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Abstract

Quantum optimal control plays a crucial role in quantum computing by providing the interface
between compiler and hardware. Solving the optimal control problem is particularly challenging
for multi-qubit gates, due to the exponential growth in computational complexity with the system’s
dimensionality and the deterioration of optimization convergence. To ameliorate the computational
complexity of time-integration, this paper introduces a multiple-shooting approach in which the
time domain is divided into multiple windows and the intermediate states at window boundaries are
treated as additional optimization variables. This enables parallel computation of state evolution
across time-windows, significantly accelerating objective function and gradient evaluations. Since
the initial state matrix in each window is only guaranteed to be unitary upon convergence of the
optimization algorithm, the conventional gate trace infidelity is replaced by a generalized infidelity
that is convex for non-unitary state matrices. Continuity of the state across window boundaries
is enforced by equality constraints. A quadratic penalty optimization method is used to solve the
constrained optimal control problem, and an efficient adjoint technique is employed to calculate
the gradients in each iteration. We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method through
numerical experiments on quantum Fourier transform gates in systems with 2, 3, and 4 qubits,
noting a speedup of 80x for evaluating the gradient in the 4-qubit case, highlighting the method’s
potential for optimizing control pulses in multi-qubit quantum systems.

Keywords: Multiple-shooting, Quantum optimal control, Parallel in time, MPI

1. Introduction

Quantum optimal control serves a prominent role in quantum computing applications, where
control pulses are used to steer the quantum system to realize gate transformations, serving as the
interface between compiler and hardware [7]. Leveraging classical computing, quantum optimal
control employs numerical optimization to find control pulses that minimize the errors in funda-
mental operation [11, 17]. When applied to larger multi-qubit operations, it holds the potential
to realize high-fidelity multi-qubit gates with minimal errors and shorter durations compared to
standard circuit compilation [27, 25]. However, the quantum optimal control problem is computa-
tionally challenging for three main reasons. First, the numerical methods must be chosen carefully
to properly reflect the physical properties of the quantum system, such as conservation of total
probability and preservation of unitary evolution. Secondly, the computational complexity grows
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quickly with the dimension of the underlying Hilbert space, because of the exponential scaling
in the number of coupled sub-systems (qubits). The third computational challenge is that the
convergence of the optimization algorithm can deteriorate when more than two coupled systems
are being controlled, for example, to realize multi-qubit unitary transformations.

Several different approaches have been proposed for numerically solving the open-loop quantum
optimal control problem. In the gradient-free CRAB algorithm [4], the number of control param-
eters is kept small by parameterizing the control pulses using a small number of basis functions
(Fourier, Lagrange, sinc, etc), resulting in a multivariate optimization problem that can be solved
using a direct search method. For more general control pulses, where larger numbers of control
parameters are needed, quasi-Newton optimization methods usually converge faster. Here the gra-
dient with respect to the control parameters can be calculated by solving an adjoint state equation
backwards in time. The GRAPE algorithm [16, 18] first discretizes the control pulses to be constant
within each time step, and then optimizes the corresponding control amplitudes. Another popular
approach is Krotov’s method [20, 12], in which the optimal control algorithm is first formulated
in terms of continuous control functions and then discretized in time. Here the control energy is
penalized to regularize the optimization problem, guaranteeing that the objective (cost) function
decreases monotonically during the optimization iteration. A combination of these approaches,
where the continuous control functions are first expanded in terms of B-spline wavelets, leads to
an optimal control problem for the B-spline coefficients. This allows the number of control param-
eters to be significantly smaller than the number of time-steps, and also allows the gradient of the
objective function to be calculated exactly, leading to an efficient optimal control algorithm [14, 1]
that is implemented in the High-Performance-Computing (HPC) centric Quandary code [13].

All of the above optimal control methods belong to the class of reduced-space optimization
methods, in which the vector of control parameters constitutes the sole design (optimization) vari-
ables. In a reduced-space method, the state equation (Schrödinger’s equation for a closed quantum
system) is satisfied for each control vector, and the gradient can be calculated by solving the ad-
joint state equation. This implies that in each iteration of the optimization algorithm, the state
evolution is feasible, i.e., satisfies the constraints imposed by the state equation. The reduced-
space approach works well for single and two-qubit gates and moderate gate durations, but is less
suited for controlling larger quantum systems. Two problems occur when the dimension of the
Hilbert space gets larger. First, the computational costs for solving the state and adjoint equa-
tions increase rapidly, as longer pulse durations are required when controlling multi-qubit systems,
requiring more and more time steps to resolve the underlying dynamics in each optimization iter-
ation (cf., for example, the test cases in Table 2 (§ 5)). Secondly, the optimizer converges more
slowly, i.e., more iterations are required to solve the optimal control problem. This paper tackles
the former by introducing computational parallelism along the time domain.

As alternative to the reduced-space method, a direct collocation method [28] can be used
for solving the quantum optimal control problem. In this method, the state equation is first
discretized in time by a collocation scheme and the states at the beginning of each time step are
treated as additional optimization variables, hence belonging to the class of full-space optimization
methods [3]. The continuity of the state between time steps is then imposed through equality
constraints. Because the constraints are only guaranteed to be satisfied upon convergence (up
to a prescribed tolerance), the state equation is in general not satisfied during the optimization
iteration. The advantage of a collocation method is that the time-stepping decouples, and can be
performed locally in time. However, the number of optimization variables can become very large,
which increases the memory requirements and may make the optimization problem hard to solve.

In this paper, we develop an intermediate optimization strategy for quantum optimal control
based on multiple-shooting [5, 15, 23]. Here the time domain is split into several segments (win-
dows) and optimization variables are introduced for representing the state at the beginning of each
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time window, see Figure 1. Continuity of the state evolution across window boundaries is enforced

Figure 1: Notation for the multiple-shooting approach. In this case, there are M = 4 time windows and 3 inter-
mediate initial conditions: W 1, W 2, W 3. The blue line shows the state evolution for the converged (continuous)
solution and the dashed red lines exemplify the (discontinuous) state evolution corresponding to an intermediate
optimization iteration. The evaluation of the objective and its gradient can performed concurrently for each time
window, in this case on four computational processes: P1, . . . , P4.

through equality constraints on the state. Compared to the conventional reduced-space approach,
one significant advantage of the multiple-shooting strategy is that the state (and adjoint) equation
can be solved independently and concurrently in each time window. This enables significantly
faster evaluations of the objective function and its gradient, through parallel-in-time processing
using classical HPC platforms. The multiple-shooting strategy only adds optimization variables at
the beginning of each time window, thus limiting the memory footprint and introducing a smaller
number of equality constraints, compared to the direct collocation method. Time-parallel imple-
mentations of the multiple-shooting method have recently been reported for optimal control of
incompressible fluid flow [15], as well as for models of turbulent flow [5]. Algorithmic speed-ups,
i.e., reduction in the number of optimization iterations, have been reported for multiple-shooting
methods applied to large scale optimal control problems governed by parabolic PDEs [10].

