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Abstract

The optimal control problem for open quantum systems can be formulated as a time-
dependent Lindbladian that is parameterized by a number of time-dependent control variables.
Given an observable and an initial state, the goal is to tune the control variables so that
the expected value of some observable with respect to the final state is maximized. In this
paper, we present algorithms for solving this optimal control problem efficiently, i.e., having
a poly-logarithmic dependency on the system dimension, which is exponentially faster than
best-known classical algorithms. Our algorithms are hybrid, consisting of both quantum and
classical components. The quantum procedure simulates time-dependent Lindblad evolution
that drives the initial state to the final state, and it also provides access to the gradients of the
objective function via quantum gradient estimation. The classical procedure uses the gradient
information to update the control variables.

At the technical level, we provide the first (to the best of our knowledge) simulation al-
gorithm for time-dependent Lindbladians with an £;-norm dependence. As an alternative, we
also present a simulation algorithm in the interaction picture to improve the algorithm for the
cases where the time-independent component of a Lindbladian dominates the time-dependent
part. On the classical side, we heavily adapt the state-of-the-art classical optimization analysis
to interface with the quantum part of our algorithms. Both the quantum simulation techniques
and the classical optimization analyses might be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

The ability to control the dynamics of a quantum system to maximize its property has been a
persistent pursuit in quantum physics and chemistry [18]. This endeavor has recently gained mo-
mentum, spurred by the growing interest in designing quantum information processing devices.
One remarkable obstacle in controlling a quantum system’s behavior stems from the reality that
quantum systems typically evolve in the presence environmental noise. Consequently, the control
strategy must take into account system/bath interactions. In the Markovian regime, this problem
can be formulated as an optimal control problem based on the Lindblad master equation [38, 24]
acting on n qubits,

%p = L([t)(p) = —i {HO + i ug(t)ps, ] + Z < iPL} — LTLg,p}) (1)

=1

in conjunction with a control functions ug(t) that enters the system Hamiltonian through the
operator g, and we have n, control functions. Here p is a density operator on n qubits, and the
second term in Eq. (1) is a result of system/bath interactions with L;’s being the jump operators.
The quantum optimal control (QOC) is then formulated as an optimization problem following [2]:

mas ffu()],  flul®)] = t(6p(T —aZ / Jup(t) . @)

The Hermitian operator & represents the property to be maximized. The term wu(t) embodies
all the control variables {ug} and the last term in the objective function flu(t)] is regarded as a
regularization. It is worthwhile to point out that there are other choices of the objective function
[8] in the formulation of the QOC problem. For example, one can guide the Lindblad dynamics (1)
toward a target state p(T). In this case, one can minimize the difference between p(T) and p(T),

T
min flu(t)], flu] = p(T) — p(T)II” + GZ/ Jug(t)[*dt. (3)
8 0

Implicit in both optimization problems Egs. (2) and (3) is that p(T) has to be obtained from the
Lindblad equation (1). Thus the main computational challenge comes from the repeated computa-
tion of the solution of the Lindblad equation. In this paper, we mainly focus on the optimal control
problem with the objective function Eq. (2).

To be able to clearly illustrate the computational complexity, we assume that the Hamiltonian
H(t) and the jump operators L,;(t)’s are sparse. Moreover, the sparsity structure for each operator
does not change over time (i.e., the positions of nonzero entries do not change with time). For a
sparse matrix A, we assume we have access to a procedure P4 that can apply the following oracles:

OA,loc |7f7j> = |i7 VA(iuj» ) and (4)
OA,val |t7i7j7 Z> = |t7i7j72®Ai,j(t)> ’ (5)
where v4 (7, j) is the index of the j’s nonzero entry of column ¢ in A. Particularly for the optimal

control problem, we assume we have access to Pp,, Py, and Pr; for all j € [m], as well as Py for
the observable 0.



Main contributions We will present a hybrid quantum/classical algorithm for the QOC problem
(1) and (2). The overall algorithm consists of the following elements:

1. A Lindblad simulation algorithm [14, 15, 36] that prepares p(T') in a purification form. The
complexity of our algorithm exhibits a linear scaling with respect to 7" with a scaling factor
proportional to the L; norm of the Lindbladians instead of the L,.x norm. The dependence
of the complexity on the precision € is only poly-logarithmic. Alternatively, we can also
simulate time-dependent Lindbladian using interaction picture [41]. This algorithm applies
to important models in experimental physics. For instance, in an ion trap system, it is
common to have a time-independent Hamiltonian with norm much larger than the rest of the
Lindbladian terms, and thus our algorithm can make the simulation more efficient.

2. The construction of a quantum phase oracle of the gradient of the function f. This is achieved
by incorporating the quantum gradient computation algorithms in [21]. This phase oracle will
then be interfaced with a classical optimization algorithm.

3. Having approximates of gradients V f(u(t)), we use an accelerated gradient descent (AGD)
method [26] to solve the optimization problem. In particular, we analyze the influence of the
statistical error from the gradient estimation and provide a precise complexity analysis for
solving the optimization problem, which essentially characterizes the robustness of AGD for
reaching second-order stationary points and may be of independent interest.

In addition to the proposed algorithms, we provide rigorous analysis of the numerical error and
precise overall complexity estimates for the hybrid algorithm. Formally, we establish the following
result for optimal control of open quantum systems:

Theorem 1.1 (main theorem). Assume there are n. control functions ug(t) € C?([0,T]). Further
assume' that || Hol|, || O, |lusll, |1L;]| < 1, and o > 2/T. There exists a quantum algorithm that,
with probability at least 2/32, solves problem (2) by:

e reaching a first-order stationary point ||V f| < e with (1) using 0] (%Af) queries

to Pu, and P,,, 8 = 1,2,...,nc, and O (mn%Alf +n::93—//ZAf) additional 1- and
2-qubit gates; or
~ 7/4
e reaching a second-order stationary point using O (% Af) queries to Py, and P,

~ 7/4
B=1,2,....,nc and O (mn%AJv + nfj—//jAf) additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.

Here n. and m are respectively the number of control variables and jump operators.

Techniques Our technical contributions are outlined as follows.

e In Section 3, we give efficient quantum algorithms for simulating time-dependent Lindbladians
with a scaling factor in time proportional to the Li-norm of the Lindbladians instead of the
Lax-norm, as well as poly-logarithmic e dependence. Our simulation algorithm is based on

IMore generally, if ||Holl, ||l = ©(A), it is equivalent to enlarge the time duration T by a factor O(A).
2Using standard techniques, the success probability can be boosted to a constant arbitrarily close to 1 while only
introducing a logarithmic factor in the complexity.



the higher-order series expansion from Duhamel’s principle as sketched in [36]. A notable
difference from [36] is that in their paper, Gaussian quadratures are used to approximate
integrals; however, in our time-dependent case, Gaussian quadratures can no longer be used
as, unless upper bounds on the higher-order derivatives of the operators are given in advance.
The techniques for obtaining the Li-norm dependence follow from the rescaling trick in [5],
while generalized to Lindbladians. Our time-dependent Lindbladian simulation techniques
might be of independent interest.

e In Section 4, we show how to simulate time-dependent Lindbladian using interaction pic-
ture [41]. This technique is suited for simulating a Lindbladian £ = £ + L5 where £4() =
—i[Hy,-] is a Hamiltonian with complexity linear in norm of L2 (up to poly-logarithmic fac-
tors) and similar number of simulations of the Hamiltonian H; . The simulation scheme is
based on a mathematical treatment of the Lindblad equation as a differential equation, and
the construction leverages the simulation algorithms shown in Section 3 without rescaling the
evolution time. It turns out that using our simulation algorithm in the interaction picture,
we obtain better gate complexity compared with directly using the simulation in Section 3
even with the ¢;-norm dependence. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first Lindblad
simulation algorithm in the interaction picture, which can also be of independent interest.

e In Section 5, we adapt a nonconvex optimization algorithm that can reach first-order sta-
tionary points with O(1/€7/4) noisy gradient queries with f-norm error at most O(e/8),
and reach second-order stationary points with 0(1 / e/ 4) noisy gradient queries with ¢3-norm
error at most O(e3). Our setting is different from either gradient descent (GD) or stochastic
gradient descent (SGD): Compared to GD we only have access to noisy gradients, while in
standard SGD the noise can be adjusted and there is no Lipschitz condition for the noisy
gradient. With this novel setting, we successfully design an optimization algorithm based on
perturbed accelerated gradient descent (PAGD) [26]. We carefully analyze the error bound in
different cases and it turns out that our algorithm reaches an optimal error scaling for PAGD
(up to poly-logarithmic factors) in finding a first-order stationary point.

Related work In addition to the large variety of conventional applications [20], quantum opti-
mal control problems are crucial in near-term quantum computing, because in the architecture of
quantum computers, the underlying physical operations such as microwave control pulses and the
modulated laser beam can be abstracted as control pulse sequences (see the survey [48] for more
detailed discussions), and hence the are inherently quantum control problems. Quantum optimal
control also plays a vital role in quantum computing algorithms. For instance, Magann et al. [42]
studied the relationship between variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) and quantum optimal
control, and showed that the performance of VQAs can be informed by quantum optimal control
theory. Banchi and Crooks [4] demonstrated how gradients can be estimated in a hybrid quantum-
classical optimization algorithm, and quantum control is used as one important application. In
Ref. [40] the authors showed that for a quantum many-body system, if it exists an efficient clas-
sical representation, then the optimal control problems on this quantum dynamics can be solved
efficiently with finite precision.

There exist heuristic classical methods for solving the quantum optimal control problem, includ-
ing the monotonically convergence algorithms [49], the Krotov method [45], the GRadient Ascent
Pulse Engineering (GRAPE) algorithm [28, 17], the Chopped RAndom-Basis (CRAB) algorithm [9],
etc. Furthermore, such heuristics can be extended to quantum optimal control of open quantum



systems [31, 32, 46, 23], including [1, 33, 6]. However, these algorithms do not establish prov-
able guarantees for the efficiency of solving the quantum optimal control problem. Meanwhile, the
landscape of the quantum control problem has been analyzed in [13, 16, 19], which suggests that
for closed quantum systems, the landscape may not involve suboptimal optimizers. However, the
implication to the computational complexity still remains open.

Quantum algorithms, due to their natural ability to simulate quantum dynamics, have been
developed for quantum control problems [43, 34, 12, 35]. Liu and Lin [39] developed an efficient
algorithm to output the integral of the observable in Eq. (2), which can potentially solve a more
generalized optimal control problem. These approaches employ hybrid quantum-classical algorithms
that combine a quantum algorithm for the time-dependent Schrédinger equation with a classical
optimization method. However, these efforts have been focused on closed quantum systems, and
quantum control algorithms for open quantum systems require separate techniques.

Open questions Our paper leaves several open questions for future investigations:

e Are there efficient quantum algorithms for the optimal control of other master equations
beyond the Lindbladian equation?

e How to extend the current framework to the control problems with a target density operator
p(T)? The challenge in such a control problem (3) is the estimation of the Frobenius norm
from the quantum circuit.

e Gaussian quadrature was used in the Lindblad simulation method [36], which significantly
suppressed the number of terms in a Dyson-series type of approach, and implies the implemen-
tation. The extension of Gaussian quadrature to the current framework with time-dependent
Lindbladians would require derivative bounds for the evolution operator from both the drift
and jump terms, which is not trivial.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

For a positive integer m, we use [m] to denote the set {1,...,m}. In this paper, we use two types
of notations to denote vectors. For a quantum state, we use the Dirac notation |-) to denote the
corresponding state vector. For vectors involved in classical information, e.g., the gradient vector,
we use bold font, such as u, to denote them. For such a vector w € C%, we use subscripts with
a norm font to indicate its entries, i.e., u1,...,uq are the entries of u. When we use subscripts
with a bold font, such as, uy,...,u, they are a list of vectors. For a vector v € C?, we use ||v||
to denote its Euclidean norm. For a matrix M € C%*4, we use ||M|| to denote its spectral norm,
and use || M||; to denote its trace norm, i.e., ||A|; = Tr(VMTM). We also use [-,-] to denote the
operator commutator, i.e., [A, B] = AB — BA, and use {-,-} to denote the anticommutator, i.e.,
{A,B} .= AB + BA.

