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ABSTRACT

Understanding the quantum control landscape (QCL) is important for designing effective quantum control strategies. In this
study, we analyze the QCL for a single two-level quantum system (qubit) using various control strategies. We employ Principal
Component Analysis (PCA), to visualize and analyze the QCL for higher dimensional control parameters. Our results indicate
that dimensionality reduction techniques such as PCA, can play an important role in understanding the complex nature of
quantum control in higher dimensions. Evaluations of traditional control techniques and machine learning algorithms reveal that
Genetic Algorithms (GA) outperform Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD), while Q-learning (QL) shows great promise compared
to Deep Q-Networks (DQN) and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO). Additionally, our experiments highlight the importance of
reward function design in DQN and PPO demonstrating that using immediate reward results in improved performance rather
than delayed rewards for systems with short time steps. A study of solution space complexity was conducted by using Cluster
Density Index (CDI) as a key metric for analyzing the density of optimal solutions in the landscape. The CDI reflects cluster
quality and helps determine whether a given algorithm generates regions of high fidelity or not. Our results provide insights into
effective quantum control strategies, emphasizing the significance of parameter selection and algorithm optimization.

1 Introduction
As the demand for advanced computational capabilities continues to rise, there is a growing need for alternatives to solve
complex problems that are either beyond the reach of classical computers or could use a boost with improved computational
capability. Quantum computing has emerged as a viable alternative with the potential to tackle certain classes of problems
currently not amenable with today’s classical algorithms, such as factoring large numbers (Shor’s algorithm) [1], or speeding
up certain algorithms as in quantum machine learning [2]. However, the inherent fragility of quantum states means that to
harness this potential, effective quantum control strategies are essential for manipulating quantum states. In order to design an
effective control strategy it is therefore important to understand the quantum control landscape (QCL).

The QCL refers to the multidimensional space of control variables and represents the relationship between the control
parameters of a quantum system and the associated performance measures, such as the distribution of candidate optimal
solutions in any local neighborhood or the trajectories through control space to the optimal solution [3, 4]. The study of QCLs
is critical for understanding the controllability, and corresponding optimality, that is achievable by manipulating the quantum
systems using, e.g., external control fields. Exploration of this landscape helps in identifying the optimal path a quantum system
takes during a transition to a target state [5]. By varying the properties of the control pulses (i.e. applying variable external
fields), the state of the system can be driven to a desired state from its initial configuration [6].

For a closed system, the process during which this change in the state occurs is governed by the time-dependent Schrödinger
equation

ih̄
∂

∂ t
|ψ(t)⟩= H(t) |ψ(t)⟩ (1)

where H(t) is the Hamiltonian of the system which describes the total energy and |ψ(t)⟩ is the time evolved state of the system.
In general, solving (1) is a difficult problem for an arbitrary time-dependence. One approach is to determine |ψ(t)⟩ using a
discrete time analysis by assuming the overall evolution time, T , is divided into N equal partitions of size ∆t = T/N such that
the state at time t +∆t is given by

|ψ(t +∆t)⟩= e−
i
h̄ H(t)∆t |ψ(t)⟩ (2)
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In quantum control problems it is common to express the time-dependence in the Hamiltonian, H(t) as

H(t) = Hd +u(t)Hc (3)

where Hd is the drift Hamiltonian and u(t)Hc is the control Hamiltonian. The objective of quantum control is, therefore, to find
a u(t) that will maximize the probability of achieving some target objective, e.g. evolving to a given final state [7, 8]. The cost
function for the control is then given by the quantum state fidelity

F = | ⟨ψ(T )|Ψ⟩ |2 (4)

where |ψ(T )⟩ is the state at the end of the evolution and |Ψ⟩ is the desired target state.
The QCL allows us to analyze the complexity of the solution space by plotting the combination of discrete field values that

will result in high target state fidelity values. While for simple piece-wise constant pulses consisting of only two segments, i.e.
N = 2, the full QCL can be plotted, in order to visually inspect the complexity of the solution space for higher dimensions, i.e.
N > 2, we need to resort to the use of dimensionality reduction techniques.

Finding the right combination of control parameters which will result in achieving a desired target is a complex task that
requires the use of different optimization algorithms. There is a rich body of work exploring different approaches, including
notable examples such as Gradient Ascent Pulse Engineering (GRAPE) [9], stochastic gradient descent (SGD)-based works
such as [10], and reinforcement learning (RL)-based approaches as demonstrated in [11].

In this work, the performance and suitability of traditional optimization algorithms, such as SGD, genetic algorithms (GA),
and RL algorithms, for exploring the QCL are presented. The high level description of the state transfer problem and steps
followed in our work is presented in Fig. 1. We focus on the control of a single two-level quantum system (qubit) initially in
state |0⟩ and aim to perform a bit flip operation to state |1⟩ as seen in Fig. 1(a) using a control pulse. The qubit’s evolution is
governed by (2) and (3), leading to a piece-wise constant control signal, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b). The QCL for different input
combinations is generated using a brute-force approach (for later comparison), the results for each parameter are passed through
a 2 component PCA to obtain a 2D landscape and the PCA loadings (which will be used in later stages of the analysis). Details
of this are presented in section 3. Following this, Fig. 1(c), shows the experiments we perform using different optimization
algorithms to generate the control pulses (we refer to section 4). After the control pulses are generated, they are passed through
PCA (using PCA loadings from previous step) to obtain the 2D landscape. Once the 2D landscapes are plotted, we perform
a number of analyses to better understand the complexity of the landscape, and find the algorithms which can explore the
landscape well. Details of this can be found in sections 5 and 6.

