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Gauge theories describe the fundamental forces
in the standard model of particle physics and play
an important role in condensed matter physics.
The constituents of gauge theories, for example
charged matter and electric gauge field, are gov-
erned by local gauge constraints, which lead to
key phenomena such as confinement of particles
that are not fully understood. In this context,
quantum simulators may address questions that
are challenging for classical methods. While en-
gineering gauge constraints is highly demanding,
recent advances in quantum computing are be-
ginning to enable digital quantum simulations of
gauge theories. Here, we simulate confinement
dynamics in a Z, lattice gauge theory on a super-
conducting quantum processor. Tuning a term
that couples only to the electric field produces
confinement of charges, a manifestation of the
tight bond that the gauge constraint generates
between both. Moreover, we show how a modi-
fication of the gauge constraint from Z; towards
U(1) symmetry freezes the system dynamics. Our
work illustrates the restriction that the underly-
ing gauge constraint imposes on the dynamics of
a lattice gauge theory, it showcases how gauge
constraints can be modified and protected, and it
promotes the study of other models governed by
multi-body interactions.

The rich phenomenology of gauge theories is funda-
mentally linked with local constraints set by the under-
lying gauge symmetry, which determine the interplay be-
tween matter and gauge degrees of freedom. For exam-
ple, the non-Abelian gauge symmetry of quantum chro-
modynamics confines quarks together with gluons into
hadrons due to their mutual interaction, and quantum
electrodynamics (QED) hosts a local U(1) symmetry,
the well-known Gauss’s law, that is responsible for the
massless photon and the emergence of the long-ranged
Coulomb law [1, 2]. Originally employed to address non-
perturbative regimes in particle physics [1], lattice dis-
cretizations of gauge theories have proven to be power-
ful frameworks to describe the emergence of exotic phe-
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nomena also in condensed-matter physics including, e.g.,
disorder-free localization [3], quantum many-body scars
[4], and staircase prethermalization [5].

Among the most fascinating phenomena in lattice
gauge theories (LGTS) is confinement, by which the sys-
tem dynamics is restricted due to interactions that are
mediated via the gauge field. Confinement can give
rise to bound meson excitations and in some cases is
even associated with topological phases with non-Abelian
anyons and charge fractionalization [2]. In the presence
of both dynamical matter and gauge fields, the confine-
ment problem is not fully understood, in part because
of the subtle effects of dynamical charges that can lead,
e.g., to a screening of string tension [6, 7], in part due
to the difficulty of solving general LGTs using classical
methods [1, §].

In recent years, there is emerging an alternative com-
puting paradigm, quantum simulation, which uses quan-
tum rather than classical hardware to solve quantum
many-body problems. Though in principle universal
quantum computers can perform fully scalable quantum
simulations, the current devices are still of limited size
and coherence times [9, 10]. This state of affairs makes
LGTs particularly appealing target models for quantum
simulation [10, 11]: Not only do they host extremely rich
physics, the gauge symmetry also presents a new handle
on hardware errors as a diagnostic tool and by stimulat-
ing the design of new error-mitigation schemes [12-15].

Here, we experimentally probe geometric confinement
in a LGT with Zy gauge symmetry (Fig. la) using up
to 21 qubits in a superconducting quantum chip. We
realize the dynamics of the LGT using Trotterization
to discretize time and compose the system Hamiltonian
through elementary gates (Fig. 1b). The most challeng-
ing term, and the heart of our algorithm, is the inter-
action process between charged matter and gauge fields,
which we synthesize as depicted in Fig. 1c. This three-
qubit gate uses only 6 native two-qubit gates and (in
absence of errors) is fully gauge-invariant. Efficient cir-
cuit synthesis renders single Trotter steps only 8 native
two-qubit gates deep and enables us to simulate the dy-
namics up to 25 Trotter steps, equivalent to a two-qubit
gate depth of up to 202. In a further experiment, we add
the local generators associated with a U(1) LGT to the
model Hamiltonian, permitting us to controllably tune
the system from a local Zs to a U(1) gauge symmetry.
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Figure 1. Simulating confinement in a Z, lattice gauge theory on a digital superconducting chip. (a) Target gauge
theory. Charged matter (Pauli operators o;) lives on sites ¢ and gauge fields (Pauli operators 7;,;+1) on links. The dynamics
of charges and gauge field is coupled by a three-qubit (3Q) interaction term H; and constrained by a Zo gauge symmetry,
embodied in the conservation of the local generators GZZZ = —7,21,0;7i+1. Our simulations use three different types of
gauge-invariant initial states. (b) Circuit. The dynamics is implemented by Trotterizing the Hamiltonian into gauge-matter
interaction Hj, the matter rest mass (realized by z-rotations) and a background electric field (z-rotations), for a total circuit
depth of 8 two-qubit layers per Trotter step. Some of our experiments add a term that protects a U(1) gauge symmetry by
single-qubit rotations, permitting us to tune the system between a Zs and U(1) gauge theory. These can be incorporated into
the single-qubit z-/z-rotations already employed to implement the matter rest mass and background electric field, thereby
not increasing gate depth. (c) Three-qubit matter-gauge-field interaction. The experiment is enabled by synthesizing the
three-qubit interaction in a (in absence of error terms) fully gauge-invariant manner using only 6 two-qubit gates and 3 layers
of single-qubit gates. As z-rotations, the latter do not require execution time (Methods). (d,e) Confinement dynamics. Plotted
is the inverse excitation of qubits at readout, which for odd qubit numbers gives (1 + 07 )/2, corresponding to the Z2 charge
—o7, and on even qubit numbers (14 7;°;11)/2 corresponding to the electric field 7;%; 1. At small background field strength f,
a matter defect can spread over the entire finite system (d), while with increasing f it is more strongly confined, purely due to
the interaction with the gauge field (e). Theory predictions from exact Trotterized numerical simulations agree well with the
experimental data from the superconducting Sycamore-class chip.

As we show, the modification of the underlying gauge mentations [23]. Here, we develop a non-perturbative,
symmetry can dramatically restrain the charge dynam- in an ideal setting fully gauge-invariant decomposition,
ics. enabling us to observe confinement dynamics in a few
tens of qubits, to probe long evolution times, and to add

Our work adds an important piece to the puzzle of  an experimentally simple term that tunes the underlying
quantum simulations of LGTs with coupled matter and gauge symmetry. Our experiments thus open the door to-
gauge fields. At the moment, most existing realizations wards controlling gauge symmetries in digital quantum
concern continuous gauge groups [15-21]. Pioneering lab- simulations and studying the rich dynamics of matter

oratory demonstrations for a discrete Zy gauge symmetry  coupled to gauge fields with discrete gauge symmetry.
considered building-blocks [22] and perturbative imple-



Target theory.—We are interested here in Abelian
LGTs, as sketched in Fig. 1a. Charged matter lives on
sitesi = 0,..., N —1 of a one-dimensional spatial lattice.
Following a Jordan-Wigner transformation (Methods),
we denote the associated operators by Pauli matrices o;.
The electric field lives on links between sites, with asso-
ciated Pauli matrices 7%, ;. The target LGT is governed
by the Hamiltonian H = H; + H¢ + Hy,, with

=7y (o
*fZTiafiHa (1b)
Hy = gz (1) o . (1c)

H; T it10i1 t h.c.) , (1a)

Hy

The most demanding part of the implementation is the
three-qubit term Hj;, which couples matter and gauge
fields. H,, describes the rest mass of matter and H; is
a background field term. This term generates a confin-
ing potential, measured by an energy cost proportional
to the linear extent of regions with polarized electric
field [22, 24, 25] (Methods). Due to the matter—gauge-
field coupling, this linear potential translates over to
the charges, mesons are formed and the gauge-invariant
fermion correlator decays exponentially as a function of
distance [24-26]. As a result, when f = 0, the theory is
deconfined while charges are confined at f # 0. To shed
further light on confinement in this model, in the Meth-
ods we present an analytic derivation of the linear string
tension, governed by a complex interplay of kinetic en-
ergy of fermions with their rest mass and the background
field.