As an initial evaluation of the multiple-shooting approach applied to the quantum optimal
control problem, we here use the quadratic penalty method [21] to reformulate the equality con-
straints across window boundaries into penalty terms that are added to the objective function.
The overall computational cost of the proposed multiple-shooting algorithm essentially follows as
the cost of performing one iteration, which is dominated by the time-stepping in each window for
computing the objective and its gradient, times the number of optimization iterations for reaching
an optimal solution. The basic strategy of the multiple-shooting approach is to choose the number
of windows to minimize the overall cost for solving the optimization problem. For example, when
the number of time windows is large, the time-stepping cost per iteration can be small due to sig-
nificant parallel speed-up, but the number of optimization variables and equality constraints will
be large, potentially resulting in a large number of optimization iterations for finding an optimal
solution. If only one time window is used, the multiple-shooting method reverts to a conventional
reduced-space method. On the other extreme, if the number of time windows equals the number
of time steps, the multiple-shooting method resembles a direct collocation method. Thus, the
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multiple-shooting method bridges the gap between the extremes by allowing the number of time
windows to be chosen freely.

In this paper we focus on unitary gate transformations in a closed quantum system. The
governing equations are outlined in §2, where we also introduce a control parameterization based
on carrier waves with smoothly varying envelopes represented by B-splines. Our formulation of the
multiple-shooting method is introduced in §3. While it is natural to enforce the state evolution to be
unitary in a reduced-space optimization formalism, it is less natural to do so in a multiple-shooting
setting. This is because the state matrices that represent the intermediate initial conditions will
in general not be unitary during the optimization iteration. One option would be to project
these state matrices onto the unitary manifold, however, at the cost of significantly increasing the
computational complexity. Here we choose another approach and enlarge the state space to include
complex-valued matrices. As a consequence, the conventional definition of the gate infidelity must
be modified, because it can become unbounded for non-unitary state matrices. To mitigate this
problem, we propose a small modification, resulting in a generalized infidelity that is non-negative
and convex for non-unitary state matrices. In § 3.1, we derive the adjoint-based formulations for
calculating the gradient of the objective function with respect to the controls and the intermediate
initial conditions. In particular, we show that the adjoint state, which is used to calculate the
gradient with respect to the control vector, can also be used to calculate the gradient with respect
to the state at the beginning of each time window. As a result, all components of the gradient can
be evaluated by solving one state equation and one adjoint state equation, concurrently in each
window, at a cost that essentially is independent of the number of optimization variables.

A challenge with the multiple-shooting method is to decide when to terminate the optimization
iteration. While it would be desirable to evaluate the so called roll-out infidelity, where continuity
of the state is enforced across time window boundaries, its calculation can not be parallelized across
the time domain. Instead, in § 3.2, we derive an estimate for the roll-out infidelity that is based on
the violations of the equality constraints across window boundaries, which can be evaluated locally
in time. §4 presents the time-parallelization strategy for concurrently evaluating the objective and
its gradient in each time window on multiple computational processes. The resulting time-parallel
algorithm has been implemented in the Quandary software [13] and is used in §5 to evaluate parallel
scaling performance of the multiple-shooting approach, first for the time-parallel calculation of the
objective function and its gradient, followed by evaluating the performance of the overall optimal
control algorithm based on the quadratic penalty method. Here we consider Quantum Fourier
Transform (QFT) gates in quantum systems with 2, 3, and 4 coupled qubits. Conclusions and
final remarks are given in §6.

2. Governing equations

Let the evolution of the state of a closed quantum system be modeled as a time-dependent
unitary transformation, ψ(t) = U(t)ψ(0). Here, ψ ∈ Cn is the state vector and n ≥ 2 is the
dimension of the Hilbert space. The state matrix, U ∈ Cn×n satisfies Schrödinger’s equation in
matrix form (scaled such that ℏ = 1),

U̇(t) = −iH(t)U(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ T, U(0) = In×n. (1)

Here, H(t) = Hs +Hc(t) is the Hamiltonian matrix, decomposed into a time-independent system
part, Hs, and a time-dependent control part, Hc(t). The Hamiltonian matrix is Hermitian for all
times and, as a result, the state matrix U(t) is unitary for all times. As an example, we may model
q superconducting qubits with dipole-dipole coupling strength Jjk, using a system Hamiltonian in
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a frame rotating with angular frequency ωrot, given by

Hs =

q∑
j=1

(ωj − ωrot
)
A†

jAj +

q∑
k>j

Jjk

(
A†

kAj +AkA
†
j

) . (2)

Here, Aj ∈ Cn×n is the lowering matrix for sub-system j, and, in this case, n = 2q. In the
following we assume that the time-dependence in the control Hamiltonian is parameterized by a
control vector α ∈ Rd, and is of the general form

Hc(t;α) =

q∑
j=1

dj(t;α)Aj + d∗j (t;α)A
†
j , (3)

where dj(t;α) is the complex-valued scalar control function and d∗ denotes its complex conjugate.
Many control parameterizations have been proposed in the literature, e.g., Slepian sequences [19],

cubic splines [9], Gaussian pulse cascades [8], and Fourier expansions [31]. This paper employs an
alternative parameterization using envelope functions with carrier waves [1, 14]. We note that
the idea of using carrier waves has been used extensively for controlling molecular systems with
lasers [24, 6, 22]. In this approach, the control function for the jth sub-system is defined by

dj(t;α) =

Nf (j)∑
f=1

d̃jf (t;α)e
itΩf

j , (4)

where the scalar complex-valued function d̃jf (t) determines the amplitude and phase of the en-

velope, corresponding to carrier wave frequency Ωf
j . The carrier wave approach relies on the

observation that transitions between the energy levels in a quantum system are triggered by reso-
nance, at frequencies that can be determined from the system Hamiltonian. This approach leads
to narrow-band control functions, where the frequency content is concentrated near the resonant
frequencies of the system. These frequencies can be identified by first diagonalizing the system
Hamiltonian, H̃s = X†HsX, and then applying the same transformation to the operators in the
control Hamiltonian. Using an asymptotic expansion, it can be shown that the resonance fre-
quencies in system j are equal to certain eigenvalue differences in H̃s, with a growth rate that is
determined by the elements in X†AjX, see [1], resulting in Nf (j) carrier frequencies.

