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In this study, we theoretically analyzed a control protocol based on “time-dependent resonance”
in nearly adiabatic two-level quantum systems, demonstrating that it exhibits properties equivalent
to adiabatic control. This protocol is based on “time-dependent resonance”, where the frequency
corresponds to the time-dependent energy gap. Through numerical calculations, we showed that this
protocol serves as an optimal control protocol. This approach enables efficient and high-precision
transitions to the target state. Our findings provide a new perspective on quantum optimal control
theory and suggest potential applications in qubit controls and quantum information processing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum control has been widely applied in various fields, including quantum computing and quantum sensing,
and is recognized as an essential foundation for these technologies [1–4]. Optimal control theory plays a critical
role in the design of control protocols that minimize specific costs, and its applications have extended to quantum
annealing [5, 6] and the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [7] which is a type of variational
quantum algorithm [8, 9]. One advantage of this method is that, unlike shortcut to adiabaticity [10], it does not require
additional terms in the Hamiltonian, making it both simpler and more practical for experimental implementations.
However, applying optimal control theory to high-dimensional systems becomes often impractical due to the increase
in computational complexity. Therefore, understanding the analytical behavior or characteristic properties of optimal
control remains a significant challenge in advancing quantum control theory [11].

Adiabatic control, as one of the quantum control methods, is applied in various experiments [12–14]. Further-
more, in the context of quantum algorithms, it plays a significant role in several algorithms, including the adiabatic
state preparation algorithm [15–19]. Ideally, the system should be manipulated infinitely slowly, but in practice, it
is operated at a finite speed, which introduces errors. We refer to the regime where these errors remain small as
the nearly-adiabatic regime. Previous study has shown that optimal control in the nearly-adiabatic regime involves
characteristic oscillations where the driving frequency is determined by the time-dependent energy gap of the Hamil-
tonian [20]. This finding also suggests that optimal control in the adiabatic regime could potentially be determined
analytically. To address this issue, we applied optimal control to the simplest yet nontrivial case of a two-level system.
By approximately solving the dynamics of this system, we demonstrated that “time-dependent resonance” plays an
important role in controlling the dynamics, enabling the probability of remaining in the ground state to approach 1
with a minimal cost.

Furthermore, by numerically solving for the optimal control that minimizes the transition probability to the excited
state as the cost function, we confirmed that the resulting optimal control is consistent with the control protocol
based on “time-dependent resonance”. This study provides new insights into quantum optimal control in the nearly-
adiabatic regime and offers valuable knowledge that contributes to the advancement of quantum control theory and
its potential applications in quantum technologies.

II. ANALYSIS OF THE DYNAMICS

In this section, we analyze the dynamics under the following “time-dependent resonance” Hamiltonian:

Hn(t) =

(
vn+1tn +

n−1∑
k=0

An,k(t) sinϕn(t, tr,k)

)
σz +∆σx,
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where

An,k(t) =
−αk

En(t)
, En(t) =

√
v2n+2t2n +∆2,

ϕn(t, t0) = 2

∫ t

t0

En(s)ds, (1)

and n is assumed to be odd for simplicity. tr,k represents the time when the Stokes line intersects the real axis,
which is explained later. Here are some comments on this Hamiltonian. First, En(t) is the positive eigenvalue of the
Hamiltonian when there are no oscillations (i.e., αk = 0):

Hn(t) = vn+1tnσz +∆σx.

Since the frequency in the Hamiltonian Hn(t) is given by ϕ̇n(t, t0) = 2En(t), it can be understood as a reso-
nance oscillation corresponding to the time-dependent energy gap. For this reason, this Hamiltonian is referred
to as “time-dependent resonant” Hamiltonian. We note that previous study has considered oscillations of the form
sin(2En(t)t) [20].
Further definitions of notations are provided. The eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Hn(t) are denoted by |En,±(t)⟩,

and the time-evolution operator is expressed as Un(t, t0). On the other hand, the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Hn(t)
are denoted by |En,±(t)⟩, and the time-evolution operator is expressed as Un(t, t0). In particular, the eigenstates of
this Hamiltonian Hn(t) are expressed as

|En,+(t)⟩ =

(
cos θn(t)

2

sin θn(t)
2

)
, |En,−(t)⟩ =

(
sin θn(t)

2

− cos θn(t)
2

)
,

tan θn(t) =
∆

vn+1t
.

