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The goal of digital quantum simulation is to approximate the dynamics of a given target Hamil-
tonian via a sequence of quantum gates, a procedure known as Trotterization. The quality of
this approximation can be controlled by the so called Trotter step, that governs the number of
required quantum gates per unit simulation time, and is intimately related to the existence of a
time-independent, quasilocal Hamiltonian that governs the stroboscopic dynamics, refered to as
the Floquet Hamiltonian of the Trotterization. In this work, we propose a Hamiltonian learning
scheme to reconstruct the implemented Floquet Hamiltonian order-by-order in the Trotter step:
this procedure is efficient, i.e., it requires a number of measurements that scales polynomially in
the system size, and can be readily implemented in state-of-the-art experiments. With numerical
examples, we propose several applications of our method in the context of verification of quantum
devices, from the characterization of the distinct sources of errors in digital quantum simulators to
the design of new types of quantum gates. Furthermore, we show how our approach can be extended
to the case of non-unitary dynamics and used to learn Floquet Liouvillians, thereby offering a way
of characterizing the dissipative processes present in NISQ quantum devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum simulation aims at ‘solving’ complex quan-
tum many-body problems efficiently and with controlled
errors on quantum devices [1, 2]. The development of
quantum simulators is presently considered to be one of
the most promising near term goals in quantum tech-
nologies, where problems of practical relevance from con-
densed matter physics [3] to high energy physics [4] or
quantum chemistry [5, 6] can be addressed in regimes po-
tentially beyond the abilities of classical computations.
Quantum simulation can be implemented as analog or
digital quantum simulators. In analog quantum simula-
tion a many-body Hamiltonian of interest finds a natu-
ral implementation on a given quantum device. Exam-
ples are ultracold bosonic and fermionic atoms in optical
lattices as Hubbard models [7–11], or spin models with
trapped ions [12, 13], Rydberg tweezer arrays [14–18],
and superconducting qubits [19, 20]. While analog sim-
ulators naturally scale to large particle numbers, there
is limited flexibility realizing complex Hamiltonians re-
quired, e.g., in high energy physics and quantum chem-
istry. In contrast, in digital quantum simulation (DQS)
the time evolution is ‘programmed’ as a sequence of Trot-
ter steps represented by quantum gates [21], experimen-
tally implemented in several platforms such as trapped
ions [22–25], Rydberg atoms [26], or superconducting cir-
cuits [27–29]. While in the future fault tolerant and scal-
able quantum computers might be available to perform
DQS, we are still in an era of NISQ devices, i.e., noisy in-
termediate scale quantum devices, where the elementary
quantum operations are performed as analog quantum
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gates without (the possibility of) error correction.
A central challenge faced by analog and digital quan-

tum simulation on NISQ devices is thus the character-
ization and verification of the quantum device, i.e., a
demonstration of its proper functioning as a prerequisite
for quantitative predictions (see Refs. [30, 31] for recent
reviews on quantum verification). This is particularly
relevant in regimes where classical simulations become
intractable, which induces the need to develop efficient
protocols for characterization of quantum simulation ex-
periments that scale to large particle numbers.

Below we discuss this problem in context of Trotterized
DQS by utilizing recently developed techniques of Hamil-
tonian learning, which we employ to perform an efficient
process tomography of Trotter blocks in DQS. To be spe-
cific, let us consider a time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ
describing a quantum many-body system on a lattice

Ĥ =
∑
j

Ĥj , (1)

where Ĥj denote a set of quasi-local few-body operators.

The aim of DQS is to implement real time evolution e−iĤt

governed by the Hamiltonian Ĥ from available gate op-
erations on NISQ devices. This is achieved via a Suzuki-
Trotter decomposition [32, 33], or Trotterization, where
the time evolution for a sufficiently small time step τ is
carried out via Trotter blocks Ûτ . In its simplest form,
these Trotter blocks are assembled from the Hamiltonian
components Ĥj

Ûτ =
∏
j

e−iĤjτ . (2)

More generally, a Trotter decomposition will be built

from a set of analog resource Hamiltonians {Ĥ(k)
R } avail-

able on a given NISQ device. These generate a gate set
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{e−iĤ
(k)
R t}, which is used to implement the individual

components of the Trotter circuit (2) (see for instance
Sec. III A for a concrete example). We note that besides
Eq. (2), other decompositions can be employed for de-

signing a Trotter block Ûτ [34, 35]. The overall coherent

time evolution e−iĤt can now be implemented by a se-
quence of Trotter blocks Ûnτ , which becomes exact with

Trotter stepsize τ → 0, i.e., e−iĤt = limn→∞ Ûnt/n. In

DQS, the Trotter step τ is necessarily finite, which leads

to an approximation of the coherent time evolution e−iĤt

affected by Trotter errors (see below).
We note that Trotterized DQS has the structure of a

Floquet problem [36–39], i.e., a periodically driven many-
body problem with stroboscopic time evolution [40] gen-

erated by the unitary Ûτ . The dynamics represented by a
Trotter block (2) can equivalently be described in terms

of the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ)

Ûτ ≡ e−iĤF(τ)τ , (3)

which, in the following, will be the central object of our
investigations. For sufficiently small τ , ĤF(τ) can be
written as a Magnus expansion in τ [40]

ĤF(τ) =

∞∑
k=0

Ω̂kτ
k (4)

where the operators Ω̂k consist of k-nested commuta-
tors of the Hamiltonian components Ĥj according to the
Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula [41], i.e.,

Ω̂0 =
∑
j

Ĥj , (5)

Ω̂1 = − iτ

2

∑
i<j

[Ĥj , Ĥi] , (6)

Ω̂2 =
τ2

12

∑
i<j

[∑
l<j

Ĥl − Ĥj , [Ĥj , Ĥi]
]

− τ2

4

∑
i<l<j

[Ĥj , [Ĥl, Ĥi]] , etc.

(7)

In particular, Ω̂0 represents the target Hamiltonian Ĥ in
Eq. (1) which, in absence of experimental imperfections is

approached as τ → 0. Higher order terms Ω̂k (k > 0) are
identified as Trotter errors. For sufficiently large τ , the
higher order terms can become dominant, leading to the
divergence of the series expansion in Eq. (4) [42], physi-
cally manifest in the proliferation of Trotter errors after
a critical driving period τ∗ [37–39]. The existence of this
Trotter threshold is intrinsically connected to the imple-
mented dynamics turning quantum chaotic for τ > τ∗,
where the spectrum of Ûτ exhibits universal properties
described by random matrix theory, a phenomenon ex-
tensively studied in the context of periodically driven
many-body systems [43–46].

In this paper we discuss a measurement protocol as
an efficient process tomography characterizing Trotter
blocks in DQS. This is achieved by quantifying the opera-
tor content of the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ), including
experimental errors and imperfections. Furthermore, we
discuss extensions to dissipative dynamics, charchteriz-
ing the operator content of a Floquet Liovillian L̂F (τ).
Our approach builds on recently developed techniques
of Hamiltonian learning (HL). These were developed as
protocols to infer Hamiltonians of closed systems from
steady states [47–54], as well as methods for reconstruct-
ing Hamiltonians governing the time evolution in quench
dynamics [55–61] from measurements performed on the
quantum device. In our context, the goal is to in-
fer the operator content of ĤF(τ) (see Eq. (4)) from
quantum projective measurements on the output states
|ψ(nτ)〉 = Ûnτ |ψ0〉. Crucially, as long as τ < τ∗ the num-
ber of samples required to reconstruct the implemented
ĤF(τ) up to a given accuracy (truncated at some order
K) scales only polynomially with the system size. The
key element allowing for a scalable reconstruction is the
locality of the operators Ω̂k, which directly follows from
the local structure of the operators Ĥj which is retained
in the nested commutators appearing in Eq. (4)-(7).

As we show below, a main feature of our method is
that it allows us to systematically isolate the operators
Ω̂k in the learning procedure, thus achieving an order-
by-order learning of the Floquet Hamiltonian, as series
in the Trotter stepsize τ . We emphasize that HL provides
a built-in toolset for a systematic assessment of the errors
associated with the learning. This, in particular, implies
that our order-by-order approach allows us to detect the
Trotter threshold value τ∗, thus quantifying the regime of
validity of Trotterized DQS in terms of the Trotter step τ
[62]. Floquet Hamiltonian learning (FHL) thus provides
us with an experimentally feasible procedure to quantify
errors in DQS via the Hamiltonian distance ‖Ĥ−ĤF(τ)‖
between the target Hamiltonian Ĥ and the learned gen-
erator ĤF(τ) of the Trotter block, and to systematically
distinguish implementation (control) errors, generally af-

fecting Ω̂0 (to compared with the target Hamiltonian Ĥ),
from Trotter errors quantified here in terms of operators
Ω̂k>0. We contrast our approach of identifying Trotter
errors from the traditional, theoretically oriented discus-
sion phrased as bounds on the unitary distance [63, 64]

‖Ûnτ − e−iĤt‖ ≤ t2

2n

∑
j<k

‖[Ĥj , Ĥk]‖eτ
∑
j ‖Ĥj‖ . (8)

While the above discussion has focused on learning of
the Floquet-Hamiltonian as efficient process tomography
in unitary dynamics identifying control and Trotter er-
rors, these ideas are readily extended to include dissi-
pative processes. Assuming that the dissipative errors
can be modelled as a quantum Markov process, order-
by-order learning of the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ) ac-
cording to Eqs. (3) and (4) are then replaced by Liou-
villian learning [65–68], which in the present context is
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learning the Lindbladian LF(τ) associated with a Trotter
block Pτ = eLF(τ)τ , operating on the system density op-
erator. In addition to offering a scalable way of learning
the dissipative processes affecting an experimental DQS,
such order-by-order Liouvillian learning provides a way
of verifying DQS directly aiming at simulating open sys-
tems dynamics [14, 23].

Finally, we remark that Floquet Hamiltonian and Li-
ouvillian learning can not only be used for characterizing,
and thus verifying Trotterized DQS, but also provide a
sensitive tool to fine-tune quantum circuits underlying a
Trotter block in a quantum feedback loop between the
quantum and classical device. A particularly useful ap-
plication in the context of quantum simulation is the de-
sign of specific Trotter sequences that, from experimen-
tally available two-qubit resources, implement complex
many-body interactions (in this context we note recent
proposals for trapped ions simulators [69]). In the frame-
work of Trotterization this can be achieved by sequences
which systematically cancel specific terms Ω̂k in the Flo-
quet Hamiltonian, while enhancing the terms contain-
ing the target interactions: our order-by-order approach
can be employed to design, and subsequently verify, such
Trotter sequences (see Sec. III D).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II we introduce our procedure for process tomog-
raphy of Trotter blocks including order-by-order HL of
Floquet Hamiltonians. Sec. III is dedicated to several
possible applications of this scheme: We illustrate the
characterization of Trotter errors in Sec. III A, the de-
tection of imperfect implementation of Trotter blocks in
Sec III B, a verification of a DQS of the Schwinger model
in Sec. III C as well as the design of many-body gates
in Sec. III D. Finally in Sec. IV we extend our order-by-
order learning scheme to the characterization of dissipa-
tive processes in the context of Liouvillian learning.

