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Understanding the impact of gate errors on quantum circuits is crucial to determining the po-
tential applications of quantum computers, especially in the absence of large-scale error-corrected
hardware. We put forward analytical arguments, corroborated by extensive numerical and experi-
mental evidence, that Trotterized quantum circuits simulating the time-evolution of systems near
thermal equilibrium are substantially more robust to both quantum gate errors and Trotter (dis-
cretization) errors than is widely assumed. In Quantinuum’s trapped-ion computers, the weakly
entangling gates that appear in Trotterized circuits can be implemented natively, and their error
rate is smaller when they generate less entanglement; from benchmarking, we know that the error
for a gate exp[−i(Z ⊗Z)τ ] decreases roughly linearly with τ , up to a small offset at τ = 0. We pro-
vide extensive evidence that this scaling, together with the robustness of near-thermal dynamics to
both gate and discretization errors, facilitates substantial improvements in the achievable accuracy
of Trotterized dynamics on near-term quantum computers. We make heavy use of a new theoretical
tool — a statistical ensemble of random product states that approximates a thermal state, which can
be efficiently prepared with low noise on quantum computers. We outline how the random product
state ensemble can be used to predict, optimize, and design Hamiltonian simulation experiments on
near-thermal quantum systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers have the potential to significantly
outperform classical computers in simulating the dynam-
ics of many-body quantum systems, with applications
to materials science, chemistry, nuclear, and high-energy
physics. Despite decades of effort, classical simulations of
such dynamics is computationally prohibitive except for
small problems, short-time evolution, weakly-entangled
states, or systems with fine-tuned structure. Quantum
computers are expected to allow access to generic, classi-
cally difficult simulation regimes, thereby expanding the
range of scientific exploration of quantum dynamics.

In time-independent many-body quantum systems
without symmetries, the only conserved quantity is the
Hamiltonian operator (or energy), and quantum dynam-
ics essentially randomizes the quantum state subject to
the constraint of energy conservation, leading to thermal-
ization. In this work, we examine the Hamiltonian simu-
lation algorithm known as Trotterization or the product
formula [1, 2]. Specifically, we use a second-order Trotter-
ization to approximate the continuous time-evolution of a
one-dimensional mixed-field Ising spin chain on a digital
quantum computer. The quantum circuit contains layers
of exp[−i(Z ⊗ Z)τ ] gates with angle τ that controls the
discretization, or Trotter, error.

In current devices, the largest source of error is typi-
cally the two-qubit gate. A standard approach to esti-
mating whether a quantum circuit can or cannot produce
reliable outputs is to count the two-qubit gates and from
the failure rate of individual gates determine the likeli-
hood that none of them have failed. In this work, we
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explore ways—some well-known and some not—in which
the accuracy of local observables during quantum dynam-
ics can be dramatically better than gate counting would
suggest. Specifically, we show that for systems in or near
thermal equilibrium, the values of local observables are
dramatically less affected by gate errors than those of
systems far from equilibrium. We demonstrate this dis-
tinction between thermal and non-thermal dynamics by
comparing a thermalizing system to one having a quan-
tum many-body scar state, an anomalous energy eigen-
state with atypical non-thermal properties [3]. We find
that for thermalizing dynamics, errors on local observ-
ables scale (1) linearly with time at short times, and (2)
independently of system size at late times. In contrast,
errors on local observables in non-thermal systems can
grow in proportion to the circuit volume causally con-
nected to them, which grows quadratically at short time
and depends linearly on the system size at late times.
These observations are corroborated with numerical sim-
ulations and experimental results on the H1-1 quantum
computer [4, 5]. In addition, we show that if gate error
rates scale linearly with the angle of rotation they gener-
ate (e.g., with τ for Quantinuum’s native exp[−i(Z⊗Z)τ ]
gate), not only do simulations become proportionally bet-
ter, but Trotter errors can be made arbitrarily small. We
demonstrate that Quantinuum’s H-Series devices have a
nearly-linear angle-dependent error model with a con-
stant offset, which enables high-accuracy Hamiltonian
simulation with low Trotterization error [6]. Our work
indicates that decreasing any residual error offset as the
gate angle is taken to zero is an important technical goal
for digital quantum computers that will facilitate high-
accuracy large-scale Hamiltonian simulation.

While we mainly study the impact of gate errors, we
also examine the impact of Trotter errors on thermaliz-
ing dynamics, a topic recently explored in Ref. 7. We
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observe that for short to intermediate time scales, the
Trotter error remains essentially constant in time, with
linear-in-time growth observed at late times. We find
that the crossover to linear growth is determined by how
close the initial state is to a thermal state (or “diago-
nal ensemble” [8]). We show that the combined effects
of gate and Trotter errors can be described by a simple
heuristic model that agrees well with both numerical and
experimental data.

The numerical and experimental data presented in this
work utilize a newly developed tool that we call the ran-
dom product state ensemble (RPE), a statistical ensem-
ble of random unentangled states with fixed total energy
for a quantum Hamiltonian. The RPE has a number
of desirable properties that facilitate the study of ther-
malizing quantum dynamics. First, RPE product states
can be efficiently prepared on digital quantum comput-
ers using a single layer of single-qubit gates. Second, the
RPE provides a reasonable approximation to quantum
thermal states. The RPE can be interpreted as a micro-
canonical ensemble for a classical version of the quantum
Hamiltonian. We introduce an efficient classical Markov
chain Monte Carlo algorithm for sampling states from the
RPE. Empirically, we show that the RPE mixed state
generated by averaging product states drawn from the
RPE is close to the thermal diagonal ensemble. There-
fore, by initializing time-evolution experiments with the
RPE mixed state, we can start much closer to thermal
equilibrium than using only a single product state. We
demonstrate how the RPE, when combined with our sim-
ple heuristic gate and Trotter error models, can be used
to predict the errors of observables in thermalizing Trot-
terized dynamics experiments. From this model, one can
efficiently estimate the optimal parameters (such as Trot-
ter step τ) to use for experiments on real hardware.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II presents
arguments for how gate errors impact near-thermal Trot-
terized dynamics. Section III introduces the specific
Hamiltonian and quantum circuit we study throughout
this work. Section IV outlines how we expect Trot-
ter errors to impact near-thermal dynamics. Section
V presents experimental data from Quantinuum’s H1-1
quantum computer, validating our gate and Trotter error
predictions. Section VI introduces the random product
state ensemble. Sections VII and VIII discuss numerical
studies on how gate errors impact dynamics. Section IX
provides numerical simulations focused on Trotter errors.
Section X describes heuristic ways to estimate the perfor-
mance of Trotterized dynamics circuits on noisy quantum
computers. Section XI presents an overview of this work
and discusses potential future directions.

II. PREDICTED IMPACT OF GATE ERRORS
UNDER DIFFERENT ASSUMPTIONS

Quantum computers are limited by the noisiest quan-
tum operation, which is often a two-qubit (2Q) gate.

A simple and often employed strategy to assess the ex-
pected performance of a quantum algorithm is to assume
that a single 2Q gate failure will lead (with high prob-
ability) to a random output state, with no correlation
to the intended output. If the output of the algorithm
can be formulated as the expectation value of a (poten-
tially multi-qubit) Pauli operator O, whose value should
be exponentially small in the Hilbert-space dimension for
a random state, it is natural to estimate the output as

⟨O⟩error ≈ ⟨O⟩ideal × (1− p)N2Q , (1)

or that the observable error is

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal|/|⟨O⟩ideal| ≈ pN2Q (2)

for pN2Q ≪ 1, where p is the 2Q gate failure probability
and N2Q is the number of 2Q gates. The suppression
factor (1− p)N2Q is the probability of no 2Q gate having
failed, and so Eq. (1) says the output will be entirely
corrupted by noise if a single 2Q gate has failed. There
are many reasons why Eq. (1) might not properly account
for the impact of gate errors on the output of a quantum
algorithm.
In Hamiltonian simulation, a quantum computer ap-

proximately evolves a quantum state ρ under a Hamilto-
nian H. A typical application of Hamiltonian simulation
would be to prepare some meaningful many-body state
(e.g., a ground state or thermal state) and then extract
local information about that state (e.g., an order parame-
ter, correlation functions, etc.) by measuring the expec-
tation value ⟨O⟩ of a few-body intensive [9] observable
O. Suppose that the Hamiltonian simulation is carried
out using a Trotter decomposition, so that the system of
size N is evolved for time t using D Trotter steps of size
τ = t/D. We are concerned with the question: How does
the noisy expectation value of a local observable evolving
under a generic local Hamiltonian behave? In particular,
how does its error scale with N , t, and τ?

Below we discuss how under different assumptions we
can obtain different heuristic predictions for the scaling
of observable error with N, t, and τ . Throughout this
work, we assume that 2Q gate errors are incoherent. In
practice, coherent errors can often be converted to in-
coherent ones using, for example, randomized compiling
[10] (or Pauli twirling) techniques [11].

A. Causal constraints on error propagation

Suppose that two-qubit gate errors propagate at the
maximal velocity allowed in the quantum circuit, and
that each error that evolves to have support on the re-
gion of space containing the observable has an equal ef-
fect on the observable. Under these assumptions, the lo-
cal observable error is determined only by the gates in
the circuit-velocity causal cone of the local observable.
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FIG. 1. Insertion of an error (here occurring on the gate
marked with a “⋆”) can only ever impact an observable with
support that overlaps the forward “circuit causal cone” (here
the gates above the black lines spreading at the circuit veloc-
ity vC). In Trotterized Hamiltonian simulation, where each
gate is only weakly entangling, there is a “physical circuit
cone” that spreads at the parametrically (in the step size τ)
smaller butterfly velocity (blue lines) of the physical model
being simulated. The impact of an error outside of this cone
will not be identically zero, but decays exponentially in the
distance outside the cone.

Counting up these gates in d spatial dimensions, we find
that there are effectively

N2Q,eff = AdD
d+1 = Adt

d+1/τd+1 ∼ td+1/τd+1 (3)

gates at early times t ≤ t1 ≡ BdN
1/dτ before the light

cone has reached the boundaries and

N2Q,eff = CdN
1+1/d + αND

= CdN
1+1/d + αNt/τ ∼ Nt/τ (4)

gates at late times t > t1 when the light cone covers the
entire system, where Ad, Bd, Cd, α are dimension- and
geometry-dependent constants.

It is well known that in Hamiltonian simulation cir-
cuits, information propagates not at the circuit velocity,
but at the butterfly velocity vB , which is O(1) in units
of the energy scale of the Hamiltonian [12]. Suppose now
that we assume that two-qubit gate errors propagate at
the butterfly velocity but still equally affect the final ob-
servable (see Fig. 1). In a Trotterized circuit, the spa-
tial distance quantum information travels in time t is
L = vBt. Equivalently, it travels a distance L = ṽBD,
where ṽB = τvB , after D Trotter layers of circuit evolu-
tion. Since vB is an O(1) constant, this indicates that the
butterfly velocity per Trotter layer ṽB is ×τ smaller than
the circuit velocity. Counting up the number of 2Q gates

in the butterfly causal cone, we find that the effective
number of gates is

N2Q,eff = Ad(vBt)
dD = Adv

d
Bτ

dDd+1

= Adv
d
Bt
d+1/τ ∼ td+1/τ (5)

at early times t ≤ t2 ≡ Bd

vB
N1/d and

N2Q,eff =
Cd
vBτ

N1+1/d + αND

=
Cd
vBτ

N1+1/d + αNt/τ ∼ Nt/τ (6)

at late times t > t2.
From gate counting and causal constraints, one would

expect from Eqs. (2), (5), and (6) that observable errors
would scale as

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| ∼ ptd+1/τ (7)

for short times before the butterfly causal cone hits the
boundaries and as

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| ∼ pNt/τ (8)

for later times after the causal cone has covered the entire
system.

B. Errors heat up a thermalizing system

The previous section concerns kinematic constraints
on how an error can propagate, which dictate whether
it can or cannot appreciably impact a particular local
observable. While these considerations require few as-
sumptions, in the case when an error can impact a lo-
cal observable they offer no information regarding how
large that impact will be. Recently, several authors have
explored how errors impact local observables in ergodic
many-body dynamics [13–15]. An important conclusion
of these works is that—contrary to the gate counting ar-
gument supplemented with locality constraints—causally
relevant gate errors generally cannot simultaneously im-
pact many local observables. Instead, as also seen in
Ref. 15, the effect of a gate error is diluted as it spreads,
with observables in the future less affected by the error
than observables immediately following it.
To understand the above results, consider that at small

Trotter step or short times, energy is approximately con-
served and does not change with time (in fact, even for
reasonably large Trotter steps energy can still be con-
served over very long time scales when measured with
respect to a quasi-local Floquet Hamiltonian [13, 16]). If
the Hamiltonian considered satisfies the eigenstate ther-
malization hypothesis (ETH), then after a short thermal-
ization time any local intensive observable ⟨O(t)⟩ should
remain close to its thermal value at a temperature set by
the energy density u = E/N of the initial state ρ (see
Fig. 2a) [17–23].
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FIG. 2. a According to the eigenstate thermalization hy-
pothesis, for energy eigenstates intensive local observables are
smooth functions of the energy density. For a small change
in the energy density, the change in the observable is approx-
imately linear. b Gate errors in a Trotterized Hamiltonian
simulation circuit heat up the system, causing the energy to
change exponentially with time at a rate set by the gate er-
rors.

