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Lundahl1, A. Lunt1, S. Madhuk1, A. Maloney1, S. Mandrà1, L. S. Martin1, O. Martin1, S. Martin1, C. Maxfield1, J. R. McClean1, M.
McEwen1, S. Meeks1, K. C. Miao1, A. Mieszala1, S. Molina1, S. Montazeri1, A. Morvan1, R. Movassagh1, C. Neill1, A. Nersisyan1, M.
Newman1, A. Nguyen1, M. Nguyen1, C.-H. Ni1, M. Y. Niu1, W. D. Oliver1, K. Ottosson1, A. Pizzuto1, R. Potter1, O. Pritchard1, L.
P. Pryadko1, 11, C. Quintana1, M. J. Reagor1, D. M. Rhodes1, G. Roberts1, C. Rocque1, E. Rosenberg1, N. C. Rubin1, N. Saei1, K.
Sankaragomathi1, K. J. Satzinger1, H. F. Schurkus1, C. Schuster1, M. J. Shearn1, A. Shorter1, N. Shutty1, V. Shvarts1, V. Sivak1, J.
Skruzny1, S. Small1, W. Clarke Smith1, S. Springer1, G. Sterling1, J. Suchard1, M. Szalay1, A. Sztein1, D. Thor1, A. Torres1, M. M
Torunbalci1, A. Vaishnav1, S. Vdovichev1, B. Villalonga1, C. Vollgraff Heidweiller1, S. Waltman1, S. X. Wang1, T. White1, K. Wong1, B.
W. K. Woo1, C. Xing1, Z. Jamie Yao1, P. Yeh1, B. Ying1, J. Yoo1, N. Yosri1, G. Young1, A. Zalcman1 N. Zhu1 N. Zobrist1 H. Neven1,
R. Babbush1, S. Boixo1, J. Hilton1, E. Lucero1, A. Megrant1, J. Kelly1, Y. Chen1, V. Smelyanskiy1, G. Vidal1, P. Roushan1,
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Understanding how interacting particles approach thermal equilibrium is a major challenge of quan-
tum simulators1,2. Unlocking the full potential of such systems toward this goal requires flexible initial
state preparation, precise time evolution, and extensive probes for final state characterization. We
present a quantum simulator comprising 69 superconducting qubits which supports both universal
quantum gates and high-fidelity analog evolution, with performance beyond the reach of classical sim-
ulation in cross-entropy benchmarking experiments. Emulating a two-dimensional (2D) XY quantum
magnet, we leverage a wide range of measurement techniques to study quantum states after ramps from
an antiferromagnetic initial state. We observe signatures of the classical Kosterlitz-Thouless phase tran-
sition3, as well as strong deviations from Kibble-Zurek scaling predictions4 attributed to the interplay
between quantum and classical coarsening of the correlated domains5. This interpretation is corrobo-
rated by injecting variable energy density into the initial state, which enables studying the effects of
the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH)6–8 in targeted parts of the eigenspectrum. Finally, we
digitally prepare the system in pairwise-entangled dimer states and image the transport of energy and
vorticity during thermalization. These results establish the efficacy of superconducting analog-digital
quantum processors for preparing states across many-body spectra and unveiling their thermalization
dynamics.
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The advent of quantum simulators in various plat-
forms9–15 has opened a powerful experimental avenue to-
ward answering the theoretical question of thermaliza-
tion6,7, which seeks to reconcile the unitarity of quantum
evolution with the emergence of statistical mechanics in
constituent subsystems. A particularly interesting setting
for studying thermalization is that in which a quantum
system is swept through a critical point16–18, since varying
the sweep rate can allow for accessing dramatically differ-
ent paths through phase space and correspondingly dis-
tinct coarsening behavior. In systems with complex phase
diagrams involving multiple phases, such effects have been
theoretically predicted to cause deviations5 from the cel-
ebrated Kibble-Zurek (KZ) mechanism, which states that
the correlation length ξ of the final state follows a univer-
sal power-law scaling with the ramp time tr

4,19,20.
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FIG. 1. Analog-digital simulation with high-precision
calibration. a, Our platform combines analog evolution with
digital gates for extensive state preparation and characteriza-
tion. b, Schematic of new scalable analog calibration scheme.
Swap (blue) and single-photon (red) spectroscopy is used to
extract dressed coupling rates ({g̃}) and qubit frequencies
({ω̃qi}) of 2-qubit analog evolution (UA), which are converted
to bare qubit and coupler frequencies ({ωqi}, {ωcj}) through
detailed device modeling. The bare frequencies allow for es-
tablishing the device Hamiltonian of the full system, which is
finally projected to a spin-Hamiltonian, Hs.

While tremendous technical advancements in quantum
simulators have enabled the observation of a wealth of
thermalization-related phenomena21–28, the analog na-
ture of these systems has also imposed constraints on
the experimental versatility. Studying thermalization dy-
namics necessitates state characterization beyond density-
density correlations and preparation of initial states
across the entire eigenspectrum, both of which are difficult
without universal quantum control29. While digital quan-
tum processors are in principle suitable for such tasks, im-
plementing Hamiltonian evolution requires a high number
of digital gates, making large-scale Hamiltonian simula-
tion infeasible under current gate errors.

In this work, we present a hybrid analog-digital35,36

quantum simulator comprising 69 superconducting trans-
mon qubits connected by tunable couplers in a 2D lat-

tice (Fig. 1a). The quantum simulator supports universal
entangling gates with pairwise interaction between qubits,
and high-fidelity analog simulation of a U(1) symmetric
spin-Hamiltonian when all couplers are activated at once.
The low analog evolution error, which was previously dif-
ficult to achieve with transmon qubits due to correlated
cross-talk effects, is enabled by a new scalable calibra-
tion scheme (Fig. 1b). Using cross-entropy benchmark-
ing (XEB)37, we demonstrate analog performance that
exceeds the simulation capacity of known classical algo-
rithms at the full system size.

Leveraging these capabilities, we prepare and character-
ize states of a 2D XY-magnet with broadly tunable energy
density, allowing us to study the interplay between quan-
tum and classical critical coarsening in the rich phase dia-
gram of our system. Specifically, we observe finite-size sig-
natures of the Kosterlitz-Thouless (KT) topological phase
transition — including the emergence of algebraically de-
caying correlations with exponent near the expected uni-
versal value of 1

4 — and demonstrate a resultant break-
down of the KZ mechanism. Our study takes advantage of
measurements that go beyond standard two-point correla-
tors, to characterize entanglement entropy for subsystems
up to 12 qubits, multi-qubit vortex correlators, and energy
fluctuations. We also leverage our hybrid analog-digital
scheme (Fig. 1a) to prepare entangled initial states, allow-
ing us to tailor the spatial distribution of energy density
and vorticity, and investigate the subsequent thermaliza-
tion dynamics and energy transport.

Operating coupled transmons as a high-fidelity ana-
log quantum simulator requires precise knowledge of the
many-body HamiltonianHs, which depends on the “bare”
qubit and coupler frequencies, {ωqi} and {ωcj}. How-
ever, experimental calibration is only capable of resolving
“dressed“ frequencies which — unlike the bare frequencies
— change from local (isolated) calibrations to full-scale
experiments due to hybridization with neighboring qubits
and couplers. Given this difficulty, past studies either
suffered from large errors or resorted to multi-parameter
learning protocols that are difficult to scale up24,25.
In this work, we have developed a scalable calibration

protocol that achieves low error by explicitly calibrat-
ing the bare frequencies. As illustrated in Fig. 1b, the
protocol begins with two-qubit calibration measurements
(single-photon and swap spectroscopy) to determine the
effective coupling g̃ and dressed qubit frequencies {ω̃qi}
of every qubit pair. Next, we employ extensive modeling
of the underlying device physics to convert the dressed
quantities to the bare frequencies {ωqi},{ωcj}. Finally, a
projection technique is applied to approximate our high-
dimension device Hamiltonian, Hd({ωqi}, {ωcj}), into a
spin-Hamiltonian, Hs:

Hs =
∑
i

ωini +
∑
⟨i, j⟩

gij(XiXj + YiYj)/2 +O(g2/η) (1)

where ωi and |gij | ≈ g are tunable on-site potentials and
nearest-neighbor couplings, respectively. The latter is sig-
nificantly smaller than the qubit anharmonicity η ≫ g.
This restricts the photon occupation numbers to ni = 0, 1,
and Xi, Yi are Pauli operators acting in this subspace.
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FIG. 2. Fast thermalization dynamics and beyond-classical capabilities in the high-temperature regime.
a, Schematic representation of the experiment: Nq qubits are initialized in a half-filling state, evolved under a Hamiltonian
Hs over time t with 4 instances of disorder in {ωi}, and finally measured in the Z-basis. b, Distribution Pr(p) of bitstring
probabilities p from experiment (colored bars) and ideal PT distribution Pr(p) = De−pD (dashed lines). Inset: Convergence of
the self-XEB with time. c, Time-dependent XEB fidelity for system sizes up to Nq = 35. Inset: System size dependence of ϵ
(error per qubit per evolution time of 1/g) from exponential fits. d, Mixed-state entanglement proxy, EP, obtained in this and
previous works, plotted against the effective system size Neff

q (with respect to entanglement of a fully chaotic state; SI) of the
respective platforms. Blue pentagons: Sycamore processor in the digital regime30,31; diamonds: Zuchongzhi processor32,33; circle:
neutral atom analog simulator34; green pentagon: present experiment. Neff

q is equal to the actual Nq in the digital experiments,
while analog platforms are subject to U(1) conservation (this work) or constraints from Rydberg blockade34. Inset: EP as a
function of Nq computed from experimental data, including the linear fit used for extrapolation to 69 qubits.

Using local calibrations and accurate modeling of the un-
derlying device physics makes our approach more scalable
than fitting a large number of parameters. The Hamilto-
nian in Eq. (1) is in the universality class of an XY model
with on-site z-fields. A natural consequence of the hy-
bridization in our system is that Hs contains not only
nearest-neighbor hopping, but also density-density inter-
actions and next-nearest-neighbor terms, which scale as
g2/η and are typically 5-10 times smaller than g.
A computationally challenging problem and useful

benchmark for the quantum simulator is the thermaliza-
tion dynamics of an initial Z-basis product state at half-
filling, which has high temperature with respect to Hs

and hosts many quasiparticles (Fig. 2a). When subject
to the (photon number conserving) time evolution op-
erator e−iHst/h̄ where h̄ is the reduced Planck constant
(set to 1 hereafter), interactions between quasiparticles
are expected to drive the system into a chaotic state. To
explore these dynamics, we perform a rapid (6 ns) ramp of
the couplings gij/2π from 0 to 10MHz. Quantum chaotic
behavior is then diagnosed via Z-basis measurements at
different times, yielding a set of probability distributions
pmeas(x, t) where {x} represents the set of D “bitstrings”
with the same number of photons as the initial state. Fig-
ure 2b shows the distribution Pr(p) of pmeas(x, t) for re-
duced system sizes up to Nq = 25 at t = 100 ns ≈ 6/g. In
each case, Pr(p) exhibits a clear exponential decay known
as the Porter-Thomas (PT) distribution, signalling ther-
malization to a quantum chaotic state37,38. In contrast,
past studies have found substantial deviations from the
PT distribution in other models of analog dynamics34,39.

Characterizing the thermalization dynamics through
the second moment of the bitstring distribution, also
called the self-XEB37, D

∑
x p(x, t)

2
meas−1, we observe its

fast convergence to the PT value of 1 within tPT ≈ 60 ns
(∼ 4/g) for all system sizes (Fig. 2b inset, see SI for sim-
ilar saturation rate of entanglement entropy). The ob-

served fast scrambling dynamics are due to the simultane-
ously activated couplers and allow for reaching PT before
decoherence causes substantial shifts towards a uniform
Pr(p) = D−1. Notably, the dynamics are approximately
4 times faster than in an equivalent digital circuit and
thus less constrained by decoherence (SI).

In order to also characterize the coherent errors from
imperfect calibration of Hs, we consider the linear XEB
fidelity, F (t) = D

∑
x pmeas(x, t)psim(x, t)− 1, where psim

are exactly simulated probabilities37. The results, shown
in Fig. 2c, exhibit exponential decay after times ∼ tPT,
where F accurately describes the state fidelity (see SI for
details). Fitting the decay, we obtain an error rate of
ϵ = 0.10± 0.02% per qubit per evolution time of 1/g (one
cycle). Importantly, ϵ is nearly independent of system size
up to the largest exactly-simulated system, Nq = 35 (inset
of Fig. 2c). This indicates the scalability of our calibration
protocol and allows extrapolation to the full system size of
Nq = 69. Approximate matrix product state (MPS) sim-
ulations with bond dimension up to χ = 1024 were found
to be ineffective beyond exactly simulatable system sizes,
due to the fast entanglement growth and two-dimensional
geometry of our system (SI).

