-
tions of the magnetization are due to the finite size effect
and therefore require corrections beyond the mean-field
level to capture. It is interesting to note that this decay-
ing behavior is not displayed on the level of single trajec-
tories, such as the one shown in Fig. 2 (a). This is typi-
cally observed in dissipative time crystals [114–116], and
can be understood as the continuous monitoring preserv-
ing the coherence of the state. However, the different tra-
jectories will have random relative phase shifts between

−1.0
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1.0

〈Ŝ
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〉(t

)/
S
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〈Ŝx〉 SWQT

〈Ŝy〉 SWQT

〈Ŝz〉 SWQTExact
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(b)

SWQT

Exact

Figure 3. Benchmark of the spin-wave method on trajectory-
averaged quantities. (a) Expectation of the collective spin

vector Ŝα as a function of time given by the spin-wave quan-
tum trajectories (solid lines) and the exact solution of the
master equation (14) (dashed lines). (b) Time-evolution of
the averaged half-chain entanglement entropy from the spin-
wave method (solid line) and the exact trajectories (dashed
line). 4000 trajectories are used for both the spin-wave
method and the exact solution of the entanglement entropy.
The parameters are the same as in Fig. 2.

each other which grow with time, such that at later times
the different trajectories are no longer in phase, result-
ing in the decaying oscillations in the averaged quantities.
This also implies that the averaged state should be highly
mixed, where the different components of the mixture are
states close to spin coherent states pointing in different
directions. The resulting mixed state is hence far from a
state that can be well approximated by the lowest-order
Holstein-Primakoff expansion and the Gaussian approx-
imation as the length of the averaged collective spin vec-

tor ⟨Ŝα⟩ is only a fraction of the maximal value S. As
a consequence, a deterministic version of the spin-wave
theory with the same approximations applied to the aver-
aged state, e.g., the one proposed in Ref. [97], will com-
pletely fail to capture the dynamics in this regime, cf.
Appendix E for a comparison between our results and
that given by the method in Ref. [97]. In Fig. 3 (b), we
compare the trajectory-averaged entanglement entropy
with that calculated from exact trajectories. Again, the
two solutions are in good agreement, while the entangle-
ment given by the exact simulation is slightly higher than
the spin-wave results. This discrepancy is more notice-
able in the presence of strong entanglement, as shown in
Fig. 4, where we compare the steady-state solutions of
the spin-wave method against the exact ones for a wide
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Figure 4. Benchmark of the spin-wave method on the steady
state of the collective model with S = 64 and J = 0.1κ.
(a) Expectation of the collective z-magnetization as a func-
tion of the drive ω obtained with the spin-wave quantum
trajectories and the exact solution (see legend). The mean-
field solution [Eq. (15)] is marked with the dashed line. (b)
Trajectory-averaged steady-state half-chain entanglement en-
tropy obtained with the two methods [see legend in (a)]. (c)
Trajectory-averaged spin-wave density ϵ in the steady state.

range of the drive ω. Fig. 4 (c) shows the trajectory-
averaged steady-state spin-wave density ϵ associated with
the spin-wave solutions. The peak in ϵ corresponds to
the maximum in the entanglement entropy [in panel (b)],
where the difference between the spin-wave and exact so-
lutions is also more pronounced. This illustrates the sig-
nificance of the control parameter ϵ as a signal for the
validity of the spin-wave theory. On the other hand, the
qualitative behavior of the entanglement is correctly cap-
tured despite the relatively high spin-wave density at its
peak, and the magnetization predicted by the spin-wave
method [panel (a)] remains accurate for all values of ω
considered.

B. Long-range case: α ̸= 0

To investigate the effect of a finitely long-range inter-
action and the entanglement dynamics in this regime,
we apply the spin-wave method to the model with finite
values of α. We first consider a long-range model with
α = 0.2. Fig. 5 (a) shows the steady-state expectation

of the collective magnetization ⟨Ŝz⟩ as a function of the
drive amplitude ω and the system size N . As we ap-
proach the thermodynamic limit by increasing N , the
spin-wave solution converges towards the mean-field pre-
diction and a continuous transition emerges separating

the normal phase with ⟨Ŝz⟩ ̸= 0 and the time-crystal

phase with ⟨Ŝz⟩ = 0. Fig. 5 (b) shows the behavior of
the long-time-averaged half-chain entanglement entropy
across this dissipative phase transition. The entangle-
ment develops a logarithmic divergence as a function
of N at the critical point (as implied by the finite-size
scaling analysis of the maximum value of the entangle-
ment entropy), while it appears to be N -independent for
drive values deep inside both phases. This suggests the
emergence of an entanglement phase transition separat-
ing two area-law phases. This anomaly in entanglement
also corresponds to a peak in the spin-wave density, as
shown in Fig. 5 (c). When the system size N increases,
the spin-wave density is suppressed (including its peak
value), which is a signature of the long-range nature of
the model: in the N → ∞ limit, a vanishing spin-wave
density suggests that the system becomes equivalent to
a mean-field (infinite-range) one. In Fig. 5 (d), we study
the time evolution of the trajectory-averaged entangle-
ment entropy at a driving value ω = 1.06κ, which is
close to where the maximum steady-state entanglement
is achieved for the finite system sizes we studied. Note
that we are increasing N exponentially between the dif-
ferent considered values, while the entanglement quickly
reaches the steady-state value in all cases.

