Navigating the noise-depth tradeoff in adiabatic quantum circuits
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Adiabatic quantum algorithms solve computational problems by slowly evolving a trivial state to the desired
solution. On an ideal quantum computer, the solution quality improves monotonically with increasing circuit
depth. By contrast, increasing the depth in current noisy computers introduces more noise and eventually
deteriorates any computational advantage. What is the optimal circuit depth that provides the best solution?
Here, we address this question by investigating an adiabatic circuit that interpolates between the paramagnetic
and ferromagnetic ground states of the one-dimensional quantum Ising model. We characterize the quality of
the final output by the density of defects 𝑑, as a function of the circuit depth 𝑁 and noise strength 𝜎. We find
that 𝑑 is well-described by the simple form 𝑑ideal + 𝑑noise , where the ideal case 𝑑ideal ∼ 𝑁 −1/2 is controlled by
the Kibble-Zurek mechanism, and the noise contribution scales as 𝑑noise ∼ 𝑁𝜎 2 . It follows that the optimal
number of steps minimizing the number of defects goes as ∼ 𝜎 −4/3 . We implement this algorithm on a noisy
superconducting quantum processor and find that the dependence of the density of defects on the circuit depth
follows the predicted non-monotonous behavior and agrees well with noisy simulations. Our work allows one
to efficiently benchmark quantum devices and extract their effective noise strength 𝜎.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing has recently achieved several key milestones, including the demonstration of quantum advantage [1–
6] and the democratization of quantum hardware through cloud
services. Although more and better qubits are needed to realize
the full potential of quantum computers, current devices are at
a turning point for the development and testing of algorithms.
The key obstacle of the current hardware is the inherent noise,
which limits the size of the quantum circuits that can be executed reliably [7]. Currently, this number involves, at most,
a few tens of qubits [8, 9]. However, it is expected to grow
significantly, hopefully reaching the hundreds in the next few
years.
Important examples of quantum algorithms that can be
run on intermediate-scale quantum computers include adiabatic state preparation protocols [10] and variational algorithms [11] such as the quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) [12–14]. These algorithms converge asymptotically to the correct solution with increasing circuit depth,
i.e., the output becomes better with each additional layer. However, the presence of noise leads to a fundamental trade-off
between computational power and accuracy: On the one hand,
the user desires to perform complex calculations and run quantum circuits with a large number of layers. On the other, increasing the circuit depth leads to an increase of the noise
and, eventually, deteriorates any computational advantage. A
fundamental question faced by the quantum programmer is at
what point does the noise introduced by an additional circuit
layer overcome its algorithmic benefit. In other words, what is
the optimal number of layer to obtain the best solution in the
presence of noise?
We address this question by considering an adiabatic quantum protocol that transforms an equal superposition of all basis states to a generalized Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)

√
state [15] (|00 . . . 0i + |11 . . . 1i)/ 2. We quantify the success
of our algorithm by measuring the number of defects in the
final state, defined such that the GHZ state corresponds to the
absence of defects, 𝑑 = 0. For a one-dimensional system of 𝐿
qubits, we characterize the density of defects by
𝑑=


∑︁ 𝐿−1 
1
1 − 𝑍𝑖 𝑍𝑖+1
∈ [0, 1],
𝑖=1
2(𝐿 − 1)

(1)

where 𝐿 −1 is the number of bonds, and 𝑍𝑖 is the Pauli operator
on qubit 𝑖. For example, the basis state |00001111i has one
defect, i.e., a single domain wall separating two continuous
sequences of the same qubit state. In contrast, the initial
state of our protocol has, on average, one defect every two
bonds and corresponds to 𝑑 = 1/2. According to the adiabatic
theorem, the perfect GHZ state (𝑑 = 0) is obtained only in
the limit of infinite circuit depth, while a finite-depth circuit
will induce defects in the final quantum state (𝑑 > 0). Hence,
by monitoring 𝑑 throughout the circuit, we can estimate the
success rate of our algorithm.
In absence of noise, the dependence of the number of defects
𝑑 on the circuit depth 𝑁 is governed by the Kibble-Zurek (KZ)
mechanism [16–18], which has been extensively studied in
the literature [19–31], and observed experimentally in cold
atoms and superconducting qubits [32–34]. According to the
KZ scaling, 𝑑 is proportional to 𝑁 −𝛼 , where the exponent
𝛼 > 0 is set by the critical exponents of the model. Our
goal is to understand how the density of defects behaves in
the presence of noise. Qualitatively, we expect the density of
defects induced by the noise to be an increasing function of the
circuit depth 𝑁. The interplay between the KZ mechanism and
the noise will generically lead to a non-monotonous behavior,
which we aim to characterize. Inspired by Ref. 35, we assume
the following ansatz,
𝑑 ' 𝑑ideal + 𝑑noise ,

(2)
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where 𝑑ideal is the density of defects in an noiseless circuit and
𝑑noise is the density of defects induced by the noise. We verify
this ansatz by extensive numerical simulations, aimed at determining the dependence of 𝑑 on the number of layers 𝑁 and
on the noise strength 𝜎. As a key result of our calculations,
we predict the circuit depth for which the density of defects is
minimal. By comparing experimental results with an empirical noise model, we propose a method to benchmark quantum
computers by extracting their corresponding noise strength 𝜎.
II.

𝑖=1

𝑖=1

where 𝑋𝑖 and 𝑍𝑖 are the Pauli operators on qubit 𝑖. The
quantum processor is initially prepared in the ground state of
𝐻 PM by applying individual Hadamard gates on all qubits.
We, then, implement an adiabatic protocol going from 𝐻 PM
to 𝐻 FM . At the end of the protocol, we measure the qubits
in the computational basis (the 𝑧-component of the spin) and
compute the density of defects according to Eq. (1).
The simplest way to perform an adiabatic evolution is to
drive the system according to the Hamiltonian 𝐻 (𝑠) = (1 −
𝑠)𝐻 PM + 𝑠𝐻 FM with 𝑠 slowly increasing over time from 0 to 1.
This method corresponds to adiabatic quantum computation
and fits analog quantum devices [10]. To work with digital
quantum computers, we perform a first-order Suzuki-Trotter
decomposition of the adiabatic protocol, and split it into 𝑛 =
1, . . . , 𝑁 smaller steps, each described by the unitary operator




