
Turning qubit noise into a blessing: automatic state preparation and long-time
dynamics for impurity models on quantum computers

Corentin Bertrand,1, ∗ Pauline Besserve,1, 2, 3 Michel Ferrero,2, 3 and Thomas Ayral1

1Eviden Quantum Lab, 78340 Les Clayes-sous-Bois, France
2Collège de France, Université PSL, 11 place Marcelin Berthelot, 75005 Paris, France

3CPHT, CNRS, Ecole Polytechnique, Institut Polytechnique de Paris, 91128 Palaiseau, France

Noise is often regarded as a limitation of quantum computers. In this work, we show that in the
dynamical mean field theory (DMFT) approach to strongly-correlated systems, it can actually be
harnessed to our advantage. Indeed, DMFT maps a lattice model onto an impurity model, namely
a finite system coupled to a dissipative bath. While standard approaches require a large number of
high-quality qubits in a unitary context, we propose a circuit that harvests amplitude damping to
reproduce the dynamics of this model with a blend of noisy and noiseless qubits. We find compelling
advantages with this approach: a substantial reduction in the number of qubits, the ability to reach
longer time dynamics, and no need for ground state search and preparation. This method would
naturally fit in a partial quantum error correction framework.

One of the most promising applications of quantum
computing is the study of quantum many-body systems
[1]. More often than not, systems found in Nature are
coupled to an environment, so that the relevant dynamics
is not unitary. This is the case for instance of electrons
in strongly correlated materials [2], which are immersed
in the thermodynamical bath formed by the rest of the
material. Yet, quantum computing is usually framed
in terms of unitary operations, and an overarching goal
of today’s hardware and software efforts is to enforce
this unitarity through noise reduction, mitigation [3] or
correction [4]. Ironically, even if these efforts were to bear
fruit, simulating dissipative dynamics would still require
large amounts of qubits to represent the many degrees of
freedom of a thermodynamical bath. Why not, then, use
quantum noise as a direct source of dissipation?
While dissipative quantum computing has already
been explored for quantum state preparation,
entanglement stabilization [5, 6], optimization tasks [7]
and representation of bosonic baths [8–10], here we
explore its potential for simulating electrons in strongly
correlated materials. The dissipative nature of electrons
in materials is made explicit by dynamical mean
field theory (DMFT) [11], one of the most powerful
methods to describe exotic phases of matter. It
maps a lattice model onto a self-consistent impurity
model, which describes a finite interacting system (the
impurity, typically one or a few atomic sites) coupled
to a noninteracting, non-Markovian bath (effectively
representing the rest of the lattice). The bottleneck of
DMFT lies in computing the impurity model’s dynamics.
Only a handful of classical algorithms are known to
provide controlled solutions: e.g. different flavors of
quantum Monte-Carlo algorithms, limited by the sign
problem [12, 13], and tensor network algorithms, which
struggle with complex entanglement structures [14, 15].
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This has prompted efforts to use unitary quantum
processors [16–22] to tackle these problems, with an
elephant in the room: the large number of qubits,
and the ensuing deep circuits, required to deal with
thermodynamical baths.
In this work, we propose a method to use intrinsic qubit
noise, and specifically amplitude damping, to reproduce
the effect of a structured fermionic bath. It extends
the approach of Ref [8] to fermions.We first build a
compact representation of the bath with pseudomodes
(PMs) [23], i.e. an open system exchanging fermions
with a Markovian environment (Fig. 1 (b) to (c)). We
then describe a fermion-to-qubit transformation mapping
fermionic dissipative processes onto qubit amplitude
damping (step (c) to (d)). Assuming the availability
of a few noiseless qubits and many noisy qubits, we
provide a quantum circuit that harvests qubit noise
to reproduce the original model dynamics (step (d) to
(e)). We show that taking advantage of noise not only
allows to reach longer time dynamics with fewer qubits,
but also provides automatic state preparation, as noise
naturally drives the system to its steady state. Our
algorithm could readily be implemented with T1-limited
superconducting qubits [24, 25] and would naturally fit
in a partial quantum error correction framework [26, 27].
Model. We focus on impurity models, defined by a
Keldysh action [28]:

S =

∫
C
dtHimp[d

†(t),d(t)] +

∫∫
C
dtdt′ d†(t) ·∆(t, t′) · d(t′)

(1)

Himp[d
†,d] =

∑
ij

hijd
∗
i dj +

1

2

∑
ijkl

vijkld
∗
i d

∗
jdkdl (2)

where d† = (d∗1, d
∗
2, . . .) (resp. d = (d1, d2, . . .)) are

two independent line (column) vectors of Grassmann
fields representing the impurity fermionic modes (indices
may include spin), Himp is the impurity Hamiltonian
with hopping energies hij and interaction energies
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FIG. 1. Summary: A lattice problem (a) is mapped onto an atomic problem (red dot) coupled to a bath (green cloud) (b),
which is itself represented by dissipative fermionic modes (green dots) through a fit of the hybridization function (c). Through
a fermion-qubit mapping using ancillas, we obtain a noiseless qubit (red square) coupled to noisy and noiseless qubits (green
and blue squares) (d). The time evolution needed to compute e.g GFs is realized using a quantum circuit (e).

vijkl. ∆(t, t′) is the bath hybridization function (HF)
matrix, evaluated on the Keldysh contour C [28].
Eq. (1) highlights the crucial fact that the bath, being
noninteracting, influences the impurity’s dynamics only
through its HF ∆. Solving Eq. (1) amounts to computing
the impurity’s one-body Green’s functions (GFs), for
example the greater GF between impurity modes i and
j, defined by the path integral

G>
ij(t) = −i

∫
D[d†,d] di(t+ tprep)d

∗
j (tprep)e

iS[d†,d],

(3)
which is independent of tprep in the steady-state limit. In
all numerical examples below, we illustrate our method
for Himp = εd†d (called the resonant level model
(RLM) [29]), that describes a single, spinless, free (v = 0)
fermionic level in an infinite, half-filled thermal bath (of
temperature 1/β = 1, chosen as the energy unit), with
a hybridization spectral function ∆(ω) = γ2/(2D) if
|ω| ≤ D and = 0 elsewhere, where D = 10/β is the half
bandwidth and γ = 0.6/β the impurity-bath coupling
energy. We pick ε = 0.5/β. The lesser and greater HFs
thus read ∆≷(ω) = ∓ 2πi

1+e∓βω ∆(ω). This simple case will
allow us to provide exact results, but the methodology
below is valid for the interacting (v ̸= 0) and time-
dependent (Himp(t)) cases, and for any HFs.
Bath representation with pseudomodes. The first
step of our method is to build a compact representation
of the bath, i.e. with as few fermionic modes as possible,
in order to limit the number of qubits and gates.
In standard DMFT [14, 30], one uses a closed system
to reproduce a given HF. This is done by discretizing
frequencies and associating each frequency ϵp to a
fermionic "bath" mode. Indeed, the effect of linearly
coupling the impurity to a noninteracting bath is
completely characterized by the lesser and greater
components of the HF, ∆≷(ω) [28, 31], which can be
regarded as the bath’s emission and absorption spectra
(App. A). In this approach, the initial state must be
prepared in the ground state, or in a Gibbs state for
nonzero temperatures.

(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 2. Open vs. closed bath representation. (a) GF in time
domain obtained with large closed baths (Nb ≥ 50 plain lines,
warm colors), and with a small open bath (Nb = 32, dashed
blue line). (b) Emission spectral density obtained with a large
closed bath (Nb = 50, yellow) and small open baths (Nb ≤ 32,
blue lines). (c) Error on GF obtained with open baths of
different sizes (dots, shades of blue) with state preparation
time tprep.