Figure 1. High level diagram: The basic steps involved in this work: (a) the state transfer problem, (b) the brute-force solution
(by converting the continuous control signal into discrete values ), (c) optimization algorithms based solution

The main contributions of this work are:

• Investigation of how well different algorithms explore the solution space / landscape with the view to characterize the
potential suitability of different techniques.

• Introduced Dimensionality Reduction (DR) techniques to visualize and study higher dimensional quantum control
landscapes
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• Designed proper RL networks and reward signals specifically for short time step (small steps per episode) quantum
control problems

• Analysis of the solution space complexity - to better understand how easy or difficult it is to find high fidelity solutions in
certain regions of the landscape and which algorithms are best suited for this.

2 Prior Related work
The study of QCLs is well established at this point and one of the key insights we can extract from QCL analysis is whether the
landscape is trap-free or it contains local minima that can hinder optimization [6]. It therefore follows that understanding the
structure of the landscape can help avoid these traps and improve the efficiency of control strategies [6]. When no constraints
are imposed on the available controls for the system, the QCL is devoid of local minima and is trap-free [12]. However, in
many real-world scenarios, some constraints are unavoidable. As shown, for example, in [13], the QCL is not trap-free in most
practical situations where constraints are imposed on the system, making it necessary to use more sophisticated optimization
techniques to escape traps.

In Ref. [7], the authors conducted a detailed analysis of the QCL for a single qubit bit-flip using a two-parameter control
system for various evolution times, both below and above the so-called quantum speed limit [14]. The quantum speed limit,
Tmin sets a fundamental lower bound on the time necessary to connect two quantum states and for a single qubit its value can be
analytically determined as in [15, 16]. Their findings indicate that for T/Tmin < 1, the landscape is relatively simple, featuring
only a single global maximum but importantly with a fidelity, F < 1. As the total evolution time is increased well beyond the
quantum speed limit, the landscape becomes more complex and there are a number of local maxima which are able to achieve
perfect state transfer. We extend their work to explore details of the landscape in higher dimensions, and how the possible
ridges and valleys in higher dimensions can influence the solution space.

It is worth highlighting that the QCL can also reveal important physical insights into the underlying quantum dynamics. For
example, the presence of broad plateaus or ridges in the landscape may suggest that a wide range of control parameters can
achieve near-optimal performance, highlighting the robustness of certain quantum systems to noise and perturbations[17, 6].
On the contrary, if a quantum system has steep landscapes, this suggests that the system is highly sensitive and it requires more
precise control strategies to find the optimal control pulses.

In order to study the details of the QCL at higher dimensions, a technique to reduce the number of dimensions or features
of a dataset while retaining as much information as possible is necessary. Dimensionality reduction algorithms such as
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [18], t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE) [19] and Uniform Manifold
Approximation and Projection for Dimension Reduction (UMAP) [20] are among the most commonly used techniques. The
decision of choosing which algorithm to use depends on several factors including how sensitive the algorithm is to small
changes in its parameters and how well the algorithm preserves the structure of the data after applying it. There are studies
into these details (e.g. [21]) that can assist in this decision process. For example, authors in Ref. [22] applied dimensionality
reduction in quantum gate calibration, PCA is used in Ref. [23] to visualize the loss landscape in neural networks, and in
Ref. [24] PCA is used to project quantum control trajectories into three dimensions. Both t-SNE and UMAP require tuning
parameters that significantly influence the results, often leading to inconsistent outcomes that can be difficult to interpret [25].
For instance, t-SNE relies on parameters such as perplexity, learning rate, and the number of iterations, while UMAP depends
on the number of neighbors and minimum distance between points. In contrast, PCA requires only the number of principal
components to be specified, making it simpler to use and resulting in more stable and interpretable outcomes. For these reasons
(and also based on initial experimentation with each of these methods), we will focus on PCA to visualise the QCL.

The QCL is typically studied using various optimization techniques to find the best control parameters that guide the
system. Traditional control algorithms including Gradient-based methods, Genetic Algorithms (GA) and Bang-Bang Control
are widely used for navigating the QCL and optimizing control parameters. While the authors in Ref. [10] introduced a central
difference based gradient approach (self guided quantum tomography) and argued this iterative approach is more efficient than
other methods, those in Ref. [26] utilized genetic algorithms for optimal quantum state control and claimed they observed
fast preparation times, and resilience to noise when using genetic algorithms. The drawbacks of gradient-based algorithms
is that they can get trapped in local minima, especially in systems with complex landscapes, and their sensitivity to initial
conditions [27]. While GAs can avoid local minima more effectively than gradient-based methods, they may still suffer from
inefficiencies in high-dimensional search spaces [28]. Authors in Ref. [29] introduced an analytical robust quantum control
approach that not only yields explicit constraints on the control field but also ensure that the leading-order noise-induced errors
in a qubit’s evolution cancel exactly.

In recent years, Reinforcement Learning (RL) based approaches have emerged as alternatives for quantum optimal
control. The major advantage of RL is its ability to explore vast control landscapes autonomously, finding creative control
solutions that may be difficult for traditional methods to uncover. For instance, authors in Ref. [30] used trusted-region-
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policy-optimization (TRPO) RL algorithms to train agents for the control of two-qubit unitary gates by adding control noise
into training environments and they found the agent demonstrates a two-order-of-magnitude reduction in average-gate-error
compared to gradient based methods. This shows that RL algorithms are robust to noise and model uncertainties because they
can adapt to noisy environments by learning policies that are more resilient to fluctuations in control parameters, making them
practical for real-world quantum systems where noise and environmental factors affect control fidelity. RL algorithms can also
handle high-dimensional control spaces and complex quantum dynamics by learning from interactions with the environment,
thus reducing the need for precise system modeling. In Ref. [31], the authors trained a model-free RL agent which learns
through trial-and-error interaction with the quantum system and hence there is no need for the precise modeling of the physical
system. They concluded that this is of immediate relevance allowing the adaptation of quantum control policies to the specific
system in which they are deployed and complete elimination of model bias.