𝑈𝑛 = exp −𝑖ℎ 𝑛𝑥 𝐻 PM exp −𝑖𝐽𝑛𝑧 𝐻 FM ,
(4)
with step-dependent parameters ℎ 𝑛𝑥 and 𝐽𝑛𝑧 following a chosen
procedure. This protocol can be implemented as a quantum
circuit, see Fig. 1(a). Thanks to a mapping to free fermions
through a Jordan-Wigner transformation, the resulting time
evolution can be computed in polynomial time by classical
means [36–40]. If ℎ 𝑥 and 𝐽 𝑧 are kept fixed, one obtains a
Floquet system where 𝐻 PM and 𝐻 FM alternate in time [41].
The phase diagram of this model was studied in Ref. 42, see
Fig. 1(b): In addition to the FM and PM phases, the model has a
Floquet topological and a discrete time crystal phases [43, 44].
These phases have been observed experimentally in digital
quantum computers, in Refs. 40, 45, and 46, giving rise to
significant public interest.
In this work, we vary ℎ 𝑛𝑥 and 𝐽𝑛𝑧 along the rounded path depicted by the blue squares in Fig. 1(b) [40], formally described
by ℎ 𝑛𝑥 = cos 𝜃 𝑛 and 𝐽𝑛𝑧 = sin 𝜃 𝑛 , with 𝜃 𝑛 = 𝑛𝜋/[2(𝑁 + 1)]
and 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . 𝑁. This protocol connects adiabatically 𝐻 PM
to 𝐻 FM and crosses a quantum phase transition at the step
𝑛 = 𝑁/2. Incidentally, we observe that the time evolution of
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MODEL, DEFINITIONS, AND METHODS

In this work, we focus on a paradigmatic quantum model,
namely the one-dimensional Ising model in a transverse field,
also known as the quantum Ising model. This model interpolates linearly between the paramagnetic (PM) and ferromagnetic (FM) Hamiltonians,
∑︁ 𝐿
∑︁ 𝐿−1
𝐻 PM = −
𝑋𝑖 and 𝐻 FM = −
𝑍𝑖 𝑍𝑖+1 ,
(3)

(b)

(a)

FIG. 1. (a) Quantum circuit representing a single step of our protocol
for 𝐿 = 4 qubits, consisting of parametric gates Rzz and Rx implementing the unitary evolution, controlled, respectively, by 𝐻 FM and
𝐻 PM , see Eqs. (3) and (4). (b) Phase diagram of the one-dimensional
Floquet quantum Ising model generated by a periodic application of
Eq. (4) with fixed ℎ 𝑥 and 𝐽 𝑧 . The blue path corresponds to the
protocol considered in this work, while the red path to a possible implementation of a QAOA algorithm with the same number of steps,
𝑁 = 7.

Eq. (4) is the building block of the QAOA, where cos 𝜃 𝑛 and
sin 𝜃 𝑛 are substituted by variational parameters, as schematically drawn by the red dots in Fig. 1(b).

III.

DEFECTS IN NOISELESS AND NOISY ADIABATIC
PROTOCOLS
A.

Noiseless case: the Kibble-Zurek scaling

We first turn our attention to the density of defects 𝑑ideal
induced by a finite number of layers 𝑁 in a noiseless scenario.
In general, because the initial and final states belong to different phases of matter (paramagnetic versus ferromagnetic), a
phase transition is expected to happen on the way [47]. If the
transition is second order, in the vicinity of the transition point
the spectral gap between the ground state and the first excited
state closes as ∼ 𝐿 −𝑧 , where 𝑧 the dynamical critical exponent.
This minimal gap is the relevant energy scale for an adiabatic
evolution and dictates the maximal velocity 𝑢 at which the protocol can be carried such that the system remains close to its
instantaneous ground state [10]. According to the KZ mechanism, the density of defects at the end of the protocol should
scale as 𝑑 ∼ 𝑢 𝑧/(𝑧+𝜈) , where 𝜈 is the correlation-length critical
exponent [18]. In the context of gate-based quantum computing, the protocol is performed using 𝑁 discrete steps. For fixed
initial and final points, the velocity 𝑢 is inversely proportional
to 𝑁 and one expects 𝑑ideal ∼ 𝑁 −𝑧/(𝑧+𝜈) . The applicability of
the KZ scaling to the discrete evolution of integrable models
was first demonstrated in Ref. 27 and dubbed Floquet-KibbleZurek mechanism. This result can be understood by noting
that the KZ scaling is determined by the low-frequency component of the single-particle spectrum, which is identical for
the continuous and discrete (Floquet) adiabatic evolution.
For the one-dimensional quantum Ising model of Eq. (3), the
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FIG. 2. Density of defects in the ideal case as a function of the
number of steps 𝑁, for various system sizes 𝐿. √
For large system
sizes, 𝑑 follows the KZ scaling 𝑑ideal = 0.323(4)/ 𝑁 (dashed line,
data fitted for 𝑁 > 50 on 𝐿 = 256), while for small systems, 𝐿  𝑁 2 ,
the suppression becomes exponential.

correlation-length and dynamical exponents are 𝜈 = 𝑧 = 1 [47,
48], leading to a square-root decay of the√density of defects
with the number of layers, i.e., 𝑑ideal ∼ 1/ 𝑁. This scaling is
verified in Fig. 2 for the largest system size. For smaller system
sizes, we observe a systematic deviation from the expected
power-law, which can be understood as follows. The density
of defects√is associated with a defect-free length scale 𝜉ideal ∼
−1
𝑑ideal
∼ 𝑁. The KZ scaling is valid in the limit where
the system size 𝐿 is much larger than 𝜉ideal , or equivalently
𝑁  𝐿 2 , such that finite-size effects can be neglected. If
the number of steps exceeds this limit, one expects to recover
the result of a finite system, where the density of excitations
(defects) decays exponentially with 𝑁.
B.

Noisy case: Step-dependent noise and static disorder

The main goal of this work is to study the KZ mechanism
in a noisy environment. We introduce noise in the form of the
following modifications to Eq. (3),
∑︁ 𝐿 h

i
𝐻𝑛PM = −
1 + 𝜂 𝑛,𝑖 𝜎noise + 𝜂𝑖 𝜎disorder 𝑋𝑖 ,
(5)
𝑖=1

and,
𝐻𝑛FM = −

∑︁ 𝐿−1 h
𝑖=1


i
1 + 𝜂 𝑛,𝑖 𝜎noise + 𝜂𝑖 𝜎disorder 𝑍𝑖 𝑍𝑖+1 , (6)

where the above Hamiltonians now have an explicit dependence on the Floquet evolution step 𝑛. Here, 𝜂(𝜎) is a random
variable, normally distributed with mean zero and standard
deviation 𝜎, characterizing the strength of the noise. These
equations introduce two types of randomness: The first one,
referred to as noise, is qubit- and step-dependent. The second,
called disorder, is only qubit-dependent and does not vary at
each step. Equations (5) and (6) are analogous to the models
introduced in Refs. 49 and 50 in the context of continuoustime adiabatic annealing. Specifically, our noise source is
equivalent to the infinite temperature limit of the Ohmic bath

FIG. 3. Density of defects 𝑑 for 𝐿 = 120 for various noise strengths.
The purple
√ dashed line represents the KZ scaling 𝑑 ≡ 𝑑ideal =
0.307(6)/ 𝑁 for the ideal case (data fitted for 𝑁 > 50). The black
dashed curves are obtained using Eq. (1) where 𝑑ideal is given by the
noiseless data and 𝑑noise = 2.51(2)𝜎 2 𝑁 (data fitted for 𝑁 > 10 and
𝜎noise = 10−2 ). Each data point is generated from the average over
ten random samples.

considered in Ref. 49, and the disorder to the random magnetic
field used in Ref. 50 to account for kink correlations. We will
comment more on these analogies in the section related to the
experimental results.
To describe phenomenologically the effects of noise and
disorder, we extend the ansatz of Eq. (2) regarding the different
contributions to the density of defects to,
𝑑noise −→ 𝑑noise + 𝑑disorder ,

(7)

with 𝑑noise the contribution of the step-dependent noise specifically and 𝑑disorder the contribution of the static disorder. We
seek to find a functional form for the two contributions as a
function of the randomness strength and number of steps. The
modifications of Eqs. (5) and (6) conserve the free fermionic
nature of the circuit, which allows us to use the same technique
as the noiseless case for investigating the system.
1.