However, this representation of the HFs with a finite
and closed system can only be faithful at short times.
Instead, the pseudomode (PM) method—a widespread
technique to describe non-Markovian environments by
master equations both in a bosonic [23, 31–40] and
in a fermionic [41–55] context—couples each bath mode
to a Markovian environment that generates dissipative
dynamics. One major advantage of this approach is
that it requires fewer bath modes than the closed system
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approach. It is described by a Lindblad equation

dρ

dt
= −i[H, ρ] +

Nb−1∑
p=0

(
2LpρL

†
p −

{
L†
pLp, ρ

})
, (4)

with a Hamiltonian H = Himp+
∑Nb−1

p=0 Vp
(
c†pd + d†cp

)
+

ϵpc
†
pcp. Here, c†p (resp. cp) creates (annihilates) an

electron on the pth bath mode. Bath sites are split
between emitters (even index) and absorbers (odd index)
and associated to jump operators L2k =

√
Λc†2k and

L2k+1 =
√
Λc2k+1. In this work, without loss of

generality, we impose an equal jump rate Λ across all
bath modes.
The real parameters Vp, ϵp and Λ are optimized so that
the HF in the PM model, ∆PM, whose steady-state
retarded component reads (App. A 5)

∆R
PM(ω) =

Nb−1∑
p=0

V 2
p

ω − ϵp + iΛ
, (5)

fits the original HF, ∆, of Eq. (1) as closely as possible
(See details in App. B 1). Intuitively, Eq. (5) reveals that
by using dissipative bath modes, we fit the HF with (a
few) Lorentzian functions of width Λ instead of (a lot of)
Dirac peaks.
This leads to the first advantage of the PM approach:
it unlocks long-time dynamics. With a closed bath of
Nb sites, the impurity GFs witness a revival effect after
a time proportional to Nb [56]. Long-time dynamics,
which is important with e.g. weakly coupled baths such
as in Kondo physics [57], therefore requires many bath
sites. For instance, in our RLM, we need no fewer than
Nb ≈ 150 bath sites to capture the whole relaxation
dynamics (Fig. 2 (a)). With the PM model, using only
Nb = 32 bath sites already gives a good approximation
on a large time range (with a little loss of accuracy
at short times). In the frequency domain (Fig. 2 (b)),
the short-time limitation translates into a poor energy
resolution, as evidenced by the Fourier series of G>(t)
for Nb = 50 closed bath sites, limited to the time range
[−25, 25]. By contrast, with the PM model, the spectrum
converges for Nb ≤ 32.
The second advantage of open baths is the automatic
state preparation. In order to get correlation functions,
one should prepare the relevant initial state before time
evolution. With closed baths, the ground (or Gibbs)
state needs to be prepared, which usually requires deep
circuits and advanced optimization methods (see e.g
[58]). By contrast, with open baths, the relevant state
is the steady state, which is automatically prepared
given a long enough relaxation tprep before the actual
GF computation. It turns out that the convergence to
this steady state is exponential: the error made on the
GF for a finite tprep vanishes exponentially with a rate
Γ ≈ γ2/π ≈ 0.11 that varies only slightly with the
number Nb of bath sites (Fig. 2 (c); see Apps. B 2-B 3
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FIG. 3. From fermion dissipation to qubit noise. Three
steps to map jump operators c(†) onto amplitude damping
S−: addition of ancilla fermions (Eq. (6)) to make jump
operators local; fermion-qubit encoding; mapping onto S− by
noise encoding E.

for details and definitions; emitter qubits are initialized
to |1⟩, absorber and impurity qubits to |0⟩).
Noise-harvesting quantum circuit. To simulate the
unitary part of the target Lindblad dynamics (Eq. (4))
with a quantum processor, we follow a standard Trotter
approach. As for the dissipative part, embodied by the
jump operators L ∝ c† or ∝ c, we would like to use
the processor’s natural noise to reproduce it. Amplitude
damping, defined by qubit jump operators L ∝ S− ≡
|0⟩ ⟨1|, is the most straightforward noise type that we can
aim for: Indeed, through (e.g) a Jordan-Wigner (JW)
transformation, c and c† are mapped onto operators
S±ZZ · · ·Z. To map them onto the sought-after S−,
we first need to remove the JW strings of Z operators
and possibly change S+ to S−. Second, we need to tune
the coefficient in front of the jump operator so that the
qubit noise magnitude matches the targeted dissipation
rate.
Turning c(†) into S−. We address the first challenge by
performing three successive transformations, illustrated
in Fig. 3, leaving the dynamics of the PM model
unchanged. First, in order to make jump operators local,
we introduce ancilla fermionic modes (step 1 → 2). Each
bath mode p is associated with an ancilla mode of index
αp, which can be shared between several bath modes.
Jump operators are transformed into

Lp → Lpγαp
, (6)

with γαp denoting Majorana operators acting on ancilla
mode αp. Because these are now two-fermion operators,
they can be mapped (e.g via JW) onto bounded-support
qubit operators. These ancillas do not affect the model
dynamics, as shown in App. C. They can be thought of
as buffer modes between the bath and its environment,
bookkeeping changes in fermion parity. To make sure
that jump operators are O(K)-local, we make ⌈Nb/K⌉ =
Nanc + 1 blocks of K consecutive bath modes and
associate them with an ancilla mode, placed at the end
of the group. The last ancilla, being at the end of the
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fermion order, brings no advantage and is discarded, so
we have Nanc ancillas.
Second, we apply e.g. a JW transformation (step 2 → 3
in Fig. 3). The Hamiltonian becomes HJW and the jump
operators become

S±
qp ⊗

 ⊗
qp<k<ap

Zk

⊗Xap , (7)

where qp and ap are the qubits to which fermionic modes
p and αp are mapped. We note that other fermion-qubit
transformations, including the Bravyi-Kitaev [59] and
Verstraete-Cirac [60] transformations, would also lead to
expressions of the form S±

qp

⊗
i Pni

, where Pni
is a Pauli

operator acting on qubit ni and {ni} a list of qubits that
does not contain qp. Such a form is required for the
following step.
Third, we design a unitary transform, E±

p (that we dub
"noise encoding"), that removes the Z and X operators,
and optionally turns S+ into S−, without affecting the
dynamics (step 3 → 4 in Fig. 3):

E±
p S

−
qp(E

±
p )† = S±

qp

⊗
i

Pni
. (8)

E−
p is realized by a circuit, illustrated in Fig. 4 (b),

which applies every Pni
controlled by the bath qubit

qp. E+
p is identical, with a X gate applied on the bath

qubit beforehand. The full noise-encoding operator is
simply E =

∏
pE

sp
p , where sp = + for emitter and − for

absorber bath sites.
We have thus mapped fermionic jump operators onto
qubit amplitude damping jump operators. The noise
encoding E is applied to the Hamiltonian HJW → H̃ =

E†HJWE and the initial state |ϕ⟩ → ˜|ϕ⟩ = E† |ϕ⟩ to
complete the transformation. Importantly, since E is a
product of O(K)-local tranformations, it preserves the
locality of HJW.
Harvesting noise with a waiting time. We now
solve the second challenge, i.e. matching the PM
model’s dissipation rate Λ with the hardware’s amplitude
damping magnitude, parameterized by its T1 coherence
time. We achieve this by inserting waiting times Twait

(zebra area in Fig. 4 (a)) in our Trotter evolution to
adjust the overall noise amplitude: given the physical
duration of a Trotter step TTrotter, we tune Twait so that
(TTrotter + Twait)/T1 = Λτ , where τ = t/Ntrotter is the
"logical" duration of a Trotter step. This allows us
to mimic all dissipation rates Λ above a minimal value
Λ ≥ TTrotter/T1τ . (We could also tune τ , but it affects
the overall bias of the computation, or the hardware’s T1,
if possible).
The corresponding circuit thus reproduces the dynamics
of Eq. (4), with an encoding (E) circuit, Trotter step
circuits corresponding to the encoded Hamiltonian H̃,
and decoding (E†) circuits. An example is shown in

(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 4. Quantum circuit to harvest qubit noise. (a)
Quantum circuit reproducing the dynamics of Eq. (4) with
Nb = 8 bath sites. Noisy qubits (purple wires) are encoded
(green boxes) to interpret amplitude damping as fermion
dissipation. The encoded Hamiltonian is Trotterized (dashed
box), with impurity-only (orange box) and impurity-bath
(yellow boxes) dynamics. (The CZ gates enforce the fermionic
algebra between bath groups, see App. E). The dissipation
rate is tuned by waiting after each Trotter step (zebra box).
(b) Circuit version of Eq. (8), illustrated on 3 qubits (P1

and P2 are arbitrary Pauli operators). (c) Reduction of
the number of 2-qubit gates per Trotter step with Nanc, for
Nb = 8.

