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Lasers and Bose-Einstein condensates (BECs) exhibit macroscopic quantum coherence in seem-
ingly unrelated ways. Lasers possess a well-defined global phase and are characterized by large
fluctuations in the number of photons. In BECs of atoms, instead, the number of particles is con-
served and the global phase is undefined. Here, we present a unified framework to simulate lasers
and BECs states in gate-based quantum computers, by mapping bosonic particles to qubit excita-
tions. Our approach relies on a scalable circuit that measures the total number of particles without
destroying long-range coherence. We introduce complementary probes to measure the global and rel-
ative phase coherence of a quantum state, and demonstrate their functionality on a Rigetti quantum
computer. Our work shows that particle-number conservation enhances long-range phase coherence,
highlighting a mechanism used by superfluids and superconductors to gain phase stiffness.

Introduction – One of the fundamental principles of
quantum mechanics is that the number and the phase
operators are canonical conjugates [1]. Accordingly, in a
system with a fixed number of particles, such as a physi-
cal gas or liquid, the global phase operator has maximal
uncertainty. This simple observation seems to contra-
dict our basic understanding of Bose-Einstein conden-
sates (BECs), superfluids, and superconductors, where
phase coherence emerges in spite of particle-number con-
servation. This apparent contraddition is resolved by
noting that, in these systems, the phase coherence is im-
printed in relative degrees of freedom, which are unef-
fected by this uncertainty principle. As a consequence,
to probe the phase coherence of a BEC, it is always nec-
essary to perform an interferometric experiment between
two parts of the system [2].

Long range coherence also occurs in systems that do
not conserve the total number of particles. The simplest
example is a laser, where the total number of photons
fluctuates, and the global phase is well defined and can
be probed directly. An intermediate situation between
BECs and lasers is offered by BECs of light in optical
cavities, such as the BEC of exciton-polaritons [3, 4] and
the BEC of photons in dye molecules [5–7]. The cavities
increase the lifetime of the photons, making their number
a quasi-conserved quantity and allowing them to reach a
BEC state. Unlike BECs of atoms, in BECs of lights
the total number of particles has large fluctuations due
to cavity losses and external reservoirs [8, 9]. The rela-
tion between these three many-body states (lasers, BECs
of atoms, and BECs of light) has been the subject of a
long-standing debate [10–14], in part due to the absence
of a single platform where they can be studied on equal
footing. Here, we show how to use gate-based quantum
computers to create these states, and study their coher-
ence and fluctuations, see Table I.

Coherent, dephased, and projected states – Following
a common approach [15], we map the presence (absence)
of an particle to the |0〉 (|1〉) state of a qubit. A laser

state is mapped to the spin coherent state of N qubits,

|coherent〉 =

N∏
n=1

1√
2

(
|0〉n + eiθn |1〉n

)
. (1)

Here, the variable θn is the direction of the nth spin in
the XY plane and corresponds to the local phase of the
coherent state. In the case of θn = 0 all the spins point
in the X direction and |coherent〉 is an eigenstate of the
spin operator Sx =

∑
i σ

x
i , with maximal eigenvalue N/2.

In analogy to a laser, this state has a well-defined global
phase, θ = 0 and its number of particles n = Sz − N/2
has large quantum fluctuations, δn = δSz =

√
N/2.

We now move to BECs of light, which can be prepared
in a state with large fluctuations of both the global phase
and the total number of particles [8, 9]. This state can
be obtained by measuring Sz and keeping all possible
outcomes of the measurement. The resulting state is de-
scribed by

ρdephased =

N/2∑
s=−N/2

δSz,s|coherent〉〈coherent|, (2)

where δSz,s is a projection operator. For simplicity, we
will denote this state by |dephased〉, in spite of being

Many-body state qubit state number fluct. coherence

Laser |coherent〉 〈S2
z 〉 = N/4 〈Sx〉 = N/2

BEC of light |dephased〉 〈S2
z 〉 = N/4 C

(2)
N ≈ 1/4

BEC of atoms |projected〉 〈S2
z 〉 = 0 C

(2)
N ≈ 1/4

Thermal |noisy〉 〈S2
z 〉 = N/4 C

(2)
N ≈ 0

TABLE I. Many-body states of superconducting circuits, used
to simulate long-range coherence: |dephased〉 is obtained by
measuring the total Sz; |projected〉 state by post-selecting the
Sz = 0 result; |noisy〉 is a statistical mixture of |0〉 and |1〉.
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mixed. In BEC of light, the total number of particles
is measured by the external baths or reservoirs, while
in our simulator we will achieve this goal using ancilla
qubits. Interestingly, the same state can be obtained by
considering |coherent〉 with an homogeneous θn = θ and
setting the global phase θ to be a random variable with
uniform distribution in [0, 2π). In what follows, we will
show that this state is nevertheless characterized by long-
range phase coherence.

