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Abstract

In this paper, we aim to broaden the spectrum of possible applications of quantum computers
and use their capabilities to investigate effects in cavity quantum electrodynamics (“cavity QED”).
Interesting application examples are material properties, multiphoton effects such as superradiance,
systems with strong field-matter coupling, and others. For QED applications, experimental studies
are challenging, and classical simulations are often expensive. Therefore, exploring the capabilities of
quantum computers is of interest. Below we present a methodology for simulating a phase transition
in a pair of coupled cavities that permit photon hopping. We map the spin and boson systems to
separate parts of the register and use first-order Trotterization to time-propagate the wavefunction.
The order parameter, the observable for the phase transition, is calculated by measuring the number
operator and its square. We introduce a boson-to-qubit mapping to facilitate a multi-photon, multi-
atom case study. Our mapping scheme is based on the inverse Holstein-Primakoff transformation.
In the multi-photon regime, boson operators are expressed via higher-spin operators which are sub-
sequently mapped on a circuit using Pauli operators. We use a Newton series expansion to enable
rigorous treatment of the square root operator. We reproduce the results of classical simulations of
a phase transition with a noiseless 6-qubit simulation. We find that the simulation can be performed
with a modest amount of quantum resources. Finally, we perform simulations on noisy emulators
and find that mitigation techniques are essential to distinguish signal from noise.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the quantum computing community has been focusing on developing efficient algorithms
that would allow the study of energetics and dynamics of different physical systems, such as molecules
or solids, which can be described by fermionic or spin Hamiltonians. A wide array of software is being
developed to tackle this problem, each aiming to minimize the number of qubits and the circuit depth.

In this work, we study the dynamics driven by a Hamiltonian which contains bosonic and spin
operators. Our interest is twofold. On one hand, we address the problem of efficient mapping of bosonic
particles onto quantum circuits. On the other hand, this opens the door to modeling many more systems
of various nature, including time-dependent collective effects.

Relevant literature includes classical studies of effects occurring in systems involving both bosonic
and spin or fermionic particles, as well as quantum simulations of such mixed systems. Systems with
strong field-matter coupling [1] and phase transitions [2] are actively studied by the cavity quantum
electrodynamics (or “cavity QED”) community. An example of a mixed system relevant to quantum
chemistry is molecular vibrations and molecules coupled to an electric field [3]. Several studies dedicated
to simulating systems involving bosons have been carried out in recent years covering a broad range of
aspects. Open quantum systems with Markovian and non-Markovian dynamics are considered in [4, 5].
Reference [6] introduces a variational basis state encoding algorithm for electron-phonon systems. Qudit
quantum operators are considered in [7]. A variational quantum algorithm for computing vibrational
states on a molecule is presented in [8]. Dynamics on near-term quantum hardware for first-quantized
systems is analyzed in [9] while [10] considers mapping bosons to fermions and then to qubits. An
overview of near- and long-term approaches to bosonic systems, specifically on vibrational spectroscopy,
is given in [11]. The performance of dynamics simulations is discussed in [12–14]. We note that this
literature overview is not exhaustive.

Let us now consider a Hamiltonian for a system involving different kinds of particles. Such a Hamilto-
nian would typically contain terms that count the number of particles (or excitations) for each category
and an interaction term that mixes operators of different types. For example, consider mixing spin and
boson particles,

Hmixed ≡ Hspin +Hboson +Hinteraction (1)

An example of such a system is the Rabi Hamiltonian for an atom interacting with an AC electric
field. Here, the atom as a two-level system is represented by spin operators and the field is quantized
and described by boson operators:

HRabi = ωb†b+
ω0

4
σ+σ− + gσx(b+ b†), (2)

where b†, b are bosonic creation/annihilation operators, and σ± = σx ± iσy are ladder operators. Note
the absence of the factor 1/2 in this definition. For spin 1/2, the spin operator is

S(1/2) =
1

2
σ, (3)

and the elements of the σ vector are the Pauli matrices σx, σy, σz:

σx =

∥∥∥∥0 1
1 0

∥∥∥∥ , σy =

∥∥∥∥0 −i
i 0

∥∥∥∥ , σz =

∥∥∥∥1 0
0 −1

∥∥∥∥ (4)

Here, ω and ω0 are the field frequency and the energy difference between the ground and excited
states of the atom and g is the interaction strength.

Assuming the frequencies are nearly in resonance, i.e. |ω−ω0| ≪ ω, the rotating wave approximation,
where the counter-rotating terms are neglected, is applied and leads to the so-called Jaynes-Cummings
Hamiltonian:

HJC = ωb†b+
ω0

4
σ+σ− +

g

2
(σ+b+ σ−b

†), (5)
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where “JC” stands for “Jaynes-Cummings”. Note that although in this study we will continue to talk
about the Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian, the discussed approach is general and applies to Hamiltoni-
ans that include other types of bosonic excitations. Additionally, this approach can include fermionic
particles, such as electrons in molecules.

The JC and Rabi Hamiltonians (Eqs. 1, 2, 5) contain both spin and bosonic components, and these
components have to be encoded into the qubit register for simulations on a quantum computer. Several
boson mappings are known and used in the literature, and the question of the efficiency of these encoding
schemes is important in the context of the overall efficiency of quantum algorithms. In this paper, we
consider an approach in which spins and bosons are mapped to different parts of the qubit register. This
approach builds upon previous work for one cavity - one photon systems considered in [15] which is based
on the Holstein-Primakoff transformation.

In addition to the mapping problem, one has to consider the number of measurements (or shots)
required to simulate the physical property of interest on a quantum computer. This problem is par-
ticularly prominent in quantum chemistry simulations, where the number of shots required to obtain
energies with chemical accuracy is prohibitive with near-term hardware. However, in cavity QED inter-
esting phenomena often have a qualitative nature, such as, for example, does a certain phase transition
occur? Thus, we expect that a modest number of shots may be sufficient to simulate these systems on a
quantum computer. We aim to test this assumption with a simulation of a system with multiple numbers
of cavities and photons and introduce the system below.

The paper is organized as follows. First, in Section 2, we present various ways to map bosonic
operators present in mixed Hamiltonians, including the Holstein-Primakoff transformation for higher
spins. For the latter, we briefly discuss its efficiency as compared to other mappings. Due to the novelty
of the proposed mapping scheme, it is essential to test it for a physical problem which, on one hand,
is useful for real-world applications, and, on the other hand, has been well described classically so that
the result can be compared exactly. We refer to the TKET compiler described in [16]. In Section
3, we introduce the concept of a phase transition in coupled cavities and explain its significance. We
then apply our method to the model. We show how to prepare the initial wavefunction to correspond
to a Mott insulator and run the dynamics to demonstrate what Hamiltonian parameters enable the
phase transition, and when the wavefunction of the system describes it as superfluid. In Section 4.2, we
present the results of simulations on noisy backend emulators. Finally, in Section 5, we proceed to the
conclusions giving the outlook of future improvements. In this paper, we use “bosons” and “photons”
interchangeably.

