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Many-body physics is one very well suited field for testing quantum algorithms and for finding wor-
king heuristics on present quantum computers. We have investigated the non-equilibrium dynamics
of one- and two-electron systems, which are coupled to an environment that introduces decoherence
and dissipation. In our approach, the electronic system is represented in the framework of a two-
site Hubbard model while the environment is modelled by a spin bath. To simulate the non-
equilibrium population probabilities of the different states on a quantum computer we have encoded
the electronic states and environmental degrees of freedom into qubits and ancilla qubits (bath),
respectively. The total evolution time was divided into short time intervals, during which the system
evolves. After each of these time steps, the system interacts with ancilla qubits representing the bath
in thermal equilibrium. We have specifically studied spin baths leading to both, unital and non-
unital dynamics of the electronic system and have found that electron correlations clearly enhance
the electron transfer rates in the latter case. For short time periods, the simulation on the quantum
computer is found to be in very good agreement with the exact results if error mitigation methods
are applied. Our method to simulate also non-unitary time-evolution on a quantum computer can
be well extended to simulate electronic systems in correlated spin baths as well as in bosonic and
fermionic baths.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent remarkable technological advances of small quan-
tum computing devices have led to the possibility of
testing quantum computing paradigms and finding novel
working heuristics. One of the most promising early ap-
plications of quantum computers has been the modeling
of quantum chemistry systems with many degrees of free-
dom. [1–4] Available noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) devices however are still lacking error correction
and fault tolerant operations. [5] Nevertheless, exploring
in particular the non-equilibrium quantum dynamics of
certain open many-body systems has been suggested as
a useful near-term application of NISQ devices. The en-
vironment may be taken into account by modeling only
those of its aspects which would directly affect the sys-
tem. [6] Eventually, the entire environment may be mod-
eled with only one ancilla qubit or even without any an-
cillas at all, but by utilising the intrinsic noise of the
quantum computer itself. [6, 7]
Understanding the dynamics of open many-body systems
is important in various fields of fundamental research,
including, e.g., unraveling the microscopic mechanism of
electron transfer, proton-coupled electron transfer and
energy transfer. These key processes in chemistry and
biology, with natural energy storage or photosynthesis as
prominent examples, feature remarkable energy conver-
sion efficiencies. Advances in understanding such pro-
cesses directly help engineering important applications
such as artificial energy storage and artificial photosyn-
thesis. [8–12]
To simulate the irreversible transfer inherent to these sys-
tems any realistic model needs to include vibronic degrees
of freedom, e.g., the solvent, the protein or electromag-
netic fluctuations leading to dissipation and decoherence.

