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Quantum Alternating Operator Ansatz for the Preparation and Detection
of Long-Lived Singlet States in NMR
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Designing efficient and robust quantum control strategies is vital for developing quantum tech-
nologies. One recent strategy is the Quantum Alternating Operator Ansatz (QAOA) sequence that
alternatively propagates under two noncommuting Hamiltonians, whose control parameters can be
optimized to generate a gate or prepare a state. Here, we describe the design of the QAOA sequence
and their variants to prepare long-lived singlet states (LLS) from the thermal state in NMR. With
extraordinarily long lifetimes exceeding the spin-lattice relaxation time constant 71, LLS have been
of great interest for various applications, from spectroscopy to medical imaging. Accordingly, de-
signing sequences for efficiently preparing LLS in a general spin system is crucial. Using numerical
analysis, we study the efficiency and robustness of the QAOA sequences over a wide range of errors
in the control parameters. Using a two-qubit NMR register, we conduct an experimental study to
benchmark QAOA sequences against other prominent methods of LLS preparation and observe the
significantly superior performance of the QAOA sequences.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) have
emerged as promising candidates for the current noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices and have
shown considerable advantage by making optimal use
of both quantum resources and classical optimization
techniques in what is now popularly known as a hybrid
quantum-classical approach [1-3]. By transforming the
optimization problem into a cost function measured
on a quantum computer, a classical optimizer varies
the parameters of a parametrized quantum circuit to
minimize the cost. A particular example of VQAs is the
quantum approximate optimization algorithm, initially
proposed by Farhi et al. [4] and later generalized to
Quantum Alternating Operator Anstaz (QAOA) [5],
which employs an alternating sequence of parametrized
unitary transformations [6]. Originally designed to solve
combinatorial optimization problems such as MaxCut
[4, 7-9], QAOA has found numerous applications in
preparing quantum many-body ground states of various
Ising Hamiltonians [10, 11]. With their remarkable
ability to prepare desired quantum states with shallow
circuit depths and their utility for universal quantum
control [12-14], QAOA has gained significant attention
recently [6]. This paper investigates QAOA for quantum
state preparation in nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR)
quantum simulators.

In NMR spectroscopy, the spin-lattice relaxation time
constant 77 determines the rate at which a single spin at-
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tains thermal equilibrium from any nonequilibrium state
[15]. While an evolving nuclear magnetization captures
crucial information about the surrounding physical en-
vironment, the T process gradually restores its thermal
equilibrium state, erasing all the information gathered
during the dynamics. Therefore, the T} timescale was
long believed to be the rigid barrier beyond which no
physical process may be studied using nuclear magneti-
zation. In a remarkable discovery two decades ago, Car-
ravetta and Levitt showed the preparation of the singlet
order of a nuclear spin pair from thermal magnetization
and demonstrated its extraordinarily long lifetime far be-
yond the 77 barrier [16, 17]. Since then, the singlet or-
der in a nearly symmetric spin pair has been popularly
known as the Long-Lived State (LLS). The long lifetime
of the singlet state is a consequence of its immunity to
intra-pair dipole-dipole relaxation, which forms the ma-
jor source of relaxation in ordinary spin systems. How-
ever, it can not connect the antisymmetric singlet state to
the symmetric triplet state [18]. In NMR, LLS has been
extensively studied [19] and has found numerous applica-
tions such as chemical analysis [20], biomedical imaging
[21], protein-ligand binding [22-24], and quantum infor-
mation processing [25]. More recently, LLS has also been
discovered in other architectures [26] and environments
[27, 28].

Over the years, several methods for LLS preparation
have been developed, which include Carravetta-Levitt
(hereafter CL) [17], M2S-S2M [29], SLIC [30], APSOC
[31, 32], and optimal control [33, 34]. The CL is a
standard method for weakly/moderately coupled spins,
whereas M2S-S2M and SLIC are suitable for strongly
coupled spins [19]. The above-mentioned methods re-
quire precise delays and pulses and work only for weak
or strongly coupled systems. On the other hand, adi-
abatic methods can work for both weak and strongly
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FIG. 1. Visualizing the Quantum Alternating Operator
Ansatz (QAOA) method for quantum control tasks such as
state preparation or gate synthesis.

coupled systems and are robust against experimental im-
perfections [32]. However, by nature, adiabatic methods
require longer times, which may limit their efficiency.

