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an alternative set of differential equations are derived for an optimal quantum control of single or
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the computation load by eliminating redundant complexity involved in previous formulations. A
relaxation technique is designed for numerically detecting optimal paths involving entanglement.
Interesting continuous symmetries are identified in the Lagrangian, which indicates the existence of
physically equivalent classes of paths and may be utilized to remove neutral directions in the Jacobian
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symmetry of the system shows up, which is expected to be universal for the symmetry-related initial
and final state.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Ever since people realized that quantum computers are much more powerful than their classical counterparts[1, 2],
researchers have been working hard on the problem for years, which has been making considerable progress and leads
to a dramatic increase in the complexity of controllable quantum systems, from prototyped small quantum devices to
machines with thousands of qubits (a typical example is the D-wave quantum annealing system [3]). Undoubtedly,
in order to reduce the impact of dissipation or decoherence that is always present in such complex systems, people
continue to work on time-optimal quantum control, which is trying to minimize the necessary traversing time required
to reach a quantum target (namely, a quantum state or a unitary operation) and proves to be important for building
efficient gates in quantum computing architectures. Therefore, a lot of research about the quantum speed limit (QSL)
has been reported, which gives a lower bound of the time needed by a quantum system to travel from the initial
to the final state and is estimated with the average energy or its variance [4–7]. In addition, time optimal control
provides a physical framework[8] for defining complexity of quantum algorithms, probably superior to traditional
concepts [9]. For example Nielsen et al. proposed a new quantum computing criterion by using the Riemannian
geometry, namely transforming the problem of finding an optimal quantum trajectory into a geometric one in the
space of Hamiltonians[10], and revealed that the complexity of a quantum gate is related to the problem of optimal
control [11].
In a series of work about QSL [4–7], the estimation of minimum evolution time is quite general and applicable to

many different situations, in which, however the optimal evolution path is not given explicitly. In the literature, the
GRAPE algorithm and the Krotov algorithm are very popular for locating optimal evolution path. In the GRAPE
algorithm [12, 13], the initial and the target state evolve forward and backward respectively for the same amount
of time to obtain two state sequences and the control variables are updated by iteratively minimizing the difference
between the two sequences. The GRAPE algorithm relieves the limitation in the number of control variables and
shows high flexibility. However, the convergence is slowing down when the difference is close to some extreme values.
Also, improper selection of step size often leads to a tortuous search route. In order to overcome this difficulty, the
Krotov method [13–16] introduces a second term to penalize the undesired effects. A key feature of the algorithm
is that all information is utilized at each time step which often consistently reduces the objective functional and
accelerates the iteration. However, when parameters are too small, its convergence rate deteriorates, and sometimes
it becomes even worse that the algorithm turns unstable. Another way to find some time-optimal solution and its
precise characterization in case of different constraints on the Hamiltonian is through invoking interesting theories
such as Pontryagin maximum principle and the geometry of the unitary group [17–19]. A significant piece of work
was reported by Carlini [20], who derived a quantum brachistochrone equation (QBE) with variational method which
is widely used and plays a crucial role [21–26] in classical systems. The scheme produces a Schrodinger equation
together with the optimal control strategy under an energy constraint. Except for some special cases [27–29], analytic
solutions are hard to obtain and hence numerical solution is the only resort. A scheme based on a geometric point of
view is designed recently [30, 31], which depicts the quantum brachistochrone paths as geodesics on the constraining
manifold and solves the problem by solving a family of geodesic equations. However, there is an infinite number
of geodesic families present even for locally time-optimal solutions, which makes the scheme less convenient to use.
Another drawback is the complexity of the commutators introduced by different terms in the Hamiltonian to the
Euler-Lagrange equation (see Eq.(2) in Ref.[30]). As a result, the computation load for multiple qubits could get very
high and hardly be applied in practice. The problem of how to reach an effective dimension reduction and achieve
fast maneuver of quantum bits is worth further exploration.
In this paper, we uncover the source of computational complexity from the perspective of a variational principle, and

in the process propose an alternative set of equations with much improved efficiency, especially for multiple bit with
limited control parameters. We first slightly extend the formulation in Ref. [20] and derive all the necessary equations
for later convenience. By introducing a set of new variables, the redundancy originated from the commutation relation
between operators gets eliminated, which enables a very efficient computation of optimal paths in the presence of
multiple qubits. A relaxation scheme is the designed and implemented to solve the problem involving quantum
entanglement when interaction between different bits comes into paly. With several continuous symmetries identified
in the Lagrangian formulation, it is possible to remove the annoying neutral directions in the numerical computation.
In all the examples we tried, the simplest optimal paths seem to always bear the time-reversal symmetry if the initial
and target state are related by a symmetry of the Hamiltonian.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, a Lagrangian formation of the QBE is reproduced with an introduction
of uncontrollable terms (the coefficients of which are fixed values). All the necessary variational equations are derived
and written in convenient vector forms. The solution of these equations is checked analytically and verified numerically
in Sec. III, in the absence of interaction. To deal with multiple qubits with interaction, a new set of equations are
written down in Sec. IV by change of variables from the original set, which achieves a great reduction of complexity.
The evolution of the entanglement on an optimal path is always unimodal, which is demonstrated in all the examples
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in Sec. V. The results are summarized in the final section.

II. THE VARIATIONAL PRINCIPLE

Without loss of generality, the Hamiltonian of a quantum system that is of interest could be written as:

H =

m
∑

j=1

ξj(t)Aj , (1)

where ξj(t)’s are real numbers and Aj ’s are Hermitian operators that satisfy TrAj = 0 and Tr(AjAk) = δjk (j, k ≤
m). The traceless Hamiltonian could be divided into two parts: the controllable part A =

n
∑

j=1

ξj(t)Aj with each

ξj(j = 1, ..., n) subject to external control and the uncontrollable part B =
m
∑

j=n+1

ξj(t)Aj with ξj ’s being constant

or changing in a pre-determined way, often used to model interaction between qubits. For later convenience we
use u and v to label coefficients of the controllable part u = (ξ1 , ξ2 , · · · , ξn , 0 , · · · , 0)t and the uncontrollable part
v = (0 , 0 , · · · , ξn+1 , ξn+2 , · · · , ξm)t, and hence ξ = u + v . In this work, we build a formulation applicable to the
general case which includes both components.

