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We investigate the efficiency of approximate counterdiabatic driving (CD) in accelerating adiabatic
passage through a first-order quantum phase transition. Specifically, we analyze a minimal spin-
glass bottleneck model that is analytically tractable and exhibits both an exponentially small gap
at the transition point and a change in the ground state that involves a macroscopic rearrangement
of spins. Using the variational Floquet-Krylov expansion to construct CD terms, we find that while
the formation of excitations is significantly suppressed, achieving fully adiabatic evolution remains
challenging, necessitating high-order nonlocal terms in the expansion. Our results demonstrate that
local CD strategies have limited effectiveness when crossing the extremely small gaps characteristic
of NP-hard Ising problems. To address this limitation, we propose an alternative method, termed
quantum brachistochrone counterdiabatic driving (QBCD), which significantly increases the fidelity
to the target state over the expansion method by directly addressing the gap-closing point and the
associated edge states.

I. INTRODUCTION

The breaking of adiabatic dynamics in many-body spin
systems arises in a wide variety of scenarios ranging from
condensed matter physics to quantum simulation and
quantum computing. According to the adiabatic theo-
rem, the driving of a quantum system in a time shorter
than the inverse of the spectral gaps generally induces
diabatic transitions. Nonadiabatic dynamics limit the
preparation of novel ground-state phases of matter in
quantum simulation. Excitations further account for er-
rors in adiabatic quantum computation, quantum anneal-
ing, and quantum optimization algorithms. They are also
responsible for quantum friction in finite-time thermody-
namics, limiting the scaling of quantum heat engines and
refrigerators, among other quantum devices.

Enforcing adiabaticity in many-body quantum systems
is thus broadly desirable. Yet, it faces the need to over-
come small gaps in the spectrum of the driven system.
By way of example, hard instances of combinatorial prob-
lems might be difficult to solve by quantum annealers
because of the presence of gaps on the driving path that
are exponentially small in the system size [1–4]. Such
gaps render quantum adiabatic evolution unfeasible in
practice since the adiabatic theorem requires the driving
time T to be larger than the inverse square of the min-
imal gap ∆min [5, 6]. The physical origin of these gaps
remains a topic of active debate. Some authors have used
perturbation theory to link them to first-order quantum
phase transitions [2, 3], suggesting they arise from Ander-
son localization [4, 7]. Others argue that the gaps have a
non-perturbative origin [8] or result from the clustering of
solutions typical in spin-glass phases [9]. Despite the de-
bate, large-scale numerical simulations have consistently
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demonstrated that certain models display exponentially
small gaps [1, 10, 11].

Facing the presence of small gaps and their dependence
on the system size has led to reformulations of the adi-
abatic theorem in a many-body setting [12, 13], and the
notion of quasi-adiabatic continuation used to determine
the existence and stability of phases of matter [14–17].

These efforts have been accompanied by a closely re-
lated quest for fast quantum control of many-body sys-
tems, tackling the presence of small gaps on the adiabatic
path. In the context of adiabatic quantum computing,
tailoring the mixer or problem Hamiltonian has been pro-
posed to remove the exponential gaps from the path [18–
22]. Alternative methods involve additional “catalyst”
Hamiltonians, i.e., operators that act only at interme-
diate times to amplify the gap [23–32]. Other strategies
rely on time discretization combined with the use of clas-
sical optimization, leading to the quantum approximate
optimization algorithm (QAOA) [33, 34], and the use of
quantum optimal control to tailor non-linear parameter
driving [35–39].

The problem of speeding up the adiabatic evolution
was also addressed in other contexts, such as the appli-
cation of quantum control in chemistry and physics [40].
Seminal works [41, 42] showed that adiabatic evolution
for a generic Hamiltonian can be achieved in any finite
time, provided an auxiliary counterdiabatic driving (CD)
control term is implemented. The CD term is constructed
in such a way as to cancel all diabatic transitions, real-
izing exactly the adiabatic evolution of the reference un-
controlled Hamiltonian. While its explicit form is famil-
iar from early proofs of the adiabatic theorem [43] and
can be obtained directly given the spectral decomposi-
tion of the instantaneous Hamiltonian, the CD Hamilto-
nian is generically non-local and involves multiple-body
interaction terms [44–47]. However, it can also be ob-
tained variationally via controlled expansions in increas-
ingly non-local terms [47–52], with exact adiabatic dy-
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namics being recovered when all the terms in the ex-
pansion are retained. As a result, contrary to catalysts
and ad-hoc deformations of the driving Hamiltonian, CD
provides a coherent framework to address the problem of
exponentially small gaps. CD has been shown to boost
the performance of QAOA, motivating its use in quan-
tum optimization [53–59]. It should be noted that the
required CD terms cannot generally be realized in analog
quantum annealers and simulators. However, they can be
implemented by digital [44, 47, 53, 54, 57–61] or hybrid
digital-analog quantum simulation [62, 63]. Within such
approaches, the implementation is generally facilitated
by the locality of the interactions.

Despite a surge of interest in harnessing CD for many-
body interacting systems [44–58, 64–69], crucial aspects
remain to be elucidated. Early studies pointed out the
interplay between CD and the Kibble-Zurek (KZ) scal-
ing at second-order quantum phase transitions, which de-
scribes the breakdown of adiabaticity while crossing crit-
ical point in terms of universal equilibrium critical ex-
ponents [70–75]. It was found that non-local CD terms
are needed to suppress the KZ scaling and restore adia-
baticity [44, 46, 75], which is at odds with the quest for
approximate CD terms with locality tailored for imple-
mentations. The breaking of adiabaticity described by
KZ mechanism in first-order phase transitions has been
theoretically and experimentally studied [76, 77], while
the use of bias fields in digitized quantum optimization
assisted by CD has only recently been put forward [78].
The performance of CD in a problem with an exponen-
tially small gap and frustration is yet to be elucidated.
Some works [79, 80] have addressed the CD-assisted an-
nealing of ferromagnetic p-spin models, showing that CD
improves the final fidelity while still remaining exponen-
tially small in the system size. The effect of frustration,
however, being at the basis of the exponential difficulty
of solving NP-hard problems, was not considered. Fur-
thermore, while in certain p-spin models, simple antifer-
romagnetic catalysts can yield a polynomial scaling of
the gap [30], this cannot happen if the system is frus-
trated [32]. A natural question thus arises: how effi-
ciently approximate CD can improve the adiabatic pas-
sage through exponentially small gaps induced by frus-
trated energy levels?

In this work, we study whether local, approximate
CD can efficiently tailor excitations for fast-forwarding
the adiabatic dynamics in the presence of exponentially
small gaps and frustration in many-body quantum sys-
tems. To this end, we use the density of non-adiabatic
excitations within the framework of the KZ mechanism,
well suited for experimental studies [81–89]. The lo-
cal approximate CD provides an exponential speed-up
of adiabatic dynamics for driving times sufficiently be-
low the adiabatic limit. In addition, we introduce quan-
tum brachistochrone counterdiabatic driving (QBCD) as
a complementary approach that leads to a remarkable
improvement for near adiabatic time scales, where the
local approximate CD loses its efficiency.

A. Summary of results

To address the questions above, we study a recently in-
troduced minimal model of a spin-glass bottleneck [90].
The model is an Ising-like spin chain that displays both
a small gap and frustration: not only does the gap to
the first excited scales exponentially with the system
size L, but also O(L) spins need to be flipped at the
avoided crossing to track adiabatically the ground state.
These features are due to a simple localization mecha-
nism reminiscent of the formation of bound states for
delta-function potentials on the real line. The model can
be mapped onto a chain of free fermions, which allows a
complete analytical understanding of the small gap for-
mation [90] and the simulation of large systems to ac-
cess the asymptotic scaling. We choose to work with
this model, and not “standard” NP-hard Hamiltonians
as the one for exact cover, as the latter enter the asymp-
totic scaling for the gap only at prohibitively large system
sizes L ≳ 200 [1], whose dynamics cannot be simulated
with present-day classical algorithms.

First of all, we present a thorough analysis of the model
properties in Sec. II. While most properties were already
derived in the original reference [90], we elucidate the
role of a chiral symmetry that was previously mistaken
for a regular symmetry and provide a detailed derivation
of the free-fermionic representation of the model. Then,
after briefly reviewing counterdiabatic driving (CD) in
Sec. III A, we compute the free-fermionic representation
of approximate CD for the model under consideration in
Sec. III B.

In Sec. IV, we present our main results. We show
that local, approximate CD terms obtained without prior
knowledge of the spectrum provide reasonable speed-up
only for a given regime of driving times. We do so with
two complementary approaches. First, we consider the
effect of CD terms on the minimal gap along the adi-
abatic path, i.e., we study the performance of CD as
a gap amplification technique. Since the CD Hamil-
tonian depends on the total evolution time, defining a
gap requires care. A solution is presented in Sec. IVA,
showing that if the problem Hamiltonian displays a min-
imal gap ∆min ∼ e−αL, then adding CD terms leads to
∆min ,CD ∼ e−αCDL with αCD being smaller than α but
remaining finite. Therefore, while CD accelerates the
driving protocol exponentially, the scaling remains expo-
nentially hard. Second, in Sec. IVB, we confirm that CD
does not help the system overcome the smallest gap by
directly simulating the time evolution of the system. We
consider the number of kinks and the excess energy at the
end of the schedule, both of which manifest that while
CD improves the short-time evolution, it only provides
significant improvement for slower schedules when a suf-
ficiently large number of expansion terms are involved.
This is because an extensive number of spins need to be
flipped, and multiple-body interaction terms are needed
to achieve this task. In the language of free fermions,
local CD maps to local fermion hopping terms, while a
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non-local population transfer is needed to track adiabat-
ically the ground state.

In Sec. V, we introduce an alternative approach to
the bottleneck problem by attacking directly the first-
order phase transition. The QBCD Hamiltonian is con-
structed using approximate knowledge of the eigenstates
at the transition, which remarkably improves the pas-
sage through the bottleneck. The QCDB acts by driv-
ing the localized edge states associated with the minimal
gap. Furthermore, we show that this approach involves a
system-size-independent energetic cost for its implemen-
tation, as quantified by the Hilbert-Schmidt trace norm.
A closing discussion in relation to previous findings fol-
lows in Sec. VI.

II. MINIMAL MODEL OF SPIN-GLASS
BOTTLENECK

Consider the quantum many-body Hamiltonian [90]

H[λ] = −(1− λ)
L∑

j=1

σx
j − λ

L∑

j=1

Jjσ
z
jσ

z
j+1, (1)

where λ ∈ [0, 1] is the driving parameter, and the chain
has an odd number of sites L = 2ℓ + 1, with a periodic
boundary. We use square brackets to denote the depen-
dence on the parameter λ, while we use parentheses for
the other functional dependencies, e.g., of λ(t) on time.
The couplings are set to

Jj =





J j = ℓ, ℓ+ 1

−J ′ j = 2ℓ+ 1

1 otherwise,

(2)

where it is assumed

0 < J ′ < J < 1, J2 < J ′. (3)

From the pictorial representation in Fig. 1a, it can be
seen that Eq. (1) describes an Ising chain with uniform
ferromagnetic couplings, except for three weaker cou-
plings placed in diametrically opposite positions: two
weak ferromagnetic ones (J) next to each other, and one
weaker antiferromagnetic one (−J ′) on the other side.
The condition J2 < J ′ in Eq. (3) is more technical, and
is explained in App. B 4.

The Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) has Z2 fermion parity sym-
metry (the fermionic nature of the parity will become
clear in Sec. II B), due to the possibility of flipping all
the spins along z:

ΠF =

L∏

j=1

σx
j ,

[
ΠF, H[λ]

]
= 0. (4)

In the following, it will be convenient to restrict to the
even parity sector, which is the one dynamically accessi-
ble starting from the ground state at λ = 0.