From now on, the initial time t0 is omitted in the notation of the time-evolution operator for simplicity. Furthermore,
by introducing the dimensionless quantity τ = vt, the Schrödinger equation can be rewritten as

i
d

dτ
Un(τ)

=

((
τn +

n−1∑
k=0

Ãn,k(τ) sinϕn(τ, τr,k)

)
σz + ∆̃σx

)
Un(τ),

where the Hamiltonian is also expressed in a dimensionless form with ◦̃ = ◦/v. Under this dimensionless Hamiltonian,
we analyze how the transition probability between eigenstates behaves. Let the initial time be τ0 and the final time
be τf . The transition probability between eigenstates is given by

Pe := |⟨En,+(τf )|Un(τf ) |En,−(τ0)⟩|2.

First, we consider the dynamics under a Hamiltonian without oscillatory terms:

Hn(τ) = τnσz + ∆̃σx.

For n = 1, this is known as the Landau-Zener-Stückelberg-Majorana (LZSM) model [21–24], which can be solved
exactly. However, for other values of n, the solution is not known. However, in the adiabatic regime, the transition
amplitude over an infinite time interval has been studied [25, 26] using the Dykhne–Davis–Pechukas (DDP) formula
[27, 28]. To analyze the dynamics in the adiabatic regime, the turning points, which are the zeros of the energy En(τ),
and the Stokes lines originating from these turning points play an important role [29]. The definition of the Stokes
line is as follows:

Re

∫ τ

τc

En(s)ds = 0.

For the Hamiltonian Hn(t),

τc,±,k = e±i( π
2n+ k

nπ)∆̃
1
n , k = 0, . . . , n− 1

are the turning points. Using this, the transition amplitude for τ0 ≃ −∞ and τf ≃ ∞ can be approximated as
follows [29]:



3

⟨En,+(τf )| Un(τf ) |En,−(τ0)⟩ =
n−1∑
k=0

(−1)kei
∫ τr,k
τ0

En(s)dse−i
∫ τf
τr,k

En(s)dse−2 Im
∫ τc,+,k
τr,k

En(s)ds, (2)

where τr,k represents the time when the Stokes line originating from τc,+,k intersects the real axis (Fig. 1). It is
noted that we can understand from this expression that the exact WKB analysis corresponds to the adiabatic-impulse
approximation [30, 31] in the nearly-adiabatic region.

FIG. 1. Stokes diagrams for n = 1 and n = 3. The red dots represent the turning points τc,±,k, and the blue lines represent the
Stokes lines. The times when the Stokes lines originating from τc,+,k intersect the real axis are denoted as τr,k and are shown
as green dots.

Next, we consider the dynamics under the HamiltonianHn(τ), which includes oscillatory terms. Treating the Hamil-
tonian Hn(τ), without oscillatory terms, as the free Hamiltonian, the time-evolution operator can be approximated
perturbatively as

Un(τ) ≃ Un(τ)− iUn(τ)

∫ τ

τ0

F (s)ds,

F (s) = U†
n(s)σzUn(s)

n−1∑
k=0

Ãn,k(s) sinϕn(s, τr,k),

where the picture is called as “Furry picture” [32]. Thus, the transition probability can be approximated as

Pe ≃
∣∣∣∣⟨En,+(τf )| Un(τf ) |En,−(τ0)⟩

− i ⟨En,+(τf )| Un(τf )

∫ τf

τ0

F (s)ds |En,−(τ0)⟩
∣∣∣∣2, (3)

where it was assumed that the amplitude is sufficiently small at τ = τ0 and τf , allowing the approximation |En,±(τ)⟩ ≃
|En,±(τ)⟩.