We choose to parameterize the scalar envelop functions d̃jf (t;α) in (4) in terms of a set of basis
functions {Bs(t)}s=1,...d1

,

d̃jf (t;α) =

d1∑
s=1

(
α
(1)
jfs + iα

(2)
jfs

)
Bs(t), (5)

where α
(1)
jfs and α

(2)
jfs are the real-valued control parameters in the control vector α ∈ Rd; the total

number of elements in the control vector equals d = 2d1
∑q

j=1 Nf (j). The are several options for
choosing the basis functions in the above formula. For example, the basis functions in a Fourier
or Chebyshev expansion are mutually orthogonal, and the Fourier basis has compact support
in frequency space. However, using either of these bases makes it difficult to construct control
functions that begin and end with zero amplitude, which may be desirable in an experimental
implementation. Furthermore, the global support in time implies that each coefficient in the
Fourier or Chebychev expansion modifies the control function for all times, which may hamper
the convergence of the optimization algorithm. An interesting alternative is provided by semi-
orthogonal B-spline wavelets, which can be optimally localized in both time and frequency [29].
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Here, each basis function is a smooth polynomial function of time, where the smoothness depends
on the order of the spline. The B-spline basis functions are inexpensive to evaluate and have local
support in time, making it easy to construct control functions that begin and end at zero. In this
work we use quadratic B-splines, see Figure 2 for an example.

Figure 2: A control envelope function (dashed-black) and its decomposition into equally spaced (cardinal) quadratic
B-spline basis functions.

A fundamental task in quantum computing is to find a control vector such that the state matrix
matches a given unitary target transformation (gate) V ∈ Cn×n, at a given time T > 0 (the gate
duration). Because global phase angles are inconsequential in quantum physics, the state matrix
is considered to match the target if the trace infidelity,

GV (U(T )) := 1− 1

n2
|⟨V, U(T )⟩F |2, where U(T )†U(T ) = V†V = I, (6)

vanishes. Here, ⟨V, U⟩F = tr(V†U) denotes the Frobenius matrix scalar product, with matrix norm

∥U∥F = ⟨U,U⟩1/2F . The trace infidelity is zero when U(T ) = exp(iθ)V, for some phase angle θ ∈ R.
The quantum optimal control problem in a reduced-space optimization method can be com-

pactly stated as:

min
α

GV (U(T )) s.t. U(t) satisfies (1). (7)

Note that the state matrix depends implicitly on the control vector, U(t) = U(t;α), because the
Hamiltonian in (1) depends on α.

3. Multiple-shooting for quantum optimal control

This paper introduces a quantum optimal control formulation that allows for a decomposition
of the time domain into multiple time-windows, for which the state equation (1) can be solved
concurrently. To this end, we split the time domain into M > 1 windows: t ∈ [tm−1, tm], for
m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, with 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tM = T , see Figure 1. For simplicity, we assume that
the durations of all windows are equal, tm−tm−1 = ∆T , with ∆T = T/M . Let the initial condition
in the m-th window be denoted by Wm−1 ∈ Cn×n, for m = 1, . . . ,M , where W 0 = I follows from
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the initial condition in (1) (see Figure 1). The initial conditions in the remaining windows are
treated as additional optimization variables.

Let the state matrix in window m be Um(t). It satisfies Schrödinger’s equation,

U̇m(t) + iH(t;α)Um(t) = 0, tm−1 < t ≤ tm, (8)

Um(tm−1) = Wm−1, W 0 = I, (9)

for m = 1, . . . ,M . We will also make frequent use of the solution operator Sm(t), which satisfies
Schrödinger’s equation (8) subject to the initial condition Sm(tm−1) = I. As a result,

Um(t) = Sm(t)Wm−1, m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. (10)

Note that the solution operator is unitary and depends implicitly on the control vector, i.e., Sm(t) =
Sm(t;α). As a result, Um(t) is unitary if, and only if, the initial condition matrix Wm−1 is unitary.

Splitting the time domain into multiple time windows introduces discontinuities in the state
evolution across time-window boundaries. In the multiple-shooting formalism, continuity of the
state evolution is enforced by solving the following constrained optimal control problem for the
control vector α and the intermediate initial conditions {W 1, · · · ,Wm−1}:

min
α,W 1,...,WM−1

JV
(
UM (tM )

)
, (11)

s.t. Um(t) satisfies (8)-(9) for m = 1, . . .M , (12)

Um(tm)−Wm = 0n×n, for m = 1, . . . ,M − 1. (13)

As before, Um(t) = Um(t;α).
Because the equality constraints in (13) may not be satisfied during the optimization itera-

tion, neither WM−1, nor UM (tM ), are guaranteed to be unitary. As a result the trace overlap,
|⟨V, UM (tM )⟩F |/n, is no longer bounded by unity and the standard trace infidelity GV(U

M (tM ))
in (6) can become arbitrarily large and negative for non-unitary UM (tM ). As a mitigation, we
define the generalized infidelity,

JV(U) :=
1

n
∥U∥2F − 1

n2
|⟨V, U⟩F |

2
, V†V = I, U ∈ Cn×n, (14)

to serve as a replacement of GV(U). Note that if all of the equality constraints in (12)-(13) are
satisfied, the state matrix at the final time is unitary because UM (tM ) = SM (tM ) · · ·S1(t1)I.
When UM (tM ) is unitary, ∥UM (tM )∥2F = n, and the generalized infidelity simplifies to the stan-

dard trace infidelity. For general UM ∈ Cn×n, Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives
∣∣〈V, UM

〉
F

∣∣2 ≤
∥V∥2F ∥UM∥2F = n∥UM∥2F , because V is unitary, such that JV(U

M ) ≥ 0. Furthermore, JV(U
M ) =

0, if and only if UM = βV, for some β ∈ C. Additionally, the generalized infidelity JV(U) is a
convex (but not strongly convex) function of U ∈ Cn×n. To prove this, consider the vectorized rep-

resentations V⃗ := vec(V) ∈ Cn2

and U⃗ := vec(U) ∈ Cn2

, stacking the columns of each matrix into

(tall) column vectors. Because ⟨V, U⟩F = ⟨V⃗, U⃗⟩1, the generalized infidelity (14) can be written in
quadratic form,

JV(U) =
1

n
∥U∥2F − 1

n2
⟨U,V⟩F ⟨V, U⟩F =

1

n
⟨U⃗ , U⃗⟩ − 1

n2
⟨U⃗ , V⃗⟩⟨V⃗, U⃗⟩

=
1

n
⟨U⃗ , QvU⃗⟩, where Qv = I − 1

n
V⃗V⃗† ∈ Cn2×n2

. (15)

1The scalar product for vectors u⃗, v⃗ ∈ Cp is defined by ⟨u⃗, v⃗⟩ = u⃗†v⃗ =
∑p

k=1 u
∗
kvk.
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We remark that the outer product V⃗V⃗† is a Hermitian matrix. Therefore, the matrix Qv is
also Hermitian and ⟨U⃗ , QvU⃗⟩ is real for all U⃗ ∈ Cn2

. Furthermore, the matrix Qv is a rank-1
modification of the identity matrix. As a result, all of the eigenvalues of Qv, except one, are equal
to unity. The remaining eigenvalue equals zero and has V⃗ as eigenvector, which is easily verified
by noting that V⃗†V⃗ = n. Thus, Qv is positive semi-definite, which proves that JV(U) is a convex
function of U ∈ Cn×n. Due to the single zero eigenvalue of Qv, it is not strongly convex.