(b)

(c) (d)

(a) 12ℓ−1ℓ
ℓ+1

ℓ+2 ℓ+3 2ℓ 2ℓ+1

−J′ 
J

J
|E0⟩ =

|E1,1⟩ = |E1,2⟩ =

(e)

|E+
0 ⟩ = 1

2 ( )+

FIG. 1. (a) Ising chain of Eqs. (1)–(2). The chain is L = 2ℓ+1
sites long, with uniform ferromagnetic bonds (green lines), ex-
cept for two neighboring, weakly ferromagnetic bonds (light
green lines) and a single antiferromagnetic bond (red line).
The dashed gray line indicates the presence of the Z2 reflec-
tion symmetries, Eqs. (5) and (10). (b) The ground state at
λ = 1 (fixing L = 9) has only the antiferromagnetic bond frus-
trated (dotted line). The other degenerate ground state with
opposite fermion parity is not shown. (c)–(d) Two degenerate
first excited states at λ = 1 (with L = 9), characterized by
only one weak ferromagnetic bond frustrated (dotted line).
Two other degenerate first excited states are obtained by flip-
ping all the spins. (e) The restriction to the even fermion
parity sector makes the ground state nondegenerate and the
first excited manifold two-dimensional. The positive fermion
parity states are obtained by means of symmetric combina-
tions, as shown here for the ground state.

The model has also Z2 reflection parity symmetry ΠR,
defined by the action

ΠRσ
α
j ΠR = σα

L−j+1, α = x, y, z, (5)

and highlighted with a grey dashed line in Figs. 1a and
2b. One can check that

[
ΠR, H[λ]

]
= 0. It will prove con-

venient to use a modified version of this symmetry to ex-
ploit the free fermionic nature of the chain (see Sec. II B).

A. Simple limits

In order to gain an understanding of the model, we an-
alyze the lowest energy states at the beginning (λ = 0)
and at the end (λ = 1) of the driving schedule. When
λ = 0, the ground state is simply the product state
of spins pointing along the x direction, |E0[λ = 0]⟩ =∏

j(|↑⟩j + |↓⟩j)/
√
2. It has an even fermionic parity:

ΠF |E0[λ = 0]⟩ = |E0[λ = 0]⟩, since the state on each site
is even itself. The L degenerate first-excited states are
obtained by flipping one of the spins.
At the end of the driving schedule (λ = 1), because

of the presence of a single antiferromagnetic bond in a
closed loop geometry, the ground state is frustrated. The
condition 0 < J ′ < J < 1, Eq. (3), implies that the
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frustrated bond is at j = 2ℓ + 1, see Fig. 1b, and thus
the ground-state energy is E0 = −(L − 3) − 2J + J ′.
Moreover, because of the fermion parity ΠF, the ground
state is doubly degenerate: the degeneracy is removed by
restricting to the even fermion parity sector and taking
the symmetric combination

∣∣E+
0

〉
as in Fig. 1e.

Also the four degenerate first-excited states are easy
to determine: they display a single frustrated bond, i.e.,
the weak ferromagnetic link j = ℓ or ℓ+ 1, and have en-
ergies E1 = −(L − 3) − J ′; see Fig. 1c–d for a pictorial
representation (the two other degenerate states are ob-
tained by flipping all the spins). The restriction to the
even parity sector implies that symmetric combinations
need to be taken, similarly to what is shown in Fig. 1e
for the ground state.

From the exact computation reported below, it turns
out that at an intermediate value of λ the ground state
undergoes an exponentially small avoided crossing with
the first excited state. In particular, the ground state
changes from a dressed version of the states in Fig. 1c–
d (λ < λc) to a dressed version of the state in Fig. 1b
(λ > λc). The ground states before and after the avoided
crossing are macroscopically different, as the flipping of
half of the chain is involved. Therefore, the Hamiltonian
(1) features a first-order transition similar to the ones
that take place in spin-glass models.

The rest of this section is devoted to the analytical
description of the avoided crossing of the model. While
the computation was already performed in the original
work [90], some steps were either missing or wrong (while
the final results are substantially correct). For this rea-
son, and to make the manuscript self-contained, we detail
the solution and the salient features of the model.

B. Fermionic representation and reflection parity
symmetry

By means of a Jordan-Wigner transformation, the spin
chain Eq. (1) can be fermionized into a chain of Dirac
fermions, as detailed in App. A 1. The fermion parity
operator ΠF in Eq. (4) is transformed into

ΠF =

L∏

j=1

(
1− 2c†jcj

)
, (6)

which counts the parity of the total number of fermions.
Then, the Hamiltonian is transformed into

H[λ] =

L∑

j=1

[
−λJ̃j

(
c†j − cj

)(
c†j+1 + cj+1

)

+2(1− λ)c†jcj
]
− (1− λ)L, (7)

where the couplings J̃j are the same as Jj , except that the

sign of the last coupling is flipped: J̃L = −JL. This is to
take into account the even fermionic parity of the ground
state sector; see App. A 1 for a thorough discussion.

γ1

γ2

γ3

γ4

γ5

γ6

γ7

γ8

γ9

γ10

c1
(a) (b) Γ±

1 Γ±
3 Γ±

5

Γ±
4Γ±

2

c2 c3 c4 c5

FIG. 2. (a) Majorana representation of the chain for L = 5.
Each Dirac site is doubled into two Majorana sites, according
to Eq. (8), and thus the length of the Majorana chain becomes
2L (i.e., 10 in the picture). Notice that the sign of the coupling
JL between the first and last Majorana fermions is flipped
to take into account the even fermionic parity; the bond is
dotted in the figure to highlight the fact. (b) Symmetrized
Dirac representation of the chain. Each Majorana operator
γk is coupled with its symmetric partner γ2L−k+1, according
to Eqs. (12): in the picture, this is shown as a color-code
matching of the sites. The chain goes back to a length of L
because the sites to the right of the symmetry cut (dashed
gray line) become redundant.

Because of the particle non-conservation entailed by
the Dirac Hamiltonian (7), it is convenient to pass to the
Bogoliubov basis, where excitations are conserved in the
adiabatic limit. However, the matrix representation of
Eq. (7) is not analytically diagonalizable to the best of
our knowledge (see also App. E 1). It is thus convenient
to perform two additional transformations [90]. First,
each Dirac fermion is split into a couple of Majorana
fermions, as illustrated in Fig. 2a, according to:

γ2j−1 :=
1√
2

(
cj + c†j

)
, γ2j :=

i√
2

(
cj − c†j

)
, (8)

that obey commutation relations {γk, γk′} = δk,k′ . The
Hamiltonian acquires the form

H[λ] = −2i
L∑

j=1

[
λJ̃jγ2jγ2j+1 + (1− λ)γ2j−1γ2j

]
, (9)

see also Fig. 2a and App. A 2. Second, it is convenient

to define a modified reflection symmetry Π̃R, instead of
ΠR in Eq. (5) (for a detailed explanation see App. A 3).

Defining Π̃R by the action

Π̃RγkΠ̃R = γ2L−k+1, (10)

one can check that Π̃2
R = I and

Π̃RH[λ]Π̃R = −H[λ], (11)

i.e., that Π̃R is a chiral symmetry for H[λ]. This means
that H[λ] is not split into sectors and does not acquire a
block diagonal form, but simply the spectrum of H[λ] is
symmetric with respect to 0, with eigenstates coming in
pairs [91].

The presence of the chiral symmetry Π̃R suggests to
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define the symmetrized operators illustrated in Fig. 2b,

Γ±
k =

±iγk + γ2L−k+1√
2

, k = 1, 3, . . . , L, (12a)

Γ±
k =

γk ± iγ2L−k+1√
2

, k = 2, 4, . . . , L− 1, (12b)

where the factors ±i where chosen so that

{Γ+
k ,Γ

−
k′} = δk,k′ , {Γ+

k ,Γ
+
k′} = {Γ−

k ,Γ
−
k′} = 0, (13a)

Π̃RΓ
±
k Π̃R = ±iΓ∓

k , (Γ±
k )

† = Γ∓
k . (13b)

The equations above show that Γ±
k represent a new set of

Dirac fermions, in terms of which the Hamiltonian takes
the convenient form

H[λ] =2λ

ℓ∑

j=1

Jj
(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+1 + Γ+

2j+1Γ
−
2j

)

− 2(1− λ)
ℓ∑

j=1

(
Γ+
2j−1Γ

−
2j + Γ+

2jΓ
−
2j−1

)

− λJL
(
2Γ+

1 Γ
−
1 − 1

)
− (1− λ)

(
2Γ+

LΓ
−
L − 1

)
,

(14)
as shown in App. A 4. Above, the Jj ’s have been restored
since the last coupling is isolated from the others, and
there is no need to keep the J̃j ’s. One can check again

that Π̃RH[λ]Π̃R = −H[λ], as follows immediately from
Eqs. (13a)–(13b). Introducing the vectors

Γ⃗+ =
(
Γ+
1 Γ+

2 . . . Γ+
L

)
, Γ⃗− =

(
Γ⃗+
)†
, (15)

and the effective single-particle Hamiltonian

H[λ] =




−λJL λ− 1
λ− 1 0 λJ1

λJ1 0 λ− 1
λ− 1 0 λJ2

λJ2
. . .

. . .

. . . 0 λJℓ
λJℓ λ− 1




,

(16)
the matrix representation of the Hamiltonian (14) be-
comes

H[λ] = 2 Γ⃗+H[λ]Γ⃗− + λJL + (1− λ). (17)

From the explicit matrix above, one can see that the di-
agonalization of H[λ] has been reduced to the diagonal-
ization of a simpler one-particle hopping model with open
boundary conditions, described by the matrixH[λ]. Here
and throughout the rest of the paper, we use calligraphic
letters to refer to the operators acting on the linear space
of the effective Hamiltonian H[λ], and a modified ket no-
tation |ψ) for the corresponding single-particle modes.

1 2 L⋯

|ψL) |ψR)

∼ e−κL j/2 ∼ e−κR(L−j)/2

ϵL

ϵR
λ

ϵ

(a)

(b)

1

−1

0 1λc

FIG. 3. (a) Sketch of the boundary-localized eigenmodes
|ψL),|ψR) of the effective hopping Hamiltonian (16). (b) Spec-
trum of the hopping Hamiltonian (16) for ℓ = 8, J = 0.5,
J ′ = 0.27. The many-body ground state of the Γ Hamiltonian
in Eq. (14) is formed by populating all the negative-energy
modes at λ = 0 (solid lines) and leaving the positive-energy
modes empty (dashed lines). The two localized modes ϵL
(blue) and ϵR (orange) undergo an avoided crossing at λ = λc:
while ϵR contributes to the ground state for λ < λc (continu-
ous portion of the orange line), it is replaced by ϵL for λ > λc

(the continuous portion of the blue line). Since the spatial
overlap between |ψL) and |ψR) is exponentially small in L,
also the gap ∆min remains exponentially small according to
Eq. (19).

C. Description of the avoided crossing

The matrix H[λ] in Eq. (16) cannot be diagonalized
analytically for general Jj ’s. However, using the Jj ’s
given in Eq. (2), all the spectrum can be obtained with a
Fourier ansatz: the effective hopping model is translation
invariant in the bulk. Thus, the eigenstates must have
a plane (or evanescent) wave structure in the bulk, and
the effect of the inhomogeneous boundaries can be taken
into account by simply fixing the boundary conditions.
This is reminiscent of the solution of the Schrödinger
equation on a line with a piecewise constant (or delta-
function) potential. The computation is carried on in
detail in App. B, while here, only the main features are
stated.