In this regard, a paradigmatic model is the spin-boson
model [13] or its extended versions.
A minimal model, which includes both, electronic cor-
relations and the coupling to an environment introduc-
ing dissipation and decoherence, is the two-site dissi-
pative Hubbard model. It has been investigated with
the help of real-time path integral Monte Carlo tech-
niques [14] and the time-dependent numerical renorma-
lization group. [15] The main findings were a quantum
phase transition, a non-Boltzmann steady state due to a
decoherence-free subspace as well as conditions for pair
vs. sequential electron transfer.
Our aim is exploring possibilities to simulate the dissipa-
tive Hubbard model on an available quantum computer.
Although different algorithms for the unitary dynamics
of many particle systems modeled by a Hubbard model
have been studied and benchmarked before [16–19], there
are only a few reports [20–24] for quantum algorithms to
simulate the inherent, non-unitary dynamics of dissipa-
tive systems. In Ref. [25], the authors investigated the
dynamics of an open quantum system. They considered
a two-state system without inter-state hopping coupled
to a spin bath. Input parameters of the described algo-
rithm were the system environment interaction, the spec-
tral density of the environment as well as the tempera-
ture. The environment was represented by ancilla qubits
designed to have the same effect as the environment in
the Hamiltonian. Ref. [23] reports the time evolution of
the density matrix, simulated in the operator-sum repre-
sentation with Kraus operators for the amplitude damp-
ing channel. The Kraus operators were converted to a
unitary time evolution problem with the help of the Sz.-
Nagy dilation theorem. Ref. [21] discusses a quantum
algorithm for many fundamental open quantum systems
with unital and non-unital, as well as Markovian and non-
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Markovian, dynamics. The authors showed that the IBM
quantum computer is a robust testbed for implementing
a number of theoretical open quantum systems.
Energy transfer has been experimentally simulated us-
ing NMR quantum computers. [26] For this purpose,
the photosynthetic system was mapped to the NMR sys-
tem and the effect of the environment was effectively mi-
micked by a set of pulses, which acted as a classical, pure
dephasing noise. Recently, electron and energy transfer
have been calculated on a quantum computer. [27] In
this work, the unitary part of the transfer was calculated
on the quantum computer while the dephasing was sim-
ulated on a classical computer.
In our work we simulate open many-body systems us-
ing IBM quantum computers and have explicitly set out
to simulate also the environment on the quantum com-
puter. We have considered an open quantum many-body
system where the system is described by a two-site Hub-
bard model. The Hubbard model is mapped onto qubits
by a Jordan-Wigner transformation for a filling of one
and two electrons. The time is discretized and a Trotter-
Suzuki decomposition is used to calculate the time evo-
lution of the system. The population probabilities are
calculated and measured for the total time t = n · ∆t,
where ∆t is the discrete time step and n is the number
of gate sequences determining the time evolution of the
system.
Our model can be mapped to a coupled two-spin sys-
tem interacting with a spin bath, which has been calcu-
lated on a classical computer for 32 bath spins. [28] In
our work, the effective two-spin system is investigated for
different couplings to the spin bath which is considered
to be in thermal equilibrium, non-interacting and repre-
sented by a single ancilla qubit as proposed in Ref. [25].
The XY coupling to the bath state leads to an ampli-
tude damping and non-unital dynamics, whereas the ZZ
coupling to the bath state leads to a phase damping and
unital dynamics.
We have applied post-processing [29, 30] to mitigate the
errors. For short times, the error mitigated results on
the quantum computer are found to be in good agreement
with the exact or classically simulated results. Hence, the
IBM quantum computer proves to be a good platform for
testing open quantum systems, and - more generally - for
performing tests of, and experiments on, novel algorithm
implementations and heuristics.
The paper is organized as follows: Sec. II is devoted to
describing our model of the open quantum many-body
system and the mapping on qubits and gates. In Sec. III,
we describe the performed experiments on the IBM quan-
tum computer. We summarize our results in Sec. IV and
propose work for future studies.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

In the following, we will describe our simulation of the
dynamics of an open quantum system, which is repre-

Figure 1. Upper panel: Pictorial representation of the Hub-
bard model with two sites coupled to the bath (environment).
Site 1 is occupied with two electrons. The blue dotted ar-
row indicates the single-electron hopping matrix element t12
between the two sites. The on-site repulsion energy of two
electrons on the same site is UC . Lower panel: Schematic
implementation of trotterized evolution of the open quantum
system under study. The system comprises the electronic sys-
tem qubits s and the bath qubits b1 to bd, which represent
the d bath modes of the bath in thermal equilibrium. The
time evolution is implemented by n Trotter steps, with the
operator U ≈ (NU)n, where U implements the time evolu-
tion of the system and N describes the interaction with the
bath qubits which were renewed or reset after each step. The
reduced state of the electronic system alone is obtained by
the indicated measurement.