Fig. 4 (a), using the JW transformation, a single impurity
site, Nb = 8, Nanc = 2 and K = 3. Noise occurring
within an encoding-decoding pair is interpreted as
dissipation, whereas noise occurring outside, e.g. during
impurity-bath coupling circuits or encoding/decoding
circuits, produces error. Nanc can be adjusted: adding
ancillas reduces the depth of the encoding circuit from
quadratic in the bath size to linear, at fixed K. In
addition, for K = O(1), impurity-bath coupling terms
have a support K times smaller with ancillas, which
translates into fewer 2-qubit gates, as shown in Fig. 4
(c). This illustrates the advantage of ancillas with a
moderate K, although it requires additional noiseless
qubits (see App. D for more details). With this time-
evolution circuit, the impurity GFs can be computed
using e.g. a Hadamard test (details in App. F) or Krylov-
based methods [61, 62].

Asymptotic advantage over closed bath
simulation. The ability of the PM model to reach
longer time dynamics with fewer bath sites still holds in
the presence of Trotterization and qubit noise errors.

In both methods, qubit noise causes a noise error
proportional to the number of gates applied. At fixed
Trotter step, to reach a target time t, a closed bath
implies a gate count that scales as ∝ t2, while our noise-
harvesting method requires only a ∝ t scaling. Indeed,
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. Dynamics obtained through noise harvesting. (a) GF
of the RLM obtained with the circuit of Fig. 4, with Nb = 8,
Nanc = 1 (dots), exact original (plain line) and PM (dashed
line) model dynamics. Top axis: number of qubits required
with a closed bath. (b) Error vs Trotter step (left) or vs
coherence time T1 (right).

in the former case, the bath size, whence the number of
gates in a Trotter step, must grow linearly with t, and
so does the number of Trotter steps to keep the Trotter
error constant. In the latter case, we can work at a fixed
bath size, leading to a runtime (depth and waiting time)
and a noise error that grow only linearly with t.
These scalings can be improved by optimizing the Trotter
step and the bath size (see App. H). This leads to an
improved t3/2 scaling of the total error for the closed-
bath method, but also an improved t2/3 scaling for our
noise-harvesting method. Incidentally, these scalings
imply that our method is advantageous both at fixed or
optimized Trotter step and bath size.
Numerical illustration with a noisy circuit. We
numerically simulate our circuit to obtain the greater
GF of the RLM with amplitude damping after and in-
between gates, with T1 = 105 in units of the single-
qubit gate duration. We assume a 2-qubit gate duration
T2qb = 10, and use Nb = 8 bath modes and Nanc = 1
ancilla mode (thus halving the number of 2-qubit gates,
see Fig. 4 (c)). The Trotter step is τ = 0.3, and
the preparation time tprep = 30 ensures negligible state
preparation error.
We observe, in Fig. 5 (a), a quantitatively close
agreement between our noisy circuit and the original
(before fit) and PM (after fit) model dynamics. This
holds even in the long-time regime despite the very small
(11) number of qubits. A closed bath would require more

than 120 qubits to obtain the same agreement (up to
t = 60), as evidenced in Fig. 2 (a).
The impact of the Trotter step τ and of the coherence
time T1 on the error (defined in App. B 3) compared
to the original and PM model dynamics is shown in
Fig. 5 (b). As τ gets larger, the number of gates goes
down, reducing the noise error (noise occurring during
gate application), but the Trotter error increases. This
tradeoff leads to an optimal Trotter step τopt ≈ 0.3
with our parameters. At fixed τ , the error follows a
1/T1 behavior (right panel), with saturation at large
T1. Indeed, increasing T1 only changes the waiting time,
but not the duration of the gates. Therefore, the time
intervals during which noise creates errors is unchanged,
so that the noise error must decrease as 1/T1. At large
T1, the noise error becomes negligible compared to the
Trotter error and the error caused by the approximate
fitting of the HFs, which explains the saturation of total
error. This saturation level depends whether fitting error
is included (circles) or not (squares). The difference
therefore gives an estimate of the fitting error, here
∼ 10−2.
Conclusion. This work explores the possibility and
potential advantages of harvesting qubit noise to produce
controlled fermionic dissipation, an important ingredient
of many condensed-matter models. We provide a noise-
harvesting quantum algorithm solving impurity models,
the bottleneck of DMFT. Since it reproduces the real-
time dynamics, it could be applied to equilibrium as well
as non-equilibrium problems.
We demonstrate three advantages: Reducing (by an
order of magnitude in our test-case) the number of qubits,
unlocking access to long time dynamics, and replacing
ground-state preparation by the natural relaxation to a
steady state.
An experimental realization could make use of a hybrid
architecture, where some good-quality qubits coexist
with many lower-quality, T1-limited (i.e. free of pure
dephasing) qubits [24, 25]. Due to its ability to tune
qubit quality, superconducting technologies seem the
most suitable. Alternatively, a partial quantum error
correction code [26, 27], with a blend of noisy and
clean logical qubits, and with a bias toward some noise
channels could provide a way to perform this on standard
hardware. Furthermore, the robustness of our method to
more realistic noise models, with second order processes,
crosstalk, leakage and measurement errors, should be
studied.
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Appendix A: Theoretical background

This technical appendix presents derivations of known
results necessary for our purposes.

1. Fermionic Green’s function in open quantum
systems with Markovian environment

In this section we recall the explicit expression of
fermionic Green’s functions in open quantum systems
coupled to a Markovian environment. A similar
derivation for bosons or spins can be found in standard
textbooks [63].
Correlation functions of an open quantum system S
can be properly defined as the corresponding correlation
functions in a dilation S ∪ E , where E can be thought of
as an environment, which follows unitary dynamics. If
the reduced dynamics on S is Markovian, the quantum
regression theorem (QRT) provides an explicit formula
for such correlation functions using only the reduced
density matrix ρ(t) [63].
This result extends to fermionic systems with a few
adaptations, caused by the nonlocal nature of fermionic
operators. Denote L the Lindbladian of S, and define
L[•] = (−1)NSL

[
(−1)NS•

]
, with NS the operator

giving the number of fermions in S. Consider two
anticommuting fermionic operators A and B acting on S.
Their extension to S ∪ E is denoted Ã and B̃. According
to the fermionic QRT [44] (see App. A 2), the correlation
function between A and B is〈

Ã(t)B̃(t′)
〉
S∪E

=

Tr
(
AeL(t−t′)

[
BeLt′ [ρ0]

])
if t ≥ t′

Tr
(
BeL(t′−t)

[
A†eLt[ρ0]

†]†) if t < t′.

(A1)

for times t, t′ ≥ 0. ρ0 is the density matrix of S at time
t = 0. For commuting fermionic operators A and B, L is
replaced by L, as would be obtained with the standard
QRT.
Without loss of generality, the Lindbladian can be
written

L[•] = −i[H, •] +
∑
k

[
2Lk • L†

k −
{
L†
kLk, •

}]
(A2)

with jump operators Lk, and a Hamiltonian H. Due
to the parity superselection rule, H must conserve the
parity (−1)NS . If all jump operators Lk also conserve this
parity, then we simply have L = L. If, on the contrary,

they all anticommute with this parity, then we have

L[•] = −i[H, •]−
∑
k

[
2Lk • L†

k + {L†
kLk, •}

]
, (A3)

which is the same as Eq. (A2) with a different sign for
the second term.

