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Manipulation of a quantum system requires the knowledge of how it evolves. To impose that the dynamics
of a system becomes a particular target operation (for any preparation of the system), it may be more useful to
have an equation of motion for the dynamics itself, rather than the state. Here we develop a Markovian master
equation for the process matrix of an open system interacting with a reservoir, which resembles the Lindblad
Markovian master equation. We employ this equation to introduce a scheme for optimal local coherent process
control at target times and extend the Krotov technique to obtain optimal control. We illustrate utility of this
framework through several quantum coherent-control scenarios, such as optimal decoherence suppression, gate
simulation, and passive and indirect control of the reservoir, in all of which we aim to simulate a given terminal

process at a given final time.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In a real world a quantum system cannot be fully isolated
from its surrounding reservoir (or environment or bath). Such
system-reservoir couplings in general lead to a nonunitary de-
scription of the dynamics of the system [1-4]. Consequently,
useful quantum resources of an open system, such as quan-
tum coherence and correlations, often diminish rapidly. To
mitigate such adversarial effects, it seems necessary to em-
ploy ideas from quantum error correction [5-7] and quantum
control theory [8—11], such as quantum feedback control [12],
decoherence-free subspaces and subsystems [13], and dynam-
ical decoupling [14-16].

If the system is initially uncorrelated with the reservoir,
its dynamics can be faithfully described by quantum “oper-
ations” or “channels” (completely positive, trace-preserving
linear maps), or equivalently, by “process matrices” [5]. These
objects relate the instantaneous density matrix (i.e., state) of
the system to its initial density matrix. Numerous methods,
such as quantum process tomography, have been developed
for characterization of process matrices [5,17-24]. In addi-
tion, under some assumptions one can obtain master equations
for dynamics of the state [1-3]. These master equations enable
one to see how manipulation of the preparation or system
Hamiltonian by external agents can affect the state of the sys-
tem at any time. The ability to manipulate system dynamics
has spurred quantum control applications [25—44].

However, for some applications it may still be more useful
to have dynamical or master equations which describe the
dynamics of the dynamics (the process matrix) rather than the
dynamics of the state (the density matrix). A relevant example
is a control scenario where one is interested to achieve a
particular quantum operation in a physical system by applying
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suitable control fields. Since here the operation is of interest,
a dynamical equation for how the associated process matrix
evolves can provide more direct information about the target
operation. Such equations can be particularly useful in dissi-
pative control or reservoir engineering scenarios, which are of
significant theoretical and experimental interest [45-54].

In this paper, assuming Markovian evolution of the open
system, we derive an equation of motion for the process
matrix (for a precursor study see Ref. [24]). Next we use
this equation to construct a fairly general scheme for optimal
control of the dynamics of open quantum systems, where the
achieved operation is guaranteed to have the highest fidelity
with the desired operation. We restrict ourselves to coherent-
control operations where an external field is applied locally
only on the system and modifies its Hamiltonian (assuming
that the field does not modify the reservoir or the way it acts
on the system). We use this scheme to study optimal coherent
strategies for gate simulation, decoherence suppression, and
passive, indirect control of the reservoir. Our optimization
strategy is based on developing an extension of the Krotov
method for quantum processes. In decoherence suppression,
an optimal control field is applied to the open system to sim-
ulate a unitary evolution at a specified time. In quantum gate
simulation, we show how a quantum gate can be simulated
optimally when we are confined to coherent manipulation of
the open system. This optimal control framework also allows
us, only by controlling the system, to make the reservoir
mimic another reservoir with different properties. For exam-
ple, we show that how one can modify the system Hamiltonian
such that at a specified time a dissipative reservoir looks like
a depolarizing reservoir. We illustrate these scenarios for a
practical model of a Rydberg ion under typical decoherence,
which is of interest in quantum technologies.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II we derive
our master equation for the process matrix. In addition, in
this section we introduce the main components of the optimal
control theory to manipulate instantaneously the dynamics of
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an open system. Next, in Sec. III we solve this dynamical
optimization problem based on a monotonically convergent
algorithm, i.e., the Krotov algorithm. We focus on optimal co-
herent control of terminal processes in Sec. IV and apply this
to three different scenarios. Section V concludes the paper.
The Appendixes include some details and derivations.

II. COHERENT CONTROL OF QUANTUM PROCESSES

Consider an open quantum system S of N-dimensional
Hilbert space which interacts with its surrounding reservoir
(or environment) B with a large number of degrees of free-
dom. The central problem in the optimal control theory is the
dynamical manipulation of such a system to attain a given
objective under some constraints [10]. For example, the objec-
tive can be dictating the dynamics of the system at a predeter-
mined final (terminal) time # to become as much as possible
similar to a given target dynamics. This can be achieved by
manipulating the system and/or its reservoir. In this paper
we introduce a procedure for the dynamical manipulation
of the system S by applying the external fields only to the
system.