QAOA is a quantum gate-model meta-heuristic that
switches between unitaries selected from two types:
phase-separation operators and mixing operators [5].
This work demonstrates QAOA as a general method
for robust and efficient quantum state preparation by
preparing LLS in a pair of nuclear spins (see Fig. 1). We
explore three different QAOA sequences and first numer-
ically analyze their performances for spins with different
ranges of coupling strengths. We also numerically ana-
lyze the inclusion of the counter-diabatic (CD) term in
QAOA. We then experimentally demonstrate and bench-
mark their performances against existing methods, such
as APSOC, CL, M2S-S2M, and SLIC.

In Sec. II, we first explain the theoretical framework
of QAOA, followed by a formalization of the LLS prepa-
ration with/without counter-diabatic term. In section
111, we design three types of QAOAs for LLS prepa-
ration and perform numerical simulations to analyze
their feasibility and robustness in three types of systems:
weakly /moderately coupled, strongly coupled, and very
strongly coupled. In section IV, we provide an experi-
mental demonstration of all three types of QAOAs in LLS
preparation and compare their performances against ex-
isting LLS preparation sequences. Finally, we summarize
and conclude in section V.

II. THEORY
A. QAOA

As mentioned earlier, QAOA consists of an alternating
sequence of two distinct operators. The phase-separation
operators Ur(y) = e*#77 are parameterized by duration
~ and are generated by ‘target’” Hamiltonian Hp, whose
eigenstates encode the cost function. The mixing oper-
ators Ups(B) = e*mP are parameterized by duration f3
and generated by a ‘mixer’ Hamiltonian H s, which does
not commute with Hr. Therefore, starting from a conve-

nient initial state |¢r), a QAOA circuit of p layers creates
a parameterized state with 2p parameters [4]

Yr) = [07.5)) = Uo7, 8) [vr), where,
Uo(¥.8) = [[UmB:)Ur (7). (1)

i=1

To reach the ground state of Hp, we numerically op-
timize 4 and § by minimizing the cost function given by
energy <¢(7, 5)‘ Hr ’w(ﬁ’, E)> Alternatively, if we are

interested in an arbitrary target state |¢r), we can nu-
merically optimize 4 and by minimizing the infidelity
[12]

-,

207,8) = 1 - |(wr|ux. A)[ 2)

B. Singlet Order Preparation

Consider a pair of two interacting spin-1/2 particles.
Starting from a convenient initial state, the goal is
to prepare the singlet order, which corresponds to the
population difference between the singlet state |Sp) =
(]01) —]10))/+/2 and the equally populated triplet states
ITy) = (101) + [10))/V2, |T4) = [00), and |T) = [11).
In practice, the degenerate triplet eigenstates of isotropic
Hamiltonian —1I; - Iy (with spin angular momentum op-
erator I) equilibrate rapidly to equalize their popula-
tions spontaneously [17]. For an ensemble system such
as an NMR register, if p; is the state after initialization,
pr =Ug(¥, g)pIUQ (7, E)T is the final density matrix and
pr is the target density matrix, infidelity can be cast as
[35]

Ir(7,F) = 1 — —erer) (3)

V() Tr(o7)

Under the high-temperature approximation in NMR, a
density matrix can be written as p = 1/Tr[1]+pa, where
the first term represents the uniform background popu-
lation that is invariant under the unitary dynamics, and
the second term represents the trace-less deviation den-
sity matrix that captures all the interesting dynamics
[36]. Ignoring the identity term, the thermal state of
a two-qubit NMR register is written as I{ + I3, which
after initialization by Uy becomes py = Ur(If + If)U;r,
and the target state corresponding to the singlet order is
pT = 7]:1 . 12.

Using a p-layer QAOA ansatz, we can maximize the

singlet content by minimizing the infidelity Zg, (¥, 3). In
practice, it is also important to simultaneously minimize

the total time > ©_,(v; + B;). Therefore, we revise the
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FIG. 2. The general (a) and the three particular QAOA sequences (b-d) for LLS preparation, i.e., magnetization to singlet-order

transfer (M—S) and LLS detection, i.e., singlet-order to magnetization transfer (S—M). Here, =

(

i

) and 55') are respectively

durations of target and mixer elements, and «; is the duration of optional I, rotation corresponding to CD evolution. The
parameters v() and AY) are RF pulse strength and RF offset, as described in Table II. The final observable state in all cases
is the single quantum magnetization ITI5 — I{I5 that generates a characteristic anti-phase NMR signal [17].

cost function as

f3.8) =rZs,(%,B) + (1 =1)> (i +B:), (4)

=1

where r € [0, 1] is the positive real weight parameter. For
the singlet-order, the infidelity Zg, has a lower bound of

1—+/2/3 [37, 38].