sented by the Hamiltonian

H = Hsys ⊗ Ibath + Isys ⊗Hbath +Hsys-bath. (1)

where Hsys, Hbath and Hsys-bath are, respectively, the
system, bath and interaction Hamiltonians, and I is the
identity operator.
While it is more common to consider a bath of harmonic
oscillators, [15] we choose here instead a spin bath for the
quantum computer. This spin bath is fully characterized
by the spectral function J(ω), depending on the distri-
bution of frequencies ω and couplings. The influence of
the system on the environment is neglected.
It was shown in Ref. [25] that a large environment can be
simulated by resetting the bath into its thermal equilib-
rium state during the calculation. The spectral density
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J(ω) is discretized in different modes, each of which is
represented by a single qubit.
We consider the two-site Hubbard model filled with one
or two electrons coupled to an environment or bath, as
depicted in Fig. 1 (upper panel). We assume that the
system and bath are initially in a product state of density
matrices ρsys⊗ ρbath. Since we are only interested in the
dynamics of the electronic system, we partially trace out
the bath degrees of freedom leading to the completely
positive map

ρ→ Trbath
(
U(ρsys ⊗ ρbath)U†

)
(2)

which describes the density matrix of the electronic sys-
tem at t, and U = e−iHt is the unitary time evolution
operator imposed on the total electron-bath system.
To set up the full model, we need one or two system
qubits s and bath qubits b1 to bd (see Fig. 1 (lower panel).
In general, already a single ancilla qubit could be suf-
ficient to represent the entire environment. The time
evolution in the Trotter form is implemented by the op-
erator U(∆t) = N (∆t)U(∆t), where U(∆t) implements
the time evolution of the system and N (∆t) describes
the interaction with the bath qubits, representing the
bath in thermal equilibrium. The density matrix ρbath
is forced back into the thermal equilibrium with a reset
of the bath qubits. Alternatively, fresh qubits can be
chosen. While the first method leads to an amplitude
damping error during the time of the reset operation [30]
the second method leads to a fidelity drop since more
distant fresh bath qubits require a large number of swap-
ping operations. Both errors can be mitigated with an
appropriate method for short quantum circuits. [29, 30]
This procedure is repeated n times and the occupation
probability is measured during the time t = n ·∆t. After
each interaction with the bath its degrees of freedom are
traced out. This is very similar to the collision approach
where decoherence and dissipation are introduced by re-
peated collisions between system and bath qubits during
a time interval ∆t. [21, 31] In the following chapter we
first discuss the electronic system.

A. Electronic System

In the electronic system we consider a two-site Hubbard
model (Fig 1 (upper panel))

Hsys =
∑

σ,i=1,2
εi c
†
i,σci,σ + t12

∑
σ

(
c†2,σc1,σ + c†1,σc2,σ

)
+UC

∑
i=1,2

c†i↑ci↑c
†
i↓ci↓ (3)

where ci (c†i ) denotes a fermionic annihilation (creation)
operator for electrons on site i = 1, 2 with spin σ. εi
is the onsite energy, t12 depicts the hopping matrix ele-
ment between the two sites and UC is the onsite Coulomb
repulsion.

The Hilbert space can be divided into different subspaces.
With a filling of one electron we effectively deal with a
two-state system with |0〉 = | ↑, 0〉 and |1〉 = |0, ↑〉. The
subsystem with two electrons and its total spin equal to
zero is spanned by the states |00〉 = | ↑↓, 0〉, |01〉 = | ↓
, ↑〉, |10〉 = | ↑, ↓〉 and |11〉 = |0, ↑↓〉 with the notation
|site1, site2〉 describing the occupation on site 1 and site
2, respectively. We discuss both subspaces in more detail
in the following.

1. Filling with one electron

In the subspace with one electron, which is spanned by
|0〉 and |1〉, we can rewrite the Hamiltonian

Hsys = ε σz + t12 σx, (4)

with ε1 = −ε, ε2 = ε, and σx, σz are the Pauli matrices.
To simulate the time evolution of the population proba-
bilities we discretize the time t = n ·∆t, write the time
evolution operator as

e−iHt =
(
e−iH∆t)n (5)

and trotterize the Hamiltonian of the electronic system
into the non-commuting parts ε · σz and t12 · σx

U(t) = e−iHsyst ≈
(
e−it12·σx·∆te−iε·σz·∆t

)n
. (6)

We can approximate the time evolution operator for
small ∆t :

U(n ·∆t) ≈ (Rx(2 · t12 ·∆t) ·Rz(2 · ε ·∆t))n (7)

with

Rx(2 · t12 ·∆t) = e−it12·σx·∆t (8)

=
(

cos(t12 ·∆t) −i sin(t12 ·∆t)
−i sin(t12 ·∆t) cos(t12 ·∆t)

)
and

Rz(2 · ε ·∆t) = e−iε·σz·∆t (9)

=
(
e−iε·∆t 0

0 eiε·∆t

)
and implement it on the quantum computer.