In general, we expect that gate errors during the evo-
lution will lead to an exponential decay of energy with
time (see Fig. 2b), with the system eventually heating
up to infinite temperature at E = 0 (for a trace-less
Hamiltonian). For a local Hamiltonian, an incoherent
gate error will change the energy of the system by a con-
stant amount. Using this fact, Ref. 13 devised a heuristic
stochastic model that predicted exponential energy de-
cay (see Appendix C of that work). Similarly, we show
in Appendix A that the Trotterized evolution of the XY
model in any geometry undergoing 2Q depolarizing error
exhibits essentially perfect exponential decay of energy
E(t) = E(0)e−γt at a rate that scales as γ ∝ p/τ . This
leads us to believe that exponential decay of energy likely
holds to a good approximation in other models.

The behavior of thermal observables is more compli-
cated. Assuming the system remains at all times well
described by ETH at the instantaneous energy density,
the observable expectation value is a non-trivial function
of energy ⟨O⟩u = f(u) and time ⟨O⟩ ≈ f(u0e

−γt). How-
ever, at sufficiently short times, the observable change is

approximately linear

⟨O⟩u ≈ ⟨O⟩u0
+ χO · (u− u0)

where χO ≡ ∂⟨O⟩
∂u

∣∣∣
u=u0

is the susceptibility of the ob-

servable to a change in energy density. This leads us to
predict that for times short enough that the change in
energy density is small, the error on an observable due
to gate errors is

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| = pSD = pSt/τ (9)

where S ∝ χO|u0| is a model, initial-state and observable
dependent constant that quantifies how much the ther-
mal observable changes due to heating per Trotter step.
When χO is close to zero the observable is particularly
robust to gate errors and when χO diverges, as can hap-
pen at a thermal phase transition, the influence of errors
is amplified. Note that Eq. (9) (and the notion of “short
time” justifying it) can be valid both before and after the
butterfly cone contains the entire system, exhibiting lin-
ear dependence on time and independence of system size
N in both cases. The N -independence in the latter case
is a nontrivial consequence of thermalization; a given ob-
servable will be causally connected to more errors in a
larger system, but the energy input by each error is also
diluted amongst that larger system, making the response
independent of system size.
A helpful way to think about why a single error does

not evolve to cause substantial changes to all (causally
connected) local observables in thermalizing dynamics is
to consider the dynamics in the basis of energy eigen-
states. Local errors can induce transitions between
nearby eigenstates, and in general a single error will, via
such transitions, lead to a new state with a substantially
reduced fidelity. After several errors, the fidelity of the
state with respect to what it should have been will be
nearly zero. The robustness of local observables to er-
rors in thermalizing systems stems from the fact that,
according to ETH, all eigenstates close to each other in
energy have similar values for local observables. Thus
while the fidelity of the state may become low after a
small number of errors, it is due to scattering into states
of the Hilbert space that all look similar locally. This
picture makes it clear that constraints on the impact of
errors imposed by thermalization are less robust than the
kinematic constraints of the previous sections; they rely
on the typicality of eigenstates supposed by ETH, which
can be violated in a variety of settings.

A simple counter-example to these thermalization-
based arguments can be found by embedding even a sin-
gle atypical state into an otherwise chaotic/ETH spec-
trum. Consider, as an example, a variant of the quantum-
East model [24] with the Hamiltonian

HQE =
J

2

N∑
j=1

(1− Zj)Xj+1. (10)
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FIG. 3. a Local observables (average X,Y, Z magnetizations)
in eigenstates of HQE as a function of their energy in a 14-site

chain. Note the isolated quantum scar |Ψscar⟩ = |0⟩⊗N at zero
energy. b Energy distributions for the scar state (grey; off the
scale, but unity probability at zero energy) and the product
state |Ψ(θ = 3π/8)⟩ (green). c Dynamics starting from either
|Ψscar⟩ (black) or |Ψ(θ = 3π/8)⟩ (green) in a 24-site chain,
showing that single errors generally have a conserved O(1)
total impact on local observables for thermalizing dynamics
but more generally (absent thermalization) can be much more
impactful. For this simulation we used a Trotter step of τ =
0.1/J .

Here we assume periodic boundary conditions (site N+1
being identified with site 1 in the above summation).
Weakly randomizing the couplings J → J(1 + ηj) (with
ηj ∈ [−0.1, 0.1] a uniform random variable) to break
translational symmetry, the spectral gaps of a small
system can readily be seen to obey level repulsion in
the manner expected for GOE statistics by the metric
of Ref. 25, indicating that the model is ergodic. As
seen in Fig. 3a, observables depend smoothly on en-
ergy throughout the spectrum with the notable excep-

tion of the zero-energy state |Ψscar⟩ = |0⟩⊗N ; by con-

struction of the Hamiltonian, |Ψscar⟩ is an eigenstate
with eigenvalue zero, as it is annihilated by all of the
projectors (1 − Zj). Consider initiating time evolu-
tion under H from either |Ψscar⟩ or a product state

|Ψ(θ)⟩ =
(∏

j exp(−iYjθ)
)
|Ψscar⟩ that has little over-

lap on |Ψscar⟩ (the energy distribution of such a state for
θ = 3π/8 is shown in Fig. 3b). By the thermalization
arguments put forth above, insertion of a single Pauli er-
ror should lead to changes in local observables that are
diluted as the error spreads. We can quantify this expec-
tation by computing the trace distance

Dtr(r, t) ≡
1

2
||ρerror(r, t)− ρideal(r, t)||1, (11)

a direct measure of local observable error, where ||A||1 ≡
tr
√
A†A and ρerror(r, t) and ρideal(r, t) are single-site re-

duced density matrices at site r and time t for the dy-
namics with and without the error, respectively. Summed
over all sites, the trace distance should be roughly con-
stant in time if thermalization holds, which is indeed
the behavior observed in Fig. 3c for the initial state
|Ψ(3π/8)⟩. To the contrary, a single error applied to
|Ψscar⟩ leads to a (spatially summed) trace-distance er-
ror that grows roughly linearly in time, which is as bad as
kinematic (light-cone) constraints allow for. Physically,
the linear growth is a consequence of the scar state tran-
sitioning (under local perturbations) into nearby energy
states with dramatically different local observables. An
error in any causally connected location with the mea-
sured local observable leads to strong changes in that
observable. In the case of many errors occurring after
each gate in the circuit, the |Ψscar⟩ scar state would show
a quadratic-in-time growth of errors, consistent with
Eq. (7), while the |Ψ(3π/8)⟩ thermalizing state would
show a linear-in-time growth of errors, consistent with
Eq. (9).
Note that Eq. (9) captures the general scaling with

respect to N, t, and τ that we expect for how local ob-
servable errors in thermalizing Hamiltonian simulation
are affected by 2Q gate errors. We emphasize that ac-
counting for the physics of thermalization leads to sig-
nificantly more favorable scaling for observable accuracy.
For example for d = 1, at early times observables errors
scale as ∼ t2 without thermalization (Eq. (7)) and ∼ t
with thermalization (Eq. (9)); at late times they scale
as ∼ Nt without thermalization (Eq. (8)) and ∼ t with
thermalization (Eq. (9)). However, there are potentially
important details that this rough scaling does not cap-
ture, such as temporal oscillations of observables around
their thermal values.

C. The importance of angle-dependent two-qubit
gate errors

Some quantum computing architectures, such as
trapped-ion devices [6, 26], are able to natively imple-
ment 2Q gates with arbitrary angle rotations, such as
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UZZ(τ) = e−iτZZ . In Quantinuum’s H-Series trapped-
ion quantum computers, it has been observed that to a
good approximation the error rate for a UZZ(τ) gate is
linear in the gate angle

p(τ) = p0 + p1|τ | (12)

with a slope of p1 (per radian) and an error floor of p0
at τ = 0 [6]. The average gate infidelity as measured
on the H1-1 quantum computer using 2Q parameterized
randomized benchmarking [6] is shown in Fig. 4, with a
linear fit with parameters p0 = 2.7 × 10−4 ± 4 × 10−5

and p1 = 9.4 × 10−4 ± 1.0 × 10−4. Importantly, the
small-angle error p(τ ≈ 0) = 2.7 × 10−4 is about 3×
smaller than the maximum-angle gate error p(τ = π/4) ≈
1× 10−3, highlighting that for the H-Series devices there
is a significant benefit to working at smaller Trotter steps
(gate angles) τ . In numerical simulations in this work, we
use similar numbers based on older measurements, with
parameters p0 = 3.5× 10−4 and p1 = 9.5× 10−4.
Consider the effect of an angle-dependent error model

of the form Eq. (12) on the accuracy of observable es-
timation for a Trotterized Hamiltonian simulation near
thermal equilibrium. For a small gate error p(τ) ≪ 1,
using Eq. (9) we predict that the observable error scales
as

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| ≈ p0St/τ + p1St. (13)

For a constant error (p = p0, p1 = 0), we recover the pre-
vious prediction. However, for a perfectly linear-in-angle
error (p = p1τ, p0 = 0), we find a surprising result: that
the observable error is independent of Trotter step τ (or
equivalently, independent of D). This indicates that for
a perfectly linear 2Q gate error model, for a fixed to-
tal evolution time t, the Trotter step size τ = t/D can
be decreased arbitrarily low without increasing the ef-
fect of 2Q gate errors. For such an error model, there is
no penalty for choosing smaller Trotter step sizes. An-
other way to understand this result is that if gate errors
scale linearly with τ , then in the τ → 0 limit the cir-
cuit approaches a continuous-time Linbladian evolution
with jump operator decay rates set by p1. Of course, the
scaling in Eq. (13) is only valid when pSt/τ ≪ 1, which
holds when time or error rates are small enough (and τ
is large enough if p0 > 0).

III. MODEL

We study a one-dimensional mixed-field Ising model

H = −
N−1∑
j=1

XjXj+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
H2

−g
N∑
j=1

Zj − h

N∑
j=1

Xj︸ ︷︷ ︸
H1

, (14)

with h = 0.9045, g = 1.4 and open boundary conditions,
a thermalizing Hamiltonian studied recently in Ref. 27.
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FIG. 4. Experimentally measured average gate infidelity for
the native arbitrary angle UZZ(τ) = e−iτZZ gate on the H1-1
quantum computer, along with a linear fit.

To time-evolve up to a time t, we apply D layers of a 2nd
order Trotter decomposition

UTrotter(τ) ≡ U1(τ/2)U2(τ)U1(τ/2)

U1(τ/2) ≡ e−iτH1/2 =

N∏
j=1

eiτ(gZj+hXj)/2

U2(τ) ≡ e−iτH2 =

N−1∏
j=1

eiτXjXj+1 (15)

with Trotter step size τ = t/D. Our total evolution is
given by

UF (t) = UDTrotter (16)

which approximates the continuous-time evolution op-
erator e−itH when τ is small. Each eiτXjXj+1 uni-
tary in Eq. (15) can be implemented with a single na-
tive arbitrary-angle UZZ(τ) 2Q gate (surrounded by 1Q
gates) on the H-Series hardware. The total number of
layers of such 2Q gates in the unitary circuit UF (t) is
2D. The mixed-field Ising model is one of the simplest
thermalizing models, essentially possessing no local con-
servation laws besides energy conservation, making it a
good test-bed for this work (see Appendix B for addi-
tional details).
The evolution operator UF (t) in Eq. (16) is a Flo-

quet unitary that repeats UTrotter periodically in time
and defines a Floquet Hamiltonian HF through the rela-
tion UTrotter = e−iτHF (or equivalently, UF (t) = e−itHF ).
For small τ , the Floquet Hamiltonian can be computed
perturbatively to lowest order in τ using the Magnus ex-
pansion [16]. For the second-order Trotter decomposition
in Eq. (15) and using the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff for-
mula, we find that the Floquet Hamiltonian takes the
form

HF = H +
τ2

24
[H1 + 2H2, [H1, H2]] +O(τ4). (17)

Unlike the first-order Trotter result which is accurate
to O(τ), this Floquet Hamiltonian is accurate to O(τ2).
Note also that the third-order term vanishes.
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IV. PREDICTED IMPACT OF TROTTER
ERRORS ON LOCAL OBSERVABLES

In practice, since quantum computers have significant
gate errors and smaller Trotter steps τ require deeper
circuits with more gates, Trotterized circuits are usually
implemented with non-trivially large τ . In this regime,
errors from Trotterization become non-negligible and po-
tentially competitive with errors from noisy gates.

As discussed in Ref. 7, one can estimate the effects
of Trotter errors for a thermalizing Hamiltonian by us-
ing time-dependent perturbation theory and assuming
the system obeys ETH. By treating HF − H = O(τ2)
in Eq. (17) as a perturbation, one can compute in the
Heisenberg picture the time-evolution of a local observ-
able O and compare it with the unperturbed result. To
lowest order in τ , this leads to the following heuristic
prediction

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| <∼ Cτ2 +O(τ4) (18)

for an observable, Hamiltonian, and initial-state-
dependent constant C. Equation (18) should be inter-
preted to mean that the Trotter error on an intensive
local observable is independent of time t and system size
N and only depends on the Trotter step τ , up to po-
tential temporal oscillations that can be bounded by a
constant. The system-size independence of C for ther-
malizing observables was observed empirically in Ref. 7.
In Sec. IXB and Appendix C, we present time-dependent
perturbation theory calculations that provide further de-
tails about the Trotter error. In particular, we find that
the time-independence of Eq. (18) is only valid for states
in the diagonal ensemble or for short times and that in
general a linear-in-time growth term dominates at late
times, a behavior also observed in Ref. 28.