A. A variational scheme for the QBE

The action integral is written as [20]:

S(ψ ,H , φ , λ, , λ′) =

∫

dt

√

〈ψ̇|(1 − P )|ψ̇〉
∆E

+
(

i〈φ̇|ψ〉+ 〈φ|H |ψ〉+ c.c.
)

+ λ(

m
∑

j=1

ξ2j
2

− ω2) +

m
∑

j=n+1

λ
′

j(ξj −Qj) , (2)

where P (t) = |ψ(t)〉〈ψ(t)| is the projection to the state |ψ(t)〉 which is a normalized wavefunction defined in the
configuration space, φ is an auxiliary wavefunction and c.c. denotes complex conjugates. (∆E)2 ≡ 〈ψ|H2|ψ〉−〈ψ|H |ψ〉2
is the energy variance. Parameters λ and λ

′

j are Lagrange multipliers and all {λ′j}j=1,2,...,n are set to zero, ω is a
given constant, the Qj ’s denote the coupling constants in the Hamiltonian and the Planck’s constant ~ is chosen to
be 1 for simplicity.
Now we take the variation of the action Eq. (2) to obtain the equation of motion and all the constraints imposed

to the variables.
a. The variation with respect to φ gives

i|ψ̇〉 = H |ψ〉 , (3)

which is the usual Schrödinger equation. In the projective space CPn−1, the Fubini-Study line element is written
as ds2 = 〈dψ|(1 − P )|dψ〉, which measures the displacement in the angular direction. Here, it is easy to check that
ds2 = (∆E)2dt2. Hence, the first part of Eq. (2) refers to the total time of the process and the other parts embody
differential or other constraints.

b. Here, we take the variation with respect to λ and λ′j separately, resulting in 1
2

m
∑

j=1

ξ2j = ω2, which defines the

size of the Hamiltonian as a finite energy constraint, and ξj = Qj (n < j ≤ m), which depicts the influence of generic
interactions.
c. The variation with respect to ψ gives

i
d

dt

[

H − 〈H〉
2(∆E)2

]

|ψ〉 − i|φ̇〉+H |φ〉 = 0 , (4)

where 〈·〉 refers to the average with respect to |ψ〉. Eqs. (3) and (4) are seen in the literature[20] but the equations
below appear new.
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d. The variation with respect to H could now be taken as multivariate change with respect to {ξj}j=1,2,...m,
resulting in

Dj =
1

2∆E2

∑

k

Fjkξk − λξj − λ
′

j (with λ
′

j = 0 for j ≤ n), (5)

where Fjk = 〈AjAk +AkAj〉 − 2〈Aj〉〈Ak〉, Dj = 〈φ|Aj |ψ〉+ c.c. and
∑

k

stands for
∑m
k=1 which is also the case in all

the following equations. The detailed derivation of Eq (5) has been relegated to Appendix A. Next, we derive the
equations of motion for λ and {ξj}j=1,...,n.
A multiplication of both sides of Eq. (5) with {ξj}j=1,...,n, the controllable components, and then a summation over

j results in

λ =

1−D · ξ −
m
∑

j=n+1

(

∑

k

ξjFjkξk
2∆E2

−Djξj

)

ω′2 , (6)

where D · ξ =
m
∑

j=1

Djξj and ω′2 =
n
∑

j=1

ξ2j is constant (the constraint on the controllable part of the Hamiltonian).

Noticing that {ξ̇j}j=n+1,...m ≡ 0, we could obtain:

λ̇ =

m
∑

j=n+1

{

− ξj
2∆E2

[

∑

k

( ˙Fjkξk + Fjk ξ̇k)−
F̃ · ξ̇
∆E2

F̃j

]

+ Ḋjξj

}

ω′2 , (7)

where F̃ = ξ ·F and F̃j =
∑

k Fjkξk. Here we used the fact that
d

dt
D ·ξ = 0 (details in Appendix C), ξ ·C = C ·ξ = 0

(details in Appendix E) and

d

dt
Dj =

1

2∆E2
(
∑

k

Fjk ξ̇k −
F̃ · ξ̇
∆E2

F̃j) +
∑

k

CjkDk , (8)

where Cjk satisfies [H,Aj ] = −i
∑

k CjkAk, with Cjk being a real number. For a detailed derivation of Eq. (8), please
check Appendix B. Feeding Eq. (8) into Eq. (7) results in

λ̇ =

m
∑

j=n+1

m
∑

k=1

ξjCjk(Dk − F̃k

2∆E2 )

ω′2

=− v ·C · λ′

ω′2 , (9)

with Ḟ = C ·F +F ·CT (Appendix D). Taking the time derivative of both sides of Eq. (5), and together with Eq. (8),
we get

u̇ = −C ·D
λ

+
C · F · ξ
2λ∆E2

+
(v ·C · λ′)

λω′2 u . (10)

With Eq. (8), Eq. (9), Eq. (10) and the Schrödinger equation Eq. (3), the optimal path can be calculated now.
Here let’s discuss a special case with H ∈ A, namely ξ = u, which means that all parts are controllable and thus

v = 0. It is obvious that this case is simple since

Dj =
1

2∆E2

∑

k

Fjkuk − λuj , (11)

d

dt
Dj =

1

2∆E2
(
∑

k

Fjku̇k −
F̃ · u̇
∆E2

F̃j) +
∑

k

CjkDk. (12)

Hence Eq.(9) implies that λ̇ = 0. Eq. (10) could be reduced to

u̇ = −C ·D
λ

+
C · F · u
2λ∆E2

. (13)

Considering u · C = 0 (Appendix E) and feeding Eq. (11) into Eq. (13) leads to a trivial solution u̇ = 0, which
indicates that u is a constant vector and the evolution corresponds to a simple rotation with a fixed axis on the Bloch
sphere.
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B. Gauge symmetries in the Lagrangian

In this section, we discuss the gauge symmetries in the Lagrangian Eq. (2), which create neutral directions in the

evolution and may bring complication in numerical calculation. First, consider a transform Û1 : φ→ φ+ iaψ, a ∈ R,
with which the Lagrangian becomes

S′ = S +

∫

dt (a〈ψ̇|ψ〉 − ia〈ψ|H |ψ〉+ c.c.) , (14)

The expression 〈ψ̇|ψ〉 + c.c is a total differentiation, which could be integrated out. With the Hermiticity of H , the

extra integral in Eq. (14) vanishes and hence Û1 is a symmetry transform. Next, we consider another transform

Û2 : φ→ λ+ b

λ
φ, λ→ λ+ b, λ′ → λ+ b

λ
λ′, b ∈ R which sends Eq. (2) to

S(ψ,H, φ, λ, λ′) =

∫

dt

√

〈ψ̇|(1− P )|ψ̇〉
∆E

+
λ+ b

λ



(i〈φ̇|ψ〉+ 〈φ|H |ψ〉+ c.c.) + λ(

m
∑

j=1

ξ2j
2

− ω2) +

m
∑

j=n+1

λ′j(ξj −Qj)



 , (15)

which only changes the values of the invisible Lagrange multipliers φ, λ, λ′ while the equation for the observables
ψ, u remain intact. Actually, it is most obvious in the simplified formulation Eq. (18) below, where Ω, u, Ω̇, u̇ keep

invariant under the transform Û2. Hence Û2 is a symmetry transform.