2. Filling with two electrons

In the subspace with two electrons which is spanned by
|0〉, |1〉, |2〉 and |3〉 we can rewrite the Hamiltonian in the
Pauli matrix form

H = Ht +HU (10)

with

Ht = t12 (I2 ⊗ σx + σx ⊗ I2) (11)
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and

HU = Uc
2 (σz ⊗ σz) (12)

We restrict ourselves to ε = 0. The time evolution op-
erator is approximately decomposed (Trotter-Suzuki) in
the product form

U(t) ≈
(
e−iHt∆t · e−iHC∆t)n (13)

with

e−iHt∆t = e−it12·σx∆t ⊗ e−it12·σx∆t (14)
= Rx(2 · t12 ·∆t)⊗Rx(2 · t12 ·∆t) (15)

The second factor of Eq. (13) can be written as:

RZZ(UC ·∆t) = e−iHC∆t = e−i
Uc
2 (σz⊗σz)∆t (16)

=


e−i

UC∆t

2 0 0 0
0 ei

UC∆t

2 0 0
0 0 ei

UC∆t

2 0
0 0 0 e−i

UC∆t

2


which is RZZ(UC ·∆t) = UCNOT(I2⊗RZ(Uc ·∆t))UCNOT,
leading to the circuit representation of the unitary time
evolution operator

U(n ·∆t) ≈
(
RZZ(UC ·∆t)(Rx(2 · t12 ·∆t))⊗2)n(17)

In the next section we discuss the bath and the coupling
to the bath.

B. Environment

For the environment we consider a bath of independent
two-level systems (spins) in thermal equilibrium. We
consider two different models for the bath and its cou-
pling to the system, first, for the ZZ coupling

HZZ
sys−bath =

d∑
k=1

gk (σz ⊗ σz,k) (18)

HZZ
bath = −

d∑
k=1

ωkσx,k (19)

and second, for the XY coupling

HXY
sys−bath =

d∑
k=1

gk (σx ⊗ σx,k + σy ⊗ σy,k) (20)

HXY
bath = −

d∑
k=1

ωkσz,k (21)

where σz (σz,k) is the system spin (bath spin), ωk are the
frequencies of the environment mode, gk is the coupling
coefficient for the kth mode and d is the number of bath
modes.

We describe the electron dynamics by the reduced den-
sity matrix and assume that the initial density matrix is
a tensor product of the system and the bath density ma-
trices. The bath degrees of freedom are in their thermal
equilibrium. We discretize the time in t = n · ∆t and
at every time step we apply the unitary time evolution
operator

U(∆t) = N (∆t)U(∆t) (22)

During the time interval ∆t the electronic system inter-
acts locally with the degrees of freedom of the environ-
ment, i.e., the ancilla qubits as shown in Fig. 1 (lower
panel). For the population probability at time t we need
n · d ancilla qubits. Here we use the approximation that
the whole bath is represented by one qubit, so that we
have to reset the one (two) bath qubit(s) n times or use n
(2n) fresh qubits in the single (two) electron case, respec-
tively. We are only interested in the degrees of freedom of
the electronic system and calculate the reduced density
operator:

ρ(n)→ Trbath
(
(NU)n(ρSystem ⊗ ρbath)(U†N †)n

)
The electronic system evolves for the time ∆t with the
unitary time evolution

U = e−i Hsys ∆t (23)

and interacts with one of the ancilla qubits which repre-
sents the entire bath. The unitary time evolution for the
ZZ coupling is

