
Digital Quantum Simulation of Reaction-Diffusion Systems on Lattice

Louie Hong Yao∗

(Dated: June 18, 2024)

The quantum computer offers significant advantages in simulating physical systems, particularly
those with exponentially large state spaces, such as quantum systems. Stochastic reaction-diffusion
systems, characterized by their stochastic nature, also exhibit exponential growth in the dimension
of the state space, posing challenges for simulation at a probability distribution level. We explore
the quantum simulation of stochastic reaction-diffusion systems on a digital quantum computer,
directly simulating the system at the master equation level. Leveraging a spin representation of the
system, we employ Trotterization and probabilistic imaginary time evolution (PITE) to simulate
the probability distribution directly. We illustrate this approach through four diverse examples,
ranging from simple single-lattice site generation-annihilation processes to a system featuring active-
absorbing phase transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reaction-diffusion systems depict the dynamics of par-
ticles as they diffuse through space and engage in lo-
cal contact reactions. Despite their apparent simplicity,
these systems exhibit a wide array of fascinating phenom-
ena, including dynamical phase transitions[1–9], pattern
formation [10–15], and self-organization [16–18]. More-
over, they serve as an effective framework for describ-
ing numerous phenomena across diverse fields such as bi-
ology, ecology, chemistry, economics, epidemiology, and
game theory [19–27].

Traditionally, reaction-diffusion dynamics have been
described using interconnected nonlinear ordinary differ-
ential equations. To account for spatially extended sys-
tems, this approach is extended to include partial differ-
ential equations, incorporating species diffusion through
simple diffusion mechanisms. However, this traditional
mean-field or mass-action approach overlooks the in-
herent randomness and stochasticity in these processes.
These fluctuations, stemming from discrete individual
numbers, and spatio-temporal correlations are disre-
garded. Yet, these fluctuations and correlations can lead
to behaviors significantly different from those predicted
by mean-field theory [22].

The nonlinearities inherent in mean-field theory al-
ready pose challenges for solving these systems, and the
introduction of stochasticity further complicates matters.
Despite numerous attempts [28–31], exact solutions are
rarely attainable due to the systems’ inherent stochas-
ticity and nonlinearity. Consequently, various analyti-
cal and numerical methods have been employed to study
them, including field theoretical approaches (see, for ex-
ample, [3, 7, 11, 24, 25]), agent-based Monte Carlo sim-
ulations (see, for example, [5, 15, 26, 32]), and tensor
network-related algorithms [33–38]. However, most of
these methods focus on understanding the system at an
averaged level by calculating the expectation values of
observables of interest. Although the master equation of
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the system is not difficult to write down, the stochastic
nature of the system leads to an exponentially growing
state space dimension. Consequently, conducting a prob-
ability distribution level study within the framework of
the master equation is challenging due to constraints on
computational power. Even for the simplest case with
only a single species of particles on lattice sites, the di-
mension of the state space scales as 2N with N as the
number of lattice sites. For N > 100, simulations be-
come infeasible at all.

Quantum computers, leveraging qubits instead of clas-
sical bits, benefit from the exponentially expanding
Hilbert space as the number of qubits increases. This
unique feature has enabled them to demonstrate advan-
tages in simulating physical systems, especially those
with exponentially large numbers of degrees of freedom,
such as quantum and stochastic systems. Various algo-
rithms have been devised to tackle these tasks. For in-
stance, variational quantum algorithms such as the varia-
tional quantum eigensolver [39–41] and quantum approx-
imate optimization algorithms [42–44] are designed to
compute the eigenspectrum of quantum systems through
variational techniques. Methods are also proposed to
simulate quantum dynamics, in closed system [45–52],
open systems [53–55] and in imaginary time for systems
in thermal equilibrium [56–61]. Algorithms have also
been developed to tackle partial differential equations
[62–65], simulate stochastic systems [66–72], and explore
fluid dynamics [73–75]. The successful implementation of
these algorithms on real quantum devices (see, for exam-
ple, [76–80]) addresses the efficacy of quantum computing
in simulating large-scale systems.

In this paper, we leverage the power of quantum
computers to simulate stochastic reaction-diffusion sys-
tems on lattices by directly simulating the master equa-
tion governing the system. Our approach begins by
mapping the reaction-diffusion systems to spin models
[28, 29], laying the groundwork for direct simulation
using qubits. The dynamics of the system are repre-
sented by a spin ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian or spin Liouvil-
lian H, with the time evolution governed by the operator
e−Ht. Since this ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian is generally non-
anti-Hermitian, the time evolution is non-unitary. To
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simulate this operator, we employ Trotterization meth-
ods. Additionally, we utilize the probabilistic imaginary
time evolution method proposed in [61] to implement the
non-unitary components within the Trotterization frame-
work. To bridge the gap in normalizations between quan-
tum and stochastic states, we introduce specialized pre-
and post-processing techniques, eliminating the require-
ment for exponential classical post-processing. We then
put our methods to the test across four diverse exam-
ples, spanning from simple single-site generation and an-
nihilation processes to a system demonstrating active-
absorbing phase transition. Through these examples, we
showcase the effectiveness of our simulation techniques
in capturing various dynamic behaviors. While our sim-
ulation results demonstrate promise in phases character-
ized by rapid system relaxation, challenges emerge near
critical points where slow relaxation contributes to error
accumulation, ultimately impacting result accuracy. In
our outlook, we propose potential solutions to address
these limitations and further enhance the robustness of
the simulation results.