III. THE EVOLUTION OF HAMILTONIAN AS A ROTATION

The equation ξ ·C = 0 tell us that v ·C = −u ·C. Substituting the Eq. (5) into Eq. (10) results in

u̇ = (I − Pu) ·
C · λ′

λ
, (16)

where I is the identity matrix and Pu is the projection operator
|u〉〈u|
|u|2 (ω′2 =

n
∑

j=1

ξ2j =
n
∑

j=1

u2j = |u|2). Here we use

the Dirac notation to emphasize the projection, whereas u is actually real. With the fact that v̇ = 0, it is easy to
check that ξ · ξ̇ = u · u̇ = 0. And the uncontrollable part of the time derivative of Eq. (5) similarly gives the evolution
of λ′

λ̇′ = C · λ′ +
v ·C · λ′

ω′2 v = (I +
|v|2
|u|2Pv) ·C · λ′. (17)

where Pv =
|v〉〈v|
|v|2 and

|v|2
|u|2 is a real constant. After, defining Ω = − 2√

TrI

λ′

λ
, the angular velocity of the rotation

of u can be described with Ω. Furthermore, the QBE problem can be characterized with a simpler set of equations

u̇ = −
√
TrI

2
(I − Pu) ·C ·Ω

Ω̇ = (I +
|v|2
|u|2Pv) ·C ·Ω−

√
TrI

2ω′2 (v ·C ·Ω)Ω

(18)

along with the Schrödinger equation ψ̇ = −iHψ.
According to Appendix E, C can be conveniently determined, which in specific circumstances may provide possible

routes to analytic solutions. As a specifical case, in the case without entanglement, the phase space can be divided
into separate Bloch spheres of qubits. Then, according to Eq. (18), the equation of a single qubit in 3-dimensional
space is appreciably simplified to u̇ = Ω× ξ− û · (Ω× ξ) û = Ω×u. Meanwhile, the uncontrollable part is generally
limited to no more than one dimension per qubit, or there will be no solution for most boundary conditions. As a
result, Ω is in the direction of λ′ which is along v in the case of three dimensions. Here the cross product holds for
each SO(3) Bloch sphere, which indicates that u is rotating with the angular velocity Ω.
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As Ω,v is in the same direction for a single qubit. After multiplying Ω with Eq. (18) we see that |Ω|, the rotation
speed of u, is a constant vector. In fact, in this case λ′ = 0 and thus Ω = 0, u̇ = 0 as given in the previous section.
It is easy to see that the spin vector 〈σ〉 (σj={x,y,z} are the Pauli matrices) is rotating around u, and the evolution
of wave function is analytically computed with rotation matrices.

A. Analytical solution of a single qubit

The evolution path of ψ can be analytically addressed, as a rotation with the angular velocity ωeff around an axis
u rotating itself at Ω. The effective angular velocity ωeff of spin vector is determined with

ωeff = 2B =
2√
TrI

u =
√
2u . (19)

where B is an effective magnetic field and the Hamiltonian H = σ ·B =
∑

j

Ajuj . This is derived from the fact that

the SU(2) generator of a rotation with ∆φ is eiσ
∆φ
2 . In the frame of reference rotating with Ω, the motion of ψ is

viewed as a fixed-axis rotation with the angular velocity Ω
′= ωeff−Ω.

For instance, consider the numerically simulated case [20] where ψ(0) = |+x〉, ψtarget = |−x〉, B(0) is ω in the −y
direction andΩ lies in the z direction with Tr(Hσz) = 0. Explicitly, 〈σ〉(0) = (1, 0, 0),B(0) = (0,−ω, 0),Ω ≡ (0, 0,Ω).
Now the evolution turns out to be simply a rotation around Ω

′ followed by a reversal rotation around Ω back to the
static frame. The rotation matrix R(φ, θ,Ψ) = R−1

Ω
(φ)RΩ′ (θ) = R−1

z (φ)R−1
x (Ψ)Ry(θ)Rx(Ψ) (see Appendix G ). Here

(φ, θ,Ψ) is valued (Ωt,Ω′t, tan−1 Ω

ωeff
), where Ω′ =

√

Ω2 + ω2
eff . Then it is easy to check that

〈σ〉(t) = R(φ, θ,Ψ) · 〈σ〉(0) =











cosΩt cosΩ′t+
Ω

Ω′ sinΩt sinΩ′t

−sinΩt cosΩ′t+
Ω

Ω′ cosΩt sinΩ′t
ωeff

Ω′ sinΩ
′t











, (20)

which gives a family of analytic solutions if we choose (ΩT,Ω′T,
Ω

ωeff

) = (kπ, lπ,
k√

l2 − k2
), where l, k are non-negative

integers and l + k is odd. The case k = 0 corresponds to the geodesic solution with no anisotropic contraints and
cases of k 6= 0 correspond to the oscillating solutions with l− 1 nodes, and setting L= l− 1 for later convenience. The
oscillating curve in FIG. 2 plots the solution with k = 1, L = 1.

B. Analytical solution for multiple qubits

First we give an example of two qubits with H = B
(1)
x σ

(1)
x +B

(1)
y σ

(1)
y +B

(2)
x σ

(2)
x +B

(2)
y σ

(2)
y . Similarly, our purpose

is to flip both qubits (where ψ(0)(1) = |+ x〉 and ψ(1)
target = | − x〉 for qubit one, ψ(0)(2) = |+ y〉 and ψ(2)

target = | − y〉
for qubit two). Obviously, these two qubits are both reversing their states, and because x− and y− directions are

totally equivalent there qubits should share the same energy at the ground state(namely ω
(1)
eff

= ω
(2)
eff

). Fig. 3 shows a

local optimal solution of the constrained two-qubits system with L = 1. Ω
(1) = (0, 0,− 2√

3
ω), Ω

(2) = (0,− 2√
3
ω, 0).

It is appearent that the evolution of B turns out to be a rotation as expected.
Actually, the local solutions can be derived analytically as long as the entangled terms are missing in the Hamilto-

nian. According to the rotation picture, the analytical approach can be applied to non-entangled many-qubit systems
with an arbitrarily large number of qubits. Here in Fig. 3 the solution corresponds to (k(1), L(1)) = (k(2), L(2)) = (1, 1)
as the oscillating solution in Fig. 2, so they naturally share the same geometric property. Later on, these solutions
would be good initial guesses in the case of weak entanglement (see IVB).

