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We present a novel, computationally efficient approach to accelerate quantum opti-
mal control calculations of large multi-qubit systems used in a variety of quantum
computing applications. By leveraging the intrinsic symmetry of finite groups, the
Hilbert space can be decomposed and the Hamiltonians block diagonalized to en-
able extremely fast quantum optimal control calculations. Our approach reduces
the Hamiltonian size of an n-qubit system from 2n × 2n to O(n×n) or O(2

n

n
× 2n

n
)

under Sn or Dn symmetry, respectively. Most importantly, this approach reduces
the computational runtime of qubit optimal control calculations by orders of magni-
tude while maintaining the same accuracy as the conventional method. As prospec-
tive applications, we show that (1) symmetry-protected subspaces can be potential
platforms for quantum error suppression and simulation of other quantum Hamil-
tonians, and (2) Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition approaches can generalize our
method to a general variety of multi-qubit systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The accurate and efficient control of qubit-based systems continues to attract sig-
nificant interest due to their potential applications in high-performance algorithms1,2,
cryptography3,4, and quantum simulations5. In particular, manipulating qubits with tai-
lored external pulses is one promising approach for realizing physical quantum gates for
quantum information processing. In general, the field of quantum optimal control (QOC)
focuses on constructing the temporal form of an optimized pulse to drive a system’s evo-
lution to a desired quantum state. Several implementations of QOC, such as GRAPE6,
CRAB7, and Krotov8, have been applied to optimal control calculations of multi-qubit
systems. However, the most daunting challenge common to all these QOC approaches is
the exponential increase in the Hamiltonian size, which results in concomitant demands in
RAM and CPU resources. For instance, recent benchmarks have shown that 128 classical
CPUs are required for QOC simulations of 10 qubits, whereas 12 qubits is the current
limit for the GRAPE-based algorithm on a quantum-based processor9. Despite the nu-
merous computational techniques used to accelerate QOC calculations10,11, to the best
of our knowledge, there have been few efforts to simplify/accelerate QOC simulations of
multi-qubit systems that take advantage of their intrinsic symmetry.
In this work, we present a new gradient-based QOC framework for controlling a large

system of multiple-entangled qubits. Our approach harnesses the symmetry of finite groups
inherent to a large family of Hamiltonians, making it possible to decompose the Hilbert space
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of the multi-qubit system into computationally tractable subspaces. This new approach al-
lows us to transform the Hamiltonians into block diagonal forms where the evolution of the
quantum states is restricted within each symmetry-protected subspace. The transformed
Hamiltonians significantly accelerate QOC calculations of multi-qubit dynamics and pro-
vide a physically intuitive picture of the selection rules intrinsic to the symmetry of the
system. By tuning the bias field and coupling coefficients, transitions in each subspace can
be tailored without breaking the intrinsic symmetry of the system. It is worth mentioning
that there has been prior work on decomposing the Hilbert space of permutation-symmetric
(Sn) multi-qubit systems12–15; however, these previous studies only considered analytical
methods of small qubit systems. Our work generalizes this decomposition approach to the
dihedral group (Dn) symmetry (which brings more controllability to a multi-qubit system
than Sn symmetry) and provides a mathematical justification for this approach. Multi-
qubit systems with the symmetry of other finite groups can also be analyzed and simplified
with our approach. In addition, we provide an open-source Python code (see Data Avail-
ability section) and detailed comparisons of execution times between the conventional and
symmetry-based methods. We provided numerical analyses for 3- to 14-qubit systems, which
are much larger than the small quantum systems previously studied with analytical meth-
ods. We also show that our approach can be generalized to nearly all multi-qubit systems by
utilizing the Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition scheme16,17. Our symmetry-based approach
breaks the previous bottleneck of 12 qubits and pushes the limit of QOC calculations to
14 qubits and beyond. Our work provides proposals for preparing commonly-used symmet-
ric states18 and realizing simultaneous gate operations1,2 in symmetry-protected subspaces.
Moreover, our work could potentially benefit quantum machine learning studies employing
the symmetry of data and quantum circuits19,20.

II. RESULTS

A. Dynamics and Symmetry of the Multi-Qubit System

Treating each qubit as a spin- 12 particle, the quantum state |ψ(t)〉 of an n-qubit system

lies in the H(C2n) Hilbert space. The dynamics of a multi-qubit system are governed by
the time-dependent Schrödinger equation

i
∂

∂t
|ψ(t)〉 = (H0 +Hc(t)) |ψ(t)〉, (1)

whereH0 is the static Hamiltonian andHc(t) is the time-dependent control Hamiltonian rep-
resenting the external electromagnetic pulse(s). Fig. 1a shows a schematic of a 6-qubit sys-
tem with nearest-neighbor coupling under a static field along the z-axis and time-dependent
pulses along the x- and y-axes. Given an initial state |ψ(0)〉, the final state |ψ(T )〉 can be
formally calculated as follows:

|ψ(T )〉 = exp

(

−i

∫ T

0

(H0 +Hc(t)) dt

)

|ψ(0)〉. (2)

