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Spin-S U(1) Quantum Link Models with Dynamical Matter on a Quantum Simulator
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Quantum link models (QLMs) offer the realistic prospect for the practical implementation of lat-
tice quantum electrodynamics (QED) on modern quantum simulators, and they provide a venue for
exploring various nonergodic phenomena relevant to quantum many-body physics. In these models,
gauge and electric fields are represented by spin-S operators. So far, large-scale realizations of QLMs
have been restricted to S = 1/2 representations, whereas the lattice-QED limit is approached at
S — o0o. Here, we present a bosonic mapping for the representation of gauge and electric fields with
effective spin-S operators for arbitrarily large values of S. Based on this mapping, we then propose
an experimental scheme for the realization of a large-scale spin-1 U(1) QLM using spinless bosons
in an optical superlattice. Using perturbation theory and infinite matrix product state calculations,
which work directly in the thermodynamic limit, we demonstrate the faithfulness of the mapping
and stability of gauge invariance throughout all accessible evolution times. We further demonstrate
the potential of our proposed quantum simulator to address relevant high-energy physics by probing
the (de)confinement of an electron—positron pair by tuning the gauge coupling. Our work provides

an essential step towards gauge-theory quantum simulators in the quantum-field-theory limit.
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35], opening the door to the possibility of probing high-
energy physics on table-top quantum devices.

A prominent gauge theory of great theoretical and
experimental relevance is quantum electrodynamics
(QED). For the purpose of numerical and experimental
feasibility, a quantum link formulation of QED has been
proposed, where the gauge and electric-field operators are
represented by spin-S operators [36]. The resulting spin-
S U(1) quantum link models (QLMs) retrieve quantum
electrodynamics (QED) in the limit of S — oo [36, 37].
Recently, the method of linear gauge protection [38, 39]
has facilitated the stabilization of gauge invariance in
quantum simulations of the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM, leading
to corresponding experimental realizations in large-scale
Bose-Hubbard quantum simulators [28, 30, 34]. How-
ever, in order to approach QED, larger values of S are
required experimentally. This motivates the development
of experimentally feasible proposals for the implementa-
tion of U(1) QLM at S > 1/2. One way is based on
small Bose—Einstein condensates representing link vari-
ables [40] in conjunction with imposing gauge-invariance
through angular momentum conservation [41, 42]. Such
a scheme has been demonstrated experimentally for a
single building block in the regime of large S [26]. Al-
ternative approaches are based on using highly occu-
pied bosonic modes [43-45], which, however, still re-
main at the level of proposals. Moreover, recent theory
works have shown that at low energies and even in far-
from-equilibrium quench dynamics, QED can be approx-
imately realized at small values of S < 4 [46, 47], which
motivates pushing gauge-theory quantum-simulator tech-
nology to accommodate intermediate values of S to probe
the limit of lattice QED. In addition to their relevance
to QED, U(1) QLMs at S > 1/2 have been shown to
also host exotic nonergodic regimes relevant to quantum
many-body physics [48, 49]. Achieving the capability
to probe such phenomena on a quantum simulator can
therefore provide deeper insights into ergodicity-breaking
mechanisms in interacting quantum systems [50, 51].

Here, we present a mapping of U(1) QLMs onto
bosonic superlattices at any value of S. We then pro-
pose an experimentally viable scheme for the realization
of a large-scale spin-1 U(1) QLM on an extended Bose—
Hubbard optical superlattice. Employing perturbation
theory and MPS calculations, we demonstrate the fidelity
of the mapping and the stability of gauge invariance over
all accessible evolution times. We also showcase the ver-
satility of our proposed quantum simulator by probing
on it the (de)confinement of an electron—positron pair
through tuning the gauge coupling.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II,
we review spin-S U(1) QLMs and outline their mapping
onto bosonic superlattices. We provide an experimen-
tally feasible concrete proposal for the implementation of
a spin-1 U(1) QLM on an ultracold-atom quantum simu-
lator in Sec. III. Using matrix product state calculations,
we benchmark in Sec. IV the validity of the proposed
quantum simulator through global quenches, and also

probe on it the confinement—deconfinement transition.
In Sec. V, we provide analytic arguments to explain the
robust stabilization of gauge violation on our proposed
quantum simulator. We conclude and provide outlook in
Sec. VI. We supplement our work through various Ap-
pendices detailing our perturbation theory derivations
(Appendix A), providing details on our numerics (Ap-
pendix B), showcasing and benchmarking an alternative
experimental architecture (Appendix C), and comparing
different QLM formulations (Appendix D).