To study the effect of the interaction range on the
entanglement dynamics, we also consider the short(er)-
range case with α = 1 for comparison. In Fig. 6 we
present the same physical quantities as considered in
Fig. 5 for the long-range case, whereas here we are in-
creasing N in a linear scale between different system

sizes considered. The steady-state magnetization ⟨Ŝz⟩,
as shown in Fig. 6 (a), exhibits qualitatively similar be-
havior to the long-range case, while it shows more devi-
ation from the mean-field prediction. This could result
from more significant finite-size effects due to short-range
interactions. (Note that the mean-field theory does not
account for the interaction range parameter α and there-
fore gives identical predictions regardless of α.) In sharp
contrast, Fig. 6 (b) shows that the entanglement entropy
of the short-range systems grows much faster with the
system size N . Finite-size scaling suggests a volume law
for the maximum entanglement entropy as well as in a
vicinity around the critical point. The spin-wave density,
as shown in Fig. 6 (c), also presents a qualitatively dif-
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Figure 5. Results for the power-law interacting model in the long-range regime (α = 0.2, J = 0.1κ) of different system sizes
(colorbar shared across all panels). The dashed line marks the mean-field solution. (a) Steady-state average z magnetization
as a function of the drive ω. (b) Steady-state of the trajectory-averaged half-chain entanglement entropy as a function of

ω. The vertical dotted lines mark the critical point predicted by the mean-field theory ω
(c)
MF ≃ 1.077κ. Inset: scaling of the

maximum entropy versus N in linear-log scale. (c) Steady-state spin-wave density in log-linear scale. (d) Dynamics of the
trajectory-averaged half-chain entanglement entropy for a driving value ω = 1.06κ, in linear-log scale.
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Figure 6. Results for the power-law interacting model in the short-range regime (α = 1.0, J = 0.1κ) of different system sizes
(colorbar shared across all panels). (a) Steady-state average z magnetization as a function of the drive ω. The dashed line marks
the mean-field solution. (b) Steady-state of the trajectory-averaged half-chain entanglement entropy as a function of ω. The

vertical dotted lines mark the critical point predicted by the mean-field theory ω
(c)
MF ≃ 1.077κ. Inset: scaling of the maximum

entropy versus N in linear scale. (c) Steady-state spin-wave density in log-linear scale. (d) Dynamics of the trajectory-averaged
half-chain entanglement entropy for a driving value ω = 1.06κ, in linear-log scale.

ferent behavior from the long-range case. Close to the
maximal entanglement, the spin-wave density does not
appear to decrease with the system size N , and remains
around ϵ ≲ 0.2. This suggests that the short-range model
does not reduce to a mean-field (infinite-range) one even
in the thermodynamic limit of N →∞, and that higher-
order corrections to the theory are expected to have a
more significant contribution. Finally, we show in Fig. 6
(d) the time dynamics of the trajectory-averaged entan-
glement entropy at ω = 1.06κ. Contrary to the fast sat-
uration of entanglement in the long-range (or infinite-
range) regime, the time it takes to reach the steady-state
value scales rapidly with N . Due to the relatively high
spin-wave density at the considered driving, we expect
our result to hold only qualitatively.

The results presented for both the long- and short-
range cases are in qualitative agreement with the obser-
vations made in [91] although the latter are for much
more modest system sizes far from the thermodynamic
limit. Here, the reported results obtained with the spin-
wave method are up to N = 512 long-range interacting

spins, which is well beyond the exactly-solvable regime.
We have therefore provided much stronger evidence to
support the hypothesis that entanglement phase transi-
tion persists in the considered system and exhibits fast-
saturating dynamics in the presence of sufficiently long-
range interactions. On the other hand, our results also
suggest the breakdown of this fast saturating property in
the short-range regime.

V. EXPERIMENTAL OBSERVABILITY OF
MONITORED PHASES BOOSTED BY

SPIN-WAVE QUANTUM TRAJECTORIES

The SWQT framework enables operational advantage
in the experimental detection of monitored phases of
long-range interacting systems. Compared to Ref. [91],
where the post-selection overhead is mitigated by the per-
mutation symmetry of the setup, this section described a
method based on quantum-classical correlations [87, 88].
This allows to include permutation symmetry-breaking
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terms, such as local measurements and power-law decay-
ing interactions, of cornerstone importance for current
quantum platforms [18–22, 117].

The stochastic dynamics governed by Eq. (1) is con-
tinuous in time, while the experimental characterization
of quantum trajectories typically requires a finite tem-
poral binning, which effectively discretizes the evolution
into small time steps. Therefore, we first discuss the dis-
cretized version of the dynamics in Eq. (1) and recast it in
terms of the system and ancilla degrees of freedom, a de-
scription that is particularly tailored for digital quantum
simulators. Afterwards, we discuss how the SWQT al-
lows us to substantially mitigate the post-selection within
the range of applicability of the semi-classical approxima-
tions.

A. From continuous to discrete monitored
dynamics

In view of the experimental implementations, for ex-
ample on digital quantum simulators with discrete-time
dynamics, we discuss in this subsection the discretized
version of the dynamics in Eq. (1) by fixing ∆t a (small)
time scale of the unitary and measurement steps, which
is equivalent to the continuous-time case in the limit of
∆t → 0 (see also Refs. [25, 118, 119]). As shown in Ap-
pendix A, the stochastic master equation (1) can be cast
in a diagonal form such that the noises dZj associated
with different Lindblad jump operators are independent.
We consider therefore the simplified problem with a sin-
gle Lindblad jump operator L̂, and focus on the dissipa-
tive part of the dynamics (fixing Ĥ = 0), namely

dρ̂ = dtD[L̂](ρ̂) + dZ∗
(
L̂− ⟨L̂⟩

)
ρ̂+ dZρ̂

(
L̂† − ⟨L̂†⟩

)
,

(47)

where the dissipator D[L̂] is defined as

D[L̂](ρ̂) ≡ L̂ρ̂L̂† − 1

2

{
L̂†L̂, ρ̂

}
, (48)

and the zero-mean noise dZ satisfies |dZ|2 = dt and
dZ2 = 0. The generalization to the complete problem
is then trivial.