Step-dependent noise

We first consider the step-dependent noise case, setting
𝜎noise > 0 and 𝜎disorder = 0. In the limit of an infinite number of steps, for any noise strength, the circuit falls into the
class of random unitary free fermion circuits [51] and leads to
a random Gaussian state. It follows that the total density of
defects according to Eq. (1) for such a state is 𝑑 = 1/2. Here,
we are interested in the regime before the defects density saturates. Figure 3 shows the density of defects as a function of
the number of steps for various values of the noise strength
𝜎noise ∈ [0, 0.1]. At small but nonzero noise, the data initially
follows the ideal
√ case (𝜎noise = 0) and decreases in the first
steps as ∼ 1/ 𝑁, but then deviates and begins to increase.
The deviation from the ideal case happens for a smaller and
smaller number of steps as the noise strength increases. We observe a noise-dependent minimum as a function of the number
of steps, corresponding to the optimal number of steps 𝑁opt
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(a)

√
to be compared with 𝑑ideal ∼ 1/ 𝑁 in the ideal noiseless
case. We repeat the procedure for a fixed number of steps
𝑁 = 3 × 103 (𝐿 = 40) and vary the noise strength 𝜎noise . The
data is displayed in Fig. 4(b) and shows an algebraic depen2
dence compatible with 𝑑noise ∼ 𝜎noise
. Put together, the two
results lead to,
2
𝑑noise ' 𝑎 noise 𝑁𝜎noise
,

(b)

(c)

FIG. 4. (a) Density of defects in the presence of noise, as a function
of the number of steps 𝑁, for various noise strengths 𝜎noise . We
consider a system size of 𝐿 = 20 and average the data over five
random realizations. We observe a linear dependence with 𝑁. (b)
Density of defects, as a function of the noise strength, for a fixed
number of steps 𝑁 = 3 × 103 . There is no size dependence as the data
for 𝐿 = 20, 𝐿 = 30, and 𝐿 = 40 fall onto each others. The data is
averaged over five random realizations. We find an algebraic increase
2
with the noise strength ∼ 𝜎noise
. (c) Density of defects in presence
of static disorder, as a function of the disorder strength 𝜎disorder , for
various number of steps 𝑁 (data averaged over five hundred random
realizations). We find no dependence with 𝑁 and checked that there
is no system size dependence either (data not shown). We observe
2
that the density of disorder-induced defects grows as ∼ 𝜎disorder
.

that minimizes the number of defects in the noisy adiabatic
circuit. We come back to this minimum in Sec. III C.
If the ansatz of Eq. (2) is valid, we can isolate the noiseinduced defects by subtracting the adiabatic contribution coming from the use of a finite number of steps 𝑁, 𝑑noise ' 𝑑−𝑑ideal .
For 𝐿 = 20 at fixed value of the noise strength 𝜎noise = 10−3 ,
we compute the dependence of 𝑑noise with the number of steps
𝑁 and plot it in Fig. 4(a). As expected, the noise increases the
density of defects. We find that it grows linearly as 𝑑noise ∼ 𝑁,

(8)

with 𝑎 noise = 2.61(2) and 𝑎 noise = 2.24(8) evaluated by leastsquare fitting from the data of Figs. 4(a) and 4(b), respectively.
We attribute the negligible difference between these two values
to finite-size effects and consider the average 𝑎 noise = 2.42(8)
in the following. Equation (8) is analogous to the results
obtained in Refs. 52 and 53 for the case of a sudden quench,
−1 ∼ (𝑁𝜎 2
−1
according to the identification of 𝜉noise = 𝑑noise
noise ) .
In Fig. 3 we compare the numerical data with 𝑑 = 𝑑ideal +𝑑noise ,
where 𝑑noise is given by Eq. (8). A good agreement is found
with the simulations, including for the position of the minimum
of defects as a function of the number of steps. Note that the
expression of Eq. (8) does not account for the saturation of the
density of defect to 𝑑 . 1/2 as 𝑁 → +∞, which is, therefore,
not captured.
We now present an intuitive argument aimed at explaining the scaling of Eq. (8). For simplicity, we consider a
single qubit in the |0i state and to which one applies 𝑁
random
fields of average intensity 𝜎noise in the 𝑥 direction:
Î𝑁
exp[−𝑖𝜂
𝑛 (𝜎noise ) 𝑋] |0i. The resulting dynamics cor𝑛=1
responds to a random walk in the intersection of the Bloch
sphere with the YZ plane. If we denote by 𝜃 the angle
of the qubit with respect to its initial state, we find that at
2
step 𝑁, the variance of 𝜃 will be given by E[𝜃 2 ] = 𝜎noise
𝑁.
Thus, the probability to find the qubit in the |1i state is
2
𝑑noise = 1 − E[cos 𝜃] = 1 − exp(−𝑁𝜎noise
/2), where we used
the central limit theorem along with properties of Gaussian
2
variables. For small 𝜎noise , one obtains 𝑑noise = 𝑁𝜎noise
/2, in
agreement with the result of Eq. (8).
2.

Static disorder

We now turn our attention to the static disorder case with
𝜎disorder > 0 and 𝜎noise = 0. The presence of disorder and
the free-fermionic nature of the model leads to the Anderson localization of all single-particle states [54, 55], and thus
all eigenstates. In one dimension, the localization induces a
−2
length scale 𝜉loc ∼ 𝜎disorder
[56, 57]. The ground state of
the model is still characterized by a phase transition between
a paramagnetic and ferromagnetic phases. However, instead
of belonging to the Ising universality class in 1 + 1 dimensions [47, 48], it proceeds via an infinite-randomness critical point [58]. This transition differs from the disorder free
case for several reasons: (i) At the critical point, all excited
eigenstates are localized, with only the ground state showing
a diverging length scale; (ii) the dynamical exponent takes the
value of 𝑧 = ∞, meaning that the relationship between energy
and length scales at the transition is exponential instead of
being a conventional power-law; (iii) close to such a transition, physical observables 𝑂 can behave differently depending
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steps 𝑁opt minimizing the total density of defects straightforward,