2. Fermionic quantum regression theorem

For completeness, we give a proof of the fermionic QRT,
i.e. of Eq. (A1). It can also be found in Ref. [44,
Appendix B].
Assume the unitary time evolution between times t′ and
t in the dilated space S∪E is represented by the operator
Ut−t′ . The QRT states that, under the same assumptions
that makes E Markovian, the reduced dynamics of any
operator acting on S, i.e. C̃ = CS ⊗ 1E , is given by the
same Lindbladian L that describes the evolution of the
reduced state. More precisely, it states that

TrE

[
U†
t−t′C̃Ut−t′ ρ̃(t

′)
]
= eLt[CSρ(t

′)] (A4)

where ρ̃ is the density matrix of the full space S ∪E , and
ρ = TrE [ρ̃] is the reduced density matrix on S.
A consequence is that correlation functions between two
operators acting on S, namely Ã = A ⊗ 1E and B̃ =
B ⊗ 1E , are expressed in the reduced system as〈

Ã(t)B̃(t′)
〉
S∪E

= TrS∪E

[
ÃUt−t′B̃Ut′ ρ̃0U

†
t

]
(A5)

=

TrS

(
AeL(t−t′)

[
BeLt′ [ρ0]

])
if t ≥ t′

TrS

(
BeL(t′−t)

[
eLt[ρ0]A

])
if t < t′.

(A6)

with t, t′ ≥ 0, as can be shown using the cyclicity of the
trace.
Nevertheless, this result cannot be used for fermionic
Green’s functions (GFs), due to the nonlocality of
fermionic operators. Let us take a convention for
the order of fermion modes such that single-fermion
operators acting on fermionic modes in S are of the form
Ã = A ⊗ (−1)NE . In these notations, A is a single-
fermion operator in the isolated system S and Ã is the
corresponding operator acting in S∪E . NE is the number
of fermion operators in E . This form allows to respect
anticommutation rules in S ∪ E , and can be seen as
deriving from the Jordan-Wigner (JW) transformation.
Then we get〈

Ã(t)B̃(t′)
〉
S∪E

= TrS∪E

[
A⊗ (−1)NEUt−t′B ⊗ (−1)NEUt′ ρ̃0U

†
t

]
.

(A7)

IntroducingNS∪E , the total number of fermion operators,
and remembering the parity superselection rule, which
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imposes that the total fermion number parity commutes
with U , we get〈
Ã(t)B̃(t′)

〉
S∪E

= TrS∪E

[
A(−1)NS ⊗ 1EUt−t′(−1)NSB ⊗ 1EUt′ ρ̃0U

†
t

]
.

(A8)

This form now respects the conditions to apply the QRT,
with operators A(−1)NS and (−1)NSB. Incorporating
the (−1)NS into an effective superoperator L[•] =
(−1)NSL

[
(−1)NS•

]
, we get Eq. (A1). To derive the

expression for t < t′, we used the fact that L[•]† = L[•†]
and that L[•(−1)NS ](−1)NS = L[•†]†, and the cyclicity
of the trace.
This derivation extends naturally to time-dependent
Lindbladians.

3. Validity of bath switching

The pseudomode (PM) representation relies on the
important idea that, in some conditions, a bath can
be replaced with a different (e.g. more compact) one
without affecting the system’s dynamics. This was shown
for bosonic [31] and fermionic [48] baths. Here we aim
at summing up the argument for the fermionic case in a
pedagogical way.
Consider a system S coupled to a bath B with a linear
coupling Hamiltonian

HSE =
∑
k

AkBk (A9)

where Ak act on S and Bk act on B, and can be bosonic,
fermionic or spin operators. Assume the initial state is
a product state between S and B. Then, perturbation
theory on the coupling Hamiltonian tells us that the
dynamics of S depends on B only through multi-point
correlation functions1 of B involving operators Bk, when
B is disconnected from S [64]. B can thus be replaced
with any other system B′ as long as all these correlation
functions are the same.
Because this amounts to comparing an infinite number
of correlation functions, this condition is impossible to
verify if there is no structure to reduce the problem.
However, if B and B′ are made of free particles, and if
Bk are linear in the creation or annihilation operators,
Wick’s theorem [64] can be applied to write any multi-
point correlation function as a sum of products of 2-
point correlation functions. In that case, it suffices that
the 2-point correlation functions of B and B′ involving

1 This includes single-point correlation functions, which are just
the expectation values of the Bk at every time.

Bk, which are called hybridization functions (HFs), and
the expectation values of the Bk, match. For fermions,
expectation values of creation and annihilation operators
are always zero, so we need only match HFs.
When B and B′ are closed systems, Wick’s theorem
applies under the condition that their initial states
be Gaussian and their Hamiltonians quadratic.
Nevertheless, the result above extends to some open
systems, in particular those under Markovian dynamics
with jump operators that are linear in creation and
annihilation operators. Indeed, such systems can be
dilated into a larger closed system with unitary dynamics
described by a quadratic Hamiltonian, for which Wick’s
theorem applies. A proof for bosons can be found in
Ref. [31], and we give another version of this proof for
fermions in the next section (App. A 4). This shows that
Wick’s theorem applies to such open quantum systems,
with correlation functions defined as in App. A 1. Other
kinds of open systems in which these results apply
exist, e.g. systems under a quasi-Lindblad dynamics
introduced in Ref. [40].

4. Dilation of Markovian system into a larger
unitary system

We now give a proof that an open quantum system
S following Markovian dynamics can be dilated into a
larger closed system following the Schrödinger equation.
It will then be clear that if S is quadratic in (fermionic or
bosonic) creation and annihilation operators, and if jump
operators are linear in the same creation and annihilation
operators, then the dilation is also quadratic, and can
thus be subject to Wick’s theorem. A proof for bosons
can be found in Ref. [31].
Consider the generic Lindbladian of Eq. (A2), assuming
N jump operators L1, . . . , LN . The dynamics it
generates can be approached arbitrarily close by a
unitary dynamics with the following time-dependent
Hamiltonian:

Htot(t) = H0 +Hc(t) (A10)

H0 = H +

N∑
k=1

∑
l≥0

ωklb
†
klbkl (A11)

Hc(t) = i
√
2

N∑
k=1

∑
l≥0

vl(t)
[
b†klLk − L†

kbkl

]
(A12)

where b†kl and bkl are the creation and annihilation
operators of an infinite number of additional bosonic
or fermionic modes of energies ωkl, and vl(t) is a time
dependent coupling to these modes. These extra modes
form an environment E , and we call them environment
modes. The environment modes are all initially in their
vacuum state. Time is divided in steps of duration τ .
Each jump operator Lk is coupled to a single environment
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mode at a time, which changes at every time step.
Specifically, vl(t) = 1/

√
τ when t is in the lth time step,

and vl(t) = 0 otherwise. At time step l, we denote the
environment modes currently coupled to the system as
El.
If the system S is made of fermionic modes and the jump
operators are (anticommuting) fermionic operators (e.g.
linear in creation and annihilation operators), then we
must take the environment modes to be fermionic so
that Hc(t) respects the parity superselection rule. In any
other situation, the environment modes are chosen to be
bosonic.
We now prove that this dynamics, parameterized by τ ,
approaches Eq. (A2) as τ → 0, after tracing out the
environment modes. Let us call t the starting time of a
given step, indexed l. If ψ(t) is the density matrix of the
full system at that time, then the reduced state at the
end of the time step is:

ρ(t+ τ) = TrE

(
e−iHtot(t

+)τψ(t)eiHtot(t
+)τ
)

(A13)

where Htot(t
+) is the Hamiltonian during step l. The

coupling term is Hc(t
+) = i

√
2
τ

∑N
k=1

[
b†klLk − L†

kbkl

]
and is proportional to 1/

√
τ . Htot(t

+) thus couples only
El to S, keeping the rest of E isolated. In that way, the
trace over the rest of E is trivial, and we get:

ρ(t+ τ) = TrEl

(
e−iHtot(t

+)τρ(t)⊗ σ0e
iHtot(t

+)τ
)

(A14)

where σ0 is the vacuum state of El, which has not changed
before the beginning of step l.
Developing the exponentials leads to terms in integer and
half-integer powers of τ . Terms with half-integer powers
of τ must contain an odd number of Hc(t

+), which causes
them to vanish, as we now explain. This odd number is
split between those applied to the right-hand-side of ψ(t)
and those applied to the left-hand-side of ψ(t). These
two groups necessarily differ in the number of Hc(t

+)
applied: one must be even and the other odd, so that
the sum of the two is odd. But Hc(t

+) adds or removes
one particle to El, so that, when tracing it out, σ0 is
sandwiched between states of different particle numbers,
making the term vanish.
We are left with the integer powers of τ , from which
we are only interested in zeroth and first orders. There
are three contributions to the first order term (remember
Hc(t

+) contributes τ−1/2):

ρ(t+ τ) = ρ(t)− iτ TrEl
([H0, ρ(t)⊗ σ0])

+ τ2 TrEl

(
Hc(t

+)ρ(t)⊗ σ0Hc(t
+)
)

− τ2

2
TrEl

({
Hc(t

+)2, ρ(t)⊗ σ0
})

+O
(
τ2
)

(A15)

We expand Hc(t
+) and keep only terms that do not

vanish due to the projection onto the vacuum state σ0.