Different RL based methods were compared with traditional optimization techniques in Ref. [11], where the authors
demonstrated that RL algorithms (TQL [32], DQN [33] and PG [34]) can outperform traditional methods (SGD [10] and
Krotov [35]) when the problem size is scaled up. The authors showed that for a relatively small number of iterations (up to 500)
SGD would fail to reach optimal solutions compared with ML techniques, however it is worth noting that allowing SGD more
iterations can result in improved performance as detailed in section 4.

Despite RL-based algorithms showing better performance, there are drawbacks to using RL in quantum control. RL methods
often require a large number of training episodes, particularly for complex quantum systems. Additionally, RL systems are
sensitive to hyper-parameters, such as the learning rate and exploration-exploitation trade-off, which must be carefully tuned
for optimal performance [32]. In this work, an effort is made to answer the question of when one should consider using RL
techniques, which RL methods are beneficial, and which are excessive by visualizing the landscape and studying the solution
space complexity.

Indeed, the fact that there are different options for quantum control notwithstanding, there has been limited research into
visualizing and understanding the QCL in higher-dimensional parameter spaces. Therefore, this work contributes by providing:
(a) a framework for the exploration and visualization of QCL in such complex spaces and (b) algorithms that we can utilize to
get optimal control pulses, offering new insights and tools for optimizing quantum control.

3 Visualizing Higher Dimensional Landscapes Using Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
PCA is a statistical technique for dimensionality reduction that transforms a higher dimensional data set into a lower dimensional
representation. It seeks to maximise the amount of information retained while reducing the dimensionality of the data. By
projecting data onto a new set of orthogonal axes, called principal components, PCA identifies the directions of maximum
variance in the data. The first principal component accounts for the largest possible variance, with each subsequent component
capturing the next highest variance under the constraint of being orthogonal to the preceding components. This process helps in
extracting key features and making it easier to visualize and analyze high-dimensional datasets.

By applying PCA on 3-parameter or 4-parameter quantum landscapes, we can create 2-dimensional visualisations of the
landscapes which can allow us to gain insight into the complexities and characteristics of the QCL for the Hamiltonian. To
make things concrete, in this work we focus on the QCL generated for N-parameter pulses, i.e. the continuous control field
u(t) over total evolution time T is divided into N equal partitions (time steps), each partition with its corresponding amplitude,
resulting in a piece-wise constant function for u(t). We consider the evolution of a single qubit with T/Tmin = 2, initial state of
|0⟩ and target state of |1⟩ where |0⟩ and |1⟩ are the eigenstates of σz and assume the system is governed by the Hamiltonian

H(t) =
σx

2
+2u(t)σz (5)

The Hamiltonian in Eq. (5) is closely related to the celebrated Landau-Zener model which captures a remarkably diverse range
of physical settings, as discussed, for example in Ref. [36] and we refer to Refs. [7, 15] where similar control techniques as will
be considered below were employed.

The two parameter and three parameter quantum landscapes resulting from using brute-force combination of 100 values for
each parameter in the range [-1, 1] are shown in Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b. As can be seen from Fig. 2b, details of the landscape for the
3 parameter case are hard to see. (Note: throughout this paper, the axis labels a1, a2, and a3 represent parameter 1, parameter
2, and parameter 3, respectively, while pc1 and pc2 denote principal component 1 and principal component 2). In order to
see underlying properties of the landscape for higher dimensions, we apply PCA with two principal components on the raw
brute-force data points which results in the landscapes shown in Fig. 2c. The landscapes in Fig. 2 show both the high fidelity
(red) and low fidelity (blue) regions. As the target is to achieve a high-fidelity state transfer, we can gain more insight into the
space of effective control protocols by focusing on only regions with high target state fidelity, i.e. F > 0.95, shown in Fig. 3.

As it is evident from the PCA representation of the landscapes in Fig. 3, higher dimensional landscapes are filled with more
high fidelity regions as compared to the low dimensional landscapes. From this observation, it is clear that by dividing the total
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2. Quantum landscape using brute-force data: (a) 2 parameter [7], (b) 3 parameter, and (c) 3 parameter after applying
PCA. Data points were created by generating every possible combination of values in the range [-1, 1] for each axis, with each
axis divided into 100 intervals. Axis labels a1, a2 and a3 represent parameters 1, 2 and 3 in each axis, pc1 and pc2 represent the
first two principal components.

evolution time T in to more partitions (hence high dimensional landscape), we increase the chances of finding more control
signals that will result in high fidelity (complete population transfer).