Finally, to simulate a BEC of atoms, we project the
state to a subspace with a well-defined number of par-
ticles. For concreteness, we assume that the N is even
and consider the projection over the subspace with N/2
atoms, or equivalently Sz = 0,

|projected〉 = AδSz,0|coherent〉, (3)

where A is a normalization factor. In the
case of N = 2 qubits, one has |coherent〉 =
1
2

(
|0〉+ eiθ1 |1〉

) (
|0〉+ eiθ2 |1〉

)
. By post-selecting the

state with Sz = 0, one obtains the Bell state
|projected〉 =

(
|01〉+ ei(θ2−θ1)|10〉

)
/
√

2. This state is in-
variant under the global phase rotation θi → θi+∆θ, but
retains the information about the relative phase θ1 − θ2.
Interestingly, this procedure allows one to create entan-
glement between two qubits without having them inter-
act directly, as proposed in Ref. [16] and experimentally
realized with superconducting circuits in Ref. [17]. Here,
we aim at extending this analysis to large numbers of
particles and studying their long-range coherence.

Probing long-range coherence – In analogy to the case
of a laser, the coherence of |coherent〉 can be directly
measured by probing the expectation values of the spin
operator 〈Sx〉 = N/2. In contrast, for the BEC states,
the global phase is undefined and 〈Sx〉 = 0. We now
discuss two complementary methods to probe the phase
coherence of a these states.

The first method targets the phase correlations be-
tween the qubits. In the two-qubit Bell state, the relative
phase is probed by a finite expectation value of the op-
erator 〈σ+

1 σ
−
2 +σ+

2 σ
−
1 〉 = 2 cos(θ1− θ2). The many-body

generalization of this operator is the two-point correlator

C
(2)
N =

1

2N2
〈S+S− + S−S+〉, (4)

with S± =
∑
i σ
±
i . In this work we consider states with

〈Sz〉 = 0, for which C
(2)
N = 〈S2

x+S2
y〉/N2 [18] From a the-

oretical perspective, a quantum state is phase coherent if

C
(2)
N remains finite in the limit of N → ∞. In the tech-

nical language, this situation corresponds to the sponta-
neous breaking of the U(1) gauge symmetry associated
with particle-number conservation, also known as off-

diagonal long-range order [19]. Note that C
(2)
N > (〈Sx〉)2,

and hence having 〈Sx〉 that scales with N is a sufficient
condition for long-range coherence. An example of a
state without long-range coherence is offered by the state
|noisy〉 obtained by randomly preparing each qubit in the

|0〉 and |1〉 states. In this state, 〈S2
x〉 = 〈S2

y〉 = N/2, and

C
(2)
N tends to 0 at large N .

We now show that the three states |coherent〉,
|dephased〉 and |projected〉 have long-range coherence.
Because these states belong to the fully symmetric sub-
space with S2 = N(N + 2)/4, their coherence is related

to the fluctuations of Sz through C
(2)
N = 〈S2

x〉 + 〈S2
y〉 =

〈S2〉 − 〈S2
z 〉. In |coherent〉, the qubits are uncorrelated,

such that 〈S2
z 〉 =

∑
i〈(σzi )2〉 = N/4 and

C
(2)
N,coherent =

N + 1

4N
, (5)

The dephasing process that leads to |dephased〉 preserves
Sz and, hence, leaves the coherence unchanged,

C
(2)
N,dephased = C

(2)
N,coherent. (6)

Finally, during the creation of |projected〉, 〈S2
z 〉 is re-

duced from N/4 to zero. Accordingly, 〈S2
x + S2

y〉 is in-
creased by N/4, leading to

C
(2)
N,projected =

N + 2

4N
. (7)

In the thermodynamics limit (N → ∞), Eqs. (5)-(7)
tend to the same value, 1/4. This is a signature of the
thermodynamic equivalence of the canonical and grand-
canonical ensembles. Interestingly, for any finite N the
projected state is more coherent than the dephased one,

C
(2)
N,projected > C

(2)
N,dephased. We can explain this effect by

noting that in |dephased〉 there is a finite probability to
find a state with no particles (|Sz = −N/2〉), which does
not possess any coherence. In contrast, |projected〉 in-
cludes only states with N/2 particles and its coherence
is the maximal attainable in any quantum state.