The combination of the observed fast dynamics and
high fidelity enables quantum simulation of computa-
tionally complex states. A representative metric of
this capability is the mixed-state entanglement proxy,

EP = S
Rényi-1/2
ent + log2 F , which lower bounds the mixed-

state entanglement by accounting for the effects of infi-
delity on the pure-state Rényi-1/2 entropy34. Fig. 2d com-
pares the estimated EP of our work and other recent state-
of-the-art experiments30–34, where the proximity to the
diagonal (ideal) line measures fidelity, indicating that our
platform offers new possibilities for high-accuracy study
of highly entangled states. In particular, we estimate that
simulating quantum states to the level of our experimen-
tal fidelity requires over 1 million years on the Frontier
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FIG. 3. Quantum and classical critical coarsening in the XY-model. a, Left: experimental schematic. The qubit
frequencies (blue) are ramped from a staggered pattern to resonance while simultaneously turning on the coupling to gm/(2π) = 20
MHz (yellow). Finally, qubits and couplers are ramped to idle levels, before measuring in the X- and Y -bases. Right: Phase
diagram. The gap (∆) closes as |g− gc|0.67 (green). When the remaining time (red) to the critical point, |t− tc|, exceeds ∆, the
dynamics become diabatic (dashed black), and the temperature (T ) increases (orange). QCP and CCP: Quantum and classical
critical phases. b, The final energy density approaches the ground state value (εgs; grey) and KT-transition value (εKT; black)
as tr is increased. Standard single qubit measurements (SQ; red circles) are limited by photon decay, which is corrected via Bell
basis conversion (red squares). Blue: MPS simulation. Purple shading indicates where classical critical behavior is expected.
c, Average correlation, Ḡ(r) (found from averaging (⟨XiXj + YiYj⟩ − ⟨Xi⟩⟨Xj⟩ − ⟨Yi⟩⟨Yj⟩)/2 over all pairs i, j separated by
r) measured at various tr. d, Decay of radially averaged correlations with Euclidean distance. Green and purple curves show
examples of exponential and power law fits, respectively, performed up to maximum 6 sites to avoid finite-size effects at longer
distances. e, Ratio between rms errors from power law and exponential fits (ϵpow and ϵexp, respectively), showing notable increase
in power-law character for gmtr > 15. f, Extracted power-law exponent, γ, decreases with tr and approaches expected value at
KT-transition (1/4; black line). g, Vortex density proxy, nV, decreases to minimum of 2· 10−2 in the low-energy regime. h,
Correlation length from exponential fits increases with tr and reaches 10 sites near gmtr = 25. Both simulation results (blue)
and experimental data (red) display substantially more superlinear growth than KZ predictions (black dashed). Correlation
lengths extracted at expected freezing point (diamonds) agree better with KZ scaling (see i). i, Correlation length measured at
intermediate times during the ramp. Diamonds represent expected freezing point, at which ∆ = |t− tc| (inset). The continued
change in ξ beyond the freezing point causes deviation from KZ predictions.

supercomputer (SI).

Having explored the thermalization dynamics in the
high-temperature regime, we next turn to the rest of
the rich phase diagram in the XY-model (Eq. (1)), which
is expected to exhibit both a quantum phase transition
in the ground state and a classical KT phase transition
at finite temperature3. In order to prepare low-energy
states of an antiferromagnetic XY magnet, we apply a
staggered z-field of magnitude h/(2π) = 30 MHz, and
initialize the qubits in the Z-basis Neel state, maximiz-
ing the energy with respect to the first term in Eq. (1).
We then ramp down the staggered field while simulta-
neously turning on ferromagnetic couplings of magnitude
gm/(2π) = 20MHz over a duration tr (Fig. 3a). Under
such a protocol40, the system evolution is equivalent to
that of an antiferromagnetic XY model with staggered
field, initialized in the ground state. This ramp crosses a
quantum phase transition between a paramagnetic phase
with unbroken U(1) symmetry and the XY-ordered phase
at hc/gc ≈ 1.8(6) (SI). The transition, analogous to the
2D Mott insulator-superfluid transition41, is in the univer-
sality class of a 3D XY model, with the correlation length

and dynamical critical exponents ν ≈ 0.67 and z = 1,
respectively. The classical KT transition temperature in
the XY-ordered phase vanishes at the quantum critical
point at gc as TKT ∼ (g − gc)

ν . Following the ramp, we
rapidly return back to the idle frequencies within 3 ns and
perform measurements of correlation functions.

Figure 3b shows the ramp time dependence of the av-
erage energy density, ε = n−1

B

∑
⟨i,j⟩⟨XiXj + YiYj⟩/2 av-

eraged over nB = 110 bonds (Nq = 65) and corrected
for readout errors (SI). (Note that ε is made dimension-
less through normalization by gm). As tr increases and
the dynamics become more adiabatic, we observe a de-
crease in energy density toward the theoretically predicted
ground state value of εgs = −0.56, as well as the predicted
KT-transition energy density, εKT = −0.53 ± 0.01 (grey
and black dashed lines, respectively). Importantly, as we
shall demonstrate below, the final states are thermalized
to a strong extent, so the measured energy can be used
to evaluate the final effective temperature. To correct
for photon decay errors, we apply digital entangling gates
at the end of the circuit to convert each pair of qubits
to the Bell basis (SI). This allows for postselecting with
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respect to photon number conservation, which yields an
improved value of ε = −0.53± 0.01, approximately equal
to the KT-transition point (red squares). The remaining
discrepancy from εgs likely arises from dephasing effects,
which are not corrected by this technique.

Since the energy itself does not reveal the effects of
thermalization, we next turn to correlations at longer
distances and consider the average correlation, Ḡ(r), be-
tween pairs of qubits separated by r, shown in Fig. 3c. We
observe antiferromagnetic ordering, with the range and
magnitude of correlations increasing dramatically with
ramp time, as expected for states with decreasing en-
ergy. We next compute the radial average, Ḡ(|r|), and
fit the resulting decay profiles with exponential fits to
extract the correlation length, ξ, as well as with power-
law fits to evaluate the type of distance-scaling (Fig. 3d).
At short ramp times, the correlations are found to decay
exponentially, as theoretically expected for states above
the KT-transition, where freely proliferating vortices pre-
clude long-range order. At longer ramp times, on the
other hand, the decay behavior is better described by
power-law fits, as shown in Fig. 3e; specifically, we ob-
serve a marked decrease in the ratio between the root-
mean-square errors of power-law and exponential fits to
well below 1 near gmtr = 25, where the energy is also
close to its minimum value. This behavior is consistent
with that expected in the classical critical regime, where
free vortices become entropically unfavorable and are re-
placed by bound vortex-antivortex pairs, leading to alge-
braically decaying correlations. (We note that finite-size
scaling analysis of the KT transition is challenging, due
to characteristic rapid growth of the correlation length,
and we do not attempt it here.) In the region with good
power-law agreement, we extract a power-law exponent
of γ = −0.29 (Fig. 3f), close to the theoretically expected
universal value of − 1

4 at the KT-transition42.

In order to further substantiate our interpretation,
we also measure 4-qubit correlators to construct the
Swendsen proxy for the vortex density43, given by

nV = 1
4NP

∑NP

i=1(1−Xi1Xi3−Yi2Yi4)(1−Yi1Yi3−Xi2Xi4)

for plaquettes i = 1, .., NP with vertices {i1, i2, i3, i4}. In-
deed, we observe a rapid decrease in nV as tr is increased
(Fig. 3g), reaching a minimum value of 2· 10−2 in the low-
energy regime.

Having studied the classical critical behavior, we next
explore its effects on the scaling of the correlation length
with the duration tr over which we sweep through the
quantum critical point (Fig. 3h). The correlation length
rises to a maximum of ξ ∼ 10 at gmtr = 25, which
is equal to the longest dimension of our system. At
long ramp times, we observe a slight decrease in ξ, at-
tributed to qubit decoherence, as well as periodic oscil-
lations. The latter are also observed in MPS simula-
tions and likely due to finite-size effects. Focusing on
shorter ramp times where these additional effects are ab-
sent, we observe strong deviation from the power-law scal-
ing with exponent ν/(1 + νz) = 0.4 predicted by KZ the-
ory (ν = 0.67, z = 1). Specifically, ξ grows substantially
more superlinearly, and clear discrepancies from power-
law scaling are observed in both experiment and simula-
tion. We attribute the observed breakdown of KZ scaling
to both quantum and classical critical coarsening5.

In order to demonstrate this more explicitly, we proceed
to measure the correlation length along the Hamiltonian
ramp (Fig. 3i). The KZ prediction assumes that the dy-
namics freeze when the inverse gap, ∆−1 ∝ |g − gc|−νz,
exceeds the remaining time of the ramp (marked as dia-
monds). In contrast, we find that ξ continues to increase,
suggesting that the system is instead able to further ther-
malize, thus giving rise to a different correlation length
when measured at the end of the ramp. This effect is
amplified by the presence of the classical critical region,
in which the correlation length becomes much longer dur-
ing thermalization than what it was at the more naive
freezing point. To illuminate this discrepancy further, we
plot the experimentally measured correlation lengths at
the theoretically predicted freezing points in Fig. 3h and
find better agreement with the KZ prediction.
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FIG. 5. Transport and thermalization dynamics with entangled initial states. a, Dimer states are prepared using digital
gates, and their thermalization and transport dynamics are realized with analog evolution, before finally measuring energy, spin
current and vorticity. b, We prepare dimer states with spatially tunable phase, ϕ. Energy gradients between ϕ = 0 (ε > 0) and
ϕ = π (ε < 0) drive energy current, while ϕ = π/2 gives non-zero spin-current and vorticity. c, Time evolution of energy density
and d, correlations after dimer preparation demonstrate rapid thermalization. e, Correlations become increasingly long-ranged
as the system thermalizes. Dashed line: exponential fit. f, Energy density and g, energy gradients after dimer preparation with
ϕ = 0 and π in the left and right halves of the system, respectively, displaying energy transport on much longer timescales. Color
and length scales of arrows in g and i are logarithmic. h, Time dependence of average energy density along various vertical cuts
(colored circles) and energy imbalance across x = 5 (black circles), exhibiting very good agreement with diffusion model (dashed
lines). i, Spin current and j, vorticity for ϕ = π/2, exhibiting rapid thermalization. k, The r.m.s. vorticity shows initial slow
dynamics followed by near-exponential decay with rate Γ = 49MHz = 0.85 g (fit shown by dashed line).

Thus far, we have tuned the energy scale of our system
via the ramp rate of the Hamiltonian. To further study
thermalization, as well as the scaling relations near the
KT-transition, we prepare a variable number of excita-
tions, n0 (pairs of spin flips in randomized locations) in
the initial state44. While we find that the final average
energy density depends linearly on n0 (Fig. 4a), the be-
havior of the correlation length is more intricate (Fig. 4b)
and is best understood by plotting ξ versus energy den-
sity for all gmtr > 5 and n0 (Fig. 4c). Notably, the points
exhibit a collapse (also observed for nV, see inset), sug-
gesting that the final states are well thermalized, such that
the energy density of the final state determines ξ and nV,
as expected from the eigenstate thermalization hypoth-
esis (ETH)6,7. Barring ξ near the system size, we find
that log ξ is nearly linear in |ε− εKT|−0.5, as is predicted
near the KT-transition. This is incompatible with naive
KZ scaling, and thus further corroborates that classical-
critical coarsening can preclude the KZ mechanism.

While thermalization causes states created with dif-
ferent n0 and tr to have the same observables (e. g.
nV and ξ) if their final energy is identical, the states
themselves are not necessarily the same. This can be
seen by studying observables such as the energy fluctu-

ations, σε = (nBgm)
−1
√
⟨H2

XY ⟩ − ⟨HXY ⟩2 with HXY =∑
⟨i, j⟩(XiXj +YiYj)/2, which trivially commute with the

Hamiltonian and are thus not thermalized under ETH.
We next reconstruct σε from 2- and 4-qubit correlators
(SI) and find that it decreases from ∼ 0.07 to ∼ 0.02 as
we approach the ground state for n0 = 0, while its depen-
dence on n0 is much weaker (Fig. 4d). The very low value
of σε compared to the tunable energy range indicates our
ability to probe specific parts of the spectrum. Notably,
when the full dataset across tr and n0 is plotted against
energy density, the points do not collapse (Fig. 4e). This
reveals the difference in states accessed by the two tuning
techniques, which was previously concealed by the ther-
malization of other observables.

To further characterize the degree of thermalization,
we leverage the fast data acquisition rate of our plat-
form to measure the entanglement entropy for subsystem
sizes up to 12 qubits, using randomized measurements45.
At n0 = 0, we find area-law behavior (Fig. 4f), which,
up to a subleading logarithmic contribution, is consistent
with predictions for low-energy states in the XY model46.
However, tuning to higher final energies via larger n0, we
find a continuous crossover to volume-law behavior (area-
and volume-law components in inset), as is expected from
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ETH for thermalized states at finite energy density2,29.
We have so far observed signatures of thermalization in

the final state of the dynamics, but the thermalization dy-
namics themselves are still left unexplored. While we have
shown that tr and n0 are effective for realizing and study-
ing states with a desired energy and energy fluctuations,
they are limited when it comes to studying spatiotemporal
dynamics; in order to study a state with substantial cor-
relations (⟨XX⟩ > 0.1), a ramp time of more than ∼ 1/g
is required, at which point the system is typically already
near equilibrium. Moreover, while these knobs allow for
tuning energy density and antiferromagnetic correlations,
quantities like vorticity are out of reach.

Next, we therefore expand the capabilities of our plat-
form by combining the analog evolution with entangled
state preparation via high-fidelity (digital) two qubit-
gates (Fig. 5a,b). Following the preparation of the dimer
state, (|01⟩ − |10⟩)⊗Nq/2, we rapidly turn on Hs with
g/(2π) = 10 MHz and observe very fast thermalization
of the energy density on a timescale of just ∼ 1.5/g
(Fig. 5c). As the system thermalizes, the range of cor-
relations increases rapidly (Fig. 5d), converging to a cor-
relation length of ∼ 1.0 (Fig. 5e). As is expected from
ETH, this is in good agreement with ξ ∼ 1.1 observed for
the same energy density (−0.23g) when tuning tr and n0.
Next we leverage the tunability of the phases of the

initial dimer states to enable slower dynamics and study
of transport (Fig. 5b). Specifically, we now prepare the
dimers in one half of the device in the higher-energy dimer
state, |01⟩+|10⟩ (Fig. 5f). Now the dynamics are found to
be substantially slower, with clear spatial non-uniformity
remaining even after 23 cycles. We also plot the energy
density gradient in Fig. 5g, which quickly establishes a
uniform field in the +x-direction. Fig. 5h shows the time
dependence of the average energy density at various verti-
cal cuts (colored circles), as well as the total energy trans-
fer across x = 5 (black circles), which both exhibit excel-
lent agreement with a diffusion model (dashed lines). The

energy transport is indeed expected to be diffusive in this
regime, due to the relatively high energy of the dimer
state. The data allows for extracting a diffusion constant
of D = 29.6MHz = 0.52 g.