The first term in (3) corresponds to the free dynamics (2). On the other hand, the second term represents the
first-order perturbative term arising from the oscillations. This term can be approximated as

− i ⟨En,+(τf )| Un(τf )

∫ τf

τ0

F (s)ds |En,−(τ0)⟩

≃ −1

2
e−i

∫ τf
τ0

En(s)ds
n−1∑
k=0

eiϕn(τr,k,τ0)

∫ τf

τ0

α̃k∆̃

E2
n(s)

ds, (4)
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where the DDP formula was applied to ignore the counter-rotating term, and terms negligible in the adiabatic regime
were omitted. Thus, the transition probability can be approximated as

Pe ≃
∣∣∣∣n−1∑
k=0

ei
∫ τr,k
τ0

En(s)dse−i
∫ τf
τr,k

En(s)ds

×

(
(−1)ke−2 Im

∫ τc,+,k
τr,k

En(s)ds − α̃k∆̃

2

∫ τf

τ0

1

E2
n(s)

ds

)∣∣∣∣2, (5)

and the condition for the transition probability to be zero is given by

α̃k =
2(−1)ke−2 Im

∫ τc,+,k
τr,k

En(s)ds

∆̃
∫ τf
τ0

1
E2
n(s)

ds
=: α̃k,opt.

Let us compute using a specific Hamiltonian for the case of n = 1 and n = 3. In the long-time limit −τ0 ≃ τf ≃ ∞,
the optimal amplitude for n = 1 is

α̃0,opt =
2

π
e−∆̃2π/2, (6)

and for n = 3 is

α̃k,opt =
3(−1)ke

−∆̃4/3 sin (π( 1
6+

k
3 ))

√
πΓ( 7

6 )
Γ( 5

3 )

∆̃−2/3π
, k = 0, 1, 2. (7)

A comparison between the analytical results (5) and numerical calculations of the transition probability is shown in
Fig. 2. It is observed that the results agree well in the region of small amplitude.

Now, let us comment on these results. First, it is evident that there exists an amplitude α̃0 in the nearly-adiabatic
regime and long-time limit, where the derived approximation is valid, that makes the transition probability 0. This
effect results from the mitigation of transitions caused by the minimum energy gap at τ = 0 in the absence of
oscillations. Furthermore, for 0 < α̃k < α̃k,opt, ∂Pe(α̃)/dα̃k < 0 holds, indicating that the transition probability
decreases monotonically from α̃k = 0. Therefore, when numerically determining the optimal control, this control may
be selected without encountering any barriers.

FIG. 2. Comparison between the numerical results and the analytical approximation of Pe for (Left) n = 1, τf = −τ0 = 100

and ∆̃ = 1 and (Right) n = 3, τf = −τ0 = 5, ∆̃ = 1. It can be seen that the results agree well in the region of small amplitudes.
The black dashed line indicates α̃0,opt. In the case of n = 3, the optimal values for α̃1 and α̃2 were used.

Next, we focus on the results for n = 1. It is found that the optimal amplitude α̃0,opt decreases exponentially with

∆̃. This behavior results from the “time-dependent resonant” term (1). Due to this term, the cancellation of the
dynamical phase from adiabatic time evolution and the oscillation phase happens in (4). Let us consider the case of



5

harmonic oscillations with a constant amplitude A and phase ω̃τ for cases where the oscillation phase and dynamical
phase do not cancel. The transition probability in this case becomes [33]

|⟨E+(τf )|U(τf ) |E−(τ0)⟩|2

≃ e−π∆̃2

∣∣∣∣∣1 +√
2CAπ1F̃1

(
−i∆̃

2

2
, 0, i

ω̃

2

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

where C is a suitable constant satisfying |C| = 1. It is necessary to set at least A−1
opt ∝ 1F̃1

(
−i ∆̃

2

2 , 0, i
ω̃
2

)
to make

transition probability 0. A comparison between the optimal amplitudes for these cases and “time-dependent resonant”
case is shown in Fig. 3, which demonstrates that “time-dependent resonance” achieves the desired transitions with
smaller amplitudes in nearly-adiabatic regime.

FIG. 3. Comparison of optimal amplitudes for resonance and harmonic oscillations. It is found that the more adiabatic the
process becomes, the “time-dependent resonance” can suppress the transition probability with a smaller amplitude.

Finally, it is important to note the aspects that also influence cases where the goal is to enhance transition proba-
bilities, such as in the dynamically assisted Schwinger mechanism [34]. In the case of “time-dependent resonance”, for

amplitudes sufficiently large compared to the LZSM transition probability e−∆̃2π/2, the transition probability scales
proportionally to the square of the amplitude. In contrast, for harmonic oscillations, the transition amplitude scales

approximately as A2e−π∆̃2
∣∣∣1F̃1

(
−i ∆̃

2

2 , 0, i
ω̃
2

)∣∣∣2, which decreases exponentially with ∆̃, as shown in Fig. 3. Thus, to

achieve an O(1) transition amplitude, the amplitude A must increase exponentially with ∆̃. Based on these discus-
sions, it is evident that “time-dependent resonance” provide an efficient mechanism for enabling state operations in
the nearly-adiabatic regime.