We now move to a second method to probe the co-
herence of the BEC states based on the full counting
statistic of physical operators [20]. As explained above,
a BEC state is characterized by 〈Sx〉 = 〈Sy〉 = 0 along
with large values 〈S2

x + S2
y〉. This is possible only if Sx

and Sy have bimodal distributions with a high probabil-
ity of finding large absolute values. To address the gauge
invariance of the state, we probe the spin operator in the
θ direction [21], defined as

Sθ = cos(θ)Sx + sin(θ)Sy. (8)

The full counting statistics of this operator for the four
states of Table I in a system with N = 10 particles is
shown in Fig. 1. The polar coordinate of these graphs cor-
responds to the global phase of the condensate, and the
radial one to the possible values of Sθ = −N/2, ..., N/2.
The latter is related to the phase coherence of the state by

C
(2)
N = π−1

∫ 2π

0
dθ〈S2

θ 〉/N2. These plots shows that only
the state |coherent〉 has a well defined global phase. The
plots of the two BEC states, |dephased〉 and |projected〉,
are rotational symmetric and do not have a well defined
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(a) |coherent〉 (b) |dephased〉 (c) |projected〉 (d) |noisy〉

FIG. 1. Full counting statistic of the operator Sθ, defined in Eq. 8, for a system of N = 10 qubits. The polar direction
corresponds to θ and the radial direction to the size of Sθ ∈ [−N/2, N/2]. The color coding represents the probability of
observing a specific value of Sθ for a fixed θ. In states with long-range coherence (a-c) the graph is peaked at large absolute
values of Sθ.

global phase. Their long-range coherence is signaled by
the large probability to measure |Sθ| = N/2 (i.e., the
outermost rings). In contrast, in the state |noisy〉, the
result with the largest probability is Sθ = 0, signaling
the absence of long-range coherence.

A closer inspection of Fig. 1 reveals that the states
|dephased〉 and |projected〉 differ in the radial depen-
dence: the former state is a monotonously increasing
function of |Sθ|, while the latter is oscillatory and exactly
vanishes for all even outcomes. This selection rule can
be used to distinguish between the state |dephased〉 and
|projected〉 and has a close analogy to the second-order
coherence observed in lasers [22] and BECs of atoms
[23–27]. In these systems, the zero temperature limit
of g(2)(τ = 0) tends to 1, indicating the absence of the
Hong-Ho-Mandel (HHM) effect. In contrast, for BECs
of light, the zero-temperature limit gives g(2)(τ) > 1
[9, 28]. This difference can be understood by noting that
in a BEC of atoms, the particles emanate from the same
quantum state, while in a BEC of light the particles fluc-
tuate in and out of the system and g(2)(τ = 0) can probe
states with a different history (and is, hence, affected
the by HHM effect). A similar argument applies here:
in |projected〉 all the particles originate from the same
Sz state and a selection rule exists such that the prob-
abilities to observe even values of Sθ exactly vanish. In
contrast, in |dephased〉, the particles originate from state
with different Sz and the selection rule does not apply.

Algorithms for an ideal quantum computer – The BEC
states of atoms and photons can be prepared determinis-
tically by, first, rotating each qubit in the |+〉 state, giv-
ing rise to |coherent〉 and, then, measuring Sz. To obtain
the state |projected〉 it is further necessary to post-select
to outcomes with Sz = 0. Importantly, the probability
to find this state is lower bounded by 1/N , showing that
the number of measurements required to obtain a fixed
precision grows linearly with the number of qubits (and
not linearly with the size of the Hilbert space).

The measurement of Sz can be achieved using Na =
floor[log2(N)] ancilla qubits, corresponding to the binary
representation of |Sz| (see Ref. [29] for a related algo-
rithm). Each ancilla qubit interacts sequentially with all
the qubits, counting the total number of particles. Specif-

FIG. 2. Coherence parameters, C
(2)
N and 〈Sx〉, as a function of

the number of qubits coupled to the ancillas, for a state with
N = 10 qubits and Na = 3 ancillas. The red (purple) curves
refer to situation where all the ancilla are (not) postselected,
leading to the creation of the state |projected〉 (|dephased〉).
The horizontal lines correspond to the C

(2)
N values for these

states, Eqs. (5)-(7).

ically, we propose to rotate the ath ancilla by φa = 2π/2a

radians if the qubit is excited, i.e. if a particle is present.
At the end of the protocol, the ancilla is rotated by φaSz.
The state with Sz = 0 is obtained by post-selecting the
outcomes where all the ancillas are measured in the |0〉
state. See, for example, Table II in IV for the case of
N = 10 qubits and Na = 3 ancillas.

In Fig. 2 we plot the value of the coherence parameters

C
(2)
N and 〈Sx〉 along the process of creating the states
|dephased〉 and |projected〉, starting from |coherent〉. At
each step, we couple one additional qubit to the ancillas.
We observe that 〈Sx〉 decreases montonously and tends

to zero, while C
(2)
N has a non-monotonous behavior and

tends to Eq. (7) or Eq. (6), depending on whether the
value of the ancillas are postselected or not. Accordingly,
the full counting statistic of the operator Sθ corresponds
to Fig. 1(b) and (c), respectively. These plots can be
used to check that our protocol has successfully prepared
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the states |dephased〉 and |projected〉, corresponding to
a BEC of light and a BEC of atoms.