Clearly, we cannot simply try the brute-force combination of inputs for more than a small number of parameters and hope
we can land in a combination which will result in high fidelity. Instead, in order to generate a control pulse with reasonably
good fidelity, we use optimization algorithms such as SGD, GA, QL, DQN or PPO to find a control signal which will drive
our system into its target state effectively. Details of these algorithms and the experimental setups for each experiment are
discussed next.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3. Quantum control landscape after applying PCA and extracting regions of high fidelity (fidelity above 0.95): (a) Two
parameter, (b) Three parameter, and (c) Four parameter, the dataset which is used to generate these plots is generated using a
brute-force combination of inputs in the range [-1, 1]

4 Experimental Setup and Computational Techniques
We can study the QCL generated when using SGD, GA, QL, DQN and PPO for N-parameter optimization using (5). In order to
generate the QCLs as a function of fidelity, we run 1000 experiments for each algorithm, hence generated 1000 data-points, we
then pass the results through a 2 component PCA to visualize the landscape in 2D. Since the results of the PCA will depend on
the number of data-points available, we first generated PCA loadings for 2, 3, and 4 parameters using data points created by the
brute force combination of possible values between [-1, 1]. PCA loadings represent the coefficients assigned to the original
variables when forming the principal components and they indicate the contribution of each original feature to the principal
components. These PCA loadings are then used to transform the 2, 3 and 4 parameter results from the above five algorithms to
a 2-component PCA transformation. In our study, Numpy and Qutip [37] libraries are used to represent the quantum states and
other related vectors and matrices resulting during the optimization process. A minimum infidelity (1-fidelity) value of 0.001
is used, and when the infidelity value from a certain algorithm is below this value, we assume the target is achieved and the
algorithm exits the optimization loop immediately. A brief summary of the algorithms used in this work is presented below.
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4.1 SGD with Momentum
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) is an optimization algorithm that is used to minimize the cost function (difference between
target value and calculated value) in optimization problems. In the context of quantum control, SGD can be used to generate
control pulses that would drive the initial state towards the target state as much as possible. Starting from a list of random values
whose length is equal to the number of parameters, N, these values are iteratively updated by generating a set of infinitesimally
small values which are added to or subtracted from the initial random values, until a pulse that can result in high fidelity (above
the target fidelity threshold) is found or the total number of iterations are exhausted.

To improve the convergence time of the traditional central difference based SGD algorithm used in [10] and [11], we
can add a momentum term. This addition results in improved performance when compared with the implementation without
momentum. A learning rate of 0.01, and a momentum of 0.95 are used. The initial pulses consist of a set of random values
between -1 and 1, with a length equal to the number of parameters N. Unlike the 500 iterations used in [11], a maximum
iteration of 10,000 is used as the stopping criteria for the SGD so that the algorithm has enough time to find optimal results and
avoid sub-optimal regions. If the algorithm is unable to find an optimal control pulse after the max iterations are exhausted, the
control pulse from the final iteration is returned.

4.2 Genetic Algorithm (GA)
Genetic algorithms (GA), a class of optimization techniques inspired by the principles of natural selection and genetics, operate
by evolving a population of candidate solutions through iterative processes of selection, crossover, and mutation, aiming to
improve the solutions over successive generations based on fitness criteria.

In the context of quantum control, the genes will be the possible pulse amplitudes (we limit number of genes to be 100 in
the range to [-1, 1] in our experiment), the chromosome will represent the complete control pulse of length N, the population
will be the collection of the chromosomes, and we use a mutation rate of 0.3. The length of each chromosome will be equal to
the number of parameters we are interested in. The fitness function is, naturally, the fidelity of the system after the selected
chromosome is tested for its performance using the given Hamiltonian. In every iteration, chromosomes that are among the top
30 percent of the population (based on their fitness value) and those that are in the last 20 percent are selected to be part of
the next generation of the population. The decision to include those in the bottom 20 percent is to enable the algorithm have
enough genetic variations in the cross over and mutation stages of the algorithm. To keep the total population constant, the
remaining 50 percent of the population is accounted for by generating new population through crossover and mutation. The
initial population and chromosomes are generated by selecting genes randomly.

In our experiments, we limit the algorithm to have a maximum of 50 generations. If a chromosome that meets the fitness
criteria is found early, it is returned; otherwise, the iteration continues until the final generation, after which the top chromosome
based on fitness value is selected.

4.3 Q-Learning (QL)
Q-Learning is a model-free reinforcement learning algorithm that enables an agent to learn optimal actions within an environment
by interacting with it. It operates by learning a Q-value function, which estimates the expected cumulative reward for taking a
particular action in a given state and following an optimal policy thereafter. Through trial and error, Q-Learning updates these
Q-values iteratively, using observed rewards to refine future decisions. This process allows the agent to eventually converge on
an optimal policy, even without prior knowledge of the environment’s dynamics.

QL in a given environment is characterized by two important variables: the state of the system/agent at any given
time/episode and the action space of the system. While the state represents a snapshot of the environment at a given time, the
action space of a QL algorithm is defined as the set of all possible actions an agent can take in a given environment, that change
the agent’s state and influence the rewards it receives, when executed. For our quantum control problem, the action space is
represented by the set of possible amplitudes the pulse can have, where we limit this to be 100 values in the range [-1, 1].

The ‘state’ of QL in our quantum control problem is represented by the state of the qubit at a given time in the evolution
process. We use QL with epsilon-greedy strategy, where we explore the environment with a probability of ε and exploit the
system by choosing the actions that have high Q-values with a probability of 1-ε . Because our quantum control problem has
very short (i.e., few) time steps / episodes, the value of ε is set to 0.1 (10% exploration and 90% exploitation), to focus more on
exploitation than exploration. In this work, a learning rate of 0.001 and a reward decay factor of 0.9 are employed. The reward
values are assigned as follows: -1 if the infidelity exceeds 0.5, 10 if the infidelity is below 0.5, 100 if the infidelity is below 0.1,
and 500 if the infidelity is below 0.001. The initial actions are generated randomly. The maximum episodes the agent can take
is limited to 500, and if the agent does not find an optimal path during this time, the state of the system at the end of the episode
is returned.
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4.4 Deep Q-Network (DQN)
Deep Q-Learning (DQN) is an extension of the Q-Learning algorithm that incorporates deep neural networks to handle
environments with high-dimensional state spaces. While traditional Q-Learning relies on tabular representations (Q-table),
DQN uses a neural network to approximate the Q-value function, enabling it to scale to more complex tasks. By integrating
techniques like experience replay and target networks, DQN improves stability and convergence during training.