From the above, it was found that “time-dependent resonant” Hamiltonian induces state transitions with small
amplitudes in the nearly-adiabatic regime. Next, we numerically demonstrate that “time-dependent resonant” Hamil-
tonian provides optimal control for state transitions.

III. COMPARISON WITH OPTIMAL CONTROL

We consider a two-level system Hamiltonian as follows:

H(t) = u(t)σz +∆σx, t ∈ [−T, T ], u(t) ∈ [u−, u+].

We set the initial state as the ground state of u−σz + ∆σx, and the goal is to obtain the ground state of HC :=
u+σz +∆σx at the final time T . The problem of finding the control u(t) that minimizes the expectation value of HC
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at the final time can be formulated as a minimization of the following functional [9]:

J [|x(t)⟩ , ⟨k(t)| , u(t)] = ⟨x(T )|HC |x(T )⟩

+

∫ T

−T

dt

(
⟨k(t)|

[
− d

dt
− iH(t)

]
|x(t)⟩+ c.c.

)
, (8)

where the final state |x(T )⟩ is not fixed. The initial control before optimization is denoted as u0(t) and we assume
u0(t) = vn+1tn. We derive the dimensionless quantities in the same manner as discussed previously and use them
in the subsequent discussion. More detailed optimal control conditions and experimental results are summarized in
[29].

We conduct numerical experiments for the problem. Below, we set ũ+ = −ũ− = τnf . The results of the optimal

control for ∆̃ = 1/2, τf = 5, n = 1 are shown in Fig. 4. As clear from the figure, the optimal control ũopt(τ) oscillates
around the initial control ũ0(τ). In particular, the amplitude near τ = 0 is the largest and significantly affects the
dynamics.

FIG. 4. Plots for ∆̃ = 1/2, τf = 5, n = 1: (Left) Optimal control ũopt(τ) and (Right) probability of obtaining the ground state
Pg,opt(τ) = | ⟨ψopt(τ)|E1,−(τ)⟩ |2 under this optimal control. Here, |ψopt(τ)⟩ represents the state evolving under the optimal
control, and |E1,−(τ)⟩ is the instantaneous eigenstate corresponding to the negative eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian H1(τ). The
dashed lines represent the (Left) initial control and (Right) the probability of obtaining the ground state under the initial
control.

The optimal and analytically derived amplitudes of oscillation α̃opt for adiabaticity and large time are compared in
Fig. 5. In the nearly-adiabatic regime and long-time limit, it is found that the numerically determined optimal control
coincides with the “time-dependent resonant” Hamiltonian. On the other hand, when the long-time limit does not
hold, it becomes necessary to revise the derivation. Such a scenario is particularly important in cases involving time
dependencies similar to those in quantum annealing, as discussed in previous studies [9, 20]. The analysis of cases
where the long-time limit does not hold, including through the context of this scenario, is discussed in detail in [29].

The above analysis corresponds to the case where the initial control has n = 1. Next, we will examine the case
of n = 3. In this case, the analytically derived “time-dependent resonant” Hamiltonian consisted of a sum of three
oscillations. A comparison between this analytical solution and the specific numerical optimal control is shown in 6.
As can be seen from this figure, the analytically derived control and the numerically determined optimal control agree
well.

Finally, let us comment on the extension to multi-level systems. While the method using “time-dependent reso-
nance” is effective for controlling transitions between two states, it may not be suitable for controlling transitions
among three or more states. Therefore, if the transition probability to the second or higher excited states is initially
zero in free dynamics, the “time-dependent resonance” may serve as the optimal control. However, if the transition
probability to the second or higher excited states is non-zero, while the transition to the first excited state can be
minimized, it cannot be considered the optimal control for maximizing the probability of remaining in the ground
state [29].
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FIG. 5. Comparison of (solid line) the optimal amplitude of oscillation obtained from fitting and (dotted line) the analytically

derived amplitude α̃0,opt (6). For sufficiently large τf and ∆̃ in the nearly-adiabatic region, the numerical and analytical results
agree well.