Intuitively, Eq. (18) is capturing the idea that after a
system has thermalized, all local observables take on their
thermal values and so are essentially constant in time up
to temporal oscillations. In Trotterized simulations, the
values of local observables are effectively thermalizing to
the thermal values of the Floquet Hamiltonian instead of
the true Hamiltonian, causing this O(τ2) discrepancy. As
Ref. 7 and others [29, 30] have observed, errors in observ-
ables as well as properties of the Hamiltonian’s spectrum
dramatically change at a large enough critical Trotter
step τC , a phenomenon referred to as a Trotter transi-
tion.

Assuming that the effects of gate errors (Eq. (13)) and
Trotter errors (Eq. (18)) are independent and can be sim-
ply added together, we propose a simple form for how
local observable errors behave:

|⟨O⟩error − ⟨O⟩ideal| ≈ Sp0t/τ + Sp1t+ Cτ2. (19)

To summarize: this model describes deviations from ther-
mal observable values due to gate and Trotter errors and
does not capture transient behaviors; it states that inten-
sive observable errors are independent of system size N ;

and it only holds for times and Trotter steps that satisfy
S(p0t/τ + p1t) ≪ 1 and τ < τC (i.e., generally holds for
small gate error rates, short times, and small, but not
too small, Trotter steps).

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In our experiments, we execute the Trotterized quan-
tum circuit in Eq. (16) using different times t, sys-
tem sizes N , and Trotter steps τ . At the end of
a circuit, we measure all qubits in either the X, Y ,
or Z basis and gather many repetitions (shots) of
measurement outcomes to obtain statistical estimates
of the site-averaged ⟨X⟩, ⟨Y ⟩, ⟨Z⟩ magnetizations.
From these measurements, we obtain the site-averaged
one-body reduced density matrix (1-RDM), ρ(avg) =
1
2 (I + ⟨X⟩X + ⟨Y ⟩Y + ⟨Z⟩Z), which we compare with

an ideal 1-RDM ρ
(avg)
ideal using the trace distance error

D
(avg)
tr = 1

2 ||ρ
(avg) − ρ

(avg)
ideal ||1. This quantity provides

a measure of local observable accuracy. We look at the
trace distance of the site-averaged 1-RDM rather than
the site-averaged trace distance of single-site 1-RDMs be-
cause the former could be computed more precisely with
fewer shots on quantum hardware. We find numerically
that the two alternative trace distance errors match very
closely. Experimental error bars presented in the figures
are 68% confidence intervals obtained by bootstrap re-
sampling with 1000 resamples.

Each circuit is initialized in a random product state
drawn from the random product state ensemble described
in Sec. VI using a classical compute environment avail-
able in the H-Series devices, which utilizes WebAssembly
(Wasm) [6, 31]. We write a look-up table that stores the
information needed to prepare each product state. At
the beginning of each quantum circuit, the look-up table
is queried to apply conditional 1Q gates to the qubits
to create the product state. Ultimately, this procedure
requires only a single circuit compilation and produces
different initial states in each shot, resulting in efficient
compilation and execution.

Gate errors cause local observable errors to
grow linearly in time. At early times, we expect ob-
servable errors during thermalizing dynamics to grow lin-
early in time O(t) for a fixed Trotter step (see Eq. (9)).
By comparison, for a non-thermalizing circuit, we would
expect quadratic O(t2) growth of errors.

In Fig. 5, we show the experimentally measured site-
averaged trace distance as a function of time, using a
Trotter step size τ = 0.25 and system size N = 20. Each
time point (and basis measurement) is repeated 8000
times. The experimental results appear consistent with
the predicted linear growth. They match closely with
numerical simulation using a depolarizing error model
(solid orange line), which clearly displays linear-in-time
behavior. Details of numerical simulations are discussed
in Appendix D.
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FIG. 5. The observable error versus time t as measured on the
H1-1 quantum computer (black dots) at a fixed system size
N = 20 and Trotter step τ = 0.25, for early times t ≤ 4. The
observable error is quantified using the trace distance error
between the site-averaged 1-RDM for a noisy quantum simu-
lation with Trotter step τ = 0.25 and a noiseless simulation
at the same Trotter step. The solid orange line is a noisy
classical simulation, with the noise modeled as a two-qubit
depolarizing channel after every 2Q gate using the gate error
from Fig. 4.

Gate errors result in system-size independent
local observable errors. At late times, we expect lo-
cal observable errors during thermalizing dynamics to
not depend on system size O(1) for a fixed time and
Trotter step (see Eq. (9)). By comparison, for a non-
thermalizing circuit, we would expect linear in system
size O(N) growth of errors.
In Fig. 6, we show the experimentally measured site-

averaged trace distance as a function of system size N ,
using a Trotter step size of τ = 0.2 and late-time value of
t = 60 (a depth 2D = 2t/τ = 600 circuit). Each system
size point (and basis measurement) is repeated 200 times.
Results from numerical simulations using a depolarizing
error model performed at times t = 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60
are shown as solid lines. Numerical results show clear
system size independence for the times shown, up to po-
tentially small corrections in N . Experimental results
agree with the numerics up to error bars. Importantly,
these deep circuits have a measurable observable signal
despite having many two-qubit gates (up to about 6000)
and vanishing state fidelity, highlighting the robustness
of observables in near-thermal dynamics. Note that the
site-averaged 1-RDM in this figure is averaged over sites
2, . . . , N − 1 rather than all sites; this is done to remove
a bias caused by a leakage detection gadget we use (dis-
cussed below).

In Quantinuum’s trapped ion quantum computers,
memory error is accumulated during a quantum circuit
as ions are shuttled through-out the trap. In these cir-
cuits, to avoid accidentally introducing system-size de-
pendent memory errors due to system-size-dependent ion
transport, we force the ions for different N to take the
same transport path in each circuit. We do this by us-
ing “dummy” UZZ(0) gates. A dummy UZZ(0) gate,
due to rules specified in the H-Series compiler, causes
ions to be transported into the appropriate locations to

execute the gate but does not cause any lasers to be
applied, and thereby does not introduce any gate er-
ror. In these experiments, each circuit is executed using
all N0 = 20 qubits on H1-1, but the 2Q gates involv-
ing qubits N + 1, . . . , N0 are replaced with the UZZ(0)
dummy gates.

To mitigate coherent memory errors, such as coherent
e−iθjZj on each qubit j, we implemented a heuristic form
of dynamical decoupling (DD). In a Trotter step, there
are two layers of 2Q gates. We insert X pulses before and
after the second layer. Since pairs of X gates commute
with the 2Q gates and X2 = I, they do not logically
affect the circuit; however, they do toggle the sign of the
phases accumulated during the ion transport of the gates,
reducing the total accumulated coherent memory error.

In these circuits, we also mitigate leakage errors, which
can occur during 2Q gates when a spontaneous emis-
sion event in an ion causes quantum information to leave
the computational subspace. These circuits in particu-
lar, due to their large depth, can have significant leak-
age. In the H-Series devices: once a qubit has leaked it
usually remains leaked for the remainder of the circuit;
all 1Q and 2Q gates involving that qubit have no effect,
i.e., act as identity; and all measurements of that qubit
are registered as a |1⟩. Therefore, leakage can poten-
tially have a large impact on the dynamics of the sys-
tem. This is particularly true in a 1D chain where a
leakage event in the center of the chain essentially breaks
it into two smaller chains for the remainder of the dy-
namics. Since we are primarily interested in the effect of
incoherent gate errors, we use a leakage detection gad-
get [6, 32, 33] at the end of our circuit and post-select
on circuits that have no detected leakage. For the cir-
cuits in Fig. 6, for N = 12, 14, 16, 18, 20 the percent-
age of shots that detected leakage in the first N qubits
is 51.5%, 65.5%, 64.0%, 69.0%, 72.5%, respectively. Since
the leakage detection gadget requires an ancilla qubit, we
reset the first qubit in each circuit after it is measured
to use as an ancilla to perform leakage detection on an-
other qubit. Once the other qubit is leakage detected and
measured, it is reset and used as an ancilla as well. Re-
peating this procedure leads to a O(logN) depth circuit
that detects leakage on all but the first qubit.

The competition between gate and Trotter er-
rors is well described by a simple model. At early
times and for a linear-in-angle gate error model such as
observed on H1-1, we expect observable errors during
thermalizing dynamics to show a simple dependence on
t and τ described in Eq. (19).

In Fig. 7, we show the experimentally measured site-
averaged trace distance as a function of Trotter step size
τ for a fixed early time t = 4 and system size N = 20.
In this figure, the trace distance error captures both gate
and Trotter errors; this is because here we are compar-
ing a noisy quantum experiment at finite Trotter step
with a noiseless classical simulation at small Trotter step
(τ = 0.04) that has negligible Trotter error. Each data
point (and basis measurement) is repeated between 500
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FIG. 6. The observable error versus system size N as mea-
sured on the H1-1 quantum computer (black dots) at fixed
Trotter step τ = 0.2 and late time t = 60. The observable
error is quantified with the trace distance error between the
site-averaged 1-RDM for a noisy quantum simulation with
Trotter step τ = 0.2 and for a noiseless simulation at the
same Trotter step. The solid lines are obtained from noisy
classical simulation at different fixed times t, with the noise
modeled as a two-qubit depolarizing channel after every 2Q
gate.

and 8000 times. For comparison, we also included noisy
numerical simulations with depolarizing 2Q gate errors
with rates that depend differently on the angle τ . The
dotted light gray curve shows the expected result if the
2Q gate at angle τ performed as well as the maximum
angle τ = π/4 gate, i.e., did not improve as the angle
decreased. The dotted dark gray curve shows the ex-
pected result if the 2Q gate at angle τ decreased exactly
to zero at τ = 0, i.e., if the constant offset p0 vanished.
The solid orange curve shows the expected result for the
2Q gate at angle τ , based on Eq. (12) obtained from
the H1-1 benchmarking data in Fig 4. The black dashed
line is a fit of Eq. (19) to the numerical simulation data,
using τ ≤ 0.25. The fitted constants S = 0.7661 and
C = 0.0979 describe the impact of gate errors and Trot-
ter errors, respectively, on the observable, which also de-
pends on the particular Hamiltonian, and energy density
considered. The numerical simulations are described well
at small t and τ by the model and the H1-1 experimental
results match closely with the simulations. We see that
the experimentally measured observable errors are signif-
icantly improved by the enhanced performance of H1-1
at smaller τ , but could be improved even further if the
constant offset p0 could be reduced. This highlights the
importance of targeting the performance of the native
arbitrary-angle UZZ(τ) gate at small angle τ ≈ 0.

Importantly, we can observe in the data the clear com-
petition between gate errors, which dominate as ∼ 1/τ
at small Trotter step, and Trotter errors, which dominate
as ∼ τ2 at intermediate Trotter steps. This competition
leads to different optimal Trotter step at different times,
such as τopt ≈ 0.2 for this model at t = 4.
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FIG. 7. The observable error versus Trotter step τ as mea-
sured on the H1-1 quantum computer (black dots) at a fixed
system size N = 20 and at early time t = 4. The observable
error is quantified with the trace distance error between the
site-averaged 1-RDM of a noisy quantum simulation at Trot-
ter step τ and a noiseless simulation at a small Trotter step
τ0 = 0.04 (chosen small enough to have essentially negligible
Trotter error). In the noisy classical simulations, the noise is
modeled as a two-qubit depolarizing channel with error rate
p1|τ | (dark gray dotted line), p0+p1|τ | (orange solid line; See
Fig. 4), or p0 + p1π/4 (light gray dotted line) applied after
every 2Q gate. The black dashed line is a fit of Eq. (19) to
the numerical simulation data with the p0+p1|τ | error model,
using τ ≤ 0.25 data.

VI. THE RANDOM PRODUCT STATE
ENSEMBLE

A key tool that we utilize in this work is the random
product state ensemble (RPE). The RPE is an ensemble
of random product states

|ψ⟩ =
∏
j

(cos(θj/2) |0⟩j + sin(θj/2)e
iϕj |1⟩j)

that all have the same energy ⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩ = E. Gener-
ically, there are infinitely many such product states,
which can be labeled either by the angles θj , ϕj or
the Bloch vectors (or spins) σ⃗j = (⟨X⟩j , ⟨Y ⟩j , ⟨Z⟩j) =
(cosϕj sin θj , sinϕj sin θj , cos θj) on each site j. We de-
fine the probability distribution of the RPE as follows:

lim
ε→0

|ψ⟩ =
∏
j

Uj |0⟩j

∣∣∣∣∣∣Haar Uj , |⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩ − E| < ε

 .