The essence of a LGT is the conservation of a local
symmetry. For the case of Hamiltonian H, this is a Zso
gauge symmetry It is embodied in the conservation of
GP2 = v 1405 i, e [H, G*2] = 0, Vi. Further
below, we will demonstrate how an energy penalty term
[12] tunes the Zs to an approximate U(1l) gauge sym-
metry, such as governs QED. The associated symmetry
generator is GU(1 sl —Tfi +of +(—1)"], cor-
responding to a lattice version of Gauss’s law. It is these
local gauge symmetries that are responsible for the rich-
ness of fundamental phenomena in LGTs. Conserving
these local symmetries for all simulated times t is the
central challenge of gauge-theory quantum simulation.

Hardware implementation.—In our implementa-
tion, we synthesize the target time-evolution operator
generated by H through a first-order Trotter—Suzuki de-
composition,

U(t) _ 71Ht HelegAt (2)

with n the number of Trotter steps, At = t/n the Trotter
time step, and Hy € {H,, Hy, H;}. Taking advantage of
a recently elucidated chaos-regular transition in Trotter-
ized dynamics [27, 28], we can work faithfully at large

Trotter steps of At € {0.2/J,0.3/J}, and thus reach
considerable simulated times within accessible laboratory
decoherence times (Methods and Fig. S2).

We experimentally implement the Z, LGT on up to 21
gmon qubits of a superconducting quantum processor of
the Sycamore class (Methods). This chip natively sup-
ports single-qubit z-rotations, rotations along arbitrary
axes on the x y plane, and two-qubit gates that are close

0 ViSW. WAD' = = exp(—i% (0f0§ + 0{0d)). The major im-
plementational challenge is given by the multi-qubit gates
constituting H;. For these, we have designed an effi-

cient realization using 6 v/ iSVVAPJr gates and 3 layers of
single-qubit z-rotations (Fig. 1c), the latter of which do
not requite execution time (Methods). To put this into
context, decompositions of arbitrary three-qubit circuits
require up to 20 CNOT gates [29]. By parallelizing gates
acting on neighboring triples, a single Trotter step can

be compressed to a depth of 8 layers of \/iSVVAF’Jr gates
instead of the 12 one might naively expect (Methods and
Fig. S1). The respective initial state (Fig. 1a) is prepared

from the fiducial state |0)®”, with L being the number
of qubits, using single-qubit rotations. Compressing the
depth of the circuit, altogether a single Trotter step takes
256ns enabling experiments up to 25 Trotter steps for
a total run time of an experimental shot up to 6.5us,
including state preparation and basis rotations for mea-
surement. After the desired number of Trotter steps, we
measure the qubits in the computational basis (averaging
over 50000 to 200000 shots for each configuration). These
measurements hand us a wide range of observables, in-
cluding matter density, electric-field strength, and degree
of violation of U(1) and Zs gauge invariance. To increase
the data quality (for detailed discussions, see Methods
and Fig S3), we employ Floquet calibration [30], which
uses periodic sequences to characterize and correct co-
herent errors in the parameters of entangling gates and
their drifts, and average over 5-10 different qubit con-
figurations on the chip. Further, device errors that vi-
olate conservation of total matter charge as well as the
Zo Gauss’s law are mitigated by postselecting on these
ideally conserved quantities, which is possible thanks to
single-site readout. This postselection also drastically
reduces the potential impact of readout errors, as only
correlated errors over three nearby qubits would go un-
detected.

Confinement in a Z, LGT.—As a first probe of
confinement in the target LGT, we initialize the system
in the state of Fig. 1a(i). This state contains a matter de-
fect at the central site and a fully polarized electric field.
Motion of the charge defect incurs a change in the electric
field, which, due to the term Hf requires an energy cost
that scales linearly with the traversed distance (i.e., the
length of flipped electric field) [26]. Thus, in a confined
regime, we expect the defect to remain contained to the
spatial region where it has been created. To probe this
effect, we quench the system with H, with At = 0.2/J,
w =0, and f € {0.2J, 2.0J}, and track in the subse-
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Figure 2. Confinement in a Z; gauge theory of 16
qubits. For small strengths of the background field term

f, charges move through the system and thus flip the electric
fields, whose average & relaxes to 0 (dark curve). As f is in-
creased (lighter curves), the system becomes gradually more
confined, preventing a full relaxation of £. Experimental data
(symbols connected by solid line) agrees well with ideal the-
ory predictions from exact Trotterized numerical simulations
(dotted line), and a microscopic noise model (Methods) can be
used to describe remaining deviations (dashed lines). Statisti-
cal error bars denote one standard deviation over 10 different
circuit assignments around their mean. Data for 8 matter
sites plus 8 gauge fields (16 qubits) with periodic boundary
conditions, u = 0.35J.

quent dynamics the position of the defect as well as the
electric-field excitation through the local Zs charge —o7?
and 7", . |, respectively.

As the experimental data in Fig. 1d,e show, for a low
value of f = 0.2J the action of the term Hj; quickly
spreads the charge defect. In this parameter range, con-
finement would make itself felt more significantly only
at larger distances than what is probed here. Enforced
by gauge invariance, the charge’s motion changes cor-
respondingly the expectation value of the electric field
Eii+1 = 7°i41- Upon increasing f, the defect remains
confined to a narrow region, even up to evolution times
considerably larger than the scale of H;. The experi-
mental data agrees well with theory; discrepancies be-
tween the dynamics observed in the experiments com-
pared to those of the idealised, noise-free theory can
be understood by a microscopic noise model (Meth-
ods and Figs. 2, 3). A small spatial asymmetry arises
from the Trotterization of H; where UjTlfi+1a;r1 +h.c
and U;THTZ-ZHJ 420, o +h.c. are applied subsequently (see
Fig. 1b), and is enhanced by some of the algorithmically
chosen circuit assignments (Methods) coincidentally ex-
hibiting higher noise rates asymmetrically towards one
end of the system. For Fig. le, we have chosen to display
data up to significantly longer times (as can be seen by
the loss of contrast at long times) in order to illustrate the
robustness of confinement even in the presence of device
errors. Remarkably, the parameter that is tuned in this
experiment couples only to the gauge field, illustrating
how charge confinement appears purely as a consequence
of coupling between matter and gauge fields.