In addition, we use calligraphic fonts, such as £, to denote superoperators, which is also referred
to as quantum maps. Superoperators are linear maps that take matrices to matrices. The induced
trace norm of a superoperator M, denoted by || M]|;, is defined as

[Mly = max{[[M(A)]l, : |Afl, < 1}. (6)



The diamond norm of a superoperator M, denoted by || M||,, is defined as
M, =M ], (7)

where Z acts on the space with the same size as the space M acts on.
We denote by C?[0, T the class of twice continuously differential functions in [0, 7).

2.2 Algorithmic tools
2.2.1 Block-encoding and implementing completely-positive maps

Although we assume that the input of the operators of the Lindbladian are given by sparse-access
oracles, it is convenient to use a more general input model when presenting the simulation algorithm.
For a matrix A € C*"*?" we say that a unitary, denoted by Uy, is an (o, b, €)-block-encoding of A
if

HA—a(<0|®b®I)UA(|O)®b®I)H <e 8)

where the identity operator I is acting on n qubits. Intuitively, this unitary Uy, is acting on (n +b)
qubits and A appears in the upper-left block of it, i.e.,

Ala -
Ua = ( / ) | (9)
Here, we refer to « as the normalizing factor.

Our simulation algorithm relies on the following technical tool from [37] for implementing com-
pletely positive maps given the block-encodings of its Kraus operators, which generalizes a similar
tool in [15] where the Kraus operators are given as linear combinations of unitaries.

Lemma 1 (Implementing completely positive maps via block-encodings of Kraus operators [37]).
Let Ay, ..., Ay € C*" be the Kraus operators of a completely positive map. Let Uy,..., Uy, € c
be their corresponding (sj,n', €)-block-encodings, i.e.,

|4, —s; (0| DU; |0y @ I)|| <€, foralll<j<m. (10)
Let |p) = ﬁ Sy sili). Then (3572, [5)] @ Uj) ) 0) @ I implements this completely

positive map in the sense that

me

IO eI [iXileU;| |u) o) |¢>_%Z|j>"4j )| £ ——=———= (11)

m

j=1 A/ ZT:l 85 =1 ijl S?
for all |¢).

We also need the following lemma from [37] for obtaining a block-encoding of a linear combina-
tion of block-encodings.
Lemma 2 (Block-encoding of a sum of block-encodings [37]). Suppose A = Z;n:1 y; A € C2"x2",
where A; € C*"*2" and y; > 0 for all j € {1,...m}. Let U; be an (v, a,€)-block-encoding of Aj;,
and B be a unitary acting on b qubits (with m < 2°—1) such that B |0) = Zjb:Bl Vayy;/s i), where
s = yjay. Then a (32 yja5,a+b, 3, yja e)-block-encoding of 3771, y;A; can be implemented

with a single use of Z?;Bl 7l e U; + (I — E;n:_ol [7X4]) ® Igea & Ican) plus twice the cost for
implementing B.



2.2.2 Optimization

For the current quantum-classical hybrid algorithm, we will couple a Lindblad simulation with a
classical optimization algorithm. For this purpose, we work with the PAGD algorithm [26], which
is based on Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent idea [44],

g1 = up — NV f(ur) + (1 — 0)vg, Vi1 = Upp1 — Uk (12)

Here wuy, is the kth iterate of the control variable. The idea in PAGD is to introduce a perturbation
to the iterate when ||V f|| > € for some iterations, along with a negative curvature exploitation step.
There are two common goals for solving (nonconvex) optimization problems:

e x is called an e-approximate first-order stationary point if ||V f(x)| < e.

e z is called an e-approximate second-order stationary point if |V f(z)|| <€, Amin(VZf(x)) >
—/0¢. Here f is a g-Hessian-Lipschitz function, i.e., |[V2f(x) — V2 f(y)| < oz — y| for any
x and y.

2.2.3 Quantum gradient estimation

With copies of p(T'), which will be obtained from Lindblad simulation algorithms, and sparse access
to O, we can obtain an estimated gradient value of jl(u) The high-level strategy is to construct a
probability oracle first, then construct a phase oracle with the probability oracle, and finally obtain
the gradient by the phase oracle. The probability oracle and the phase oracle are defined as follows.
The Lindblad simulation algorithm leads to a purification of p(T), i.e., p(T) = tr(|prXpr]|). It is
clear that the regularization term in (2) is easy to compute. With the purification, we can express
the first term as, _
Ji(u) == {pr| O @1 |pr) . (13)
Suppose Uy denotes the block encoding of €, i.e. (0|(¥n |Ug|0)| ¥n) = (¥N|O|YnN). Let ¢-Up be
the controlled Ug. Applying Hadamard test circuit (H®1I) (c—Ug) (H ®I) acting on |pr) produces

V() [1) [¢1(w)) + V1 = f(u)|0) [¢o(w)) (14)

where f(u) :== —1 (pr|O|pr)+1 = —%jl(u)—i—% . By Lemma 48 of [22], we can efficiently construct
a block encoding of & with sparse access to &. The 1/2 factor does not matter because the gradient
will only be multiplied by a constant factor.

Definition 1 (Probability oracle). Consider a function f : RY — [0,1]. The probability oracle for
f, denoted by Uy, is a unitary defined as

Uslz)l0) = [2) (VI@)1) [éx(@)) + T = T@)|0) loo(@)))
where |¢p1(x)) and |do(x)) are arbitrary states.

Definition 2 (Phase oracle). Consider a function f: R® — R. The phase oracle for f, denoted by
Oy, is a unitary defined as
Oyl2)[0) = e/ @)[a)|0)



Theorem 2.1 (Constructing phase oracle with probability oracle, Theorem 14 of [21]). Consider
a function f : R4 — [0,1]. Let Uy be the probability oracle for f. Then, for any e € (0,1/3), we can
implement an e-approzimate of the phase oracle Oy for f, denoted by (5f, such that ||(5f|1/)>|m> —
Osl)|x)|| < e, for all state |). This implementation uses O(log(1/€)) invocations to Uy and U},
and O(loglog(1/€)) additional qubits.

In order to interface the Lindblad simulation algorithm with a classical optimization method,
one needs to estimate the gradient of the objective function. Similar to the approach in [35], we
first represent the control variable as a piecewise linear function in time ug(t) ~ Zjvzl u;B;(t) with
B (t) being the standard shape function and u; being a nodal function. The total number of steps N
is proportional to the time duration 7. We will use the improved Jordan’s algorithm [27] using high
order finite difference formulas [21]. Basically, the gradient estimation in [21] produces an estimate
g(u), such that, [|[VJi(u) — g(u)|| < € with complexity O(d/¢), which is clearly better than a direct
sampling approach. However, to achieve this complexity, the objective function needs to satisfy a
derivative bound. Toward this end, we first establish an a priori bound for the derivative.

3

Lemma 3. Let a = (a,...,ax) € [N + 1]¥ be an index sequence®. The derivatives of the control

Sfunction Jy with respect to the control variables satisfy:
0%J1

OUg, Uay +* * Uay,

< (k+ 1)1 (6t]lul)* . (15)

This smoothness provides a basis for estimating the complexity of Jordan’s algorithm [21],

Lemma 4 (Rephrased from Theorem 23 of [21]). Suppose the access to f: [—1,1]N — R is given
via a phase oracle O¢. If f is (2m + 1)-times differentiable and for all x € [—1,1]V,

7" (@) < B forr =a/|x], (16)

then there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs an approximate gradient g such that ||g — V f(0)]| , <
€ with probability at least 1 — p using

6 e N1/2 g1/(2m) N1/ (4m) log(N/p) m
el+1/(2m) Ve

(17)

queries to O¢, and 5(N) additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.
In particular, when f(x) is a polynomial of degree no greater than 2m, the query complexity to
Oy becomes,

0 (%) . (18)

After adapting this algorithm to the objective function in Eq. (13), we find that,

Lemma 5. Let jl be defined as in Eq. (13). Suppose we are given access to the phase oracle Ofl
for Ji. Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs an approximate gradient g such that
Hg - leH < €q4 with probability at least 1 —- using 9] (neT log(N/v)/eg) queries to Oy , and O(N)
additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.

3For a precise definition of an index sequence, see Definition 4 of [21].



Proof. Although the derivative bound in Lemma 3 does not fulfill the condition in [21], we can apply
Theorem 23 in [21]. By choosing the optimal value m, we arrive at the complexity bound. O

With the gradient estimated, we can now move to the optimization algorithm. The PAGD
algorithm in [26] assumes the gradient- and Hessian-Lipschitz condition, which we will prove here
for the control problem. In particular, the smoothness constant ¢ and the Hessian-Lipschitz constant
o can be approximated by the same technique as Lemma 3.

Lemma 6. Let a = (ay,...,ay) € [N+1]F be an index sequence, then J is I-smooth and p-Hessian
Lipschitz continuous, i.e.

IV Ji(u) = VL) < lllu—o|,and ||[V?]i(u) = V21 (0)] < oflu — v]|. (19)
The smoothness parameters are given by,
L= 3N+ 1)3t*|[ulP|O]l, o= 4UN + 1)at*|ulP’l|€]. (20)

The proof of this lemma is deferred to Appendix B.

3 Simulating open quantum systems with time-dependent
Lindbladian

Ref. [36, Section 6] sketched a method for simulating open quantum systems with time-dependent
Lindbladian. In this section, we present the details of this simulation algorithm.
Motivated by the time scaling idea in [5], we define a change-of-variable function as

var(t) = [ ds1£()] (21)

By simulating the Lindblad dynamics on the new time scale, the overall complexity exhibits a better
dependence on the norm of the Lindbladians in time. To this end, we need the following oracle to
perform the inverse change-of-variable:

Ovar [t) |2) = |8) |z o var_l(t)> . (22)

In addition, we need the following oracle to obtain the normalizing constant ag(t) for H(t) and
a;(t) for Lj(t): for all j = [m],

OH norm |t> |Z> = |t> |Z ® ao(t)), and OLj,norm |t> |Z> = |t> |Z @ O‘j(t» . (23)

As in [36], we define the block-encoding norm for a Lindbladian £, denoted by ||£]],,, for nor-
malization purposed:

[£]le = a0 +

S (24)
j=1

The goal of this section is to prove the following theorem.

N | =



Theorem 3.1. Suppose we are given an (ao(t), a, €')-block-encoding Ug ) of H(t), and an (a;(t), a,€')-
block-encoding Uy (ry for each L;(t) for all0 <t <T. Let ||L|, , be defined as

T
1Ly = / ar 1£(0) e (25)

Suppose further that € < €/(2t(m + 1)). Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that oulputs a
purification of pr of p(T) where H[)(T) —Tels 47 L(7) (pg)

< € using
1

108 ([1£ .1/

O | 1£lle.
tog10g (1 £],,1/¢)

(26)

queries to Up sy, UL, 1), Ovars OHnorm, and Or; norm, and O ((m + m)||£|\b071) additional 1- and

2-qubit gates, where n is the number of qubits the Lindbladian is acting on.

3.1 High-level overview of the simulation algorithm

Here we briefly outline the techniques that led to the stated complexity. Let the Hamiltonian
H(t) = Ho+>_gup(t)ug, we rewrite equation (1) as follows

= £0)(p) = ~ilH ). 7] + D (LWL ) — H{L (1) L), ) (27)

j=1
= Lp(t)(p) + Ls(t)(p)- (28)
Here we have decomposed the Lindbladian into a drift term L£p(¢) and a jump term Lj(¢):

Lo(t)(p) = —ilH(t),p] - 5 Z{Lj(t)TLj(t)a pY=Jt)p+pJ (O, (29)
L3()(p) = Y Li(t)pL;(1)', (30)

where J(t) = —iH(t) — 3 >0 Li(t)TL;(t).
With the known initial value p(0) = pg, the solution of Eq. (28) can be written as the linear
combination of the following equations.