II. SPIN-S U(1) QLM AND BOSONIC MAPPING

Within QED, the gauge and electric fields are infinite-
dimensional [52]. For both experimental as well as the-
oretical purposes, however, it is convenient to adopt a
quantum link formulation [36] of the QED Hamiltonian
on a lattice [53, 54], which results in the spin-S U(1)
QLM with Hamiltonian [36, 37, 40, 55]
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where now the local gauge and electric fields on the link
between sites ¢ and ¢ + 1 are represented by the spin-
S operators §£+,1€+1/‘/S(S+ 1) and §7,,,, respectively.
The Pauli ladder operators &;t act on the matter field
on site ¢, where &} represents matter occupation, p is
the fermionic mass, IV is the total number of sites, g
is the gauge coupling, and x is the tunneling constant.
We have set the lattice spacing to unity throughout. The
generator of the U(1) gauge symmetry of Hamiltonian (1)
is

A o; +1 Az Az
Gy = (—1)2< ¢ 5 TSt Se,z+1)7 (2)

where [ﬁQLM7 ée] = [G’g, G’g/] =0, V¢,¢'. The genera-
tor (2) can be viewed as a discretized version of Gauss’s
law.

We propose a mapping of the spin-S quantum link
model to a superlattice where even (odd) sites repre-
sent the matter sites (gauge links) of the gauge the-
ory; see Fig. 1(a). On the even sites, we restrict the
local Hilbert subspace to H,, = span{0, 1}, while on odd
sites to Hg = span{2n}, n € {0,1,...,2S}. In terms of
the electric flux eigenvalues s* on the odd sites, the al-
lowed bosonic occupations ng = 0,2,...,4S — 2,45 cor-
respond to s* = =S5, -5 +1,...,5 — 1,5, respectively,
i.e., ng = 2(s* +.5); see Fig. 1(b) for the case of S = 1.
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FIG. 1. (Color online). (a) The extended Bose-Hubbard
model on a tilted optical superlattice with spinless bosons,
shown schematically for the case of the spin-1 U(1) QLM (4)
as the target theory. The tunneling strength is J, on-site in-
teraction strength is U, staggering potential is J, the nearest-
neighbor interaction is V, the next-nearest-neighbor interac-
tion on the odd sites is W, and the tilted potential is . The
shallow (deep) sites host matter (gauge) degrees of freedom.
The tilted potential  enables the stabilization of the U(1)
gauge invariance. (b) The configurations allowed by Gauss’s
law (2) shown in the QLM and BHM representations, where
a leftward arrow on a link indicates an electric-field operator
eigenvalue of s* = —1 (represented by 0 bosons), a rightward
arrow represents s° = +1 (represented by 4 bosons), and an
arrowless link denotes s* = 0 (represented by 2 bosons). (c)
The BHM parameters are determined by enforcing resonances
between the shown allowed configurations.

This corresponds to the mapping
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where l;, bt are local bosonic ladder operators, P, and

,ﬁg’ZJrl are projectors onto the local Hilbert subspaces
Hm and H,g, respectively, and in Eq. (3b) we have in-
troduced a “proto” spin-S representation of the gauge
field in lieu of the rescaled actual spin-S raising op-
erator §Zz+1/\/5’(5’+ 1). Strictly speaking, a QLM is
adequate to describe the low-energy subspace of lat-
tice QED. From a particle-physics perspective, this
means that the QLM representation is valid only for
states |S,s*) with |s*| < S. As such, in the limit
of § — oo, where the lattice QED limit is achieved,
and for finite s*, we have (S, §*| 5 |S,s%) /\/S(S+1) =
855241/ S(S+ 1) — 5257 //S(S+ 1) — 1. It is in this
low-energy limit that one cannot resolve the difference
between the infinite-dimensional gauge-field operator of
lattice QED and 8% /4/S(S + 1). Similarly, in the regime
of S>> 1 and a bosonic occupation ngy ~ 25 — a [where
a < S and is even (odd) for (half-)integer S| on the gauge
site, we have (ng + 2|71 |ng) &~ 1, and thus 77 will be in-
distinguishable from §*/,/S(S + 1), and hence from the
gauge-field operator of lattice QED, in the low-energy
limit. These considerations are akin to the ones justi-
fying the approximation of lattice QED through highly-
occupied bosonic models [43, 44]. In what follows, we
will use #7. A comparison to the dynamics under 8%
is given in Appendix D, showing little qualitative differ-
ence between the two representations for relevant physi-
cal phenomena.

III. ULTRACOLD-ATOM SETUP

In the rest of this work, we focus on the case of S =
1. In this section, we outline an experimentally feasible
scheme for mapping the target QLM Hamiltonian
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onto the extended Bose-Hubbard model (BHM)
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Here, L = 2N is the total number of bosonic sites j
with even (odd) j representing a matter (gauge) site,
fj = l;j i)j is the bosonic number operator, U is the on-site
interaction strength, § is a staggered potential making



even (odd) sites shallow (deep), and ~ is a lattice tilt.
The microscopic model with target S > 1/2 has more
configurations available than S = 1/2. To render the
physical configurations resonant in the case of S = 1, this
requires a crucial further ingredient, namely interactions
beyond on-site given by the nearest-neighbor interaction
strength V' and the strength of interactions between two
consecutive odd sites W (see Fig. 1).

These parameters are not independent, and they
should be chosen such that the gauge-invariant processes
between configurations allowed by Gauss’s law are reso-
nant; see Fig. 1(c). This leads to two equations with four
unknowns:

5U — 26 — 4V ~ 0, (6a)
U — 25— 4V + 8W ~ 0. (6b)

This underdetermined system of equations allows for a
large range of possible values for the parameters, which
can be scanned for experimental feasibility.