The spectrum of the effective hopping model, Eq. (16),
is essentially composed of plane wave eigenmodes. Under
the condition J2 < J ′. However, a couple of boundary
modes are present; see also Eq. (B19): one, call it |ψL),
is localized around the left end j = 0 of the Γ chain, and
a second one, denoted by |ψR), extends around the right
end j = L. Their spatial decay is regulated by the rates
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κL and κR as

ψL,j ∼ e−κLj/2, ψR,j ∼ e−κR(L−j)/2; (18)

see Fig. 3a for a sketch. The corresponding eigenvalues
ϵL and ϵR undergo an avoided crossing at a value of the
driving parameter λ = λc, with a gap

∆min ∝ e−αL, α =
1

2
ln

[
J ′(1− J2)

J2 − (J ′)2

]
. (19)

Notice that α > 0, thanks to the conditions Eq. (3). The
exponentially small gap ∆min hinders adiabatic driving
because the many-body ground state of the spin chain
contains the single-particle orbital |ψR) for λ ≲ λc, while
it contains the single-particle orbital |ψL) for λ ≳ λc, see
Fig. 3b. Therefore, the minimal gap along the adiabatic
path is equal to ∆min. At the avoided crossing, it is
necessary to bring an effective particle from one end of
the Γ chain to the other end: in the language of spins,
this corresponds to flipping an extensive number of them.

III. COUNTERDIABATIC DRIVING

A. Brief review of counterdiabatic driving

The adiabatic theorem of quantum mechanics guaran-
tees that the quantum dynamics, generated by a time-
dependent Hamiltonian H[λ(t)], tracks its instantaneous
eigenstates, provided that variations in time are slow
enough. The adiabaticity condition reads

λ̇
| ⟨m[λ(t)]| ∂λH[λ(t)] |n[λ(t)]⟩ |

(En[λ(t)]− Em[λ(t)])2
≪ 1, (20)

where |n[λ]⟩ are the instantaneous eigenstates and En[λ]
the corresponding energies. If the condition above is met,
then transitions between eigenstates are suppressed [43];
see as well Refs. [5, 6] for refinements on the adiabatic-
ity condition. Yet, a perfect adiabatic tracking can be
obtained at any finite driving rate, if the dynamics is
generated by the modified counterdiabatic driving (CD)
Hamiltonian [41, 42]

HCD(t) = H[λ(t)] + ∂tλ ·H1[λ(t)], (21)

with

H1[λ] = i
∑

n

(
|∂λn⟩⟨n| − ⟨n|∂λn⟩ |n⟩⟨n|

)
(22)

= i
∑

n

∑

m ̸=n

|m⟩ ⟨m| ∂λH |n⟩ ⟨n|
En − Em

, (23)

where the last equation assumes that the spectrum of
H[λ(t)] is nondegenerate [42]. The first term on the right-
hand side of H1[λ] is the generator of parallel transport
familiar from proofs of the adiabatic theorem. The sec-
ond term, being diagonal in the instantaneous eigenbasis,

provides the correct Berry phase associated with a per-
fectly adiabatic trajectory [92].
The challenge in utilizing the CD Hamiltonian, such as

the one in Eq. (22), comes from the fact that the terms
involved are highly non-local and multiple-body, being
|∂λn⟩⟨n| similar in structure to a projector [44]. For this
reason, a growing body of works has been investigating
the possibility of truncating the CD Hamiltonian to few-
body local terms while retaining the suppression of di-
abatic transitions [44–47, 49, 50, 67, 68]. A convenient
framework to this end relies on the Floquet-Krylov ex-
pansion of the CD term [50–52]. Using the equivalent
representation

H1[λ] = −
∫ +∞

0

dx e−ϵ|x| eixH[λ]∂λH[λ]e−ixH[λ] (24)

with ϵ = 0+, one can expand the integrand in powers of
x and find, upon integration,

H1[λ] = i

∞∑

n=1

αn [H, · · · , [H︸ ︷︷ ︸
2n−1 times

, ∂λH] · · · ]. (25)

Here, αn = (−1)nϵ−2n is formally diverging, but allowing
the αn’s to be free variational parameters, one obtains a
controlled expansion of the CD term with increasingly
non-local operators [50]. To fix the parameters αn, one
may either employ a QAOA-inspired procedure, in which
they are updated recursively by using as cost function the
energy at the end of the driving process [53–55, 93], or an
a priori method like the minimization of the action [49]

S(H1) := Tr
(
G†(H1)G(H1)

)
, (26)

where

G(H1) := ∂tH[λ(t)]− i[H[λ(t)], H1], (27)

with respect to the parameters αn. We choose to follow
the second route since it allows for greater analytical con-
trol and does not rely on heavy numerical optimization.

B. Approximate counterdiabatic driving for the
spin-glass bottleneck model

Following Refs. [49, 50], consider the lowest-order ap-
proximant to the CD term in the Floquet-Krylov expan-
sion. At the first order, the commutator [H, ∂λH], with
H in Eq. (1), contains terms σy

j σ
z
j+1+σ

z
jσ

y
j+1, motivating

the variational ansatz

H
(1)
1 [λ] =

L∑

j=1

αj

(
σy
j σ

z
j+1 + σz

jσ
y
j+1

)
. (28)

The coefficients αj can be found by minimizing the ac-
tion (26). This yields the equations

[
8(1− λ)2 + λ2

(
J2
j−1 + 2J2

j + J2
j+1

)]
αj

+ 2λ2Jj (Jj−1αj−1 + Jj+1αj+1) = −Jj , (29)
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FIG. 4. The local approximate counterdiabatic Hamiltoni-

ans H
(1)
1 , Eq. (28), and H

(2)
1 , Eq. (30), take a simple form

in the Γ free fermionic representation, Eq. (14): they are
a longer-range hopping terms, with fine-tuned coefficients
iαj , iβj . Higher-order variational ansatzes yield a similar
structure with longer-range couplings.

with periodic boundary conditions implied, which can be
solved via linear algebra techniques with a cost polyno-
mial in L. Going to the second order, from the computa-
tion of the nested commutator [H, [H, [H, ∂λH]]] one de-

termines the variational ansatz H
(1)
1 [λ] +H

(2)
1 [λ], where

H
(2)
1 [λ] =

L∑

j=1

βj
(
σy
j σ

x
j+1σ

z
j+2 + σz

jσ
x
j+1σ

y
j+2

)
. (30)

Again, the coefficients {αj , βj} can be determined by
solving a 2L× 2L linear system (Eq. (C17)). Generaliz-
ing, one needs to solve a nN × nN linear system for the
n-th order term of the Floquet-Krylov expansion. Thus,
for finite n, the CD term can be determined efficiently
with the help of a classical computer.

At all orders of the Floquet-Krylov expansion of the
CD Hamiltonian, Eq. (25), the approximate CD term for
the spin-glass bottleneck model admits a free-fermionic
representation. The full derivation is reported in App. C,
and it leads to

H
(1)
1 [λ] = −2i

L∑

j=1

α̃j

[
c†jc

†
j+1 + cjcj+1

]
, (31)

H
(2)
1 [λ] = −2i

L∑

j=1

β̃j

[
c†jc

†
j+2 + cjcj+2

]
. (32)

Notice that the CD terms take the form of longer-range
hoppings. A similar longer-range-hopping form is ac-
quired in the Γ±

j basis as well, see Eqs. (C15) and (C21).
Thus, CD helps the driving by preventing localization
with two-fermion longer-range hopping terms; see also
Sec. VI for further discussion.

IV. RESULTS

Here, we present our main results regarding the behav-
ior of CD in the quantum driving of the spin-glass bot-
tleneck model. While the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) could
be studied fully analytically, the introduction of the ap-
proximate CD terms forces one to resort to numerical

methods: the variational equations (29) and (C17) do
not seem to have an explicit analytical solution in the
general case. Nevertheless, the simple structure of the
model, together with the mappings to c and Γ fermions
performed above, allows for a thorough understanding of
the effect of CD on the driving process.

A. Counterdiabatic driving and gap amplification

According to the adiabatic theorem, adiabaticity can
be preserved upon reducing the driving time, provided
that the gap is increased by the same factor. However,
the construction of the CD term outlined in Sec. IIIA
indicates that CD is more than a mere gap amplifica-
tion method: the operators involved are constructed in
such a way to transport a state along its adiabatic path,
and they do so by enforcing parallel transport while ac-
counting the corresponding quantum phase. By contrast,
catalysts and gap-amplifying terms just enhance the de-
phasing due to highly oscillatory terms ei(Em−En)t for
m ̸= n, making the adiabatic approximation hold to a
better degree [23–32].
Notice that using a schedule λ(t) with vanishing deriva-

tive at the endpoints, the eigenstates of HCD[λ(t)],
Eq. (21), coincide with those of H[λ(t)] at the begin-
ning (λ(0) = 0) and the end (λ(T ) = 1) of the proto-
col. Therefore, when using approximate CD, one can
apply the adiabatic theorem to the dynamics generated
by HCD[λ(t)] and try to infer the success of the driving
process from the minimal gap ∆min,CD along the path
(by construction, the exact CD term yield success with
probability 1 and this study would not make sense there).
Noticing that the approximate HCD depends on the final
time T , one cannot blindly use the adiabaticity condition
to estimate the time Tad needed for adiabaticity to hold.
Nevertheless, it can be used to determine self-consistently
Tad, if the dependence ∆min,CD = ∆min,CD(T ) is known.
In Fig. 5, the numerical results for the gap ∆min,CD(T )

of the CD Hamiltonian are shown. The cubic ramp
λ(t) = 3(t/T )2− 2(t/T )3, that satisfies λ̇(0) = λ̇(T ) = 0,
is used. From Fig. 5a, one can see that, for large
system sizes and long driving times, the minimum of
the gap remains exponentially small in the system size:
∆min,CD ∝ e−αCDL. From Fig. 5b, however, one can no-
tice that ∆min,CD is still exponentially larger than ∆min,
as a function of the system size L and for every fixed time
T . In other words, αCD < α. Also, there is no apprecia-
ble difference in the values of αCD extracted from either
the first- or second-order expansions; only the prefactor
of the exponential is larger for the second-order one.

From plots like that in Fig. 5a, the exponential de-
cay rate αCD of ∆min,CD is extracted for many values of
T , and the values are reported in Fig. 6. The fits are
performed on the first-order expansion gaps; quantita-
tively similar results follow from using the second-order
expansion gaps. One can see that already the first-order
ansatz is sufficient to provide an exponential speed-up for
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FIG. 5. Gap amplification from counterdiabatic driving (CD).
(a) For any driving rate, the minimal gap ∆min,CD along the
CD-assisted adiabatic path remains exponentially small in the
system size, both for the 1st order (Eq. (28), filled markers)
and 2nd order (Eq. (30), empty markers) variational ansatzes.
The bare minimal gap ∆min is shown for comparison with
black crosses. (b) The CD-assisted gap ∆min,CD, despite be-
ing exponentially small in the system size, is still exponen-
tially larger than the bare gap ∆min: all the log-log fits (lines)

are compatible with a growth ∆min,CD ∼ ∆mine
c(T )L, with

c(T ) = α− αCD(T ).

moderate driving times, T ≲ 25, as αCD is substantially
smaller than α. Increasing the driving time, however,
αCD approaches α: higher order CD terms would be re-
quired to maintain the same gap amplification.

The conclusion above can be put on quantitative
grounds by estimating the adiabatic timescale for approx-
imate CD with the inverse of the minimal gap, Tad,CD ∼
∆−2

min,CD(T ). Using ∆min,CD(T ) ≃ ∆0e
−αCD(T )L, with

αCD(T ) ≃ α−δ/T 2 that is shown to hold up to high pre-
cision in Fig. 6b (∆0 and δ are two fitting coefficients),
one obtains

Tad,CD ≈ Tad e−2δL/T 2
ad,CD ≈ Tad

(
1− 2δL

T 2
ad

)
, (33)

where in the last step we expanded up to first order
the exponential and approximated Tad,CD with Tad. One
can see that the solution Tad,CD is significantly reduced
for moderate driving times, and it converges to the bare
value, Tad, upon increasing T . Let us remark that both
this empirical power law and the coefficients are expected
to change in the favour of smaller adiabatic times for
larger order expansions.