IV. AN ACCELERATED APPROACH TO THE QBE

In practice, there are usually a large number of uncontrollable terms in the Hamiltonian. Sometimes for the
convenience of computation and design, almost all the interaction terms are made to vanish. At this moment the
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dimension of control parameters is appreciably low, however, the computation complexity of the conventional numerical
methods remains as high. To address and eliminate the redundant complexity, here we propose an alternative
approach, reintroducing the Lagrange multiplier φ previously replaced by D.
In general situations we see that the tremendous complexity is mainly brought by the factor C · D, since the

commutation relation (B6) will incur a large number of or infinitely many more Ak’s and thus Dk’s in the QBE
equations when there are multiple interacting qubits. It is frustrating that most of the previous researches [20, 30]
are confronted with similar problems but no special attention has been paid to this problem. Here, we introduce an
effective deduction scheme based on the fact that C ·D is immediately derivable from φ. Technically, consider

φ′ = φ− 1

2∆E2
(H − 〈H〉)ψ, (21)

then Eq. (5) turns to

D′
j = 〈φ′|Aj |ψ〉+ c.c. = −λξj − λ′j , (with λ′j = 0 for j ≤ n). (22)

Thus C ·D′
j = C · 〈φ′|Aj |ψ〉+ c.c.. Furthermore, it is much easier to evolve φ′ instead of φ since Eq. (4) yields

iφ̇−Hφ =
i

2∆E2
[(Ḣ − 〈Ḣ〉)ψ − F̃ · ξ̇

∆E2
(H − 〈H〉)ψ] , (23)

which gives

iφ̇′ = Hφ′ . (24)

In analogy to previous derivations in Sec. III, it is easy to check that Eq. (18) now holds in an alternative form

u̇ = (I − Pu) ·
C · λ′

λ
,

iφ̇′ = Hφ′,

λ̇ = −v ·C · λ′

2ω2
,

ψ̇ = −iHψ ,

(25)

where from Eq. (22), C · λ′ = −C ·D′ with
∑

j

CijD
′
j = 〈φ′|[H,Ai]|ψ〉+ c.c., which could be evaluated directly with

the computed states φ′ and ψ and the known H and Ai’s. In conclusion, the whole QBE problem is fully described by
Eq. (25). Terms like C ·F ·ξ/2∆E2 in C ·D are eliminated now because of the reintroduction of the state variable φ′,
and hence the previous large number of equations needed to evaluate C ·D are simply replaced by the evolution of φ′.
Since the number of degrees of freedom (DOF) of vector φ′ is much smaller than that of matrix C, the computation
will be significantly accelerated.
Based on Eq. (5), (22) and the fact that TrH = 0 (i.e. ξ0 = 0), we immediately obtain

2Re(〈φ|ψ〉) = D0 =
∑

j

F0j

2∆E2
ξj − λξ0 ≡ 0 ,

Re(〈φ′|ψ〉) = D′
0 = −λξ0 ≡ 0 ,

(26)

where F0j = 0 and A0 = σ0, which is the unit matrix. Hence the component of φ or φ′, being parallel to ψ, vanishes.
Notice that u, in the absence of uncontrollable components, is parallel to Re(〈φ′|σ|ψ〉) according to Eq. (22). So
u · 〈σ〉 ∝ Re(〈φ′|σ|ψ〉) · 〈σ〉 = 0 (proved in Appendix F) for every qubit.
Now a two-point boundary value problem with Eq.(25) is left for us to solve. To begin with, we count the number

of independent variables. The number of different variables in Eq. (25) is N = Nu +Nφ′ +Nλ +Nψ +Nλ′ , while the
number of the constraints is N ′ = Nu + Nλ′ + 2Nψ + 1 given by Eq.(22) (giving Nu + Nλ′), the energy constraint
n
∑

j=1

ξ2j = ω′2, the prescrible initial and final states ψ(0) = ψ0 and ψ(T ) = ψtarget (giving 2Nψ), then the number of

independent variables is N −N ′ = 0 (where Nλ = 1 and Nφ′ = Nψ).
In the current paper the shooting method (IVA) and the idea of relaxation play a major role in finding the optimal

path when Hamiltonian H contains interaction terms. We give some details below.
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A. Shooting Method

The shooting method aims to implement the multidimensional Newton-Raphson method to locate zeros of Ntarget
functions with Ntarget varibales, which are obtained by integrating N differential equations in our examples.
For a general dynamical system, the ordinary differential equation (ODEs) is written as

ẋ = v(x(t)), (27)

where x ∈ Rd, t ∈ R, and the state of the system obtained by integrating Eq.(27) at time t is x(t) = f t(x). The

corresponding Jacobian matrix is J(x, t) = ∂x(t)
∂x(0) , which could be obtained by integrating

dJ

dt
= AJ, Aij =

∂vi
∂xj

, with J(x, 0) = 1. (28)

Thus, the initial displacement δx(0) becomes δx(T ) at time T , namely

δx(T ) = J(x, T ) · δx(0) . (29)

Define a discrepancy vector X = x(T ) − xtarget. To procure a vanishing discrepancy, the correction ∆x0 should
satisfy

J ·∆x0 = −X,

to reach a better approximation

x0,new = x0,old +∆x0 . (30)

Typically, the Jacobian matrix J is numerically evaluated by

Jij =
Xi(x0,1, . . . ,x0,j +∆x0,j, . . . , T )−Xi(x0,1, . . . ,x0,j , . . . , T )

∆x0,j
. (31)

In the current case, the adjustable part is the free parameter φ and the discrepancy is ψ(T )− ψtarget.
Let’s slow down here and have a discussion on possible additional constraints and the treatment of the symmetries

mentioned earlier. Firstly, based on Eq.(26), Re(〈δφ′|ψ〉) = 0, which with the help of the symmetry transformation

Û1 could always be satisfied by taking the difference φ′0,new − iaψ, where iaψ = |ψ〉〈ψ|φ′0,new〉. The unitary evolution
of ψ will produce a singularity for the Jacobian matrix J . To cope with this problem, our strategy is to totally ignore
this eigen-direction since it corresponds to irrelevant symmetry directions. The constraint

∑n
j=1 ξ

2
j = ω′2 could be

garanteed by the symmetry Û2 since λ0 and thus b could be obtained by substituting φ′0,new into Eq. (22) with j ≤ n
when starting a new iteration.
It is likely that the discrepancy may significantly fluctuate in the first few iterations. So it is important to properly

choose the target hyperplane for the shooting on which the target state lies. The final state ψ(T ) is adjusted to ’hit’
the target state ψtarget by adjusting the initial position Eq.(30) and the flight time T .