The parameters of Egs. (1) and (5) can be connected
to each other by relating the processes in Fig. 1(c) in
the QLM and BHM pictures and employing perturba-
tion theory (up to second order), which leads to (see Ap-
pendix A for derivational details)

3 16J2(5U — 60)
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2 (5U —65)" — 1672
g? =AU — 8W, (7h)
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Ultracold atoms trapped in optical lattices form a con-
venient quantum simulator for the realization of the tar-
get spin-S U(1) QLM given by Eq. (4). The envisioned
system consists of ultracold dipolar bosonic atoms and a
1D optical superlattice with a relatively small periodicity,
described by an extended Bose-Hubbard model where a
long-range-type interaction is included [56-58].

We suggest using a bichromatic superlattice to con-
struct the 1D trapping potential [59, 60]. For the
1D linear case, the lattice potential can be written as
Vs cos?(4mx /) — Vi cos?(2rx/\ — w/4), where V,; are
the lattice depths of the ‘short’ and the ‘long’ lattice, re-
spectively, and X is the wavelength of the ‘short’ lattice.
In such a configuration, the dynamics of the model can
be realized by adjusting the lattice depth, thus tuning
the tunnelling J and the on-site interaction U, as well
as the relative depth of the superlattice, thus tuning the
energy offset ¢ [28]. The lattice tilt v can be realized by
a linear potential acting on the atoms, such as generated
by the gravitational force or by a magnetic field acting
on the atoms. In addition, the nearest- and next-nearest-
neighbor interactions, V and W, respectively can be real-
ized by controlling the dipole-dipole interaction between
highly magnetic atoms [58, 61-64].

To prepare the initial state with a special ordering,
we propose driving the system from a superfluid state to

4

a Mott-insulator regime in an optical superlattice [65—
69]. The overlapping of the intensity minima of the opti-
cal lattices creates a large occupation imbalance between
neighboring lattice sites, which directs the atoms to oc-
cupy the ‘deep’ lattice sites. This allows us to engineer
the atom occupation to satisfy Gauss’s law of Eq. (2),
resulting in the system being tailored into the gauge-
allowed subspace. For instance, we can generate the vac-
uum state denoted by |...,2,0,2,0,2,0,...). The num-
ber fluctuations of this Mott-insulator state can be con-
trolled by lowering the temperature of the system [69] or
by implementing a state manipulation process [44, 70].

A crucial ingredient of the above setup are interac-
tions beyond on-site. To judge the feasibility, we esti-
mate the interaction strengths of bosonic Dysprosium
atoms [63] in the type of optical superlattice proposed
above. When the short-lattice laser is set to a wave-
length of A = 380nm, the maximum nearest-neighbor
dipole—dipole interaction in the repulsive side is around
V =160 Hz, where we set Planck’s constant to unity. In a
linear-type lattice, this interaction between atoms scales
with 1/23 over distance x, and therefore the next-nearest-
neighbor interaction in a linear system has a strength
of approximately W = V/23 = 20Hz. Unfortunately,
such a relation V' = 8W leads to unwanted terms ap-
pearing in second-order perturbation theory which re-
strict the dynamics of the gauge theory, as shown in
Appendix A 2. These unwanted terms can be removed
by setting V' = 2W. However, obtaining such a ra-
tio requires us to shorten the distance between relevant
sites. To achieve a controllable distance between the
next-nearest-neighbor lattice sites, instead of a linear 1D
lattice, a zigzag ladder can be employed [71-75]. This
approach enables us to enhance the interaction strength
to approximately W = 80Hz, thus removing unwanted
processes in second-order perturbation theory.

The dipolar interactions between atoms imposes con-
straints on the other energy scales such as J, U, d, and
~. In the Hubbard regime, the corresponding parameter
strengths can be reached by tuning the lattice confine-
ment. Therefore, one can realize the spin-S model in a
state-of-the-art extended Bose-Hubbard quantum simu-
lator while suppressing any gauge-violating dynamics.

IV. QUENCH DYNAMICS

‘We now benchmark our proposed ultracold-atom quan-
tum simulator by probing quench dynamics on it and
comparing with the target QLM (4). For this, we em-
ploy MPS techniques [13, 76, 77] and perform the time
evolution using the time-dependent variational principle
(TDVP) [78, 79]. Details of the numerical implemen-
tation are provided in Appendix B. Our benchmarking
will focus on the spatial averages of electric flux, chiral
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FIG. 2. (Color online). Numerical simulations of a global
quench of the extreme vacuum state in the BHM (5) (solid
lines) and target QLM (4) (dashed). The values of the electric
flux (8a) and chiral condensate (8b) show good agreement,
and the gauge violation in the BHM (8c) remains on low levels
throughout the entire time evolution. (a) Quench to U =
160Hz and § = 80 Hz, which corresponds to u/k ~ —0.41
and ¢g?/k = 0 in the target model. (b) Quench to U = 159 Hz
and § = 78.5Hz, which corresponds to u/k ~ —0.40 and
g*/k = 3.60 in the target model.

condensate, and gauge violation,

E(t) = (8a)
C(t) = (8b)
n(t) = (8¢)

respectively. We seek very good quantitative agreement
in the quench dynamics of the electric flux and chiral
condensate between the BHM and QLM, which should
correspond to a very small and controlled gauge violation
over the entire time evolution.

