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Abstract

Optimizing the controls of quantum systems plays a crucial role in advancing quantum

technologies. The time-varying noises in quantum systems and the widespread use of inhomoge-

neous quantum ensembles raise the need for high-quality quantum controls under uncertainties.

In this paper, we consider a stochastic discrete optimization formulation of a binary optimal

quantum control problem involving Hamiltonians with predictable uncertainties. We propose

a sample-based reformulation that optimizes both risk-neutral and risk-averse measurements of

control policies, and solve these with two gradient-based algorithms using sum-up-rounding ap-

proaches. Furthermore, we discuss the differentiability of the objective function and prove upper

bounds of the gaps between the optimal solutions to binary control problems and their contin-

uous relaxations. We conduct numerical studies on various sized problem instances based of

two applications of quantum pulse optimization; we evaluate different strategies to mitigate the

impact of uncertainties in quantum systems. We demonstrate that the controls of our stochastic

optimization model achieve significantly higher quality and robustness compared to the controls

of a deterministic model.

1 Introduction

Quantum control [1–3] focuses on designing efficient and accurate controls that manipulate quantum

systems toward desired quantum states and operations. Applications of quantum control include

nuclear magnetic resonance experiments [4–7] and quantum chemistry [8, 9]. With the development

of quantum technologies, quantum control plays an important role in quantum information [10–16]

and the high-level design of quantum algorithms [17–23].

Various methods have been developed to solve quantum optimal control problems. Khaneja

et al. [5] develop the gradient ascent pulse engineering (GRAPE) algorithm, which estimates con-
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trols by piecewise constant functions. Larocca and Wisniacki [24] improve the computational effi-

ciency of the GRAPE algorithm using a Krylov subspace approach. Another popular method is the

chopped random basis algorithm, which describes the control space using basis functions [25–27].

Other studies solve these optimal control problems using gradient-free methods, including evolution

algorithms [28] and reinforcement learning approaches [29–33]. For binary control problems, Vogt

and Petersson [34] propose a trust-region method for the optimal control of a single-flux quantum

system. Fei et al. [19] develop a solution framework for general quantum systems and further

improve it using a switching time approach [20].

The aforementioned papers study only deterministic quantum optimal control problems, which

have fixed Hamiltonians, Hermitian operators that generate the time evolution of the system and

whose eigenvalues correspond to energy levels of the system. These Hamiltonians are specified by

the experimental setup with the control coming from how long we use each Hamiltonian and in

what order for time evolving the state of the system. However, the imprecise estimation of the

Hamiltonian controllers and time-varying noises in quantum systems has recently raised the need

for robust quantum control [35–39]. Moreover, designing a robust uniform control is an important

topic in inhomogeneous quantum ensembles, involving a large number of quantum systems with

variations in system parameters [40–44]. Fourier decomposition methods can be applied to design

a uniform control for inhomogeneous quantum fields [41, 42]. Barr et al. [45] extend quantum

noise spectroscopy to design optimized amplitude control waveforms that suppress low-frequency

dephasing noise and detuning errors. Ruths and Li [46] propose a multidimensional pseudospectral

method with uncertainty sampling for optimal control of quantum ensembles. Chen et al. [40]

apply a sample approximation algorithm, and Wu et al. [47] extend it to a batch-based sampling

algorithm that minimizes the expected error between final and target operations. To hedge against

risk, other studies focus on optimizing the worst-case performance under uncertainties. Wesenberg

[48] solves a robust quantum optimal control problem using a general minmax algorithm based on

a series of constrained quasi-Newton sequential quadratic programs. Kosut et al. [49] develop a

sample-based sequential convex programming scheme to obtain an optimal control for the worst-

case robust optimization problem.

Here we seek to make three major contributions to the literature. First, we develop a stochas-

tic optimization model and a sample-based reformulation for the general quantum optimal control

problem under uncertain Hamiltonians; this model balances risk-neutral and risk-averse objectives.

Second, we apply multiple gradient-based methods and rounding techniques to solve the reformu-

lated mixed-integer stochastic programming model. We provide the derivative of the objective

function as well as derive bounds for the gap between solutions before and after rounding. Third,

we analyze the performance of our approaches under various variance settings and demonstrate the

benefits of considering uncertainties when conducting binary controls of various quantum systems.

The manuscript is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a general mixed-integer stochastic

optimization model and its reformulation based on finite samples of the uncertain Hamiltonians.

In Section 3 we derive the reformulation of the original stochastic optimization model and propose

our gradient-based algorithm to solve the continuous relaxation. We apply rounding techniques to
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obtain binary controls and analyze the gap between binary and continuous control solutions. Sec-

tion 4 introduces two specific quantum control instances and discusses the results of our numerical

tests and simulation. Section 5 summarizes our study and states future research directions.

2 Modeling Uncertain Hamiltonians

For completeness, Section 2.1 first introduces the model for deterministic binary quantum optimal

control presented in Fei et al. [20]. In Section 2.2, we extend this model to a general stochastic

optimization model and we propose a sample-based reformulation. Section 2.3 describes how the

objective function can be modified to account for various risk measures.

2.1 Deterministic Optimal Control Model

Consider a quantum system with q qubits, and let the control process be conducted on the time

interval [0, tf ], where tf is defined as the evolution time. Let H(0) ∈ C2q×2q be the intrinsic

Hamiltonian, a Hamiltonian over which we do not have control and which is always applied in

the time evolution of the system. Let N be the number of control Hamiltonians given by H(j) ∈
C2q×2q , j = 1, · · · , N . Let Xinit, Xtarg ∈ C2q×2q be the initial and target unitary operators of

the quantum system, respectively. We define T as the number of time steps and divide the time

horizon [0, tf ] into T time intervals (tk−1, tk], k = 1, · · · , T . (In this work we use a uniform time

discretization where each time interval has an equal length ∆t = tf/T , but our work can be

extended to discretization with nonuniform time interval length.) For each controller j = 1, · · · , N
and each time step k = 1, · · · , T , we define discretized control variables as ujk. For each time step

k = 1, · · · , T , we define the discretized time-dependent Hamiltonians as Hk ∈ C2q×2q and unitary

operators as Xk ∈ C2q×2q .

We define the general deterministic binary quantum control model as follows.

(D) min
u,X,H

FX(XT ) (1a)

s.t. Hk = H(0) +

N∑
j=1

ujkH
(j), k = 1, . . . , T (1b)

Xk = e−iHk∆tXk−1, k = 1, . . . , T (1c)

X0 = Xinit (1d)

N∑
j=1

ujk = 1, k = 1, . . . , T (1e)

ujk ∈ {0, 1} , j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , T. (1f)

The objective function FX is a general function to measure the difference between the final and

desired quantum systems and can take different forms depending on specific problem instances.

(In the numerical simulations of this manuscript, we employ two widely used objective functions in
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the quantum control field, but our methods described later are general and can be used for general

differentiable functions FX .)

In quantum mechanics, the quantum state is defined as the description of the physical properties

of a quantum system. We use |·⟩ and ⟨·| to represent a quantum state vector and its conjugate

transpose, respectively. This notation is standard Dirac notation in quantum mechanics; and the

state of a quantum system, |·⟩, can be represented numerically as a 2q dimensional, complex vector,

normalized to one. We also use ·† as a modifier to denote the conjugate transpose of a complex

matrix. We define a parameter H̃ as the constant Hamiltonian that determines the energy structure

of the quantum system.

One function we will use later evaluates the difference between the energy of the quantum

system with final operator XT and the minimum energy corresponding to H̃, given by

FX(XT ) = 1 − ⟨ψ0|X†
T H̃XT |ψ0⟩/Emin, (2)

where |ψ0⟩ represents the initial state of the quantum system and the constant minimum energy

Emin represents the minimum eigenvalue of H̃, with an assumption that Emin ̸= 0.

Another function we consider is the infidelity function

FX(XT ) = 1 − 1

2q

∣∣∣tr{X†
targXT

}∣∣∣ , (3)

which measures the difference between XT and the target operator Xtarg. Both objective functions

(2) and (3) are bounded between [0, 1].

Constraints (1b) compute time-dependent Hamiltonians Hk for k = 1, . . . , T as linear combi-

nations of the intrinsic Hamiltonian and the control Hamiltonians weighted by control variables u.

The constraints, (1c), describe the time evolution process for computing unitary operators, X, by

solving the Schrödinger equation. Constraint (1d) is the initial condition of the unitary operators.

Constraint (1e) ensures that at each time step, the summation of all the control values should

be one, which is Special Ordered Set of Type 1 (SOS1) property in optimal control theory [50].