The article is structured as follows: In the subsequent
section, we provide an overview of reaction-diffusion dy-
namics and introduce spin representations of these sys-
tems. Section III delves into our simulation method-
ologies, covering Trotterization, Pauli gadget, probabilis-
tic imaginary time evolution, and our streamlined post-
processing approach. We then proceed to apply these
simulation techniques to four distinct models in Section
IV, where we compare quantum simulation results with
exact outcomes. Finally, we wrap up with a concise sum-
mary and offer insights into future directions.

II. A BRIEF REVIEW OF
REACTION-DIFFUSION DYNAMICS AND SPIN

REPRESENTATIONS

Before we discuss the reaction-diffusion dynamics,
we first review the master equation description of the
stochastic systems and present the pseudo-Hamiltonian
representation of the master equations. Given the prob-
ability distribution P of the system and the state space
H, most if not all markovian stochastic dynamics can be
written as

d

dt
Pi(t) =

D∑
j=1

WijPj(t)−
D∑

j=1

WjiPi(t) (1)

where D is the dimension of the state space and i =
1, 2, 3, ..., D represent the states in the state space H.
Wij are the transition rates from state j to state i.
Due to the linearity of the master equation, we can

define |Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑

i P (i, t)|i⟩, where {|i⟩} are orthogonal
to each other. The master equation can then be written
as a ‘pseudo’-Schrodinger equation:

d

dt
|Ψ(t)⟩ = −H|Ψ(t)⟩, (2)

where the state |Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑

i Pi(t)|i⟩ represents the prob-
ability distribution of the system and H is the pseudo-
Hamiltonian (or Liouvillian) with

H|j⟩ = −
∑
i

Wij |i⟩+
∑
i

Wij |j⟩. (3)

The ‘pseudo’-Schrodinger equation Eq.(2) can be for-
mally solved as

|Ψ(t)⟩ = U(t)|Ψ(0)⟩. (4)

with the time-evolution operator represented as U(t) =
e−Ht. Considering observables represented by the oper-
ator O, the expectation values and two-point correlation
functions can be expressed as:

⟨O(t)⟩ = ⟨P |Ôe−Ht|Ψ(0)⟩,
⟨O(t2)O(t1)⟩ = ⟨P |Ôe−H(t2−t1)Ôe−Ht1 |Ψ(0)⟩

(5)

where ⟨P | = (1, 1, ..., 1) is a projection state. The nor-
malization condition of the probability is then given by
⟨P |Ψ⟩ = 1.
The reaction-diffusion dynamics involve the diffusion

of particles and their reactions when they come into con-
tact. A simple example is pair annihilation dynamics,
where particles of the same type move around and may
vanish when they collide. In this paper, we’re focusing on
systems arranged on lattices with just one species of par-
ticles allowed. Our simulation methods can be extended
to systems with multiple species, either by using qudits
or by using multiple qubits to represent one lattice site.
We also enforce a rule that each lattice site can only hold
one particle, which is typical in Monte Carlo simulations
for these systems. Each lattice site then has two possible
states: occupied (denoted as | ↑⟩) or empty (denoted as
| ↓⟩), making the state space for a single site H2 = R2.
Extending this concept to a lattice comprising N sites
yields the comprehensive state space H = H⊗N

2 . Particle
generation and annihilation are succinctly captured by
the operators σ± = (σx ± iσy)/2, following established
conventions of quantum mechanics. Hence, particle in-
teractions can be depicted by utilizing these operators.
A fundamental instance arises in the annihilation of a
single particle with a rate λ. The Hamiltonian governing
this single-particle reaction is depicted as λ

∑
i(ni−σ

−
i ),

where ni = σ+
i σ

−
i = (σz

i + 1)/2 represents the parti-
cle number operator, and the index i denotes the lattice
sites. Other reactions can also be expressed in this way.
We outline the Hamiltonians corresponding to common
reactions in Table I. In cases involving multiple reactions,
the Hamiltonian for the entire system is derived by sum-
ming the Hamiltonians of each reaction. For example,
the system with particle diffusion and pair annihilation
can be represented by

H =D
∑
⟨i,j⟩

[
(σ+

i − σ+
j )(σ

−
i − σ−

j )− 2ninj

]

+ λ
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(ninj − σ−
i σ

−
j ),

(6)
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Pseudo-Hamiltonians

Reactions Generation-Annihilation basis Pauli basis

Free particles Hopping
∑

⟨i,j⟩(σ
+
i − σ+

j )(σ−
i − σ−

j )− 2ninj − 1
2

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
σx
i σ

x
j + σy

i σ
y
j + σz

i σ
z
j − 1

)

