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Quantum optimal control theory is becoming increasingly crucial as quantum devices become more
precise, but the need to quickly optimize these systems classically remains a significant bottleneck
in their operation. Here we present a new theoretical quantum control framework for much faster
optimization than the state of the art by replacing standard time propagation with a product of
short-time propagators, each calculated using the Magnus expansion. The derived formulas for exact
series terms and their gradients, based on earlier approximate integrals in a simulation setting, allow
us to subsume the high cost of calculating commutators and integrals as an initial overhead. This
provides an order of magnitude speedup for quantum control optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum technologies may solve societally relevant
problems within areas such as optimization [I], equa-
tion solving [2], drug design [3] 4], and machine learning
[5, [6] in combinatorially difficult regimes where classical
computers are expected to fail [7]. In recent years, we
have witnessed the small-scale implementation of some
of these ideas [8HI2]. However, large-scale implementa-
tions still require dramatic improvement in our ability
to accurately simulate and control subparts of these sys-
tems.

Quantum control optimization is formally treated
within quantum control theory [I3HI6], where recent
progress includes: frequency domain optimization [I7-
19], Hessian-based optimization [20H22], optimization of
many-body matrix product states [11], 23], noise-resilient
control [24H28], reinforcement learning-based optimiza-
tion [29H35], circuit optimization [36H38], feedback con-
trol [39H42], and global cost functional landscape opti-
mization [10] 43, 44].

In the context of quantum simulations, a widely used
approach is the rich class of numerical differential equa-
tion solvers such as Runge-Kutta [45]. However, state-of-
the-art quantum control optimization relies on gradient-
based minimization, which often outperforms gradient-
free alternatives [46]. Although calculating the gradient
with, e.g., Runge-Kutta is possible [47], it is usually a
numerically expensive and slow approach. For this rea-
son, we explore in this paper gradient-based optimization
that relies on the Magnus expansion [48H51], which bene-
fits from significantly better convergence properties than,
e.g., Taylor or Dyson series. However, like these other se-
ries, going beyond a few orders is computationally (or an-
alytically) taxing, while lower-order results only provide
approximate solutions. Therefore a standard approach
is to resolve the total simulation duration into shorter,
high-accuracy time intervals, which naturally leads to a
trade-off between accuracy per time step and the total
number of time steps.

Within quantum control optimization, a current state-
of-the-art gradient-based algorithm, GRAPE [52] 53], is

a low-accuracy (per time step) method, viewable as an
approximation of the first term in the Magnus expan-
sion. In this work, we demonstrate that one may easily
improve GRAPE by including higher-order terms in the
Magnus expansion. Our contribution is thus two-fold:
(i) we derive the control gradient for three different in-
tegrations schemes based on the Magnus expansion. (ii)
We compare the performance of these four (i.e., includ-
ing standard GRAPE) control optimization methods in
equal computational resource comparisons on both slow
and fast dynamics, relative to the control fields’ modula-
tion rate.

A crucial insight of our work is the ability to pre-
calculate commutators and integrals, allowing for the
fast inclusion of higher-order terms in the Magnus ex-
pansion. Our method also leads to the option of whether
to approximate or exact calculate the arising integrals.
The latter approach increases accuracy per time step but
at the cost of overhead in either human labor or com-
putational resources. This overhead is seldom justified
for standard “single-shot” simulations, making Magnus-
based integration rarely more efficient than other fre-
quently used integration techniques. However, quantum
control optimization generally relies on many time prop-
agations, making this overhead overall insignificant.

As a testbed for our methods, we optimize the global
control of an Ising-type spin chain, recently studied also
in Refs. [28] [44]. Locally interacting spin systems are
compelling to study because of their importance within
solid-state physics [54]. In addition, many quantum com-
putational architectures depend on adjacently coupled
qubits [65H59], while also having potential applications
in surface error correction codes [60} [61] and transport of
quantum information [62, [63]. Our results demonstrate
up to a factor of ten in differences in wall time consump-
tion between the best- and worst-performing methods in
equal-accuracy comparisons on both fast and slow dy-
namics.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section [[I] we
demonstrate how to use the Magnus expansion to derive
different integration schemes and how to utilize these for
quantum control optimization. In Section [[TI}, we bench-



mark these against each other with respect to both speed
and accuracy. In Section [[V] we present concluding re-
marks.

