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The large dimensionality of environments is the limiting factor in applying optimal control to open quantum
systems beyond Markovian approximations. Multiple methods exist to simulate non-Markovian open systems
which effectively reduce the environment to a number of active degrees of freedom. Here we show that several
of these methods can be expressed in terms of a process tensor in the form of a matrix-product-operator,
which serves as a unifying framework to show how they can be used in optimal control, and to compare their
performance. The matrix-product-operator form provides a general scheme for computing gradients using
back propagation, and allows the efficiency of the different methods to be compared via the bond dimensions
of their respective process tensors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimal control refers to the problem of determining a
set of control fields which can be applied to a dynamical
system to induce a particular operation. The application
of these techniques to quantum systems1–7 has led to dis-
coveries ranging from methods to control chemical reac-
tions to techniques for implementing quantum gates and
thermodynamic processes. While there have been many
such developments, the vast majority of applications re-
fer to the subset of problems that can be treated using
a time-local master equation8–11. This excludes consid-
eration of the many important cases of open quantum
systems which are coupled, perhaps strongly, to environ-
ments with significant spectral structure12–14. Such envi-
ronments are ubiquitous in solid-state and chemical sys-
tems, including, for example, the phonon environments
experienced by solid-state qubits such as excitons and
defect centers; various forms of electromagnetic noise in
circuit-QED; and molecular vibrations.

In this paper, we consider optimal control in open
quantum systems, beyond those describable by a time-
local master equation. We consider model-based opti-
mal control, where the feedback characterizing the per-
formance of a given control strategy is obtained from a
numerical simulation. We restrict ourselves to the typi-
cal form of open quantum system model in which a small
subsystem of interest, referred to as a ‘system’, is coupled
to one or more environments. Most commonly, these
are ensembles of harmonic oscillators, although there
are other possibilities. The immediate difficulty with
such problems is that the system dynamics is affected
by the many-particle environment, whose exponentially
large state space precludes direct simulation. Nonethe-
less, various numerical methods are available, including
auxiliary-mode methods15–18, hierarchical equations-of-
motion (HEOM)13,19–23, and stochastic Liouville equa-
tions24–27, all of which effectively reduce the dimension-

ality of the environment so that it becomes manageable.
An important class of methods derives from the path-

integral for an open quantum system28–32, which can be
evaluated numerically by taking advantage of the finite
memory time of the environment. Recent versions of
these techniques take advantage of an efficient matrix
product representation of the environment’s influence
functional30–32, constructed using truncated singular-
value decompositions (SVDs), which allows for simula-
tions with very long memory times. Furthermore, these
matrix product representations can be recast in the lan-
guage of process tensors32 – objects which provide an
operational description of a general quantum stochastic
process, or equivalently an open quantum system. The
process tensor encodes the full effect of the environment,
and can be composed with a particular sequence of op-
erations on the system to obtain the system’s dynamics.
This constitutes a great advantage in the context of op-
timization33,34. This is because with this approach the
process tensor only needs to be calculated once, and can
then be applied cheaply in each iteration of an optimiza-
tion algorithm.

A relevant question when considering optimization of
open systems is which of the available methods to sim-
ulate non-Markovian open systems one should use. In
this paper, we use the process tensor formalism as a way
to consider the different methods on the same footing.
The suitability of each method for implementing opti-
mization can now be assessed by looking at the efficiency
in the calculation of the corresponding process tensor, its
dimensions, and other advantages or drawbacks.

We discuss the methods for obtaining process tensors
for HEOM, stochastic Liouville equations, and auxiliary-
mode methods. We also discuss the implementation of
optimization using the time-dependent variational prin-
ciple, and the generalized quantum master equation, for
which process tensors cannot be obtained. We compare
these methods with those using the Process Tensor in
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Matrix Product Operator form (PT-MPO)35, where the
process tensor is compressed as it is calculated, using
singular-value decompositions (SVDs) and truncation.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Optimization and the adjoint method

In general, optimization problems involve an objective
function, or cost function, that quantifies the quality of
a solution, and which one seeks to maximize or minimize
over the available control parameters. Methods for do-
ing this follow one of two approaches. Gradient-based
approaches rely on computing the gradient of the cost
function with respect to the control parameters in or-
der to update them. Some relevant examples in quan-
tum optimal control include Gradient Ascent Pulse En-
gineering (GRAPE)36–38 and implementations of Krotov
algorithms39,40. On the other hand gradient-free ap-
proaches, such as the Chopped Random Basis (CRAB)
method41,42, use a direct-search approach to find the
minima of the cost function. While iterations in gradient-
free methods are usually more efficient, they converge
slowly compared to gradient-based methods, and suf-
fer from lower precision. For these reasons we focus on
the gradient-based approach, where the adjoint method43

can be used to efficiently compute the gradient.
We will focus on optimization of terminal costs, as this

is an important case in quantum applications. For a sys-
tem described by variables x⃗(t), we consider a terminal
cost Z which only depends on the system state at some
final time T ,

Z = z(x⃗(T )). (1)

The system is subject to the dynamics given by

˙⃗x = g⃗(x⃗(t), u⃗(t))

x⃗(0) = x⃗I , (2)

where u⃗(t) is a set of controls, i.e., functions of time that
are varied to optimize the process.