A. Dynamical variable: Process matrix

In our dynamical control scheme, we work with an object
referred to as the “process matrix,” which has a pivotal role in
the dynamics of the open system. Here we recall the definition
of this object and some of its important properties [5].

Assume that the initial state of the total system (main sys-
tem 4 reservoir) is in a tensor-product form o(#)) = 0s(t) ®
> rilbi) (bi|, where the set of eigenvalues and eigenvectors
of the initial state of the reservoir B is denoted by {r;, |b;)}.
Hence the time evolution of S at time ¢t > ¢, is described as

0s(t) = Eq 1) (05(10)) D

by a completely positive and trace-preserving linear map
(1, in a Kraus representation form as [5]

N2

Ean(©) = D Xt 1)C o CJ, )

A=l

where {C,\}IAVi1 is a fixed orthonormal operator basis for the

N2-dimensional Liouville space of S such that Tr[CICM] =
8,v. In Eq. (2), the “process matrix” x (z, f) is defined as

x(t, t0) = B'(t,10) B, to), 3)

Bijyu(tsto) = /1 Tel(bi|UT (2, 1) 1b;) C,l1, 4)

where U (¢, to) is the unitary operator generated by the total
time-dependent Hamiltonian. In this paper we consider that
the system is driven by an external control field Vjeq(?),
which acts only on the system. Thus, the total Hamiltonian
becomes Hgg(t) = Hg + Viea(t) + Hp + Hin, where Hg (Hpg)
is the system (reservoir) Hamiltonian, and Hj, denotes the
system-reservoir interaction. In addition, in practical applica-
tions it is useful to consider that the external control Vieq(f)

can be adjusted by some knobs €(¢) = {¢,,(¢)} as

Viewa (t) = €(t) - H =Y € (t)Hy, 5)

where H,, are some fixed control operators.

Given a fixed operator basis {Cx}lk\'i 1» the positive semidefi-
nite matrix (¢, o) [Eq. (3)] encapsulates the dynamics E ;)
in a faithful and one-to-one fashion. For example, the trace-
preserving property of the dynamical linear map E ,, at all
times ¢ > ty implies that Tr[x (¢, #9)] = N. Thus this matrix is
the dynamics itself, and thereby we give it a pivotal role in
this paper. Another appealing feature of the process matrix is
that a plethora of techniques, referred to as process tomogra-
phy, have been developed to obtain this matrix experimentally
[17-23].

There is a one-to-one isomorphism, referred to as the Choi-
Jamiolkowski isomorphism [55,56], between any completely
positive map £ . and the density matrix of a composite sys-
tem comprised of the open system S and an ancilla of the same
Hilbert space dimension, which is given by oz(t) = (£ 1) @
0$)(| D) (D), where |Dy) is a maximally entangled state
of the composite system. One can see that in the logical
operator basis {C(; jy = |i)(jI}}';_,, with |i) being the compu-
tational basis, the process matrix ¥ (z, fy) is proportional to the
corresponding density matrix oz(t) [57], X (¢, 1) = Noz(t).
In addition, the process matrix X (¢, fp) is related to process
matrix y (¢, %) in an arbitrary operator basis {C,} through a
unitary transformation ¥ (z, o) = V' x (¢, to)V, where the uni-
tary operator V is defined as V, ;) = Tr[C(IC(,;j)] for o €
{1,...,N*}andi, je{l,...,N}.

B. Dynamical equation of the dynamics

After defining the process matrix as a dynamical vari-
able, we need to determine how the process matrix evolves
by considering the dissipative and external field effects in
the dynamics space Ds = {x (¢, tp); Vt > to}. Here we restrict
ourself to the special case of quantum Markovian evolutions
[2], where the dynamical map (2) satisfies the divisibility
condition for all 7, s such that ) < s <t,

Eit.10) = Ea.9)Esi0)- (6)

It is straightforward to see that this condition on the dynamics
in turn implies the following Markovian master equation in
the Lindblad form for the density matrix og(¢):

p . .
O 2 Liostt) = — 4 1Hs). 05(0)]
N> -1
+> Va(f)(La(l)Qs(f)L;(l‘)
a=1
1
= SILOLa(), gs(n}), (7)

where the Lindblad jump operators are defined as
Lot)= YN 7" ws, ()G, with u(r) being the unitary
operator diagonalizing the positive semidefinite matrix
a(t) = [agy ()] = [limeo et +x,0)/x] ~ (for &, v e
{1,....,N>=1}) as u(t)a(t)u'(t) = diag(y,(t)). The
coefficients y,/(t) are referred to as the Lindblad rates. The
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Hermitian operator Hyg(¢) is also defined as Hg(t) = (M (t) —

M)/ Qi) where  M(t) = (i//N) )= a0 (0)Cs.
a2 (1) = limy 0 w2 (E + X, 1)/x.