{atp =Lo®)p) {atp = Lp(t)(p) + Li()(p) (31)
p(0) = po ’ p(0) =0 '

Specifically, for the first part of Eq. (31), the density operator follows p(t) = V(0,t)poV (0,t) =
K[V (0,8)](po), where V (s, t) = Tel: /(37 is the time-ordered exponential of J. A brief introduction
of time-ordered exponential can be found in Appendix A. For the second part of Eq. (31), the density
operator follows p(¢ fo (t, s)ds, where the function g(¢, s) satisfying

Dug(t, ) = Lo(D)(g(t,5)), and T g(t,5) = L£3(5)(p(s)). (32)

10



By using time-ordered evolution operator and Duhamel’s principle, the solution of Eq. (27) can be
expressed as

p@=nwummw+AKW@mwxmmmm& (33)

The time-ordered exponential V(0,¢) can be approximated by the truncated Dyson series (see
Appendix A.1 for details),

K t
¢ 1
V(0,t) = Telo 747 Z ET/ drJ(r) - J(m1), (34)
k=0 70
where T fot d7(-) denote an integration over a k-tuple of time variables (71,...,7;) while keeping
the time ordering: 71 < 7 < ... < 73. Thus,
V(s t) = Tefst J(r)dr _ ,Tef[;t—s J(s+7)dT (35)

K 1 t—s
N;ﬁ /O drT I (m) - - J(m1)]. (36)

As in [29], we use the rectangle rule to approximate the integral in the truncated Dyson series.
Note that more efficient quadratures could be potentially used as we use later approximation the
integral in Eq. (33), for instance, the scaled Gaussian quadrature; however such methods require
upper bounds on higher-order derivatives of J(t), which are not readily available.

By applying Duhamel’s principle (see Eq. (33)) several times, we obtain the following approxi-
mation with notations introduced in [10].

K
Gk (t) = IC[V(O,t)]—i—Z/ Fi(8ks---,81)ds1 - dsg, (37)
k=1 /0<s1< <5, <t
where
Fie(sky - -r81) = K[V (s, 1)Ly (k) - - - K[V (51, 52)] L3 (1) K[V (0, 51)]. (38)

This yields an approximation of the evolution superoperator p(t) ~ Gx (¢)(p(0)). The key observa-
tion is that Fj is a composition of CPTP maps. The second term of Gk (t) can be approximated
by using truncated Dyson series.

3.2 Detailed constructions

In this subsection, we present the construction of the time-dependent Lindbladian simulation algo-
rithm. For the sake of conciseness, we omit the convoluted details in treating the time-ordering of
the truncated Dyson series. All these details are postponed to Appendix D.

The scaled evolution time Recall that we introduced the rescaled time in Eq. (21), and let
define ¢ as

= var(t) = [ s £ e (39)
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Correspondingly, we follow the rescaled Lindblad equation, by defining p(f) = p((var—'(#)),
which, from Eq. (1), satisfies the equation

—p() = L({D)p(D), 40
() = E@)p() (40)
where the rescaled Lindbladian is as,
£ - LlarT'(d) (41)
levar=2 @),
This rescaling can be achieved by defining
~ ~ L(var—(t
H(t) = M, and L(t) = (var (?) (42)
[£Cvar=t ()], £ (var=2(8))],.
The scaled effective Hamiltonian (not Hermitian), denoted by J (¢ ( ), is therefore defined as
() = Tl (D) (43)
levar=t @),

As a result, simulating L for time f = var(t) is equivalent to simulating £ for time ¢. Moreover, the
block-encoding-norm of L is at most 1 because of Eq. (41).

To simplify the notation, in the remainder of this section we assume the Lindbladian is already
scaled so that we can drop the ~ notation for the scaled operators and evolution time.

LCU construction Let Uj;(t) be an (o, a, €)-block-encoding of J(¢). Given the oracles as in
Egs. (4) and (5), the unitary >, |t)(t| ® Us(t) for discretized times ¢ can be implemented. Using
Lemma 2, a block-encoding of V(s,t) can also be implemented. More specifically, we use the
rectangle rule as in [29] to approximate the integrals in Eq. (36):

N K’ (t — 5)F M-1
V(Sv t) = Z MEE! Z TJ(t]k) T J(tjl)' (44)
k=0 J1yesJe=0
Here the time-ordered term is defined as follows, for each tuple g, tx—1,...,t1,

TI (k) J(t) = J(ts,) - I (),

where t;,,...,t; is the permutation of ¢;,¢x_1,...,t; that is in ascending order.
The error of the above approximation is bounded by
~ (t—s)K 1 (t — )2 max
Vs, t) =V ,tH<O , 45
H (5,8) = Vis, D) = <(K’+1)! T (45)

where Jpax ‘= max

12



Now, we need to approximate the integrals in Eq. (37). In [36], Gaussian quadratures were used
to approximate similar integrals in the time-independent case, which yields a simpler LCU con-
struction. Unfortunately, using such efficient quadrature rules in the time-dependent case requires
bounding the norm of high-order derivatives of V (s, t), which is not directly given. Instead, we use
the simple Riemann sums for treating the integrals, where the LCU constructions follow closely
from the ones in [29].

More specifically, we uniformly divide the evolution time ¢ into ¢ intervals, and let ¢; = tj/q
for j € {0,...,M — 1}. Assuming V(s,t) is implemented perfectly, we consider the following
superoperator,

tk
qu Z T]:k ]k’ - ]1) (46)

J1se-Jk=0

which approximates the integrals in Eq. (37). To bound the quality of this approximation, we
need to bound the derivative of Fj;. We begin by bounding ||V (0,¢)||, which can be deduced
from the stability of the differential equation %y = J(t)y, which can be studied by examining
the eigenvalues of the Hermitian part of J(t) [7, Lemma 1]. Since the Hermitian part of J(¢) is
semi-negative definite, one has ||y(t)|| < ||y(0)||, which implies that

V(0,0 < 1. (47)

Since £V(0,t) = J(t)V(0,t), the derivative of V(0,¢) can be bounded by
iV(o )| < J, (48)
dt ) > Jmax-

We further consider £ KC[V(0,¢)]. For any operator A with [|A||, = 1, we have

%IC[V(O, 1(4) = (%V(O,t)) AV(0,8) +V(0, t)A%V(O, " (49)

‘We then have

< 2jmax; (50)
1

| .o

which follows from Eqs. (47) and (48) and the fact that || BAC|; < ||B||||Al|,||C| for matrices
A, B,C. This bound easily extends to the diamond norm by tensoring the Kraus operator with an
identity operator to extend it to a larger space. Hence, we have

< 2 max. (51)

o

|50l

Let ijax be defined as I./j)max = maxX,c[o, ||%Lj (T)H Then, using similar arguments, we can
bound the derivative of L;3(t) as

m

<23 Ly (52)

=1

0],
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where we have assumed that the Lindbladian is scaled as in Eq. (41), i.e., ||L;] < 1.

derivative of Fj, we have

d

a
—’C[V(tkvt)]ﬁJ(tk)"'diw(’C[V(t i) L3 (t)KV (t-1,5)]) L3(tj-1) - - K[V (0, 21)]
= K[V (tr, )| Ly(tr) - - %(’C[V(t tir )DLy (t)KV (tj—1, )L (tj—1) - - - K[V (0, £1)]

+ K[V (te, )]Ls (k) - - - K[V (2, t;+1)]%(ﬁJ(ta‘))’C[V(ta‘flvtj)]ﬁJ(tjfl) K[V (0,t1)]

d

+ KV (s O] L3 () - KV (#5, 140)1 L5 (5 )dt (KIV (-1, t)D L5 (1) - - K[V, £1)].

Again, assume the Lindbladian is scaled as in Eq. (41), the above expression of

with Egs. (51) and (52) implies that

d . mo
—F < 4Jmax +2 L max-
Hdtj * o i Z "

j=1

This implies that the error for using the Riemann sums can be bounded by

gK - K[V(Ovt)] k' TNk Z T]:k ka . ]1)

k=1j1,...,7s=0 °

K
et .F S,..., dS T‘F )
S [ Pl dn e - k.kz S TR

k=1 k=1 j1,...,j.=0
K t2 m
SZ_ 4jmax+2Zijax
=1 ¢ j=1
Kt? Gy
= 4Jmax + 2 Z Lj,max
q =
In addition, it is easy to see that the error caused by using Duhamel’s principle is
dr L(T) gK (2t)K+1
“(K+ 1)U
It follows from Egs. (56) and (57) that
T [t dr£(r) t
T JodTED — KV (0.0)] = 1 Z TFiltin, .- tj)
4 J1seJk=0 o

B @)K+ K

T 1 4jmax 2 L‘max
SE 1) +2> L,

Jj=1

14
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(53)
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Finally, we have the following LCU form:

J

K q

~ ~ t ~

QK = K:[V(O,t)] + E q—k E ]:k(tjk,...,tjl), (59)
k=1 1,--,Jk=0

where Fg is an approximation of Eq. (38) by using V (s, t) instead of V(s,t), i.e.,

fk(sk, ey 81) = ’C[V(Sk, t)]ﬁ(](sk)IC[V(Skfl, Sk)] s K[V(Sl, SQ)]EJ(Sl)’C[V(O, 81)]. (60)

We use the same compression scheme as in [29] to deal with the time-ordering in Egs. (44) and (59).
Note that implementing the LCU requires additional O(K K’'m(log M + logq +n)) 1- and 2-qubit
gates.

Complexity analysis We first analyze the normalizing constant for the LCU implementation.
Recall that we are working with scaled operators, so the normalizing factors are at most 1. For
the implement of V'(0, f), we can use, for example, the LCU construction involving quantum sort
as in [29] for implement Eq. (44). If we further assume the implementation uses an infinite Dyson
series, the normalizing constants of the block-encoding K[V (0, t)] is upper bounded by

= e. (61)
k=0 "
As a result, the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus operators of F (i, ..., 1)
can be bounded by
m
Z e2(t—sk)e2(sk—sk,1) . 62(81_0) — €2t. (62)
J1yeeJe=0

Recall that the normalizing constant for L; is 1 since the Lindbladian is rescaled. For the second
term in Eq. (37), the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus operators can be

bounded by
o t*

k
L 2l
klgk

k _
q =€ k'

(63)

By Egs. (61) and (63), we have that the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus
operators of the LCU in Eq. (37) can then be bounded by

K tk

2t 2t 2t | 3t

e’ + E e i < et 4 e, (64)
k=1

Therefore, it suffices to set
t=0(1) (65)

to achieve constant success probability when using Lemma 1. Then, we use the oblivious amplitude
amplification for channels [15] to boost the success probability to 1 with constant applications of
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Lemma 1. For the error bound in Eq. (58), assume for now that the second error term is dominated
log(1/¢)
loglog(1/€)
total error at most €/2, because of the choice of ¢ in Eq. (65). The choice of ¢ satisfies

by the first (by some choice of ¢ to be determined). It suffices to set K = to make the

2K . LR
q=06 T 4Jmax + 2 Z Lj,max . (66)

Jj=1

Now, we deal with the error from truncated Dyson series and Riemann sum to implement V' (s, t).
By Eq. (44), we can choose M large enough (determined later) so that the second error term is
dominated by the first. Then, using [36, Lemma 7], we have

8et

E4+1,K'+1
OS (K’+1)!2 t ' (67)

H]:k(skg os1) — Fr(sks o ss1)

Further, using the analysis as in [36], we can bound the total approximation error (with appropriate
choice of M to be determined later) as

. - 32e5ttK/+2
Jo £(m)ydT _ L 68
HTé° 9kl < o (68)
With the choice of ¢ in Eq. (65), we can choose
log(1
K/ _ Og( /6) (69)

~ loglog(1/e)

so that the total error is bounded by €. For the choice of M, we need to make sure the second error
term in Eq. (44) is dominated by the first term. Hence we can choose

M=®<£%>. (70)

€

It remains to analyze the cost for the LCU implementation, which is the same as the analyses
in [36] and [29]. Note that the dependence on M is logarithmic if the compressed scheme is used
in [29] for implementing 17(3, t). The total gate cost is now upper bounded by O(K K'm(log M +
log g+n)). Further note that the error € brought by the block-encoding can be eventually transferred
to £ causing an (m + 1)¢’ error on £ in terms of the diamond norm, and the accumulated error
for evolution time ¢ is then at most t(m + 1)€’. As a result, choosing € < ¢/(2t(m + 1)) suffices to
ensure the total error is at most e.