NZZ = e−i g (σz⊗σz) ∆t (24)

The bath qubit is in thermal equilibrium which can be
emulated in this case by putting the qubits into the state
ρbath = |+〉〈+|.
The operator NZZ acts as follows:

NZZ(|0〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) = e
ig∆t

2 (|0〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) (25)

NZZ(|0〉sys ⊗ |1〉bath) = e−
ig∆t

2 (|0〉sys ⊗ |1〉bath) (26)

NZZ(|1〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) = e−
ig∆t

2 (|1〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) (27)

NZZ(|1〉sys ⊗ |1〉bath) = e
ig∆t

2 (|1〉sys ⊗ |1〉bath) (28)

For the second case (the XY interaction) the time evo-
lution is given by

NXY = e−ig(σx⊗σx+σy⊗σy)∆t . (29)

The operator NXY acts as follows:

NXY (|0〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) = |0〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath (30)
NXY (|1〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath) = sin(g∆t)(|0〉sys ⊗ |1〉bath)

+ cos(g∆t)(|1〉sys ⊗ |0〉bath)

After each collision, the electronic system interacts with
the next ancilla qubit in the state ρbath = |0〉〈0|.
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C. Error Mitigation

1. General error mitigation method

Errors are due to noise, decoherence and dissipation as
well as they occur during read-out. They can be coher-
ent, incoherent or correlated. To improve the experimen-
tal results we adapt the general error mitigation method
proposed in Ref. [29], which was developed to get a rea-
sonable result recovery independent of the circuit depth,
gate sets and error type. In the following we apply the
error mitigation methodology only to the system qubits.
We prepare calibration circuits for the initial states |0〉,
|1〉 (|00〉, |01〉, |10〉, |11〉) for each discrete time step n
for the one (two) electron case, respectively. We consider
for each calibration circuit at Trotter step n the actual
circuit at Trotter step n/2 (for n even) or (n− 1)/2 (for
n odd) and add the inverse, so that the unitary of the
circuit is equivalent to the identity matrix.
The calibration matrix MQ for each Trotter step n con-
sists of the measurement results of the 2 (4) calibration
circuits in the one (two) electron case. The mitigated
results are obtained by minimizing the function

f(~x) =
N∑
i=1

(vi − (MQ ~x)i)2 (31)

with the constraint 0 ≤ xi ≤ 1 and
∑
i xi = 1 for all

xi. Here, ~v are the experimental raw data and ~x are the
error mitigated results.

2. Mitigation of the amplitude damping error during qubit
reset

In addition, errors occur during the reset operation. The
reset is performed by measuring the state of the qubits
and applying a conditional X gate. The duration of the
reset operation is about an order of magnitude longer
than the duration of the other operations during one
Trotter step, eventually leading to a relaxation |1〉 → |0〉
and therefore to amplitude damping. To mitigate the
noise, we perform the experiment for 2, 3 and 4 resets in-
stead of one at each Trotter step and extrapolate to the
zero reset-time limit which was proposed in Ref. [30].

III. QUANTUM SIMULATION OF THE
NON-EQUILIBRIUM DYNAMICS

We simulated the dissipative Hubbard model on the 27
qubits IBM Q devices Montreal, Toronto and Paris. We

performed five experiments with 8192 runs for each model
circuit as well as for the 2 (4) calibration circuits for the
single (two) electron case. For the bath qubit, we used
either fresh ancilla qubits in the default initial state |0〉
or we used the reset option, which is performed 1, 2, 3,
4, 5 times to perform a zero reset-time extrapolation. To
trace out the bath, we measure the one or two system
qubits at the end of the circuit sequence.

The measurement results of the experimental quantum
circuits implementations on the quantum computer are
compared for every Trotter step n to the error-mitigated
results and to the results of the classical simulations with-
out noise as well as to the classical simulations of the
Lindblad master equation for continuous times.