Interestingly, an alternative microscopic, first-principles
approach to derive the above Lindblad master equation has
also been formulated [1], which can help to find the validity
conditions for Eq. (7) and also underlying physical meanings
of its various components such as Hg(t). This approach is
based on the dynamics of the total system described by the
von Neumann equation %ng(t) = —(i/m)[Hsp(t), osp(1)],
partial tracing over the reservoir, and the weak-coupling,
Born-Markov, and the secular approximations [1,3,58]. The
weak-coupling approximation implies that

| Hinell < max |Hs + Viela () + Hzll, (8)

where || - || is the standard operator norm. In addition, Eq. (7)
requires validity of particular assumptions about several
timescales in the total system. In particular,

3 KL 8ty L T, &)
l/n;in, lo — | K 8ts, (10)

where 73 is the relaxation time of the reservoir (the time at
which the correlation functions of the reservoir decay), §tg ~
1/ max; ||Hs + Viea(®)|| is the timescale of the variations of
the driven system, tg is the timescale for the relaxation of the
systems, and w (or ') indicates the energy gaps of Hy. The as-
sumptions (8)—(10) lead to time independence of the Lindblad
rates and operators [59,60]. In some sense, these assump-
tions guarantee that the control fields do not considerably
modify how the reservoir affects the system. In more general
scenarios, in the dynamical equation the Lindblad operators
would also depend on the time-dependent Hamiltonian of the
system (and the control field) [61-63]. Despite this change in
the dynamical equation, our general control scheme (outlined
in the next sections) would still hold—albeit with different
results. We remark that this scenario, with field-dependent
Lindblad operators, is in some sense still a coherent-control
scenario because we do not yet assume any modification of
the structure of the reservoir or its coupling with the system.

In addition, through the microscopic approach, the Her-
mitian operator Hg(¢) in Eq. (7) appears to be the sum of
the bare system, the field-system interaction, and the time-
independent Lamb-shift Hamiltonian (environment-induced
correction to the bare system Hamiltonian), Hg(¢) = Hs +
Vield (1) + Hyamb- This form is in the lab frame.

To obtain a master equation for the dynamics y (¢, fy) in the
Markovian regime, first we translate the divisibility condition
(6) in the language of the process matrix,

NZ NZ
Xapt10) = D Y Xuw(t. 9)Xyun (5. 10) [FJau [F 15,
w,n=1r,v=1

(1)

where F is a rank-3 tensor defined as [F} o, = Tr[C;C,\CM].
From Eq. (11) and by differentiating the process matrix,
we can obtain a linear differential equation as % x(t, 1) =

—%17( (x(, 1)), for a,B € {1,...,N?}, where the time-

dependent generator K is given by

- %[K]aﬁ,un

N2
1
= lim _< Z ka(t + x, t)[FA]a;L[Fv];;,] - ‘Socuaﬂn>-

x—0 X
Av=1
(12)

Following the next steps similar to the formal derivation of
the Lindblad equation for the density matrix yields an ex-
pression for the generator X . We have relegated the details
to Appendix A. From hereon we assume #; = 0 and use the
shorthand (¢) for (¢, 0). In addition, we assume the basis oper-
ators {C,} are traceless, Tr[C,] =0 fora € {1, ...,N* — 1},
except for Cy> = lg/+/N. These steps transform the dynam-
ical master equation of the system (7) into the following
Markovian dynamical equation for the process matrix itself:

N2—1

d / /
x@ _ — 2K (1) = — 3 [Hs(0). x(0)] + ; Valt)

dt

1
x (La(r)x(nLl(r)— E{Lj,(r)La(w, x(r)}), (13)

where y,(t)’s are the same factors as in the Lind-
blad equation (7), [Y(#)]w = Tr[C; Y(@)C,], with Y(¢) €
{Hs(t), Li(t), ..., Ly2_;(¢)}, and the initial value condition is
X (0) = N8, n28,52, for pw,v € {1,..., N?}. Equation (13),
which describes the dynamics, is one of the main results
of this paper and has evident similarity with Eq. (7). It is
straightforward to see that the conditions (8)—(10) yield that
Y« ()’s and L, (¢z)’s become time independent. In addition,
for simplicity and noting that the Lamb-shift correction is of
second order with respect to Hiye, we neglect Hy amp.-