While there are many options for solving equality constrained optimization problems, see e.g.
[21], we here employ the quadratic penalty method. To this end, we solve the multiple-shooting
quantum optimal control problem (11)-(13) by minimizing the penalty objective function

P(α,W 1, . . . ,WM−1) = JV
(
UM (tM )

)
+

µ

2

M−1∑
m=1

∥Um(tm)−Wm∥2F , (16)

where Um(t) satisfies Schrödinger’s equation in (tm−1, tm] with initial condition Um(tm−1) =
Wm−1 as in (8)-(9), for m = 1, . . .M . The terms ∥Um(tm) − Wm∥2F penalize violations of the
equality constraint (13), where the coefficient µ > 0 is a free parameter that controls the influence
of the penalty terms relative to the generalized infidelity. From (15), we find that JV ≤ ∥UM∥2F /n.
The generalized infidelity and the penalty terms are therefore in approximate balance by choosing

µ = O
(
1

n

)
. (17)

We minimize the penalty objective function P using a gradient-based quasi-Newton method,
where the Hessian is approximated using L-BFGS updates [21]. In order to compute the gradient
of P with respect to α and Wm, we employ an adjoint methodology that is outlined in §3.1.
One challenge with a time-parallel implementation of the multiple shooting method is to decide
when to terminate the optimization iteration. The conventional (reduced-space) approach is to
iterate until the trace infidelity falls below a given threshold. In the context of multiple shooting,
this would correspond to evaluating the generalized infidelity (14) on the (so-called) roll-out state,
which satisfies Schrödinger’s equation (1) under the current control vector. However, evaluating
the roll-out state requires time integration over the full time domain t ∈ [0, T ], which necessitates
sequential time stepping in each time window. To mitigate this computational bottleneck, we
instead use a termination criteria based on an estimate of the generalized infidelity on the roll-out
state. This estimate can be evaluated locally within each time window, see §3.2 for details.

3.1. Computing the gradient of the objective function

We start by considering the gradient of the objective function (16) with respect to the control
vector α and consider the intermediate initial conditions to be fixed. For each control parameter
αℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , d, the gradient dP/dαℓ depends on ∂Um(tm)/∂αℓ, due to its implicit dependence on
α through the control Hamiltonian in Schrödinger’s equation. In principle, it can be calculated by
first differentiating the state equation (8) with respect to αℓ, integrating the resulting equation to
obtain ∂Um(tm)/∂αℓ, followed by evaluating dP/dαℓ. However, this approach is computationally
inefficient when there are more than a few elements in the control vector α, as it requires d solutions
of the differentiated state equation. Instead, a more efficient gradient calculation can be derived
by seeking stationary points of the associated Lagrangian functional, see e.g. [21]. This approach
leads to the introduction of the adjoint state variable Λm(t) ∈ Cn×n, governed by the adjoint state
equation,

Λ̇m(t) + iH(t;α)Λm(t) = 0, tm > t ≥ tm−1, (18)

Λm(tm) =

{
µ
2 (W

m − Um), m = 1, . . . ,M − 1,
1
n2

(
⟨V, UM ⟩F V − nUM

)
, m = M,

(19)
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where Um = Um(tm). In each window, this differential equation is solved backwards in time,
subject to the terminal conditions (19). By first solving the state equation (8)-(9), and then the
adjoint state equation (18)-(19), each component of the gradient can be found by evaluating the
integral

∂P
∂αℓ

= 2

M∑
m=1

Re

∫ tm

tm−1

〈
Λm(t), i

∂H(t;α)

∂αℓ
Um(t)

〉
F

dt, ℓ = 1, . . . , d, (20)

see Appendix B for details. Computing all components of the gradient thus only requires the
solution of two differential equations in each window. When using the adjoint formalism, the
dominating computational cost of the gradient computation is hence approximately twice the cost
of evaluating the objective function itself, but most importantly, it is essentially independent of
the dimension of the control vector d.

We proceed by analyzing the gradient with respect to the intermediate initial conditions. Let
Sm = Sm(tm;α), where α is fixed, and recall that W 0 = I. The terms in the penalty objective
function (16) can then be written as

Pm =

{
µ
2 ∥SmWm−1 −Wm∥2F , m = 1, . . . ,M − 1,

JV(S
MWM−1), m = M.

(21)

Hence, the gradient of the objective function with respect to Wm gets contributions both from
Pm and Pm+1. To calculate the gradient of the real-valued objective function P with respect to
the complex-valued arguments Wm, we first decompose the initial conditions into their real and
imaginary parts, Wm

r = Re(Wm), Wm
i = Im(Wm), and separately calculate the corresponding

components of the gradient. As detailed in Appendix B, the gradient of P with respect to the
initial condition is given by

∂P
∂Wm

x

= µ (Wm
x − Um

x )− Λm+1
x (tm), m = 1, . . . ,M − 1, (22)

for the real (x = r) and imaginary (x = i) parts of Wm. We emphasize that evaluating this
gradient does not require any additional differential equations to be solved.

3.2. Termination criteria

In order to define an appropriate stopping criterion for the optimization iterations of the
multiple-shooting quadratic penalty method, we here derive an estimate on the roll-out infidelity
for a given control vector. Denote the violation of the equality constraint (13) in window m by

Cm := SmWm−1 −Wm, ⇔ Wm = SmWm−1 − Cm, m = 1, . . . ,M − 1. (23)

Repeated application of (23) gives

SMWM−1 = SMSM−1WM−2 − SMCM−1 = . . . =
(
Π1

m=MSm
)
−

M−1∑
m=1

(
Πm+1

ℓ=MSℓ
)
Cm, (24)

or equivalently,

Uro := Π1
m=MSm = UM +

M−1∑
m=1

(
Πm+1

ℓ=MSℓ
)
Cm. (25)
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On the left hand side is the (so called) roll-out state matrix, Uro, which follows by solving
Schrödingers equation in the full time-domain [0, tM ]. The first term on the right hand side is
the state matrix UM = SMWM−1, corresponding to only solving Schrödingers equation in the
final time window, with initial condition WM−1. Each term in the sum represents the constraint
violation at time tm, forward propagated to time tM .

Let U⃗ = vec(U) denote the vectorized representation of the matrix U . Because the generalized

infidelity (15) is quadratic in U⃗ and Qv is a Hermitian matrix, the roll-out infidelity can be related

to the final infidelity and the constraint violations. In (15), we take U⃗ro = U⃗M + D⃗, where

D =
∑M−1

m=1

(
Πm+1

ℓ=MSℓ
)
Cm, to derive

nJV(U⃗ro) = nJv(U⃗
M ) + ⟨D⃗,QvU⃗

M ⟩+ ⟨QvU⃗
M , D⃗⟩+ ⟨D⃗,QvD⃗⟩. (26)

The right hand side of this expression can be estimated in terms of the final infidelity and the
penalty terms (see Appendix A for details), resulting in

JV(Uro) ≤ JV(U
M ) +

2√
n

√
JV(UM )

M−1∑
m=1

∥Cm∥F +
1

n

(
M−1∑
m=1

∥Cm∥F
)2

. (27)

Here, the norm of Cm can be calculated locally within window m, and the term JV(U
M ) can

be calculated in the final window. The estimate for the roll-out fidelity can thus be evaluated
concurrently followed by a reduction operation over scalar quantities.