Recall that the above analysis is based on the scaled version of £ defined in Eq. (41), and the
evolution time is scaled as in Eq. (39). For arbitrary evolution time t, we apply the above procedure
O(t) times with precision € = ¢/t. This gives the desired complexity in Theorem 3.1. Lastly, it is
important to note that the LCU circuit yields a purification of p(t). This completes the proof of
Theorem 3.1.

Note that the above analysis easily extends to the simulation of the original Lindbladian with-
out any scaling, where the complexity depends linearly on the product of evolution time and the
maximum of the block-encoding norm of the Lindbladian. More specifically, we have the following
corollary.
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Corollary 1. Suppose we are given an (ao(t), a, €')-block-encoding Upyy of H(t), and an (o(t), a, €')-
block-encoding Uy, (ry for each L;(t) for allt > 0. Let [|L], o, be defined as

L = L , 71
1€l = e £ ()

Suppose further that € < €/(2T(m + 1)). Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a
purification of pr of p(T) where Hﬁ(T) —eT dTL(T)(po)Hl < € using

108 (T1£ll e o0/

tog 108 (T lle, /<)
queTieS to UH(t)7 ULj(t); Ovar; OH,norm; and OLj,norm; and
O ((m+)TIIE] e o) (73)

additional 1- and 2-qubit gates, where n is the number of qubits the Lindbladian is acting on.

4 Simulations in the Interaction Picture

Many control problems involve a system Hamiltonian that contains a time-independent Hamiltonian
that dominates the spectral norm H (t), and thus the overall computational complexity. Motivated
by the interaction picture approach for Hamiltonian simulations [41], we devise an approach to
simulate the Lindblad dynamics. To formulate the problem, we assume that the Lindbladian
admits the following decomposition:

£0) = =il + Ha0), )+ Y LiOL - 5 {L1L5. (74)

where Hj is a time-independent free Hamiltonian, Ha(t) is the coupling Hamiltonian which contains
the control variables, and the dissipative terms still come from the interaction with the environment.

One such example is the control of an ion trap system [25], in which the model Hamiltonian
consists of the following terms,

N
Hy=hY (wor|1); (1+woel €), e]) + 7> wiala (75)
=1 k
Hy(t) = h€y cos (k- 75 — wit — 1) (|0);{e| + [€);{0]) (76)
+ 123 cos (ka - 7 — wat — p2) ([1); (e[ + [€);(1]), (77)

and L;s includes )\heata;, Adamp@; and Adephase?j. The observation in [25] is that

Woe > |Ql| y |Q2| > /\hcah )\damp; Adcphaso- (78)
Motivated by such applications, we assume that in Eq. (74),

[HL [ > ([ Ha ()] > [ L;]]- (79)
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In the interaction approach, e.g., [41], one simulates the density operator in the interaction
picture, where the large magnitude of H; is absorbed into the slow Hamiltonian Hs(t) and the jump
operators. In this section, we provide detailed quantum algorithms for simulating the Lindbladian
Eq. (74) in the interaction picture.

4.1 Lindbladian simulation in interaction picture

In light of Eq. (74), we first write the Lindbladian into two parts
L(t) = L1+ La(t) (80)

where £; contains a time-independent Hamiltonian term and £2(t) can be a general Lindbladian
term

Ly() = —i[Hy,] (81)
La(t)() = =i [Ha(t), ]+ 3 L)L) = {L}Ls.-}. (82)

Then the Lindblad master equation in Eq. (1) is equivalent to:

Vit (o, 09V (t0,1) = Vi (t0,) £a(0)Vi 10, OV (1, 1)pVa (1., (53)

where Vi (to,t) = e 1 (t=%0) "and ¢ > t.

We can define p; = VlT(to,t)pvl (to,t) as the density operator in the interaction picture, and
it satisfies the Lindblad equation, 4 pi(t) = Lo1(t)p1(t), where Lo1(t) = Vil (to, t)La(t) Vi (to, 1).
Effectively, this transforms Hs and L;(¢) in Eq. (82) into an interaction picture as well.

By simulating the time evolution in the interaction picture and transforming it back to the
original picture at last, we have

p(t) = (eﬁl(tfto)) ('Tef‘to ﬁz,l(s)dsp(to)) 7 (84)

where (eLl(b*a)) (-) = Vi (a,b) (-)V; ! (a,b). We can further decompose this evolution into N Trot-
ter steps (with 7 = (¢t — to)/N),

N—-1

t (i+1)7
ot)= [ <e£177‘eft§++w+l ﬂz»1<s>d5> p(to). (85)

i=0

At a high level, Eq. (85) summarizes our simulation strategy in the interaction picture. The
total time complexity is determined by the number of time steps N, and the time complexity in
each step, which follows from our Lindbladian simulation algorithm in Section 3.

Theorem 4.1 (Modified from Corollary 1). Suppose we are given an («o, a, €')-block-encoding Uy
of H, and an (o, a,€')-block-encoding Uy, for each Lj;. For all 7, > 0 and t||L(7)|be,00 = O(1),
there exists a quantum algorithm for simulating e“™ using
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queries to Uy and Uy, and
o (Jos(/e) \?
loglog (1/¢€')

Lemma 7 (Error accumulation). Given that A; = W; and B; = T el ﬁl(s)ds] are bounded

additional 1-and 2-qubit gates.

W5l <1, ||Bj|| <1, and error in each segment is bounded by &
145 = Bl < 6. (86)
Then the accumulated error is

L
[Iw, -7 [efrf LWS} < L6. (87)

J

Proof. The lemma holds by applying the triangle inequality

L L L (k-1 L
14 -TI5| <X (TT1al | 14 - sl | TT 1501 - (88)
j=1 j=1 k=1 \j=1 Jj=k+1

These results imply the following result for Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture:

Theorem 4.2 (Query complexity of Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture). Let L(t) =
L1(t)+ Lo(t), with L1(t) and L2(t) defined by Eqs. (81) and (82) respectively. Assume the existence
of a unitary oracle that implements the Hamiltonian and Lindbladian within the interaction picture,
denoted Uyt and Upr which implicitly depends on the time-step size T € O (|1£2]3.}) and number

of quadrature points q, such that

iHlTi(jk)H26_iH1Ti(jk)

(00, 1) U (1000 1) = 3 i) & -~ (89)
Je=1
iHlTi(]‘k)L_e—iHlTi(jk)
((0l, ® 1) Up; ([0)a Z k) k| @ - , (90)
Je=1 i

For t > ||Lo(t)||be, the time-evolution operator Telo £1()+L2()ds oy be approzimated to error e
with the following cost.

1. Simulations of e 17+ O (t||L2(t)]|be.oo ),

2. Queries to Ug:r and UL]I. : 0 (t||ﬁ2(t)||be,oo lolgoi(;‘(‘tﬁzﬁ(jz,lgl)}ﬁ’bj:/)é));

. lo L .00/ €
3. Primitive gates: O (mt||£2(t)||bc700(logi(;yt||2(;zll)k‘"l’)e;/)é))2).
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Proof. Consider simulation strategy shown in Eq. (85), we uniformly divide the evolution time
[0,] into M = [t [|L2(t)]ye.n0 ], time step 7 = ¢/M. Then 7 ||L2(t)[|;. o, = O(1), which satisfies
the pre-condition of Theorem 4.1. Therefore, using Theorem 4.1, the time and gate complexity of

’ ’ 2
each time interval is O <blgi)(‘+f/2,)) and O (m <%> ) , respectively. Furthermore, by the

error accmulation in Lemma 7, we choose € = €/t (||£||be) in order to bound the overall error by e.
In addition, since we need to invoke e~**17 once every step, the invoking number equals to M
and is hence bounded as claimed. O

4.2 Comparison of the simulation complexity with and without interac-
tion picture

In this subsection, we compare the complexity with simulations of Lindblad dynamics with and
without the interaction picture. For the Lindbladian decomposition shown in Eq. (80), suppose
we have access to the oracles Up,,Up, (1), and Up;. According to Theorem 3.1, a direct simulation
involves a time complexity

Cdirect =0 (t(Cl + C2)<aL1 + aL2)(10§ﬁ)(gtéta(z‘1[4+fgzz/;/)e))2> (91)

where oy = ||[£1(t)||pe 1L, = [L2(t)]lpe.1; C1 and Co representing the gate complexity of imple-
ment Uy, and the maximum gate compléxity of implement Ug, ), Ur,; respectively.

Meanwhile for the simulation algorithm in interaction picture, the time complexity is given by
the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (Gate complexity of Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture). Suppose we
are given Ug, ,Up, ) and Ur,; block encoding of Hy, Ha(t) and Lj respectively, such that e s s
approzimated to error € using Co—inys[€] € O (|s|log™(s/¢€)) gates for some v > 0 and any |s| > 0.

For all t > 0, the time-evolution Eq. (85) may be approximated to error € with gate complexity

Cinteract
€ t (aLl + aL2) 1Og (aL2t/€)
= t —iA/a — 1
0 (et (o4 € [ megarm] o2 (M) ) gt
=0 (aL2t (C’z +C —iajay, [e]) polylog (t (ar, + ar,) /e)) (92)

where ay = [|L1(8)[[pe,00 » 4Lz = 1L2(E) e 00 = 1£2,1 (D) lle o0 -

The proof follows by using a,,, «r,,,1 to substitute a4 and ap in Theorem 7 in [41], respectively.

We highlight that the assumption C,-in,.[e] = O (]s|log” (s/€)) imposes strong requirement on
simulating the H; dynamics. With Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [5], gate complexity should
be C,—in,«[e] = O(]|H1||s). But here the assumption removes the ||H;|| dependence. This implies
that the simulation of H; is supposed to be easy, the dynamics can be fast-forwarded. Nevertheless
this assumption is valid in some common settings [41], for instance when H; is diagonal. Another
assumption is Eq. (79), which implies that ag < «;. By comparing Eq. (91) and Eq. (92) with this
relation, we find the simulation strategy using the interacting picture has a better gate complexity.
As long as these two assumptions hold, the simulation algorithm in the interaction picture can serve
as an alternative to reduce the simulation complexity.
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5 The Optimization Algorithm for Quantum Optimal Con-
trol

In this section, we present our main results for finding first- and second-order stationary points of
the optimization problem induced by the quantum optimal control problem (2), which in general is
nonconvex. We consider the accelerated gradient descent (AGD) method [26]. A key departure from
a direct implement of AGD is that the gradient has to be estimated using the quantum algorithm
[21], in which case, the gradient input is subject to noise. We believe that this result may be of
general interest to the optimization community.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that the function f(-) is £-smooth and o-Hessian Lipschitz. There exists an
absolute constant cyax such that for any § > 0,e < %, Af > f(xo) — f*, if x = max {1, log Y, },

€4
¢ > Cmax and such that if we run modified PAGD (Algorithm 2) with the choice of parame-
ters in Appendiz C.1 using an approzimate gradient V f(x) with error bounded at every step:

HVf(x) - @f(:v)H < e, with
1/8

_ 4 9/8
€9 = \/§£1/4X3/2c3/26 ’ (93)

then with probability at least 1 — §, one of the iterates x; will be an e-first order stationary point in
the following number of iterations:

; (eww (C0) =) oo (dmf)> | (94)

€7/4 0ed

Furthermore, if the error bound of the gradient is chosen as,
Sy 116 3 1
640 A

then with probability at least 1 — 0, one of the iterates x; will be an e-second order stationary point.

(95)

Eg:

The proof of this theorem is deferred to Appendix C.7. Note that the complexity 0(1 /€77
in [26] is the currently best-known result for finding first- and second-order stationary points us-
ing only gradient queries, and there is not much space to improve as [11] proved a lower bound
Q(1/€'?/7) for deterministic algorithms with gradient queries when the function is gradient- and
Hessian-Lipschitz. Our error bound O(1/€%/8) in (93) is optimal (up to poly-logarithmic factors)
for PAGD because up to a concentration inequality, it can give an algorithm for stochastic gradient
descent with complexity O(1/e7/* - (1/€%/8)2) = O(1/€*), which is optimal as there is a matching
lower bound Q(1/€e*) [3]. In other words, if the error €*/8 can be further improved, it implies an al-
gorithm for finding stationary points with better convergence than [26], the current state-of-the-art
work on this.