In order to update the control protocol we need to
compute the gradient of the cost function with respect
to the controls,

δZ

δu⃗(t)
=

∂Z

∂x⃗(T )

δx⃗(T )

δu⃗(t)
. (3)

The bulk of the complexity in the calculation resides in
computing the implicit dependence of the state variables
on the controls, δx⃗(T )/δu⃗(t). This calculation is sim-
plified by employing the adjoint method. We will focus
on the discretized version of the method, considering the
dynamics

x⃗k = f⃗(x⃗k−1, u⃗k),

x⃗0 = x⃗I , (4)

(a)

⟨i| ρ0 |j⟩ =

i, j

⟨i|U(ρ0) |j⟩ =

i, j

(b)

ρ0

ρf
(c)

λ0

λf

FIG. 1. (a) Representation of the density matrix and the
time-evolution superoperator in Liouville space. (b) Diagram
for the forward propagation of a closed quantum system in Li-
ouville space. (c) Diagram for the propagation of the costate
variable from λf backwards.

where u⃗k = u⃗(tk). The costate variable is now intro-
duced, a Lagrange multiplier whose dynamics are

λ⃗Tk−1 = λ⃗Tk
∂f⃗(x⃗, u⃗k)

∂x⃗

∣∣∣∣∣
x⃗=x⃗k−1

, (5)

λ⃗TT = −∂Z(x⃗T )
∂x⃗T

. (6)

This allows the gradient of the cost function to be ob-
tained as

dZ

du⃗k
=− λ⃗Tk+1

∂f⃗(x⃗k, u⃗)

∂u⃗

∣∣∣∣∣
u⃗=u⃗k+1

, (7)

and used to update the control parameters in a gradient-
based optimization.

Let us now look at the computational time cost of im-
plementing the adjoint method. If the computational
time to compute fµ(x⃗k, u⃗k), for a particular µ, is O(F ),
then propagating the N elements of x⃗ forward T time
steps will take O(TNF ). Evaluating the matrix ∂f⃗

∂x⃗k

will have, in general, a time cost O(N2F ), so that the
cost of propagating the costate variable backwards using
Eq. (5) over the T time steps is O(TN2F ). The final step,
computing the gradient, has a cost O(TMNF ), where
M is the number of control parameters per time step.
Since typically M ≪ N , the overall computational cost
is dominated by the propagation of the costate variable,
O(TN2F ).
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1. Closed quantum systems and linearity

As a simple example we now consider implementing
the adjoint method on a closed quantum system. The
system is described by its density matrix, ρ, which we
consider as a vector in Liouville space. We shall make ex-
tensive use of tensor network diagrams, in which tensors
are represented by nodes, while indices are represented
by edges. Joining two edges corresponds to contracting
over the corresponding indices. The vectorized density
matrix is shown in Fig. 1(a). Its evolution is given by

ρ⃗k = U(u⃗k)ρ⃗k−1, (8)

where U is the time translation superoperator in Liouville
space. Because the evolution is now linear in the density
matrix, it can be represented by the tensor network di-
agram shown in Fig. 1(b). Furthermore, because of this
linearity, the costate variable evolves with the same op-
erator as the system variables, but backwards in time

λ⃗Tk−1 = λ⃗Tk U(u⃗k), (9)

as represented in Fig. 1(c). For that reason this step is
called back propagation. Since forward and back propa-
gation steps are now equivalent in cost, calculating the
gradient with the adjoint method has an overall cost of
O(TS4), due to the matrix product. Here S is the di-
mensionality of the system’s Hilbert space, so that the
density matrix becomes an S2 dimensional vector in Li-
ouville space.

For quantum systems interacting with environments,
the large dimensionality of the full system, formed from
the small system of interest interacting with a many-body
environment, makes it prohibitively expensive to simu-
late in full, and methods need to be used to obtain an
approximate reduced description of the small system. As
we will see, in most cases the approximation preserves
the linear characteristic of the dynamics, which can be
exploited, although this is not always the case.

B. Process Tensors

The process tensor framework takes an operational ap-
proach to the description of open quantum systems32,
closely related to quantum combs. For a given initial
state, the process tensor is the multilinear map from all
possible control sequences, also referred to as interven-
tions, to the final density matrix of the system. The
interventions can be unitary transformations, measure-
ments, or, in general, any completely-positive maps. This
implies that the process tensor encodes all multi-time cor-
relations and the outcome of any possible experiment on
the system.

Let us consider the evolution of a quantum system cou-
pled to an environment by the Hamiltonian

H(t) = HS(u⃗(t)) +HSE , (10)

1

2

3

4

FIG. 2. Evolution of a system density matrix using a PT-
MPO. The connected red squares form the PT-MPO encoding
the effect of the environment. The green circles are the sys-
tem propagators which contain the control parameters. Time
increases from the bottom to the top of the diagram.

where HS is the system Hamiltonian, with control pa-
rameters u⃗, and HSE captures the environment’s Hamil-
tonian as well as the system-environment interaction. In
Liouville space, the evolution of the full density matrix
over a time step is given by

|ρk⟩ =exp

[
i

∫ tk

tk−1

dτ (LS(u⃗(t)) + LSE)

]
|ρk−1⟩

≈eiLSE∆teiLS(u⃗k)∆t |ρk−1⟩
=FUk |ρk−1⟩ . (11)

By evolving multiple times and tracing out the bath
degrees of freedom we obtain the density matrix at some
final time step T , assuming a product state of the system
and environment at the initial time,

|ρS,T ⟩ = (I ⊗ ⟨I|)

(
T∏

k=1

FUk

)
|ρS,0⟩ ⊗

∣∣ρiB〉 , (12)

where the projection to (I ⊗ ⟨I|) corresponds to tracing
out the environment in Liouville space. We can introduce
a basis for the system so that the components of the
vectorized reduced density matrix, at the final time, are

ρµT

S,T =
∑

{µ},{ν}

(
⟨I|

T∏
k=1

Fµkνk
∣∣ρiB〉

)(
T∏

k=1

U
νkµk−1

k

)
ρµ0

S,0

=
∑

{µ},{ν}

F{µ,ν}

(
T∏

k=1

U
νkµk−1

k

)
ρµ0

S,0. (13)

Note that Fµkνk denotes a matrix element, within the
system space, which is an operator in the environment
space. F corresponds to the process tensor, which can
be represented in the form of a matrix-product-operator
(MPO),

F{µ,ν} = F (µT ,νT ),...,(µ1,ν1)

=
∑
{χ}

O[T ]µT ,νT
χT ,χT−1

· · ·O[1]µ1,ν1
χ1,χ0

, (14)
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with some bond dimension χd = dim(Oµν [k]). This MPO
is the set of connected squares in Fig. 2. The indices
χ0, χT take only a single value, corresponding to the
three index tensors at the beginning and end of the MPO.
The entire Fig. 2 shows how the PT-MPO can be con-
tracted with a set of system propagators (green circles)
and an initial system state to compute the final state, as
in Eq. (13).