II. ORDER-BY-ORDER LEARNING OF THE
FLOQUET HAMILTONIAN ĤF(τ)

In this section we describe the protocol for process to-
mography of Trotter blocks in DQS, based on quanti-
fying the individual terms in the Floquet Hamiltonian
Eq. (4) order by order. We refer to it as Floquet Hamil-
tonian learning (FHL). Before going into the details, we
provide a brief overview of Hamiltonian tomography in
quench dynamics, which serves as the basis for our pro-
tocol. While here we focus on Hamiltonian learning, i.e.,
assuming unitary dynamics, we will return to Floquet Li-
ouvillian learning including dissipative processes in later
sections.

A. Hamiltonian learning in quench dynamics

Hamiltonian learning techniques as developed in the
context of non-equilibrium many-body dynamics form an

important sub-block of our protocol. In this paper we
exploit different methods for learning sparse Hamiltoni-
ans from local projective measurements as discussed in
Ref. [57] and Ref. [50]. We start by discussing the scheme
of Ref [57], which outlines a method to recover the struc-

ture of a time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ that governs
the unitary time evolution in a set of quantum quenches

|ψi(t)〉 = e−iĤt |ψi(0)〉, by measuring local observables

on the output states |ψi(t)〉. Here, {|ψi(0)〉}Ncon
i=1 denote a

set of (in general) arbitrarily chosen initial states (see be-

low). The basic idea is to reconstruct the Hamiltonian Ĥ
implemented on the quantum device from a parametrized
Ansatz Hamiltonian

Ĥ(c) =
∑
ĥj∈A

cj ĥj (9)

which is composed of NA few-body operators ĥj cho-
sen from a set A whose number scale polynomially with
the system size. Within this Ansatz class, the goal is
now to find optimal parameters crec which yield the best
possible approximation to the physically implemented
Hamiltonian Ĥ from the condition of energy conserva-
tion. In particular, for a time-independent Hamiltonian
we have the conditions 〈Ĥ〉i,t = 〈Ĥ〉i,0 for all i, in which

〈Ĥ〉i,t = 〈ψi(t)|Ĥ|ψi(t)〉. As proposed in Ref. [57], such
an optimal approximation for the ansatz Hamiltonian can
be determined by minimizing the energy differences be-
tween initial and final states over the parameters c, i.e.

crec = arg min
c, ‖c‖=1

Ncon∑
i=1

[
〈Ĥ(c)〉i,t − 〈Ĥ(c)〉i,0

]2
. (10)

This is a quadratically constrained problem where we
optimize under the condition that cTc = 1: the overall
scale factor on the coefficient vector c can be determined
via a time-resolved measurement of a single observable
(see App. A). Every quench experiment starting from an
initial state |ψi(0)〉 provides an independent constraint
on the coefficients c, implying that in general Ncon > NA
constraints are required for a unique reconstruction. The
cost function (10) has the advantage that it can be readily
expressed in matrix form using the expansion Eq. (9). In
particular we can rewrite Eq. (10) as

crec = arg min
c, ‖c‖=1

cTMTMc ,

where the matrix elements Mi,j = 〈ĥj〉i,t − 〈ĥj〉i,0 corre-
spond to local observables to be measured on the output
states |ψi(t)〉. Minimizing (10) thus amounts to identify-
ing crec with the right singular vector corresponding to
the smallest singular value λ1 of M [57]

λ1 = ‖Mcrec‖ . (11)

Considering an infinite number of measurement samples,
a finite value of λ1 is due to the Ansatz set A being insuf-
ficient to account for the operator content of the imple-
mented Ĥ. The value of λ1 becomes thus an indicator of
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the errors in the reconstruction crec, and it will become
the central quantity for our order-by-order learning of
ĤF(τ).

B. Protocol for learning the operator content of
the Floquet Hamiltonian order by order

We now turn to the discussion of learning the indi-
vidual orders Ω̂k of the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ) =∑∞
k=0 Ω̂kτ

k, that is the generator of a Trotter block Ûτ
defined in Eq. (3). We will start from an Ansatz for

ĤF(τ) in the form of Eq. (9), and attempt the reconstruc-
tion of the parameters c using the method above. In the
context of trotterized time evolution, the target Hamil-
tonian Ĥ in Eq. (1) is not a conserved quantity due to
the presence of higher-order Trotter errors [see Eqs. (4)-
(7)]. An Ansatz set A consisting of polynomially many

local ĥj will in general fail in accounting for the operator

content of arbitrarily higher order terms in ĤF(τ). How-
ever, the crucial observation is that the magnitude of the
terms ‘missed’ by the Ansatz, is directly related to the
magnitude of λ1. Thus, the central idea of our approach
is to measure λ1 as a function of the Trotter time step τ
for a chosen Ansatz Hamiltonian Ĥ(c), which allows us

to isolate the operator content of the terms Ω̂k in ĤF(τ).
In particular a scaling λ1 ∼ τK implies an equivalent
scaling for the distance between the implemented ĤF(τ)

and the reconstructed Hamiltonian Ĥrec(τ) ≡ Ĥ(crec(τ))

λ1(τ) ∼ τK ⇔ ‖Ĥrec(τ)− ĤF(τ)‖ ∼ τK , (12)

which we prove in Appendix B. Therefore, observing the
scaling λ1 ∼ τK ensures that the Ansatz in Eq. (9) cap-

tures all components of ĤF(τ) which appear up to an
order of K − 1, thus verifying the reconstruction up to
that order in τ . Importantly, this result enables us to dis-
tinguish between Trotter errors and control errors gener-
ally appearing in an experimental setting. For example,
if an Ansatz A encompassing the target Hamiltonian Ĥ
of the DQS leads to a constant value of λ1(τ), we can
conclude that additional terms, corresponding to experi-
mental imperfections, need to be added to A. Once these
terms have been added and λ1 ∼ τ , one can further im-
prove the Ansatz by adding the (nested) commutators to

learn the higher order terms Ω̂k, thereby achieving the
order-by-order learning of ĤF(τ).

Our protocol thus comprises the following steps:

(1) Expand the Ansatz Hamiltonian Ĥ(c) in a local
operator basis according to Eq. (9). The operator
basis A = A0 ∪ A1 ∪ · · · ∪ AK is first of all mo-
tivated from the terms appearing in the Magnus
expansion (4)-(7), i.e., AK contains the K-nested

commutators appearing in Ω̂K . In an experimen-
tal setting, A should then include additional terms
whose presence we want to test.

(2) For a given τ , choose a set of initial states {|ψi(0)〉}
and simulation times {nτ}.

(3) Construct the constraint matrix M(τ), by measur-
ing the matrix elements

Mi,j(τ) = 〈ĥj〉i,0 − 〈ĥj〉i,nτ , (13)

with 〈ĥj〉i,nτ = 〈ψi(nτ)|ĥj |ψi(nτ)〉 and |ψi(nτ)〉 =

Ûnτ |ψi(0)〉.

(4) Reconstruct the optimal parameters crec by calcu-
lating the smallest singular value λ1(τ) and corre-
sponding eigenvector of M(τ).

(5) Repeat the steps (1)-(4) for different Trotter step
sizes τ and study the behavior of λ1(τ) as a function
of τ . If λ1(τ) is constant for arbitrarily small τ , the
set A needs to be complemented with additional
operators until a scaling λ1(τ) ∼ τK is observed. If

λ1(τ) ∼ τK , Ĥrec(τ) captures all orders of ĤF (τ)
up to order K − 1.

We want to emphasize that the Magnus expansion for
ĤF(τ) is guaranteed to converge only up to a critical
value of τ [42], denoted as τ∗, marking the Trotter thresh-
old [37–39]. In general, for τ > τ∗ the Floquet Hamilto-

nian ĤF (τ) does not exhibit a sparse structure, meaning
that process tomography based on a local ansatz will fail
which is refelcted in a sharp increase of λ1. Therfore our
protocol provides an experimentally feasible way of de-
tecting the Trotter threshold in DQS, and thus probing
the regime of validity of the Trotter approximation (see
Sec. III A).

In practice, the matrix elements in M(τ) will be noisy
due to the fact that they are estimated from a finite num-
ber of projective measurements. As we will show, the
effect of a finite number of samples on λ1 can be an-
alytically estimated, and does not spoil the validity of
the protocol. We will discuss this in more detail in the
examples presented in the next section.

Among the several types of imperfections, static de-
viations from the desired resources/target Hamiltonians
can be detected with our protocol by including the corre-
sponding terms in the Ansatz set A. Moreover, Eq. (10)
is agnostic to state preperation errors as long as suffi-
ciently many independent constraints are provided.

Note that while the presentation in Sec. II puts empha-
sis on learning the Hamiltonian in the context of coherent
dynamics, the entire procedure can be extended to dissi-
pative dynamics which we present in Sec. IV. In such a
more general Liouvillian learning procedure the Hamil-
tonian as well as the dissipative terms are parametrized
by an Ansatz in Lindblad form and the corresponding
parameters are reconstructed from the minimization of a
measurable cost function in analogy to Sec. II. Similar to
Eq. (12) the scaling of the minimum of the cost function
can be used to verify the quality of the reconstruction.
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III. FLOQUET HAMILTONIAN LEARNING IN
DQS: NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we present numerical results on some
proposed applications of our Floquet Hamiltonian learn-
ing. We do so in the context of a DQS of several ex-
perimentally relevant systems, i.e., the XXZ/Heisenberg
model, the lattice Schwinger model and the 1D cluster
model. All implemented Trotter gate sequences are built
from the following set of resources

R = {e−iJσ̂xi σ̂
x
j , R̂(j)

n (θ)} , (14)

for any pair of qubits i, j and with tunable parameters J ,

θ and rotation axis n, with R̂
(j)
n (θ) = e−iθn·σ̂j . Here and

in the following, σ̂µj (µ = x, y, z) denote Pauli operators
acting on the j-th qubit.