C. Counterdiabatic QAOA

Consider an adiabatic control of the form H(t) = (1 —
A())Hpr + A(t) H, where the scalar parameter A € [0, 1]
is driven from 0 to 1 sufficiently slowly to meet adiabatic-
ity [39]. The instantaneous energy gap limits the rate of
change of A, which often renders the adiabatic control too
slow. To overcome this problem, counter diabatic (CD)
protocols have been proposed [40, 41], which effectively
pull the eigenstates away, widening energy gaps, thereby
allowing faster control [42]. Including the first-order CD
term Hop = ial)'\[HM,HT] [41], we obtain the control
Hamiltonian H(t) = (1 — A(¢))Hy + At)Hr + Hep.
While it has been known that QAOA has an inher-
ent first-order counterdiabatic effect [43], the inclusion
of Hop further suppresses diabatic transitions [44]. In
general, Hop may contain bilinear or other higher-order
terms, which may be demanding to implement. It was

shown that even an approximate CD term containing
only local operators could significantly improve the per-
formance [45, 46]. Thus, for CDQAOA, the net unitary
is of the form [43, 44]

Uo (¥, B, a) = HUCD(ai)UM(ﬁi)UT(%')v (5)

where Ucp(a) = etfepe,

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS OF QAOA

Consider a pair of spin qubits with internal NMR,
Hamiltonian (in a frame rotating at the average Larmor
frequency)

H():—ﬂ'(;(flz—fzz)—l—2ﬂ'(]11'12, (6)

where ¢§ is the chemical shift difference, J is the scalar
coupling constant, and I? are the z-components of the
spin angular momentum operators I;. We numerically
analyze the three coupling regimes with specific examples
described in Tab. I. It also lists some existing methods
for LLS preparation that are preferable for each system
type.

We have designed three sequences depending on the
type of mixer and target Hamiltonians: QAOA-1,
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FIG. 3. The shortest LLS preparation times for each QAOA
sequence sampled from all the sets of control fields that pro-
duce a final state fidelity greater than 0.78, about 95% of the
theoretical upper bound [37, 38].

QAOA-2, and QAOA-3, as well as their CD variants.
These sequences are pictorially represented in Fig. 2.
The explicit forms of the Hamiltonians Hjy; and Hp for
each sequence and corresponding optimized parameters
are listed in Tab. II.

Fig. 3 compares the total QAOA duration for prepar-
ing LLS with at least a fidelity of 0.78, that is 5% below
the upper bound of /2/3 [37, 38]. Note that QAOA-
2 and QAOA-3 take almost the same durations but are
much faster than QAOA-1. Moreover, the isotropic tar-
get Hamiltonian Hp = 27JI; - Iy in QAOA-1 requires
the application of a sophisticated pulse-sequence such
as WALTZ-16 and therefore forcing us to put a lower
bound on its time discretization [15]. On the other hand,
in QAOA-2 and QAOA-3, the target Hamiltonian Hrp
is much simpler to implement: in QAOA-2, Hp sim-
ply needs a CW pulse, while in QAOA-3 it is just a
delay. As one may expect, weakly coupled systems al-
low much faster LLS preparation in all sequences. To
gain an insight into the dynamics under the QAOA se-
quences, Fig. 4 plots magnetization trajectories in the
{1S0), |T0/i>} Bloch-spheres. We can notice QAOA-2
and QAOA-3 showing promising approaches to the de-
sired target singlet-order state, despite |Sp) not being an
eigenstate of their ‘target’ Hamiltonians. QAOA-3 shows
the shortest trajectory and needs minimum resources as
evolution under Hr = Hy does not need any external

TABLE I. Three types of spin systems are based on the cou-
pling strength to chemical shift ratios, their representative
Hamiltonian parameters, and some preferred existing LLS
preparation methods. The parameters in the first row be-
long to the system chosen for experiments.

