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Open quantum many-body systems are of both fundamental and applicational interest. However,
it remains an open challenge to simulate and solve such systems, both with state-of-the-art classical
methods and with quantum-simulation protocols. To overcome this challenge, we introduce a sim-
ulator for open quantum many-body systems based on giant atoms, i.e., atoms (possibly artificial),
that couple to a waveguide at multiple points, which can be wavelengths apart. We first show
that a simulator consisting of two giant atoms can simulate the dynamics of two coupled qubits,
where one qubit is subject to different drive amplitudes and dissipation rates. This simulation
enables characterizing the quantum Zeno crossover in this model. We further show that by equip-
ping the simulator with post-selection, it becomes possible to simulate the effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian dynamics of the system and thereby characterize the transition from oscillatory to non-
oscillatory dynamics due to varying dissipation rates. We demonstrate and analyze the robustness
of these simulation results against noise affecting the giant atoms. Finally, we discuss and show how
giant-atom-based simulators can be scaled up for digital-analog simulation of large open quantum
many-body systems, e.g., generic dissipative spin models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Open quantum systems [1] have attracted much re-
search interest for a long time. Unlike their closed coun-
terparts with purely coherent dynamics, these systems
also display dissipative dynamics resulting from coupling
to surrounding environments. Such coupling is inevitable
to some degree in realistic physical systems; therefore,
open quantum systems are important for describing real-
istic setups in quantum optics, quantum chemistry, and
materials science [2–5]. The interplay between coher-
ent and dissipative dynamics in open quantum systems
enables the engineering of exotic steady states with de-
signed interaction and dissipation [6–14]. Furthermore,
open quantum systems exhibit unique dynamics without
a counterpart in closed quantum systems, where many-
body physics [15–22] and non-Hermitian topology [23–25]
can be involved to result in intriguing phenomena.

Despite the intense interest in open quantum systems,
it remains an open challenge to simulate and solve such
systems when many-body interactions are present. For
classical simulation methods [26–28], there are two main
parts to this challenge: (i) the quantum many-body na-
ture of the system makes the simulation complexity scale
exponentially with the system size and (ii) the openness
means that a more extensive description of the system
state is required compared to a closed system. Quantum
simulation [29–32], where one quantum system is used
to simulate another, addresses both parts of the chal-
lenge and therefore offers the possibility to investigate
open quantum many-body systems beyond the capabil-
ity of classical methods [33, 34]. However, quantum sim-
ulation of generic open quantum many-body systems re-
quires a simultaneously scalable and highly tunable sim-
ulator, which is not yet available. For example, scal-
able simulators such as purely analog simulators using
cold atoms [35–37] or trapped ions [38–45] are restricted

to the intrinsic physical models in these systems. At
the same time, simulators with greater tunability, able
to simulate a larger variety of models, often require a
more complicated physical setup. In particular, digital
simulators [46] of open quantum systems, e.g., using su-
perconducting qubits, often require ancillary qubits to
mimic the environment [14, 47, 48]. Furthermore, tun-
able qubit-qubit and qubit-environment couplings usu-
ally require additional parametric (or otherwise tunable)
couplers [49–53]. This complexity of the physical setups
impairs the scaling of such quantum simulators to larger
system sizes.

To circumvent the drawbacks of existing quantum-
simulation setups for open quantum systems, we here
introduce a scalable and highly tunable quantum simula-
tor based on giant artificial atoms [54]; see Fig. 1. While
a traditional small (artificial) atom can be approximated
as point-like when comparing its size to the wavelength of
the light it interacts with, a giant atom couples to its sur-
roundings at multiple discrete points, which can be wave-
lengths apart, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b)–(c). Interfer-
ence effects due to having these multiple coupling points
endow giant atoms with frequency-dependent relaxation
rates [55, 56] and qubit-qubit interaction strengths [57];
tuning the frequency of a giant atom thus enables tun-
ing several other system parameters across a wide range
of values, which is important for quantum simulation.
For example, two-qubit gates have been performed on
giant atoms in the form of superconducting qubits with-
out additional couplers, just by tuning the frequencies of
the artificial atoms [58]. In addition to these capabili-
ties, other fundamental properties of giant atoms have
been investigated intensively in the past few years, both
in theory [59–75] and in experiments [52, 76–86]. This
well-developed theoretical understanding and experimen-
tal realization of giant atoms have prepared them for
applications in quantum simulation and other quantum
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FIG. 1. A quantum simulator based on giant atoms and its
basic building blocks. (a) An artistic rendition of a four-qubit
version of the quantum simulator, where superconducting
transmon qubits (yellow) are coupled to a waveguide (blue).
A flux line (green; used to control the qubit frequency), and a
readout resonator (pink) are coupled to each qubit. (b) Each
qubit in panel (a) couples capacitively to the waveguide at two
points A and B (red dots), which are separated by a distance
on the order of the wavelength of the light propagating in the
waveguide. This makes the qubit a giant (artificial) atom.
(c) A sketch of a giant atom and its tunable parameters. The
coupling strengths to the waveguide (γ1 and γ2 at points A
and B, respectively) and the distance ∆x between the cou-
pling points are generally fixed in fabrication. However, the
flux line enables tuning the qubit transition frequency ω, and
an external drive of strength Ω can be applied to the qubit
through the resonator. The frequency ω will in turn set the
effective relaxation rate Γ of the qubit to the environment
(the waveguide), as well as the strength g of its interaction
with other qubits through the waveguide.

technologies.

We demonstrate how a giant-atom-based quantum
simulator works by starting from an example of two gi-
ant atoms that simulate two coupled qubits, where one of
the qubits is subject to both dissipation and a coherent
drive. In particular, we show that, by tuning the fre-
quency of one of the giant atoms, our simulator can sim-
ulate the Liouvillian dynamics of such a model at differ-
ent dissipation rates and drive strengths, which enables
us to characterize the quantum Zeno crossover [87, 88]
in this model. We further show that by performing post-
selection [89–91] in the giant-atom simulator, we can sim-
ulate the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics
of the two-qubit model. In particular, the simulator with
post-selection can characterize a transition from oscilla-
tory to non-oscillatory dynamics in this model that oc-
curs when varying the ratio between the drive strength

and the dissipation rate. We discuss and quantify the
robustness of all these simulation results against various
possible imperfections in the quantum simulator, such as
relaxation or dephasing of the giant atoms due to inter-
action with some other environment than the waveguide.

Moving beyond the two-qubit example, we next show
how to arrange many giant atoms in scalable simula-
tors capable of handling generic dissipative quantum spin
systems. The key to this capability is that single-qubit
gates implemented by driving the giant atoms and two-
qubit gates performed by tuning the frequencies of the
giant atoms together form a universal gate set, which
can simulate any Hamiltonian dynamics. The ability
to change the coupling to the waveguide by changing
the giant-atom frequencies extends the capability of the
simulator to include dissipation. We show that such
giant-atom simulators have better scalability than con-
ventional small-atom simulators due to simpler struc-
tures and fewer required atoms. We also present how
our giant-atom simulators can be realized in experiments
with superconducting circuits and discuss possible scal-
ing limitations, e.g., when distances between giant atoms
or their coupling points lead to non-Markovian effects.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In
Section II, we outline the basic theory of the giant-atom
quantum simulator, showing how a Trotter–Suzuki de-
composition of Liouvillian open-system dynamics can be
implemented by tuning the frequencies of giant atoms.
We then move to a specific illustrative example: in
Section III, we present the model of a qubit coupled to
a driven-dissipative qubit, and show its Liouvillian and
effective Hamiltonian dynamics. In Section IV, we show
how a simulator consisting of two giant atoms can im-
plement a quantum simulation of this model. In partic-
ular, we show that the giant-atom simulator can faith-
fully capture the quantum Zeno crossover in the Liou-
villian dynamics and the transition from oscillatory to
non-oscillatory dynamics in the effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian dynamics of the model. We then analyze,
in Section V, the robustness of the simulation results
against errors due to finite qubit lifetimes and dephas-
ing times at the levels seen in state-of-the-art experi-
mental platforms. In Section VI, we show how giant-
atom-based quantum simulators can be scaled to more
giant atoms and that they enable simulation of generic
dissipative spin systems. We conclude in Section VII
with a summary of our results and an outlook. A
few details and derivations are relegated to appendixes:
Appendix A gives further information about the two-
qubit model used in our illustrative example, Appendix B
derives non-Hermitian Hamiltonians resulting from post-
selection, Appendix C gives further details about how
to tune the frequencies of giant atoms in our simulator,
and Appendix D discusses a few additional potential er-
ror sources for the simulator.
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II. GENERAL IDEA FOR QUANTUM
SIMULATION WITH GIANT ATOMS

Here we present the idea behind using giant atoms for
quantum simulation of open quantum systems. We first
review how the time evolution of an open quantum sys-
tem can be decomposed into sequences of short time steps
that each just implements some part of the coherent or
dissipative dynamics for the system. We then explain
how two giant atoms coupled to a waveguide constitute
a fundamental quantum-simulation unit that can be con-
trolled to realize all such steps.

The time evolution of a Markovian open quantum sys-
tem is given by a Lindblad master equation [1, 92, 93]
(ℏ = 1 throughout this article)

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ] +
∑
k

D[Xk]ρ, (1)

where ρ is the density matrix of the system, H is the sys-
tem Hamiltonian, the Xk are system operators coupling

to a surrounding environment, and D[Xk]ρ = XkρX
†
k −

1
2X

†
kXkρ− 1

2ρX
†
kXk are Lindblad operators. This equa-

tion can be written more compactly as

∂tρ = Lρ, (2)

where L is the Liouvillian, and has the solution

ρ(t) = exp(Lt)ρ(0), (3)

given an initial state ρ(t = 0).
To simulate this time evolution generated by a generic

Liouvillian L not intrinsically present in the simulator, a
standard approach is to consider an expansion of it into
parts. Writing

L =

n∑
j=1

Lj , (4)

where each superoperator Lj generates parts of the co-
herent and/or dissipative dynamics in Eq. (1), a first-
order Trotter–Suzuki decomposition [94, 95] of the time-
evolution operator becomes

exp(Lt) =

 n∏
j=1

exp(Ljt/l)

l

+O

(
t2

l

)
. (5)

Given that we divide the time evolution into enough steps
l that the error becomes negligible, the task of simulat-
ing a many-body Liouvillian L is thus reduced to simulat-
ing simpler components Lj acting on few-body subspaces
(assuming that the Liouvillian is local). Notably, for an
open quantum system, this decomposition enables us to
separate the dissipative and coherent dynamics in L. By
adjusting the lengths of the time steps associated with
each part, we can thus change their relative strengths
and study the competition between these components in

FIG. 2. The essential properties of a giant-atom quantum sim-
ulator. (a) A fundamental unit in such a simulator, consist-
ing of two giant atoms with tunable frequencies ωk and drives
Ωk. The giant atoms (qubits) are coupled to the waveguide
at two points each; every such coupling has strength γ. (b)
The waveguide-mediated coherent coupling g between qubits,
individual qubit decay rates Γk, and the collective decay Γcoll

of the two qubits as a function of frequency ω = ω1 = ω2

for ∆x1 = 5∆x2. Tuning the qubit frequencies ωk changes
all these parameters determining coherent and dissipative dy-
namics, which enables quantum simulation of different pa-
rameter regimes.

the dynamics, which is one of the main directions of the
study of open quantum systems [5].