A. Disordered XXZ-Heisenberg Model

As a first example we consider process tomography of
Trotter blocks in DQS of a spin-1/2 XXZ-model. In par-
ticular we study the scaling relation for λ1 in Eq. (12)
and show how one can detect the breakdown of Trotter-
ization from the behavior of λ1 as a function of τ . In
a second step, we discuss the effects of a finite measure-
ment budget on λ1. Finally, we show that our protocol
can be employed to learn disorder patterns in quantum
many-body systems, which is important in the context
of, e.g., many-body localization see [70].

The target Hamiltonian considered here is

Ĥ =

N−1∑
j=1

∑
µ=x,y,z

Jµj σ̂
µ
j σ̂

µ
j+1 +

N∑
j=1

Bxj σ̂
x
j . (15)

A possible Trotterization for this model reads

Ûτ = ÛZZτ ÛY Yτ ÛXXτ ÛXτ , (16)

where the individual terms can be generated from the
resources (14) as

ÛXXτ =
∏
j

e−iτJxj σ̂
x
j σ̂

x
j+1 ,

ÛY Yτ = R̂z(
π
4 )
∏
j

e−iτJyj σ̂
x
j σ̂

x
j+1R̂z(−π4 ) ,

ÛZZτ = R̂y(π4 )
∏
j

e−iτJzj σ̂
x
j σ̂

x
j+1R̂y(−π4 ) ,

ÛXτ =
∏
j

R̂(j)
x (Bxj τ) ,

with R̂µ(θ) =
∏
j R̂

(j)
µ (θ) =

∏
j e−iθσ̂µj being rotations

on all qubits (µ = x, y, z). In this section, for FHL we
choose a zeroth order Ansatz

A0 = {Z,ZZ,XX, Y Y,X}
≡ {σ̂zj , σ̂zj σ̂zj+1, σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1, σ̂

y
j σ̂

y
j+1, σ̂

x
j }j=1,...,N ,

and a first order Ansatz

A0 ∪ A1 = A0 ∪{Y, ZY, Y Z,XY, Y X,XZY, Y ZX,
XY Z, Y XZ,ZXY,ZY X} ,

comprising all the terms in Ω̂0 and Ω̂1 in the implemented
Floquet Hamiltonian. The case of an ‘incomplete’ Ansatz
set will be treated in Sec. III B.

In Fig. 1(a) we show the behavior of λ1 as a function
of τ for A0 (blue data points) and A0 ∪A1 (orange data
points), plotted for different measurement budgets, rep-
resented here by the number ns of measurements used
for the estimation of each of the expectation values that
appear in the constraint matix M . Let us first focus on
the data for ns →∞. There, for τ smaller than a critical
value τ∗ marking the Trotterization threshold, we can ob-
serve scaling of λ1. A zeroth order Ansatz leads to a scal-
ing λ1 ∼ τ , confirming the successful reconstruction of
the zeroth order terms Ω̂0, and the presence of (Trotter)
errors proportional to τ . Similarly, a first order Ansatz
leads to a scaling λ1 ∼ τ2 indicating the presence of
Trotter errors proportional to τ2. Analogous scaling can
be observed in the parameter distance ‖cex(τ)− crec(τ)‖
between the vectors of reconstructed (crec(τ)) and ex-
act (cex(τ)) Hamiltonian coefficients, shown in Fig. 1(b):
this is a consequence of the scaling relation (12).

The breakdown of the scaling relation for τ ≈ τ∗ sig-
nals the Trotterization threshold, marked by a vertical
grey line in Figs. 1(a)-(b). For τ > τ∗, a faithful recon-

struction of ĤF(τ) based on a local Ansatz is not possible
anymore, which is signaled by the sharp threshold behav-
ior of λ1(τ) and ‖cex(τ) − crec(τ)‖ in correspondence of
τ∗. In this sense the behavior of λ1(τ) can be used as
an experimentally measurable signature of the prolifera-
tion of Trotter errors in DQS. For further discussions and
the relation between Trotterization threshold and quan-
tum chaos, we refer the reader to Appendix C and to our
recent work in the context of collective spin systems [71].

In contrast to the limit ns → ∞, a finite measure-
ment budget leads to a plateau of λ1 at small values of
τ , as shown in Fig. 1(a). This is due to the presence
of (simulated) measurement noise on the elements of the
constraint matrix M defined in Eq. (13), that limits the
resolution of λ1 below a certain value. Importantly, the
value of the small τ plateau for a given measurement
budget can be analytically estimated as

λ1(τ → 0) .

√
Ncon −NA + 1

ns
, (17)

as shown in Appendix D. The quality of the reconstruc-
tion in presence of measurement noise, as measured by

λ1 or the parameter distance, is proportional to n
−1/2
s , as

shown in the inset of Fig. 1(b). Importantly, the above
estimate is valid when errors due to an incomplete Ansatz
are smaller than the noise introduced by a finite measure-
ment budget. Thus, comparing λ1(τ) to the above esti-
mate allows us to understand whether the Ansatz needs
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Figure 1. Floquet Hamiltonian learning in DQS of the XXZ-Heisenberg model. (a) Scaling of λ1/
√
Ncon with τ

for a zeroth (blue) and first (orange) order Ansatz, and different measurement budgets ns. The plateau value at small τ can
be predicted using Eq. (17). (b) Reconstruction error ‖ĉex − ĉrec‖ vs. τ for ns = 104, for zeroth (purple) and first (green)
order Ansatz. Here, ĉrec denotes the normalized reconstructed coefficient vector (similarly for ĉex). The scaling of λ1/

√
Ncon

is reflected in that of ‖ĉex − ĉrec‖, as predicted by Eq. (12). The inset shows the scaling of λ1/
√
Ncon and ‖ĉex − ĉrec‖ with ns

for a fixed τ ≈ 0.05. In both (a) and (b) the vertical grey line denotes the value of τ at which Trotter errors proliferate. (c)
Reconstructed Hamiltonian coefficients to zeroth order for τ = 0.098, showing perfect agreement with the exact values (dashed
lines). The coefficients of terms that are absent from the Hamiltonian are reconstructed to be zero (blue data points). (d)
Reconstructed Hamiltonian coefficients to first order for the same value of τ . Here the coefficients of the normalized ĉrec are
shown, while in App. A we show how to extract their overall scale. The results are obtained for a system of N = 10 spins, with

J
x/y
j = 1 + δ

x/y
j with δ

x/y
j randomly distributed in [−0.15, 0.15], Jz

j = 0.7 + δzj with δzj ∈ [−0.25, 0.25], and Bx
j ∈ [−0.75, 0.75].

We use 55 initial product states in random bases, each evolved to 6 different final times up to a total simulation time of 16.
The error bars stem from measurement noise and from different initial states realizations.

to be complemented with additional terms, as we show
later in Sec. III B.

Lastly, in Fig. 1(c)-(d) we show the reconstructed

Hamiltonian parameters to zeroth (Ω̂0) and first order

(Ω̂1), respectively, for a given value of the Trotter step
τ . There, the spatial dependence of the coefficients is
accurately reproduced for all operators appearing in the
first orders of ĤF(τ) (the dashed lines show the exact
analytically calculated values). This demonstrates the
ability of FHL in resolving the spatial structure of the
Hamiltonian, thereby learning the disorder pattern char-
acterizing a given many-body system. The overall scale
of the coefficients can be efficiently extracted using the
method described in App. A.

B. Detection of Static Control Errors

In this section, we show how our protocol can be used
to detect, and learn, possible errors affecting the resource
gates in a DQS. The errors considered here are of two

types: (i) deviations of the resource Hamiltonians from
the expected ones, and (ii) static errors in the single-
qubit rotations. In the latter case, our protocol also al-
lows for estimating the optimal value of the Trotter step
for which the DQS most faithfully reproduces the target
Hamiltonian.

To understand the origin of these two types of errors
in a specific example we consider the Trotterization used
in the previous section for the XXZ/Heisenberg model,
which we rewrite here for a translation invariant Hamil-
tonian as

Ûτ = R̂y(π4 ) e−iτJzĤXX R̂y(−π4 )

× R̂z(π4 ) e−iτJyĤXX R̂z(−π4 )

× e−iτJxĤXX R̂x(Bxτ) ,

(18)

with ĤXX =
∑
j σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1. The entangling gates

e−iτJµ ĤXX are implemented as the time-evolution with
the analog resource Hamiltonian ĤXX over ‘times’ τJµ:
in realistic implementations, the operator content of
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Figure 2. Adaptive learning of unknown terms. (a)
Schematic view of the adaptive learning scheme, aimed at ob-
serving scaling (12) in λ1(τ). (b) Loglog plot of λ1(τ)/

√
Ncon

at different stages of the adaptive learning scheme, for ns =
5000. An incomplete zeroth order Ansatz leads to a constant
value of λ1/

√
Ncon, that is larger than the noise threshold

Eq. (17) (red dashed line in the figure). In this case add
terms to the Ansatz until we reach the noise threshold. The
blue curve corresponds to the full zeroth order Ansatz A0,
with error terms V̂j,j+1 in the XX gates having the form

V̂j,j+1 = αj(σ̂
x
j σ̂

z
j+1 + σ̂z

j σ̂
x
j+1) + α2

j σ̂
z
j σ̂

z
j+1 (with αj ≈ 0.1).

The results are obtained for a system of N = 10 spins, with
uniform couplings Jx = Jy = 1, Jz = 0.75, Bx = 0.5 in
Eq. (15). We use 55 initial product states in random bases,
each evolved to 6 different final times up to a total simulation
time of 16. The error bars stem from measurement noise and
from different initial states realizations.

ĤXX may slightly deviate from the expected one (i.e.,∑
j σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1) by additional unknown terms. We refer to

these terms as deviations from the expected resource
Hamiltonians. Additionally, a DQS can be affected by
errors in the qubit rotations R̂µ(θ), resulting in generally
small and site-dependent over- or under-rotations. We
now address these two cases separately, showing how our
protocol can be used to detect and learn the correspond-
ing imperfections.

Figure 3. Rotation errors and optimal Trotter step. (a)
Parameter distance ‖ĉtarg− ĉrec‖. Different colors correspond
to different strengths δθ of the rotation errors. Here, ĉrec and
ĉtarg are normalized to 1. The dip in ‖ĉtarg. − ĉrec‖, which
can be used to estimate the optimal τ for the DQS in presence
of rotation errors. (b) Loglog plot of λ1 vs. τ for an Ansatz
encompassing the target Hamiltonian (15) (yellow data), and
a full zeroth order Ansatz set A0 (blue data, which leads to
scaling down to the noise threshold. The results are obtained
for a system of N = 10 spins, with target couplings Jx = Jy =
1, Jz = 0.7, Bx = 0.75 in Eq. (15). Here ns = 5000. We use
55 initial product states in random bases, each evolved to 6
different final times up to a total simulation time of 16. The
error bars stem from measurement noise and from different
initial states realizations.

