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We provide analytic, numerical and experimental evidence that the amount of noise in digital
quantum simulation of local observables can be independent of system size in a number of situations.
We provide a microscopic explanation of this dilution of errors based on the “relevant string length”
of operators, which is the length of Pauli strings in the operator at time s that belong to the
exponentially small subspace of strings that can give a non-zero expectation value at time t. We
show that this explanation can predict when dilution of errors occurs and when it does not. We
propose an error mitigation method whose efficiency relies on this mechanism. Our findings imply
that digital quantum simulation with noisy devices is in appropriate cases scalable in the sense that
gate errors do not need to be reduced linearly to simulate larger systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

It has often been assumed that, to obtain accurate re-
sults at the output of a quantum circuit with t layers and
N gates per layer, each gate should have an infidelity of
1/(Nt) [1–3]. In this scenario, a noisy quantum com-
puter is expected to output states with global infidelity
∼ 1− 1/e which bounds from above the relative error on
all observables. Under this assumption, to tackle larger
problems, quantum hardware makers would need to not
only increase N , the number of qubits, but at the same
time reduce the gate error as 1/N . Since physical gate
errors on current platforms are considered to be lower
bounded by 10−4, one may conclude that useful quantum
advantage cannot be achieved without error correction.

For global observables, as they appear for example
in Shor’s algorithm [4], canonical phase estimation [5],
modern filtering-based algorithms [6] or random circuit
sampling [7, 8], this analysis is accurate. In contrast,
in quantum many-body problems formulated in terms of
local Hamiltonians, one is usually interested in the be-
havior of observables that are local (like magnetisation,
particle or energy density, superconducting order param-
eters etc.). Such local observables are influenced only by
a subset of gates inside of a light cone, which implies a
loss of signal

⟨O⟩noisy
⟨O⟩noiseless

= e−εV (1)

for traceless observables O, where V is number of opera-
tions in the light cone and ε is proportional to the proba-
bility of failure for each of the operations. A more subtle
argument replaces the circuit light cone with a smaller
butterfly light cone which propagates with a buttefly ve-
locity v [9]. In d dimensions, these lightcone arguments
imply a loss of signal proportional to exp(−vdtd+1) as

long as tv < d
√
N and exp(−Nt) afterwards, recovering

the above-mentioned scaling issues for sufficiently deep
circuits or high dimensions.

Here, we show that, in a variety of local Hamiltonian
simulation tasks, all of these light cone arguments are too
pessimistic. Instead, we propose a model in which errors

O O

t

FIG. 1. Dilution of Error. In this paper, we consider the ef-
fect of gate errors (orange star) that occur during Trotterised
Hamiltonian simulation on local observables O. Left: Usual
light-cone arguments imply that errors spread with a finite ve-
locity (which may be smaller than the one in the figure) but
make no prediction on the magnitude of their effect within
the cone. Right: We provide evidence that in certain settings
errors dilute and their contribution oscillates around values
that decrease with system size, often ∝ k/N where k is the
weight of the observable.

dilute over time, i.e.

⟨O⟩noisy
⟨O⟩noiseless

= e−ερV (2)

with a sensitivity to errors ρ that accounts for the fact
that gate failures further in the past contribute less to
the measurement of local observables in the present, be-
cause most errors get “diluted” into a large subspace of
operators with zero expectation value. Previous models
correspond to the special case of uniform error density
ρ = 1. We provide evidence that the average density
depends on the weight k of the observable (i.e. its num-
ber of non-trivial Pauli matrices), in some cases linearly
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i.e. ρ = kt/V . In those cases, as long as k = O(1), the
signal-to-noise ratio becomes independent of system size,
of order O(N0). This implies that, above a problem-
specific threshold, physical gate fidelities only need to
increase mildly or not at all to reach quantum advantage
when increasing the number of qubits in a given quan-
tum computing architecture. Based on these findings, we
develop and demonstrate two new error mitigation tech-
niques, called LIN and EXP, both of which change the
leading order error term ε → ε2 (and which can be ex-
tended to arbitrary higher order) with a low overhead in
terms of shots.

There exist several related circumstances in quantum
circuits where the effect of gate error or algorithmic er-
ror is smaller than expected. On analog quantum com-
puters, low hardware noise has been observed and un-
derstood in some situations [10, 11]. Noise scaling sub-
linearly with system size has been observed for the return
probability amplitude in controlled evolution [12]. Errors
in Hamiltonian simulation incurred through Trotteriza-
tion on digital quantum computers are well-known to be
significantly smaller than standard bounds [13–18]. In
particular, in [13] Trotter error was found to be bounded
with the number of qubits in certain cases. Noise or Trot-
ter error was also sometimes found to have low impact
on the performance of certain algorithms like adiabatic
state preparation [19–24].

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II
we start with experimental evidence of dilution of errors
in a quantum quench setup on Quantinuum’s H1-1 quan-
tum computer. In Section III we propose a microscopic
explanation for this effect based on the relevant string
length of the operator, which is loosely speaking the aver-
age length of Pauli strings in the time-evolved operator at
time s that can have a non-zero expectation value at time
t > s. In Section IV we test the implications of this expla-
nation and compare with numerical simulations, showing
cases where dilution occurs and cases where it does not.
Then in Section V we propose two mitigation strategies
with low overhead. In Section VI we show the dilution
of errors in the exactly solvable 1D Ising model. Finally,
in Section VII we draw a connection between gate error
and Trotter error. We give a summary and conclusion in
Section VIII.

II. EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE

We begin by describing an experiment carried out on
the Quantinuum H1-1 trapped ion quantum computer
[25, 26] to assess the effect of realistic noise on observ-
ables of different weight. In particular, we simulate Trot-
terised quench dynamics of a transverse-field Ising model
on an N = 5 × 4 square lattice with periodic boundary
conditions. The quantum computer is initialised in the

state |+⟩⊗N
and quantum circuits U t are applied, where

U =


∏

⟨ij⟩
e−idtZiZj



(

N∏

i=1

e−idt hXi

)
. (3)

Here, the parameters are chosen as h = 3, dt = 0.15
and ⟨ij⟩ refers to nearest neighbours on the square lat-
tice. These values are close to the critical point of the
2D Ising model at zero temperature. Each Trotter step
consists of 40 two-qubit gates and their gate infidelity is
known to dominate total error budgets. We detail this
experimental setup in Appendix A. After t Trotter steps,
the wavefunction is collapsed in the local X-basis, giving
us access to the observables

S(1)
x =

1

N

N∑

i=1

Xi

S(2)
x =

1(
N
2

)
∑

i̸=j

XiXj (4)

...

S(N)
x = X1X2...XN . (5)

Evidently, S
(k)
x has weight k and interpolates between

a local observable for k = 1 and a global observable
for k = N . In Fig. 2, we show experimental data

for the magnetization S
(1)
x and for the global parity

S
(N)
x at times t = 4, 8, 12, . . . , 44. Focusing first on

the global parity, we see that the signal-to-noise ra-

tio ⟨S(N)
x ⟩noisy / ⟨S

(N)
x ⟩noiseless ≈ exp(−0.07t) decays ex-

ponentially and the exponent is compatible with equa-
tion (1) and an effective two-qubit gate fidelity F =
exp(−ε) = exp(−0.07/40) ≈ 0.998, which is in line with
component benchmark data [27]. However, the exper-

imental raw data for the magnetization S
(1)
x is signifi-

cantly less attenuated, with the cumulated magnetiza-

tion 4
t

∑t/4
s=1⟨S

(1)
x (4s)⟩ conserving around 90% of the ex-

act value at t = 40, compared to 6% for the global parity.
To investigate this further, we study now the behaviour

of observables S
(k)
x with 1 < k < N . We define the decay

rate for a given observable O as

λ(t) := −1

t
ln

⟨O(t)⟩noisy
⟨O(t)⟩noiseless

. (6)

According to the standard light cone model (1) with ve-
locity v, in this two-dimensional system, one would ex-
pect an initial ramp λ(t) ∼ ϵt2vk at very early times fol-
lowed by a regime when the light cone hits the boundary
of the system, upon which λ(t) = ϵN−O(1/t). Crucially,
at large times, standard light cone arguments predict a
constant decay rate ϵN for any observable and, in our
particular setting, would imply a decay rate constant in

k for the different S
(k)
x . The experimental data, shown in

the middle bottom panel of Fig. 2 is in stark contrast with
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FIG. 2. Experimental Data. Top panels: Expectation value of the magnetization S
(1)
x as a function of time t (instantaneous

value in the left panel, and cumulated values in the right panel), raw data (orange), exact (black), mitigated values (teal and
purple). The mitigation techniques are explained in Section V. Bottom left panel: Expectation value of the global observable∏L

j=1 Xj as a function of time t, raw data (orange) and exact (black). The dashed curve indicates a fit e−0.07t. The noiseless
value is constant due to symmetry. Bottom middle panel: cumulated decay rate as a function of time t, for different observables

S
(k)
x , computed from the raw H1-1 data. The dashed lines indicate the decay rate k

20
× 0.07. Bottom right panel: Decay rate

averaged over time for t = 16, ..., 44 for the observable S
(k)
x , as a function of k, computed from the raw data (orange), LIN and

EXP mitigated data (purple and teal), see Section V.

this prediction. Instead, at late times, the decay rate r
depends linearly on the weight k of the observable.
A minimal generalisation of light cone theory can ac-

count for this observation: By allowing the possibility of
an error inside the light cone to affect the final measure-
ment with average probability ρ = k/N ≤ 1, and replac-
ing eq. (1) with (2), we obtain a model that is compatible
with all experimental data for k = 1, . . . N . Proposing a
physical explanation for the origin of this new parameter
is what we turn to next.

III. MICROSCOPIC ORIGIN FOR THE
DILUTION OF ERROR

A. Definition of the Σ expansion

In the previous section, we have provided experimen-
tal data to refute a standard light cone model of errors in
Trotterized local Hamiltonian simulation and introduced
an ad-hoc parameter ρ to remedy the situation. The pur-

pose of the present section is to explain the origin of this
parameter and bestow it with some physical intuition.
We consider quantum circuits on N qubits that can

be decomposed into layers U = U(T ) . . . U(2)U(1) and
denote by Ut,s = U(t) . . . U(s + 2)U(s + 1) subcircuits
implementing layers from s + 1 to t when s < t, and

Us,t = U†
t,s. We will also write O(t) = Ut,0OU

†
t,0 for O

an observable. Further, we assume that the noise can
be modelled by the application of a quantum channel N
after each layer. For simplicity and lightness of notations,
we will work with a noise channel including only one type
of error occurring on single qubits, written as

N (ρ) = N1(...NN (ρ)...) ,

with Nj(ρ) = (1− ε)ρ+ εKjρK
†
j ,

(7)

with 0 < ε < 1 the probability of error and Kj a
Pauli matrix located at site j. Generalization to mul-
tiple Kraus operators or to operators acting on multiple
qubits is straightforward. In particular we will often con-
sider the case of three Kraus operators Kj;1 = Xj/

√
3,
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Kj;2 = Yj/
√
3, Kj;3 = Zj/

√
3, implementing a one-qubit

depolarizing channel [28]. One can decompose the effect
of the noise on the final measurement into sectors with a
fixed number of errors:

⟨O(T )⟩noisy =

TN∑

n=0

εn(1− ε)TN−nDn , (8)

with Dn the sector with exactly n errors, e.g.,

D0 = ⟨O(T )⟩
D1 =

∑

j1,s1

⟨UT,s1Kj1Us1,0OU
†
s1,0

K†
j1
U†
T,s1

⟩ (9)

D2 =
∑

j1,s1
j2,s2

ordered

⟨K(2)K(1)OK
†
(1)K

†
(2)⟩ ,

where ⟨·⟩ denotes the (noiseless) expectation value within
a fixed initial state. We used the simplified notation
K(i) = Usi+1,siKj1Usi,si−1

with s0 = 0, sn+1 = T . Here,
“ordered” means that the sites and times are ordered as
1 ≤ s1 ≤ s2 ≤ ... ≤ T , and if s1 = s2 then j1 < j2.
This expression might suggest that the noise attenuates
the noiseless expectation value D0 = ⟨O(T )⟩ by a factor
(1− ε)TN . However, we saw in Section II that the signal
can be much less attenuated for local observables. This
means that the remaining terms in the right-hand side
of (8) are in good part close to the noiseless expectation
value, and that the expansion (8) in terms of the number
of errors is misleading.