To obtain numerical solutions of Eq. 2, we can discretize the control duration [0, T ] into
N time steps of duration τ = T

N
6,21. With this approximation, the discrete propagation

becomes

|ψj+1〉 = exp

(

−iτ

(

H0 +Hc[(j +
1

2
)τ ]

))

|ψj〉, (3)

where |ψj〉 is the state at time t = jτ . Our QOC framework focuses on optimizing the
temporal form of the control pulses to evolve a multi-qubit system to a desired target state
|ψf 〉 (see Sec. IA in the Supplementary Material for details). More precisely, we seek to
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maximize the probability of the final state |ψN 〉 being in the desired target state |ψf 〉 given
by

P (|ψN 〉) = |〈ψf |ψN 〉|2. (4)

The symmetry of finite groups of a multi-qubit system arises from the homogeneity and
distinguishability of all the qubits. More specifically, all the qubits can be described by the
same Hamiltonians, and each qubit can be distinguished from the others and assigned a
unique index. The Hamiltonian of an n-qubit system commonly consists of the following

terms: Hz =
∑n

i=1 σ
(i)
z , Hx =

∑n
i=1 σ

(i)
x , and Hy =

∑n
i=1 σ

(i)
y

9. We denote σ
(i)
α as an

abbreviation for the 2n×2n matrix I
⊗i−1
2 ⊗σα⊗I

⊗n−i
2 for α = x, y, z. In short, σ

(i)
α measures

the projection of the ith qubit’s spin along the α-axis, where σα is the Pauli matrix, and I2

is the rank-2 identity matrix. These terms have the symmetry of the permutation group Sn

and are, therefore, not affected by any permutation of the qubit indices22–24. Note that the
group actions are on the indices of the qubits, which does not require repositioning the qubits
physically. When the interaction between neighboring qubits in a ring-shaped lattice is

considered, one must include the coupling term Hz,cpl =
∑n

i=1 σ
(i)
z σ

(i+1)
z with the boundary

condition σ
(n+i)
z = σ

(i)
z for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Here σ

(i)
z σ

(i+1)
z denotes I

⊗i−1
2 ⊗ σz ⊗ σz ⊗ I

⊗n−i−1
2

and represents the coupling between the neighboring ith and i+ 1th qubits. The coupling
term has the symmetry of the dihedral group Dn, and is invariant only under rotations
and reflections of the indices of the qubits22–24. Note that all terms having Sn symmetry
also have Dn symmetry since Dn is a subgroup of Sn. Fig. 1b visually shows that the
configuration of the non-interacting qubits is not affected by any Sn or Dn action on the
indices. However, when coupling is considered, the system is invariant only under Dn

actions (see Fig. 1c).

The symmetry of finite groups makes it possible to decompose the Hilbert space H(C2n)
into orthogonal subspaces. Namely, H(C2n) =

⊕

k H
S
k under Sn symmetry or H(C2n) =

⊕

k H
D
k under Dn symmetry, where k ∈ N+ indexes each specific subspace (see Sec. A

and Secs. IB-E in the Supplementary Material). Under these decompositions, we can find
a complete orthogonal basis set in each subspace. The orthogonality and completeness of
the subspaces originate from the Schur orthogonality and completeness of the irreducible
representations (irreps) of finite groups (see Sec. IE in the Supplementary Material).22–24

Putting all the orthonormal bases together as columns, we can construct the adjoint matrix
A that transforms the Hamiltonians into block diagonal matrices. We denote the Sn- and
Dn-induced adjoint matrices as AS and AD, respectively. Fig. 2 shows that the transformed

Hamiltonians A†
SHxAS and A†

DHxAD are block diagonal, while the original HamiltonianHx

is not. A†
SHzAS and A†

DHzAD remain diagonal after transformation, and they follow the

same subspace decomposition with A†
SHxAS and A†

DHxAD, respectively. The distribution
of the nonzero elements in the complex-valued Hy matrix is the same as those in Hx. Lastly,
Hz,cpl can be transformed into a block diagonal matrix by only AD since it does not have Sn

symmetry. The sparsity plots of 3-, 4-, 5-, and 7-qubit systems are provided in Figs. S1-S4
in the Supplementary Material. Note that the dimension of a subspace in the Hilbert space
decomposition (the subspaces HS

k or HD
k ) is consistent with the size of the corresponding

square block in the transformed Hamiltonian (the kth green box from top-left to bottom-

right in Fig. 2). The first subspace (HS
1 or HD

1 ) contains the significant | ↑〉
⊗n

and | ↓〉
⊗n

states of the multi-qubit system. Table I shows a comparison between the dimension of the
complete Hilbert space and the dimension of the first subspace for systems with various
numbers of qubits. While the dimension of H(C2n) is 2n, the dimensions of HS