To further probe confinement, we initialize the system
at half matter filling in the state of Fig. la(ii). Figure 2

displays the dynamics of the average electric field
1 xT
&) = D (T ) (3)

for eight matter sites under periodic boundary conditions
plus the eight associated gauge fields. Initially, the field
is fully polarized. Due to the matter—gauge-field coupling
H;, each matter-hopping event flips the electric field in
between the involved sites. Thus, under deconfined dy-
namics the average electric field eventually vanishes. In
contrast, as f is increased, the charges become confined
[22, 24], and the electric field remains close to its ini-
tial configuration. This underlying behavior persists to
longer time scales and under noise (Methods and Fig. S5).
These findings are indicative of the energy cost associated
with changing the polarization of the electric field over
large spatial domains.

Freezing of dynamics by modifying the gauge
constraint.—Finally, we demonstrate an entirely differ-
ent mechanism for freezing the charge and electric-field
configuration, where not a tuning of the model parame-
ters but a modification of the underlying gauge symmetry
drastically restrains the dynamics.

Consider the apparently simple modification of the
gauge-matter coupling from Eq. (1a) to

H}]J(l) _ _‘]Z [UT(Tfi+1 - iTg{iH)a;rl + h.c.] (4)

(the term in round brackets corresponds to a spin-raising
operator in the x direction of the Bloch sphere). The
Hamiltonian HV) = H}]J(l) + H; + Hy, has acquired a
U(1) gauge symmetry, i.e., [HU(l),G}-J(l)] =0, Vi. Now
consider the initial state in Fig. 1a(iii), denoted as |i3).
This state is consistent with both Zy and U(1) gauge
symmetry, with eigenvalues G22 |1)3) = (—1)|sh3) and
G?(l) [3) = 2(—1)%|¢)3). If evolved under H, only the Zy
gauge symmetry will be preserved. Moreover, the charges
can move by flipping the gauge fields on the involved
links. In contrast, if |¢3) is evolved under HY™) not
only is the U(1) gauge symmetry preserved, but also the
charges are blocked: there are no gauge fields that the
action of H},J(l) could flip.

To demonstrate this phenomenon, we generate an
effective U(1) gauge symmetry by adding terms pro-

portional to its gauge generators GE(I) [12]. Similar
symmetry-protecting schemes have been used in the lab-
oratory to perturbatively realize LGTs [15, 19, 23]. Here,
we employ these to tune from the original Zs to a U(1)
theory.

Importantly, the employed term Hg = VZ.CGU(l)

por Y ploy! G i Gy

consists of only single qubit operations, which can be ab-
sorbed into those already present to implement Hy and
H,, (Methods). The normalized sequence of coefficients
{¢;} may be chosen compliant (Methods) or as simple as
an alternating series (Fig. S8). While Hg commutes with
the mass and background-field terms, it does compete
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Figure 3. Gauge protection and freezing of dynam-
ics induced by modifying the local conservation law.
(a) The dynamics under the Z, gauge theory H quickly vi-
olates the U(1) gauge symmetry of the initial state given in
Fig. la(iii) (V/J = 0, light). Adding a penalty term Hq effi-
ciently suppresses U(1) gauge violations even for rather mod-
erate protection strengths of V/J = 6 (dark) and controllably
tunes the Z; into a U(1) gauge symmetry. (b) The dynamics
of the electric field depend drastically on the local conserva-
tion law that governs the system. In the original Z> theory,
E(¢t) rises quickly to large values. In stark contrast, in presence
of a gauge protection term the emerging local U(1) symmetry
prevents any charges from hopping—the system gets frozen,
solely by modifying its local conservation laws. Numerical
simulations that take a comprehensive noise model (Meth-
ods) into account (dashed lines) explain deviations between
experiment (symbols connected by solid line) and the ideal
theory from exact Trotterized numerical simulations (dotted
line), where the leading differences are attributable to par-
asitic controlled phases appearing with the v/ iSVVAPT gates
(Methods and Fig. S7). Statistical error bars denote one stan-
dard deviation over 10 different circuit assignments around
their mean. Data for 6 matter plus 6 gauge fields (12 qubits)
with periodic boundary conditions, f = u = 2.5J.

with the gauge—matter coupling H ;. Illustratively, one
can imagine Hq to rapidly rotate the Zs gauge field oper-
ator 77, , around the z-axis [12-14]. In a time-averaged
fashion, H; thus effectively acquires the U(1) symme-
try of a circle in the z-y plane. At large V/J, one thus
approximately obtains HV() [12]. Remarkably, we find
small values of V/J = 6 are already sufficient for observ-
ing striking effects.

Initializing the system in |¢)3) and quenching with the
Z4 theory H alone quickly leads to violation of the U(1)
gauge symmetry, quantified through

gl — KLN Z < (GZU(D —9 (—1)i)2> 7 (5)

(light curves in Fig. 3a), where x = 9 normalizes the the-

oretical maximum of the gauge violation to unity. In con-
trast, by adding a moderately strong protection term H¢,
the U(1) gauge violation is suppressed to small values
throughout the entire evolution time (dark curves). De-
viations between experimental data and noise-free simu-
lations, which can be explained by a comprehensive noise
model (Methods), are dominated by parasitic controlled

phases appearing with the v/ iSWAPT gates (Methods and
Fig. ST7).

This modification of the underlying gauge symmetry
has dramatic repercussions on the entire system dynam-
ics: In the Zg theory (small V/J), the charges are free
to move and we observe a strong dynamics also in the
electric field (light curves in Fig. 3b). Instead, upon tun-
ing the symmetry towards U(1) by means of H¢, charges
become frozen and the electric field remains close to its
initial value for the entire evolution time.

Outlook.—Our work opens the door to studying a
wide range of phenomena in LGTs of coupled matter
and gauge fields with discrete symmetries. Ideal target
scenarios are, e.g., exotic out-of-equilibrium phenomena
such as quantum many-body scars [4] and disorder-free
localization [3]. As the cited numerical studies suggest,
the relevant features of these effects appear already at
system sizes of L = 4 — 18 and times around Jt = 10.
Increases in circuit depths of only a factor of 2 — 4 may
thus put these phenomena within reach of the capabili-
ties presented here. In this effort towards larger coher-
ence times, strongly-correlated systems given by gauge
theories provide an ideal testbed for advanced error-
mitigation strategies, such as probabilistic error cancella-
tion [31], zero-noise extrapolation [31, 32], readout-error
mitigation [33, 34], learning-based mitigation [35, 36], pu-
rity constraints [37, 38], or approaches to mitigate para-
sitic gates [39]. Given the large computational challenges
when attempting to connect early-time behavior to late-
time dynamics, thermalization of gauge theories is an-
other outstanding question with large relevance, e.g., to
high-energy experiments such as heavy-ion collisions [8].
A first step towards illuminating this type of question
has been taken recently in an optical lattice setup sim-
ulating a U(1) gauge theory, where few gauge-invariant
hopping events were sufficient to already see main fea-
tures of thermalization [40].