A much more useful expression appears when we re-
group (8) in orders of ε:

⟨O(T )⟩noisy =

TN∑

n=0

εn⟨Σn(T )⟩ (10)

where we have defined the operators

Σ0(T ) = O(T )

Σ1(T ) =
∑

j1,s1

UT,s1 [Kj1 , Us1,0OU
†
s1,0

]K†
j1
U†
T,s1

Σ2(T ) =
∑

j1,s1
j2,s2

ordered

[K(2), [K(1), O]K†
(1)]K

†
(2) ,

(11)

and so on for higher orders. At small error rate ε, the
signal-to-noise ratio in (2) is

⟨O(t)⟩noisy
⟨O(t)⟩noiseless

= 1 + ϵ
⟨Σ1(t)⟩
⟨Σ0(t)⟩

+O(ε2) . (12)

In this regime, the dilution factor ρ can thus be expressed
as

ρ = − 1

NT

⟨Σ1(t)⟩
⟨Σ0(t)⟩

+O(ε) . (13)

B. Relevant Pauli string length mechanism

1. Noise and Pauli string length

Let us focus on the term Σ1(t), initial state |+...+⟩ and
consider the insertion of errors at time s. We decompose
the observable at that time as

O(s) =
∑

P∈P
cP (s)P , (14)

where

P = {M1 ⊗ ...⊗MN , Mj = I,X, Y, Z} (15)

denotes the set of all 4N Pauli strings, and with cP (s) real
coefficients. We have 1

2N
tr [O(s)†O(s)] =

∑
P∈P |cP (s)|2,

and this is independent of s due to unitarity of the noise-
less evolution.
The effect of the commutator with Kj is particularly

simple in this decomposition. For a Pauli string P ,
we have [Kj , P ]Kj = 0 if Kj commutes with P , and
[Kj , P ]Kj = −2P if Kj anticommutes with P . In par-
ticular, no error at site j can have an effect on the Pauli
string P if the Pauli matrix in P at site j is I. When
summed over j, the total influence of noise can thus be
bounded by the length of the Pauli string as follows

N∑

j=1

[Kj , P ]Kj = −2αP , 0 ≤ α ≤ ℓP , (16)

where ℓP is the number of Pauli matrices in the Pauli
string P that are different from I. We will define as
well the linear operator ℓ by ℓ(P ) = ℓPP . In case of a
depolarizing channel, we have

1

3

∑

K∈{X,Y,Z}

N∑

j=1

[Kj , P ]Kj = −4ℓP
3
P . (17)

We thus see that the structure of the coefficients cP and
their value according to the length of the string P are
key to understanding the effect of noise. For example,
if all the string lengths were bounded in (14), namely
cP (s) = 0 whenever ℓP > ℓmax for some ℓmax, then we
would have |⟨Σ1(T )⟩| ≤ 2ℓmaxT independently of system
size N . The typical behaviour of Pauli string length in
quantum circuits is however very defavorable to this ar-
gument. Defining the average string length as

L(s) ≡ tr [O(s)†ℓ(O(s))]

tr [O(s)†O(s)]
=

∑
P∈P ℓP |cP (s)|2∑
P∈P |cP (s)|2

, (18)

it is well-known that L(s) typically grows linearly with
time s or circuit depth, both in random circuits and
in Hamiltonian simulation, up to saturating at some
value L(s) = O(N) [29–34]. For an equal superposi-
tion of all 4N Pauli strings, this average length would
be 3N/4. This behaviour is also expected from a simula-
tion complexity perspective: if the string length remained
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bounded O(N0), one could simulate the system in time
that is polynomial in system size by keeping track of a
number of non-zero Pauli strings that is polynomial in
N [35]. The coefficient α in (16) obtained from this sim-
ple “Pauli matrix counting” argument cannot thus be the
noise rate, as it would lead to a noise O(N) per time step
once the light cone has reached the boundaries, which is
incompatible with experimental and numerical observa-
tion.

2. Pauli strings and expectation values

The length of strings in the decomposition (14) deter-
mines the influence of noise on the operator O(t). How-
ever, the expectation value of the operator within a state
only depends on part of the Pauli strings in (14). Indeed,
a Pauli string P evaluated in the initial state |+...+⟩ van-
ishes ⟨+...+ |P |+ ...+⟩ = 0 whenever P contains a Y or
Z. Hence, when taking the expectation value at time t,
we have

⟨+...+ |O(t)|+ ...+⟩ =
∑

P∈Px

cP (t)⟨+...+ |P |+ ...+⟩

=
∑

P∈Px

cP (t) ,

(19)
where Px = {M1 ⊗ ...⊗MN ,Mj = I,X} denotes the set
of all 2N Pauli strings in X only. We thus see that among
all the 4N possible Pauli strings, only a tiny fraction 1/2N

of all strings contributes to the expectation value at time
t. Most of the information contained in the Pauli string
decomposition of O(t) – as well as the scrambling of this
information by noise – is thus irrelevant to the result of
a measurement. The typical “relevance” of a string P
is related to its length: If one draws at random a Pauli
string P of length k, there is a probability 1/3k that it is
relevant and contributes to the expectation value, since
there are 3k

(
N
k

)
strings of length k involving any Pauli

matrices, but only
(
N
k

)
strings of length k involving just

I and X.
This observation is key to the dilution of errors pre-

sented in this paper. Although a string P drawn at ran-
dom will be more likely affected by an error Kj if the
length ℓP is large, it will modify the expectation value
only with an exponentially small probability 1/3ℓP . Er-
rors on large strings are diluted into an enormous state
space most of which does not affect the expectation value
of the observable. Only errors on small strings contribute
to the noise since they are much more likely of being rel-
evant to the expectation value.

3. Relevant strings

Let us now formalize this intuition. We consider an
error Kj that occurs at time s in the observable O(t).

We define the relevant subspace of strings at time s for
time t as

Srel(s; t) = span{U†
t,sPUt,s , P ∈ Px} (20)

where span(S) denotes the space generated by all linear
combinations of the set S. We note that the Pauli strings
P in this definition are evolved backward in time. This
is a subspace of dimension 2N in the space of operators
that is of dimension 4N . It corresponds exactly to the
subspace of strings at time s that can contribute to the
expectation value at time t. We then define Orel(s; t) as
the projection of O(s) onto Srel(s; t), with respect to the
trace inner product tr [O†O′] for O,O′ operators. This
operator is the part of O(s) that contributes to the ex-
pectation value at time t. The explicit expression for this
projection is

Orel(s; t) =
1

2N

∑

P∈Px

U†
t,sPUt,s tr [U

†
t,sPUt,sO(s)] . (21)

It can be rewritten exactly as

Orel(s; t) = U†
t,sΠX(Ut,0OU

†
t,0)Ut,s , (22)

where ΠX denotes the superoperator that projects onto
X strings only, given by

ΠX(ρ) =
1

2N

∑

n1,...,nN∈{0,1}
X

nj

j ρX
nj

j . (23)

By construction, the relevant space Srel(s; t) satisfies the
following property: for any operator δO that is orthogo-
nal to Srel(s; t), perturbing O(s) by δO does not modify
the expectation value at time t

⟨Ut,s(O(s) + δO)U†
t,s⟩ = ⟨O(t)⟩ . (24)

In our case, we are interested in the perturbation due to
noise as appearing in the Σ expansion

δO =

N∑

j=1

[Kj , O(s)]Kj . (25)

As only the projection of δO onto Srel(s; t) can modify
the expectation value of the observable, we give it a name
(δO)rel(s; t), that is

(δO)rel(s; t) =

N∑

j=1

U†
t,sΠX(Ut,s[Kj , O(s)]KjU

†
t,s)Ut,s .

(26)
The noisy expectation value at time t with this

perturbation at time s is thus ⟨Ut,sOrel(s; t)U
†
t,s⟩ +

⟨Ut,s(δO)rel(s; t)U
†
t,s⟩.

Being in the relevant space is a necessary condi-
tion for the error to modify the expectation value,
but it does not inform us about the amplitude of
the modification. In the case where (δO)rel(s; t) ∝
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FIG. 3. Left panel: Comparison of
⟨Ut,sδOU

†
t,s⟩

⟨O(t)⟩ (solid lines), r(s; t) = tr [Orel(t)δOrel]
tr [Orel(t)Orel(t)]

(dashed lines) and tr [O(t)δO(t)]
tr [O(t)O(t)]

(dotted

lines), all for δO =
∑

K=X,Y,Z [K1, O(s)]K1, as a function of time of error s, for total time t = 50, in the same setting as in
Section II with hx = 1 and dt = 0.1, for the observable Sx, for different system sizes. Right panel: Same as left panel but
with noise on all qubits, and for 2cum(⟨Σ1(t)⟩)/cum(⟨Σ0(t)⟩) (solid lines), relevant length − 4

3

∑t
s=1 Lrel(s; t) (dashed lines) and

total length − 4
3

∑t
s=1 L(s) (dotted lines), as a function of time t. We defined the cumulated function cum(f(t)) =

∑t
s=1 f(s).

Orel(s; t), the perturbation on the expectation value
is proportional to the noiseless expectation value, and
the inner product tr [Orel(s; t)

†(δO)rel(s; t)] divided by
tr [Orel(s; t)

†Orel(s; t)] provides us exactly with the pro-
portionality factor. We thus define

r(s; t) ≡ tr [Orel(s; t)
†(δO)rel(s; t)]

tr [Orel(s; t)†Orel(s; t)]

=
tr [Orel(s; t)

†δO(s)]

tr [Orel(s; t)†O(s)]
,

(27)

as an estimate of the influence of the error at time s
on the expectation value at time t, in the sense that we
expect

⟨O⟩noisy ≈ ⟨O⟩noiseless(1 + r(s; t)) . (28)

In the case of a sum of one-qubit depolarizing channels
applied on each qubit, the perturbation δO would be pro-
portional to ℓ(O(s)). This leads us to define the relevant
string length at time s for time t as

Lrel(s; t) =
tr [Orel(s; t)

†ℓ(O(s))]

tr [Orel(s; t)†O(s)]
. (29)

Intuitively, this quantity gives an estimate of the average
length of the strings in the operator O(s) that contribute
to the expectation value at time t. However, this quan-
tity can in principle be negative or larger than N . We
postulate that Lrel(s; t) is a good measure of the effect of
depolarizing noise at time s on the expectation value at
time t. Namely, that the dilution factor in (2) is approx-
imately

ρ ≈ C

Nt

t∑

s=1

Lrel(s; t) , (30)

with a prefactor C of order O(1) that depends on the
specific noise model. To support this claim, we provide

in the left panel of Figure 3 numerical simulations com-

paring
⟨Ut,sδOU†

t,s⟩
⟨O(t)⟩ with r(s; t), where the perturbation

δO is obtained from a depolarizing channel on one qubit.

As a baseline comparison, we also plot tr [O(t)δO(t)]
tr [O(t)O(t)] , i.e.

the same quantity as r(s; t) but without projecting onto
the relevant space. We observe that r(s; t) and the
perturbation on the expectation values are indeed of
the same order, and in particular decreasing with N ,

whereas tr [O(t)δO(t)]
tr [O(t)O(t)] remains of orderO(N0). Then in the

right panel, we compare
∑t

s=1 Lrel(s; t) with the value of
⟨Σ1(t)⟩/⟨Σ0(t)⟩ which is related to the sensitivity to er-
rors at small error rate through (13). We also provide

the value of
∑t

s=1 L(s) for baseline comparison, i.e. the
sum of the total length at each time point. We observe
that ⟨Σ1(t)⟩/⟨Σ0(t)⟩ and the relevant length are indeed
of the same order. In particular, while both grow linearly
with t as expected, they are seen to be of order O(N0)
with respect to system size, contrary to the a priori ex-
pectation O(N). In contrast, the total cumulated length∑t

s=1 L(s) is seen to be of order O(tN).

