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We introduce a quantum algorithm integrating counterdiabatic (CD) protocols with quantum Lyapunov con-
trol (QLC) to tackle combinatorial optimization problems. This approach offers versatility, allowing implemen-
tation as either a digital-analog or purely digital algorithm based on selected control strategies. By examining
spin-glass Hamiltonians, we illustrate how the algorithm can explore alternative paths to enhance solution out-
comes compared to conventional CD techniques. This method reduces the dependence on extensive higher-order
CD terms and classical optimization techniques, rendering it more suitable for existing quantum computing
platforms. The combination of digital compression via CD protocols and the adaptable nature of QLC methods
positions this approach as a promising candidate for near-term quantum computing.

Adiabatic quantum optimization (AQO) has significantly
evolved since its early proposals [1, 2] as a paradigm for
finding approximate solutions to combinatorial optimization
problems. This is accomplished by mapping the problem to a
spin-glass Hamiltonian with ground-state as the solution [3].
However, showcasing its usefulness is still challenging be-
cause AQO requires deep circuits, while near-term quantum
devices suffer from limited coherence, restricted connectiv-
ity, and noise. Digitized counterdiabatic quantum optimiza-
tion (DCQO) [4–6] has emerged as a paradigm to tackle these
challenges by digitally compressing AQO circuits using coun-
terdiabatic (CD) protocols [7–10].

Consider a Hamiltonian Hp, whose ground state encodes
the solution to the problem. In DCQO, we construct a modi-
fied adiabatic Hamiltonian

Hcd(t) = [1 − λ(t)]Hm + λ(t)Hp︸                      ︷︷                      ︸
Ha(t)

+λ̇(t)Ak
λ, (1)

where, Ha(t) denotes the standard adiabatic Hamiltonian. In
AQO, the scheduling function λ(t) smoothly drives Ha(t) from
an easy-to-prepare ground state of Hm to the ground state of
Hp. However, a velocity-dependent k-order approximate adia-
batic gauge potential (AGP), Ak

λ = i
∑

k αkO2k−1, can be intro-
duced to circumvent the slow-driving condition [11]. Here,
Ok = Lk∂λHa(t), with L(◦) = [H, ◦] being the Liouvil-
lian super-operator. The coefficients αk(t) can be obtained
by various methods, including action minimization [11, 12]
and Krylov subspace methods [13, 14]. Approximate AGPs
are particularly useful for quantum computing since the exact
CD terms are highly non-local, and their construction requires
the knowledge of the full spectral properties of Ha(t) [9, 15].
Starting from the ground state of Hm, one can construct a s-
stepped digitized evolution U(s) ≈ ∏s

j=1 exp {−iHcd( j∆t)∆t}
with step size ∆t. The evolution generated by U(s) drives the
system faster compared to AQO due to the addition of Ak

λ and
compresses the total circuit depths significantly [4, 6].

Recently, it was demonstrated that the circuit depth can
be compressed further for a very short time evolution, where

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of Lyapunov-controlled CD pro-
tocols. (a) Adiabatic process. (b) Speed up of CD protocols by the
AGP in Eq. (2), represented by the skateboard. (c) The Lyapunov-
controlled CD protocol, using the information on the slope of the
landscape as in Eq. (3), makes the process even faster.

|αk(t)λ̇(t)| ≫ |λ(t)| [16, 17]. In this regime, contributions from
Ha(t) can be neglected because the CD term governs the sys-
tem’s dynamics. This can be identified as the impulse-regime
DCQO with corresponding Hamiltonian

Ak(t) = iλ̇(t)
∑

k

αk(t)L2k−1∂λHa(t). (2)

Hence, the digitized evolution is set by Ucd( j∆t) =

exp
{
−iAk( j∆t)∆t

}
. Impulse-regime DCQO has shown

promising results in both hybrid quantum-classical [16] and
fully quantum setting [17]. However, for the fully quan-
tum setting, this regime is valid only for a short period until
the contributions from the neglected terms start to contribute.
Meanwhile, hybrid quantum algorithms encounter difficulties
with trainability and measurement overhead associated with
gradient estimations [18, 19].