The AGD algorithm relies on an estimate of the gradient. Toward this end, we first show that
the objective function (13) from the quantum control problem is essentially a polynomial. The
polynomial nature of the objective function allows us to use high-order finite difference methods to
compute the gradient. In particular, a centered difference scheme with 2m + 1 points will produce
an exact gradient for a polynomial of degree 2m.
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Lemma 8. Assume that the control function is expressed as a linear combination of shape func-
tion b;(t): u(t) = Z;VZO u;jb;(t) and let w = (uo,u1,...,un). Then the expectation in Eq. (13)
from the Lindblad simulation algorithms from the previous section is a polynomial with degree

d=0 (T polylog%).

Proof. We begin by examining the time-dependent unitary V(0,¢) in Duhamel’s representation.
Specifically, from Eq. (34), we see that the Dyson series approximation yields a polynomial of
degree at most K. In addition, in the Kraus form approximation in Eq. (37), the operators Lj(s)
do not involve the control variable u. Overall, the approximation Gx (t) in Eq. (37) constitutes a
polynomial of degree at most K2. Therefore, after applying G (8) for T/§ times to approximate
the density operator at time 7', we obtain a polynomial of degree at most Tpolylog%. Here we

have used the fact that K = %. Furthermore, when the gradient estimation algorithm in
Lemma 4 is applied, the query complexity (18) becomes O(T/e). O

6 Proof of Main Theorem

Finally, we outline the proof of our main theorem (Theorem 1.1). We first summarize our quantum
algorithm as follows,

Algorithm 1 Quantum Algorithm for Open System Quantum Control

1: Given kmax, € as in Theorem 5.1; set u(t) =0

2: for t = 0,1,...,knax do _

3: Use Theorem 3.1 and strategy in Section 2.2.3 to construct the phase oracle for Ji(u);
4: Use Lemma 5 to estimate gi*) ~ V.J (u(k)) with ||gt®) — J (u®) || < ey

5: Update control variable with one step of modified PAGD, as shown in Algorithm 2

6: end for

Now, we restated the main theorem and give its proof:

Theorem 6.1 (main theorem, restated). Assume there are n. control functions ug(t) € C2([0,T7).
Further assume* that |Hol|, | O], |psll, IL;|| <1, and o > 2/T. There exists a quantum algorithm
that, with probability at least 2/35, solves problem (2) by:

e reaching a first-order stationary point |V f|| < € with (1) using O (%Af) queries

to P, and Py,, B8 = 1,2,...,n¢, and 0] (mn%AJc —I—nf;—//fAf) additional 1- and
2-qubit gates; or

~ 7/4
e reaching a second-order stationary point using O (% Af) queries to Py, and P,
. ~ ncHl:Hbe,lT7/4 . T3/2 iy _ _ .
B=1,2,...,nc and O (mn——=—5"——A¢ + n'gr Ay ) additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.

Here ne and m are respectively the number of control variables and jump operators.

“More generally, if ||[Ho||, |||l = ©(A), it is equivalent to enlarge the time duration T by a factor O(A).
5Using standard techniques, the success probability can be boosted to a constant arbitrarily close to 1 while only
introducing a logarithmic factor in the complexity.
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Proof. We denote gate complexity of control Ug by C._v,,, gate complexity of Uy, UL, by CUH7ULJ- ,
and gate complexity of quantum simulation by C).
The gate complexity of preparing a state after Lindblad evolution is given by Theorem 3.1,

log (| £l[be.1/€)
loglog ([|£][be,1/€)

With copies of states o(t) and access to control Ug oracle, we can construct the gradient following
Section 2.2.3. According to that section, we can construct the probability oracle with o(t), construct
the phase oracle with probability oracle, and calculate the gradient with the phase oracle. The
corresponding complexity is listed below:

Cuty= O (11€lhes ) Cunn, + O (mlLlhnan). (96)

Cu,, = Cyy + O(1) + Ce—vy s (97)
Co, = O(log1/€e)Cy,, , (98)
Cvs = O(neTlog(N/4)/€)Co,, + O(N), (99)

where 1 — «y is the successful probability of obtaining a gradient, n. is the number of parameters,
and N is the time steps N = O (t3/2/€'/2) as in [35, Corollary 2.2]. Here we define v = v/k, where
v is a small finite number and k is the iteration steps, which we will give below. Combining them
together, we have

Tlog %

€

Cv;=0 )Ce—vo

€

- | £]|be,1T log N -
<nc—7 CUH7ULJ- + O(ne

- Lllpe Tlogﬂ
O b Thog Y

N). (100)

€

Here we reassign the gradient noise € with €, to distinguish from the other errors.

N N
~ <nc||£|bc,1T10g7> ~ T10g7

Cv;=0 Cup,ur, +O(ne )Ce—vo

€g €g

~ L be T lo N
+ G VElea Tz 3

+ N). (101)

€g

With modified PAGD method(Algorithm 2), we can find a first or second order e-stationary
point within

= (20 (f (x0) = f7)
k=0 ( T ) (102)
iterations by Theorem 5.1. For first e-order stationary point, the gradient noise tolerance is
1/8
_ 4 9/8
€9 = \/§£1/4X3/2c3/26 ' (103)
For second order e-order stationary point, it is
Syv—11e—16 3 1
=X - (104)

23



In each iteration, we need to calculate VJ once and calculate J once. Noticing that Cj =
O(C(o(t))), we have

Ctotal =k X (OVJ + Cg(t)) (105)

Substitute Eqgs. (96) and (101), (102) into Eq. (105) we finish the proof. Notice that in opti-

mization, dimension d = N, and here we regard ¢ and g as constants. o
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Time-ordered Exponential

The ordered exponential is a math concept defined in non-commutative algebras, which is a coun-
terpart of exponential of integral in commutative algebras. The ordered exponential of J is denoted

as
g =1 [t t
OE[d](t) = T{eo 74"y — Z E/O /0 TLIW) - J()Ydd, - - dt!,
n=0
© gt th (106)
:Z/ / / J(t;l)...b](t’l)dt’l...dt;r

=00 Jo 0
From this definition we can observe that t{ < ¢, < --- < ¢/ <t and it shows the ordered time
property.

27



A.1 Dyson Series

Consider a Schrodinger equation with time-dependent Hamiltonian
Op = J()¢,  (0) = vo (107)
Let U(to,t) be the fundamental solution satisfying
WU (t,to) = J()U(t,to), Ulto,to) =1 (108)

and ¥(t) = U(t,to)wo by the definition of fundamental solution. Using fundamental theorem of
calculus, we know that

Ult,to) =1 + /t J(t1)U (t1, to)dty (109)

to
Applying the expression again for U(t1,1y), we obtain

t

t ot
Utto) = 1+ [ e+ [ [ 00500 s
to to Jto
: (110)
o0 t t1 tn—1
U(t,to):I+Z/ / / J(ty) -+ J(ty)dty - - - dty
n=1 to Jto to
The time-order operator 7 can change the order of product such that
J(tl)J(tg) if t1 > to
T(J(t1)J(t2)) = 111
((01)J(t2)) {J(tQ)J(tl) otherwise (1)
so that
t t1 1 t t
/ / J(t1)J (t2)dtadt; = 5/ / T(J(t1)J (to)]dtadtr (112)
to Jto to Jio
In general, the time-ordered operator is defined as
T () (t2) - I (tn)] = J(ti,)J (i) -~ I (ti,,) (113)
where the subscript i, - ,i, is a reordering of 1,2,--- ,n such that ¢;, > ¢, > --- > t; . Then
the fundamental solution can be written as
— 1 bt K JE J(s)ds
UOWO):IJFZE ) TII(t1) -+ J(tn)]dty, - - - diy = Te'to . (114)
n=1 o Jto 0

B Upper bounds for the gradients

In this section, we prove Lemma 6 that gives an upper bound on the gradient of jl(u) in Equa-
tion (13).
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Consider the Lindblad master equation 1. For simplicity, we consider a single control variable,
expressed as a piecewise linear function in terms of the shape (or hat) functions: Zévzo ugbg(t),

N
dro = —i[Ho+ Y _ugbs(t)p, o) + Y _ LjoL! —{LiL;, 0} = Lo. (115)
B=0 J
Let the first order derivative I' = 839 = TI'"1, it follows the equation,
a1

N
Or = —i[Ho+ Y ugbg(t)u, T+ > L;TLL — {LIL; T} —i[bg, 1, o]
A=0 J (116)
=LT - i[balﬂu Q]a

T(0) = 0.

We first make the observation that the operator £ is the generator of a Markovian dynamics,
and ||et£|| is a completely positive map, satisfying the property that [47],

[e“r Al < [lA]l, VA€ CVXY,

Using the Duhamel’s principle, this implies that,

@)1l S/O [lbass; oll|dT < 6t|pe]]- (117)

Similarly, one can differentiate Eq. (116), and let T'y = %% _ F§a17a2)7 which satisfies the

Ouq, Oua,
equation,

atFQ = £F2 - i[boquaraz] - i[bazyﬂral]' (118)

The same argument leads to the bound,

HH@NS2AHWWJWNMT§%¥MW- (119)

oo

More generally, for I'y = 5——-5—
a1 XL

, it satisfies

k
Oy = LT — i [bayt; Ti1] (120)
=1
Then by induction
t
ITell < [ Wbous Taillr < 664 (121)
0
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Using these bounds, the derivative of the objective function .J; (u) can be bounded as follows

T k
0%, A
< p—
‘aualu@---u% —ZZ;(JHDHO@IHHM il
bk
! —1y, ik
SZ(l>l!<5ltllul (k= Dt ul* o ® 1) (122)

=0

|

k1StF || lO]) = (k + 1)16t* || ul|*[O]].
0

~

Using similar techniques, we can show that Ji (u) is £-smooth and p-Hessian Lipschitz such that
IV Ji(u) = VL) < lu—v], [[V2]i(u) = V2Ii(0)] < oflu— o], (123)

where || - || is lo-norm for vectors and spectral norm for matrices. For smoothness, with the obser-
vation that there exist second order derivatives of .J;(u), it is sufficient to show that V2.J;(u) is
bounded, which can be obtained directly from Eq. (122). To show that J; (u) is o-Hessian Lipschitz,
we utilize the property of induced matrix norm,

HV2j1(’LL) _ V2j1 ('U)H = sup ”(V Jl(u) -V Jl(v))wH

weRN+1 [|wl|

B 1(fy AV2 T3 (u + A(u — v))dA\)w||
= sup (124)

WwERN +1 [[wl]|

) y
HV21(u + AMu — v))|ldA ;

< sup fO H A l(u (’LL ’U))H HwH < max ||(9>\V2J1(u+ )\(U _ v))”

weRN+1 [|wl| X€[0,1]

Consider the general form Eq. (13), the derivatives can be calculated as follows

diJi(u) = (on| O @ I|d;0N) + c.c.
8zjj1 u)=(on|ORT ‘8zjgN> + (9j0n| O @ I'|0;0N) + c.c.
8,\61-2)jj1(u +AMu—v))=(Oron(u—v)|ORT ‘(9sz]\[> + (0\0j0on(u —v)|O @ I0;0N)
(on|O® I |8A32jgN(u — v)> + (050N O @ I'10x0i0n (u — v)) + c.c.
6[T1[HIONIT2 1w — vl + 2[len 1O Ts]l[[w — v]|
< 4558 POl |w = w]|.