Pair Annihilation (2A → 0)
∑

⟨i,j⟩(ninj − σ−
i σ−

j )

1

4

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
− σx

i σ
x
j + σy

i σ
y
j + σz

i σ
z
j + iσx

i σ
y
j + iσy

i σ
x
j

)
+
1

2

∑
i

(
σz
i +

1

2

)

Pair Coagulation (2A → A)
∑

⟨i,j⟩ ninj − 1
2
niσ

−
j − 1

2
njσ

−
i

1

8

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
2σz

i σ
z
j − σz

i σ
x
j − σx

i σ
z
j + iσz

i σ
y
j + iσy

i σ
z
j

)
+
1

4

∑
i

(
2σz

i − σx
i + iσy

i +
1

4

)
Spontaneous decay (A → 0)

∑
i ni − σ−

i
1
2

∑
i

(
− σx

i + iσy
i + σz

i + 1
)

Spontaneous generation (0 → A)
∑

i(1− ni)− σ+
i

1
2

∑
i

(
1− σz

i − σx
i − iσy

i

)

Branching (A → 2A)
∑

⟨i,j⟩ ni + nj − 2ninj − niσ
+
j − njσ

+
i

−1

4

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
2σz

i σ
z
j + σz

i σ
x
j + σx

i σ
z
j + iσz

i σ
y
j + iσy

i σ
z
j

)
−1

2

∑
i

(σx
i + iσy

i − 1)

TABLE I. The Pseudo-Hamiltonians for common reactions involving particle species A are detailed above. Expressions are
provided both in terms of {σ+, σ−, n} and {1, σx, σy, σz}. As we only consider contact reactions and nearest-neighbor hopping,
⟨i, j⟩ represents nearest-neighbor pairs.

where ⟨i, j⟩ denotes nearest neighbors. Given that the
three Pauli matrices σx, σy, σz and the 2-dimensional
identity matrix constitute a complete basis for SL(2,C),
the Hamiltonian can be represented as linear combina-

tions of tensor products of the Pauli basis {1, σx, σy, σz}.
The expression of the Hamiltonian in the Pauli basis is
also included, as exponentials of Pauli matrices are sim-
pler to implement on a digital quantum computer.

III. METHODS

In this section, we delve into the simulation methods
employed to simulate the reaction-diffusion system on a
digital quantum computer. Additionally, we elaborate on
several implementation details pivotal to our simulation
process.

A. Trotterization

Quantum simulation of dynamics, whether in real-
time, imaginary time, or involving general open quantum
dynamics, requires implementing operators of the form
e−Ht, where H represents the system’s Hamiltonian, Li-
ouvillian, or Lindbladian. Even if H consists solely of
local terms, i.e., H =

∑
iHi where His are local, the

operator e−Ht can still pose significant nonlocality chal-
lenges for implementation. Various simulation methods
have been proposed to tackle this challenge, including the
Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [48, 49], linear combi-
nation of unitaries (LCU) [50, 52, 81], and quantum sig-
nal processing (QSP) [51]. In this paper, we choose trot-
terization due to its intuitive nature, ease of implementa-

tion, and demonstrated good empirical performance [82].
Given the challenge of handling the operator e−Ht, our

aim is to decompose it into a product
∏

i e
−Hit, where

e−Hit terms are more manageable. In many physical sys-
tems, including the reaction-diffusion systems under dis-
cussion, H can naturally be expressed as H =

∑
iHi,

where His represent local terms and are easy to imple-
ment.
However, due to the non-commutativity between His,

e−
∑

i Hit isn’t strictly equal to
∏

i e
−Hit. An effective so-

lution is offered by the Lie product formula, where given
two arbitrary matrices A and B, we have:

eA+B = lim
n→∞

(e
A
n e

B
n )n. (7)

Thus, we can divide e−Ht into small trotter steps ∆t and
express it as:

e−Ht = lim
∆t→0

(∏
i

e−Hi∆t

) t
∆t

. (8)

This concept of trotterization has been utilized by physi-
cists for some time, including in the derivation of co-
herent state path integrals [25, 83]. However, in the
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implementation on a quantum device, we cannot take
the limit ∆t → ∞. It has been shown that, by the
Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff formula, to first order [48]:

e−
∑

i Hit =

(∏
i

e−Hi∆t

) t
∆t

+O
(
t2

n

)
, (9)

where n = t/∆t. Thus, by choosing small enough ∆t,
we can approximate the real dynamics e−Ht very effec-
tively. A more detailed error analysis of this method can
be found in [84]. Throughout this paper, we will only
consider the first-order approximation.

Other methods exist for decomposing e−Ht exactly,
such as the Cartan decomposition [85]. However, these
methods require extensive classical preprocessing and we
will not utilize them in this work.