Experimental realization – To realize this protocol in
a superconducting quantum computer, we need to over-
come several difficulties. First, in these experimental sys-
tems each qubit is coupled to at most three other qubits.
Hence, a single ancilla cannot be coupled with all the
other qubits at the same time. This problem can be
solved in a scalable way by considering a linear chain
of qubits, such that the ancillas are initially located at
one side of the chain. At each step, the ancillas interact
with the neighboring qubit and are then swapped with
the qubit. As we will see below, these two operations
(ancilla rotation and swap) can be combined efficiently.

The second challenge is to compile the algorithm using
as few native two-qubit gates as possible. First, we note
that the controlled-rotation CRX(φ) gate is usually not
a native gate. To overcome this difficulty, we first rotate
the ancillas in the XY plane (using, for example a native
Hadamard gate), use CPHASE(φ) gates to control the
ancillas (which are native instructions for Rigetti super-
conducting processors) and measure the ancillas in the X
basis. As mentioned above, the ancilla rotation is often
followed by a SWAP operation. However, the product
of CPHASE(φ) and SWAP is equivalent to the product
of two gates, namely CPHASE(π + φ) and iSWAP (also
native for Rigetti), up to single-qubit local gates. See
Fig. 3(b) for the specific case of φ = π/2. In total, if we
avoid the first and last swap, we obtain a full protocol
with 2(NNa − 1) two-qubit native gates only.

For the experimental realization, we consider a sim-
plified version of this protocol, where we use only one
ancilla, with φ = π/2, and obtain an algorithms with 6
native two-qubit gates, see Fig. 3(a) [30] The resulting
projected state is analogous to |projected〉 and, in par-
ticular, is characterized by a suppressed value of 〈Sx〉 �
N/2 (〈Sx〉 = 1.17) and an enhanced C

(2)
4 > C

(2)
4,coherent

(C
(2)
4 = 0.35). The full counting statistics of Sθ is plot-

ted in the upper panel of Fig. 3(d) and shows that global
phase spreads over approximately 90 degrees. This is the
result of using a single ancilla, instead of the two required
to obtain a BEC state with an undefined global phase.

Typical experimental results are shown in Fig. 3(c)
and (d) [31]. In the subplot (c), we have multiplied
the experimental results by 50% to account for the lost
weight due to gate infidelities and readout errors [32].
The errorbars refer to an average over 3 separate exper-
iments with N = 1000 shots each. We find that 〈Sx〉
is a monotonously decreasing function, while C

(2)
N is U-

shaped, in agreement with the theoretical predictions.
The full counting statistics of Sθ shows that the global
phase spreads between −π and −π/2, in contrast to the
theoretical one, which spreads between −π/2 and 0. We
attribute this discrepancy to a coherent dispersive inter-
actions between the qubits, which leads to an effective
negative detuning of the qubits and, hence, to a clock-
wise rotation of the global phase, which is also observed

(b)(a)

−
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−
3𝜋

4

iSW
A
P

q

a
𝜋

2

3𝜋

2

𝑎0

𝑞0

𝑞1

𝑞2

𝑞3

𝑎0

𝑞0

𝑞1

𝑞2

𝑞3

𝑞1

𝑞0

𝑎0

𝑞2

𝑞3

𝑞1

𝑞0

𝑞2

𝑎0

𝑞3

(c)

(d) theory

experiment

FIG. 3. (a) Protocol required to prepare an approximate BEC
state withN = 4 qubits andNa = 1 ancilla. (b) Circuit equiv-
alence used to compile the rotation of an ancilla and swap
gates into the Rigetti native gates CPHASE and iSWAP. The
circles represent RZ gates. Two-qubit gates with rounded
corners are the same as (b) without SWAP gates. (c) Coher-
ence parameters as a function of the entangling gates: theory
(purple) and experiment, scaled by 1.5 (red) (d) Full counting
statistics of the final state in theory (upper plot) and experi-
ment (lower plot).

in the free evolution of the qubits.

Conclusion – In this article, we proposed and real-
ized quantum circuits that simulate many-body states
with long-range coherence. A key aspect of our work is
an efficient algorithm that measures the total number of
particles without destroying the phase coherence. Our
protocol scales favorably with the number of qubits (the
numbers of measurements and gates scales, respectively
with N and N log2N) and can be realized in state-of-the-
art quantum computers. Our work clarifies the difference
between coherent states and BEC states and shows how
to identify them using physical observables. We hope
that our work will contribute to the debate on the na-
ture of the BEC of light and its relation to lasing and
superradiance.