The major challenge for implementing a quantum sim-
ulator relying on Eq. (5) is being able to turn the different
components Lj on and off without too much overhead in
resources such as ancillary qubits or complicated tunable
coupling elements between qubits and some environment.
The essential property of a giant-atom quantum simula-
tor is that it overcomes this challenge by being able to
turn on and off coherent and dissipative dynamics for its
components solely by tuning the frequencies of its qubits,
without the need for extra coupling elements.

This key functionality of giant atoms can be fully ex-
plained by considering the setup shown in Fig. 2(a). In
this setup, two giant atoms are coupled to a waveguide
at two points each in a “braided” topology, i.e., with one
coupling point of each atom located in between the cou-
pling points of the other atom. Tracing out the waveg-
uide degrees of freedom by assuming Markovianity and
viewing each atom as a two-level system (a qubit), the



4

master equation for the atomic degrees of freedom is [57]

∂tρ = −i

[
ω1

σz
1

2
+ ω2

σz
2

2
+ g(ω1, ω2)

(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω1(t)σ

x
1 +Ω2(t)σ

x
2 , ρ

]
+ Γ1(ω1)D[σ−

1 ]ρ+ Γ2(ω2)D[σ−
2 ]ρ

+ Γcoll(ω1, ω2)

[(
σ−
1 ρσ

+
2 − 1

2

{
σ+
1 σ

−
2 , ρ

})
+H.c.

]
,

(6)

where ωk is the transition frequency of qubit k, σz
k (σx

k)
is the Pauli Z (X) matrix of qubit k, σ+

k (σ−
k ) is the

raising (lowering) operator of qubit k, Ωk is the strength
of the coherent drive on qubit k, g is the strength of the
effective coherent coupling between the qubits mediated
by the waveguide, Γk is the individual decay rate of qubit
k, Γcoll is the collective decay rate of the qubits, and
H.c. denotes Hermitian conjugate.

The interference between emission from different cou-
pling points in the giant atoms makes g, Γk, and Γcoll

functions of the qubit frequencies. An example of
how these frequency dependencies can look is given in
Fig. 2(b). There, we have set ω1 = ω2 ≡ ω, assumed
equal coupling strengths γ at every coupling point, de-
fined distances ∆x1 and ∆x2 between coupling points
as shown in Fig. 2(a) and set ∆x1 = 5∆x2, and de-
fined ω0 = 2πv/(∆x1 + ∆x2) with v the speed of light
in the waveguide. In particular, these settings yield
Γk(ωk) = 2γ[1 + cos(2πωk/ω0)]. We observe that there is
a point ωDF = 2.5ω0, where g = 0.5γ while both Γk = 0
and Γcoll = 0. This decoherence-free interaction can only
occur with braided giant atoms; it is not possible with
small atoms or other configurations of giant atoms.

The decoherence-free interaction enables performing a
two-qubit XY gate in the system, as demonstrated in an
experiment with superconducting qubits [58]. Since we
also can drive each qubit coherently with strength Ωk and
perform virtual Z gates, all while parking the qubits at
frequencies where Γk = 0 and Γcoll = 0, we have access to
a universal gate set to simulate any coherent dynamics.
Furthermore, we can turn off all coherent dynamics and
turn on dissipation with a strength of our choice. For ex-
ample, when ω2 = ωDF and ω1 = 2ω0, we have Γ1 = 4γ
and Γ2 = Γcoll = 0, i.e., only decay from qubit 1. Since
g ≪ ωk in the physical setups we consider, the qubit-
qubit coupling here is negligible compared to the detun-
ing of 0.5ω0. In a similar manner, we can achieve other
purely dissipative dynamics in the system by changing
the frequencies ωk.

Since all interactions in a setup with many giant atoms
are pairwise, the example here with two giant atoms pro-
vides the necessary understanding also for larger setups.
We have thus shown the capability of a giant-atom quan-
tum simulator to achieve generic coherent and dissipative
dynamics separately, meaning that we can implement the
method of Eq. (5) for quantum simulation of open quan-
tum systems. The details and advantages of such an

implementation will depend on the model to be simu-
lated. To provide a concrete example of such details,
we present in the following sections the simulation of a
particular model, where the competition between coher-
ent and dissipative dynamics results in a quantum Zeno
crossover [87, 88].

III. A MODEL TO SIMULATE — QUANTUM
ZENO CROSSOVER FOR TWO QUBITS

As our illustrative example for quantum simulation,
we take a model of two coupled qubits, where the first
qubit is subject to both a coherent drive and dissipation,
while the second qubit is isolated from its surroundings
except for its coupling to the first qubit. This model
is sketched in Fig. 3(a). Its dynamics are given by the
master equation

∂tρ = L′ρ = −i
[
g′
(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω′σx

1 , ρ
]
− Γ′D[σ−

1 ]ρ,
(7)

where g′ is the strength of the coupling between the
qubits, Ω′ is the amplitude of the drive on qubit 1, and
Γ′ is the decay rate of qubit 1. The master equation
is written in the rotating frame of the qubit frequencies
ω′
1 = ω′

2. The prime on the parameters indicates that
they are parameters to be simulated, and as such differ
from the physical parameters in a simulator, which will
be written without any tilde.
In this paradigmatic model, the competition between

the coherent and dissipative dynamics results in a quan-
tum Zeno crossover [87, 88] at Γ′ = 4g′ [96] for Ω′ = 0. At
this point, the maximum decay rate for an arbitrary ini-
tial state is obtained, which is important, e.g., for quan-
tum state transfer [53].
To show how the quantum Zeno crossover manifests

in this model, we consider an initial state with qubit
1 in its ground state and qubit 2 excited: ρ(0) =
(|0⟩1 ⊗ |1⟩2)(⟨0|1 ⊗ ⟨1|2). In Fig. 3(b), we plot the
time evolution of the population of qubit 2, n2(t

′) =
{1 + Tr(σz

2ρ(t
′)]}/2, where ρ(t′) = exp(L′t′)ρ(0). By

looking at the logarithm of n2(t
′) for a few linecuts from

Fig. 3(b) in Fig. 3(c), we see that the population of qubit
2 decays faster when Γ′ = 4g′ than when Γ′ = 2g′ or
Γ′ = 6g′. To obtain the effective relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff of

qubit 2, we fit log[n2(t
′)] to the linear form −Γ′

2,efft
′+C.

Plotting the resulting Γ′
2,eff in Fig. 3(d), we see that it

increases (decreases) with Γ′ for weak (strong) Γ′, which
is known as the quantum anti-Zeno (Zeno) effect [87, 97].
These two regimes are separated by the quantum Zeno
crossover point Γ′ ≈ 3.8g′ where Γ′

2,eff reaches its maxi-
mum. Note that we here considered finite-time dynam-
ics, since that is what is feasible for quantum simulation.
Therefore the predicted quantum Zeno crossover point
has an error compared to that obtained from infinite-
time dynamics (see Appendix A), which can be reduced
by increasing t′.
When the external drive is turned on, i.e., Ω′ ̸= 0,
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FIG. 3. The two-qubit model to be simulated and its dynamics. (a) Sketch of the model governed by Eq. (7), where a first
qubit Q1 is subject to both a coherent drive Ω′ and dissipation Γ′, and is coupled with strength g to a second qubit Q2, which
is otherwise isolated from the surroundings. (b) The time evolution of n2(t

′), the population of Q2, for Ω
′ = 0 and different Γ′.

The initial state is ρ(0) = (|0⟩1 ⊗ |1⟩2)(⟨0|1 ⊗ ⟨1|2), i.e., n2(0) = 1. (c) Linecuts from panel (b) showing n2(t
′) on a logarithmic

scale for Γ′ = {2, 4, 6}g′. (d) The effective relaxation rate Γ′
2,eff of Q2 as a function of Γ′ for Ω′ = 0. The infinite-time dynamics

(red) indicates a quantum Zeno crossover at Γ′ = 4g′, where Γ′
2,eff reaches its maximum. The finite-time dynamics from t′ = 0

to t′ = 3π/g′ (black) predicts this crossover at Γ′ ≈ 3.8g′. (e) The time evolution of n2(t
′) for Ω′ = 0.1g′. (f) Linecuts from

panel (e) showing n2(t
′) on a logarithmic scale for Γ′ = {2, 4, 6}g′. (g) The effective relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff of Q2 as a function of
Γ′ for Ω′ = 0.1g′. Compared to the case Ω′ = 0 in panel (d), Γ′

2,eff is reduced and the quantum Zeno crossover point is shifted
to around Γ′ ≈ 4.11g′ (infinite-time dynamics; red). The finite-time dynamics from t′ = 0 to t′ = 5π/g′ (black) predicts this
crossover at Γ′ ≈ 3.9g′. (h) The evolution of n2(t

′) under the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian in Eq. (8) for Ω′ = 0. The
time evolution shows a transition from oscillatory to non-oscillatory behavior at Γ′ ≈ 3.8g′.

it results in a change of the steady state of the system;
see Fig. 3(e,f) for the same plots as in Fig. 3(b,c) with
Ω′ ̸= 0. In particular, n2(t

′ → ∞) ̸= 0 in this case.
We therefore fit the relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff as log(n2(t
′)−

n2(t
′
f )) ≈ −Γ′

2,efft
′ + C, choosing the final time for the

simulation to be t′f = 5π/g′. Plotting the resulting Γ′
2,eff

in Fig. 3(g), we see that the quantum Zeno crossover
persists almost unchanged with this drive. Compared to
the case Ω′ = 0, the crossover point is slightly increased
and Γ′

2,eff is reduced.