It is important to note that the above equation directly
addresses the dynamics of an open system without refer-
ence to its state. This is an appealing property which can
be of significant practical importance, especially when one
is interested to design or simulate a particular operation,
dynamics, or gate, rather than a particular state. In this
sense, our dynamical master equation (13) can be taken
as the basis for an enhanced quantum dynamical control
scheme for open systems, which may have numerous appli-
cations in diverse areas such as quantum computation [64].
This lifting from the dynamics of a state to the dynamics
of the dynamics can be compared with the closed-system
scenario in which rather than the Schrodinger equation
%Qs(l‘) = —(i/h)[Hs(t), 0s(¢)] one can work with the dy-
namical equation %Us([, to) = —(i/h)Hs(t) Us(t, ty), where
os(1) = Us(t, 10) 0s(t0) U (¢, 1o)-

Remark 1. From the definition of X (t,#) in Sec. I[A
and Eq. (13) one can obtain an equation for the Choi-
Jamiolkowski density matrix ox(t) as

N2—1

=— %[ﬁsa), or®1+ Y m(r)(ta(tmf(t)fl(t)

a=1

dox(t)
dt

1 ~ ~
- E{Lia)La(r),ez(r)}), (14)
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where Z(r) is defined as Z(t) = VIZ(t)V, with Z(r) €
{Hs(@), Li(), ..., Ly ()}

C. Objective of the control

To analyze how effectively the applied fields €(r) perform
toward achieving our objective, we need to choose a relevant
figure-of-merit. A fairly general figure-of-merit is a real scalar
functional in the form of

I=Fxe), 1)+ Talx O] + T rle®)]. 5)

The final time-dependent objective  can be constructed
based on a measure which compares how close the achieved
dynamics at t = t;, x (¢), is to a given desired dynamics, &j,.
For example, we can employ the quantum operator fidelity
defined as [40,65]

Trlx (1) ]

Fx(te), t5) = — : ' ’
e ) = e o T E] &, )12

(16)

where wy > 0 is a weight and the negative sign is a convention
put to simply transform the optimization into a minimization
problem. This quantity is guaranteed by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to be bounded as —wy < F(x (¢), tr) < 0. For sim-
plicity, later in this paper, when we discuss several examples
in Sec. IV, we shall restrict ourselves to the case wg = 1, in
which case — F becomes the process fidelity.

Note that in the context of optimal open-system quantum
control theory, to achieve a desired quantum gate O at a
predetermined terminal time #¢, various measures or fidelities
have been proposed to represent the final time-dependent
objective F [64]. However, the majority of these measures
are based on carving the dynamics on pure or logical
states rather than taking the dynamics into account directly.
For example, one can name the pure state-based fidelity
[66,67] such as %, = [d|¥) (V[O"E, 0)(|¥)(¥])O|V)
and the logical basis-based one [64,68] such as % =
(1/N) Z?,lj:l Tr[0|i)(j|0+£(tf,0)(|i) (jD]. In contrast, our
dynamics-based objective (16) is directly related to the
dynamics, without reference to any state.

The functional 7, depends on the dynamics of the system,
x (1), at the intermediate times 0 <t < #. In order to steer
the dynamics y(¢) toward a desired one E(¢) through the
external fields, one can write this intermediate time-dependent
objective 7, as

o wg It Trlx (t) E@t)]
Jalx®)] = tf/() (Tr[x2(0)] Te[E2()]D)/2’

a7

where wy > 0 is a weight for this objective. In this work,
however, for simplicity and in order to demonstrate basic
utility of our proposed control scheme, we restrict ourselves
to the dynamical control problem of the process at a given
terminal time #;, rather than at an interval, which means that
we simply set w; = 0 in the current study. Nevertheless, our
scheme can be straightforwardly applied to the cases where
one aims to control a dynamics x (¢) so that it can resemble a
desired dynamics E(¢) for a given time interval 0 < ¢ < ;.

A clear advantage of our objective measures (16) and
(17) is that, in light of the existence of various experimental

=

R 3 o x(t)
x(t) ¢ 5

Hsg = Hs + Vhieid + Hg + Hint A Hsg = Hs + Hp + Hint

FIG. 1. Schematic of the optimal control problem for the ter-
minal process. This dynamical control occurs in the space Dg
containing all process matrices. The red dotted curve shows the
trajectory of the dynamics of an open quantum system S generated by
Hgp = Hg + Hp + H;y. The green dashed curve indicates the trajec-
tory of the dynamics generated by the optimal Hamiltonian Hgp(r) =
Hsp + Vield (t). This Hamiltonian forces the terminal system process
att = t; to be optimally close to the target terminal process &/;.

techniques such as process tomography to estimate process
matrices [22], they are also experimentally accessible.

The field-dependent functional 7 ; has been introduced to
take into account all operational or experimental constraints
on the control fields. For example, we assume

L)) = fo dt Gy (e(t). 1), (18)
Grle@).1) =Y wu(en(®) — XVD) /fu@),  (19)

where w,, > 0 and €™ (¢) are, respectively, a weight for
this objective and a reference field. The shape function f;,(¢)
can switch the external field €,,(r) on and off smoothly [29]
(see also Refs. [36,38] for energy-constrained protocols). By
setting €™V (¢) = 0, the functional (18) implies a constraint
on the energy of the control field.