In parallel, techniques such as the quantum Lyapunov con-
trol (QLC) have also been investigated to design optimization
algorithms [20]. QLC techniques involve defining a Lyapunov
function that will control the dynamics of a given quantum
system by implementing a feedback law [21]. These algo-
rithms have been shown to resolve the trainability issues by
circumventing the use of classical optimization. However,
due to the feedback law, these methods also require large cir-
cuit depths and measurements depending upon the Lyapunov
functions implemented.
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FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the algorithm. Panel (a) illustrates the flow starting from the counterdiabatic Hamiltonian Hcd and subsequently
adding the analog Lyapunov Hamiltonian γ(t)Hn and finding γ(t) using the Lyapunov condition d

dt ⟨Hp⟩ ≤ 0. Panel (b) depicts the corresponding
digital-analog implementation, realizing digital CD blocks and utilizing measurements at each step s to find analog QLC times for the next
steps. The algorithm computes ⟨Hp⟩ in the last step.

In this Letter, we propose a quantum algorithm that uni-
fies CD protocols with QLC methods. This algorithm reduces
the circuit depth further with enhanced performance by utiliz-
ing measurement as a resource and admits digital and digital-
analog implementations, depending on the choice of control
Hamiltonians. Recently, proposals for CD-inspired feedback
quantum optimization have also been made [22], but the con-
trol strategy was limited to QLC methods only. Digital-analog
quantum algorithms generally utilize digital quantum comput-
ers’ flexibility and analog simulations’ robustness to neglect
the noisy two-qubit gate errors [23–25]. Here, we achieve
the same goal by combining digital CD protocols with ana-
log QLC methods. Specifically, the evolution times of ana-
log blocks are found by utilizing QLC methods, generating
new paths to solutions without increasing digital circuit depth.
On the other hand, the digital algorithm utilizes the feedback
to improve the efficiency of higher-order CD terms. Further-
more, both algorithm variants alleviate classical optimization
to relax the trainability issues. Henceforth, we develop digital-
analog and digital variants and compare them with the state-
of-the-art DCQO algorithms to showcase the potential advan-
tage of the proposed approach.

Digital-analog variant.— One of the significant advantages
of QLC methods is the freedom to choose control Hamilto-
nians. In contrast, with approximate CD driving the choice
is limited to odd-order nested commutators. We exploit this
freedom to introduce an additional term γ(t)Hn to Eq. (2),
where Hn represents the native Hamiltonian of the quan-
tum hardware. This implies that the associated evolution
Un( j∆t) = exp{−iγ( j∆t)Hn∆t} corresponds to an analog block
with which the quantum hardware evolves. As we aim for
approximate optimization, we set the Lyapunov function as
⟨Hp⟩, where ⟨◦⟩ denotes the expectation value for a given state
|ψ(t)⟩. From here, the task is to find the control parameter γ(t)

such that

d
dt
⟨Hp⟩ ≤ 0. (3)

To this end, we propose a digital-analog Lyapunov-
controlled counterdiabatic quantum optimization (DALCCO)
algorithm, where the Hamiltonian is given by

HL(t) = Ak(t) + γ(t)Hn. (4)

For a specific time t, Eq. (3) and Eq. (4) can be used to show
that if

γ(t) = f (t) ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t ⟨i[Ak(t),Hp]⟩t , (5)

with f (t) as a Lagrange multiplier, the condition in Eq. (3)
can be satisfied (see Supplemental Material). For each step
∆t, analog times for the next step can be found by perform-
ing measurements. This will constitute our feedback law as
required by QLC methods. If the CD term is a local Hamilto-
nian, the algorithm will feature digital single-qubit gates from
the CD protocols followed by analog blocks from QLC meth-
ods, resulting in a digital-analog algorithm.