We discretize also the range of values dZ = (dX +

idY )/
√
2 into the finite binnings dX ∈ {−xQ, . . . , xQ}

and dY ∈ {−yQ, . . . , yQ} for some parameter Q. The
problem in Eq. (47) is then the continuous limit of
some positive operator-valued measurements (POVM),
which can be described using an ancilla A. We fix
∆t > 0 a small time-step and study the evolution as
a stochastic quantum circuit. Let us consider the dy-
namics of the state R̂S,A describing the combined sys-
tem and ancilla framework. By definition, we require
that ρ̂ = trA(R̂S,A). We note that the choice of ancilla
and system interaction is crucial in determining the value
of dZ. For simplicity and concreteness, we consider the
case of A being a system of qubits, which has immediate

implementations in quantum platforms. In particular,
we focus on the minimal setup of two qubits per site,
each contributing respectively to the real and imaginary
parts of the complex noise. This choice will fix a bimodal
approximation of the Gaussian binning, namely Q = 1.
Nevertheless, the argument below can be generalized to
more involved ancillas to reproduce larger values of Q.
We denote A1/2 the ancilla qubit 1/2. The heterodyne

dynamics in Eq. (47) is then generated by the system-
ancilla interaction

ÛS,A = B̂S e
√
∆t(L̂⊗σ̂−

1 −L̂†⊗σ̂+
1 ) ,

B̂S = eπ(σ̂
+
1 ⊗σ̂−

2 −σ̂−
1 ⊗σ̂+

2 )/4 ,
(49)

where L̂ acts on the system, σ̂±
1,2 are the uppering and

lowering operators for the ancilla qubit 1 and 2 respec-

tively, and B̂S is the 50/50 beamsplitter unitary acting
only on the ancilla A.
Applying ÛS,A to R̂S,A(t) ≡ ρ̂(t) ⊗ |00⟩⟨00| (with the

convention where |0⟩ denotes the spin-up state) and pro-

jecting out A1 onto the basis |±⟩ ≡ (|0⟩ ± |1⟩)/
√
2 and

A2 onto |±̃⟩ ≡ (|0⟩±̃i|1⟩)/
√
2 we have the four Kraus

operators

K̂±,±̃ ≡ ⟨±|A1⟨±̃|A2ÛS,A|0⟩A1 |0⟩A2

=
1

2

(
I± e∓±̃iπ/4

√
∆tL̂− 1

2
∆tL̂†L̂

)
,

(50)

where we have kept terms up to first order in ∆t. We note
that the measurement information in the Kraus opera-

tors is fully encoded in the 4 complex numbers ±e∓±̃iπ/4.
Their choice, fixing the measurement history, is therefore

determined by the POVM Ê±,±̃ = K̂†
±,±̃K̂±,±̃. The post-

measurement state is

ρ̂±,±̃ =
K̂±,±̃ρ̂K̂

†
±,±̃

p±,±̃
, (51)

where the probabilities are given by

p±,±̃ = tr(ρ̂Ê±,±̃) . (52)

We will now briefly show that Eq. (51) reproduces
Eq. (47) for small ∆t, with a binary approximation of
the binning. We define two stochastic variables depend-
ing on the measurement outcomes ∆Rx(±, ±̃) ≡ ±

√
∆t

and ∆Ry(±, ±̃) ≡ ±̃
√
∆t. We then have, at leading order

in ∆t, that

∆Rx =
∑
±,±̃

±
√
∆tp±,±̃ = ∆t⟨L̂† + L̂⟩/

√
2 ,

∆Ry =
∑
±,±̃

±̃
√
∆tp±,±̃ = i∆t⟨L̂† − L̂⟩/

√
2 .

(53)

In a similar fashion, we have ∆R2
x = ∆R2

y = ∆t and

∆Rx∆Ry = 0. Putting all together, and defining the
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Figure 7. Benchmark of the binary approximation of the Gaussian noise in the heterodyne-detection unraveling. We compare
trajectory-averaged quantities obtained from different methods and different types of noise (see legend), namely 1) the spin-
wave quantum trajectory (SWQT) method with binarized noise, 2) the exact solution of the stochastic master equation with
Gaussian noise and 3) the exact solution but with binary noise replacing the gaussian noise. Panel (a) compares the results on a

linear quantity ⟨Ŝz⟩. Panel (b) and (c) show the benchmark on two different nonlinear quantities, the half-system entanglement

entropy SE and the squared magnetization ⟨Ŝz⟩2 respectively. Parameters: ω = 1.3κ, J = 0.1κ, α = 0 and S = 64.

zero-mean stochastic processes dX ≡ ∆Rx − ∆Rx and
dY = ∆Ry −∆Ry, which satisfy dX2 = dY 2 = ∆t and

dXdY = 0, we obtain the final expression after simple
algebra [120],

δρ̂±,±̃ = ρ̂±,±̃ − ρ̂

= ∆tD[L̂]ρ̂+ 1√
2
dX
(
L̂ρ̂+ ρ̂L̂† − ⟨L̂+ L̂†⟩ρ̂

)
+

i√
2
dY
(
−L̂ρ̂+ ρ̂L̂† + ⟨L̂− L̂†⟩ρ̂

)
,

(54)

which is equivalent to Eq. (47) when substituting dZ =

(dX + idY )/
√
2.