Combining the SOS1 property with binary constraints for control variables (1f), we ensure that

only one controller is active at any time.

2.2 Stochastic Optimal Control Model

In practice, the intrinsic and control Hamiltonians are affected by time-dependent noise due to

various reasons such as decoherence, hardware limitations, and environmental noise [51–53]. On

the other hand, multiple applications, such as inhomogeneous quantum ensembles, require applying

a uniform control to manipulate quantum systems with different Hamiltonian values. These prop-

erties and applications lead to quantum control studies that take the uncertainty of Hamiltonians

into consideration. In this manuscript we assume that the uncertainty parameters have a known

distribution, and we define a measure space (Ξ, 2Ξ,P), where Ξ ⊆ R(N+1)·T is the sample space

and P represents the probability distribution function. We denote the uncertainty parameters as

ξ = [ξjk] ∈ Ξ, where ξjk, j = 0, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , T represents the uncertainty of the intrinsic
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Hamiltonian (j = 0) and jth control Hamiltonian (j ≥ 1) in the time interval k. We use finite

samples to approximate the distribution, and we define the set S as a finite set of uncertainty

realizations, S = {ξ1, . . . , ξS}, according to the distribution P such that ξs, for each s = 1, . . . , S,

is associated with probability ps with
∑S

s=1 ps = 1. The time-dependent Hamiltonians and unitary

operators are the functions of uncertain parameters ξ. For each sample ξs, s = 1, . . . , S, at each

time step k = 1, . . . , T , we denote the corresponding time-dependent Hamiltonian Hk and unitary

operator Xk as Hs
k and Xs

k, respectively. We define ρ
[
FX(X1

T ), . . . , FX(XS
T )
]

as a risk measure

function based on the uncertainty sample set S = {1, . . . , S}. The generic stochastic optimization

model variant of Model (D) is given by

(SP(S)) min
u,X,H

ρ
[
FX(X1

T ), . . . , FX(XS
T )
]

(4a)

s.t. Hs
k = (1 + ξs0k)H(0) +

N∑
j=1

(1 + ξsjk)ujkH
(j), k = 1, . . . , T, s = 1, . . . , S (4b)

Xs
k = e−iHs

k∆tXs
k−1, k = 1, . . . , T, s = 1, . . . , S (4c)

Xs
0 = Xinit, s = 1, . . . , S (4d)

N∑
j=1

ujk = 1, ujk ∈ {0, 1} , j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , T. (4e)

The objective (4a) uses the risk measure ρ to evaluate the risk of having deviations from the

desired cost of controlling quantum operators under uncertainty, which we detail in Section 2.3.

(In Section 4 for the numerical results, we introduce specific quantum control objective functions

for different examples.) Constraints (4b) compute the time-dependent Hamiltonians given samples

ξs, s = 1, . . . , S. Constraints (4c)–(4d) are the copies of constraints (1c)–(1d) for scenarios s =

1, . . . , S.

2.3 Risk Measures and Objective Functions

The risk measure ρ in (4a) in the stochastic optimization model can take different forms depending

on the decision-maker’s risk attitudes and uncertainty levels. One of the most widely used measures

is the expectation of a random variable, which measures the average performance, also known as

the risk-neutral measure [54]. For any stochastic function f(ξ) on the measure space (Ξ, 2Ξ,P), the

expectation is defined as Eξ[f(ξ)] =
∫
Ξ f(ξ)dP. With a sample set S, the approximation expectation

formulation for the stochastic function f(ξ) is

S∑
s=1

psf(ξs).

However, a particular realization of ξ can be significantly different from its expectation. In

some quantum control applications, avoiding extremely poor performance of the given systems is

important and necessary. Here we consider a risk-averse measure, to control the risk in the solutions

given by the stochastic optimization model SP(S) [55–58]. We consider the Conditional Value-at-

Risk (CVaR) [56] because it is a coherent risk measure with nice properties such as convexity. For

any stochastic function f(ξ), the CVaR with risk level η is defined as the expected value of f(ξ)
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Figure 1: Illustration for CVaR function with risk level η = 0.05. The histograms are the distribu-

tion of f(ξ). The blue line represents the 95 percentile of f(ξ). The red dashed line represents the

CVaR value.

subject to the constraint that the value of f(ξ) is no less than the lower 1 − η percentile [55].

Figure 1 illustrates CVaR for η = 0.05, where the blue line at 2 represents the 95th percentile of

f(ξ) and the red dashed line represents the CVaR value as the average of all values of f(ξ) that

are larger than 2.

We also introduce the equivalent formulation for the CVaR function [56]:

CVaRη (f(ξ)) = inf

{
ζ +

1

η

∫
Ξ

max{0, f(ξ) − ζ}dP : ζ ∈ R
}
. (5)

The CVaR of f(ξ) has the following sample-based approximation form:

min
ζ∈R

(
ζ +

1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, f(ξs) − ζ}

)
. (6)

One can consider a linear combination of expectation and CVaR function as the specific objective

function in SP(S) to balance between risk-neutral and risk-averse attitudes. With a sample set S,

the risk measure (4a) can be formulated:

ρ
[
FX(X1

T ), . . . , FX(XS
T )
]

= α
S∑

s=1

psFX(Xs
T ) + (1 − α) min

ζ∈R

(
ζ +

1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, FX(Xs
T ) − ζ}

)
,

where α ∈ [0, 1] is a weight parameter and η is a risk level parameter. When α = 0, the problem is

equivalent to minimizing the CVaR function to obtain a risk-averse control. When α = 1, the goal

is to optimize the expected performance of the control.
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3 Gradient-Based Algorithm

We now present our algorithm for solving the stochastic optimization model, which consists of

two parts, first solving a continuous relaxation and then rounding the continuous solution. In

Section 3.1 we first convert the stochastic optimization model with sample approximation SP(S)

to an unconstrained optimization model. We then discuss the derivative for the objective function

and introduce two gradient-based algorithms to solve the continuous relaxation of the model. In

Section 3.2 we apply a sum-up rounding algorithm to obtain binary solutions with an optimality

guarantee.

3.1 Solution Methods for Continuous Relaxation

To start, we follow constraints (4b)–(4d) and convert the final operator Xs
T into an implicit function

of control variables u:

Xs
T (u) =

T∏
k=1

exp

−i

(1 + ξs0k)H(0) +
N∑
j=1

(1 + ξsjk)ujkH
(j)

∆t

Xinit, s = 1, . . . , S. (7)

We use F s(u) to denote the objective function of u given uncertainty realization ξs by substituting

Xs
T (u) into the objective function (1a); that is, F s(u) = FX(Xs

T (u)). We penalize the SOS1

property (1e) by a squared L2 penalty function in the form of

FL(u) =
T∑

k=1

 N∑
j=1

ujk − 1

2

. (8)

By relaxing the binary constraints (1f), the stochastic optimization model SP(S) is converted to

an unconstrained optimization problem over a bounded feasible region as

min
u∈[0,1]N×T

α
S∑

s=1

psF
s(u) + (1 − α) min

ζ

(
ζ +

1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, F s(u) − ζ}

)
+ θFL(u), (9)

where θ is the penalty weight parameter for the SOS1 property. The max function in the second

term leads to the objective possibly being nondifferentiable with respect to the variables u and ζ;

we therefore discuss the closed-form expression and then the derivative of the objective function

in the following theorems. For simplicity, we denote the second term without weight (1 − α) by

FCVaR(u, ζ):

FCVaR(u, ζ) = ζ +
1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, F s(u) − ζ}. (10)

We derive a closed-form expression of minζ FCVaR(u, ζ) as follows.

Theorem 1. For a given control variable u, define s∗(u) as the scenario number with the largest

original objective value F s∗(u)(u) such that

S∑
s=1

ps1{F s(u)>F s∗(u)(u)} ≥ η. (11)
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Then the closed-form expression of minζ FCVaR(u, ζ) at point u is given by

FC(u) = F s∗(u)(u) +
1

η

∑
s:F s(u)>F s∗(u)(u)

ps(F
s(u) − F s∗(u)(u)). (12)

Proof. To prove the closed-form expression, it is equivalent to prove that given any feasible control

variable u, ζ∗(u) = F s∗(u)(u) is an optimal solution for the minimization problem minζ FCVaR(u, ζ).