FIG. 6. Plots of the difference between the optimal control ũopt(τ) and the initial control ũ0(τ) for τf = 5, n = 3: (left)

∆̃ = 3/2, (center) ∆̃ = 2, and (right) ∆̃ = 5/2. The solid line represents the numerically optimized control, while the dashed
line represents the “time-dependent resonant” control satisfying (7). It can be seen that these controls agree well in the nearly-
adiabatic regime.

IV. SUMMARY

In this study, we analyzed control using “time-dependent resonant” Hamiltonians, which includes an oscillatory term
with a time-dependent energy gap as its frequency, applied to a simple yet nontrivial two-level system. Through the
analysis of the dynamics, we concluded that “time-dependent resonance” is effective for state control and confirmed
that it is consistent with the results of numerical optimal control calculations. While we considered control to suppress
state transitions, we believe that this approach could also play a significant role in cases such as the dynamically
assisted Schwinger model, where the cost is defined by the excitation rate of the state [34].
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Appendix A: Exact WKB Analysis

In this section, we briefly summarize the results of [35]. The exact WKB analysis was originally discussed as an
analytical method for second-order differential equations. Similarly, it can also be applied to the Schrödinger equation
of a two-level system, especially in the adiabatic regime. Here, we consider the following form of the Hamiltonian:

H(τ) = d(τ) · σ.

The eigenvalues of this Hamiltonian are expressed as:

E±(τ) = ±
√

d2(τ),

where we assume E+(τ) > E−(τ) ∀τ ∈ R and no degeneracy occurs. In this method, the turning points, where the
energy becomes zero, play a crucial role. For simplicity, we consider the case where there is only one turning point in
the upper half-plane:

E+(τc) = 0,

where Im τc > 0. Furthermore, the set satisfying the following equation is called the Stokes line:

Re

∫ τ

τc

E+(s)ds = 0.

Each time the Stokes line is crossed, the solution is considered to change discretely (though exponentially small). The
solution of the Schrödinger equation is expressed as:

|ψ(τ)⟩ =
∑
i=±

ai(τ) |Ei(τ)⟩ .

Rewriting it in the following form:

|ψ(τ)⟩ =
(
a−(τ)

a+(τ)

)
.

Additionally, the following states under the adiabatic approximation are the WKB solutions:

|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩ =
(

0

e
−i

∫ τ
τ0

(E−(s)+g−(s))ds

)
,

|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩ =
(
e
−i

∫ τ
τ0

(E+(s)+g+(s))ds

0

)
.

Now, when crossing the Stokes line counterclockwise where |ψA,−(τ, τc, η)⟩ dominates, the solution changes as follows:(
|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
→
(

1 0

i cot θ(τc)
2 e

−i
∫ τc
τ0

(E−(s)−E+(s)+g−(s)−g+(s))ds
1

)(
|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
.

Conversely, when crossing the Stokes line counterclockwise where |ψA,+(τ, τc, η)⟩ dominates, the solution changes as
follows: (

|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
→
(
1 i tan θ(τc)

2 e
i
∫ τc
τ0

(E−(s)−E+(s)+g−(s)−g+(s))ds

0 1

)(
|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
.

Using this, for example, in the case of the nonlinear LZSM model, the WKB solution changes as follows:(
|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
→

(
1 −

∑n−1
k=0(−1)kei

∫ τc,−,k
τ0

(E−(s)−E+(s))ds∑n−1
k=0(−1)ke−i

∫ τc,+,k
τ0

(E−(s)−E+(s))ds 1

)(
|ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩
|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩

)
,

τc,±,m = e±i( π
2n+m

n π)
(

∆

vn+1

) 1
n

, m = 0, . . . , n− 1.
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Here,

n−1∑
k=0

(−1)kei
∫ τc,−,k
τ0

(E+(s)−E−(s))ds =

n−1∑
k=0

(−1)ke− Im
∫ τc,−,k
τr,k

(E+(s)−E−(s))dsei
∫ τr,k
τ0

(E+(s)−E−(s))ds

leads to

|ψA,−(τ, τ0, η)⟩+
n−1∑
k=0

(−1)kei
∫ τc,+,k
τ0

(E+(s)−E−(s))ds |ψA,+(τ, τ0, η)⟩

= e
−i

∫ τ
τ0

E−(s)ds |E−(τ)⟩+
n−1∑
k=0

(−1)ke−i
∫ τr,k
τ0

E−(s)dse
−i

∫ τ
τr,k

E+(s)ds
e2 Im

∫ τc,+,k
τr,k

E−(s)ds |E+(τ)⟩ .