The necessity of precisely engineering multi-qubit in-
teractions and local constraints is currently imparting a
strong momentum onto the field, as it pushes devices be-
yond their current limits and drives the development of
new error mitigation protocols [13-15, 19, 23], such as the
one implemented here [12]. Promising proposals exist for
generalizing such schemes to more complex situations,
including non-Abelian gauge theories [13, 14, 41].

Such investigations may also develop interesting cross-
fertilizations to other fields. E.g., postselecting on the
Gauss’ law is similar to syndrome measurements in error-
correcting codes [42, 43]. Beyond the immediate con-
text of LGTs, three-body gates as designed here or simi-
lar (Methods) are a key ingredient for manifold physical



scenarios, including cluster Ising models [44], topologi-
cal phase transitions [45], spin chirality [46], multipartite
entanglement [46], and even non-stoquastic and parity
quantum annealing [47].
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METHODS
A. Target lattice gauge theories (LGTSs)
1. Zo LGT

The Zo LGT in 1+1D considered in the main text
is equivalent to the more common formulation with
fermionic matter, described by the Hamiltonian [22, 26]

HZ — _ JZ (1/137’514_,_11/11‘4.1 + h.C.) (6)
- fZTfiH
+HZ(—1)i¢Z1/Ji'

Here, wj (1;) are fermionic creation (annihilation) oper-
ators and—compared to works such as Refs. [22, 26]—we
have added a staggered fermion mass term ~ pu. This
term is compatible with the symmetries of the system
and enables us to connect to the U(1) theory discussed
below, where it is commonly included. Physically, it can
be interpreted as giving a positive (negative) rest energy
to (anti-)particles on even (odd) matter sites.

In the fermionic formulation of the Zo LGT, the sym-
metry generators are given by

GZ = emiv [T - (7)
J3:(i.3)
Here, j : (i,j) denotes the product over all links con-
nected to matter site ¢. In our 1+1D case, these are
71 and 77,;. Gauge symmetry is equivalent to
[H ZZ,GZ.ZZ] = 0 Vi, and the conservation of the eigenval-
ues g7 = +1 of the generators, G2 [)(t)) = g7 [1h(t))
Vt.
The gauge violation respective to an initial, gauge-
invariant state with eigenvalues g;" of the generators in
Eq. (7) is quantified by

P =g (6 =) ) ®

%

where ' normalizes the maximal possible gauge viola-
tion to unity. This quantity can be understood as an
average distance in Hilbert space from the target supers-
election sector defined by {gi"} [50], and non-zero values
are equivalent to the presence of gauge errors.

Substituting the fermionic degrees of freedom by spins-
1/2 via a Jordan-Wigner transformation,

wT — eTim Sh<i OOk of

) i
Py = e Xkei OX T g (9)

with oF = (0% + io¥)/2, which retains the canonical
fermion anti-commutation relations, yields the Hamilto-
nian H and gauge generators reported in the main text.

10
2. U(1) LGT

Consider the Kogut—Susskind Hamiltonian formula-
tion of QED in 1+1D with staggered fermions [51, 52],

HYW = —27%" (;z;jUi,iniH + h.c.)

‘ 2
+ MZ (-1)" wji/h + % Z (Eiit1 + E0)2 ,

7

(10)

where the role of J and p is as in H?2. The last term
gives the electric field energy and FEj is a background
field, which in this theory is equivalent to a topological
0 angle [53, 54]. The electric field E;;+1 and parallel
transporters U; ;41 fulfil the commutation relation

(Eiit1,Ujj+1] = 05U i1 - (11)

This model has a continuous U(1) gauge symmetry with
generators

— Eii1 + 000 + (_1)% - (12)

GE(D =FEi1,
We have [HY(), G?(l)] = 0 Vi, and the eigenvalues g?(l)
of the generators, G?(l) [p(t)) = g?(l) |t(t)), are con-
served under Eq. (10).

The gauge fields can be expressed within the quantum
link model formalism [55] with S = 1/2 as U i41 = 7,13, 1,
Eiiv1 = %Tﬁiﬂ, which retains the system’s symmetries
and the commutation relation of Eq. (11). Again ap-
plying the Jordan-Wigner transformation as in Eq. (9)
yields

HYW = —27% " (o7l 07, +he)

H i Eog?
+ 52(‘1) o + 9 ZTiiH- (13)

Here, we employ (77, +1)2 = 1 and neglect constant
terms. Performing a basis rotation on the gauge fields
such that 7%, | ¢ 77,1, TE{HI — —Ti‘l{i“, thus T{:—+1 —
(77i41—17/41)/2, and redefining the constant Eog®/2 —
—f yields the U(1) gauge theory and generators reported
in the main text.

The gauge violation respective to an initial, gauge-
invariant state with eigenvalues gi* of the generators in
Eq. (12) is quantified by

R S M| (CHUEY'D I BT

with x normalizing the maximal possible gauge violation
to unity.



3. Confinement

The question when confinement in interacting gauge
theories with dynamical matter emerges is highly non-
trivial. E.g., in the Schwinger model, corresponding
to the continuum limit of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (10),
dynamical fermions can screen the string tension be-
tween two probe particles and thus suppress confinement
[6, 7, 56]. Specifically, within mass perturbation theory,
the string tension for probe particles with charge qg is
proportional to p[l — cos(27q)], i.e., it vanishes for van-
ishing rest mass of the dynamical fermions as well as for
any integer probe charge. The reason behind the latter
behavior is the periodicity of the vacuum under rotations
of the topological -angle by 27. A f-angle corresponds
to a background field [see Eq. (10)], which can be thought
of as being generated by a boundary charge of g6/(2).
Now, moving a pair of probe particles all the way to
the edge of the system provides an additional boundary
charge of gq. For integer ¢, this charge can be absorbed
by a rotation of the #-angle by multiples of 2w. As the
ground-state energy is invariant under such a rotation, it
costs no energy to move an integer probe charge to infin-
ity, resulting in a vanishing string tension. This argument
no longer holds once the periodicity of the ground state
under addition of the background field is lost, lifting this
fundamental difference between integer and non-integer
probe charges. That happens in the QLM for S < oo [see
also Eq. (13)] as well as in the Zy LGT considered in this
work.

For the Zo LGT at hand [Eq. (6)], it has been ar-
gued that the theory is confining as soon as f # 0, as
illustrated, e.g., through an exponential decay of fermion
correlators with distance or a change of the spatial pe-
riodicity of Friedel oscillations [24-26]. This can be un-
derstood to occur thanks to a linear potential generated
by the term Hy, as has been argued for isolated fermion
dimers in the limit of f — oo in Refs. [22, 25]. This sce-
nario corresponds to the one in Fig. 1 of the main text,
where the length of the matter dimer corresponds to the
distance of the dynamical defect from a static background
charge at the center of the chain where the Gauss’s law
has eigenvalue switched to ¢ = +1. In what follows, we
want to refine this discussion for the sector with fermionic
filling of one-half.