(20)

Essentially, the RPE is the ensemble of Haar random
product states with fixed energy E. In principle, one can
obtain samples from this distribution by rejection sam-
pling: one starts with a reference product state |0 · · · 0⟩,
applies Haar random SU(2) unitaries on each site j, and
accepts the generated product state as a valid sample if
its energy is within ε of the target energy E, then takes
the limit ε → 0. However, even with finite ε the rejec-
tion sampling approach would have a vanishingly small
acceptance rate and would be infeasible to implement
except for small systems. Nonetheless, as we discuss in
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a b

FIG. 8. a The spatially-averaged X,Y, Z observables for the random product state ensemble at different energy densities, for
an N = 20 site chain. The highlighted gray region spans the range of energies that product states occupy. The vertical dashed
black lines indicate the lowest and highest energy densities, obtained with DMRG. The circles indicate the observables values
for the mean-field ground state and anti-ground state product states. The stars indicate the observables values for the exact
ground and anti-ground states. The crosses indicate the values of these observables for energy eigenstates at the specified
energy densities, obtained with shift-invert exact diagonalization of an N = 14 site chain. b The spatial profiles of the X,Y, Z
observables and the local energy density u(r) for three random product states sampled from the RPE at E/N ≈ −1.4 and
N = 20, as well as the average over many samples.

Appendix E, it is possible to use Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) to efficiently sample product states from
the RPE.

In this work, we make repeated use of the RPE mixed
state, a probabilistic mixture of RPE product states

ρRPE = E|ψ⟩∼PRPE
|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| ≈ 1

M

M∑
s=1

|ψs⟩ ⟨ψs| , (21)

where |ψs⟩ areM samples of random product states with
energy E obtained from MCMC sampling.
The RPE can be interpreted as a classical micro-

canonical ensemble. The product states in the RPE
are constant energy states of a classical spin Hamilto-
nian obtained by replacing the vector of Pauli opera-
tors (Xj , Yj , Zj) with a classical spin vector σ⃗j . Likely
due to this connection, the RPE qualitatively agrees well
with the quantum microcanonical ensemble. In Fig. 8a,
we show the average X,Y, Z magnetizations in the RPE
mixed state Eq. (21) versus energy density for an N = 20
site chain using M = 11, 200 samples. Overlaid on these
curves as crosses are the expectation values of these ob-
servables for individual energy eigenstates obtained from
exact diagonalization of an N = 14 site system. The
eigenstate expectation values vary smoothly with energy
density, as expected for systems satisfying ETH. Empir-
ically, we find that the eigenstate values match surpris-
ingly closely with the RPE values. While energy eigen-
states from the quantum microcanonical ensemble have
zero energy variance σ2

H = 0, product states from the
RPE have extensive energy variance σ2

H ∝ N . For both
ensembles, the fluctuations of energy density σH/N goes
to 0 in the thermodynamic limit N → ∞. However, we
do not expect these ensembles to converge to the same
values, since this would imply that most finite energy (or
temperature) observables of quantum Hamiltonians can

be computed efficiently by sampling from the RPE, i.e.,
that the classical and quantum microcanonical ensem-
bles are equivalent. Rather, the constraint that sampled
states from the RPE are product states adds non-trivial
correlations to observables that do not exist in the quan-
tum microcanonical ensemble. Note that the RPE at
E = 0, as well as unconstrained random product states
[34], can be used to evaluate infinite-temperature observ-
ables.
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FIG. 9. Histogram of the log-scaled off-diagonals of
the density matrix in the energy eigenstate basis for the
|0 · · · 0⟩ ⟨0 · · · 0| state and the RPE mixed state at E/N =
−1.4 and N = 12 using different numbers of samples. The
average log-scaled off-diagonal for each distribution is marked
with a vertical line.

Importantly, the RPE mixed state is closer to the di-
agonal ensemble than a single product state. To com-
pute thermal observables from time evolution, one usu-
ally starts in a single product state |ψ⟩, time evolves,
and averages the dynamics in time. In the energy eigen-
state basis |n⟩ of the Hamiltonian, |ψ⟩ =

∑
n cn |n⟩ and

the density matrix has non-trivial off-diagonal entries:
ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| =

∑
mn cmc

∗
n|m⟩⟨n|. Upon time-averaging
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FIG. 10. The average X,Y, Z magnetizations versus time t
starting from a |0 · · · 0⟩ and b the random product state en-
semble mixed state (Eq. (21)) with the same energy density
E/N = −1.4. These results are from noiseless numerical sim-
ulations with system size N = 50 and Trotter step τ = 0.1.

for time t, the off-diagonals are suppressed as ∼ 1/t
and the density matrix approaches the diagonal ensem-
ble ρD =

∑
n |cn|2|n⟩⟨n|. Due to ETH and the fact that

product states have extensive energy variance, the diag-
onal ensemble approaches the quantum microcanonical
ensemble at energy density ⟨H⟩/N in the thermodynamic
limit, in the sense that local observables match. Figure 9
shows a histogram of the off-diagonals of the RPE mixed
state when averaging over different numbers of product
states, compared with a single product state at the same
energy density. It shows that random product state av-
eraging suppresses the off-diagonals. This suggests that
state-averaging can be combined with time-averaging to
speed up the approach to the diagonal ensemble. Even
without time-averaging, we find that the time-evolved
RPE mixed state quickly thermalizes. Figure 10 shows
how local observables vary in time for a single product
state compared with the RPE mixed state. For a sin-
gle product state, non-trivial off-diagonals (coherences)
in the initial state lead to long persistent oscillations in
local observables. For the RPE mixed state, local ob-
servables decay (with oscillations) much more quickly to
their thermal values.

The RPE also has connections with mean-field theory.
In Fig. 8, the shaded region corresponds to the range of
energies spanned by product states. At the left (right)
edge of the region is the lowest (highest) energy product
state, also referred to as the mean-field (anti-) ground

state. As one approaches in energy the boundaries of this
region, the RPE mixed state becomes less and less mixed
as it approaches the mean-field states (which is generally
unique or with a small number of degenerate states), as
discussed in Appendix F. This is an important consider-
ation when using the RPE, as the RPE samples become
more and more correlated as one approaches the bound-
aries, leading to less benefits from sampling. The black
vertical dashed lines correspond to the exact ground and
anti-ground states. The small separation between the
mean-field ground state and the true ground state re-
flects the mean-field-like nature of the mixed-field Ising
model and might not hold for other models. Nonethe-
less, product states always span a constant fraction of
the Hilbert space and so a large range of energy densities
can be explored with the RPE.

VII. THE EFFECT OF A SINGLE GATE ERROR

a

b

FIG. 11. a The change in local energy density u(r, t) =
⟨ψ(t)|hr|ψ(t)⟩ during time evolution starting from the
|ψ(0)⟩ = |0 · · · 0⟩ initial state, with a Y error inserted at the
center site at time t0 = 1.5. For comparison, the dashed lines
correspond to a diffusive envelope of width ∝

√
t. b The

change in total energy ⟨H⟩ versus time t.

We begin our analysis of gate errors by examining how
a single Pauli error affects the dynamics of the Trot-
terized Hamiltonian simulation circuit Eq. (16) in the
regime when both τ and t are small and energy is to a
good approximation conserved.
First, we examine how the error affects the energy of
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the system and how that energy change spreads in space.
To assess this, we define the local energy density operator
for our Hamiltonian Eq. (14) as

hr =


− 1

2XrXr+1 − gZr − hXr r = 1

− 1
2 (Xr−1Xr +XrXr+1)− gZr − hXr 1 < r < N

− 1
2Xr−1Xr − gZr − hXr r = N

,

(22)

which satisfies H =
∑N
r=1 hr [35]. Figure 11a shows how

a single-site Y error applied to the |0 · · · 0⟩ product state
at time t0 = 1.5 changes the local energy density oper-
ator’s expectation value in space and time. Figure 11b
shows how the total change in energy across the entire
system changes with time. After the insertion of the Y
operator, which does not commute with the Hamiltonian
H, the total energy abruptly increases by ∼ 3 energy
units and then remains unchanged for the duration of the
evolution. This confirms our expectation that energy is
approximately conserved at small Trotter steps and that
an important effect of incoherent gate errors is that they
drive the system’s energy to zero. Because energy is ap-
proximately conserved and there are no other conserved
quantities in this system, we expect the local energy den-
sity change to spread diffusively so that its front grows
as ∼

√
t [27]. The numerical results in Fig. 11a are con-

sistent with the expected diffusive ∼
√
t scaling, which is

marked by a black dashed line.
Next, we consider how a single error affects local ob-

servables. Figure 12a-c shows the change in X,Y, and
Z observables as a function of time and space due to
the same single Y error discussed above. The change in
these observables are clearly correlated with the change
in local energy density and its ∼

√
t diffusive window.

However, these changes appear to have non-trivial oscilla-
tions and structure outside of the diffusive window. The
total change in these observables integrated over space
is shown in Fig. 12d. Unlike the total energy, the to-
tal changes in observables are not conserved with time,
though are likely bounded in time, and oscillate in com-
plicated ways among the local operators.

To simplify our analysis going forward, we mainly focus
on the local trace distance error Dtr(r), Eq. (11), which
holistically captures the error of all local observables. For
single-qubit Paulis Pr, this quantity bounds the observ-
able error |tr(ρideal(r)Pr)−tr(ρerror(r)Pr)| ≤ 2Dtr(r) [36]
and so is a useful measure of observable error that encom-
passes errors in all possible measurement bases [37].

As we see from Fig. 11 and 12, while there is a correla-
tion between changes in energy density and local observ-
ables in generic dynamics under an ETH Hamiltonian, it
is obfuscated by the non-generic properties of the initial
state. In an attempt to isolate the dynamical proper-
ties of a typical product state, we find it helpful to study
random product states with the same energy drawn from
the RPE. By averaging over the RPE, we find that non-
generic oscillatory behavior is averaged out and the cor-
relation between local energy density and trace distance

a

b

c

d

FIG. 12. The change in single-site observables a X, b Y , c
Z during time evolution starting from the |ψ(0)⟩ = |0 · · · 0⟩
initial state, with a Y error inserted at the center site at time
t0 = 1.5. For comparison, the dashed lines correspond to
a diffusive envelope of width ∝

√
t. d The total spatially-

integrated change in each observable versus time t.

error becomes quantitatively sharper. We believe that
this is due to the fact that the RPE mixed state at the
same energy density has significantly reduced coherences
between energy eigenstates compared to a single partic-
ular product state.
Upon the insertion of a single Pauli error, the RPE be-
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FIG. 13. The change in a local energy density and b trace distance error during time-evolution starting from the random
product state ensemble (RPE) mixed state at energy density E/N = −1.4, with N = 50 sites and a Y error inserted at the
center site at time t0 = 1.5. c The root-mean-square distance from the center site versus time, using the energy density and
trace distance error profiles at each time as normalized probability distributions over space. d The total trace distance error
versus time for the RPE (solid line) and individual random product states sampled from the RPE (dashed lines).

haves qualitatively differently than a single product state,
presumably due to its reduced coherences. In Fig. 13a-b,
we see for the RPE mixed state that the energy density
change and trace distance error for a single error inser-
tion are closely correlated. In Fig. 13c, we show how

the root-mean-square size rrms ≡
(∑

r f(r)(r−N/2)
2∑

r′ f(r
′)

)1/2

of the normalized energy density change (f(r) = ∆u(r))
and trace distance error (f(r) = Dtr(r)) profiles varied
with time after the insertion of a Y error at the center
site N/2 at time t0 = 1.5. We find that rrms ∼ |t− t0|1/2
displays diffusive scaling for both quantities. The trace
distance error does not show additional oscillation and
structure outside of the diffusive profile, which were seen
in Fig. 12a-c for the |0 · · · 0⟩ state. Moreover, for the
RPE, we find that the total trace distance error, shown in
Fig. 13d, appears nearly conserved in time, with only mi-
nor temporal oscillations that appear to decay in ampli-
tude quickly with time. However, for individual samples
from the RPE (marked as dashed lines), there are signif-
icant oscillations in the trace distance that are not being
damped within the time scales of our simulations. Such
large oscillations were also seen for the |0 · · · 0⟩ state.
Note that the trace-distance error Dtr(r) is a non-linear
function of the 1-RDM ρ(r) at site r, which means that
the average of the trace-distance error for RPE samples

is not the same as the trace-distance error for the sample-

averaged RPE mixed-state: 1
M

∑M
s=1 ||ρs(r)− ρ′s(r)||1 ̸=

|| 1
M

∑M
s=1(ρs(r)− ρ′s(r))||1.

VIII. THE EFFECT OF MANY GATE ERRORS

Next, we explore how the presence of gate errors after
every two-qubit gate in the quantum circuit of Eq. (16)
affects the Trotterized dynamics. In the H-Series quan-
tum computers, two-qubit gate errors are the dominant
error source. We perform numerical simulations with
a simple two-qubit depolarizing error model following
each two-qubit gate, with the gate error of the form
p(τ) = p0 + p1τ measured in the H-Series hardware
(see Fig. 4). The incoherent nature of the error chan-
nel is important since it allows us to interpret each noisy
gate as independently and randomly inserting energy at
some rate. Coherent gate errors can effectively add new
interactions terms to the Hamiltonian being simulated
and therefore can have complicated state and model-
dependent effects. For this reason, and because coherent
errors to some degree can be mitigated experimentally
through careful calibrations and techniques such as Pauli
twirling [11] and dynamical decoupling [38], we focus our
analysis on incoherent errors.
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FIG. 14. a The energy of an N = 20 site spin chain versus
time t when two-qubit gates in the circuit undergo depolar-
izing noise. b The spatially-integrated trace distance error
versus time. In both plots, the evolution starting from the
E/N = −1.4 random product state ensemble (RPE) mixed
state is indicated by a solid line, while the evolution start-
ing from individually sampled product states from the RPE
(and the |0 · · · 0⟩ state) are shown with dashed (dotted) lines.
The Trotter step is τ = 0.05 and the average gate infidelity is
1.1× 10−3 (process infidelity 1.37× 10−3).