2 Boson mapping

2.1 Some standard mapping schemes

There are several ways to map bosonic states and operators to qubits [17–19]. Standard mapping
schemes include but are not limited to, direct one-to-one mapping or binary mapping. Within the most
straightforward scheme, one-to-one mapping, the size of the Fock space corresponds to the number of
qubits available for boson encoding. N + 1 qubits can be used to encode N + 1 Fock states with up to
N bosons. Consider one mode denoted as χ, and spins up and down denoted as ↑ and ↓, respectively
(see details in [19]). The states and the creation operator are mapped as follows:

|0⟩χ ↔ |↑0↓1↓2 ............ ↓N ⟩ (6)

|m⟩χ ↔ |↓0↓1↓2 ... ↑m ... ↓N ⟩ (7)

b†χ =
∑
i

√
i+ 1σi

−σ
i+1
+ (8)

Binary mapping is more efficient in terms of qubit usage:

|0⟩χ ↔ |↑1↑2 ... ↑t−1↑t⟩ (9)

|1⟩χ ↔ |↑1↑2 ... ↑t−1↓t⟩ (10)

|2⟩χ ↔ |↑1↑2 ... ↓t−1↑t⟩ (11)

|3⟩χ ↔ |↑1↑2 ... ↓t−1↓t⟩ (12)

|2t − 1⟩χ ↔ |↓1↓2 ... ↓t−1↓t⟩ (13)

3



Note that the register size t ≤ N .
Once the states are mapped, one can proceed with either deriving the qubit representation of the

operators or mapping the entire Hamiltonian on the circuit. Although matrices describing bosonic oper-
ators have infinite dimensions, practical applications require truncation. An N ×N matrix can represent
boson creation, annihilation, and number operators, as well as the bosonic part of the Hamiltonian op-
erator, for a system of up to N − 1 photons. The number operator matrix has numbers from 0 to N − 1
on its diagonal. Whether the numbers are ascending or descending is a matter of basis states ordering,
but care needs to be taken that the creation and the annihilation operators are constructed consistently.

There is a variety of approaches to circuit mapping of bosonic operators. For example, in [19] the
form of the creation operators is derived separately and iteratively for different qubit numbers. The
authors reason about the effect of the operator on the qubit register and use recurrence relations. For 2
qubits:

b†χ =
1

4
(I + σz)⊗ σ− +

√
2

4
σ− ⊗ σ+ +

√
3

4
(I − σz)⊗ σ− (14)

where I is a one-qubit identity operator, and σ± = σx ± iσy (see Eq. 4 for definitions). Note that, in
this case, σ± differs from the one in [19] by the 1/2 coefficient, and therefore Eq. 14 also differs from
[19]. Its matrix form is

b†χ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0

0
√
2 0 0

0 0
√
3 0

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥ . (15)

Other bosonic operators can be derived correspondingly. As mentioned, another approach to implement-
ing the binary mapping starts with expressing the entire Hamiltonian as a Hermitian 2n × 2n matrix.
The matrix of the evolution operator e−iHt is a unitary that can always be represented as a sequence of
Pauli gates. The Hamiltonian itself can be represented as a linear combination of n-fold tensor products
of the Pauli matrices. While it can always be done, this approach is inefficient, especially for a large
number of bosons. The question of what exactly is the most efficient way of representing this matrix on
a circuit remains open.

2.2 Holstein-Primakoff inverse mapping for multiphoton regime

In this paper, we propose a scheme that borrows ideas from the higher spin (multiphoton) Holstein-
Primakoff mapping. This physically motivated mapping scheme allows for treating spin and boson
operators on an equal footing, that is, in a mixed spin-boson system, one may choose to express the
entire Hamiltonian either with spin operators or with boson operators.

The direct Holstein-Primakoff transformation was introduced to treat high spin operators in ferro-
magnetic materials [20]. It converts spin particle operators in a mixed-particle Hamiltonian H into
bosonic ones,

H(b, b†, Sz,±) → H(b, b†, b̃, b̃†) direct (16)

Here, b(†), b̃(†) symbols are for boson operators and Sz,±, S̃z,± symbols are the ladder operators for
the general spin operator S not limited to spin 1/2.

The inverse transformation converts bosonic operators into spin operators which is convenient for the
quantum circuit model of quantum computing.

H(b, b†, Sz,±) → H(Sz,±, S̃z,±) inverse (17)

Note that the spin operators may describe high-value spins.
Different device architectures may perform differently for the same physical system. Performance also

depends on the chosen mapping scheme. For a qubit/qudit architecture, expressing the Hamiltonian with
spin operators is a natural choice. Besides physical intuition, the possible advantage of using the spin
representation comes from the matrix form of the operators. Both bosonic and spin ladder operators
are represented by sub- or superdiagonal matrices. In addition, higher spin matrices possess mirror
symmetry relative to the main diagonal. Some studies suggest that such symmetry can lead to circuit
depth reduction that includes the block-encoding of the non-unitary operator itself [21], [22].
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So far, inverse mapping has received less attention, especially in the context of quantum computing,
and is the subject of this paper.

Using the inverse Holstein-Primakoff transformation involves two steps: (i) expressing each bosonic
ladder operator in terms of higher-spin operators which can be done exactly or approximately, and (ii)
mapping higher-spin operators to the quantum computer. For (ii), there is freedom in how exactly the
mapping is performed, which depends on the system’s highest spin. This, in turn, corresponds to the
number of bosonic excitations one aims to represent, and whether a qubit, qutrit, or qudit architecture
is used. So far, to our knowledge, the inverse Holstein-Primakoff mapping for quantum computers has
only been used for spin 1/2 (see an example in [15]), and it has not been considered for a broader range
of physical multi-photon problems.

The classical problem of “spinorization” of a boson was introduced in [23]. One can write

b† = S+
1√

SI − Sz

; b =
1√

SI − Sz

S− (18)

b†b ≡ SI + Sz (19)

Here, S is the maximum eigenvalue of Sz, I is a multi-qubit identity. Eq. 18, 19 apply to any S. It
is easy to see using the example of S = 1/2 that the number operator has descending integers on the
diagonal which differs from the usual definition. It is interesting to note that already at this point one
can see the hint to why the mapping is always possible. In the z-basis, the Sz matrix is always diagonal,
with the diagonal elements Sn,n

z = S + 1 − n and, therefore, the matrix representation of the number
operator in Eq. 19 is exactly the one in the oscillator basis as described in Subsection 2.1.

The next obstacle to overcome is the question of how to deal with the inverse square root operator.
Combining Eq. 18 and Eq. 19,

√
SI − Sz = 2S

√
I − b†b

2S
(20)

In the literature, a Taylor expansion has sometimes been employed (see, for example, [15]). For a given
function f(b†b), its Taylor series expansion around zero reads:

f(b†b) =

∞∑
k=0

1

k!
∂kb†bf(0)(b

†b)k (21)

Strictly speaking, however, the Taylor expansion is only valid when the function is analytic around the
expansion point which does not hold for the square root function.