We verify the validity of this binary approximation of
the Gaussian noise by computing the trajectory-averaged
quantities including both linear and non-linear functions
of the state and compared the results with the exact so-
lution obtained with the Gaussian noise. An example
of the benchmark is shown in Fig. 7, where we com-

puted the magnetization ⟨Ŝz⟩, the half-system entangle-

ment entropy SE and the nonlinear quantity ⟨Ŝz⟩2 from
three different methods: 1) Spin-wave quantum trajecto-
ries with binarized noise, 2) exact solution of the stochas-
tic master equation with Gaussian noise and 3) exact so-
lution with the binary approximation of the noise. In all
cases, we observe excellent agreement among the results
obtained in these different ways.

In summary, within the choice of ancilla and system-
ancilla interaction, we obtain a 4-valued complex pro-
cess dZ for each independent Lindblad jump operator
L̂ at each monitoring step. This allows us to estimate
the brute-force post-selection overhead over M discrete
timesteps for Λ independent Lindblad jump operators

as O(4MΛ). More generally, introducing further ancilla
qubits, or enabling qubit interactions, allows one to reach
a more refined binning of the Gaussian increment dZ.
Fixing the binning parameter Q, the probability of re-
producing the same trajectory is then O((2Q)2MΛ). This
renders the brute-force experimental observation of the
monitored phases of generic systems an exponentially
hard task.

B. Quantum-classical observables

To overcome the large post-selection overhead, we com-
bine classical simulation with the output from a quantum
simulation. We consider an experiment with M ≫ 1
(weak) measurement steps and set the measurement out-
come history m. As previously elaborated, the prob-
ability of obtaining m twice is exponentially small in
system size and time scale. Suppose we perform a fi-
nal projective measurement of an operator Ô over ρ̂(m),
i.e. the state conditioned on the measurement history
m. This measurement is disruptive and will collapse ρ̂
onto the eigenspace of the measurement outcome om.
For example, in the case where the observable is cho-
sen to be Ô = Ŝz, the single-shot measurement outcome
om ∈ {−S, · · · , S} is one of the 2S + 1 eigenvalues of

operator Ŝz. Averaging over this value recasts the Lind-
blad prediction, namely om = Tr[ρ̂Ô] where ρ̂ = ρ̂(m)
is the average state over all possible trajectories m. A
correlation that is non-linear in the state can be obtained
using classical simulations [87]. Fixing the measurement
history and position m in the classical simulation, we
obtain the (classical) estimate of the trajectory-wise ex-

pectation value ⟨Ôm⟩C ≡ Tr[ρ̂C(m)Ô] with the label •C
denoting the classically computed quantity. For instance,
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Figure 8. Benchmark of the quantum-classical measurement protocol. We compare the time evolution of the trajectory

average of different correlators (see legend), the quantum-classical correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩C , the quantum-quantum correlator

⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩Q and the classical-classical correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩C⟨Ŝz⟩C . Here, trajectory-wise expectation labeled C (classical) is the
spin-wave prediction, and the Q (quantum) result is given by the exact simulation with the same realization of the binary
noise. The brute-force simulation of a final projective measurement at κt = 60 is also shown (marked with a cross), where the

measured results of the quantum-classical cross-correlated probe om⟨Ŝz
m⟩C are averaged over 480 runs of the experiment (with

different noise realizations). The different panels correspond to different total spin numbers S (see annotation). Parameters:
ω = 1.3κ, J = 0.1κ.

this is obtained in our setup using the solution of Eq. (1)
within the spin-wave approximations. We can then cross-
correlate the measurement outcome with the classical
simulation result to construct the quantum-classical ob-
ject om⟨Ôm⟩C , which, when averaged over m (i.e. over
measurement shots),

om⟨Ôm⟩C = ⟨Ôm⟩Q⟨Ôm⟩C , (55)

gives the quantum-classical correlator, where the label
•Q denotes the quantity evaluated on the actual quan-
tum state in the experiment. In the ideal case where
the classical simulation is exact, the quantum and clas-
sical quantities should coincide and the correlator on the
right-hand side of Eq. (55) is a nonlinear function of the
state conditioned on the measurement history. This was
recently shown to reproduce the measurement-induced
transition in a variety of experiments [74], provided sim-

ulating ⟨Ôm⟩C is easy. The SWQT framework therefore
is a compelling toolbox to investigate quantum-classical
correlations. In particular, when the semi-classical ap-
proximation holds, we expect the data to be reliable with
errors O(1/S).