Throughout this section, we set our parameters to
J =3Hz, v =THz, V = 160Hz, and W = 80 Hz, which
are experimentally feasible values in the zigzag scheme
discussed in Sec. III. Benchmarks of the linear architec-
ture are included in Appendix C.

We are interested in gauge-invariant translation-
invariant states in the QLM that can be represented
by an infinitely repeating unit cell of two matter sites
and two gauge links |07, 87 141,07, 1,871 ¢42), Where o
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FIG. 3. (Color online). Numerical simulations of a global
quench of the charge-proliferated state in the BHM (5) and
target QLM (4). Again, the values of the electric flux (8a) and
chiral condensate (8b) show good agreement, and the gauge
violation in the BHM (8c) remains small. The quench pa-
rameters for each panel are the same as in the corresponding
panels of Fig. 2.

and s7 ., are the eigenvalues of 67 and SL, ¢41, Tespec-
tively. In the bosonic mapping, this state is represented
as |n;,nj41,Nj42, Nj+3), where n; is the eigenvalue of 7
of the optical superlattice, and j is an even site represent-
ing a matter site in the QLM, and odd bosonic sites in the
BHM represent gauge links in the QLM. We emphasize
that our MPS calculations work directly in the thermo-
dynamic limit for these states, and they are infinite in
spatial extent (see Appendix B).

In particular, we consider the following three types of
initial states (“vacua”). The “highly excited” or “ex-
treme vacua” of the QLM, given by |—1,+1,—1,F1)
(bosonic mapping: ]0,4,0,0) and |0,0,0,4), respec-
tively), corresponding to absence of charges and maxi-
mal allowed values of electric field (for S = 1); the “mid-
dle vacuum” |—1,0,—1,0) (bosonic mapping: |0,2,0,2)),
corresponding to absence of charged particles and van-
ishing electric field; and the charge-proliferated states
|+1,0,+1,—1) and |+1,—1,41,0) (bosonic mapping:
|1,2,1,0) and |1,0,1,2)), corresponding to presence of
charges with electric fields between neighboring pairs of
particles; see Fig. 1(b) for the mapping between the QLM
and BHM pictures.



A. Extreme vacuum

To begin with, we consider the extreme vacuum state
|-1,1, -1, —1), which in the bosonic picture is |0, 4,0, 0).
We first consider a quench at U = 160 Hz and § = 80 Hz,
which corresponds to u/k ~ —0.41 and ¢g*/k = 0 in the
target QLM. The corresponding quench dynamics of the
electric flux, chiral condensate, and gauge violation are
shown in Fig. 2(a), with solid (dashed) lines correspond-
ing to the BHM (QLM). We see very good quantitative
agreement in the quench dynamics of the electric flux and
chiral condensate between the BHM and QLM, which is
a testament to the faithfulness of our proposed quantum
simulator. Indeed, the gauge violation over the whole du-
ration of the dynamics, roughly 1.5 seconds, is very well
suppressed and never exceeds 3%.

As a second benchmark case, we quench the extreme
vacuum to the model parameters U = 159Hz and
d = 78.5Hz, which corresponds to u/k =~ —0.40 and
g*/k =~ 3.60. The corresponding quench dynamics is
shown in Fig. 2(b). Again, we find very good quanti-
tative agreement in the dynamics of the electric flux and
chiral condensate between the BHM and QLM, and the
gauge violation is very well suppressed over all accessible
evolution times.

From a phenomenological point of view, we see that
the dynamics at the larger value of g?/k is significantly
constrained. We will investigate this behavior in more
detail below by probing the fate of an electron—positron
pair depending on the strength of the gauge coupling.

B. Charge-proliferated state

Next, we consider as initial state the charge-
proliferated state |+1,0,+1,—1), which in the bosonic
picture is |1,2,1,0). We repeat the same quenches em-
ployed in Sec. IV A for the extreme vacuum, and the cor-
responding quench dynamics are presented in Fig. 3. In
both cases, we again see very robust quantitative agree-
ment in the quench dynamics of the electric flux and
chiral condensate between the BHM and QLM up to all
investigated evolution times. The proposed BHM quan-
tum simulator further demonstrates its faithfulness by
exhibiting a very suppressed gauge violation throughout
the entire dynamics.

It is interesting to calculate the overlap of the time-
evolved wave function with the three vacua and two
charge-proliferated states of the target QLM for quenches
considered in Secs. IVA and IV B. We show this in
Fig. 4(a,b) for the quenches of Figs. 2(a) and 3(a), re-
spectively. The quench dynamics shows significant over-
lap of the wave function with all these five product states,
signifying the system indeed takes full advantage of the
additional configurations available thanks to the effective
spin-1 representation of the gauge and electric fields.
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FIG. 4. (Color online). Plot of the overlap density (per four
site unit cell) of the time evolved states of the global quenches
in the BHM with the three vacuum states (shown in shades
of red) and two charge-proliferated states (in shades of blue).
The time evolution results shown correspond to Fig. 2(a) in
panel (a) and Fig. 3(a) in panel (b).