4. Parallelization strategy

The reformulation of the optimal quantum control problem into a time-windowed multiple-
shooting problem enables us to parallelize the evaluation of the objective function (and its gradient)
along the time domain. To this end, we apply a distributed-memory parallelization strategy using
the message-passing interface (MPI) [26], where each process is assigned to one computational
processor (core) in the hardware. Solving Schrödinger’s equation in each time window can be per-
formed concurrently using M computational processes along the time domain, each propagating
the state matrix Um(t) from the intermediate initial state Wm−1 at time tm−1 to yield Um(tm). In
addition, the matrix-valued Schrödinger equation naturally parallelizes over the columns of each
initial condition matrix Wm =: [wm

1 , . . .wm
n ], such that each column can be evolved independently,

yielding an orthogonal opportunity for computational concurrency along the state columns. To-
gether, we hence define a 2-dimensional grid of computational processes, parallelizing over the M
time windows as well as the n columns of the initial states, Pm=1,...M × Pk=1,...,n. Thus, process
Pm
k computes the k-th column of Um by solving Schrödinger’s equation in window m, subject to

the initial state wm−1
k . Figure 3 exemplifies a fully distributed two-dimensional process grid for

M = 4 time windows and n = 2 state columns, as well as the corresponding distributed storage of
the optimization variables. Note that the initial condition in the first window is fixed at W 0 = I
and hence is not part of the distributed optimization variables. Instead, we assign the first process
P 1
1 to hold the control vector α. Because the B-spline basis functions have compact support in

time, we note that only a subset of the control vector is needed to solve Schrödinger’s equation in
each time window. Hence, in principle, α could also be distributed and stored locally alongside
wm

k .
In the distributed memory model used by MPI, each core only has access to a subset of all

variables, as exemplified in Figure 3; access to other variables is provided by explicitly calling
message passing functions. In order to evaluate the penalty objective function (16), the following
communication scheme is applied. Since the control vector α is needed in all time windows, but
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Figure 3: Two-dimensional process grid for distributed initial conditions (columns of the state matrix) and time
windows. Each computational process Pm

k solves Schrödinger’s equation, subject to column k in the initial condition

matrix, in time window m, by propagating the initial state vector wm−1
k forward in time to yield um

k (tm) =

Sm(tm)wm−1
k . Evaluating the penalty terms ∥um

k (tm) − wm
k ∥2 requires nearest-neighbor communication along

time processes to obtain wm
k from process Pm+1

k .

stored locally on the first process, we first broadcast α from P 1
1 to all other processes. To evaluate

the local contribution to the penalty term, ∥um
k (tm) −wm

k ∥2, for each column k and window m,
only nearest-neighbor communication along the time axis is needed. Efficient communication is
achieved through non-blocking MPI functionality in the following way: Each processor Pm

k first
initiates a non-blocking MPI Isend of its column wm−1

k to its left neighbor in time, Pm−1
k . Then,

Pm
k computes um

k (tm) by solving Schrödinger’s equation in its time window, before calling a non-
blocking MPI IReceive from its right neighbor, Pm+1

k , to receive wk
m such that ∥um

k (tm)−wm
k ∥2

can be evaluated on this process. The last time-processes, PM
k , evaluate their contribution to the

generalized infidelity at time tM . The penalty objective function is then assembled by summing
up the contributions from each time- and column-process through an MPI Allreduce, gathering
the objective function value and distributing it to all processes.

The gradient computation follows a similar communication pattern. Each process Pm
k receives

wm−1
k from its left neighbor in the time axis, and solves the adjoint state equations backwards in

its time window, starting from the terminal condition, λm
k (tm), that is stored on this process. The

backwards time stepping is performed concurrently in each time window and for each column in Λm,
yielding the initial adjoint states λm

k (tm−1) to assemble the locally stored gradients ∂P/∂wm−1
k

as in (22), as well as its contribution to the gradient with respect to α as in (20). Assembling
∂P/∂α then requires an additional communication step that sums the contributions from each
time window and column onto P 1

1 .

5. Numerical results

To demonstrate the performance and parallel scalability of the time-parallel multiple-shooting
quantum control problem, we here consider the n-dimensional Quantum Fourier Transformation
(QFT) represented by the unitary target matrix VQFTn ∈ Cn×n. Using zero-based indexing, the
elements of the matrix are given by:

{VQFTn}jk =
1√
n
κjk, 0 ≤ j, k ≤ n− 1, κ = ei2π/n. (28)

We consider n ∈ {4, 8, 16} corresponding to q = 2, 3 and 4 qubits, respectively, which are coupled
in a linear chain with system parameters given in Table 1, based on the Hamiltonian model in
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Testcase ωj/2π [GHz] Jj,j+1/2π [MHz] Ωj/2π [MHz]

QFT-4 1: 5.18 1 ↔ 2: 5.0 [−30.41, 30.41]

(2 qubits) 2: 5.12 [−30.41, 30.41]

QFT-8 1: 5.18 1 ↔ 2: 5.0 [0,−60.4]

(3 qubits) 2: 5.12 2 ↔ 3: 5.0 [60.4, 0,−60.4]

3: 5.06 [60.4, 0]

QFT-16 1: 5.18 1 ↔ 2: 5.0 [−30.0,−90.41]

(4 qubits) 2: 5.12 2 ↔ 3: 5.0 [30.0,−30.0,−90.41]

3: 5.06 3 ↔ 4: 5.0 [90.41, 30.0,−30.0]

4: 5.0 [90.41,−30.0]

Table 1: Transition frequencies, dipole-dipole coupling strengths and carrier wave frequencies in the Hamiltonian
model (2)-(3) for q = 2, 3, 4 qubits that are coupled in a linear chain.

(2)-(3), with rotation frequency ωrot = 1/q
∑q

j=1 ωj .
We implement the multiple-shooting formulation in the Quandary software [13], which provides

a structure preserving and time-reversible integration scheme to solve Schrödinger’s equation in any
given time domain using the implicit midpoint rule, as well as backwards time-stepping based on the
discrete adjoint approach to calculate gradients, hence employing the ”discretize-then-optimize”
paradigm that allows the gradient to be calculated exactly in the time-discretized setting, compare
[14] for details. The adjoint states are utilized to evaluate the gradient of the multiple-shooting
objective function with respect to the control parameters α and the initial condition states Wm

in a real-valued formalism. We parameterize the control pulses dj(t,α) for each qubit j using a B-
spline knot-spacing of ∆τ = 3 ns, resulting in d1 = ⌈T/∆τ⌉+2 B-spline coefficients per carrier wave
frequency and hence total of d = 2d1

∑
j Nf (j) real-valued control parameters α ∈ Rd, where the

total number of carrier frequencies, Nf , depends on the number of qubits and their connectivity, as
shown in Table 1. The multiple-shooting optimal control formalism further considers the real and
imaginary parts of the intermediate states Wm,m = 1, . . .M as additional optimization variables,
resulting in an optimization vector of size d+ 2n2(M − 1).