To benchmark this quantum-classical measurement
protocol, let us consider again the infinite-range case
(α = 0) of the spin model introduced in Sec. II A, such
that numerically exact integration of the stochastic mas-
ter equation is affordable for sufficiently large S in order
for the spin-wave approximations to yield valid results.
We refer to the quantities obtained with the exact solu-
tion as the “quantum” ones, to simulate what one would
get from an actual experiment. The “classical” quantities
are then those given by the spin-wave solution using the
same noise realization m as in the corresponding exact
simulation (“quantum”) run. As justified in Sec. VA,

we adopt the binarized noise in both the exact and the
spin-wave simulations, in order to mimic an experiment
on discrete-time digital quantum simulators where the
weak monitoring is implemented with the ancilla qubits.
we fix the interaction strength to J = 0.1κ, which is the
value considered in Sec. IV, and choose the observable for
the final projective measurement to be Ô = Ŝz. The es-

timator of the statistical average om⟨Ŝz
m⟩C is then the

quantum-classical correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩C (we omit the
subscript m for a less heavy notation). In the ideal
scenario where the classical simulation is also exact as
the quantum one along any trajectory, this correlator
should be equal to both the classical-classical correla-

tor ⟨Ŝz⟩C⟨Ŝz⟩C and the quantum-quantum correlator

⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩Q. In Fig. 8, we show an example of the time
evolution of these three correlators at a given driving am-
plitude ω = 1.3κ for different system sizes (indicated by
the total spin number S). Due to the imperfection of the
spin-wave approximations along single trajectories, the
quantum-classical correlator gradually deviates from the
quantum-quantum and the classical-classical ones, yet
still captures qualitatively the dynamics. We also show
the brute force simulation result of a projective measure-
ment at a “final” time κt = 60, where a number of 480
shots of measurement outcomes om are collected and
cross-correlated with the classical simulation result to
construct the quantum-classical object om⟨Ŝz

m⟩C , which
agrees well with its estimator ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩C . In Fig. 9, we
show the steady-state behavior of the three correlators
discussed above, as a function of the drive ω for different
system sizes. Importantly, the quantum-classical corre-

lation ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩C successfully captures the signature of
the phase transition. This demonstrates that the efficient
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Figure 9. Steady-state trajectory-averaged correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩⟨Ŝz⟩ as a function of the drive ω for different total spin numbers

S (see legend). Panel (a)-(c) show the results for the the quantum-classical correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩C , the quantum-quantum

correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩Q⟨Ŝz⟩Q and the classical-classical correlator ⟨Ŝz⟩C⟨Ŝz⟩C respectively. The steady-state value is computed as the
average from κt = 50 to κt = 100, i.e. over the tail of the dynamics.

classical simulation enabled by our spin-wave framework
provides access to quantum-classical observables, which
can probe nonlinear properties of the state without the
post-selection issue.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have proposed a stochastic spin-wave
theory along quantum trajectories of monitored long-
range spin systems, which serves both as an algorithm
for solving the Lindblad master equation and also as a
method for investigating monitored dynamics on the level
of trajectories with direct access to any quantity of the
monitored state, such as entanglement, within the spin-
wave approximations. Our technique has been carefully
benchmarked in regimes where numerically exact solu-
tions are possible, showing good accuracy even on the
level of single trajectories. We further demonstrated the
method on a large number of spins with power-law inter-
actions, a regime well beyond the reach of direct simula-
tions, and studied the entanglement dynamics in differ-
ent regimes of the interaction range. Given the generality
of our formalism, we expect the proposed framework of
spin-wave quantum trajectories to pave the way for the
investigation of a large class of long-range interacting sys-
tems.

Despite the demonstrated performance of our method,
there are several interesting directions for future stud-
ies. For example, one can consider terms in the Holstein-
Primakoff expansion beyond the leading order to include
more nonlinear effects, which should extend the validity
of the theory in the regime of relatively high spin-wave
densities. We also expect better overall single-trajectory
accuracy with the inclusion of higher-order spin-wave cor-
rections, which is essential in improving the performance
of the quantum-classical measurement protocol in avoid-

ing the post-selection problem. On the other hand, dif-
ferent unravellings of the Lindblad master equation can
also be explored, including the relevant case of quantum
jumps modeling the coupling to photodetectors.
The long-range spin model we adopted for the demon-

stration of the spin-wave theory can be readily realized in
current experimental platforms [23, 121], and we expect
the entanglement phase transition to be readily observ-
able in experiments without the post-selection problem.
The reason is two-fold. Firstly, as we demonstrated with
the spin-wave simulations, the entanglement dynamics
features fast saturation times when the interaction is suf-
ficiently long-range, which, together with the collective
nature of the dissipation, allows the brute-force post-
selection of quantum trajectories with a mitigated, non-
exponential, overhead. Finally, in a much broader con-
text, when the semi-classical approximations are valid –
including the relevant case of sufficiently long-range in-
teractions, the efficient classical simulation of spin-wave
quantum trajectories allows to probe nonlinear quanti-
ties of the state via quantum-classical cross-correlated
observables, which does not suffer from the post-selection
problem, thus opening up promising avenues in the ex-
perimental detection of monitored phases in long-range
systems.
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Appendix A: Proof of the unraveling of the
nondiagonal Lindblad master equation

The positive semidefinite matrix fij in the nondiagonal
master equation (6) can be diagonalized with a unitary
transformation u:

f = uκu† , (A1)

where κ is a diagonal matrix with non-negative entries:

κ ≡ diag(κ1, . . . , κN ) . (A2)

Defining

Âi ≡
∑
j

ujiL̂j ,

dZi ≡
1√
κi

∑
j

ujidwj ,
(A3)

the Liouvillian (6) becomes

L(ρ̂) = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +
∑
i

κiD[Âi](ρ̂) , (A4)

where

D[Âi](ρ̂) ≡ Âiρ̂Â
†
i −

1

2

{
Â†

i Âi, ρ̂
}

(A5)

is the standard (diagonal) dissipator. The unraveling (1)
becomes

dρ̂ = dtL(ρ̂)
+
∑
i

√
κi

[
dZ∗

i

(
Âj − ⟨Âi⟩

)
ρ̂+ dZiρ̂

(
Â†

i − ⟨Â†
i ⟩
)]
,

(A6)
where the noise satisfies

dZi = 0 ,

dZ∗
i dZj = δijdt , dZidZj = 0 ,

(A7)

which implies that each dZi is a normalized com-
plex Wiener process and independent from each other.
Eq. (A6), being equivalent to Eq. (1), is the standard
(diagonal-form) quantum state diffusion unraveling de-
scribing a heterodyne detection process, where the op-
erators Âi are being continuously monitored at rates κi
respectively.