To benchmark DALCCO against DCQO, we select an
N-qubit all-to-all connected spin-glass Hamiltonian Hp =∑

m<n Jmnσ
m
z σ

n
z +
∑

l hlσ
l
z. The system is initially prepared in

the ground state of Hm = −∑i σ
i
x. At the first step ( j = 1),

α(∆t) is determined from the CD protocols, and a digital step
Ucd(∆t) is executed with γ(∆t) = 0. γ(2∆t) is computed from
Eq. (5) by measuring the required expectation values. For
j = 2, we apply the digital block Ucd(2∆t) and the analog
block Un(2∆t) to calculate γ(3∆t), continuing similarly for
subsequent steps. After s steps, we compute ⟨Hp⟩, resulting
in a feedback-based algorithm that utilizes CD protocols and
QLC to minimize the energy. A schematic diagram of this
algorithm is depicted in Fig. 2.
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We apply DALCCO to several instances of Hp with Jmn

and hl randomly selected from a uniform distribution with
support in [−1, 1]. In the weak coupling regime, where the
condition Jmn ≪ hl is satisfied, employing local CD proto-
cols yields better results [26, 27]. Therefore, this condition is
maintained to evaluate the improvements of DALCCO com-
pared to DCQO. Since CD protocols correspond to the digital
part of the algorithm, we restrict the CD operator to the local
form O1 =

∑
i σ

i
y. The action minimization method is imple-

mented to determine the coefficients α(t) associated with O1
at each step ∆t (see Supplemental Material).

Regarding the QLC methods, we set Hn =
∑

j σ
j
y +σ

j
zσ

j+1
x ,

where the two-body interaction is the nearest-neighbor cross-
resonance, native to transmon-based quantum hardware [28].
Local operators in Hn can be performed digitally as the single-
qubit gate errors are negligible compared to two-qubit gates.
The commutator i[Hn,Hp] results in a 3-local operator, and
i[O1,Hp] results in a 2-local operator whose expectation val-
ues are to be measured. The explicit forms of these two oper-
ators are given in the Supplemental Material. It is crucial to
set O1 such that the commutator results in operators that are as
local as possible and with more commuting terms since there
will be a measurement overhead based on their exact form.

We employ a straightforward neighborhood search sub-
algorithm to set an optimal value of f (t). Starting with
f (t) = 10, the value is iteratively reduced by a factor of 10 un-
til a monotonically decreasing energy profile is achieved (see
Supplemental Material). Hence, we can compute α(t) values
at each step from CD protocols and the values of γ(t) from the
feedback law by using Eq. (5).

We define the approximation ratio R = ⟨Hp⟩ /E0 with E0
being the ground state energy of the system to evaluate the
performance. Fig. 3 shows the mean R values of 500 instances
of Hp, as a function of system size from N = 6 to N = 16. The
plots show the results of s = 5 Trotter steps with ∆t = 0.01.
It is observed that the mean R values decrease as N increases
for both DALCCO and DCQO, but values corresponding to
DALCCO are significantly higher. This implies that DAL-
CCO enables us to reach a better approximate solution just
by utilizing the native interactions of the quantum hardware.
To investigate the instance-based performance, the best R val-
ues among all instances of Hp with DALCCO and DCQO are
plotted in Fig. 3(a). For small system sizes, the R goes as high
as R ≈ 0.9 and decreases to R ≈ 0.7 as the system size in-
creases. Conversely, even in the best instances with DCQO,
we get R ≈ 0.5 which decreases to R ≈ 0.3. This illustrates
that DALCCO outperforms DCQO by a large factor, even for
the ‘easy’ instances. Additionally, it is apparent from this plot
that DALCCO has a higher reachability than DCQO in the
sense that it can find solutions that are not accessible by using
only CD protocols with the same parameters. The lower R
values for DCQO can be attributed to the low ∆t values and
the small number of Trotter steps.