1. Static deviations from expected resource Hamiltonians

We consider an imperfect implementation of the XX
resource Hamiltonian that appears in Eq. (18) of the form

ĤXX =
∑
j

σ̂xj σ̂
x
j+1 →

∑
j

(
σ̂xi σ̂

x
j+1 + V̂j,j+1

)
,

with V̂j,j+1 being an unknown two-body operator acting

on qubits j and j + 1. To learn the terms V̂j,j+1, we em-
ploy FHL with the aim of constructing an Ansatz set A
for which scaling λ1 ∼ τ is observed down to the noise
threshold of Eq. (17). We do so by repeatedly adding to
A new operators to be measured, until this condition is
met. Errors or unknown terms generated by physical pro-
cesses typically correspond to few-body operators which
restricts the search for new operators to a space whose
dimension scales only polynomially with the system size.

We illustrate this adaptive protocol in Fig. 2(a) and
further apply it to a DQS of the translation invari-
ant XXZ/Heisenberg Hamiltonian Eq. (15) in Fig. 2(b).
While an Ansatz based on the target Hamiltonian leads
to a plateau of λ1 at a value which is significantly higher
than the noise threshold (the red dashed line in the fig-
ure), the addition of Ansatz terms encompassing the un-
known operators lowers this value. When the Ansatz is
such that the plateau value of λ1 falls below the noise
threshold, we can conclude that if additional unknown
terms are present, they are small and cannot be resolved
with the current measurement budget.
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2. Rotation errors, and determining the optimal Trotter
step

We consider now the case in which the rotations in
Eq. (18) are affected by qubit-dependent over- or under-
rotations with strength δθ, as

R̂µ(θ)→ R̂µ(θ + δθ) =
∏
j

e−i(θ+δθj)σ̂
µ
j ,

with δθj uniformly sampled in [−δθ, δθ]. As mentioned
in the introduction, such rotation errors become more
important for smaller Trotter steps: the optimal Trotter
step at which the DQS most accurately simulates the
target Hamiltonian is determined by a tradeoff between
rotation errors and Trotter errors, dominant for large τ .
Here, we show that such optimal Trotter step can be
determined from our procedure.

In Fig. 3 we show an example of our scheme applied in
presence of rotation errors. In Fig. 3(a) we show the pa-
rameter distance ‖ctarg−crec‖ between the reconstructed
coefficients and the target ones ctarg (the ones corre-
sponding to the target Hamiltonian), as a measure of
the accuracy of the DQS. Different colors correspond to
different strengths δθ of the rotation errors. As can be
seen in Fig. 3(a), for each δθ, there is a clearly visible
minimum separating the regimes of dominating Trotter
errors (large τ) and dominating rotation errors (small τ):
this minimum can be used as an estimate for the optimal
Trotter step for the DQS. As shown in Fig. 3(b), the same
behavior is observed in λ1(τ) for an Ansatz encompassing
the target Hamiltonian (15), i.e., A = {X,XX, Y Y, ZZ}
(yellow data). An Ansatz capturing all operators gener-
ated by the imperfect rotations leads to scaling down to
the noise threshold, as expected.

C. Learning the Floquet Hamiltonian of the
Lattice Schwinger Model in DQS

Simulating the real time evolution of lattice gauge the-
ories on digital quantum devices has recently attracted
considerable experimental [24] and theoretical [72–74] in-
terest. The relevance of DQS in the context of gauge the-
ories stems from the fact that it is nontrivial to experi-
mentally realize the complex many-body interactions in-
herent in gauge theory implementations on analog quan-
tum simulators. In this section, we numerically study
FHL in DQS of a lattice Schwinger model as implemented
in [24], where the elimination of the gauge degrees of free-
dom results in complex long-range interactions. In par-
ticular we demonstrate that a faithful reconstruction of
the Floquet operator content (and thus verification of the
DQS) can be achieved in the presence of long-range in-
teractions, with immediate applications to experimental
implementation such as the one in Ref [24]. The Hamil-
tonian of the lattice Schwinger model, acting as our DQS
target Hamiltonian reads

ĤSchwinger = Ĥzz + Ĥ+− + Ĥz , (19)

Figure 4. FHL for DQS of Schwinger Model. Numerical
simulation of HL applied to a DQS of the lattice Schwinger
model with N = 6 qubits. Panel (a) shows the reconstruction
error ‖ĉex − ĉrec‖ as a function of τ for Ansätze up to 0th
and 1st order. The error bars stem from a finite measure-
ment budget per operator ns = 103. Panels (b)-(d) show the
reconstructed zz-interactions for several Trotter steps. The
HL procedure requires time-evolution of 100 random initial
product states for final times T ∈ {2, 3} yielding a total of
200 constraints for |A0 ∪ A1| = 89 Ansatz operators. The
model is defined in Eq. (19) with parameters J = w = m = 1.

where

Ĥzz =
J

2

N−2∑
i=1

N−1∑
j=i+1

(N − j)σ̂zi σ̂zj ≡
∑
i<j

Jzz(i, j)σ̂zi σ̂
z
j ,

Ĥ+− = w

N−1∑
j=1

(σ̂+
j σ̂
−
j+1 + H.c.) ,

Ĥz =
m

2

N∑
j=1

(−1)j σ̂zj −
J

2

N−1∑
j=1

(jmod 2)

j∑
i=1

σ̂zi .

In Fig. 4 we show the reconstruction error ‖cex − crec‖
and the corresponding reconstructed Jzzrec(i, j), with J =
w = m = 1 setting the units of energy. As shown in
Fig. 4(a), for small Trotter steps τ ≈ 0.1 a zeroth or-
der Ansatz yields a low reconstruction error, while for
larger τ Trotter errors become more dominant and re-
quire a first order Ansatz to achieve a faithful recon-
struction. When using a first order Ansatz, the structure
of the reconstructed Jzz(i, j) resembles that of the tar-
get Schwinger model up to τ ≈ 0.6 as seen in Fig. 4(c).
Moreover the reconstructed parameters of the first order
terms enable a precise characterization of deviations from
the target Hamiltonian in the form of Trotter errors. At
τ ≈ 0.8 Trotterization breaks down which is reflected in
the learned coefficients Fig. 4(d).

D. Design and Verification of Many-Body Gates:
Example of the 1D Cluster Hamiltonian

In this section, we employ our order-by-order learn-
ing protocol as a tool to design multi-body interaction
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Figure 5. Generating 3-body gates. (a) Schematic view of FHL applied to the design of multi-body quantum gates, in the
specific example of the one-dimensional cluster model studied here, defined in Eq. (21). (b) Loglog plot of λ1(τ)/

√
Ncon for

different values of the difference ∆J between forward and backward time-evolution, for an Ansatz A1 containing only the first
order terms. Here, ns = 2000. As long as ∆J > 0, λ1/

√
Ncon cannot show scaling for arbitrarily small values of τ (as shown

by its increase for smaller τ). Thus, λ1 can be used as a cost function to be minimized by tuning the experimental parameters
controlling ∆J . As shown in (c), minimizing λ1 corresponds to minimizing the norm of the zeroth order terms ‖crec,0 ord.‖,
which can be reconstructed by adding A0 to the Ansatz. Once λ1/

√
Ncon falls below the noise threshold in Eq. (17), we

conclude that within our resolution set by ns, ∆J ≈ 0. The results are obtained for a system of N = 10 spins, using 55 initial
product states in random bases, each evolved to 6 different final times up to a total simulation time of 10/τ . The error bars
stem from measurement noise and from different initial states realizations.

gates, i.e., gates coupling more than two qubits, from
the resources in (14). Such interactions can be generated

from higher order terms in ĤF(τ), and their strength
can be ‘enhanced’ by choosing a Trotterization canceling
the lower orders. The cancellation of lower order terms
generally requires the ability of reversing the sign of the
time-evolution implemented by the resource gates. We
consider here the situation in which this inversion can be
achieved only approximately, leading to ‘spurious’ low-
order terms which we want to correct for. We show that
FHL can be integrated in a feedback loop optimization
scheme for tuning the experimental control parameters
to achieve this correction, thereby enhancing the higher
order multi-body target terms.

We numerically exemplify such a protocol in a DQS
targeting the one-dimensional cluster Hamiltonian, a pro-
totypical example featuring three-body interactions [75].
Specifically, our target Hamiltonian reads

Ĥ1DC = JC

N−2∑
j=1

σ̂xj σ̂
z
j+1σ̂

x
j+2 +

N∑
j=1

Bzj σ̂
z
j . (20)

A Trotter sequence implementing this model with the
resources given in (14) reads

Ûτ = ÛXXτ ÛY Xτ ÛXX−τ ÛY X−τ , (21)

where

ÛXXτ = ÛXXτ (J) = e−iτJ
∑
j σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1 ,

ÛY Xτ = ÛY Xτ (J) = e−i τJ2 Ĥ
odd
YX e−iτJĤeven

YX e−i τJ2 Ĥ
odd
YX ,

with Ĥodd
Y X =

∑
j odd σ̂

y
j σ̂

x
j+1 (similar for Ĥeven

Y X ). These

terms can be generated from the resources (14) as

e−iτJσ̂yj σ̂
x
j+1 = R̂

(j)
z (π4 ) e−iτJσ̂xj σ̂

x
j+1R̂

(j)
z (−π4 ). The Flo-

quet Hamiltonian resulting from this Trotterization reads
(see Appendix E for details)

ĤF(τ) = 2Jτ

N−2∑
j=1

σ̂xj σ̂
z
j+1σ̂

x
j+2 + 2Jτ

N−1∑
j=1

σ̂zj +O(τ2) ,

(22)
where the zeroth order terms in τ vanish. We point out
that the addition of the σ̂z fields is a consequence of
the Trotterization and is not essential: it can be easily
canceled by adding σ̂z fields with opposite signs.

We consider the situation in which the coefficients J of
the forward (ÛXXτ and ÛY Xτ ) and backward (ÛXX−τ and

ÛY X−τ ) evolutions slightly differ from each others, lead-
ing to a imperfect cancellation of the zeroth order terms
XX and Y X. We denote with Jb the coefficients of the
backward evolution operators, and define ∆J = |J −Jb|.
While here this difference is the same for each gate, the
following results also apply to the more general case of
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non-uniform deviations. As before, the Ansatz set to
zeroth order is denoted by A0 = {XX,Y X}, and the
Ansatz set for the first order terms by A1 = {XZX,Z},
i.e., containing the target terms. In order to assess
whether the zeroth order terms inA0 are canceled andA1

captures the leading terms in ĤF(τ), we measure λ1(τ)
and we show that its value can be used as a cost func-
tion to be minimized by optimizing the experimental pa-
rameters controlling ∆J . The protocol is summarized in
Fig. 5(a), and reads as follows:

(1) Start from an initial guess for the backward evolu-
tion parameters (resulting in a generally non-zero
∆J).