The use of initial entangled states in our hybrid analog-
digital platform enables not only tailoring the initial en-
ergy landscape, but also other observables such as vortic-
ity and spin current. We achieve this by further tuning
the initial dimer phases to π/2 (Fig. 5b). This gives rise
to local spin currents, ⟨XiYi+1−YiXi+1⟩/2 ̸= 0, and a sea
of vortices and anti-vortices, quantified by the vorticity,
Vi =

1
4 (Xi1Yi2 − Yi2Xi3 +Xi3Yi4 − Yi4Xi1) for each pla-

quette i with vertices {i1, i2, i3, i4}. The temporal evo-
lution of the spin current and vorticity is presented in
Figs. 5i and j, respectively, showing thermalization on
a fast timescale similar to that in Fig. 5c. Specifically,
after an initial super-exponential decay, the root-mean-
square vorticity decays near-exponentially with a rate of
Γ = 49MHz = 0.85 g (Fig. 5k).

Our results demonstrate a high-fidelity quantum sim-
ulator with the capability of emulating beyond-classical
chaotic dynamics, a wide range of characterization probes,
and versatile analog-digital control. Leveraging these fea-
tures has enabled new insights about the rich interplay
of quantum and classical critical behavior in the 2D XY-
model, including the KT transition, thermalization dy-
namics, and their combined effects on the KZ scaling rela-
tions. Looking ahead, this platform is expected to offer an
invaluable playground for studies of classically intractable
many-body quantum physics, including e.g. dynamical
response functions and magnetic frustration.

Note – During the preparation of this manuscript, the
authors became aware of a related work studying coarsen-
ing near an Ising quantum phase transition with Rydberg
atoms47.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

A. Device details

The experiments are performed on a superconduct-
ing quantum processor with frequency-tunable transmon
qubits and couplers, with a similar design to that in
Ref.30. Fig. S1a,b show the measured Ramsey dephasing
(T ∗

2 ) and photon relaxation (T1) times at the interaction
frequency of 5.93GHz used in our experiments, with me-
dian values of 2.0µs and 18.8µs, respectively. Character-
izing our digital gate performance, we find a median Pauli
error of 4.5×10−3 for combined

√
iSWAP and single-qubit

gates (Fig. S1c), and 1.0×10−3 for single qubit gates alone
(Fig. S1d). Finally, Fig. S1e displays our readout errors,
with a median of 1.4× 10−2.
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FIG. S1. Device characterization. a,b, Ramsey dephasing
(T ∗

2 ; a) and photon relaxation (T1; b) times across the qubit

grid. c,d, Histogram of Pauli error for combined
√
iSWAP and

single qubit gates (c) and only single qubit gates (d). Red
dashed lines indicate the median values. (CDF: cumulative
distribution function). e, Histogram of readout errors.

B. Analog calibration

In this section, we describe our new, scalable analog cal-
ibration framework that enables ∼ 0.1% cycle error per
qubit. In order to achieve a scalable scheme, we perform
pairwise calibration measurements — specifically single-
photon and swap spectroscopy — which allows for accu-
rately setting the effective coupling g̃ and dressed qubit

frequencies ω̃qi in each qubit pair. A key challenge in ana-
log calibration that contrasts with its digital counterpart
is that these dressed quantities in the pairwise scenario
change drastically when all couplers are turned on in the
fully-coupled global case. Therefore, we perform extensive
modeling of the device physics to accurately convert them
to the bare qubit and coupler frequencies, {ωqi},{ωcj},
which — crucially — do not change from the local cali-
bration measurements to the full-scale experiments.

1. Model device Hamiltonian

We model both the qubits and couplers in our tunable
coupler architecture as Kerr oscillators, with 4 or 5 levels
in each transmon, depending on the number of photons
involved in the Hamiltonian term of interest. In order to
ensure high accuracy, we account for not only coupling
terms between neighboring qubits and couplers, but also
diagonal pathways, including between couplers:

Hd =

Single qubit︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
qi

ωqin̂qi − ηqin̂qi(n̂qi − 1)/2+

Single coupler︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
cj

ωcj n̂cj − ηcj n̂cj(n̂cj − 1)/2+

Qubit-qubit coupling︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
qi,qj

1

2
k̃qi,qj

√
ωqiωqjQ̂qiQ̂qj +

Qubit-coupler coupling︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
qi,cj

1

2
k̃qi,cj

√
ωqiωcjQ̂qiQ̂cj +

Coupler-coupler coupling︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
ci,cj

1

2
k̃ci,cj

√
ωciωcjQ̂ciQ̂cj , (2)

where Q̂ = a† + a and the k̃ are the effective coupling
efficiencies between transmons, including both direct and
indirect capacitive contributions (note that the indirect
contributions should not be confused with contributions
due to virtual exchange interactions, which are included
indirectly when we project out the couplers later on). The
coupling efficiencies for the various terms can be summa-
rized as follows:
kqq: We include three types of qubit-qubit coupling, dis-
tinguished by the relative positioning of the qubits. No-
tably, the geometry of the transmons break the sym-
metry between the northwest-southeast (NW-SE) and
northeast-southwest (NE-SW) directions. To discuss the
three types of coupling, we consider the 4 qubits on a pla-
quette shown in Fig. S2:
1) Nearest-neighbors qubits, q1 and q2 separated by a

coupler c12: k̃q1,q2 = kq1,q2 + kq1,ckq2,c.
2) Diagonally separated qubits in the NW-SE direction,

q1 and q3: k̃q1,q3 = kq1,q3 + 2(kq1,q2kq2,q3 + kq1,q4kq4,q3).
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3) Diagonally separated qubits in the NE-SW direction,

q2 and q4: k̃q1,q3 = kq1,q3.
kqc: We also include three types of qubit-coupler cou-

pling:
1) Nearest-neighbors: k̃q1,c1 = kq1,c1.
2) Diagonally separated qubit and coupler in the NW-SE

direction, q1 and c23: k̃q1,c23 = kq1,c23 + 2kq1,q2kq2,c23.
3) Diagonally separated qubit and coupler in the NE-SW

direction, q4 and c12: k̃q4,c12 = kq4,c12.
kcc: Finally, we consider two types of coupler-coupler

coupling:
1) Diagonally separated couplers in the NW-SE direction

c12 and c23: k̃q1,c23 = kc12,c23 + 2kc12,q2kq2,c23.
2) Diagonally separated qubit and coupler in the NE-SW

direction, c12 and c14: k̃c12,c14 = kc12,c14.

q1 q2c12

c41

c34

c23

q3q4

NE

SW SE

q-q

q-c

c-c

NW

FIG. S2. Schematic of underlying coupling pathways
in the device. In addition to capacitive coupling between
neighboring qubits (orange) and couplers (blue), there are also
diagonal next-nearest-neighbor couplings. Asymmetry in the
underlying structure of the qubits causes a difference in the
couplings along the NW-SE and NE-SW diagonals.

2. Calibration experiments

In order to calibrate the bare qubit and coupler
frequencies for a given set of applied biases, we perform
various types of calibration measurements (Fig. S3a):
Ramsey spectroscopy: In this measurement, we
perform standard Ramsey spectroscopy for a range of
applied qubit bias values, while keeping the couplers
turned off and the neighboring qubits detuned, in order
to prevent swapping.

Swap spectroscopy: This measurement is performed
on a pairwise level, where neighboring couplers (except
the one connecting the pair) are turned off. The two
qubits are prepared in the |10⟩-state and we measure
the swap rate as a function of detuning between the
two qubits (Fig. S3b). The minimum swap rate tells us
the effective coupling between the two qubits, g̃, and
the detuning at which this occurs equals the difference
between the dressed frequencies of the qubits, ω̃q1 − ω̃q2
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FIG. S3. Analog calibration procedure. a, Overview of
calibration steps. We perform three main steps, which to-
gether allow for determining the bare frequencies of the qubits
and couplers in the idle configuration in which g̃ = 0 (top
row), as well as in the interaction configuration (bottom two
rows). For each step, we model a subsystem (third column)
to convert the measured dressed frequencies (fourth column)
to bare frequencies (fifth column). b, Circuit schematic of
swap spectroscopy. c, Top: Measured population difference,
⟨Z1 − Z2⟩, as a function of qubit detuning and time. Bottom:
Extracted swap rate from Fourier transform vs qubit detun-
ing. The position of the minimum allows for determining g̃
and the difference of the dressed qubit frequencies, ω̃q1 − ω̃q2.
d, Circuit schematic of single-photon spectroscopy. e, Fourier
transform of the measured ⟨X⟩ + i⟨Y ⟩. The average of the
peak positions is equal to the average of the dressed qubit fre-
quencies (ω̃q1 + ω̃q2)/2.

(Fig. S3c). Using an iterative scheme, we calibrate
the coupler bias required to achieve the target effective
coupling.

Single-photon spectroscopy: While the swap spec-
troscopy provides us with the difference of the dressed
frequencies, we also need to find their sum to determine
the individual values, ω̃q1 and ω̃q2. We achieve this by



11

n(XX+YY) / 2  (~g3)(XIX+YIY) / 2  (~g2)(XnX+YnY) / 2  (~g2)nn  (~g2)

0 10 20

0

1

2

g (2π MHz)
0 10 20

0

1

2

3

0 10 20
-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0 10 20
0

2

4

6
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

t (
2π

 M
H

z)
a b c d

(XX+YY) / 2

n

g (2π MHz)g (2π MHz) g (2π MHz)

FIG. S4. Higher order terms in the analog spin Hamiltonian. Average coupling coefficient vs nearest-neighbor hopping
g for a, nini+1, b, (Xini+1Xi+2 + Yini+1Yi+2)/2, c, (XiXi+2 + YiYi+2)/2, and d, ni(Xi+1Xi+2 + Yi+1Yi+2)/2, where qubits
i, i + 1, and i + 2 are placed along a connected line. The first three terms scale as g2/η, while the fourth scales as g3η2,
where η is the anharmonicity. At g = 2π × 10 MHz, all higher-order terms are smaller than 1 × 2π MHz. In the three latter
terms, there is asymmetry between the three possible configurations displayed in the insets (see text for details). Note that
ni(Xi+1Xi+2 + Yi+1Yi+2)/2 does not differ on average from (XiXi+1 + YiYi+1)ni+2/2 in d.

preparing the qubits in (|1⟩+ |0⟩) |0⟩ /
√
2 and measuring

⟨X + iY ⟩ as a function of evolution time (Fig. S3d). The
Fourier transform of the signal then reveals the eigenfre-
quencies of the two-qubit system, the average of which is
equal to (ω̃q1 + ω̃q2)/2 (Fig. S3e).
Next, using separately calibrated coupling efficiencies,

we model all the calibration experiments above with the
device Hamiltonian described earlier, in order to find the
bare qubit and coupler frequencies that give the dressed
quantities observed in the calibration experiment. Impor-
tantly, we model not only the two qubits and the coupler
involved in pairwise experiments (single qubit involved in
Ramsey), but also the neighboring “padding” qubits and
couplers in order to account for their effects. Therefore,
we start by determining the bare idle frequencies, {ωidle},
since these must be known to represent the “padding” in
the interaction configuration.

3. Projection onto computational subspace

Considering the fact that our model device Hamilto-
nian involves both qubits and couplers with up to 5 lev-
els in each, it is computationally intractable to use it
for time evolution even at small photon numbers. More-
over, in this form, it is very difficult to map its behavior
onto physically relevant systems. We therefore perform
a projection technique to convert the device Hamiltonian
into a spin-Hamiltonian, Hs, that acts on the computa-
tional subspace. To find spin-Hamiltonian terms involv-
ing n photons in a system of Nq qubits, we write H(n) =∑

i,j |i⟩ ⟨i|Hd |j⟩ ⟨j|, where {|i⟩} are our Nn =
(
Nq

n

)
new

dressed n-photon basis states.
Let us now motivate our choice of dressed basis states,

by considering a few different options. One option could
have been to simply use the bare qubit states, {|i⟩bare};
however, this would cause the spin-Hamiltonian to have
different eigen-energies from the low-energy spectrum of
Hd. A second option would be to instead use the Nn

lowest-energy n-photon eigenstates of Hd, {|i⟩eigen}. In
this case, the spin Hamiltonian is guaranteed to have the

same Nn lowest n-photon eigen-energies as Hd. However,
these basis states are highly delocalized and poorly rep-
resent our qubits. Hence, to get the best of both worlds,
we turn to a third option, where we project the bare
qubit states onto the low-energy eigenspace spanned by
{|i⟩eigen}. These projections are not orthonormal, so we
perform singular value decomposition and set the singu-
lar values to 1 in order to arrive at our new dressed basis
states. It can be shown that this is the most localized
set of states that still preserve the low-energy eigenval-
ues48. These new basis states are slightly delocalized on
the nearest couplers and qubits, and also have a weak
overlap with states that have n + 2 and n − 2 photons
due to terms beyond the rotating-wave approximation.
We note that our typical coupler ramp times of > 5 ns
are sufficient to ensure adiabatic conversion between the
bare qubit states (in which we perform state preparation
and measurement) and the dressed basis states that are
relevant under analog evolution.