Coupling Representative Existing methods
strength parameters
0 (Hz) J (Hz)
Moderate 45.0 17.2 CL, M2S, APSOC
Strong 10.0 18.0 M2S, APSOC, SLIC
Very strong  10.0 54.0 M2S, APSOC, SLIC
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FIG. 4. The Bloch sphere trajectory (in {|So), |To,+ )} basis)
under each QAOA sequence with parameters in Tab. II. The
dark line corresponds to the nominal control amplitude, and
the associated patch corresponds to £20% deviated control-
field amplitude (RF inhomogeneity). The up and down ar-
rows indicate the state after initialization (taken to be |00)
for QAOA-1/2 and |4++) for QAOA-3) and the final state on
the Bloch sphere.

drive. This sequence also shows the best experimen-
tal performance, as will be seen in the next section. A
similar method called homonuclear-ADAPT, proposed in
[48], also uses an alternating sequence of fixed-angle hard
pulses and delays to prepare LLS, where the number of
repetitions and duration of delay can be obtained by fix-
ing the angle of the hard pulse in case of strongly coupled
system. Though the homonuclear-ADAPT method does
not require numerical optimization for the pulse param-
eters in the case of a strongly coupled system, it does
need numerical optimization for weakly coupled cases, as
the assumptions taken to derive the formula are not ap-
plicable in weak coupling cases. Homonuclear-ADAPT
also requires high power pulses and a large number of
repetitions, because of which errors may accumulate and
the LLS-preparation efficiency may reduce. QAOA-3, on
the other hand, uses low-power RF and less number of
repetitions.

The fidelity heatmaps in Fig. 5 show the feasibility
ranges of control parameters v and A for LLS prepa-
ration by QAOA. They indicate that LLS preparation
is achievable in a wider range of control parameters in
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TABLE II. QAOA Hamiltonians and optimized parameters for a moderately coupled system (6 = 45.0 Hz, J = 17.2 Hz). Here
1% = I{* 4+ I35 is the total a-component of the spin operator. We have chosen the CD term Hep = IY in all the cases. We have
used Constrained Optimization By Linear Approximation (COBYLA) implemented in Python’s SciPy [47]. Here, 7, and 74
denote the total durations of the preparation and detection sequences, respectively.

Sequence Preparation Detection
i v A Bi i Tp v A’ JeX ~ Td
(Hz) (Hz) (ms) (ms) (ms) (Hz) (Hz) (ms) (ms)  (ms)
QAOA-1
Hy = Hy — 2nvI* — 27 AT 1 28.0 20.0 60.936 40.000 101.0 31.0 22.0 50.663 40.000 90.7
HT =27J I]_ . Iz
1 1.485  2.227 13.382  1.651
QAOA-2
Hys = Ho = 201" = 2nAT" 2630 560 o0 Vo0 e tro sro ST DL asg
T Ho T ATy 4 5518  5.332 7471 4.398
1 0.913  0.386 2.766  1.839
2 1.563 11.234 0.249  0.016
QAOA-3
Hy = Ho}; 271”;; — 2w AI? Z 200.0 0 ggg(l) ggg? 25.2  200.0 0 84111481 106.'226037 22.6
=0 5 0.062  0.111 0.079  0.047
6 0.465  0.026
a moderately coupled system compared to a strongly or 0.5- 4 APSOC [205.0 ms] (Tyzs = 414 5)
very strongly coupled system. Interestingly, including the v CL[45.7ms] (Tzs = 410)
first-order CD term helps slightly expand the favourable : 2121%8[315\/{7[2&? (I;S] (Tfi()zﬁ 2?3 °
range and improve the fidelity of existing regions. From 0.4 . Q AOA—1.[101.0 m:}LS(TLLs — 3405)
the heatmaps in Fig. 6, we see a marked improvement QAOA-2 [25.2 ms| (Tys = 41.5 s)
in the robustness of QAOA sequences against deviations 0.3l o  QAOA-3 [25.2 ms] (Typs = 40.8 5)