B. Pauli Gadgets

The Hamiltonian H of spin systems and reaction-
diffusion systems with site-restriction can be expressed
as a linear combination of tensor products of Pauli ma-
trices. This implies that the His are tensor products of
Pauli matrices. Implementing these operations on quan-
tum computers necessitates expressing these gates using
universal gate sets, typically Clifford gates with a sin-
gle non-Clifford gate. One straightforward method is
through the use of Pauli gadgets, which initially trans-
form the operation to the z-basis via rotations in single-
qubit Hilbert space. Then, information is propagated
to a single target qubit, where a special single-qubit ro-
tation is applied. For example, consider the operation
e−iσx⊗σy⊗σzt. We can express it as:

e−iσx⊗σyt = (H ⊗ S)(H ⊗ I)e−iσz⊗σzt(H ⊗H)(S† ⊗ I),
(10)

where

H =
1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
, S =

(
1 0
0 i

)
(11)

are the Hadamard gate and the S gate respectively. With
this transformation, we then only need to implement
e−iσz⊗σz⊗σzt.
Operations T ((σz)⊗n), composed solely of tensor

products of Pauli Z matrices, can be expressed as∑
i T (pi)|i⟩⟨i|, where i represents binary strings. Here,

pi equals 1 when the binary string i contains an even
number of 1s, and pi equals −1 when the binary string i
contains an odd number of 1s. We then utilize a CNOT
gate to propagate the information to a single qubit, im-
plementing an Rz gate based on the state (0 or 1) of that
qubit. For the example e−iσx⊗σy⊗σzt, we propagate to
the third qubit. The circuit implementation is depicted
in Fig. 1. As plotted in the circuit, we initially employ
the H and S gates to transform to the z-basis. Subse-
quently, we utilize CNOT gates to transmit information

H H

S† H H S

RZ(2t)

FIG. 1. Implementing the time evolution operator
e−iσx⊗σy⊗σzt through Pauli gadgets involves a sequence of
steps. Initially, we rotate the system to the Pauli z basis.
Subsequently, we propagate information to the third qubit
and apply an Rz gate. Finally, we perform the inverse oper-
ation to return the system to its original basis.

to the third qubit and apply an Rz gate, i.e.

Rz(θ) = e−i θ
2σ

z

=

(
e−i θ

2 0

0 ei
θ
2

)
. (12)

Following these steps, we revert the system back via in-
verse transformations. It’s essential to note that quan-
tum circuits are applied from left to right, contrary to
the usual Dirac notation representation.

In this entire implementation, the Hadamard gate, the
S gate, and the CNOT gate are all Clifford gates. The
entire procedure only necessitates a single non-Clifford
gate, Rz. Since Clifford gates are simpler to imple-
ment on most current quantum devices, the Pauli gadgets
method significantly simplifies the implementation pro-
cess at the hardware level. Further optimizations of the
circuit implementations via Pauli gadgets has also been
done and can be found in, for example [86, 87].

Employing Pauli gadgets offers another advantage: the
reduction in the number of ancilla qubits required for
non-unitary operations [61]. During the Pauli gadgets
process, information is propagated to a single qubit, ne-
cessitating only a single-qubit non-unitary operation. It
is well-known that we can purify a system with Hilbert
space H in a tensor product Hilbert space H⊗H. Conse-
quently, only a single ancilla qubit is needed to implement
the non-unitary operation of the form e−Ht when H is a
tensor product of Pauli matrices.

C. Probabilistic Imaginary Time Evolution

Since the pseudo-Hamiltonian H is not generally anti-
Hermitian, simulating the time evolution e−Ht requires
implementing non-unitary operations. According to
Trotterization to first order, e−Ht can be decomposed
into (

∏
i e

−Hit/N )N , where Hi can be either Hermitian or

anti-Hermitian. For anti-Hermitian Hi, e
−Hit/N is uni-

tary and thus straightforward to implement. Conversely,
for Hermitian Hi, implementing e−Hit/N is referred to as
imaginary time evolution, as it is equivalent to e−iHiτ

with τ = −it. The time t here can also be understood as
the effective temperature β as the imaginary time evolu-
tion corresponds to the equilibrium partition function of
Gibbs distribution.
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Several methods have been proposed for simulating
imaginary time evolution on quantum computers. Vari-
ational approaches, such as variational imaginary time
evolution (VITE) [56, 57] and quantum imaginary time
evolution (QITE) [58–60], offer a hybrid approach by op-
timizing a variational ansatz to approximate the target
state as closely as possible. Another approach, the proba-
bilistic approach [61, 88–93], which appears more natural
to physicists, involves introducing ancilla qubits or envi-
ronments to the system and then applying post-selection
while measuring out the ancilla qubits. In this work, we
adapt the methods proposed in [61], which leverage the
power of the Pauli gadgets introduced in Section III B to
reduce the number of ancilla qubits used in the system.