 2/3
𝜕𝑑
𝑎 ideal
−4/3
= 0 ⇒ 𝑁opt ' 𝜎noise
.
(11)
𝜕𝑁 𝑁 =𝑁opt
2𝑎 noise

FIG. 5. Optimal number of steps, as a function of the noise
strength. The error bars correspond to the optimal value plus/minus
5%. Each data point 𝑁opt has been computed from curves averaged over 10 random realizations. We find that the optimal number
−4/3
of steps follows Eq. (11) with 𝑁opt = 0.137(9)𝜎noise for 𝐿 = 20,
−4/3

if one looks at the disorder average value E[𝑂] or the typical
value ln(E[exp 𝑂]). To the best of our knowledge, there are no
analytical or numerical studies of the KZ mechanism across
this type of transition.
In the present study, we restrict ourselves to the limit of
small 𝜎disorder . In this limit, the disorder leads to perturbative
corrections that are unaffected by the asymptotic properties of
the critical point. We find that one can effectively isolate the
defects induced by the disorder through 𝑑disorder ' 𝑑 − 𝑑ideal ,
with 𝑑ideal the density of defects in the ideal disorder-free case.
In Fig. 4(c), we show that the density of disorder-induced
defects is independent of the number of steps 𝑁 and only
depends on the disorder strength,
(9)

with 𝑎 disorder = 1.36(5) a fitting parameter evaluated by leastsquare fitting on the 𝑁 = 20 data of Fig. 4(c). The scaling
of Eq. (9) can be explained by the scaling of the localization
−1 ∼ 𝜎 2
length 𝑑disorder ∼ 𝜉loc
disorder .
C.

IV.

REALISTIC NOISE MODELS AND EXPERIMENTAL
VALIDATION

−4/3

𝑁opt = 0.164(9)𝜎noise for 𝐿 = 30, and 𝑁opt = 0.167(7)𝜎noise for
𝐿 = 50.

2
,
𝑑disorder ' 𝑎 disorder 𝜎disorder

Disorder-induced defects, with no dependence on the number
of steps 𝑁, play no role in Eq. (11). From Fig. 3, displaying the density of defects as a function of the number of
steps for various noise strengths 𝜎noise , we extract 𝑁opt , the
optimal number of steps that minimizes the number of defects. In Fig. 5, we plot 𝑁opt versus 𝜎noise and compare it to
Eq. (11). Using estimates from Fig. 4 for 𝑎 ideal and 𝑎 noise , we
get (𝑎 ideal /2𝑎 noise ) 2/3 = 0.164(8), which is consistent with the
coefficient obtained by fitting independently the data of Fig. 5.

Minimizing defects: Optimal circuit depth

The noise model from Eqs. (5) and (6) studied in Sec. III B
has the advantage of being simple, with a single parameter
controlling the noise strength, and the possibility of largescale simulations thanks to its free-fermionic nature. In what
follows, we aim to compare the results of this approach with
established noise models that have a better clear microscopic
justification, as well as experimental results.
A.

Stochastic Pauli error model

The first model is based on stochastic Pauli error models.
The effect of this noise on adiabatic state preparation was first
considered in Ref. 34. There, it was found that an error rate
𝑝 leads to a noise-induced length scale 𝜉noise ∼ 1/𝑝. This
expectation translates into a density defects growing linearly
with 𝑝. Comparing this results with the simpler noise model of
Eqs. (5) and (6) allows one to relate the parameters controlling
2
the noise strength in the two respective models, 𝑝 ∼ 𝜎noise
.
To obtain a realistic description of the real hardware, we
consider a stochastic Pauli error model with several quantum channels E𝑖 𝑗 applied after each two-qubit gate on qubits
(𝑖, 𝑗) [59],
∑︁

𝜇
𝜇
E𝑖 𝑗 𝜌 =
𝑝 𝜇𝜐 𝜎𝑖 𝜎 𝑗𝜐 𝜌𝜎𝑖 𝜎 𝑗𝜐 ,
(12)
𝜇, 𝜐 ∈ [𝐼 ,𝑥,𝑦,𝑧 ]

In the previous section, we established the validity of the
ansatz of Eq. (2) concerning the density of defects: The total
density of defects is well-described by the sum of individual
sources of defects,
𝑎 ideal
2
2
𝑑 ' √ + 𝑎 noise 𝑁𝜎noise
+ 𝑎 disorder 𝜎disorder
.
𝑁

(10)

with the first term corresponding to the ideal scenario described by the Kibble-Zurek mechanism and the two following
terms describing the noise- and disordered-induced defects, respectively. The functional form of Eq. (10) versus the number
of steps makes the determination of the optimal number of

with 𝜌 the density matrix describing the system, 𝜎 𝐼 ,𝑥,𝑦,𝑧 are
Pauli matrices Í
with 𝜎 𝐼 ≡ 𝐼 (identity), and 𝑝 𝜇 𝜐 are the error
rates fulfilling 𝜇 𝜐 𝑝 𝜇𝜐 = 1. Note that 𝑝 𝐼 𝐼 is the fidelity and
corresponds to the probability of a perfect operation.
The parameters 𝑝 𝜇 𝜐 are determined using the noise reconstruction protocol described in Refs. 60 and 61. The protocol estimates the marginal rate of each set of Pauli errors by
preparing the qubit register in a basis state which is sensitive
to the selected Pauli error, and then repeating the cycle of twoqubit gates 𝑚 times. Inserted between each cycle of two-qubit
gates is a set of random Pauli gates. By repeating this measurement with different sets of interleaved Paulis, the noise is
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their ground state |0i, and thus favor |0i qubit states in the
output bitstrings. As a result, the measured density of defects of Eq. (1) will be lower. This effect can be modeled by an
amplitude-damping channel on qubit 𝑖 (𝑇1 ), which we combine
with a phase-damping channel (𝑇2 ) [59],
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FIG. 6. Density of defects versus the number of steps obtained for
𝐿 = 6 in three different ways using 212 bitstrings for each data point:
The stochastic Pauli noise model of Eq. (12), the decoherence noise
model of Eq. (13), and the experimental data from Rigetti Aspen11, . All produce phenomenologically similar curves. Note that the
decoherence model data is biased downwards by the decay, especially
for large number of steps. 𝑁 = 0 corresponds to a layer of Hadamard
gates on individual qubits leading to 𝑑 = 1/2 from a theoretical
perspective.

tailored to be stochastic. Finally, by varying 𝑚, an exponential decay rate for the Pauli error can be estimated for each
channel, similar to randomized benchmarking [62]. Thus, we
are able to estimate the average probability of each Pauli error occurring on a two-qubit gate during the given cycle. We
perform the experiment on the superconducting quantum chip
Rigetti Aspen-11. We use the hardware-native one-qubit gates
Rz (𝜑) = exp(−𝑖𝜑𝜋𝑋/2) and Rx (Z) = exp(−𝑖Z𝜋𝑋/2) as well
as the two-qubit gate CPHASE(𝜑) = diag(1, 1, 1, 𝑒 𝑖 𝜑 ) in the
usual basis {|00i, |01i, |10i, |11i} for compiling the circuit of
Fig. 1(a). For the CPHASE(𝜑) gate, the angle of 𝜑 = 𝜋 is characterized. Since the phase is implemented digitally, the gate
error is expected to be independent of the parametric phase.
Once estimated, the parameters can be used to simulate
Eq. (12). We collect 212 bitstrings and compute the average
density of defects of Eq. (1) for 𝐿 = 6 qubits versus different
number of steps. We plot the results as red squares in Fig. 6 and
find that this more realistic noise model shows qualitatively
the same features as the simpler one previously studied. In
particular, the density of defects shows a minimum for an
optimal number of steps before increasing again to saturation.
This result confirms that the noise model of Eqs. (5) and (6) is
phenomenologically valid.
B. 𝑇1 and 𝑇2 error model