It should be noted that this can be regarded as an adiabatic-impulse approximation in the nearly-adiabatic regime [30,
31]. Typically, in the adiabatic-impulse approximation, the time of non-adiabatic transitions is determined as the
moment where the energy gap becomes 0 when the off-diagonal component becomes zero. However, in the nearly-
adiabatic regime, it is found that even moments without energy level crossing can be considered as part of the impulse
region.

Appendix B: Detailed Information of Numerical Experiment for Optimal Control

1. Setting

The condition for the variation of the functional (8) to be zero is given by

i
d

dt
|x(t)⟩ = H(t) |x(t)⟩ , (B1)

i
d

dt
|k(t)⟩ = H(t) |k(t)⟩ , (B2)

|k(T )⟩ = HC |x(T )⟩ , (B3)

0 = −i ⟨k(t)|σz |x(t)⟩+ c.c., (B4)

From Eq. (B1), |x(t)⟩ represents the time-evolved state from the specified initial state. On the other hand, from
Eqs. (B2) and (B3), |k(t)⟩ is a (non-normalized) state with a boundary condition defined at the final time. Using
these states, the problem is to optimize the control u(t) to satisfy Eq. (B4).

The dimensionless equations are as follows:

i
d

dτ
|ψ(τ)⟩ =

(
ũ(τ)σz + ∆̃σx

)
|ψ(τ)⟩ ,

and

ũ0(τ) = τn, ũ(τ) ∈ [ũ−, ũ+],

τ ∈ [−vT, vT ] =: [τ0, τf ].

2. Results of numerical calculation

Next, we compare the behavior of the optimal control as it approaches the adiabatic limit. The results are shown in
Fig. 7. As ∆̃ increases and approaches the adiabatic limit, the oscillation amplitude of the optimal control decreases.
This reflects the fact that as the system approaches the adiabatic limit, the dynamics under the initial control ũ0(τ)
alone yield a sufficiently high probability of obtaining the ground state.
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FIG. 7. Plots of the optimal control for τf = 5, n = 1: (Left) ∆̃ = 1/3, (Center) ∆̃ = 2/3, (Right) ∆̃ = 1. As ∆̃ increases and
approaches the adiabatic limit, the oscillation amplitude of the optimal control decreases.

Additionally, the plots of ũopt(τ)− ũ0(τ) for these controls are shown in Fig. 8. The dashed lines in Fig. 8 represent
the fitting results using

ũfit(τ) = −
α̃ sin

(
2
∫ τ

0
E1(s)ds

)
E1(τ)

.

It can be observed that in the adiabatic region, ũ(τ) − ũ0(τ) is well approximated by the fitting function ũfit(τ).
Notably, α̃ is always positive, indicating its role in suppressing nonadiabatic transitions at the time when the energy
gap is smallest.

FIG. 8. Plots of the difference between the optimal and initial controls for τf = 5, n = 1: (Left) ∆̃ = 2/3, (Center) ∆̃ = 1,

(Right) ∆̃ = 1/3. The dashed lines represent the fitting results using −α̃ sin
(
2
∫ τ

0
E1(s)ds

)
/E1(τ), where (Left) α̃ = 6.25,

(Center) α̃ = 0.51, and (Right) α̃ = 0.17. It can be observed that as the system approaches the adiabatic limit, ũ(τ) − ũ0(τ)
is well approximated by the fitting function.

Appendix C: Analysis of Dynamics for Quantum Annealing-type Time Dependence

In quantum annealing, the following form is often assumed [9, 20]:

H(t) = ∆x(1− u(t))Hx +∆zu(t)Hz, u(0) = 0, u(T ) = 1.

We discuss how the analysis changes in cases where both Hamiltonians depend on time. As discussed below, in such
cases, the transition amplitude over a finite time interval without oscillations plays a crucial role.