Consider the ground state of H as in Eq. (6) with
open boundary conditions and a background field of
T,y = 1 entering the system. We choose the sector
with fermionic filling of one-half and Z, Gauss’ law
g%2 = (~1)". In the limits of x/J > 1 or f/J > 1, the
ground state has a fully polarized field threading through
the system, [|¢g) = | e 20— e—o0---— e—0)
(here, |— /<), denotes the plus/minus eigenstate
of 7¥,,1, and |e/o), a filled/empty matter site; grey
color denotes boundary fields entering the system of in-
terest from the outside). For a system of N matter
sites and N — 1 links in between, within second-order
perturbation theory in J this state has an energy of
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eo= (N~ 1)(~f = § — 5a3) — &

We can now test the energy of a pair of charges at
various distances added to this state. For simplicity, we
add a static pair of charges at the boundaries just out-
side the system, equivalent to flipping the state of the
electric field entering the system. In the limit of u > f
and p > J, the new ground state obeying the Gauss’ law
gi = (—1)is [t)1) = [« @404 @0+ ¢ @0t ),
i.e., the charges remain at their staggered ordering as be-
fore and a flip of the electric field compensates for the
background field entering the system. Within second-
order perturbation theory in J, the energy of this state
is 1 = (N—l)(f—%—ﬁ)—%. If we are in-
stead in the limit f > p and f > J, it is ener-
getically favourable for the charges to completely over-
screen the background field, leading to the state |¢]) =
|[+0o—e—0—e---—0— e). The energy of this
state is €] = (N = 1)(=f 4+ § — ﬁ) + £.

Thus, in the limit of small hopping [57] the energy of
a charge pair at distance IV on top of the ground state is

J2
EI_EOZ(N_1)2f<1_,u2—/2f2> ,U/>>J7f,
(15)
J2
Ell_EO:(N_l)N(l_M>+M f>>J,/,L
(16)

That is, the energy cost associated to the creation of
a charge pair increases linearly with distance. In the
considered sector of gauge symmetry and particle num-

ber, the resulting string tensions are 2f (1 - ,;2_/;2)
(w>J, f) and 2u (1 — f‘£2_/52> (f > J,u), respectively.
Interestingly, they disappear if the subdominating pa-
rameter of either p or f vanishes. They are also very
different from the one expected from a classical Coulomb
law, 0Coulomb = 92¢*/2 (where for us ¢ = 1), in particu-
lar due to the non-trivial dependence on all the parame-
ters of the Hamiltonian, indicating the complex quantum
many-body nature of the string tension in this model.

In the main text, we are interested in illustrating how
this confining linear potential becomes manifest in the
out-of-equilibrium dynamics of the model. We see, e.g.,
in Figs. 1 and 2 how the large energy cost associated
with flipping the electric field from its polarized initial
value limits the spread of probe charges and pins the
electric field to its initial value. It will also be interesting
to extract directly the string tension of the model. For
that, one can measure the energy cost of the creation of
probe charges above the ground-state energy. This can
be achieved in quantum simulators using adiabatic state
preparation, as has been discussed, e.g., in the context of
the Schwinger model in Refs. [7, 58]. In particular, such
approaches may permit to extend the above discussion
into the challenging non-perturbative regimes where J,
u, and f compete.




B. Hardware

We implement the target LGTs in superconducting
quantum chips of the Sycamore class, as have been de-
scribed, e.g., in Refs. [30, 59]. The layout of these chips
is that of a square lattice, which permits us to naturally
map the qubits to the degrees of freedom of the 1+1D
LGT by alternating assignment of matter sites and gauge
links. More specifically, we employ the Rainbow and We-
ber chips, which host 23 and 53 qubits, respectively, of
which we use up to 16 qubits under periodic and 21 qubits
under open boundary conditions. The experiments were
performed remotely via the cloud on devices that were
calibrated using automated calibration procedures.

The Sycamore-class quantum chips natively imple-
ment arbitrary single qubit rotations around the z axis
(which can be implemented virtually without execution
time) and around arbitrary axes in the x—y plane. The
latter take a gate time of 25ns and their average error
rate per gate is about 0.1%. In addition, these chips
have a native two-qubit gate that approximates the form
exp(—i4 (070§ + o¥ol)) exp(—ig (1 — 07) (1 — 03)).
Since 6 is close to m/4 and ¢ ~ 0.138 £+ 0.015 [30],
this gate can to leading order be approximated as

a \/iSVVAPJr gate, with average error rates per gate
of 1-1.5%. In some situations, though, the parasitic
C-phase term o< ¢ can have considerable effects on the
simulated dynamics [30, 60-63], and in our experiments
it can spoil gauge invariance. In most of the present
scenarios, however, we found that postselection onto
the gauge-invariant and charge-conserving subspace
yielded satisfactory suppression of this error type. For
the scenario of Fig. 3 and particularly for V/J = 0,
the numerical simulations of the parasitic C-phase
term displayed in Fig. S7, which are projected into
the gauge-invariant and total matter charge conserving
subspace at readout as usual, demonstrate that it can
also cause unwanted deviations in the dynamics within
this subspace. In the future, it may be interesting to
test in how far the attainable simulation times can be
improved by using strategies to mitigate these types of
parasitic terms [39]. Here, we chose keeping the 3-qubit
gate as compact as possible, in order to avoid additional
error terms that a re-decomposition taking the parasitic
phase into account would incur by requiring a longer
gate sequence.

A further relevant error term stems from readout,
whose median values over the chips are on the order of
1% (|0)-state) to 5% (|1)-state), see also Fig. S4. Posts-
election onto the gauge-invariant subspace proves highly
beneficial also for these types of errors, since in order
to go undetected they would need to appear simultane-
ously over three neighbouring qubits that are involved
in two overlapping given Gauss’ law generators. Such
correlated readout errors are suppressed by the third
power. To give an example of this benefit of postselec-
tion, for the data in Fig. 2 at the initial time (directly
after preparation) the deviation from the ideal value is
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only 1 — E(t = 0) = 0.0000234, much smaller than the
individual readout error.

A more comprehensive description of the hardware
used can be found in Ref. [59] and its Supplementary
Material. Section G provides more details on error types
present in this hardware.

C. Additional details on the quantum circuit

Since the single qubit rotations in Fig. 1b,c can be nat-
urally realized in the Sycamore chip, the key implementa-
tion challenge is the decomposition of the matter—gauge
coupling into single- and two-qubit gates. This decom-
position can be realized as

Uijr() —o—ia(of i +he)

:eiﬂ\/gij \/EURZZ (W)R]z(_ﬂ-/ll)Rz(_ﬂ-/zl)
ViSjk R (1 — ) Ry () ViSji
RE (/4 Ri (x /43S ;ViSi; (17)

where ¢, k label qubits representing matter sites con-
nected via qubit j representing the linking gauge field,
and \/gij is denoting the square root of iSWAP gate
(VISWAP,,).
equal to the native \/SL up to z-rotations as \/EL =
R (7/2) R} (—7/2) ViSyR; (—7/2) R (/2).