25 50
T

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

α
C

D

(a)

J=0.5, J ′=0.26
J=0.5, J ′=0.27

101

T

10−3

10−2

α
−
α

C
D ∼ T−2

(b)

FIG. 6. The approximate CD path displays a minimal gap
∆min,CD ∝ e−αCD(T )L. (a) Rate αCD as a function of the driv-
ing time T : the value of αCD (dots) saturates at the analytical
value α in the absence of CD in Eq. (19) (solid lines), already
for moderately short times. (b) The approach to the asymp-
totic value is well fitted by a power law: α− αCD(T ) ∼ T−2.

B. Performance of counterdiabatic driving

Above, the adiabatic theorem was used to predict the
performance of approximate CD. It was found that the
gap remains exponentially small in the system size for
all driving times, with the gain of CD being less and
less significant as the driving time increases. In order to
quantify precisely to what extent CD helps the driving
process, however, we next integrate the time-dependent
Schrödinger equation and see whether the success prob-
ability is actually increased.
As before, a cubic ramp λ(t) = 3(t/T )2 − 2(t/T )3,

satisfying λ̇(0) = λ̇(T ) = 0, is employed. Upon ini-
tializing the system in the paramagnetic ground state
of H[λ = 0], we consider the evolution with the approxi-

mate CD Hamiltonians H[λ(t)]+ λ̇(t)H(1)[λ(t)] (first or-

der ansatz) or H[λ(t)]+ λ̇(t)[H(1)[λ(t)]+H(2)[λ(t)]] (sec-
ond order ansatz). Because of the free-fermionic nature
of the model under consideration, we evolve the single-

particle operators (cj , c
†
j) or Γ

±
k by means of Bogoliubov-

de Gennes equations, and then compute the desired ex-
pectation values at the end of the protocol with the ap-
propriate contractions; see App. E for all the details.
This technique allows one to reach much larger system
sizes, which are needed in the present case to extract the
asymptotic scalings. Incidentally, this is the reason why
we employ the chain in Eq. (1) instead of examples of
NP-hard Ising Hamiltonians [94].

The results of our numerical simulations to assess the
performance of the driving are presented in Figs. 7–8.
First, we compute the kink number in Fig. 7, i.e., the
number of frustrated bonds at the end of the process. It
is given by the expectation value on the final state of the
operator

K :=
1

2

L∑

j=1

[
1− sign(Jj)σ

z
jσ

z
j+1

]
. (34)

This is an extensive observable that can be computed
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FIG. 7. Approximate CD performance measured by the
expectation value of the kink number on the final state:
⟨K⟩T ≡ ⟨ψ(T )|K|ψ(T )⟩, Eq. (34). (a) The kink number de-
creases until it reaches the plateau unit value, corresponding
to a single frustrated bond. A driving time exponentially large
in the system size is needed to make ⟨K⟩T < 1 and enter the
adiabatic regime. The effect of approximate CD is to reduce
the kink number at smaller driving times (dashed lines: 1st
order ansatz; dotted lines: 2nd order ansatz) with respect to
the bare driving with only the Hamiltonian (solid lines). (b)
Rescaling the kink number with the system size, a good col-
lapse is obtained at short times, signaling that approximate
CD is improving ⟨K⟩T by an extensive amount. However, the
smallest exponential gap remains as hard to be crossed as for
the bare dynamics without CD terms.

with free-fermion techniques; the details are shown in
App. E 3. From Fig. 7a, one can see that the bottleneck
of adiabaticity is represented by one remaining frustrated
bond, corresponding to the transition |ψR)→ |ψL). The
time needed to anneal this last bond gets longer with in-
creasing system size, as indicated by the increasing length
of the plateau of ⟨K⟩T ≡ ⟨ψ(T )|K|ψ(T )⟩. From Fig. 7b,
one can see instead that the effect of CD is to improve
the short-time performance, with a gain that is extensive
in the system size. Also, the higher the order of the vari-
ational CD ansatz, the bigger the gain. However, one can
see that enhancing adiabaticity across the exponentially
small gap remains a challenging task for these low-order
approaches, and higher-order terms would be required to
gain reasonable improvement.

The findings of Fig. 7 agree with the known results
about the Kibble-Zurek (KZ) density of defects formed
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101

102

E
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FIG. 8. The excess energy in Eq. (35) shares the behav-
ior with the kink number, Eq. (34): the 1st order (Eq. (28),
dashed lines) and 2nd order (Eq. (30), dotted lines) varia-
tional CD ansatzes improve the driving for short times, but
do not help significantly the dynamics to overcome the expo-
nentially small gap. See also Fig. 7 for a comparison.

upon crossing a quantum phase transition [70–74]. The
collapse in Fig. 7b shows that the defect density scales
as ∼ T−ν/(1+zν) = T−1/2, where ν = 1 is the correla-
tion length exponent of the transverse-field Ising model
and z = 1 is its dynamical exponent. The presence of
the three weak links manifests only in the breakdown
of the KZ scaling at large times, with the formation of
the plateau. The breakdown of the KZ scaling at short
times, due to the introduction of approximate CD terms,
confirms the early results of Ref. [44] in this setting.
The same physical picture is confirmed by the excess

energy at the end of the protocol, defined by

Eex := ⟨ψ(T )|H[λ = 1]|ψ(T )⟩ − EGS[λ = 1] (35)

and shown in Fig. 8a. Thus, figures 7 and 8 demonstrate
that CD improves fast driving at short times but does
not help significantly to overcome the exponentially small
gap, as further discussed in Sec. VI.

V. QUANTUM BRACHISTOCHRONE
COUNTERDIABATIC DRIVING (QBCD):

EXPONENTIAL SPEEDUP

In this section, we show how the efficiency of the driv-
ing can be improved beyond the low-order CD expan-
sions by canceling the transitions between the ground
state and the first excited state around the critical point
λ = λc. Above, the first- and second-order ansatzes
were used without requiring any knowledge of the in-
stantaneous spectral properties. Here, an approximate
knowledge of the spectrum at a single point in parameter
space is assumed, and much better results are obtained.
This approach is reminiscent of reverse quantum anneal-
ing, where an approximate ground state of the problem
Hamiltonian is used to improve the performance of the
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adiabatic algorithm [95–97]. Further, this approach dif-
fers from the early approaches to CD in many-body sys-
tems, where the exact CD term was truncated according
to the locality of operators involved [44, 47]. Here, in-
stead, the complete CD Hamiltonian is employed, but
with an approximate knowledge of the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors. The truncation is in turn performed in the
number of parameter values at which this is realized.
While in the worst-case scenario, this does not reduce
the computational cost of the search for the final ground
state when compared to diagonalizing the final Hamil-
tonian, the use of additional numerical methods such as
reverse annealing or quantum Monte Carlo to extract
approximate knowledge of the critical point are feasible
strategies to keep the numerical cost under control. The
simplest version of this approach is to take a single pa-
rameter value at which the approximate knowledge is re-
quired.

The idea is to focus on the bottleneck of the driving
dynamics and use approximate left- and right-localized
edge states, which are responsible for the exponentially
closing gap, to construct the CD term at the criti-
cal point. By multiplying such term with the time-
dependent derivative of the schedule, it is ensured that
the spectrum is not altered at the endpoints λ = 0 and
1 (see App. C 4). In the language of the one-particle ef-
fective model, Eqs. (16)–(17), the QBCD Hamiltonian
reads

HQBCD = i
(ψR|∂λH[λc]|ψL)

∆min

[
|ψR)(ψL| − |ψL)(ψR|

]
,

(36)
where λc denotes the point in parameter space where
the gap is minimal and equal to ∆min, |ψL,R) denote the
left/right localized edges states in the L-dimensional lin-
ear space of the effective chain. Equation (36), inspired
by CD, shares the structure of the Hamiltonian in the
quantum brachistochrone problem for the time-optimal
evolution within this two-level subspace [98–100], moti-
vating the term QBCD. Upon contracting with the Γ
operators, one obtains the full expression of the QBCD
Hamiltonian. Notice also that HQBCD takes the form of
a σy Pauli matrix in the reduced subspace of the left-
and right-localized single-particle states.

The QBCD Hamiltonian, Eq. (36), cancels exactly the
transition between the ground and first excited states
only at the gap-closing point; however, it also provides an
efficient CD term in the neighborhood thereof. This fea-
ture can be inferred from the results shown in Fig. 9 and
10: both the gap ∆min,QBCD and the ground state fidelity
are significantly increased with respect to the bare Hamil-
tonian. Here, the fidelity is captured by the kink number,
since a valueK < 1 can come only from the ground state.
In particular, one can see from Fig. 10a that for values of
T for which the bare Hamiltonian exhibits a kink num-
ber plateauing very close to 1, the QBCD term is able
to lower it to ⟨K⟩T ≈ 0.5. This implies that the ground
state is found at the end of the protocol with the finite
probability of ≈ 0.5, which is significantly larger than the
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FIG. 9. Gap amplification from the QBCD term, Eq. (36).
Comparing with Fig. 5, one can see that HQBCD is able to
enlarge the minimal gap on the adiabatic path by a significant
amount for all system sizes and driving times.
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FIG. 10. Performance of the driving assisted by the QBCD
term, Eq. (36). The expectation value of the kink number
on the final state plateaus for intermediate driving times, but
the actual value of ⟨K⟩T is reduced when employing HQBCD

1

(dashed lines) with respect to the bare evolution (solid lines).

one found with the bare protocol.
Finally, let us investigate the efficiency of the presented

variational and QBCD approaches from the perspective
of energy resources. While reducing external resources
is essential for experimental realizations [101, 102], the
energetic costs determine the speed at which the assisted
process can stay adiabatic [41, 103, 104]. The Hilbert-
Schmidt norm of the Hamiltonians, defined as ∥H1∥2 =

Tr[H†
1 H1], provides a natural measure to quantify the

cost of CD [41, 44, 51, 52]. It can be shown (see App. D)
that the energy costs of the low-order expansions grow
as

∥∥∥H(1,2)
1

∥∥∥
2

∼ L (37)

for the first- and second-order variational expansions, re-
spectively. The QB approach surpasses the variational
method in this aspect as well. As shown in App. D, the
numerator and the denominator in Eq. (36) grow as (to
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FIG. 11. Energetic cost of implementing the counterdiabatic
terms, as measured by the average Hilbert-Schmidt norm of
the Hamiltonian along the driving path. While the first- and
second-order variational terms have a cost that grows with
the system size, the QBCD approach of Eq. (36) converges to
an L-independent value.

leading order in ℓ)

∆min ≃ ℓ(λ− 1)e−(ℓ−1)κ(1 + e−2µ)

+ ℓλ
(
e−ℓκ−2µ + e−(ℓ−2)κ

)
(38)

and

(ψR|∂λH[λc]|ψL) ≈
ℓ
(
e−(ℓ−1)κ(1 + e−2µ) + e−ℓκ−2µ + e−(ℓ−2)κ

)
. (39)

The two equations above imply a constant norm to lead-
ing order:

∥∥HQBCD
∥∥2 ∼ O(1) . (40)

This fact is a consequence of the exponentially localized
nature of the two single-particle states involved in the
avoided crossing and their appearance both in the gap
and the transition matrix element.