In order to investigate the parallel scalability of the multiple-shooting algorithm, we first mea-
sure run times for one single gradient evaluation of the penalty objective function, and compare
it to the run time for the standard reduced-space gradient with respect to α only, i.e., the single-
window case with M = 1. We distribute the optimization variables onto the 2-dimensional process
grid as described in Section 4 and concurrently execute the computation over the n columns of
the state matrix and the M time-windows, such that the total number of computational processes
used for each data point in the following plots equals nM . Figure 4 shows a parallel scaling study
performed on LLNL’s High-Performance Cluster ”Dane”2, measuring the computational runtime
for one gradient evaluation over increasing numbers of time windows, for the QFT gate on 2, 3 and
4 qubits (n = 4, 8, 16). As expected, we observe excellent parallel scalability with respect to both
the time-window distribution as well as the columns in the initial condition matrices. A maximum
speedup in runtime for one gradient evaluation of about 80× is observed for the 4-qubit test case
when using 256 time-windows and 16 column processes, see Table 2. Note that the total number
of time-steps NT for each test case was chosen such that the absolute error in the infidelity due to

2LLNL Livermore Computing ”Dane” platform: Intel Sapphire Rapids 2.0GHz, 112 cores per node, 256 RAM
per node, Cornelis Networks Interconnect
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Figure 4: Parallel scaling study for one gradient evaluation: Runtime (left) and parallel speedup (right) of the
multiple-shooting gradient evaluation over single-shooting reference for the QFT gate on 2, 3 and 4 qubits (n =
4, 8, 16).

Test case #qubits Gate duration Number of time-steps Max. Speedup (Gradient)

QFT-4 2 190ns NT = 2, 252 8× on 16 time-processes

QFT-8 3 500ns NT = 19, 806 31× on 128 time-processes

QFT-16 4 900ns NT = 106, 072 80× on 256 time-processes

Table 2: Gate durations of the QFT-4,-8, and -16 testcase, the number of total time steps, as well as the maximum
measured runtime speedup for one gradient evaluation in the multiple-shooting formulation compared to the single-
window reference case.

time-stepping is less than 10−6.
Next, we investigate the parallel scalability of the multiple-shooting optimization algorithm

when increasing the numbers of time-windows and corresponding computational processes. As a
reference point, we solve the reduced-space optimization problem (one time window), which per-
forms standard L-BFGS iterations on the control parameters α, as implemented in the Quandary
software, based upon the PETSc/TAO library [2]. Throughout the optimization, we impose box-
constraints on the control parameters such that the resulting optimized pulse amplitudes are below
25MHz. To regularize the optimization problem, we add a Tikhonov regularization term to the
objective function with coefficient γtik = 10−3/d, as well as a penalty integral term to minimize
the control pulse energy with coefficient γenergy = 10−3, see the Quandary user’s guide [13] for
details. The initial guess for each element in the control vector α is generated using a random
variable, uniformly distributed in the range [−10, 10] MHz.

For the time-parallel multiple-shooting optimization strategy, we fix the quadratic penalty
coefficient in (16) at µ = 2/n. To initialize the intermediate state optimization variables Wm,
we roll out the state matrices using the initial control vector α, by solving Schrödingers equation
(1) and recording the state at the time-window boundaries. Hence, all equality constraints are
initially satisfied, but the initial infidelity is generally far from zero. The termination criteria for
the multiple-shooting optimization iteration is chosen such that the estimated roll-out infidelity
based on (27) is less than 10−3. In order to balance the contributions from the control vector and
the intermediate state matrices in the gradient, it is suggested in [15] to scale the intermediate

state matrices within the optimization, W̃m = σWm, for a σ > 0. Following this idea, we here
tune the scaling factor by scanning over a range σ ∈ [0.05 : 0.15] and pick the scale factor that
yields the smallest number of optimization iterations. We note that further research is needed to

13



Test case Windows (M) Gate infidelity Runtime Speedup

QFT-4 1 2.37e-04 2.3 sec –

16 1.49e-04 0.5 sec 4.3x

QFT-8 1 2.44e-04 145 sec –

32 8.86e-05 23 sec 6.3x

QFT-16 1 1.59e-04 59 min –

64 6.33e-05 12 min 4.8x

Table 3: Optimized gate infidelity and maximum observed speedup in runtime for the multiple-shooting optimization
compared to the single-window reference.

determine the optimal choice of this scale factor.
Parallel scaling results for the multiple-shooting optimization as well as the single-window

reference optimization are presented in Figure 5. Here, we plot both the resulting overall runtime
of the optimization (left axis, solid lines) performed on nM computational processes, as well as
the number of optimization iterations needed for convergence (right axis, dashed lines), for the
QFTn test cases on 2,3 and 4 qubits (n = 4, 8, 16). First, we note that the number of iterations
needed increases monotonically with the number of time windows M , while the jump from the
single-window reference optimization to multiple-window optimization can be significant for the
larger test cases (e.g., it doubles for the 4-qubit case from M = 1 to M = 2). We attribute
this increase to poor performance of the quadratic penalty method for solving the constrained
multiple-shooting optimization problem. We note that a more elaborate optimization strategy,
such as, for example, the primal-dual interior point method in the Ipopt [30] solver could potentially
improve the convergence. Nevertheless, despite this increase in optimization iterations, Figure 5
shows that significant parallel speedup can be achieved through the time-parallel multiple-shooting
formulation due to significant speedup of each gradient evaluation, which is parallelized over M
time-windows, as demonstrated in Figure 4. We observe that the parallel scaling of the multiple-
shooting optimization generally improves for larger test cases, showing nearly perfect scaling on
the QFT-16 case between M = 2 to M = 16. The run time speedups of the multiple-shooting
optimization over the single-shooting formulation are plotted in Figure 6, where the best speedups
are summarized in Table 3, alongside the corresponding roll-out gate infidelities. While the parallel
efficiencies3 of those results are less than perfect (for example, the parallel efficiency for the 6.3x
speedup for the QFT-8 optimization on 32 time-processes is 20%) we note that the resulting
speedup in runtime is significant, reducing the runtime for the 3-qubit gate optimization from 145
seconds to 23 seconds, and for the 4-qubit gate from 59 minutes to 12 minutes. Of significant
practical importance is also that the 2-qubit optimal control problem can be solved in only 0.5
seconds, when running on a total of 64 processes (16 time-processes and 4 column-processes).
Hence, utilizing available HPC resources at this scale can significantly advance quantum control
techniques and has the potential to yield higher-fidelity quantum controls in real-time that are
ready to be integrated in modern quantum compilers.