With the Pauli gadgets, the Trotterized real-time evo-
lution operator can be realized by single-qubit gates
e−iασz

with single-qubit rotations and two-qubit control
gates, as shown in Fig.1. Similarly, for the imaginary
time evolution operator, we can map it to a single-qubit
non-unitary operation e−ασz

. Thus, we only need to
implement the single-qubit non-unitary operation of the
form e−ασz

. To do so, we can introduce a single ancilla
qubit and implement a controlled-RX gate (CRx). The
Rx gate is given by

Rx(θ) = e−i θ
2σ

x

=

(
cos θ

2 −i sin θ
2

−i sin θ
2 cos θ

2

)
. (13)

Given a state a|0⟩+ b|1⟩ and an ancilla qubit at |0⟩, the
CRx gate transforms the two-qubit state to

CRx (a|00⟩+ b|10⟩) = a|00⟩+ b cos
θ

2
|10⟩ − ib sin

θ

2
|11⟩,
(14)

where the second qubit is the ancilla qubit. By measur-
ing the second qubit and post-selecting it to be 0, we
obtain the final state a|0⟩+ b cos θ

2 |1⟩ up to a normaliza-

tion factor. Since the non-unitary operation e−ασz

yields

e−ασz

(a|0⟩+ b|1⟩) ∝ a|0⟩+ e2αb|1⟩, (15)

when α < 0, we can implement the CRx gate with θ =
2arccos (exp(−2|α|)) and post-select the ancilla qubit to
be 0. This procedure is depicted by the circuit shown in
Fig.2(a). When α > 0, e2α is larger than 1 and cannot
be mapped to a cosine. Instead, we can use the Pauli X
gate to bring cos θ

2 to the state |0⟩, i.e.,

(σx ⊗ 1)CRx(σ
x ⊗ 1) (a|00⟩+ b|10⟩)

= a cos
θ

2
|00⟩+ b|10⟩ − ia sin

θ

2
|01⟩.

(16)

By selecting θ = 2arccos (exp(−2|α|)), we obtain the cor-
rect outcome. The circuit for α > 0 is shown in Fig. 2(b).
With Trotterization and Pauli gadgets combined, we are
now equipped to implement any time evolutions with the
’Pseudo’-Hamiltonian listed in Table I.

0|0⟩ Rx(θ)

(a)

0

X X

|0⟩ Rx(θ)

(b)

FIG. 2. The quantum circuit implementation of non-unitary
operation e−ασz

for (a) α < 0 and (b) α > 0. The angle θ is
given by θ = 2arccos (exp(−2|α|)).

D. Encoding and Post-processing

While the pseudo-Schrödinger Eq.(2) can be repre-
sented by combined unitary and non-unitary gates in a
quantum circuit, there are still distinctions between this
formulation and the quantum-mechanical Schrödinger’s
equation. For clarity, we denote the quantum states in
lowercase and the probability state in uppercase.
One notable difference lies in the normalization of

states. In quantum mechanics, state vectors |ψ⟩ are
L2 functions with the 2-norm normalized to 1, mean-
ing ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ = 1. However, in the study of reaction-
diffusion systems, states are normalized as ⟨P |Ψ⟩ = 1, or∑

i Pi = 1, in accordance with probability conservation.
Consequently, necessary encoding and decoding opera-
tions must be performed.
For encoding, we can simply rescale the initial state as

follows:

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
i

Pi|i⟩ =⇒ |ψ⟩ = 1√∑
i P

2
i

∑
i

Pi|i⟩. (17)

After the time-evolution, the resulting state from the
quantum circuit is expressed as:

|ψt⟩ =
1√

⟨ψ|U†
t Ut|ψ⟩

Ut|ψ⟩, (18)

where Ut = e−Ht represents the time evolution opera-
tor. To ensure correct normalization, we need to compute
⟨P |ψt⟩. The projection state ⟨P | can be represented as:

⟨P | =
√
2n⟨0|H⊗n, (19)

assuming there are n qubits in the system. Here ⟨0| sig-
nifies the all-zero state ⟨0|⊗n. As a result, the normal-
ization factor ⟨P |ψt⟩ is given by:

⟨P |ψt⟩ =
√
2n⟨0|H⊗n|ψt⟩. (20)

By measuring ⟨0|H⊗n|ψt⟩, we obtain the probability am-
plitude of observing all qubits in the state H⊗n|ψt⟩ to be
in the state |0⟩. Essentially, this quantity gives us the
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amplitude for observing all zeroes when measuring the
state H⊗n|ψt⟩. Since this measurement outcome can be
directly obtained from the final measurement of the quan-
tum circuit, it eliminates the need for any normalization
calculations on a classical computer, which could other-
wise be computationally expensive due to its exponential
nature.

Since both the normalization factor ⟨P |ψt⟩ and all
components of the state |ψt⟩ are real-valued, they can be
obtained from measurements of probabilities alone. Con-
sequently, there’s no need for additional tomography or
complex calculations; everything can be directly inferred
from the experimental outcomes.