A. Filling with one electron

We simulate the two state system in the amplitude
and phase damping channel on the IBM quantum com-
puter. The time-evolution of the occupation probabi-
lities is obtained by measuring the expectation value
n1 = Tr (|0〉〈0|ρ(t)) and n2 = Tr (|1〉〈1|ρ(t)) with the
initial state ρ(0) = |1〉〈1| for every Trotter step n. We
benchmark the experimental results with the numerical
calculation of the discrete Trotter evolution as well as
the continuous time simulation of the Lindblad master
equation

ρ̇(t) = −i[Hsys, ρ(t)] (32)

+ γ

[
Cρ(t)C† − 1

2{C
†C, ρ(t)}

]

with Hsys = ε σz + t12 σx where we chose C = σ+ (C† =
σ−) and σ± = σx ± iσx) for the amplitude damping and
C = σz for the phase damping channel, respectively. (
[·, ·] is a commutator and the {·, ·} is an anticommutator.)

We chose the Trotter step size ∆t = t
n = 0.8 to mini-

mize the Trotter error until n = 25 in comparison to the
continuous time calculation. The other parameters are
t12 ·∆t = 0.2 as well as ε ·∆t = 0.8 (ε ·∆t = 0) for the
finite (zero) bias case.

Before simulating the non-unitary time evolution of the
two state system in the spin bath we display the unitary

time evolution of the system alone in Fig. 2 (a) and (b)
where the well-known Rabi oscillations can be seen. The
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Figure 2. Circuit implementation and results of the free and damped one-electron time evolution. The graphs show the
population probabilities P (n) = n1 (blue) and n2 (red) as a function of the number of discrete time steps n: classical simulation
of the Lindblad master equation (solid line), classical simulation of the quantum circuit (dots), experiment on the QC (dashed
line, circles) and error mitigated experiment on the QC (triangles). The hopping parameter is t12 ·∆t = 0.2. If not otherwise
stated we apply the general error mitigation. The gate sequence is repeated n times for the time t = n ·∆t. (a) Population
probabilities with ε · ∆t = 0.8. Inset: Circuit implementation of the single-electron time evolution with discrete evolution
operators Rx(2 t12) ·∆t)Rz(2 ε ·∆t). (b) Population probabilities with ε ·∆t = 0.0. Inset: Circuit implementation of the single-
electron time evolution with discrete evolution operators Rx(2 t12. (c) Circuit implementation for the amplitude damping
channel (XY coupling). (d) Circuit for the phase damping channel (ZZ coupling). (e) Results of (c). The parameters are
ε · ∆t = 0.8, g · ∆t = 1.28 and γ = 1.0 (XY coupling). (f) Results of (d). The parameters are ε · ∆t = 0, g · ∆t = 0.32 and
γ = 0.19 (ZZ coupling). As error mitigation, in this case, the zero reset-time extrapolation is applied.

error mitigated experimental result on the quantum com-
puter coincides with the theoretical curve, which can be
obtained analytically from eq. (32) for γ = 0 as well as
with the classical Trotter simulation of the circuit. The
trotterized quantum circuit with an Rz gate (Fig. 2 (a))

does not introduce additional noise since it is a virtual
gate. [32]
The circuit implementation of the time evolution opera-
tor U(∆t) = N (∆t)U(∆t), where U(∆t) implements the
time evolution of the electronic system in Fig. 2 (a) and
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N (∆t) describes the interaction with the bath qubits, is
displayed in Fig. 2 (c). Fig. 2 (d) displays the circuit for
the phase damping channel with ZZ coupling.
In Fig. 2 (e) we introduce the amplitude damping chan-
nel. After multiple interactions, the process leads to am-
plitude damping and |1〉 → |0〉. Counteracting to this
decay is the hopping between the sites. Since the effec-
tive hopping t212/ε for ε � t12 is small the transfer is
faster in comparison to the case ε < t12. Both the qubit
reset and use of fresh qubits give a similar result for small
time steps until n = 8.
The phase damping circuit Fig. 2 (d) leads to decoher-
ence and damped Rabi oscillations, see Fig. 2 (f). The
electronic system evolves with U(∆t). Then the system
interacts with an ancilla qubit in the initial state |+〉.
The electronic system is measured at t = n · ∆t after
n collisions (n repetitions of the circuit). The succes-
sive collisions introduce a phase damping ρ → 1