The generator of an arbitrary 3-qubit unitary such as
Uijr can be decomposed into products of three Pauli
matrices acting on the three involved qubits (plus prod-
ucts of lesser numbers of operators). As the present 3-
qubit gate has a specific physical interpretation (gauge-
invariant hopping), its generator is a Hamiltonian con-
sisting of only two 3-qubit operators (XZX and YZY)
whose strength is equal. In addition, this particular
3-qubit gate can be interpreted in terms of fermionic
basis transformations. The two-qubit fermionic simula-
tion gates, i.e., the broader family of native two-qubit
gates for arbitrary 6, ¢ of section B, and single-qubit 2z-
rotations can be mapped as two- and one-mode single-
particle fermionic basis transformations via a Jordan—
Wigner transformation and together allow for the con-
struction of multi-qubit gates corresponding to arbitrary
single-particle fermionic basis transformations, including
the 3-qubit gate under consideration, effectively reduc-
ing the target unitary dimension. This large structure of
the generator aids the identification of the above efficient
decomposition and makes the implementation of the cor-
responding unitary feasible on current devices. Similarly
efficient decompositions can be found for other native
gate sets (e.g., 6 CNots plus single-qubit rotations suffice
to decompose the gauge-invariant hopping) or other 3-
qubit gates with a comparable level of structure in their
generator. E.g., gates generated by o770}, which are
relevant for various applications [44-47], can be imple-
mented with either 4 CZ gates or 6 ViSWAP gates.

It is useful to note that the latter is
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Figure S1. Circuit diagram for n Trotter steps. Two-qubit ViSWAP gates (blue) are executed in parallel to generalized
single-qubit rotations (dark gray). Most of the latter arise from the purpose of avoiding idling qubits by acting as spin echo
sequences, hence reducing errors induced by crosstalk with neighbouring, active qubits. Layers consisting only of z-rotations
(light gray) require zero execution time. At the beginning of the circuit, it is beneficial to delay the initialisation of qubits as
far as possible. Shown for an excerpt of eight qubits and the initial states of either Fig. la(ii) or (iii).

In a concrete implementation, to limit decoherence, it
is desirable to keep the execution time of the matter—
gauge coupling as short as possible. Furthermore, idling
qubits should be avoided as these are subject to erroneous
z-rotations due to crosstalk and low-frequency noises. To
account for these, in our implementation we compress the
circuit by executing neighbouring gates in parallel wher-
ever possible. Beyond this, we add spin echo sequences
by randomly chosen angles on idling qubits. A sketch of
the full gate sequence can be found in Fig. S1.

The theoretical predictions used for comparison in the
figures result from numerically exact propagation of the
many-body wave function through these quantum cir-
cuits.

D. Use of large Trotter step sizes

In principle, we are interested in the simulation of the
LGT dynamics in continuous time. As recent works have
shown [27, 28, 64, 65], this does not require taking the
limit of vanishing Trotter steps At — 0 in Eq. (2) as
one might expect from worst-case bounds [66]. Instead,
viewing the Trotterized dynamics as a periodic sequence
of pulses, one can use techniques from periodically driven
systems to identify a sharp crossover between regular and
chaotic quantum dynamics. In the regular regime, the
system dynamics deviates only perturbatively from the
dynamics at At — 0. Numerical benchmarks on finite
systems show that the regular regime extends to surpris-
ingly large Trotter step sizes and that its effect holds up
to essentially infinite times [27, 28, 64, 65]. This enables
a controlled simulation of continuous-time dynamics with
large At.

In Fig. S2, we numerically investigate this effect for
the Zs LGT considered here. Panel (a) displays the time
evolution of the electric field £, which quickly approaches
the ideal, continuum-time curve (& = lima;—0&) as

the Trotter step is diminshed. Panel (b) displays the
medium-time average of the deviation of the electric field,
defined as AE = L3 [En, (KAL) — & (kAt)| with
m = ty/At the number of steps for the particular Trot-
ter step size At and ¢y = 10/J the final evolution time.
At small At, the deviation increases only perturbatively
as (At)? (see also [27]). As this additional data shows,
even large Trotter steps of At ~ 0.5/J and above lie in
the perturbative, regular regime. In our quantum simu-
lations, we use At € {0.2/J, 0.3/.J}, enabling us to reach
significant simulation times ¢ = nAt at given number of
Trotter steps n while keeping the Trotterization error at
a controlled level.

E. Qubit selection

For each studied scenario, we average over several con-
figurations of qubits (chains or rings of given length) in
order to reduce errors. Since the performance of qubits
and gates varies in position as well as time, it is crucial
to identify those that perform well in a given experimen-
tal session. While calibration data for readout, single-,
and two-qubit gates can indicate qubits that perform es-
pecially bad, it does not pick out the best ensembles of
qubits. Hence, we use a layered approach. At the begin-
ning of a session, we use the calibration data to exclude
the qubits and two-qubit gates identified to have partic-
ularly high error rates. In order to reduce the number of
possible configurations (i.e., chains or rings for our pur-
poses) to an amount feasible to benchmark, we further
employ a simple cost function using the calibration data
as input. We then use a minimal model for a specified pa-
rameter set to pick suitable ensembles among the remain-
ing possible sets of qubits. To address time-dependent
drifts within the duration of a session, we repeat the
minimal model test between experiments, restricted to
qubit sets performing well in the test at the beginning
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Figure S2. Robustness of results against Trotter step size, numerical simulations. (a) The range of Trotter step sizes
used in our experiments introduces only small deviations of local observables from the continuum-time results (solid lines),
illustrated here for the scenario of main-text Fig. 2, with step sizes 0.1/J, 0.3/J, 0.5/J (dotted lines, shading from light to dark).
(b) For small Trotter step sizes At, the deviation of the electric field from the time-continuum result increases quadratically
until a sharp crossover from this perturbative to a chaotic regime around At ~ 0.7/J, see inset for log-log scale (example for
the scenario of panel (a) with f/J = 0.75). One can thus find an optimal balance of choosing At below the threshold, ensuring
reliable results with controllable errors, while keeping it relatively large in order to reach significant evolution times at fixed
number of Trotter steps (in our experiments, we use At € {0.2/J, 0.3/J}).

of the session. With this procedure, we pick 5 chains of
qubits in the case of Fig. 1d,e and 10 rings with periodic
boundary conditions for Fig. 2 and Fig. 3, on which the
experimental runs are executed and averaged over. Er-
ror bars in the figures denote one standard deviation over
the results for different circuit assignments. In scenarios
where the ideal dynamics display large oscillations, small
errors can lead to sizable deviations between different re-
alizations and, thus, growing error bars. Instead, if the
ideal dynamics prescribes only small oscillations around
a constant or follows a damped decay, small differences
between realizations play a less prominent role.

F. Postselection

The local gauge symmetry also proves a useful tool to
mitigate errors: any errors that break this local conserva-
tion law, akin to a stabilizer used in quantum error cor-
rection [42, 43], can be identified through postselection.
This permits us to considerably improve the quality of
the simulation.