B. Multiple Qubits: ‘Relaxation’

When it comes to large-scale qubit systems, the shooting method per se can be too costly and need a good
trial solution that is sufficiently close to the exact solution. In order to overcome those shortcomings we suggest a
‘relaxation’ method to meet the boundary conditions step by step. First one stars from the case without interaction,
solving the problem with separate qubits.
With interaction present, it is possible to solve the problem progressively. First, we invite part of the interactions

back and use the non-interacting solution as the initial condition (i.e.,taking the first-step coupling constant J = 0.01
in our examples), so a new solution in case of the weak interaction is obtained, which can be used as the initial
condition for the case with a little bit stronger interaction. Repeat this process until the full interaction is restored
and an optimal path is then obtained. This is a relaxation process since the effective Hamiltonian in the computation
is gradually relaxed to the desired one.
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V. EXAMPLES

A. One-Qubit Bloch Sphere

So far most of the practical quantum control systems are based on spin magnetic moment. Here we first try to
search for local optimal paths of single-qubit evolution on the Bloch sphere. The goal is to flip the spin state of a
single Fermion from |+ x〉 to | − x〉.
Assuming ~ = 1, the Hamiltonian in the isotropic condition is

H = −µS ·B = −γ
2
σ ·B = −γ

2
(Bxσx +Byσy +Bzσz) ,

where γ = g
q

2m
is the gyromagnetic ratio. For electrons γ ≈ −2 then simply H = B · σ. From previous discussions,

we know that u̇ = 0, i.e. Ḃ = 0. So the optimal path is naturally a geodesic curve (see Fig. 1, which shows one of
the many geodesic solutions). The simulated paths are displaced as well in Fig. 1. The red line on the equatorial
plane (green grid inside the sphere) indicates the evolution of the external magnetic field B, which does not change
throughout the evolution in the case.
In principle, the constraints Tr(Hσj)j=x,y,z = 0 allow oscillating solutions with Ḃ 6= 0. Let’s take the case of

H = Bxσx + Byσy, Bz ≡ 0 as an example. In numerical computation, we use the shooting method to identify the
initial value φ′0 for the prescribed boundary condition ψ(0) = |+x〉, ψ(T ) = |−x〉. Fig. 2 shows the resulting optimal

path which oscillates with one node on the equator, where Ω = (0, 0,− 2√
3
). The evolution of B (the area swept by

the red line in Fig. 2) corroborates the theory of rotation in Sec. III. Of course, it is not hard to get a longer locally
optimal path with more than one node, which we will not show here.

FIG. 1. Evolution of Qubit 1 on a Bloch sphere. The black line represents the state ψ(t) that evolves from the initial state
(purple point on the left) to the final state (blue points on the right) on the Bloch sphere. The green grid inside the sphere
marks the equatorial plane, and the red part is the area swept by the magnetic field vector. Similar representations are used
in later diagrams.

FIG. 2. The evolution of ψ(t) of a single qubit with ωeff = 2|B| = 2 and L=1 (left), 2 (right) (namely, the black path intersects
the equatorial plane L times apart from the initial and final states).
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FIG. 3. An optimal path with L = 1, ω
(1)
eff = 2, ω

(2)
eff = 2 connecting the initial state | + x〉(1), | + y〉(2) to the final state

| − x〉(1), | − y〉(2) of Qubits 1 and 2 plotted on two bloch spheres.
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FIG. 4. The time evolution of the entanglement Ep of ψ(t) for different Jyy and L=1(a), 3(b), 2(c), 4(d). t/T represents the

normalized time where T is the total time. The initial state are |+ x〉(1), |+ y〉(2) and the final state are | − x〉(1), | − y〉(2) for
Qubits 1 and 2

B. Two-Qubit Bloch Sphere

In the case of two qubits without interaction, two bloch spheres may be used to represent a non-entangled state
and the geodesic solution is simple according to the discussion in Secion VA above. Here, we focus on the oscillating
solutions under the anisotropic constraint featuring Bz = 0. We give an example with

H = B(1)
x σ(1)

x +B(1)
y σ(1)

y +B(2)
x σ(2)

x +B(2)
y σ(2)

y . (32)

Fig. 3 depicts the local optimal path obtained by our method, which oscillates with L = 1. Also, we can obtain longer
paths, not shown here.

C. Two or Three Qubits with Interaction

In the case of a single qubit or double qubits without interaction, it is easy to obtain the solutions analytically, which
are very regular. For two and three qubits with interaction, however, it is very difficult to obtain such an analytical
solution, and thus we resort to the numerical method discussed in IVA.In this section, we give three different cases
are investigated together with a general description of the consequences brought by possible entanglement in the wave
functions.
Case 1, the initial and final spin states are the same as in section VB, but there is an extra interaction term in the

Hamiltonian

H = B(1)
x σ(1)

x +B(1)
y σ(1)

y +B(2)
x σ(2)

x +B(2)
y σ(2)

y + Jyyσ
(1)
y σ(2)

y (33)

where Jyy = 1 is a fixed interaction constant. In the numerical computation, in order to utilize a reasonable initial
condition, we gradually increase the value of Jyy from 0.01 to 1 with a step-size 0.01. After the interaction term
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FIG. 6. The evolution and the convergence. The evolution of the observed measurement 〈σσσ(t)〉 (a) and the control magnetic

field B(t) (b), where 〈σ(t)
(l)
m 〉 = 〈ψ(t)|σ(t)

(l)
m |ψ(t)〉 (m = x, y, z; l = 1, 2) represents the observed value of the spin in the

m-direction on the l th bit. The convergence of our method (c) and the GRAPE method (d), where Error d1 = |ψ(T )−ψtarget|
and d2 = |1− 〈ψtarget|ψ(T )〉|, N is the number of iteration steps and J=1, L=1.

Jyy is introduced, the wave function ψ(t) is no longer separable, but becomes entangled. Following the work in
the literature [32, 33], we may define an entanglement index Ep for the two subsystems A and B, Ep(|ψ〉AB) ≡
−TrA(ρAlog2ρA) = −TrB(ρBlog2ρB), where ρA = TrB(|ψ〉AB〈ψ|) is the reduced density matrix of the pure state
|ψ〉AB over subsystem A, and ρB has a similar definition. Fig. 4(a-d) depict the entanglement of ψ(t) with L=1,
3, 2, 4, which have a common feature: the entanglement of the wave function connecting the two separable states
(the initial and target states) increases first, reaches a maximum and then decreases back to zero. The entanglement
evolution profile for L=1, 3 (Fig. 4 a and b) is symmetric and the maximum is exactly at the symmetry point, while
for L =2, 4 (Fig. 4 c and d), the profile is skewed. Given a suitable initial value of φ′0, our numerical method converges
exponentially when approaching an optimal path connecting the initial and target states (See Fig. 6(c)). Next, we
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between neighboring states along a trajectory is defined by using the Fubini-Study line element ds =
√

〈dψ|(1− P )|dψ〉, where
dψ is the change of the state and P = |ψ >< ψ| is a projection operator
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FIG. 8. The evolution of the wave function ψ(t) with J = 0.2 and L = 1. Re(ψ(t)) and Im(ψ(t)) represent real part (a) and
imaginary part (b) of wave function ψ(t) respectively. The notation |000〉 ∼ |111〉 in the legend represents the eight components
of ψ(t).

keep the initial state unchanged and set the target state as an entangled one with Ep = 0.6061. The wavefunction ψ(t)
connecting the two states is computed with J=1, 0.9, 0.65, the entanglement evolution profile of which is depicted in
Fig. 5.