(2) Measure λ1 as a function of τ for a first order
Ansatz A1.

(3) If the scaling is not satisfied down to the noise
threshold (17), add A0 to the Ansatz and measure
the corresponding zeroth order coefficients crec

0 ord..

(4) Use the result to optimize the backward evolution
parameters in order to minimize λ1, and thereby
the norm ‖crec

0 ord.‖.

(5) Repeat from 2. until scaling down to the noise
threshold is observed.

The results of this procedure for the DQS of the one-
dimensional cluster model are shown in Fig. 5(b)-(c) for
a system of 10 qubits, with J = 1 setting the units of en-
ergy. In Fig. 5(b) we show the behavior of λ1 with τ for
different values of ∆J . As expected, for a finite ∆J scal-
ing cannot be observed down to arbitrarily small values of
τ . Instead, as the Trotter step decreases, one observes (i)
an initial decrease of λ1 for larger values of τ , due to the
first order terms in ĤF(τ) being larger than the (small)
spurious zeroth order ones, and (ii) an increase of λ1 for
smaller values of τ due to the zeroth order terms becom-
ing dominant. When ∆J becomes sufficiently small, the
effect of the non-canceled zeroth order terms becomes too
small to be resolved in the chosen range of Trotter steps.
Additional details on this example can be found in Ap-
pendix E. In Fig. 5(c) we show the behavior of λ1 as a
function of ∆J for a fixed value of τ , where it is shown
to reflect the behavior of the norm of the zeroth order
coefficients crec

0 ord.. This confirms that λ1 can be used as
an experimentally measurable cost function for verifying
and optimizing the implementation of target Hamiltoni-
ans.

IV. FLOQUET LIOUVILLIAN LEARNING IN
TROTTERIZED DQS

In this section, we extend our order-by-order FHL to
the verification of DQS subject to dissipative processes,
by characterizing the generator of Trotter blocks in terms

of a Floquet-Liouvillian. In order to describe this ap-
proach, we follow the logic of section II by first introduc-
ing Liouvillian learning as the underlying routine of Flo-
quet Liouvillian learning (FLL), where coherent as well
as incoherent processes are parametrized by an Ansatz in
Lindblad form. Second, we demonstrate how the quality
of the reconstruction can be verified by scaling relations
analogous to Eq. (12) which we illustrate via numerical
examples.

A. Order-by-order FLL

The situation we have in mind is a DQS that imple-
ments a Trotter sequence in analogy to Eq. (2), where the
generator of each gate, instead of being a Hamiltonian
Ĥi, becomes a time-independent Lindblad superoperator
Li whose action on a state ρ̂ is described by

Liρ̂ =− i[Ĥi, ρ̂]+

+
1

2

∑
k

γk

(
[L̂kρ̂, L̂

†
k] + [L̂k, ρ̂L̂

†
k]
)
,

(23)

with the L̂k being the jump operators describing the dis-
sipative channels, and γk the associated rates. The oper-
ators Ĥi and L̂k are generally (quasi)local, meaning that
physically implemented Lindbladians Li can be described
by a polynomial number of parameters.

In presence of dissipation, the role of the evolution op-
erator Ûτ is taken by a superoperator

Pτ = eLF(τ)τ =
∏
i

eLiτ , (24)

which generates stroboscopic time-evolution of any initial
density matrix ρ̂(0) according to ρ̂(nτ) = Pnτ ρ̂(0). In
the following, we describe a method for achieving the
order-by-order reconstruction of the generator LF(τ) of
the stroboscopic dynamics.

For sufficiently small τ , LF(τ) can be expressed as a
Magnus expansion in powers of τ

LF(τ) =

∞∑
k=0

τkQk , (25)

with Q0 =
∑
i Li and Qk (k > 0) given by k-nested

commutators of the Li in complete analogy with the uni-
tary case. In fact the structure of the first few orders
is formally identical to Eqs. (5),(6),(7) when replacing

Ĥi with Li. As a consequence, a finite truncation of
the above expansion for LF(τ) is still local, and can be
learned efficiently as we explain below. For more details
on the Floquet Liouvillian, including an explicit formula
for the commutator of any two Lindblad superoperators,
see Ref. [76].

As in the FHL case, the starting point of FLL proto-
col is an Ansatz for LF(τ), which can be chosen of the



11

form [76]

LA(cH , cD)ρ̂ = −i
∑
j

cHj [ĥj , ρ̂]

+
1

2

∑
l,m

cDl,m

(
[ˆ̀lρ̂, ˆ̀†

m] + [ˆ̀l, ρ̂ ˆ̀†
m]
)
, (26)

specified by a set of operators A = AH ∪ AD = {ĥj}j ∪
{ˆ̀k}k and depending on parameters cH and cD to be
determined. To generate constraints for reconstructing
the coefficients cH and cD we impose the validity of the
Ehrenfest theorem, in the spirit of Refs. [50, 65]. Specif-

ically, for any observable Â, initial state ρ̂(0) and final
time nτ , it holds that

〈Â〉nτ − 〈Â〉0 =

∫ nτ

0

tr(ÂLF(τ)ρ̂(t)) dt , (27)

with 〈·〉t = tr(· ρ̂(t)), where the above integral is nec-
essarily discretized since the integrand is measured only
at stroboscopic times. Thus, the Liouvillian parameters
can be determined by choosing Ncon > NA constraint
operators Âk and by minimizing the sum of the residuals

∆k(cH , cD) =

∫ nτ

0

tr(Âk LA(cH , cD)ρ̂(t)) dt

− 〈Âk〉nτ + 〈Âk〉0 .
(28)

This is a linear optimization problem which can be recast
in matrix form as

(cHrec, c
D
rec) = arg min

cH ,cD
‖GHcH +GDcD − b‖ , (29)

where the matrices GH and GD and the vector b are
determined from measured expectation values as

GHk,j =

∫ nτ

0

〈−i[Âk, ĥj ]〉t dt , (30)

GDk,(l,m) =
1

2

∫ nτ

0

〈[ˆ̀†l , Âk]ˆ̀m〉t + 〈ˆ̀†l [Âk, ˆ̀
m]〉t dt , (31)

bk = 〈Âk〉nτ − 〈Âk〉0 . (32)

The role of λ1 as reconstruction error is taken by the
minimum of the cost function in Eq. (29), which we de-
note by

∆ = ‖GHcHrec +GDcDrec − b‖ . (33)

As for FHL in Sec. II, we study ∆ as a function of the
Trotter step for a fixed Ansatz. We obtain a scaling re-
lation analogous to Eq. (12) for the reconstructed Liou-
villian Lrec(τ) = LA(cHrec(τ), cDrec(τ)), namely

∆(τ) ∼ τK ⇔ ‖LF(τ)− Lrec(τ)‖ ∼ τK , (34)

proven in App. F. In analogy to order-by-order FHL in
Sec. II, Eq. (34) can be used to assess whether the chosen
Ansatz encompasses the implemented dynamics.
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∼ τ

Figure 6. Floquet Liouvillian Learning (FLL). FLL in
a dissipative DQS of the Heisenberg/XXZ model for N = 4
spins. (a) ∆(τ) for a zeroth order Ansatz without (blue) and
with (red) dissipative terms. The errorbars stem from a finite
measurement budget per operator of ns = 1000. The dashed
red line gives an upper bound to ∆(τ) from measurement
noise. The dashed grey line is a guide to the eye that shows
scaling linear in τ . (b) Reconstructed parameters for both
cases (blue and red dots) together with the exact values (pur-
ple crosses). Hamiltonian parameters are defined in Eq. (15):
Bx = 1 (indices 1-4), Jxx = Jyy = 2 (inds. 5-10), Jz = 0.5

(inds. 11-13). Dissipation rates [Eq. (35)] are γ
(−)
j = 0.0125

(inds. 14-17), γ
(zz)
j = 0.025 (inds. 18-20), γ

(xxx)
j = 0.05

(inds. 21-22). The learned dissipation rates are 4 times their
values in Li, because dissipation acts during the application of
all gates, which are four in the present example [see Eq. (16)].
The constraint operators are chosen to be all single spin Pauli
operators σ̂x

i , σ̂
y
i , σ̂

z
i for a number of 20 random initial prod-

uct states each. The discretization of the integral in Eq. (27)
is chosen to be τ .

B. Numerical Illustration of FLL

In this section we present a numerical illustration of
FLL applied to the DQS of the Heisenberg model as given
in Eq. (16), in presence of dissipation. Specifically, we

replace the generators of each individual gate Û iτ , with
i = {X,XX, Y Y, ZZ} in Eq. (16), by a Lindblad super-
operator Li, defined as in Eq. (23) with jump operators

L̂k ∈ {σ̂−j , σ̂zj σ̂zj+1, σ̂
x
j−1σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1} , (35)

and corresponding dissipation rates γ
(−)
j , γ

(zz)
j , γ

(xxx)
j for

each spin j, with Eq. (24) being the associated evolution
superoperator over one Trotter cycle. The dissipative
processes in this example are chosen in order to illustrate
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the capability of FLL to learn multi-qubit jump opera-
tors. The characterization of such dissipative processes
might give insight into the underlying physical processes
and help improve the quantum device. (See for example
Ref. [77] on how cosmic radiation affects the coherence
time of superconducting qubits.)