Besides this numerical evidence, we will present in Sec-
tion III B 6 below a toy model in which the relation (30)
between ρ and Lrel(s; t) can be explicitly derived.

4. System-size behaviour of the relevant string length at
time t for time t

We now wish to understand the behaviour of the rel-
evant string length with system size. To that end, we
need to recall a few results on the length distribution of
Pauli strings in Hamiltonian simulation.

As stated at the beginning of this Section, the growth
of the string length L(t) with time, up to saturation at
O(N), is a typical situation for quantum circuits. In
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FIG. 4. Left panel: Histogram of string length in X1(t) after 100 Trotter steps in the setup of Section II with hx = 1, dt = 0.1
and system size 3× 4, taking into all Pauli matrix type (Total), only X strings (Relevant), and all Pauli matrix type but with
a dilution factor 1/3k for string length k (Diluted). The histograms are normalized to 1 for each of the three cases. Middle
panel: In the same setting as left panel, evolution of the average string lengths as a function of Trotter step: L(t) (Total),
Lrel(t; t) (Relevant) and Ldil(t) (Diluted). Right panel: Lrel(s; t) (solid), Labs(s; t) (dashed) and L(s) (dotted) as a function of
s, for t = 100, for different system sizes.

absence of conservation laws, for deep circuits the length
distribution becomes concentrated at O(N) lengths, and
the weight of short strings O(1) becomes exponentially
small in system size [29–34]. However, in presence of
conserved quantities, short strings can maintain a non-
zero weight even for deep circuits [30, 33]. Let us take for
example the case of Hamiltonian simulation and neglect
Trotter error. Then the Hamiltonian H commutes with
the time evolution operator eiHt, so that

tr [HO(t)] = tr [HO(0)] . (31)

We consider the Ising model of Section II with O = Sx,
and denote cX(t), cZZ(t) the coefficients of Pauli strings
Xj and ZjZk in O(t) for j, k neighbours on the lattice,
assumed for simplicity to be independent of lattice site
(as for example it is the case for a square lattice with
periodic boundary conditions). Then, from one Trotter
step to the other, neglecting Trotter error we must have

cX(t)h+ 2cZZ(t) =
h

N
, (32)

the right-hand side being the value of the left-hand side
at t = 0. We note that this is not an energy conserva-
tion equation for the state, since these weights are those
of the observable O(t) and not of the state. We will see
below in Section IVA that a similar equation holds for
time-dependent settings where no energy is conserved.
This equation ensures that if the observable we measure
has a non-zero overlap with the Hamiltonian, then some
short strings have a non-exponentially-small weight that
is preserved under the time evolution. Indeed, since the
right-hand side is non-zero, cX(t) and cZZ(t) cannot both
become arbitrary small. We will thus refer to this kind of
equation as a string transfer equation (STE), to convey
the idea that the weight of short strings is (potentially
partially) transferred from one step to the other instead

of being diluted into longer strings. We use a more gen-
eral terminology than “conservation” to anticipate the
time-dependent case further in the manuscript. Simi-
larly, from the commutation of H2 with eiHt one obtains
STEs for some longer strings. We note that these STEs
however do not preclude most of the string weight to be
concentrated on long strings, and the average length still
saturates at O(N) quickly as time grows.
Let us now investigate how this picture generalizes to

the relevant string length Lrel(s; t). We first start with
the case s = t, namely the average length at time t of
strings that are composed only of a single type of Pauli
matrices, for example X

Lrel(t; t) =

∑
P∈Px

|cP (t)|2ℓP∑
P∈Px

|cP (t)|2
. (33)

For generic quantum circuits, we expect the weight of
strings to be fairly uniformly distributed among differ-
ent Pauli matrix type X,Y, Z. As a consequence, among
strings of length k, the weight of Pauli strings only com-
posed of X matrices should contribute only with a pro-
portion 1/3k, since there are

(
N
k

)
3k generic strings of

length k, but only
(
N
k

)
composed only of X. This sug-

gests thus the following relation

Lrel(t; t) ≈
∑

P∈P |cP (t)|2ℓP 3−ℓP

∑
P∈P |cP (t)|23−ℓP

≡ Ldil(t) . (34)

The interpretation is that X-strings become “diluted” in
the enormous space of operators as their length grows,
which will favor short strings. We thus expect that, as
long there are some short strings with a weight that is not
exponentially small, the relevant string Lrel(t; t) at time
t for time t should remain of order O(N0). For generic
circuits without STE, we thus should have Lrel(t; t) =
O(N) after some time t, whereas in case of an STE, this
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implies that we should have Lrel(t; t) = O(N0) for all
times.

To make this intuition more quantitative, let us denote

pk =
∑

P∈P
ℓP=k

|cP |2 , (35)

the probability that a string in O(t) taken at random has
length k. The dilution roughly modifies this probability
distribution into pk3

−k, up to a global normalization fac-
tor. In this new distribution, short strings of length e.g.
k = 1 dominate if

p1 ≫
N∑

k=2

pk3
−k . (36)

Let us take an example where all strings of length k ̸= 1
have same weight, and take p1 as a free parameter. Then,

due to the constraint
∑N

k=0 pk = 1, we have for k ̸= 1

pk =
1− p1

1− 3N/4N
3k

4N

(
N

k

)
. (37)

The average string length is

N∑

k=0

kpk = p1 +
1− p1

1− 3N/4N

(
3N

4
− 3N

4N

)

∼ (1− p1)
3N

4
,

(38)

where by ∼ x we mean x+o(x) as N → ∞. This is O(N)
for any p1 < 1. On the other hand, we have

N∑

k=0

pk3
−k =

p1
3

+
1− p1

1− 3N/4N

(
1

2N
− N

4N

)

∼ p1
3

+
1− p1
2N

,

(39)

which is ∼ p1

3 if p1 ≫ 1
2N

, and ∼ 1
2N

otherwise. Finally
we have

N∑

k=0

kpk3
−k =

p1
3

+
1− p1

1− 3N/4N

(
N

2N+1
− N

4N

)

∼ p1
3

+ (1− p1)
N

2N+1
,

(40)

which is ∼ p1

3 if p1 ≫ N
2N

, and ∼ N
2N+1 otherwise. The

relevant string length

Lrel =

∑N
k=0 kpk3

−k

∑N
k=0 pk3

−k
(41)

behaves thus as ∼ N/2 if p1 ≪ 1
2N

, and as ∼ 1 if p1 ≫
N
2N

. In absence of STE, if the weight of Pauli strings is

uniform, we would have p1 = 3N
4N

and so a relevant string
length becomes O(N). However, in case of a STE that

constrains for example p1 = 1
N , we have a relevant string

length O(1) despite a total string length O(N).
We present in the middle and right panels of Figure

4 numerical evidence for these behaviours in the case of
Hamiltonian simulation of an Ising model. In the left
panel, we show a histogram of the weight of strings in
Sx(t) at fixed time t as a function of their length, tak-
ing into account all types of strings, or only X-strings,
namely the sum of |cP (t)|2 at fixed ℓP , with or with-
out the constraint that P is a X string. We see that
for generic strings, the weight is strongly concentrated
at large length, with a non-negligible weight at short
length due to the STE coming from the non-zero trace
overlap between the observable Sx and the Hamiltonian
H. However, for relevant strings, the weight is mostly
captured by single X Pauli matrices. The length dis-
tribution roughly matches the total distribution with a
dilution factor 3−k for length k. In the middle panel, we
show then the time evolution of the three average lengths
L(t), Lrel(t; t) and Ldil(t). We see that the relevant and
diluted lengths are of the same order O(N0). As for the
total length, it grows quickly with time and saturates at
around 3N

4 , which is the average length of an operator
that would have equal weight in absolute value for all
Pauli strings.

5. System-size behaviour of the relevant string length at
time s for time t > s

Let us now consider the relevant string length Lrel(s; t)
at time s for time t > s. This requires to time-evolve the
observable O up to time t, then to keep in O(t) only the
X-strings, and then to time-evolve them back to time
s < t. The operator Orel(s; t) obtained this way is thus
a linear combination of strings in the X basis, evolved
for a time t − s. As any generic operator evolved in
time, we expect thus the average length of its strings
tr [Orel(s;t)

†ℓ(Orel(s;t))]
tr [Orel(s;t)†Orel(s;t)]

to grow with t − s, up to saturat-

ing at O(N). However, the relevant string length is not
this quantity. There are strings in Orel(s; t) that do not
appear in O(s), and so that cannot contribute to noise.
Taking the inner product of Orel(s; t) with ℓ(O(s)) the
relevant string length excludes these strings. Defining
the Pauli string decomposition

Orel(s; t) =
∑

P∈P
crelP (s; t)P , (42)

we have

Lrel(s; t) =

∑
P∈P c

rel
P (s; t)cP (s)ℓP∑

P∈P c
rel
P (s; t)cP (s)

. (43)

We note that the denominator is
∑

P∈Px
|cP (t)|2 which

is positive. The coefficients cP (s; t) and cP (s) com-
pletely differ in general since

∑
P∈P |cP (s)|2 = 1 whereas∑

P∈P |crelP (s; t)|2 ≪ 1, and have generically different
signs, which results in interference effects in these sums.
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As a consequence, since the number of strings of length
k grows exponentially with k, we expect stronger sup-
pression of large string sectors due to interference. There-
fore, if for both Orel(s; t) and O(s) the weight of short
strings is not exponentially small, we expect Lrel(s; t) =
O(N0). If on the other hand one of them has only large
strings, then we expect Lrel(s; t) = O(N).

Let us again introduce a simple toy model to illustrate
this behaviour as in Section III B 4. We consider coeffi-
cients cP and crelP that have all the same absolute values
for ℓP ̸= 1, and introduce the free parameters p1, q1 which
are the sum of absolute values squared of cP and crelP re-
spectively for ℓP = 1. Since the normalization of the
coefficients cancels in the definition of the relevant string
length, we will work with both cP and crelP normalized
to 1. We also denote pk, qk the sum of absolute values
squared of cP and crelP respectively for ℓP = k, which have
thus identical expressions in terms of p1, q1 as in (37).
We now assume that the signs of cP , c

rel
P are independent

random variables taking values ± with probabilities 1/2.
Then according to the law of large numbers, we can write

∑

P∈P
ℓP=k

cP c
rel
P ∼

√√√√
∑

P∈P
ℓP=k

(cP crelP )2ξk =

√
pkqk

3k
(
N
k

)ξk , (44)

with ξk a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and
variance 1. In contrast, we have

∑

P∈P
ℓP=k

|cP ||crelP | = √
pkqk . (45)

The interferences due to the signs bring thus a dilution

factor 1/
√
3k
(
N
k

)
. From (37) we have

∑

P∈P
ℓP=k

cP c
rel
P ∼

√
(1− p1)(1− q1)

1− 3N/4N

√
3k
(
N
k

)

4N
ξk . (46)

Stirling’s formula yields

3k
(
N

k

)
∼ eN(α log 3−α logα−(1−α) log(1−α))

√
2πNα(1− α)

, (47)

with α = k/N . The exponent is maximal for α = 3/4.
Denoting k = 3N/4+x we have thus, summing (46) over
k

∑

P∈P
cP c

rel
P ∼

√
p1q1
3N

ξ1

+

√
(1− p1)(1− q1)

(6πN)1/42N−1

∑

x

ξ3N/4+xe
− 4x2

3N .

(48)

Similarly, we have

∑

P∈P
cP c

rel
P ℓP ∼

√
p1q1
3N

ξ1

+
3N

4

√
(1− p1)(1− q1)

(6πN)1/42N−1

∑

x

ξ3N/4+xe
− 4x2

3N .