For a pure initial state, this is equivalent to the follow-
ing stochastic Schrödinger equation,

d|ψ⟩ = −iĤdt|ψ⟩

+
∑
i

κi

(〈
Â†

i

〉
Âi −

1

2

〈
Â†

i

〉〈
Âi

〉
− 1

2
Â†

i Âi

)
dt|ψ⟩

+
∑
i

√
κi

(
Âi −

〈
Âi

〉)
dZ∗

i |ψ⟩ ,

(A8)
which preserves the purity of the state along every single
trajectory.

Appendix B: Mean-field equations for the power-law
spin model

We derive in this appendix the mean-field equations of
the power-law spin model defined in Sec. IIA. We denote
the average magnetization with

mµ ≡
⟨Ŝµ⟩
S

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨σ̂µ
i ⟩ , µ ∈ {x, y, z} , (B1)

whose evolution under the Lindblad dynamics can be ob-
tained with the adjoint master equation [122]: for a time-

independent operator Ô, we have

d⟨Ô⟩
dt

= i
〈
[Ĥ, Ô]

〉
+
κ

S

〈
Ŝ+ÔŜ− − 1

2

{
Ŝ+Ŝ−, Ô

}〉
.

(B2)
Within the mean-field approximation, where we assume
the factorization ⟨σ̂µ

i σ̂
λ
j ⟩ = ⟨σ̂µ

i ⟩⟨σ̂λ
j ⟩ at N → ∞, and

that ⟨σ̂µ
i ⟩ has no i−dependence, we obtain the following

equations of motion for the average magnetization:

dmx

dt
= −4Jmymz + κmxmz ,

dmy

dt
= −ωmz + 4Jmxmz + κmymz ,

dmz

dt
= ωmy − κ(m2

x +m2
y) .

(B3)

The steady-state magnetization can be found by impos-
ing the time derivatives to zero, which yields

mz = −
√

1− ω2

16J2 + κ2
, (B4)

giving Eq. (15) in the main text. Beyond the critical

point ω
(c)
MF =

√
16J2 + κ2, this stationary solution no

longer exists and the magnetization admits only perma-
nently oscillating solutions, which corresponds to a time-
crystal phase.

Appendix C: Expression for the entanglement
entropy under the Gaussian approximation

Without loss of generality, let us consider a bipartition
of the spins where one subsystem contains spins indexed
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from 1 to M . Denoting x̂i ≡ (b̂†i + b̂i)/
√
2, p̂i ≡ i(b̂†i −

b̂i)/
√
2 and r̂ ≡ (x̂1, . . . , x̂M , p̂1, . . . , p̂M ), the covariance

matrix Ξ for the Gaussian state of the subsystem has
components

Ξij ≡
1

2
⟨r̂ir̂j + r̂j r̂i⟩ − ⟨r̂i⟩⟨r̂j⟩ , (C1)

which can be expressed in terms of uij and vij . The en-
tanglement entropy SE is then given by the von Neumann
entropy of the subsystem (since the full system remains
in a pure state along the unraveled trajectory), which can
be expressed in terms of the symplectic eigenvalues {µi}i
of the covariance matrix Ξ as [111]

SE =
∑
i

[(
µi +

1

2

)
log

(
µi +

1

2

)
−
(
µi −

1

2

)
log

(
µi −

1

2

)]
.

(C2)

Operationally, the symplectic eigenvalues can be found
with the help of the symplectic matrix Ω defined as

Ω =

(
0 IM
−IM 0

)
, (C3)

where IM is theM×M identity matrix. The eigenvalues
of the matrix ΞΩ are then {±iµi}i, where the µi’s are
the symplectic eigenvalues of Ξ.

Appendix D: Generalization to spin-boson systems

In this appendix, we demonstrate a possible extension
of our spin-wave theory, which allows the investigation
of spin-boson systems. We adopt the same Gaussian ap-
proximation for the bosonic mode as for the bosonized
spins, such that the state of the entire system can be
characterized by the first and second moments, requir-
ing a quadratic number of variables to specify the Gaus-
sian variational ansatz in the general case. For illustra-
tion purposes, let us consider a driven-dissipative Tavis-
Cummings model with long-range spin interactions. The
spins are collectively driven and resonantly coupled to a
single-mode cavity (with annihilation operator â for the
cavity bosonic mode), and the cavity undergoes single-
photon dissipation. The Hamiltonian can be written as
follows,

Ĥ = ωŜx +
2sJ

N
∑
i ̸=j

σ̂z
i σ̂

z
j

d(i, j)α

+
λ√
2S

(â†Ŝ− + âŜ+) ,

(D1)

Which is essentially the spin Hamiltonian (7) with an
additional term (in the second line) describing the spin-
boson coupling (with strength λ). The average dynamics

of the system can be described by the Lindblad master
equation,

d

dt
ρ̂ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + κD[â](ρ̂) , (D2)

where κ represents the loss rate of the cavity photons.
Let us consider the same quantum-state diffusion un-

raveling as in the main text. For a time-independent
operator Ô, the stochastic evolution of its expectation is
given by

d⟨Ô⟩ = idt
〈
[Ĥ, Ô]

〉
+ κdt

〈
â†Ôâ− 1

2

{
â†â, Ô

}〉
+
√
κ
{
dZ∗

(
⟨Ôâ⟩ − ⟨Ô⟩⟨â⟩

)
+

dZ
(
⟨â†Ô⟩ − ⟨â†⟩⟨Ô⟩

)}
,

(D3)

where the single-channel noise dZ satisfies dZ2 = 0 and
|dZ|2 = dt. This corresponds to monitoring the cavity
output field with a heterodyne-detection scheme.