In Fig. 3(b), the mean R values as a function of Trotter step
s for N = 16 qubits are shown. At s = 1, the R values are
identical since γ(∆t) = 0 initially. From this point, the R val-

FIG. 3. Mean approximation ratio R as a function of system size
N for 500 instances of Hp and s = 5 steps comparing DALCCO
and DCQO. Error bars depict the variance. The inset plot (a) shows
the R values for the best instances, (b) shows R as a function of
Trotter steps s for the best instance with N = 16, and (c) shows the
enhancement factor E as a function of N qubits.

ues increase with each Trotter step, as anticipated. However,
it is observed that the slope decreases with increasing s. Con-
sequently, at large s values, a plateau-like behavior might be
observed. Nonetheless, an enhancement is still evident for all
the instances investigated.

We introduce a metric called enhancement factor E =
⟨Hp⟩DALCCO / ⟨Hp⟩DCQO at s = 5 to make predictions about
the scalability and to quantify the improvements. In Fig. 3(c),
E as a function of increasing N values is depicted. For N = 6
we get E ≈ 4 which increases to E ≈ 6 for N = 16. This be-
havior suggests that the decrease rate of R values is slower for
DALCCO than DCQO for increasing N. This demonstrates
that DALCCO can amplify the R values up to 5 times on av-
erage, and the increase shows signs of potential scalability of
the algorithm.

The DALCCO algorithm has many prominent advantages.
As previously stated, DALCCO is a digital-analog algorithm,
so the two-qubit gate error is negligible in principle. More-
over, DALCCO bypasses the requirement for classical opti-
mization to find gradients, which is a resource-intensive task
and can lead to trainability issues like barren plateaus [18].
Certainly, there can be an equivalent scenario in QLC meth-
ods where d

dt ⟨Hp⟩ ≈ 0. Under these circumstances, the DAL-
CCO will be dominated by CD protocols and still can find
approximate solutions better than DCQO. Although the QLC
protocol alone may occasionally be stuck on a zero-gradient
energy scale, the combined protocol consistently ensures a re-
duction in energy at each time step.

One of the most important factors that make our algorithm
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unique from other CD algorithms is that the choice of Hn is en-
tirely arbitrary except for the condition ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩ , 0. This
opens up numerous possibilities for making the algorithm
hardware-viable while keeping it problem-inspired. Further-
more, given that DALCCO combines two quantum control
methods, it can find alternative paths to the solution that may
not be attained by applying any of the control methods indi-
vidually. In addition, DALCCO stabilizes the impulse-regime
DCQO because QLC can circumvent the non-adiabatic tran-
sitions that will occur with the short-time approximation by
shifting the state to the lower energy throughout the evolution.

Despite these advantages, several challenges must be ad-
dressed. For example, since this is a stepwise digital-analog
algorithm [23], we have to switch the native interactions on
and off at each step, which cannot be performed with perfect
control. This switching can never be an exact step function,
and the system might take some time to stabilize. Also, ∆t
must be sufficiently low to satisfy the QLC condition. This
could potentially create a bottleneck since, in some cases,
DCQO can provide better solutions with a fixed number of
steps. This issue could be addressed by an informed choice
of f (t) values. Finding optimal f (t) values generally poses a
challenge because it requires evaluating two expectation val-
ues at each step to determine the gradient. Therefore, the num-
ber of measurements should be taken into account before per-
forming the algorithm. The performance of DALCCO with
varying f (t) values is given in Supplemental Material. Apart
from this, since this is a feedback-based algorithm, the cir-
cuit depth increases with the number of steps. This is an issue
for high-depth circuits, but since we are within the impulse
regime, DALCCO can still be considered a near-term algo-
rithm. Moreover, the measurements required will always be
fewer than those in variational quantum algorithms. These
algorithms require many iterations for convergence with mul-
tiple measurements at each step to compute gradients [19].

Digital variant.— This strategy of combining CD protocols
with QLC methods can be seamlessly extended to a purely
digital algorithm as well. To differentiate from DALCCO, this
algorithm is referred to as Lyapunov-controlled DCQO (LC-
DCQO). Unlike DALCCO, in LC-DCQO, there is the liberty
to choose non-local AGPs. To this end, we allow up to 2-local
terms in the AGPs. Since two-local operators were already
utilized in O1, we restrict ourselves to Hn =

∑
i σ

i
y. This

will maintain the commutator’s simplicity so the measure-
ment overhead does not become an issue. The performance
of LC-DQCO is compared with DCQO for 500 instances of
Hp. Here, Jmn ≈ hl, ∆t = 0.01, and s = 5.