The stochastic Pauli error model noise model of Eq. (12)
put the individual qubit states |0i and |1i on the same footing
by acting isotropically on the Bloch sphere. However, relaxation will make qubits decay from their excited state |1i to

(14)

where 𝛾𝑖 = 1 − exp(−𝛿𝑡/𝑇1𝑖 ) and 𝜆𝑖 = 1 − exp(−𝛿𝑡/𝑇2𝑖 ) with
𝑇1𝑖 and 𝑇2𝑖 the relaxation and dephasing times of qubit 𝑖, and
𝛿𝑡 the operation time. For the six qubits used experimentally
on Rigetti Aspen-11, the average values are: 𝑇1 ≈ 30.1 𝜇s and
𝑇2 ≈ 14.5 𝜇s. The gates are sorted into cycles with 𝛿𝑡 ≈ 32
ns for the one-qubit gate cycle and 𝛿𝑡 ≈ 176 ns for the two
two-qubit gate cycles (one cycle for even and one cycle for
odd bonds). We find in Fig. 6 that such 𝑇1 -𝑇2 error model
is qualitatively similar to the others and leads to a density of
defects showing a minimum for an optimal number of steps,
before increasing again to saturation. However, unlike the
simpler noise model and the stochastic Pauli error model, the
saturation at large 𝑁 is obtained at 𝑑 ≈ 0.5, which is much
lower than the theoretical value for a random state 𝑑 = 1/2.
This behavior is expected from the asymmetry between the
qubit states |0i and |1i of the noise model: The decay process
described by 𝑇1 drives the qubits to the |0i state and effectively
reduces the number of defects in the chain.
C.

Experimental verification

Finally, we compare the output of the noise models with
the results of a real quantum computer, Aspen-11 by Rigetti.
The average density of defects, Eq. (1) is plotted in Fig. 6 versus the number of steps 𝑁, for 𝐿 = 6 qubits. We observe the
non-monotonous behavior predicted by the theoretical models,
with a minimal number of defects at 𝑁 = 5 steps. Interestingly,
this value is larger than the one predicted by both the stochastic Pauli and 𝑇1 -𝑇2 realistic noise models. This effect may be
attributed to correlations between the real noise occurring in
the different layers, which are not captured by the theoretical
models. For a long number of steps 𝑁 & 15, the number of
defects saturates to an intermediate value 𝑑 ≈ 0.45 between
the two theoretical models, respectively giving 𝑑 ≈ 0.5 and
𝑑 ≈ 0.4. These observations indicate that, while the predicted
minimum is a universal effect, neither theoretical models are
sufficient to achieve a quantitative description of the experiment.
To check the resilience of these results to the details of the
noise source, we repeat the same experiment on a different
quantum device, the Rigetti Aspen-M-1, where we consider
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low-temperature baths, the saturation value is smaller and determined by the relevant Boltzmann statistics. At very low
temperatures, or equivalently at large values of 𝐽𝑧 , the saturation point goes below the level of experimental detectability
and the effect of the bath is rather described by a decay process analogous to the 𝑇1 -𝑇2 model introduced above. This
experiment demonstrates the validity of our approach across
different protocols.

0.50
𝐿=4
𝐿=5
𝐿=6

𝑑

0.45
0.40
0.35
0.30
0.25

V.

0

5

10
𝑁

15

20

FIG. 7. Experimental density of defects computed on Rigetti AspenM-1 for 𝐿 = 4, 𝐿 = 5, and 𝐿 = 6 from 212 bitstrings for each data
2
2
point. Lines are fit of the form 𝑑 = 𝑑ideal + 𝜎noise
𝑁 + 𝜎disorder
for
𝑁 ≤ 11 with 𝑑ideal the density of defects in an ideal simulation. Here,
𝜎noise and 𝜎disorder are fitting parameters, see Eq. (10).

𝐿 = 4, 𝐿 = 5, and 𝐿 = 6 qubits, see Fig. 7. We find that
all the system sizes follow the non-monotonous behavior predicted by the theoretical models. The optimal number of
steps increases with system size from 𝑁opt = 2 for 𝐿 = 4
to 𝑁opt = 6 for 𝐿 = 6. By fitting the data according to
Eq. (10), we can extract an effective noise strength for each
system size independently. Because this expression does not
capture the saturation of the density of defects at large 𝑁,
we restrict the fitting window to 𝑁 ≤ 11 before the saturation takes place. We find the following fitting parameters:
For 𝐿 = 4, 𝜎noise = 0.180(6) and 𝜎disorder = 0.27(3); for
𝐿 = 5, 𝜎noise = 0.155(5) and 𝜎disorder = 0.076(9); for 𝐿 = 6,
𝜎noise = 0.142(5) and 𝜎disorder = 0.11(1). This result indicates that both 𝜎disorder and 𝜎noise decrease with the number
of qubits, as reflected by an increasing 𝑁opt as a function of
𝐿. At first, this result seems counter-intuitive because one
usually expects superconducting circuits to become noisier as
the system size is increased, while we observe an opposite
effect. One possible explanation is that the crosstalk between
qubits enhances their tendency to align in the 𝑧 direction, effectively reducing the noise effects. The same effect may also
explain the layer-by-layer correlations observed in the above
comparison between theory and experiment.
A similar non-monotonic behavior of the density of defects
has also been recently observed in a quantum annealing experiment leveraging 2, 000 qubits of a D-Wave quantum processor,
see Fig. 2(a) of Ref. 50: The density of defects initially decreases as a function of the anneal time (which plays the role
of the number of steps in our discrete algorithm) and then increases back to a saturation point. The saturation value was
shown to depend on the temperature of the quantum processor, which was used as an independent knob. As mentioned
earlier, our noise model is equivalent to an infinite temperature bath, which drives 𝑑 to the saturation value of 1/2. For

CONCLUSION
A.