Our numerical results are presented in Fig. 6. The blue
and red data in Fig. 6(a) show the behavior of ∆(τ) for an
Ansatz missing and including the dissipative terms, re-
spectively. In complete analogy to Sec. III B, the missing
Ansatz terms result in a plateau of ∆(τ) for small τ . Only
when the dissipative terms are included in the Ansatz the
scaling is observed down to small values of τ , hence ver-
ifying the complete reconstruction to zeroth order. The
red dashed line in Fig. 6(a) corresponds to the noise
threshold, providing an upper bound on ∆(τ) in presence
of measurement noise (see Appendix D for a derivation).
The blue data being larger than this bound implies the
presence of terms not accounted for in the corresponding
Ansatz. In Fig. 6(b) we plot the reconstructed parame-
ters for both Ansätze (blue and red dots), together with
the exact parameters (purple crosses). Note that adding
dissipative terms to the Ansatz not only learns the corre-
sponding coefficients, but also improves the accuracy of
the learned Hamiltonian parameters.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work we proposed an efficient method for pro-
cess tomography of Trotter blocks in DQS as an experi-
mental protocol for the characterization and verification
of NISQ devices. The protocol is based on ‘learning’ ei-
ther the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ) as generator of uni-
tary evolution for a Trotter time step τ , or the Floquet
Liouvillian LF(τ) in the case of dissipative dynamics.
Floquet Hamiltonian learning makes use of the structure
of the Magnus expansion for the Floquet Hamiltonian,
ĤF(τ) =

∑
k Ω̂kτ

k, to learn the operators {Ω̂k} order-

by-order in k. The Ω̂k have the structure of k-local oper-
ators (following from the locality of the generators of the
implemented gates), which allows for a parametrization
in terms of an Ansatz depending on a polynomial num-
ber of parameters. Therefore, assuming that ĤF(τ) (or
LF(τ)) can be approximated by a low-order truncation
of the Magnus expansion, this locality makes our proce-
dure scalable to large systems, with a number required
measurement runs scaling polynomially with system size
(see also Appendix G).

Floquet Hamiltonian and Liouvillian learning also pro-
vide means of assessing the quality of the performed pro-
cess tomography. In particular, we can assess the com-
pleteness of the chosen Ansatz for the Hamiltonian (or
Liouvillian) to be reconstructed, and detect the break-
down of the Trotter approximation by identifying the
Trotter threshold τ∗. The protocol further enables a
complete characterization of control and Trotter errors
on the level of the learned Hamiltonian, as well as dis-

sipative processes on the level of the jump operators in
the corresponding Liouvillian. These results give direct
insight into the microscopic processes underlying the im-
plemented dynamics and offer a potential route to the
compensation of errors via fine tuning, e.g., via a feed-
back loop.

While the examples considered in the present work
have focused on DQS of quantum many-body models
motivated by condensed matter physics, the technique
finds immediate application to the simulation of quan-
tum chemistry problems [78], or the real time dynamics
of lattice gauge theories [24, 72, 79]. Furthermore, the
present techniques provides ingredients for the design of
complex quantum gates or many-body interactions (see
Sec. III D) and subsequent verification of the elementary
Trotter blocks. A natural extension of our approach for
tailoring N -body interactions in DQS is the integration
of the protocol into a variational feedback-loop scheme
for quantum gate design. In contrast to traditional ap-
proaches to quantum compiling [74, 80–83], which op-
timize the fidelity with respect to some target unitary,
here one exploits Hamiltonian learning to directly mini-
mize the Hamiltonian distance to design a desired target
Hamiltonian.

Finally, we note that the sample complexity of our
protocol can be reduced significantly with efficient
parametrization schemes of Hamiltonians or Liouvillians.
In particular, one can devise adaptive schemes similar
to the one of Sec. III B, where the Ansatz parametriza-
tion is improved on the fly as new measurements are
collected. Another promising direction for reducing the
sample complexity are encoding and decoding sequences
which aim at optimal state preparation and measurement
schemes, as in Ref. [84], or Refs. [85–87] in the context
of quantum metrology.
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Figure 7. Overall scale reconstruction. Reconstruction of
overall scale for the first order learning shown in Fig. 1. The
initial state chosen here is a Nèel state evolved up to a total
time of nτ = 5, with constraint operator Â = σ̂z

1 . The error
bars stem from simulated measurement noise with ns = 300.

Appendix A: Reconstructing the overall scale of the
Hamiltonian

In this appendix we explain how to determine the over-
all scale of a Hamiltonian that has been reconstructed us-
ing FHL as described in Sec. II. As discussed in the main
text, the protocol of Ref. [57] can determine the Hamilto-
nian parameters only up to an undetermined multiplica-
tive factor α(τ), since crec(τ) and α(τ) crec(τ) are equiv-
alent solutions of the minimization problem (10). The
overall-scale reconstruction derives from the HL proto-
col proposed in Ref. [50], which determines the Hamil-
tonian from measurements of time-resolved local observ-
ables. Likewise, here we determine α(τ) based on the

fact that, for any observable Â it holds that

〈Â〉nτ − 〈Â〉0 =

∫ nτ

0

〈−i[Â, ĤF(τ)]〉t dt , (A1)

for any time nτ , where 〈·〉nτ = 〈ψ(nτ)| · |ψ(nτ)〉 with

|ψ(nτ)〉 = Ûnτ |ψ(0)〉 for any chosen |ψ(0)〉. In the above
equation, there is an inherent discretization error associ-
ated with the integral, which comes from the fact that
expectation values are measured at integer multiples of
τ . These errors can be suppressed by the choice of the
integration routine, and become negligible compared to
measurement noise and Trotter errors for small τ . For
a reconstruction up to order K the Floquet Hamiltonian
ĤF(τ) fulfills

ĤF(τ) = α(τ)
∑
j

crec
j (τ)ĥj +O(τK+1) , (A2)

with crec
j being the parameters learned from the protocol

in Sec. II, and α(τ) the prefactor we want to reconstruct.
Using Eq. (A1) we can obtain α as follows

α(τ) =
〈Â〉nτ − 〈Â〉0∑

j c
rec
j (τ)

∫ nτ
0
〈−i[Â, ĥj ]〉t dt

+O(τK+1) . (A3)

We illustrate an application of this method in Fig. 7,
where we plot the reconstructed α(τ) as a function of
τ for the first order learning shown in Fig. 1. In this
example we used a fourth order integration routine. As
a result, the discretization errors in evaluating the inte-
gral in Eq. (A3) are negligible for all values of τ up to
approximately the Trotterization threshold. Thus, with
this method we can accurately reconstruct α for each
τ < τ∗ (the shaded vertical region in the figure). We ex-
pect this behavior to be rather generic: denoting with J
the dominant energy scale in ĤF(τ), in general we would
have τ∗ ≤ J−1. Since J−1 is the fastest timescale at
which the expectation values 〈−i[Â, ĥj ]〉t change, we ex-
pect the τ discretization for τ < τ∗ ≤ J−1, together with
a high-order integration routine, to be sufficient to sup-
press integration errors.

Appendix B: Proof of the scaling relation in Floquet
Hamiltonian Learning

In this appendix we prove the scaling relation Eq. (12),
that forms the basis of our order-by-order learning pro-
cedure, in the context of unitary dynamics. Its extension
to dissipative DQS is proven in App. F.

Consider a DQS that implements a Trotter block Ûτ .
Based on an Ansatz A and a set of initial states {|ψm〉}m
one obtains a constraint matrix MA and reconstructs
Ĥrec(τ). In the following, we prove the following scal-
ing relation

λ1(τ) ∈ O(τK+1)⇔
[
Ĥrec(τ), Ûτ

]
∈ O(τK+1) , (B1)

where λ1 is the lowest singular value of MA. Here
O(τk) = {f(τ) =

∑∞
l=k alτ

l|al ∈ C}. Note that for any
functions f(τ), g(τ) it holds that

[f(τ) ∈ O(τk)⇔ g(τ) ∈ O(τk)]⇔ [f(τ) ∼ τk ⇔ g(τ) ∼ τk] .

At the end of this section we comment on how Eq. (B1)
relates to Eq. (12) in the main text.

To prove Eq. (B1) we first note that

λ1 ∼ τk ⇔MAc ∼ τk , (B2)

because λ1 = ‖MAc‖. Moreover we find that

(MAc)m = 〈ψm|Ĥrec − (Ûnτ )†ĤrecÛ
n
τ |ψm〉 , (B3)

where |ψm〉 the initial state that defines the constraint.
For simplicity we set n = 1 in the following.

We proceed by showing that for any operator X̂ one
has

∀m : 〈ψm|X̂−Û†τ X̂Ûτ |ψm〉 ∈ O(τk)⇔ [X̂, Ûτ ] ∈ O(τk) ,
(B4)

which, together with Eq. (B2) and (B3), will prove the
scaling relation (B1) for the commutator. We do this in
two steps.
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Step 1: Given an operator X we show that
X̂ − Û†τ X̂Ûτ ∈ O(τk)⇔ [X̂, Ûτ ] ∈ O(τk).

The unitary Ûτ is analytic in τ for all τ and hence
each element can be written (Ûτ )i,j =

∑
l ui,j,lτ

l for

ui,j,l ∈ C. Because Ûτ acts linearly it follows that

Â ∈ O(τk) ⇔ Ûτ Â ∈ O(τk) ⇔ ÂÛτ ∈ O(τk) for any

operator Â. The same is true for Û†τ . This proves the

statement since Û†τ [Ûτ , X̂] = X̂ − Û†τ X̂Ûτ .

Step 2: Given an operator X we show that
X̂ ∈ O(τk)⇔ ∀m : 〈ψm|X̂|ψm〉 ∈ O(τk).

Direction ⇒ follows because taking the expectation
value is a linear operation that cannot introduce lower
orders in τ .

To prove direction ⇐ we split X̂ = X̂0 + X̂τ with

X̂0 =
∑k−1
j=0 x̂jτ

j a polynomial in τ and X̂τ ∈ O(τk).

From the assumed scaling ∀m : 〈ψm|X̂|ψm〉 ∈ O(τk) it

follows ∀m : 〈ψm|X̂0|ψm〉 ∈ O(τk). Moreover, because
taking the expectation value is a linear operation, it
cannot increase the scaling beyond the maximal power
in X̂0, which is τk−1 and hence ∀m : 〈ψm|X̂0|ψm〉 = 0.

Then if X̂0 6= 0 we can choose an eigenstate X̂0|u〉 = u|u〉
with u 6= 0. This state fulfills 〈u|X̂0|u〉 = u 6= 0 and
choosing sufficient constraints such that ∃ m̃ : |u〉 = |ψm̃〉
proves that X̂0 = 0 via contradiction. This means that
X̂ = X̂τ ∈ O(τk). Note that the proof assumes that

|u〉 is not an eigenstate of Ûτ , since such a state would
result in a row of zeros in the constraint matrix, and
hence does not constitute a valid constraint. We note
here that the choice of optimal constraints is a difficult
task in general. However, in all the many-body examples
presented in the main text, product states, obviously
different from eigenstates of Ûτ , were always a good
choice as constraints.