To incorporate also the time dependence in the com-

putation, in Fig. 11 the quantities 1
T

∫ T

0
dt ∥H1∥2 are

presented. It is clearly demonstrated that ∥H(1)
1 ∥ and

∥H(2)
1 ∥ increase with the system size, while ∥HQBCD∥

remains independent of L to leading order. Thus, the
QBCD approach not only achieves significantly larger fi-
delities to the target state, but it does so with a constant
energy cost.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we investigated how the quantum adi-
abatic dynamics can be assisted in overcoming a spin-
glass bottleneck with the use of counterdiabatic driving
(CD). The model used is an Ising chain admitting a free-
fermionic description, first introduced in Ref. [90], that

displays both a gap exponentially small in the system
size and two degenerate ground states that differ macro-
scopically from each other in terms of spin flips. The
solvability of the model, however, was used only to reach
larger system sizes and extract the asymptotic scalings:
most of our analysis can be applied without substantial
modifications to NP-hard Ising Hamiltonians. For this
reason, we chose to employ CD terms that can be con-
structed efficiently on a classical computer: we resorted
to two- and three-body ansatzes with coefficients fixed
from the Floquet-Krylov variational principle [49, 50]. A
key finding is that, while these CD ansatzes can amplify
exponentially the size of the minimal gap along the adi-
abatic path, such gap remains exponentially small in the
system size L, and the probability of ending up in the
ground state at the end of the protocol is correspond-
ingly very small for times shorter than ∼ eαL, with α
given in Eq. (19).

Our analysis highlights key features of CD of frustrated
spin systems. First, from the gap characterization in
Sec. IVA, it can be inferred that CD is able to amplify
the gap exponentially in the diabatic regime, and thus
reduce substantially the diabatic transitions. However,
reaching the regime of driving times where diabatic tran-
sitions come solely from the exponentially small ground
state gap, the first two CD terms provide negligible im-
provement (see Figs. 7 and 8) and higher order expan-
sions are required. On the other hand, slowing down the
driving schedule also reduces the overall strength of the
CD term, given the ∂tλ prefactor in Eq. (21). These fea-
tures prevent the construction of an effective CD term
bearing the adiabatic limit.

In addition, CD techniques, including the variational
formulation [49–51], aim at keeping the evolving state
as close as possible to the instantaneous ground state.
The simplicity of the model allows us to identify a sin-
gle transition from one end to the other of the effective
chain, Eq. (16). Thus, in crossing the first-order phase
transition, the state needs to be modified extensively in
order to adjust to the change in the ground state.

These generic features highlight the efficiency and lim-
itations of CD in its standard formulation. Approaches
different from an a priori action minimization could be
more effective in fighting bottlenecks. One option is to
integrate the CD ansatzes with optimal control methods,
as in QAOA [53–56], where an iterative optimization of
the control fields is performed using only the final state
reached by the dynamics [68]. However, such numerical
optimization allows for little analytical control and might
be impeded by control landscape transitions [105–108].

As a way out, we have introduced the QBCD Hamilto-
nian in Sec. V, which shares the structure of the Hamil-
tonian for the time-optimal evolution in the quantum
brachistochrone problem for the associated subspace of
localized edge states. With the help of the QBCD Hamil-
tonian, the success rate of the protocol increases from a
vanishing probability to almost 0.5, as indicated by the
average kink number at the end of the schedule. While
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it is a challenging task to implement non-local Hamilto-
nians with multi-body interactions in quantum devices,
its realization is amenable to digital and digital-analog
quantum simulation approaches. In addition, the QBCD
Hamiltonian in Eq. (36) relies on the approximate spec-
tral properties at a single value of the control parameter.
This approach is remarkable in that its overall energy
cost, as quantified by the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the
Hamiltonian, remains finite, as the multiple-body terms
are exponentially suppressed. This particular combina-
tion of features hints at the fact that the hardness of
crossing the exponentially small gaps is of entropic rather
than energetic origin [109]: one does not need access to
strong control fields but rather to some information re-
garding where to steer the quantum state. In this re-
spect, an interesting prospect is to combine approximate
CD and QBCD schemes with strategies such as reverse

quantum annealing [95–97], the use of bias field [78, 110],
Lyapunov control [58, 59], and the engineering of control
terms with approximate knowledge of the critical point.
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Appendix A: Free-fermion representation of the Hamiltonian

1. Jordan-Wigner transformation and Dirac fermions

Start from the Hamiltonian (1). By applying a set of one-qubit gates

U =
1√
2

(
1 −1
1 1

)
, (A1)

by virtue of the identities

UσxU† = −σ̃z, UσyU† = σ̃y, UσzU† = σ̃x, (A2)

one can rewrite equivalently

H[λ] =

L∑

j=1

[
−λJj σ̃x

j σ̃
x
j+1 + (1− λ)σ̃z

j

]
(A3)

(tildes are used to distinguish the two sets of Pauli matrices for later convenience). This form of the Hamiltonian is

convenient for a Jordan-Wigner transformation to be applied: one passes from spins {σ̃j} to Dirac fermions {cj , c†j}
by means of the identities

σ̃+
j = e−iπΣjc†j , σ̃−

j = eiπΣjcj , σ̃z
j = 2c†jcj − 1, (A4)

where the string operator Σj in the exponent reads

Σj :=

j−1∑

k=1

c†kck. (A5)

Another possible way of writing the transformation is

c†j =

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σ̃z

k

)
σ̃+
j , cj =

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σ̃z

k

)
σ̃−
j . (A6)

Then, the fermionic vacuum |0c⟩ corresponds to spins positively aligned along x-axis in the original basis (|0c⟩ = |→⟩),
and the fully occupied fermionic state corresponds to the spins anti-aligned along x-axis (|1c⟩ = |←⟩).
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Applying the Jordan-Wigner transformation to Eq. (A3), one finds

H[λ] =

L∑

j=1

[
−λJj

(
e−iπΣjc†j + eiπΣjcj

)(
e−iπΣj+1c†j+1 + eiπΣj+1cj+1

)
+ (1− λ)

(
2c†jcj − 1

)]
(A7)

=

L∑

j=1

[
−λJj

(
c†je

−iπc†jcj c†j+1 + c†je
iπc†jcj cj+1 + cje

−iπc†jcj c†j+1 + cje
iπc†jcj cj+1

)
+ 2(1− λ)c†jcj

]
− (1− λ)L

(A8)

=

L∑

j=1

[
−λJj

(
c†jc

†
j+1 + c†jcj+1 − cjc†j+1 − cjcj+1

)
+ 2(1− λ)c†jcj

]
− (1− λ)L. (A9)

The Hamiltonian is manifestly a quadratic form in the creation/annihilation operators. In order to fix the boundary
conditions, one needs to look back at the original Hamiltonian (1). In terms of the spins, the boundary conditions
are periodic: σj+L ≡ σj . However, for the fermionic operators, it holds cj+L = +cj or cj+L = −cj depending on
whether there is an odd or even number of fermions, respectively. Since the initial state (ground state at λ = 0) is
the fermionic vacuum |0c⟩, the correct sector to take is the even one.

In order to simplify things, we will not use the relation cj+L = −cj , but equivalently use cj+L = cj and flip the sign
the last coupling JL → −JL, while still working within the even parity sector. In order to keep track of this change,
we use tildes:

J̃j :=

{
Jj if j ̸= L

−JL if j = L.
(A10)

Therefore, the Hamiltonian reads

H[λ] =

L∑

j=1

[
−λJ̃j

(
c†jc

†
j+1 + c†jcj+1 − cjc†j+1 − cjcj+1

)
+ 2(1− λ)c†jcj

]
− (1− λ)L (A11)

=

L∑

j=1

[
−λJ̃j

(
c†j − cj

)(
c†j+1 + cj+1

)
+ 2(1− λ)c†jcj

]
− (1− λ)L. (A12)

Notice that if any operator (different from the Hamiltonian) has terms coupling cL with cL+1, also there the sign
must be flipped. We will use tildes to remember this fact.

2. Majorana fermions

From the Dirac fermion representation {ci , c†j}Lj=1, one can pass to an equivalent Majorana fermionic representation

{γ2j−1, γ2j}Lj=1 by effectively doubling the length of the chain. The defining relations are

γ2j−1 :=
1√
2

(
cj + c†j

)
, γ2j :=

i√
2

(
cj − c†j

)
, (A13)

and the inverse transformation is

c†j =
γ2j−1 + iγ2j√

2
, cj =

γ2j−1 − iγ2j√
2

, (A14)

leading to anticommutation relations

{γk, γk′} = δk,k′ . (A15)

One can rewrite

H[λ] = −2i
L∑

j=1

[
λJ̃jγ2jγ2j+1 + (1− λ)γ2j−1γ2j

]
. (A16)

The boundary conditions inherited by the Dirac fermions entail γk+2L = −γk (even parity sector) but, as stated

above, we are employing γk+2L = γk and the flipped couplings J̃j .
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3. Reflection parity symmetry

The Hamiltonian (1), and thus its Majorana representation (A16), is odd under the chiral reflection parity symmetry

Π̃R defined by Eq. (10), i.e. Π̃RγkΠ̃R = γ2L−k+1. Indeed, the couplings satisfy Jj = JL−j , and one can write

Π̃RHΠ̃R = −2i
L∑

j=1

[
λJ̃jγ2L−2j+1γ2L−2j + (1− λ)γ2L−2j+2γ2L−2j+1

]
(A17)

= −2i
L∑

j=1

[
λJ̃L−jγ2L−2j+1γ2L−2j + (1− λ)γ2L−2j+2γ2L−2j+1

]
(A18)

= −2i
L−1∑

l=0

[
λJ̃lγ2l+1γ2l + (1− λ)γ2l+2γ2l+1

]
= −H. (A19)

In the first line, the operator Π̃R was applied on the γ’s; in the second line, J̃j was exchanged with J̃L−j ; in the third

line, it was set l := L− j. H is odd under the reflection parity Π̃R, thus Π̃R is a chiral symmetry for H [91].

Before moving on, it is interesting to express the chiral reflection parity symmetry also in terms of the Dirac
operators:

Π̃RcjΠ̃R = Π̃R
γ2j−1 − iγ2j√

2
Π̃R =

γ2L−2j+2 − iγ2L−2j+1√
2

= −ic†L−j+1, (A20a)

Π̃Rc
†
jΠ̃R = Π̃R

γ2j−1 + iγ2j√
2

Π̃R =
γ2L−2j+2 + iγ2L−2j+1√

2
= icL−j+1, (A20b)

which shows that Π̃R also exchanges particles and holes. In terms of the spin operators, it holds instead

Π̃Rσ
x
j Π̃R = −Π̃Rσ̃

z
j Π̃R = −Π̃Rc

†
jcjΠ̃R = −icL−j+1(−i)c†L−j+1 = c†L−j+1cL−j+1 = σ̃z

L−j+1 = −σx
L−j+1, (A21)

while Π̃Rσ
z
j Π̃R involves also the transformation of the Jordan-Wigner string. Thus, the chiral reflection parity sym-

metry is non-local in the spin representation of the Hamiltonian.