of RF amplitudes v and RF offsets A from the optimal
values.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We now benchmark the performance of the QAOA
sequences against standard LLS preparation sequences,
namely APSOC [31] and CL [17]. All experiments were
done on an 11.7 Tesla Bruker Avance-III NMR spectrom-
eter at an ambient temperature of 300 K. Our system
comprises proton spin pairs of Cys-Gly dipeptide (see in-
set of Fig. 7). The sample was prepared by dissolving
4mg of Cys-Gly in 700 uL DoO and bubbled with Argon
gas to remove dissolved oxygen. The two nuclear spins
are coupled to each other with J = 17.2 Hz and with
the chemical shift difference 6 = 45.0 Hz (see first row
of Tab. I). We obtained the longitudinal relaxation time
constant 77 = 1.76 s from the inversion recovery exper-
iments for both spins. In all experiments, we have used
a 1 kHz WALTZ-16 spin-lock sequence to sustain LLS
during storage. A two-step phase cycling was used to
remove artifacts. All the QAOA Hamiltonians and their
optimized experimental parameters are summarized in
Tab. II.

The NMR signal strengths with varying storage times
obtained from various preparation methods are shown in

NH,

e
o

e
=

HS

Signal Strength (Normalized)

0 50 100 150

7s (3)

FIG. 7. Decay of LLS observed by varying the storage time.
All signals are normalized with respect to the signal from
thermal magnetization after a /2 pulse. The data points are
fitted to decaying exponentials, and corresponding 17 s val-
ues are mentioned in the legend. The total sequence duration
is mentioned within square brackets in each case. The inset
shows the molecular structure of Cys-Gly dipeptide, whose
two proton spins (circled) form our register.

Fig. 7.

In each case, except QAOA-1, we observe an impres-
sively long decay constant T g of about 40 s, about 23
times the T; time-constants of the individual protons.
Applying the WALTZ-16 sequence in the detection part
of QAOA-1 may have adversely affected its T s mea-
surement. The experimental results establish the supe-
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FIG. 8. Robustness of the QAOA sequences with respect to
(a) RF amplitude v and (b) RF frequency offset A. The
LLS storage time, 7 = 10 seconds, was kept constant in all
experiments to allow for the unwanted triplet states to relax.

riority of QAOA-3 and QAOA-2, despite being shorter
than all the sequences except SLIC, whose efficiency is
significantly lower. QAOA-3 shows the best performance
and is the easiest among all QAOA sequences.

Fig. 8 shows the experimentally obtained robustness
of various methods against deviations in the RF ampli-
tudes and offsets. Once again, QAOA-3 shows the best
performance against amplitude deviations by as much as
+10%, although it is somewhat sensitive to larger off-
sets beyond +10 Hz. On the other hand, QAOA-2 shows

TABLE III. Comparison of the performance and the robust-
ness of the three QAOA sequences.

Sequence Efficiency RFI Offset
robustness robustness
QAOA-1 * * *
QAOA-2 * % * % * %
QAOA-3 * % % * % * %

better robustness over offset errors up to 20 Hz. We
notice a general agreement between the experimental ro-
bustness plots of Fig. 8 with the simulation robustness
plots of Fig. 6. The relative performances of the three
QAOA sequences are compared in Tab. III.

V. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Robust quantum control is crucial for future quan-
tum technologies, and accordingly, numerous quantum
control methods have been developed [49]. The recent
QAOA method comprises alternating unitaries generated
by two Hamiltonians whose parameters are classically op-
timized for efficient gate or state synthesis. In some sense,
QAOA generalizes over the bang-bang quantum control,
which has been demonstrated earlier [50-52]. Here, we
have demonstrated the superior performance of QAOA
for state preparation, specifically in preparing the long-
lived singlet state (LLS). Since its discovery, LLS has
found several applications, from spectroscopy to medical
imaging to quantum information.

We have designed three QAOA sequences and ex-
perimentally compared their performances against other
standard LLS preparation methods, such as CL, APSOC,
M2S-S2M, and SLIC. We have made extensive numerical
analyses to study the feasibility and robustness of QAOA
sequences for different ranges of system parameters and
control field parameters. We have also incorporated the
counter-diabatic evolution with the help of a third uni-
tary and observed an enhancement in robustness. While
there are several methods for LLS preparation in NMR,
only a few, such as M2S-S2M, APSOC, and SLIC, work
reasonably well for strongly coupled systems. Our nu-
merical studies confirm that QAOA can efficiently pre-
pare LLS across all systems, whether weakly or strongly
coupled.

We hope such efficient preparation and detection se-
quences will advance the scope of LLS applications. We
also envisage the applications of QAOA as a general
quantum control protocol for various tasks in quantum
computing and other fields such as spectroscopy, imag-
ing, etc.
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