C. Electron—positron pair and confinement

Confinement is one of the most intriguing phenomena
of gauge theories, and there have been several propos-
als to probe confinement in quantum simulators of gauge
theories for spin-1/2 U(1) QLMs involving the implemen-
tation of a topological §-angle [80-82]. Whereas in the
latter the gauge-coupling term (g%/2) 37,(57 ,41)* is an
inconsequential energy constant since (57 ,,,)* = 1/4 for
S = 1/2, this term is dynamic in the case of S = 1, and
is known to cause confinement at strong gauge coupling
(i.e., when g is large) [83]. QLMs with integer values
of S resemble the Wilson-Kogut-Susskind formulation of
U(1) lattice gauge theories [53], in which confinement in
the strong-coupling regime has been studied [84]. The
gauge-coupling term becomes equivalent to an energetic
constraint that penalizes large deviations from the orig-
inal configuration of flux strings. Indeed, at large values
of |g?/k| > 1, the gauge-coupling term can be thought
of as inducing coherent quantum Zeno dynamics [85—88]
that constrains the time evolution in a small subspace of
the total Gauss’s law sector.

In order to properly probe (de)confinement in our tar-
get QLM, we turn to a paradigmatic test state and pre-
pare an electron—positron pair on top of the extreme vac-
uum considered in Sec. IV A. This state breaks transla-
tion invariance, and as such we cannot employ infinite
MPS, but rather we restrict ourselves to a finite system
of N = 40 matter sites (see Appendix B).
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FIG. 5. (Color online). Numerical simulations of an electron—positron pair on top of the extreme vacuum in the BHM (5) (panels

(a) and (c)) and the target QLM (4) (panels (b) and (d)).

(a,b) Quench to U = 160 Hz and § = 80 Hz, which correspond to

p/k ~ —0.41 and g*/k = 0 in the target model. (c,d) Quench to U = 159 Hz and § = 78.5 Hz, which correspond to p/k ~ —0.40

and g°/k = 3.60 in the target model.

Quenching this pair state with the BHM model at
U = 26 = 160 Hz, which corresponds to u/x ~ —0.41 and
g*/k = 0 in the target QLM, we find a rapid spread of
the pair indicating deconfinement, as shown in the mat-
ter density profile in Fig. 5(a,b) for the BHM and target
QLM, respectively. Note how the quantitative agreement
in the dynamics between both models is excellent over all
investigated evolution times. The gauge violation in the
BHM simulations is well suppressed and never exceeds
3%, as with the quenches of the translation-invariant
states.

We now probe the dynamics of the electron—positron
pair at a large value of the gauge coupling g. We quench
the pair state with the BHM model at U = 159 Hz and
0 = 78.5Hz, which corresponds to p/k = —0.40 and
g%/k ~ 3.60 in the target QLM. The resulting quench dy-
namics, shown in Fig. 5(c,d) for the BHM and QLM, re-
spectively, shows fundamentally different behavior from
the case of g2 = 0. Indeed, the electron—positron pair
appears to be bound and immobile for all accessible evo-

lution times in MPS, which is a clear signature of con-
finement. Also in this case, the quantitative agreement in
the quench dynamics between the BHM and QLM is ex-
cellent, with the gauge violation in the BHM simulation
being well controlled.

Furthermore, this is the (de)confinement behavior ex-
pected in the “ideal” spin-1 U(1) QLM (1) [83], and,
indeed, the corresponding dynamics for the same quench
in the latter is qualitatively similar to that of Fig. 5, as
shown in Fig. 8 in Appendix D.

V. LINEAR GAUGE PROTECTION

It would be instructive to get a better understanding
of the excellent suppression of gauge violations that we
find over all investigated evolution times in our quench
dynamics. As already mentioned, the tunneling term in
Hamiltonian (5) is the perturbation that breaks gauge
invariance, although it induces effective gauge-theory dy-



namics due to a large energetic penalty on processes driv-
ing the dynamics away from the physical sector. To il-
lustrate this, let us consider the part of Hamiltonian (5)
that is diagonal in the particle-number basis, and write
it using QLM spatial indexing,

Hing = Z {[2] [ﬁe (Re — 1) + fugoq1 (o1 — 1)}

¢
— Ot o1+ 2(=1)lyGo + Wig_1 efig 041

+ V [fu—1,0h0 + Pgfig o41] }7 9)

up to an inconsequential energetic constant, where we
have rewritten the generator (2) of Gauss’s law in the
bosonic basis as

Go=(-1)" <m eStaallle ; neerl 25). (10)

We can identify in Eq. (9) a linear gauge protection term
Hg = Do 2(—1)*4~G, which has been shown to stabilize
gauge invariance up to all numerically accessible evolu-
tion times [38, 39]. This explains the excellent stabiliza-
tion of gauge invariance in all of our results. The other
diagonal terms in the BHM are needed to ensure that
the accessible states in perturbation theory correspond to
physical states in the QLM, as detailed in Appendix A.