II. THEORY

Quantum control optimization allows for shaping ex-
ternally applied control fields in order to realize dynam-
ical operations such as state-to-state transfers, unitary
gate synthesis, or preparation of a density matrix in both
closed and open quantum systems [64]. One of the most
successful approaches in this regard, is the gradient pulse
engineering algorithm (GRAPE) [52 (3] and its many
extensions [20, 211, [46] 65H67]. The general idea is to re-
formulate the control problem as a minimization task of a
cost-function F[u(®] with respect to a set of control fields
{u®},, that steers the system via a control Hamiltonian

H(t) = Ho+ Y _u®(t)Hy. (1)
k

Here Hy and H; denote drift and control Hamiltoni-
ans, respectively, which we assume are time-independent.
In this work, we specifically seek to optimize pulses ex-
pressed in a set of basis functions u®(t) =" b%k)@(lk)(t).
This type of parametrization has been popularized in
literature through the chopped random basis approach
[18, 19, 46}, 65, 68, [69], which is suitable to obtain pulses
that are easy to implement experimentally with vanish-
ing effects [I8] of filtering. With this parametrization, we

now seek to minimize the cost-function F ({bglk) }) over the

pulse parameters {b (k) } For gradient-based optimiza-
tion we also need the derivative 0 (k)]: which for a state-

to-state transfer depends on the “end state and |(T))
its derivative d, v [)(T')) [52], where T' denotes the total
control duration. By using the Schrédinger equation and
its derivative we obtain the coupled equations (A = 1)
16, 47]

O (1)) = —iH(t) [¢(t)) (2)
0By [9(1)) = =i\ (¢) Hi [ (8)) — iH (£)Dym0 [(2))
3)

which we may solve with, e.g., Runge-Kutta. Unfor-
tunately, this requires propagating an additional state

9, |3(t)) per pulse parameter b, which is much more

costly than the usual alternative [52], thereby mak-
ing Runge-Kutta or similar techniques less tractable for
quantum control optimization. In addition, Runge-Kutta
does not preserve normalization, which may cause a non-
physical loss of state norm, which is only negligible at a
sufficiently high number of time steps.

Instead we may numerically solve, e.g., the Schrédinger
equation, Eq. (2), for a duration T in a series of N
equidistant steps, At = T/N, via the time evolution op-
erator U(At,t) |¢(t)) = |¢(t + At)). The time evolution

operator for the jth time step ¢; = jAt is formally given
by U(At,tj1) = Uj = ¢4, where ; = Y00 Ol

denotes the Magnus expansion [48] [49], where the first
term reads

) ti+At a
lez/ dt H(t) = AtHO—i—ch)Hk (4)
t

J

Note in the above equation we have inserted Eq. and
implicitly carried out the integral

1 tj+At
t

J

The second term in the Magnus expansion reads

[2] i t; +At
ol = _§/t dtl/ dta[H (t2), H(t1)]
= —’chkj H(), — 1 Z Ck k’ Hkak] (6)

k<k’
where we similarly to before have collected the integrals

(2) 1 tj+At t1 X .
Ckaj :QA dtll dtg(u( )(tl) —U( )(tQ)) (7)

J J

R B e L (S PO
Ck kg —2 dtl dtg u (tg)u (tl)
t; t

J

u(’f’>(t2)u<k>(t1)). (8)

Note, that

S, b ol
over the basis functions ¢5 , which allows for signifi-
cantly faster computation. We elaborate further on this
in Appendix [A]l Each increasing term in the Magnus ex-
pansion grows in complexity, hence, we must for all prac-
tical purposes truncate the Magnus expansion at some
finite term m. Here the per step error ||Q; — > | Qg-"] I
scales as O(At?™*+1) and the accumulated error in the fi-
nal state |¢(T)) scales as O(At*™) [49]. Note that writ-
ten in the form of Eq. and @, we may also pre-
calculate the commutators, which again allows for faster
computation of the evolution.