Another possible twist to this model is to consider
post-selection. Recently, the technique of selecting par-
ticular quantum paths in a time evolution by discard-
ing others via post-selection [89–91] has attracted much
interest. In particular, the dynamics of a system on se-
lected paths with no quantum jumps can be described by
an effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian. For the Liouvil-
lian of the two-qubit system here in Eq. (7), the effective
Hamiltonian in the frame rotating at the resonant qubit

frequencies is (see Appendix B)

H ′
eff = g′

(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω′σx

1 − i
Γ′

4
(σz

1 + I), (8)

where I is the identity matrix. For Ω′ = 0, the evolu-
tion of n2(t

′) shows a transition from oscillatory to non-
oscillatory dynamics at Γ′ = 3.8g′; see Fig. 3(h). Just
like for the quantum Zeno crossover above, the deviation
from the transition point Γ′ = 4g′ [96] is due to the fi-
nite time considered. We note that this kind of transition
has been observed in experiment in a similar model on a
single qubit [90].
For a quantum simulator to simulate the above models

and characterize the quantum Zeno crossover in the Li-
ouvillian dynamics and the transition from oscillatory to
non-oscillatory dynamics in the effective Hamiltonian dy-
namics, it needs to be versatile when it comes to tuning
the ratio Γ′/g′. In the next section, we show in detail how
the giant-atom quantum simulator illustrated in Fig. 2 in
Section II achieves this tunability.
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IV. QUANTUM ZENO CROSSOVER IN A
GIANT-ATOM QUANTUM SIMULATOR

In Section II, we described how a giant-atom quantum
simulator consisting of two giant atoms can reach a wide
range of different parameter regimes solely by tuning the
transition frequencies of the atoms. In this section, we
show the details of how to harness this tunability in prac-
tice to efficiently simulate the Liouvillian and effective
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics for the two-qubit
model system introduced in Section III. We provide a
concrete simulation protocol and characterize its perfor-
mance.

A. Liouvillian dynamics

Since the Liouvillian of the two-qubit system we wish
to simulate [Eq. (7)] can be split into two terms

L′
1ρ = −i

[
g′
(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω′σx

1 , ρ
]
, (9)

L′
2ρ = −Γ′D[σ−

1 ]ρ, (10)

we can decompose its dynamics using the second-order
Trotter–Suzuki decomposition [94, 95, 98, 99]:

exp(L′t′) =

[
exp

(
L′
1t

′

2l

)
exp

(
L′
2t

′

l

)
exp

(
L′
1t

′

2l

)]l
+O

(
t′3

l2

)
. (11)

The coherent dynamics generated by exp[L′
1t

′/(2l)] can
be simulated by setting ω1 = ω2 = ωDF [to have qubit-
qubit coupling g0 while Γk = 0 and Γcoll = 0; see
Fig. 2(b)] and Ω1 = Ω′g0/g

′, and letting the system
evolve for a time t0 = g′t′/(2g0l). The dynamics gen-
erated by exp(L′

2t
′/l) is simply the decay of qubit 1 at

a rate Γ′ for a time t′/l. This decay can be simulated
by fixing ω2 = ωDF and tuning ω1 to a frequency where
qubit 1 decays; see Fig. 2(b).
We thus need to tune the frequency of qubit 1 back

and forth between different values. When doing so, it
is crucial to align the phase between the two qubits such
that the next Trotter step provides correct dynamics. We
therefore tune ω1 symmetrically around ωDF:

ω1(t) =



ωDF + v1(t− t0) t− t0 < t1
4

ωDF + v1
t1
4

t1
4 < t− t0 < t1

4 + t2
2

ωDF − v1
(
t− t0 − t1+t2

2

)
t1
4 + t2

2 < t− t0 < 3t1
4 + t2

2

ωDF − v1
t1
4

3t1
4 + t2

2 < t− t0 < 3t1
4 + t2

ωDF + v1(t− t0 − t1 − t2)
3t1
4 + t2 < t− t0 < t1 + t2

ωDF otherwise,

(12)

where v1 is the speed of the frequency change of the qubit

and the times t1,2 are determined by
∫ t1+t2
0

Γ1[ω1(t)]dt =
Γ′t′/l (see Appendix C for the full derivation). The time
dependence of ω1 and Ω1 during one Trotter step are
shown in Fig. 4(a); ω2 = ωDF and Ω2 = 0 remain fixed
throughout the whole simulation. The total simulated
time-evolution operator after l Trotter steps is given by

[exp(L′t′)]sim =

(
exp

[∫ 2t0+t1+t2

0

L(t)dt
])l

, (13)

such that ρsim(t
′) = [exp(L′t′)]simρ(0).

We are now ready to numerically simulate our
quantum-simulation scheme. For concreteness, we con-
sider parameters that are experimentally accessible for
superconducting qubits: ∆x1+∆x2 = 8.125 cm [58, 100]
and v = 1.3 × 108 m/s [4, 101]; these together yield
ω0/(2π) = 1.6GHz and thus ωDF/(2π) = 4.0GHz. This
relatively small value of ω0 helps prevent excessive cou-
pling to other environments such as the readout res-
onators by giving a large detuning of the qubits [4].
We set the speed of changing qubit 1’s frequency to
v1/(2π) = 0.2GHz/ns, such that the time t1 spent to

tune the qubit frequency is not so large. Finally, we set
the qubit-waveguide coupling to γ/(2π) = 1MHz. We
note that the value of γ does not influence the simulation
result if the qubits do not couple to other environments
beyond the waveguide (as we assume in this Section),
since it is only the ratio γ/Ω1 that needs to be tuned and
we easily can choose Ω1 in a wide range spanning several
orders of magnitude. In realistic cases, some coupling to
other environments is inevitable; we analyze the effects
of such imperfections in Section V.
In order to characterize the quantum Zeno crossover,

a faithful simulation of the population n2(t
′) of qubit 2

is essential. In particular, since the effective decay rate
Γ′
2,eff of that qubit is determined by n2(t

′) − n2(t
′ →

∞), the error in n2(t
′) should not be too large compared

to this value. We therefore define the simulation error
as [102]

δ(t′) =
|n2,sim(t

′)− n2(t
′)|

n2(t′)− n2(t′ → ∞)
, (14)

where n2,sim(t
′) = {1 + Tr[σz

2ρsim(t
′)]}/2 is the popula-

tion of qubit 2 obtained in the simulation, which can be
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FIG. 4. The giant-atom quantum simulation protocol and its numerically simulated results for the two-qubit model from
Section III. (a) The protocol for tuning giant-atom parameters during one Trotter step in the simulation of Eq. (7) using the
giant-atom quantum simulator shown in Fig. 2. During the Trotter step, ω1 and Ω1 are tuned as shown (ω0 = 2πv/(∆x1+∆x2)
as discussed below Eq. (6) and Ω0 = Ω′g0/g

′) while ω2 = ωDF and Ω2 = 0 remain fixed. (b) The simulation error δ(t′) [defined
in Eq. (14)] for the Liouvillian dynamics with Ω′ = 0 and Γ′ = 6g′. (c) The simulated effective decay rate Γ′

2,eff for the
Liouvillian dynamics with Ω′ = 0. The simulation with l = 50 Trotter steps predicts the quantum Zeno crossover point very
well. (d) The simulation error for the Liouvillian dynamics with Ω′ = 0.1g′ and Γ′ = 6g′. (e) The simulated effective decay
rate Γ′

2,eff for the Liouvillian dynamics with Ω′ = 0.1g′. The simulation with l = 50 Trotter steps predicts the quantum Zeno
crossover point very well. (f) The simulation error for the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics with Ω′ = 0 and
Γ′ = 6g′. The error is smaller than that for the simulation of the corresponding Liouvillian dynamics in panel (b). (g) The
simulated effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics with l = 30 Trotter steps, which faithfully reproduces the transition
from oscillatory to non-oscillatory dynamics.

directly measured in an actual experiment. For Ω′ = 0,
we have n2(t

′ → ∞) = 0; for Ω′ = 0.1g′, n2(t
′ → ∞) is

computed in Appendix A.
We begin with the case of no drive, i.e., Ω′ = 0. In

Fig. 4(b), we plot the simulation error δ as a function of t′

and l for Γ′ = 6g′. The result is similar for other values of
Γ′. We see that to maintain a constant simulation error,
l must scale superlinearly with t′, which is in agreement
with the scaling of the Trotter error in Eq. (11). Next,
we show, in Fig. 4(c), the fitted effective decay rate Γ′

2,eff
from simulation results obtained with different numbers l
of Trotter steps. We observe that, for small l, a significant
error in Γ′

2,eff mainly appears when Γ′ is large. We also
note that, for l = 20, the simulated dynamics predicts the
quantum Zeno crossover point at the same value as the
exact dynamics. The main advantage of going to larger
l is thus that the effective decay rates can be predicted
more accurately.

In the case Ω′ = 0.1g′, we observe similar behavior for
the Trotter error as without drive; see Fig. 4(d). The
main difference compared to Fig. 4(b) is an increase of
δ(t′) around t′ = 2.6π/g′. This increase is due to oscilla-

tions in n2(t
′): n2(t

′)−n2(t
′ → ∞) approaches 0 around

t′ = 2.4π/g′ and then increases again. The fitted effec-
tive decay rate from the simulated dynamics faithfully
captures the reduction compared to the case of Ω′ = 0;
see Fig. 4(e). With l = 30 Trotter steps, the quantum
Zeno crossover is predicted well. The reason for needing
a larger l than in the case of Ω′ = 0 is that the maximum
simulation time is larger here.
The results displayed in Fig. 4(b)–(e) demonstrate

the capability of the giant-atom quantum simulator to
simulate the dynamics of the two-qubit model from
Section III. In particular, using realistic experimen-
tal parameters, we see that relatively few Trotter steps
sufficed to correctly characterize the quantum Zeno
crossover in this model.

B. Effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics

As discussed at the end of Section III, post-selecting
the instances of Liouvillian dynamics without quantum
jumps yields dynamics that can be described by an ef-
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fective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian. In our giant-atom
quantum simulator, such post-selection can be performed
in at least two ways: by detecting photons emitted into
the waveguide [103–106] or by measuring the total pop-
ulation in the giant atoms [90, 107]. For the microwave
photons in superconducting circuits, the latter method
appears generally easier and more precise. In particular,
it has been demonstrated with at least 12 qubits [107].
If no photons are detected in the waveguide during the
whole dynamics, or the total qubit population is un-
changed (for cases without any drive), we can conclude
that no quantum jump has occurred.