IV. MODELS AND RESULTS

In this section, we apply the methods introduced in
Section III to four distinct examples on a one-dimensional
lattice. These examples span from a straightforward sce-
nario involving single particle generation and annihila-
tion to a model showcasing an active-absorbing phase
transition. Given the limitations of current quantum de-
vices, we perform classical simulations of the process and
compare the outcomes with the exact results.

A. Single Particle Generation and Annihilation

We begin with a simple example involving only a single
lattice site. Here, we consider single particle generation
and annihilation reactions on the site with rates ν and λ,
respectively. The ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian for this system is
given by

H =
1

2
[−(λ+ ν)σx + (λ− ν)σz + i(λ− ν)σy] , (21)

where we have omitted the lower indices for the lat-
tice site. Additionally, we have omitted the constant
terms since they only contribute to rescaling in the time-
evolution. Neglecting these constants should not affect
the results, as we will need to rescale the outcome from
the quantum simulation at the end of the process. We
will automatically disregard these constant terms in the
subsequent calculations unless explicitly stated other-
wise. In this system, particle generation competes with
annihilation. In the limit ν = 0, the stationary state will
be an empty site. Conversely, in the limit where λ = 0,
the particle density of the stationary state will be 1. For
values between these two limits, we will observe a finite
particle density 0 < ⟨n⟩ < 1 in the stationary state.
We simulate the process and depict the time evolu-

tion of the particle density ⟨n⟩ starting from an oc-
cupied state, as shown in Fig.(3). In the simula-
tion, the ’pseudo’-Hamiltonian is trotterized into terms
e(λ+ν)σx∆t, e−(λ−ν)σz∆t, and e−i(λ−ν)σy∆t, where the
first two terms are non-unitary and the last term is uni-
tary and can be implemented directly. For simplicity, we
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FIG. 3. The dynamics of particle density in the single-site
generation and annihilation system with fixed generation rate
λ = 1 and varying annihilation rate νs: In (a), the trotter step
size is ∆t = 1/20, while in (b), it is ∆t = 1/80. The solid
lines represent the exact results, while the markers indicate
the simulated results.

choose λ = 1 in the simulation and compare the results
for different values of ν.

In Fig. 3(a), we plot the particle density ⟨n⟩ versus
time t for different values of ν with a trotter step size
∆t = 1/20. The solid lines represent the exact results,
while the scattered labels represent the results from quan-
tum simulations. We observe that for intermediate values
of ν, the process is very well captured by the simulation.
However, for both large and small values of ν, there are
visible errors, which arise from the fact that either λ+ ν
or λ− ν is large, leading to increased trotter errors.

We further simulate the cases of large and small ν val-
ues with a smaller trotter step size ∆t = 1/50 in Fig.3(b).
As we decrease the trotter step size, the errors decrease,
and the results better agree with the exact results.
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B. Free Particles Hopping

The next example we consider involves a free particle
hopping on a line. Given the diffusion constant D, the
‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian is written as

H = −1

2
D
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
σx
i σ

x
j + σy

i σ
y
j + σz

i σ
z
j

)
. (22)

This ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian coincides with the Hamilto-
nian of the Heisenberg model; however, the time evolu-
tion is not unitary. We benchmark the simulation on a
system with 4 lattice sites, and the results are plotted in
Fig.4. Since particle hopping conserves the total particle
number in the system, we instead plot the dynamics of
the probability of the relevant states. The trotter step
size is chosen as ∆t = 1/20.

In Fig.4(a), we simulate the system starting with the
state ⋆⃝⃝⃝ with a diffusion constant D = 1. Here,
⋆ indicates the site is occupied, and ⃝ indicates the
site is empty. Since there is only one single particle
in the system, only four states are relevant in the dy-
namics, as shown in the plot. As expected, we observe
that the probability of all four states converges to 1/4.
Additionally, due to the periodic boundary condition we
choose, the states labeled with a triangle and a plus sign
are symmetric to each other. Consequently, their prob-
abilities are equal, leading to an overlap in the plot. In
Fig.4(b), we present the results from a different initial
state: 2/3 probability of staying in ⋆ ⃝ ⃝⃝ and 1/3
probability of staying in ⃝⋆ ⃝ ⃝. Here, we employ
a different diffusion constant D = 0.6 in the simula-
tion. As anticipated, we observe that the probability
of all four relevant states converges to 1/4, resulting in
a uniform distribution. This uniform distribution is in
line with the expected behavior of a system undergoing
free particle hopping, where the particle density tends to
spread out evenly across the lattice over time. From the
plots, we can see that at a trotter step size ∆t = 1/20,
the simulation recovers the exact result very well at the
probability density level. This indicates that the trot-
terization method, combined with the Pauli gadgets, ef-
fectively captures the non-unitary evolution described by
the ’pseudo’-Hamiltonian.