We get, with the short-hand notation ∆ρ(t) = ρ(t+ τ)−
ρ(t):

∆ρ(t)

τ
=− i[H, ρ(t)]

+ 2
∑
k

TrEl

(
b†klLkρ(t)⊗ σ0L

†
kbkl

)
−
∑
k

TrEl

({
L†
kbklb

†
klLk, ρ(t)⊗ σ0

})
+O(τ)

(A16)

Whether in the fermionic2 or the non-fermionic case, we
can reduce the trace to El operators only:

TrEl

(
b†klLkρ(t)⊗ σ0L

†
kbkl

)
= Lkρ(t)L

†
k TrEl

(
b†klσ0bkl

)
(A17)

TrEl

({
L†
kbklb

†
klLk, ρ(t)⊗ σ0

})
=
{
L†
kLk, ρ(t)

}
TrEl

(
bklb

†
klσ0

) (A18)

such that we get

∆ρ(t)

τ
= L[ρ(t)] +O(τ). (A19)

This shows that the unitary dynamics is indeed
arbitrarily close to the Lindblad dynamics, or more
formally:

ρ(t) = eLt[ρ(0)] +O(τ). (A20)

Note that this proof also holds for a time-dependent H,
by considering the Trotterized Hamiltonian as a first-
order approximation.

5. Green’s functions in pseudomode models

In this section we derive explicit expressions for Green’s
functions in generic fermionic PM models. These can
be used to derive the form of HFs we use in our work,
i.e. Eq. (A42). Another derivation can also be found in
Ref. [44].
Consider a quadratic Hamiltonian

H =
∑
kl

hklc
†
kcl (A21)

with ck and c†k fermionic annihilation and creation
operators on mode k, and a Lindbladian

L[ρ] =− i[H, ρ] +
∑
kl

Λ+
kl

[
2c†kρcl −

{
clc

†
k, ρ
}]

+
∑
kl

Λ−
lk

[
2ckρc

†
l −

{
c†l ck, ρ

}]
,

(A22)

2 This is true in spite of the non-local nature of fermionic operators.
It can be shown with a similar representation of fermionic
operaotrs as in App. A 2.



9

where Λ± are two positive semi definite (PSD) matrices
of dissipation rates3. In a steady state, L[ρ] = 0, so that
the greater and lesser GFs are, according to Eq. (A1),
and for t > 0

G>
ij(t) = −iTr

(
cie

Lt
[
c†jρ
])

(A23)

G<
ij(t) = iTr

(
cie

Lt
[
ρc†j

])
(A24)

where L is given by Eq. (A3).
We define L† the adjoint superoperator of L by the
relation, valid for any operators A and B, Tr(AL[B]) =

Tr
(
L†[A]B

)
. It is used to rewrite the GFs in Heisenberg

picture, introducing ci(t) = eL
†t[ci],

G>
ij(t) = −iTr

(
ci(t)c

†
jρ
)

(A25)

G<
ij(t) = iTr

(
c†jci(t)ρ

)
. (A26)

Using the cyclicity of the trace and Eq. (A3), one can
check that

L†[•] = i[H, •]−
∑
kl

Λ+
kl

[
2cl • c

†
k +

{
clc

†
k, •
}]

−
∑
kl

Λ−
lk

[
2c†l • ck +

{
c†l ck, •

}]
.

(A27)

so that, after some fermionic algebra, we get

L†[ci] =
∑
l

Lilcl, (A28)

Lkl = −ihkl −
(
Λ+
kl + Λ−

kl

)
. (A29)

Because Λ± are PSD, the eigenvalues of L must have
real part ≤ 0. From this we deduce that ci(t) =∑

l e
Lt
∣∣
il
cl(t = 0), which yields matrix formulas for the

lesser and greater GF at t > 0,

G>(t) = −ieLt(1−R), (A30)

G<(t) = ieLtR, (A31)

Rkl = Tr
(
c†l ckρ

)
, (A32)

where R is the 1-particle reduced density matrix
(1-RDM) of the steady state ρ. Negative times can be
obtained from the relations G≷(−t) = −G≷(t)†.
Without knowledge of R, we can already derive the
retarded GF, defined as GR(t) = θ(t)[G>(t) − G<(t)],
with θ the Heaviside function, giving GR(t) = −iθ(t)eLt.
After Fourier transform, we get

GR(ω) =
1

ω − iL
. (A33)

3 Note how Λ− has inverted indices compared to Λ+.

Similarly, we define the advanced GF as GA(t) =
GR(−t)† and its Fourier transform is

GA(ω) =
1

ω + iL† . (A34)

To obtain the lesser and greater GF, we need to
characterize R, as it contains information about the
steady state ρ. Introducing L†, the adjoint superoperator
of L, we see that

Tr
(
L†
[
c†l ck

]
ρ
)
= 0 (A35)

since L[ρ] = 0. Again, using the cyclicity of the trace,
one can check that

L†[•] = i[H, •] +
∑
kl

Λ+
kl

[
2cl • c

†
k −

{
clc

†
k, •
}]

+
∑
kl

Λ−
lk

[
2c†l • ck −

{
c†l ck, •

}] (A36)

which leads to

L†
[
c†l ck

]
=
∑
n

(
L†
nlc

†
nck + Lknc

†
l cn

)
+ 2Λ+

kl. (A37)

Introducing this expression into Eq. (A35), we get a
characterization for the steady state 1-RDM,

RL† + LR+ 2Λ+ = 0. (A38)

We now derive an expression for the lesser GF.
Combining positive and negative times gives G<(t) =

iθ(t)eLtR + iθ(−t)Re−L†t = −GR(t)R + RGA(t). After
Fourier transform, and factorizing GR(ω) and GA(ω), we
get

G<(ω) = GR(ω)
[
(ω − iL)R−R(ω + iL†)

]
GA(ω),

(A39)
which simplifies, using Eq. (A38), into

G<(ω) = 2iGR(ω)Λ+GA(ω). (A40)

Similarly, we find

G>(ω) = −2iGR(ω)Λ−GA(ω). (A41)

In the case we are considering in the main text, this leads
to an expression

∆
≷
PM(ω) = ∓2i

∑
pevenodd

V 2
p Λ

|ω − ϵp + iΛ|2
(A42)

for the greater and lesser components of the HF.
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Appendix B: Implementation details

1. Details of the bath fitting procedure

a. Closed bath

To implement a thermal bath of spectral hybridization
function (HF) ∆(ω) = − 1

π Im[∆R(ω)] and inverse
temperature β with a closed bath, we discretize the
frequency axis into energies ϵ0, . . . , ϵNb−1, and associate
each ϵp to a bath mode cp coupled to the impurity by a
term Vp(c

†
pd+ d†cp), where

V 2
p =

∫ ϵ′p+1

ϵ′p

dω∆(ω) (B1)

and ϵ′0 = −D, ϵp−1 < ϵ′p < ϵp, ϵ′Nb
= D. The distribution

of energies {ϵp}∪{ϵ′p} respects a centered density f(ω) ∝
θ(D + ω)θ(D − ω) exp

(
−2ω2/D2

)
, with θ the Heaviside

function. This ensures the relation

∆(ω) ≈
Nb−1∑
p=0

V 2
p δ(ω − ϵp). (B2)

The occupation of the bath is enforced by the choice of
initial state. For a thermal bath of inverse temperature β,
the corresponding Gibbs state of the impurity model, ∝
exp(−βHtot), with Htot the hamiltonian of the impurity
and closed bath, must be prepared. For the resonant level
model (RLM), since it is quadratic, knowledge of the 1-
particle reduced density matrix (1-RDM) is enough to
compute 1-particle correlation functions, and the 1-RDM
can be obtained numerically by diagonalization.