To find the coefficients α(t), we utilize truncated Krylov
subspace methods [13, 14] where the coefficients are found
using the Lanczos algorithm for a Krylov dimension dK .
However, we limit the expansion at the dimension d < dK

to get Ak
λ = i

∑
k αkO2k−1, where k = ⌊(d + 1)/2⌋. From

this expansion, only the first element A1
λ(t) = iα(t)O1 is se-

lected. In our case, we fix d = 5 for all system sizes with
O1 =

∑
i h̃iσ

i
y +
∑

i< j J̃i j(σi
yσ

j
z + σ

i
zσ

j
y), where h̃i and J̃i j are

derived using Lanczos algorithm. In the Supplemental Mate-

FIG. 4. Mean approximation ratio R as a function of system sizes
from N = 6 to N = 12 with s = 5 steps comparing LC-DCQO
and DCQO. Inset plots (a) show the R values for the best instance.
(b) shows R as a function of Trotter steps s for the best instance for
N = 12, and (c) shows the enhancement factor E as a function of
system size. Error bars show the variance of the 500 instances of Hp

considered.

rial, the method is described, and it is shown that the choice
of d does not affect the impulse-regime DCQO’s performance
significantly but reduces the computational complexity to find
α(t) values.

In Fig. 4, the mean R values for N = 6 to N = 12 qubits
is plotted. Like DALCCO, LC-DCQO performs better than
DCQO for all the instances considered. In Fig. 4(a), the R
values for best-performing instances are illustrated. Note that
LC-DCQO can reach R = 1 while DCQO is near R = 0. This
occurs when the ground state is trivial, that is, |ψg⟩ = |0⟩⊗N

or |ψg⟩ = |1⟩⊗N . Therefore, we heuristically identify that LC-
DCQO will exhibit significantly better performance when the
ground state is near the trivial states. On the other hand, the R
values of DCQO remain nearly constant with increasing N.

In contrast with DALCCO, the enhancement factor E
shown in Fig. 4(c) is high but decreases as the system size
increases. This behavior can be attributed to the selection of
local Hamiltonian Hn. However, in Fig. 4(b), the slope is in-
creasing; this implies that the results will be better for higher
steps s. This is due to the small number of steps s = 5 with
step size ∆t = 0.01 and the fact that Jmn ≈ hl regime will
include some hard-to-solve instances with small energy gaps.
This will increase the adiabatic times and the time required to
solve using CD protocols. Despite the advantages, there are
a few challenges to overcome. Firstly, since this is a digital
algorithm, the two-qubit gate errors will play a role if Hn is
a non-local Hamiltonian. Also, in LC-DCQO, since the com-
mutator i[O1,Hp] is already non-local, we have to take into
account the form of i[Hn,Hp] while choosing Hn to control
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the measurement overhead.
In summary, we have introduced a digital-analog quantum

algorithm, DALCCO, and a purely digital algorithm, LC-
DCQO, both designed to tackle combinatorial optimization
problems and eliminate classical optimization. They inte-
grate quantum Lyapunov control with counterdiabatic proto-
cols, providing an advantage in approximation ratios com-
pared to impulse-regime counterdiabatic methods. This can
be achieved by maintaining the same digital circuit depth and
leveraging measurements as a resource. Our results show
that the proposed algorithms perform considerably better than
DCQO techniques, which have shown empirical polynomial
improvements over adiabatic quantum algorithms [29]. This
work has the potential to achieve further digital compression
using the hardware’s native interactions. In addition, this ap-
proach improves local CD driving, which is an active area of
research [26, 30].
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FINDING COEFFICIENTS TO SATISFY LYAPUNOV CONDITION