When ζ < ζ∗(u) = F s∗(u)(u), we have

FCVaR(u, ζ) =ζ +
1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, F s(u) − ζ} = ζ +
1

η

∑
s:ζ<F s(u)

ps(F
s(u) − ζ)

=FCVaR(u, ζ∗(u)) + ζ − ζ∗(u) +
1

η

∑
s:ζ<F s(u)≤ζ∗(u)

ps(F
s(u) − ζ)

+ (ζ∗(u) − ζ)
1

η

∑
s:F s(u)>ζ∗(u)

ps

≥FCVaR (u, ζ∗(u)) +
1

η

∑
s:ζ<F s(u)≤ζ∗(u)

ps(F
s(u) − ζ) ≥ FCVaR(u, ζ∗(u)). (13)

The equalities directly follow from the definition of FCVaR(u, ζ). The first inequality holds because

of the definition of s∗(u) such that
∑

s:F s(u)>ζ∗(u) ps ≥ η. The last inequality holds because all the

terms in the summation have F s(u) > ζ. Similarly, we can show that when ζ > ζ∗(u) = F s∗(u)(u),

we have

FCVaR(u, ζ) =ζ +
1

η

S∑
s=1

ps max{0, F s(u) − ζ} = ζ +
1

η

∑
s:ζ<F s(u)

ps(F
s(u) − ζ)

=FCVaR(u, ζ∗(u)) + ζ − ζ∗(u) +
1

η

∑
s:ζ∗(u)<F s(u)≤ζ

ps(ζ − F s(u))

+ (ζ∗(u) − ζ)
1

η

∑
s:F s(u)>ζ∗(u)

ps

≥FCVaR(u, ζ∗(u)) +
1

η

∑
s:ζ∗(u)<F s(u)≤ζ

ps(ζ − F s(u)) ≥ FCVaR(u, ζ∗(u)). (14)

The only difference is that for the last inequality it holds because all the terms in the summation

have F s(u) ≤ ζ.

Remark 1. The smallest optimal solution of the minimization problem minζ FCVaR(u, ζ) is the

value-of-risk (VaR) function value with risk level η (see Pang and Leyffer [59]). Because scenarios

s with F s(u)−F s∗(u)(u) = 0 contribute nothing to the summation, the closed-form expression (12)

is equivalent to F s∗(u)(u) + 1
η

∑
s:F s(u)≥F s∗(u)(u) ps(F

s(u) − F s∗(u)(u)).

Remark 2. For a special case where we sample the scenario with equal probability, that is, ps = 1
S ,

an optimal solution ζ∗ = F s∗(u)(u) is the ⌈ηS⌉ largest original objective function value F s(u) among

all the scenarios s = 1, . . . , S.
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Using the closed-form expression in (12), we convert the original problem to minimizing an

unconstrained continuous relaxation with uncertainty sample set S = {ξ1, . . . , ξS}. For simplicity,

in the remaining discussion we define the summation of terms coming from the original objective

function as

F̃ (u) = α

S∑
s=1

psF
s(u) + (1 − α)FC(u), (15)

where FC is defined in (12).

Taking the L2 penalty function into consideration, the unconstrained continuous relaxation is

(SP − R(S)) min
u∈[0,1]N×T

FR(u) = α
S∑

s=1

psF
s(u) + (1 − α)FC(u) + θFL(u), (16)

which is a relaxation of our original stochastic optimization model SP(S) with relaxed binary

constraints and penalized SOS1 property (4e). The differentiability of the term FC(u) depends

on the objective values of all the scenarios. For a given control variable point û, we present the

following theorem about the derivative.

Theorem 2. For any given control variable point û, if F s(û) ̸= F s∗(û)(û), ∀s ̸= s∗(û), then the

closed form FC(u) is differentiable at point û, with the derivative formulation as

∂FC(û)

∂û
=

1 − 1

η

∑
s:F s(û)>F s∗(û)(û)

ps

 ∂F s∗(û)(û)

∂û
+

1

η

∑
s:F s(û)>F s∗(û)(û)

ps
∂F s(û)

∂û
. (17)

Proof. Because the functions FX(XT ) and Xs
T (u) are differentiable for each scenario s = 1, . . . , S,

the function F s(u) is differentiable and thus continuous. Because the objective function F s(u) is

continuous, given a control variable point û, for any ω > 0, there exists a distance rs(û, ω) for

each scenario s such that for any ∥u − û∥ ≤ rs(û, ω), we have |F s(u) − F s(û)| < ω. Choosing

ω = mins ̸=s∗(û) |F s(û) − F s∗(û)(û)|, from the assumption that ∀s ̸= s∗(û), F s(û) ̸= F s∗(û)(û), we

have ω > 0. Define r = mins=1,...,S rs(û, ω/2). Then, for any u such that |u− û| ≤ r, s∗(u) = s∗(û).

We prove this claim by the following statements that

F s(u) > F s(û) − ω

2
≥ F s∗(û)(û) + ω − ω

2
= F s∗(û)(û) +

ω

2
> F s∗(û)(u), ∀s : F s(û) > F s∗(û)(û)

(18)

F s(u) < F s(û) +
ω

2
≤ F s∗(û)(û) − ω +

ω

2
= F s∗(û)(û) − ω

2
< F s∗(û)(u), ∀s : F s(û) < F s∗(û)(û).

(19)

For both formulas, the first and last inequalities follow from the continuity of F s(u), and the other

inequalities follow from the definition of ω. Now we show that s∗(û) is still the scenario number

with the largest original objective value such that

S∑
s=1

ps1{F s(u)>F s∗(u)(u)} ≥ η, which means that

9



s∗(u) = s∗(û). Furthermore, we show that {s : F s(u) > F s∗(u)(u)} = {s : F s(û) > F s∗(û)(û)}.

Therefore, the derivative of FC(u) at point û is

∂FC(û)

∂û
= lim

u→û

FC(u) − FC(û)

u− û

= lim
u→û

F s∗(û)(u) − F s∗(û)(û)

u− û
+

1

η

∑
s:F s(u)>F s∗(û)(u)

ps
F s(u) − F s(û) − F s∗(û)(u) + F s∗(û)(û)

u− û


=

1 − 1

η

∑
s:F s(û)>F s∗(û)(û)

ps

 ∂F s∗(û)(û)

∂û
+

1

η

∑
s:F s(û)>F s∗(û)(û)

ps
∂F s(û)

∂û
. (20)

When the conditions in Theorem 2 hold, with the derivative of FC(u), we compute the derivative

of the objective function FR(u) in SP-R(S) by the chain rule as

∂FR(u)

∂ujk
= α

S∑
s=1

ps
∂F s(u)

∂ujk
+ (1 − α)

∂FC(u)

∂ujk
+ 2θ

 N∑
j=1

ujk − 1

 , j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , T,

(21)

where the gradient of the original objective functions F s(u) for every scenario s = 1, . . . , S depends

on specific quantum problems and can be computed by the popular GRAPE algorithm [5]. We

apply two optimization methods, L-BFGS-B [60] and Adam [61], with our derived gradient for

FR(u) in (21) to solve the continuous relaxation of the stochastic optimization model. In numerical

studies we empirically show that L-BFGS-B is better for quantum problems aiming to minimize

the energy of a quantum state, while Adam performs better on problems minimizing the infidelity

compared with a target quantum operator.

L-BFGS-B algorithm L-BFGS-B is a widely used quasi-Newton method for optimizing un-

constrained models with deterministic objective functions. We first generate S samples for the

uncertain parameters ξ, then apply L-BFGS-B to solve SP-R(S). Specifically, during each iteration

of L-BFGS-B, we compute the derivative using (21) and the search direction, then conduct a line

search to update control variables, following the details in Byrd et al. [60], Zhu et al. [62].

Adam method Adam is a popular first-order gradient-based optimization method for optimizing

unconstrained models with stochastic objective functions [61]. We modify Adam to solve our

problem with a bounded feasible region by adding a projection step. The details of the algorithm

are presented in Algorithm 1 (where ⊗ represents elementwise multiplication between two vectors).

Specifically, during each iteration we first generate S samples of the uncertain parameters ξ to

formulate the corresponding continuous relaxation SP-R(S) (see Line 4). Then we compute the

derivative by Equation (21) (see Line 5), update the control variables, and project the updated

variables to the feasible region [0, 1]N×T (see Lines 6–9).

10



Algorithm 1: Adam for solving the continuous relaxation of the stochastic optimization

model.

Input: Initial control values u(0). Maximum iteration number K.

Input: Step size γ1 > γ2 > 0. Objective value threshold to change step size F̄ .

Input: Decay rates for the moment estimates β1, β2 ∈ [0, 1). Constant for numerical

computation ϵ.

1 Initialize the first and second moment vectors m(0), v(0) as N ×T -dimensional zero vectors.

2 Initialize step size γ̂ = γ1.

3 for Iteration i = 1, . . . ,K do

4 Generate a sample set S = {ξ1, . . . , ξS} with probability ps for ξs, s = 1, . . . , S and

formulate the unconstrained sample approximation SP-R(S).