The action space and state of the DQN algorithm are the same as that of the QL algorithm. The neural network we use
is a simple 3 layer MLP (Multi Layer Perceptron) with hidden layers containing [64, 512, 256] units, respectively. Key
hyper-parameters include a learning rate of 0.0001, an exploration fraction of 0.25, and a reward discount factor of 0.000001.
Reward values are assigned as follows: 1 if the infidelity exceeds 0.5, 10 if the infidelity is below 0.5, 500 if the infidelity is
below 0.1, and 5000 if the infidelity is below 0.001. The implementation details of our DQN algorithm are as follows:

• We create a custom environment wrapped around gymnasium. Gymnasium [38] is a toolkit designed for developing
single agent RL algorithms by providing environments for common RL experiments or the possibility to define custom
environments, allowing researchers to easily design and run RL experiments tailored to specific needs.

• The neural net is implemented using Stable Baselines3. Stable Baseline3 [39] is another popular library that implements
state-of-the-art RL algorithms (like DQN and PPO) and simplifies the process of training, rapid experimentation and
deploying RL models in Gymnasium environments.

• The input to the neural net is the state of the system at current time step and the output of the neural net is the optimal
action for that state

4.5 Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO)
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) is a popular RL algorithm that strikes a balance between simplicity and efficiency. PPO
simplifies the optimization process while maintaining stable updates by using a clipped objective function to prevent large,
destabilizing policy updates, allowing for efficient learning across a variety of environments [40]. PPO is widely used in RL
due to its robustness, ease of implementation, and ability to perform well in both continuous and discrete action spaces.

Similar to DQN, we use Gymnasium to define a custom environment, where the action space, which consists of 100 discrete
values within the range [-1, 1], is represented by the set of possible actions the qubit can take, and the ‘state’ is represented by
the state of the qubit at a given time. For the PPO algorithm, we use the implementation by Stable Baselines3, and used a 3
layer MLP with [64, 512, 256] units in each layer as the PPO’s neural network. The following hyper-parameters are used in our
experiments: a learning rate of 0.0001, entropy coefficient of 0.25, and a reward discount factor of 0.000001. Reward values are
structured exactly the same to that of the DQN algorithm. For both DQN and PPO, initial actions are sampled from the action
space randomly. Whereas DQN and PPO are highly effective algorithms for complex tasks, their use in simpler problems may
be excessive. In such cases, the neural network could struggle to capture finer details, leading to sub-optimal learning.

5 Results Analysis and Discussion
In pursuit of discovering which algorithms among SGD, GA, QL, DQN and PPO are best at generating high fidelity control
pulses and are able to explore the quantum landscape effectively, we conduct 1,000 tests for the 2, 3, and 4 parameter cases for
each algorithm, and the resulting data points are passed through PCA to generate a 2D landscape.

Fig. 4(a-c) shows the results after running SGD for a maximum of 10,000 iterations. From the results in Fig. 4(a-c), we
observe that even though most points in the two dimensional quantum landscape correspond to high fidelity values, there are a
considerable number of points which are in the sub optimal (low fidelity) region even after giving the algorithm enough time to
converge (10,000 iterations). The presence of sub-optimal points suggests that SGD can struggle with convergence to globally
optimal solutions.

In Fig. 4(d-f), we present the resulting landscape when the approach used is GA. As can be seen in Fig. 4(d-f), and unlike
SGD, the GA results display high fidelity pulses across all parameter cases. This indicates that GA has a stronger capability to
explore the parameter space effectively and converge to optimal solutions. However, it is important to note that despite the
favorable results, GA may still encounter issues if the initial population is poorly sampled. Random initialization can trap
GA in sub-optimal regions, although such cases were not evident in our experiments. Overall, the GA demonstrates greater
robustness and reliability compared to SGD in generating high-fidelity pulses.

The results of our experiment using QL, after passing through PCA, are presented in Fig. 5. When compared to SGD,
QL produces a landscape that is close to the ideal brute-force landscape, with the data points concentrated in high-fidelity
regions. This suggests that QL, similar to GA, is a more capable algorithm for navigating quantum control landscapes, as it
consistently outperforms SGD in terms of generating optimal control pulses. This landscape demonstrates QL’s potential for
effective optimization in quantum control tasks.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 4. The quantum landscape when using SGD and GA for 1000 tests and after applying PCA (a) SGD - 2 parameter, (b)
SGD - 3 parameter, (c) SGD - 4 parameter, (d) GA - 2 parameter, (e) GA - 3 parameter, and (f) GA - 4 parameter

In the experiments we conduct using DQN and PPO, the results reveal important insights into reward structuring of these
algorithms. It was discovered that for problems requiring fewer steps per episode, as is the case for 2, 3, and 4 parameter
quantum control, delayed rewards often fail to guide the model towards optimal solutions due to the shorter episode length. On
the contrary, the model tends to achieve better results when immediate rewards are prioritized, as the system has less time to
accumulate delayed feedback effectively.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5. The quantum landscape when using QL for 1000 tests and after applying PCA (a) 2 parameter, (b) 3 parameter, and
(c) 4 parameter