The spin-Hamiltonian H(n) found from the technique
above in principle includes all terms involving ≤ n pho-
tons, including very long-range interactions; however,
they drop off rapidly with the photon-photon separation d
(typically as (g/η)d ∼ 0.1d). Moreover, we also find that
the terms decay with the number of involved photons in
a similar way. Hence, in order to achieve the low error
demonstrated in our manuscript, it is sufficient to include
only terms involving up to 2 photons, and where all the
involved qubits are a maximum Manhattan distance of 2
sites apart, resulting in:

H =
∑
i

ωini +
∑
⟨i, j⟩

gij(XiXj + YiYj)/2 +
∑
⟨i, j⟩

gnnij ninj

+
∑

⟨i, j, k⟩

(gXnX
ijk nj + gXIX

ijk )(XiXk + YiYk)/2

+
∑

⟨i, j, k⟩

(gnXX
ijk ni(XjXk + YjYk)/2, (3)

where gnnij , gXnX
ijk and gXIX

ijk scale as g2/η, while gnXX
ijk

scales as g3/η2, and qubits i, j, k are connected (see
Fig. S4).
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Our technique requires finding the Nn lowest-energy n-
photon eigenstates of Hd, which has a high computational
cost for large Nq. Fortunately, for a given Hamiltonian
term involving a certain set of qubits, the effect of other
transmons decays quickly with distance, and we only need
to include the nearest neighboring qubits and couplers
to achieve accuracies on the tens of kHz scale. To find
the spin-Hamiltonian terms, we therefore scan through
various subsystems and perform the procedure outlined
above for each of them.

C. Phase calibration for hybrid analog-digital
experiments

In experiments where we prepare an entangled initial
state, the frequency trajectories of the qubits lead to
phase accumulation that must be characterized and cor-
rected via phase-gates, both before and after the analog
evolution (Fig. S5a). Specifically, in the frame that ro-
tates at the interaction frequency, the qubits in each dimer
pair precess relative to each other before they reach the
interaction frequency. Hence, a phase rotation ϕ0,i must
be applied to every qubit before turning on the analog
Hamiltonian to ensure that the dimer pairs have the de-
sired phase difference when the coupling is turned on.
Second, in the idle frame (in which we perform the fi-
nal measurements) the qubits are precessing relative to
each other while on resonance. Hence, a final phase cor-
rection ϕ1,i + ωit (where t is the analog evolution time)
must also be applied to every qubit before measurements.
Importantly, these corrections are very sensitive to tim-
ing and dispersive shifts: before the analog evolution, a
timing delay in dimer generation of only 150 ps corre-
sponds to a 0.1 rad change in ϕ0 for an idle frequency
difference of 100 MHz. Furthermore, during the idle evo-
lution, a 0.1% (80 kHz) change in dispersive shift leads to
a 0.1 rad change in the final phase after 200 ns of analog
evolution. Hence, standard calibration techniques, such
as single-qubit Ramsey spectroscopy, in which the con-
figuration is sufficiently different from that in the actual
experiment, are not accurate enough. We therefore em-
ploy a set of three calibration techniques for ϕ0,i, ϕ1,i and
ωi that are designed to represent the configuration used
in the actual experiment as well as possible:
ϕ0,i: To calibrate ϕ0,i, we make use of the fact that the
dimer state is only an eigenstate of the coupling Hamil-
tonian when the phase difference of the qubits is 0 or
π. Hence, we sweep the phase difference and measure the
population oscillations between the qubits with time. The
correct phase compensation is the one that minimizes the
amplitude of the population oscillations. We note two im-
portant points about this calibration step: first, since the
measurements are in the Z-basis, they do not depend on
the calibration of ϕ1,i and ωi. Second, since the phase
calibrated in this step is accumulated before the couplers
are turned on, it is not affected by dispersive shifts. It
is therefore not a problem that neighboring couplers are
turned off during this particular step.
ωi: As mentioned previously, the calibration of ωi is very

sensitive to dispersive shifts and must therefore be per-
formed in the exact same configuration as the actual ex-
periment. We achieve this by performing the Kibble-
Zurek experiment (ramp from Neel state in staggered
field) with a slow ramp and leaving the analog Hamilto-
nian on for a variable time (Fig. S5d). The resultant state
exhibits long-range XX+Y Y -correlations, and the effect
of the phase accumulation in the idle frame is to cause
oscillations in the correlator between each pair i and j
with a frequency ωi − ωj (Fig. S5e). Hence, by measur-
ing the frequency of oscillations of all the correlators, the
full set of {ωi} can be determined. The key advantage of
this calibration measurement is that all the couplers are
turned on, so that the dispersive shifts are the same as in
the actual dimer experiment. However, the initial part of
the Kibble-Zurek circuit — including the initial staggered
field and the slow ramp of the couplers — is different, so
the time-independent part of the phase correction, ϕ1,i,
must be calibrated separately.

ϕ1,i: Finally, to determine ϕ1,i, we take advantage of
energy conservation. Specifically, we perform the dimer
experiment with single dimers while sweeping their final
phase difference (Fig. S5f). Only the correct phase com-
pensation leads to ⟨X1X2⟩ = 1 and conserved energy, as
can be see in Fig. S5g. While the dispersive shifts from
neighboring couplers impact the time-dependent part of
the final phase ωit and thus had to be included in the
previous step, they do not have this effect on ϕ1,i and can
therefore be excluded here.

Finally, we note that for experiments not involving en-
tangled initial states (Figs. 3 and 4 in the main text), only
the step for calibration of {ωi} outlined above is required.

D. Readout correction and postselection schemes

1. Bell measurements

When measuring ⟨XX+Y Y ⟩ correlators using standard
single-qubit measurements, we cannot simultaneously get
information about the number of photons measured on
the pair of qubits, preventing us from postselecting our
data on photon conservation. To get around this for near-
est neighbor pairs, we change our measurement basis by
applying an entangling gate given by the unitary,

1 0 0 0

0 1/
√
2 −1/

√
2 0

0 1/
√
2 1/

√
2 0

0 0 0 1

 ,
to each pair to get the conversion shown in Table I. From
these measurements, we can deduce both the nearest
neighbor correlators and the number of photons present.
We use this technique to process the data labeled ‘Bell’
in Figure 3b of the main text. We find good alignment
between direct measurements of the correlators and the
inferred correlators from the Bell measurements.
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FIG. S5. Phase calibration for hybrid analog-digital experiments. a, Schematic of phase accumulation and correction
throughout hybrid analog-digital circuit. While we typically prepare initial dimer states, we here consider an initial state |++⟩ for
the purpose of simplified explanation. Blue and yellow lines show qubit frequency trajectories and coupling profile, respectively,
while brown (beige) boxes show the relative alignment of the two spins in the idle (resonance) frame. We apply corrective phases
{ϕ0,i} before the analog circuit to ensure the correct dimer phase in the resonance frame when the analog Hamiltonian is turned
on. Additional phases {ω0,it+ϕ1,i} are applied after the analog evolution in order to measure the same phase in the idle frame as
was in the resonance frame. b, {ϕ0,i} are calibrated by preparing triplet states, sweeping the phase difference within each qubit
pair, and measuring the population difference after a variable time t. c, Population difference after time t for an applied phase
difference ϕ. Since only the dimer phases 0 and π are eigenstates of the analog Hamiltonian, the correct ϕ0,i is determined by
minimizing the population oscillations. d, {ωi} are calibrated by performing adiabatic ground state preparation with an initial
staggered field and a slow (25/gm) ramp, and measuring the ⟨XX⟩ correlations a time t after the ramp. e, Top: ⟨XX⟩ after
time t when applying no corrective phase after the analog evolution. Since the low-energy final state is known to have long-range
correlations, the observed oscillations can be fit to extract the time-dependent part of the corrective phase after the analog pulse.
Bottom: ⟨XX⟩ after time t when applying the corrective phase found from fitting the oscillations. The near-constant value
indicates a successful correction. f, {ϕ1,i} are calibrated by preparing an initial dimer state, performing the same circuit as in
the experiment with corrective pre-analog phases {ϕ0,i} and partial post-analog phases {ωit}, applying a variable phase ϕ to one
qubit in each pair, and measuring the ⟨XX⟩ correlations a time t after the ramp. g, Top: ⟨XX⟩ after time t. Since the state
is known to be the triplet state, the correct ϕ1 is found from maximizing ⟨XX⟩ correlations. Bottom: As an complementary
technique, one can prepare the singlet state instead and find the ϕ that minimizes variations in ⟨XX⟩ correlations.

2. Bell measurements with readout corrections

Typically, we correct readout errors by inverting the
error channel. In the case where readout errors are un-
correlated, we can simply characterize the matrix β for
each qubit

β =

[
p(0|0) p(0|1)
p(1|0) p(1|1)

]
where p(i|j) is the probability of measuring a state |i⟩ given
that |j⟩ was prepared49. In the case where readout errors

are correlated for pairs, we can similarly characterize a
matrix γ for each pair

γ =

p(00|00) p(00|01) p(00|10) p(00|11)
p(01|00) p(01|01) p(01|10) p(01|11)
p(10|00) p(10|01) p(10|10) p(10|11)
p(11|00) p(11|01) p(11|01) p(11|11)


where p(ij|ab) is the probability of measuring a state |ij⟩
given that |ab⟩ was prepared. Inverting these matrices and
applying them to their respective state vectors allow us to
reconstruct the state vector unaffected by their readout
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Prepared Post gate XX Y Y Nphotons

|00⟩ |00⟩ 0 0 0
|01⟩ − |10⟩ |01⟩ -1 -1 1
|01⟩+ |10⟩ |10⟩ 1 1 1

|11⟩ |11⟩ 0 0 2

TABLE I. Summary of the following quantities for each pre-
pared state: the states after converting to the Bell basis, XX
and Y Y correlators, and the number of photons in the pair.

errors.
In a case where we want to both correct for readout er-

rors and postselect our data, we cannot apply the readout
correction on the state vector reconstructed from the post-
selected bitstrings since this would overcorrect for p(0|1)
type errors. We also cannot invert the matrices and apply
them to the state vectors before the postselection process
since we need access to the individual bitstrings to post-
select on photon number conservation. Instead, we use a
Markov-like process in which we consider each individual
bitstring, and flip spins according to the probabilities in-
ferred from our β or γ matrices. We then postselect the
individual bitstrings on the criteria of photon conserva-
tion and, finally, compute the quantity of interest.
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FIG. S6. Correction for readout error and photon de-
cay. Performance of various readout and photon decay correc-
tion techniques as a function of a, readout error b, and photon
decay probability. The performance is measured as the rela-
tive error between the estimated energy (Eest.) and the actual
ground state energy (Egs). We find that the combined tech-
nique (pink) achieves the lowest relative error.

To confirm the validity of this method, we classically
simulate the ground state of the XY-model with 20 qubits,
introduce noise to the system, and use the above proto-
col to correct for the T1 and readout errors. We com-
pute the energies of the system after various correction
schemes and compare to the noiseless value. The results
from these simulations are found in Figure S6a,b, where
we evaluate the performance as a function of the readout
error and probability of photon decay, respectively. We
find that postselection performs somewhat better than
readout correction for sufficiently low readout errors; how-
ever, most importantly, the combined technique described

above achieves the lowest error. We note that the relative
error of the method has a non-trivial dependence on the
T1 errors, but that the combined protocol outperforms the
other error mitigation techniques and bring us closest to
the energy of the noiseless state across the full parameter
space we explore. In the experiment, we have readout er-
rors in the range 1-4% and a probability of photon decay
of 3-6% for ramp times of 200-500 ns.

E. Comparison of ⟨XX⟩ and ⟨Y Y ⟩

The final states produced after the ramp procedures
in Figs. 3 and 4 in the main text are expected to be
U(1)-symmetric, and thus have equally strong XX- and
Y Y -correlations. We here check this by comparing ⟨XX⟩
and ⟨Y Y ⟩ averaged over all nearest-neighbor qubit pairs
across a range of ramp times (Fig. S7), and indeed find
that the two are equal.

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

1 10 60
Ramp time (1/gm)

〈XX〉

〈YY〉

〈X
X

〉, 
〈Y

Y
〉

FIG. S7. Comparison of XX- and Y Y -correlations.
Ramp time dependence of ⟨XX⟩ and ⟨Y Y ⟩ averaged over
all nearest-neighbor pairs. The two are found to be equally
strong, consistent with U(1)-symmetry.

F. Measurements of energy density fluctuations

In the main text, we use measurements of 2- and 4-qubit
correlators to reconstruct the energy density fluctuations,
σε = (nBgm)

−1
√
⟨H2

XY ⟩ − ⟨HXY ⟩2, with:

H2
XY

g2m
=

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(XiXj + YiYj)/2

2

=
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(1− ZiZj)/2

(4)

+
∑
⟨i,j⟩

∑
⟨m,n⟩

(XiXjXmXn + YiYjYmYn +XiXjYmYn+

+YiYjXmXn)/4 +
∑

⟨i,j⟩,⟨j,k⟩

(XiXk + YiYk)/2,

where ⟨i, j⟩, ⟨j, k⟩ and ⟨m,n⟩ are nearest neighbor pairs
and i, j, k,m, n are distinct (note that j is included in
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the last sum to count the number of length-2 paths from
i to k). Importantly, almost all of these terms can be
reconstructed from just three different sets of measure-
ments, namely {Xi}, {Yi} and {Zi}, except the 4-qubit
correlators involving both X and Y . In order to deter-
mine these, we measure 8 periodic patterns of X and Y
shown in Fig. S8a, and take advantage of the isotropicity
of our system. As shown in Fig. S8b, the 4-qubit correla-
tors that involve both X and Y show a clear trend with
the Euclidean distance between the centers of mass of the
two involved nearest-neighbor pairs (i, j) and (m,n), and
we therefore interpolate the data obtained from these 8
sets of measurements to find the remaining terms. Deter-
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FIG. S8. Energy density fluctuations. a, In addition to
{Xi}, {Yi} and {Zi}, we measure 8 periodic patterns of XX
and Y Y to find σε. b, ⟨XXY Y ⟩ has a relatively simple depen-
dence on Euclidean distance (data from measurements shown
in a), which can be interpolated to find the remaining terms.
c, Energy density fluctuations, σϵ, displaying good agreement
between experiment (red) and simulation (blue); however, at
long ramp times, decoherence causes higher fluctuations in the
experimental case.

mining σε with good relative accuracy is challenging, due
to the very small relative difference between ⟨HXY ⟩2 and
⟨H2

XY ⟩. Nevertheless, we find that our technique works
well, and obtain relatively good agreement with matrix
product state (MPS) simulations (Fig. S8c).