There are several existing algorithms to obtain the PT-
MPO form of the process tensor for various types of envi-
ronment, as well as software that implements them. The
Python package OQuPy35 implements a sequential algo-
rithm introduced by Jørgensen and Pollock44, for the case
of a Gaussian bosonic environment. The construction is
based on representing Eq.(13) as a two-dimensional ten-
sor network, which is then contracted to form the PT-
MPO. As the network is contracted singular-value de-
compositions are performed, and singular values below
some threshold discarded. This limits the exponential
growth in bond dimension that would occur if the full
Hilbert space of the environment were retained.

Currently, the computation of the process tensor us-
ing OQuPy is limited to Gaussian environments. While
these represent an important class of problem, it should
be noted that the formalism is general, and compressed
process tensors for other types of environments can be
computed, for example using automatic compression of
environments (ACE)45. Although in the following dis-
cussion we will assume Uk to be unitary operations, the
method admits any type of interventions on the system,
i.e., Uk can describe any completely positive map.

An important advantage offered by the process ten-
sor approach described here is that the calculation of the
process tensor needs to be done only once. It can then
be used repeatedly to obtain the dynamics for different
control sequences. This is particularly relevant for op-
timization, as one needs to iterate the calculation many
times. Note that this is only the case because the con-
trol parameters appear only in the system propagators.
The method is less suitable if we want, for example, to
optimize the coupling strength with the bath.

III. BACK PROPAGATION AND OPTIMIZATION USING
PROCESS TENSOR

A. Summary of approach

Looking at the tensor diagram in Fig. 2, we can rein-
terpret the dynamics as the evolution of an extended state

σµkχk

k =
∑

νk,µk−1

∑
χk−1

O[k]µk,νk
χk,χk−1

U
νk,µk−1

k σ
µk−1χk−1

k−1

= fµkχk

k (u⃗k, σk−1), (15)

with σµ0,χ0

0 = ρµ0

S,0, where µk, χk represent the system
index and the index of the bond dimension, respectively,
with dimensions (S2, χd). Note that the bond dimension

in the extended state is one for k = 0, T and we can omit
the leg. The extended states are the two-legged objects
depicted in Fig. 3(a). The physical state at each time
step can be obtained from the extended state46. Taking
the extended state to represent the system variable, x⃗,
we continue the adjoint method of Sec. II A by defining
a costate variable λµkχk

k such that

λ
µk−1χk−1

k−1 =
∑

µk,νk−1

∑
χk

λµkχk

k O[k]µkνk−1
χkχk−1

U
νk−1µk−1

k

λµTχT

T =

[
dZ

dρ⃗S(T )

]µT

, (16)

where dZ/dρ⃗ is the gradient of the cost function at the
final step. The costate variable, also referred to as the
back propagated state, is depicted diagramatically in
Fig. 3(b). Following Eq. (7), the gradient of the cost
function with respect to the propagator at step q ≤ T is
then[

∂Z

∂Uq

]µq−1νq

=
∑

µq,χq,χq−1

λµqχq
q O[q]µqνq

χqχq−1
σ
µq−1χq−1

q−1 ,

(17)

which corresponds to Fig. 3(c) for q = 3 and T = 4. The
derivative of the cost function with respect to the control
parameters is then obtained using the chain rule

∂Z

∂uγq
=
∑
α,β

[
∂Z

∂Uq

]αβ ∂Uαβ
q

∂uγq
, (18)

which is equivalent to inserting the derivative of the prop-
agator with respect to the control parameter between the
open legs in Fig. 3(c). In practice, ∂Uq/∂u⃗q is calculated
using a finite-difference method.

This method is implemented in the OQuPy package,
by generating the extended states and costate variables
iteratively, and then contracting the appropriate tensors
to generate the gradient. Details of the implementation
and usage of the method are given in Ref. 35.

B. Numerical complexity in terms of bond dimension

We now look at the computational cost of implement-
ing the adjoint method on the process tensor. We will
assume, based in our experience, that creating the pro-
cess tensor is less costly than implementing optimization,
neglecting its contribution. The extended states have di-
mension dim[σ⃗k] = S2χd, where S is the Hilbert-space
dimension of the system, and χd is the bond dimension
of the PT-MPO. In constructing the PT-MPO, we usu-
ally find that best performance is achieved when fixing
the relative SVD truncation threshold, which, however,
leads to a a bond dimension which varies along the MPO.
For the sake of simplicity, here we assume a constant
bond dimension, which can be taken as the largest one.
Since S ≪ χd, the cost of contracting the tensors in the
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(a)

{σt} →
1

, , ...
1

2

(b)

{λt} →
4

, , ...
4

3

dZ
dU3

=

(c)

1

2

4

3

FIG. 3. In implementing the adjoint method using the PT-MPO formalism (a) we identify the system variables as the extended
states σ and (b) the costate variable λ is obtained by back propagation from a final state. (c) All the different diagrams are
generated and then stitched with a corresponding additional tensor to obtain the derivative of the cost function with respect
to each propagator. This is then used to calculate the derivative of the cost function with respect to the control parameters.