Summary

In this work, we investigated the density of defects in the
final state of a noisy, adiabatic, state-preparation circuit. On
the one hand, one wants the number of layers in the circuit to
be as large as possible to be in the genuine adiabatic limit and
get the final state most accurately. On the other hand, inherent hardware noise will induce defects in the state preparation
with each additional layer. To address this interplay in a simple scenario, we considered the evolution of a paramagnetic
ground state to a ferromagnetic state in one dimension, by
interpolating their respective parent Hamiltonians in 𝑁 steps.
We found that the density of defects 𝑑, characterized by the
density of domain walls according to Eq. (1), takes a simple
form adding up two contributions 𝑑 = 𝑑ideal + 𝑑noise : (i) A contribution from the noiseless ideal case due to the finite number
of layers 𝑁, and (ii) a contribution from the noise of strength
𝜎. We introduced noise in the form of a random component
to the parent Hamiltonians and simulated numerically up to
hundreds of qubits and thousand of steps thanks to the model
mapping to free fermions.
In the noiseless case, the density √of defects is controlled by
the KZ mechanism with 𝑑ideal ∼ 1/ 𝑁, which goes to zero in
the adiabatic limit as 𝑁 → +∞. We studied two versions of
the noise. The first one was step- and qubit- dependent and
led to a density of defects contribution proportional to 𝑑noise ∼
2
𝑁𝜎noise
. We found that a simple random walk argument on the
Bloch sphere could explain the scaling. The second version
of noise was only qubit-dependent and therefore analogous to
a disordered system. In that case, we observed that 𝑑disorder ∼
2
𝜎disorder
, independently of the number of steps 𝑁. The freefermionic nature of the system leads to Anderson localization
in presence of disorder, with a localization length going as
−2
𝜉loc ∼ 𝜎disorder
, explaining the scaling of the density of defects
−1 . By obtaining a functional form for
through 𝑑disorder ∼ 𝜉loc
the density of defects as a function of the number of steps and
the disorder strength, we derived an expression for the optimal
number of steps 𝑁opt minimizing the overall density of defects.
−4/3
We arrived to 𝑁opt ∼ 𝜎noise
, which we verified numerically.
We, next, considered two realistic noise models based, respectively on Pauli matrices and 𝑇1 − 𝑇2 dissipative processes.
These models reproduced the non-monotonous behavior of the
number of defects, highlighting the universal nature of this effect. Finally, we confronted the results of the noise models
with those of actual noisy quantum computers. We realized
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the circuit on the superconducting chips Rigetti Aspen-11 and
Rigetti Aspen-M-1, and found a good agreement, validating
the phenomenology of the noise model. By fitting the experimental density of defects to the functional form established in
this work, we showed that one can benchmark noisy quantum
processors by extracting their effective noise strength 𝜎. This
allows for an easy comparison of the performance of different
hardware.

B.

Outlook

The building blocks of the quantum circuit studied in this
work are the same as for the QAOA algorithm [12–14]: Instead of being fixed by the interpolation, the angles 𝐽 𝑧 and ℎ 𝑧
are variational parameters optimized such that the final state
minimizes the energy of the desired Ising Hamiltonian. Due
to the similarities between QAOA and a circuit for adiabatic
state preparation, we believe our results naturally extend to that
case. In fact, the free fermionic nature of the circuit allows
its lossless compression to a depth scaling linearly with the
number of qubits [63–65], showing that a QAOA-like circuit
with depth 𝑂 (𝐿) can represent any 𝑁-step adiabatic protocol.
Although the numerical prefactors may be different, we expect
that the predicted power-law dependence between 𝑁opt and 𝜎
should still be valid in this case.
Our results do not extend straightforwardly to higher dimensions and disordered Hamiltonians, corresponding to so-called
spin glass problems [66–69]. First, the definition of a defect
based on a domain wall, as in Eq. (1), is specific to one dimension. A generalized quantity would be the excess of energy
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dynamics [31]. Finally, one would need to investigate whether
2
the effect of noise in inducing an excess of energy ∼ 𝑁𝜎noise
according to Eq. (8) remains valid beyond one dimension. We
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that the existence of its many-body counterpart, namely the
many-body localization phenomenon [74–76], is still actively
debated beyond one dimension [77].
Outside of quantum computing, and as discussed in the
main text in relation to disorder-induced defects, we believe
that interesting theoretical questions remain regarding the KZ
mechanism across infinite-randomness critical points.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by Rigetti Computing. DA and
EGDT were supported by the Israel Science Foundation, grants
number 151/19 and 154/19. The experimental results presented here are based upon work supported by the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) under agreement No. HR00112090058.

505 (2019).
[5] M. Gong, S. Wang, C. Zha, M.-C. Chen, H.-L. Huang, Y. Wu,
Q. Zhu, Y. Zhao, S. Li, S. Guo, H. Qian, Y. Ye, F. Chen, C. Ying,
J. Yu, D. Fan, D. Wu, H. Su, H. Deng, H. Rong, K. Zhang,
S. Cao, J. Lin, Y. Xu, L. Sun, C. Guo, N. Li, F. Liang, V. M.
Bastidas, K. Nemoto, W. J. Munro, Y.-H. Huo, C.-Y. Lu, C.-Z.
Peng, X. Zhu, and J.-W. Pan, Quantum computational advantage
using photons, Science 370, 1460 (2020).
[6] L. S. Madsen, F. Laudenbach, M. F. Askarani, F. Rortais, T. Vincent, J. F. F. Bulmer, F. M. Miatto, L. Neuhaus, L. G. Helt,
M. J. Collins, A. E. Lita, T. Gerrits, S. W. Nam, V. D. Vaidya,
M. Menotti, I. Dhand, Z. Vernon, N. Quesada, and J. Lavoie,
Quantum computational advantage with a programmable photonic processor, Nature 606, 75 (2022).
[7] J. Preskill, Quantum Computing in the NISQ era and beyond,
Quantum 2, 79 (2018).
[8] E. Pelofske, A. Bärtschi, and S. Eidenbenz, Quantum volume in practice: What users can expect from nisq devices,
arXiv:2203.03816 (2022).
[9] P. Niroula, R. Shaydulin, R. Yalovetzky, P. Minssen, D. Herman,
S. Hu, and M. Pistoia, Constrained quantum optimization for
extractive summarization on a trapped-ion quantum computer,
arXiv:2206.06290 (2022).
[10] T. Albash and D. A. Lidar, Adiabatic quantum computation,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 015002 (2018).