In this section, we explicitly derive how to obtain the coefficients γ(t) that satisfy the Lyapunov condition d
dt ⟨Hp⟩ ≤ 0. To

accomplish this task, we start with

Hl(t) = Ak(t) + γ(t)Hn. (1)

Putting Ak
λ = α(t)Ok, the Lyapunov condition can be expressed as

d
dt
⟨Hp⟩ = λ̇(t)α(t) ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩t + γ(t) ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t ≤ 0. (2)

We noticed that for all the instances we consider, if ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩t > 0, we have α(t) < 0 and vice versa. Hence, Eq. (2) can be
rewritten as

d
dt
⟨Hp⟩ = λ̇(t)α(t) ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩t

1 +
γ(t) ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t

λ̇(t)α(t) ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩t

 ≤ 0. (3)

As α(t) ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩ < 0, one can construct γ(t) such that

1 +
γ(t) ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t

α(t)λ̇(t) ⟨i[Ok,Hp]⟩t
≥ 0. (4)

For that we set,

γ(t) = f (t) ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t ⟨i[λ̇(t)α(t)Ok,Hp]⟩t , (5)

where f (t) is a Lagrangian multiplier. Putting the value of γ(t) back in Eq. (3), we get the condition 1 + f (t)| ⟨i[Hn,Hp]⟩t |2 ≥ 0.
Hence, we select f (t) as a positive constant such that Eq. (4) is satisfied. Regardless of the sign of α(t), we can always select the
appropriate sign of f (t), maintaining the condition.

In Fig 1, we plot the γ(t) values for nine different instances for Hp with N = 16 qubits obtained implementing DALCCO. We
observe that the behavior of γ(t) highly depends on the instances chosen and shows the small positive values for most instances.
However, in some instances, they go to very high values and can also take negative ones. However, we can always find a positive
time corresponding to these evolutions by simple transformations.

NEIGHBORHOOD SEARCH SUB-ALGORITHM

We implement a neighborhood search sub-algorithm to find an optimal f (t) value. In this sub-algorithm, we start with
f (t) = 10 and check for a monotonic decrease in the energy for s steps. If it does decrease, we check [2 f (t), 3 f (t), 4 f (t), 5 f (t)]
and select the f (t) that gives minimum energy. If it does not decrease, we divide f (t) by 10 to check again. We do the same
neighborhood search for the new f (t) as well. This will give us the best f (t) values within a certain neighborhood. Note that this
algorithm is heuristically designed, taking into account the general behavior of f (t) values for all the instances we consider. It
should be noted that we have to calculate the expectation values of two operators i[Hn,Hp] and i[O1,Hp] for each step. Therefore,
designing these algorithms also should take into account tradeoffs between the measurement overhead and performance.

To realize how the ⟨Hp⟩ converges with varying f (t) values, we consider the best instance of N = 16 system size using
DALCCO. In Fig. 2, we plot ⟨Hp⟩ as a function of steps s with varying f (t) values. We observe that for different values of f (t),
the energy does not decrease monotonically except for two. Among these two the algorithm will select the f (t) with lower final
energy. For the first iteration, it is the same as γ(0∆t) = 0.
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FIG. 1. Lyapunov coefficients γ(t) for different instances of Hp as a function of Trotter step p implementing DALCCO with N = 16 qubits.

Algorithm 1 Neighborhood search algorithm to find best f (t) values
1: Input: Initial function value f (t) = 10, number of steps s
2: Output: Optimized function value f (t)
3: for i = 1 to s do
4: if Energy decreases monotonically then
5: Check [2 f (t), 3 f (t), 4 f (t), 5 f (t)]
6: Select the f (t) that gives the minimum energy
7: else
8: f (t)← f (t)

10
9: end if

10: Perform the same neighborhood search for the new f (t)
11: end for

ACTION MINIMIZATION METHOD

The AGP operator Ak
λ in Eq. 1 of the main text satisfies,

[Ha, i∂λHa + [Ha, Ak
λ]] = 0. (6)