IN +

0602 J1 (u + A(u — v))

(125)
These bounds show that

103 V21 (u + Alw = 0))| < 103V (u+ Aw = v))[|oc = max Y 0307 ;1 (u + A — v))|
i
< (N +1)4lst? ||l *[Oll[w — vl =: ol — vll, (126)

which gives Eq. (122) when k = 3. The Hessian Lipschitz coefficients ¢ = 4!(N + 1)5t3||u||?||O|| and
smooth coefficients £ = 3!(N + 1)5t2||u?||O]].
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C Perturbed Accelerated Gradient Descent with Noisy Gra-
dients

In this section, we are going to prove that Perturbed Accelerated Gradient Descent (PAGD) [26]
can be used in our scheme, which implies that the step for optimization can be O (1 /€7 4) instead
of O (1 / 62). Because gradient obtained by Jordan’s algorithm [27] is noisy, here we present a proof

that as long as the error of gradient is bounded in every step, the asymptotic complexity 0] (1 / €/ 4)
still holds. To distinguish from the real gradient V f (x), we denote the noisy gradient calculated
by Jordan’s algorithm [21] as V f(z), and denote the corresponding noise as e(x):

e(x) = Vf(z) = Vf(x). (127)
We denote the upper bound of this noise as ¢g4,

max |le(X,)[| < g, (128)

where 7 iterates all time steps in the optimization process. Substituting Vf(z) with Vf(z) to
accommodate our scheme, we get a modified PAGD, as shown in Algorithm 2.

The major theorem in original paper [26] is its Theorem 3, which bounds the time complexity by
showing that when encountering no e-second-order stationary point, the Hamiltonian will decrease
by & in at most 2.7 steps. In this Appendix, we prove Theorem 5.1 with a similar strategy.

The proof is divided into three cases according to gradient, Hessian, and whether the negative
curvature exploitation (NCE) step is invoked:

1. Large gradient scenario: gradient is larger than € in 7 steps. We are going to prove that
Eg — Ey < —&. Gradient noise is bounded by ¢, < O(e'1%9).

2. Negative curvature scenario: at some step, we stuck in an saddle point, we use perturbation
to escape from it. We are going to prove that we have high probability to escape from the
saddle point. Gradient noise is bounded by ¢, < O(@;—%Af).

3. NCE: we are going to prove that if NCE step is invoked, Hamiltonian decreases by & in the
next step. Gradient noise is bounded by €, < O(e).

The choices of these parameters are given in Appendix C.1. We first prove that improve or localize
theorem still holds with ¢, = O(e) in Appendix C.2. This theorem serves as a key ingredient in
following parts. Then we show that gradient error accumulation does not affect the performance of
our algorithm in all three cases cases listed above in Appendix C.3, C.4, C.5 respectively. Our main
technical contribution in this section is Appendix C.6, which gives a detailed analysis of accumulated
gradient noise in PAGD. Finally in Appendix C.7, we put together the final complexity.

C.1 Choices of parameters

Due to the complexity behind the analysis of the global convergence, numerous hyper parameters
have to be introduced, and they are summarized as follows:

e ¢: condition of sufficiently small gradient ||V f]| < e
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e 1: learning rate xy11 <y — nVf(yr)

e 1 —6: rate of momentum: y; < x4 + (1 — )v,

e v: condition of large non-convex: f(x:) < f (y:) + <@f (ye),xt — yt> - 2% = yel®
o (: gradient Lipschitz: ||V f (x1) — Vf (x2)|| < £||x1 — x2| ¥x1,Xo.

e ¢: Hessian Lipschitz: ||[V?f (x1) — V2f (x2)|| < ollx1 — x2|| Vx1,%2

o r:=1/\/0€

e s: NCE step length

e ¢, x: two large enough constants

e J =./k-xc: a period

3 .

* &= % -x~?c™7": scale of accumulated error in .7 steps
2nTE 2¢ ., —2.-3

o V= =\ % X ¢

o . :=f~c!: small momentum condition [[vo| < .#

o Ay:= f(yo) — f(y*): the difference between initial function value and the minimum function
value.

o 7 =ne-x °c 8 the radius for perturbation in escaping the saddle point.

Settings of hyper parameters:

on:ﬁ
o@:ﬁ
ofy:%
.S:%

S: the subspace with eigenvalues in (6%/ [n(2 — 6)?] , ]
e S the subspace with eigenvalues in [—¢, 62/ [n(2 — 6)?]]

It is noticed that 62/ [n(2 — 0)%] = ©(,/0¢).
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C.2 Improve or localize theorem

[Modified from lemma 4 in [26]; Hamiltonian decreases monotonically]

Lemma 9. Assume that the function f(-) is £-smooth and set the learning rate to be n <

25’

0 e

(217, 1] in AGD (Algorithm 1). Then, for every iteration t where NCE condition f (x;) < f (y:) +

<@f (yt) ,x¢ — yt> — 3 llxt — yill? does not hold, we have:

0
Eip1 < Ep — o [lvel |* — g IVF (ye) +e(yo)ll? +nlley)

0 5
Eiy1 < By — o [lvel |? = g IVf (yo)ll” + i e (ve)|?

Proof.

F ) < F (v = F (v 95 (v + 2 95 )|

F )= £ (v + (VI (30 %= ye) = 2 lye =il

. 2
yi — X =V [ (ye)

e =il = |

2 2 - 2 ||¢ 2

= (1= 02 e = x| = 20 (V1 (72) v =30 ) + 2|V £ ()|

so we have
1
f(xe41) + o 41— x|
1 2 0 2 Nl 2 8

<F G g e =il = g el = [V G| = melv) - V)

=F )+ 57 [ =i ——H vl = 2 [97 () + 20050+ lleyl?

=f (x¢) + % xe — x| — 2_n [vell> — 1 DIV (vo) + ely) >+ nllelyo)| >

We can further simplified the inequality with

—_

IVf(ye) +ey)l* > s IVf o)l = lle (yo)ll?

[\

and we have
1
f(xeq1) + o xe1 — x|

1 0 5
< f(xe)+ o e = -1 |* = o lvell* — g IVf (yo)ll* + 17 le (yo)lI*-
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(132)

(133)

(134)

(135)
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(137)
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Algorithm 2 modified perturbed AGD
1: v9g+ 0
2: for t =0,1,... do

3: if |[Vf(x;)|| < € and no perturbation in last Fsteps then
x¢ ¢ x¢+ & & ~ Unif (Bo(r))
4: end if
5: vex:+ (1 —ﬂ)vt
6:  Xpy1 < yr — VS (ye)
7 Vil < X1 — Xy
s f £ (x) < v+ (VI ()% —ye) — 3 % — yil* then
9: (x¢+1,Vit1) — Negative-Curvature-Exploitation (x¢, vy, )
10: end if
11: end for

Theorem C.1 (Modified from Corollary 6 of [26]). Under the same setting as in Lemma 9, we
have:

t+T n? t+T
S 1 =%t < 2 (B~ Eror) + 253 e () I (141)
T=t+1 t+1
Proof. Eq. (141) can be directly obtained by Lemma 9 O

Proposition 1. Suppose that max, |le (y,) || < ﬁe. Then the following inequality holds,

t+7 n
Z [[%r — %7 1||2<_( Et-i—?)'i‘gg- (142)
T=t+1
Proof. Noticed that
2 o t+T 2 2
22N e tyl? < 2 7 masfe (v < 2 7S < s (143)
t+1
Substitute it into Eq. (141) O
In modified PAGD, we can define
87' = 67' +e (yr) (144)
Vf(y.)=VF0)+Hy, + 0, +e(yr) (145)
= V£(0) +Hy, + 9, (146)
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C.3 Large gradient scenario

In this subsection, we suppose that gradient is large,
IVf(x:)| > € for7€[0,T] (147)

Lemma 10 (Modified from Lemma 15 in [26]). if ||v¢]| > A4 or ||V f(xi)|| > 204, and e(y:) <
C%e,and at time step t only modified AGD is used without NCE or perturbation, then:

Eyp1 — B < —48) 7. (148)
Proof. When ||vy|| > %, by Lemma 9, we have:
Bun — B < —o- vl + ulle o)l (149
t+1 t > 2 Vi 477 eyt
ter €2 EVE 4.2

<_qf ek - 5 €9 _ .
Q( = ¢ )—|—477(c2) Q( 57 ¢ )—I—O(c €“/0) (150)
< -0 (gcﬁ + O(gc‘l/\/z) (151)

4&

< -——_. 152
<Y (15)

In last step, we choose ¢ to be large enough . When ||v,|| < .Z but ||V f (x¢)|| > 2¢.4, by the
gradient Lipschitz assumption, we have:

IVFoll = IV (o)l = (1= ) [ve]| = L2

Similarly, by Lemma 9, we have:
n )
Epr =B < = |IVf (yol* + e e (o)1

ek & & 4&
< _ -2 —4.2)-1\ « _ 6 4,-1) « _2¢
< Q(—éc )—i—O(c el )_ Q(—gc)—l—O(—ycn )_ N

Again we choose ¢ to be large enough, and thus finish the proof. O
Lemma 11 (Modified from Lemma 16 in [26]). Under the setting of Theorem S, if ||Ps<V f (xo)| >
€ 1/8

S lIvoll < .v5 [PEV2F (x0) Ps] vo < 2B, max, [le(y,)]| < ¢/xev2T = ol 0,

and for t € [0, 7 /4] only modified AGD steps are used without NCE or perturbation, then:
Egyy—Ey < —6&. (153)

Proof. The proof is almost the same as in [26], the only difference is that every d, should be replaced
by 6, = - + e (y.), i.e. the last equation in page 22 and the first two equations in page 23 should
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be re-evaluate:

§<a‘>‘ —

IN

-1
Zpij) ¢
< Zp

+|ZP(J)

‘])

‘(5 J)

( )+|Zp e (
<Zp (/4" )+|Zp e (
lzpf 1 (‘5(” Z‘a >+|ZPT
z_: ‘5@ _ 5921‘ + Zp@e(a)

‘6 J)

Similar to Lemma 16 in [26], we know

el
-y ‘gmf

JjES®

>2

-1
gj)e(j) (yr)

<Z(‘6 ‘+Z‘6<J> ‘+

€8¢
t—1
=D <‘5gﬂ‘> +>Jow - 59)10
jES® =1

p(J) (J)( )
=0

1 t—1
<4|Go® +4t> 10 — o1 f*+2) () )
=1 j |m=0

and

T=1

t—1
\l4 [60ll* + 48> [, — 8- 1[I < O (07%) <O (e-c7F) < €/10

By Lemma 15, the third term is also bounded by €2, so we have

~112
H'Pscis ‘ < €
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(155)

(156)

(157)

(158)

(159)
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Lemma 12 (Modified from Lemma 17 in [26]). Under the setting of Theorem G, suppose ||vo|| < .4

1/8
and ||V f (xo0)|| < 204 ,E5), — Ey > =&, max, |le(y,)| < ¢/cvV2T = Weg/s, and

for t € [0,.7/2] only modified AGD steps are used, without NCE or perturbation. Then Yt €
(7 /4, T /2):

I1PsVf (x|l < and v [P;VQf (x0) 735] v < Joe .

| ™

Proof. In our case, the expression of Vf (x:) and v; should each have one more term representing
the effect of gradient error.

Vfxi)=g1+92+93+9gs+gs, (162)
t—1
gs=-nH(T 0)> A7 ( e(g'f) ) (163)
7=0
where g1,92,93, and g4 are defined as in Lemma 17 in [26].
Vi = mq + Mo +ms + my, (164)
t—1 e(y-)
my = —7’]( 1 -1 )ZAtiliT ( ())’T > . (165)
7=0

where mq,ms, ms, and mg3 are defined as in Lemma 17 in [26].
We will prove that

IPsgs|” < ¢*/64, (166)
and
T2 3 21 2 _ 1€
H[PSV [ (x0) Ps] m4H < g@% =32 (167)
so that the proof still holds. The proof is in Lemma 16 and 17 O

C.4 Negative curvature scenario

Lemma 13 (Modified from Lemma 18 of [26]). Under the same setting as Theorem 8, suppose

> ~ r 5 —11,-16 3
IV < €, Amin (V2F(R) < —/0€ and max, [le (y-)|| < glyp ot Jn = NP — A,

Let x¢ and x|, be at distance at most r from X. Let xog — X, = ro - €1 and let vo = v, = V where

ey is the minimum eigen-direction of V2 f(X). Let ro > % . ﬁ. Then, running PAGD starting

at (xo,vo) and (x(, v(,) respectively, we have:
min{Ey —E,Ey — E} < =&,

where E,E5 and E’, are the Hamiltonians at (X,V),(x7,vg) and (X'5,V'y) respectively.
Proof. The only difference from original proof is the treatment of

min {E — Eo, Ely — Ej}, (168)

37



in our case, because we have a modified improve or localize theorem C.1, We can show that with
evy < € and A; smaller enough, we have

max {[x; — X[, [|x; = %[[} <7+ max {[lx; — x|, [x; = xg|[} <7 +/ITE/6 <37 (169)

And in our case, the expression of w; should each have one more term representing the effect of
gradient error

wi= (1 0)ar(20) g (x o)zA(a())

(1 0) Z Al < e (yr) e (yr) )

This holds if we can prove that
wo Zt_l e(y:) —e(y;)
t t—1—1 T) T

7=0
Notice that wg = 7g - e1, where subscript 1 represents the minimum eigenvalue direction, we
have

> Q(Z(l +Q(0)170).