Following [24], we employ the Newton expansion. This expansion allows us to represent the square
root as a power series of the number operator (up to the power of 2S). Expressing the normalized matrix
square-root function, h, in terms of the number operator, from [23],

h(b†b) =

√
I− b†b

2S
=

2S∑
k=0

b†kbk

k!

k∑
l=0

(−1)k−l

√
1− l

2S

(
k

l

)
(22)

This expansion holds without assuming that (a) the total spin is large, and, therefore, the series can
be truncated, or (b) that the small qubit register allows to capture a significant part of the essential
physics for spin 1/2, (as in [15]). The difference from the Taylor series can be seen in the expansion
coefficients starting with the power k = 1. For the Newton expansion, h ≈ 1I − b†b. Compare it to
Taylor expansion: h ≈ 1I − b†b/2. The advantages of the Newton series are that it is exact for 2S terms
in the expansion and that the square root function is now expressed in terms of the number operator
which, we know, is diagonal. Inverting a diagonal operator or finding powers of a diagonal operator is a
trivial task. Quantum algorithms for working with diagonal operators are also well-known [25].

In the system of interest we are discussing below, the maximum spin corresponds to 2S = 3. In this
case, we have

h = αI + βb†b+ γ(b†b)2 + δ(b†b)3, (23)

where α, β, γ are the expansion terms which can be found from Eq. 22. Eq. 23 describes a diago-
nal matrix, and, therefore finding the matrix for h−1 when performing the inverse transformation is
straightforward.
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2.3 Circuit implementation of the Holstein-Primakoff mapping for spin 3/2

We present here circuits for our model. We focus on the specific case corresponding to S = 3/2, which
represents the maximum spin in the system under study that we discuss below.

We suggest the following way to map spin 3/2 operators onto qubit Pauli operators, which is exact:

2Sx =
√
3I ⊗ σx +

σ− ⊗ σ+ + σ+ ⊗ σ−
2

(24)

=
√
3I ⊗ σx + σx ⊗ σx + σy ⊗ σy

2Sy =
√
3I ⊗ σy −

σ− ⊗ σ+ − σ+ ⊗ σ−
2i

(25)

=
√
3I ⊗ σy + σy ⊗ σx − σx ⊗ σy

2Sz =
(I + σz)⊗ (I − σz)− (I − σz)⊗ (I + σz)

4
+ (26)

+ 3
(I + σz)⊗ (I + σz)− (I − σz)⊗ (I − σz)

4

The ladder operators are S± = Sx ± iSy, as usual.
Using Eq. 18 - Eq. 26, we obtain

b† =

√
1

4
(I − σz)⊗ σ+ +

√
2

4
σ+ ⊗ σ− +

√
3

4
(I + σz)⊗ σ+ (27)

The expression in Eq. 27 can be obtained from Eq. 14 by multiplying with σx ⊗ σx both on the left
and on the right. The matrix representation of Eq. 27 is

b† =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
0

√
3 0 0

0 0
√
2 0

0 0 0
√
1

0 0 0 0

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥ (28)

The difference in the order of the elements between Eq. 28 and Eq. 15 corresponds to the different
(ascending or descending) order of the matrix elements in the number operator and is a matter of choice.
In this work, to make our matrix representation of the Hamiltonian exactly match the classical one from
[26], we further multiply the Hamiltonian operator on the left and the right by the string of σx operators
acting on all qubits. The same effect, however, can be achieved by altering the meaning of qubits and
their states for each cell.

We stress that although Eq. 14 and Eq. 27 are equivalent, the Holstein-Primakoff transformation
does not require iterative operator construction. Its circuit mapping relies on the mapping of the higher
spin matrices - which are known and standard - and the diagonal matrices’ circuit representation.

2.4 Efficiency of the mapping scheme

In this section, we assess the efficiency of the mapping scheme for time evolution. While efficient de-
composition techniques for exact unitaries exist, they are normally limited to a small number of qubits
making it essential to analyze the approximate evolution.

Recalling the exponential form of the time evolution operator for the full Hamiltonian Eq. 1 and
applying the Trotter-Suzuki expansion,

UHmixed
(dt) ≈ e−iHmixeddt ≈ (29)

≈ e−iHspindte−iHbosondte−iHinteractiondt

Below, we carry out an empirical benchmarking analysis for the exponential operator in Eq. 29 in
the form of Eq. 2 representing the interaction. We chose this term since it contains both spin and boson
operators. In this analysis, we consider a minimal example of a multi-boson coupled system, namely,
a single atom (spin) interacting with a multi-photon field (i.e. enabling multiple bosonic excitations).
First, we look closely at the case with up to 3 photons. After that, we show how it scales with the
number of photons.

6



2.4.1 Up-to-3 photons case

The maximum of 3 photons corresponds to the Holstein-Primakoff mapping with S = 3/2 as in Eq. 24
- 26.

Here, we compare the circuits described in (a) and (b):
(a) an efficient circuit for the exact evolution operator

U = e−iHinteractionτ = (30)

= e−igσx(b+b†)τ |(τ=1,g=1) = e−iσx(b+b†).

We begin by obtaining the matrix representation of U , which is derived as the matrix exponential of the
tensor product of −iσx and b+ b†;
(b) an approximation, V , mapped to a circuit using the multiphoton Holstein-Primakoff transformation.

(a)

Consider the evolution operator in Eq. 30. The spin operator and the boson operators are mapped on
separate qubits. Each boson operator is to be eventually expressed in the form of linear combinations
of Pauli strings which are not generally commuting, therefore the Trotter-Suzuki decomposition is not
exact. The matrix representation of U , in the case of a maximum number of 3 bosons is:

U =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

0.023 0. −0.714 0. 0. −0.632j 0. 0.301j
0. −0.56 0. −0.412 −0.632j 0. −0.342j 0.

−0.714 0. 0.023 0 0. −0.342j 0. −0.61j
0. −0.412 0. 0.606 0.301j 0. −0.61j −0.
0. −0.632j 0. 0.301j 0.023 0. −0.714 0.

−0.632j 0. −0.342j 0. 0. −0.56 0. −0.412
0. −0.342j 0. −0.61j −0.714 0. 0.023 0.

0.301j 0. −0.61j 0. 0. −0.412 0. 0.606

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
(31)

The 8 × 8 matrix of U is mapped to 3 qubits. For 1, 2, and 3-qubit unitaries, TKET [16] can con-
struct optimal (in terms of the CNOT count) circuits relying on the improvement to the Cosine-Sine
Decomposition (CSD) [27–29]. For 3 qubits, the TKET method is called “Unitary3qBox”. The Shannon
decomposition used in the algorithm builds on the CSD decomposition and also utilizes the fundamental
and widely-used KAK decomposition [30] introduced by Helgason [31] and implemented by Khaneja and
Glaser [32] in one of the steps. The unitary matrix for Eq. 30 is then automatically converted to a
3-qubit circuit box. The circuit is subsequently optimized with the removal of possible redundancies
introduced during the initial circuit construction process.