The non-locality of Π̃R in the spin representation is “dual” to the non-locality of ΠR in the fermionic representation.
Indeed, the presence of the Jordan-Wigner string entails the transformation rules

ΠRcjΠR = ΠR

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σz

k

)
σ−
j ΠR =

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σz

L−k+1

)
σ−
L−j+1 = (−1)NF

L−j+1∏

k=1

(
− σz

k

)
σ−
L−j+1

= (−1)NF

(
1− 2c†L−j+1cL−j+1

)
cL−j+1 = (−1)NFcL−j+1, (A22a)

ΠRc
†
jΠR = ΠR

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σz

k

)
σ+
j ΠR =

j−1∏

k=1

(
− σz

L−k+1

)
σ+
L−j+1 = (−1)NF

L−j+1∏

k=1

(
− σz

k

)
σ+
L−j+1

= (−1)NF

(
1− 2c†L−j+1cL−j+1

)
c†L−j+1 = −(−1)NFc†L−j+1, (A22b)

where NF :=
∑L

j=1 c
†
jcj is the total fermion number operator. The prefactor (−1)NF is a non-local operator that

makes it more difficult to define creation and annihilation operators symmetrized with respect to ΠR. This is the

reason why it is convenient to use the chiral symmetry Π̃R instead of the unitary symmetry ΠR when working with
the Dirac fermions. A similar situation takes place in the Majorana representation. A comprehensive, modern view
on the subtleties of symmetries in Ising-like chains can be found in Ref. [111].
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4. Reflection-symmetrized representation

Let us introduce symmetrized operators, as in Eqs. (12) in the main text. The inverse transformation is

γk =
Γ+
k − Γ−

k√
2i

, k = 1, 3, . . . , L, (A23a)

γk =
Γ+
k + Γ−

k√
2

, k = 2, 4, . . . , L− 1, (A23b)

γk =
Γ+
2L−k+1 + Γ−

2L−k+1√
2

, k = L+ 1, L+ 3, . . . , 2L, (A23c)

γk =
Γ+
2L−k+1 − Γ−

2L−k+1√
2i

, k = L+ 2, L+ 3, . . . , 2L− 1. (A23d)

Let us split the Hamiltonian (A16) into the different contributions: for −λJ or (1 − λ), and bulk or boundary. It
holds for j = 1, 2, . . . , ℓ

J̃jγ2jγ2j+1 + J̃L−jγ2L−2jγ2L−2j+1 = J̃j

[
Γ+
2j + Γ−

2j√
2

Γ+
2j+1 − Γ−

2j+1√
2i

+
Γ+
2j+1 + Γ−

2j+1√
2

Γ+
2j − Γ−

2j√
2i

]

= − iJ̃j
2

[(
Γ+
2j + Γ−

2j

) (
Γ+
2j+1 − Γ−

2j+1

)
−
(
Γ+
2j − Γ−

2j

) (
Γ+
2j+1 + Γ−

2j+1

)]

= iJ̃j
(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+1 − Γ−

2jΓ
+
2j+1

)
, (A24)

and

(1− λ)(γ2j−1γ2j + γ2L−2j−1γ2L−2j) = (1− λ)
[
Γ+
2j−1 − Γ−

2j−1√
2i

Γ+
2j + Γ−

2j√
2

+
Γ+
2j − Γ−

2j√
2i

Γ+
2j−1 + Γ−

2j−1√
2

]

= − i(1− λ)
2

[(
Γ+
2j−1 − Γ−

2j−1

) (
Γ+
2j + Γ−

2j

)
−
(
Γ+
2j−1 + Γ−

2j−1

) (
Γ+
2j − Γ−

2j

)]

= i(1− λ)
(
Γ−
2j−1Γ

+
2j − Γ+

2j−1Γ
−
2j

)
, (A25)

while for the other sites

J̃Lγ2Lγ1 = J̃L
Γ+
1 + Γ−

1√
2

Γ+
1 − Γ−

1√
2i

=
iJ̃L
2

(
Γ+
1 Γ

−
1 − Γ−

1 Γ
+
1

)
, (A26)

(1− λ)γLγL+1 = (1− λ)Γ
+
L − Γ−

L√
2i

Γ+
L + Γ−

L√
2

=
i

2
(1− λ)

(
Γ−
LΓ

+
L − Γ+

LΓ
−
L

)
. (A27)

The Hamiltonian acquires the form

H[λ] = 2λ

ℓ∑

j=1

J̃j
(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+1 − Γ−

2jΓ
+
2j+1

)
+ 2(1− λ)

ℓ∑

j=1

(
Γ−
2j−1Γ

+
2j − Γ+

2j−1Γ
−
2j

)

+ λJ̃L
(
Γ+
1 Γ

−
1 − Γ−

1 Γ
+
1

)
+ (1− λ)

(
Γ−
LΓ

+
L − Γ+

LΓ
−
L

)
, (A28)

which is the same of Eq. (14) in the main text.

5. Transformation of states

From the equations above, one can also find the relation between the vacuum state for the c’s and the one for the
Γ’s. Defining |0c⟩ to be the state annihilated by all cj ’s, and |0Γ⟩ to be the one annihilated by all the Γ−

k ’s, it holds

|0c⟩ =
ℓ∏

k=1

(
1 + Γ+

2k−1Γ
+
2k

)
|0Γ⟩ , (A29)

as one can check by directly applying each cj expressed in terms of the Γ±
k ’s.
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Appendix B: Diagonalization of the effective hopping model

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide the eigendecomposition of the system Hamiltonian (1) by diagonalizing
the effective 1D hopping model Eq. (16). It is convenient to rewrite the matrix as

H = λ




−JL −B
−B 0 J1

J1 0 −B
−B 0 J2

J2
. . .

. . .

. . . 0 Jℓ
Jℓ −B




, (B1)

where B := (1− λ)/λ.
As a first thing, notice that for the choice of Jj ’s in Eq. (2), the model is translation invariant in bulk (step 2), while

only the sites 1, L− 1 and L experience different couplings. This fact suggests that plane waves are eigenfunctions of
the system, provided the boundary conditions are fixed.

Second, notice that for B = 0 (i.e., at the end of the anneal), there is an eigenstate localized at the left end j = 0,
namely (1 0 0 . . . )T . Similarly, when B =∞ (i.e., at the beginning of the anneal), one eigenstate is localized at the
right end, namely (0 . . . 0 1)T . In the following, these localized states are determined with a scattering approach.

1. Plane waves in the bulk

Let us start by constructing the plane wave eigenvectors of Eq. (B1) in the bulk. The eigenvalue equation H|ψ) =
λϵ|ψ) reads, in components,

{
−Bψ2j + ψ2j−2 = ϵψ2j−1

ψ2j+1 −Bψ2j−1 = ϵψ2j ,
(B2)

where the couplings Jj of Eq. (2) have been specified. Using the Fourier ansatz

(
ψ2j−1

ψ2j

)
∼ eikj

(
ak
bk

)
, (B3)

the bulk eigenvalue equation acquires the form

{
−Bbk + e−ikbk = ϵkak
eikak −Bak = ϵkbk.

(B4)

From the linear system above, one determines

(e−ik −B)(eik −B) = ϵ2k (B5)

and

ak
bk

=
ϵk

eik −B . (B6)

The first equation fixes the dispersion relation in the bulk, and the second the relative scale of ak to bk. They need to
be supplemented by the boundary conditions, which fix the admissible values of k, and the normalization condition,
which fixes the overall scale of the eigenvector. In order to simplify things, it is instrumental to work already in the
thermodynamic limit L → ∞, since this way, the left and right boundary conditions are completely decoupled. The
two will be considered separately in the following subsections.
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2. Left-localized state

Here, consider a semi-infinite chain starting from j = 0 and ending at j = +∞. The only boundary condition one
needs to take into account is provided by the eigenvalue equation at the first site:

J ′ψ1 −Bψ2 = ϵψ1, (B7)

that can be rewritten as

J ′ak −Bbk = ϵkak =⇒ ak
bk

=
B

J ′ − ϵk
. (B8)

When supplemented with Eqs. (B5), (B6) and the normalization condition, one obtains four equations for the four
unknowns ak,bk,k,ϵk. Here, we consider only the localized edge state, for which k ≡ iκ, κ > 0. Eliminating ak/bk and
ϵk from Eq. (B8) via Eqs. (B5) and (B6), one finds

1− eκB
1− e−κB

= (J ′)2, (B9)

which has a real positive solution

κ = ln
1− (J ′)2 +

√
4B2(J ′)2 + [(J ′)2 − 1]2

2B
. (B10)

3. Right-localized state

Here, consider the half-infinite chain that starts at j = −∞ and ends at j = L. Besides Eqs. (B5) and (B6) that
describe the wave propagation in the bulk, the two boundary conditions at the right end read

−BψL−2 + JℓψL = ϵψL−1, JℓψL−1 −BψL = ϵψL. (B11)

Being the last site odd, the Fourier ansatz Eq. (B3) needs to be supplemented by

ψL ∼ eikLck. (B12)

The boundary conditions Eq. (B11) read, in terms of the Fourier ansatz,

−Bak + Jeikck = ϵkbk, Jbke
−ik −Bck = ϵkck. (B13)

From here, one can eliminate ck, obtaining

ϵkbk +Bak =
J2bk
ϵk +B

. (B14)

Now, Eqs. (B5), (B6), (B14) and the normalization condition are again four equations for the four unknowns ak,bk,k,ϵk.
The right-localized state will have an imaginary momentum k ≡ −iκ, κ > 0, that can be determined by combining the
cited equations. Since this would lead to cumbersome equations, it is convenient to utilize a workaround to determine
the avoided crossing directly, as in Ref. [90].

4. Avoided crossing

The avoided crossing takes place at the value of B such that ϵk is the same for the left (L) and right (R) localized
states. In principle, one should impose (ϵk)L ≡ (ϵk)R by using the expression (B5) with the values of κL and κR
determined above. However, it is convenient to notice that, because of Eq. (B5), it must hold κL = κR, and from
Eq. (B6) follows (ak/bk)L = (bk/ak)R (being kR = −kL for the choice of i’s). Thus, one determines (ak/bk)L from
Eq. (B8), and equates it to (bk/ak)R from Eq. (B14), finding

ϵ+B =
J2

J ′ . (B15)
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Plugging above ϵ from Eq. (B5), with κ taken from Eq. (B10), one determines the value of B at which the crossing
takes place:

Bc =
(1− J2)[J2 − (J ′)2]

J ′[1− 2J2 + (J ′)2]
. (B16)

From Eq. (B15) follows

ϵc =
(J ′)2 − J4

J ′[1− 2J2 + (J ′)2]
, (B17)

and in turn from Eq. (B5)

κc = ln
J ′(1− J2)

J2 − (J ′)2
. (B18)

From the equation above, the condition κ > 0 implies for the couplings

J2 < J ′, (B19)

which explains the requirement stated in Eq. (3).
The last step consists in determining the magnitude of the gap at the avoided level crossing. Since |ψL) and |ψR)

determined above are not eigenfunctions of the chain of finite length, one can argue that

∆min ≃ (ψL|H|ψR) ∼
L∑

j=1

e−κcj/2e−κc(L−j)/2 ∼ e−κcL/2, (B20)

which corresponds to Eq. (19) in the main text. Indeed, the hybridization of |ψL) and |ψR) is approximately given by
the off-diagonal matrix element (ψL|H|ψR) in the reduced 2×2 subspace spanned by |ψL) and |ψR) themselves. All
the factors dropped in Eq. (B20) are subleading with respect to the exponential term.

Appendix C: Free-fermion representation of the counterdiabatic Hamiltonian

1. Chiral reflection parity of the CD Hamiltonian

As a first thing, let us investigate how the reflection parity symmetry acts on the CD Hamiltonian, Eq. (24). Using

the fact that Π̃RHΠ̃R = −H, as proven in Sec. A 3, it follows

Π̃RH1Π̃R = −1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dx f(x) Π̃Re

ixH∂λHe
−ixHΠ̃R (C1)

=
1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dx f(x) e−ixH∂λHe

ixH (C2)

= −1

2

∫ +∞

−∞
dy f(y) eiyH∂λHe

−iyH = +H1, (C3)

having set y := −x. Thus, H1 is even under the chiral reflection parity, Eq. (10), while H is odd. The same conclusion
can be reached by noticing that in Eq. (25), there is an even number of H’s at every order of the expansion.

At the same time, H1 is even under the standard reflection parity, Eq. (5), as can be checked directly from the spin
representation.