The main goal of our dynamical control scheme is to mini-
mize the total functional J(15) containing only the final time-
and the field-dependent objectives [Eqs. (16) and (18)] such
that the dynamics of the system is governed by the master
equation (13). Figure 1 depicts a schematic of this scheme.
In the following section we proceed to solve this problem
via a monotonically convergent optimization approach—the
Krotov method [69-74].

II1. SOLVING THE DYNAMICAL OPTIMIZATION
PROBLEM: KROTOV METHOD

To solve the optimal control problem discussed in the
previous section, we can resort to one of the existing itera-
tive methods. Here in particular we focus on monotonically
convergent methods. One of such methods is the Zhu-Rabitz
(ZR) method [30,31], where after obtaining the control equa-
tions by variational approaches, a particular monotonically
convergent algorithm is employed to solve these equations.
In the generalized form of this technique [75,76], the speed of
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convergence and numerical accuracy of the algorithm can also
be adjusted via appropriate convergence parameters.

An alternative method to solve an optimization problem
in a monotonically convergent fashion is the Krotov method
[70,71]. Having a dynamical equation and an objective func-
tional, in this method a particular algorithm is employed
which enforces monotonic convergence of the control ob-
jective after each iteration and leads to the final update
equations. This method has been used in controlling states of
closed or open systems, and it encompasses a wide range of
optimization problems including nonconvex state-dependent
functionals, intermediate time-dependent functionals, and the
nonlinear master equation for the state [71,77].

Note that the ZR method is reduced to the Krotov method
by choosing the convergence parameters suitably [75]. Al-
though for some convergence parameters the ZR method
exhibits faster convergence and also a higher numerical ac-
curacy than the Krotov method [76], to the best of our
knowledge the ZR method has not yet been generalized to the
case of nonconvex final time-dependent objectives such as the
one we have introduced in Eq. (16). Hence here we focus on
the Krotov method and extend it to the problem of controlling
the process of an open system. We have relegated the details
to Appendix B and only mention the main results here in the
following.

In the following it seems more convenient to vectorize the
dynamics (process matrix) x (#) and the field-dependent gen-
erator (denoted by K) [78,79] in an extended Hilbert space
(often referred to as the Liouville space) as x(t) — [x(¢))
and K, — K., respectively. For any |x;) and |x)) in this
space, the inner product is defined as (xi|x2) = Tr[xlT x2].
In this representation the final time-dependent objective (16)
takes the following form:

(xaoizy,)
[(x Olx tONE|E4)]

Each iteration of the Krotov method contains two con-
secutive steps. At the first step we have the dynamics
[x ™)) as an input of the current iteration (n+ 1) (n >
0) governed by the dynamical equation d|x"™(t))/dt =
—(i/W)Kw|x ™)), with the initial boundary condition on
the a’s component |x™(0))y = N8yy+, Where Kw shows
the time-dependent generator with € (z). The € (¢) are the
control fields updated in the previous iteration (and when n =
0, these are the initial guess fields). Having these fields, an
adjoint dynamics |A(¢))) evolves backward in time according
to

Fx (), tr) = —wo

5 (20)

dIA@)) i
o =7 K lAm), 1)
with the following boundary condition at the final time f;:
oF
A)) = — , 22
@ = =(50 5 o, (22)

where | ) on the right-hand side (RHS) indicates the evalu-
ation of the partial derivative at | x ™ (#;)) and {x " (;)|. Note
that for the full control of an open system at a specified time
interval—that is, when 7, # O—the RHS of Eq. (21) needs
to be modified [77]. For the dynamical control of a system at

a predetermined time with the final time-dependent objective
(20), the boundary condition (22) can be written as

Wo |Eff>>
IAG)) =22
' 2([<<x<">(rf>|><<">(tf>>>((a,f|E,f)>]”2

) (x| B ) x ™)) ) (23)
[{(x @@ x @) (2|24 )] "

At the next step of the n + 1th iteration, the control field
€ (1) needs to be updated according to the equation

WG\ 2 OK, -
(aem>e(,,H)_hIm{((A(f)'(aem) X" D@)

o) gy [ 2Ke
+— Im{«AX (l)|<8€m

en+1)

€t

x |x<”“><r)>>}, (24)

where |Ax "D (@) =[x "D (1)) — 1x (1)) is the change
in the dynamics and | x “+1(¢)) follows the dynamical equa-
tion d|x™TV(@))/dt = —(/B)Keusn|x "D (). These two
equations are coupled and should be solved simultaneously.
Due to the nonconvex nature of the final time-dependent
objective (20), a coefficient o(r) has been introduced in
Eq. (24) to guarantee monotonic convergence of the ultimate
algorithm. This time-dependent coefficient is determined ana-
lytically by the relation

o(t) = —AesU D 5 e RY, (25)

where the constant coefficient A is given by

A_ = maX{CA, 2A + §A}, Q‘A € R+a (26)