C. Pair Annihilation

In the third example, we consider the pair annihila-
tion reaction 2A → 0 with a reaction rate ν, alongside
particles being able to freely hop on the lattice with a dif-
fusion constant D. The ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian governing
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FIG. 4. The probabilities associated with different states in
the pure hopping dynamics on four lattice sites: In (a), the
initial state is |⋆⃝⃝⃝⟩, and the diffusion constant is D = 1.
In (b), the initial state is 2/3|⋆⃝⃝⃝⟩ + 1/3| ⃝⋆⃝⃝⟩,
and the diffusion constant is D = 0.6. Here ⋆ represents the
occupied site and ⃝ represents the empty site.

the dynamics is given by:

H = −1

4

∑
⟨i,j⟩

[
(2D + ν)σx

i σ
x
j + (2D − ν)σy

i σ
y
j

+(2D − ν)σz
i σ

z
j − iνσx

i σ
y
j − iνσy

i σ
x
j

]
+
ν

2

∑
i

σz
i .

(23)

For simplicity, we set the diffusion constant D = 1 in the
simulation. Due to the requirement of the reaction that
two particles are needed to annihilate, the total number
of particles initially in the system affects the final state.
We study two different cases: a fully-occupied six-site
lattice and a fully-occupied seven-site lattice, as plotted
in Fig.5.
In Fig.5(a), we display the total particle number ⟨n⟩
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in the six-lattice site with a fully occupied initial condi-
tion. For different values of ν, the system converges to
an empty state at different rates. Fig.5(b) illustrates the
time evolution of the total particle number in a seven-
lattice site system with a fully occupied initial condition.
Unlike the case with 6 particles initially, the system con-
verges to a final state with 1 particle remaining, as it
cannot find a partner to annihilate itself. In the seven-
site system, the trotter step size is chosen as ∆t = 1/50,
and in the six-site system, the trotter step size is chosen
as ∆t = 1/200. Surprisingly, to achieve the same level
of accuracy, we require a smaller trotter step size in the
six-site system compared to the seven-site system. The
challenge arises from the nature of the systems being sim-
ulated. In the case of the six-site system, it converges to
a completely empty state, whereas the seven-site system
converges to a superposition of different single-particle
states. In such scenarios, the stationary state, represent-
ing the final outcome of the system, should correspond to
one of the right eigenstates of the ’pseudo’-Hamiltonian.
However, during the Trotterization process, the empty
state might not be an eigenstate of most trotterized op-
erators. Consequently, achieving an amplitude of 1 for
the fully empty state becomes difficult.

We further investigate the time evolution of the proba-
bilities in the six-site system, as depicted in Fig.6. In this
plot, we set ν = 1 and vary the trotter step sizes. We plot
the probabilities of the fully occupied state and the empty
state, with the solid lines representing the exact results.
From the plot, we observe that while the dynamics ef-
fectively capture the departure from the fully occupied
state, achieving a fully empty state is challenging with
the Trotter approximation. However, as we decrease the
trotter step size, the simulation results gradually con-
verge to the exact results.

D. Directed Percolation

The last example we explore is a reaction-diffusion sys-
tem that emulates the directed percolation phase tran-
sition. This system encompasses spontaneous decay and
branching reactions with rates ν and λ, respectively. Ad-
ditionally, particles are allowed to move freely on the lat-
tice with a rate D. The ‘pseudo’-Hamiltonian governing
this system is defined as follows:

H = −1

4

∑
⟨i,j⟩

[
2Dσx

i σ
x
j + 2Dσy

i σ
y
i + 2(D + λ)σz

i σ
z
j

+λσz
i σ

x
j + λσx

i σ
z
j + iλσz

i σ
y
j + iλσy

i σ
z
j

]
−1

2

∑
i

[
− νσz

i + (λ+ ν)σx
i + i(λ− ν)σy

i

]
.

(24)

In the regime where λ/ν → 0, the system converges
to an absorbing stationary state with no particles. Con-
versely, as λ/ν ≫ 0, the system enters an active phase
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FIG. 5. The evolution of the total particle number in the pair
annihilation dynamics for two scenarios: (a) a system with six
lattice sites, utilizing a trotter step size of ∆t = 1/200, and
(b) a system with seven lattice sites, employing a trotter step
size of ∆t = 1/50. In both cases, the simulation begins with
a fully occupied initial condition and the diffusion constant
D = 1.

where a finite particle density is sustained. The transi-
tion between these phases, occurring for intermediate val-
ues of λ/ν, is characterized by an active-absorbing phase
transition. This transition is continuous, and its critical
point falls within the directed percolation universality
class.
We simulate a six-site one-dimensional lattice initially

populated with two particles. The results, shown in
Fig.7, are obtained with a fixed diffusion constant D = 1
and branching rate λ = 1 for simplicity. The scattered
markers represent the results from quantum simulation,
while the solid lines represent the exact results.
As observed, when the decay rate ν is small, the sys-

tem maintains a finite particle density, whereas for large
decay rates, the total number of particles in the system
tends towards zero. The results from the quantum simu-