2 I2 for
t → ∞. We chose a small coupling g · ∆t = 0.16 and
reset the bath qubit at each Trotter step. The error mit-
igated curve lies close to the theoretical curve until n = 8.
For larger values of n the errors are not mitigated any-
more. Besides dissipation and decoherence a source of
the error is the decay of |1〉 into the state |0〉 during the
reset. When using (instead the reset of a qubit) fresh
qubits, multiple SWAP gates have to be introduced lead-
ing to a strong decoherence. Therefore, the population
probabilities equilibrate to 0.5 much earlier and therefore
the ancilla qubit reset method with the zero reset-time
extrapolation error mitigation is favorable.
The computation shows that it is in principle possible
to simulate open quantum one-electron systems on the
quantum computer with error mitigation, for short time
scales.

B. Filling with two electrons

We simulate the four state system in the ampli-
tude damping channel on the IBM quantum com-
puter. The time-evolution of the occupation probabi-
lities is obtained by measuring the expectation values
d1 = Tr (|00〉〈00|ρ(t)), d2 = Tr (|11〉〈11|ρ(t)), n12 =
Tr (|01〉〈01|ρ(t)) and n21 = Tr (|10〉〈10|ρ(t)) with the ini-
tial state ρ(0) = |11〉〈11| for every Trotter step n of the
quantum circuits. We benchmark the experimental re-
sults with the numerical calculation of the discrete Trot-
ter evolution as well as with the continuous time simula-
tion of the Lindblad master equation

ρ̇(t) = −i[Hsys, ρ(t)] + (33)

+ γ

2∑
n=1

[
Cnρ(t)C†n −

1
2{C

†
nCn, ρ(t)}

]
with C1 = I⊗ σ+ and C2 = σ+ ⊗ I and

Hsys = t12 (I2 ⊗ σx + σx ⊗ I2) + Uc
2 (σz ⊗ σz) (34)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
n

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

P(
n)

d2d2

d1d1n12




Rx(2 t12 ∆t)

Rx(2 t12 ∆t) Rz(UC ∆t)




n

Figure 3. Circuit implementation (upper panel) and results
of the two-electron time evolution. Lower panel: population
probabilities P (n) = d1 (blue), d2, (red) and n12 (green) as a
function of the number of discrete time steps n, exact (solid
line); classical simulation of the above quantum circuit (dots),
experiment on the QC (dashed line, circles) and error miti-
gated experiment on the QC (triangles). The parameters are
t12 · ∆t = 0.2, UC · ∆t = 0.8 and g · ∆t = 0.0. The general
error mitigation is applied.

Before simulating the two state system in the spin bath
we calculate the system dynamics alone, see Fig. 3. The
circuit depicted in Fig. 3 (upper panel) is split into the
kinetic partRx(2 t12·∆t)⊗Rx(2 t12·∆t) before the dashed
line and the Coulomb interaction part RZZ(UC ·∆t), see
eq. (16), after the dashed line. The gate sequence is re-
peated n times for the time t = n ·∆t. The two-electron
dynamics (Fig. 3 (lower panel)) shows pair oscillations:
The electron pair oscillates between site 1 and 2 with
the small frequency 4t212/UC whereas the fast oscillations
with frequency UC characterize the virtual population of
the low lying states |10〉 and |01〉. [15] The error miti-
gated experimental result on the quantum computer co-
incides with the theoretical curve, which can be obtained
analytically from eq. (33) for γ = 0. Although the ex-
perimental raw data show a large deviation from the the-
oretical curve, the general error mitigation scheme turns
out to be very effective in recovering the result without
noise.
We have finally investigated the effect of dissipation.
The corresponding quantum circuit with the amplitude
damping channel (4 (a)) of the time evolution opera-
tor U(∆t) = N (∆t)U(∆t) now comprises not only the
time evolution of the electronic system U(∆t) (Fig. 3
(upper panel)) but also the interaction N (∆t) with the
bath qubits. The amplitude damping channel is tested
with the qubit reset method and the fresh qubit method
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(b)