1. Equations of motion

As our model preserves the translational symmetry
of the state on the level of single trajectories, within
the Gaussian approximation for both the cavity and the
spins, we only need to keep track of the following quan-
tities to fully specify the state:

• First moments: α ≡ ⟨â⟩, β ≡ ⟨b̂n0⟩ (where n0 is
an arbitrary spin index, whose value has no im-
portance due to the translational invariance of the
spins.).

• Second moments:

– Photon-photon correlations:

u(a) ≡ ⟨δ̂(a)δ̂(a)⟩, v(a) ≡ ⟨δ̂(a)†δ̂(a)⟩.
– Photon-spin correlations:

u(ab) ≡ ⟨δ̂(a)δ̂(b)n0 ⟩, v(ab) ≡ ⟨δ̂(a)†δ̂(b)n0 ⟩.
– Spin-spin correlations:

u
(b)
m ≡ ⟨δ̂(b)n0 δ̂

(b)
n0+m⟩, v(b)m ≡ ⟨δ̂(b)†n0 δ̂

(b)
n0+m⟩.

Here, we define δ̂(a) ≡ â− ⟨â⟩ and δ̂(b)i ≡ b̂i − ⟨b̂i⟩, which
are time-dependent operators. The spin correlators sat-

isfy u
(b)
m = u

(b)
−m and v

(b)
m = v

(b)
−m due to spatial reflection

symmetry in the considered model.
In the re-alignment step, as the rotation applies only

to the spin operators, the cavity mode is not affected.
Therefore, after obtaining the angular increments ∆θ and
∆ϕ from the incremented β using Eq. (42) in the main
text, We have the following update rules,

β ← 0 ,

u(ab) ← u(ab)e−i∆ϕ cos θ ,

v(ab) ← v(ab)e−i∆ϕ cos θ ,

u(b)m ← u(b)m e−2i∆ϕ cos θ ,

(D4)
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Figure 11. Comparison between solutions given by the two different spin-wave methods. (a) Results from the spin-wave
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ωF = 1.25κ, J = 0.1κ and S = 64 (the same as Fig. 3). (b) The solution given by the deterministic spin-wave theory (DSW)
with the same parameters. (c) Spin-wave densities associated with the two solutions.

and the other correlators remain unchanged.

2. Results on the driven-dissipative long-range
Tavis-Cummings model

Note that in the regime where the cavity dissipation
is much faster than any other time scale in the system,
i.e. when ω, J, λ ≪ κ, the cavity mode can be adia-
batically eliminated and this model reduces effectively to
the long-range spin model with collective spin dissipation
Ŝ− as considered in the main text, since the lossy cavity
acts as a Markovian reservoir for the spin system that
quickly evacuates entropy into the environment via the
spin-boson interaction. To illustrate the generalization
of our spin-wave quantum trajectory method to spin-
boson systems, we place ourselves close to this regime,
such that results qualitatively reminiscent of those in the
spin-only model as presented in the main text can be ex-
pected. We fix the parameters as s = 1/2, λ = 0.2κ,
J = 0.01κ and α = 0.1, and the results are shown in

Fig. 10. The spin magnetization [panel (a)] displays sim-
ilar behavior as compared to Fig. 5 (a), where a contin-
uous dissipative phase transition predicted by the mean-
field theory emerges. This transition is also accompa-
nied by an entanglement phase transition [panel (b)] for
the entanglement between the spins and the cavity, from
an unentangled phase to an entangled one as the driv-
ing increases. The spin-wave density [panel (c)] displays
a maximum close to the critical point, while the peak
value decreases with the system size N , which is a sig-
nature of the long-range nature of the system. Finally,
the spin-cavity entanglement also exhibits fast satura-
tion, as shown in panel (d) for the case close to critical-
ity. These results suggest a possible implementation of
the long-range spin model with collective dissipation (as
considered in the main text) in atom-cavity platforms,
and that the brute-force experimental detection of the
entanglement phase transition can also be realized with
mitigated post-selection overhead.



19

Appendix E: Comparison with other existing
spin-wave methods

In this appendix, we provide a comparison between
our method of spin-wave quantum trajectories (SWQT)
and the method proposed in [97], which is a determin-
istic spin-wave method for dissipative systems (referred
to as “DSW” in this section). The latter assumes the
same approximations as in our method (i.e. lowest-order
Holstein-Primakoff expansion and Gaussian approxima-
tion) except that their approximations are performed on
the level of the averaged state (i.e. the density matrix)
and their dynamical evolution is derived from the deter-
ministic Lindblad master equation.