As is the case with the other algorithms we discussed above, the experiments were repeated 1000 times and the results of
our experiment using DQN and PPO, after passing through PCA, are presented in Fig. 6. From the results in Fig. 6, we see that
the DQN and PPO results align closely (with the exception of the 4 parameter case) with those of QL and GA, suggesting
that reinforcement learning methods, when structured with appropriate reward schemes, offer strong potential for high-fidelity
quantum control optimization. The few results in the sub-optimal region for both DQN and PPO (especially for the 4 parameter
case), may suggest these algorithms might be an overkill if the problem is relatively simple as in our single-qubit state transition
problem. One possible reason for this could be that the neural network in DQN and PPO fails to learn the relationships between
its inputs and outputs as the quantum system being explored is fairly simple for a neural network - suggesting we might want
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to use advanced RL algorithms only when the traditional algorithms fail to generate high fidelity pulses. Overall, for our
single-qubit state transition quantum control problem, GA and QL standout as the best performing algorithms.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure 6. The quantum landscape when using DQN and PPO for 1000 tests and after applying PCA (a) 2 parameter-DQN, (b)
3 parameter-DQN, (c) 4 parameter-DQN (d) 2 parameter-PPO, (e) 3 parameter-PPO, and (f) 4 parameter-PPO

Upon examining the landscape plots, it may initially seem that not all 1,000 test results are represented in each plot. This
is due to overlapping points in the plots (i.e., where an approach finds the same solution multiple times), which creates the
impression that fewer data points are present. For each algorithm and parameter count, we recorded the overlap of points to
provide a comprehensive understanding. As an example, for the 3-parameter scenario, we present this overlap count in Fig. 7.
From this overlap plot, we see that while the points spread over the high fidelity regions for some algorithms, certain algorithms
(DQN and PPO) tend to favor repeating specific combinations of inputs, resulting in clusters of points mainly in certain regions
of the landscape. This clustering may suggest the tendency of certain algorithms to gravitate towards repeating certain pulses
rather than exploring new regions of the parameter space.

Knowing the overlap count is relevant for a number of reasons:

• A high overlap count may indicate suboptimal results, suggesting that the algorithm may have missed high-fidelity
regions, or

• it could imply that the quantum system is inherently complex, with limited solutions available to satisfy state transfer
requirements, highlighting the need for more advanced control strategies.

On the other hand, if the overlap count remains low, it may imply that the algorithm has effectively explored and covered
most high-fidelity regions in the solution space. This can indicate either that the algorithm is well-suited for the task or that
the problem itself is relatively straightforward. In such cases, achieving successful state transfer may not require a complex
or highly optimized quantum control strategy, as the solution can be reached with simpler techniques, saving computational
resources and reducing algorithmic complexity.

To quantitatively evaluate how effectively each algorithm identifies pulses that result in high fidelity, we present the
distribution of pulse counts as a function of fidelity in Fig. 8. From the plots in Fig. 8a we observe that 2-parameter SGD
algorithm has many points concentrated in the low-fidelity region, indicating it struggles to find high-fidelity solutions. In
contrast, GA has all its pulses within the high-fidelity region (close to 100%), indicating it is highly effective in achieving
high fidelity with two parameters. QL, DQN, and PPO display a mixed distribution, with most of their points also leaning
toward higher fidelity, but they are less consistent than GA. For the 3-parameter case in Fig. 8b, SGD continues to struggle, GA
maintains its dominance, achieving high fidelity with all pulses. QL, DQN, and PPO are distributed across high-fidelity regions
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 7. The overlap count for the 3 parameter case: the overlap count means the number of points in close proximity both in
terms of coordinates and fidelity value. If certain number of points lie closer to each other in the 2D coordinate system and their
fidelity values are close to each other, the overlap count in this region will be higher. Bigger circles represent higher count. (a)
overlap count for 3 parameter-SGD, (b) overlap count for 3 parameter-GA, (c) overlap count for 3 parameter-QL (d) overlap
count for 3 parameter-DQN, and (e) overlap count for 3 parameter-PPO

as well, with DQN and PPO clustering closer to higher fidelity. In Fig. 8c, which explores the 4-parameter scenario, a more
spread-out distribution is observed. SGD still has many points scattered across lower fidelity values, showing it is less efficient
even with additional parameters. GA remains highly effective, with all points concentrated near 100% fidelity. Interestingly,
QL, DQN, and PPO also show a wider range in fidelity, but most points are in the high-fidelity region. PPO, in particular, has
few pulses distributed across a wider fidelity range compared to GA.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 8. Pulse counts for SGD, GA, QL , DQN and PPO algorithm as a function of fidelity: (a) 2 parameter, (b) 3 parameter,
and (c) 4 parameter. Note that the Y axis values are given in log scale to show the distribution of points more clearly

In summary, an algorithm capable of generating a wide variety of high fidelity pulses is preferred over one that produces
only a limited set, as having a broader selection of high fidelity pulses provides flexibility. This range is valuable since some
pulses may not be easily realizable, making it essential to have alternative pulses that enhance the robustness and applicability
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of a control algorithm.

6 Solution Space Complexity
In the previous section, we have seen that some approaches have the potential to yield more (i.e., increased variety) high-fidelity
solutions, and others can fall into local optima traps. Yet, the question remains, how should we evaluate the complexity of a
QCL in order to make informed choices regarding which approach(es) to use? In order to study the complexity of the solution
space, we analyse how sparse/dense the landscapes are using clustering algorithms and distance measures. To find clusters in
the solution space, we employ a cluster number agnostic algorithm-DBSCAN [41], and to find the distances between points
within a cluster; we use the Euclidean distance. If two clusters are of comparable area and the distance between the points
within one cluster is smaller than the distance between points within the other cluster, this tells us the first cluster is more dense.
This, in turn, can reveal that an approach is more/less likely to find a high-fidelity solution in this region of the landscape.