(170)

H( I 0 )At( zg )H - (aQ) —b§1>) ro. (171)

For the second term, we use Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

n( 1 O)iZ_ZAt—l—T(e(yT)ae(yfr)) gniz_z (I O)At_l_T(e(yT)ae(y/T))H
<oy 0yam (1)
=0

According to Lemma 18 and Lemma 32 in [26], (I,0)A!" "

le(y-) —e (Il

0 achieves its spectral norm along

the first coordinate which corresponds to the eigenvalue Apin (#H), so

n(I 0 )§AH*T ( e(yf)ge(y;) >

t—1
<>l lle(y:) —e (L)l

=0 =0
t—1
< 2npmax e (y-)] ) at
7=0
t—1
< Iros o
A7 7=0
6‘7‘0 (1)
=g
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In last equality, we use ag ) < a(l Combining these results together, we have

H (1 0) ( N’ 35N1’<e@”aﬂﬂ)ﬂ‘ (172)

T7=0

> ((1 - g)agﬁ - bf;)) ro. (173)

Following Lemma 18 and Lemma 32 in [26], we have finished the proof. O

C.5 Negative curvature exploitation

Lemma 14 (Modified from Lemma 5 in [26]). Assume that f(-) is £-smooth and o-Hessian Lips-
chitz. For every iteration t of Algorithm where NCE condition f (x;) < f (yt)—|—<@f (yi),xt — yt>—

3 llx¢ — yil|> holds (thus running NCE), we have:

s2 1
Eiy1 <E;— mln{2 5( —295)32—s||e(yt)||}.

Proof. When ||v¢|| > s, the same; when ||v¢|| < s, we have

(e v e =y + 5 (o= y0) T V2 (G) G = 30) < — % e il (174)
Fiy < B~ 3y~ 205)5" — {e () %0 — 32) (175)
< B - 51~ 205)5 + slle (v | (176)

Then we evaluate the min function value. Note that,

s2

o (177)

1 2
5(7—298) 29

Thus we have

(s 1 1 €3 €
win {5 3= 2005 = slle )l } = 51~ 20505~ s e (v = 0<\/; - [Slewan ars)

so we require |le (y¢)|| = A~ 'e where A is large enough. Then the following arguments in [26] still
holds.
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C.6 Detailed analysis of accumulated gradient noise

In this subsection, we provide the proof of some lemmas we used above.

Lemma 15. Suppose that max. e (y,)|| < ¢/xcv27, 1 <0 <1/4, we have

>

jES*®

2
<é

7-1
Z p(Ta)e(a) (y+)

7=0

, (179)

where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = V2 f(0) satisfying \; € [—£,6%/ [n(2 — 6)?]].

Proof.
~ 0.0 2 (00 2
SN eV (y,)| <7 (P (yr) (180)
jeES | 7=0 jeSe =0
T -1
<7 (max p?))2 (e (y,))? (181)
) J
7=0 jES*°
T—-1
=7 ) (maxp!))? Z (e (y,))? (182)
J h
7=0 JES®
T -1
< 9( (maxp(rj))z)) max [|e (y,)|* (183)
J T
=0
262 T -1 ]
2 )\2
< (T_O (maxp?) ) . (184)

Now we try to bound the summation Zi_ol (max; ij ))2. By definition, we have

G) = Y717
by = =71 o) (185)

ZT:O T])
a = (1 o)A;((1)>, (186)
ot gt (187)

H1 — H2

where p1 and po(u1 > pe) are two roots satisfying

pP—=2-0)(1-2)p+(1-0)(1—-2)=0, (188)
T =nA;j. (189)

It is noticed that p; and po are dependent of eigen-direction j, and they are real numbers when
jese.
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Combining Eq. (185) and Eq. (187), we have
T — T —
V) = e
T T
D=1 1 g
p! T —py "
T
Z‘ro:,?f‘r /1’71-0 - MEO

37
Hq "

T T0
2702,977' 231
_ 1

Z‘ro:O K

<

Noticed that the reciprocal sum of ©; and us is independent of the eigen-direction j,

11 2-9

pr o op2 1—6

and p1 > po, we have
> > 20
! 1-46 '

Combining Eq. (193) and Eq. (195), we have

We_ L
pr = 210:0(1 —20)m
B 26
11— (1-20)7+1
20

IN

1— —1
T+2(7+1)0
1+2(r+1)0
T+1
< 1+2(7 +1)0
- T+1
Xc¢
T+1

IN

Therefore, we have

7=0

L 2
Then we get > 27‘7;01 p¥ el (yf)‘ <€

jES®

41

T -1 ) 2 1
(Z (mjaxpg)) ) < (xe)? 2 m < 2(xe)*.

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

(194)

(195)

(196)
(197)
(198)

(199)

(200)

(201)

(202)



Lemma 16. Suppose that max, |le (y.)| < €/V2T7, we have

LY Zaﬂ ) (Y1)

JES
where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = V2 f(0) satisfying A; € (0%/ [n(2 — 6)?] ,¢].

2
< €2/64, (203)

Proof.
g-1 2 T-1 - )
Sl Y aPe (yyp)| <7 (20 e? (go-1-1)) (204)
JES 7=0 jES 7=0
T -1 2 2
<7 D) (D) (.
< Z <mjax zay ) (e (yt—1 )) (205)
7=0 jES
T-1 2 9
= (4) (4
g (mjaxxaT ) Z (e (%—1—7)) (206)
7=0 JjES
T-1 N2
<7 <maxm<g>> ) max |le (y,)|* (207)
J T
=0
T-1 N2
<é ( max :mgj)) ) . (208)
7=0 /
Thus we have
G2 _ o rTsin[(r + 1)l 909
(@) = (R (209)
where
(1-0)(1—x), sing=+/((2—0)2x—02)(1—z)/2r. (210)
To proceed, we split x € ((2 2;)2, 4} into two cases
Case l:x € ((2 7 oo 9)2} .Using |%{;}W]| <r
N2
(mgﬁ) = (0(z(1 - 0)/21))2 = O(z*72(1 — 6)) = O(0*72(1 — 6)"). (211)
Case 2: x € ((2 Ok 4} We have [sin[(T + 1)¢]| < 1 and 2 = © (sin® ¢), then we have

2o — xTTSin[(T‘f‘lM 2 . _ Y oy /r
(2a) = o (« DY) 01y 2) = 01 - 71 - 0)7) < O((1 -0 /<;12>

where we make use of z(1 — x)” < O(1/7).
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From these cases we deduce that
(mgj>)2 < max{0 (0*72(1 = 0)7) ,0 (1 —0)7/7)} < O (0*72(1 = 0)7) + O (1 — )" /7), (213)

implying that

T -1 00 2 o
Z (max:z:as_j)) Z (max:z:a(J)) < ZO (0*72(1—-0)") + O ((1—0)"/7) = 0(0) < O(1),
7=0 J = 7=0
(214)
where we make use of >°7 (1 —6)7 /7 =log(1 —0), and Y 7, 72(1 — 6)" = O(1/6?).
Gathering these bounds, we find that,
7-1 2
Z nA; Z zaPel) (y, 1) < O(e?), (215)
JjeES =0
O
Lemma 17. Suppose that max, |le (y,)|| < ¢/cV'.7, we have
i—1 2
1 , 120
DA D (ar —ar)eP (g <37 (216)
JES 7=0

where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = V2 f(0) satisfying \; € (92/ [77(2 — 9)2} ,f}.

Proof.
2 T-1 2
Z 77/\ Z —a,_1) eV (g < T (77)\2 r—ar_1)eD (y,_q_ 7))
jes S =0

JjE
-1 5 2 ) 2
< T (mjaxﬁ)\; (aT - aT—l)) (e(J) (yt—l—r))

7=0 jE€S
T-1 . 2 ) 2
- y 2 T — Ur— ( J —1—7 )
mjaxn/\] (ar —a 1)) Z eV (yr—1-7)
7=0 jES

<7 <9 1 <max77/\2 (ar —ar— 1))2> max e (y-)|

T 1 2
<ne*/c? (Z m;rX\/E(aT — aTl)) ) .

7=0
‘We notice that

-1
% <17 sin[r¢] + r7 cos[Tq]), (217)
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and the second term can be bounded as follows

(1-0)"

VarT coslre]] < varm < V(L= 0)Va(l — )" <[5 (218)
T
where we make use of z(1 — z)” < £=(1 - ].-‘r_T)T <=
For the first term, we also split z € ((2 LR 4} into two cases
Case 1: z € (@f—e)g, %]
hf”f¢¢ 17 sinfré]| < O(a(® + )7 '7) <O r(1-6)), (219)
rsin
where we use |sin[r¢]/sing| < 7,r < O(1 —0) and |rcos¢ — 1| < O(8 + x).
Case 2: x € (%, ﬂ
‘ . C°§.¢—; LT sin[ﬂb]‘ <O((O+a)™ ) <O((1-0)T (0 +2)(1 —2)7) (220)
rsin
—9)7/2
<o 070+ o100, (221)

1+7

where we used |sin[r¢]] < 1, = O (sin®¢) , |rcosg — 1] < OO + z), (1 — )T < 1 and

z(l—z)= T < O(r+1)
Thus we have the following bound,

(max Ve (ar — aT—l)) 2
< 2(|VarT cos[re]|* + | VE——r

reosd L sinfrall?)

rsin ¢
. 2((1 _ 9)7’ +maX{|O (927_(1 . 9)7——1) |2, |O ((1 — 9)%9) + O (%) | })

1+71
N7 S _A\7T/2
< 2((1 9) > 6‘) |2 + |O (%) |2))

- 147

+]o(@>r(1 -6 Y)|* +2(0 ((1 —9)

Similar to the proof of Lemma 16, we obtain

T-1 2
(Z (mjax\/z (ar — aT_1)> ) < 0(h) < O(1). (222)

7=0
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C.7 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. Combining Lemma 10, Lemma 11, Lemma 12, Lemma 13, and Lemma 14, we know that
when gradient noise satisfies

1 pl/8 o/8 pl/8 o/8 Sy Mem16 31
m?‘XHe(YT)H S mln{c—2€, \/561/4X1/203/26 ’ ﬁ€1/4X3/2C3/26 ? 64[ T_f 6} (223)
Sy 116 3
== ——A 224
640 a4 (224)

Lemma 15, Lemma 16, Lemma 17, Lemma 18, Lemma 5 in [26] still hold. And thus the proof of
theorem 3 in [26] applies here.
If we want to search an e-first order stationary point instead, only large gradient scenario needs
to be taken into consideration, then
1/8 1/8 1/8

1 p o/s p o/sy_ ___P o/
mTaXHe(yT)HSmm{C—QG, \/561/4X1/2c3/26 ’\/561/4X3/203/26 }—Wf - (225)

O

D Detailed constructions of time-dependent Lindbladian sim-
ulation

In this section, we present the details of the simulation algorithm for simulating time-dependent
Lindblad evolution. Recall in Section 3 that we aim to implement the superoperator defined by
Eq. (37). If we use time ordering operator for this, it becomes

K
1
gjc(t) = K[V(O,t)] + E E/ / / T[}—k(Sk,,Sl)]dsl "'dSk, (226)
e O Jo<si<t Jo<sa<t 0<s,<t

where T[Fr(sk,...,s1)] := Fe(7k,...,71), such that 7, < --- < 71. Then applying the Riemann
sum, we have

K q

Gre(t) = Z 7 > TFlti, - ots) (227)
k=1 : 1y Jk=0
Ktk
Z 7 > Fieltjs o sti). (228)
k= 0<1<,..,<jr<gq

Recall Eq. (38). The superoperator F, is defined as
Fr(Sky--.81) = K[V (s, )Ly (s6)K[V (8k=-1, $k)| L (Sk—1) - - - K[V (51, 82)] L (s1)K[V (0, s1)].