For illustration purposes, let us consider again the col-

lective spin model defined in Sec. IV of the main text.
The solutions given by the two methods are shown in
Fig. 11 for comparison. Panel (a) shows the SWQT re-
sults for the parameters ωF = 1.25κ, J = 0.1κ, S = 64,
which is the same as that presented in Fig. 3 of the main
text. The solution with the same parameters given by
DSW is shown in panel (b), which is by no means close
to the exact solution. As explained in the main text, this
is a result of the highly mixed nature of the average state
that the spin-wave approximations fail to capture. Panel
(c) shows the spin-wave densities associated with the two
solutions, where the SWQT has a spin-wave density that
is smaller by several orders of magnitude, which is con-
sistent with its accuracy compared to the exact solution.
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[94] P. Sierant, G. Chiriacò, F. M. Surace, S. Sharma,
X. Turkeshi, M. Dalmonte, R. Fazio, and G. Pagano,
Dissipative Floquet Dynamics: from Steady State
to Measurement Induced Criticality in Trapped-ion
Chains, Quantum 6, 638 (2022).

[95] T. Müller, S. Diehl, and M. Buchhold, Measurement-
induced dark state phase transitions in long-ranged
fermion systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010605 (2022).

[96] T. Minato, K. Sugimoto, T. Kuwahara, and K. Saito,
Fate of measurement-induced phase transition in long-
range interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010603 (2022).

[97] K. Seetharam, A. Lerose, R. Fazio, and J. Marino,
Dynamical scaling of correlations generated by short-
and long-range dissipation, Phys. Rev. B 105, 184305
(2022).

[98] F. Bloch, Zur Theorie des Austauschproblems und der
Remanenzerscheinung der Ferromagnetika, in Zur The-
orie des Austauschproblems und der Remanenzerschein-
ung der Ferromagnetika: Probleme des Atomkernbaues,
edited by F. Bloch (Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1932)
pp. 295–335.

[99] T. Holstein and H. Primakoff, Field Dependence of
the Intrinsic Domain Magnetization of a Ferromagnet,
Phys. Rev. 58, 1098 (1940).

[100] J. Van Kranendonk and J. H. Van Vleck, Spin Waves,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 30, 1 (1958).

[101] A. Rückriegel, A. Kreisel, and P. Kopietz, Time-
dependent spin-wave theory, Phys. Rev. B 85, 054422
(2012).

[102] A. Lerose, B. Žunkovič, J. Marino, A. Gambassi, and
A. Silva, Impact of nonequilibrium fluctuations on
prethermal dynamical phase transitions in long-range
interacting spin chains, Phys. Rev. B 99, 045128 (2019).

[103] G. Vidal, J. I. Latorre, E. Rico, and A. Kitaev, En-
tanglement in Quantum Critical Phenomena, Physical
Review Letters 90, 227902 (2003).

[104] N. Gisin and I. C. Percival, The quantum-state diffu-
sion model applied to open systems, J. Phys. A: Math.
Theor. 25, 5677 (1992).

[105] M. Kac, G. E. Uhlenbeck, and P. C. Hemmer, On the

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.030505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.030505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.104301
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.05076
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.104306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.104306
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.200602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.200602
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.02988
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.020304
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01619-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-023-02076-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06505-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.060403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.060403
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10506
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.L041103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.109.L020304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.109.L020304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.224303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.120402
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16595
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.16087
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.04520
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.04520
https://doi.org/10.12693/aphyspola.144.474
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.220404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.220404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.214302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.214302
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.20092
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.20092
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.021026
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.00938
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.17367
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.163401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010604
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010604
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysCore.5.2.023
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-02-02-638
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.010603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.184305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.184305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.58.1098
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.30.1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.054422
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.054422
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.045128
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.227902
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.227902
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/25/21/023
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/25/21/023


22

van der Waals Theory of the Vapor-Liquid Equilibrium.
I. Discussion of a One-Dimensional Model, J. Math.
Phys. 4, 216 (1963).

[106] G. Ferioli, A. Glicenstein, F. Robicheaux, R. T. Suther-
land, A. Browaeys, and I. Ferrier-Barbut, Laser-Driven
Superradiant Ensembles of Two-Level Atoms near Dicke
Regime, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 243602 (2021).

[107] W. Verstraelen, D. Huybrechts, T. Roscilde, and
M. Wouters, Quantum and Classical Correlations in
Open Quantum Spin Lattices via Truncated-Cumulant
Trajectories, PRX Quantum 4, 030304 (2023).

[108] W. Verstraelen and M. Wouters, Gaussian quantum tra-
jectories for the variational simulation of open quantum-
optical systems, App. Sci. 8, 1427 (2018).

[109] W. Verstraelen, R. Rota, V. Savona, and M. Wouters,
Gaussian trajectory approach to dissipative phase tran-
sitions: The case of quadratically driven photonic lat-
tices, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 022037 (2020).

[110] P. E. Kloeden, E. Platen, P. E. Kloeden, and E. Platen,
Stochastic differential equations (Springer, 1992).

[111] A. Serafini, F. Illuminati, and S. D. Siena, Symplectic
invariants, entropic measures and correlations of Gaus-
sian states, J. Phys. B 37, L21 (2003).

[112] Note that it can be computationally more practical to
diagonalize the dissipator first (see Appendix A) and
work in the basis where the noise becomes diagonal,
in which case the covariance matrix K also diagonalizes
and it suffices to generate independent Gaussian random
numbers to approximate the noise.

[113] The entanglement entropy is calculated following the
derivation in [7]. One can also choose any other nonlin-
ear function of the state for this benchmark.

[114] F. Iemini, A. Russomanno, J. Keeling, M. Schirò,
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