G. Numerical finite-size scaling analysis

We here perform finite-size scaling analysis to evaluate
the critical scaling exponents ν and z near the critical
point in the XY-model studied in our work. We perform
DMRG simulations on square-shaped clusters of L × L
sites to determine the correlation length of the ground

state (Fig. S9a), as well as the gap size, ∆, of both the
lowest transition (Sz = 0 → Sz = 1; Fig. S9b) and the
lowest spin-conserving transition (Sz = 0 → Sz = 0;
Fig. S9c), while sweeping the staggered field (h) from 1
to 0 and the coupling (g) from 0 to 1. We use a bond
dimension χ = 2048 and system sizes L × L with L ∈
{6, 8, 10, 12}. Near the critical point, it is expected that
ξ/L = Fχ((g − gc)L

1/ν) and L∆ = F∆((g − gc)L
1/(zν)).

Motivated by this, we plot ξ/L and L∆, and observe
finite-size crossing near gc = 0.35. As can be seen from
the expressions above, the slope near the critical point is
expected to scale as L1/ν and L1/(zν) for the correlation
length and gaps, respectively. Hence, to evaluate the scal-
ing exponents while also accounting for variations in slope
near the critical point, we extract the slope in ranges of
varying width dg from gc,+−dg to gc,+ with gc,+ = 0.365
(Figs. S9d-f). As theoretically expected, we find that the
slopes increase near-algebraically with L, from which we
extract scaling exponents shown in Figs. S9g-i. For all
three cases, we find that the extracted exponents are con-
sistent with the expected ν = 0.67, z = 1.

H. Empirical estimation of self-XEB

1. Ideal case

In the main text, we measure self-XEB by constructing
an empirical bitstring distribution pexp.(si) =

Mi

M , where
Mi is the total number of times a bitstring si was sampled
from a quantum device (after postselecting bitstrings with
the correct number of excitations), and M is the total
number of postselected bitstrings. An empirical estimate
for the self-XEB reads

self-XEBest. = D
∑
si

M2
i

M2
− 1, (5)

and Mi follows the binomial distribution P (Mi = x) =(
M
x

)
pxi (1 − pi)

M−x, where pi is the quantum probability
of sampling a bitstring si. The second moment of the
binomial distribution reads EM2

i =M2p2i +Mpi(1− pi),
therefore

E self-XEBest. = self-XEBtrue +
D

M

∑
si

pi(1− pi) = (6)

= self-XEBtrue +
D

M
− 1

M
(self-XEBtrue + 1) =

=

(
1− 1

M

)
× self-XEBtrue +

D − 1

M
,

which means that self-XEBest. is a biased estimator with
the relative bias of 1/M and the absolute bias of (D −
1)/M . To account for this, in the main text, we estimate
self-XEB using an unbiased estimator

self-XEBest., unbiased =
self-XEBest.

1− 1/M
− D − 1

M − 1
. (7)
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2. Depolarizing channel

Study of the bitstring distribution provides information
about incoherent errors under some assumptions on the
noise type37. For simplicity, we consider a global depolar-

izing channel, which modifies bitstring probabilities as

p̃i = Φpi + (1− Φ)/D, (8)

where pi is a bitstring probability in the ideal case, and Φ
is the fidelity of the system with respect to ideal, closed-
system evolution. This approximation yields

self-XEBnoisy = D
∑
i

p̃2i − 1 = Φ2 × self-XEBideal. (9)

Therefore, incoherent fidelity Φ may be estimated as

Φ =
√
self-XEBnoisy/self-XEBideal, (10)

where self-XEBideal = D
∑

i p
2
i − 1 is estimated using an

ideal classical simulation, and self-XEBnoisy is estimated
empirically from experimental data using the unbiased
estimator Eq. (7). With this benchmark, we get an inde-
pendent estimate of the system’s incoherent errors. The
result is shown in Fig. S10. We conclude that the error
rates quoted in the main text are mainly dominated by
coherent sources. We note that although the decoherence
processes in this experiment are mainly due to dephas-
ing (since postselection eliminates decay processes), we
expect the simplified depolarizing-channel model to cor-
rectly capture the magnitude of incoherent processes.
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I. Exact state-vector simulation

The time evolution performed in the experiment con-
sists of a short time-dependent on-ramp, a long time-
independent “plateau”, and a short time-dependent off-
ramp. To simulate the time-dependent ramps, we
solve the time-dependent Schrödinger equation using the
Runge-Kutta-45 algorithm.
For stationary evolution, we employ the Chebyshev

polynomials approach50,51. For x ∈ [−1, 1] and any real
τ , an exponential can be decomposed as

e−ixτ =

+∞∑
m=0

αm(−i)mJm(τ)Tm(x), (11)

where α0 = 1, αm = 2 for m > 0, Jm(τ) is a
Bessel function of the first kind of the m-th order, and
Tm(x) = cos[m arccos(x)] is the m-th Chebyshev polyno-
mial. These polynomials obey the following recurrence
relation:

Tm+1(x) + Tm−1(x) = 2xTm(x), (12)

T0(x) = 1, T1(x) = x.

To time-evolve a wave function |ψ(0)⟩ for a time t with

a Hamiltonian Ĥ, we need to apply the Chebyshev decom-

position Eq. (11) to the matrix exponential exp
(
−itĤ

)
.

To this end, we introduce a rescaled Hamiltonian

ĥ =
1

Emax − Emin
Ĥ − Emax + Emin

2(Emax − Emin)
Î , (13)

where Î is the identity operator, and Emin, Emax are
the minimum and maximum eigenvalues. The resulting

rescaled Hamiltonian ĥ has its spectrum within [−1,+1],
as the decomposition Eq. 11 requires. In practice, it is
sufficient to only set an upper bound on the bandwidth
W = (Emax − Emin) to ensure and all eigenspectrum lies
within [−1,+1]. Applying a corresponding rescaling of
the evolution time τ = t× (Emax − Emin), we obtain

|ψ(t)⟩ = J0(τ)|ψĥ
0 ⟩+ 2

+∞∑
m=1

Jm(τ)|ψĥ
m⟩, (14)

where we defined the Chebyshev partons:

|ψĥ
m+1⟩ = (−i)m+1Tm+1(ĥ)|ψ(t = 0)⟩ = (15)

−2iĥ|ψĥ
m⟩+ |ψĥ

m−1⟩,

|ψĥ
0 ⟩ = T0(ĥ)|ψ(t = 0)⟩ = |ψ(t = 0)⟩,

|ψĥ
1 ⟩ = (−i)T1(ĥ)|ψ(t = 0)⟩ = −iĥ|ψ(t = 0)⟩.

For ∥ĥ∥< 1, all Chebyshev polynomials are bounded,

∥Tm(ĥ)∥< 1, which guarantees stability and convergence
of the algorithm. To obtain the required number of
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FIG. S11. Optimizing the XEB fidelity. Here, we show
XEB fidelity for different values of the uniform global shifts in
gnXX and gXnX .We consider the data from the main text with
the system size of 25 qubits. The scan suggests an optimum
shift at dgnXX ≈ dgXnX ≈ −20 kHz.

matrix-vector operations, we consider large-m asymp-
totics of the Bessel functions for τ ≪

√
m+ 1:

Jm(τ) ∼ 1

Γ(m+ 1)

(τ
2

)m
∼ 1√

2πm

( eτ
2m

)m
, (16)

which makes this Bessel function reach a maximum at
m = m∗/e = τ/2 and then decay super-exponentially
with m for m > m∗ = eτ/2 = (e/2) × (Emax − Emin)t.
Thus, the threshold m∗ defines the typical number of
matrix-vector actions that are necessary to time-evolve
a wave function for time t. Therefore, we see that the
Chebyshev time evolution algorithm complexity is linear
in the evolution time, the Hamiltonian bandwidth, and
Hilbert space dimension, O(DtW ).
The recurrence relation Eq. 15 requires storing 4 vec-

tors. We stop iterating when the norm of the time-evolved
state satisfies |∥|ψ(t)⟩∥−1|< 10−10. Finally, given the time
stamps t0, t1, . . . used to produce experimental bitstring
samples, we time-evolve our wave function consecutively
between these time stamps, setting t = ti+1−ti and start-
ing from a previously obtained wave function.

To perform these simulations, we use the
lattice-symmetries package52, which utilizes excita-
tion number conservation and matrix-less matrix-vector
operations. A single c3d-standard-360 node with 1.4Tb
RAM on the Google Cloud Platform allows to exactly
(up to the 10−10 stopping criterion error) time-evolve
a wave function with the Hilbert space dimension of
∼ 9× 109 for t× (Emax −Emin) = 2× 103 in only 5 days.
This Hilbert space size corresponds to 18 excitations in a
36-qubit system, or to 8 excitations in a 64-qubit system.

J. Few-parameter XEB optimization

In the calibration protocol used in this work, we pro-
duce terms in the effective spin-Hamiltonian Ĥs by con-
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sidering sub-systems of the chip. Therefore, a small pos-
sible bias in this procedure (due to the patch Hilbert
space truncation) would be replicated in the whole sys-
tem and cause coherent errors53. We ameliorate this ef-
fect by performing a posteriori XEB optimization over
only two global parameters, namely uniform shifts in the
couplings gXnX and gXXn defined in Eq. (3) (Fig. S11).
All other global shifts do not improve the XEB. This two-
parameter fit finds very small optimal shifts of dgXnX ≈
dgnXX ≈ −20 kHz, which are optimal for all system sizes
and occupations, thus confirming our assumption about
the systematic nature of these coherent errors.

K. Fidelity prediction at a given system size and
time

In this work, time evolution consists of a fast on-ramp,
time evolution with a Hamiltonian Hs over a much longer
time, and a fast off-ramp. We write an ansatz for XEB
fidelity expected after a fixed evolution time t with Hs on
a system with size Nq:

F (t,Nq) = F
Nq

0 e−ϵ×Nq×(t/T ), (17)

where ϵ is the per-qubit-per-cycle error, T is the cy-
cle time, and F0 accounts for fidelity loss during a 6-
ns on-ramp, 6-ns off-ramp, and readout. We fit the
XEB fidelities obtained in the dataset from the main
text with system sizes from 12 to 35 qubits, and obtain
F0 = 0.9946, ϵ = 9.4× 10−4. The resulting fits are shown
in Fig. S12, and the fit yields root-mean-square-error of
2.4× 10−3.
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FIG. S12. Fitting the XEB fidelity Solid lines are the ex-
perimental results also shown in the main text, and the dashed
lines show a global fit using Eq. (17).

L. Entanglement of time-evolved states

In this section, we study the growth of entanglement
in our system, and the evolution of its Schmidt spec-
trum. Most of the computations are performed using ex-
act state-vectors, and some simulations employ matrix-
product states. Most importantly, we analyze the ef-

fects of particle-number conservation on the entanglement
properties.

1. Schmidt values distribution

For all the (rectangular) geometries, we compute entan-
glement entropy between two parts of the N -qubit system
of sizes L = ⌊N/2⌋ and R = N − L. The left part of the
system includes all sites with x + y × Lx < L, where
0 ⩽ x < Lx, 0 ⩽ y < Ly, and Lx ⩽ Ly, i. e., the system is
cut into two halves along the shortest direction.

Consider a system with M particles and N = L + R
sites, with a wave function |ψ⟩ written in the full 2N -
element basis. A matrix element of the reduced density
matrix (RDM) of the left-hand side reads

(ρ̂L)ij = (TrR [|ψ⟩⟨ψ|])ij =
2R−1∑
r=0

ψ∗
i,rψj,r, (18)

where i(j) and r enumerate basis states in the L or R
subsystem, respectively. Since the total number of exci-
tations M is fixed, the matrix elements are non-zero only
for (i, j) satisfying

Ham[i] + Ham[r] = Ham[j] + Ham[r] =M, (19)

where Ham[k] counts the number of excitations in a
bitstring k (Hamming weight). Therefore, Ham[i] =
Ham[j] = M − Ham[r], and the reduced total density
matrix has a block-diagonal form

ρ̂L =

min(L,M)⊗
ML=0

ρ̂L,ML
, (20)

where 0 ⩽ ML ⩽ min(L,M) is the number of excita-
tions in the left-hand side of the system. At half-filling,
the total number of Schmidt values is 2L. To obtain the
Schmidt spectrum, we perform eigendecomposition of all
partial density matrices ρ̂L,ML

.
We now consider typical distributions of the Schmidt

values in the U(1)–conserving case at infinite tempera-
ture. In a generic case (without particle number conser-
vation), the RDM is irreducible. If the system is divided
into the left and right parts with L and R sites and the
effective Hilbert space sizes DL, DR (DLDR = 2N ), the
Schmidt values follow the generalized quarter-circle dis-
tribution54

p(S) =
D

π

√
(λ2+/DL − S2)(S2 − λ2−/DL)

λS
, (21)

where λ = DL/DR, λ± = 1 ±
√
λ, and λ−/

√
DL ⩽ S ⩽

λ+/
√
DL.