We note that reported speedups depend on the choice of the stopping criterion of the optimiza-
tion iterations. In particular, the multiple-shooting optimization iterations are stopped when the
estimate on the fidelity drops below 10−3, where Figure 7 plots the resulting rollout gate infideli-
ties at the last iteration of the multiple-shooting optimization. We observe that the estimate gets

3Parallel efficiency is defined as the ratio of the runtime for single-shooting optimization divided by the product
of the runtime for multiple-shooting optimization and the number of computational processes.
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Figure 5: Parallel scaling study of the multiple-shooting optimization for the QFT gate on q = 2, 3, and 4 qubits
(n = 4, 8, 16): Runtime (solid lines) and number of optimization iterations (dashed lines) for increasing numbers of
time windows M . For each case, the total number of distributed computing tasks is nM .
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Figure 6: Runtime speedups of the multiple-shooting optimization over the reference single-window optimization
for the QFT gate on q = 2, 3, 4 qubits (n = 4, 8, 16).

less and less sharp with increasing numbers of qubits as well with the number of time-windows
used for each test case, such that the achieved rollout infidelities at the optimal point can be an
order of magnitude smaller than the estimate (the stopping criterion). To ensure a reasonably fair
comparisons of the multiple-shooting run-times with the reduced-space single-shooting reference
optimization, we stop the single-shooting optimization iterations when its infidelity falls below the
roll-out infidelity achieved for the M = 2 window test cases (the left-most data points in Figure 7).
Note that this choice favours the single-shooting reference optimization, since the roll-out fidelity’s
for M > 2 will be even smaller that those achieved in the single-shooting case, and hence requires
more iterations to achieve the same level of infidelity.

6. Conclusions

In this paper we derived a multiple-shooting formalism for solving the quantum optimal control
problem, focusing on inducing unitary gate transformations in closed quantum systems. The
multiple-shooting algorithm is based on splitting the time-domain into segments (windows) and
introducing the state matrices at the beginning of each window as additional optimization variables.
As a result, time-stepping in each window can be performed concurrently, allowing significant
acceleration through parallel processing along the time domain on an HPC system. During the
optimization iteration, the state matrices representing the initial conditions in each window may
become non-unitary. For this reason, we have broadened the definition of the conventional gate
trace infidelity, resulting in a generalized infidelity that is a non-negative and convex function of
a general complex state matrix. Continuity across time window boundaries is enforced through
equality constraints. Here we solve the constrained optimization problem using the quadratic
penalty method. To calculate the gradient of the objective function with respect to the controls
and the intermediate initial conditions efficiently, we have shown that the adjoint state, which is
used to calculate the gradient with respect to the control vector, can also be used to calculate
the gradient with respect to the state at the beginning of each time window. As a result, all
components of the gradient can be evaluated by solving one state equation and one adjoint state
equation in each window, at a cost that essentially is independent of the number of optimization
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Figure 7: Optimized rollout infidelities at the last multiple-shooting optimization iteration.

variables. We derived an estimate for the roll-out infidelity based on the violations of the equality
constraints across window boundaries that serves as a stopping criterion for the multiple-shooting
algorithm, guaranteeing that the roll-out infidelity meets a prescribed tolerance without explicit
evaluation.

An efficient time-parallelization strategy for concurrent evaluation of the objective and its
gradient on multiple distributed-memory compute processes was also presented. This strategy has
been implemented in the Quandary software [13], which was used to evaluate the parallel scaling
performance in quantum systems with 2, 3, and 4 coupled qubits, subject to Quantum Fourier
Transform (QFT) gates. We observed significant acceleration for the time-parallel evaluation of
the objective and its gradient, with nearly perfect scaling with respect to increasing numbers of
time windows and corresponding computational processes. However, the number of optimization
iterations in the quadratic penalty method was found to grow with the number of time windows,
hampering the overall speedup in runtime for the multiple-shooting optimization. Nevertheless,
using the proposed method, the 2-qubit optimal control problem can be solved in only 0.5 seconds
when running on a total of 64 compute cores. Hence, utilizing available classical compute resources
can significantly advance quantum control techniques and has the potential to yield higher-fidelity
quantum controls in real-time that are ready to be integrated in modern quantum compilers.
For larger gates, we observed a maximum runtime speedup of 6.3x and 4.8x for the 3- and 4-
qubit QFT gates, when compared to standard reduced-space optimization. To fully reap the
benefits of the time-parallel multiple shooting method, more research is needed to identify more
effective algorithms for solving the constrained multiple-shooting optimization problem, such as, for
example, augmented Lagrangian methods, sequential quadratic programming (SQP) techniques,
or primal-dual interior point approaches.
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Appendix A. Estimating the roll-out infidelity

Starting from (26), we proceed by estimating the terms in the right hand side. First, consider

QvU⃗
M =

(
I − 1

n
V⃗V⃗†

)
U⃗M = U⃗M − γM

n
V⃗, γM = ⟨V⃗, U⃗M ⟩ = ⟨V, UM ⟩F . (A.1)

Therefore,

⟨D⃗,QvU⃗
M ⟩ =

M−1∑
m=1

⟨C̃m, UM − γM
n

V⟩F . (A.2)

where C̃m =
(
Πm+1

ℓ=MSℓ
)
Cm is the forward propagated constraint violation of window m. Because

the solution operators are unitary, ∥C̃m∥F = ∥Cm∥F , and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives the
estimate ∣∣∣⟨C̃m, UM − γM

n
V⟩F

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥Cm∥F
∥∥∥UM − γM

n
V
∥∥∥
F
. (A.3)

The factor ∥UM − γM

n V ∥F can be analyzed further. We have

∥∥∥UM − γM
n

V
∥∥∥2
F
=
〈
UM − γM

n
V, UM − γM

n
V
〉
F

= ⟨UM , UM ⟩F − γ∗
M

n
⟨V, UM ⟩F − γM

n
⟨UM ,V⟩F +

|γM |2
n2

⟨V,V⟩F

= ⟨UM , UM ⟩F − 2

n
⟨UM ,V⟩F ⟨V, UM ⟩F +

1

n
⟨UM ,V⟩F ⟨V, UM ⟩F

= nJV(U
M ), (A.4)

because V is unitary. By combining (A.2)-(A.4),

∣∣∣⟨D⃗,QvU⃗
M ⟩+ ⟨QvU⃗

M , D⃗⟩
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

√
nJV(UM )

M−1∑
m=1

∥Cm∥F . (A.5)