5 Compute the corresponding derivative g(i) =
∂FR(u)

∂u(i−1)
by Equation (21).

6 Compute the first moment vector m(i) =
(
β1m

(i−1) + (1 − β1)g
(i)
)

.

7 Compute the second moment vector v(i) =
(
β2v

(i−1) + (1 − β2)g
(i) ⊗ g(i)

)
.

8 Compute the bias-corrected moment vectors m̂(i) = m(i)/(1 − βi1), v̂
(i) = v(i)/(1 − βi2).

9 Update control variables and project to the feasible bounded region [0, 1]N×T as

u(i) = Π[0,1]N×T

(
u(i−1) − γ̂m̂(i)/(

√
v̂(i) + ϵ)

)
.

10 if FR(u(i)) < F̄ then

11 γ̂ = γ2.

12 end

13 end

Output: Continuous control solutions u(K).

3.2 Sum-Up Rounding Technique

With continuous solutions ucon ∈ [0, 1]N×T , we apply the sum-up rounding (SUR) technique to

obtain binary solutions ubin. The SUR technique is proposed by the work of Sager et al. [50] and

is widely used in integer control optimization problems. To the best of our knowledge, most work

using SUR rounds either a continuous-time control function [63, 64] or controls of the continuous

relaxation with the same time discretization [19, 20, 65, 66].

In our problem, the time of solving the continuous relaxation is the major part of the overall

computational time and significantly increases when the number of time steps T and scenarios S is

high. Therefore, we solve the continuous relaxation using fewer time steps T and round the solutions

using more time steps TR to achieve a balance between computational time and the difference

between continuous and binary solutions. For simplicity, we assume here that TR = CSURT , where

CSUR > 1 is a predetermined integer constant. We present the rounding algorithm procedure in

Algorithm 2.

Remark 3. Algorithm 2 can be extended to a more general case when the SOS1 property is not

11



Algorithm 2: Sum-up rounding for continuous and binary solutions with different time

steps.

Input: Time steps of continuous solution T . The multiplier factor between time steps of

continuous and binary solutions CSUR. Continuous control ucon ∈ [0, 1]N×T .

1 for k = 1, . . . , CSURT do

2 for j = 1, . . . , N do

3 Compute cumulative deviation δjk =
k∑

τ=1

uconj⌊τ/CSUR⌋
∆t

CSUR
−

k−1∑
τ=1

ubinjτ

∆t

CSUR
.

4 end

5 Let j∗ = arg maxj=1,...,N δjk, breaking ties by by choosing the smallest index.

6 Update binary control ubinj∗k = 1 and ubinjk = 0, ∀j ̸= j∗.

7 end

Output: Binary control ubin ∈ {0, 1}N×CSURT .

required for controls by only changing Lines 5–6. We set ubinjk = 1, ∀j ∈ J∗ where J∗ = {δjk ≥
0.5∆t/CSUR} and other controller values as 0.

In the rest of this section we discuss how the difference between continuous and binary controls

varies with time steps T . In the remaining discussion we use u to represent all the discretized

controls and u(t) to represent all the control functions on a continuous time horizon (i.e., T = ∞).

We first propose two assumptions for the original problem, which are satisfied in most quantum

control problems.

Assumption 1. We assume that the original objective function for each quantum system FX is

continuous, non-negative, and upper-bounded.

Assumption 2. We assume that the stochastic optimization model SP(S) is feasible.

We define piecewise constant control functions ucon(t) and ubin(t) as equivalent formulations to

discretized controls ucon and ubin:

uconj (t) = uconjk , ∀t ∈ [(k − 1)∆t, k∆t), j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , T. (22a)

ubinj (t) = ubinjk , ∀t ∈ [(k − 1)
∆t

CSUR
, k

∆t

CSUR
), j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , CSURT. (22b)

In the following theorem we discuss the cumulative difference between continuous and binary control

functions:

Theorem 3. With Assumptions 1–2, let FUB be the upper bound of FX . Then the cumulative

difference between continuous and binary controls at any time t satisfies∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

(
ucon(τ) − ubin(τ)

)
dτ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ (N − 1)

CSUR
∆t+

2N − 1

N

√
tfFL(ucon)∆t, ∀t ∈ [0, tf ], (23)

12



where FL is defined in (8). Furthermore, we have the following convergence results for the objective

values defined in (15) of continuous and binary solutions:

lim
∆t→0

F̃ (ucon) = lim
∆t→0

F̃ (ubin). (24)

Proof. For any time interval length ∆t, let k̂ be the index of the time step in the SUR algorithm

that t falls in. Then the integral can be written as follows based on the definition of piecewise

constant functions: ∫ t

0

(
ucon(τ) − ubin(τ)

)
dτ =

k̂∑
τ=0

(
uconj⌊τ/CSUR⌋ − ubinjτ

) ∆t

CSUR
. (25)

The remaining proof of the upper bound in (23) directly follows the proof of Theorem 4 and

Corollary 1 in Fei et al. [19] with details being omitted here. For any control value u, we have

FC(u) = min
ζ
FCVaR(u, ζ) ≤ FCVaR(u, FUB) = FUB. (26)

Hence, the original risk measure function F̃ (u) defined in (15) is upper bounded by FUB. Because

ucon is the optimal solution of penalized continuous relaxation, for a feasible solution uf of model

SP(S) we have

F̃ (ucon) + FL(ucon) ≤ F̃ (uf ) + FL(uf ) = F̃ (uf ) ≤ FUB, (27)

where the last equality follows by the fact that uf is a feasible solution of the model with the SOS1

property, so FL(uf ) = 0. Therefore, we have FL(ucon) ≤ FUB, and the convergence of objective

values directly follows Corollary 8 in Sager et al. [50].

Theorem 3 proves that FL(ucon) ≤ FUB and the cumulative difference is upper bounded by

O(
√

∆t). In the following propositions we show that with additional assumptions the upper bound

can be tightened. We first introduce the infinite-dimension formulation (i.e., T = ∞) for the

original objective function of a single scenario s:

F s(u(t)) = FX(Xs(tf ;u)), s = 1, . . . , S. (28)

Note that we use F s(u) for the objective value of the discretized control and F s(u(t)) for the

objective value of the continuous-time control.

The operator Xs(tf ;u) is the value of Xs(t;u) at time tf , and Xs(t;u) is the solution for the

following differential equation with given control functions u(t):

d

dt
Xs(t) = −i

(1 + ξs0(t))H(0) +

N∑
j=1

(1 + ξsj (t))uj(t)H
(j)

Xs(t), (29)

where ξs0(t), . . . , ξsN (t) are time-dependent uncertain parameters. We use the infinite-dimension

objective function F s(u(t)) in (28) to replace F s(u) in the stochastic objective function F̃ (u) defined

13



in (12) and (15). We define s∗(u(t)) as the scenario number with the largest original objective

value F s∗(u(t)) such that
S∑

s=1

ps1F s(u(t))>F s∗(u(t))(u(t)) ≥ η (see the discretized version in Theorem 1).

For simplicity, we use s∗ to replace s∗(u(t)) in the following formulation of the infinite-dimension

stochastic objective function F̃ (u(t)):

F̃ (u(t)) = α

S∑
s=1

psF
s(u(t))

+ (1 − α)

F s∗(u(t)) +
1

η

∑
s:F s(u(t))>F s∗ (u(t))

ps

(
F s(u(t)) − F s∗(u(t))

) , (30)

With the definition of infinite-dimension stochastic objective function F̃ (u(t)) in (15), we define

the infinite-dimension formulation with the SOS1 property for the stochastic optimization model

SP(S) as

(SP − C) min
u

F̃ (u(t)) (31a)

s.t.
N∑
j=1

uj(t) = 1, a.e. t ∈ [0, tf ] (31b)

uj(t) ∈ {0, 1} , j = 1, . . . , N, a.e. t ∈ [0, tf ]. (31c)

The objective function (31a) is the stochastic objective function defined in (30). Constraint (31b)

enforces that the control function holds the SOS1 property for t ∈ [0, tf ]. Constraint (31c) in-

dicates that the control function value is binary for t ∈ [0, tf ] [67]. Every feasible solution of

the discretized model SP(S) can be considered as a piecewise constant control function and thus

is a feasible solution for the infinite-dimension formulation SP-C. For this model we impose the

following assumption and derive an O(∆t) upper bound for the cumulative difference based on it.

Assumption 3. We assume that there exists an optimal solution for the continuous relaxation of

the infinite-dimension model with the SOS1 property SP-C, represented by u∗,SOS1(t) such that the

original objective value F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t)) = 0.