We may obtain the derivatives by using the multi-
variate chain-rule similarly to Ref. [46] 65],

(1)

OF OF Ocy,;

-y (2
J

by’ dcl) b

acy,
n Z 8}' Ck:(,:),; " Z

(3)
k' <k de k/ k . Oby, k'>k ack,k’,j

using the parametrization u*(t) =
(k) ( ), we may precalculate the various integrals

OF dc)
oei) by

or o /-
abﬁﬂ

9)

Here the derivatives OF /60,C i OF /80 ... are calcula-
ble using standard GRAPE propagatlon 62, 53], which
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FIG. 1. Optimization results with the rotating wave approximation. (a) The wall time consumption for calculating the infidelity
versus the numerical error of the infidelity averaged over 100 optimized pulses for the different methods presented in the text.
We obtained the data by scanning over different values of A¢. From this data, we find the At that leads to an average error of
107%. In (b), we compare the optimization from the found discretization of the two approximation methods. We repeat in (c)
the comparison for the two exact methods. Finally, in (d), we depict the smallest infidelity found at each wall time duration

for each of the different methods.

requires two propagations: one forward and one back-
wards. This is significantly smaller than the alterna-
tive approach, Eq. and , which requires one ad-
ditional propagation of 8be) [1(t)) per pulse parameter

b%k) thereby making the alternative much more expen-
sive.

In this work, we benchmark four different integra-
tion schemes for quantum control: two-second order

methods with one explicitly calculating Qg»l] (M2exact)
and one approximating it via midpoint interpolation
(M2approx). As well, we study two fourth-order methods
with one explicitly calculating Qg-” + QE-Q] (M4exact) and
one approximating it via Gauss—Legendre quadrature
(M4approx). Note, that M2approx and M4approx have
previously been used as numerical integration schemes
[49], while M2approx may readily be seen as the cur-
rent standard (GRAPE) in the quantum control litera-
ture [211 46} [52] 53] 64]. Besides M2approx, none of these
methods have, to the best of our knowledge, been used
to perform gradient-based quantum control optimization
before. As mentioned in the introduction, this paper aims
to derive the control gradient needed for state-of-the-
art optimization for these three alternatives to standard
GRAPE and benchmark all of these methods against
each other for control optimization. We elaborate on the
more technical details of the former in Appendix [A] and
provide the comparison in the following section.

III. RESULTS
A. Controlling a spin chain within the RWA

To compare the different methods, we consider control
of a one-dimensional spin chain where we model an Ising-
type spin-spin interaction for nearest and next-nearest
neighboring spins, which was also studied recently in the
context of optimal control theory in Refs. [28] [44]. We
assume access to two independent global control fields
u®) and ¥ orthogonal to the chain and driven at qubit-
resonance. With this, the drift Hamiltonian becomes

1
Hy = 3 ijaj - JZO‘;O‘;+1 —gZU;.aJZ»H7 (10)
J J J

where J is the nearest spin-spin interaction, g = J/10 is
the next-nearest spin-spin interaction, and o denotes the
Pauli spin operator. Here we model periodic boundary
conditions and assume an isotropic spin chain (w = w;
for all j). The control part of the Hamiltonian is

H.(t) =2 Z u®) (t) cos(wt) Zaf (11)

k=xz,y

such that H(t) = Ho+ H.(t). We may derive an effective
Hamiltonian by using the rotating wave approximation
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FIG. 2. Optimization results without the rotating wave approximation. (a) The wall time consumption for calculating the
infidelity for a state transfer on a spin chain without the rotating wave approximation plotted against the numerical error of
the infidelity averaged over 100 optimized pulses for the different methods presented in the text. We obtained the data by
scanning over different values of At. From this data, we find the At that leads to an average error of 107°. In (b), we compare
the optimization from the found discretization of the two approximation methods. We repeat in (c¢) the comparison for the two
exact methods. In (d), we depict the smallest infidelity at each wall time duration for each of the different methods.

(RWA)

HRWA(t) = —JZ

TR DD
J J
+ Z u®(t) Za?.