MPO with the propagators can be neglected, and the for-
ward propagation step has a time cost of O(TS4χ2

d). Due
to the linearity of the tensor network, back propagation
amounts to solving the same equations backwards, and
therefore has the same cost as forward propagation, so
that the overall time cost remains O(TS4χ2

d).

IV. COMPARISON WITH OTHER APPROACHES

In the literature of open systems one can find multiple
other approaches that have been used to compute the dy-
namics of a system coupled to a structured environment,
accounting for non-Markovian effects. In this section we
will summarize some of the most common ones.

Most of these methods are based on identifying a sub-
space of the environment which is small enough to be
simulated yet encompasses the physics of interest. This
is in line with the techniques described above, but differs
in that the identification is generally made using physical
insight rather than a numerical technique. Nonetheless,
due to this connection, most of these methods can be re-
lated to the process tensor formalism. This reduces the
problem of implementing optimal control using these dif-
ferent methods to computing the respective PT from each
method, and implementing optimal control as described
in Sec. III. This allows us to compare the efficiency in
implementing optimal control by simply comparing the
bond dimensions in the respective process tensors.

In the few cases where a process tensor cannot be di-
rectly obtained we analyze the cost of implementing the
adjoint method using that particular approach. We also
discuss other advantages and drawbacks of the methods

when relevant.

A. Time-dependent variational principle

The simplest way of accounting for the memory ef-
fect of a structured environment is to treat system and
environment as a closed system, using approximations to
efficiently handle the large number of degrees of freedom.
One method that has been used to simulate large dimen-
sional systems, including open quantum systems, is the
time-dependent variational principle (TDVP)47–49.

As the starting point, consider a variational ansatz for
the system plus environment state |Ψ(x⃗)⟩, where x⃗ is,
without loss of generality, a vector of real variational
parameters. TDVP approximates the dynamics of the
Schrödinger equation within the variational manifold, re-
sulting in a set of equations of motion (EOM) for the
variational parameters

ẋµ = Ωνµ(x⃗)∂ν ⟨ψ(x⃗)|H(u⃗) |ψ(x⃗)⟩ , (19)

where

Ω−1
µν (x⃗) = i ⟨∂µΨ(x⃗)|∂νΨ(x⃗)⟩ (20)

is the geometric curvature. Because the EOMs are non-
linear with respect to the variational parameters, one
cannot disentangle the control parameters from the effect
of the bath. Therefore this method cannot be expressed
in the process tensor formalism. Nonetheless, after dis-
cretizing the EOMs, the adjoint method can be directly
applied.
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x⃗0

f(x⃗0, u⃗1)

f(x⃗1, u⃗2)

f(x⃗2, u⃗3)

x⃗f

FIG. 4. Diagram depicting the propagation of variational
parameters in TDVP. Note that the variables propagate in a
non-linear way.

The efficiency of the method depends heavily on how
good the ansatz is at approximating the real dynam-
ics while keeping the number of variational parameters
small. There are mainly two approaches when applying
TDVP, constructing general ansatzes systematically, or
using physically informed ansatzes.

1. Systematic ansatzes: MPS and MCTDH

In the first approach one constructs the ansatz by using
a discrete basis which is relevant for the problem, but
rather general. One example of this is the application of
TDVP to matrix product states (MPS)50,51, widely used
on strongly-correlated systems. An MPS is written as

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
s⃗

Tr[As1
1 A

s2
2 ...A

sN
N ] |s1s2...sN ⟩ , (21)

where Asj
j are complex matrices forming a tensor train,

and |s1s2...sN ⟩ is a basis for the closed system. An effi-
cient representation is obtained by finding the matrices
A

sj
j that best approximate the physical state with the

lowest dimension possible. The matrices are then used
as variational parameters to apply TDVP.

Another approach to constructing general ansatzes was
introduced by the multi-configuration time-dependent
Hartree (MCTDH) method52–54, which has been widely
used in physical chemistry. In MCTDH one constructs
an ansatz using a time-dependent basis,

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑

j1,..,jf

Aj1...jf (t)
∣∣ϕ1j1(t)〉⊗ ...⊗

∣∣∣ϕfjf (t)〉 , (22)

which is in turn defined in terms of a time-independent
single-particle basis∣∣ϕkjk(t)〉 =∑

ik

ckikjk(t)
∣∣χk

ik

〉
. (23)

TDVP can then be applied using both Aj1...jf and ckikjk
as variational parameters.

Both MPS and MCTDH have been used in the study
of open systems, particularly solving the spin-boson
model14,55–58. Since these methods solve both sys-
tem and environment, they provide direct access to
the dynamics of the structured bath, making them are
a very interesting avenue to further understand non-
Markovianity. However, for many applications in opti-
mal control only the effect of the bath on the system
is relevant, and not its internal dynamics, making these
methods excessive compared to other methods developed
specifically for this purpose, such as PT-MPO.

2. Physically informed ansatzs

By enlarging the variational manifold one can im-
prove the accuracy of the simulation, but the problem
quickly becomes unmanageable. Rather than using gen-
eral ansatzes as described above, another approach is to
use our knowledge of the system to write ansatzes that
reduce the complexity of the problem to a few relevant
degrees of freedom. To illustrate this approach, we con-
sider the spin-boson model, defined by the Hamiltonian

H =
ωq

2
σx +

∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk +

σz
2

∑
k

gk(b
†
k + bk). (24)

The ground state is known to be well approximated by a
polaron ansatz59–62

|Ψ(x⃗ )⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑, x⃗⟩ − |↓,−x⃗⟩) , (25)

where |x⃗⟩ is a coherent state of the oscillators dis-
placed by x⃗. By promoting the displacement to a time-
dependent variable and using TDVP, we can approximate
the relaxation from an initial separable state |Ψ(0)⟩ =
|−⟩ ⊗ |0⟩. This results in the EOMs

dxk
dt

=ixk(ωqe
−2

∑
p |xp|2 + ωk) + i

1

2
gk, (26)

and the magnetization

⟨σx⟩ =− e−2
∑

k |xk|2 . (27)

Despite the simplicity of the ansatz, and with just
N = 30 variational parameters in the calculation, TDVP
reproduces very well the dynamics in the ωq = 0 case,
where an exact solution is known. This is is shown in
Fig. 5(a). For finite ωq we compare, in Fig 5(b), the
results from TDVP with a converged result using the
PT-MPO method implemeted in OQuPy. While the de-
viation of the TDVP result is larger at longer times, it
still reproduces the qualitative behavior of the dynamics.
Note that increasing the number of variational parame-
ters only improves the result slightly, as the error comes
mainly from the ansatz being too restrictive.