For the example with two giant atoms considered
here, the dynamics under post-selection of the giant-atom
quantum simulator are given by

ρ(t) = exp(−iHefft)ρ(0) exp
(
iH†

efft
)

(15)

with (see Appendix B for the full derivation)

Heff(t) = g(ω1, ω2)
(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+ ω1

σz
1

2
+ ω2

σz
2

2
+ Ω1(t)σ

x
1 +Ω2(t)σ

x
2

− i
Γ1(ω1)

4
(σz

1 + I)− i
Γ2(ω2)

4
(σz

2 + I)

− i
Γcoll(ω1, ω2)

2

(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
. (16)

Using the same protocol for tuning the giant-atom pa-
rameters [see Fig. 4(a)] as for the Liouvillian case in
Section IVA, we can simulate the effective Hamiltonian
in Eq. (8).

The results of this simulation are shown in Fig. 4(f, g).
Similar to the Liouvillian case, we see in Fig. 4(f) that to
keep the Trotter error constant, the number of Trotter
steps l has to scale super-linearly with t′. For l = 30,
the simulated dynamics shown in Fig. 4(g) predicts the
transition to be at Γ′ ≈ 3.9g′, just 2.5% from the exact
result in Fig. 3(h).

These results demonstrate the capability of the giant-
atom quantum simulator to simulate the effective non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics of the two-qubit model.
In particular, an experimentally feasible small number
of Trotter steps is sufficient to characterize the transi-
tion from oscillatory to non-oscillatory dynamics in this
model.

V. POTENTIAL SIMULATION ERRORS FROM
NOISE AND OTHER IMPERFECTIONS

In the preceding section, we saw how the Trotterization
of the dynamics introduces some errors in the quantum
simulation. Those errors can be reduced by decreasing
the length of the Trotter steps (thus increasing their num-
ber l). In this section, we discuss and analyze other po-
tential error sources for our quantum simulation scheme.

The impact of various errors on a quantum simulation
will in many cases depend on both the system that one

aims to simulate and the protocol used to carry out the
simulation [108]. This situation is similar to how know-
ing individual gate errors in a quantum computer does
not mean that one knows how an algorithm will perform
when implemented using those gates [109]. In general,
the aim in the era of noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) devices is to find problems where quantum simu-
lators can determine some quantity that is robust to er-
rors, yet hard for a classical simulator to calculate [110].
In the setups with superconducting giant artificial

atoms that we consider, the main cause of realistic im-
perfections is the coupling of the qubits to other en-
vironments than the waveguide, e.g., the readout res-
onator and its surroundings or two-level systems within
the qubit material [111, 112]. Such couplings can result
in additional decay and dephasing of the qubits, which is
a typical technical challenge in the NISQ era [110, 111].
The simulation errors caused by this additional noise in
the qubits are protocol- and problem-dependent. Be-
low, we show how these errors influence the performance
of the giant-atom quantum simulator for the two-qubit
model from Section III. Since the only energy scale that
enters the dynamics for those simulations is the qubit-
waveguide coupling γ, the threshold where extra decay
at a rate Γex and extra dephasing at a rate Γϕ adversely
impacts the prediction of the Zeno or oscillatory-to-non-
oscillatory crossover are given in units of that coupling.
We note that furthermore, statistical errors resulting

from an insufficient amount of repeated experiments,
or imperfect post-selection due to insufficiently sensitive
photon detectors, can also increase the error in the giant-
atom quantum simulator. A quantitative analysis of the
influence of these imperfections is given in Appendix D.
We do not analyze the impact of other relatively small
potential errors, such as the potential distortion of the
qubit control signals due to insufficient characterization
of the transfer function for the qubit control lines [113].

A. Effect of extra decay

We first consider how extra decay to some environment
other than the waveguide affects the quantum-simulation
results from Section IV. We assume that this extra decay
occurs at a rate Γex for both qubit 1 and qubit 2, such
that a term Γex

(
D[σ−

1 ] +D[σ−
2 ]
)
ρ is added to the right-

hand side of Eq. (6).
Since the simulation error in our case depends on

both the decay rate Γex and the total simulation time
ttot = l(2t0 + t1 + t2), we first remind ourselves how ttot
is connected to the simulated relaxation rate Γ′, the sim-
ulated time t′, and the number of Trotter steps l. As
shown in Fig. 5(a), ttot increases as Γ′ and t′ increases.
This behaviour is expected since t1 + t2 increases with
Γ′, and both t0 and t1 + t2 increase with t′. However,
as shown in Fig. 5(b), ttot is not significantly affected by
l. We therefore fix l = 50 when analyzing the impact of
extra decay.



9

FIG. 5. Errors induced in the quantum simulation of Liouvil-
lian dynamics by finite qubit lifetimes 1/Γex. (a,b) The total
simulation time ttot as a function of Γ′, t′, and l. In panel (a),
we fix l = 50; in panel (b), we fix Γ′ = 6g′. (c) Simulation er-
ror δ(t′) [see Eq. (14)] as a function of t′ and Γex with Ω′ = 0,
l = 50, and Γ′ = 4g′. (d) Simulated effective relaxation rate
Γ′
2,eff as a function of Γ′ for various values of Γex, with Ω′ = 0.

(e) δ(t′) as a function of t′ and Γex with Ω′ = 0.1g′, l = 50,
and Γ′ = 6g′. (f) Γ′

2,eff as a function of Γ′ for various values
of Γex, with Ω′ = 0.1g′.

In Fig. 5(c), we show the simulation error δ(t′) as a
function of Γex and t′ for Ω′ = 0 and Γ′ = 4g′. We see
that the simulation error increases with both Γex and t′.
The results are similar for other choices of Γ′, e.g., for
Γex = 0, we have almost the same results as at the top
of Fig. 4(b), where Γ′ = 6g′.

We next look at the effect on the simulated effective
relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff in Fig. 5(d). While Γ′
2,eff increases

with Γex and thus increasingly deviates from the correct
value, this does not significantly influence the location
of the quantum Zeno crossover point in the simulation.
This crossover point appears quite robust to extra decay
in the simulator qubits up to at least Γex = 0.1γ. For a

conservatively low choice of qubit-waveguide coupling of
γ/(2π) = 1MHz, that level of extra decay corresponds
to a qubit lifetime of 1.6 µs, which is much smaller than
the current state-of-the-art of several hundred microsec-
onds [114–120].
We also consider a case with nonzero simulated driv-

ing: Ω′ = 0.1g′. Setting Γ′ = 6g′ again, we show the
simulation error for this case in Fig. 5(e). Here, a large
error appears in the simulation around t′ = 2.4π/g′. The
reason for this error is the same as in Fig. 4(f): Ω′ ̸= 0
results in oscillations in n2(t

′), and near this particular
t′, n2(t

′) ≈ n2(t
′ → ∞), such that the denominator in

Eq. (14) approaches zero.
Compared to Ω′ = 0, the error due to extra decay

for Ω′ = 0.1g′ is significantly increased. As shown in
Fig. 5(f), the predicted effective relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff has

a large relative error when Γ′ is close to the quantum Zeno
crossover point, already for Γex = 0.05γ. Going down to
Γex = 0.005γ, the error in the effective relaxation rate
becomes small, but the prediction of the quantum Zeno
crossover point is clearly larger than it was for Ω′ = 0 in
Fig. 5(d). To obtain a good agreement with the quantum
Zeno crossover point predicted by the exact evolution,
the rate of extra decay cannot be larger than around
Γex = 1.25 ·10−3γ. For γ/(2π) = 1MHz, this extra decay
translates into a qubit lifetime larger than 127µs, which
still is within the limit of state-of-the-art experiments.
Furthermore, this requirement on the extra decay can be
softened by considering a larger γ, as long as γ ≪ ω1,2

such that the Markovian approximation is valid.
Finally, let us comment on the simulation of effective

non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics. Unlike the simu-
lation of Liouvillian dynamics, such a simulation is not
influenced by extra decay for the parameters we consid-
ered here. The reason for this robustness is that in the
effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics, the total
qubit population n1+n2 is conserved due to the absence
of quantum jumps (and drive). For the case n1 + n2 = 1
that we consider here, the extra decay term that gets
added to Eq. (16) is proportional to identity, and thus
does not influence the dynamics. The only effect of the
extra decay will be that more experiments are required
before enough trajectories without quantum jumps are
registered. If the extra decay rates for the two qubits
differ, the cancellation in Eq. (16) will not be perfect,
and there will be some error in the quantum simulation
due to the extra decay.

B. Effect of extra dephasing

We now turn to the effect of extra dephasing on the
quantum simulation. We assume that this extra dephas-
ing occurs at the same rate Γϕ for both qubits, such that
it is captured by adding the term (Γϕ/2)(D[σz

1 ] +D[σz
1 ])ρ

to the right-hand side of Eq. (6).
We first consider the effects of dephasing on the quan-

tum simulation of the Liouvillian dynamics. As shown in
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FIG. 6. Simulation error induced by a finite qubit dephasing time 1/Γϕ in the quantum simulation of (a-d) Liouvillian
dynamics and (e-h) effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics. (a) Simulation error δ(t′) [see Eq. (14)] as a function of
qubit dephasing rate Γϕ for Ω′ = 0 with Γ′ = 4g′ and l = 50. (b) Simulated effective relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff as a function of Γϕ

for Ω′ = 0. (c) δ(t′) as a function of Γϕ for Ω′ = 0.1g′ with Γ′ = 4g′ and l = 50. (d) Γ′
2,eff as a function of Γϕ for Ω′ = 0.1g′.

(e) δ(t′) as a fucntion of Γϕ for the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics with Ω′ = 0, Γ′ = 4g′, and l = 30. (f)-(h)
Simulations of the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics for three different Γϕ.

Fig. 6(a) for Ω′ = 0, we find that dephasing causes a much
larger simulation error than extra decay does [compare
Fig. 5(c)]. We attribute this relative increase in simu-
lation error for dephasing to the fact that the quantum
simulation requires phase alignment of the qubits to per-
form two-qubit XY-gates in the Trotter steps, and the
dephasing impacts this phase alignment.