2. First order ansatz

Let us move to the Hamiltonian (28). By applying the set of one-qubit gates defined in Eq. (A1), one can rewrite

H
(1)
1 [λ] =

L∑

j=1

αj

(
σ̃y
j σ̃

x
j+1 + σ̃x

j σ̃
y
j+1

)
(C4)

= 2i

L∑

j=1

αj

(
σ̃−
j σ̃

−
j+1 − σ̃+

j σ̃
+
j+1

)
. (C5)
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This form of the CD Hamiltonian is expressed in terms of Dirac fermions, Eq. (A4), as

H
(1)
1 [λ] = −2i

L∑

j=1

α̃j

(
e−iπΣjc†je

−iπΣj+1c†j+1

)
+ h.c. (C6)

= −2i
L∑

j=1

α̃j

(
c†je

−iπc†jcj c†j+1

)
+ h.c. (C7)

= −2i
L∑

j=1

α̃j

[
c†jc

†
j+1 + cjcj+1

]
, (C8)

where there is a tilde on the αj ’s because of the fermion parity symmetry, see above Eq. (A10).
Next, one has to rewrite the Hamiltonian above in terms of Majorana fermions, Eq. (A14):

H
(1)
1 [λ] = −2i

L∑

j=1

α̃j

[
1

2
(γ2j−1 + iγ2j)(γ2j+1 + iγ2j+2) +

1

2
(γ2j−1 − iγ2j)(γ2j+1 − iγ2j+2)

]
(C9)

= 2i

L∑

j=1

α̃j [γ2jγ2j+2 − γ2j−1γ2j+1] . (C10)

It is convenient to check the reflection parity of the expression above for H1:

Π̃RH
(1)
1 [λ]Π̃R = 2i

L∑

j=1

α̃j [γ2L−2j+1γ2L−2j−1 − γ2L−2j+2γ2L−2j ] (C11)

= 2i

L∑

j=1

α̃L−j [γ2j+1γ2j−1 − γ2j+2γ2j ] (C12)

= 2i

L∑

j=1

α̃L−j [γ2jγ2j+2 − γ2j−1γ2j+1] , (C13)

where in the first line Eq. (10) was used, and in the second it was changed j → L−j. In order to have Π̃RH1Π̃R = H1,
it must hold αj ≡ αL−j , which indeed follows from the variational equations (29).
At this point, one can pass to the symmetrized operators Γ±. Using

−α̃jγ2j−1γ2j+1 + α̃L−jγ2L−2jγ2L−2j+2 = −α̃j

(
Γ−
2j−1Γ

+
2j+1 + Γ+

2j−1Γ
−
2j+1

)
, j = 1, 2, . . . , ℓ, (C14a)

α̃jγ2jγ2j+2 − α̃L−jγ2L−2j−1γ2L−2j+1 = α̃j

(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+2 + Γ−

2jΓ
+
2j+2

)
, j = 1, 2, . . . , ℓ− 1, (C14b)

α̃ℓγ2ℓγ2ℓ+2 − α̃ℓ+1γ2ℓ+1γ2ℓ+3 = α̃ℓ

(
Γ−
2ℓΓ

+
2ℓ+1 + Γ+

2ℓΓ
−
2ℓ+1

)
, (C14c)

α̃L (−γ2L−1γ1 + γ2Lγ2) = α̃L

(
Γ+
1 Γ

−
2 + Γ−

1 Γ
+
2

)
, (C14d)

it follows

H
(1)
1 [λ] = 2i

ℓ∑

j=1

α̃j

(
Γ+
2j+1Γ

−
2j−1 − Γ+

2j−1Γ
−
2j+1

)
+ 2i

ℓ−1∑

j=1

α̃j

(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+2 − Γ+

2j+2Γ
−
2j

)

+ 2iα̃ℓ

(
Γ+
2ℓΓ

−
2ℓ+1 − Γ+

2ℓ+1Γ
−
2ℓ

)
+ 2iα̃L

(
Γ+
1 Γ

−
2 − Γ+

2 Γ
−
1

)
. (C15)

The matrix representation reads (for ℓ = 3, thus L = 7)

H
(1)
1 [λ] = 2 Γ⃗+




0 −iα7 −iα1

iα7 0 0 iα1

iα1 0 0 0 −iα2

−iα1 0 0 0 iα2

iα2 0 0 0 −iα3

−iα2 0 0 iα3

iα3 −iα3 0




Γ⃗−. (C16)
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3. Second order ansatz

When considered together the first and second-order approximate CD Hamiltonians H
(1)
1 + H

(2)
1 , one can check

that the variational equations, obtained from the minimization of the action Eq. (26), are
[
8(1− λ)2 + λ2

(
J2
j−1 + 2J2

j + J2
j+1

)]
αj + 2λ2Jj (Jj−1αj−1 + Jj+1αj+1) + 4λ(λ− 1)(βj−1Jj−1 + βjJj+1) = −Jj ,[

8(1− λ)2 + λ2
(
J2
j−1 + J2

j + J2
j+1 + J2

j+2

)]
βj + 2λ2 (Jj−1Jj+1βj−1 + JjJj+2βj+1) + 4λ(λ− 1)(αj+1Jj + αjJj+1) = 0,

(C17)

Thanks to the relation Jj = JL−j , these equations are symmetric under the exchange

αj ←→αL−j , j = 1, 2, . . . , L

βj ←→βL−j−1, j = 1, 2, . . . , L− 2 (C18)

βL−1 ←→βL.

One can check that the second order ansatz for the CD Hamiltonian, Eq. (30), is expressed in terms of Dirac
fermions as

H
(2)
1 [λ] = −2i

L∑

j=1

β̃j

[
c†jc

†
j+2 + cjcj+2

]
. (C19)

Indeed, the same computation of App. C 2 applies, and the intermediate operator σx
j+1 just cancels the Jordan-Wigner

string. The tilde on the βj ’s is again to remind that the sign in front of any operator that connects the last sites of
the chain to the firsts needs to be flipped. Contrary to the cases above, where only the last coupling JL or αL needed
to be flipped, here also βL−1 needs to.
Proceeding in the same fashion of App. C 2, one finds

H
(2)
1 [λ] = 2i

L∑

j=1

β̃j [γ2jγ2j+4 − γ2j−1γ2j+3] (C20)

and

H
(2)
1 [λ] = 2i

ℓ−1∑

j=1

β̃j
(
Γ+
2j+3Γ

−
2j−1 − Γ+

2j−1Γ
−
2j+3

)
+ 2i

ℓ−2∑

j=1

β̃j
(
Γ+
2jΓ

−
2j+4 − Γ+

2j+4Γ
−
2j

)

+ 2iβ̃ℓ−1

(
Γ+
2ℓ−2Γ

−
2ℓ+1 − Γ+

2ℓ+1Γ
−
2ℓ−2

)
+ 2iβ̃ℓ

(
Γ+
2ℓΓ

−
2ℓ−1 − Γ+

2ℓ−1Γ
−
2ℓ

)

+ 2iβ̃L−1

(
Γ+
1 Γ

−
4 − Γ+

4 Γ
−
1

)
+ 2iβ̃L

(
Γ+
3 Γ

−
2 − Γ+

2 Γ
−
3

)
. (C21)

In matrix form (for ℓ = 3, thus L = 7):

H
(2)
1 [λ] = 2 Γ⃗+




0 0 0 −iβ6 −iβ1 0 0
0 0 iβ7 0 0 iβ1 0
0 −iβ7 0 0 0 0 −iβ2
iβ6 0 0 0 0 0 iβ2
iβ1 0 0 0 0 −iβ3 0
0 −iβ1 0 0 iβ3 0 0
0 0 iβ2 −iβ2 0 0 0




Γ⃗−. (C22)

4. Quantum Brachistochrone Counterdiabatic Driving (QBCD)

We report the details of how to compute HQBCD, Eq. (36). The left- and right-localized edge states of the effective
hopping model, |ψL) and |ψR) respectively, were derived in App. B for an infinitely long chain:

|ψL) =
(
aL bL e−κLaL e−κLbL e−2κLaL · · ·

)T
, |ψR) =

(
· · · e−2κRaR e−κRbR e−κRaR bR aR cR

)T
. (C23)

Here, however, they are needed for a chain of finite length L. First of all, we set aL = aR, bL = bR and κL = κR,
which from App. B 4 is known to be valid at the avoided crossing. As explained in the main text, we want to obtain a
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CD term from the knowledge of the avoided crossing alone. Let us also parametrize the ratio of a and b by e−µ ≡ a/b.
Plugging |ψL) into the eigenvalue equation of H, Eq. (B1), one can find the relation between µ, κ and the eigenvalue
ϵ:

eκ = J ′ e−µ, ϵ = J ′ −Beµ. (C24)

The right-end eigenvalue equation instead leads to

B + ϵ =
J2

J ′ . (C25)

From here, one can derive the results

B =
(1− J2)[J2 − (J ′)2]

J ′[(J ′)2 + 1− 2J2]
, ϵ =

(J ′)2 − J4

J ′[(J ′)2 + 1− 2J2]
, µ = ln

J2 − (J ′)
2

(1− J2)
, k = ln

J ′(1− J2)

[J2 − (J ′)2]
, (C26)

which are consistent with what found in App. B 4. Additionally, the last and first elements of the left and right
localized states, respectively, are found to be

c =
JBe−ℓk

J ′ b . (C27)

At this point, the two localized edge modes read

|ψL) ≃
1√
ZL




e−µ

1
e−κ−µ

e−κ

e−2κ−µ

e−2κ

...
e−(ℓ−1)κ−µ

e−(ℓ−1)κ

JBe−ℓκ/J ′




, |ψR) ≃
1√
ZR




e−(ℓ−1)κ

e−(ℓ−1)κ−µ

...
e−2κ

e−2κ−µ

e−κ

e−κ−µ

1
e−µ

JBe−µ/J ′




, (C28)

where the normalization factors ZL,R need not be specified for the moment.
The derivative with respect to λ of the effective Hamiltonian is

∂λH =




J ′ 1
1 0 1

1 0 1
1 0 1

1
. . .

. . .

. . . 0 J
J 1




. (C29)

Correspondingly, the approximate energy gap takes the form

∆min ≈ (ψR|H|ψL) = J ′λ e−(ℓ−1)κ−µ +
J2(λ− 1)3

λ2(J ′)2
e−ℓκ−µ + (λ− 1)ℓe−(ℓ−1)κ(1 + e−2µ)

+ (ℓ− 1)λ
(
e−ℓκ−2µ + e−(ℓ−2)κ

)
+ Jλ

(
J

J ′
λ− 1

λ

)2

e−ℓκ−µ (1 + eκ), (C30)

while the matrix element of the parametric derivative of the Hamiltonian is

(ψR|∂λH[λc]|ψL) = J ′ e−(ℓ−1)κ−µ +
J2(λ− 1)2

λ2(J ′)2
e−ℓκ−µ + ℓe−(ℓ−1)κ(1 + e−2µ)

+ (ℓ− 1)
(
e−ℓκ−2µ + e−(ℓ−2)κ

)
+ J

(
J

J ′
λ− 1

λ

)2

e−ℓκ−µ (1 + eκ). (C31)

With all this information, the QBCD term HQBCD, Eq. (36), can be constructed. Notice that the normalization
factors ZL,R cancel out and need not be computed explicitly.
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Appendix D: Energy cost of the counterdiabatic Hamiltonians

In this section, we compute the trace norms of the CD Hamiltonians. Starting with the QBCD ansatz, Eq. (36),
the trace norm of the square results in two projectors, leading to

∥∥HQBCD
∥∥2 =

|(ψR|∂λH|ψL)|2
∆2

min

Tr
[
|ψR)(ψL|+ |ψL)(ψR|

]
= O(1). (D1)

Indeed, the ratio of the matrix element and the gap is size-independent to leading order, as follows from Eqs. (C30)
and (C31). Note that the non-locality and the exponentially small gap do not affect the overall energy cost.

Concerning the approximate first- and second-order variational CD terms, since the coefficients αi, βi ∼ O(J)
individually, one gets the typical scale for the norm

∥∥∥H(1)
1

∥∥∥
2

=

L∑

n,m=1

∣∣∣H(1)
1

∣∣∣
2

n,m
= 4

ℓ∑

n=1

|α|2n + 2|αL|2 ∼ L, (D2)

∥∥∥H(2)
1

∥∥∥
2

=

L∑

n,m=1

∣∣∣H(2)
1

∣∣∣
2

n,m
= 4

ℓ∑

n=1

|β|2n + 2|βL|2 ∼ L, (D3)

that is diverging in the thermodynamic limit.