To isolate the effects of gate errors, we again perform
numerical simulations for short times at a small Trotter
step, where Trotter errors are negligible and the (noise-
less) dynamics are a good approximation of continuous
time evolution. In this regime, we observe that gate er-
rors cause the expected linear-in-time growth of energy,
as can be seen in Fig. 14a for the RPEmixed state, as well
as for RPE samples and the |0 · · · 0⟩ state. In these simu-
lations, the Trotter step is τ = 0.05 and the depolarizing
noise on each 2Q gate corresponds to a process infidelity
of 1.37 × 10−3 which approximates the experimentally
measured performance of the max-angle e−iπZ⊗Z/4 two-
qubit gate on the H1-1 quantum computer at the time
of experimental data acquisition (this error rate is much
larger than the actual H1-1 error rate at τ = 0.05, but
is chosen here for illustrative purposes). It is important
to note that by the end of this simulation, the energy
density only changes by a small amount, ∆E/N ≈ 0.3.
For large changes in energy density, which would occur at
later times or for larger gate error rates, we would gener-
ally expect the growth of energy with time to become
non-linear as the state approaches E/N = 0 (infinite
temperature). Here we are working in the perturbative
energy density regime ∆E/N ≪ 1 where it is reasonable

to expect that each gate error causes approximately the
same change in energy and so the total change in energy
is proportional to the total number of 2Q gates in the
circuit N2Q = Nt/τ and so grows linearly.
In Fig. 14b, we see that the total trace-distance error

for the RPE mixed state also appears to grow linearly in
time, consistent with our findings in the previous sections
that total trace distance error is approximately constant
for single errors. However, we see that the behavior is
qualitatively different for specific product states, such as
the |0 · · · 0⟩ state (dotted lines) and individual RPE sam-
ples (dashed lines), which show significant oscillations in
time. Nonetheless, despite the oscillations, it does seem
that the trace distance error is growing approximately
linear in time, particularly for “typical” product states
drawn from the RPE.

IX. THE EFFECT OF TROTTER ERRORS

Here we numerically explore the impact of Trotter er-
rors on local observables. We are particularly interested
in how the error scales with Trotter step τ and time t for
short times.

A. Scaling with Trotter step

Here we numerically verify our expectation that Trot-
ter errors at a fixed time scale as O(τ2) for the second-
order Trotter decomposition. One way to expect this
scaling for observable errors is by considering the lowest-
order in τ approximation to the Floquet Hamiltonian,
Eq. (17). From time-dependent perturbation theory (see
Ref. 7 and Appendix C), the O(τ2) perturbation to the
Hamiltonian leads to an O(τ2) perturbation to local ob-
servables.
In Fig. 15, we show the change in energy density and

in local observables (as measured by the total trace dis-
tance error) for different initial states arising from Trotter
errors. The results are from noiseless numerical simula-
tions. For all states considered — individual random
product states, the RPE mixed state, and the |0 · · · 0⟩
state — both errors in energy and observables show ∼ τ2

scaling at small Trotter step for a fixed time t = 2. At
large Trotter step >∼ 0.3, the Trotter errors exhibit a dif-
ferent scaling due to higher-order error terms.

B. Scaling with time

Next, we examine how Trotter errors behave in time
for thermalizing dynamics. From simple bounds on Trot-
ter errors, we would expect that a single Trotter layer
would have error O(τ3) and that the total error for D
layers would be O(τ3D) = O(τ2t), leading to linear-in-
time growth of errors. However, empirically we find to a
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FIG. 15. The a change in energy density and b total trace
distance error versus Trotter step for the RPE mixed state,
individual samples from the RPE, and the |0 · · · 0⟩ state, for
an N = 20 site chain at time t = 2. There are no gate errors
in these simulations and ∝ τ2 and ∝ τ3 curves are shown for
reference.

good approximation that Trotter errors on local observ-
ables for thermalizing dynamics can appear constant (or
bounded) in time for a range of times. Similar behavior
was observed in Ref. 7.

Fig. 16 shows how Trotter errors affect the energy and
local observables over time for different initial states. In
Fig. 16a, we see that for all initial states considered en-
ergy oscillates with time and does not appreciably grow,
at least for short times. It appears that the energy of the
time-evolved state quickly (in one or a few Trotter steps)
jumps to a value different from the initial state and re-
mains close to that value for a significant amount of time.
Interestingly, this value appears different for the |0 · · · 0⟩
state compared to random product states drawn from the
RPE, perhaps because the |0 · · · 0⟩ state is not typical of
product states at its energy density. Figure 16b shows
the observable Trotter error versus time, which displays
qualitatively different behavior than the energy. While
the RPE mixed state’s observable error does not appre-
ciably grow with time on this timescale (up to oscilla-
tions), the observable error of individual product states
drawn from the RPE and the |0 · · · 0⟩ state appear to
grow roughly linearly in time (up to oscillations).

The observed behavior can be explained using time-
dependent perturbation theory, or the method presented
in Ref. 28. In time-dependent perturbation theory, one
treats the lowest-order correction to the ideal Hamilto-

b

a

FIG. 16. a Energy and b total trace distance error versus time
t starting from an RPE mixed state (solid lines) and individ-
ual product states sampled from the RPE and the |0 · · · 0⟩
state (dashed and dotted lines), for fixed τ = 0.04, 0.1, 0.2
(different colors). These results are from numerical simula-
tions with no gate errors.

nian appearing in the Floquet Hamiltonian Eq. (17) as a
perturbation,

τ2V ≡ HF −H =
τ2

24
[H1 + 2H2, [H1, H2]], (23)

and then computes the observable perturbatively in τ2V .
In Appendix C, we use first-order time-dependent pertur-
bation theory to arrive at the observable error

⟨∆O(t)⟩ =− iτ2t
∑
n

Vnntr
(
O
[
|n⟩⟨n| , ρH(t)

])
(24)

−τ2
∑
m ̸=n

Vmn
(
1− e−it(Em−En)

)
Em − En

tr
(
O
[
|m⟩⟨n| , ρH(t)

])
,

where |n⟩ are energy eigenstates with energy En and
we assume throughout this discussion that H is non-
degenerate.
From Eq. (24), we can see how thermalization sup-

presses the growth of Trotter errors with time. In thermal
equilibrium, ρD =

∑
n pn|n⟩⟨n| is a diagonal ensemble,

causing the first τ2t term in Eq. (24) to vanish [28] (since
[|n⟩⟨n| , ρD] = 0) and suggesting that Trotter errors on
local observables may not grow with time in thermal equi-
librium.
Fig. 17 shows numerically how approaching the diag-

onal ensemble suppresses the growth of Trotter errors.
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FIG. 17. a The total trace distance error versus time with
fixed Trotter step τ = 0.01, computed using exact diago-
nalization for an N = 12 site chain and including no gate
errors. The different colored curves correspond to different
initial states, with ρRPE,s ≡ (1 − s)ρRPE + sρRPE,D being
an interpolation between the random product state ensem-
ble (RPE) mixed state ρRPE at s = 0 and the RPE diagonal
ensemble ρRPE,D at s = 1. The colored dashed and dotted
lines correspond to the trace distance error computed using
the terms in Eq. (24) with τ2t and τ2 prefactors, respectively.
The black dotted-dashed lines correspond to the error com-
puted using the sum of the two terms. b The total trace
distance error versus the interpolation parameter p for fixed
Trotter step τ = 0.01 at times t = 1 and t = 1000 (marked
with vertical black dashed lines in a). The colored dashed
lines correspond to the trace distance error contribution com-
ing from the τ2t term in Eq. (24).

In Fig. 17a, we show the observable error versus time
for the |0 · · · 0⟩ state, the RPE mixed state ρRPE, and
interpolations of the RPE mixed state and its diago-
nal ensemble: ρRPE,s ≡ (1 − s)ρRPE + sρRPE,D, where
ρRPE,D ≡

∑
n⟨n|ρRPE|n⟩ |n⟩ ⟨n|. The dashed and dotted

lines are obtained from numerically evaluating the τ2t
and τ2 terms in Eq. (24). The observable error computed
using the sum of the two terms (black dotted-dashed
lines) matches closely with the exact numerical result
(solid lines), confirming that the perturbative treatment
leading to Eq. (24) is accurate for τ = 0.01 over the entire
timescale explored. At late times, we see linear-in-time
growth that matches well with the τ2t term, while at
early times we see an oscillatory behavior that remains
bounded. When the linear term begins to dominate is de-
termined by how close the initial state is to the diagonal
ensemble. The |0 · · · 0⟩ state, being the furthest from the

diagonal ensemble, in t ∼ 1 time is already behaving lin-
early. The RPE mixed state, since it is closer to the diag-
onal ensemble, suppresses the linear growth until t ∼ 10.
Furthermore, the interpolated RPE mixed states further
suppress the linear growth, with the ρRPE,D state per-
fectly suppressing the linear growth. Figure 17b shows
how the observable error changes for the interpolated
RPE states at early and late times (marked with black
vertical dashed lines in Fig. 17a). At early times, the τ2t
term is already small for the RPE mixed state, so being
closer to the diagonal ensemble has a negligible effect.
At late times, the τ2t term is dominant, so approaching
the diagonal ensemble suppresses the error, making the
remaining error comparable to its value at early times.

Another effect determined from Eq. (24), is that
Trotter errors do not grow with time for observables
that commute with the Hamiltonian. If [O, H] =
0, O and H can be simultaneously diagonalized
so that energy eigenstates |n⟩ are also eigenstates
of O. In this case,

∑
n Vnntr(O[|n⟩⟨n| , ρH(t)]) =∑

n Vnntr([O, |n⟩⟨n|]ρH(t)) = 0 and the τ2t term van-
ishes. This behavior explains why the Trotter error on
the energy ⟨H⟩ (Fig. 16a) does not grow with time for
any initial state.

X. TOOLS FOR ESTIMATING THE
ACCURACY OF TROTTERIZED DYNAMICS

Due to the limited availability of quantum computing
resources, for the purposes of designing experiments it
is helpful to use analytical estimates or efficient classical
simulations to predict the performance of a quantum cir-
cuit on a real device. Here we discuss different efficient
heuristic methods for estimating the accuracy of Trotter-
ized Hamiltonian simulation.

A. Classical simulation with fitting

A simple estimation protocol is to classically simulate
for short times the Trotterized circuit with an RPE initial
state and a gate error model. Using the simulation, one
can estimate the observable error and fit it to Eq. (19).
Then, the fitted model can be used to predict the per-
formance of the circuit at later times or other Trotter
steps.

Fig. 18 demonstrates this procedure. In this figure,
numerical dynamics simulations starting from the RPE
are shown. The dashed lines are a fit of Eq. (19) obtained
from the t = 2 simulation data. The fit obtained at one
time can be used to obtain decently accurate estimates
of observable errors at other times. This agreement is
heuristic and will not be perfect.

As shown in Fig. 19, using the fitted model, one can
determine the optimal Trotter step that minimizes the
observable error of the Trotterized dynamics. Assuming
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FIG. 18. a Change in energy density and b total trace dis-
tance error versus Trotter step τ starting from an RPE mixed
state at different times t. We fit the t = 2 curve to the form
Sp0t/τ+Sp1t+Cτ

2 with p0 = 3.5×10−4 and p1 = 9.6×10−4

using points with 0 ≤ τ ≤ 0.2 (shaded region) to obtain the
fit parameters S,C and then plot the fitted curve for other t
values.

that Eq. (19) holds, the optimal Trotter step is

τoptimal =

(
Sp0t

2C

)1/3

(25)

for a second-order Trotter decomposition, as shown in
Fig. 19b. The values of the observable error at the opti-
mal Trotter steps are

3C1/3

(
Sp0t

2

)2/3

+ p1St (26)

and are shown in Fig. 19c. Note that Eq. (19) only cap-
tures the lowest-order Trotter errors, so will be inaccurate
when the Trotter errors become non-linear. The shaded
areas with τ ≤ 0.2 roughly indicate where the model will
hold; the dashed lines indicate where the model is likely

inaccurate. Finally, Fig. 19d shows the ∝ p
2/3
0 scaling

of the optimal observable error with zero-angle gate er-
ror p0, highlighting the importance of the performance
of the arbitrary-angle UZZ(τ) gate at small angles.
The main benefit of the simulate-and-fit protocol is

that it is classically efficient even in spatial dimension
greater than one, by using tensor network techniques
such as PEPS. It allows for rapid estimation of optimal
Trotter steps, quantitative estimates for simulation ac-
curacy, and even provides estimates useful for guiding
hardware improvements.

The main drawback of the protocol is that it is heuris-
tic and only applies to a limited regime of times and
Trotter steps. The simple model in Eq. (19) assumes a
constant Trotter error, neglecting non-trivial oscillations
in time (see Sec. IX). Other discrepancies could arise from
oscillations due to non-equilibrium properties of the ini-
tial state, though that should be significantly suppressed
for the RPE. The method is also limited to producing
short-time predictions, since Eq. (19) is only expected to
hold for Spt ≪ 1. This might not be too problematic,
since outside of the linear regime observable errors will
be so large that a quantum simulation on real hardware
might not provide useful results (without error mitiga-
tion).