Proposition 1. Recall that θ is the weight parameter of the SOS1 L2 penalty function, with As-

sumptions 1–3. Then we have the following bound for the cumulative difference:∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

(
ucon(τ) − ubin(τ)

)
dτ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤
(

(N − 1)

CSUR
+

2N − 1

N
√
θ
Cdiff

)
∆t, ∀t ∈ [0, tf ], (32)

where Cdiff is a constant determined by control Hamiltonians and evolution time tf .

Proof. We only need to prove that there exists a constant Cdiff such that
√
tfFL(ucon) ≤ Cdiff

√
∆t/

√
θ.

We define ucon,SOS1 as the optimal solution for the continuous relaxation of the discretized model

with the SOS1 property SP(S). From the optimality of ucon we have

F̃ (ucon) + θFL(ucon) ≤ F̃ (ucon,SOS1) + θFL(ucon,SOS1) = F̃ (ucon,SOS1), (33)
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where the inequality follows the fact that ucon,SOS1 holds the SOS1 property, so the penalty term

FL(ucon,SOS1) = 0. Combining with the Assumption 1 that F̃ (ucon) ≥ 0, we have

FL(ucon) ≤ 1

θ
F̃ (ucon,SOS1). (34)

We then consider the difference in objective values between the optimal infinite-dimension relax-

ation solution u∗,SOS1(t) (defined in Assumption 3) and the optimal discretized relaxation solution

ucon,SOS1. We first construct a piecewise constant control function ud,SOS1(t) satisfying the inequal-

ity as

ud,SOS1(t) =
1

∆t

∫ k∆t

(k−1)∆t
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ, ∀t ∈ [(k − 1)∆t, k∆t), k = 1, . . . , T. (35)

It is obvious that during each time interval we have∫ k∆t

(k−1)∆t
ud,SOS1(τ)dτ =

∫ k∆t

(k−1)∆t
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ, k = 1, . . . , T. (36)

For any time t ∈ [0, tf ], let k̂ be the index of time interval that t falls in. Then we have∥∥∥∥∫ t

0
ud,SOS1(τ)dτ −

∫ t

0
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
∫ t

(k̂−1)∆t
ud,SOS1(τ)dτ −

∫ t

(k̂−1)∆t
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

.

(37)

In the time subinterval [(k̂ − 1)∆t, k̂∆t], the two integrals hold:∫ t

(k̂−1)∆t
ud,SOS1(τ)dτ ≤ max

τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]
ud,SOS1(τ)∆t (38a)∫ t

(k̂−1)∆t
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ ≥ min

τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]
u∗,SOS1(τ)∆t. (38b)

From the definition of ud,SOS1 in (35), we know that

max
τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]

ud,SOS1(τ) ≤ max
τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]

u∗,SOS1(τ). (39)

Therefore, for any t ∈ [0, tf ],∥∥∥∥∫ t

0
ud,SOS1(τ)dτ −

∫ t

0
u∗,SOS1(τ)dτ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

∥∥∥∥∥ max
τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]

u∗,SOS1(τ) − min
τ∈[(k̂−1)∆t,k̂∆t]

u∗,SOS1(τ)

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

∆t. (40)

We notice that the values of control functions u∗,SOS1(t) and ud,SOS1(t) are both bounded by [0, 1].

Hence, the difference of integral is upper bounded by ∆t. From Theorem 2 in Sager and Zeile [64]

we have ∥∥∥X(tf ;u∗,SOS1) −X(tf ;ud,SOS1)
∥∥∥ ≤ C ′∆t, (41)
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where C ′ is a constant determined by control Hamiltonians and evolution time. Combining with

the continuity of the objective function F̃ (u(t)), we have

F̃ (ud,SOS1(t)) − F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t)) ≤ C ′′∆t, (42)

where C ′′ is a constant determined by objective function F̃ (u). From the definition of the piecewise

constant control function ud,SOS1(t), we can construct an equivalent discretized solution ud,SOS1
k =

ud,SOS1(t), where k is the index of time interval that t falls in. Because ucon,SOS1 is the optimal

solution of the discretized formulation, it holds that

F̃ (ucon,SOS1) − F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t)) ≤ F̃ (ud,SOS1) − F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t))

= F̃ (ud,SOS1(t)) − F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t)) ≤ C ′′∆t. (43)

With Assumption 3 that F̃ (u∗,SOS1(t)) = 0 and the upper bound for FL(ucon) in (34), we prove

that √
tfFL(ucon) ≤ Cdiff

√
∆t/

√
θ, (44)

where Cdiff =
√
tfC ′′.

Furthermore, we prove in Proposition 2, with an additional Assumption 4 for the infinite dimen-

sion model SP-C that the second term of the cumulative difference is upper bounded by o(∆t)∆t,

where lim∆t→0 o(∆t) = 0.

Assumption 4. We assume that there exists a constant time interval length ∆t0 such that for any

time discretization with ∆t ≤ ∆t0, the optimal solution u∗,SOS1(t) for the continuous relaxation of

infinite dimension model with the SOS1 property SP-C is continuous in each time subinterval.

Proposition 2. With Assumptions 1–4, for any ∆t ≤ ∆t0 we have the following bound for the

cumulative difference:∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

(
ucon(τ) − ubin(τ)

)
dτ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ (N − 1)

CSUR
∆t+

2N − 1

N
√
θ
o(∆t)∆t, ∀t ∈ [0, tf ], (45)

where lim∆t→0 o(∆t) = 0.

Proof. We consider the upper bound for the cumulative difference between u∗,SOS1(t) and ud,SOS1(t)

in (40). Because we assume that the optimal solution u∗,SOS1(t) is continuous in each subinterval

in Assumption 4, the right-hand side is upper bounded by o(∆t)∆t. The other parts of the proof

are the same as the proof of Proposition 1.

The upper bound in Proposition 2 indicates that the first term dominates the second term, and

therefore increasing the multiplier factor for time steps in the SUR algorithm (CSUR) significantly

reduces the cumulative difference between binary and continuous controls if Assumptions 1–4 hold.

For a fixed number of time steps T , the optimal value of the continuous relaxation (F̃ (ucon))

provides a lower bound for the binary model with the same time steps but not necessarily for the

binary model with time steps CSURT . We provide a counterexample in the following remark.
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Remark 4. We provide an example showing that the objective value of the continuous relaxation

optimal solution F̃ (ucon) is larger than the objective value of the binary solution F̃ (ubin) obtained

by SUR with rounding time steps CSURT . We consider a quantum control problem with zero noises

as follows. The objective function is defined as

1 − 1

4

∣∣∣tr{X†
targXT

}∣∣∣ , (46)

where Xtarg is

Xtarg =


1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

 . (47)

We set intrinsic and control Hamiltonians as

H(0) =


1 0 0 0

0 −1 2 0

0 2 −1 1

0 0 1 1

 , H(1) =


0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1

1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

 , H(2) =


0 0 −i 0

0 0 0 −i
i 0 0 0

0 i 0 0

 . (48)

The initial operator Xinit is a 4-dimensional identity matrix. The evolution time tf = 8. The

number of time steps for continuous relaxation T = 1 and the number of time steps for SUR

TR = CSURT = 100. We consider only one scenario S = 1 and uncertainty ξjk = 0 for all

j = 0, 1, 2 and k = 1. The time-dependent Hamiltonians Hs
k are computed by (4b), and the time-

dependent operators Xs
k are computed by (4c). By solving the model, we show that F̃ (ubin) =

0.673 < 0.678 = F̃ (ucon).

4 Numerical Studies

We now apply the algorithms discussed in Section 3 to solve two quantum control problems with

uncertain Hamiltonians: an energy minimization problem and a circuit compilation problem. In

Section 4.1 we introduce our simulation setup for quantum systems with uncertain Hamiltonians. In

Section 4.2 we introduce the settings of the energy minimization problem and present the numerical

results. In Section 4.3 we introduce the circuit compilation problem and describe the numerical

results. All numerical simulations were conducted on a macOS computer with 8 cores, 16 GB RAM,

and a 3.20 GHz processor. The implementation was in Python with version 3.8. Our full code and

results are available on our GitHub repository [68].

4.1 Uncertainty Design

Our proposed stochastic optimization model focues on quantum systems where the control Hamil-

tonians are inexact. In realistic experiments, the control uncertainty of Hamiltonians varies among
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Figure 2: Sampled values of ξ0 with 10 scenarios. The x-axis is time step k = 1, . . . , T , and the

y-axis is the value of ξ0. The lines represent values of corresponding samples for each scenario

s = 0, . . . , 9.

each simulation and each time step and has different distribution parameters for different Hamilto-

nians. The variances of the uncertain parameters are larger across simulations and smaller within

each time step during a single simulation. Specifically, we assume that for each controller j and

each time step k, the uncertain parameter ξjk follows a normal distribution N (µ, σtime
j ), where µ is

a random variable following a normal distribution N (0, σoffsetj ), with constant variance σtime
j , σoffsetj

determined by the Hamiltonians.