As a key result, we found that BECs of atoms have
larger coherence than coherent states: by reducing the
fluctuations in the total number of particles, one obtains
a state with a larger phase coherence. An analogous effect
occurs in superfluids and superconductors, where local
interactions are required to achieve phase stiffness [33].
To study this connection in a superconducting quantum
computer, we plan to prepare a coherent state of many
qubits and then couple some ancilla qubits to their local
neighbors. By measuring the ancillas and post-selecting
the states with a specific outcome, we will obtain an en-
tangled state with long-range phase coherence. These
correlations will be immune to local changes of the chem-
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ical potential and, hence, potentially provide a noise-free
resource for quantum algorithms.
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[27] A. Perrin, R. Bücker, S. Manz, T. Betz, C. Koller, T. Plis-
son, T. Schumm, and J. Schmiedmayer, Hanbury brown
and twiss correlations across the bose–einstein condensa-



6

tion threshold, Nature Physics 8, 195 (2012).
[28] T. Horikiri, P. Schwendimann, A. Quattropani,
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Supplemental Material

I. NUMBER AND PHASE OPERATORS

In this section, we provide a simple proof of the canonical conjugate of the number and phase operators. This proof

is the topic of undergraduate textbooks and is brought here for the sake of completeness.

Consider the canonically conjugate creation and anihilation operators, a and a†, whose commutation relation is

[a, a†] = 1. We now define the number operator n = a†a and the phase operator θ, through a = eiθ. This definition is

mathematically sound, although because θ is not Hermitian, in general it does not correspond to a physical observable.

The key step of this demonstration is that

[a, a†a] = a ⇒ [eiθ, n] = eiθ (9)

The latter identity is satisfied when [n, θ] = i, as one can readily show by performing a Fourier expansion of eiθ =∑
p θ

p/p! and observing that [(iθ)p, n] = −[n, (iθ)p] = p(iθ)p−1.

II. EXPLICIT CALCULATIONS FOR TWO QUBITS

In this section, we directly compute the coherence properties of two qubits. These calculations are straightforward

and are brought here for completeness only. To highlight the roles of the relative and global phase coherence, we

consider the state

|coherent2〉 =
∏
i=1,2

1√
2

(|0〉i + |1〉i) , (10)

In the state |coherent〉 one has 〈σxi 〉 = cos(θi), 〈σyi 〉 = sin(θi). Because the qubits are uncorrelated and 〈(σxi )2〉 = 1/4,

one obtains 〈σxi σxj 〉 = 1/4 cos(θi) cos(θj). This leads to the spin fluctuations 〈S2
x〉 = 1/2 + cos(θi) cos(θj)/2 and

〈S2
y〉 = 1/2 + sin(θi) sin(θj)/2, such that

〈S2
x + S2

y〉coherent = 1 +
1

2
cos(θ1 − θ2). (11)

In |projected〉, one has 〈σ+
1 σ
−
2 〉 = ei(θ1−θ2), while 〈σ+

1 σ
+
2 〉 = 0. Hence, 〈σx1σx2 〉 = 〈σy1σ

y
2 〉 = 1/2 cos(θ1 − θ2). The

spin fluctations are

〈S2
x〉projected = 〈S2

y〉projected =
1

2
+

1

2
cos(θ1 − θ2). (12)

Using 〈(Sz)2〉 = 0, we find that 〈S2〉 = 1 + cos(θ1−θ2). This result has a simple physical interpretation: in the triplet

state (θ1 = θ2), the total spin is s = 1 and 〈S2〉 = s(s + 1) = 2. In contrast, in the singlet state θ1 − θ2 = π, s = 0

and 〈S2〉 = 0.

We finally turn to |dephased2〉. Expectation values in this state can be obtained by averaging over all possible

outcomes of the Sz measurement. The case sz = 0 corresponds to |projected, while the state sz = ±1 correspond to
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fully polarized states with S2
x = S2

y = 1/2. Hence,

〈S2
x〉dephased = 〈S2

y〉dephased =
1

2
+

1

4
cos(θ1 − θ2). (13)

We find that 〈S2
x + S2

y〉 has the same expectation value as in the |coherent〉. This is not a surprise: measuring Sz

does not change the fluctuations of this operator and conserves S2. Hence, S2
x + S2

y is unchanged. In the case of

θ1 = θ2 = 0, Eqs. 13 and 12 coincide with the results of the main text, C
(2)
2,projected = 1/2 and C

(2)
2,dephased = 3/8.

III. WIGNER FUNCTION APPROACH

In this section we present an alternative way to describe the coherence of the states. This probe assumes that one

possess the full wave-function of the state, which can be obtained by full state tomography with 3N measurements.