(49)

The random variable v =
∑

x ξ3N/4+xe
− 4x2

3N has mean
E[v] = 0 and variance

E[v2] =
∑

x

e−
8x2

3N ∼
√

3πN

8
. (50)

It follows

1

(6πN)1/42N−1

∑

x

ξ3N/4+xe
− 4x2

3N ∼ ξ

2N
, (51)

with ξ a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and vari-

ance 1. Hence, if
√
p1q1 ⪆ N3/2

2N
, we obtain Lrel(s; t) =

O(1). If
√
p1q1 ⪅ N1/2

2N
, we get Lrel(s; t) = O(N). In the

absence of STE for either O(s) or Orel(s; t), assuming
uniform string weight we would have either p1 = 3N

4N
or

q1 = 3N
4N

, and so
√
p1q1 ≤

√
3N/2N , because p1, q1 ≤ 1.

Hence the relevant length would be O(N). If on the
contrary there is a STE for both O(s) and Orel(s; t), it
constrains p1 and q1 to be only polynomially small, so
e.g. of order 1/N . In that case we have a relevant length
O(1).
In the Ising model case we consider, since the rele-

vant string sector at time t is only the X strings, the
operator Orel(s; t) is comprised of X strings evolved in
time. Because there is a STE for single Pauli matrices
Xj , we deduce that the operator Orel(s; t) also contains
short strings with non-exponentially small weight. We
conclude that we expect the relevant length Lrel(s; t) to
also remain of order O(N0) for s < t.
In the right panel of Figure 4, we provide a numer-

ical check of this claim. We observe that the relevant
length Lrel(s; t) for s < t remains bounded with N , of
order O(N0), whereas the total length L(s) is of order
O(N). In order to check the importance of the signs in
the coefficients cP (s) and crelP (s; t) in the observation of
a relevant length O(N0), as suggested by our toy model,
we consider the quantity

Labs(s; t) ≡
∑

P∈P |crelP (s; t)||cP (s)|ℓP∑
P∈P |crelP (s; t)||cP (s)|

. (52)

According to our arguments, this quantity should always
be O(N) because of the absence of interference effects
due to signs that dilute large string sectors. In the right
panel of Figure 4, we see indeed that Labs(s; t) computed
numerically displays a O(N) behaviour, confirming our
theory.
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Together with the result of Section III B 3 on the rela-
tion between the sensitivity to errors ρ and the relevant
length Lrel(s; t), these results explain the low sensitivity
to errors ρ = O(1/N) observed in this model.

6. Toy model for the relation between ρ and Lrel(s; t)

In this subsection we come back on the relation be-
tween the perturbation of the expectation value and the
relevant string length Lrel(s; t), namely relation (30). We
are going to derive that relation using a similar toy model
as in Section III B 5.

For an observable O(t) =
∑

P∈P cP (t)P , the expecta-
tion value in | + ...+⟩ is ⟨O(t)⟩ =

∑
P∈Px

cP (t). Let us

assume again that the signs of cP (t) for P ∈ Px a string
of X matrices are independent random variables with ±
occurring with probability 1/2. Then, we have

⟨O(t)⟩ ∼ ξ
∑

P∈Px

|cP (t)|2 , (53)

with ξ a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and
variance 1. The right-hand side is exactly the Frobe-
nius norm of ΠX(O(t)), which is conserved through
unitary evolution. Since by definition ΠX(O(t)) =

Ut,sOrel(s; t)U
†
t,s for any s ≤ t, we thus have for any s ≤ t

⟨O(t)⟩ ∼ ξ
∑

P∈P
|crelP (s; t)|2 . (54)

Let us now denote Õ(t) the same observable in presence
of noise, with an unspecified noise model for the moment.
At leading order in the noise amplitude, the signs of the
coefficients of Õ(t) are unchanged, and so the same equa-

tion as (54) holds with the coefficients of Õ(t). In this toy
model, in analogy with (2) we define the dilution factor
ρ by

⟨Õ(t)⟩
⟨O(t)⟩ = e−ϵρNt , (55)

where ϵ is the probability of error. We now fix s ≤ t
and denote Õs(t) the observable with noise inserted only

at time s, as well as c̃relP (s; t) the coefficients of Õs(s)
projected onto the relevant space Srel(s; t) at time s for
time t. Writing c̃relP (s; t) = crelP (s; t) + δcrelP (s; t), we have
thus at leading order in perturbation

⟨Õs(t)⟩
⟨O(t)⟩ = 1 + 2

∑
P∈P c

rel
P (s; t)δcrelP (s; t)∑

P∈P |crelP (s; t)|2 +O(ϵ2) . (56)

Since the inner product of Orel(s; t) with an operator or-
thogonal to the relevant space Srel(s; t) is 0, we have

⟨Õs(t)⟩
⟨O(t)⟩ = 1 + 2

∑
P∈P c

rel
P (s; t)δcP (s)∑

P∈P c
rel
P (s; t)cP (s)

+O(ϵ2) , (57)

with δcP (s) the perturbation of the coefficients of Õs(s)
compared to O(s). In case of a perturbation given by
a depolarizing channel on each qubit with probability of
error ϵ, we have δcP (s) = − 4

3ϵℓP cP (s). Hence we exactly
have

⟨Õs(t)⟩
⟨O(t)⟩ = 1− 8ϵ

3
Lrel(s; t) +O(ϵ2) . (58)

Inserting now noise at any time s ≤ t, it follows that
the coefficient ρ in (55) is indeed related to the relevant
string length as

ρ =
8

3Nt

t∑

s=1

Lrel(s; t) . (59)

IV. AREA OF VALIDITY

We have provided evidence for the failure of a simple
light cone theory of errors in section II, as well as de-
veloped a microscopic theory in section III. We are now
interested in the area of validity of our new error model,
and in particular, which assumptions need to be broken
to show a system-size independent errors for k = O(1)-
local observables. To this end, we will show numerical
data for variations around a “standard” setup, in which
we test the influence of parameters on dilution of errors,
comparing the prediction of our microscopic theory to
numerical data.

This “standard” setup consists of the 2D Ising model
implemented in Section II, i.e. Trotter circuit given by
(3), but with now magnetic field h = 1 in theX direction,
Trotter step dt = 0.1, initial state |+ ...+⟩ and measuring

O = Sx = 1
N

∑N
j=1Xj . The noise model is taken to be a

depolarizing channel applied after every Trotter step on
every qubit

N (ρ) =

(
1− 3ε

4

)
ρ+

ε

4
(XjρXj+YjρYj+ZjρZj) , (60)

with ε = 0.001. As a measure of distance between the
noiseless expectation value ⟨O(t)⟩ and the noisy expecta-
tion value ⟨O(t)⟩noisy, we define the normalized difference

∆O(t) =
1

εt

∑t+∆t/2
s=t−∆t/2 |⟨O(s)⟩noisy − ⟨O(s)⟩|

∑t+∆t/2
s=t−∆t/2 |⟨O(s)⟩|

, (61)

where ∆t is a time window taken to be equal to ∆t =
20. The smoothing over this time window allows one
to avoid problematic cases where ⟨O(s)⟩ would vanish
for some time s because of oscillations around 0. If the
noisy expectation value is approximately ⟨O(t)⟩noisy ≈
e−ελt⟨O(t)⟩, then this normalized difference provides the
decay rate ∆O(t) ≈ λ when the error rate ε is small.
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FIG. 5. Top panels: Normalized difference between noisy and noiseless expectation value ∆O(t) as a function of Trotter step t,
for different system sizes, in the standard setup described at the beginning of Section IV (“standard”), and in four variations:
with h(t) = cos(4πt/100) with t the Trotter step number (“time-dependent”), with additional Z1Zj terms in the Hamiltonian
for all j = 2, ..., N (“central connectivity”), with initial state where Yj = +1 for all j (“Y initial state”), with Trotter step
dt = 1 (“large Trotter step”), all computed with 1000 noisy trajectories. Bottom panels: Relevant string length Lrel(s; t) as a
function of s for t = 100, for different system sizes, in the same setup as the top panel directly above each bottom panel.

A. Time-dependent Hamiltonians

The microscopic explanation for the dilution of errors
presented in Section III in the case of Ising model Hamil-
tonian simulation also applies to the time-dependent
case. Let us consider a time-dependent magnetic field
in the X direction, namely define U(t) as

U(t) =


∏

⟨ij⟩
e−idtZiZj



(

N∏

i=1

e−idt h(t)Xi

)
, (62)

for some function h(t). Then, the STE (32) for the coef-
ficients cX and cZZ of the Pauli strings in O(t) becomes,
neglecting Trotter error,

cX(t+1)h(t+1)+2cZZ(t+1) = cX(t)h(t+1)+2cZZ(t) .
(63)

Hence, starting from cX(0) = 1/N , for generic h(t) we
would always have a non-zero weight for at least cX(t)
or cZZ(t). This means that at all time steps the oper-
ator O(t) contains short strings with non-exponentially
small weight, and similarly for Orel(s; t). One notes that,
however, contrary to the constant Hamiltonian case, this
weight transfer can be blocked for some fine-tuned cases
if at a step t, both h(t + 1) and cZZ(t) turn out to be
very small. In the generic case, the theory of Section
III applies and one expects dilution of error. We present
numerical evidence for this in Figure 5 with the label
“time-dependent”. We see that the dilution of error is
observed in this setting as well, in agreement with our
microscopic theory.

B. Connectivity of the Hamiltonian

The Hamiltonian of the 2D Ising model we consid-
ered in Section II couples neighbouring qubits on a two-
dimensional lattice and comprises only low-length Pauli
strings. According to the microscopic explanation pre-
sented in Section III, the local connectivity of the Hamil-
tonian is not required for the dilution of error. In order to
provide numerical check of this claim, we modify the lat-
tice by connecting all the qubits to the first qubit j = 1
in the ZZ term of (3), the connections between other
pairs of qubits remaining unchanged (a wheel & spokes
geometry). This change maintains a number of couplings
O(N). However, we keep unchanged the noise model,
with a depolarizing channel applied on every qubit after
every Trotter step. On actual quantum hardware, since
the j = 1 qubit is acted on O(N) times per Trotter step,
noise would differ and the j = 1 qubit would receive
O(N) times more noise than on the regular 2D lattice.
We choose here to keep unchanged the noise model to iso-
late the effect of qubit connectivity on dilution of error.
This model removes in particular any potential light-cone
argument as light-cones quickly cover the entire system
through the first qubit to which all other qubits are con-
nected. The numerical results are presented in the “cen-
tral connectivity” panel of Figure 5. We see that the
dilution of error is observed in this setting as well, in
agreement with our microscopic theory.
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C. Sensitivity to initial state

Dilution of error is however sensitive to the initial
state. The initial state crucially determines the relevant
space Srel(s; t) and the projection of the observable onto
it Orel(s; t). Let us change for example the initial state
to be a product state with Yj = +1 at each site

|ψ⟩ = ⊗N
j=1

1√
2

(
1
i

)
. (64)

In that case, the relevant space is

Srel(s; t) = span{U†
t,sPUt,s , P ∈ Py} , (65)

with Py the set of all Y strings. Equation (32) still holds
in that case, because we are only changing the initial
state, and not the Hamiltonian or the observable mea-
sured. This ensures that there are always some short
strings with non-negligible weight in O(t). However, the
relevant subspace is now obtained by time-evolving Y
strings only. And crucially, Y strings do not have any
trace overlap with the HamiltonianH. The equation (32)
for O = Y (when performing the backward evolution en-
tering the definition of the relevant subspace) becomes in
that case

cX(t)h+ 2cZZ(t) = 0 , (66)

which does not prevent cX or cZZ from becoming arbi-
trarily small, and so does not guarantee non-zero weight
for short strings. The same holds true for H2, which
has no trace overlap with Y . Non-zero trace overlaps
occur only at third order H3. As a consequence, while
the string length distribution of O(s) is unchanged since
it is independent of the initial state, the relevant oper-
ator Orel(s; t) is completely modified, and the weight of
short strings will be spread onto strings of length up to
6 through the STE obtained for H3. The dilution of er-
ror should be much weaker in this case, and even maybe
barely visible for the system sizes that can be simulated
classically. We present numerical confirmation on this in
Figure 5.