Furthermore, as shown in Fig. 6(b), significant errors
in the simulated effective relaxation rate Γ′

2,eff appear at
lower extra dephasing rates than extra decay rates, and
the location of the quantum Zeno crossover point is not as
robust to extra dephasing as it is to extra decay [compare
Fig. 5(d)]. Indeed, we see in Fig. 6(b) that the dephasing
should not exceed about 2.5 ·10−3γ if the crossover point
is to be simulated correctly. For γ/(2π) = 1MHz, this
threshold value for the dephasing is Γϕ/(2π) ≈ 2.5 kHz.

Adding a drive term with Ω′ = 0.1g′, we see in Fig. 6(c)
that the simulation error is not increased compared to
Ω′ = 0. Also, the requirement for obtaining a faithful
quantum Zeno crossover point is similar to that for Ω′ =
0 [Fig. 6(d)]. The dephasing threshold for obtaining a
faithful simulation result for the crossover point increases
linearly with γ; with γ/(2π) = 10MHz, the threshold
becomes Γϕ/(2π) ≈ 25 kHz, which can be achieved in
state-of-the-art tunable qubits [114, 121].

For the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynam-

ics, there is no mitigating cancellation effect of errors
as there was for extra decay (see Section VA). Instead,
the dephasing yields simulation errors [see Fig. 6(e)] due
to the breakdown of phase alignment of the qubits. In
particular, the stronger the dephasing, the smaller the
oscillation amplitude in the simulated dynamics, which
hinders the transition from oscillatory to non-oscillatory
dynamics, as shown in Fig. 6(f)–(h). Qualitatively, the
transition from oscillatory to non-oscillatory dynamics
remains visible in the right place for Γϕ up to around
0.005γ.

VI. SCALING UP THE GIANT-ATOM
QUANTUM SIMULATOR FOR

DRIVEN-DISSIPATIVE SPIN CHAINS

Having seen in detail how the giant-atom quantum sim-
ulator works for a two-qubit example, we now turn to dis-
cuss how such a simulator can be scaled up to simulate
large open quantum many-body systems. We begin by
showing how giant atoms can simulate a one-dimensional
driven-dissipative spin chain with nearest-neighbor inter-
actions. We then show that by rearranging the coupling
points of the giant atoms, we can extend this setup to
simulate driven-dissipative spin chains with long-range
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(even all-to-all) interactions. We end this section with a
discussion of potential limitations to scaling up a giant-
atom quantum simulator.

A. Simulation of driven-dissipative spin chains
with nearest-neighbor interactions

We first consider the quantum simulation of a driven-
dissipative spin chain with only nearest-neighbor inter-
actions, as illustrated in Fig. 7(a). The Liouvillian and
effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics for such
a system are given by

H ′ =
∑
n,α,β

J ′
n,n+1,αβS

α
nS

β
n+1 +

∑
n

B′
nS

x
n, (17)

L′ρ = −i[H ′, ρ] +
∑
n

Γ′
nD[σ−

n ]ρ, (18)

H ′
eff = H ′ − i

∑
n

Γ′
n

4
σz
n, (19)

where n is the site index, and α, β are spin components.
Models described by Eq. (18) include Ising models [15,
122] and XXZ models [15, 123, 124] subject to onsite
dissipation.

The dynamics of Eqs. (18) and (19) can be simulated
using giant atoms in a setup as sketched in Fig. 7(b). Let
us consider the Liouvillian dynamics of such a simulator
with 4 giant atoms:

H(t) =
∑
n,m

gnm(ωn, ωm)
(
σ+
n σ

−
m +H.c.

)
+
∑
n

Ωn(t)σ
x
n,

(20)

L(t)ρ = −i[H(t), ρ] +
∑
n

Γn(ωn)D[σ−
n ]ρ (21)

+
∑
n,m

Γnm(ωn, ωm)

[(
σ−
n ρσ

+
m − 1

2

{
σ+
n σ

−
m, ρ

})
+H.c.

]
.

Here, we are in a frame rotating with the qubit frequen-
cies, which we assume to all be ω. For that case, the
dependence of the couplings gnm and the decay rates
Γn and Γnm on ω are shown in Fig. 7(c)–(d), where
ω0 = 2πv/(∆x1+2∆x2). Due to the identical spacing of
the coupling points of each qubit, all the Γn are equal.
Additionally, we have g12 = g23 = g34 and g13 = g24, and
the same equalities hold for Γnm.
From Fig. 7(c)–(d), we see that at the decoherence-

free frequency ωDF = 2.5ω0, all parameters are zero ex-
cept for gn,n+1 (n = 1, 2, 3). This allows us to perform
two-qubit XY gates on all neighboring qubits simultane-
ously. Additionally, from Section IVA we know that for
two qubits far detuned from each other, the coupling be-
tween them is effectively 0. Thus, we can select to only
perform some XY gates between some nearest neighbors.
For example, by setting ω1,2,4 = ωDF and ω3 = 3.5ω0

(such that Γ3 = 0), we have g12 ̸= 0 while g23 = g34 = 0.
This allows us to perform a two-qubit XY-gate (and thus

universal two-qubit operations, when adding single-qubit
gates) on only qubits 1 and 2. Two-qubit XY gates on
other neighboring qubits can be performed selectively in
the same manner.

To simulate the dynamics of single-qubit decay, we just
have to let all neighboring qubits have different frequen-
cies such that gn,n+1 = 0, and let the specific qubit have
a frequency such that it decays. As we thus can perform
both universal gates on neighboring qubits and selec-
tively turn on and off single-qubit decay, this setup allows
us to simulate Eq. (18) in different parameter regimes by
Trotterization as demonstrated in Section IVA.

We note that a small-atom quantum simulator with
parametric couplers between neighboring qubits and be-
tween qubits and the waveguide, as sketched in Fig. 7(e),
would also be able to simulate the model Eq. (18). How-
ever, such a setup for an N -spin model requires 2N − 1
parametric couplers, which should be compared with zero
for our giant-atom quantum simulator. These paramet-
ric couplers usually consist of qubits [50, 51, 125–128].
Thus, compared to a small-atom quantum simulator, the
giant-atom quantum simulator requires fewer hardware
resources, even when taking into account that a small-
atom quantum simulator could work with fixed-frequency
qubits, which do not require a flux line for their control.

The giant-atom quantum simulator in Fig. 7(b) can be
readily realized with superconducting circuits as sketched
in Fig. 7(f), where a bent waveguide allows each qubit
to couple to it at multiple points. The flux lines and
resonators coupled to the qubits enable tuning the qubit
frequency and applying a drive to or read out the qubit
state, respectively. Note that this architecture can be
realized on a single two-dimensional chip; there is no need
for a three-dimensional flip-chip architecture to fit and
address all components.

With the physical parameters the same as those con-
sidered in Section IVA, we have ∆x1+∆x2 ≈ 6.77 cm in
Fig. 7(b). With state-of-the-art techniques, a waveguide
on a chip can be made at least 68 cm long [100], and this
allows a simulator with 10 giant atoms. We note, how-
ever, that this constraint is mainly due to ω0 should not
be large, to prevent extra leakage of the qubit into other
environments. Since ω0 is proportional to the speed of
light in the waveguide v, this constraint can be softened
by lowering v [129].

B. Simulation of driven-dissipative spin chains
with long-range interactions

We now consider the simulation of a driven-dissipative
spin chain with long-range interactions, as illustrated in
Fig. 8(a). The relevant equations to simulate for this
system are, in the frame rotating at the frequency of the
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FIG. 7. A giant-atom quantum simulator for the simulation of driven-dissipative spin chains with nearest-neighbor interactions.
(a) A sketch of the driven-dissipative spin chain model [Eq. (18)] to be simulated. (b) A setup for the giant-atom quantum
simulator, with neighboring giant atoms coupling to the waveguide in a braided configuration. (c,d) Qubit-qubit couplings
gnm and decay rates Γn and Γnm as functions of qubit frequencies ω for the simulator in panel (b) with four giant atoms
and ∆x1 = 4∆x2. (e) A small-atom quantum simulator to simulate the model in panel (a), where parametric couplers (blue
rectangles with green edges) are used to tune the parameters in panels (c) and (d). (f) Sketch of a possible experimental
setup for the giant-atom quantum simulator with superconducting qubits (yellow) coupled to the waveguide (blue). Flux lines
(green) are used to tune the qubit frequencies and resonators (pink) are coupled to the qubits to enable single-qubit drives and
measurements.

spins,

H ′ =
∑

n,m,α,β

J ′
nm,αβS

α
nS

β
m +

∑
n

B′
nS

x
n, (22)

L′ρ = −i[H ′, ρ] +
∑
n

Γ′
nD[σ−

n ]ρ, (23)

H ′
eff = H ′ − i

∑
n

Γ′
n

4
σz
n, (24)

where the notation is the same as in Eqs. (17)–(19).
This general model includes a wide range of dissipative
spin models of recent interest [97, 130, 131]. Moreover,
since spin systems are related to interacting fermions in
one dimension through the Jordan–Wigner transforma-
tion [132], and in two dimensions through the Schrieffer–
Wolff transformation [133], being able to simulate this
model would also enable investigations of the effects of
many-body interactions in dissipative fermionic systems
with long-range hoppings [134, 135].

We put forward the giant-atom quantum simulator
sketched in Fig. 8(b) for the quantum simulation of the
dynamics in Eqs. (23) and (24). Unlike the setup in
Fig. 7(b), where only neighboring qubits are coupled
to the waveguide in a braided configuration, the ar-
rangement of coupling points in Fig. 8(b) is such that
all qubits are coupled to the waveguide in a braided
configuration. This arrangement thus essentially allows
decoherence-free coupling between all pairs of qubits at
the decoherence-free frequency ωDF, which in turn en-
ables the simulation of long-range spin interactions.

We illustrate the all-to-all connectivity by considering
the setup with four giant atoms in Fig. 8(b). The Liou-
villian dynamics of this simulator is given by the same
master equation [Eq. (20)] as in the preceding subsection,
where the parameters now have a different frequency de-
pendence, as shown in Fig. 8(c)–(d), with ω0 = 2πv/∆x.
Due to the identical spacings between coupling points of
each qubit, all the Γn are equal. Additionally, we have
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FIG. 8. A giant-atom quantum simulator for the simulation of driven-dissipative spin chains with long-range interactions. (a)
A sketch of the dissipative spin chain model [Eq. (23)] to be simulated. (b) A setup for the giant-atom quantum simulator,
where all pairs of qubits are coupled to the waveguide in a braided configuration. (c,d) Qubit-qubit couplings gnm and decay
rates Γn and Γnm as functions of qubit frequencies ω for the simulator in panel (b) with four giant atoms and ∆x = 8∆x1. (e)
A small-atom quantum simulator to simulate the model in panel (a), where N(N + 1)/2 parametric couplers (blue rectangles
with green edges) arranged in a complex configuration are needed to tune the parameters in panels (c) and (d) for an N -qubit
simulator. (f) Sktech of a possible experimental setup for the giant-atom quantum simulator with superconducting qubits
(yellow) coupled to the waveguide (blue). Flux lines (green) are used to tune the qubit frequencies and resonators (pink) are
coupled to the qubits to enable single-qubit drives and measurements.

g12 = g23 = g34 and g13 = g24 due to the symmetry of
the setup, and the same equalities also hold for Γnm.