1 and HD
1

are reduced to n+ 1 and ∼ O(2
n

n
), respectively.
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Figure 1: Schematic of a multi-qubit system. (a) A 6-qubit system in the presence of
a static field Bz and time-dependent control pulses Bx(t) and By(t). Each qubit is
represented by an orange arrow, and the numbers denote the indices of the qubits. The
coupling between neighboring qubits is represented by violet bonds. (b) The 6-qubit
system without coupling after applying an S6 action (left) or a D6 action (right) on the
indices. (c) The 6-qubit system with coupling after applying an S6 action (above) or a D6

action (below) on the indices. The configurations connected with an equal sign are
equivalent.

B. Comparison of Conventional and Symmetry-Based Methods

The static Hamiltonian for an Ising model9,25,26 of a multi-qubit system on a ring-shaped
lattice is given by

H0 = Bz ·
1

2

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z + ccpl ·

1

4

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z σ(i+1)

z . (5)

The first term represents the interaction between the qubits and a uniform static mag-
netic field Bz along the z-axis. The second term captures the coupling between nearest-
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Figure 2: Sparsity plots for Hamiltonians of the 6-qubit system. (a) Hx; (b)

A†
SHxAS ; (c) A

†
DHxAD; (d) Hz; (e) A

†
SHzAS ; (f) A

†
DHzAD; (g) Hz,cpl; (h) A

†
SHz,cplAS ;

and (i) A†
DHz,cplAD. The x- and y-axes denote the column and row indices of the matrix

elements, respectively. The color bars indicate the value of the matrix elements. Each
sub-block for the matrices in panels (b), (c), (e), (f), and (i) is enclosed by a green-colored
square.

neighboring qubits with a strength ccpl. The control Hamiltonian,

Hc(t) = Bx(t) ·
1

2

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
x +By(t) ·

1

2

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
y , (6)

manipulates all of the qubits with time-dependent Bx(t) and By(t) pulses along the x- and
y-axes. The multi-qubit system has Sn symmetry when ccpl is zero. When coupling is
present, the symmetry of the multi-qubit system reduces to Dn. The main goal of our work
is to determine the temporal forms of the control pulses, Bx(t) and By(t), that excite the

multi-qubit system from the initial ‘all-spin-up’ (| ↑〉
⊗n

) state to the final ‘all-spin-down’

(| ↓〉
⊗n

) state.
When ccpl is zero, the multi-qubit system is separable, and the evolution of each qubit is

independent of any other qubit. In this case, the Hilbert space can be decomposed into the
tensor product of n of 2-dimensional spaces, i.e., H(C2n) =

⊗n

i=1 H
(i)(C2), and each space

H(i)(C2) can be treated independently. However, in our study, we make use of the direct sum
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Table I: Comparison of the dimensions of H(C2n), HS
1 , and HD

1

Dimension of space

Number of qubits n H(C2n) H
S
1 H

D
1

3 8 4 4
4 16 5 6
5 32 6 8
6 64 7 13
7 128 8 18
8 256 9 30
9 512 10 46
10 1024 11 78
11 2048 12 126
12 4096 13 224
13 8192 14 380
14 16384 15 687

decomposition H(C2n) =
⊕

k H
S
k as it is allowed by the symmetry of the n-qubit system. As

the two states | ↑〉
⊗n

and | ↓〉
⊗n

both lie and evolve in the first subspace HS
1 , only the first

block of A†
SH0AS and A†

SHcAS are necessary and sufficient in the calculations. As shown in
Fig. 3a, the symmetry-based method reduces the runtime by orders of magnitude due to the
decreased size of the Hamiltonian from 2n× 2n to (n+1)× (n+1). It should be noted that
the separable system with Sn symmetry also has Dn symmetry, and we also compare the
computational runtime with the first block of the AD-transformed Hamiltonians. Although
it is much more efficient than the original Hamiltonian, the computational runtime is longer
than the AS-transformed Hamiltonian since the dimension of HD

1 is larger than HS
1 (see

Table I).

When ccpl is nonzero, the evolution of each qubit is correlated to the other qubits, and
the system is no longer separable, and we cannot use the tensor product decomposition.
However, the direct sum decomposition H(C2n) =

⊕

k H
D
k can still be leveraged to accel-

erate the calculation, and we can use the first block of A†
DH0AD and A†

DHcAD. Fig. 3b
shows that compared with the conventional method, the runtime is significantly reduced by
the Dn-symmetry-based method as well.