We, then, define the Wigner function as

W (sx, sz) = |〈ψ|δ(Sx − sx)δ(Sy − sy)|ψ〉| (14)

where δ(x) = e−x
2/σ2

and σ → 0, see Fig. 4. As expected, in the coherent state, the Wigner function is centered

around (Sx, Sy) = (N/2, 0). In the BEC states, the global phase of the condensate is lost. Nevertheless, most of

the weight of the Wigner function is found in areas with large Sx or Sy, indicating that, with a high probability, the

absolute value of S+ = Sx + iSy, i.e. S2
x + S2

y is macroscopically large. In |projected〉 the probability to observe even

values of Sx and Sy vanishes, in analogy to the selection rule presented in the text.

(a) |coherent〉 (b) |dephased〉 (c) |projected〉

FIG. 4. (Wigner functions W (Sx, Sy) defined in Eq. 14 for N = 10 qubits for the same states as Fig. 1

IV. USING ANCILLAS TO PROBE THE NUMBER OF PARTICLES – A CONCRETE EXAMPLE

In the main text we introduced a technique to prepare quantum states with a given particle number using ancillas.

The technique involves three mains steps: (i) preparing a spin-coherent state by applying a π/2 pulse on each qubit

individually; (ii) applying the ancillas to the qubits and measuring their state; (iii) post-selecting the state where all

the ancillas are in the 0 state. In this appendix, we provide an example of the function of the ancilla and explain why

a logarithmic number of ancillas is sufficient to select the right state.
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According to our protocol, the ancilla an is rotated by an angle of Szπ/2
n radians. As exemplified in Table II

for N = 10 and Na = 3, all the states with Sz 6= 0 lead to a rotation of π of (at least) one ancilla. In this state,

the measurement of the ancilla leads deterministically to 1. This result implies that if we select the states where

all the ancilla measurement give 0, we project the state to the Sz = 0 subspace. This protocol can be generalized

straightforwardly to larger N .

Sz a0 a1 a2
0 0 0 0

±1 ±π ±π/2 ±π/4
±2 ±2π ±π ±2π/4

±3 ±π ±π/2 3π/4

±4 ±4π ±2π ±π
±5 ±5π ±5π/2 5π/4

±6 ±6π ±3π 3π/2

TABLE II. Phase acquired by the ancillas, δφn = Szπ/2
n, for N = 10 qubits and Na = 3 ancillas. When the phase is (2m+1)π

(red entries), the measurement of the ancilla will deterministically provide the value of 1 and, hence, is projected out by our
protocol. The table shows that the projection algorithm leads to the deterministic preparation of the Sz = 0 state.

V. QUANTUM CIRCUIT USED TO MEASURE Sθ

Here, we describe the quantum circuit used to measure Sθ in the case of Nq = 4 qubits and Na = 1 ancilla using

CPHASE and iSWAP = XY (π) two-qubit gates only. The first (q0) and last (q4) qubits are coupled to the ancilla

(a1) through a pair of Rz(−π, 4) and CZ(−π/2) gates, which implement a controlled rotation of π/2. The other two

qubits (q1 and q2) are coupled to the ancillas through the circuit shown in Fig. 3(b), which implements a controlled

rotation, followed by a SWAP gate. The circuit is also draw in Fig. V

PRAGMA INITIAL REWIRING ”NAIVE”

DECLARE ro BIT [ 5 ]

RX( pi /2) 0

RX( pi /2) 2

RX( pi /2) 3

RX( pi /2) 4

RX( pi /2) 1

RZ(−pi /4) 1

CPHASE( p i /2) 0 1

RZ(−3∗ pi /4) 1

CPHASE(3∗ pi /2) 2 1

XY( pi ) 2 1

RZ(−3∗ pi /4) 2

CPHASE(3∗ pi /2) 3 2

XY( pi ) 3 2
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RZ(−pi /4) 3

CPHASE( p i /2) 4 3

RZ( theta ) 0

RZ( theta ) 1

RZ( theta ) 2

RZ( theta ) 4

RX(−pi /2) 0

RX(−pi /2) 1

RX(−pi /2) 2

RX(−pi /2) 4

RX(−pi /2) 3

MEASURE 0 ro [ 0 ]

MEASURE 1 ro [ 1 ]

MEASURE 2 ro [ 2 ]

MEASURE 4 ro [ 3 ]

MEASURE 3 ro [ 4 ]

q0 q0

a1 q1

q1 q2

q2 a1

q3 q3

Rx(π/2) Rz(θ) Rx(−π/2)

Rx(π/2) Rz(−π/4) Rz(−π/2) Rz(−3π/4) Rz(−3π/2)

XY (π)

Rz(θ) Rx(−π/2)

Rx(π/2) Rz(−3π/4) Rz(−3π/2)

XY (π)

Rz(θ) Rx(−π/2)

Rx(π/2) Rz(−π/4) Rz(−π/2) Rx(−π/2)

Rx(π/2) Rz(θ) Rx(−π/2)

FIG. 5. Quantum circuit used to used to measure Sθ in the case of Nq = 4 qubits and Na = 1 ancilla. The measured value of
Sθ is the sum of q0 to q3 and the projected state is obtained by post-selecting the outcomes with a0 = 0.