In contrast, in the U(1)–symmetric case, the Schmidt
values follow the quarter-circle distribution independently
in each ML–block of the RDM55. The U(1)–constrained
quarter-circle distribution of the Schmidt values Si reads
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FIG. S13. Entanglement properties of the simulated wave functions. a,b, Distribution of Schmidt values in a 30- and
35-qubit systems, where we compare the quarter-circle theory, random Gaussian ensemble, and wave functions obtained in the
simulation of the effective spin Hamiltonian. c, State fidelity as a function of the bond dimension cutoff. The dashed lines
show linear slope F ⩽ ζ(Nq)(χ/χmax) ≈ 4

√
2(χ/χmax). d, The time it takes for the system to build 90% of the maximum

entanglement at given system size, divided by the longest dimension of the rectangle Llong. The linear fit at ∼ 0.48 × (1/g)
indicates convergence tsat. ∼ (1/2g) × Llong. e, Entanglement entropy as a function of time in classical ideal simulations for
various system sizes using state-vector and MPS approaches. The MPS simulations are stopped upon saturation of the bond
dimension. The dashed lines show entanglement entropy of typical half-filled states estimated using Eq. (25).

p(S) =

L∑
ML=0

{
0, S /∈ [λML

− , λML
+ ],

pML
(S), S ∈ [λML

− , λML
+ ],

,with (22)

pML(S) =
D

Sπ
×

√[(
λML
+

)2
− S2

] [
S2 −

(
λML
−

)2]
,

where D =
(
N
M

)
is the full Hilbert space dimension,

DML

L =
(

L
ML

)
is the number of ways to put ML parti-

cles in the left part, DML

R =
(

R
M−ML

)
is the number of

ways to put (M − ML) particles in the right part, and

λML
± = (1±

√
λML)

√
DML

R /D with λML = DML

L /DML

R .

In Fig. S13a,b, we show the Schmidt values distribu-
tion of the 30 and 35-qubit systems with 15 and 18 pho-
tons, respectively. The distributions are obtained (i) using
the exact simulation of the system Hamiltonian, (ii) from
Schmidt-decomposing a wave function with random com-
plex Gaussian entries ψi ∼ N (0, 1)+iN (0, 1), and (iii) ap-
plying the equation Eq. (22), which accurately describes
the Schmidt value distributions. We conclude that the
time evolution with the Hamiltonian Hs generates typi-
cal states, in the sense of U(1)–constrained quarter-circle
Schmidt value distribution.

The complexity of a MPS encoding of time-evolved
states is determined by the fraction χ/χmax, where χmax

is the maximum possible number of Schmidt values given
Hilbert space sizes, required to represent a wave function
with a given fidelity F . In Fig. S13c, integrating the dis-
tribution Eq. (22), we plot F(χ/χmax). In the half-filled

case, the derivative at zero is given by

F ⩽ 4
χ

χmax

2L
√(

L
L/2

)(
R

R/2

)(
N

N/2

) = 4
χ

χmax

(√
2 +O(1/N)

)
,

(23)

which differs by a factor
√
2 from the generic case with

no particle conservation31. This formula will be used be-
low to derive bounds on complexity of the experimentally
realized states.

2. Entanglement entropy

In Fig. S13d,e we consider the entanglement entropy
growth with time at various system sizes. The dashed
lines indicate the maximum entanglement entropy at a
given system size at half-filling with U(1) conservation.
Using Eq. (22), these bounds can be computed as56:

Sent. =

L∑
ML=0

DML

R DML

L

D

[
log

(
D

DML

R

)
− λML

2

]
. (24)

Assuming L = R and the half-filled case with even
M = (L + R)/2, it can be further simplified (replacing
summation over ML with a Gaussian integral):

S
U(1)
ent. =

N

2
log 2− 1

2
log 2− 1

4
+O(1/N). (25)

This expression is different from Sgeneric
ent. = log

√
D − 1/2

= (N/2) log 2− 1/2 = S
U(1)
ent. +0.097, obtained for an irre-

ducible RDM. Fig. S13e shows that the entanglement en-

tropy of the simulated wave functions approaches S
U(1)
ent.

at long times.
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Fig. S13d shows the ratio of the time it takes the sys-
tem to build 90% of the maximum entanglement entropy,
tsat., to the longest direction of the rectangle Llong. Since
the maximum entropy is proportional to the total system
volume, maxSent. ∝ LlongLshort, and the rate of entan-
glement generation at early times is proportional to the
length of the shortest cut, dSent./dt ∝ Lshort, we expect
tsat. = αLlong. Indeed, Fig. S13d shows that the ratio
tsat./Llong saturates at around α ≈ (1/2g) in the simula-
tion with g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz.

3. Log-negativity

For noisy dynamics on a quantum device, it is custom-
ary to compute the log-negativity

EN(ψ) = log2∥|ψ⟩⟨ψ|TA∥1, (26)

where |ψ⟩⟨ψ|TA is a partially-transposed (in a subsystem
A) density matrix of a pure system with the wave func-
tion |ψ⟩. Here, we focus on a bipartition of a system into
equal-sized regions L and R. Given log-negativity of a
pure state, it is possible to bound the mixed-state entan-
glement of a mixed state ρ̂ (quantified by log-negativity of
a mixed state EN(ρ̂)) using the pure-state log-negativity
and the notion of fidelity. In Ref. 34, it was shown that, if
the desired pure state |ψ⟩ is an eigenstate of the mixed-
state density matrix ρ̂ with an eigenvalue F , the following
bound holds

EN(ρ̂) ⩾ EN(|ψ⟩) + log2 F, (27)

where F = ⟨ψ|ρ̂|ψ⟩ is the state fidelity34. Notably, in
an actual experiment, the pure state will not be an ex-
act eigenstate of the density matrix. Nevertheless, Ref. 34

has shown that the bound Eq. (27) holds for generic time
evolution and generic noise sources. Log-negativity of a
pure state |ψ⟩ is equivalent to the Rényi–1/2 entropy and
could be computed as

EN(ψ) = 2 log2

2L−1∑
i=0

Si, (28)

where Si are the Schmidt values.
In the U(1)–symmetric case, we obtain

2L−1∑
i=0

Si →
+∞∫
0

dS S p(S) =
D

3π

L∑
ML=0

λML
+ × (29)

×
[[(

λML
−

)2
+
(
λML
+

)2]
Ẽ(q)− 2

(
λML
−

)2
F̃ (q)

]
,

where q =

√
1−

(
λML
− /λML

+

)2
, and F̃ , Ẽ are complete

elliptic integrals of the first and the second kind, re-
spectively. In a system with L = R = N/2 and even

M = (L + R)/2, the expressions simplify to λML
− = 0,

λML
+ = 2

√
DML

R /D and q = 1 and the sum reads:

2L−1∑
i=0

Si →
8

3π

L∑
ML=0

(
DML

R

)3/2
D1/2

= (30)

=
23/4 × 8

3
√
3π

2N/4 (1 +O(1/N)) ,

and we obtain

EU(1)
N = N/2 + log2

23/2

3

64

9π2
+O(1/N) = (31)

=
S
U(1)
ent.

log 2
+

1

2
+

1

4 log 2
+ log2

23/2

3

64

9π2
+O(1/N) ≈

≈ S
U(1)
ent.

log 2
+ 0.303.

In contrast, a system with the Hilbert space D where the
RDM does not form blocks, the log-negativity reads

Egeneric
N = log2

√
D + log2

64

9π2
= (32)

=
Sgeneric
ent.

log 2
+

1

2 log 2
+ log2

64

9π2
≈ Sgeneric

ent.

log 2
+ 0.248.

We use the expression for log-negativity in its U(1)–
conserving (Eq. (31)) and generic (Eq. (32)) forms in the
main text to approximate the maximum mixed-state en-
tanglement entropies obtained in different experiments.

In the main text, Figure 2d, on the x-axis we plot the
effective system size defined as

N eff
q = 2Sent/log 2 + 1/log 2, (33)

such that N eff
q = Nq for a generic system. In turn, in the

y-axis, we plot EN against N eff
q = 2Sent/log 2+1/log 2 and

draw an ideal line. However, for the U(1)–conserving and
generic cases, the correction to EN = Sent./log 2 + C is
slightly different (CU(1) = 0.303 against Cgeneric = 0.248,
respectively). For simplicity, to plot the ideal line, we use
the mean value C̄ between these two corrections and plot
EN = (1/2)N eff

q − 1/(2 log 2) + C̄ ≈ (1/2)N eff
q − 0.449.

4. Rényi-2 entropy

The Rényi-2 entropy could be experimentally obtained
via randomized purity measurements57. Similarly to the
Rényi-1/2 entropy, in the U(1)–symmetric case, entangle-
ment of a typical quarter-circle state reads

2L−1∑
i=0

S4
i →

+∞∫
0

dS S4 p(S) = (34)

D

32

L∑
ML=0

[(
λML
+

)2
−
(
λML
−

)2]
×
[(
λML
+

)2
+
(
λML
−

)2]
.

Considering a system with L = R and even M = (L +
R)/2, we obtain the log2–based expression

S
U(1)
Rényi-2 ent. = (N/2) + log2

√
3

4
+O(1/N). (35)



21

0 5 10 15 20
Time, 1/g

0

2

4

6

8

10
en

ta
ng

le
m

en
t

digital iSWAPs
analog
typical U(1)

FIG. S14. Comparison of entanglement growth in the
digital and analog cases. The points show entanglement
entropy in the digital case after application of each layer in
the ABCD gate pattern. The black dashed line shows the
typical entanglement in the U(1) case of a 30-qubit system
obtained using Eq. (25).

5. Entanglement growth in digital and analog cases

In this subsection, we compare the rates of the bipartite
von Neumann entropy growth in the digital and analog
settings. We consider a two-dimensional 5×6 lattice with
open boundary conditions and cut the lattice into two 15-
qubit parts along the shorter direction. In the analog case,
we simulate the pure XY -model with the coupling con-
stant g. In the digital case, we consider a period-4 ABCD
pattern (left, up, right, down) of

√
iSWAP gates. Apply-

ing a layer of such gates requires time t = (π/4)(1/g).
We can therefore put analog and digital simulations on
the same time-axis. The result is shown in Fig. S14. We
observe that both entropies reach the bound set by the
quarter-circle theory, with the analog version being nearly
4 times as fast.

M. Rényi-2 entanglement entropy

1. Measurement

In order to measure the entanglement entropy without
fully reconstructing the density matrices, we utilize ran-
domized measurement techniques57, and the results are
shown in Fig. S15. To probe various properties of the pre-
pared quantum states, we apply M sets of single-qubit
Clifford gates prior to measurement to all qubits in our
system, and repeat the measurement to obtain K shots.
Using this protocol we obtainM×K bitstrings, which we
use to compute entanglement entropy. The state purity
P = tr(ρ̂2) is estimated using

P =
2N

M

M∑
m=1

2N∑
s,s′

P (s)P (s′)(−2)−D[s,s′] , (36)

where N corresponds to the number of qubits in the
(sub)system, and D[s, s′] is the Hamming distance be-
tween the two bitstrings s and s′. In order to mitigate
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FIG. S15. Measurement of the bipartite Rényi-2 en-
tanglement entropy. Solid lines are the experimental re-
sults, and the dashed lines are fidelity-adjusted simulation
results. For each system size, the lower bold line on the
right denotes entropy of a typical state with U(1) conserva-
tion given by Eq. (35), and the upper bold line corresponds to
the maximally-depolarized state at this system size.

the bias in the estimation of purity arising from finite
samples, we utilize jackknife resampling to obtain the un-
biased purity estimate P̂unbiased from the measured value
P using the following formula

Punbiased =
K

K − 1
P̂ − 2N

K − 1
. (37)

Finally, we calculate the second Rényi entropy

S2(ρ̂) = − log2(Punbiased) (38)

to characterize the entanglement entropy of the
(sub)system.

In order to probe the entanglement entropy of volume-
law (typical) subsystems of up to size 12 in our system,
we use M = 50 different pre-measurement unitaries, with
K = 106 shots each. For a typical state, the probability of
measuring a given bitstring scales as 2−N . Therefore, the
accurate reconstruction of the probability distribution re-
quires many shots. The bitstring probability distribution
does not vary by much when measured in different bases,
hence, we only need to use a small M . In contrast, when
probing area-law states we need largerM whilst requiring
fewer shots. In our experiments, we use M = 1000 pre-
measurement unitaries with K = 5 × 104 shots for such
states. In order to accurately probe the entanglement
scaling crossover from area- to volume-law as a function
of the number of excitations in the initial state n0, we use
M = 1000 and K = 5 × 104 for states with n0 < 8, and
M = 50 and K = 106 for states with n ⩾ 8.

2. Numerics

To match the experimental data, we consider finite
fidelity-corrections to the simulated Schmidt spectrum.
To this end, we write the full system density matrix as

ρ̂ = F |ψ⟩⟨ψ|+(1− F )
Id

D
, (39)
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assuming the global depolarizing channel, where Id is the
identity matrix. If the system is split into the left and
right parts with sizes L and R, the RDM of the left-hand
side reads

ρ̂L =

min(L,M)⊗
ML=0

(
F ρ̂L,M +

1− F

D
DML

R Id

)
, (40)

where the direct product runs over the number of excita-
tions in the left part, similarly to Eq. (20). Randomized
purity measurements compute

Tr ρ̂2L =

min(L,M)∑
ML=0

Tr

[
F ρ̂L,M +

1− F

D
DML

R Id

]2
, (41)

where ρ̂L,M is the perfect system density matrix. This ex-
pression allows us to estimate the effect of finite fidelity on
the Rényi entropy estimations, − log2 Tr ρ̂

2
L. In Fig. S15,

we show the corrected result, using the F (Nq, tg) depen-
dence obtained in Section SK.

N. Classical computational complexity

In this section, we address the classical simulation com-
plexity of the full 69-qubit chip using tensor-network con-
tractions and MPS simulations.