For ωq ̸= 0 the EOMs need to be solved numerically. In
general, TDVP will result in a set of equations in which
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0 5

ωct

−1.0

−0.9

−0.8

−0.7

−0.6
σ
x

(a)

Exact

TDVP

PT-MPO

0 5

ωct

−1.0

−0.9

−0.8

−0.7

−0.6

σ
x

TDVP

PT-MPO

(b)

FIG. 5. (a) Magnetization for the independent boson model
with an Ohmic bath and an exponential cutoff, with α =
0.1. We compare the result using the TDVP method with
the polaron ansatz to the PT-MPO and exact results. (b)
Magnetization for the spin-boson model with ωq = ωC . In
both cases the degrees of freedom of the environment (bond
dimension for PT-MPO and number of oscillators for TDVP)
are kept to ≃ 30.

the dynamics of each variational parameter depends on
every other variational parameter. Thus, the cost of eval-
uating the right-hand side of one of the dynamical equa-
tions, defined to be O(F ) in Sec. IIA, will be at least
O(N) in terms of the number of variational parameters.
Thus the time complexities for forward and back propa-
gation become O(TN2) and O(TN3), respectively. How-
ever, the EOMs from the polaron ansatz, Eq. (26), have
a special form

dxk
dt

= xkA+B (28)

where B is independent of the state variables, and A de-
pends on a single function of them, that therefore needs
to be computed only once per time step. This reduces
O(F ) to being O(1) in terms of the number of variational
parameters, as for the linear case, and the forward and
backward propagation costs to O(TN) and O(TN2) re-
spectively. This scaling of the backward propagation cost
is confirmed by our numerical results in Fig. 6(a). The
same O(N2) scaling is found in the calculation of the dy-
namics using the PT-MPO method in OQuPy, as shown
in Fig. 6(b), in line with our predictions in Sec. III B.

It can be seen from Fig. 6 that, with this simple ansatz,
our implementation of propagation using TDVP is faster
than that using the PT-MPO, for N similar to the bond
dimension χd. However, in order to obtain more accurate
results, one needs a more complex ansatz, which will re-
sult in a larger cost. In general, such an ansatz would
bring the scaling back to O(N3).

The simplicity of the physically informed ansatzes
can therefore be exploited to reduce computational
costs. While the ansatz described here as an exam-
ple is too restrictive, extensions of the polaron ansatz
have been shown to approximate the spin-boson model

100 200

N
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15

20

25

t/
m

s

(a)

0 250

χd

0

25

50

75

t/
s

0.5

1.0

t/
s

(b)

PT

dynamics

FIG. 6. (a) Scaling cost of calculating the gradient using
the adjoint method for a TDVP calculation. This shows a
quadratic behavior due to the structure of the differential
equations. (b) Scaling cost of creating the process tensor and
calculating the dynamics using OQuPy. Creating the process
tensor is found to scale linearly at small bond dimensions,
with a cubic scaling at larger bond dimensions, where the
calculation is dominated by the SVD step. Computing the
dynamics is dominated by the tensor contraction, which has
a quadratic scaling. Back propagation has the same quadratic
scaling in this case.

quite well. That is the case for the family of Davydov
ansatzes55,63,64. Furthermore, we only discussed ansatzes
for pure states, which do not include effects such as tem-
perature. Implementing TDVP directly on density ma-
trices is problematic as it results in dynamics where the
trace of the density matrix, as well as the energy, are not
conserved65. While there are extensions of the method
that fix these issues65,66, they are less straightforward to
implement.

For the example described above, TDVP is a good
method for implementing optimal control due to its sim-
plicity. However, the reliance on knowing a good ansatz
and the uncontrollability of the approximation make the
method less likely to be useful in the general case.

B. Generalized quantum master equation

In the literature one can find generalizations of the
master equation that include non-Markovian effects. One
of the most relevant includes a memory kernel32,44,67–73
in the master equation, as

∂tρ(t) = LS(t)ρ(t) +

∫ t

0

dτ K(t, τ)ρ(τ), (29)

where the memory kernel K(t, τ) encodes the memory
effects of the environment.

The dynamics of any reduced density matrix can
be expressed as above using the Nakajima-Zwanzig
formalism74–78, which may lead one to suspect it pro-
vides a general foundation for optimal control beyond the
Markovian limit. This is not, however, the case, because
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the evolution of the density operator is not sufficient to
determine multi-time correlations35,79, which are the key
object in optimal control. To explain this last point, con-
sider the problem of choosing a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian, contained in the propagators in Fig. 2, to reach
some state |σ⟩. The probability of success is the multi-
time correlation function, ⟨|σ⟩ ⟨σ|U4U3U2U1⟩, where ⟨⟩
denotes the average over the environment and system.
Thus, quantum optimal control demands a description of
the environment in terms of multi-time correlation func-
tions. This information is captured by the process ten-
sor, but not necessarily by the Nakajima-Zwanzig mem-
ory kernel. This implies that one can obtain the memory
kernel from the process tensor32,73, but not the reverse.