Case 2, we consider a two-qubit model, which is used in [30], with the following Hamiltonian

H =
∑

l,m

B(l)
m σ(l)

m + J
∑

m

σ(1)
m σ(2)

m , (34)

where σ
(l)
m with (m = x, y, z, l = 1, 2) are the Pauli matrices for the lth qubit. the initial and final spin states are the

same as in section VB and the coupling constant J=1. The results obtained by our method are portrayed in Fig. 6(a)
and (b), where (a) depicts the components of the observable and (b) shows that the control magnetic field B(t).

Next, we compare the efficiency of finding such a connecting wavefunction among different methods, such as the
GRAPE and the “Geodesic-search” [30]. On the same machine and programming language, our method finds such
a connection wavefunction and the modulation magnetic field (shown in Fig. 6(b)) in less than one minute. The
GRAPE needs about 3.3 minutes and the “Geodesic-search” needs about 18 minutes. Fig. 6(c) and (d) compare the
convergence upon iteration between our method and the GRAPE for the same convergence criterion 10−5. Obviously,
although the computation with our method oscillates at the initial stage, it converges much more quickly and displays
good stability as well. However, the convergence of the GRAPE is quite slow (with more than 500 iterations), which
explains its relatively long computation time. For more complex multi-qubit systems, we believe that these advantages

will become more obvious. In this case, the optimal time is computed as T =
√
Nπ~
ω

for a quantum state evolving
between two end states of a diameter on the Bloch sphere, which is consistent with the lower bound computed by
Margolus and Levitin [34, 35]. The Fubini-Study distance to the target state seems to decrease linearly with time as
shown in Fig. 7, and we note that with the decrease of the energy ω, the traveling time T increases.
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FIG. 10. The function B(t) for L=2 (a ∼ d) with Jyy = 0.05 and L=3 (e ∼ h)with Jyy = 0.2. The black lines plot the
controlled part B(t) for qubit one and the red lines plot the controlled part B(t) for the second qubit. The results of c, d, g
and h were obtained for the transformed Hamiltonian and states H ′ = F THF , ψ′

0 = Fψ0, ψ
′

f = Fψf .

Case 3, we study a model with three qubits for which the Hamiltonian is

H =
∑

l,m

B(l)
m σ(l)

m + J(σ(1)
y σ(2)

y + σ(2)
y σ(3)

y ) (35)

where σ
(l)
m with (m = x, y, z, l = 1, 2, 3) are the Pauli matrices for the lth qubit. We choose the initial state |+ x〉(1) ⊗

|+y〉(2)⊗|+x〉(3) and the final state |−x〉(1)⊗|−y〉(2)⊗|−x〉(3) . The obtained optimal wavefunction ψ(t) connecting
them with the interaction strength J=0.2 and L=1 is depicted in Fig. 8.

D. The Symmetry Operation Discussion

In this section, we check a symmetry operation of the Hamiltonian Eq. (33) and ferret out possible mechanism
underlying the phenomenon discussed in Part VC above. It is interesting to observe a discrete symmetry operation
in Hamiltonian (33) associated with

F =







0 0 0 i
0 0 i 0
0 −i 0 0

−i 0 0 0






(36)

which connects the initial state ψ0 and the target state ψf , i.e. Fψ0 = −ψf in the current case. Obviously, the
magnetic field B(t) in the Hamiltonian is artificially controlled, which should be changed accordingly (by FTHF )
to complete the symmetry operation, as confirmed in Fig. 10. For the case of L=1,3, especially, the middle state
ψmid (at t=0.5) remains invariant under this symmetry operation, namely Fψmid = ψmid. In fact, to search the
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FIG. 12. The entanglement evolution of ψ(t) with L = 1 and Jyy = 0.4

in Eq. (33), the angle between ψ0 and ψf is from π to 0.7π.

symmetry, a clue could be directly taken from Fig. 9, where the red points represent the middle state ψmid =
(0.09483− 0.08982i, − 0.69486− 0.02312i, − 0.02309+ 0.69443i, − 0.08993− 0.09488i)t. It is easy to check that the
time course of the wave function ψt is also symmetric about the middle state ψmid. From the view of the controlled
part B(t) of H , take the cases of L=2 and 3 as an example. Fig.10 a, b (L = 2) and e, f (L = 3) depict the time
course of B(t) from ψ0 to ψf while Fig.10 c, d (L = 2) and g, h (L = 3) plot the time course of B(t) from ψ′

0 = Fψ0

to ψ′
f = Fψf with the transformed Hamiltonian H ′ = FTHF . Apparently, Fig.10 e and f coincide with g and h

respectively up to a minus sign in the relevant component. In addition, the evolution of B
(1)
x and B

(2)
y is axisymmteric

with respect to t = 0.5 and the evolution profiles of B
(1)
y and B

(2)
x have a center symmetry with respect to (0.5, 0).

All the above indicates that the maximum of Ep is associated with a fixed point of the operation F for the case L=1,
3.

In the cases L=2, 4, the symmetry in ψ(t) and B(t) discussed previously disappear. Taking L=2 for an example,
Fig.10 a and b do not coincide with Fig.10 c and d and the maximum value of Ep is not at t=0.5. On the other
hand, as the symmetry partner ψ′

t of the wave function ψt is obtained with the symmetry operation F , even if the
entanglement evolution of ψ′

t (see Fig. 11, the red line) is asymmetric, those of ψ′(t) and ψ(t) are axially symmetric
with respect to each other about t=0.5.

In the case where ψ0 and ψf do not flip to each other, e.g. the angle between ψ0 and ψf is less than π, we then
have Fψ0 6= −ψf (take the case L = 1 as an example), which indicates that the entanglement evolution is asymmetric
(shown in Fig. 12). However, the maximum entanglement still exists which is unique but not at t = 0.5.
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VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we derive a general set of differential equations (Eq. (25)) for an optimal quantum control, which
is valid for single or multiple qubits with or without interaction. In the derivation and application of Eq. (25), we
discussed the following aspects: First, previous numerical methods conventionally involve a large number of physically
irrelevant variables derived from the commutation relation with system Hamiltonians. We thus introduce a new set
of observables to eliminate the physically irrelevant part, whereby an accelerated computation becomes possible. As
a result, the efficiency of computation are boosted significantly. With the help of a ‘relaxation’ idea, the drawback of
the shooting method, of requiring a good initial guess, is surpassed by slowly pushing the trial solution to the correct
one with a gradual restoration of the interaction. Second, we discussed symmetries of the Lagrangian formalism of the
QBE. In the numerical calculation, these entail unwanted degenerate directions in the Jacobian matrix, which may
cause serious trouble in the solution of the resulting boundary value problem. Finally, groups of analytic solutions are
given as rotations of qubits on Bloch spheres in the absence of interaction, which may be used as the starting point
of the above relaxation scheme.
In an application of the new scheme to the case of two qubits with interaction, the solution to the QBE displays