(b)

We construct an approximate circuit for the operator U using the Trotter-Suzuki decomposition for Eq.
30. The Trotter-Suzuki decomposition for this Hamiltonian is not exact since σxb does not commute with
σxb

† in the exponential operator in Eq.30. When mapped on a circuit, the argument of the exponential
operator will also contain non-commuting Pauli strings. Let V be a unitary corresponding to the Trotter-
Suzuki decomposition with Ntrotter slices:

V =

(
e−i σxb

Ntrotter e−i σxb†
Ntrotter

)Ntrotter

(32)

choosing Ntrotter such that the matrix form of V is a good approximation of U .

To map each term in the product, we use the Holstein-Primakoff encoding as described in sections 2.2.

and 2.3. When Ntrotter = 10,
∣∣∣Vij−Uij

maxUij

∣∣∣ = O(0.1), which is an acceptable Trotter error for this study.

The resulting matrix is given below in Eq. 33 to be compared to Eq. 31.

7



V =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

0.021 0 −0.668 0. 0. −0.682j 0. 0.298j
0. −0.556 0. −0.456 −0.581j 0. −0.382j 0.

−0.757 0. 0.023 0. 0. −0.3j 0. −0.58j
0. −0.37 0. 0.606 0.298j 0. −0.638j 0.
0. −0.682j 0. 0.298j 0.021 0. −0.668 0.

−0.581j 0. −0.382j 0. 0. −0.556 0. −0.456
0. −0.3j 0. −0.58j −0.757 0. 0.023 0.

0.298j 0. −0.638j 0. 0. −0.37 0. 0.606

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
(33)

We compare circuits representing the unitaries (a) and (b) in terms of the number of native two-qubit
operations when compiled with TKET at the highest optimization level. The uncompiled circuit in (b) is
significantly longer by construction (since we append Ntrotter copies of the same sub-circuit), and the aim
is to show that with efficient compilation it contains no more 2-qubit gates than (a) while approximating
the effect of the same unitary. The optimization leads to removing redundancies, simplifies specific
known sequences of Clifford gates, and makes use of circuit decomposition techniques. [16]. The circuit
optimization is performed globally for each time step rather than for each Trotter step. In the last step,
the circuits are rewritten in terms of the machine’s native gates, where the machine is either IBM’s
superconducting architecture or an ion trap architecture (Quantinuum H1 device).

IBM H1
U (TKET Unitary3qBox) 24 (CX) 19 (ZZ-phase)
V (Holstein-Primakoff) 25 (CX) 17 (ZZ-phase)

Table 1: Number of 2-qubit gates in exact unitary U , Eq. 30 and its Trotterized approximation, V ,
Eq. 32 circuit representation. The circuits are compiled for the corresponding gate sets native to the
architecture, i.e. superconducting (IBM) or trapped ion (H1). The type of the 2-qubit gates is given in
brackets. The optimization level in TKET is 2 [16].

Table 1 shows how many native 2-qubit gates circuits for (a) and (b) contain. One can see that compiling
for an H1 device leads to a slightly smaller 2-qubit gate count than compiling for an IBM machine.
Moreover, assembling the circuit from individual spin and boson operators mapped using the Holstein-
Primakoff transformation with subsequent compilation turns out to be slightly more efficient for H1 than
mapping the matrix for the exact unitary U directly onto the circuit. For a larger number of qubits, such
analysis would have to be done separately, although we anticipate that this general conclusion holds.

By comparing the circuits in (a) and (b), we have shown that the Holstein-Primakoff mapping is not
only intuitive and physically motivated but also efficient for mixed spin-boson Hamiltonians.

Figure 1: The number of 2-qubit gates in a circuit representation of the interaction term unitary, Eq. 29
.

2.4.2 Higher number of photons

Here we consider how the circuit depth for a unitary in Eq. 29 in terms of 2-qubit gates depends on
the maximum number of photons allowed in the system. Whether we map the b, b† matrices of bosonic
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operators (Eq. 28) or use the higher-spin matrices (see Eq. 18, 19), we rely on the expansion as a linear
combination of Pauli strings as follows:

∑
l

ClPl =
∑
l

Cl

κmax∏
κ=0

σ
(qκ)
iκ

, (34)

where Cl is the coefficient of the lth Pauli string Pl, σi = {σx, σy, σz} determines the kind of Pauli
gate, and q is the qubit the corresponding gate acts on. While different representations can be valid,
it is always possible to choose Cl = 1

4Tr(Pl · U). For Holstein-Primakoff mapping, we find the qubit
representations for the inverse square root operator and the spin ladder operators separately. Once the
qubit representation is found, the operator is exponentiated using the Trotter-Suzuki decomposition,
and the resulting circuit is optimized with TKET for the corresponding backend. We look at how deep
the circuits are in terms of 2-qubit gates for spin mapping of the Holstein-Primakoff transformation vs.
binary mapping of the bosonic operators.

The results are shown in Fig. 1. Upon the optimization, the two approaches lead to closely matching
results. The plot exhibits linear dependency. Note that the axes have logarithmic scaling and that
the number of qubits required is 2⌈log2({No. photons}+1)⌉. The Qiskit AerBackend optimization leads to
slightly deeper circuits.

It should be recognized that the circuit representation of the interaction term and the full evolution
operator expressed with either spin or boson operators is not unique. As noted above, matrices of spin
operators belong to the SU(2) group and thus possess additional symmetry compared to boson operators.
This implies that if a way of taking advantage of this symmetry is found, the efficiency compared to the
binary encoding will extend to the multiphoton case.

Figure 2: Schematic depiction of the two coupled cavities (L = 2, Aij = 1), each containing an atom
(blue circle) and a mode of the electric field (red curve) with frequency ω. The hopping strength is
denoted by J and the atom-light coupling is g. The energy gap between the ground and the excited state
of the atom is ω0

.

3 Quantum electrodynamics in coupled cavities

In the previous section, we selected a mapping scheme. In this section, we are applying it to a real-world
problem. Our dual goal is: (a) to demonstrate that our approach is correct and can accurately replicate
classical results in a statevector simulation, and (b) to show that QED problems mapped onto quantum
circuits with the proposed scheme are suitable for performing a shot-based simulation with reasonable
resources and extracting meaningful results.

Our example is the insulator-to-superfluid phase transition which is a purely many-body quantum
phenomenon. In contrast to classical phase transitions, where a system undergoes a qualitative change
in its macroscopic properties, a quantum phase transition is a result of quantum fluctuations that take
place at temperatures close to absolute zero and can cause a sudden change in the system’s quantum
state.

This effect was first proposed for liquid helium [33] and later discovered in other systems such as
ultracold gases in optical lattices [34]. Other examples are Josephson junction arrays, and antiferromag-
nets or frustrated spin systems in the presence of a magnetic field. In the superfluid phase, the particles
are unbound and exhibit long-range coherence losing their individual character. In the Mott insulator
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phase, in contrast to the superfluid phase, the particles are confined and cannot conduct electricity or
move freely.