Despite this, one could implement optimal control us-
ing Eq. (29). The difficulty is that the memory kernel
depends on the system Hamiltonian, and so would need
to be computed, for example using perturbation theory,
for every different control. This will make the method
inherently less efficient than those which use the process
tensor. An exception occurs if the memory kernel is inde-
pendent of the system Hamiltonian, as it is, for example,
for the independent boson model80. In the literature one
can also find phenomenological models for the memory
kernel where it is taken to be system independent68–70.
While this would greatly simplify the calculation, the as-
sumption is only correct when the noise experienced by
the system comes from an external source, and not for a
system coupled to an environment81.

In light of these exceptions, we consider the computa-
tional difficulty of implementing the adjoint method and
optimal control using Eq. (29), assuming a fixed memory
kernel. It can be rewritten as

ρk+1 =

k∑
j=0

Tkjρj , (30)

where Tkj is known as the transfer tensor32,44,71,72. We
can implement a memory cutoff TC , such that Tj+TC ,j =
0. Then the cost of using Eq. (30) to advance T time
steps will be O(TTCS

4) in the long time limit T ≫ TC .
Since the propagation is linear in the density matrix, the
adjoint method will have this same time complexity.

C. Hierarchical equations of motion

The method of Hierarchical Equations Of Motion
(HEOM) is an exact approach that has been very suc-
cessful in the study of structured environments13,19–23,
and has been applied in quantum optimal control82. It
relies on approximating the bath correlation function by

ρ0

〈
0⃗
∣∣∣

∣∣∣⃗0〉

O

O

O

O

FIG. 7. Diagram of the PT-MPO implementation from
HEOM. The MPOs at different times are now all equal. The
final process tensor is obtained by projecting the initial and
final MPO on the empty state

∣∣∣⃗0〉.

a finite series of exponentials,

C(t− τ) =

M∑
j=1

αje
iγj(t−τ),

C∗(t− τ) =

M∑
j=1

α̃je
iγj(t−τ), (31)

where the parameters αk, α̃k and γk are to be obtained
by fitting the bath spectral function. Expanding the Li-
ouville equation and identifying recurring terms, one can
obtain a set of coupled equations of motion for auxil-
iary density matrices, ρn⃗. In Liouville space, the coupled
equations of motion are

∂t
∣∣ρn⃗〉 =LS

∣∣ρn⃗〉+ i

M∑
k=1

nkγk
∣∣ρn⃗〉

− i

M∑
k=1

(S ⊗ I − I ⊗ S)
∣∣ρn⃗+u⃗k

〉
− i

M∑
k=1

nk (αkS ⊗ I − I ⊗ α̃kS)
∣∣ρn⃗−u⃗k

〉
, (32)

together with the initial conditions∣∣∣ρ0⃗(t)〉 = |ρS(t)⟩∣∣∣ρk⃗ ̸=0⃗(0)
〉
= 0⃗. (33)

The equations are truncated to include N auxiliary den-
sity matrices, which together with the number of expo-
nentials M sets the level of approximation. Because the
equations only couple adjacent levels of the hierarchy,
they can be efficiently integrated to obtain the resulting
reduced density matrix, which is the central idea of the
HEOM method. In Ref. 83 it was shown that HEOM can
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be recasted into the PT formalism. This is done by em-
bedding the auxiliary density matrices into an extended
Liouville space,

|R⟩ =
∑
n

∣∣ρn⃗〉⊗ |n⃗⟩ , (34)

with dim[|R⟩] = S4N . The dynamics of the extended
density matrix are given by

∂t |R⟩ =LS |R⟩+ iγ⃗ · ⃗̂N |R⟩

− i

M∑
k=1

(S ⊗ I − I ⊗ S)A†
k |R⟩

− i

M∑
k=1

N̂k (αkS ⊗ I − I ⊗ α̃kS)Ak |R⟩

= LS |R⟩+ Lint |R⟩ , (35)

where we introduced the number operators N̂k, as well
as the raising and lowering operators A†

k, Ak. Eq.(35)
can be integrated, and the reduced density matrix can
be obtained as

⟨µN |ρS(N∆t)⟩ = ⟨µN , 0|R(N∆t)⟩

= ⟨0| F{α,β}
∑
µ

(∏
k

U
µk+1βk

k U
αkµk−1

k

)
⟨µ0|R(0)⟩

= ⟨0| F{α,β} |0⟩
∑
µ

(∏
k

U
µk+1βk

k U
αkµk−1

k

)
⟨µ0|ρS(0)⟩ ,

(36)

where α, β denote indices in the system space and

F =

T∏
n=1

eL∆t (37)

is a PT with bond dimension given by the number of
auxiliary density matrices N . Solving HEOM is therefore
equivalent to constructing the process tensor F , noting
that the result needs to be projected back into the phys-
ical space to obtain the reduced system density matrix.
The tensor diagram corresponding to Eq. (36) is shown
in Fig. 7 .

Because the PT here is obtained without compression,
the tensors at each time step are all the same. This has
the advantage that only one tensor needs to be computed
and saved, at the expense of having a larger bond di-
mension. This advantage is also available in conjunction
with the compression, using a tensor-network contraction
scheme which produces a time-translationally invariant
PT-MPO83. This feature is particularly beneficial for
simulations with large numbers of time steps. On the
other hand, when the PT-MPO is compressed using the
Jørgensen-Pollock scheme44 in OQuPy35 one finds that
the bond dimension is reduced at the beginning and the

end of the process, where memory effects are less impor-
tant.

The tensors in the PT produced by HEOM are sparse
because of the hierarchical structure, and this can be ex-
ploited to reduce the scaling in their contraction from
O(N2) to O(N). However, the number of auxiliary den-
sity matrices which are used for typical HEOM calcu-
lations84–87 is considerably larger than the bond dimen-
sions which arise, in our experience, when the PT-MPO is
constructed using SVD compression schemes. This is per-
haps not unexpected, because HEOM assumes a rather
specific representation of the environment, which or may
not be efficient depending on the problem being consid-
ered.