D. Sensitivity to Trotter step size

We finally comment on the sensitivity of dilution of
error to Trotter step size. The STE (32) requires the ab-
sence of Trotter error to hold, i.e. holds up to corrections
O(dt). In case of a non-negligible Trotter step size dt, a
similar equation would hold with respect to the Floquet
Hamiltonian HF (dt) defined as

exp (−idtHF ) ≡


∏

⟨ij⟩
e−idtZiZj



(

N∏

i=1

e−idt hXi

)
.

(67)

This Hamiltonian admits an expansion in dt whose first
terms are

HF (dt) =HX +HZZ − idt

2
[HZZ , HX ]

+
dt2

12
([HX , [HZZ , HX ]]− [HZZ , [HZZ , HX ]])

+O(dt3) ,
(68)

with HX = h
∑N

j=1Xj and HZZ =
∑

⟨i,j⟩ ZiZj . Im-

portantly, using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula,
one has that the length of the Pauli strings appearing
at order dtn grows linearly with n. As time increases,
the initial weight cX(t = 0) = 1/N in front of Pauli
strings Xj will spread onto these Pauli strings through
the STE for HF (dt). As a consequence, larger dt should
result in weaker dilution of error. In particular, if dt
is large enough for the Floquet Hamiltonian to become
scrambling, then the average string length in HF (dt) is
O(N) and no dilution of error is expected. We show
numerical evidence for the absence of dilution of error in
Figure 5 when the Trotter step is too large.

To summarize and conclude this section, we studied
how modifying single parameters in a “standard” Hamil-
tonian simulation setup preserves or destroys the dilution
of error. We compared the numerical simulations to the
prediction of our microscopic theory presented in Section
III, and obtained agreement. In particular, we saw that
the relevant length and the effect of noise on expectation
values scale similarly with system size in all the setups
considered.

V. ERROR MITIGATION

We have derived microscopic expressions for noisy ob-
servables in Section III. Equipped with these expressions,
we use this section to develop two new error mitigation
techniques that are particularly efficient in cases where
errors dilute (ρ ≪ 1) and act independently cf. (78) be-
low.

A. Recall: Probabilistic Error Cancellation

Our first error mitigation technique can be seen as a
simplification of Probabilistic Error Cancellation (PEC)
[36] or Zero Noise Extrapolation with Probabilistic Er-
ror Amplification (ZNE-PEA) [37], which we will briefly
review here. The basic mechanism behind PEC is that
given Kraus operators K such that the effect of the noise
is given by the quantum channel

N (ρ) =

κ∑

u=1

KuρK
†
u , (69)
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with κ an integer and
∑κ

u=1K
†
uKu = I, there exist real

numbers pu with
∑

u pu = 1 such that

κ∑

u=1

puKuN (ρ)K†
u = ρ . (70)

If the pu’s were positive, the left-hand side could be im-
plemented on the hardware by applying Ku on the state
with probability pu, exactly cancelling the effect of the
noise channel N (provided we neglect errors occurring
when applying Ku’s). However, in general, the pu’s can
be positive and negative. To implement the left-hand side
of (7) probabilistically, one thus would have to apply each
Ku with probability |pu|λ where λ = 1∑

u |pu| ≤ 1 (not to

be confused with the noise rate introduced in section II),
and to multiply the result by sgn (pu). But then, instead
of measuring the noiseless expectation value ⟨O(t)⟩, one
actually measures λ⟨O(t)⟩. The consequence of this at-
tenuation factor λ is to increase the number of shots re-
quired to reach a given precision. One needs to include
1/λ2 more shots to reach a given precision with PEC,
compared to the case where there would be no noise on
the hardware. In a circuit with V quantum gates where
the noise channel (7) is applied, the overhead cost of PEC
in terms of shots is thus λ−2V . For a simulation of a lo-
cal Hamiltonian, one has typically V = O(Nt) with N
the system size and t the number of Trotter steps. For
local Kraus operators we have log λ = O(ε). Hence the
cost of this mitigation technique is eO(εNt). Since εV is
the typical number of errors occurring in the circuit, we
obtain that PEC can only correct O(1) errors without
prohibitive overhead in terms of shots.

B. Perturbative mitigation: LIN

Let us come back to Eq (10) that expresses the noisy
value ⟨O(t)⟩noisy as a power series in the probability of
error ε. At order ε, this is

⟨O(t)⟩noisy = ⟨O(t)⟩+ ε⟨Σ1(t)⟩+O(ε2) . (71)

Now, the quantity Σ1(t) can be measured on the hard-
ware, by first measuring D1 by inserting the Kraus op-
erators Ku inside the circuit, and then subtracting D0,
both defined in (9). This means we can form the operator

O(1)(t) = O(t)− εΣ1(t) , (72)

such that its measured noisy expectation value is

⟨O(1)(t)⟩noisy = ⟨O(t)⟩+O(ε2) . (73)

This removes the term of order ε from the expansion (10).
This can be seen as applying PEC at first order in ε. We
will refer to this noise mitigation procedure as LIN, for
linear

⟨O(t)⟩LIN ≡ ⟨O(t)⟩noisy − ε⟨Σ1(t)⟩noisy . (74)

To measure Σ1, one has to measure separately D0 (the
noisy expectation value) and D1, the noisy expectation
value with 1 error inserted by hand at all possible places.
The variance obtained on the mitigated value ⟨O(t)⟩LIN
is

∆LIN =
σ2
0

S0
(1 +Ngateε)

2 +
σ2
1

S1
(Ngateε)

2 , (75)

where S0,1 are the numbers of shots to measure D0,1 the
sectors with exactly zero and one errors, σ2

0 the variance
in measuring D0, σ

2
1 the variance in measuring D1/Ngate,

and Ngate the number of noisy gates in the circuit. At
fixed shot budget S = S0 + S1, the optimal shot distri-
bution β = S0

S1
is

β =
σ0
σ1

1 +Ngateε

Ngateε
. (76)

We note that Ngateε is the average number of errors in
the circuit. For example when σ0 = σ1, we see that we
always have S0/S > 1/2, so the overhead to implement
LIN is at most to double the number of shots.
We note that this scheme can be in principle general-

ized to higher orders in ε.

C. Exponential mitigation: EXP

We now propose another mitigation strategy. It relies
on the empirical observation that oftentimes, we have

⟨Σn⟩
⟨Σ0⟩

≈ 1

n!

( ⟨Σ1⟩
⟨Σ0⟩

)n

. (77)

This approximation, loosely speaking, assumes that dif-
ferent errors do not “influence” each other. In terms of
the dynamical correlations appearing in the Σ expansion
of Section IIIA, this means relations of the type

⟨K(2)K(1)OK
†
(1)K

†
(2)⟩ ⟨O⟩ = ⟨K(1)OK

†
(1)⟩ ⟨K(2)OK

†
(2)⟩ .
(78)

We define the EXP noise mitigation formula as

⟨O(t)⟩EXP ≡ ⟨O(t)⟩noisy exp
(
−ε ⟨Σ1(t)⟩noisy

⟨O(t)⟩noisy

)
. (79)

This requires to measure ⟨O(t)⟩noisy and ⟨Σ1(t)⟩noisy on
the quantum computer. It has thus exactly the same
complexity as the LIN mitigation technique. However,
we will see below that it achieves better precision in a
number of cases.
The variance obtained on the mitigated value

⟨O(t)⟩EXP is

∆EXP =

[
σ2
0

S0

(
1 + ε

⟨D1⟩noisy
⟨O(t)⟩noisy

)2

+
σ2
1

S1
(Ngateε)

2

]

× exp

(
−2ε

⟨Σ1(t)⟩noisy
⟨O(t)⟩noisy

)
.

(80)
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FIG. 6. Experimental Data. Same as the top panels of

Figure 2, but for the observable S
(k)
x defined in (5) for k =

2, 4, 6, 8 in reading direction.

At fixed shot budget S = S0 + S1, the optimal shot dis-
tribution β = S0

S1
is

β =
σ0
σ1

∣∣∣1 + ε
⟨D1⟩noisy

⟨D0⟩noisy

∣∣∣
Ngateε

. (81)

D. Impact of dilution of errors on the performance
of mitigation

Let us evaluate the effect of dilution of errors on the
LIN mitigation technique. In case of perfect dilution of
errors, the terms in the Σ expansion in (10) scale as

⟨Σn(t)⟩ = O
(
tnN0

n!

)
, (82)

whereas without dilution of errors they scale as O( t
nNn

n! ).
In order for αn/n! to be smaller than ϵ > 0 for some
α > 0, one needs to have n > eα + log 1/ϵ. Hence, in
absence of dilution of error, one needs to remove all the
sectors with less than n = O(εtN) errors. Since the cost
in removing a sector with n errors is exponential in n,
the mitigation cost is exponential in εtN in absence of
dilution of errors.

In contrast, in presence of dilution of errors, one only
needs to remove all the sectors with less than n = O(εt)
errors. The mitigation cost is thus exponential in εt, but
not in system size N .

E. Hardware performance

We now evaluate the performance of these noise mit-
igations techniques on the hardware data. Firstly, in

the two top panels of Figure 2 at the beginning of this

manuscript, we plotted the measured magnetization S
(1)
x ,

comparing the exact value with the raw data and the mit-
igated data. While the raw data departs from the exact
data because of hardware noise by several standard devia-
tions, we see that both LIN and EXPmitigation techniques
succeed in recovering the noiseless signal within one or
two error bars. The very good performance of these miti-
gations techniques is particularly visible in the cumulated
plot, where the mitigated expectation values almost su-
perimpose with the exact values. For this observable we
also see that LIN and EXP output almost the same val-
ues. In Figure 6 we then perform the same comparison

but with the more noisy observables S
(k)
x for k > 1. At

larger values of k, we see a significant difference between
LIN and EXP. While the LIN mitigation fails in recovering
the noiseless signal at larger values of k, we see that the
EXP mitigation keeps constant performance.

F. Numerical tests

In order to test further these noise mitigation tech-
niques, we perform numerical simulations with exact evo-
lution of density matrices. Despite being limited to sys-
tem sizes ⪅ 12, they allow for noisy simulations without
error bars. In Figure 7 we compare the efficiency of LIN
and EXP on an Ising model simulation, both for a con-
stant Hamiltonian case and for a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian. We observe that both methods recover very well
the original signal in presence of an average number of
errors ⪅ 1. For larger number of errors, we observe on
these plots that the EXP mitigation technique performs
particularly well. Besides the cases plotted, we observed
that the EXP mitigation tends to perform less well for adi-
abatic settings where parameters are slowly varied with
time. However, in non-adiabatic settings, we observed
excellent performance of EXP in many simulation cases,
and the cases plotted are not fine-tuned.

VI. EXACTLY SOLVABLE CASE: FREE
FERMIONS

While it is notoriously difficult to obtain provable
bounds for general noisy quantum circuits, there is one
situation, in which such bounds can be obtained analyt-
ically: the dynamics of the one-dimensional transverse-
field Ising model. We prove the system size indepen-
dence of the late-time behaviour of the Σ expansion in
this system and give analytic expressions for its value.
Specifically, we consider the Hamiltonian

H =

N∑

j=1

ZjZj+1 + hXj , (83)

with some magnetic field h ≥ 0 and with periodic bound-
ary conditions. We fix the initial state | + ...+⟩ and the
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observable O = Sx, and define the unitary operator that
implements one Trotter step

U = exp


−idt

N∑

j=1

ZjZj+1


 exp


−idth

N∑

j=1

Xj


 ,

(84)
for some Trotter step dt. We consider two different noise
models. The first noise model contains X errors only, i.e.
inserts a Xj at position j with some probability ε after
each Trotter step. We note that while the noiseless model
is quadratic in fermions, the density matrix describing
the state in presence of noise is not Gaussian. In that
case, we compute that the leading behaviour at large time
of ⟨Σn(t)⟩ is

⟨Σn(t)⟩ =
(−λt)n
n!