B. The RPE as an approximate thermal ensemble

An alternative protocol is to use the RPE to predict
the behavior of the noisy Trotterized circuit. This proto-
col makes the coarse approximations that (1) the time-
evolved state during Trotterized dynamics is at all times
in thermal equilibrium and that (2) thermal equilibrium
is well-approximated by the RPE. By modeling the effect
of gate errors as changing the energy of the RPE, we can
then estimate how observables will change with time.
Suppose that following a gate in our circuit, a single

Pauli P is applied to our state ρ. This causes a change
in energy

∆PE = tr(PρPH)− tr(ρH)

= tr(ρ(PHP −H)) ≡ tr(ρ∆PH) (27)

that depends on the expectation value of the operator
∆PH ≡ PHP −H in the current state ρ. For example,
for single-qubit Paulis and the mixed-field Ising model in
Eq. (14),

∆XrH = 2gZr,

∆YrH = 2 (Xr−1Xr +XrXr+1 + hXr + gZr) ,

∆Zr
H = 2 (Xr−1Xr +XrXr+1 + hXr)

for 1 < r < N . In general, the ∆PH operators are the
sum of Pauli terms in the Hamiltonian that anticommute
with P . Note that for the mixed-field Ising model, Y er-
rors are special since they anti-commute with all terms
in the Hamiltonian. Therefore, Y errors cause the largest
change in energy among the single-qubit Paulis [39]. Fig-
ure 20a shows how all possible two-qubit Paulis acting on
the center sites change the energy of the system for the
RPE mixed state at a given energy density.
In our simple model, we assume that after a Pauli error

is applied to the RPE at energy E, it is approximately
an RPE at a new energy E′ = E + ⟨∆PH⟩|E . For this
model, we obtain the results in Fig. 20b, which show how
energy decays with time for initial states at different en-
ergy densities. We see that the energy response depends
on the types of errors (purely bit-flip or purely phase-flip
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FIG. 19. a The simple model Eq. (19) for total trace distance error versus Trotter step for different times, using the fits obtained
in Fig. 18b. The optimal Trotter steps that minimize the trace distance error for each time are marked with stars. The model is
only valid for small τ , so the shaded region (solid lines) indicates where the model is most reliable. b The optimal Trotter steps
versus time. c The trace distance error versus time at the optimal Trotter steps shown in b. d The trace distance error at the
optimal Trotter steps versus the zero-angle two-qubit gate infidelity p0, while keeping the max-angle p(τ = π/4) = p0+p1×π/4
gate infidelity fixed to 1.1× 10−3.

errors, for example) applied and on the energy density
considered. In all cases, the energy loss appears well ap-
proximated by an exponential decay. Figure 20c shows
the local observables obtained for this model for an ini-
tial state starting at energy density E/N = −1.4 and
undergoing depolarizing errors. It also shows the trace
distance error, obtained by comparing the density matrix
of the center site at t = 0. We see that at early times the
observables and trace distance error grow linearly with
time, but eventually become non-linear.

The main benefit of this protocol is that it is classically
efficient, requiring only classical Markov chain Monte
Carlo sampling. It also provides a way of estimating
long-time observable errors in a regime where they are
non-linear and not well-described by Eq. (19).

The drawback of this protocol is it is heuristic and
approximate, so is not guaranteed to be accurate. It also
assumes that the dynamics are in the continuous-time
regime when Trotter steps are small, so does not capture
effects of Trotter errors.

An improvement that can be made to this procedure
that does capture Trotter errors is to use a Floquet RPE.
The Floquet RPE is the RPE for the Floquet Hamil-
tonian described in Eq. (17), which captures the lowest
order in τ effects due to Trotterization. Using the Flo-
quet Hamiltonian, one can apply the same protocol as

described above and produce similar results as shown in
Fig. 20 that also include Trotter effects.

XI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

We find that thermalizing Trotterized Hamiltonian
simulation is particularly robust to gate errors in quan-
tum hardware. We argue that a simple model can well
describe how local observables near thermal equilibrium
are affected by gate errors and Trotter errors as a function
of time, Trotter step, and system size. By time-evolving
an initial state built from random product states at a
given energy, we numerically and experimentally validate
the model. Ultimately, we find that near thermal equi-
librium observable errors significantly outperform naive
estimates from gate counting: at early times errors grow
linearly in time rather than quadratically and at late
times errors are constant rather than linear in system
size. We also demonstrate how the improved perfor-
mance of quantum gates at smaller gate angles can im-
prove the performance of Trotterized Hamiltonian simu-
lations. This makes the performance of quantum gates
at small gate angle a particularly valuable benchmark for
performing useful Hamiltonian simulation.
We expect that many types of quantum circuits used
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FIG. 20. a The change in energy of the RPE mixed state
versus energy density E/N due to the application of a two-
qubit Pauli P on the center two sites of the N = 20 spin
chain. Black solid, dashed, and dotted lines indicate the av-
erage change in energy for a depolarizing, phase flip, and bit
flip error, respectively. b The change in energy density versus
time t for different initial energy densities assuming the RPE
ensemble behavior in a, for an N = 20 chain with τ = 0.02
and error per two-qubit gate of p = 5 × 10−4. The solid,
dashed, and dotted lines correspond to a depolarizing error
model (with p/15 probability for each non-identity two-qubit
Pauli error P ), a phase flip error model (with p/3 probabil-
ity for ZI, IZ, ZZ Paulis), and a bit flip error model (with
p/3 probability for XI, IX,XX Paulis). c Single-qubit ob-
servables and trace distance error at the center site of the
spin chain versus time, starting from the RPE state at energy
density E/N = −1.4 and assuming the depolarizing model
behavior in b.

for Hamiltonian simulation or state preparation are less
robust to gate errors than Trotterized dynamics cir-
cuits. In Trotterized circuits, before and after a gate
error the dynamics is approximately energy-conserving
continuous-time dynamics. This makes the error have a

local effect and, since the Hamiltonian is local, raises the
system’s energy only by a constant amount. However, in
more complicated quantum algorithms for Hamiltonian
simulation, such as quantum signal processing [40], en-
ergy conservation is not apparent at the two-qubit gate
level. While energy will be conserved after each repeated
block of the algorithm, within each block, which has
many 2Q gates, energy is not conserved and a single 2Q
gate error could spread and lead to non-local errors and
thereby potentially O(N) changes to energy. Similarly,
circuits for preparing states at a given energy density
could have complicated structure and no notion of en-
ergy conservation. For example, this might be the case
in variational quantum circuits with geometries that dif-
fer from the underlying system Hamiltonian. This logic
suggests that adiabatic state preparation using Trotter-
ized Hamiltonian simulation is likely also robust to gate
errors, a result observed in Ref. 14.

Given that quantum dynamics simulations near ther-
mal equilibrium are more robust to errors than other
types of quantum circuits, it also begs the question
whether classical simulations of such systems are eas-
ier as well. Energy conservation and long-time hydrody-
namic behavior have been incorporated into classical al-
gorithms [41, 42], though often such methods are heuris-
tic and have accuracies that are difficult to assess. Also,
while we expect that performing quantum simulations
over more initial states is harder than performing simu-
lations with a single initial state, it would be worth ex-
amining if averaging over states in the random product
state ensemble leads to easier classical simulations.

The RPE was helpful in our study in a number of ways.
By being closer to a thermal state, the RPE reduced the
amount of time evolution needed to thermalize and re-
duced coherent oscillations in observables and observable
errors. It would be useful to explore the utility of the
RPE for other thermalizing Hamiltonians with higher
spatial dimensions, larger gaps between mean-field and
exact ground states, non-local interactions, or thermal
phase transitions at non-zero energy density.

Moreover, it would be helpful to generalize the RPE.
Some potential extensions could include ensembles of en-
tangled states with fixed energy. We expect that en-
tangled state ensembles would (1) produce mixed states
that are closer approximations to a diagonal ensemble
than the RPE mixed state, (2) span a larger range of en-
ergy densities (i.e., be able to reach states closer to the
ground state), and (3) lead to a more efficient sampling
of Hilbert space. For example, these entangled state en-
sembles could use random matrix product states (MPS)
or other tensor networks; states generated by random
quantum circuits, such as Haar random 2Q gate circuits;
random valence bond states; or random fermionic states.
In designing such ensembles, it is important for the en-
ergy variance to grow at most as ⟨H2⟩ − ⟨H⟩2 = O(N)
so the ensemble is peaked at an energy density in the
thermodynamic limit. For local Hamiltonians, this oc-
curs for states with finite correlation lengths, such as
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MPS with fixed bond dimension or circuits with constant
depth. Another direction for extending the RPE is find-
ing ensembles defined by the Floquet unitary used in the
Trotter decomposition rather than a low-order approxi-
mation to the Floquet Hamiltonian, which would more
accurately capture the nonlinear large Trotter step be-
havior. An hurdle in developing new ensembles will be
finding efficient classical algorithms for sampling these
states analogous to the Markov chain sampling algorithm
presented for the RPE.

Our analysis focused on gate errors that could be mod-
eled as stochastic Pauli errors. It is important to under-
stand the impact of other types of errors, such as coherent
and leakage errors.

Finally, it might be possible to design improved error
mitigation strategies using the techniques in this work.
For example, given the simple behavior of observable er-

rors with respect to time for the RPE, zero noise ex-
trapolation or some modified form of it could work well
for extracting thermal observables from RPE-evolved dy-
namics.
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Appendix A: Exponential decay of energy in XY
model with depolarizing gate errors

Here we show how energy decays exponentially in time
for Trotterized time evolution in the XY model when
two-qubit gates are subject to depolarizing noise.

Consider an XY model

H =
∑
⟨ij⟩

XiXj + YiYj ≡
∑
⟨ij⟩

hij (A1)

in a square lattice geometry with periodic boundary con-
ditions. Suppose that we implement a 2nd order Trot-
terized dynamics as in Eq. (15) with H1 =

∑
⟨ij⟩XiXj

and H2 =
∑

⟨ij⟩ YiYj and time-evolve a translationally-

invariant initial state ρ(0).

Suppose that the e−iτXiXj and e−iτYiYj two-qubit
gates in the Trotterized circuit are followed by a two-
qubit depolarizing error channel Eij on qubits i and j.
The quantum channel acting on a many-body state ρ is

Eij(ρ) = (1− λ)ρ+ λ
Iij
4

⊗ trij(ρ), (A2)

where trij is a partial trace over qubits on sites i, j, Iij is
the identity matrix on sites i, j, and λ is the depolarizing
error parameter satisfying 0 ≤ λ ≤ 16/15. For a two-
qubit gate, λ corresponds to an average gate infidelity of
p = 3λ/4.

After each noisy Trotter layer in the circuit, when the
Trotter step τ is small, the time-evolved state ρ(t) will
be to a good approximation translationally invariant. Be-
cause of the translational invariance of the Hamiltonian
and approximate translational invariance of the time-
evolved state, we know that the energy is the same in
each ij bond

E(t) ≡ tr(Hρ(t)) =
∑
⟨ij⟩

tr(hijρ(t))

=
zN

2
tr(hijρ(t)) ≡

zN

2
Eij(t). (A3)

Here z is the coordination number of the lattice (z = 4
for square) and Eij(t) is the energy of the ij bond at time
t.

First, we examine how a single depolarizing channel
affects the energy in the system. Importantly, for any
Pauli P with non-identity support on sites i and/or j,

tr(PIij/4⊗ trij(ρ)) =

=0︷ ︸︸ ︷
trij(Pij)×trij(Pijtrij(ρ)) = 0,

(A4)

because non-identity Paulis are traceless. Here Pij , Pij
are the Pauli P restricted to sites ij and its complement,
respectively. Example Paulis include XiXj or YjYk with

k ̸= i, j. Using this fact, we know that

tr(hkl
Iij
4

⊗ trij(ρ))

=

{
0 ⟨k, l⟩ ∈ N(i, j)

trij(hkltrij(ρ)) = tr(hklρ) ⟨k, l⟩ /∈ N(i, j)
,

(A5)

where N(i, j) is the set of all edges in the graph defining
the lattice whose vertices include i and/or j, trij is a par-

tial trace on all sites other than i, j. Note that Eq. (A5)
is true for the XY model because hij is made up of only
2-qubit Paulis on ij and would not hold if the Hamil-
tonian, for example, contained 1-qubit Paulis on those
sites. From Eq. (A5), we can see that the bond expecta-
tion value after a single depolarizing channel becomes

tr(hklEij(ρ))

=

{
(1− λ)tr(hklρ) + λ · 0 = (1− λ)tr(hklρ) ⟨k, l⟩ ∈ N(i, j)

(1− λ)tr(hklρ) + λ · tr(hklρ) = tr(hklρ) ⟨k, l⟩ /∈ N(i, j)
.