Rapid progress in cavity and circuit electrodynamics made it possible to adjust and control the
coupling strength between the spin and bosonic particles. Arrays of coupled cavities, where atoms are
coupled to a mode of the electric field and photon hopping are allowed between the cavities, is therefore
a convenient system to study the phase transition [1, 35]. The phase and the intensity of light can be
controlled and physical observables can be measured in different regimes in real time. Our setup consists
of two coupled cavities as shown schematically in Fig. 2 which is sufficient to observe the phenomenon
[26].

3.1 System Hamiltonian and parameters

The physics of the system is well described by the so-called Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard Hamiltonian,
where the “Hubbard” part refers to the way the cavities interact, and each cavity is a Jaynes-Cummings
system described in Eq. 5 1. In the rotating wave approximation, the full Hamiltonian reads:

HJCH =

L∑
i=1

HJC
i − J

∑
<i,j>

Aij(b
†
i bj + bib

†
j) = (35)

=

L∑
i=1

[
ωb†i bi +

ω0

4
σi,+σi,− +

g

2
(σi,+bi + σi,−b

†
i )
]
−

− J
∑
<i,j>

Aij(b
†
i bj + bib

†
j),

where the first summation goes over all the cavities, in our case up to L = 2. JCH stands for “Jaynes-
Cummings-Hubbard”, and J is the inter-cavity coupling strength. Aij is either 0 or 1 for each cavity
pair depending on whether photon hopping is allowed or not between the cavities with the corresponding
indices.

Table 2 lists the parameters we use in the simulation. The characteristic time of the process is
T = 1/J . We choose to consider a system where J is large, and as a result, the simulation period is
shorter. The motivation for this choice is to maintain good accuracy using only a modest number of time
steps and Trotter steps. Throughout the study, we vary ∆ to cover both the near-resonant ω0 − ω ≈ 0
and off-resonant regimes.

ω ∆ = ω0 - ω g J
1 { 10−5g - 105g } 0.1 0.1

Table 2: Parameters of the 2 coupled arrays. The values of the parameters are given in atomic units.

For each cavity, we utilize 1 qubit to represent the atom and 2 additional qubits for the photons. The
maximum number of photons per cavity is determined by the initial conditions. In the setup, a cavity
cannot accommodate more than 2 photons. However, the use of 2 qubits per cavity, in principle, allows
us to include up to 3 photons per cavity. In general, the number of qubits required may always allow for
a larger number of bosonic states beyond the specificity of the problem setup.

The resulting qubit Hamiltonian mapped to qubits contains 55 terms of the general form of Eq. 34.
The maximal length of a Pauli string in the considered qubit Hamiltonian is κmax = 4.

3.2 Initial state preparation

The initial state, denoted by Ψt=0, corresponds to a pair of identical cavities each in the Mott insulator
state. In each cavity, the state |n = 1,−⟩, with n being the number of photons, is a linear combination
of Fock states. Only one type of excitation is allowed in this state, either an atom in the excited state
or one photon present. The resulting full initial state is constructed as a tensor product of L individual
cavity states [1, 26]:

Ψt=0 = |n,−⟩0 ⊗ ...⊗ |n,−⟩L (36)

1Note that it is also possible to consider the Rabi-Hubbard Hamiltonian, which is, however, outside of the scope of this
paper
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and

|n,−⟩i = cos(θi) |e⟩ ⊗ |n⟩ − sin(θi) |g⟩ ⊗ |n− 1⟩ (37)

In our setup, L = 2 and the initial number of photons in a cavity n = 1, θi is related to the coupling
strength, g, the detuning ∆ = ω − ω0 as

tan(θn) = 2g
√
n/∆ (38)

Specifically, we need to build an ansatz that combines the qubit states |100⟩ and |001⟩, as shown in Fig.
3a. We use a particle-preserving ansatz that employs Givens rotations [36]. Controlled Givens rotations
are universal for particle-conserving unitaries, which allow us to explore the entire Hilbert space. The
matrix representation of the Givens rotation by an angle ϕ is

G =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

1 ... 0 ... 0 ... 0
. . . . . . .
0 ... c ... −s ... 0
. . . . . . .
0 ... s ... c ... 0
. . . . . . .
0 ... 0 ... 0 ... 1

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
(39)

where c = cosϕ and s = sinϕ.
Givens rotations with gates parametrized as in Eq. 39 can be used to prepare a linear combination

of Fock states with a fixed number of ones and zeroes on 3 qubits representing the first cavity. We then
append an equivalent circuit box for the second cavity. The resulting circuit for the initial state (for a
specific value of the detuning) is shown in Fig. 3b.

(a)

(b)

Figure 3: Initial state corresponding to the Mott insulator phase. (a) Schematic representation of the
initial state construction for one circuit box representing a single cavity. The initial state for a single
cavity is a linear combination of 2 Fock states corresponding to either an excited atom and 0 photons, or
an atom in the ground state and 1 photon. θ1 is a function of the detuning, ∆. (b) Circuit for the state
constructed using the Givens rotations ansatz and decomposed into rotations and Pauli gates. The angle
of the rotation gate is a function of the detuning. Note the sub-circuits on the top 3 and the bottom 3
qubits of the register are identical.

3.3 Time evolution of the wavefunction

The dynamics of the system are described by the exponential evolution operator,

Ψ(t) = e−iHJCHtΨ0, (40)

where Ψ0 is the initial state described in Section 3.2 and HJCH is the Hamiltonian defined in Eq. 35.
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We rely on the Trotter-Suzuki transformation to propagate the wavefunction:

Ψ(t+ dt) = e−iHJCHdtΨ(t) =
(
e−iHJCH∆t

)Ntrotter

Ψ(t) ≈ (41)

≈
∏
l

(
e−iClPl∆t

)Ntrotter
Ψ(t),

where HJCH =
∑
l

ClPl is a sum of Pauli strings Pl with corresponding coefficients as in Eq. 34, and

Ntrotter = dt/∆t determines the number of Trotter steps per time step. We perform measurements at
each time step up to the characteristic time T = 1/J , where the value for the hopping strength J is
given in Table 2. Let us say we measure at time t = m ∗ dt. First, we construct an elementary circuit
corresponding to one Trotter step. Then Ntrotter ∗m such circuits are appended to one another. Once
this is done, we compile and optimize the resulting circuit, assuming no device constraints by default.
However, it is important to note that this may not preserve gate set, connectivity, etc. The optimization
involves removing redundancies, applying Clifford simplifications, commuting single-qubit gates to the
front of the circuit, and other compiler passes [16].

Finding the optimal balance between reducing the Trotter error by increasing Ntrotter and minimizing
the circuit depth is crucial. In this study, we use dt = 0.05T . We find that, by inspecting the correspond-
ing matrices, the Trotter error is still acceptable for the system if we use ∆t = dt (i.e. Ntrotter = 1).

The number of 2-qubit gates in one Trotter step compiled for different architectures is shown in
Table 3. Note that the circuit parameters are susceptible to the exact optimization strategy and the
backend of choice. Moreover, for each time step, the circuit is composed of several sub-circuits and will
be re-compiled separately. Due to the re-compilation, the number of 2-qubit gates does not necessarily
increase linearly with the number of appended Trotter steps.