a unimodal evolution profile of the entanglement. If the initial and final state transform to each other under a
symmetry operation of the Hamiltonian. The evolution of the optimal path either bears a related symmetry or has
a symmetry partner. More explicitly, for the even oscillation number symmetry disappears in the profile but the
symmetry operation gives another optimal path – the symmetry partner of the original solution.
With current formalism, we are able to design optimal control strategy for multi-qubits with possibly complex

interaction. However, the evolution is not unique and many local optimal paths exist which could be indexed by
the number of oscillations of the paths in simple cases. It could be interesting to classify these paths and check
their bifurcation routes when system parameters change. On the other hand, this work may provide experimental
researchers a practical computation tool for quantum information regulation, since an optimal control strategy of the
magnetic field is readily designed based on our scheme.
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[12] N. Khaneja, T. Reiss, C. Kehlet, T. Schulte-Herbrüggen, and S. J. Glaser, Optimal control of coupled spin dynamics:

design of nmr pulse sequences by gradient ascent algorithms, Journal of Magnetic Resonance 172, 296 (2005).
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Appendix A

The variation of the Hamiltonian H could now be taken as multivariate change with respect to {ξj}j=1,2,...m. Let’s
respectively check different parts of the action integral Eq. (2). First, check one term of the integrand

I = 〈φ|H |ψ〉+ c.c.

=
∑

j

〈φ|Aj |ψ〉ξj(t) + c.c.

=
∑

j

ξj(t)Dj , (A1)

where Dj = 〈φ|Aj |ψ〉+ c.c. are real numbers, thus the Hamiltonian variation of the term I is

δI =
∑

j

Djδξj(t). (A2)

Next, let’s consider the second part

II = g(ξ, λ, λ′) = λ(
1

2

m
∑

j=1

ξ2j − ω2) +
m
∑

j=n+1

λ
′

j(ξj −Qi) .

Let Gj =
δg(ξ,λ)
δξj

. We obtain the variation of the II

δII =
∑

j

Gjδξj . (A3)
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Third, before treating first term of the Eq. (2), we need to do some preparation. Here, we define:

Fjk = 〈AjAk +AkAj〉 − 2〈Aj〉〈Ak〉 , (A4)

which is a symmetric tensor, and the energy variance could be written as:

∆E2 = 〈H2〉 − 〈H〉2

=
∑

jk

ξjξk〈AjAk〉 − ξjξk〈Aj〉〈Ak〉

=
1

2

∑

jk

Fjkξjξk , (A5)

leading to

δ∆E2 = δ
ξ · F · ξ

2
=
∑

jk

Fjkξkδξj , (A6)

which gives

δ
1

∆E
= − 1

∆E2

1

2∆E
δ∆E2

= − 1

2∆E3

∑

jk

Fjkξkδξj . (A7)

So, the variation of the first term of Eq. (2) is

δ

√

〈ψ̇|(1− P )|ψ̇〉
∆E

=
√

〈ψ̇|(1− P )|ψ̇〉δ 1

∆E

= − 1

2∆E2

∑

jk

Fjkξkδξj , (A8)

where Eq. (3) and (A5) have been used. With Eqs. (A2), (A3)and (A8), the variation with respect to ξj gives

− 1

2∆E2

∑

k

Fjkξk +Dj +Gj = 0 (A9)

where

Gj =

{

λξj , (j ≤ n).

λξj − λ
′

j , (n < j ≤ m).
(A10)

Appendix B

Multiplyingv 〈ψ|Aj on both sides of Eq. (4) results in

i

2∆E2
(〈AjḢ〉 − 〈Aj〉〈Ḣ〉) + i(〈AjH〉 − 〈Aj〉〈H〉) d

dt

1

2∆E2
− i

d

dt
〈ψ|Aj |φ〉 + 〈ψ|[Aj , H ]|φ〉=0. (B1)

The derivative of
1

2∆E2
is

d

dt

1

2∆E2
= − 1

∆E3

1

2∆E

d

dt
∆E2. (B2)

Therefore, with Eq. (A4) and Eq. (A5) and using ξ · Ḟ · ξ = 〈[H,H2]〉 = 0, we have

d

dt
∆E2 = ξ · F · ξ̇ = F̃ · ξ̇, (B3)
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where F̃ = ξ · F . And the Eq.(B2) can be rewritten as

d

dt

1

2∆E2
= − 1

2∆E2

F̃ · ξ̇
∆E2

. (B4)

Substituting Eq. (B4) into Eq. (B1), we arrive at

d

dt
Dj =

1

2∆E2
(
∑

k

Fjk ξ̇k −
F̃ · ξ̇
∆E2

F̃j) +
∑

k

CjkDk , (B5)

where Cjk is a real number and satisfies

[H,Aj ] = −i
∑

k

CjkAk. (B6)

Appendix C:
d

dt
D · ξ = 0

d

dt
D · ξ = D · dξ

dt
+
dD

dt
· ξ

=
∑

j

ξ̇jDj +
ξj

2∆E2

(

∑

k

Fjk ξ̇k −
F̃ · ξ̇
∆E2

F̃j

)

+
∑

k

ξjCjkDk

= ξ̇ ·D +
1

2∆E2
(F̃ · ξ̇ − F̃ · ξ̇ F̃ · ξ

∆E2
) + ξ ·C ·D

= ξ̇ ·D − F̃ · ξ̇
2∆E2

+ ξ ·C ·D , (C1)

where F̃ · ξ = 2∆E2. As Dj =
1

2∆E2

∑

k Fjkξk − λξj − λ′j , which gives

d

dt
D · ξ =

F̃ · ξ̇
2∆E2

− F̃ · ξ̇
2∆E2

+ ξ ·C ·D = 0 (C2)

with ξ · ξ̇ = 0, λ′ · ξ̇ = λ′ · u̇ = 0 and ξ ·C = 0 (Seeing Appendix E).