A= sup A.{]:‘i‘ZRe«AX(thA(tf)», 7

{Ax () (Ax ) Ax (1))

with AF = F (x™) + Ax @), 1) — F (x™ (@), 17). For
a convex final time-dependent objective such as 7. =
—wo{{x ()| E), we have A = 0 and then A = 0 by setting
¢4 = 0. Since in this specific case o (¢) is zero, then the Krotov
method reduces to its first-order version—see Eq. (24) with
o(t) =0.

By considering Eq. (19) as the field-dependent function G,
Eq. (24) leads to the following update equation:

e () = ey(;eﬂ(t) + M{Im((l\(t) |<8[K6>
hw d€m

0K,
x |x<"+“<r>»+?Im«AX(’)(ae )
m €(n+1)
y |x<"“><r>>>}. (@)

Following Refs. [80,81], throughout this paper we set
€D () = €™ (¢). By this choice the field-dependent func-
tional (18) vanishes when the fields approach their optimal
values. Then, in this asymptotic limit the monotonic conver-
gence of the total and the final time-dependent objectives, 7
and F, are equivalent. The updated control field €+ ()
is considered as a guess field for the next iteration. Then
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the above procedure is iterated until the algorithm achieves
a desired convergence threshold.

A prohibitive issue to apply the second-order correction
of the Krotov method, i.e., the second term in Eq. (24) or
the third term in Eq. (28), is to calculate the supremum over
all variations of the terminal dynamics {A x (#)} in order to
obtain the constant coefficient A [Egs. (26) and (27)]. A partial
remedy for this is to replace A in Eq. (27) with a numerical
ansatz as [77]

A FD 4 2Re (A x D (1) Atr)))
(Ax D) A x D (t)))

A(n+1) — , (29)

where AF D =F (x"D),50) = F (x"), 1)
However, the parameter A1 depends on |Ayx V(%)) =
Ix D)) — [x ™))  with  an  unknown  dynamics
[x "D (#)), which is to be determined in the current iteration
n+ 1. In order to resolve this difficulty, we can substitute
the parameter A" calculated in the previous iteration into
Eq. (26). Note that this procedure may compromise the
monotonic convergence of the algorithm. In such a case,
this failed iteration needs to be repeated until monotonic
convergence is guaranteed by considering A”*!) instead of A
in Eq. (26). Another potential approach to resolve this issue is
to set A = ¢4 > 0 and to find some ¢4 by trial and error such
that the monotonic convergence can be retrieved [77].

IV. APPLICATION: DYNAMICAL CONTROL OF A
RYDBERG ION

Here we choose a related practical example to illustrate
our dynamical control scheme. Rydberg neutral atoms and
ions are appealing candidates in quantum technologies for
implementation of quantum computation with high fidelities
[82-85]. We consider a trapped Rydberg ion 3¥Sr™ [85] hav-
ing an energy level |r) =42S;,, as a Rydberg state. Only
four energy levels of ¥Sr™ have been shown in Fig. 2. The
two low-lying levels with the gap wavelength 1y = 674 nm
act as a register qubit, i.e., {|0) =4Ds, |1) = 4S1,2}. The
Rydberg state is addressable via two time-dependent lasers.
The pump laser €,(¢) couples the state |0) to an intermediate
state |i) = 6P3,. The trapped ion in the state |7) is also excited
to the Rydberg state by a Stokes laser €,(¢). We consider these
control laser pulses as in the following:

Em(t) = Qtn(t) COS(a)mt), me {S, P}, (30)
where ¢,,(t) and w,, are the time-dependent amplitude and
central frequency, respectively. Following Ref. [86], we
consider an appropriate rotating frame defined by a suit-
able unitary operator defined as below in the logical basis

{10), [1), [d), In)}:
Ur) = diag(1, 1, e g@rtedty, (31)

From here forward in this paper we shall work in this partic-
ular rotating frame without denoting a separate notation for
quantities therein. After applying the rotating-wave approxi-
mation (w;, w, > wy = (2c)/rg with ¢ being the speed of

1)

FIG. 2. Four energy levels of the Rydberg ion 357+ driven by
two laser pulses. Energy levels |0) =4Ds/, and [1) =4S,,; as a
register qubit with the transition frequency wy = (27w ¢)/A¢, in which
Ao = 674 nm (c is the speed of light). The state |0) is coupled to an
intermediate state |i) = 6P3;, via a pump laser €2,(t) with detuning
A, = 407 MHz. The ionic transition |i) < |r) = 42S,,, (Rydberg
state) is driven by the Stokes laser 2,(¢) with detuning Ay = —A,,.
The Rydberg state decays into the |1) state within 7, & 2.3 us. The
decay time of the state |i) to the state |1) is 7; & 35 ns [85].