⟨Σ0(t)⟩+O(tn−1N0) , (85)

with

λ = 4(1−m) , (86)

where m is the expectation value of the magnetization at
large times ⟨Sx(t)⟩. In particular, it is of order N0 with
respect to system size, and not Nn. In the case dt → 0
without Trotter error, we have

λ =

{
2
h2 for h > 1

2 for h ≤ 1 .
(87)

We detail the calculations leading to this result in the
Appendix B. In Figure 8 we observe numerically for dt→
0 that λ is indeed the decay rate of the observable Sx at
low error rate ε, namely that

⟨Sx(t)⟩noisy ∼ e−λεt⟨Sx(t)⟩ . (88)

Also in Appendix B, we study another noise model given
by a depolarizing channel with probability ε applied on
each site after each Trotter step. In that case, we show
that ⟨Σ1(t)⟩ = −λt⟨Σ0(t)⟩+O(t0) with an explicit value
for λ = O(N0).

VII. CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN
TROTTER ERROR AND NOISE

Up to now in this manuscript, both in the experimen-
tal setup of Section II and in the theory Section III, we
focused exclusively on errors coming from quantum hard-
ware imperfections, i.e. gate noise. However, Hamilto-
nian simulation implemented on digital quantum com-
puters through product formulas like (3) also comes with
a so-called Trotter error for any finite time step dt > 0.
While textbook error estimations indicate that for a lo-
cal Hamiltonian like the Ising model, the Trotter error
with step dt scales as O(Nτdt) with τ the total simu-
lation time (i.e., number of Trotter steps multiplied by
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FIG. 7. Comparison of efficiency of LIN and EXP mitigation
techniques, using exact density matrix simulations with de-
polarizing channel occurring on every qubit after every Trot-
ter step with probability 0.0015 (left panel) and 0.003 (right
panel), in Ising models on square lattice 3× 4, starting from

|0...0⟩, measuring Sz = 1
N

∑N
j=1 Zj , with dt = 0.1, and with

hx = −1.8 (left panel), hx(t) = −2 cos(ωtdt) where ω = 0.5
(right panel).
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top to bottom), for a magnetic field h = 1.5, averaged over
1000 realizations of noise. Right panel: Decay rate λmes(t) =
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⟨Sx⟩ as a function of simulation time t, for different

values of magnetic field h, in size N = 100, with a noise rate
ε/dt = 0.1 with dt → 0, averaged over 1000 realizations of
noise. The theoretical values (87) are indicated with black
dotted lines.

dt), a scaling independent of τ has been observed in
practice and is now well understood [18]. However, in
a number of cases, it has also been observed numerically
that Trotter error can be system-size independent as well
[13], similarly to error coming from noise studied in this
manuscript. In this section, we show that Trotter error
and hardware noise share some structural similarities for
Hamiltonian simulation. The microscopic mechanism of
dilution of error presented in Section III could thus also
apply to Trotter error.

Let us recall the effect of Trotterization on expectation
values. Given two Hamiltonians H1, H2 and a Trotter
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step dt, we have

e−idtH1e−idtH2 = e−idtHF

with HF = H1 +H2 +− idt
2

[H1, H2]

− dt2

12
([H1, [H1, H2]]− [H2, [H1, H2]]) +O(dt3) .

(89)
Let us denote the terms in HF − (H1 + H2) as

dt
∑Q

q=1 cqKq for some Pauli strings Kq and real coeffi-

cients cq of order O(1) that depend on dt. For Hamiltoni-
ans H1, H2 that are sums of O(N) terms such that every
site is touched by O(1) terms, we have Q = O(N), and
the coefficients cq are of order O(1). Denoting |ψ(τ)⟩dt
the Trotterized state with time step dt for total simula-
tion time τ and initial state |+⟩, and considering O an
observable that is a sum of Pauli strings of a finite length,
we have

dt⟨ψ(τ)|O|ψ(τ)⟩dt = E0 +dtE1 +dt2E2 +O(dt3) , (90)

with

E0 = ⟨+|U−τOUτ |+⟩

E1 = 2ℑ
Q∑

q=1

cq

∫ τ

0

ds⟨+|U−sKqU
s−τOUτ |+⟩

E2 = −2ℜ
Q∑

q,q′=1

cqcq′

×
∫ τ

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′⟨+|U−sKqU
s−s′Kq′U

s′−τOUτ |+⟩

+ 2ℜ
Q∑

q,q′=1

cqcq′

×
∫ τ

0

ds

∫ s

0

ds′⟨+|U−sKqU
s−τOUτ−s′Kq′U

s′ |+⟩ .
(91)

We denoted here U = e−i(H1+H2). Let us first focus on
E1. At first sight, it is of orderO(τN) because of the time
integral and O(N) different Trotter error operators Kq.
Compared to E0, most of these terms actually display an
important difference. E0 is exactly the expectation value
of the observable O in the state Uτ |+⟩. In contrast, in
E1, when s > 0, the terms can be interpreted as the
matrix element of O between two different states Uτ |+⟩
and Uτ−sKqU

s|+⟩. Generically, these matrix elements
are expected to become small whenever s ≪ τ . For ex-
ample, the matrix element of a local observable between
two Haar-random states will be in average exponentially
small in system size. As a consequence, the time integral
in E1 can be restricted to s = O(1). In that case, we
obtain the approximation

E1 ≈ −i
Q∑

q=1

cq

∫ ∆τ

0

ds⟨+|[Kq(τ − s), O(τ)]|+⟩ , (92)

for some ∆τ of order O(1). One sees that for local
Hamiltonian simulation, a light-cone argument applies
and [Kq(τ − s), O(τ)] will be only of order O(1/N) be-
cause Kq is localized at some site, and O and Kq are
separated by only a time ∆τ . With these approxima-
tions, E1 is seen to be of order O(τ0N0).
Let us now consider the term E2. The term is a priori

of order O(N2τ2). However, the terms in the first line are
expectation values of O only when q = q′, s = s′. Accord-
ing to our argument above, this restricts q = q′ and s−s′
to be of order O(1). This is the fundamental assumption
in this Trotter-error-noise correspondence. Similarly, the
terms in the second line can be written as expectation
values of O within the state Uτ−sKqU

s|+⟩ only when
q = q′, s = s′. Otherwise, they are matrix elements of O
between two different states. This also restrains q = q′

and s− s′ to be of order O(1). Neglecting the terms that
are not of this form yields the approximation that, for
some ∆τ = O(1),

E2 ≈ 2ℜ
Q∑

q=1

c2q

∫ τ

0

ds

∫ s

s−∆τ

ds′⟨+|[Kq(s), O(τ)]Kq(s
′)|+⟩ .

(93)
Further assuming that the integrand is close to the value
when s = s′, we obtain

E2 ≈ 2∆τ

Q∑

q=1

c2q

∫ τ

0

ds⟨+|[Kq(s), O(τ)]Kq(s)|+⟩ . (94)

In this approximation, the term E2 in the Trotter error
has the same structure as hardware noise, with Kraus op-
erators Kq inserted at the same time points. The Trotter
error operatorsKq play the role of the Kraus operators in
the noise channel, with coefficients 2∆τc2q. If the system
displays dilution of errors for gate noise as explained in
Section III, then it will also display dilution of Trotter
error, and E2 will scale only as O(τN0).

We provide in Figure 9 a numerical check of the
main assumptions to establish this correspondence be-
tween Trotter error and noise, which is the fact that
⟨+|Kq(s)O(t∗)Kp(t)|+⟩ can be neglected whenever q ̸= p
or |s− t| ≫ 1. We consider the 2D Ising model standard
setup of Section IV, with observable O = Xj at fixed j,
and Kraus operator K = ZiYj that arises on every bond
from Trotter error in this model. We plot the real part
of ⟨+|Kq(s)O(t∗)Kp(t)|+⟩ at fixed total simulation time
t∗, for different times s, t and different positions of the
Kraus operators q, p. We see that, as claimed, this value
is strongly suppressed whenever q ̸= p or s− t away from
0.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We have shown that the effect of quantum computer
hardware noise on expectation values of local observ-
ables in Hamiltonian simulation setups can be much
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FIG. 9. Left panel: Absolute value of the real part of
⟨+|K(s)O(t∗)K(t)|+⟩ with t∗ = 30, O = Xj with j at the
center of the lattice, K = Z0Y1, in the standard setup of Sec-
tion IV, as a function of t and s, for system size 4× 5. Right
panel: same as left panel, but for ⟨+|Kq(s)O(t∗)Kp(s)|+⟩
with s = 15, as a function of lattice bonds p, q where K is
located, for an arbitrary ordering of bonds.

weaker than expected. In particular, in several settings
noisy expectation values depart from the exact values
by O(εtN0) for local Hamiltonian simulation, instead of
O(εtN) where ε is the gate error probability, t the num-
ber of Trotter steps and N the system size. This dilution
of error goes beyond light-cone arguments and general
arguments based on operator growth. We provided a mi-
croscopic explanation of this effect by making a connec-
tion with the relevant string length of the time-evolved
operator. This number, loosely speaking, measures the
average length of strings that belong to the subspace of
strings of dimension 2N (in the total space of operator
of dimension 4N ) that can contribute to the expecta-
tion value at time t > s. This microscopic mechanism
is able to explain the sensitivity of dilution of error to
parameters of the problem, such as time-dependence of
the Hamiltonian or initial state.

If we depart from a standard noise model defined by
some circuit volume, then the relative difficulty of quan-
tum versus classical simulations is less clear than elabo-
rated in [9]. In particular, we have seen that there exist
families of circuits and observables for which the signal-
to-noise ratio scales only as O(N0) with system size N .
In this case, the error mitigation techniques we have de-
veloped here provide a way to obtain accurate estimates
of said observables with a number of shots that scales
polynomially with system size, assuming a fixed, finite
gate fidelity. These situations appear in generic quenches
e.g., of strongly correlated non-integrable Ising models
which—to the best of our knowledge—require classical
resources that are exponential in system size.

We expect these findings to have large impact on prob-
lems requiring the measurement of local observables on
N ≈ 100 qubits with dense circuits containing ≈ 104

two-qubit gates, the regime also considered in e.g. [38].
A quantum computer with effective two-qubit gate errors
of 10−3 [8] would produce output states with global fideli-
ties less than 10−4, a signal that would require taking bil-

lions of shots to extract useful information. The situation
is very different for the simulations of local observables
for which dilution of errors applies: For example, our
hardware data implies a sensitivity to errors ρ ≈ 3.5/N
for two-point correlation functions ⟨∑i,j XiXj⟩ in the 2D
Ising model quench of Fig. 2. This value of ρ implies a
signal ⟨O⟩noisy / ⟨O⟩noiseless > 70% for these “100× 100”-
circuits. Assuming an intrinsic variance of the observable
σ2 = 0.1, the remaining relative bias can be suppressed
to less than 10% with standard error less than 0.1 using
5000 shots and the LIN mitigation technique proposed in
section VB (this is a conservative estimate in the sense
that the EXP technique (cf. section VC) would likely
perform better). Assuming shot times of one second,
classically intractable problems could therefore be solved
with a noisy quantum computer in less than two hours.
Thus, providing further evidence for or against the dilu-
tion of errors, as well as the factorisation of errors (78)
becomes an important objective, for which current quan-
tum hardware can be employed.
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Appendix A: Details on hardware circuit
implementation

1. Setting

We consider the Ising model on a square lattice of size
N = 5 × 4 with periodic boundary conditions, with a
magnetic field h = 3, and with the system initialized in
the product state | + ...+⟩. Using a first-order Trotter-
ization with a Trotter step dt = 0.15, we prepare the
following wave function on the quantum computer for a
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number of steps t

|ψ(t)⟩ =


∏

⟨j,k⟩
e−idtZjZk

N∏

j=1

e−ihdtXj




t

|+ ...+⟩ . (1)

In order to improve parallelization on Quantinuum’s
H1-1 hardware, we apply the X rotations in the or-
der j = 0, ..., 19, and the ZZ rotations in the order
(j, k) = (0, 1), (2, 3), (4, 0), (6, 7), ..., then (1, 2), (3, 4),
(5, 6), (7, 8), (9, 5), ... and then (0, 5), (1, 6), (2, 7), (3, 8),
(4, 9), (5, 10), ..., see Figure 10. We observed indeed us-
ing Quantinuum’s H1-1E emulator that the choice of gate
ordering has a noticeable impact on the machine perfor-
mance. We measure then the expectation value of Sx and

S
(k)
x as defined in (5).