VI. MORE EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In table III, we report all the experimental results obtained on Aspen-11 and Aspen-M-1. The column ”Auto”

defines whether the automatic circuit recompilation of pyquil (pyquil to native pyquil) was used. We find that the

results obtained using the automatic recompilation were higher (i.e., closer to the theoretical values) than those

without recompilation. The last column (“code”) is a unique identifier, which indicates the date of the run: (e)

01/31/2022 (f) 02/03/2022 (g) 03/03/2022 (h) 04/01/2022. Overall, the results of all experiments are comparable to

each other. See, for example, Fig. 3, where we generate the same plot as Fig. 3(c) using a different set of qubits.
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Device [q0, q1, q2, q3] [a0] Auto C
(2)
N 〈Sx〉2/N2 Code

Aspen-11 [3, 5, 6, 7] [4] True [0.279, 0.217, 0.226, 0.151, 0.13] [0.207, 0.116, 0.114, 0.042, 0.0] e4

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] True [0.294, 0.264, 0.255, 0.23, 0.282] [0.228, 0.187, 0.133, 0.081, 0.069] e6

Aspen-11 [33, 35, 36, 37] [34] False [0.301, 0.248, 0.203, 0.204, 0.225] [0.236, 0.172, 0.091, 0.052, 0.042] f2

Aspen-11 [43, 45, 46, 47] [44] False [0.293, 0.24, 0.191, 0.16, 0.162] [0.228, 0.162, 0.101, 0.061, 0.047] f3

Aspen-11 [24, 26, 27, 20] [25] False [0.305, 0.286, 0.286, 0.288, 0.303] [0.242, 0.207, 0.168, 0.131, 0.126] f4

Aspen-11 [34, 36, 37, 30] [35] False [0.306, 0.266, 0.181, 0.167, 0.146] [0.245, 0.18, 0.037, 0.035, 0.021] f5

Aspen-11 [4, 6, 7, 0] [5] False [0.312, 0.243, 0.204, 0.174, 0.171] [0.247, 0.171, 0.1, 0.037, 0.022] f6

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] True [0.293, 0.262, 0.256, 0.239, 0.306] [0.213, 0.171, 0.15, 0.092, 0.052] f7

Aspen-11 [33, 35, 36, 37] [24] True [0.298, 0.24, 0.166, 0.146, 0.15] [0.228, 0.153, 0.069, 0.026, 0.014] f8

Aspen-11 [43, 45, 46, 47] [44] True [0.314, 0.281, 0.138, 0.122, 0.15] [0.246, 0.201, 0.051, 0.02, 0.008] f9

Aspen-M-1 [34, 36, 37, 30] [35] True [0.31, 0.279, 0.286, 0.254, 0.239] [0.248, 0.206, 0.171, 0.081, 0.026] g1

Aspen-M-1 [30, 36, 35, 34] [37] True [0.313, 0.281, 0.236, 0.213, 0.241] [0.249, 0.204, 0.126, 0.043, 0.03] g2

Aspen-M-1 [35, 37, 30, 133] [36] True [0.309, 0.294, 0.283, 0.223, 0.15] [0.249, 0.218, 0.185, 0.073, 0.025] g3

Aspen-M-1 [15, 17, 114, 115] [16] True [0.312, 0.289, 0.303, 0.231, 0.257] [0.248, 0.217, 0.198, 0.093, 0.044] g4

Aspen-M-1 [115, 17, 16, 15] [114] True [0.313, 0.292, 0.287, 0.271, 0.276] [0.25, 0.221, 0.186, 0.112, 0.073] g5

Aspen-M-1 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] True [0.314, 0.269, 0.159, 0.137, 0.144] [0.247, 0.197, 0.056, 0.015, 0.021] g6

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] False [0.204, 0.19, 0.14, 0.162, 0.212] [0.11, 0.086, 0.01, 0.015, 0.033] h1

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] False [0.217, 0.184, 0.146, 0.184, 0.217] [0.117, 0.09, 0.007, 0.017, 0.033] h2

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] True [0.22, 0.152, 0.171, 0.179, 0.27] [0.124, 0.055, 0.038, 0.003, 0.023] h3

Aspen-11 [23, 25, 26, 27] [24] True [0.209, 0.161, 0.175, 0.163, 0.19] [0.115, 0.048, 0.032, 0.0, 0.002] h4

Aspen-11 [5, 7, 0, 1] [6] True [0.223, 0.176, 0.162, 0.165, 0.241] [0.128, 0.08, 0.031, 0.0, 0.009] h5