b. Open bath

The representation of a bath with pseudomodes (PMs)
boils down to the task of fitting each HF ∆<(ω) and
∆>(ω) by a linear combination of Lorentzian functions.
We add the constraint that all PMs should have the same
dissipation rate Λ.
Equation (A42) reveals that it is sufficient to fit the
parameters of the emitters on the lesser HF, and the
parameters of the absorbers on the greater HF. In other
words, the fit of ∆<(ω) and ∆>(ω) lead to separate PMs.
Thus, each fit may be done independently, and with the
same procedure. Note that in the RLM we consider in
this work, due to particle-hole symmetry, only one fit is
required. (The retarded HF will follow automatically due
to the relation 2i Im

{
∆R(ω)

}
= ∆>(ω)−∆<(ω) and the

Kramers-Kroenig relations respected by ∆R.)
We denote f(ω) the (real positive) spectrum
corresponding to ∆<(ω) or ∆>(ω), i.e. f(ω) = −i∆<(ω)
or f(ω) = i∆>(ω). In our fitting procedure, we discretize

the frequency axis with a regular grid ϵ0, . . . , ϵN−1 which
spans the frequency range on which f(ω) ≥ γ2/10. We
take N = Nb/2. This choice of frequency range allows
to cut the exponential tail caused by the Fermi function.
Then, we search for the best parameters vp ≥ 0 and Λ ≥ 0
that minimizes

χ2(v⃗,Λ) =

∫
dω

[
f(ω)−

N−1∑
p=0

vp
(ω − ϵp)2 + Λ2

]2
. (B3)

At fixed Λ, we can perform the integral explicitly, giving

χ2(v⃗,Λ) =

∫
dω f(ω)2−

N−1∑
p=0

vpbp+

N−1∑
p,q=0

vpQpqvq, (B4)

with

bp = 2

∫
dω

f(ω)

(ω − ϵp)2 + Λ2
, (B5)

Qpq =

∫
dω

1

(ω − ϵp)2 + Λ2

1

(ω − ϵq)2 + Λ2
. (B6)

Q, as a Gram matrix, is positive semi definite (PSD),
so that this is a convex optimization under convex
constraint (vp ≥ 0) which is solved with CVXPY, a
standard constrained quadratic programming library [65,
66]. As convex optimization is stable, we can compute
the optimal vp for arbitrary Λ, thus defining a new single-
variable cost function χ2(Λ), whose minimum we find by
gradient descent. This gives the optimal vp and Λ, from
which we recover Vp using the relation vp = 2V 2

p Λ.

2. Relaxation rate

The relaxation rate observed in Fig. 2 (c) varies slightly
with the bath size Nb, around the value γ2/π, as shown
in Fig. 6.
Since it follows a Lindblad equation of the form Eq. (4),
the PM model relaxes exponentially quickly toward a
steady state. For free fermions, characterized by a
Hamiltonian

∑
ij hijc

†
i cj and jump operators

√
Λ+
i c

†
i

and
√
Λ−
i ci, the relaxation rate (or rapidity) is lower

bound by the lowest real part of the eigenvalues of the
matrix [67]

ih+ Λ+ + Λ− (B7)

with Λ± the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries Λ±
i .

It can be shown that all its eigenvalues have positive real
parts [67], the lowest of which gives the slowest possible
relaxation rate, Γ, depending on the initial state.
In Fig. 2 (c) and 6 we used this Γ. Figure 2 (c) confirms
the exponential relaxation and shows it goes with the
optimal rate. We attribute variations of the relaxation
rate to variations in the PM HF, due to a relatively small
number of PMs.
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FIG. 6. Relaxation rate in PM models.

3. Definitions of errors

The error shown in Fig. 2 (c) is defined as√∫ +∞

0

dt
∣∣∣G>

tprep
(t)−G>

trelax=100
(t)
∣∣∣2 (B8)

where G>
tprep

(t) is the greater Green’s function (GF)
between times t+tprep and tprep. Since in the RLM under
study the relaxation is exponential and the relaxation
rate is Γ ≈ 0.11 (see App. B 2), a relaxation time
tprep = 100 can be considered as infinite.
The error shown in Fig. 5 (b) is defined as

εtot =

√√√√ 1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

|G>
circuit(ti)−G>

exact(ti)|
2 (B9)

Nt = 20 is the number of time points ti used, which
are those used in Fig. 5 (a). G>

circuit is the greater GF
obtained by simulating our method, while G>

exact is the
exact greater GF obtained numerically for either the
original impurity model or the approximate PM model.

Appendix C: Proof that ancilla fermions do not
disturb the system’s dynamics

We prove that the dynamics of the system (impurity
and bath sites) is unaffected by the addition of ancilla
fermions and their Majorana operators.
When introducing new modes, one has to be careful
about how fermionic operators extend to the larger
Hilbert space, in order to respect the anticommutation
rules. We denote by S the system’s Hilbert space, made
of the impurity and bath modes, and A the ancillas’
Hilbert space. For any single fermion operator OS acting
on the system modes, we define its extension to the larger
Hilbert space as ÕS = OS ⊗ 1A. Accordingly, for any
single fermion operator OA acting on the ancilla modes,

we define its extension to the larger Hilbert space as
ÕA = (−1)NS ⊗ OA, where NS is the number operator
in the system alone. This choice allows to respect the
correct anticommutation relations in the full Hilbert
space.
Consider the general case where a system of
fermionic modes follows a Lindbladian dynamics
with a Hamiltonian part H and jump operators
Lp (p = 0, . . . , Nb − 1). Adding ancilla modes,
with indices {αp for p = 0, . . . , Nb − 1} and
with corresponding Majorana operators γ̃αp

, extends
the Hilbert space such that the new hamiltonian
is H̃ = H ⊗ 1A and the new jump operators are
L̃pγ̃αp

= (Lp ⊗ 1A)γ̃αp
= Lp(−1)NS ⊗ γαp

. We denoted
γαp

the Majorana operator restricted to the ancilla
Hilbert space. The density matrix of the system and
ancillas ρ̃ then respects the Lindblad equation

dρ̃

dt
= −i

[
H̃, ρ̃

]
+
∑
p

(
2L̃pγ̃αp

ρ̃γ̃αp
L̃†
p −

{
L̃†
pL̃p, ρ̃

})
,

(C1)
and we used the fact that γ̃2αp

= 1S∪A to cancel Majorana
operators in the last term. Tracing out the ancilla Hilbert
space almost gives an equation for the density matrix of
the system alone, ρ,

dρ

dt
=− i[H, ρ]

+
∑
p

(
2Lp(−1)NS TrA

[
1S ⊗ γαp

ρ̃1S ⊗ γαp

]
(−1)

NS
L†
p

−
{
L†
pLp, ρ

})
.

(C2)

To recover a Lindblad equation, the second term is
simplified, first using the cyclicity of the trace to get
TrA

[
1S ⊗ γαp

ρ̃1S ⊗ γαp

]
= ρ, and then using the

fermion superselection rule4 in S, which states that ρ
commutes with (−1)NS . We thus find that the reduced
dynamics of the system is of the Lindblad type with
Hamiltonian H and jump operators Lp, as we wanted
to show.