(A6)

From Eq. (A6), we then see that the energy after a single
depolarizing channel is

E′
ij = (1− λ)

∑
⟨kl⟩∈N(i,j)

tr(hklρ) +
∑

⟨kl⟩/∈N(i,j)

tr(hklρ)

= E − λ
∑

⟨kl⟩∈N(i,j)

tr(hklρ)

= E − λ|N(i, j)|Eij (A7)

where |N(i, j)| = 2z − 1 is the number of edges in the
graph whose vertices include sites i and/or j. Note that
after the depolarizing error, energy is approximately con-
served in the Trotterized circuit. Therefore, even though
the state will evolve and become more complicated over
time, we are still able to determine its energy by consid-
ering the energy of the state immediately following the
depolarizing channel, which is simple.
Next, we consider how energy changes after an entire

Trotter layer of gates with depolarizing errors. To first
order in λ, we can think of the change in energy for the
entire Trotter layer as being a sum of the change in en-
ergies from each single depolarizing channel in the layer.
For the second-order Trotter decomposition considered,
there are Ngate = 3zN

2 gates in a Trotter layer, where
the depolarizing channel can act. (In principle, gates
between Trotter layers can be combined to reduce this
number, but for simplicity we do not consider that case
here.) We then expect that the change in energy after a
Trotter layer is

E(t+ τ)− E(t) = Ngate(E
′
ij − E)

=

(
3zN

2

)
(−λ(2z − 1)Eij)

= −3(2z − 1)λE, (A8)
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which is proportional to the total energy E. We used
Eq. (A7) in the first line and Eq. (A3) in the third line.

For small τ , we can then approximate the energy dy-
namics with a simple differential equation

dE

dt
≈ E(t+ τ)− E(t)

τ
= −γE, (A9)

whose solution is an exponential decay

E(t) = E(0)e−γt (A10)

with decay rate

γ = 3(2z − 1)
λ

τ
= 4(2z − 1)

p

τ
. (A11)
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FIG. 21. Energy density versus time for the XY model with
depolarizing noise. The results are for a noisy numerical stat-
evector simulation on a 4 × 4 square lattice with periodic
boundaries, using a 2nd order Trotter decomposition with
Trotter step τ and initial state |ψ⟩ = |+ · · ·+⟩. The 2Q
gates experience depolarizing noise with λ = 10−3. The black
dashed lines are Eq. (A10).

We verify this prediction numerically. We perform a
noisy statevector simulation of the XY model, with 1000
shots, on a 4× 4 2D square lattice with periodic bound-
aries. We use the second-order Trotter decomposition
to time-evolve the translationally invariant initial state
|ψ⟩ = |+ · · ·+⟩, which has energy density E/N = 2. Fig-
ure 21 shows that the numerical results agree well with
Eq. (A10), which are marked with black dashed lines,
when using the 2D square lattice value for γ = 21λ

τ . Note
that the agreement becomes better as τ is decreased.

We expect that this essentially perfect exponential de-
cay will occur in the Trotterized dynamics of a large class
of models undergoing depolarizing gate errors. In partic-
ular, the same arguments will apply for translationally-
invariant spin models (in any dimension) with only two-
body Pauli terms, such as Heisenberg or XXZ models. If
a Hamiltonian has, for example, single-body Pauli terms,
then the change in energy after a single Trotter layer
(Eq. (A8)) will not be exactly proportional to the en-
ergy, but will also include additional perturbations.

Appendix B: Symmetries of the mixed-field Ising
model

The mixed-field Ising model possesses a few non-trivial
symmetries worth noting that can impact the expectation
values of certain observables. The model is time-reversal
symmetric: KHK−1 = H whereK is the complex conju-
gation operator that acts in the Z-basis. This symmetry
implies that all energy eigenstates |n⟩ of H are real in
the Z-basis, and consequently that ⟨n|PY |n⟩ = 0 for any
imaginary Pauli PY with an odd number of single-site Y
operators. With open boundary conditions, this model
is reflection-symmetric: RHR−1 = H where R reflects
spins at sites j around the center sites c: j − c → c − j.
Since R2 = I, this symmetry splits the spectrum of H
into two sectors, with reflection symmetric R = +1 and
anti-symmetric R = −1 eigenstates. These symmetries
minimally impact the thermalizing nature of this model,
though do impact the values of certain observables (such
as Y ). Note that adding an additional Y -field to Eq. (14)
does not remove the time-reversal symmetry, but ac-
tually modifies the time-reversal symmetry operator to
K ′ = KU where U =

∏
j e

−iθXj is a uniform rotation
about the Ising axis. To remove the time-reversal symme-
try, one needs to introduce additional interactions, which
increases the number of 2Q gates needed to implement
the model as a Trotter circuit.

Appendix C: Time-dependent perturbation theory
derivation of Trotter error time scaling

To leading order in the Trotter step τ , the error on
observables can be calculated in time-dependent pertur-
bation theory by computing the Floquet Hamiltonian to
leading non-trivial order in the Trotter step τ ,

HF = H + τ2

V︷ ︸︸ ︷
1

24
[H1 + 2H2, [H1, H2]] +O(τ4), (C1)

ignoring the O(τ4) terms, and treating τ2V as a per-
turbation to H. The full time-dependence of a generic
observable O can then be computed as

O(t) = U †(t)OH(t)U (t), (C2)

where OH(t) is the exact (without Trotter error) evolu-
tion under H and the interaction-picture time evolution
operator U (t) is given by

U (t) ≡ T exp

(
− iτ2

∫ t

0

dt′VH(t′)

)
(C3)

= 1− iτ2
∫ t

0

dt′VH(t′) + . . . (C4)

To lowest order in τ , the difference between the exact
and Trotterized evolutions of O, ∆O(t) ≡ O(t)−OH(t),
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is then given by

∆O(t) = −iτ2
∫ t

0

dt′[OH(t), VH(t′)]. (C5)

We can decompose V into pieces that are purely diagonal
or off-diagonal in the energy eigenbasis of H as V =
V∥ + V⊥, where

V∥ =
∑
n

Vnn |n⟩ ⟨n| , (C6)

V⊥ =
∑
m ̸=n

Vmn |m⟩ ⟨n| . (C7)

Here Vmn = ⟨m|V |n⟩, where |m⟩ , |n⟩ are the eigenstates
of H. Inserting this decomposition into Eq. (C5), taking
its expectation value, and carrying out the time integral
(assuming no degeneracies) we ultimately arrive at the
following expression for the expectation value ⟨∆O(t)⟩,

⟨∆O(t)⟩ = −iτ2t
∑
n

Vnntr
(
O
[
|n⟩⟨n| , ρH(t)

])
−τ2

∑
m ̸=n

Vmn
(
1− e−it(Em−En)

)
Em − En

tr
(
O
[
|m⟩⟨n| , ρH(t)

])
.

(C8)

Here, the interaction picture time evolution of the den-
sity matrix (i.e., the exact Schrodinger-picture time evo-
lution in the absence of Trotter error) is given by ρH(t) =
e−iHtρeiHt.

Appendix D: Details of numerical methods

We utilize multiple numerical methods to study the
dynamics of a one-dimensional spin chain. Depending on
the specific problem being studied, one method could be
much more efficient than the other.

1. Matrix product state time-evolution

Most of the calculations in this work involve matrix
product states (MPS) calculations, which are performed
using the ITensor library [43] written in Julia [44]. Due
to the one-dimensional nature of the systems studied,
MPS methods can accurately and efficiently capture the
quantum state’s evolution even for large system sizes (we
look atN ≤ 50). However, due to the linear growth of en-
tanglement entropy with time, the runtime of these meth-
ods scales exponentially with time. This limits their use
to studying short-time dynamics (we look at t ≤ 6). We
perform two types of MPS dynamics calculations, purely
unitary evolution of the quantum circuit in Eq. (16) and
dissipative non-unitary evolution of the circuit subject to
depolarizing two-qubit gate noise.

a. Unitary evolution

Our unitary MPS evolution essentially amounts to the
time-evolved block decimation (TEBD) method [45]. In
our calculations, we represent our time-evolved state as
an MPS and apply each unitary gate in the Trotter cir-
cuit Eq. (16) one at a time to the state. The applica-
tion of each two-qubit unitary can increase the bond-
dimension of the MPS. To control the size of the MPS
and thereby the cost of the algorithm, we perform singu-
lar value decomposition (SVD) and adaptively truncate
the bond dimension of the MPS so that the truncated
squared singular values are less than 10−10 and the bond
dimension is less than D = 1024. This ensures that the
bond dimension is more than large enough so that tensor
network truncation effects are negligible when measuring
local observables. We compute local observables using
standard contraction techniques that are efficient due to
the canonical form of the MPS [46, 47].
This simulation method was used in Figs. 10, 11, 12,

13, 15, and 16.

b. Dissipative evolution

In our dissipative MPS calculations, we utilize MPS
to represent trajectories in a quantum trajectories sim-
ulations [48]. A quantum channel E can be represented

as E(ρ) =
∑k
j=1KjρK

†
j where the Kraus operators Kj

satisfy
∑
j K

†
jKj = I. When acting on a pure state

ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|, the channel has the effect of creating a prob-
abilistic mixture of states

E(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|) =
∑
j

pj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | (D1)

where |ψj⟩ = Kj |ψ⟩ /
√
pj are normalized states

(⟨ψj |ψj⟩ = 1) and pj = ⟨ψ|K†
jKj |ψ⟩ are normalized

probabilities (
∑
j pj = 1). The |ψj⟩ pure states are re-

ferred to as quantum trajectories. When evaluating an
expression involving a quantum channel, rather than di-
rectly computing each term and each trajectory, one can
sample a trajectory with probability pj and evaluate the
term for that individual trajectory. When averaged over
many trajectories, the average will approximate the total
sum. The trajectory sampling approach is useful when
there are many channels Nc since the exponentially many
kNc terms can be approximated with M ≪ kNc samples.
In our dissipative simulations, we have a two-qubit depo-
larizing channel after every two-qubit gate in our circuit
so that k = 16 and Nc = DN . We use MPS to represent
the trajectories and parallelize the independent trajec-
tory calculations across the cores of a high-performance
computing cluster.
Using the quantum trajectories method, we evolve

N = 20 site chains up to time t = 4, with adaptive bond
dimensions chosen for the MPS so that the SVD trunca-
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tion error is below 10−10 and the maximum bond dimen-
sion is 512. We average over M = 11, 200 trajectories
when computing observables. Due to the M× sampling
overhead, we perform smaller-scale calculations (smaller
N and t) than for the purely unitary evolution described
in Sec. D 1 a. For the |0 · · · 0⟩ initial state calculations,
each trajectory has the same initial state, but different
sampled Kraus operators Kj after each two-qubit gate.
For the RPE initial state calculations, each trajectory
has a different random product state initial state and
different sampled Kraus operators. Empirically, we find
that the MPS bond dimension, number of trajectories,
and number of RPE samples are chosen large enough so
that the effects of truncation error and statistical sam-
pling error are negligible compared to the effects of gate
and Trotter errors.

This simulation method was used in Figs. 5, 6, 7, 14,
and 18.

2. Statevector simulation

For the unitary and dissipative circuit dynamics sim-
ulations used in Figs. 3c and 21, we used the Qiskit Aer
statevector simulator [49] written in Python.

3. Exact diagonalization

In order to simulate dynamics to long times or to re-
solve small observable errors not easily resolvable with
sampling methods, we also use the exact diagonalization
(ED) method. The runtime of these methods do not
depend on time but scale exponentially in system size.
Therefore, we use exact diagonalization to obtain long-
time (t ≤ 10000) small-system-size (N ≤ 12) results. We
use ED both to simulate unitary and dissipative evolu-
tion.

a. Unitary evolution

For unitary evolution, our goal is to time-evolve a
density matrix ρ by a unitary U . The initial state
density matrix can be a single product state ρ =
|0 · · · 0⟩⟨0 · · · 0| or a sum over many product states ρ =
1
M

∑M
s=1 |ψs⟩ ⟨ψs| and the unitary operator can either be

the exact continuous-time unitary e−itH or the approxi-
mate Trotterized unitary UDTrotter. In either case, we im-
plement the evolution by first representing U as a 2N×2N

matrix and diagonalizing U numerically.

To illustrate, if evolving by U = e−itH , we first di-
agonalize U =

∑
n e

−itEn |n⟩ ⟨n| where |n⟩ are the 2N

eigenstates of U (and also of H with energy En, assum-
ing no degeneracy). We also represent ρ as a matrix in
the eigenstate basis: ρ =

∑
mn ρmn |m⟩ ⟨n|. Then, the

time-evolved density matrix is

ρ(t) =
∑
mn

ρmne
−it(Em−En) |m⟩ ⟨n| . (D2)

To diagonalize U takes O((2N )3) runtime and to compute
ρ(t) takes O((2N )2) runtime, regardless of the amount of
time-evolution t. To compute observables expectation
values, one represents an observable O as a matrix in the
same basisO =

∑
mnOmn |m⟩ ⟨n| and evaluates ⟨O(t)⟩ =

tr(ρ(t)O) =
∑
mn ρmne

−it(Em−En)Onm, which also takes
O((2N )2) runtime.

This simulation method was used in Fig. 17.

b. Spectral properties

In addition to simulating dynamics, we use ED to look
at the properties of energy eigenstates in the mixed-field
Ising Hamiltonian Eq. (14). In Fig. 8, we present expec-
tation values of observables for energy eigenstates of the
mixed-field Ising Hamiltonian H for eigenstates at spe-
cific energy densities E/N for N = 14 site chains. To
compute these eigenstates, we do not fully diagonalize
the Hamiltonian, but instead use the shift-invert Lanc-
zos algorithm, as implemented in the eigsh function in
the scipy package [50] written in Python. This algorithm
more efficiently finds eigenvectors with eigenvalues near
a specified value than full diagonalization. In Fig. 3a,
we do a similar analysis but using full diagonalization for
the Quantum East model.