Aspen-11 [43, 45, 46, 47] [44] True [0.204, 0.165, 0.151, 0.137, 0.138] [0.112, 0.056, 0.032, 0.001, 0.002] h6

Aspen-11 [5, 7, 0, 1] [6] True [0.221, 0.168, 0.16, 0.161, 0.216] [0.129, 0.068, 0.031, 0.0, 0.007] h5B

Aspen-11 [5, 7, 0, 1] [6] True [0.232, 0.175, 0.136, 0.172, 0.189] [0.134, 0.075, 0.008, 0.0, 0.001] h5C

5q-qvm [0, 2, 3, 4] [1] True [0.316, 0.288, 0.281, 0.307, 0.349] [0.25, 0.219, 0.177, 0.136, 0.086] 5qvm

TABLE III. Experimental results using different devices and qubits. The data in blue (red) was used to generate Fig. 3(d)
(Fig. 6). The last row shows the result of an ideal simulator with unitary gates, used to generate the theory curves.

FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 1(c) using a different set of qubits, see data highlighted in blue in Table III.

VII. ERROR MITIGATION

We use a simple version of error mitigation, aimed at reducing the effects of state-preparation and measurement

(SPAM) errors. The protocol works in two steps: first, we calibrate the system qubit by preparing the 01010 and
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10101 quantum states and measuring each qubit independently. From these measurements we compute the parameters

p00 and p11 of each qubit, i.e. the probability that when the qubit was prepared in 0 it returns 0 and viceversa for

1. Next we perform our experiment as usual. Finally, we use the parameters p00 and p11 to correct the histograms

of the experimental results. Technically, this is done by multiplying the histogram by the inverse of the confusion

matrix A, defined as

A =

 p00 1− p11
1− p00 p11

×
 p00 1− p11

1− p00 p11

×
 p00 1− p11

1− p00 p11

×
 p00 1− p11

1− p00 p11

×
 p00 1− p11

1− p00 p11

 ,

(15)

where × denotes the tensor product. Fig. 7 demonstrates the functionality of this procedure.

FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 3(c), comparing the data with and without error mitigation.

VIII. A MINIMAL MODEL OF PHASE STIFFNESS

In this section we provide further details on the relation between number conservation and phase stiffness mentioned

in the conclusion of the main text.

A system is said to have phase stiffness if its phase is stable to external perturbations. Following Landau, it is

common to consider an impurity moving at a fixed velocity v. Its effect can be studied by considering the co-moving

frame, where ωq → ω′q = ωq−v ·q. Landau’s criterion states that a system has phase stiffness if there exists a critical

velocity v∗ > 0 such that ω′q > 0 for all q. A minimal model for phase stiffness is the d-dimensional field-theoretical

Hamiltonian

H =

∫
ddx

ρ0
2

[∂xθ(x)]
2

+
U

2
[n(x)− n0]2 (16)

Here, φ(x) and n(x) are, respectively the phase and number field operators, satisfying the canonical relation

[n(x′), θ(x)] = iδ(x − x′). The first term of Eq. (16) describes the tendency of neighboring particles to acquire

the same phase, for example, due to their kinetic energy. The second term of Eq. (16) attempts to reduce fluctuations

of the number of partilces, for example, due to local interactions between the particles. The Hamiltonian (16) can

be easily diagonalized by moving to the momentum space, and its spectrum is ωq =
√
ρ0Uq. Hence, this system has
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phase stiffness with critical velocity v∗ =
√
ρ0U . Importantly, v∗ tends to 0 for U → 0, showing that phase stiffness

occurs only for interacting systems.

A simplified version of this criterion can be presented by considering a mean-field version of H, where the spatial

derivative is substituted by the ratio between θ and the system size L. The resulting Hamiltonian is just an harmonic

oscillator

H =
ρ0L

d−2

2
θ2 +

U

2Ld
(N −N0)2, (17)

where N = Ldn is the total number of particles and satisfies [N, θ] = i. For U = 0, the ground state of this

Hamiltonian is the position state |θ = 0〉. This state has a well defined global phase and corresponds to our |coherent〉

state. The U term leads to a ground state with a fluctuating θ, along with suppressed fluctuations of N , analogous

to |projected〉. To evaluate the dynamical stability of a system, it is necessary to study its excitation spectrum: For

U = 0, the eigenstates of Eq. (17) are given by |θ = θ0〉, with eigenenergies ρ20L
d−2θ20/2. Because these energies are

arbitrarily small (for θ0 → 0), any weak perturbation can cause a shift in θ, leading to a loss of phase coherence.

In contrast, for U 6= 0, the eigenenergies are quantized in units of
√
ρ0U/L, leading to a protection against external

perturbations. Hence, the states |projected〉 and |coherent〉 with a finite L, respectively, correspond to the ground

states of systems with and without phase stiffness.
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