For each scenario s = 1, . . . , S, we generate the corresponding samples as follows. We first

sample a parameter µsj from a normal distribution with mean value 0 and variance σoffsetj for each

Hamiltonian H(j), j = 0, . . . , N , representing the mean value of uncertainties for Hamiltonian H(j)

across all time steps for scenario s, defined as an offset. We then sample ξsjk for each Hamiltonian

H(j), for all j = 0, . . . , N and time step k = 1, . . . , T from a normal distribution with mean value

µsj and variance σtime
j .

We show the values of 10 sampled scenarios of ξ0k, ∀k = 1, . . . , T in Figure 2. The different

intercepts of lines reflect the variances of each simulation described by σoffset0 , and the fluctuation

of each line indicates the variances among time steps for each simulation, described by σtime
0 .

4.2 Energy Minimization Problem

We apply L-BFGS-B to solve the stochastic optimization model of an energy minimization quantum

control problem. Consider a spin system with q qubits, no intrinsic Hamiltonian, and two control

Hamiltonians H(1), H(2). We define the initial state |ψ0⟩ as the ground state of H(1), which is the

eigenvector of H(1) with minimum eigenvalue. The goal is to minimize the energy corresponding to
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H(2) of the final state XT |ψ0⟩. Denote the theoretical minimum value of obtained energy as Emin,

which is the minimum eigenvalue of H(2). The specific deterministic formulation is given by

min 1 − ⟨ψ0|X†
TH

(2)XT |ψ0⟩ /Emin (49a)

s.t. Hk = u1kH
(1) + u2kH

(2), k = 1, . . . , T (49b)

H(1) = −
q∑

i=1

σxi , H
(2) =

∑
ij

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j (49c)

Xk = e−iHk∆tXk−1, k = 1, . . . , T

X0 = Xinit

u1k + u2k = 1, k = 1, . . . , T (49d)

u1k, u2k ∈ {0, 1} , k = 1, . . . , T, (49e)

where σxi , σ
z
i are Pauli matrices of qubit i for i = 1, . . . , q. The matrix [Jij ], i, j = 1, . . . , q is

the adjacency matrix of a randomly generated graph with q nodes. Specifically, J is a symmetric

matrix with zero diagonals and other elements randomly generated uniformly from the range [−1, 1]

for q > 2. When q = 2, J is a symmetric matrix with zero diagonals and other elements as 1.

We assume that σtime
j = 0.1σoffsetj for control Hamiltonians j = 1, 2. We set the CVaR risk-level

parameter η = 0.05, the number of qubits q = 6, the evolution time tf = 5, the number of time steps

for solving the continuous relaxation T = 50, and the number of time steps for rounding TR = 200.

We conduct out-of-sample tests for all controls under the same distribution as in-sample tests across

10 groups, each with 500 scenarios. We present the results of various numbers given by different

scenario numbers, weight choices, and variance settings in Sections 4.2.1–4.2.3, respectively, and

then discuss the CPU time of solving the problem with different sizes in Section 4.2.4.

4.2.1 Results of Scenarios

We set the weight parameter α = 0.5, variance σoffsetj = 0.05 for both controllers j = 1, 2 and solve

the stochastic optimization model with in-sample scenarios S = 1, 20, 100, 300, 500. Table 1

presents mean values, CVaR function values defined in (6), and weighted summation values of the

mean and CVaR with weight α = 0.5. The “In-sample objective” columns represent the results

among in-sample scenarios generated to solve the model. The “Out-of-sample objective” columns

represent the results across 5, 000 independently generated samples for evaluating different control

solutions. The columns under “Gap” represent the gaps between in-sample and out-of-sample tests

for all the function values. We show that generally the gap of all the objective values decreases

when the number of scenarios increases and the gap of the CVaR function value is higher than the

mean value.

4.2.2 Results of Weight Parameter

For the remaining tests we fix the in-sample size as S = 300 and keep the out-of-sample size as

5,000 scenarios. We set the variance σoffsetj = 0.05 for j = 1, 2 and solve the stochastic optimization
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Table 1: Objective value for in-sample and out-of-sample tests and their gaps with a different num-

ber of scenarios, including mean values (“Mean”), CVaR function values (“CVaR”), and weighted

summation (“Total”).

S
In-sample objective Out-of-sample objective Gap

Mean CVaR Total Mean CVaR Total Mean CVaR Total

1 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.107 0.357 0.232 64.16% 89.27% 83.48%

20 0.100 0.206 0.153 0.141 0.410 0.276 29.07% 49.82% 44.50%

100 0.105 0.290 0.198 0.104 0.326 0.215 −0.84% 10.96% 8.10%

300 0.102 0.286 0.194 0.108 0.309 0.208 5.67% 7.29% 6.87%

500 0.100 0.300 0.200 0.099 0.318 0.208 −0.90% 5.64% 4.08%

model with different weight parameters α = 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1. When α = 0, the model optimizes

only the CVaR function; in comparison, when α = 1, the model optimizes only the expected value

of the random objective. Figure 3 presents how the values of mean and CVaR in out-of-sample

tests vary depending on the weight parameter. The blue line marked by dots represents the mean,

and the orange line marked by triangles represents the CVaR. Furthermore, we present box plots

describing the objective values of 5,000 out-of-sample test scenarios for each weight parameter α.

The red lines, the box edges, and the caps represent the medians, the first to the third quartiles,

and the whiskers based on the interquartile range, respectively (see Wickham and Stryjewski [69]

for details).

Figure 3: Objective values in out-of-sample tests with various weight parameters α. The blue line

marked by dots represents the mean value. The orange line marked by triangles represents the

CVaR function value. Red lines, box edges, and caps represent medians, first and third quartiles,

and whiskers [69], respectively.

We see that when α increases, the out-of-sample mean values decrease while the CVaR function
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values increase because the objective function assigns more weight to the expectation. Moreover,

the box plots illustrate that decreasing α results in a reduced deviation, showing the advantages of

incorporating risk aversion into the objective function.

In our out-of-sample tests we find that with the same offset µsj for s = 1, . . . , S, the standard

deviations of the out-of-sample objective value with different ξs are always smaller than 0.005.

Therefore, we focus on comparing the objective values with various offsets in our following discus-

sion. Using a derived control u from a given weight parameter α and offsets µ1, µ2 ∈ [−0.5, 0.5],

we generate 20 scenarios for ξ following the normal distribution N (µj , σ
time
j ), j = 1, 2 and compute

the objective value FX(XT (u; ξ)). The average objective value is considered as the performance of

control u under a specific simulation uncertainty offset (µ1, µ2). In Figure 4 we select the risk-averse

case (α = 0) and the risk-neutral case (α = 1) to present the figures of average objective value

among 20 scenarios for offsets µ1, µ2 ∈ [−0.5, 0.5].

(a) Risk-averse (α = 0) (b) Risk-neutral (α = 1)

Figure 4: Average objective values among samples of uncertainty ξ as a function of uncertainty

offsets µ1, µ2 ∈ [−0.5, 0.5]. The control solutions are obtained from the stochastic optimization

model with α = 0, 1 and variance as 0.05.

We see that the control of the risk-neutral case attains a lower objective value when the un-

certainty offsets are small, leading to better average performance. On the other hand, the control

of the risk-neutral case has a significantly higher objective value when the uncertainty offsets are

large, as shown in the upper-left and lower-right corners of Figure 4b, while the control of the

risk-averse case is more robust among all scenarios.

4.2.3 Results of Variance

Again, we fix the number of scenarios S = 300 and solve the stochastic optimization model with

weight α = 0, 0.5, 1 for different choices of variances as σoffset1 , σoffset2 ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.1}. We

evaluate the derived control solution using three metrics: the mean value, the CVaR function value,
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and the success rate in distinguishing states in the energy minimization problem. In this instance,

a control successfully distinguishes the first excited state from the minimum energy state if its

objective value is smaller than the energy difference ratio of these two states, which is one of our

control design goals. The third metric is thus the percentage of scenarios in the out-of-sample tests

that achieve this distinction, defined as the distinguished percentage (DP).