As shown in the main text, the approximate AGP can be written as Ak
λ = i

∑
k αkO2k−1, which is determined by a set of coefficients

{αk}. For finite k, {αk} can be obtained variationally by minimizing the action,

S k = Tr[Gk
2] with Gk = ∂λHa − i[Ha, Ak

λ]. (7)
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FIG. 2. Energies ⟨Hp⟩ as a function of steps p with various f (t) values for N = 16 system size

Performing this with O1 =
∑

i σ
i
y, we get

α(t) =
1
2

∑N
i=1 hi

[1 − λ(t)]2N + λ2(t)
∑

i h2
i + 2λ2(t)

∑
i< j J2

i j

. (8)

TRUNCATED KRYLOV SUBSPACE METHOD

This section describes how to calculate approximate gauge potential using truncated Krylov subspace methods. According to
Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula, the time evolution of an operator O(t) can be expressed as

O(t) = eiHt/ℏOe−iHt/ℏ

= O + it
ℏ

[H,O] +
(it)2

2! ℏ2 [H, [H,O]] +
(it)3

3! ℏ3 [H, [H, [H,O]]] + · · ·

= O + it
ℏ
L(O) +

(it)2

2! ℏ2L2(O) +
(it)3

3! ℏ3L3(O) + · · · ,

(9)

where L shows the Louivillian super-operator. The terms in the expansion can be considered as basis elements that span the
entire subspace. However, these basis states may not be orthonormal, and one can use the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization
procedure or Lanczos algorithm to generate the normalized Krylov basis. We start by defining an inner product between two
arbitrary operators A and B as,

(A, B) =
1
2

Tr [ ρ(H) (A†B + BA†) ], (10)

where ρ(H) is a positive-definite Hermitian operator. The Lanczos coefficients {bn} and the Krylov operators {On} are obtained
numerically as described in Algorithm. 2, where we truncate the expansion at an arbitrary odd Krylov dimension d before bn hits
zero. Substituting Ak

λ = i
∑

k αkO2k−1 into Eq. (6) yields the matrix equation,



b2
1 + b2

2 b2b3 0 0 · · · 0

b2b3 b2
3 + b2

4 b4b5 0 · · · 0

0 b4b5 b2
5 + b2

6 b6b7 · · · 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...

0 0 0 · · · bd−3bd−2 b2
d−2 + b2

d−1





α1

α2

α3

...

αdA



=



−b0b1

0

0
...

0



. (11)

Next, using {bn} the AGP operators can be obtained by inverting the matrix of dimension dA × dA, where dA = ⌊d/2⌋. In this
work, we restrict ourselves to ρ(H) = 1 and only to the first order term A1

λ = iαO1, since it will be difficult to implement the
higher order terms on a quantum computer.
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Algorithm 2 Finding the AGP terms by Krylov subspace construction
B0 = ∂λH
b0 =

√
(B0, B0)

O0 = B0/b0

B1 = L(O0)
b1 =

√
(B1, B1)

O1 = B1/b1

for n = 2 to d do
Bn = L(On−1) − bn−1On−2

bn =
√

(Bn, Bn)
On = Bn/bn

end for
Using {bn} solve the matrix Eq. (11) to obtain {αk}
A1
λ = iαO1

As shown in Fig. 3, the performance of the LC-DCQO algorithm does not depend significantly on the truncated Krylov
dimension d. Although the maximum of |α(t)| coefficients shows an increment of ∼ 42% for d = 21 as compared to d = 5 for
system size N = 8. The fidelity for d = 21 with respect to the ground state of Hp only increases by ∼ 2% compared to d = 5
at the end of s = 20 Trotter steps. Therefore, we perform all our calculations for d = 5 in the main text as choosing a lower d
reduces the computational complexity to invert the matrix in Eq. (11). Fig. 4 illustrates the average |α(t)| coefficients obtained
for the same 500 instances used in the main text. The comparison is shown for the action minimization and truncated Krylov
subspace methods. The CD coefficients obtained from the latter are larger because of the normalization coefficients b0, b1 with
Krylov subspace methods.