Appendix E: Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling of
random product states

Product states from the random product state en-
semble (RPE) can be generated using a classical
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling algorithm.
This algorithm essentially amounts to sampling three-
dimensional spin configurations with fixed energy E from
a classical spin Hamiltonian, i.e., generating spin config-
urations from a classical microcanonical ensemble.

For concreteness, consider a quantum Hamiltonian of

the form Ĥ =
∑
jkαβ J

αβ
jk σ̂

α
j σ̂

β
k +

∑
jα J

α
j σ̂

α
j . For a prod-

uct state with Bloch vectors σ⃗j , the energy of the prod-
uct state is the energy of a spin configuration in a clas-
sical version of this Hamiltonian with the replacement
⟨σ̂αj ⟩ → σ⃗j :

E =
∑
jkαβ

Jαβjk σ
α
j σ

β
k +

∑
jα

Jαj σ
α
j .

Importantly, we can determine how modifying a single
spin j changes a product state’s energy by considering
the effective local field on site j

hαj ≡
∑
kβ

Jαβjk σ
β
k + Jαj , (E1)
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which depends on the spins on other sites k ̸= j. Using
this definition, we see that the energy of a product state
can be simply expressed as

E =
∑
j

h⃗j · σ⃗j ≡
∑
j

Ej .

If one keeps the k ̸= j spins fixed but changes spin j from

σ⃗j to σ⃗
′
j , then the change in energy is ∆Ej ≡ h⃗j ·(σ⃗′

j−σ⃗j).
Note that one can construct an effective local field in this
way for any spin Hamiltonian, not only ones of the form
discussed above. Also note that the Bloch vectors ||σ⃗j || =
1 are normalized while the effective fields ||⃗hj || ̸= 1 are

not, which indicates that the local energy Ej = h⃗j ·σ⃗j of a
spin falls between −||⃗hj || and +||⃗hj ||, with the boundary

values obtained when the spin is anti-aligned (σ⃗j ∝ −h⃗j)
or aligned (σ⃗j ∝ +h⃗j) with the effective field.
We generate product state samples from the RPE using

a Metropolis MCMC algorithm. The algorithm has the
following steps:

1. Start with a product state σ with spins σ⃗j with
energy E.

2. Repeat

a. Propose a new product state σ′ with m spins
updated to σ⃗′

j1
, . . . , σ⃗′

jm
that has the same en-

ergy E. The proposal probability is denoted
as T (σ → σ′).

b. Accept the new state with the Metropo-
lis acceptance probability A(σ → σ′) =

min
(
1, P (σ′)T (σ→σ′)

P (σ)T (σ′→σ)

)
.

c. Save the current state to the list of samples.

For the RPE, each Bloch vector σ⃗j is as equally likely
as another so that P (σ) = P (σ′). In the Metropolis al-
gorithm, one is free to choose the proposal move, which
affects the acceptance rate and autocorrelation time of
the Markov chain [51]. Below, we describe the proposal
moves that we devised for generating new product states
with the same energy. We specifically designed these
moves so that T (σ → σ′) = T (σ′ → σ) and therefore the
acceptance probability is always exactly A(σ → σ′) = 1
and no states are rejected.

1. One-site move

The simplest move we considered involves updating a
single spin and proceeds as follows:

1. Choose uniformly at random a spin j ∈ [1, N ] for
an N -site system. The local energy of spin j is Ej .

2. Compute the unit vector n̂j,∥ ≡ h⃗j/||⃗hj || parallel to
the effective field and choose a random unit vector
n̂j,⊥ that is orthogonal to n̂j,∥.

a

b

FIG. 22. The autocorrelation function versus MCMC sweep
for a the average x-magnetization X = 1

N

∑N
j=1Xj and b

the average z-magnetization Z = 1
N

∑N
j=1 Zj using different

m-site proposal moves in the Metropolis MCMC algorithm.
A MCMC sweep is N proposal moves.

3. Change the spin to

σ⃗′
j =

(
Ej/||⃗hj ||

)
n̂j,∥ +

(
1− E2

j /||⃗hj ||2
)1/2

n̂j,⊥.

Since rotating the spin j about the local field h⃗j
does not change the energy of the state, the new state
produced at step 3 must have the same energy as the
original state. Since the new state proposed (the cho-
sen n̂j,∥ vector) does not depend on the current state,
T (σ → σ′) = T (σ′ → σ). While this move works, it pro-
duces a Markov chain with a large autocorrelation time
[see Fig. 22], likely due to the slow diffusive spreading of
energy induced by the single-site Markov chain dynamics.

2. Two-site move

To reduce the autocorrelation time of the Markov
chain, we consider a more complicated two-site move that
produces larger changes to the product state in a single
proposal. Importantly, this update allows energy to dis-
tribute non-locally in space and thereby helps avoid the
slow diffusive spreading caused by the local move. The
two-site move has the steps:

1. Choose uniformly at random two spins j1, j2 ∈
[1, N ] for an N -site system such that j1 and j2 are
not neighboring spins according to the Hamiltonian
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(i.e., Jj1,j2 = 0). The local energies of the spins are
Ej1 , Ej2 .

2. Compute the unit vectors n̂j1/2,∥ ≡ h⃗j1/2/||⃗hj1/2 ||
parallel to the effective fields and choose random
unit vectors n̂j1/2,⊥ that are orthogonal to n̂j1/2,∥.

3. Pick an energy change ∆E uniformly at random in
the interval

∆E ≥ min(−||⃗hj1 || − Ej1 , ||⃗hj2 || − Ej2)

∆E ≤ max(||⃗hj1 || − Ej1 ,−||⃗hj2 || − Ej2).

Set the new energies for the two spins to E′
j1

=
Ej1 +∆E and E′

j2
= Ej2 −∆E.

4. Change the spins to

σ⃗′
j1/2

=
(
E′
j1/2

/||⃗hj1/2 ||
)
n̂j1/2,∥

+
(
1− E′2

j1/2
/||⃗hj1/2 ||

2
)1/2

n̂j1/2,⊥.

In addition to rotating each spin about its local field,
in the two-site move we also redistribute energy ∆E be-
tween the two spins by changing how much each spin
points along its local field. Since the range of possible
∆E is the same for the proposed state as the current
state, T (σ → σ′) = T (σ′ → σ). Also, it is important that
the two chosen spins are not neighboring so that each of
their local fields do not depend on the other spin. This
move significantly decreases the autocorrelation time of
the Markov chain [see Fig. 22] compared to the one-site
move.

3. m-site move

Finally, we generalize to an m-site move with m ≥
2 that can produce even more non-local changes to the
state in a single proposal. Them-site move has the steps:

1. Choose uniformly at random m spins
j1, j2, . . . , jm ∈ [1, N ] for an N -site system
such that none of the j1, . . . , jm spins are
neighboring according to the Hamiltonian (i.e.,
Jja,jb = 0∀a ̸= b) (This is not possible if m is too
large. For example, for a 1D chain m ≤ N/3 must
hold for this to always be possible.). The local
energies of the spins are Ej1 , . . . , Ejm .

2. Compute the unit vectors n̂ja,∥ ≡ h⃗ja/||⃗hja || par-
allel to the effective fields and choose random unit
vectors n̂ja,⊥ that are orthogonal to n̂ja,∥, for a =
1, . . . ,m.

3. Choose a uniformly random m-dimensional unit
vector r̂ that is orthogonal to the all-ones vec-
tor (1, . . . , 1). Define the energy change vector as
∆Eja = (∆E)r̂a.

4. Determine the minimum ∆Emin and maximum
∆Emax allowed energy changes along the r̂ direc-
tion (∆Emin can be negative). Choose ∆E uni-
formly at random in this range ∆Emin ≤ ∆E ≤
∆Emax. Set E

′
ja

= Eja +∆Eja .

5. Change the spins to

σ⃗′
ja =

(
E′
ja/||⃗hja ||

)
n̂ja,∥

+
(
1− E′2

ja/||⃗hja ||
2
)1/2

n̂ja,⊥.

In step 3, the unit vector r̂ specifies the direction in
“energy difference space” to move. The vector is con-
strained so that

∑
a r̂a = 0 which ensures that the to-

tal energy change in the proposal is zero:
∑
ja
∆Eja =

(∆E)
∑
a r̂a = 0. Step 4 can be done efficiently, and in-

volves considering the possible boundaries in local energy
space of each site: the allowed energy changes form a hy-

perrectangle defined by −||⃗hj || ≤ Ej + ∆Ej ≤ +||⃗hj ||.
Note that in the energy change part of the update de-
scribed in steps 3 and 4, the probability of picking a
particular r̂ and ∆E is the same before and after the
proposal, ensuring that T (σ → σ′) = T (σ′ → σ).

In Fig. 22, we compare the autocorrelation times for
Markov chains using the m-site move with different m.
We find that for our specific 1D Hamiltonian, observ-
ables, and energy, m = 3, 4 site moves appear to work
the best, though they do not offer significant improve-
ment over the m = 2 site move. It seems that the choice
of the random r̂ could have a significant impact on the
algorithm performance at large m. We choose it so that
it is distributed uniformly on the surface of the m−1 di-
mensional sphere that exists in the subspace orthogonal
to the (1, . . . , 1) vector. However, when m is large, r̂ cho-
sen this way are likely to point along a “thin” direction
of the energy change hyperrectangle, making the allowed
values of ∆E small. It would be interesting to explore al-
ternative energy proposals that encourage larger energy
distributions per move.

4. m-site move with energy window

We also develop a variant of the MCMC algorithm that
allows for sampling states in an energy window [E−ε, E+
ε] with target energy E. The algorithm is quite similar
to the one described in the previous section, but with a
few minor changes. During this sampling, the current
energy Ecurr is logged.
Step 3 is modified, so that the vector r̂ is a random m-

dimensional vector that can have overlap with (1, . . . , 1),
which causes a change in energy. In particular, we choose
to sample the entries of r̂ from a Gaussian distribution
with diagonal covariance matrix and unit standard devi-
ation on the (m− 1) vectors orthogonal to (1, . . . , 1) and
ε standard deviation on the (1, . . . , 1) vector; we then
normalize the vector. This helps bias the update move
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FIG. 23. The average z-magnetization versus energy window
size ε for random product states sampled from the RPE with
a finite energy window, for an N = 12 site chain. The shaded
line is obtained by MCMC sampling the RPE with ε = 0.
The blue points are obtained by MCMC sampling algorithm
the RPE with ε > 0. The orange points are obtained from
rejection sampling.

towards updates that do not change the energy. This
bias prevents the autocorrelation time from diverging as
1/ε as ε → 0 and makes the energy window algorithm
exactly agree with the original algorithm when ε = 0.
Also, step 4 is modified with an additional constraint

that the energy change keeps the energy in the energy
window so that E − ε ≤ Ecurr +∆E ≤ E + ε.

5. Validation of algorithm

To validate that our MCMC sampling algorithms are
sampling the intended distribution, we compare them
against the rejection sampling approach described in
Sec. VI. Figure 23 shows a comparison of the MCMC
sampling algorithms with and without an energy win-
dow against rejection sampling. The target energy cor-
responds to the |0 · · · 0⟩ state energy and the system size
is N = 12. We indeed see close agreement between the
two MCMC sampling algorithms and between the energy
window MCMC sampling algorithm and rejection sam-
pling, demonstrating a clear consistency.

Appendix F: Properties of the RPE

Fig. 24a shows the energy variance per site as a func-
tion of energy density for the RPE. The borders of
the shaded region correspond to the energy densities of

the mean-field ground state and anti-ground state (i.e.,
the lowest and highest energy product states for the
Hamiltonian). For the ferromagnetic mixed-field Ising
model in Eq. (14), the mean-field ground state is unique.
Therefore, as the RPE energy approaches the mean-field
ground state energy |ψMF⟩, the RPE itself becomes closer
and closer to the single mean-field ground state prod-
uct state ρRPE ≈ |ψMF⟩ ⟨ψMF|, and so the variance ap-
proaches its minimal value and purity of reduced density

b

a

FIG. 24. a The energy variance per site versus the energy
density for the RPE with N = 20 sites. b The spatial average
of the purities 1

N

∑N
j=1 tr(ρ

2
j ) of the 1-RDMs ρj on each site

j versus energy density for the RPE.

matrices (see Fig. 24b) approaches 1. Interestingly, the
antiferromagnetic mixed-field Ising model has a doubly-
degenerate mean-field ground state (in the thermody-
namic limit), which one can also see in the RPE results.
As one approaches the highest energy product states of
the ferromagnetic model (the lowest energy states of the
antiferromagnetic model), one sees that the RPE’s en-
ergy variance stays non-zero and purity of 1-RDMs does
not approach 1. The RPE in this case is approaching an
equal mixture of the two mean-field anti-ground states:
ρRPE ≈ 1

2 (|ψAMF,1⟩ ⟨ψAMF,1|+ |ψAMF,2⟩ ⟨ψAMF,2|).
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