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have presented a general mapping of spin-S U(1)
quantum link models onto bosonic ultracold atoms on
an optical superlattice. In keeping with experimental
feasibility on current ultracold-atom quantum technolo-
gies, we have proposed an extended single-species Bose—
Hubbard quantum simulator of a spin-1 U(1) quantum
link model. Using perturbation theory, we have derived
the exact relations between the parameters of the quan-
tum simulator and the quantum link model.

Using matrix product state techniques and the time-
dependent variation principle, we benchmarked the
quench dynamics of local observables in the quantum
link model with that of the quantum simulator, showing
great quantitative agreement up to all accessible evolu-
tion times. In all cases, the gauge violation was strongly
suppressed and controlled over all investigated evolution
times. We showed how this was a result of a linear gauge
protection term naturally arising in our mapping.

We demonstrated the ability of our quantum simula-
tor to probe relevant high-energy phenomena by calcu-
lating the quench dynamics of an electron—positron pair,
showing a confinement—deconfinement transition by tun-
ing the gauge coupling g.

Our work opens the door towards larger-spin rep-
resentations of quantum link model regularizations of
quantum electrodynamics on modern quantum-simulator
platforms, and is amenable to several extensions. For

example, a topological #-term can be implemented by
adding an additional staggering to the gauge sites in the
optical superlattice [81, 82]. Furthermore, it is possible
to extend our setup to 2 + 1D along the lines of recent
proposals [89, 90].
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Appendix A: Perturbation theory

To determine the values of the tunneling strength s
and the diagonal terms (u and ¢) in the target QLM for
our BHM setup, we only need to consider translation-



invariant states with a four-site unit cell in the BHM
(which corresponds to two matter sites and two gauge
links in the QLM mapping). This is sufficient to describe
all possible homogeneous gauge-invariant states and the
processes that couple them. Since our BHM setup has
interaction terms that affect inhomogeneous states non-
trivially, we will examine the effect this has on the target
QLM Hamiltonian afterwards.

1. Homogeneous states

Let us consider the possible states for a translation-
invariant unit cell of four sites in the BHM, which cor-
responds to two matter sites in the QLM mapping. We
have a total of four bosons per four-site unit cell. We
only consider the states corresponding to gauge-invariant
states in the QLM mapping and states which can be ob-
tained from these states by hopping a single boson® (for
brevity, we will only consider one of the two extreme
vacua and charge-proliferated states, since the other ones
do not provide any additional information). We label
these states as |i) for ¢ = 1,...,11: their boson configu-
rations (where the first site in the unit cell corresponds
to a matter site) and energy densities are”

1) = 0400), Ey = 6U — 24, (Ala)
2) = [1300), E»=3U — 8+ 3V —n, (Alb)
13) = [0310), By =3U —6+3V 41, (Alc)
4) = [1210), Ey = U +4V, (Ald)
I5) = [2110), Es=U+38+3V —, (Ale)
16) = |1120), Eg=U +8+3V +1, (A1f)
7) = 0211), Er=U—d+3V+4W —~, (Alg)
8) = 1201), Es=U—30+3V +4W ++, (Alh)
19) = 0202), Eg = 2U — 26 + 8W, (Ali)
10) = [1102), Eyo = Er, (Alj)
1) = [0112), Ey = Ex. (A1K)

1 In the regime where v > J2/U, second-order processes where
bosons tunnel to next-nearest-neighboring sites will be sup-
pressed, so we do not consider them here.

2 Since the density of the tilt term in the Hamiltonian Ele Jyn;
is divergent in the thermodynamic limit, we cannot assign an
energy density for this term by inspecting the state just by it-
self. Since we are only considering states that are connected by
hopping a single boson left or right, which will change the energy
density by —v and v respectively, we set the tilt energy density
for the state |1) to be zero, and then the tilt energy density for
the other states will depend on how many bosons need to hop
left or right to arrive there from |1).

The nonzero off-diagonal elements of the Hamiltonian
H HBHM are

(1|1H|2) = (1]|H|3) = —2J, (A2a)
(2|H|4) = (3|H4) = —V/3/, (A2b)
(4| H|5) = (4|H|6) = —2J, (A2¢)
(A[H|T) = (4|H|8) = —J, (A2d)

(i|H|9) = —V2J,  i=17,8,10,11, (A2e)

and their conjugate elements, which are the same (e.g.,
(2lH[1) = (1]H]2)).

We now employ a Schrieffer—Wolff transformation on
the Hamiltonian, which we rewrite in the form

ﬁ=ﬁ0+ﬁ1, (A3)

where H, contains all of the diagonal elements and H,
contains all of the off-diagonal elements. We then wish
to find the transformed effective Hamiltonian

Heg = eigﬁe_i“@, (A4)

where $ is a small-valued Hermitian matrix that we need
to find. By the Baker—Campbell-Hausdorff formula, we
have that

Fox = B 41085 — 15,05, B + 0(8%).  (A5)

) \

We neglect the terms O(S?), and define S such that
[Sa I:IO] = iI:Ila (AG)
which allows us to obtain

Heﬂ‘NH0+ *I[S Hl} (A7)