1. Tensor network contraction

In a tensor network contraction approach, a circuit is
represented in the form of elementary tensors (gates) with
legs that need to be contracted58–60. In case of XEB
benchmarking, we are interested in a particular amplitude
⟨s|ψ⟩, where |ψ⟩ is the simulated wave function and s is

a bitstring sampled on a quantum device. If Û(t) repre-
sents a unitary evolution performed on a quantum device
starting from an initial state |s0⟩, we need to compute

scalars of the form ⟨s|Û(t)|s0⟩. While tensor contraction
methods are directly applicable to the problems of random
circuit sampling61–67, to study analog evolution with ten-
sor network contraction methods, we first find an efficient
digital circuit that represents the time evolution. For a
fair comparison, the circuit should be chosen to minimize
its contraction cost.

We assume that the gates in a digital circuit represent-
ing the time evolution can be collected, layer-by-layer,
into projected entangled-pair operators (PEPOs). The re-
sulting tensor network is shown in Fig. S16a. For concrete-
ness, we specifically assume that the time evolution can be
written in terms of PEPOs with virtual bond dimension
χ = 2, and that these PEPOs are maximally efficient in
terms of generating entanglement. Given the virtual bond
dimension, a single PEPO application generates ∆Sent. =
Lshort log 2 entanglement entropy across the minimal cut
that divides the system in half. Since the maximum en-
tanglement entropy is Smax

ent. = (1/2)LshortLlong log 2, it
takes at least NPEPOs = (1/2)Llong layers of PEPO appli-
cation to saturate the entanglement entropy. Note that

considering larger bond dimension of the form χ = 2k

does not change this consideration. Indeed, it would gen-
erate the same amount of entanglement as k PEPOs with
χ = 2, and also could be written as consecutive applica-
tion of k such PEPOs.

As shown in Sec. SL, the entanglement entropy satu-
rates in (1/2g) × Llong. Therefore, a single PEPO appli-
cation generates the amount of entropy which corresponds
to the evolution time of a single cycle (1/g) defined in the
main text. This conversion allows us to estimate the con-
traction costs, considering a set of Sycamore-like tilted
square geometries shown in Fig. S16b.

In Fig. S16g, we show the FLOPs count required to con-
tract a tensor network with Nq qubits and a given number
of analog cycles, assuming infinite memory. Here, we do
not account for finite fidelity of the device. The best con-
traction is found using a simulated annealing algorithm
repeated with numerous attempts.

Finally, in Fig. S16h, we show complexity assuming us-
age of the whole Frontier hard drive (700 PB)68 and ig-
noring communication costs. Finite memory limits the
size of a maximum tensor that could be stored in memory
during the computation. To avoid having a larger tensor,
some edges in the tensor network are projected and then
the final result is summed over all 2Nsliced possible choices
of Nsliced sliced variables59,62,69. To account for finite fi-
delity of the simulation, we only consider the respective
fraction of the sliced variables’ combinations59. We ob-
serve that contraction of a circuit representing evolution
on a 69-qubit chip until the maximum-entanglement time
would requireO(106) years on the Frontier supercomputer
assuming its peak 2 exaFLOPs performance68.

2. Matrix product states—complexity bounds

In this subsection, we estimate the complexity of sam-
pling bitstring form the distribution |⟨s|Û(t)|s0⟩|2, us-
ing matrix product states (MPS). We consider the “MPS
snake” site encoding, as shown in Fig. S16b. In this sec-
tion, the entanglement and corresponding MPS bond di-
mension, χ, are considered for a half-system cut. In addi-
tion to the experimental fidelity Fexp, we consider fidelity
Fχmax

of the time-evolved MPS with the peak bond di-
mension at most χmax. Given the total time-evolution
length t, we need to estimate the minimum peak bond
dimension χmax such that (i): Fχmax

(t) ⩾ Fexp(t). This
requirement only at time t is weaker than demanding (ii):
Fχmax

(τ) ⩾ Fexp(τ) for all 0 ⩽ τ ⩽ t, and therefore (i)
gives a lower bound on (ii).

We choose the total evolution time t such that satis-
fying criterion (i) with MPS is as hard as possible. In
the experiment, entanglement entropy builds up linearly
and saturates at tsat. ∼ Llong/(2g), as shown in Fig. S13.
At t > tsat., Fexp.(t) decays exponentially, which makes
t = tsat. a natural choice. However, a single bitstring
amplitude ⟨s|Û(t)|s0⟩ can be obtained by first obtaining

Û(t/2)|s0⟩ and Û(−t/2)|s⟩, and then finding their overlap,
so we may only time-evolve MPS to half-time. Therefore,
we choose t = 2tsat.. On a 69-qubit system with Llong = 8,
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FIG. S16. Classical computation complexity. a, Representation of the hypothetical most efficient tensor network represen-
tation of the time evolution. Here, we show application of two PEPO layers to a wave function |ψ(0)⟩ to obtain a wave function
at time t, |ψ(t)⟩, b, A family of Sycamore-like geometries with varied height h considered in this panel for complexity analysis.
The blue line shows a typical MPS “snake” used to build an MPS wave function. c, The ratio of XEB for Nq = 20, com-
puted from experimental data and MPS simulations, to self-XEB, computed by sampling bitstrings from the MPS. Dashed lines
show the fidelity of MPS wave functions relative to the exact time evolution. When the classical results are exact (χ = 1024),
XEB/Self-XEB is a measure of experimental fidelity; at smaller χ, we find a lower ratio. The x-axis gives the time in inverse
coupling strength, taking into account weaker coupling during ramps. d, XEB/Self-XEB for Nq = 47. MPS fidelity at χ = 1024
is high until time approximately 1/g, then decays rapidly. Self-XEB at time 3/g extrapolates in 1/χ to around 2, so that the
PTD would not yet be achieved. e, The Nq = 69 system. f, Growth of entanglement in the MPS simulation of the 69-qubit
system. At short times, an extrapolation in 1/log(χ) gives the expected linear growth of entanglement. g, Computational
complexity of the TN-contraction algorithm, assuming no memory constraints, and h, assuming using the full Frontier hard
drive of 700 PB68. The red lines convert the FLOPs count in Frontier time assuming its peak 2 exaFLOPs performance68.

2tsat. ∼ 8/g. As shown in Section. SK, the extrapolated
experimental fidelity at this time is Fexp(2tsat.) ≈ 0.4. To
achieve such fidelity at t/2 = tsat., an MPS would employ
the bond dimension of χmax ≈ 1.7 × 109. This would re-
quire around 50× the total hard drive of Frontier for the
largest individual tensors. This estimate did not account
for the U(1) conservation.

With the U(1) symmetry, the MPS tensors have a block
structure70. We find numerically for the 69 qubit system
that at bond dimensions of 27, 28, 29, and 210, at t =
3/g the required memory is multiplied by ≈ 0.20, 0.19,
0.18, and 0.17, respectively. A linear extrapolation in
1/log(χ) shows that the memory requirement for large
bond dimensions is reduced by mU(1) ∼ 10, therefore the
largest MPS tensors would still exceed the Frontier hard
drive.

Finally, let us assume no memory constraint and esti-
mate the pure FLOPs requirement to perform such MPS
simulation, which is dominated by the singular value de-
composition (SVD). For a real n × n matrix, a SVD
takes O(n3) operations, and the MPS compressions in-
volve truncation of 2χ × 2χ complex matrices due to in-
clusion of the physical dimension of 2 on each site, lead-
ing to the 64χ3 FLOPs requirement per SVD. The U(1)
symmetry reduces the cost by a factor m2

U(1). We will

conservatively only include the cost of SVD at the central
cut with largest bond dimension, ignoring decompositions
at other cuts.

Assuming a single cycle requires NTrotter steps, we
get the total number of SVD decompositions NSVD =

4NTrotter. We assume that the entanglement increases
linearly during the simulation up to time tsat., and there-
fore the required bond dimension grows at step k as
χ(k) ∼ (χmax)

k/NSVD . The required FLOPs estimate
reads

FLOPs =
64

m2
U(1)

NSVD∑
k=0

(
(χmax)

k/NSVD

)3
∼ (42)

∼ 64

m2
U(1)

NSVD

3 logχmax
χ3
max.

Maintaining low Trotter error requires at least 5 sweeps
per cycle, which gives FLOPs ∼ 1027 (with χmax ≈
1.7 × 109), which would take 0.5 × 109 s = 16 years on
Frontier assuming its peak performance of 2 exaFLOPs
and ignoring any communication costs.

Importantly, in this procedure with forward and back-
ward evolution, final bitstrings s will be chosen from i.i.d.
and will not follow the PTD. Rejection sampling 71 cor-
rects for this at the cost of an extra O(10) sampling over-
head. Thus the effective time per bitstring for MPS is
lower-bounded by 160 years.

3. Matrix product states — practical demonstration

We run MPS time evolution simulations for the sys-
tem sizes Nq = 20, 47, and 69; we show the results in
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Fig. S16c-f1. The MPS sites are ordered as shown in
Fig. S16b. We account for the U(1) conservation and
construct a near-optimal matrix product operator (MPO)
using deparallelization and delinearization72. We time-
evolve using the two-site time-dependent variational prin-
ciple (TDVP)73,74, using time steps δt ⩽ 0.05/g so that
time discretization is not a significant source of error. We
simulate the full time-dependent experimental procedure,
including ramps and plateau time. For each system size,
we consider bond dimensions χ ∈ {128, 256, 512, 1024},
with truncation after each local TDVP step. To track the
MPS fidelity, we either (i) record truncation error at each
step, or (ii) compute the fidelities between the same-time
states with the various bond dimensions.

For Nq = 20, where χ = 1024 yields no truncation,
and (ii) is exact, the results are shown as dashed lines
in Fig. S16c. Similarly, for all considered system sizes,
MPS simulations at our largest bond dimensions maintain
high fidelity until times ∼ 1/g, followed by an exponential
decay with the rate higher than the experimental (see
Sec. SK).
We consider the ratio of XEB to self-XEB, gives an esti-

mate of fidelity (see Sec. SO2). To obtain linear XEB, we
perform MPS evolution until time t with bond dimension
χ, and compute

XEB =
D

M

∑
x∼pmeas(x,t)

pMPS(x, t)− 1 (43)

with x being the experimental bitstrings, and

self-XEB =
D

M

∑
x∼pMPS

pMPS(x, t)− 1, (44)

where x are sampled from an MPS75,76, andM is the total
number of samples.
At Nq = 20, experimental fidelity is above 0.5 for

times up to 10/g, and the MPS simulations at χ = 1024
are exact. Indeed, in Fig. S16c, we observe XEB/self-
XEB being close to 1 for χ = 1024. Furthermore, for
χ = 512, XEB/self-XEB is close to the MPS fidelity; since
the experimental fidelity is high, this is consistent with
XEB/self-XEB giving an approximate relative fidelity be-
tween the experiment and the MPS. When the MPS fi-
delity is lower, the XEB/self-XEB ratio provides no clear
information, as plots with χ = 128 and 256 show.
With these insights, we can use MPS to examine

XEB/self-XEB for systems of 47 and 69 qubits. Generally,
rapidly-growing entropy does not allow for reliable fidelity
decays extrapolations. However, for Nq = 47, 69, shown
in Figs. S16d-e, the MPS fidelity for the largest bond di-
mension remains close to 1 until plateau time ≈ 1/g. In
this regime the MPS is not significantly truncated (there
is a clear convergence towards larger bond dimensions),
and thus the ratio XEB/self-XEB gives an approximate
handle on the experimental fidelity (at these times, the

1 Similar results were found for Nq = 30 and 60.

self-XEB is still of order 100, so the distribution of bit-
strings is far from PTD, making the connection only ap-
proximate). Therefore, XEB/self-XEB ∼ 1 in Fig. S16d-
e verifies that the quantum device is behaving similarly
to the simulation, and that the experimental fidelity re-
mains high at least within the first cycle. At longer times,
although the MPS fidelity decays rapidly, the XEB/self-
XEB is converging with increasing bond dimension. In
principle, an extrapolation in bond dimension could al-
low a quantitative estimate of fidelity decay rate at longer
times.

In addition to fidelity estimates, at short times the en-
tanglement entropy between two halves of the system can
be computed. In Fig. S16f we show the entanglement
vs time at different bond dimensions for the full 69-qubit
system. We find the expected near-linear growth in entan-
glement at short times before reaching the plateau. We
linearly extrapolate in 1/log(χ) to infinite bond dimen-
sion, showing that linear growth of entanglement would
continue as expected if we used larger χ. The short-time
entanglement entropies for χ = 1024 with Nq = 47 and
69 are also shown in Fig. S13e.

O. Bitstring distributions and XEB

In this section, we provide evidence that the simulated
wave functions to a large degree follow the Porter-Thomas
distribution (PTD) Pr(p) = De−pD, where D is the sys-
tem Hilbert space dimension. The PTD is a key element
in benchmarking the state fidelity using XEB31. We will
also study the applicability of the recently suggested pro-
tocols to remove the non-PTD corrections from the distri-
bution of bitstrings in a wave function obtained in analog
evolution.