0 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19

• • • • •

• • • • •

• • • • •

• • • • •

FIG. 10. Schematic representation of the Ising model imple-
mented on the hardware. ZZ rotations on sites separated by
an orange edge are applied first, then purple edges and then
teal edges.

2. Implementing the mitigation

In order to implement the noise mitigation technique,
one requires to know the Kraus operators describing the
noise in a specific hardware. These have been well char-
acterized for the H1-1 device. The single-qubit gate in-
fidelity is 4 · 10−5. Given that we have Nt ≤ 800 single-
qubit gates in our circuit, we will neglect these errors
and consider the single-qubit gates as perfect. As for the

two-qubit gate ei
θ
2ZjZk , the Kraus operators describing

the noise are Pauli matrices whose probabilities of occur-
rence are given in Table 11 for θ = π/2. For θ < π/2,
the probabilities p(θ) are scaled according to

p(θ) = (0.418θ + 0.34)p(π/2) . (2)

These values were measured in November 2023 [39]. In
our case, with θ = 0.3, this gives a reduction factor 0.47
compared to Table 11.

Pauli error probability Pauli error probability
IX 0.000124 YX 4.7 · 10−6

IY 0.000124 YY 4.7 · 10−6

IZ 0.000327 YZ 0.000114
XI 0.000114 ZI 0.000221
XX 4.7 · 10−6 ZX 0.000124
XY 4.7 · 10−6 ZY 0.000124
XZ 0.000114 ZZ 0.000122
YI 0.000114

FIG. 11. Probability of Pauli errors after a gate ei
π
4
ZZ on

H1-1 devices, measured in June 2023 [39].

Given the low error probability < 10−5 for double bit
flip errors XX, XY , Y X and Y Y , we neglect them in
our experiment. We are left with 11 Pauli errors to mea-
sure on each edge. Due to the translation invariance of
the model and of the observable, all the vertical (resp.
horizontal) edges are equivalent to (0, 1) (resp. (0, 5)).
The gate ordering breaks this equivalence as an error oc-
curring on e.g. sites (0, 1) or (6, 7) will be followed and
preceded by a different number of ZZ rotations. How-
ever, we observed on the emulator that the position of
the horizontal or vertical error makes no noticeable dif-
ference. We thus fix the errors to always occur on either
(0, 1) or (0, 5). Finally, at time t, the error can occur
during each of the t Trotter steps 1 ≤ s ≤ t.

Measuring the effect of each error requires only a small
number of shots, as the measured amplitude are then
multiplied by a small number (the error probability)
which decreases the error bar. One thus obtain in princi-
ple 2×11×t circuits to run to mitigate one single value of
magnetization Sx(t), each with a small number of shots.
Due to a constraint of the H1-1 device where each circuit
comes with a compilation overhead cost, it is problematic
to run a large number of circuits with a small number of
shots each. To go around this cost, we randomize the lo-
cation in time s of the error, as well as whether it is on a
horizontal edge or vertical edge. At the beginning of the
circuit, we measure in the Z basis ⌈log2(t)⌉ qubits pre-
pared in |+⟩, and interpret the measurement outcomes as
the binary decomposition of s. If this binary decomposi-
tion is larger than t, the shot is discarded. By measuring
another qubit we draw randomly the location of the error
on a horizontal or vertical edge. This technique reduces
to 11 the number of circuits to run per Trotter step t to
mitigate one value of magnetization.

Appendix B: Ising chain in a transverse field

In this Appendix we analytically derive the dilution of
errors for Hamiltonian evolution with the 1D Ising chain
(83).
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1. Recall: Diagonalization

As is well-known, the 1D Ising chain (83) can be solved
through a Jordan-Wigner transformation of the Pauli
matrices into fermions cj [40, 41]

Xj = 1−2c†jcj , Zj = (cj+c
†
j)
∏

m<j

(1−2c†mcm) , (1)

where cj satisfy {ci, cj} = {c†i , c†j} = 0 and {ci, c†j} =

δi,j . The parity of the number of particles
∑N

j=1 c
†
jcj is

conserved byH in (83), so the system splits into even and
odd number of particles sectors. The fermions are given
periodic/anti-periodic boundary conditions cL+1 = ±c1
in the even/odd sector. We then introduce the Fourier
components

ak =
1√
N

N∑

j=1

e−ijkcj , (2)

with k ∈ Pe = { 2(n+1/2)π
N , n = −N/2, ..., N/2 − 1} if

the number of particles is even, and k ∈ Po = { 2nπ
N , n =

−N/2, ..., N/2−1} if the number of particles is odd. Since
the initial state |+⟩ contains no fermions, it is in the
even particle sector, and in the rest of the section we will
consider k ∈ Pe ≡ P only. We will then denote P+

e ≡ P+

the subset of Pe with positive elements. In terms of these
fermions we have

N∑

j=1

Xj = 2
∑

k∈P+

1− (a†kak + a†−ka−k)

N∑

j=1

ZjZj+1 =
∑

k∈P+

2 cos k(a†kak + a†−ka−k)

+
∑

k∈P+

2i sin k(a†ka
†
−k + aka−k) .

(3)

Let us thus introduce the 4-dimensional space spanned by

|0⟩, a†ka
†
−k|0⟩, a

†
k|0⟩, a

†
−k|0⟩ in this order. The operator U

implementing one Trotter step in (84) is block-diagonal
in these sectors U = ⊗k∈P+Uk, with

Uk =



Vk

0
0

0
0

0 0 e−2idt cos k 0
0 0 0 e−2idt cos k


 , (4)

where

Vk =

[
exp

(
0 −2dt sin k

2dt sin k −4idt cos k

)](
e−2idth 0

0 e2idth

)
.

(5)
We will write this matrix as

Vk =Wk

(
e−idtε+k 0

0 e−idtε−k

)
W †

k , (6)

with Wk a unitary matrix, that we write as

Wk =

(
cos θk i sin θke

−iφk

i sin θke
iφk cos θk

)
, (7)

for some θk, φk. In the limit of zero Trotter step dt→ 0,
see e.g. [41], we have

ε±k = 2 cos k ± 2
√
1 + h2 − 2h cos k , (8)

and

cos 2θk =
h− cos k√

1 + h2 − 2h cos k
, φk = 0 . (9)

2. Expansion in Σ for the magnetization with X
errors

In this Section we fix the noise model to be a purely
X Pauli error channel, with noise channel applied after
every Trotter step

N (ρ) = (1−Nε)ρ+ ε

N∑

j=1

XjρX
†
j . (10)

Namely, the density matrix ρt after t noisy Trotter steps
satisfies

ρt+1 = N (UρtU
†) , (11)

with initial state ρ0 = |+⟩⟨+|. We will compute the
different terms in the expansion (10) for the noisy value
of the magnetization ⟨O(t)⟩noisy = tr [Oρt] with O = Sx.

It is well-known that time-evolution under the Ising
Hamiltonian (83) preserves the Gaussianity of density
matrices for any magnetic field h, due to H being
quadratic in the fermions. Namely, if ρ is a Gaussian
density matrix (i.e., a density matrix in which all corre-
lations functions can be expressed in terms of the 2-point

functions c†i cj and cicj with Wick’s theorem), then UρU†

is also Gaussian. One can thus compute its time evolu-
tion by just keeping track of the 2-point functions, which
is only a 2N × 2N matrix, whereas ρ is a 2N × 2N ma-
trix. Similarly, XjρXj is also Gaussian when ρ is Gaus-

sian, since one can write iXj = ei
π
2Xj . However, sums of

Gaussian density matrices are (generically) not Gaussian.
The density matrix describing the state corresponding to
the time evolution under the noisy process with random
insertions of X operators is thus not Gaussian.

a. Zero error sector Σ0 (recall)

The first term Σ0 of the expansion (10) is the noiseless
expectation value of the magnetization Sx and its com-
putation is straightforward. We write Sx = 2

N

∑
k∈P+ Sk
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with

Sk =



1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0




k

= 1− a†kak − a†−ka−k . (12)

Then we have

⟨Sx⟩ =
2

N

∑

k∈P+

⟨+|U t
kSkU

−t
k |+⟩ . (13)

From an explicit calculation, we find

⟨+|U t
kSkU

−t
k |+⟩ = cos2(2θk) + sin2(2θk) cos(tdt∆ϵk) ,

(14)
where we introduced ∆ϵk = ϵ+k − ϵ−k . Hence we obtain

⟨Sx(t)⟩ =
2

N

∑

k∈P+

cos2(2θk) + sin2(2θk) cos(tdt∆ϵk) .

(15)
The summand comprises a term constant with t, and an
oscillatory term. In finite size, the oscillatory term is a
sum of a finite number of cosines, and so keeps oscillat-
ing for all times. In the thermodynamic limit N → ∞
however, this magnetization is

⟨Sx(t)⟩ = m(h,dt) +
1

π

∫ π

0

sin2(2θk) cos(tdt∆ϵk)dk ,

(16)
with the magnetization

m(h,dt) =
1

π

∫ π

0

cos2(2θk)dk , (17)

that depends on h,dt through θk. In the zero Trotter
step limit dt → 0, the magnetization takes the simple
form

m(h) =

{
1
2 , if h < 1

1− 1
2h2 , if h > 1 .

(18)

Let us investigate the behaviour of the oscillatory integral
at large times. With a change of variable u = 1

4∆ϵk we
have

∫ π

0

sin2(2θk) cos(tdt∆ϵk)dk =

1

2h2

∫ 1+h

|1−h|

√
(u2 − (1− h)2)((1 + h)2 − u2)

u
cos(4utdt)du .

(19)
The function in the integrand multiplying cos(4utdt) van-
ishes at the ends of the interval u = 1+h, |1−h|. However,
the derivative diverges with a power −1/2. Hence ac-
cording to standard results the magnetization converges
as O(t−3/2) to its limit value at large t.

b. Noisy evolution – generalities

We now consider the introduction of noise. Let us in-
troduce the 2N Majorana fermions

η2j = cj + c†j , η2j+1 = i(cj − c†j) . (20)

They are hermitian and satisfy {ηj , ηk} = 2δj,k. The
observable Sx can be written in terms of them as

Sx =
∑

jk

Sjkηjηk , (21)

with

Sa,b =
i

2N
(δa1,b1+1 − δb1,a1+1)δa0,b0 , (22)

where we denote a = 2a0 + a1 with a1 ∈ {0, 1} and
similarly for b. Given an operator O that is quadratic in
the Majorana fermions

O =
∑

jk

Ojkηjηk , (23)

for some matrix O, its time-evolution UOU† is also
quadratic in the fermions. Let us thus introduce the ma-
trix U such that

UηjU
† =

∑

k

Ujkηk . (24)

Then we have UOU† =
∑

jk O′
jkηjηk with O′ = UOU†.