J

k=x,y
We express the control pulses in a modulated Fourier ba-
sis o) (t)=s(t) cos(mnt/T) and ¢\ (t) = s(t) sin(wnt/T)
for even and odd values of n = 1,2...8, respectively,
and k = x,y. Here the modulation function s(¢) denotes
a shape function that enforces the pulse to smoothly start
and end at zero

(12)

lcos (m(£ = 1)) +1], for 0< t <7,

lforr<t<T-—r,

Leos (m(EL +1)) + 1) for T —7 <t < T.
(13)

s(t)

For optimization we use a sequential programming (least
squares) algorithm [70] implemented in the Python li-
brary Scipy [71]. This optimization algorithm allows us
to handle non-linear constraints of the form

ufr]fi)n <u® ) <u®) for all k,t, (14)
with ul(fi)n and ugfgx denoting the minimal and maximal

permissible control fields, respectively, which in this work
(k) (k) _

we choose as umax = —u,,;, = J for k =z, y.

We seek to make a state transfer between two degener-
ate ground states from an initial state |¢9) = |0,0,...,0)
and a target state [¢;) = |1,1,..., 1), which requires tem-
porarily populating a set of excited states by the control
fields. This task is solvable by minimizing the infidelity
of the transfer

F=1=[{¢el(T) (15)

where [¢(T')) denotes the solution to the Schrodinger
equation from the initial state [1g) = |1(t = 0)).

In the following, we compare the various integration
methods for gradient-based control optimization. In or-
der to facilitate such an analysis, we initiate a three step
procedure: i) We draw 100 seeds (initial random guesses)
and optimize these using a large number of time steps,
N, in order to estimate the “true” infidelity Firue at
TJ = 2.9, which for the best solutions lead to an infi-
delity around 10~*. ii) Using the optimized pulses, we
now scan over different values of At in order to calculate
the infidelity Fealculated (At). For each At we further cal-
culate the simulation error |Feaiculated (At) — Firue| and
monitor the wall time (i.e., computational time). Here
the wall time is without the initialization time, which
we discuss further in Sec. We depict in Fig. [1fa)
the average simulation error as a function of the aver-
age wall time for the various methods. From the figure,
we observe an excellent improvement in using the two
fourth-order methods, which provides around a factor of
10 in speed up for an average accuracy of 1075, Inter-
estingly, M2exact performs worse than M2approx, while



Md4exact performs better than M4approx. iii) At last,
we also compare the various methods for control opti-
mization. From the obtained data, we estimate for each
integration scheme the At that on average leads to a
simulation error of 1076. This error threshold is a few
orders lower than current experimental reachable infideli-
ties and, therefore, should suffice for a fair comparison.
We note that the higher-order methods generally perform
better in the low-error regime, i.e., closer to machine pre-
cision.

Using the found At, we then optimize the 100 seeds
used in step i) again, where we now save the infidelity and
wall time for each incremental update made by GRAPE.
We depict the optimization trajectories (reached infi-
delity versus wall time) in Fig. [[[b) and Fig. [I{c) for
the two approximation and the two exact methods, re-
spectively. For an easy comparison, we further depict in
Fig. d) the smallest infidelity at each wall time instance
for each of the different methods. As expected, the dif-
ferent methods converge to the same infidelity-minimum
but at different speeds. We observe around a factor of
10 speedups with the fourth-order methods compared to
the second-order methods.

B. Controlling a spin chain without the RWA

We now make an additional comparison, where we seek
to simulate and optimize the spin chain without the ro-
tating wave approximation This is easily achievable by
including the cosine drives from Eq. into our basis
functions ¢\ (t) — o) (t) cos(wt). Not having the rotat-
ing wave approximation requires a larger number of time
steps N to resolve the fast oscillations from the external
fields, making simulations typically slow. In this section,
we model a resonance frequency of w = 20J, which is
in a regime [65] where the rotating wave approximation
typically leads to errors compatible with the previously
optimized infidelities. In other words, this is a regime
where we need the more exact model in realistic simula-
tions.