To more straightforwardly compare the performance of the stochastic optimization models with

the deterministic model, we compute the percentage of change in metrics as (meSP −meD)/meD,

where meD and meSP represent the evaluation metric value of the deterministic model and stochas-

tic optimization model, respectively. Our goal is to achieve a lower quantum system energy and a

higher success rate in distinguishing states. Therefore, for mean and CVaR, a negative percentage

of change means a lower energy consumption and better performance compared with the determin-

istic model; in contrast, for the DP, a positive percentage of change means a higher success rate

of the distinction and better performance compared with the deterministic model. We present the

percentage of change in Table 2 and bold the best results of each variance setting. Columns with

“α = 1,” “α = 0,” and “α = 0.5” represent the results of the model optimizing the expectation,

optimizing the CVaR function, and optimizing the weighted summation function, respectively.

For the mean value we show that the results with α = 1 are always better performing (in our

tests) compared with the deterministic model, while the results with α = 0 have worse performance

because the stochastic model focuses only on the tail distribution. The balanced model with α = 0.5

performs worse with low variance but better with high variance. For the CVaR function value we

show that models with all the weights have better results and the model with α = 0 is the best,

demonstrating an improvement in robustness when considering parameter uncertainty. For the DP

we show that the models with α = 1 and α = 0.5 are both better than the deterministic model

for all the variance settings, showing the benefits of our stochastic optimization model. The model

with α = 0 performs worse with high variance because it optimizes for scenarios with a high error

ξ and sacrifices the performance in other scenarios.

Furthermore, we observe that with a fixed uncertainty offset variance for one controller, increas-

ing the variance of the other controller leads to higher mean values, higher CVaR function values,

and lower DP, because the uncertainty in the quantum system increases. Increasing the uncertainty

offset variance of the first controller H(1) has a larger negative impact on objective values compared

with increasing the uncertainty variance of H(2), which means this quantum control system is more

sensitive to the uncertainty of controller H(1).

We show the histogram of out-of-sample tests for both deterministic and stochastic optimiza-

tion models and the zoomed-in tail distribution with a variance of 0.05 in Figure 5. The blue

and yellow histograms represent the results of the deterministic and the stochastic optimization

models, respectively. The figures show that our stochastic optimization model obtains a lighter tail

distribution.

Similar to Figure 4, for each obtained control u and for every combination of offsets value

µ1, µ2 ∈ [−1, 1], we generate 20 different scenarios for ξ with a normal distribution N (µj , σ
time
j ), j =

1, 2 and compute the average objective value FX(XT (u; ξ)). The average objective value represents
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Table 2: Percentage change compared with the deterministic model in mean values (“Mean”),

CVaR function values (“CVaR”), and percentage of successfully distinguishing first excited state

of different offset variances. The results include the model optimizing mean (“α = 0”), CVaR

function (“α = 1”), and weighted summation of two functions (“α = 0.5”). The in-sample and

out-of-sample tests have the same distribution. The best results are bolded.

σoffset1 σoffset2

Mean CVaR DP

α = 1 α = 0 α = 0.5 α = 1 α = 0 α = 0.5 α = 1 α = 0 α = 0.5

0.01 0.01 −3.43% 5.29% −1.15% −4.10% −5.24% −1.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0.01 0.05 −5.30% 38.85% 0.22% −4.90% −17.55% −14.95% 0.25% 1.44% 1.03%

0.01 0.1 −8.85% 80.32% 4.43% −7.21% −26.08% −17.66% 1.68% −9.27% 4.20%

0.05 0.01 −8.65% 25.35% 4.28% −9.30% −29.15% −16.33% 0.95% 2.57% 1.53%

0.05 0.05 −9.06% 47.67% −0.44% −7.50% −20.61% −13.62% 2.04% 3.08% 2.89%

0.05 0.1 −11.45% 64.49% −7.61% −7.29% −19.86% −12.18% 3.71% −24.40% 4.20%

0.1 0.01 −11.66% 38.76% −2.02% −8.96% −31.38% −18.00% 3.87% 7.97% 6.00%

0.1 0.05 −12.12% 33.77% −5.13% −7.87% −23.16% −12.37% 5.20% 0.74% 6.38%

0.1 0.1 −14.26% 55.23% −5.45% −6.87% −17.99% −10.52% 6.79% −72.22% 7.08%

the performance of control u under a specific simulation uncertainty offset (µ1, µ2). In Figure 6

we present the average objective values for different offset values µ1, µ2 ∈ [−1, 1] for u obtained

from the deterministic and stochastic optimization models with both offset variances set as 0.1. We

show that although both controls have high objective value when |µ| goes to 1, the control of the

stochastic optimization model is more robust, especially for (µ1, µ2) ∈ [−1,−0.75] × [0.5, 1] and

(µ1, µ2) ∈ [0.5, 1] × [−1,−0.75].

With a given risk level parameter η = 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, we solve the in-sample stochastic opti-

mization model with weight α = 0 and obtain the 1 − η percentile value among all the scenarios.

To evaluate the performance of our model on controlling the risk, we present the percentage of

scenarios in the out-of-sample tests with an objective value smaller than the 1 − η percentile of

the in-sample objective value distribution in Table 3. We show that for all the variance settings,

the difference between the percentage and the ideal value 1 − η is mostly smaller than 1%. We

have the closest percentage when the risk level is η = 0.05. When the risk control is too strict or

too relaxed, the percentage in out-of-sample tests is usually smaller than 1 − η, and the difference

increases when variances increase.

Table 3: Percentage of scenarios in out-of-sample tests with an objective value smaller than 1 − η

percentile of the in-sample distribution.

σoffset1 σoffset2 1 − η = 99% 1 − η = 95% 1 − η = 90%

0.05 0.05 98.68% 95.76% 89.82%

0.05 0.1 98.54% 95.68% 90.34%

0.1 0.05 98.62% 95.46% 87.74%

0.1 0.1 98.26% 95.50% 88.42%
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(a) All scenarios (b) Tail distribution

Figure 5: Histograms of out-of-sample tests for the deterministic and stochastic optimization model

with offset variance 0.05 for both controllers. Blue and yellow histograms represent the results of

the deterministic and the stochastic optimization model, respectively.

4.2.4 Results of CPU Time

We fix the offset variances σoffsetj = 0.05, j = 1, 2, and the weight parameter α = 0.5 and solve

the stochastic optimization model with different numbers of qubits q = 2, 6, different numbers

of time steps T = 20, 50, and different numbers of scenarios S = 1, 20, 100, 200, 300. We

present the CPU time and the number of iterations for L-BFGS-B in Table 4. We show that the

Table 4: CPU time and iteration results of different problem sizes, including the number of qubits

q, the number of time steps T , and the number of scenarios S.

q T S CPU time (s) Iteration

2 20 300 32.90 15

2 50 300 99.74 27

6 50 300 2814.33 26

6 50 200 971.06 14

6 50 100 401.20 19

6 50 20 121.18 15

6 50 1 21.66 34

number of qubits q has the most important impact on the CPU time because the dimension of

Hamiltonian matrices grows exponentially with q. This issue can be potentially resolved in the

future by using quantum computers to conduct time evolution. An increasing number of scenarios

S leads to an increase in CPU time, which can be reduced by parallel computing on multiple CPU

cores of classical computers or multiple quantum computers. The CPU time also increases with
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(a) Deterministic (b) Stochastic

Figure 6: Average objective values among samples of uncertainty ξ as a function of µ1, µ2 ∈ [−1, 1].

The control solutions are obtained from the deterministic and stochastic optimization model with

α = 0.5 and offset variances as 0.1.

the increase in the number of time steps T . Moreover, we notice that the number of iterations is

robust regardless of the problem size.

4.3 Circuit Compilation Problem

Quantum circuit compilation aims to represent a circuit by specific controllers and constraints,

to build a foundation for general quantum algorithms. In this section, we apply the modified

Adam method (Algorithm 1) to study a compilation problem for the quantum circuit that has the

ground state energy of molecules generated by the unitary coupled-cluster single-double method [70,

71]. We consider a gmon qubit quantum system with q qubits, which is a superconducting qubit

architecture combining high-coherence qubits and tunable qubit couplings [72]. Each qubit has

a flux-drive controller and a charge-drive controller, and they are connected with their nearest

neighbors according to a rectangular-grid topology. The set of connected qubits is denoted by E

with size |E|. Each connected qubit group in E has a corresponding Hamiltonian controller. The

initial operator Xinit is a 2q-dimensional identity matrix, and the target operator Xtarg is the matrix

formulation of the circuit for a certain molecule. The specific formulation of the deterministic model
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is

min 1 − 1

2q

∣∣∣tr{X†
targXT

}∣∣∣ (50a)

s.t. Hk =

2q∑
j=1

ujkH
(j) +

∑
(j1,j2)∈E

uj1j2kH
(j1j2), k = 1, . . . , T (50b)

H(2j−1) = Jcσ
x
j , H

(2j) = Jf

(
0 0

0 1

)
(j)

, j = 1, . . . , q (50c)

H(j1j2) = Jeσ
x
j1σ

x
j2 , ∀(j1, j2) ∈ E (50d)

Xk = e−iHk∆tXk−1, k = 1, . . . , T

X0 = Xinit

2q∑
j=1

ujk +
∑

(j1,j2)∈E

uj1j2k = 1, k = 1, . . . , T (50e)

ujk, uj1j2k ∈ {0, 1} , j = 1, . . . , 2q, ∀(j1, j2) ∈ E, k = 1, . . . , T, (50f)

where σxj are Pauli matrices for qubits j = 1, . . . , q and the subscript (j) in constraints (50c)

represents the matrix operation acting on the jth qubit. The constants Jc, Jf , Je correspond to

specific quantum machines and are set as Jc = 0.2π, Jf = 3π, Je = 0.1π.