Given an operator O quadratic in the fermions, let us
now evaluate the effect of the noise operator No defined
as

Noi(O) =

N∑

j=1

[Xj , O]Xj . (25)

We write [Xj , O]Xj =
1
2 [[Xj , O], Xj ] and use the expres-

sion Xj = iη2jη2j+1 and

[[η2jη2j+1, ηaηb], η2jη2j+1]

= 8η2jη2j+1(δ2j+1,aδ2j,b − δ2j+1,bδ2j,a)

+ 2(ηaηb − ηbηa)(δa,2j + δa,2j+1 + δb,2j + δb,2j+1) .
(26)

We obtain

Noi(O) = O′
abηaηb , (27)

with

O′
ab = −4Oab + 4Oabδa0,b0(δa1,b1+1 − δb1,a1+1) , (28)

with same notations as in (22). In our case, because
of translation invariance of the Hamiltonian and of the
noise, the matrix O always satisfies Oa,b = Oa+2j,b+2j for
any j, where the indices are taken modulo 2N . In that
case we have exactly

Noi(O) = −4O − 4iNoSx , (29)
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where o = 2O2j,2j+1, independent of j. We now note
that we have ⟨0|ηaηb|0⟩ = 0 whenever a, b are not of the
form 2j, 2j + 1 for the same j, and in that case we have
⟨0|η2jη2j+1|0⟩ = −i. It follows that when Oaa = 0 for all
a, we have

⟨O⟩ ≡ ⟨0|O|0⟩ = −2i

N∑

j=1

O2j,2j+1 . (30)

Hence

Noi(O) = −4O + 4⟨O⟩Sx , (31)

where ⟨O⟩ denotes the expectation value in the |0⟩ state.

c. One error Σ1

Let us now determine the contribution of one error to
the Σ expansion in (10), namely Σ1. It is defined by

Σ1(t) =

t∑

s=1

U t−sNoi

(
UsSxU

−s
)
Us−t . (32)

Using (31), we have straightforwardly

Σ1(t) =

t∑

s=1

−4Sx(t) + 4⟨Sx(s)⟩Sx(t− s)

= −4tSx(t) + 4

t∑

s=1

⟨Sx(s)⟩Sx(t− s) ,

(33)

where we recall the definition Sx(t) = U tSxU
−t. In par-

ticular, this is of order N0 and not of order N as a priori
expected. Using the expression (15) for ⟨Sx(t)⟩ and the
equilibrium magnetization (18), at large t this is

⟨Σ1(t)⟩ = −tλ⟨Sx(t)⟩+ o(t) , (34)

with the decay rate

λ(h,dt) = 4(1−m(h,dt)) , (35)

where the magnetization m(h,dt) is in (18). In the case
dt→ 0, this is

λ(h) =

{
2 , if h < 1
2
h2 , if h > 1 .

(36)

Let us determine the corrections to the leading order in
time of (34). We saw that the magnetization ⟨Sx(t)⟩ con-
verges as 1/t3/2 to its limit value. Hence the corrections
in Σ1 to the behaviour (34) are of order O(1/

√
t).

d. Multiple errors Σn

Let us now consider the higher order terms Σn. We
have by definition

Σn(t) =

t∑

s=1

U t−sNnoi(Σn−1(s))U
s−t . (37)

Using (31), we get

Σn(t) =

t∑

s=1

−4U t−sΣn−1(s)U
s−t+4⟨Σn−1(s)⟩Sx(t− s) .

(38)
We are going to derive the asymptotic scaling in t
of Σn by recurrence on n. We note that the term
U t−sΣn−1(s)U

s−t is different from Σn−1(t), as in the
former all the n − 1 errors must have occurred before
time s, whereas in the latter the errors can occur at
any time. Let us thus define property Pm as the fact

that ⟨U t−sΣm(s)Us−t⟩ is (−sλ)m

m! ⟨Sx(t)⟩ + O(sm−1N0)
at large s, t. Property Pm is true for m = 0, since
U t−sΣ0(s)U

s−t = Sx(t). Let us assume Pm true for some
m. Then from (38) we have

U t−sΣm+1(s)U
s−t =

s∑

u=1

− 4U t−uΣm(u)Uu−t

+ 4⟨Σm(u)⟩Sx(t− u) .

(39)

Using Pm, we have at large t

⟨U t−sΣm+1(s)U
s−t⟩ =

s∑

u=1

−4
(−uλ)m
m!

⟨Sx(t)⟩+O(um−1N0)

+ 4

(
(−uλ)m
m!

⟨Sx(u)⟩+O(um−1N0)

)

×
(
m(h) +O((t− u)−3/2)

)
,

(40)
with m(h) the magnetization in (18). We obtain

⟨U t−sΣm+1(s)U
s−t⟩ = (−λs)m+1

(m+ 1)!
⟨Sx(t)⟩+O(smN0) ,

(41)
with the decay rate λ defined in (36). Hence, property
Pm is true for all m and we have thus the asymptotic
scaling

⟨Σn(t)⟩ =
(−λt)n
n!

⟨Sx(t)⟩+O(tn−1N0) . (42)

All the Σn’s are thus of order tnN0, and not tnNn as a
priori expected.
In general, the corrections to these asymptotic be-

haviour are indeed of order tn−1N0. The subleading con-
tributions from Σn at order t will combine to provide a
change of decay rate with ε, namely

∞∑

n=0

εn⟨Σn(t)⟩ =⟨Sx(t)⟩

− t(λ+ ελ(1) + ε2λ(2) + ...)⟨Sx(t)⟩
+O(t2) ,

(43)
with λ(i) coefficients. The decay rate of the observable is
thus ελ+ε2λ(1)+ε3λ(2)+... with a non-trivial dependence
on ε.
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3. Decay rate with depolarizing noise

a. Noisy evolution – generalities

We now consider a depolarizing noise channel

Noi(O) =
1

3

N∑

j=1

∑

P∈{X,Y,Z}
[Pj , O]Pj . (44)

For simplicity we will consider only the continuous time
evolution limit dt→ 0.
Let us consider the effect of this depolarizing channel

on a term c†i cj with i < j. When written in terms of

Pauli matrices, c†i cj is a sum of 4 strings of Pauli matrices
all starting from site i and going to site j, thus of size
|i−j|+1. Since every Pauli matrix in {X,Y, Z} commutes
with itself and anticommutes with the others, we have

[Xj , S]Xj + [Yj , S]Yj + [Zj , S]Zj = −4S , (45)

whenever S is a Pauli string with a non-trivial Pauli ma-
trix ∈ {X,Y, Z} at site j, and otherwise, this quantity
vanishes. It follows that we have for example for i < j

Noi(XiZi+1...Zj−1Xj) = −4

3
(|i−j|+1)XiZi+1...Zj−1Xj .

(46)

The application to this formula to c†i cj comes with some
subtlety. Although the model in terms of the Pauli ma-
trices is translation invariant, the Jordan-Wigner trans-
formation to map the Pauli matrices to the fermions is
not invariant by translation as it selects one site j = 0
as the beginning of the strings. Z1ZN is mapped to

(c†1 − c1)(1 − 2c†2c2)...(1 − 2c†N−1cN−1)(c
†
N + cN ) which

is not quadratic in the fermions. The quadraticity and
translation invariance at the fermionic level are recovered
by noting that within a fixed sector where

∏N
j=1Xj =

+1, we can always multiply the terms in the Hamiltonian

by
∏N

j=1Xj without changing any expectation value.

This multiplication removes then the string of 1 − 2c†jcj
in Z1ZN . However, in terms of the Pauli matrices, the
Hamiltonian contains now a long string Y1X2...XN−1YN
which breaks translation invariance. While this multipli-
cation is necessary to keep the model quadratic in the
fermions and thus solvable, the original qubit Hamilto-
nian (which is the one that would be implemented on a
quantum computer) does not have this long Pauli string
term and is indeed translation invariance, and so should
be the effect of noise. To reflect that translation invari-
ance at the level of the fermions, we impose thus

Noi(c
†
i cj) = φ(i− j)c†i cj . (47)

where we defined the N -periodic function of j

φ(j) = −4

3
(|j|+ 1) , −N/2 < j ≤ N/2 . (48)

We impose the same equation for terms like cicj . As for

c†i ci, it is equal to
Ii−Xi

2 , so we have

Noi(c
†
i ci) =

2

3
− 4

3
c†i ci . (49)

With these choices, c†1cN gets as much noise as c†2c1. We
checked numerically that the simulation of the fermionic
system with this noise model agrees with the application
of Noi on the system when described by qubits and Pauli
matrices.
Let us now consider a traceless and translation-

invariant observable O that is quadratic in the fermions

ci, c
†
i . We can always write it as

O =
∑

k∈P+

Ak(1− a†kak − a†−ka−k)

+ iBk(a
†
ka

†
−k + aka−k)

+ Ck(a
†
ka

†
−k − aka−k) ,

(50)

in terms of the momentum space fermions ak, with
Ak, Bk, Ck some real coefficients. Its time evolution un-
der the Hamiltonian H and depolarizing noise is

∂tO = i[H,O] + ηNoi(O) , (51)

for some η > 0 which is the error rate per unit time.
Let us denote xk,a for k ∈ P+ and a = 1, 2, 3 the vector
containing the coefficients xk,1 = Ak, xk,2 = Bk, xk,3 =
Ck. Then we can write the evolution equation on O as a
matrix evolution equation on x

∂tx = Mx , (52)

with M = H + ηN . Here, H is block-diagonal in the k
space with elements that are 3× 3 matrices given by

Hk,k =




0 0 sin(2θk)
0 0 − cos(2θk)

− sin(2θk) cos(2θk) 0


∆ϵk . (53)

As for N , it is diagonal in the a index, and takes values

Nk,q;1,1 = φ̂(k − q) + φ̂(k + q)

Nk,q;2,2 = φ̂(k − q)− φ̂(k + q)

Nk,q;3,3 = φ̂(k − q)− φ̂(k + q) .

(54)

where we defined the Fourier transform for k ∈ P

φ̂(k) =
1

N

N∑

j=1

eijkφ(j) . (55)

The initial condition on x(t) is

xk,a(t = 0) =
δa,1
N

. (56)

The expectation value of Sx at time t is then given by

⟨Sx(t)⟩ =
∑

k∈P+

xk,1(t) . (57)

The decay rate at large times is given by the smallest real
part of the eigenvalues of the matrix M.
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b. One error Σ1

We have the 1 error contribution

Σ1(t) =

t∑

s=1

U t−sNoi(U
sOU−s)Us−t . (58)

Time evolution for time s modifies the coefficients
Ak, Bk, Ck as

Ak(s) = [cos2(2θk) + sin2(2θk) cos(s∆ϵk)]Ak

+ sin(4θk) sin
2(s∆ϵk/2)Bk

− sin(2θk) sin(s∆ϵk)Ck

(59)

and

Bk(s) = sin(4θk) sin
2(s∆ϵk/2)Ak

+ [sin2(2θk) + cos2(2θk) cos(s∆ϵk)]Bk

+ cos(2θk) sin(s∆ϵk)Ck

(60)

and

Ck(s) = sin(2θk) sin(s∆ϵk)Ak

− cos(2θk) sin(s∆ϵk)Bk

+ cos(s∆ϵk)Ck .

(61)

We thus get at large times

⟨Σ1(t)⟩ =
t

N

∑

k,q∈P+

cos2(2θk)φ̂(k − q) cos2(2θq)

+ sin(2θk) cos(2θk)φ̂(k − q) sin(2θq) cos(2θq)

+
t

N

∑

k,q∈P+

cos2(2θk)φ̂(k + q) cos2(2θq)

− sin(2θk) cos(2θk)φ̂(k + q) sin(2θq) cos(2θq)

+O(t0) .
(62)

Fourier-transforming back, this is

⟨Σ1(t)⟩ = −tλ+O(t0) , (63)

with

λ = −1

2

N/2∑

j=−N/2

φ(j)(|αj |2 + |βj |2) , (64)

where we introduced

αj =
1

N

∑

k∈P

cos2(2θk)e
ijk

βj =
1

N

∑

k∈P

cos(2θk) sin(2θk)e
ijk .

(65)

In the thermodynamic limit N → ∞, these coefficients
become

αj =

∫ π

−π

(h− cos k)2

1 + h2 − 2h cos k
eijkdk

βj =

∫ π

−π

(h− cos k) sin k

1 + h2 − 2h cos k
eijkdk .

(66)

For h ̸= 1, these are the Fourier coefficients of regular
2π-periodic functions, so they decay exponentially fast
with j. Hence the coefficient λ is of order O(N0), and
not O(N) as a priori expected.
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