We now repeat the procedure from the previous sec-
tion in this new scenario. In Fig. J(a), we depict the
simulation error versus the wall time for each of the four
methods averaged over 100 optimized pulses. Overall
we see the same tendencies as before: we obtain around
a factor of 10 speed up with the fourth-order methods
relative to the second-order ones. We still observe the
counter-intuitive tendency that M2exact performs worse
than M2approx. In Fig. [2b) and Fig. [2|c) we depict the
optimization trajectories for the approximate and the ex-
act methods, respectively. Similarly to before, we also
depict in Fig. d) the smallest infidelity at each wall
time instance. We again observe a factor of 10 in speed
improvement with the two fourth-order methods for op-
timization.

C. Further comparison and discussion

Before concluding, we briefly elaborate on the dif-
ferences between the various methods introduced and
benchmarked in the preceding sections. First, we de-
pict the aforementioned At-scans in Fig. [3(a) and (b)
with and without the RWA, respectively. Here we ob-
serve that each method is consistent with the second and
fourth-order scaling also marked in the figures.

We also depict the initialization time for each method
in Fig. B[c) and (d) with and without the RWA, re-
spectively. The initialization time was not included in
the wall time consumption depicted in the previous two
plots, but included here for a more fair comparison. Note
that we pre-evaluate the sampling points for the two
approximation methods, while for the two exact meth-
ods, we pre-calculate the integrals. In addition, we also
pre-calculate the commutators for the two fourth-order
methods. The most expensive method is by far M4exact.
However, we believe the initialization time is heavily re-
ducible for a large variety of control settings by pre-
calculating the integrals analytically but at the price of
overhead in human labor. Nonetheless, since M4exact is
the consistently fastest method, there are many scenar-
ios where this additional overhead is far smaller than the
optimization time, including where many noise trajecto-
ries must be sampled, where search complexity requires
many different initial seeds, or where Hilbert space com-
plexity makes matrix exponentiation far more expensive
than the integrals themselves. For instance, control opti-
mization with random sampling (as used in this work to
sufficiently explore the control space) may easily take be-
tween 24 and 48 hours on a standard computer. Here, a
subsequent ten-fold speed up may easily justify an addi-
tional initialization cost of one or two hours. Otherwise,
M4approx avoids this high initialization cost at the price
of a relatively small slow-down.

In this work, we have only considered errors stem-
ming from the numerical integration, which is justi-
fied by relatively low numerical errors associated with
standard matrix exponentiation techniques. However,
there also exists a rich class of approximations meth-
ods to the matrix exponential [53], such as a second-
order O(At?) Suzuki-Trotter expansion [22], which may
also reduce computation time with pre-calculations (e.g.,
eigen-decomposition of Hamiltonian terms). Thus, where
Suzuki-Trotter methods are most applicable (large expo-
nentiation cost), it may be viable to instead choose much
smaller At to enable their use, while having to make do
with O(At?) error scaling and associated slowdown.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have derived a new quantum opti-
mal control framework based on improved time propa-
gation using a discretized Magnus expansion. We ob-
tained several high-performing quantum control propa-
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FIG. 3. The error of time propagation at various values of At for (a) with and (b) without the RWA. Here we observe that each
method is consistent with its analytically predicted error scaling. We also depict the initialization times for (c) with and (d)
without the RWA. For the two exact methods, we pre-calculate the integrals @— numerically and note that, where possible,
calculating these analytically further reduces this initialization overhead.

gators within this framework, which we tested in equal-
accuracy comparisons to state-of-the-art approaches. In
doing so, we demonstrated around an order of magnitude
in speedup for both fast and slow system dynamics rela-
tive to the timescale of the control modulation. In par-
ticular, we derived an exact fourth-order Magnus propa-
gator (Md4exact) that is consistently faster than the pre-
vious methods for individual runs, though at an upfront
overhead cost. At the same time, the Gauss-Legendre
quadrature approximation (M4approx) offers a slight re-
duction in speedup while dramatically reducing this over-
head. The overhead in precomputing commutators and
integrals typically represents a small fraction of the en-
tire computation time for standard optimal control prob-
lems. Still, the appropriate method can always be cho-
sen accordingly. We foresee this new approach to have
widespread applicability in optimal control-theoretic set-
tings, and wherever many dynamical trajectories must
be calculated, such as for Monte Carlo sampling.