Since both AS and AD are unitary matrices, the unitary transformation of the Hamil-
tonians with AS or AD does not affect our QOC results. To demonstrate this, we carried
out numerical tests for systems ranging from 3 to 14 qubits and found the original and
transformed Hamiltonians give exactly the same optimal control pulses Bx(t), By(t), and
power spectra |εx(ω)|, |εy(ω)|. As an example, Fig. 3c and d compare the optimal control
pulses for a 9-qubit system. The data points from our symmetry-based method lie exactly
on top of the curves from the conventional method, regardless of whether coupling is present
or not. The same comparisons for the 6-, 7-, and 8-qubit systems are given in Fig. S5 in
the Supplementary Material. A comparison of the corresponding power spectra is shown in
Fig. 3e, f. It should be noted that Bx(t) has the same resonance frequency and amplitude
as By(t) with an additional π

2 phase shift, which arises from the circular polarization of
the control pulses (see Sec. IF in the Supplementary Material). Fig. 3f indicates that the
nearest-neighbor coupling terms result in three resonance frequencies in the power spectra.
This arises from the energy difference of the transitions in theHS

1 subspace being degenerate
when ccpl = 0, whereas the nearest-neighbor coupling terms partially break the degeneracy
of the energy differences in the HD

1 subspace.
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Figure 3: Comparison of computational runtimes and optimal control pulses

between the conventional and symmetry-based methods. Runtime comparison
between the original and transformed Hamiltonians for systems with (a) no coupling and
(b) nearest-neighbor coupling. (c)(d) Optimized pulses Bx(t) and By(t), and (e)(f)
corresponding power spectra |ε(ω)| (i.e., the Fourier transform of the optimized pulses) for
a 9-qubit system with (c)(e) no coupling and (d)(f) nearest-neighbor coupling cases.

III. DISCUSSION

A. Symmetry-Protected Subspaces of the Hilbert Space

We discuss the concept of symmetry-protected subspaces inspired by the finite-group-
induced decomposition of the Hilbert space H(C2n). The system described by Eqs. 5 and
6 has Sn/Dn symmetry when ccpl is zero/non-zero. Denoting the state of a single qubit as

|ψ〉sq, all the |ψ〉
⊗n

sq states lie in the first subspace HS
1 /H

D
1 . In fact, HS

1 is a subspace of HD
1 .

It should be noted that transitions among the |ψ〉
⊗n

sq states can be enabled with quantum

gates U⊗n
sq , where Usq is a single-qubit gate. As such, all U⊗n

sq transitions are restricted
within the specific subspace; i.e., a state in one subspace cannot transition into another
subspace as long as the Hamiltonian preserves the symmetry of finite groups. Therefore, we
claim that the subspaces generated by decomposing the Hilbert space H(C2n) are protected
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by the symmetry of the finite groups. Given an initial | ↑〉
⊗n

state, some important multi-
qubit states, such as the Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state and the W state18,
can be realized in the first subspace HS

1 /H
D
1 . Some essential simultaneous gates in Shor’s

algorithm for factorizing integers in polylogarithmic time1 and Grover’s algorithm for un-
structured search2, such as H⊗n (where H denotes the Hadamard gate), can also be realized
in HS

1 /H
D
1 .

Physical qubits have been realized in several platforms, such as superconducting qubits27,28,
trapped ions29,30, nitrogen-vacancy centers in diamonds31,32, and neutral atoms33. Thus
far, all types of physical qubits do not possess an ideal fidelity, which hinders the realization
of practical quantum computers. A proposed approach to quantum error correction is to
encode one logical qubit with multiple physical qubits.34–37 In a symmetry-protected n-
qubit system, |ψ〉

⊗n

sq states are always in the first subspace regardless of whether the system
has Sn symmetry, Dn symmetry, or the symmetry of another subgroup of Sn. Therefore, a
natural approach is to encode | ↑〉 and | ↓〉 with | ↑〉

⊗n
and | ↓〉

⊗n
, respectively, in the first

subspace. We find that the error rate can be greatly reduced not only because the logical
qubit is n-fold encoded but also because the first subspace is protected by the symmetry of
the finite group. In short, the quantum error is significantly suppressed since the quantum
state cannot evolve to other subspaces even if the control pulses deviate from the optimized
amplitude, resonance frequency, or duration.
Turning our attention to the first subspace, when ccpl is zero, n+1 eigenstates exist in HS

1

with equally-spaced energy levels, as shown in Fig. 4a. Thus, there is only one resonance
frequency, which corresponds to the single peak in Fig. 3e. It should be noted that a direct
transition is not possible from | ↑〉⊗n to | ↓〉⊗n due to selection rules (see SI Sec. IF). Such a
transition can only be realized via a cascade consisting of multiple intermediate eigenstates.
Since there is only one resonance frequency in the transition cascade, any pulse exciting
one transition in the cascade also enables all other transitions. As a result, given the initial
state is | ↑〉⊗n, the only possible final eigenstate is | ↓〉⊗n, which is realized by the gate
σ⊗n
x , and vice versa. It is, therefore, not possible to evolve the system to any intermediate

eigenstate because such a transition cannot be realized by any gate in the form of U⊗n
sq .