In the main text we refer to the scaling relation
Eq. (B1) in the context of the operator distance Ĥrec(τ)−
ĤF(τ) between the reconstructed Hamiltonian Ĥrec(τ)

and the Floquet Hamiltonian ĤF(τ) (see Eq. (12)). This
simplification applies in the case, where the Ansatz does
not contain any conserved quantity of any truncation
of the Magnus expansion of ĤF(τ) (except the trunca-

tion of ĤF(τ) itself). (or as we show in the text you
can project them out, you have to correctly construct
the overall scale) In that case, using [Ĥrec(τ), Ûτ ] =

[Ĥrec(τ)− ĤF(τ), Ûτ ], it holds that

[Ĥrec(τ)−ĤF(τ), Ûτ ] ∈ O(τk)⇔ Ĥrec(τ)−ĤF(τ) ∈ O(τk) .
(B5)

Direction ⇐ in Eq. (B5) follows because commutation

with Ûτ , being a linear operation, cannot introduce terms
with lower order in τ . To prove direction ⇒ in Eq. (B5)

define Ĥrec(τ)− ĤF(τ) = Â0 + Âτ with Â0 =
∑k−1
l=0 âlτ

l

and Âτ ∈ O(τk). Then from [Â0 + Âτ , Ûτ ] ∈ O(τk)

it follows that [Â0, Ûτ ] ∈ O(τk) meaning that Â0 is a

Figure 8. Convergence of λ1 and Q to RMT prediction.
Deviation of λ1 (a) and Q (b) from the respective RMT esti-
mates, as a function of the number of cycles n, for different
values of τ below (black and brown) and above (orange and
yellow) the Trotterization threshold, for a system of L = 10
spins. (c) Long-time average of ∆RMTλ as a function of τ .
The vertical shaded grey line marks the Trotterization thresh-
old. Away from the high-frequency regime which decreases
with system size. The results are obtained for the Trotterized
XXZ/Heisenberg model with Jx

j = 0.9, Jy
j = 1.5, Jz

j = 0.5,
Bx

j = 0.65, By
j = 0.3, Bz

j = 0.45. In these plots we set
ns →∞, and use 1000 initial states in random bases.

conserved quantity of Ûτ to order k, different from any
truncation of ĤF(τ).

Appendix C: Trotterization threshold and transition
to quantum chaos

In this appendix, we provide further analysis of the
Trotterization threshold which can be detected via FHL.
Additionally, we show how λ1 [Eq. 11] can be used as an
indicator of the onset of quantum chaos in Trotterized
dynamics [37–39, 71]. For large values of τ (in units of
the Hamiltonian timescales) no approximately local effec-
tive Hamiltonian can be reconstructed, which is signaled
by λ1 saturating to an approximately constant value in
τ after the scaling regime (see, e.g., Fig. 1(a)). This cor-
responds to the transition to quantum chaos, where the
properties of the operator Uτ can be approximately de-
scribed by random matrix theory (RMT) [43–46]. This
notion of chaos can be probed through λ1, extracted from
FHL, thanks to the following observation. When the dy-
namics is governed by unitaries from a given random ma-
trix ensemble, and when the chosen initial states for the
HL protocol consist of product states, we can analyti-
cally estimate the form of the squared constraint matrix



15

Q, defined as

Q =
1

Ncon
MTM , (C1)

and thus the value of λ1. Given these estimates, denoted
with QRMT and λRMT, respectively, we can compute the
differences

∆RMTλ =

∣∣λRMT − λ1/
√
Ncon

∣∣
λRMT

, (C2)

∆RMTQ =
‖QRMT −Q‖
‖QRMT‖

, (C3)

between them and the measured Q and λ1: these differ-
ences decreasing after the threshold τ∗ constitute indica-
tors of the onset of chaos. Here, ‖·‖ for a matrix denotes
its Frobenius norm.

For the details on the analytical derivations of QRMT

and λRMT we refer the reader to our recent work [71] in
the context of collective spin systems. The basic idea is to
calculate the elements of QRMT as the expectation value
of the elements of Q over the relevant matrix ensemble,
which is the CUE in the case of the XXZ/Heisenberg
DQS in the main text, i.e.,

(QRMT)j,k =
1

Ncon

∑
i

EÛ∈CUE

[
Mi,jMi,k

]
, (C4)

where Mi,j = tr(ρ̂iĥj) − tr(ρ̂iÛ
†ĥjÛ)

)
with ρ̂i denot-

ing the chosen initial states for the protocol. This can
be done using the techniques developed in [88]. Then,
λRMT can be estimated as the square root of the lowest
eigenvalue of QRMT.

Using these results, we compute the relative deviations
(C2) and (C3) for the XXZ/Heisenberg DQS described
by the Trotter cycle in Eq. (16). The results are shown
in Fig. 8, for a zeroth order Ansatz A0. Since in general
one needs to perform a number n of Trotter cycles which
is large enough in order for Unτ to resemble a random uni-
tary [38], we first study how ∆RMTλ and ∆RMTQ change
as a function of the number of cycles n —or the total sim-
ulation time— for fixed τ , by repeating the learning pro-
cedure described in Sec. II with increasing value of final
time. This is shown in Fig. 8 (a)-(b). For large values
of τ (beyond the Trotterization threshold) these devia-
tions decay to a small steady value, which is consistently
smaller than the respective value for small τ . Then, we
compute the steady value of ∆RMTλ as a function of τ ,
expecting it to be large for small τ and close to zero in the
chaotic regime. This is confirmed by the results shown
in Fig. 8(c), where we see a sharp decrease of ∆RMTλ
in correspondence of the Trotterization threshold. This
analysis further corroborates the intuitive connection be-
tween the Trotterization threshold in DQS and the onset
of quantum chaos in the properties of Ûτ , identifying in
λ1 a measurable indicator of this transition.

Appendix D: Estimate of the noise threshold in
Hamiltonian and Liouvillian learning

In this appendix, we derive the estimates for the cost
functions λ1 (for Hamiltonian learning) and ∆ (for Li-
ouvillian learning) in presence of measurement noise.
We start with the derivation of the noise threshold in
Eq (17) for Hamiltonian learning. We denote the mea-

sured constraint matrix with M̂ = M+εE, with M being
the exact constraint matrix (in absence of measurement

noise), E and additive error matrix and ε ∼ n
−1/2
s . In

the limit of large number of shots ns, we can approxi-
mate the error matrix elements Ei,j as being independent
and identically distributed normal random variables, i.e.,
Ei,j ∼ N (0, 1). In the following, we calculate the expec-

tation value of the smallest singular value of M̂ , that is

λ1(M̂), over the noise realizations of E. To this end, we
consider the NA ×NA squared constraint matrix

Q̂ = M̂†M̂ = Q+ V (ε) , (D1)

where Q = M†M and

V (ε) = ε (M†E + E†M) + ε2E†E . (D2)

From this definition, we have that

λ1(M̂) =

√
ε1(Q̂) , (D3)

where ε1(Q̂) is the smallest eigenvalue of Q̂. We calculate

ε1(Q̂) using standard perturbation theory, taking V (ε)
as a perturbation on the exact squared constraint matrix
Q. We work under the assumption that λ1(M) � 1,
and hence ε1(Q)� 1, which corresponds to the case of a
complete Ansatz, or an Ansatz missing only small terms,
e.g., the higher order terms in ĤF(τ) for small τ . Then,
denoting with vn the eigenvectors of Q with eigenvalues
εn(Q), using standard perturbation theory up to second
order in ε one has

ε1(Q̂) = (v1|V (ε)v1)−
∑
n>1

|(vn|V (ε)v1)|2
εn(Q)

+O(ε3) ,

(D4)
where (v|w) denotes the scalar product between two vec-
tors. Using Eq. (D2), the identities

EE∼N (0,1)

[
(v|E†Ew)

]
= Ncon (v|w) , (D5)

EE∼N (0,1)

[
(v|E†w)(w|E v)

]
= ‖v‖2‖w‖2 , (D6)

and keeping terms up to order ε2, we obtain

EE∼N (0,1)[ε1(Q̂)] = ε2(Ncon −NA + 1) +O(ε3) . (D7)

Using Jensen’s inequality, we finally have

EE∼N (0,1)[λ1(M̂)] ≤
√

EE∼N (0,1)[ε1(Q̂)] (D8)

= ε
√
Ncon −NA + 1 , (D9)
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which is the equation in the main text.
We now show how this perturbative calculation can be

extended to the case of Liouvillian learning explained in

Sec. IV. As before, we denote with Ĝ = G + εGE the
measured constraint matrix, with G = (GH GD), and

with b̂ = b + ε e the measured constraint vector, with e
an error vector with elements being i.i.d. normal random

variables. Here ε ≈ n
−1/2
s while εG can be estimated by

bounding the variance of the integrals (30)-(31) defining
the matrix elements of G as

ε2G .
4nτ2

ns
≈ 4nτ2ε2 , (D10)

with n being the number of Trotter steps used to evaluate
the integral. The factor 4 comes from the integrands in
Eq. (31) being commutators of Pauli operators. Assum-
ing G†G being non-singular, we can write the solution of

the noisy linear system Ĝc = b̂ as

crec = (G†G)−1G†
(
b+ ε(e− 2τ

√
nEcrec)

)
(D11)

= cex + δc , (D12)

where cex = (G†G)−1G†b is the exact coefficient vector.
Assuming that a perturbative expansion in the small pa-
rameter ε is valid for δc, i.e., δc =

∑∞
m=1 ε

mδm, we can
insert it in the r.h.s. of Eq. (D11) obtaining

δc = ε (G†G)−1G†(e− 2τ
√
nEcex) +O(ε2) . (D13)

The noisy residual vector ∆ = Ĝcrec − b̂ becomes thus

∆ = −εR(e− 2τ
√
nEcex) +O(ε2) , (D14)

where R = I − G (G†G)−1G† =
∑
α|λα(G)=0 |uα)(uα|,

with |uα) being the right singular vectors of G. Now
we can calculate the expectation values over the random
variables e and E obtaining

Ee,E∼N (0,1)‖∆‖ ≤ ε
√

(Ncon −NA)(1 + 4nτ2‖cex‖2) .
(D15)

Note that this estimate depends on ‖cex‖, which is in
principle unknown. Denoting with J the typical en-
ergy scales in the Liouvillian, ‖cex‖2 ∼ J2N , hence the
unknown term in the above equation is suppressed for

τ � J−1

nN . When this is not the case, the above estimate
is useful only if one has access to an estimate for ‖cex‖.