To estimate the last term on the right hand side of (26), we note that

QvD⃗ =

(
I − 1

n
V⃗V⃗†

)
D⃗ = D⃗ − δM

n
V⃗, δM = ⟨V⃗, D⃗⟩ = ⟨V, D⟩F , (A.6)

and

⟨D⃗,QvD⃗⟩ = ⟨D⃗, D⃗⟩ − |δM |2
n

≤ ∥D∥2F =

∥∥∥∥∥
M−1∑
m=1

C̃m

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤
(

M−1∑
m=1

∥Cm∥F
)2

, (A.7)

because the Frobenius matrix norm is sub-additive (satisfies the triangle inequality). Applying the
estimates (A.5) and (A.7) to (26) enables the roll-out infidelity to be estimated in terms of the
final infidelity and the constraint violations, as stated in (27).
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Appendix B. Derivation of the adjoint gradient

Gradient with respect to α. The penalty objective function (16) can be written as

P(α,W 1, . . . ,WM ) =

M∑
m=1

Pm, (B.1)

where

Pm =

{
µ
2 ∥Um −Wm∥2F , m = 1, . . . ,M − 1,
1
n2

(
n∥UM∥2F − ⟨UM ,V⟩F ⟨V, UM ⟩F

)
, m = M,

(B.2)

with Um := Um(tm,α). The chain rule of differentiation gives

∂Pm

∂αℓ
=


µ
2

(〈
Um −Wm, ∂Um

∂αℓ

〉
F
+
〈

∂Um

∂αℓ
, Um −Wm

〉
F

)
, m ∈ [1,M − 1],

1
n2

(〈
nUM − γMV, ∂UM

∂αℓ

〉
F
+
〈

∂UM

∂αℓ
, nUM − γMV

〉
F

)
, m = M,

(B.3)

for ℓ = 1, . . . , d, where γM = ⟨V, UM ⟩F . By differentiating (8)-(9) with respect to αℓ, we find that
V m
ℓ (t) := ∂Um/∂αℓ(t) satisfies the differential equation

V̇ m
ℓ (t) + iH(t;α)V m

ℓ (t) = Fm
ℓ (t), t ∈ (tm−1, tm], (B.4)

V m
ℓ (tm−1) = 0, (B.5)

where the forcing function satisfies

Fm
ℓ (t) = −i

∂H(t;α)

∂αℓ
Um(t). (B.6)

However, calculating dP/dαℓ by first solving for V m
ℓ (tm), for each ℓ = 1, . . . , d, is computationally

inefficient when d ≫ 1. Instead we introduce the adjoint state variable Λm(t) ∈ Cn×n, which is
chosen to satisfy the differential equation

Λ̇m(t) + iH(t;α)Λm(t) = 0, tm > t ≥ tm−1, (B.7)

Λm(tm) = Ξm, (B.8)

for m = 1, . . . ,M . This is the adjoint state equation, which is solved backwards in time subject to
a terminal condition Ξm. To derive a formula for ∂P/∂αℓ, we consider time window m and study
the expression

Am :=

∫ tm

tm−1

〈
Λ̇m + iHΛm, V m

ℓ

〉
F
+
〈
V m
ℓ , Λ̇m + iHΛm

〉
F
dt. (B.9)

After integration by parts and noting that V̇ m
ℓ + iHV m

ℓ = Fm
ℓ , and that Am = 0 because Λm(t)

satisfies (B.7),

0 = ⟨Λm(tm), V m
ℓ (tm)⟩F + ⟨V m

ℓ (tm),Λm(tm)⟩F −
∫ tm

tm−1

⟨Λm, Fm
ℓ ⟩F + ⟨Fm

ℓ ,Λm⟩F . (B.10)

To evaluate the boundary terms in the above expression, we choose the terminal condition for Λm

to be

Ξm =

{
µ
2 (W

m − Um(tm)), m = 1, . . . ,M − 1,
1
n2

(
γMV − nUM (tM )

)
, m = M.

(B.11)

By substituting Λm(tm) = Ξm into (B.10), and substituting Fm
ℓ from (B.6), we arrive at (20).
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Gradient with respect to initial conditions. To derive the formulae for the gradient with respect to
the intermediate initial conditions, we start from Pm as defined in (21) and use the notation from
§ 3.1. The gradient of Pm with respect to Wm satisfies

∂Pm

∂Wm
x,pq

= µ
〈
−epe†q, Um

x −Wm
x

〉
F
= µ {Wm

x − Um
x }pq , m = 1, . . . ,M − 1, (B.12)

for the real (x = r) and imaginary parts (x = i), where Um = SmWm−1 and Wpq denotes the
element in row p and column q of the matrix W . Furthermore, ej denotes the j-th canonical unit
vector. By differentiating (21) with respect to the real and imaginary parts of Wm−1,

∂Pm

∂Wm−1
x,pq

= µ
〈
epe

†
q,W

m−1
x − Ũm−1

x

〉
F
= µ

{
Wm−1

x − Ũm−1
x

}
pq

, m = 2, . . . ,M − 1, (B.13)

where Ũm−1 = (Sm)†Wm. The contributions to the gradient from the final window follow from

∂PM

∂WM−1
r,pq

=
2

n2
Re
(〈
epe

†
q, nW

M−1 − γM (SM )†V
〉
F

)
=

2

n2
Re
{
nWM−1 − γM ŨM−1

}
pq

, (B.14)

and, similarly,

∂PM

∂WM−1
i,pq

=
2

n2
Im
{
nWM−1 − γM ŨM−1

}
pq

. (B.15)

To evaluate the above formulae, we need to calculate µŨm−1 = µ(Sm)†Wm form = 2, . . . ,M−1

and γM ŨM−1 = γM (SM )†V. Both expressions correspond to back-propagation of a state from time
tm to tm−1. Back-propagating the solution of Schrödinger’s equation is equivalent to solving the
adjoint state equation (18) subject to terminal conditions. In particular, the terminal conditions
from (B.11) result in

Λm(tm−1) = (Sm)†Ξm =

{
µ
2 (S

m)† (Wm − Um(tm)) , m = 1, . . . ,M − 1,
1
n2 (S

M )†
(
γMV − nUM (tM )

)
, m = M.

(B.16)

Here, (Sm)†Um(tm) = Wm−1 because Um(tm) = SmWm−1. Therefore,

µ

2
Ũm−1 =

µ

2
(Sm)†Wm = Λm(tm−1) +

µ

2
Wm−1, m = 1, . . . ,M − 1, (B.17)

γM
n2

ŨM−1 =
γM
n2

(SM )†V = ΛM (tM−1) +
1

n
WM−1. (B.18)

After substituting (B.17) into (B.13) and (B.18) into (B.14)-(B.15), we arrive at the unified for-
mulae

∂Pm

∂Wm−1
x,pq

= −2 {Λm
x (tm−1)}pq , m = 2, . . . ,M, x = {r, i}. (B.19)

Since the gradient with respect toWm gets a contributions from the terms Pm and Pm+1, combining
(B.13) and (B.19) yields the final expression of the gradient in (22).
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