Appendix D: Complexity of circuit with ancillas

We detail the consequences of using ancilla modes for
circuit depth and locality, using Jordan-Wigner (JW).
After JW, the jump operator of bath site p is given by
Eq. (7). The corresponding encoding circuit E±

p is made
of CZ gates between qubit qp and each qubit k strictly
between qp and ap, and a CNOT gate applied on qubit
ap with qp as the control qubit. An X gate follows on
qp if the bath site is emitting. Each encoding circuit E±

p

4 There is no superposition of odd and even number of fermions.
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therefore acts on at most K + 1 qubits in the vicinity of
qp, whereas they were unbounded in absence of ancilla.
In addition, the full encoding circuit E is made ofNb(K+
1)/2 two-qubit gates, growing linearly with the bath size
at fixed K, while it would be made of Nb(Nb−1)/2 two-
qubit gates in the absence of ancilla. This confirms the
local nature of the encoding with ancilla, provided the
number of ancilla modes is proportional to the number of
bath modes, and placed regularly in the fermionic order.
The annihilation operator on bath mode p is encoded into

c̃p = (−1)n
emit
p +1S−

qp

 ⊗
qp<k<ap

Zk

 Xap

 ⊗
a ancilla
a>ap

Za


(D1)

and the annihilation operator on the impurity mode i is
encoded into

c̃i = (−1)n
emit
i S−

qi

 ⊗
qi<k<nimp

Zk

( ⊗
a ancilla

Za

)
(D2)

The coupling term between impurity mode i and bath
mode p is then

c̃†i c̃p = (−1)n
emit
i (−1)n

emit
p +1S̃imp+

i

 ⊗
a ancilla
a<ap

Za

S̃bath−
p

(D3)

with S̃imp+
i = S+

qi

 ⊗
qi<k<nimp

Zk

 (D4)

and S̃bath−
p = S−

qp

 ⊗
qp<k<ap

Zk

 ZapXap (D5)

This term applies a chain of Z operators on qubits
between the impurity mode i and the ancilla mode of
bath p, but excluding every bath modes that are outside
the block where p lies. In the worst case it acts on
∼ Nanc +K = Nb/K +K qubits.
Adding ancilla modes allows to reduce the overall depth
of the circuit, by reducing the number of gates of the
encoding circuit and by reducing the support of encoded
hamiltonian terms. The price to pay is twofold. Not
only does adding ancillas increase the total number of
noiseless qubits required, but it also adds to the support
of encoded hamiltonian terms and encoding circuit. As
a result, a minimal depth must be reached somewhere
between a tightly local encoding that requires many
ancillas (small K), and a more loosely local encoding
with a few ancillas (large K). Ultimately, available
resources and hardware quality will dictate the best
tradeoff between the number of noiseless qubits and
depth.

Appendix E: Circuit for impurities with star
geometry

For impurities in the star geometry, as those
we use within the pseudomode (PM) model, the
circuits resulting from Trotterization have particular
simplifications that allow to alleviate the effect of the
chain of Z operators on ancillas from Eq. (D3). We use
notations introduced in App. D.
For a Trotter step τ , we need to successively apply
impurity-bath coupling terms between impurity mode i
and bath mode p, with hopping energy vip, that read

Ti,p = exp
(
−ivip(c̃†i c̃p + h.c.)τ

)
. (E1)

Here, c̃†i c̃p, given by Eq. (D3), contains a chain of Z
operators acting on every ancilla mode before bath mode
p. Using the fact that

S±

Z

=

S±

, (E2)

each Z operator acting on ancilla a can be replaced
by a pair of controlled-Z (CZ) gates between i and a,
surrounding the operator:

c̃†i c̃p = (−1)n
emit
i (−1)n

emit
p +1Ci,pS̃

imp+
i S̃bath−

p Ci,p (E3)

with

Ci,p =
⊗

a ancilla
a<ap

CZqi,a, (E4)

and where CZqi,a is the CZ operator applied between
qubits qi and a. Note that CZ gates always commute
between each other. Ci,p is the product of CZ operators
between the impurity mode i and every ancilla coming
before the bath mode p. Note that if p and p′ are part of
the same block, we have ap = ap′ , such that Ci,p = Ci,p′ .
These Ci,p are unitary operators, so they can be pulled
out of the exponential in Eq. (E1), i.e.

Ti,p = Ci,pT
′
i,pCi,p (E5)

T ′
i,p = exp

(
−iv′ip(S̃

imp+
i S̃bath−

p + h.c.)τ
)

(E6)

v′ip = (−1)n
emit
i (−1)n

emit
p +1vip (E7)

The advantage of this construction is that T ′
i,p requires no

gate on ancilla qubits, whereas Ti,p does. In addition, the
Ci,p can be partially canceled out, as we explain below, so
that the number of gates acting on ancillas is minimized.
For a single impurity mode i = 0 and Nb bath modes
p = 1, . . . Nb, the full Trotter step is then the product

T0,Nb
. . . T0,2T0,1 =

C0,Nb
T ′
0,Nb

C0,Nb
. . . C0,2T

′
0,2C0,2C0,1T

′
0,1C0,1

(E8)
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in which we can do the following simplifications. If
p and p + 1 are in the same block, Ci,p+1 = Ci,p

so we have Ci,p+1Ci,p = 1. Otherwise, they are in
neigbouring blocks, differing by only one CZ gate, so that
Ci,p+1Ci,p = CZqi,ap

. For example, ignoring bath qubits:

Ci,p Ci,p+1

imp

anc 1

anc 2

anc 3

= (E9)

As a result, we only need one CZ gate between each block,
in addition to the gates from C0,Nb

at the end of the
Trotter step, which lacks a partner to cancel with, giving
a total of 2Nanc gates. This construction is illustrated
in the the circuit of Fig. 4 (a). With more than one
impurity site, this pattern can be repeated successively
for each impurity site.

Appendix F: The Hadamard test for computing
fermionic Green’s functions in open systems

In an open system submitted to a Markovian evolution
superoperator Et = eLt, the correlation function between
two anticommuting fermionic operators A and B is
defined as (see App. A 1 and A2):〈

Ã(t)B̃(t′)
〉
={

Tr
(
A(−1)NSEt−t′

[
(−1)NSBEt′ [ρ0]

])
if t ≥ t′

Tr
(
(−1)NSBEt′−t

[
Et[ρ0]A(−1)NS

])
if t < t′.

(F1)

for two times t, t′ ≥ 0 and with NS the operator giving
the number of fermions in the system. Ã and B̃ are the
operators extended to the system and environment. We
take the initial state to be pure ρ0 = |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|.
Assume we know a quantum circuit that produces the
channel Et for any time t ≥ 0 (such as the one described
in the main text), then we can compute this correlator
using several Hadamard tests. Specificaly, averaging
measurement outcomes of the circuit

n|ψ0⟩ Et1 U1 Et2 U†
2

|0⟩ H Sk H

(F2)
yields Re

[
ik Tr (U2Et2 [U1Et1 [ρ0]])

]
, where U1 and U2 are

two unitaries and k ∈ {0, 1}. Running it for both values
of k gives a way to compute Tr (U2Et2 [U1Et1 [ρ0]]). By
decomposing Ā = A(−1)NS and B̄ = (−1)NSB into

linear combinations of unitaries (it is always possible, e.g.
in the Pauli basis), one can compute

〈
Ã(t)B̃(t′)

〉
with

such circuits.
We apply this for A and B being the impurity’s creation
or annihilation operators, after a Jordan-Wigner (JW)
transformation. We chose the convention of JW such that
A andB both contain a chain of Z operators spanning the
entire qubit register, i.e. we placed the impurity mode
first in the fermion ordering and applied JW with chains
of Z toward the end of the ordering. This choice ensures
that Ā and B̄ are local to the impurity. In the case we
studied, with a single impurity mode, they are in fact
single-qubit operators.

Appendix G: Noise encoding

Here we discuss the physical interpretation of the noise
encoding E described in the main text.
Amplitude damping can be interpreted as random
applications of the jump operator S− = |0⟩ ⟨1| [68].
Imagine this channel occurs between encoding and
decoding, for an absorbing bath site. The qubit register
starts in a superposition α |0⟩ |ϕ0⟩+ β |1⟩ |ϕ1⟩, where |0⟩
and |1⟩ are states of the bath qubit, and |ϕ0⟩ and |ϕ1⟩
are states of the rest of the register, and |α|2 + |β|2 = 1.
Encoding transforms |ϕ1⟩ →

⊗
i Pni

|ϕ1⟩, but leaves the
rest of the state unchanged. The jump operator S− is
applied with a probability |β|2, projecting the state onto
|0⟩
⊗

i Pni
|ϕ1⟩, state on which the decoding gates have

no effect.
Once in the state |0⟩, additional S− operators cannot
come (they happen with a zero probability). If no jump
operator is applied, decoding gates simply undo the
effect of the encoding gates. Overall, the register sees
a quantum channel with a jump operator S±

qp

⊗
i Pni , as

we wanted.