We can find the matrix elements of S in the basis
{l#) }i=1,...,0 by using our definition of S (A6) and using
the fact that Hy is diagonal

(i1515) = glg, (48)

where E; = (i|Holi). The matrix elements of the effective
Hamiltonian (A7) in the basis {|¢)};=1,. ¢ are thus

(i| Hegtlj) = 61 E;

1 1 1 - .
+2§(&_&+&_M)MMM®mmw

(A9)

Note that our assumption that S was small-valued
in order to neglect terms O(S5%) implies that we need
| (i|H,|j)| < |E; — Ei| by Eq. (A8). That is, we require
the energies of the gauge-invariant states {|1), [4),|9)} to



be well-separated from the energies of the other states to
which they are coupled by H;. This condition is gener-
ally satisfied, although care needs to be taken particularly
with the choice of v to make sure such resonances do not
occur. In this regime, we can truncate the basis of the
effective Hamiltonian to the gauge-invariant states, and

J
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calculate their matrix elements as follows (where the la-
bels above each term show which state is responsible for
it, and the notation (y — —<) is an abbreviation for the
previous terms but with « replaced with —):

via |2) via |3)
A 1 —
1|Heg|l) = 6U — 26 + 4.J° U A
(1| Hegt|1) T {3U53V+7+(7_> 7)} e
via |2) via |3)
. 1 ! T ‘
1He 4 _ 3J2 - 9 A].Ob
(Herl) = V3 [3U—5—3V+7+—2U+6+V+7+w_> 7)} o
via |2) via |7) via |5) via |3),6),]8)
(U] Hugld) = U + 4V + I ’ + : + =) (4100
ofi[4) = 2 H+0+V 4y -V AW +y 5V V)
\[ 2 via |7) via |8)
. 2.J 1
o 1. A10d
{4/ Her|9) = —; [(5+V_4W_|_7+U—6—3V+4W+7+(7% K e
via |7),]10) via [8),]11)
(91 Hegl9) = 2U — 26 + 8W + 47 : +(r—= -7 (A10e)
eff|9) = U—0—3V+dW+ 77

Close to resonance (6), we have that

50 6

~— — — All
vt (Alla)
4Wz—%+5+2Vz2U. (Allb)

By using these conditions, we can obtain simplified ex-
pressions for the parameters in the target QLM as

g> = (1|Heg|1) — (9] Hegt|0) = 4U — 8W,
1

3 |:<4ﬁeff|4> — (9] Hegt|9) — QQ}

(Al2a)

I

:—gU—HH—QV—QW

1
5U/4—36/2+~
. 26 -
1|Heg|4) = —= (4| Her|9
(1] Hegt|4) \/5<| 1/9)

1

+
—3U/4+6/2+~

+2J2{
. 26
2v3
:2\/6:]2[

+(v— —’y)] ,  (Al2b)

(=) (a2

2. Inhomogeneous states

In the previous section, we only dealt with homoge-
neous gauge-invariant states where the matter sites were

(

either all occupied or all unoccupied. Since our BHM
setup has first- and second-neighbor interaction terms,
the renormalized energies of inhomogeneous configura-
tions will differ from the sum of energies obtained from
each individual site using the terms in the previous sec-
tion.

The four relevant configurations (where the first site
corresponds to a gauge site) are [21004), [40012), |01202)
and |20210). The total energy of each of these configura-
tions is the same as that obtained from the values of g°
(Al12a) and p (A12b) without the renormalization effects
from second-order perturbation theory (i.e., the terms
proportional to J2). The renormalization for the cor-
responding terms in the QLM will be different: for the
state [21004) the difference in the renormalized energy
from that obtained from the homogeneous configurations
is

[21004)<+]20104)

1 1
§+2V—6W —~v §+V —4W —~ |’
(A13)
the difference for [40012) is the same but with —v re-
placed with . The difference in the renormalized energy
for |01202) is then (with |20210)’s difference being ob-

|21012)++(20112)

21004 _ 72
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FIG. 6. (Color online). Numerical simulations of a global
quench of the extreme vacuum state in the BHM (5) and
target QLM (4), showing the values of the electric flux (8a)
and chiral condensate (8b), as well as the gauge violation in
the BHM (8c). These quenches are in a different parameter
regime than Fig. 2, which correspond to a linear architec-
ture where extra renormalization terms (A15) appear in the
Hamiltonian in second-order perturbation theory. Both pan-
els use J = 5Hz, v = 57THz, § = —220Hz, V = 160 Hz and
W = 20Hz. (a) Quench to U = 40Hz, which corresponds
to u/k ~ —0.13 and ¢?°/k = 0 in the target model. (b)
Quench to U = 40.5Hz, which corresponds to u/k =~ 0.23
and g®/k ~ —0.96 in the target model.

tained similarly by replacing v with —)

|01202) +>[02102)
4 4
—0+2W+~y =6+ V 4+~
|01202) ++]00302) |01210)++|00310)
L 3 B 3
204642V -2W —~v 2U+6+V —x
|01202) 4+[01112) [20202) ++|20112)
n 2 2
U—-6-2V4+2W -y U—-§—-3V+4W —~ |’
(A14)

|01210)«>[02110)