Furthermore, in certain cases the truncation of the
HEOM hierarchy leads to instabilities. This is the case
when using low temperature, as many Matsubara modes
need to be included in the exponential decomposition
of the bath correlation function86,88. HEOM has been
used to implement optimal control82, and there have been
many extensions to the method, such as better ways to
implement low temperature86,89, or using tensor network
techniques to improve efficiency87,90,91.

D. Stochastic methods

An alternative class of approaches, to the ones dis-
cussed so far, are the various stochastic methods for the
study of structured baths. Some of these methods are
very similar to each other, if not outright equivalent92–94.
We discuss two of the most commonly applied methods
to illustrate the stochastic approach.

1. Stochastic Liouville

Based on early work by Anderson95 and Kubo96,
the stochastic Liouville (SL) method has been used
extensively97–99. The method accounts for the effect of
the environment by coupling the system to a stochastic
field, Ω(t), as

Ĥ(t) = ĤS + Ŝ Ω(t). (38)

The properties of the environment are then encoded in
the statistics of the stochastic field. This can be used
as a phenomenological model97. However, assuming that
Ω(t) is a Gaussian-Markovian process characterized by
the correlation

⟨Ω(t)Ω(τ)⟩ =
M∑
j=1

αje
iγj(t−τ), (39)

the SL method reproduces HEOM20, meaning that the
method can also be used to fully replicate the effect of a
particular environment.
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(a)

µ

ν

= Uµν
SB(ξ

i
k, ν

i
k)

↓

(a)

µ

ν

i

j

= Uµν
SB(ξ

i
k, ν

i
k)δij

↓

(b)

FIG. 8. (a) Time-evolution operator for the Markovian bath,
which is transformed into a 4 legged-tensor, by indexing the
noise configurations and adding a Kronecker delta. (b) The
physical process tensor is obtained by contracting the tensors
and tracing over the external legs, represented by the caps.
The bond dimension of the PT corresponds to the number of
noise configurations considered.

2. Stochastic Liouville-von Neumann

The stochastic Liouville-von Neumann24–27 (SLVN)
method takes a different starting point, based on the in-
fluence functional F(s, s′) for a system coupled to a bath
of harmonic oscillators. Here s, s′ represent coordinates
of the system associated with the forward (backward)
part of the time evolution of the density matrix. Per-
forming a change of variables, x = s− s′, r = (s+ s′)/2,
the influence functional can be rewritten as a Gaussian
integral over two complex auxiliary fields,

F(x, r) =

∫
D[ξ]

∫
D[ν]W [ξ, ξ∗, ν, ν∗]

× exp

[
i

∫ t

t0

dτ(ξ(τ)x(τ) + iν(τ)r(τ))

]
. (40)

The probability distribution W [ξ, ξ∗, ν, ν∗] is fixed by im-
posing

⟨ξ(t)ξ(t′)]⟩W = Re[C(t− t′)]

⟨ξ(t)ν(t′)⟩W = 2iθ(t− t′) Im[C(t− t′)]

⟨ν(t)ν(t′)⟩W = 0, (41)

where the averages are taking with respect to the proba-
bility distribution W , and C(t−t′) is the bath correlation
function. We can now obtain the reduced density matrix
as the average of stochastic density matrices,

ρS(t) = ⟨ρ(ξ, ν, t)⟩W , (42)

where the stochastic system density matrices evolves ac-
cording to the Liouvillian

iρ̇(ξ, ν, t) =[H0, ρ(ξ, ν, t)] (43)

− ξ(t)[S, ρ(ξ, ν, t)]− 1

2
ν(t){S, ρ(ξ, ν, t)}.

Here S is the system operator which appears in the
system-bath coupling, and is σz/2 in the case of Eq. (24).
Other stochastic methods, such as non-Markovian quan-
tum state diffusion100–103 and stochastic decoupling92,93

follow similar approaches.
The resulting Liouvillian can be decomposed into a

system term LS and an interaction term LSB , describing
the Markovian evolution of the stochastic density matrix.
All memory effects are encoded in the correlation of the
stochastic fields and they become evident when we per-
form the average over noise configurations. Suppose that
the noise configurations are indexed by a variable i. For
a particular configuration, Trotterization results in the
step

ρµk

k (ξi, νi) =
∑

µk−1νk

Uµkνk

SB (ξik, ν
i
k)U

νkµk−1

S ρ
µk−1

k−1 , (44)

where the arguments of USB are the values of the stochas-
tic fields at the time step k. Consider the tensor

O[k]µνij = Uµν
SB(ξ

i
k, ν

i
k)δij , (45)

shown in Fig. 8(a), where the additional legs label the
particular noise configuration. The physical PT is ob-
tained by averaging over noise configurations. This can
be done by contracting the bond legs of the tensors O[k],
and summing over the first and last leg, as shown dia-
gramatically in Fig. 8(b). In this way we can construct a
PT-MPO representation of the stochastic Liouville equa-
tion, with a constant bond dimension which corresponds
to the number of trajectories sampled.

The bond dimension of the resulting physical PT de-
pends on the number of noise configurations, or trajecto-
ries, averaged. The efficiency of the method therefore
heavily depends on how the trajectories are sampled.
This is usually done randomly, as there is no way of
knowing a priori which trajectories are the most relevant
ones. From this perspective, the observation that the
SVD compression algorithms lead, in many cases, to PT-
MPOs with small bond dimensions, may be interpreted
in terms of them selecting the most relevant trajectories.