Uncompiled IBM H1
Depth 529 373 199

Gates, total 1862 596 298
2-qubit gates 216 245 120

Table 3: Circuit parameters per one Trotter step. The circuits are compiled for the corresponding gate
sets native to the architecture, i.e. superconducting (IBM) or trapped ion (H1). The optimization level
in TKET is 2 [16].

3.4 Observables

In this section, we will examine the physical observables (corresponding to what is measured) which
reflect the phase transition in the coupled cavities. It is important to note that these observables are
time-dependent, so measurements must be taken at each time step of the propagation.

(a) Overlap

The first observable we will consider is Λ(t), which measures the overlap between the initial and the
time-propagated wave function at time t:

Λ(t) = − 1

L
log2(| ⟨Ψt=0|Ψ(t)⟩ |2) (42)

Equation 42 shows that Λ is zero for the initial state and reaches a maximum when the overlap between
the states is minimal. This means that Λ is larger when the system is closer to the superfluid state.

(b) Total number of excitations and the order parameter

The system is characterized by the number preserving polaritonic excitations Nex, which is the sum of
atoms in the excited state and photons in each cavity,

Nex =
∑
i

ni (43)

with

ni = (b†i bi + σi
ee) (44)
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where σi
ee is the number of atomic excitations in ith cavity. The total number of excitations is a conserved

quantity and its operator commutes with the Hamiltonian. In terms of Z-Pauli gates, Zj , acting on jth

qubit,

Nqubit
ex = n1 + n2 = (45)

= (2− 0.5Z0 − Z1 − 0.5Z2)+

+ (2− 0.5Z3 − Z4 − 0.5Z5)

The following observable is not conserved:

Q qubit
ex = n21 + n22 = (46)

= (5.5− 2Z0 − 4Z1 − 2Z2 + Z0Z1 + Z1Z2 + 0.5Z0Z2)+

+ (5.5− 2Z3 − 4Z4 − 2Z5 + Z3Z4 + Z4Z5 + 0.5Z3Z5)

The total excitation variance is also a time-dependent quantity:

δN2(t) =

L=2∑
i

[
⟨n2i ⟩ − ⟨ni⟩2] (47)

The order parameter, denoted by “OP” and defined by

OP =
1

T

∫ T

0

δN2(τ)dτ, (48)

reflects the mean variance of the total number of excitations Nex. The system becomes increasingly
disordered as it moves farther away from the Mott insulator state. In the superfluid state, each cavity
can hold up to 2 photons, which means that the cavity array is not “ordered”. Note that since the two
cavities are identical, it is not necessary to measure the polaritonic excitation variance for each of them.
Note that it is sufficient to measure ⟨ni⟩ (t) in one cavity and multiply the result by the factor of 2. We
have verified this conclusion with statevector simulations. This observation is especially important for
hardware experiments meaning fewer measurements are required.

4 Results

In this section, we show the simulation results for two coupled cavities (see in Sec. 3) performed with
the Holstein-Primakoff transformation for the multiphoton regime (see Sec. 2.2). First, the quantum
statevector and measurements-based results are compared with the classical simulation to demonstrate
the validity of the approach as well as its efficiency. Then we analyze the effect of noise.

4.1 Noiseless backend results

(a) Overlap

We start with examining the phase transition by analyzing Λ(t), which is a function of the overlap of
the initial and the evolved state. Λ(t) is given by Eq. 42 in Sec. 3.4 (a). Fig. 4a displays the classical
and statevector results for Λ(t). The black curves (no markers, solid upper line and dashed lower line)
represent the classical results as described in detail in [26]. In this approach, each operator, including the
Trotter operator, is represented with its corresponding matrix, and the dynamical simulation is carried
out by matrix multiplication. For better accuracy, the time step in the classical calculation is ten times
smaller than the time step we used in the subsequent quantum calculations. We have verified that if
∆, g, ω0, J are similar to those in [26], then our results are identical to theirs.

Each classical curve in Fig. 4a corresponds to a different detuning value ∆/g = {10−5, 105}, with g being
fixed (refer to Table 2). When the detuning is negligible, Λ(t) remains small and gradually increases
with time corresponding to a small-scale “leakage” of the Mott insulator wavefunction. As the detuning
becomes more significant, the system undergoes a phase transition. For ∆/g = 105, a sharp, nearly delta
function-like peak appears around 0.81/J . The peak position shifts slightly depending on the detuning
value (not shown).
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(a) Classical and statevector results

(b) Canonical Swap Test noiseless results

(c) Vacuum Test, noiseless results

Figure 4: The overlap Λ(t) (see Eq. 42) from (a) statevector, (b) Canonical Swap Test Protocol (CSP),
(c) Vacuum Test simulations. This parameter reflects the phase transition and is related to the overlap
between the initial Mott-insulator state and the time-evolved wavefunction. For the corresponding ∆
values, see the labels in the respective legend boxes. The data correspond to the mean value over
Nruns = 15. The error bar shows the confidence interval for the 99% confidence level with Z-factor equal
to 2.576 (see Eq. 49).

The data points shown in red in Fig. 4a correspond to the quantum statevector simulations for the two
values of the detuning. The statevector results (red markers) very closely match the classical ones. The
small discrepancy around the peak at t ∗ J ≈ 0.8 at ∆/g = 105 can be attributed to the Trotter error
due to the larger time step in the statevector simulations, which affects the accuracy when reproducing
the cusp.

After confirming the accuracy of our mapping scheme in generating statevector results, we move on to
shot-based quantum calculations of Λ(t). Measuring the overlap between the initial state |ϕ⟩ and the
propagated wavefunction |ψ(t)⟩ can be done using various measurement protocols, and we compare the
ancilla-based Canonical Swap Test Protocol (CSP) [37] to the protocol we call Vacuum Test [38]. We ran
each setup Nruns = 15 times to make sure enough data was collected to conclude about the applicability
of the protocols. The mean value of Λ and the error bars showing the confidence interval, CI, are
presented in Fig. 4. The standard deviation, σΛ, is calculated based on the standard deviation of the
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(a) Canonical Swap Test
scheme

(b) Vacuum Test scheme

Figure 5: Schematic representation of the overlap measurement protocols used for Λ from Eq. 42

measured overlap squared. The confidence interval corresponds to the confidence level 99%. For each
time step,

P = | ⟨Ψt=0|Ψ(t)⟩ |2 (49)

σΛ =

√
(
dΛ

dP
σP )2

CI = 2.576 ∗ σΛ/
√
Nruns

The circuit for CSP is shown schematically in Fig. 5a. The test involves constructing a register with two
sub-registers corresponding to the overlapping wavefunctions, and the result is measured on the ancillary
qubit similar to the Hadamard test. The probability of finding the ancillary qubit in the |0⟩ state is then
1/2+1/2| ⟨ϕ|ψ⟩ |2. The circuit width is twice the number of qubits in the state plus one. The multicontrol
gate shown in Fig. 5a also leads to increased depth. Notably, since the measurement is performed on
the ancillary qubit only, with a modest number of shots and when the true value of P = | ⟨Ψt=0|Ψ(t)⟩ |2
is close to zero, statistical deviations may lead to a negative result in a particular run (|0⟩ is measured
slightly less often than |1⟩). This result is nonphysical, however, it cannot be discarded from the statistics
since otherwise a bias would be introduced. Instead, many runs are required to achieve the true near-
zero mean for P . At the same time, for the almost-zero overlap but non-zero standard deviation σP , the
confidence interval may become large since dΛ

dt is also large (see Eq. 49).