We assume that the variance of uncertainty among time steps σtime
j = 0.1σoffsetj for all the

control Hamiltonians. All the single-qubit control Hamiltonians have the same uncertainty offset

variance, represented by σoffsets ; and all two-qubit control Hamiltonians have the same uncertainty

offset variance, represented by σoffsett . In Sections 4.3.1–4.3.2 we discuss the performance of the

stochastic optimization model on an instance of the molecule H2 (dihydrogen). The system includes

q = 2 qubits, 4 single-qubit controllers, and a two-qubit controller. We set the evolution time

tf = 20, number of time steps T = 50, and number of rounding time steps TR = 4000; the risk level

η = 0.05. We generate 10 groups, each with 500 scenarios sampled from the same distribution under

in-sample tests, to conduct out-of-sample tests for evaluating the obtained controls. In Section 4.3.3

we present the CPU time of solving the circuit compilation problem with different molecules and

problem sizes.

4.3.1 Results of Scenarios

In this section we set the weight parameter α = 0.5 and offset variances σoffsets = σoffsett = 0.01.

We test our algorithm with a different number of scenarios S = 20, 40, 80, and 160 with adjusted

learning rates of 0.05, 0.06, 0.08, and 0.15. To compare the performance under the same computa-

tional costs, which is represented by the product of the number of scenarios and iterations (S×K),

we set the number of iterations to 2000, 1000, 500, and 250 accordingly. In Figure 7 we show

how the objective value varies with the computational costs during the algorithm procedure by a

log-log scale. We show that with a larger number of scenarios, the objective value is more stable
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because the method learns more about the distribution at each iteration. However, the convergence

is slower because the algorithm runs for fewer iterations.

Figure 7: Log-log scale figure for the objective values during the in-sample test iterations. The

x-axis represents the multiplication of the number of scenarios and iterations. Blue, orange, green,

and red lines represent S = 20, 40, 80, and 160, respectively.

We present the out-of-sample test results for the controls obtained by a different number of

scenarios, including the mean value, the CVaR function value, and the total objective value as

weighted summation with α = 0.5 in Table 5. We show that the control with S = 20 achieves

the lowest objective value primarily because of its higher number of iterations within the same

computational cost.

Table 5: Mean, CVaR function value, and total objective values (α = 0.5) in out-of-sample tests

for a different number of scenarios. The offset variances for both in-sample and out-of-sample tests

and all the controllers are 0.01.

Scenario Mean CVaR Total

20 8.19×10−3 3.21×10−2 2.02×10−2

40 1.21×10−2 4.30×10−2 2.76×10−2

80 1.35×10−2 6.76×10−2 4.06×10−2

160 2.38×10−2 9.51×10−2 5.94×10−2

4.3.2 Results of Variance

We compare the performance of the deterministic and the stochastic optimization model with sam-

ple size S = 20, weight parameter α = 0.5 under different offset variances σoffsets ∈ {0.01, 0.05}, σoffsett ∈
{0.01, 0.05}. In Table 6 we present the mean value and the CVaR function value of the determinis-
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tic model (represented by “Deter”) and the stochastic program (represented by “SP”) for different

variances of the uncertainty offsets.

Table 6: Mean values and CVaR function values of different offset variances of single-qubit con-

trollers (σoffsets ) and two-qubit controllers (σoffsett ) for the deterministic model (“Deter”) and the

stochastic program (“SP”). The in-sample and out-of-sample tests are under the same distribution.

We bold the better results for each variance setting.

σoffsets σoffsett

Mean CVaR

Deter SP Deter SP

0.01 0.01 0.639 8.19×10−3 0.986 3.21×10−2

0.01 0.05 0.639 8.74×10−3 0.988 4.32×10−2

0.05 0.01 0.748 5.44×10−2 0.990 0.353

0.05 0.05 0.748 9.84×10−2 0.990 0.419

Comparing the results of different variances, we show that the uncertainty in single-qubit con-

trollers significantly affects the objective values more than the two-qubit controllers do, mainly

because single-qubit controllers are expected to have more impact on unitary operators and they

are the majority of controllers in the quantum system. For example, the instance of H2 includes

4 single-qubit controllers but only 1 two-qubit controller. Moreover, increasing variance leads to a

larger increase in the CVaR function value, indicating a larger negative impact on scenarios with

large deviations.

We demonstrate that the control of the deterministic model performs badly even under a small

variance, with all the mean values larger than 0.6 and all the CVaR function values larger than 0.9.

On the other hand, the control of our stochastic optimization model performs dramatically better

on the mean values and CVaR function values for all the settings, illustrating the advantages of

our model considering the uncertainty in quantum control systems.

In Figure 8 we present the histogram of out-of-sample tests for both deterministic and stochastic

optimization models with variances for all the controllers as 0.01 and 0.05. The blue and yellow

histograms represent the results of the deterministic and the stochastic optimization model, respec-

tively. We show that with the increase of variance, both models have heavier tail distribution, but

the stochastic optimization model always has a much lighter tail distribution compared with the

deterministic model.

4.3.3 Results of CPU Time

We set the iteration number for the modified Adam at 2000, weight parameter α = 0.5, and offset

variances σoffsets = σoffsett = 0.01. We solve the stochastic optimization model for molecules H2 and

LiH, with time steps T = 50, 100 and scenario numbers S = 20, 40. In Table 7 we present the CPU

time of the algorithm for different problem sizes and molecules, with the respective number of qubits

q and controllers N . We show that with the same number of time steps and scenarios, changing
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(a) σoffset
s = σoffset

t = 0.01 (b) σoffset
s = σoffset

t = 0.05

Figure 8: Histograms of out-of-sample tests with offset variances 0.01 and 0.05 for all the controllers.

Blue and yellow histograms represent the results of the deterministic and stochastic optimization

models, respectively.

Table 7: CPU time results of different molecules, different numbers of times steps T , and different

numbers of scenarios S. We present the number of qubits q and the number of controllers N for

molecules.

Molecule q N T S CPU time (s)

2 5 50 20 1383.62

H2 2 5 50 40 2713.80

2 5 100 20 2888.77

4 12 50 20 4168.16

LiH 4 12 50 40 7918.20

4 12 100 20 8482.01

molecules leads to a significant CPU time increase, mainly because the dimension of Hamiltonian

matrices increases exponentially with q and the number of controllers also increases. The CPU

time increases with time steps T and scenario numbers S approximately linearly. In practice, the

CPU time can be potentially reduced by conducting time evolution on quantum computers and

parallel computing among different scenarios on large amounts of CPU cores.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we built a stochastic mixed-integer program with the sample-based reformulation for

the quantum optimal control problem with uncertain Hamiltonians. We introduced an objective

function aiming to balance risk-neutral and risk-averse measurements, which are evaluated by

expectation and CVaR function, respectively. We derived a closed-form expression and discussed
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the derivative for the objective function. We modified and applied two gradient-based methods to

solve the continuous relaxation and obtained binary solutions by the sum-up rounding technique

with a discussion of the rounding errors.

We conducted numerical simulations on multiple quantum control instances. Based on the re-

sults, we recommend L-BFGS-B for quantum control problems minimizing system energy and the

modified Adam for problems minimizing infidelity. The results show that our stochastic optimiza-

tion model outperforms the deterministic model in terms of both average and robust performance

for different variance levels.

With all the simulations completed on classical computers, we find that the number of qubits in

quantum systems has a significant impact on the computational time. Conducting time-evolution

processes on quantum computers to reduce computational time is an interesting direction for future

research. Furthermore, model-free optimization methods, including reinforcement learning, provide

chances to capture more complex uncertainties in quantum systems.
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