Appendix E: Details of numerical simulations

1. Particle-number-nonconserving free fermions

Suppose one wants to simulate numerically the quantum driving protocol by working at the level of Dirac fermions
rather than Majoranas. Both H[λ] and H[λ] + H1[λ] belong to the more general family of fermionic quadratic
Hamiltonians

H =

L∑

i,j=1

ciH−−
ij cj +

L∑

i,j=1

ciH−+
ij c†j +

L∑

i,j=1

c†iH+−
ij cj +

L∑

i,j=1

c†iH++
ij c†j . (E1)

For now, it is assumed that H (and thus the matrices H) are time-independent. The time-dependent case is recovered
easily, as shown later on.

Introducing the vector

Ψ =
(
c1 c2 . . . cL c†1 c†N . . . c†L

)T
, (E2)

one can rewrite succinctly

H = Ψ†HΨ, (E3)

where the matrix H reads

H =

( H+− H++

H−− H−+

)
. (E4)

By Hermiticity of H, one can choose the four submatrices above to respect

H+− = −
(
H−+

)∗
, H++ = −

(
H−−)∗ , (E5)

and

H+− =
(
H+−)† , H++ = −

(
H++

)T
. (E6)

To diagonalize H, it is sufficient to diagonalize H via the introduction of Bogoliubov operators ξ. Define U to be
the matrix that diagonalizes H, i.e.

H = U Hdiag U†. (E7)
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Because of the symmetry in Eq. (E5), it holds [112–115]

U† :=

(
u∗ v

v∗ u

)
, (E8)

with u, v being two L× L matrices, and

Hdiag =

(
ϵ 0

0 −ϵ

)
, (E9)

where ϵ is the diagonal matrix of eigenvalues (that must appear in positive/negative couples, as entailed by the
symmetries in Eqs. (E5)–(E6)). Finally, introducing

Φ :=

(
ξ

ξ†

)
:= U†Ψ , (E10)

one gets to the diagonal form

H = Φ†Hdiag Φ =

L∑

j=1

ϵj

(
ξ†j ξj − ξj ξ†j

)
=

L∑

j=1

ϵj

(
2ξ†j ξj − 1

)
. (E11)

The Heisenberg time evolution of the operators c, c† follows:

Ψ(t) = eiHtΨe−iHt = eiHtUΦe−iHt = U
(
e−2iϵt 0

0 e2iϵt

)
Φ = U

(
e−2iϵt 0

0 e2iϵt

)
U†Ψ = e−2iHtΨ. (E12)

Thus, in order to time evolve the operators c, c†, one just needs to compute the exponential of the 2L× 2L matrix H.
Let us move to the time-dependent case H = H(t). Recall that states evolve with the time-ordered exponential:

|ψ(t)⟩ = Te−i
∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′ |ψ(0)⟩. Thus, passing to the Schrödinger picture, operators evolve as

O(t) = T̃ei
∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′O(0)Te−i

∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′ , (E13)

where T̃ denotes the anti -time ordering. Notice that, upon trotterization in time steps of dt, it is the last time to act
first on the operator:

O(t) ≃ eiH(0)dt · · · eiH(t−dt)dtO(0)e−iH(t−dt)dt · · · e−iH(0)dt. (E14)

For our Ψ operator, the first Trotter step to apply is thus

eiH(t−dt)dtΨαe
−iH(t−dt)dt =

(
e−2iH(t−dt)dt

)
αβ

Ψβ , (E15)

where the indices of the matrices are written down explicitly for convenience. The next time step reads

eiH(t−2dt)dteiH(t−dt)dtΨαe
−iH(t−dt)dteiH(t−2dt)dt =

(
e−2iH(t−dt)dt

)
αβ
eiH(t−2dt)dtΨβe

−iH(t−2dt)dt (E16)

=
(
e−2iH(t−dt)dt

)
αβ

(
e−2iH(t−2dt)dt

)
βγ

Ψγ . (E17)

Iterating, one gets to

Ψ(t) = Te−2i
∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′Ψ. (E18)

This form could have been guessed directly from Eq. (E12), but all the steps were performed for clarity, given the
subtlety of the anti-time ordering.
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2. Specification of the problem under consideration

The formulas above apply to the Dirac Hamiltonian, Eq. (A11), upon setting

H+−[λ] =




1− λ −λJ1/2 λJL/2

−λJ1/2 1− λ −λJ2/2
−λJ2/2

. . .
. . .

. . . 1− λ −λJL−1/2

λJL/2 −λJL−1/2 1− λ



, (E19a)

H++[λ] =




0 −λJ1/2 −λJL/2
λJ1/2 0 −λJ2/2

λJ2/2
. . .

. . .

. . . 0 −λJL−1/2

λJL/2 λJL−1/2 0



. (E19b)

One can check that the conjugation properties, Eq. (E6), are satisfied. The first order CD Hamiltonian, Eq. (C8),
reads instead

H+−[λ] = 0, H++[λ] =




0 −iα1 −iαL

iα1 0 −iα2

iα1
. . .

. . .

. . . 0 −iαL−1

iαL iαL−1 0



, (E20)

while the second-order one reads

H+−[λ] = 0, H++[λ] =




0 0 −iβ1 −iβL−1

0 0 0 −iβ2 −iβL
iβ1 0 0 0

. . .

iβ2 0
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . . −iβL−2

iβL−1
. . .

. . . 0 0

iβL iβL−2 0 0




. (E21)

We are using the same letter H for all the different Hamiltonians, bare or counterdiabatic, in order not to overload
the notation.

The QBCD Hamiltonian, Eq. (36), instead, reads in the Γ fermion representation

HQBCD
1 =

L∑

i,j=1

Γ+
i HQBCD

ij Γ−
j . (E22)

In order to find the c-fermion representation of HQBCD
1 , it is convenient to transform back the Γ± operators to the

Dirac representation:





Γ+
k =

i γk + γ2L−k+1√
2

, k = 1, 3, . . . , L

Γ+
k =

γk + i γ2L−k+1√
2

, k = 2, 4, . . . , L− 1
=⇒





Γ+
2j−1 = i

cj + c†j + cL−j+1 − c†L−j+1

2
, j = 1, . . . ℓ+ 1

Γ+
2j = i

cj − c†j + cL−j+1 + c†L−j+1

2
, j = 1, . . . ℓ

(E23)
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From here, the corresponding Dirac Hamiltonian reads

HQBCD
1 =

1

4

∑

i,j

[
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1

(
ci + c†i + cL−i+1 − c†L−i+1

)(
c†j + cj + c†L−j+1 − cL−j+1

)

+HQBCD
2i,2j

(
ci − c†i + cL−i+1 + c†L−i+1

)(
c†j − cj + c†L−j+1 + cL−j+1

)

+HQBCD
2i−1,2j

(
ci + c†i + cL−i+1 − c†L−i+1

)(
c†j − cj + c†L−j+1 + cL−j+1

)

+HQBCD
2i,2j−1

(
ci − c†i + cL−i+1 + c†L−i+1

)(
c†j + cj + c†L−j+1 − cL−j+1

)]
,

(E24)

where the summations are running until ℓ + 1 for odd indices and until ℓ for the even ones. Above, Hij are the
matrix elements of the single-particle QBCD Hamiltonian. Decomposing further the expression above in the particle
number-conserving and non-conserving blocks, one finds four different matrices H++, H+−, H−+ and H−−. For the
sake of brevity, we use a non-symmetrized form of these submatrices, which does not obey Eqs. (E5)–(E6):

H++
ij =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E25a)

H++
L−i+1,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E25b)

H++
L−i+1,j =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E25c)

H++
i,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HsoorQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E25d)

for H++,

H+−
ij =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E26a)

H+−
L−i+1,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E26b)

H+−
L−i+1,j =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E26c)

H+−
i,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E26d)

for H+−,

H−+
ij =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E27a)

H−+
L−i+1,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E27b)

H−+
L−i+1,j =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E27c)

H−+
i,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E27d)

for H−+, and

H−−
ij =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E28a)

H−−
L−i+1,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E28b)

H−−
L−i+1,j =

1

4

(
HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 −HQBCD
2i,2j −HQBCD

2i−1,2j +HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E28c)

H−−
i,L−j+1 =

1

4

(
−HQBCD

2i−1,2j−1 +HQBCD
2i,2j +HQBCD

2i−1,2j −HQBCD
2i,2j−1

)
, (E28d)

for H−−. Notice that the block Hamiltonians above separate into four further blocks, depending on whether the Dirac
fermions are to the left or right of site ℓ.
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3. Expectation values

Once the operators c(t), c†(t) are obtained, expectation values can be computed (note instead that accessing the
fidelity is more complicated). For instance, the instantaneous energy expectation reads

⟨GS|H[λ](t)|GS⟩ = −λ
L∑

j=1

Jj ⟨→|σz
j (t)σ

z
j+1(t)|→⟩ − (1− λ)

L∑

j=1

⟨→|σx
j (t)|→⟩ (E29)

= −λ
L∑

j=1

J̃j ⟨0c|
(
c†j(t)c

†
j+1(t) + c†j(t)cj+1(t)− cj(t)c†j+1(t)− cj(t)cj+1(t)

)
|0c⟩

+ 2(1− λ)
L∑

j=1

⟨0c|c†j(t)cj(t)|0c⟩ − (1− λ)L, (E30)

where H[λ = 1](t) is the Hamiltonian corresponding to the parameter λ, evolved in the Heisenberg picture for a time

t. Let us compute each term separately. Calling V := Te−2i
∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′ , it holds

L∑

j=1

J̃j ⟨0c|c†j(t)c†j+1(t)|0c⟩ =
L∑

j=1

2L∑

α,β=1

J̃j ⟨0c|Vj†,αV(j+1)†,βΨαΨβ |0c⟩ =
L∑

i,j=1

J̃jVj†,iV(j+1)†,i† , (E31)

where Ψi refers to ci, and Ψi† to c
†
i (and similarly for the corresponding rows and columns of V). A similar computation

leads to
L∑

j=1

J̃j ⟨0c|c†j(t)cj+1(t)|0c⟩ =
L∑

i,j=1

J̃jVj†,iVj+1,i† , (E32)

L∑

j=1

J̃j ⟨0c|cj(t)c†j+1(t)|0c⟩ =
L∑

i,j=1

J̃jVj,iV(j+1)†,i† , (E33)

L∑

j=1

J̃j ⟨0c|cj(t)cj+1(t)|0c⟩ =
L∑

i,j=1

J̃jVj,iVj+1,i† , (E34)

L∑

j=1

⟨0c|c†j(t)cj(t)|0c⟩ =
L∑

i,j=1

Vj†,iVj,i† . (E35)

Putting everything together, one finds

⟨0c|H[λ](t)|0c⟩ = −λ
L∑

i,j=1

J̃j
[
Vj†,iV(j+1)†,i† + Vj†,iVj+1,i† − Vj,iV(j+1)†,i† − Vj,iVj+1,i†

]

+ 2(1− λ)
L∑

i,j=1

Vj†,iVj,i† − (1− λ)L. (E36)

Similarly, the kink number reads

⟨0c|K(t)|0c⟩ =
L

2
− 1

2

L∑

i,j=1

1̃j
[
Vj†,iV(j+1)†,i† + Vj†,iVj+1,i† − Vj,iV(j+1)†,i† − Vj,iVj+1,i†

]
, (E37)

where

1̃j =

{
1 j = 1, 2, . . . , L− 1

−1 j = L
(E38)

takes into account the restriction to the even parity sector.
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