(c)

Figure 4. Circuit implementation and results of the damped
two-electron time evolution. (a) Circuit implementation for
the amplitude damping channel (XY coupling). (b) and (c):
Population probabilities P (n) = d1 (blue), d2, (red) and n12
(green) as a function of the number of discrete time steps
n; classical simulation of the Lindblad master equation with
γ = 1.0 (solid line), classical simulation of the quantum circuit
(dots), experiment on the QC (dashed line, circles) and error
mitigated experiment on the QC (triangles). The parameters
are t12 · ∆t = 0.2, UC · ∆t = 0.8 and g · ∆t = 0.64 (XY
coupling). The bath in thermal equilibrium is modeled by a
reset of the bath qubits (b) and fresh qubits (c).

(cf. 4 (b) and (c), respectively). Irrespective of the em-
ployed method, the initial state (|11〉) is decaying very
fast towards the thermal equilibrium due to the ampli-
tude damping and small effective pair hopping t212/UC .
Eventually, the two electrons are transferred to the other
site irreversibly. Comparing both methods however, it is

clearly seen that the qubit reset method is more accurate
than the fresh qubit method, especially for n > 2.
We demonstrate that open quantum systems like photo-
system models can be well simulated on a quantum com-
puter. While we have used a minimal model including
both electron correlation and a coupling to a bath, our
method can be extended to more realistic models with
more states as well as to different also non-Markovian
baths to model realistic photosystems if error mitigation
methods are used.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have studied quantum algorithm heuristics for si-
mulating the time evolution of an open quantum system
with an environment, which introduces decoherence and
dissipation, on an IBM quantum computer. We simu-
lated a two-site dissipative Hubbard model in the sin-
gle and two-electron subspace, which were mapped onto
one and two system qubits, respectively. The entire spin
bath in thermal equilibrium is represented by one or two
ancilla qubits [25]. This model is equivalent to an in-
teracting two-spin system coupled to a non-interacting
spin-bath. As proposed in Refs. [21, 31, 33], we have im-
plemented our system-bath interaction as "consecutive
collisions" between system and bath qubits. The system
evolves for the small time interval ∆t during which it in-
teracts with the bath in thermal equilibrium, with the
strength g. After each time step n we trace out and dis-
regard the bath degrees of freedom.
With the coupling to the bath decoherence and dissi-
pation are introduced. Two different couplings to bath
qubits were considered: The ZZ coupling to the spin-bath
qubit leads to a phase damping which in turn leads to
decoherence and unital dynamics. This evokes damping
of the Rabi oscillations. The XY coupling to the spin-
bath qubit leads to dissipation and non-unital dynamics
so that the system will irreversibly end up in state |0〉
or |00〉, respectively. Counteracting is the hopping ma-
trix element which forces the system to go back to the
other states. The effective hopping gets small for a large
Coulomb interaction so that the dissipative environment
in addition to the electronic correlations leads to a fast
and irreversible electron-pair transfer.
The experimental data for the one- and two-electron sys-
tem are found to be in very good agreement with the
theoretical or analytical result for small n, if the general
error mitigation method of Ref. [29] and the error mit-
igation with the zero reset-time extrapolating [30] are
applied.
In summary, we have demonstrated that today’s emer-
ging quantum computing hardware enables well the eva-
luation of quantum algorithms for open many-particle
systems. In future studies, we will investigate other im-
portant environment models and couplings, e.g., ancilla
qubits which simulate a bath of harmonic oscillators, a
fermionic bath or correlated bath qubits to simulate non-
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Markovian processes.
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