Furthermore, stochastic simulations typically suffer
from instabilities, particularly in the long time limit.
This is why other dynamical methods, such as HEOM
or PT-based methods, have been favoured recently92.
Nonetheless, stochastic methods can prove useful in the
short-time regime, or complement other methods in a hy-
brid approach104,105, and have also been used in quantum
optimal control106.

E. Augmented systems

The effect of structured environments can also be mod-
eled by coupling the system to auxiliary modes which are
in turn coupled to a Markovian bath15–18. The enlarged
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1

2

3

4

FIG. 9. Diagram for the system density matrix evolution.
Open (white) circles correspond to propagators of the auxil-
iary system. Bath MPOs do not couple to each other due to
Markovianity, but do so through the auxiliary system. The
shaded region inside the dashed line corresponds to the pro-
cess tensor of the combined bath plus auxiliary degrees of
freedom.

system composed by the physical system and the auxil-
iary modes evolves as

ρS+A = (LS(u⃗) + LSA + LA)ρS+A, (46)

where LS(u⃗), containing the control parameters, acts
solely on the system, LSA includes the interaction of
system and auxiliary modes, and LA, acting solely on
the auxiliary modes, includes a Lindblad dissipator mod-
elling the effect of a Markovian bath. After Trotteriza-
tion, we have

ρS+A,T =

(
T∏

k=1

UAUSAUS(tk)

)
ρS+A,0. (47)

By defining O = UAUSA, we have

ρµTαT

S+A,T =
∑

α0...αT−1

{µ},{ν}

(
T∏

k=1

Oµkνk
αkαk−1

U
νkµk−1

S (tk)

)
ρµ0α0

S+A,0,

(48)

where µ, α denote the system and auxiliary degrees of
freedom, respectively. After taking the trace over the

auxiliary degrees of freedom, we have

ρµT

S,T =
∑
{α},

{µ},{ν}

(
T∏

k=1

Oµkνk
αkαk−1

U
νkµk−1

S (tk)

)
ρµ0α0

S+A,0

=
∑

{µ},{ν}

∑
{α}

T∏
k=1

Oµkνk
αkαk−1

ρα0

A,0


×

(
T∏

k=1

U
νkµk−1

S (tk)

)
ρµ0

S,0

=
∑

{µ},{ν}

F µ⃗ν⃗

(
T∏

k=1

U
νkµk−1

S (tk)

)
ρµ0

S,0. (49)

That is precisely the expression for a process tensor with
bond dimension equal to the dimensionality of the auxil-
iary space. The corresponding diagram is shown in Fig. 9.

The usefulness of the method depends on how efficient
the representation of the bath is in terms of the auxil-
iary modes. This decomposition is not unique, and the
methods do not ensure that a minimal representation is
obtained. Nonetheless, once the process tensor is con-
structed in terms of the auxiliary modes, tensor network
techniques can be employed to further compress the pro-
cess tensor.

V. GENERALIZATIONS IN THE PROCESS TENSOR
FRAMEWORK

In the above we have focused on the problem of de-
termining a time-dependent Hamiltonian, or more gener-
ally sequence of unitary operations, that steers a system
towards a target state at a particular time. A powerful
feature of the process tensor, however, is that it describes
a general process in which a quantum system is subject
to interventions. This structure makes it straightforward
to consider more general problems, such as the optimiza-
tion of trajectories, and the inclusion of measurements
and feedback in the control32.

Since we focused on state transfer, we only looked at
terminal costs. Although less common in quantum opti-
mal control, in some applications it might be beneficial
to also include running costs. For example, if we want
to minimize the strength of the control operations. Run-
ning costs are less straightforward to deal with than ter-
minal costs within the PT framework, however, it would
be possible to adapt the approach used in classical opti-
mal control of introducing an additional variable which
tracks the running cost107. The complication is that the
propagation of this additional variable may propagate
nonlinearly.

One can also be interested in optimizing quantities
related to the environment, such as the heat currents
flowing between system and bath. For Gaussian envi-
ronments (like the ones implemented in OQuPy), any
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multi-time correlator of the environment can be obtained
from the correlations in the system108, which can be ob-
tained efficiently using the PT. For other general types
of environment, counting fields can be introduced in the
calculation of the process tensor to obtain the desired
quantities109.

Finally, new methods are being developed within the
framework of the process tensor. One example is the
periodic-boundary PT obtained adapting the iTEBD al-
gorithm used in MPS83. Combining the optimization
methods described here with this algorithm would allow
one to more efficiently optimize the controls needed to
reach a target steady-state, without the need to simulate
the dynamics for large number of time-steps.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we analyzed some of the most common
methods used to simulate open quantum systems cou-
pled to structured environments. By expressing the dif-
ferent methods in terms of process tensors it is possible to
compare the efficiency of the methods, and in particular
their suitability for optimization calculations, directly by
comparing their bond dimension. In the case of TDVP,
one cannot construct an equivalent process tensor, and
therefore we analyzed the implementation of the adjoint
method independently, in order to compare with the rest
of the methods.

All methods rely on reducing the effective dimension-
ality of the environment. The methods which use SVD
compression schemes to compute the PT-MPOs have the
advantage that they can, and in our experience often do,
numerically discover an efficient representation of the en-
vironment. The other approaches make more assump-
tions about how to represent the environment, suggest-
ing they will not perform as well in general, although
they may perhaps perform better in specific cases. Fur-
thermore, two of these other methods present particular
advantages that are worth considering. At the expense
of accuracy, we find the the simplicity of the TDVP ap-
proach can reduce considerably the cost of doing opti-
mization. This can be useful when qualitative results
are sufficient. HEOM also provides several advantages.
While generally resulting in a larger bond dimension com-
pared to PT-MPO, the hierarchical structure could be
exploited to reduce the scaling cost of the contraction,
and could result in similar efficiency to PT-MPO if ten-
sor network compression techniques are implemented on
top of the conventional approach.
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