As the implemented circuits respect the Z, gauge sym-
metry by design, any experimental shots where the eigen-
values of the generators Eq. (7) differ from those of the
initial state are known not to be faithful. This is equiva-
lent to the gauge-violation in Eq. (8) being non-zero. In
addition, the total Zy charge ), 07 should ideally be con-
served in our implementations, which we can use in post-
selection to further eliminate faulty experimental runs.

While total charge conservation is commonly used as a
postselection criterion in quantum simulation (e.g., [15,
16, 30]), we find that the finer local conservation law

provided by the gauge symmetry yields a significantly
stronger improvement (see Fig. S3). A potential reason is
as follows. Two charge violation errors at separate sites,
say 71 and io, can compensate each other to conserve the
global charge. In contrast, they will be flagged by non-
conservation of the Gauss’ law generators G;, and G,.

G. Noise model calculations

We use typical calibration data to construct a noise
model adapted to the family of chips used for our ex-
periments. This model accounts for Pauli gate errors,
thermal noise, coherent two-qubit gate errors, and read-
out errors. The Pauli noise channels on single- and two-
qubit gates are described by mapping the density matrix
p as

am_1
p
p—>(1—p)p+7(4m_l)zpmpn (18)
i=1

where p is the probability of an error occurring for that
individual gate and the P; are the 4™ — 1 Pauli gates
(excluding the identity), with m € {1,2} the number of
qubits partaking in the faulty gate.

Thermal noise is characterized by the cooling and de-

phasing operators /1/Tyo" and \/2/Tyn, where T}
(Ty) are the qubits’ relaxation (dephasing) times and
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(a) Raw data (lightest curve) display sizable discrepancies to the

theoretical predictions from exact Trotterized numerical simulations (dotted). Floquet calibration yields slight improvements,

while postselection on local Zy gauge symmetry significantly enhances the data quality.
Data shown in the main text includes all these steps, illustrated here on data of

results in a further small improvement.

Poststelection on global Zj charge

Fig. 2 for 8 matter sites plus 8 gauge fields (16 qubits) with periodic boundary conditions and f/J = 0.75; statistical error
bars denote one standard deviation over 10 different circuit assignments around their mean (shown only for one data set for

clarity; error bars are of similar magnitude for other data sets).

(b) Dynamics of Z2 gauge violation of raw data with Floquet

calibration. (c) Fraction of states fulfilling either of the two or both postselection criteria. The steeper decrease of the fraction
of gauge-symmetric states illustrates that this is a stronger postselection criterion.

n = o~ o1, resulting in the Lindblad superoperators

- {n’ p}/Q) ’ (19)

= ﬁ(npn - {TLQ, p}/2) )

(ot po~
(20)

which are applied after every gate layer taking its execu-
tion time into account.
A major source of coherent errors is embodied by ex-

tending the idealized two-qubit \/iSVVAPJf gates to the
excitation-number-conserving generalization

PhasedFSim(6, ¢, x, 7, ¢)

1 0 0 0

10 e 0D cos(f)  —iem i sin(0) 0
|0 —iem 0t gin(d) e 79 cos(h) 0
0 0 0 e~i@r+e)

(21)

In the error-free case, the ideal two-qubit gate is re-
covered as \/iSVVAPJr = PhasedFSim(7/4,0,0,0,0). In
our experiments, (,x,7y are considered negligible after
Floquet calibration and correction via single-qubit z-
rotations, such that the main error derives from the par-
asitic phases ¢ which only affect the subspace of neigh-
bouring excitations. This renders them of particular rel-

evance for our experiments, which already in the initial-
isation step host extensive levels of excitations between
more than quarter-filling in the computational basis for
the case of Fig. 1a(i) and half-filling for (ii) and (iii).
Readout errors are modelled by a generalised ampli-
tude damping channel applied at the end of the circuit,

p— Mong + MypM{ + MypMJ + M3PM:i , (22)
with
M 1
0=+ | m
0
Ml pr |: \{)7:|
My W 0
0 1
Mg_ﬁiﬁ T

Here, p, and ~, are determined by the probabilities Po
(p1) of misreading |0) as [1) (|1) as [0)) via p, = S Et— and
Yy = % = po+p1. The values used for the parameters of
the noise model are individual for each qubit/coupler and
are taken from actual calibration data representing me-
dian performance for this hardware which can be found

in Fig. S4. On a given day, variations with respect to




this median may be observed which may also result, e.g.,
in slightly lower error rates for an experimental session.

With the above noise model, we simulate many trajec-
tories |t¢);) of the circuits. In order to address inherent
inhomogeneities of the used chips, we draw qubits and
couplers randomly out of the factorially many possible
assignments to a quantum circuit. Each such assignment
is used once for all circuit depths. To qualitatively incor-
porate the effect of the procedure used in the experiments
for the choice of qubits/couplers and assignment averag-
ing, we restrict the set of possible qubits to the better
half in the noise model, but in all cases to at least the
problem size. In accordance with the one-dimensional
layout of our experiments, we also keep the same num-
ber of two-qubit gates.

Accounting for the symmetry verification performed
in the experiment (see section F), we project onto the
gauge-invariance and charge conserving symmetry sub-
space S as IIg |¢;). From N noise trajectories, the expec-
tation value of an observable A can be obtained as

N

SN (| T [

This equation may be seen to result from constructing the
(frequentist) density matrix based on the trajectories as

N
1
P=% > i) (Wil (25)
i=1
projecting it into the symmetry preserving subspace
s plls
= = 26
# = (i) 2

and calculating the expectation value A = Tr(p’A). One
may compare this to the sampling of measurement results
in the experiment, obtaining the expected expression:

T o Zbes hy <b| A |b>

A= Te(phaypA) = 2bes e OLA0 oy
SAMP Zbes hb
with
hy,
psamP = 3 AR (28)
keB

where M denotes the total number of samples taken and
hj, the number of times the measurement returned the
result |k) out of the orthonormal measurement basis B.
As can be seen in Fig. S5, the noise model calculations
show good agreement with experimental data. In this
figure, we have included further data points beyond the
final simulation time shown in the main text Fig. 2. Al-
though decoherence effects become sizeable at such long
times, the noise model captures well the experimentally
measured behavior. Even at long times, the magnitude
of the electric field £ is markedly different for different
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f. The noise model can also partially explain a discrep-
ancy that can be observed between experimental data
and theory in Fig. 1d, namely a loss of contrast towards
the edges. As the noise model calculations in Fig. S6a
(center) display, the hardware errors contribute to this
effect. The remaining asymmetry can be explained from
systematic errors on the hardware observed in two of the
five circuit assignments used. We anticipate that they
disappear for circuit averaging over sufficiently many as-
signments. Significant effects of decoherence are observed
in the longest evolution times reported, i.e., in Fig. le.
The corresponding noise model calculations in Fig. S6b
underline that coherent evolution is maintained approxi-
mately up to ¢tJ < 2.5. Beyond this time scale, the noise
model overestimates experimental errors, which may, i.a.,
be related to lower-than-median device errors on the chip
in the experimental session. Finally, Fig. S7 shows that a
much simpler noise model, i.e., taking into account only
a parasitic C-Phase with ¢ ~ 0.138 £ 0.015 as typical
for this hardware [30], can already explain a substantial
part of the deviations of the experimental data from the
noise-free theory calculations in Fig. 3, especially at early
times. Being a coherent error, however, it misses in par-
ticular the damping of oscillations towards later times.