Appendix E: Details on Trotterization of 1D cluster
Model

In this appendix we provide some additional details on
the Trotterization of the 1D cluster model and on the
applitation of our HL protocol to this scenario. The
Trotter sequence chosen in our simulations is Ûτ =

ÛXXτ ÛY Xτ ÛXX−τ ÛY X−τ . Here, ÛXXτ = e−iτJ ĤXX with

ĤXX =
∑
j σ̂

x
j σ̂

x
j+1, while ÛY Xτ = e−iτ ĤYX(τ) with

ĤY X(τ) = JĤY X + O(τ2) = J
∑
j σ̂

y
j σ̂

x
j+1 + O(τ2). In

order to derive the Floquet Hamiltonian of this Trotter-
ization, we compute

ÛXX±τ ÛY X±τ = exp
{
∓ iτ

(
JĤXX + JĤY X

± τJ
∑
j

σ̂xj σ̂
z
j+1σ̂

x
j+2 ± τJ

∑
j<N

σ̂zj +O(τ2)
)}

.

Using this, we arrive at the Floquet Hamiltonian in
Eq. (22).

In the simulations presented in Fig. 5(a), we observe a
λ1(τ) ∈ O(τ) for an Ansatz A1 (similarly for A0 ∪ A1).
This seems to be in contrast with the expectation that,
for an Ansatz A0∪A1, λ1(τ) should scale as O(τ2). This
unexpected behavior of λ1 is a consequence of the choice
of the final times in the simulation of the HL protocol,
which we explain in the following. As specified in the
caption of Fig. 5, the final simulation times T for the HL
protocol are chosen proportional to τ−1, since the cou-
plings in the Floquet Hamiltonian of Eq. (22) are pro-
portional to τ , that is JC = 2Jτ . This choice is made in
order to keep the total ‘effective simulation time’ JCT ,
and thus the (Frobenius) norm of the constraint matrix
M(τ), approximately constant over the chosen range of τ .
To understand the reason why λ1(τ) ∈ O(τ), we rewrite
the elements of the constraint matrix as follows

Mi,j(τ) = 〈ĥj〉i,0 − 〈ĥj〉i,T=nτ

= 〈ĥj〉i,0 − 〈ĥj〉target
i,T −∆i,j(T, τ)

≡M target
i,j −∆i,j(T, τ) .

(E1)

In the second row above we denoted with 〈ĥj〉target
i,T

the expectation value of the Ansatz operator ĥj on the

state |ψi〉 evolved with the target Hamiltonian Ĥ1DC

of Eq. (20) (with JC = 2Jτ and Bj<N = 2Jτ), i.e.,

〈ĥj〉target
i,T = 〈ψi|eiĤ1DCT ĥj e−iĤ1DCT |ψi〉, and ∆i,j(T, τ)

denotes the deviation of the DQS expectation value from
the corresponding target one due to Trotter errors. Such
deviation scales as τ2, but also depends linearly on the
total simulation time T : we can therefore write

∆i,j(T, τ) ∈ O(Tτ2) = O(Jτ−1τ2) = O(τ) . (E2)

The DQS constraint matrix M(τ) can be written as the
‘target constraint matrix’ M target, defined above, whose
smallest singular value is exactly zero for an Ansatz en-
compassing the target Hamiltonian as in Sec. III D, plus
a perturbation whose norm scales linearly with τ . As
a consequence λ1(τ) calculated from M(τ) also shows a
linear behavior in τ .

Appendix F: Extension of the scaling relation to
Floquet Liouvillian learning

Here, we extend the scaling relation of Eq. (12) to
the case of the Liouvillian learning discussed in the
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main text. Here, the role of λ1(τ) as ‘reconstruction
error’ is taken by ∆(τ) = ‖G(τ) crec(τ) − b(τ)‖, with
G(τ) = (GH(τ) GD(τ)) and crec(τ) = (cHrec(τ) cDrec(τ))
defined in Sec. IV. In order to show the relation

∆(τ) ∈ O(τK)⇔ ‖LF(τ)− Lrec(τ)‖ ∈ O(τK) , (F1)

we rewrite the components of the residuals vector ∆(τ) =
G(τ) crec(τ) − b(τ) using the superoperator formalism.

Each constraint operator Âk or density matrix ρ̂(t) is
represented by a vector |Ak〉〉 or |ρ(t)〉〉 in the Liou-
ville space H ⊗ H, and the Liouvillian LF(τ) becomes
a linear (super)operator acting on them. Denoting with

〈〈Ak|ρ(t)〉〉 = tr
(
Â†kρ̂(t)

)
the inner product in the Liou-

ville space, we can write

〈〈Ak|ρ(nτ)〉〉 − 〈〈Ak|ρ(0)〉〉 =

∫ nτ

0

〈〈Ak|LF(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉dt ,
(F2)

which holds for all constraints 〈〈Ak|, initial states |ρ(0)〉〉
and times nτ . We can therefore write

∆k(τ) =

∫ nτ

0

〈〈Ak|LF(τ)− Lrec(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉dt

≡
∫ nτ

0

〈〈Ak|V(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉dt ,
(F3)

which directly relates the components of the residuals
vector with the (super)operator difference between the
exact and the reconstructed Liouvillian. To show that
(F1) holds, it is sufficient to prove that for any Âk and
ρ̂(t) being analytic functions of τ one has

V(τ) ∈ O(τK)⇔ 〈〈Ak|V(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉 ∈ O(τK) , (F4)

Direction “⇒” is straightforward. Given that V(τ) ∈
O(τK) element-wise, and for |Ak〉〉 and |ρ(t)〉〉 an-
alytic functions of τ , taking the expectation value
〈〈Ak|V(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉 is a linear operation that cannot lower
the power K.
Let us now focus on direction “⇐”. We start by notic-
ing that the constraint operators |Ak〉〉 and the den-
sity operators |ρ(t)〉〉 can be chosen as elements an (her-
mitian) basis of the Liouville space. An example of
such basis of density operators is given by the ten-
sor product of bases of single-qubit density matrices,

for instance as ρ̂l ∈
{⊗N

j=1

{
1̂±σ̂zj

2 ,
1̂−σ̂xj

2 ,
1̂−σ̂yj

2

}}
with

l = 1, . . . ,dim(H ⊗ H). Hence, since 〈〈Ak|V(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉 ∈
O(τK) for any |Ak〉〉 and |ρ(t)〉〉, we have that

∀ k, l ,
(
V(τ)

)
k,l

= 〈〈ρk|V(τ)|ρl〉〉 ∈ O(τK) ,

meaning that V(τ) ∈ O(τK) element-wise.
The observation that V(τ) ∈ O(τK) ⇔

‖LF(τ) − Lrec(τ)‖ ∈ O(τK), with ‖ · ‖ denoting
the Frobenius matrix norm, concludes the proof of
(F1). As a final remark, we note that the integrand
〈〈Ak|LF(τ)|ρ(t)〉〉 in Eq. (F2) must be measured at inte-
ger multiples of τ , which becomes the minimal time-step

that can be used for evaluating the integral. Hence,
the evaluation of the integral in Eq. (F2) comes with
an inherent integration error due to the Trotterization,
which scales as O(τm) with an exponent m controlled
by the integration routine. Hence, in order to observe
scaling ∆(τ) ∈ O(τK) due to Trotter errors, one has to
choose an integration routine with m ≥ K.

Appendix G: Numerical example of scalability

Figure 9. Finite size scaling of measurement budget.
(a) Total number Nmeas. of measurement shots vs. system
size N , for learning the zeroth order terms in a DQS of a
disordered Heisenberg/XXZ model, to an average accuracy of
‖ĉrec−ĉex‖ ≈ 0.1. The simulated data confirm the polynomial
scaling of the measurement budget. (b) Spectral gap of the
constraint matrix (blue data) and accuracy ε ≈ 1/

√
ns per

matrix element for achieving ‖ĉrec− ĉex‖ ≈ 0.1. The data are
obtained using TEBD with τ = 0.1, evolving a set of ≈ 10N
deterministically chosen initial product states in the z basis,
up to a total time T = 15. The maximal bond dimension
was fixed to 3500 to keep the truncation errors lower than
10−3 for the largest system sizes. The parameters used are
Jx
j = Jy

j = 1 + δxj , Jz
j = 0.7 + δzj with δxj and δzj randomly

distributed in [−0.1, 0.1], and a disordered z magnetic field
Bz

j ∈ [−3, 3].

In this appendix, we provide a numerical indication
of the scalability of our protocol to systems with large
number of degrees of freedom, by showing the number
of measurements required to achieve a fixed accuracy of
the reconstructed Hamiltonian scales only polynomially
in the system size N . Specifically, we simulated the re-
construction of the zeroth order terms in the Floquet



18

Hamiltonian of the DQS of a disordered Heisenberg/XXZ
model, for several values of N and a fixed value of τ (be-
low the Trotter threshold). To access larger system sizes,
we used matrix product states (MPS) techniques imple-
mented via the ITensor [89] library. The trotterized time
evolution is very naturally implemented on MPS using
the time-evolving block decimation (TEBD) algorithm.
In Fig. 9 we show our results, where for each value of
N we added simulated measurements noise from a finite
measurement budget Nmeas. chosen to achieve a fixed pa-
rameter distance ‖ĉrec − ĉex‖ ≈ 0.1.

As it is visible from Fig. 9(a), the total number Nmeas.

of measurement shots required to reach a fixed accu-
racy in the reconstructed Hamiltonian scales polynomi-
ally with the system size N (note the log-log scale). The
exponent of this power-law scaling is governed by the
locality of the underlying Hamiltonian Ansatz, and by
the scaling of the gap of the constraint matrix with N .
More specifically, in the present case we observe a scaling
Nmeas. ∼ N2ξ+1, where the ‘+1’ contribution comes from

the fact that the number of Ansatz terms to be measured
scales linearly with N , while the 2ξ contribution comes
from the spectral gap of M , i.e., ∆λ = λ2−λ1, as shown
in the blue data of Fig. 9(b). There, we observe that
the gap decreases as ∆λ ∼ N−ξ for the present exam-
ple. To understand how the gap influences the number
of measurements, we note that a perturbative result for
the parameter distance ‖ĉrec − ĉex‖ in presence of mea-
surement noise parametrized by ε ≈ 1/

√
ns can be easily

derived as ‖ĉrec − ĉex‖ ≈ ε
∆λ [50, 57], which implies that

the number of shots ns to achieve a fixed parameter dis-
tance must scale as ∆λ2. Hence the observed scaling
Nmeas. ∼ N2ξ+1.

Finally, we note that the polynomial decay of ∆λ with
the system size is a consequence of our choice of the
model, which is here a disordered XXZ chain exhibit-
ing MBL. For a generic chaotic system, the existence of
a gap in the thermodynamic limit was proven in Ref. [57].
However, as already mentioned, the polynomial decay of
∆λ only worsen the scaling of the measurement budget
for HL, without invalidating its scalability.
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