(229)
Applying Fi. to p yields
Fr(sk,.-..81)(p) = Z [V (sk,t) L, (88)V (Sk—1,8k) Lo, (Sp—1) - - - Lo, (s1)V(0,81)]p (230)
ly,...0=1

[V (k) Le, (s6)V (sk—1, k) Lo, (sk-1) - - Loy (s1)V (0, 51)]T. (231)
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To simplify the notation, we define
A[k _____ gl(Sk,. . ,81) = V(Sk,t)Lgk(Sk)V(Skfl,Sk)Lgk(Skfl)- “Lgl(Sl)V(O,Sl). (232)
Then Fji can be rewritten as
Fr(sks....81)(p) = Z A0y (Sky ooy 8 )pAT 77777 0, (8,5 81). (233)
‘el) 7ék 1

Now, rewriting Eq. (228) using Eq. (232), we have

G (t)(p) = V(0,)pVT(0,1) + XK: Z i gz‘lek,. AT 7
=10<j1 < <ju<q brbor =11 (234)
pAZk VVVVV zl(tjm e ti)e
We define the index sets ¢ as
Fo=Ak b, ..l g, gk k€KL b €M, dk € [g) ) (235)

With Ay := V(0,t), and for all j € ¢, define

Aa = Aélm...,ﬁ (]kt/(L v 7.71t/q) (236)

Then, Eq. (234) can be further rewritten as

Gre(1)(p) = Ao(t)pAl(t) Z LA DpAL(1). (237)
JGJ

To implement the above completely positive map, we need to first construct the block-encoding
UA3 for each Aj-’s, namely,

I ® Ua, (238)
-
where

Ua, = (239)

To apply Lemma 1, we also need the following state.

|M>=Z 1) = NZ Z > |/€>|31,~-7jk>|51,~--751@), (240)

j k=14£1,...,8,=10<71<--<jp<q

where sy, ,..., 8¢, are normalization constant for block-encodings of Ly, , ..., Ly, . It is straightfor-
ward that the block-encoding UAj_ can be implemented by the block-encodings of Ay,

what was defined in Eq. (232).
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By the time-dependent Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [29], we can simulate V (s,t) by trun-
cated Dyson series. Note that

V(s,t) = Tel: 7Mar, (241)
where
J(t) == —iH(t) — % i LI(6)L; (1) (242)
j=1

Assume that we are given an (ag(t), a, €’)-block-encoding Ug () of H(t), and an (o;(t), a, €’)-block-
encoding Uy ;) for each L;(t) for all t > 0. That is, we have

H(t)/ao(t) - ]

Unw = Z [t)(tl ® (243)

and

(244)

[L(t)/a(t) - ] .

UL,y = Z [t) (] @
t

Then by Lemma 2, we can get a (||£(t)]|be, a, 2||L(t)||be€’)-block-encoding of J(t). Where || L(t)]|pe
is defined in Eq. (24). We denote this block-encoding by U ).

More specifically, we first multiply U Ll with U, and get an (a?(t),a, 2¢’)-block-encoding of
each L;(t)TL;(t), this requires O(1) implementations to each Uy, (t)’s and additional O(m) ele-
mentary gates. Then we apply Lemma 2 with each L;(¢)TL;(¢)’s and H(t) to get an (ap(t) +
%Z;n:l a(t),a, (a0 + 3, af)e')-block-encoding of J(t). This requires O(1) implementations of
Up ) and additional O(1) elementary gates. So the total gate complexity for implementing U
is O(m). For any input state [1)), the effect of Uy is

J(t)

L
TIOEES O NS (245)

Us|0)[£)|4) = [0)]¢)

or equivalently, we can write it as

Usp) = Z t)(t| ®

t

J(t) :
aOFL >, a2 (D) ] , (246)

Regarding the normalizing constant and the approximation error, it is a (||£(t)]|be, @, 2|| L(t)]|be€’)-
block-encoding of J(t).

Noticing that the evolution time has been rescaled, we can assume our ||£(t)||be at each time ¢
to be

I1£(t)[lbe = 1, (247)
and
ao(t) + % ; a3(t) < 1. (248)



For each V' (s,t), consider its Dyson series expansion:

V(s,t) = Y Z TJ(t;,) - J(t;,). (249)

Then we use the LCU method as in [29] to simulate the above operator, by O(K') invocations of
U @), where each invocation requires O(m) gates. We also need additional O(K’(log M + log K'))
gates for LCU state preparation. So our total gate complexity for preparing each f/(s, t) is

O(K'(log M +1log K" +m)). (250)
So the gate complexity for implementing each Kraus operator in Eq. (234) is
O(KK'(log M +log K' +m)). (251)

The normalizing constant for V (s, t) is then

2
K’ k k
Z (t—s) ll\lﬁ(t)”be < 2U=INED e < (20-5). (252)
k=0 ’

Next, by multiplying the block-encodings of each operator in Eq. (232), we can get a block-
encoding of Ay, ¢ (Sk,...,s1) with normalizing constant 53 which can be bounded by

85 < e2t=sm) gy ()e2r -y (1) oy, (et = ey, (), (1) - - - ag, (). (253)
For t = O(1), we have
et =0(1). (254)
Then s; can be bounded by
85 < coau, (H)ag, , (t) - e, (1), (255)

where ¢g = O(1) is some constant.
For the third register of Eq. (240), we need to prepare

1 m
Ni(t) el,%%:l ag, (t)oe,, (8) - g, (W)l - ), (256)

corresponding to

m

S silln ). (257)

Basically, we prepare each subregister ay|¢) separately, controlled by a unary register |k) (we will
discuss how to prepare |k) later). That is we assign K registers for |¢x), then we do control state
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preparation. If the control register is |k), we prepare ag, |€1), g, |la), ..., ay, |£k) for only the first k
registers, while keeping the rest of them unchanged. The normalizing constant A is then

m k/2
= (Z a%(t)) < @ILE) [[e)™? < 242, (258)
=1

where the last inequality follows from [|L£(t)||be = O(1). The gate complexity for preparing each
of ag, [€1), e, [la), ..., au, [€k) is O(m), since k can be as large as K, the total time complexity for
preparing the third register is O(Km).

For the second register of Eq. (240), we aim to prepare the state

21L(1)||be ) o t* . .
Z v JEEO s, (250)
k 10<51 < <jr<gq q

We add (2| £(t)||be)* term to absorb the normalizing constant N (¢) in our previous step. The
normalizing constant Na(t) is

=S Y IO R IO eon. < . ago)
k=1

k
k=10<j1<-<jr<q 4 4

For t = O(1), the normalizing constant will be a constant, so the number of steps in the amplitude
amplification is O(1). As in [29], there are two methods to prepare Eq. (259). In the next subsection,
we present the method based on a compressed encoding scheme, and in Appendix D.2, we present
the method based on quantum sorting.

D.1 State preparation by compressed encoding scheme

We first initialize ¢ qubits to |0)®%, then we rotate each qubits by a small angle, to give

®q
(Bl "~ g oty
= (14 ()92 Z Clel2|gy 4 (14 ¢)~v/? Z ¢lel/2|z) (261)

I7|m|§K I,|I|>K

=1 — p2|time) + v|v)

where ( := W, and
[time) = Z ¢l=1/2| ). (262)
z|<K
The amplitude v satisfies
-+ 3 =0 (CLEOh0"" ). (263)



For t||L£(t)|lbe = O(1), by setting K = O (%), we can get v = O(e). Then we compress

each string x. For a string x = 05110°210% - --0°*10%, we represent it with s1s5...5;. We define
the encoding operator Cf as

C’f|x> =81,y Sk Gy -5 Q) (264)
By applying encoding operator Cf to [261], we get
I=K) = /1 — p2CK [time) + v|v/), (265)
where |V} is defined as
V') = CXlv). (266)

But this only gives the interval between different time. We still need to compute the absolute
time and the Hamming weight for each string x. We first count the number times g appears
to determine k, which has complexity O(K loggq). Then we increment registers 2 to k to give
[s1,82+1,...,8.+1,q,...,9)|k). Note that, here our k takes unary form. Then we add register 1
to register 2, register 2 to register 3, and so on to give |j1,...,Jk, ¢ ..., Q)|k).

However, in practice, we can’t construct encoding operator CqK by really ”counting” 0’s in state
(262). The detailed construction follows from [30]. The idea is that we first prepare a state

p—1
|6p) =Y Ba’ls) + a¥|p), (267)
s=0

where o = 1/4/1T+ ¢ and 8 = v/Ca. We choose p to be
logp = O(log M + loglog(1/9)). (268)

Taking a tensor product of K + 1 of the state |¢,) gives a state similar to |Ef)
According to [29], to prepare the above state within trace distance O(e), the total gate complexity
for preparing |p) is

O(K (m +log g + loglog(1/¢))). (269)

Note that the total gate complexity for preparing

D1l @ Ua; (270)

is
O(KK'(log M +log K' + n)). (271)
So the total gate complexity for simulating (234) is

O(KK'(log M +logq+m +n + loglog(1/e))). (272)
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And the total query complexity is
O(KK"). (273)

To make our error to be within €, also by our analysis in the main text, it suffices to take

log(1/€)
= 274
loglog(1/e)’ (274)

2K LA

¢=0 | = | 4Jmax +2 Z Ljmax | | (275)

Jj=1

log(1/¢)
= 276
loglog(1/€)’ (276)
M=0 <@> : (277)

€
By substituting these back, we can rewrite the total gate complexity as
log(1/¢) '\’

O |——— - log(1 . 278
<<1og10g<1 )] okt dog(1/0) (275

D.2 State Preparation by Quantum Sort

We use the scheme in [29] to sort the time index. For quantum sort scheme, we use Eq. (227) to
simulate our target operator. Now we define A; as

|t Jit Jit
Aj - WAlk-,---vll(7""’7)' (279)

Then we use quantum sort scheme to prepare |u), such that

K
tk . .
=" > > /SR, )SORT i, .., k). (280)
k=141,....0k=171,...,7k=0 q
Here SORT operator is defined as
SORT|T1,...,Tk>=|81,...,Sk>, (281)

such that s; < s3 < --- < s;. To discuss the details for preparing |u), first we need to prepare

1 m
N Z Qp, O, ---aglwl,...,fk). (282)

o1



The state preparation process is the same as in Compression Scheme. Its gate complexity is O(Km).
For the rest of them, we first prepare a superposition over k in unary form

1 o~ [tF
K L koK Ry 9
Hﬁ;ﬂ/lﬂ!' 0%k) (283)

Then we do control rotation to K subregisters, that is we do the following

qg—1 g—1 q—1
fou 0%5)|0) Z Wll O D D 2 bz i) (289)
J1=07j2=0 Jk=0

The gate complexity for the above operation is O(K loggq). Then we apply SORT to |41, 52, - -, jk)
as in [29]. We use a sequence of comparison operation COMPARE which acts on two multi-qubit
registers storing the values ¢; and g2 and an ancillary qubit initialized to |0)

COMPARE|Q1>|Q2>|O> = |Q1>|Q2>|9(Q1 —q2)), (285)

where 6 is the Heaviside step function (6(0) = 0). Then we apply a SWAP gate to |¢1) and |g2)
controlled by our ancillary qubit. Then the overall effect is, if g1 < ¢2, we do nothing; otherwise,
we swap the first two registers. Then we apply such sorting network to all registers |j1),...,|jk)
and by certain sorting algorithm, we make j; < jo < -+ < ji. We also swap qubits in register |k)
to keep their correspondence. Readers may refer to [30] for an example of a sorting circuit.

The gate complexity for quantum sort network is O(K log K). So the total gate complexity for
preparing p is O(K (log ¢ + log K + m)). Since we take K = O (%), the gate complexity is

the same as the compressed encoding scheme.
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