H. Gauge-symmetry protection

Various methods have been developed in the past to
restrain a quantum system to obey a desired symme-
try, e.g., by engineered dephasing [67], by pseudo-random
gauge transformations [13, 15], by dynamical decoupling
[14], or by adding a suitable energy penalty to the Hamil-
tonian [12, 19, 68-72]. A particularly experimentally
friendly approach is given by the concept of linear gauge
protection [12], which entails adding to the Hamiltonian a
term that is a linear weighted sum in the gauge-symmetry
generators and that has a large strength V,

Ho =V Gy (29)

When the coefficients c; are chosen appropriately, one can
effectively turn the gauge superselection sectors (defined
by the eigenvalues of the G?(l)) into quantum Zeno sub-
spaces that remain uncoupled up to a timescale at least
linear in V' [73, 74].

Even more, when working in a single target gauge
superselection sector, defined through the conserved
charges {g;} = {g!*"}, it suffices to only isolate this sector
from the rest of the Hilbert space. When the sequence c¢;
is compliant, i.e., it satisfies

Zci (g,» — g;“ar) =0 < gi=g™, Vi, (30)

the effective protection of the target gauge sector is guar-
anteed up to timescales exponential in the protection
strength V' [12, 75].
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Figure S4. Noise Model Parameters. Integrated histograms showing the values of the parameters constituting the noise
model outlined in section G, i.e., (from top to bottom) the readout errors po, p1 used for Eq. (23), the single- and two-qubit
errors of the Pauli noise channels in Eq. (18), the relaxation and dephasing times 71, Ty in Eq. (20), as well as the coherent
errors 0, ¢ for the native v/ iSWAPT—gates introduced in Eq. (21). The error data corresponds to (a) the 23-qubit, 32-coupler
chip “Rainbow” and (b) the 53-qubit, 86-coupler chip “Weber”. Dashed lines are median values.

The relation (30) ensures that no combination of pro-  cesses that violate the conservation of gi*' at different
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Figure S5. Comparison of dynamics of a Z; gauge theory in experiment, theory, and noisy simulations towards
longer simulation times. Same as Fig. 2 of the main text, but extending to longer time scales, including numerical simulations
using the comprehensive noise model described in section G (dashed lines). Quantitative agreement is found between the
dynamics in experimental data (symbols connected by solid lines) and those of exact Trotterized numerical calculations for the
noise-free theory (dotted lines) up to the final simulation times displayed in Fig. 2 with tJ < 3. Oscillations in the experimental
dynamics are damped beyond this, but different degrees of decay of the electric field £ as a consequence of the parameter f are
discernible on much longer time scales. This effect can both be seen in the experimental data as well as in the well-matching
noise model calculations. Statistical error bars denote one standard deviation over 10 different circuit assignments around their
mean. Data for 8 matter sites plus 8 gauge fields (16 qubits) with periodic boundary conditions, p = 0.35.J.

matter sites can be resonant. In principle, the sequence
c; will have to grow exponentially with system size in
order to satisfy this relation. Interestingly though, de-
pending on the dominant terms that couple the gauge
superselection sectors, much simpler noncompliant se-
quences can already suffice to stabilize gauge invariance
up to all relevant timescales [12, 76]. Fig. S8 shows the
results analogous to Fig. 3 of the main text for 16 qubits
(8 matter sites, 8 gauge-field links) and the very simple
sequence ¢; = (—1)""1 which already suffices to pro-
duce satisfactory results. In the main text Fig. 3, we use
the sequence ¢; € {—115,116, —118,122, —130, 146} /146,
which is compliant for a system of N = 6 matter sites.
In larger systems, this sequence ensures that no combi-
nation of processes that violates conservation of G}J(l) is
resonant within a distance of N = 6 matter sites.

A main feature of Eq. (29) is that it involves only terms

linear in the gauge-symmetry generators G?(1)7 enabling
its implementation using only single-qubit terms. These
incur no relevant experimental overhead in our imple-
mentation as they can be absorbed into already present
terms.

A subtlety of the application of Hg comes from Trot-
terization [12]. In principle, one would want to make the
associated scale V' as large as possible in order to improve
the level of U(1) gauge symmetry. However, in a Trotter-

ized sequence the protection terms eXp(iAthiGH(l)) are
periodic under AtV¢;. Consequently, there is an optimal
strength V* beyond which protection no longer improves
(conveniently for implementations, no fine tuning is re-
quired since a broad range of V around V* yields compa-
rable performance [12]). For our parameters, V* is close
to V/J = 6. Importantly, as seen in Fig. 3 we find that
this moderate value already suffices to efficiently induce
an approximate U(1) gauge symmetry.
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Figure S6. Defect dynamics under Noise. Same as Fig. 1d,e, but also showing numerical simulations with the noise model
given in section G (center). The noisy simulations suggest that hardware errors can contribute to a loss of contrast towards
the outer edges at late times, as observed in (a) for the case of small f/J = 0.2 (left) as compared to the noise-free exact
Trotterized numerical simulations (right). The additional asymmetry in experimental data can be attributed to systematic
errors in 2 of the 5 qubit assignments that were chosen in an automatized way. Over the time scales plotted in most of the
figures (tJ < 2.5), the noise model also agrees well with the observations for the case of larger f/J = 2.0 (b), such as the loss
of contrast in experimental data (left) as compared to Trotterized numerical simulation (right). At later times, the noise model
even overestimates the impact of errors, indications of which can also be seen in Fig. S5.
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Figure S7. Comparison of noise model calculations for
freezing of dynamics by gauge-symmetry protection.
Same as Fig. 3 of the main text, but also showing exact nu-
merical simulations that only take into account the coherent
parasitic C-phase introduced in section B, with the hardware-
typical value ¢ ~ 0.138 £ 0.015 (dotted lines and shaded re-
gion). These already explain well leading deviations displayed
by the experiment (symbols connected by solid line) compared
to theory, yet not as closely as the comprehensive noise model
(dashed lines) outlined in section G. In all cases, postselec-
tion on the conserved total matter charge as well as the Zo
Gauss’s law has been performed as described in section F.
Statistical error bars denote one standard deviation over 10
different circuit assignments around their mean. Data for 6
matter plus 6 gauge fields (12 qubits) with periodic boundary
conditions, f = p = 2.5J.
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Figure S8. Gauge protection and freezing of dynamics
induced by modified local conservation law with sim-
ple protection sequence. The scenario is as in main-text
Fig. 3, but for 8 matter plus 8 gauge fields (16 qubits) with
periodic boundary conditions and the simple noncompliant
sequence ¢; = *1, which nevertheless leads to satisfactory
protection of U(1) gauge symmetry over the evolution time.
Statistical error bars denote one standard deviation over 10
different circuit assignments around their mean.
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