We see that, unlike in the setup for nearest-neighbor
interactions in Fig. 7(b), the long-range qubit-qubit cou-
plings g13 and g24 are non-zero at the decoherence-
free frequency ωDF = 2.5ω0 in Fig. 8(c)–(d). These
decoherence-free couplings allow us to perform long-
range XY gates on pairs of distant qubits. For exam-
ple, setting ω1,4 = ωDF, ω2 = 3.5ω0, and ω3 = 1.5ω0,
the only non-zero parameter in L(t) is g14. This enables
the execution of a two-qubit XY gate on qubits 1 and 4.

Single-qubit decays can be simulated in a similar manner
as with the setup in Fig. 7(b); see Section VIA.

When comparing this giant-atom quantum simulator
with other setups using small atoms, we note that per-
forming long-range two-qubit gates in a small-atom quan-
tum simulator represents a technical challenge. Even
though a small-atom quantum simulator with four qubits
arranged as in Fig. 8(e) allows to simulate Eq. (23) with
four spins, it faces two challenges when scaling up. The
first is the number of parametric couplers. To simulate
Eq. (23) with N spins, N(N + 1)/2 parametric couplers
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are needed. This quadratic scaling results in a large cost
in the physical setup. Additionally, the complexity of the
setup increases with N since the N(N + 1)/2 paramet-
ric couplers need to be isolated from each other, which
requires complex chip design. Finally, this setup is also
limited by the number of parametric couplers that can
be coupled to a single qubit. Thus, it appears much eas-
ier to achieve all-to-all coupling in a giant-atom quantum
simulator than in a small-atom one.

Furthermore, compared to conventional setups to
achieve all-to-all coupling, e.g., all qubits dispersively
coupled to one and the same resonator [136], the giant-
atom quantum simulator has two advantages. First, the
couplings in a giant-atom quantum simulator are tun-
able. Second, a major challenge in conventional setups is
the unwanted coupling between qubits when their detun-
ing is small, which becomes inevitable when more qubits
are added as there is a frequency range where the qubits
work. The giant-atom quantum simulator can address
this problem by reducing ω0, which can be done by either
reducing the speed of light v or increasing the waveguide
length ∆x.
Finally, the giant-atom quantum simulator in Fig. 8(b)

can be readily realized with superconducting circuits as
sketched in Fig. 8(f). Here, the resonators and flux lines
can go over the waveguide without crossing interrupting
it by using air bridges [137] or multi-layer chips [138–
140]. This structure is scalable not only because of only
needing N qubits to simulate an N -spin system, but also
because the structure complexity does not increase with
N . New qubits can simply be added at the end of the
qubit chain, which is much simpler than extending the
small-atom quantum simulator in Fig. 8(e).

There are two main limitations for the number of
qubits N that this implementation of a giant-atom quan-
tum simulator may face: (i) the physical length of the
waveguide, which is approximately 3N∆x1, and (ii) the
magnitude of ω0, which should be much larger than gnm
such that the effective coupling between two detuned
qubits is negligible. To have sufficient spacing between
qubits such that a resonator can fit in in Fig. 8(f), we as-
sume ∆x1 = 1mm. Thus, a waveguide of length 68 cm,
which has been demonstrated in experiment [100], allows
the giant-atom quantum simulator to have more than
200 qubits in this configuration. Interestingly, this shows
that the setup here is more compact than the setup con-
sidered for nearest-neighbor interactions in Section VIA.
To fulfill constraint (ii), note that gnm is of the same
magnitude as γ. Thus ω0 = 2πv/∆x ≪ gnm ≈ γ im-
plies ∆x ≪ 2πv/γ, which for γ/(2π) = 1MHz gives
∆x ≪ 130m; this is clearly fulfilled even for several hun-
dred qubits.

C. Potential limitations

We now discuss potential limitations for scaling up
our simulation protocol to larger systems, beyond what

we already mentioned at the end of Section VIA and
Section VIB. The first limitation to consider is non-
Markovian effects, which become non-negligible when
the time τ = ∆x/v it takes to travel between two cou-
pling points relevant for the dynamics no longer satisfies
γτ ≪ 1, where ∆x is the distance between the coupling
points and v is the speed of light in the waveguide. When
more qubits are added to the simulation, ∆x inevitably
increases, and non-Markovian effects will eventually be-
gin to play an important role. In this manuscript, we
have mainly considered typical, but conservative, param-
eter values of γ/(2π) = 1MHz and v = 1.3 × 108 m/s;
these values yield ∆x ≪ 20m. Thus non-Markovian ef-
fects are not expected to play an important role for the
scaled-up version of the giant-atom-based simulators un-
til we reach several tens or several hundreds of qubits,
depending on the setup.
We note that for a larger γ or a smaller v, such as

with surface acoustic waves [59, 82], and structured en-
vironments [141], non-Markovian effects can occur for
shorter distances between coupling points. Addition-
ally, with 30m long waveguides realized in recent exper-
iments [142], non-Markovian effects can also take place.
A quantitative analysis of non-Markovian effects in the
scaled-up version of the giant-atom quantum simulator
remains an open challenge [59, 61], and is left for future
work. Importantly, we note that this challenge can also
be an opportunity for realizing quantum simulations of
non-Markovian systems, which we also plan to address
in future work.
Another challenge faced when the system size in-

creases is that when switching between different simu-
lation regimes in the Trotter steps, an unwanted decay
on the qubits can appear. For example, consider per-
forming an XY gate on qubits 1 and 3 after an XY
gate on qubits 1 and 4 in the giant-atom quantum sim-
ulator in Fig. 8(b). This requires tuning the frequen-
cies from {ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4} = {ωDF, 3.5ω0, 1.5ω0, ωDF} to
{ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4} = {ωDF, 3.5ω0, ωDF, 1.5ω0}. During this
process, both qubits 3 and 4 will be tuned to through
frequencies where they decay. To reduce this effect, we
can increase the speed of tuning the frequency v1 or re-
duce ω0. With the distance ∆x = 68 cm between cou-
pling points that can be realized with the state-of-the-
art techniques, ω0/(2π) ≈ 0.19GHz, and can be further
reduced by reducing the speed of light v. On the other
hand, v1/(2π) has a typical value of 0.1 ∼ 1GHz/ns [143].
Thus, the time for tuning the frequency can be lowered
to around 1 ns to reduce the effect of the unwanted decay,
which is much smaller than the typical simulation time
of ∼ 1 µs we considered in our examples.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have introduced giant atoms as a new paradigm for
quantum simulation of generic open quantum many-body
systems. The giant-atom-based quantum simulators we
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propose are simultaneously scalable and highly tunable,
distinguishing them from other proposals and implemen-
tations that generally offer only one of these benefits.

After first outlining the general idea of how to use giant
atoms for quantum simulation, we studied an example of
quantum simulation in great detail to make the idea more
concrete. In the example, we showed how a giant-atom
quantum simulator using two giant atoms can simulate
a qubit coupled to a driven-dissipative qubit. In partic-
ular, we showed how different parameter regimes for this
open quantum system can be simulated by only control-
ling the frequency of one giant atom. This simulation
enabled us to characterize the quantum Zeno crossover
in the Liouvillian dynamics and the transition from oscil-
latory to non-oscillatory dynamics in the effective non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics of the two-qubit sys-
tem. This demonstration highlighted the high tunability
of giant atoms.

We analyzed the robustness of the two-qubit simula-
tion results against extra decay and dephasing in noisy
qubits, and discussed other possible experimental im-
perfections, showing that it is realistic to implement
this quantum simulation with good accuracy in exist-
ing experimental systems. Finally, we presented how the
giant-atom quantum simulator can be scaled up to simu-
late generic dissipative spin systems, including ones with
long-range couplings, demonstrating its advantages over
conventional small-atom quantum simulators in terms of
the number of components needed. We also provided
concrete calculations of relevant parameters for experi-
mental realizations of the scaled-up simulators with su-
perconducting qubits, and discussed potential limitations
to further scaling up the simulators.

We note that, recently, much effort has gone into im-
proving simulations of open quantum many-body sys-
tems by optimizing the simulation algorithm [144–147].
Our work, on the other hand, focuses on advancing quan-
tum simulation by a new physical setup to simulate open
quantummany-body systems, and may be combined with
these new algorithms for more efficient simulations of
open quantum many-body systems.

We also note that, while we focus on superconduct-
ing qubits for the physical realization of our giant-atom
quantum simulator, it can also be realized on other
platforms such as microwave cavities or spin ensem-
bles [68, 148], where the multi-level nature of the cav-
ities or ensembles may enable the simulation of dissipa-
tive spin models with spins larger than 1/2. Another
interesting possible physical realization of our simulation
scheme would be the implementation of giant atoms pro-
posed with cold atoms in an optical lattice [60].