ligh), the Hamiltonian of the system becomes [85,86]

0 0 Q,(1) 0
He(r) — A0 —2m 0 0
2,0 o 24, -, |
0 0 —Q) 2A,+Ay)

(32)
where the detuning A, (A,) is defined as A, =w;, —
wp (Ay=w, —w; — @) and (1/2)2,(1) = (1/2)pt0; g,(1)
((1/2)2,(¢) = (1/2)ir q5(2)) is the time-dependent Rabi fre-
quency of the pump (Stokes) laser pulse with the dipole
moment wg; (U;-) for the |0) <> |i) (|i) <> |r)) transition and
w, being the frequency of the |0) <> |r) transition. The fre-
quency of the former (latter) transition has been denoted by w;
(wr—w;). In the following we assume A, = —A; = 407 MHz
and refer to 2,(t) and ,(¢) (rather than €,(t) and €,(¢)) as
the pump and Stokes laser pulses, respectively. This physical
model in the rotating frame has been depicted in Fig. 2.

It has been known that the dominant effects of the sur-
rounding environment of this trapped ion manifest as two
spontaneous decays [85]: (a) |i) — |1) with decay time t; &~
35ns and (b) |r) — |1) with decay time 7, &~ 2.3 us. The as-
sociated Lindblad jump operators and rates of these processes
are

L) = e "), y=1/1, (33)

L(t) = e @t |,y =1/1,. (34)

From the dynamical equation (13), transformed into the ro-
tating frame, with the time-dependent Hamiltonian (32) and
Lindblad operators (33) and (34) we can obtain a dynamical
equation for the dynamics of this trapped ion. Note that the
traceless operator basis {C,} for this system is comprised
of the generalized Gell-Mann basis matrices [87] for qudits.
As an application of this dynamical equation we answer the
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FIG. 3. Process fidelity —F (red) and minus total functional
—J (green) vs the iteration number n for the phase gate simulation
with ¢ = 7 [see Eq. (38)] and # = 900 ns. Inset shows the control
parameter A™ defined in Eq. (29) as a function of the iteration
number n. Here {4 = 0.01 and ¢z = 0 [see Egs. (25) and (26)].

following question in the next subsections by our coherent
process control scheme: How can the dynamics of this Ry-
dberg ion at a given final time be steered to a desired target
process?

In the following we consider three scenarios for the desired
final process E,. For the optimization we need the shape
functions for the pump and Stokes lasers. Following Ref. [67],
here we choose the Blackman shape functions, given by

Ju(@) = [1 — g — cos(knt /1) + gcos(lnmt /1r)]/2,  (35)

for m e {s, p}, where g=0.16 and k, =4, [, =8 (k, =
2, Iy = 4) for the pump (Stokes) laser. We also consider the
following guess lasers to start the optimization process:

Q1) = Enfult), me s, p}, (36)

where E,, is the peak amplitude, and we set E,, = 947 MHz
for both laser pulses [85].

A. Scenario I: Gate simulation

In the first scenario, the desired target process (in the rotat-
ing frame) is considered to be a specific unitary gate O, that
is,

(%], = THOC]1 TY[OC, T, 37)

where «, B € {1, ..., 16}. For example, here we aim to obtain
the optimal Stokes and pump lasers which steer the dynamics
of the register qubit ({|0), |1)}) to be similar to the phase gate
applied at a specified final time (here # = 900 ns),

0 = [0){0] + € 11)(1] + i) (| + |r)(r]. (38)

This operation acts trivially on the passive subspace {|i), |r)}
[80]. Interestingly, Ref. [85] reports experimental realization
of this gate on the register subspace by preparing the system
as a pure state in this subspace. In contrast, our optimization
scheme allows us to obtain any desired gate regardless of the
preparation of the system in the register subspace.