To fully control transitions in the first subspace, we can introduce coupling terms to
break the degeneracy of the resonance frequencies. As shown in Fig. 3f, using the nearest-
neighbor coupling in Eq. 5, there will be three resonance frequencies in the n-qubit system
when n ≥ 3. However, when n ≥ 4, three resonance frequencies are insufficient to completely
break the degeneracy of the energy differences, as shown in Figs. 4b and d. Beyond the
nearest neighbors, we can introduce further couplings between qubit pairs:

H0 = Bz ·
1

2

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z + c

(1)
cpl ·

1

4

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z σ(i+1)

z + c
(2)
cpl ·

1

4

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z σ(i+2)

z

+ · · ·+ c
(⌊n

2
⌋)

cpl ·
1

4

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z σ

(i+⌊n
2
⌋)

z ,

(7)

where c
(1)
cpl, c

(2)
cpl, and c

(⌊n
2
⌋)

cpl are the nearest-, next-nearest-, and furthest-neighbor coupling
strengths, respectively. This form can fully break the degeneracy of energy levels and
energy differences. Dn symmetry is preserved with the full coupling terms, and therefore,
the eigenstates do not change, whereas their energy levels are modified. As shown in Fig. 4c,
the degeneracy in the energy differences is completely broken in the 4-qubit system, resulting
in 6 resonance frequencies in the power spectra of the fully coupled system in Fig. 4d. As
such, the cascade of transitions from | ↑〉⊗n to | ↓〉⊗n becomes a series of concatenated two-
level systems, and each two-level transition can be enabled by pulses of a unique resonance
frequency.38 This allows us to manipulate the system to be in any eigenstate, or a linear
combination of the eigenstates, with a selected route of transitions from the | ↑〉⊗n initial
state (as long as high-quality pulses with desired resonance frequencies and profiles can

be generated). In summary, properly tuning the coupling coefficients c
(i)
cpl, 1 ≤ i ≤ ⌊n

2 ⌋ in
an n-qubit system can completely break the degeneracy of energy differences. The role
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Figure 4: Comparison of energy levels, power spectra, and convergence for the

systems with nearest-neighbor coupling and full coupling. Eigenstates in the first
subspace of a 4-qubit system when the system has (a) Sn symmetry without coupling
terms, (b) Dn symmetry with nearest-neighbor coupling terms as described in Eq. 5, and
(c) Dn symmetry with full coupling as described in Eq. 7. The ‘all-up’ and the ‘all-down’
eigenstates at the two ends of the transition cascade are labeled. The transitions
permitted by the selection rules are indicated by dashed lines, and the energy differences
are shown next to each transition. (d) Power spectra of the optimized pulses when the
4-qubit system has nearest-neighbor and full coupling. (e) Comparison of convergence for
the system with nearest-neighbor and full coupling.

of each resonance frequency is apparent in a completely non-degenerate system since each
one corresponds to an exact transition in the excitation cascade pathway. This enables a
more efficient way to manipulate a multi-qubit system. As a demonstration, Fig. 4e shows
that the probability P in Eq. 4 converges in fewer iterations when the 4-qubit system is
fully coupled. The same comparison for 5- and 6-qubit systems is given in Fig. S6 in the
Supplementary Material.

We propose that a subspace of the fully coupled multi-qubit system can potentially be
a platform for simulating the Hamiltonians of other quantum systems.39,40 In a coupled n-
qubit system, there are O(2

n

n
) eigenstates in the first subspace under Dn symmetry. With

full coupling, their energy levels can be manipulated by tuning ⌊n
2 ⌋+1 parameters, namely

the static field Bz and the coupling coefficients c
(i)
cpl. The transitions in the first subspace can

be controlled by pulses with selected resonance frequencies, which enables us to examine the
features of the Hamiltonian through the evolution of the multi-qubit system.41,42 Moreover,
we can tailor the “route” of transitions in the cascade when the degeneracy of resonance
frequencies is broken; i.e., even though the selection rules indicate allowed transitions, some
undesired transitions can be avoided by filtering the corresponding resonance frequency
component in the pulses. This allows more controllability in simulating the Hamiltonian
with a subspace of the multi-qubit system.