Appendix D: Ḟ = C · F + F ·CT

Acorrding to the Eq. (A4):

Fjk = 〈AjAk +AkAj〉 − 2〈Aj〉〈Ak〉 , (D1)

we have

Ḟjk =i〈HAjAk +HAkAj −AjAkH −AkAjH〉 − 2i〈HAj −AjH〉〈Ak〉 − 2i〈Aj〉〈HAk −AkH〉
=i〈[H,Aj ]Ak +Ak[H,Aj ] +Aj [H,Ak] + [H,Ak]Aj〉 − 2i〈[H,Aj ]〉〈Ak〉 − 2i〈Aj〉〈[H,Ak]〉
=
∑

l

Cjl(〈AlAk +AkAl〉 − 2〈Al〉〈Ak〉) +
∑

l

Ckl(〈AjAl +AlAj〉 − 2〈Aj〉〈Al〉)

=
∑

l

CjlFlk +
∑

l

CklFlj ,

then

Ḟ = C · F + F ·CT . (D2)
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Appendix E: C · ξ = ξ ·C = 0

Here we demonstrate that C · ξ = ξ · C = 0 is universally valid with respect to spin algebra. In the case of
H ∈ A i.e. ξ = u, it yields C · u = u ·C = 0.

1. one qubit

Consider Ai, Aj in a qubit and suppose that {Aj}j=1 ,··· ,M satisfy the spin algebra

[An , Aj ] =
∑

k

1√
TrI

iǫnjkAk , (E1)

and I is 2q dimensional unit matrix (q is the number of qubits) and Ak = 1√
2
σk for q = 1. Hence

∑

k

CjkAk = i[H,Aj ] =
∑

n

iξn[An, Aj ] =
∑

n,k

− 1√
TrI

ǫnjkξnAk

which yields Cjk =
∑

n−
1√
TrI

ǫnjkξn. Thus ξ ·C = −C · ξ = 0.

2. many qubits with and without entanglement

We will prove that ξ ·C = C · ξ = 0 remains valid. Below, we denote the unit matrix I0 with σ0 and extend our
index to include 0.
Lemma Cjk =

∑

i Γijkξi, where Γ is an antisymmetric tensor.
Proof First let us check some properties of Pauli matrices. With the commutation and anti-commutation relations

{σi, σj} = 2δijI(i, j = 1, 2, 3), it is easy to check even if i, j = 0, 1, 2, 3

σ
(α)
i σ

(α)
j =

∑

k

(θ
(α)
ijk + iǫ

(α)
ijk )σ

(α)
k , (E2)

where σ0 = I0 which is two-dimensional unit matrix and α is the order index of qubits,

ǫ
(α)
ijk =











1, ijk ∈ {123, 231, 312}
− 1, ijk ∈ {321, 213, 132}
0, otherwise

, (E3)

and

θ
(α)
ijk =

{

1, one index is 0, the other two equal

0, otherwise
, (E4)

which is totally symmetric with respect to any permutation of its subscripts. Now consider the commutator of N-fold

entanglement [Aµ, Aν ] = [
σ
(1)
µ1
σ
(2)
µ2
...σ

(N)
µN√

TrI
,
σ
(1)
ν1 σ

(2)
ν2 ...σ

(N)
νN√

TrI
]. Here the factor

1√
TrI

is introduced to guarantee that

TrA2
j = 1 and {µj, νj , γj}j=1,2,...,N = {0, 1, 2, 3}. Without loss of generality,

TrI[Aµ, Aν ]=
∏

j

σ(j)
µj
σ(j)
νj

−
∏

j

σ(j)
νj
σ(j)
µj

=
∏

j

∑

γj

(θ(j)µjνjγj
+ iǫ(j)µjνjγj

)σ(j)
γj

−
∏

j

∑

γj

(θ(j)νjµjγj
+ iǫ(j)νjµjγj

)σ(j)
γj
. (E5)

Define the polynomial coefficient of the k-th power of ǫ as ck(µ, ν, γ) , which satisfies

∑

k

ckpk(µ, ν, γ) =
∏

j

(θ(j)µjνjγj
+ iǫ(j)µjνjγj

)−
∏

j

(θ(j)µjνjγj
− iǫ(j)µjνjγj

) ,
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[Aµ, Aν ] =
∑

γ

PµνγAγ , (E6)

where pk(µ, ν, γ) is the polynomial function of ǫ and Aγ =
1√
TrI

∏

j

σ
(j)
γj , Pµνγ =

1√
TrI

∑

k

ckpk(µ, ν, γ) is a pure

imaginary number and holds the series of odd powers of ǫ (It is easy to check that c2k = 1− (−1)2k ≡ 0, k ∈ N). Here
we have utilized the symmetry of θ and the anti-symmetry of ǫ.
Now commutate two of the indices µ, ν, γ of P . Notice that P is written as series of odd powers of ǫ and each pair

of {µj, νj} anti-commutes. Hence P has the same anti-symmetry as ǫ. Given the definition of C

∑

γ

CνγAγ = i[H,Aν ] , (E7)

we have Cjk =
∑

n

iPnjkξn.

According to the lemma, C · ξ =
∑

k

∑

n

iPnjkξnξk = −∑
k

∑

n

iPkjnξnξk = −C · ξ. Thus C · ξ = 0. Furthermore, C

is anti-symmetric in consistency with P . Hence ξ ·C =
∑

j

ξjCjk = −
∑

j

ξjCkj = −C · ξ = 0.

Appendix F: The geometric properties of spin vector evolution

Lemma: D′ · 〈σ〉 = 0 for single qubit.
Proof: From Eq. (26)in the main text, we have Re(〈φ′|ψ〉) = Re(〈φ|ψ〉) = 0.
Considering the projection property of Pauli matrices

σ · p̂ = 2|ψ〉〈ψ| − I (F1)

where |ψ〉 is a normalized eigenvector of σ in the direction of p̂ = 〈σ〉, and I is the unit matrix, then we have that

D′ · 〈σ〉 = 2Re(〈φ′|σ|ψ〉) · 〈σ〉
= 2Re(〈φ′|σ · p̂|ψ〉)
= 2Re(2〈φ′|ψ〉〈ψ|ψ〉 − 〈φ′|ψ〉)
= 0 . (F2)

Similarly, we can easily verify that

D · 〈σ〉 = 2Re(〈φ|σ|ψ〉) · 〈σ〉 = 0. (F3)

Appendix G

In this section, we’re going to elaborate on the rotation matrix RΩ′(θ) = R−1
x (Ψ)Ry(θ)Rx(Ψ) in the single qubit

case. According to III A, the Ω lies in the z direction and perpendicular to the ωeff , and RΩ′(θ) depicts the rotation
of ψ(t) arounds a fixed axis with Ω

′ = ωeff −Ω. Obviously, the ωeff lies on the x−y plane, and the direction of ωeff
is taken as the −y axis for simplicity. Then the rotation RΩ′(θ) can be depicted as follow, first, rotating ψ around
x-axis by Ψ to make Ω

′ and y-aixs coincide (Rx(Ψ)), then, rotating ψ around y-axis by θ (Ry(θ)), finally, rotating ψ

around x-axis back by Ψ (R−1
x (Ψ)), where Ψ is the angle between Ω′ and ωeff and tan(Ψ) = |Ω|

|ωeff | .