The results of shot-based CSP simulation are shown in Fig. 4b. At the detuning ∆/g = 10−5 (blue
circles along the lower classical curve), the wavefunction closely resembles the Mott insulator and changes
smoothly on the entire time scale leading to a smooth monotonically increasing Λ(t). In this case, the
process is near-resonant, and light-matter interaction within each cell dominates the process. CSP
measurement result of the observable with 1024 shots is thus very accurate nearly matching the classical
data. The confidence interval does not exceed 0.1. However, the accuracy is worse for very large detuning.
In particular, there is a discrepancy in the region around the sharp maximum of Λ(t) when the overlap
between the initial and evolved wavefunctions is small. Blue stars overlaying the upper classical curve
show the mean result of the measurement with 1024 shots. The peak position is not reproduced well.
The error bar around the peak is very large. The quality is increased when runs are performed with
10000 shots (orange crosses close to the upper classical curve). At the peak, the overlap is found to be
almost zero leading to large values of Λ. However, the error around the peak remains large as well.

Next, we employ the Vacuum test (see Fig. 5b), which works by appending the circuits corresponding
to ⟨ϕ| and |ψ⟩ and measuring the result directly on every qubit. This eliminates the need to duplicate
the number of system qubits and add an ancillary qubit, but increases the depth of the circuit. The
width of the circuit is that of the wavefunction. The result is equal to the probability of measuring the
all-zero state on all qubits. The corresponding Λ is shown in Fig. 4c, where the green circles (bottom)
and stars (top) correspond to the noiseless result for ∆/g = 10−5 and 105, respectively. Orange crosses
closely following the upper (classical) curve show the result for the large detuning and large number of
shots. Again, in the case of small detuning, the simulation results lie directly on top of the classical ones
well within the confidence interval of 0.1. For the large detuning, the results are also in good agreement
with the classical prediction, except for the peak region, where the obtained values are very large and
lie outside the plot range. Similarly to what is described above, this would correspond to the situation
when the measured overlap is very close to zero, so Λ(t) approaches infinity. We add a vertical dashed
line to indicate this peak. The statistical error is small for both small and large detuning everywhere
except the peak point.
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Figure 6: Order parameter as a function of the detuning. Black curve: classical simulations. Dots and
stars: noiseless shot-based simulations with various numbers of Trotter steps per time step and different
number of shots. Transparent shadows correspond to the mean difference with the classical result for
each curve with the corresponding color. Inset: a picture adopted from [1] to show the comparison with
the QED classical study. Ntrotter is the number of Trotter steps per time step.

Comparing Fig. 4b and Fig. 4c shows that the Vacuum Test is more suitable for the cavity QED problem
under consideration. Using CSP protocol overlooks the singularity around the peak at large detuning
and requires many runs and a large number of shots because the measurement is performed on a single
qubit. At the same time, smoothing the peak makes the CSP protocol less suitable for studying the
phase transition. The Vacuum Test, on the contrary, amplifies the transition. Importantly, the Vacuum
Test performs better with a modest number of shots since its results nearly exactly match the classical
ones at all times before and after the cusp. With the number of shots as large as 10000, the Vacuum
Test still outperforms CSP in terms of accuracy to the left and the right of the cusp.

(b) Total number of excitations and the order parameter

We now turn to calculating the order parameter, OP , from Eq. 48. This parameter is obtained by
finding the meanvalue of the variance after Trotterized time propagation. The result in Fig. 6 is plotted
as a function of detuning (rather than time).

Before presenting our results, let us discuss and interpret the classical simulation from [1] (Fig. 6, inset).
In that paper, the initial order parameter is close to zero, indicating that the system is in the Mott-
insulator state, and adding more photons to each cell is prohibited. As the detuning becomes larger, the
phase transition occurs. The resulting curve for the order parameter consists of two distinct plateaus. In
contrast to that study, we consider a much stronger coupling for reasons mentioned in Section 3.1. Under
the conditions described in Table 2, the classical curve for the order parameter is shown as the black
solid line in Fig. 6. Just like the result in [1], it features two plateaus which are connected by a smooth
transition around Λ/g = O(1). The initial order parameter is around 0.6 at small detuning before the
phase transition. The nonzero value is due to the variance not being consistently small throughout the
characteristic period in the strong-coupling regime.

We investigate the effect of varying the number of Trotter steps (within just one time step) and the
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Time-dependent variance in the number of excitations, δN2(t), see Eq. 47, 43, 45, 46. (a)
Small detuning, ∆/g = 10−5. (b) Large detuning, ∆/g = 105.

number of shots on the results of a noiseless simulation. The number of time steps remains constant
at 20. Fig. 6 has three series of results: 64 shots (green, crosses), 256 shots (red, circles), and 1024
shots (blue, stars), each with a different number (1-4) of Trotter steps per time step. The figure shows
that, in the given range of Trotter step sizes and shot numbers, increasing the number of shots has a
greater impact on result precision compared to reducing the Trotter step size. Another point is that since
the cavities are identical, measuring one cavity with X shots is equivalent to measuring L cavities with
X/L shots each. The best result is represented by the blue dots with the mean error of only ϵ = 0.02.
Importantly, these results show that the phase transition can be reproduced with a modest number of
shots. This is because the required level of accuracy in this problem is different from that required in
typical quantum chemistry simulations. Instead of seeking to find the exact value of a parameter, we
aim to determine the approximate value of the detuning at which the phase transition occurs.

4.2 Noisy backend results

To assess whether current quantum computers can handle the problem described in this paper, we perform
emulator-based simulations using two different architectures. For the superconducting device, we use the
Aer backend with a noise model that matches that of the IBMQ Montreal machine [39]. Meanwhile, we
used Quantinuum’s H1-2E emulator to simulate an ion-trap device. In general, superconducting devices
offer faster simulations but with more noise, while ion-trap machines provide lower noise but slower
simulations.