E01202 —_ J2

To account for these energy shifts in the QLM mapping,
we add four extra terms to the QLM Hamiltonian which
shift the energy for each of these inhomogeneous config-
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FIG. 7. (Color online). Numerical simulations of a global
quench of the charge-proliferated state in the BHM (5) and
target QLM (4), showing the values of the electric flux (8a)
and chiral condensate (8b), as well as the gauge violation in
the BHM (8c). The quench parameters for each panel are the
same as in Fig. 6.

urations

14+621—0% .
Hinhomog = E21004 Z Te%(szf+l)2
4

1= 6 1467,
+E4OOIQZ 4 + (‘§§£+1)2
7 2 2

14671-67
| 1202 Z ‘;Ue 22+1 [1— (5 031)7]
¢
1— 67 1+67
F 0N ST [ = (8,00)] (A1)
¢

Unfortunately, the terms in Hinhomog can severely limit
the range of dynamics in the QLM. However, by inspect-
ing the expressions for the energy shifts in Egs. (A13)
and (Al4), we can see that each term comes in a pair
with a difference of V' — 2W in the denominators. By
setting V' = 2W, the two terms in each pair will cancel
each other out, removing the second-order energy shifts
of these configurations, and thus retrieving a QLM map-
ping without the restrictive terms in Hinhomog (A15). To
obtain V' = 2W in an experimental setup, we propose
using a zigzag architecture, as discussed in Sec. III.

Appendix B: Numerical details

We use matrix product state (MPS) techniques [13,
76, 77) to simulate the quench dynamics of the uni-
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FIG. 8. (Color online). Numerical simulations of an electron—
positron pair on top of the extreme vacuum in the ideal
QLM (4), described by link operators 32“_1/\/5 instead of
the %ZHI used in the main text. The same sets of parameters
are used as in Fig. 5. The qualitative difference is very small.

form states and electron—positron pair states. The time
evolved states are obtained using the time-dependent
variational principle (TDVP) algorithm [78, 79]: we use
a single-site evolution scheme with adaptive bond dimen-
sion growth [91, App. B], and use a time-step of 0.1 ms.
For the simulation of the inhomogeneous states contain-
ing an electron—positron pair on top of a vacuum, we
used a finite system with a width of at least 40 matter
sites, so that any boundary effects would not be visible
in the evolution times considered. For the simulation of
the uniform initial states, we write the state as an infi-
nite MPS with a translation-invariant four-site unit cell,
allowing us to simulate the dynamics directly in the ther-
modynamic limit.

In order to represent the linear tilt term > jyn; in the
BHM acting on a translation-invariant state, we perform
a transformation to the “dynamic gauge” [92], where the
tilt term is removed and replaced by a time-dependent
phase in the hopping term Zj(ei’yti);éj+1 + H.c.). This
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makes the extended BHM amenable to be simulated us-

ing infinite MPS techniques, while leaving the expecta-

tion values of boson occupation numbers unchanged.
Appendix C: Linear architecture

In the main text, we have focused on the zigzag archi-
tecture outlined in Sec. I1I. We can also utilize the linear
architecture, also described in Sec. III, but then we are
restricted to W = V/23. This leads to the renormal-
ization terms described in Appendix A 2, which modify
the form of the target QLM. We shall set J = 5Hz,
v =57Hz, V =8W = 160Hz, and § = —220 Hz for this
architecture.

We now benchmark the BHM quantum simulator
based on the linear architecture by quenching the ex-
treme vacuum, already used in Sec. IV A and IV B, but
with the BHM at U = 40 (40.5) Hz, which corresponds
to a quench by the target QLM with the renormalization
term (A15) at u/k ~ —0.13 (0.23) and ¢/ ~ 0 (—0.96).
The corresponding quench dynamics of the electric flux
and chiral condensate are shown in Fig. 6(a,b) for both
sets of parameters, respectively. In both quenches, we
find very good quantitative agreement in the dynamics
of both observables between the BHM and QLM, with a
very suppressed and well-controlled gauge violation over
all investigated times.

For completeness, we repeat the same quench protocols
but starting in the charge-proliferated state considered
in Sec. IV B, with the corresponding quench dynamics
shown in Fig. 7(a,b), respectively. The conclusion is the
same as that of Fig. 6 in that the BHM and QLM sim-
ulations show very good quantitative agreement in the
electric flux and chiral condensate. The gauge violation
in the BHM simulation is quite small and well-controlled
over all accessible evolution times.

Appendix D: Comparison to ideal QLM

As discussed in the main text, the gauge field %Z 041
in the target QLM (4) differs from §;,,, of the ideal
QLM (1). This can lead to quantitative differences in
certain regimes, but it is interesting to check the qualita-
tive effect this different representation will have on a rel-
evant high-energy phenomenon like the (de)confinement
of the electron—positron pair studied in Fig. 5 in the main
text. To this effect, we repeat the quenches of the target
QLM in Fig. 5 but with the ideal QLM Hamiltonian (1).
The corresponding result, presented in Fig. 8, shows lit-
tle qualitative difference in the (de)confinement of the
electron—positron pair between quenching with the ideal
or target QLM.
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