1. Distributions and self-XEB

We give the summary of results in Fig. S17. In
Fig. S17a, we plot the bitstring probability distributions of
the wave functions obtained in half-filled simulation of the
g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz and g/(2π) ≈ 20MHz cases for system
sizes varying between 16 and 35 qubits. The wave func-
tions are taken, respectively, after 300 and 150 ns of time
evolution, corresponding to 18 cycles. The Hilbert space

dimension D =
( Nq
Nq/2

)
accounts for the particle number

conservation. As the system size increases, we observe
slight deviation of the bitstring distributions from the
PTD, which becomes worse in the g/(2π) ≈ 20MHz case,
where non-XY terms have greater magnitude. The degree
of agreement with the PTD could be quantified by self-
XEB D

∑
s p

2(s) − 1, where p2(s) is the simulated prob-
ability of a bitstring s, and the sum runs over the whole
Hilbert space. In case of a PTD, self-XEB is unity. Gen-
erally, self-XEB could vary from 0 for a fully-depolarized
state, to D−1 for a fully-localized state. In Fig. S17b, we
show self-XEB as a function of time for different system
sizes and g/(2π) ≈ 10, 20MHz. It reaches O(1) after a
short time of t ⩽ 4/g. In Fig. S17c, we show the absolute
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FIG. S17. Bitstring distributions of simulated wave functions. a, The probabilities distribution of the simulated
wave functions for g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz and g/(2π) ≈ 20MHz. The black dashed lines correspond to the ideal Porter-Thomas
distribution. b, Convergence of self-XEB in analog evolution to 1 for g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz (bold) and g/(2π) ≈ 20MHz (dashed).
c, Time-dependence of the imperfection δ = |self-XEB− 1|. d, e, The imperfection after pavg.(si)-renormalization as a function
of the number of snapshots Ns for g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz and g ≈ 20MHz, respectively. The black dashed line shows the theoretical
prediction δ = 2/Ns + O(1/N2

s ), while the colored dashed line show the imperfections for different system sizes without the
renormalization. f, Linear XEB fidelity as a function of time measured in 1/g for various system sizes for g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz, the
dataset used in the main text. The solid lines show XEB estimator F before renormalization, while dashed lines show the XEB
estimator F̃ after renormalization.

deviation of self-XEB from 1, δ as a function of time. We
observe that, as seen in Fig. S17a, the g/(2π) ≈ 20MHz
simulation has a larger deviation (up to δ ∼ 0.03) from the
PTD, as compared to the g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz case, where
PTD is nearly-reached.

2. XEB benchmarking of fidelity

In this section, we will discuss benchmarking of the
state fidelity using XEB. To this end, we use a simple
model for the system density matrix

ρ̂ = Φ|ψexp.⟩⟨ψexp.|+(1− Φ)
Id

D
, (45)

where Id is the identity matrix representing the global de-
polarizing noise channel, |ψexp.⟩ is the true wave function
that describes the device evolution, and Φ represents fi-

delity of the time evolution with respect to non-coherent
errors. Additionally, due to the calibration imperfec-
tions, the simulated wave function |ψsim.⟩ is different from
|ψexp.⟩, which is realized on the chip. We could express
the simulated wave function as

|ψsim.⟩ =
√
f |ψexp.⟩+

√
1− f |ψ⊥⟩, (46)

where ⟨ψexp.|ψ⊥⟩ = 0 and f = |⟨ψexp.|ψsim.⟩|2 represents
fidelity with respect to coherent errors. With these defi-
nitions, the experimental probabilities read

pexp.(s) = ⟨s|ρ̂|s⟩ = psΦ+ (1− Φ)/D (47)

with ps = |ψexp.(s)|2, and the simulated probabilities read

psim.(s) = |ψsim.(s)|2= psf+ (48)

+2Re
[√

f(1− f)ψexp.(s)ψ
∗
⊥(s)

]
+ (1− f)p⊥,s

with p⊥,s = |ψ⊥(s)|2. The XEB then reads

XEB = D
∑
s

pexp.(s)psim.(s)− 1 = D
∑
s

[
fΦp2s +Φps

(
2Re

[√
f(1− f)ψexp.(s)ψ

∗
⊥(s)

]
+ (1− f)p⊥,s

)
+ (49)

+

[
1− Φ

D

(
psf + 2Re

[√
f(1− f)ψexp.(s)ψ

∗
⊥(s)

]
+ (1− f)p⊥,s

)]
.

We work out these terms and then combine them into
the final expression. First, we note the simple relations

such as

D
∑
s

p2s = self-XEB + 1,
∑
s

p⊥,s =
∑
s

ps = 1, (50)

D
∑
s

psp⊥,s = D2 E ps × E p⊥,s = 1, (51)
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where we treated ps and p⊥,s as uncorre-
lated random variables. In order to simplify
the cross-terms, we write Re [ψexp.(s)ψ

∗
⊥(s)] =√

psp⊥,s cos(argψexp.(s)− argψ⊥(s)). Assuming both
probability distributions ps and p⊥,s nearly follow the
PTD, and treating δθ(s) = argψexp.(s)− argψ⊥(s) as an
uncorrelated random variable, we obtain

E
√
psp⊥,s cos θs = 0, E

(√
psp⊥,s cos θs

)2
= 1/(2D2),

(52)

similarly

E
√
p3sp⊥,s cos θs = 0, E

(√
p3sp⊥,s cos θs

)2

= 3/D4.

(53)

Under these assumptions, the full XEB expression sim-
plifies to

XEB = fΦ(self-XEB + 1) + Φ(1− f) + (1− Φ)f+ (54)

+(1− f)(1− Φ) = fΦself-XEB = F × self-XEB,

where we defined F = fΦ, fidelity reflecting coherent and
non-coherent errors. Therefore, we obtain

XEB/self-XEB = F, (55)

which coincides with the estimator Fe from Ref. 39.

3. Correlated probabilities in analog dynamics

Above, we treated ps and p⊥,s as uncorrelated variables.
However, the probability distributions ps and p⊥,s ob-
tained from analog dynamics with conservation laws may
retain a large degree of correlation, which would intro-
duce corrections to the relation Eq. (55), since E psp⊥,s ̸=
E ps E p⊥,s. A symptom of these residual correlations is
that the ps distribution has self-XEB ̸= 1, i. e., imperfect
agreement with the PTD.

The information about the underlying analog dynamics
and conservation laws is contained in the time-averaged
probability distribution

pavg.(s) = lim
T→∞

1

T

T∫
0

dt |ψsim.(t, s)|2, (56)

where |ψsim.(t, s)|2 is the s-bitstring probability for the
simulated wave function at time t. Having obtained
pavg.(s) by averaging over Ns wave function snapshots, we
could renormalize any probability distribution as ps →
ps/(pavg.(s)D), and re-weight the expectation values as
EXs =

∑
s
pavg.(s)Xs, thus removing the prevalence of

certain bitstrings due to the details of the particular
Hamiltonian dynamics implemented by the analog de-
vice39.
In the limit of large sample Ns, the renormalized self-

XEB = D
∑

s pavg.(s)(ps/pavg.(s))
2−1 converges to 1, and

the non-universal deviations from the PTD are removed.
However, estimation of pavg. with finite Ns leads to sam-
pling noise, which for insufficient Ns could make the im-
perfection δ = |self-XEB − 1| actually larger than if we
did not perform the re-weighting at all. To estimate the
required sample size in order to achieve a given error level
δ, we consider a model case where the renormalization is
applied to the PTD. We assume that pavg.(s) is estimated
over Ns samples sufficiently separated in time, such that
all pt,s = |ψsim.(t, s)|2 could be seen as uncorrelated ran-
dom variables drawn from PTD: pt,s ∼ De−pt,sD. The
inverse mean 1/pavg. of these Ns samples is distributed as

1/pavg. ∼
NsDp

2
avg.(NsDpavg.)

Ns−1

(Ns − 1)!
e−NsDpavg. , (57)

giving ⟨1/[Dpavg.(s)]⟩ = 1 + 1/Ns + O(1/N2
s ). There-

fore, self-XEB = 1 + 2/Ns + O(1/N2
s ) for the case of

the PTD renormalized with a finite sample Ns. As a re-
sult, for a non-PT distribution with |self-XEB − 1|= δ
before re-weighting, |self-XEB− 1| will be reduced by the
re-weighting procedure if Ns ⩽ 2/δ. We verify this scal-
ing in Fig. S17d,e, considering renormalization of the ana-
log distributions using a range of sample sizes Ns. Since
the distributions produced in our analog dynamics are al-
ready close to the PTD, δ follows a 2/Ns trend robustly
for both g/(2π) ≈ 10, 20MHz. The crossing with the
non-renormalized value of δ happens at Ns ∼ 2/δ, and
the self-XEB improves afterwards.

Having considered improvement of the analog distri-
butions in terms of self-XEB, we now consider appli-
cation of this technique to the fidelity estimator F =
XEB/self-XEB. If both experimental and theoretical dis-
tributions follow PTD, the renormalized version reads

F̃ =

∑
s pexp(s)psim(s)/pavg(s)− 1

self-XEB
= (58)

= F

(
1− 1

Ns

)
+

1

Ns
+O(N−2

s ),

which means that the finite sample size Ns would lead
to overestimation of fidelity. Therefore, considering simu-
lated |self-XEB− 1|∼ 0.01, we apply this renormalization
technique to the main dataset of the main text, averaging
over 500 wave function instances to obtain pavg.(s). After

renormalization, we compute the renormalized fidelity F̃ ,
and the results are shown in Fig. S17f. We observe that
the naive estimator F (solid) agrees with the renormal-

ized estimator F̃ (dashed). Therefore, we conclude that
removing Hamiltonian-specific bias by means of pavg.(s)
renormalization leaves the XEB decay rate unchanged,
which demonstrates that our XEB proxy for fidelity is
not affected by significant correlations between the prob-
abilities ps and p⊥,s.

4. Agreement between fidelity and estimators

In this section, we show that the fidelity estimators used
in this work faithfully represent the state fidelity. Here, we
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FIG. S18. Representation of fidelity by XEB fidelity es-
timators The curves represent fidelity, linear XEB and the F̃
estimator between the “experimental” and “simulated” states,
which differ by coherent errors in the Hamiltonian. As a refer-
ence state, we pick 25- and 30-qubit wavefunctions considered
in the main text. To compute pavg., we average over 501 wave
function snapshots from 100 to 600 ns with a step of 1 ns.

only consider the fidelity loss due to coherent errors, i. e.,
caused by calibration or modelling imperfections, which
are shown to dominate the error in Sec. SH . To this end,
we consider (i) the wave functions ψopt. at the optimal
global shifts dgnXX = dgXnX = −20 kHz used in the
main text at g/(2π) ≈ 10MHz to benchmark experimen-
tal fidelity, and (ii) the wave functions ψbare. without these
shifts applied. We treat the ψopt. wave functions as the
ground truth ψexp., and ψbare. as our simulation ψsim..
This allows us to evaluate how well linear XEB and

the renormalized estimator, F̃ (Eq. (58)) represent fidelity
|⟨ψexp.|ψsim.⟩|2. The results are shown in Fig. S18. In
agreement with our previous findings of the near-PTD
shape of our probability distributions, we obtain good rep-
resentation of fidelity by both naive linear XEB and its
renormalized version Eq. (58).

P. MPS simulations of Kibble-Zurek and diffusion
experiments

To classically compute the time evolution of the state
for the Kibble-Zurek experiments with Nq = 65 sites,
we perform time-dependent matrix product state simu-
lations. Concretely, we employ the time-dependent varia-
tional principle (TDVP)73 with two-site update to capture
the buildup of bond dimension necessary when starting
from the initial product state. We use the full Hamil-
tonian describing the experimental setup including next-
nearest neighbor couplings and three-qubit terms illus-
trated in Fig. S4, and order the sites along the 1D MPS
snake as depicted in Fig. S16b. As a time step in the simu-
lations, we choose tr/1000, which translates to a maximal
time step of 0.0625 in units of 1/gm for the longest ramp
times.

This, on the one hand, ensures the absence of any sig-
nificant error due to the finite time step, and, on the
other hand, gives identical discrete increments of the time-
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FIG. S19. Averaged correlations at different ramp
times. Simulated equivalent of Fig. 3c of the main text show-
ing the increase of the average correlations Ḡ(r) with increas-
ing ramp time.
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FIG. S20. Averaged correlations as a function of dis-
tance at different ramp times. The correlations at differ-
ent distances agree well with the experimental data shown in
Fig. 3d. As in the experiment, there is a crossover between ex-
ponential decay at small ramp times and power law behavior
at large tr.

dependent Hamiltonian along the ramp for all tr. We sim-
ulate the dynamics for bond dimensions of up to χ = 1024
which leads to sufficient convergence of the observables
measured in the experiment. The ability to obtain accu-
rate results using MPS simulations for this large system
size benefits from the interplay of two factors. If the ramp
time is short, the system has only limited time to generate
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FIG. S21. Breakdown of MPS simulations for energy
diffusion. The energy imbalance between the halves of the
system prepared in high and low energy dimer coverings, re-
spectively, first falls off exponentially as expected by diffusion
(axis in log scale), but then plateaus due to the lack of bond
dimension to faithfully represent the time-evolved state. The
simulation already fails to capture the energy evolution at a
time of ∼ 1/g at the highest bond dimension of χ = 1024.

entanglement. If the ramp time is longer, the time-evolved
state remains close to the ground state, guaranteeing area-
law behavior with a logarithmic correction46. The growth
of entanglement is limited in both cases, making the MPS
approach ideal to simulate this set of experiments.

As already presented in the main text for a number
of observables, this leads to a good agreement between
experiment and simulation. Here, we present some addi-
tional numerical data. In Fig. S19, we show the simulated
version of Fig. 3c of the main text which agrees well with
the experimental data. The behavior of Ḡ(r) as a function
of distance is depicted in Fig. S20. We observe very accu-
rate agreement with experiment for smaller ramp times.
For larger ramp times, the longer-range correlations in the
experiment are slightly suppressed due to decoherence,
while they become almost constant in the simulation.

We also attempted to simulate the energy transport
experiment in which two halves of the system are prepared
with high and low energy dimer covering. The average
energy imbalance between the left and right parts of the
system is depicted in Fig. S21. Due to the large buildup
of entanglement in this case, which should be contrasted
with the Kibble-Zurek experiments, the MPS method is
severely limited and cannot capture the energy diffusion
across the system.
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