B. Generalizing the Symmetry-Based Method with the Lie-Trotter-Suzuki Decomposition

We explore the generalization of our symmetry-based transformation method to other
multi-qubit systems with the Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition, or Trotterization, of the



10

propagators. Trotterization is a decomposition that approximates the exponential of a
summed-up operator with the product of the exponential of each element in the sum.16,17

Consider the following control Hamiltonian,

H ′
c(t) =

1

2

n
∑

i=1

(

B(i)
x (t) · σ(i)

x +B(i)
y (t) · σ(i)

y

)

, (8)

where each qubit is tuned by a different control pulse. This Hamiltonian cannot be block
diagonalized with the AS-transformation because the Sn symmetry of the n-qubit system is

broken. However, each term in the sum, i.e., H
′(i)
c (t) = B

(i)
x (t) · σ

(i)
x +B

(i)
y (t) · σ

(i)
y satisfies

S1 symmetry since the control pulse interacts with the ith qubit only. When the static
Hamiltonian has no coupling terms, we can calculate the evolution of each qubit separately
in the Hilbert space H(C2). As such, the Hilbert space can be decomposed from H(C2n)

to H(C2)
⊗n

, which simplifies the QOC calculation. For the case of the inseparable system
with coupling, the complete Hamiltonian becomes

H0 +H ′
c(t) =

1

2

n
∑

i=1

(

Bz · σ
(i)
z +B(i)

x (t) · σ(i)
x +B(i)

y (t) · σ(i)
y

)

+ ccpl ·
1

4

n
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z σ(i+1)

z , (9)

where the ith qubit terms have S1 symmetry, and all the coupling terms together form Dn

symmetry. Defining H
(i)
0 = Bz · 1

2σ
(i)
z and Hcpl = ccpl ·

1
4

∑n

i=1 σ
(i)
z σ

(i+1)
z , the discretized

propagator at the jth time step in Eq. 3 can be Trotterized by the symmetry of the terms
as

Uj =

n
∏

i=1

[

exp

(

−iτ

(

H
(i)
0 +H ′(i)

c [(j +
1

2
)τ ]

))

exp
(

−i
τ

n
Hcpl

)

]

+O(n2τ2), (10)

where the first and second exponentials in the bracket have S1 and Dn symmetries, respec-
tively. We transform each exponential term so that the number of blocks is maximized and
the size of each time-dependent block is minimized. The transformation is given by

Uj ≈

n
∏

i=1

[

Aiexp

(

−iτA†
i

(

H
(i)
0 +H ′(i)

c [(j +
1

2
)τ ]

)

Ai

)

A†
iADexp

(

−i
τ

n
A†

DHcplAD

)

A†
D

]

,

(11)
where Ai = A(i,n) is the permutation matrix that swaps the ith and the nth qubit. After

transformation, A†
(i,n)σ

(i)
α A(i,n) is equal to σ

(n)
α which has 2n−1 of 2 × 2 blocks that are

exactly the same. The matrices Ai and ADexp(−i τ
n
A†

DHcplAD)A†
D are constant and only

need to be calculated one time. As such, we reduce the time-dependent term from one
2n × 2n matrix to n of 2× 2 matrices.
To demonstrate that the Trotterized and transformed propagator in Eq. 11 is a good

approximation to the original propagator in the same form as Eq. 3, we let an n-qubit
(3 ≤ n ≤ 13) system evolve for 20, 000 time steps with τ = 0.05 a.u. We then evaluate

the fidelity F = |
Tr(KLTS

j

†
Kori

j )

2n |210 of the unitary matrix Kori
j =

∏1
m=j U

ori
m calculated with

the original propagator in Eq. 3 and the unitary matrix KLTS
j =

∏1
m=j U

LTS
m calculated

with the Trotterized propagator in Eq. 11. Fig. 5a shows that in the 11-qubit system, the
fidelity F is always above 0.996, which is still highly accurate. Tests with other numbers of
qubits yield similar accuracy. We also compared the runtime for calculating the original and
transformed propagator per time step. As Fig. 5b shows, the transformed propagator is more
time-efficient since each exponential term in Eq. 11 is block diagonalized into exactly the
same blocks and we need to calculate the matrix exponential of only one block. Collectively,
the tests above show that the transformed propagator in Eq. 11 is highly accurate and
time-efficient. In Sec. B, we introduce a general framework for parallel computing with
Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition and symmetry-based transformation that can be applied
to nearly all Hamiltonians of multi-qubit systems.
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Figure 5: Fidelity and computational runtime of Trotterized propagator. (a)
Fidelity F in the 11-qubit system as a function of time. (b) Comparison of the
computational runtime per time step for n qubits ranging from 3 to 13.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have harnessed the intrinsic symmetry of finite groups to accelerate
quantum optimal control calculations in multi-qubit systems. The homogeneity and distin-
guishability of the qubits, resulting in the symmetry of multi-qubit systems, are ubiquitous
in nearly all multi-qubit systems, which allows us to generalize our approach to a variety
of quantum computing configurations. Our results show that even in the case of insep-
arable multi-qubit systems, it is possible to decompose the Hilbert space H(C2n) into a
direct sum of orthogonal and complete subspaces. The selection rules intrinsic to the finite
group symmetry restrict the transitions within each subspace. We also propose a scheme of
quantum error suppression and quantum simulation in the symmetry-protected subspaces.
In addition to these techniques, we developed a scheme to generalize our symmetry-based
Hamiltonian transformation to general systems with the Lie-Trotter-Suzuki decomposition,
which is naturally amenable to parallel computing. Taken together, our approach does not
impose constraints to satisfy features of any specific quantum platform, which enables our
symmetry-based approach to be easily used for general QOC calculations up to 14 qubits
and beyond.