Extending the analysis of the giant-atom quantum sim-
ulator to giant atoms with more levels in various config-
urations is one potential research direction. As discussed
in Section VIC, another possible extension of the scheme
is to non-Markovian dynamics, which could be realized
by increasing the distance between coupling points of the
giant atoms, or by reducing the speed of light in the

waveguide. Finally, since the analysis of the giant-atom
quantum simulator here was quite general, a more de-
tailed analysis for some specific implementations of mod-
els to simulate would be desirable, to determine which
models would be most suitable for first experiments at a
larger scale.
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Appendix A: Dynamics of the model with a qubit
coupled to a driven-dissipative qubit

Here we provide some further details about the model
with one qubit coupled to a driven-dissipative qubit,
which was introduced in Section III and used as a pro-
totype model to simulate with our giant-atom quantum
simulator in Section IV. We discuss the dynamics of the
master equation for this model [Eq. (7) in Section III]
with the initial state ρ(0) = (|0⟩1 ⊗ |1⟩2)(⟨0|1 ⊗ ⟨1|2).
Let {ωn} be the eigenvalues of L′ from Eq. (7) with

{ρn,R(L)} the corresponding right (left) eigen-density
matrices. Expanding ρ(0) in the eigenbasis {ρn,R} as

ρ(0) =
∑

n cnρn,R, where cn = Tr
[
ρ†n,Lρ(0)

]
, we have

ρ(t′) = exp(L′t′)ρ(0)

=
∑
n

cn exp(L′t′)ρn

=
∑
n

cn exp(ωnt
′)ρn. (A1)

Since L′ is completely positive and trace-preserving, all
its eigenvalues have real parts ℜ less than or equal to
zero. Furthermore, since Tr[ρ(t′)] ≡ 1, L′ must have at
least one eigenvalue equal to 0; the corresponding right
density matrix ρss is the steady state with Tr[ρss] = 1.
For the model in Eq. (7), L′ has a unique steady state.
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FIG. 9. Spectrum and n2(t
′ → ∞) for the Liouvillian in Eq. (7). (a-e) Liouvillian spectrum with Ω′ = 0. The eigenvalues

whose corresponding eigen-density matrices have overlap with ρ(0) = |0⟩1 ⊗ |1⟩2⟨0|1 ⊗ ⟨1|2 are highlighted with dark red color.
The spectrum reveals the quantum Zeno crossover at Γ′ = 4g′. (f-i) Liouvillian spectrum with Ω′ = 0.1g′. The spectrum
reveals the quantum Zeno crossover at around Γ′ = 4.11g′. (j) n2(t

′ → ∞) for the Liouvillian in Eq. (7) with Ω′ = 0.1g′ as a
function of Γ′.

We can thus write Eq. (A1) as

ρ(t′) = ρss +
∑
n ̸=ss

cn exp(ωnt
′)ρn

≈ ρss +
∑
m

cm exp(ωmt′)ρm (t′ → ∞), (A2)

where {ωm} are the nonzero eigenvalues of L′ with the
largest real part, ρm are the corresponding eigen-density
matrices, and cm ̸= 0 are the overlaps between ρ(0) and
ρm. We see that the long-time behavior of ρ(t′) is deter-
mined by ℜ(ωm).

In Fig. 9(a)–(e), we plot the Liouvillian spectrum of
Eq. (7) for Ω′ = 0 at different Γ′. The eigenvalues whose
corresponding eigen-density matrices overlap with ρ(0)
are highlighted with dark red color. By extracting ℜ(ωm)
in all these cases, we obtain the long-time behavior of
the effective relaxation rate in Fig. 3(d). We note that
the quantum Zeno crossover at Γ′ = 4g′ is related to
the parity-time (PT) transition in the Liouvillian spec-
trum [96], where all the eigenvalues of L′ become real.
Similarly, for Ω′ = 0.1g′, the Liouvillian spectrum is

shown in Fig. 9(f)–(i). Compared to the case Ω′ = 0,
here ρ(0) has overlap with states having larger real eigen-
values, resulting in slower long-time decay, as shown in
Fig. 3(g). Additionally, the quantum Zeno crossover
point becomes shifted, and is only related to the PT tran-
sition of two specific eigenvalues [see Fig. 9(g)–(h)].

As a final point, we discuss how the quan-
tum Zeno crossover in both cases can be revealed
through the behavior of the population in qubit 2,
n2(t

′) = {1 + Tr[σz
2ρ(t

′)]}/2. Since n2(t
′ → ∞) =

(1 + Tr[σz
2ρss])/2, we have

n2(t
′)− n2(t

′ → ∞) =

1

2

∑
m

cm exp(ωmt′)Tr[σz
2ρm] (t′ → ∞), (A3)

and therefore this quantity reveals the relaxation rate
due to ℜ(ωm). For Ω′ = 0, the steady state of L′ is
ρss = |0⟩1⊗|0⟩2⟨0|1⊗⟨0|2 with n2(t

′ → ∞) = 0; for Ω′ =
0.1g, the steady state has a finite nonzero population
n2(t

′ → ∞) ̸= 0 [see Fig. 9(j)].

Appendix B: Post-selection

Here we briefly review how post-selection works and
show how it results in the effective non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonian dynamics in Eqs. (8) and (16). Under the Marko-
vian approximation, the time evolution of the system
density matrix, ρ(t) = Ftρ(t = 0) = exp(Lt)ρ(t = 0),
only depends on the infinitesimal evolution Fdt:

ρ(t+ dt) = Fdtρ(t) =
[
I+ Ldt+O(dt2)

]
ρ(t), (B1)

where I is the identity matrix. From the Choi–Kraus
theorem [151–153] we know that the above evolution also
can be represented as Kraus operators:

Fdtρ(t) =
∑
α

Kα,dtρ(t)K
†
α,dt (B2)

with
∑

α K†
α,dtKα,dt = I.
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In particular, with

K0,dt = I− i
[
g′
(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω′σx

1 − iΓ′(σz
1 + I)/4

]
dt,

(B3)

K1,dt =
√
Γ′σ−

1

√
dt (B4)

we obtain the dynamics given by Eq. (7). The time evolu-
tion governed byK1,dt describes a jump of the qubit from
its excited state to its ground state with a photon emitted
to the environment (in this case, the waveguide). Thus,
if no photons are observed in the environment during the
time interval dt in an experiment, the system is known
to have undergone the evolution governed by K0,dt.

By successively measuring the environment and select-
ing results where no photon has been observed in the en-
vironment during any small time interval dt, the selected
results thus follow the dynamics governed by K0,dt:

ρ(t+ dt) = K0,dtρ(t)K
†
0,dt

= ρ(t)− i
[
Heffρ(t)− ρ(t)H†

eff

]
+O(dt2),

(B5)

with the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Heff in
Eq. (8). This yields the time evolution

ρ(t) = exp(−iHefft)ρ(0) exp
(
iH†

efft
)
, (B6)

where the norm |ρ(t)| describes the probability of having
the selected dynamics in all experimental results, and the
normalized density matrix ρ(t)/|ρ(t)| is the state after
these selected dynamics.

The derivation of the effective non-Hermitian Hamilto-
nian dynamics for Eq. (6) is similar. The dynamics given
by Eq. (6) can be written as [57]

L(t)ρ = −i
[
g(ω1, ω2)

(
σ+
1 σ

−
2 +H.c.

)
+Ω1(t)σ

x
1 +Ω2(t)σ

x
2 , ρ

]
+D

[(
ei(φ0+φ1) + eiφ1

)√γ

2
σ−
1 +

(
eiφ0 + 1

)√γ

2
σ−
2

]
ρ

+D
[(
eiφ0 + 1

)√γ

2
σ−
1 +

(
ei(φ0+φ1) + eiφ1

)√γ

2
σ−
2

]
ρ,

(B7)

where φ0 = 2πω/ω0 and φ1 = φ0∆x1/(∆x1 + ∆x2).
The time evolution can be represented using the Kraus
operators

K0,dt = I− iHeffdt, (B8)

K1,dt =

[(
ei(φ0+φ1) + eiφ1

)√γ

2
σ−
1

+
(
eiφ0 + 1

)√γ

2
σ−
2

]√
dt, (B9)

K2,dt =

[(
eiφ0 + 1

)√γ

2
σ−
1

+
(
ei(φ0+φ1) + eiφ1

)√γ

2
σ−
2

]√
dt, (B10)

where Heff is given by Eq. (16). Thus, when quantum
jumps do not occur in the system, its dynamics are
given by the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Heff

in Eq. (16).

Appendix C: Protocol to tune giant-atom frequency

In Eq. (12), we presented the way to tune the giant-
atom frequency ω1(t) in the giant-atom quantum simu-
lator for the two-qubit model in Section III. There, we
noted that t1 and t2 are determined by∫ t1+t2

0

Γ1[ω1(t)]dt = Γ′t′/l. (C1)

We here present the exact formulas for t1 and t2, i.e.,
the time spent tuning the qubit’s frequency and the time
that the qubit remains at its maximum decay rate, re-
spectively.
The first thing to note is that Γ1[ω1(t)] reaches its max-

imum value Γmax at ω1±0.5ω0. If
∫ t1
0

Γ1[ω1(t)]dt = Γ′t′/l
is already satisfied before Γ1 reaches Γmax, we know that
t2 = 0. In particular, since we are tuning the frequency at
a speed v1, the time it takes to reach Γmax from ω1 = ωDF

is 0.5ω0/v1, and the total time spent in tuning ω1 is
2ω0/v1. This yields∫ 2ω0/v1

0

Γ1[ω1(t)]dt

= 4

∫ 0.5ω0/v1

0

Γ1(ωDF + v1t)dt

= 8γ

∫ 0.5ω0/v1

0

[1 + cos(5π + 2πv1t/ω0)]dt

= 4γω0/v1. (C2)

Thus, if Γ′t′/l < 4γω0/v1, we have t2 = 0, and t1 given
by

8γ

∫ t1

0

[1 + cos(5π + 2πv1t/ω0)]dt = Γ′t′/l, (C3)

which yields

8γ

[
t1 −

ω0

2πv1
sin(2πv1t1/ω0)

]
= Γ′t′/l, (C4)

which can be solved for t1. On the other hand, if
Γ′t′/l > 4γω0/v1, then we have t1 = 0.5ω0/v1, and
t2 = (Γ′t′/l − 4γω0/v1)/(4γ).

Appendix D: Protocol-independent errors in the
giant-atom quantum simulator

In this appendix, we give further details about two
types of potential simulation errors, beyond those ana-
lyzed in more detail in Section V: statistical errors and
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imperfect post-selection. For the analysis, we stick to the
illustrative example of simulating one qubit coupled to a
driven-dissipative qubit, as described in Sections III and
IV. We note that both types of errors that we analyze
here are not protocol-independent; they exist in general
quantum simulators.

1. Statistical errors

To obtain a good estimate of an observable in a quan-
tum simulation, generally a certain amount of repeated
experiments have to be conducted. Here we discuss the
potential statistical error resulting from an insufficient
number of repeated experiments. We estimate the num-
ber of repeated experiments required to obtain a faith-
ful simulation result for n2(t

′) (the population in qubit
2), and to correctly predict the quantum Zeno crossover
point.