Here, we consider the following single qubit Hamiltonian:

H(t) = ∆x(1− u(t))σx +∆zu(t)σz, u(0) = 0, u(T ) = 1.

Assuming ∆x,∆z > 0, the initial state at t = 0 is |−⟩, and we aim to compute the probability of obtaining |1⟩ at the
final time t = T . First, we assume the initial control u0(t) = (t/T )n = τn and consider the dimensionless Hamiltonian

Hn(τ) = T∆x(1− τn)σx + T∆zτ
nσz = ∆̄x(1− τn)σx + ∆̄zτ

nσz.
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We denote the eigenstates of this Hamiltonian as |E±,n(τ)⟩. Calculating the positive energy eigenvalue and the turning
points, we obtain

En(τ) =

√
(1− τn)

2
∆̄2

x + τ2n∆̄2
z,

τc,±,k =

(
∆̄x ± i∆̄z

∆̄2
x + ∆̄2

z

∆̄x

)1/n

ei2πk
′/n, (k′ = 0, · · · , n− 1).

Here, the signs ± and the indices k, k′ correspond as follows. The sign + corresponds to turning points in the upper
half-plane, and the sign − corresponds to turning points in the lower half-plane. Additionally, the index k is taken
in order of the real parts, from the largest to the smallest, such that k = 0, 1, . . . , n− 1. The Stokes diagram for this
case is shown in Fig. 10 and Fig. 11. For n = 1, we find

τr =
∆̄2

x

∆̄2
x + ∆̄2

z

,

and it can be seen that the number of τr to be considered is the same as in the case of an infinite time interval. For
n ̸= 1, the Stokes diagram changes compared to the case of infinite time interval. This indicates that only certain
Stokes lines need to be considered in the dynamics due to the finite time interval. For example, for n = 3, as seen in
Fig. 11, it can be observed that the number of τr,k to be considered has decreased to one. Accordingly, α̃1 = α̃2 = 0.

FIG. 9. A plot showing the time dependence of the energy. Each graph shows the change in energy levels as a function of τ
for different values of ∆x and ∆z. The dashed and dotted lines represent the time dependence of the coefficients of σz and σx,
respectively. The blue line corresponds to n = 1 and the orange line corresponds to n = 3.

FIG. 10. Stokes diagram for the case of n = 1. In this case, since one Stokes line intersects the real axis within τ ∈ [0, 1], it
can be seen that the number of Stokes lines to be considered is the same as in the case of an infinite time interval.
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FIG. 11. Stokes diagram for the case of n = 3. In this case, since one Stokes line intersects the real axis within τ ∈ [0, 1], it
can be seen that the number of Stokes lines to be considered has decreased compared to the case of an infinite time interval.
Accordingly, α̃1 = α̃2 = 0.

Next, consider the Hamiltonian with an additional control term:

Hn(τ) = Hn(τ) +
(
−∆̄xσx + ∆̄zσz

)
cn(τ) = Hn(τ) +Hc(τ),

cn(τ) =

n−1∑
k=0

Ãn,k(τ) sin (φn(τ, τr,k) + ξk)

, Ãn,k(t) =
−α̃k

En(t)
.

Denote the eigenstates of this Hamiltonian as |En,±(τ)⟩, and let Un(τ) represent the time evolution operator under
this Hamiltonian, with Un(τ) representing the evolution operator under Hn(τ). Using perturbative expansion in the
Furry picture, we obtain:

Un(τ) ≃ Un(τ)− iUn(τ)

∫ τ

τ0

dsU †
n (s)Hc(s)Un(s).

The probability amplitude for transitions is then given as:

Pe ≃

∣∣∣∣∣⟨En,+(τf )|Un(τf ) |En,−(τ0)⟩ −
∆̄x∆̄z

2

n−1∑
k=0

e−i
∫ τf
τr,k

ds′En(s
′)ei

∫ τr,k
τ0

ds′En(s
′)e−iξk α̃k

∫ τf

τ0

ds
1

E 2
n (s)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

We consider finite time intervals, so both first and second term are complex. The phase ξk is adjusted to ensure
the cancellation of differences between the terms. Moreover, not all turning points contribute to the dynamics due to
the finite time interval, and the oscillatory components α̃k corresponding to irrelevant turning points are expected to
vanish.