V. DATA AVAILABILITY

The code used for optimal control of multi-qubit systems is available at https://github.com/xwang056/qoc multi-qubits.

VI. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See the supplementary material for additional mathematical details on dynamics of
multi-qubit systems; gradient-based quantum optimal control algorithms; transformation
of Hamiltonians with Sn/Dn symmetry; mathematical proof of the orthogonality and com-
pleteness of the basis generated by the Dn-induced decomposition of the Hilbert space;
ladder operators/selection rules.; additional sparsity plots for Hamiltonians; plots of opti-
mal control pulses; power spectra/convergence plots of other qubit systems.
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Appendix A: Generation of the Adjoint Matrices in the Symmetry-Based Transformation

We briefly present our procedure for generating the adjoint matrix AS or AD that block
diagonalizes the Hamiltonians of an n-qubit system with Sn or Dn symmetry. The columns
in the adjoint matrix are the orthonormal basis of the subspaces after the Sn- orDn-induced
decomposition.
When the coupling coefficient ccpl is zero, the angular momentum J and its projection

onto the z-axis M are good quantum numbers. Therefore, the orthogonal basis |J,M〉
can be generated in each subspace with the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients of SU(2)22–24. An
alternative way to generate the orthogonal basis is to use the irreducible representations
(irreps) of Sn. Each irrep, denoted as Aλ, can be characterized with a standard Young
diagram λ. The key procedure is to generate the operator Oλ

j in the group algebra RSn
for

each unitary irrep Aλ with the Young method as follows

Oλ
j =

n!
∑

i=1

Aλ
jj(ei)ei, 1 ≤ j ≤ dλ, (A1)

where Aλ
jj(ei) is the jth diagonal element in the representation Aλ(ei) of the group element

ei, and dλ is the dimension of the irrep Aλ. Acting Oλ
j on proper Fock states of the n-qubit

system, {| ↑〉, | ↓〉}⊗n, the complete set of the orthogonal basis of each subspace, denoted as
Hλ

j , can be generated. The dimension of each subspace is O(n). Using the Clebsch-Gordan
coefficients of SU(2) and the Young method are mathematically equivalent and generate the
same orthogonal basis in each subspace (this equivalence arises because the Young method
was developed to generate the irreps of special unitary groups).22–24 Additional details of
the Young method and the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients of SU(2) can be found in Secs. IB
and IC in the Supplementary Material.
When the coupling coefficient ccpl is nonzero, the symmetry of the multi-qubit system

reduces to Dn. We denote each irrep of Dn as Aθ and its dimension as dθ. In this case, we
can define the following operator

Oθ
j =

2n
∑

i=1

Aθ
jj(ei)ei, 1 ≤ j ≤ dθ (A2)

in the group algebra RDn
for each unitary irrep Aθ. Similarly, acting Oθ

j on proper Fock
states of the n-qubit system, the complete set of the orthogonal basis of each subspace, de-
noted asHθ

j , can be generated. The dimension of each subspace is O(2
n

n
). Additional details

of the Dn-symmetry-based method can be found in Secs. ID and IE in the Supplementary
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Material. Similar to the Dn-induced decomposition of the Hilbert space, multi-qubit sys-
tems having the symmetry of other finite groups than Sn and Dn can also be analyzed and
simplified with the operators in the corresponding group algebra.
The decomposition of the Hilbert space, i.e., H(C2n) =

⊕

λ,j H
λ
j or H(C2n) =

⊕

θ,j H
θ
j ,

makes it possible to generate the adjoint matrix that transforms the Hamiltonians to block
diagonal matrices. In the main text, we denote these two decompositions as H(C2n) =
⊕

k H
S
k and H(C2n) =

⊕

k H
D
k for conciseness.