To measure how dense the landscape is, we define a term we called cluster density index (CDI), which is the inverse of how
sparse a region is, as:

CDI =
Ā
D̄

(6)

where, CDI refers to the average Cluster Density Index, Ā is the average area of clusters calculated as mean of individual cluster
areas which are calculated using Delaunay Triangulation [42], and D̄ is the average, over all clusters, of the mean pairwise
distances between points in a given cluster. In Table 1, L̄ refers to the average inter-cluster distance.

Table 1. Cluster Density Index: describes how sparse / dense a landscape is

SGD GA QL DQN PPO

2
param

3
param

4
param

2
param

3
param

4
param

2
param

3
param

4
param

2
param

3
param

4
param

2
param

3
param

4
param

L̄ 0.9463 1.0501 1.2232 0.9391 0.9576 1.2380 0.8398 1.4588 1.3698 0.8919 1.1551 0.9895 0.8836 1.2656 1.1495

D̄ 0.0035 0.1280 0.1392 0.0234 0.1094 0.1418 0.0697 0.2178 0.1966 0.0423 0.0167 0.0253 0.1383 0.0273 0.1593

Ā 0.0001 0.0251 0.1023 0.0010 0.0505 0.2282 0.0133 0.4129 0.4605 0.0036 0.0024 0.0027 0.0333 0.0185 0.0724

CDI 0.0075 0.1962 0.7346 0.0449 0.4617 1.6096 0.1902 1.8957 2.3420 0.0844 0.1427 0.1075 0.2404 0.6766 0.4543

Using (6), we calculate and present the resulting Cluster Density Index in Table 1. A high CDI value is desirable, because a
high CDI (according to (6)), ideally, means there are high fidelity regions in the landscape which have large and dense clusters
(it is worth to note that the landscapes are generated after using PCA on the output of the different algorithms). To increase
the CDI value, Ā has to be high while D̄ is kept low. Typically, higher CDI means there are many high fidelity points (higher
cluster area) in the landscape with the distance between individual points being low (individual points are closer to each other
in the cluster). The results in Table 1 confirm that, in general, algorithms with larger clusters in the landscape, have higher
cluster density index values. The best performing algorithms (GA and QL) have the highest CDI as compared to the remaining
algorithms. When we compare the results in terms of parameter count, for the same algorithm, we see that for SGD, GA and
QL increasing the number of parameters results in an increased CDI value. For DQN and PPO, 3 parameter pulses seem to
be better than both 2 parameter and 4 parameter pulses - a detailed future study could be necessary to further investigate this
outlier behavior.

However, it should be noted that a higher value of CDI does not necessarily mean that there are many high fidelity points in
a given region - because we can get high CDI value even when Ā is very small (extremely few points in each cluster) provided
that D̄ is even smaller. For example, looking at the CDI value in Table 1, for 3 parameter PPO, it is relatively larger than the
value for 2 parameter PPO. This is because the average cluster area is very small for 3 parameter PPO, but the average distance
between the clusters is even smaller, resulting in a relatively higher CDI value for the 3 parameter PPO than that of 2 parameter.
However, this does not mean 3 parameter PPO outperforms 2 parameter PPO in terms of exploring the QCL and generating
control pulses with high fidelity (indeed a quick check of Fig.6 (d) and (e), can reveal that 2 parameter PPO results are better at
exploring the landscape when compared to 3 parameter case). While higher CDI values can sometimes result from small cluster
areas paired with even smaller inter-point distances, these instances represent edge cases. In most scenarios, CDI serves as a
reliable metric for assessing cluster quality, as it typically indicates regions of high fidelity with tightly packed points (we refer,
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for example, CDI results in Table 1 for GA and QL and verify results by looking at Fig. 4(d-f) and Fig. 5). In general, CDI
captures the relation between cluster area and point distribution, making it a valuable measure for solution space complexity
analysis.

The CDI can be a very powerful tool for studying the QCL even at higher dimensions than we have considered. Because
DBSCAN can work with higher dimensional data, and Euclidean distances can be calculated for any dimensions, CDI
can potentially allow us to understand how probable it is to find high fidelity clusters in a landscape without even using
dimensionality reduction techniques.

7 Conclusion
In this work, we studied the dynamics of quantum control landscapes through the use of PCA as a dimensionality reduction
technique, to visualize higher-dimensional quantum landscapes and algorithms best suited for solving quantum control problem.
Our findings reveal that dimensionality reduction techniques are important to analyze the intricate nature of high dimensional
quantum control. In addition, we noted that increasing the number of parameters (dividing the total evolution time into more
discrete parts) yields landscapes with more high-fidelity regions. However, this does not guarantee a reduction in low-fidelity
areas; rather, it enhances the chances of landing on high-fidelity regions when the number of parameters is increased. It should
be noted that all dimensionality reduction techniques involve some degree of information loss; as such it would be highly
relevant to compare and contrast characteristics of other dimensionality reduction techniques when applied to QCL.

Comparative analyses of traditional and machine learning algorithms in solving the quantum control problem for the given
Hamiltonian demonstrates that while Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) can perform poorly, Genetic Algorithms (GA) excel
at finding high fidelity pulses and exploring the landscape well. Among machine learning approaches, Q-learning (QL) showed
promising results, while Deep Q-Network (DQN) and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) were less effective, suggesting that
simpler algorithms may be advantageous for straightforward problems. Additionally, the design of the reward function in DQN
and PPO significantly impacts performance, with immediate rewards being more beneficial for short episode tasks.