One current limitation of our framework is the diffi-
culty in generalizing the Magnus expansion beyond the
first couple of terms. One possible solution would be
to combine our framework with the work of Arnal et
al. [2], which expresses the Magnus expansion in right-
nested integrals and commutators. Whether or not such
generalization is adaptable with our framework remains
an open question and could potentially be the focus of
future work.
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Appendix A: Different methods
1. M-2exact
The first propagation scheme we consider is calculating the exact first term in the Magnus expansion. Here (and

in the following methods), we start by shifting the time scale [t;,t; + At] to [0, At]. In this case, we may evaluate
Eq. by using the parametrization u*(t) =, b%k)qbglk)(t)

At
c;;; - Zb;’“/ O (t; + t1)dty, (A1)
n 0
with derivative
60,(:). At
= oD +t)dh. (A2)
by 0

This integrals may be calculated in advance either analytically or numerically to arbitrary precision. In this work we
calculated the integrals numerically.

2. MZ2approx (standard GRAPE)

The second scheme we consider is the current standard in the literature: GRAPE, which is done by using midpoint
interpolation of Eq. (A1) [49], which gives the coefficient

chy = A Y BPO (1 + At/2), (A3)
with derivative given as in [65] by
5 Apglt
0 = Aol (t; + At/2). (A4)
br
3. Mdexact

The first term in the Magnus expansion has already been calculated so we just need to evaluate Eq. and .
Then,

1 At t1
choy = 5 > o) /0 ( ; O (8 + ta)dts — ) (t; + tl)tl)dtl, (A5)
with derivative
8622; 1At
Jo_ = (%) (+. — »®) (4.
i = 2/0 (/0 Ot + ta)dtz — o) (15 + )t ) dba. (A6)

Lastly we have

3 _1 By [ (40 a0
ot j :§Z[bn bih /0 (qbn (tj+t1)/0 O (t; +t2)dt2)dt1

n,m

, At , t1
S [ (o0 ) [ o + it (A7)
0 0



with derivative

EO DAl ('“)(t +t1) Lol (ks + te)dts ) diy
9ty )3 % b(k)f ( (t; +t1) Jo gi)( by + ta)dts ) dty
8bl(h) 2 an b k) f (k ) t +t ) (k) (t + t2)dt2>dt1

DN S et +t2)dt2)dt1
4. Mdapprox

ifl=nand h=k
ifl=mand h =k
ifl=nand h=F
ifl=mand h=k

(A8)

The last method we consider is an approximation scheme of fourth order based on approximating the integral
with Gaussian-Legendre quadratures [49]. We define Hy o = H(t; + ¢1,2At) and u(1k2) = u®)(t; + c1 2At) where

caz=1/2F V/3/6. With this the Magnus expansion reads

At 3
Qj <H1+H2) _iiAtQ[HQ,Hl]
(k) 4
=AtH, + Atz 72Hk (A9)
— 'iAt2<Z (u(k) — u(k))[H Hi]+ Z (u(k)u(k/) - u(k/)u(k))[H H, ,]) (A10)
2 1 2 05tk 2 U 2 1 ks 1K) -
k k<k’
With this we have the coefficient
( ) (k) )
t
o = A ;“2 _Ath (1)‘2”5 't 2), (A11)
where we have introduced the notation t1 o = t; + ¢1 2At. The derivative is
9t (k) (k)
b 2
Then
V3 k k V3
223 7At2( * é )) = EAt2 Zb;’“) (d’%k) (t1) — d’gc)(tz)), (A13)
b
with derivative
o) /3
o VO as2( (k) (k)
B 12 At <¢ (t1) — o, (t2)>~ (A14)
And
\/3 ! !
c,(j,)c,’j = —At2 (u(k)ugk ) ugk )ul(k)) (A15)
=5 B ar Zb bl ol (12)0 ) (1) = BEIB B (£2)00) (1), (A16)
with derivative
o BALY, W60 ()% (1) ifl=nand h =k
ack’k/’j _ gAtQ Zn bslk)ﬁﬁq(zk)(t?)d)q(’r]: )( 1) ifl=m and h = k/ (A17)
b | SBAR T, 6w (t)e) (1) i L=nand h =K
—BARS W (t2) R (t1)  if Il =m and h = k
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