Appendix B: General Framework for Parallel Computing with Trotterization and the

Symmetry-Based Transformation

We introduce a general framework for parallel computing with the Lie-Trotter-Suzuki
decomposition and the symmetry-based transformation of the Hamiltonian of any multi-
qubit system. The propagator of the quantum system is Trotterized so that terms sharing
the same symmetry are put together and block diagonalized by the same adjoint matrix.
The principle of block diagonalizing each exponential term is to maximize the number
of blocks and minimize the size of each time-dependent block. Typically, the blocks are
repetitive if the number of interacting qubits in the exponential term is smaller than n.
We present several examples to further illustrate the method above. The transformation

of terms of the form σ
(i)
α , α = x, y, z is shown in Sec. III B. The coupling terms having

the form of σ
(i)
α σ

(j)
α , i 6= j can be transformed with A(i,n−1)A(j,n). The transformed term

A†
(j,n)A

†
(i,n−1)σ

(i)
α σ

(j)
α A(i,n−1)A(j,n) is equal to σ

(n−1)
α σ

(n)
α and has 2n−2 blocks, with each

block having a size of 4×4. We can block diagonalize this term further with its S2 symmetry.

More specifically, letting A = A(i,n−1)A(j,n)(I2n−2 ⊗ AS2
), each 4 × 4 block in A†σ

(i)
α σ

(j)
α A

can be transformed into one 1×1 and one 3×3 block. Similarly, the terms having the form of
σ⊗i−1
α ⊗σβ⊗σ

⊗j−i−1
α ⊗σβ⊗σ

⊗n−j
α can be transformed with index permutation and S2⊗Sn−2

symmetry. Note that I2, σx, σy, σz and their tensor products form the orthogonal basis of
any 2n×2n Hermitian matrix under the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product43. Accordingly, the
Hamiltonian of an n-qubit system can always be decomposed such that each component
can be transformed into I

⊗l
2 ⊗ σ⊗m

x ⊗ σ⊗p
y ⊗ σ⊗q

z , l +m + p + q = n by an adjoint matrix
AI , which permutes the indices. We can then transform this term with the adjoint matrix
AG = I2l ⊗ ASm

⊗ ASp
⊗ ASq

where G = Sm ⊗ Sp ⊗ Sq is the finite group indicating the
symmetry of this term. In summary, a general HamiltonianH can be decomposed into a sum

H =
∑

G,I(H
(G,I)
0 +H

(G,I)
c ) by the symmetry characterized by the finite group G and the

indices of the qubits I (I denotes qubits coupled to either static fields or controlling pulses

simultaneously). The propagator of H
(G,I)
0 + H

(G,I)
c can be transformed by the adjoint

matrix AG,I = AIAG. As such, a general symmetry-based transformed and Trotterized
propagator can be written as

Uj =
∏

G,I

[

exp

(

−iτ

(

H
(G,I)
0 +H(G,I)

c [(j +
1

2
)τ ]

))

+O(τ2)

]

≈
∏

G,I

[

AG,Iexp

(

−iτA†
G,I

(

H
(G,I)
0 +H(G,I)

c [(j +
1

2
)τ ]

)

AG,I

)

A†
G,I

]

.

(B1)

When AG = I2l ⊗ AGn−l
satisfies l ≥ 1, the blocks repeat themselves 2l times in the

transformed Hamiltonian, allowing us to calculate the exponential of a 2n−l × 2n−l matrix
rather than that of a full 2n × 2n matrix when computing the propagator.
It is worth noting that each exponential in the Trotterized propagator in Eq. B1 is in-

dependent of the others, which allows them to be trivially computed in parallel. Also, the
exponential of each block (not counting the repetitive blocks) is independent, allowing us to
parallelize the computation further. In Sec. III B, when testing the runtime for computing
Eq. 11, we calculated the exponentials in the transformed propagator in series. To approxi-
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mate the runtime in an in-parallel computing setup, we divided the runtime for calculating
the transformed propagator by n.
All of the AG,I adjoint matrices and the blocks in all of the exponentials are unitary,

allowing us to easily calculate the transformed propagator’s inverse in parallel. Also, the

derivative of each exponential exp(−iτA†
G,I(H

(G,I)
0 + H

(G,I)
c [(j + 1

2 )τ ])AG,I) with respect

to the time-dependent control Bα[(j +
1
2 )τ ] can be approximated as

d
(

exp
(

−iτA†
G,I

(

H
(G,I)
0 +H

(G,I)
c [(j + 1

2 )τ ]
)

AG,I

))

d(Bα[(j +
1
2 )τ ])

≈− iτA†
G,IH̃

(G,I)
c AG,I · exp

(

−iτA†
G,I

(

H
(G,I)
0 +H(G,I)

c [(j +
1

2
)τ ]

)

AG,I

)

(B2)

when τ is small and the control Hamiltonian has the simple expression of H
(G,I)
c [(j+ 1

2 )τ ] =

Bα[(j +
1
2 )τ ] · H̃

(G,I)
c , which is a common situation. As such, we can easily apply the

transformed propagator Uj in Eq. B1 to gradient-based methods with backpropagation.
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