Appendix H: Advantage of using noise for long time
dynamics

Here we present a scaling analysis to evaluate the
advantages and drawbacks of our noise-harvesting
method when compared to a standard closed bath
representation, on near-term intermediate scale quantum
(NISQ) hardware. We look at the longest time dynamics
that can be reached with an error budget εmax and
the resources (number of qubits and runtime) needed
to reach it. In both cases the dynamics is obtained
by (first-order) Trotterization with a time step τ , which
can be optimized. We do not expect higher-order
Trotterization to change significantly our conclusions.
Qubits are assumed to be noisy, with an amplitude
damping characteristic time T1, and no pure dephasing,



14

with the exception of impurity and ancilla qubits, which
are noiseless (or quantum error corrected.

1. Closed bath method

With a closed bath representation, the number of bath
sites Nb must be proportional to the largest time t one
wants to reach, in order to avoid revivals [56]. This means

Nb = vt (H1)

with v some velocity.
There are two sources of error. One is the (total) Trotter
error, which for NTrotter Trotter steps and a time step τ
is

εTrotter = ατ2NTrotter = ατt (H2)

and α is a constant. We used t = NTrotterτ . The other
is the noise error, which is proportional to the runtime T
divided by the characteristic time of the noise T1,

εnoise = β
T

T1
(H3)

and β is another constant. The total error is

ε = εTrotter + εnoise. (H4)

The physical time to apply one Trotter step is
proportional to the number of bath sites Nb, so that

T = TgNTrotterNb = vTg
t2

τ
(H5)

where Tg is a constant which roughly corresponds to the
time it takes to apply the coupling between the impurity
and one bath site. The total error is then

ε = ατt+
βvTg
T1τ

t2. (H6)

One can see that for a given τ , the noise error grows
quadratically in t, due to the fact that not only more
Trotter steps must be applied when increasing t, but
more bath sites must be added too, leading to more gates
in each Trotter step. However, the Trotter error grows
only linearly with t. In fact, the balance between the two
sources of errors can be tuned with the choice of τ , so
that a total error scaling as t3/2 can be reached, as we
now show.
Minimizing ε as a function of τ leads5 to εTrotter(τopt) =
εnoise(τopt), from which we get

τopt =

√
βvTgt

αT1
. (H7)

5 Indeed, the extrema of a function f(x) = ax+ b/x is reached for
x0 such that ax0 = b/x0.

closed bath noise-harvesting
fixed Nb and τ optimized Nb and τ

εopt

√
t3

T1
t

(
t2

T1

)1/3

tmax

(
T1ε

2
max

)1/3
εmax

(∗) √
T1ε3max

Nb t Const.
(
T1

t2

)1/3

T
√
T1t3 t (T 2

1 t
5)1/3

(∗) assuming εmax ≫ γ/Nb.

TABLE I. Comparison of performance of the closed-bath
approach versus our noise-harvesting approach to reach long
time dynamics. All quantities are asymptotic behavior at
large t or small εmax.

The error made is then

εopt = 2εTrotter = 2

√
αβvTgt3

T1
(H8)

The largest time dynamics is reached when the error
budget is spent, which happens at a time

tmax =

(
T1ε

2
max

4αβvTg

)1/3

(H9)

With the optimal choice of Trotter step, the runtime to
reach t is

T =

√
αvTgT1t3

β
(H10)

These scaling relations are summed up in the first column
of Table I.

2. Noise-harvesting method

In our method, the hybridization functions (HFs) are fit
with Nb Lorentzians of width Λ. Assuming we need to
cover the spectrum over an energy interval D, we need
D ≈ ΛNb. Each Lorentzian corresponds to a bath site
submitted to dissipation at a rate Λ. This dissipation
is obtained by the natural noise of qubits, which occurs
with a characteristic time T1. Physical time is divided
between application of gates, in which noise produces
errors, and waiting time, in which noise produces the
expected dissipation. The number of noise events (e.g.
jumps) occurring in each noisy qubit during the waiting
time Twait is Twait/T1. To get the correct dissipation rate,
this number must equal the number of dissipative events
occurring in the impurity dynamics during the Trotter
time τ , which is τΛ. Therefore we have

Twait = T1τΛ =
T1Dτ

Nb
. (H11)
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The rest of the runtime is spent applying gates and is
proportional to the number of bath sites. The total
runtime is then

T = NTrotter(TgNb + Twait) (H12)

= t

(
NbTg
τ

+
T1D

Nb

)
(H13)

with Tg the same constant as in the closed bath
derivation.
There are three sources of error in this method. The
Trotter error is the same as in the previous section,

εTrotter = ατt. (H14)

The noise error is caused by noise events happening
during gate application, and not in waiting time. It is
proportional to the total gate application time divided
by T1, and thus reads

εnoise = β
tNbTg
τT1

(H15)

with β the same constant as in the closed bath derivation.
The last source of error comes from the imperfect fit of
the HFs. It can be assumed to depends only on the
granularity of the Lorentzians, so that

εfit = γ/Nb (H16)

with some constant γ. The full error is thus

ε = εTrotter + εnoise + εfit (H17)

= t

(
ατ + β

NbTg
τT1

)
+

γ

Nb
(H18)

At fixed τ and Nb, we see that the error is linear in t,
which is better than in the closed bath method, even
with optimized Trotter step. The price to pay for this
improved scaling is the constant fit error. Also, the
runtime T grows only linearly with t, which again is
better than the closed bath method where it is quadratic.
We conclude that for long time dynamics the noise-
harvesting method brings an advantage both in runtime
and number of qubits. These scalings with fixed Nb and
τ are summarized in the second column of Table I.
In the following we use the freedom in the choice of
Trotter step and bath size to minimize error so as to
reach the longest time dynamics possible within the
error budget. We will see that the error scaling can be
improved to t2/3 with a reduced bath size, if one is ready
to give up on runtime.

3. Optimizing for long time dynamics

Minimizing ε with respect to τ leads6 to εTrotter = εnoise,
and minimizing it with respect to Nb leads7 to εnoise =

6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.

εfit. Therefore, the minimum is reached when the three
errors are equal, giving the optimal values

τopt =

(
γβTg
α2T1t

)1/3

, (H19)

Nb,opt =

(
γ2T1
αβTgt2

)1/3

, (H20)

Surprisingly, the optimal number of bath sites decreases
with t. This is because a large bath is detrimental to the
noise error, and even more so at large t (see Eq. (H15)),
whereas it improves the fit error, but independently of t.
At increasing t, the tradeoff is thus increasingly toward
a small bath.
This does not mean the bath must be reduced to go to
longer times. Indeed, at fixed bath size and Trotter step,
the error is a strictly increasing function of t. This means
one can just choose a fixed bath size Nb,opt(t = tmax)
and Trotter step τopt(t = tmax) to compute for all
times within [0, tmax]. We are then guaranteed the error
is always within budget, even though it would not be
minimal for t < tmax. This corresponds to choosing a
bath size Nb = 3γ/εmax, highlighting the fact that a
smaller error budget requires a larger bath size.
With these values, the error is

εopt = 3εTrotter = 3

(
αβγTgt

2

T1

)1/3

(H21)

which leads to a maximal time

tmax =

√
T1

αβγTg

(εmax

3

)3
. (H22)

With the optimal bath size and Trotter step, the runtime
to reach t is

T =

(
αγTgT

2
1

β2
t2
)1/3[

1 +
Dβ

γ
t

]
, (H23)

the first term comes from gate applications and the
second is waiting time. At large t the waiting time
dominates.
The scalings with optimized Nb and τ for long time
dynamics are summarized in the last column of Table I.
We see that the error scales as t2/3, which is better than
the closed bath scaling t3/2, allowing to reach for a longer
time dynamics with the same error budget (second row).
This improved scaling comes with a smaller number of
qubits, scaling as t−2/3 instead of t in the closed bath
case. The price to pay to reach this very long time
dynamics is runtime, which scales as t5/3 compared to
t3/2 in the closed bath case. However, note that the
difference in power law is not large, namely 5/3− 3/2 ≈
0.167.
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