9
[11] M. Cerezo, A. Arrasmith, R. Babbush, S. C. Benjamin, S. Endo,
K. Fujii, J. R. McClean, K. Mitarai, X. Yuan, L. Cincio, and
P. J. Coles, Variational quantum algorithms, Nat. Rev. Phys. 3,
625 (2021).
[12] E. Farhi, J. Goldstone, and S. Gutmann, A quantum approximate
optimization algorithm, arXiv:1411.4028 (2014).
[13] E. Farhi, J. Goldstone, and S. Gutmann, A quantum approximate optimization algorithm applied to a bounded occurrence
constraint problem, arXiv:1412.6062 (2014).
[14] E. F. andd Aram W Harrow, Quantum supremacy
through the quantum approximate optimization algorithm,
arXiv:1602.07674 (2016).
[15] D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger, Going beyond bell’s theorem, arXiv:0712.0921 (2007).
[16] T. W. B. Kibble, Topology of cosmic domains and strings, J.
Phys. A Math. 9, 1387 (1976).
[17] W. H. Zurek, Cosmological experiments in superfluid helium?,
Nature 317, 505 (1985).
[18] A. del Campo and W. H. Zurek, Universality of phase transition
dynamics: Topological defects from symmetry breaking, Int. J.
Mod. Phys. A 29, 1430018 (2014).
[19] W. H. Zurek, U. Dorner, and P. Zoller, Dynamics of a quantum
phase transition, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 105701 (2005).
[20] J. Dziarmaga, Dynamics of a quantum phase transition: Exact
solution of the quantum Ising model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 245701
(2005).
[21] L. Cincio, J. Dziarmaga, M. M. Rams, and W. H. Zurek, Entropy of entanglement and correlations induced by a quench:
Dynamics of a quantum phase transition in the quantum Ising
model, Phys. Rev. A 75, 052321 (2007).
[22] J. Dziarmaga, Dynamics of a quantum phase transition and relaxation to a steady state, Adv. Phys. 59, 1063 (2010).
[23] B. Damski, H. T. Quan, and W. H. Zurek, Critical dynamics of
decoherence, Phys. Rev. A 83, 062104 (2011).
[24] R. Puebla, O. Marty, and M. B. Plenio, Quantum Kibble-Zurek
physics in long-range transverse-field Ising models, Phys. Rev.
A 100, 032115 (2019).
[25] M. Kolodrubetz, B. K. Clark, and D. A. Huse, Nonequilibrium
dynamic critical scaling of the quantum Ising chain, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 109, 015701 (2012).
[26] A. Chandran, A. Erez, S. S. Gubser, and S. L. Sondhi, KibbleZurek problem: Universality and the scaling limit, Phys. Rev. B
86, 064304 (2012).
[27] A. Russomanno and E. G. D. Torre, Kibble-zurek scaling in periodically driven quantum systems, Europhys. Lett. 115, 30006
(2016).
[28] A. Francuz, J. Dziarmaga, B. Gardas, and W. H. Zurek, Space
and time renormalization in phase transition dynamics, Phys.
Rev. B 93, 075134 (2016).
[29] M. M. Rams, J. Dziarmaga, and W. H. Zurek, Symmetry breaking bias and the dynamics of a quantum phase transition, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 123, 130603 (2019).
[30] S. Ebadi, T. T. Wang, H. Levine, A. Keesling, G. Semeghini,
A. Omran, D. Bluvstein, R. Samajdar, H. Pichler, W. W. Ho,
S. Choi, S. Sachdev, M. Greiner, V. Vuletić, and M. D. Lukin,
Quantum phases of matter on a 256-atom programmable quantum simulator, Nature 595, 227 (2021).
[31] M. Schmitt, M. M. Rams, J. Dziarmaga, M. Heyl, and
W. H. Zurek, Quantum phase transition dynamics in the twodimensional transverse-field Ising model, arXiv:2106.09046
(2021).
[32] M. Gong, X. Wen, G. Sun, D.-W. Zhang, D. Lan, Y. Zhou,
Y. Fan, Y. Liu, X. Tan, H. Yu, Y. Yu, S.-L. Zhu, S. Han,
and P. Wu, Simulating the kibble-zurek mechanism of the ising

[33]

[34]
[35]
[36]
[37]
[38]
[39]

[40]
[41]
[42]
[43]
[44]

[45]
[46]

model with a superconducting qubit system, Sci. Rep 6, 22667
(2016).
A. Keesling, A. Omran, H. Levine, H. Bernien, H. Pichler,
S. Choi, R. Samajdar, S. Schwartz, P. Silvi, S. Sachdev, P. Zoller,
M. Endres, M. Greiner, V. Vuletić, and M. D. Lukin, Quantum kibble–zurek mechanism and critical dynamics on a programmable rydberg simulator, Nature 568, 207 (2019).
M. Dupont and J. E. Moore, Quantum criticality using a superconducting quantum processor, Phys. Rev. B 106, L041109
(2022).
D. Patanè, A. Silva, L. Amico, R. Fazio, and G. E. Santoro, Adiabatic dynamics in open quantum critical many-body systems,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 175701 (2008).
A. Y. Kitaev, Unpaired majorana fermions in quantum wires,
Physics-Uspekhi 44, 131 (2001).
R. Aguado, Majorana quasiparticles in condensed matter, La
Rivista del Nuovo Cimento 40, 523 (2017).
B. M. Terhal and D. P. DiVincenzo, Classical simulation of
noninteracting-fermion quantum circuits, Phys. Rev. A 65,
032325 (2002).
M. Wimmer, Algorithm 923: Efficient numerical computation
of the pfaffian for dense and banded skew-symmetric matrices, ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 38, 10.1145/2331130.2331138
(2012).
D. Azses, E. G. Dalla Torre, and E. Sela, Observing floquet
topological order by symmetry resolution, Phys. Rev. B 104,
L220301 (2021).
Incidentally, the model is also equivalent to a quantum Ising
model in a time-dependent magnetic field, where the magnetic
field is given by a periodic train of kicks.
V. Khemani, A. Lazarides, R. Moessner, and S. L. Sondhi,
Phase structure of driven quantum systems, Phys. Rev. Lett.
116, 250401 (2016).
D. V. Else, B. Bauer, and C. Nayak, Floquet time crystals, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 117, 090402 (2016).
The four phases of the Floquet Ising model have a simple interpretation in terms of the conjugate fermionic problem: In
analogy to the FM phase, which corresponds to the appearance
of a protected zero-energy Majorana fermion (i.e., a self-dual
Kramer pair), the special Floquet phases are characterized by
the appearance of a protected Majorana fermion at energy 𝜋. In a
periodically driven system, the quasi-energy is defined modulo
2𝜋 and, hence, the energy 𝜋 and −𝜋 are equivalent, allowing
for a self-dual Kramer pair at energy 𝜋. It is less known that
if the magnetic field is periodically modulated in a continuous
way, the model can have many more phases corresponding to
any integer number of Majorana fermions in 0 and 𝜋 [78].
H. Xu, J. Zhang, J. Han, Z. Li, G. Xue, W. Liu, Y. Jin, and
H. Yu, Realizing discrete time crystal in an one-dimensional
superconducting qubit chain, arXiv:2108.00942 (2021).
X. Mi, M. Ippoliti, C. Quintana, A. Greene, Z. Chen, J. Gross,
F. Arute, K. Arya, J. Atalaya, R. Babbush, J. C. Bardin, J. Basso,
A. Bengtsson, A. Bilmes, A. Bourassa, L. Brill, M. Broughton,
B. B. Buckley, D. A. Buell, B. Burkett, N. Bushnell, B. Chiaro,
R. Collins, W. Courtney, D. Debroy, S. Demura, A. R. Derk,
A. Dunsworth, D. Eppens, C. Erickson, E. Farhi, A. G. Fowler,
B. Foxen, C. Gidney, M. Giustina, M. P. Harrigan, S. D. Harrington, J. Hilton, A. Ho, S. Hong, T. Huang, A. Huff, W. J. Huggins,
L. B. Ioffe, S. V. Isakov, J. Iveland, E. Jeffrey, Z. Jiang, C. Jones,
D. Kafri, T. Khattar, S. Kim, A. Kitaev, P. V. Klimov, A. N.
Korotkov, F. Kostritsa, D. Landhuis, P. Laptev, J. Lee, K. Lee,
A. Locharla, E. Lucero, O. Martin, J. R. McClean, T. McCourt, M. McEwen, K. C. Miao, M. Mohseni, S. Montazeri,
W. Mruczkiewicz, O. Naaman, M. Neeley, C. Neill, M. New-