Although the final goal is to observe the phase transition such as in Fig. 6, the order parameter for
each value of the detuning is calculated as a mean over time, and therefore it does not allow for assessing
the performance of the dynamics algorithm in detail. Instead of reproducing the order parameter graph
with a noisy simulation, Fig. 7 shows the curves for the variance in the number of excitations, δN2,
Eq. 47 as a function of time, for two extreme values of the detuning, ∆/g = {10−5, 105}, Fig. 7. When
the detuning is negligible, we expect the curve to look like the black curve in 7a, i.e. to monotonously
increase. For very large detuning, the classical result in Fig. 7b has a maximum at t ≈ 0.8/J . The
order parameter, as a mean of δN2(t) will, therefore, be sensitive to the time-dependent behavior of the
number of excitations. To claim the effect has been observed in an experiment in the entire detuning
range, one needs to detect a transition between two plateaus (see Fig. 6). If one observes that a noisy
result is shifted up from the classical result due to some coherent noise - but that the shape of the curve
is reproduced - we can expect the phase transition to be detected. Noise mitigation techniques such as,
for example, zero-noise extrapolation may potentially improve the result.

The results obtained from an ion-trap emulator are shown in Fig. 7. Although the absolute value of
the variance becomes significantly higher than expected after just a few Trotter steps, the overall shape
of the curve is reproduced. Due to limited computational resources, we do not build the full curve (such
as in Fig. 6) for the order parameter before attempting to mitigate the noisy run.

Yet, emulating the process on Aer backend with a realistic noise model (see Fig. 7a, 7b) produces
qualitatively similar results for both small (top panel) and large (bottom panel) detuning. Both start
at some small values and quickly reach a plateau of δN2 ≈ 3. One can see why this is happening if we
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: (a) Number of 2-qubit gates per one Trotter step. The circuits are generated by TKET without
taking an architecture into account, i.e. for L = 2, the circuit is the same as in the ”Uncompiled” column
of Table 3. L=10 corresponds to a 30-qubit calculation. (b) Classical simulation of Λ(t) for L = 3, and
the number of photons in the band n = 2, and different detuning.

look at Eqs. 43, 45, 46, and 47. If we assume very large noise, all the results for nonconstant operators
average out and only the constant value survives,

(
⟨n21⟩ − ⟨n1⟩2 + ⟨n22⟩ − ⟨n2⟩2)noise→∞ → 1.5 + 1.5 = 3,

as we indeed see in the figure.

4.3 Scaling

We have analyzed how the circuit parameters will scale for larger systems with the number of cells L > 2.
Fig. 8a shows that the number of 2-qubit gates per uncompiled circuit with one Trotter step changes
linearly. Note that one extra cell corresponds to 3 extra qubits, so the scale goes from 6 qubits (as is the
focus of this study) to 30 qubits.

Finally, Fig. 8b shows classical results for L = 3 and n = 2, where n is like in Eq. 37, on the time
scale beyond T = 1/J . The characteristic period for different numbers of cavities and higher number of
photons changes. For small detuning (the green curve), the result does not appear to be periodic neither
it is monotonous for t < 2/J . Therefore, for a quantum simulation of larger systems not only a bigger
register but also a longer simulation time is needed.

5 Discussion and further steps

In conclusion, we have introduced a scheme for mapping bosons in a mixed spin-boson system that relies
on the inverse Holstein-Primakoff mapping. Our method has been tested in the multiphoton regime
and on systems with several atoms described with spin operators. Comparing our results with classical
simulations confirms the validity of the proposed mapping. We expect this method to be at least as
efficient as the binary mapping. Further, our results with noiseless simulations with only the stochastic
error present demonstrate that the phase transition can be detected with a relatively large Trotter step
and a modest number of shots which is realizable on near-term quantum hardware.

However, upon testing the model on noisy emulators, we find that further improvements to the
dynamics simulation algorithm are necessary due to the large number of 2-qubit gates per time step in
the standard Trotter-Suzuki scheme, which lead to large amounts of noise introduced in the simulation.
The ion trap runs suggest that the use of noise mitigation may lead to more accurate simulation results.
However, the noise level of the superconducting machines is too high for noise mitigation techniques
alone to be effective. Thus, we believe that further exploration of other algorithms, such as those relying
on randomly compiling a Trotter step circuit [40], particularly for higher values of the detuning, may
lead to significantly improved results in combination with noise mitigation.

For future work, we plan to generalize the method extending to systems with even more photons or
higher maximum spin values. For very high spins, it would be beneficial to analyze the error introduced
by truncating the Newton series. With tens of logical qubits available, one may be able to simulate
processes involving hundreds to thousands of photons. This will open the door to modeling important
collective effects in cavity QED, such as, for example, superradiance.

In regards to the unitary circuit mapping, an alternative approach to Trotter-Suzuki decomposition
is using block encoding techniques [41] which prove to be more efficient in the asymptotic limit. These

18



methods can be explored in combination with Holstein-Primakoff mapping with higher spins as well as
for boson operators.

In larger systems, the issue of the number of shots that can be performed realistically may become
important. In this case, techniques such as classical shadows [42] can be exploited to reduce the simulation
cost. Additionally, we may explore mapping polaritonic excitations, rather than dividing the register
into spin and boson components. This approach can potentially reduce the requirement for the number
of qubits. Once noise mitigation has been tested successfully on an emulator, we may consider running
the model on real quantum hardware.
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[37] Adriano Barenco, André Berthiaume, David Deutsch, Artur Ekert, Richard Jozsa, and Chiara Mac-
chiavello. Stabilization of quantum computations by symmetrization. SIAM Journal on Computing,
26(5):1541–1557, 1997. URL https://epubs.siam.org/doi/10.1137/S0097539796302452.

[38] Joonho Lee, William J. Huggins, Martin Head-Gordon, and K. Birgitta Whaley. Generalized unitary
coupled cluster wave functions for quantum computation. Journal of Chemical Theory and Compu-
tation, 15(1):311–324, 2018. URL https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b01004.

[39] Qiskit contributors. Qiskit: An open-source framework for quantum computing, 2023. URL https:

//github.com/Qiskit.

[40] Earl Campbell. Random Compiler for Fast Hamiltonian Simulation. Physical Review Letters,
123(7):1–11, 2019. URL https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.

070503.

[41] Guang Hao Low and Isaac L. Chuang. Hamiltonian Simulation by Qubitization. Quantum, 3:163,
July 2019.

[42] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, and John Preskill. Predicting many properties of a quantum
system from very few measurements. Nature Physics, 16(10):1050–1057, 2020. URL https://www.

nature.com/articles/s41567-020-0932-7.

22

https://doi.org/10.1038/415039a
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2251
https://quantum-journal.org/papers/q-2022-06-20-742/
https://epubs.siam.org/doi/10.1137/S0097539796302452
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b01004
https://github.com/Qiskit
https://github.com/Qiskit
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.070503
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.070503
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41567-020-0932-7
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41567-020-0932-7

	Introduction
	Boson mapping
	Some standard mapping schemes
	Holstein-Primakoff inverse mapping for multiphoton regime
	Circuit implementation of the Holstein-Primakoff mapping for spin 3/2
	Efficiency of the mapping scheme
	Up-to-3 photons case
	Higher number of photons


	Quantum electrodynamics in coupled cavities
	System Hamiltonian and parameters
	Initial state preparation
	Time evolution of the wavefunction
	Observables

	Results
	Noiseless backend results
	Noisy backend results
	Scaling

	Discussion and further steps
	Acknowledgements