Finally, we verify whether the above considerations hold and whether the chosen control is optimal in the adiabatic
regime for n = 1, 3. From Fig. 12 and Fig. 13, it can be seen that the control using “time-dependent resonance” in
the nearly-adiabatic regime matches the optimal control. Thus, it is found that state control using “time-dependent
resonance” is effective even for optimal control with a finite time interval.
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FIG. 12. Comparison between (solid) the optimal control obtained by numerical calculation and (dashed) the analytical
representation using “time-dependent resonance” for n = 1. The real and imaginary parts of α̃0e

−iξ0 are plotted. As ∆̄z

increases, i.e., as we approach the adiabatic limit, it can be seen that the “time-dependent resonance” control becomes the
optimal control.

FIG. 13. Comparison between (solid) the optimal control obtained by numerical calculation and (dashed) the analytical
representation using “time-dependent” resonance for n = 3. The real and imaginary parts of α̃0e

−iξ0 are plotted. As ∆̄z

increases, i.e., as we approach the adiabatic limit, it can be seen that the “time-dependent resonance” control becomes the
optimal control.

Appendix D: Analysis of Dynamics under “Time-Dependent Resonance” for Multi-level Systems

This paper has mainly dealt with two-level systems, but here we will consider how the previously discussed “time-
dependent resonance” can be applied to the control of many-level systems.

We first measure the difference between the ground energy and the excitation energy, and define this function as
f(t). If it can be reduced to a two-level system, we have:

f(t)2 = ∆2
x(1− u(t))2 +∆2

zu
2(t)

Thus, we can obtain:

u(t) =
∆2

x ±
√

∆4
x − (∆2

x +∆2
z)(∆

2
x − f2(t))

∆2
x +∆2

z

Assuming an initial control of u0(t) = t/T = τ , we consider the dimensionless Hamiltonian:

H (τ) = T∆x(1− τ)Hx + T∆zτHprob = ∆̄x(1− τ)Hx + ∆̄zτHprob

Let the eigenstates of this Hamiltonian be denoted as |En(τ)⟩. Let the difference between the ground energy and the
first excitation energy be denoted as δE (τ). For simplicity, assume that the crossing point between the Stokes lines
and the real axis for δE (τ) is unique, and let this time be denoted as τr.
Next, consider the Hamiltonian with the added control term:

H(τ) = H (τ) +
(
−∆̄xHx + ∆̄zHprob

)
c(τ) = H (τ) +Hc(τ).
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Let the eigenstates of this Hamiltonian be denoted as |En(τ)⟩. Let the time evolution operator for this Hamiltonian
be denoted as U(τ), and the time evolution operator for H (τ) be denoted as U (τ). We then have:

⟨E1(τf )|U(τf ) |E0(τ0)⟩ ≃ ⟨E1(τf )|U (τf ) |E0(τ0)⟩

− i

∫ τf

τ0

dsc(s)e−i
∫ τf
s ds′E1(s

′) ⟨E1(s)|
(
−∆̄xHx + ∆̄zHprob

)
|E0(s)⟩ ei

∫ s
τ0

E0(s
′)ds′

.

Here, we define:

c(s) =
−α̃

f1(s)(δE (s))2
sin

(∫ s

τr

δE (s′)ds′ + ξ

)
,

f1(s) := ⟨E1(s)|
(
−∆̄xHx + ∆̄zHprob

)
|E0(s)⟩

Then, we can write:

⟨E1(τf )|U(τf ) |E0(τ0)⟩ ≃ ⟨E1(τf )|Un(τf ) |E0(τ0)⟩ −
1

2
e−i

∫ τf
τr ds′E1(s

′)e
−i

∫ τr
τ0

ds′E0(s
′)
e−iξα̃

∫ τf

τ0

ds
1

(δE (s))2

By adjusting α̃ and ξ, it is possible to suppress the transition to the first excited state. However, it is unlikely
that this control can suppress transitions to higher energy levels. The optimal control that can be numerically
determined can suppress transitions to these higher levels as well, leading to more complex control. As discussed in
prior research [9, 20], it has been numerically confirmed that although the amplitude becomes a complex function,
the phase is governed by

∫ s
δE (s′)ds′. This suggests that optimal control in the adiabatic regime may be analytically

derived for many-level systems as well.
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