10

[47]
[48]
[49]

[50]

[51]
[52]
[53]

[54]
[55]
[56]
[57]
[58]
[59]
[60]

man, M. Y. Niu, T. E. O’Brien, A. Opremcak, E. Ostby, B. Pato,
A. Petukhov, N. C. Rubin, D. Sank, K. J. Satzinger, V. Shvarts,
Y. Su, D. Strain, M. Szalay, M. D. Trevithick, B. Villalonga,
T. White, Z. J. Yao, P. Yeh, J. Yoo, A. Zalcman, H. Neven,
S. Boixo, V. Smelyanskiy, A. Megrant, J. Kelly, Y. Chen,
S. L. Sondhi, R. Moessner, K. Kechedzhi, V. Khemani, and
P. Roushan, Time-crystalline eigenstate order on a quantum processor, Nature 601, 531 (2022).
S. Sachdev, Quantum Phase Transitions, 2nd ed. (Cambridge
University Press, 2011).
J. Cardy, P. Goddard, and J. Yeomans, Scaling and Renormalization in Statistical Physics, Cambridge Lecture Notes in Physics
(Cambridge University Press, 1996).
Y. Bando, Y. Susa, H. Oshiyama, N. Shibata, M. Ohzeki,
F. J. Gómez-Ruiz, D. A. Lidar, S. Suzuki, A. del Campo, and
H. Nishimori, Probing the universality of topological defect formation in a quantum annealer: Kibble-zurek mechanism and
beyond, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 033369 (2020).
A. D. King, S. Suzuki, J. Raymond, A. Zucca, T. Lanting, F. Altomare, A. J. Berkley, S. Ejtemaee, E. Hoskinson,
S. Huang, E. Ladizinsky, A. J. R. MacDonald, G. Marsden,
T. Oh, G. Poulin-Lamarre, M. Reis, C. Rich, Y. Sato, J. D.
Whittaker, J. Yao, R. Harris, D. A. Lidar, H. Nishimori, and
M. H. Amin, Coherent quantum annealing in a programmable
2,000 qubit ising chain, Nat. Phys. 10.1038/s41567-022-017416 (2022).
B. C. Dias, M. Haque, P. Ribeiro, and P. McClarty, Diffusive
operator spreading for random unitary free fermion circuits,
arXiv:2102.09846 (2021).
J. Marino and A. Silva, Relaxation, prethermalization, and diffusion in a noisy quantum ising chain, Phys. Rev. B 86, 060408
(2012).
J. Marino and A. Silva, Nonequilibrium dynamics of a noisy
quantum ising chain: Statistics of work and prethermalization
after a sudden quench of the transverse field, Phys. Rev. B 89,
024303 (2014).
P. W. Anderson, Absence of diffusion in certain random lattices,
Phys. Rev. 109, 1492 (1958).
F. Evers and A. D. Mirlin, Anderson transitions, Rev. Mod. Phys.
80, 1355 (2008).
T. Giamarchi and H. J. Schulz, Localization and interaction
in one-dimensional quantum fluids, Europhys. Lett. 3, 1287
(1987).
T. Giamarchi and H. J. Schulz, Anderson localization and interactions in one-dimensional metals, Phys. Rev. B 37, 325 (1988).
D. S. Fisher, Critical behavior of random transverse-field ising
spin chains, Phys. Rev. B 51, 6411 (1995).
M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and
Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press, 2010).
A. Erhard, J. J. Wallman, L. Postler, M. Meth, R. Stricker,
E. A. Martinez, P. Schindler, T. Monz, J. Emerson, and R. Blatt,

[61]
[62]

[63]
[64]

[65]

[66]
[67]
[68]
[69]
[70]
[71]
[72]
[73]
[74]
[75]
[76]
[77]
[78]

Characterizing large-scale quantum computers via cycle benchmarking, Nat. Commun. 10, 5347 (2019).
S. T. Flammia and J. J. Wallman, Efficient estimation of pauli
channels, ACM Trans. Quantum Comput. 1 (2020).
E. Knill, D. Leibfried, R. Reichle, J. Britton, R. B. Blakestad,
J. D. Jost, C. Langer, R. Ozeri, S. Seidelin, and D. J. Wineland,
Randomized benchmarking of quantum gates, Phys. Rev. A 77,
012307 (2008).
E. Kökcü, T. Steckmann, J. K. Freericks, E. F. Dumitrescu, and
A. F. Kemper, Fixed depth hamiltonian simulation via cartan
decomposition, arXiv:2104.00728 (2021).
E. Kökcü, D. Camps, L. Bassman, J. K. Freericks, W. A. de Jong,
R. Van Beeumen, and A. F. Kemper, Algebraic compression of
quantum circuits for hamiltonian evolution, Phys. Rev. A 105,
032420 (2022).
D. Camps, E. Kökcü, L. Bassman, W. A. de Jong, A. F. Kemper,
and R. V. Beeumen, An algebraic quantum circuit compression algorithm for hamiltonian simulation, arXiv:2108.03283
(2021).
S. F. Edwards and P. W. Anderson, Theory of spin glasses, J.
Phys. F 5, 965 (1975).
K. Binder and A. P. Young, Spin glasses: Experimental facts,
theoretical concepts, and open questions, Rev. Mod. Phys. 58,
801 (1986).
T. Castellani and A. Cavagna, Spin-glass theory for pedestrians,
Stat. Mech. Theory Exp. 2005, P05012 (2005).
N. Kawashima and H. Rieger, Recent progress in spin glasses,
in Frustrated Spin Systems (2013) pp. 509–614.
H. Kleinert, Critical exponents from seven-loop strong-coupling
𝜑4 theory in three dimensions, Phys. Rev. D 60, 085001 (1999).
A. Pelissetto and E. Vicari, Critical phenomena and
renormalization-group theory, Phys. Rep. 368, 549 (2002).
F. Kos, D. Poland, D. Simmons-Duffin, and A. Vichi, Precision
islands in the ising and o(n ) models, J. High Energy Phys. 2016
(8), 36.
Z. Komargodski and D. Simmons-Duffin, The random-bond
ising model in 2.01 and 3 dimensions, J. Phys. A Math. 50,
154001 (2017).
R. Nandkishore and D. A. Huse, Many-body localization and
thermalization in quantum statistical mechanics, Annu. Rev.
Condens. Matter Phys. 6, 15 (2015).
D. A. Abanin, E. Altman, I. Bloch, and M. Serbyn, Colloquium:
Many-body localization, thermalization, and entanglement, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 91, 021001 (2019).
F. Alet and N. Laflorencie, Many-body localization: An introduction and selected topics, C. R. Phys. 19, 498 (2018).
D. C. W. Foo, N. Swain, P. Sengupta, G. Lemarié, and S. Adam,
A stabilization mechanism for many-body localization in two
dimensions, arXiv:2202.09072 (2022).
A. Russomanno, B.-e. Friedman, and E. G. Dalla Torre, Spin
and topological order in a periodically driven spin chain, Phys.
Rev. B 96, 045422 (2017).