9

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
t

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
P

Fully Occupied State - t = 1/50
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FIG. 6. The evolution of the probabilities of the empty and
fully occupied states in the pair annihilation dynamics with a
six-lattice site system and a fully occupied initial condition:
Various trotter step sizes are tested for the probability of the
empty state. The solid lines depict the exact results, while the
scattered markers represent the results obtained from quan-
tum simulations. The diffusion constant D = 1 and the reac-
tion rate ν = 0.6.

lation effectively capture the phase transition. However,
due to critical slowing-down near the phase transition, it
takes significantly longer to reach the stationary value,
particularly evident for ν = 0.4. From the limited data
obtained, we can infer that the critical value νc lies be-
tween 0.2 and 0.4. It’s worth noting that near the critical
point, trotter errors tend to be larger compared to the re-
sults obtained deep within the two distinct phases. This
discrepancy arises because deep within the phases, the
system rapidly relaxes to the stationary state. While in
the stationary state, the errors are mostly leakage errors,
which are small. However, near the critical point, the
relaxation is slow, leading to the accumulation of trotter
errors. This suggests that a smaller trotter step size is
needed when simulating long-time dynamics, particularly
near critical points.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We explore the digital quantum simulation of classi-
cal reaction-diffusion systems on lattices, focusing on the
probability distribution level. To lay the groundwork,
we introduce the spin representation of these systems on
lattices, which provides a convenient framework for sim-
ulating them on quantum computers using qubits. We
then introduce the simulation methods of implementing
the dynamics. We start with trotterization, a widely-
used technique for simulating time evolutions that con-
sistently yields robust results. Next, we introduce the
Pauli gadget, which provides a way to implement time
evolution operator of spin systems with universal gate
sets. The Pauli gadget also offers advantages in optimiz-
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FIG. 7. The evolution of particle number in the directed per-
colation system with six lattice sites and different decaying
rates, ν: The system begins with an initial condition of two
occupied sites. The diffusion constant is set to D = 1, and
the branching rate is λ = 1. The trotter step size is chosen as
∆t = 1/200. The solid lines depict the exact results, while the
scattered markers represent the results obtained from quan-
tum simulations.

ing quantum circuits. Given the disparity between the
master equation and Schrödinger’s equation, implement-
ing the dynamics requires handling both unitary and
non-unitary operations. To address this challenge, we
employ the probabilistic imaginary time evolution meth-
ods, leveraging Pauli gadgets to reduce the number of
ancilla qubits required. This method aligns well with the
nature of spin representations in the system, particularly
facilitating the implementation of non-unitary operations
such as the time evolution operator of the form e−Ht. We
also address the pre- and post-processing steps required
to handle the different normalizations between classical
probability states and quantum states. By mapping the
normalization constant to a measurement of the system,
we demonstrate that we can circumvent the need for ex-
ponential classical post-processing.

Next, we apply the introduced methods to four dis-
tinct examples. Beginning with the simplest case of a
single-site system involving particle generation and de-
cay, we find that quantum simulation yields highly accu-
rate results even with a relatively large trotter step size
of ∆t = 1/20. Moving on, we investigate free hopping
and pair annihilation dynamics on a linear lattice, fo-
cusing on the impact of trotter errors and trotter step
size. Our analysis demonstrates that sufficiently small
trotter step sizes provide a reliable approximation of the
exact results, both in terms of probability distributions
and observables.

Finally, we explore a system exhibiting an active-
absorbing phase transition. While quantum simulation
accurately captures the phase transition phenomenon, we
observe larger trotter errors near the critical point, ne-
cessitating the use of smaller trotter steps for improved
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accuracy. These comprehensive examinations showcase
the versatility and efficacy of our quantum simulation
approach across a range of classical reaction-diffusion sys-
tems.

One of the primary drawbacks of the method outlined
in the paper stems from the combination of probabilistic
imaginary time evolution (PITE) and Trotterization. As
trotter errors accumulate over time, simulating longer
durations necessitates smaller trotter step sizes, leading
to an increased number of trotter steps. However, the
probability of measuring the desired state in the PITE
method decays exponentially, demanding exponentially
more realizations of the simulation.

While systems away from critical points typically ex-
hibit rapid relaxation, critical slowing-down near phase
transitions result in significantly longer relaxation times.
In such cases, the combined effects of Trotterization and
PITE pose challenges to the accurate simulation of phase
transitions. While possible methods have been proposed
to address the exponential decay of success probability
[90, 94–96], they still do not fully resolve the fundamen-
tal issue of success probability decay with an increase in
trotter steps. To circumvent this challenge, one possi-

ble approach is to replace Trotterization with the Cartan
decomposition [85]. Although requiring classical prepro-
cessing, the Cartan decomposition offers a way to imple-
ment time evolution operators with fixed circuit depth,
thereby avoiding exponential decay while increasing the
number of trotter steps. Alternatively, variational imple-
mentations of non-unitary operators [56–60] can be em-
ployed to replace PITE. These methods avoid the prob-
abilistic nature of PITE and instead rely on classical op-
timizations. Both approaches have the potential to yield
better results for simulating dynamics over longer time
scales, particularly in the study of dynamic phase tran-
sitions.
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