According to the central limit theorem [154], the er-

ror in n2(t
′) is smaller than 3

√
n2(t′)(1− n2(t′))/Nexp

in Nexp measurements. Thus, the relative error in n2(t
′)

with Nexp measurements is

δexp(t
′) =

3
√

n2(t′)[1− n2(t′)]√
Nexp[n2(t′)− n2(t′ → ∞)]

. (D1)

For concreteness, we take Γ′ = 6g′ as an example.
For Ω′ = 0 at t′ = 3π/g′, the error is δexp(t

′) ≈
3
√

1× 103/Nexp. For Ω′ = 0.1 at t′ = 5π/g′, the er-

ror is δexp(t
′) ≈ 1 × 103

√
1/Nexp. Having δexp(t

′) < 0.5
would be sufficient; this value results in Nexp = 4000 for
Ω′ = 0 at t′ = 3π/g′, and Nexp = 4× 106 for Ω′ = 0.1 at
t′ = 5π/g′. Note that, if t′ is decreased, the number of
required experiments decreases exponentially.

For the simulation of the effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian dynamics in Eq. (8), we note that, as
the simulation time increases, the probability of quan-
tum jumps increases. Thus, to simulate the effective
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics, more experiments
have to be performed to have a sufficient amount of data
remaining after post-selection.

The probability of having no quantum jumps until t′

is P (t′) = Tr[ρ(t′)], where ρ(t′) is given by Eq. (B6) in
Appendix B. Thus, to have npost data points remaining
after post-selection, npost/Tr[ρ(t

′)] experiments need to
be performed. For observing the oscillation of the popu-
lation of qubit 2, npost ∼ 100 would be sufficient. Since
Tr[ρ(t′)] reaches its minimum of ∼ 1×10−4 at t′ = 3π/g′

for Γ′ = 3.9g′, around 1×106 experiments have to be per-
formed to faithfully simulate the effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian dynamics. We note that a potential advan-
tage of Trotter decomposition in this case is the ability
to abort the experiment in the middle when a quantum
jump occurs, which reduces the total simulation time.

FIG. 10. Simulation error in the effective Hamiltonian dy-
namics due to imperfect post-selection. (a) The probability
of having the results with the effective Hamiltonian dynam-
ics, given by P (t′) = Trρ(t′). (b-d) The simulated effective
Hamiltonian dynamics under different photon detector error
rates α.

2. Imperfect post-selection

We now analyze the influence of imperfect post-
selection on the simulation of the effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian dynamics. Such imperfections can be either
due to a false quantum jump (dark count) or a false no-
jump due to imperfect photon detectors.
When a false quantum jump occurs, a quantum jump

has not actually taken place in the experiment, but the
result is discarded due to the false jump. This will not
change the simulated dynamics, but will result in more
repeated experiments being needed to obtain a result
with the same statistical certainty.
When a false no-jump occurs, the experimental result

where a quantum jump has occurred is included in the
simulated effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynam-
ics. Including this result changes the simulated dynam-
ics.
For the particular example of the two-qubit system we

consider, when a quantum jump occurs, it always brings
the system to n1 = n2 = 0. Thus, it will result in an
additional decay of n2(t

′) compared to the effective non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics. This additional decay
will not change the transition from oscillatory to non-
oscillatory dynamics, but will make it less visible.
To illustrate this effect, we consider a photon detec-

tor that reports false no-jumps with an error rate α,
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i.e.., among all results where a quantum jump has oc-
curred, α of them have been falsely reported as no-jump
and are thus included in the simulated dynamics. Let
n2,L(t

′), n2,H(t′), and n2,j(t
′) be the simulated popula-

tion of qubit 2 under the Liouvillian dynamics, the effec-
tive non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics, and the dy-
namics in which a quantum jump has occurred, respec-
tively. We then have by definition that

n2,L(t
′) = P (t′)n2,H(t′) + [1− P (t′)]n2,j(t

′). (D2)

The simulated population is thus

n2(t
′) =

P (t′)n2,H(t′) + α[1− P (t′)]n2,j(t
′)

P (t′) + α[1− P (t′)]
; (D3)

out of the 1−P (t′) instances where quantum jumps occur,
α of them are included in the simulated dynamics, which
gives the factor of α[1− P (t′)] in n2,j(t

′).

Inserting Eq. (D2) into Eq. (D3), we obtain

n2(t
′) =

(1− α)P (t′)n2,H(t′) + αn2,L(t
′)

P (t′) + α[1− P (t′)]
. (D4)

As shown in Fig. 10(a), as t′ increases, P (t′) decreases,
and thus the influence of the error in the photon detector
on n2(t

′) is larger. For different values of α, the simulated
dynamics are shown in Fig. 10(b)–(d). There we see that
as α increases, more Liouvillian dynamics are involved
in the simulation and the oscillation of n2(t

′) for small
Γ′ becomes less visible. However, the value of Γ′ where
the transition from oscillatory to non-oscillatory dynam-
ics occurs is not influenced given sufficient accuracy of
around 1× 10−3 of the simulated qubit population.
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[72] A. Soro, C. S. Muñoz, and A. F. Kockum, Interaction
between giant atoms in a one-dimensional structured
environment, Physical Review A 107, 013710 (2023).

[73] L. Du, L. Guo, Y. Zhang, and A. F. Kockum, Giant
emitters in a structured bath with non-Hermitian skin
effect, Physical Review Research 5, L042040 (2023).

[74] E. R. Ingelsten, A. F. Kockum, and A. Soro, Avoid-
ing decoherence with giant atoms in a two-dimensional
structured environment (2024), arXiv:2402.10879.

[75] X. Wang, H.-B. Zhu, T. Liu, and F. Nori, Realizing
quantum optics in structured environments with giant
atoms, Physical Review Research 6, 013279 (2024).

[76] M. V. Gustafsson, T. Aref, A. F. Kockum, M. K.
Ekström, G. Johansson, and P. Delsing, Propagating
phonons coupled to an artificial atom, Science 346, 207
(2014).

[77] R. Manenti, A. F. Kockum, A. Patterson, T. Behrle,
J. Rahamim, G. Tancredi, F. Nori, and P. J. Leek,
Circuit quantum acoustodynamics with surface acoustic
waves, Nature Communications 8, 975 (2017).

[78] K. J. Satzinger, Y. P. Zhong, H.-S. Chang, G. A. Peairs,
A. Bienfait, M.-H. Chou, A. Y. Cleland, C. R. Conner,
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C. R. Conner, É. Dumur, J. Grebel, G. A. Peairs, R. G.
Povey, K. J. Satzinger, and A. N. Cleland, Quantum
Erasure Using Entangled Surface Acoustic Phonons,
Physical Review X 10, 021055 (2020).

[84] G. Andersson, M. K. Ekström, and P. Delsing, Elec-
tromagnetically Induced Acoustic Transparency with a
Superconducting Circuit, Physical Review Letters 124,
240402 (2020).

[85] Z. Q. Wang, Y. P. Wang, J. Yao, R. C. Shen, W. J. Wu,
J. Qian, J. Li, S. Y. Zhu, and J. Q. You, Giant spin
ensembles in waveguide magnonics, Nature Communi-
cations 13, 7580 (2022).

[86] C. Joshi, F. Yang, and M. Mirhosseini, Resonance Flu-
orescence of a Chiral Artificial Atom, Physical Review
X 13, 021039 (2023).

[87] J. Li, T. Wang, L. Luo, S. Vemuri, and Y. N. Joglekar,
Unification of quantum Zeno–anti Zeno effects and
parity-time symmetry breaking transitions, Physical
Review Research 5, 023204 (2023).

[88] X.-D. Dai, F. Song, and Z. Wang, Solvable BCS-
Hubbard Liouvillians in arbitrary dimensions, Physical
Review B 108, 115127 (2023).

[89] Y. Li, X. Chen, and M. P. A. Fisher, Quantum Zeno ef-
fect and the many-body entanglement transition, Phys-
ical Review B 98, 205136 (2018).

[90] M. Naghiloo, M. Abbasi, Y. N. Joglekar, and K. W.

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.023710
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.023710
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.140404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.140404
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2529-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.053821
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.053821
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.203603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.203603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043014
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-0261-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-0261-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.053720
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.053720
https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.15077
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.043602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.043602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.023712
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.023712
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.105.023712
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac6a04
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac6a04
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.223602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.023198
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.023198
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.063717
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.063717
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.013710
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.L042040
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.10879
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.013279
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1257219
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1257219
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-01063-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0719-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.227701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.227701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.021056
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.021056
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw8415
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0605-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0605-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.021055
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.240402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.240402
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-35174-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-35174-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.021039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.021039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.023204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.023204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.115127
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.115127
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.205136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.205136


22

Murch, Quantum state tomography across the excep-
tional point in a single dissipative qubit, Nature Physics
15, 1232–1236 (2019).

[91] B. Skinner, J. Ruhman, and A. Nahum, Measurement-
Induced Phase Transitions in the Dynamics of Entan-
glement, Phys.ical Review X 9, 031009 (2019).

[92] G. Lindblad, On the generators of quantum dynamical
semigroups, Communications in Mathematical Physics
48, 119 (1976).

[93] V. Gorini, A. Kossakowski, and E. C. G. Sudarshan,
Completely positive dynamical semigroups of N-level
systems, Journal of Mathematical Physics 17, 821
(1976).

[94] M. Suzuki, Fractal decomposition of exponential opera-
tors with applications to many-body theories and monte
carlo simulations, Physics Letters A 146, 319 (1990).

[95] M. Kliesch, T. Barthel, C. Gogolin, M. Kastoryano, and
J. Eisert, Dissipative Quantum Church-Turing Theo-
rem, Physical Review Letters 107, 120501 (2011).

[96] F. Minganti, A. Miranowicz, R. W. Chhajlany, and
F. Nori, Quantum exceptional points of non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians and Liouvillians: The effects of quantum
jumps, Physical Review A 100, 062131 (2019).

[97] A. G. Catalano, F. Mattiotti, J. Dubail, D. Ha-
genmüller, T. Prosen, F. Franchini, and G. Pupillo,
Anomalous Diffusion in the Long-Range Haken-Strobl-
Reineker Model, Physical Review Letters 131, 053401
(2023).

[98] A. H. Werner, D. Jaschke, P. Silvi, M. Kliesch,
T. Calarco, J. Eisert, and S. Montangero, Positive
Tensor Network Approach for Simulating Open Quan-
tum Many-Body Systems, Physical Review Letters 116,
237201 (2016).

[99] A. M. Childs and T. Li, Efficient simulation of sparse
Markovian quantum dynamics, Quantum Information
and Computation 17, 901 (2017).

[100] N. M. Sundaresan, Y. Liu, D. Sadri, L. J. Szőcs, D. L.
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