The solution space complexity analysis through the use of cluster density index, indicates that both GA and QL achieved
high cluster-density scores for 4-parameter quantum control - meaning those algorithms result in a larger QCL clusters with
closely spaced individual points. When comparing the results in terms of parameter count, the cluster-density-score increase
when the parameter count is increased from 2 parameter to 3 parameter and then to 4 parameter with exceptions noted for DQN
and PPO.

Our results demonstrate that dimensionality reduction tools, in particular PCA, can be highly effective in capturing the
relevant features of the control landscape. While we have restricted our analysis to a small number of parameters to ensure
that we can easily access the full QCL via brute force for comparison, it is worth highlighting that many of the considered
algorithms can accommodate optimizing a much larger number of parameters [43] or be applied to more complex multi-qubit
systems. Our framework for characterising the solution space can nevertheless be readily applied without incurring significant
additional computational overhead. The obvious caveat then being that achieving control over these more complex systems
will necessitate high dimensional control pulses and, therefore, it still remains to determine the tradeoff between how many
principal components are required to maintain the important features of the QCL. Furthermore, our results help to get a
deeper understanding of quantum control strategies, emphasizing the importance of parameter selection and reward design in
optimizing algorithm performance.

Future research could explore why certain algorithms (example: DQN and PPO) under-perform in short RL episodes, and
identify the types of problems that require RL versus those better suited for traditional algorithms. Further research could also
establish clear metrics to distinguish between simple and complex problems, helping determine the most appropriate algorithms
based on problem complexity and required computational resources.

Data availability
The data generated during this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Code availability
The code used in this work is accessible on GitHub through the following link: click here for code

Acknowledgements
This publication has emanated from research conducted with the financial support of Science Foundation Ireland under Grant
number 18/CRT/6183. For the purpose of Open Access, the author has applied a CC BY public copyright license to any Author
Accepted Manuscript version arising from this submission.

12/14

https://github.com/Hafdream/Quantum-control-and-landscape


References
1. Peter W. Shor. Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization and discrete logarithms on a quantum computer. SIAM

Journal on Computing, 26(5):1484–1509, Oct 1997.

2. Jacob Biamonte, Peter Wittek, Nicola Pancotti, Patrick Rebentrost, Nathan Wiebe, and Seth Lloyd. Quantum machine
learning. Nature, 549(7671):195–202, September 2017.

3. Arun Nanduri, Ofer M. Shir, Ashley Donovan, Tak-San Ho, and Herschel Rabitz. Exploring the complexity of quantum
control optimization trajectories. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys., 17:334–347, 2015.

4. Xiaozhen Ge, Rebing Wu, and Herschel Rabitz. Optimization landscape of quantum control systems. Complex System
Modeling and Simulation, 1(2):77–90, 2021.

5. Raj Chakrabarti and Herschel Rabitz. Quantum control landscapes. International Reviews in Physical Chemistry,
26(4):671–735, Oct 2007.

6. Katharine W. Moore and Herschel Rabitz. Exploring quantum control landscapes: Topology, features, and optimization
scaling. Phys. Rev. A, 84:012109, Jul 2011.

7. Martín Larocca, Pablo M Poggi, and Diego A Wisniacki. Quantum control landscape for a two-level system near the
quantum speed limit. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 51(38):385305, Aug 2018.

8. Christiane P Koch, Ugo Boscain, Tommaso Calarco, Gunther Dirr, Stefan Filipp, Steffen J Glaser, Ronnie Kosloff, Simone
Montangero, Thomas Schulte-Herbrüggen, Dominique Sugny, and Frank K Wilhelm. Quantum optimal control in quantum
technologies. strategic report on current status, visions and goals for research in europe. EPJ Quantum Technology, 9(1):19,
Jul 2022.

9. Navin Khaneja, Timo Reiss, Cindie Kehlet, Thomas Schulte-Herbrüggen, and Steffen J. Glaser. Optimal control of
coupled spin dynamics: design of nmr pulse sequences by gradient ascent algorithms. Journal of Magnetic Resonance,
172(2):296–305, 2005.

10. Christopher Ferrie. Self-guided quantum tomography. Phys. Rev. Lett., 113:190404, Nov 2014.

11. Xiao-Ming Zhang, Zezhu Wei, Raza Asad, Xu-Chen Yang, and Xin Wang. When does reinforcement learning stand out in
quantum control? a comparative study on state preparation. npj Quantum Information, 5(1):85, Oct 2019.

12. Benjamin Russell, Herschel Rabitz, and Re-Bing Wu. Control landscapes are almost always trap free: a geometric
assessment. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 50(20):205302, Apr 2017.

13. Martín Larocca, Esteban Calzetta, and Diego A. Wisniacki. Exploiting landscape geometry to enhance quantum optimal
control. Phys. Rev. A, 101:023410, Feb 2020.

14. Sebastian Deffner and Steve Campbell. Quantum speed limits: from heisenberg’s uncertainty principle to optimal quantum
control. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 50(45):453001, Oct 2017.

15. Gerhard C. Hegerfeldt. Driving at the quantum speed limit: Optimal control of a two-level system. Physical Review Letters,
111(26), Dec 2013.

16. P. M. Poggi, F. C. Lombardo, and D. A. Wisniacki. Quantum speed limit and optimal evolution time in a two-level system.
EPL (Europhysics Letters), 104(4):40005, Nov 2013.

17. Alexander Pechen and Nikolay Il’in. Trap-free manipulation in the landau-zener system. Phys. Rev. A, 86:052117, Nov
2012.
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