Decomposing O1

This subsection provides details about the calculation of the Krylov operator O1 and decomposing it in terms of Pauli operators.
Following the Krylov construction in Algorithm. 2, we have O1 =

1
b1
L(∂λH/b0). Taking the adiabatic Hamiltonian (as given in

Eq. 1 of main text), we get,

O1 =
1

b0b1
L(∂λHa(t)) =

1
b0b1

[(1 − λ(t))Hm + λ(t)Hp,−Hm + Hp]

=
1

b0b1

(
(1 − λ(t))[Hm,Hp] + λ(t)[Hm,Hp]

)

=
1

b0b1
[Hm,Hp]

=
1

b0b1

−
∑

i

σx
i ,
∑

m<n

Jmnσ
m
z σ

n
z +
∑

l

hlσ
l
z



=
1

b0b1

2i
∑

i< j

Ji j(σi
yσ

j
z + σ

i
zσ

j
y) + 2i

∑

i

hiσ
i
y



= i
∑

i< j

J̃i j(σi
yσ

j
z + σ

i
zσ

j
y) + i

∑

i

h̃iσ
i
y,

(12)

where J̃i j = 2Ji j/b0b1 and h̃i = 2hi/b0b1.

COMMUTATOR CALCULATION

In this section, we calculate expectation value of i
[
Hn,Hp

]
and i
[
O1,Hp

]
as required by DALCCO. Let us begin with i

[
Hn,Hp

]

given by

i
[
Hn,Hp

]
=
∑

i j

∑

mn

[
ZiX j, JmnZmZn

]

︸              ︷︷              ︸
(a)

+
∑

i j

∑

k

[
ZiX j, hkZk

]

︸        ︷︷        ︸
(b)

+
∑

i j

∑

k

[
Yk, Ji jZiZ j

]

︸        ︷︷        ︸
(c)

+
∑

i j

∑

k

[
Yi, hkZk

]

︸     ︷︷     ︸
(d)

. (13)
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FIG. 3. LC-DCQO simulations of system size N = 8 at truncated Krylov dimension d = 3, 5, 7, 11, 21 averaged over 20 instances. (a) The
fidelity with respect to the ground state of Hp as a function of s = 20 Trotter steps. (b) |α(t)| coefficients as a function of s = 100 Trotter steps.

FIG. 4. Average CD coefficients |α(t)| as a function of s = 5 Trotter steps using (a) DALCCO with action minimization method and (b)
LC-DCQO with truncated Krylov method. Plots show an average of 500 instances considered in the main text for different system sizes.

Nest, we calculate the commutator expansion term by term,

(a)
∑

i j

∑

mn

[
ZiX j, JmnZmZn

]
=
∑

i j

∑

mn

Zi

[
X j, JmnZmZn

]
=
∑

i j

∑

mn

Zi

(
2δ jmJmnY jZn + 2δ jnJmnZmY j

)

=
∑

i j

∑

mn

+2Jmnδ jmZiY jZn + 2Jmnδ jnZiZmY j

=
∑

i j

∑

mn

+2Jmnδ jmZiY jZn + 2Jmnδ jnδimY j + 2Jmnδ jn(1 − δim)ZiZmY j,

(b)
∑

i j

∑

k

[
ZiX j, hkZk

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

Zi

[
X j, hkZk

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

+2δ jkhkZiY j,

(c)
∑

i j

∑

k

[
Yk, Ji jZiZ j

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

−2δkiJi jXkZ j − 2δk jJi jZiXk,

(d)
∑

i j

∑

k

[
Yi, hkZk

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

−2δikhkXi.
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Finally, i
[
O1,Hp

]
can be calculated as

i
[
O1,Hp

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

[
Yk, Ji jZiZ j

]
+

[
Yi, hkZk

]
=
∑

i j

∑

k

−2δkiJi jXkZ j − 2δk jJi jZiXk − 2δikhkXi. (14)
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