Figure 3 shows the process fidelity — F and the total func-
tional — 7 vs the iteration number n of the Krotov algorithm,
both of which demonstrate similar behaviors. This figure in-
dicates that the fidelity can improve only by a factor of ~27%
(up to iteration 5900) through the optimization with the guess
lasers chosen as in Eq. (36). Two plateaus are observed in
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0 lr‘l L
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Qs(t) (GHz)

W
AR RERRN AR RRRRN LRRRE RRRRE LRRRR|
=]
T
)
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(=)
[\
[
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FIG. 4. Optimal pump laser (top/red) and Stokes laser
(bottom/blue) vs time for the phase-gate simulation with ¢ =7
[see Eq. (38)] and 7 = 900 ns. Insets indicate the spectra of these
lasers. The lasers and their spectra have been shown in the rotating
frame. The green and orange plots show the initial guess fields [see
Eq. (36)]. Here w, = w, = 0.01 [see Eq. (19)].

the ranges 797 < n < 927 and 1057 < n < 1893, before the
saturation of the fidelity at the value ~0.646. However, these
plateaus are preliminary and the algorithm can still yield
larger fidelities when it is given sufficiently larger iterations.
This figure confirms that the iterative algorithm converges
to the final objective —J monotonically by the optimization
procedure developed in Sec. III. This monotonic convergence
occurs by incurring an extra numerical cost in updating the
control laser pulses at each iteration, which is due to the last
term in Eq. (28)—see the inset of Fig. 3.

The optimal pump and Stokes lasers are shown in Fig. 4,
respectively. It interesting to note that despite striking differ-
ences of the optimal and guess pulses, there is still a rough
similarity between them—such a behavior has also been re-
ported earlier in Ref. [67]. Note that in associated spectra
the maximum peaks belong to the zero frequency, which in
the laboratory frame correspond to the frequencies of the
lasers whose detunings with the frequency of the |0) < [i)
and |i) <> |r) transitions are given by A, and Ay, respectively.
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FIG. 5. Process fidelity — F (red) and minus total functional —§
(green) vs the iteration number n for the decoherence suppression
at t; = 500 ns. Inset indicates the control parameter A™ defined in
Eq. (29) as a function of the iteration number n. Here {4 = {5 =0
[see Eqgs. (25) and (26)].

B. Scenario II: Decoherence suppression

In this scenario, we are interested to see whether (and how
well) the pump and Stokes laser pulses applied to the trapped
Rydberg ion can suppress the reservoir at a predetermined
time # such that we have os(tr) = Uy (tr, 0)0s(0)Us(t, 0),
where Us(#;, 0) is generated by the bare system Hamiltonian
in the rotating frame,

Hg = i(—awo|1) (1] + Apli) (il + (As + Ap)Ir){r)).  (39)
That is, the target process is given by
[E(,?)]aﬂ = Tr[Us(r, 0) C;1 Tr[Us (tr, 0) C;1*, (40)

fora, B e {l,...,16}. We set t; = 500 ns for the target time
of this scenario. The environment acts on the ion through
two quantum channels with decay times t; ~ 35ns and 7, ~
2.3 us [see Eqs. (33) and (34) for the jump rates and opera-
tors of these channels]. Since t7; < #; < 7,, practically in this
example we aim to suppress the detrimental effects of the
spontaneous emission process |i) — |1) at #; = 500 ns.

The fidelity — F as a function of the iteration number n of
the Krotov algorithm has been shown in Fig. 5. The fidelity
reaches the value ~0.687 after 5133 iterations. To go beyond
this iteration, we have observed that the algorithm needs an
exhaustive search on the space of the control parameter A
due to the ad hoc workaround for the numerical issue in-
troduced in Sec. III. In the algorithm we have set ¢4 = 0.
From Eqgs. (25), (26), and (28) this can lead to the Krotov
method, which is first order in | x (¢))). We have also shown the
control parameter A®™ as a function of the iteration number
in the inset of Fig. 5. Except for the first iteration, in order
to start the optimization process, the algorithm updates this
parameter with nonzero values. The behavior seen at this inset
(implying that A™ > 0) in turn necessitates the second-order
contribution in the updating equation (28) to ensure mono-
tonic convergence of the algorithm. A distinctive feature of
this plot and also Fig. 3 is the appearance of plateaus in
some ranges of the iteration number, which indicate trappings
in the algorithm (perhaps of the similar nature for trappings
observed in Ref. [76]).

Figure 6 indicates the optimal pump and Stokes laser
pulses, respectively. Note the similarity and differences of
the optimal and guess fields. The spectra of these fields have
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FIG. 6. Optimal pump laser (top/red) and Stokes laser
(bottom/blue) vs time for the decoherence suppression process
[see Eq. (40)] at #; = 500ns. Insets indicate the spectra of these
lasers. The lasers and their spectra have been shown in the rotating
frame. The green and orange plots show the initial guess fields [see
Eq. (36)]. Here w, = w, = 0.01 [see Eq. (19)].

been depicted in the insets of these figures. We observe that
a wide range of frequencies have significant contributions in
the spectra of these optimal lasers. Since the bosonic reservoir
contains a large number of frequencies, one may intuitively
argue that a broadband spectra for the control laser fields may
be needed to optimally alleviate the effect of the reservoir.

C. Scenario III: Passive and indirect control of the reservoir

In this scenario we want to optimally control the reservoir
indirectly by applying appropriate external fields on the sys-
tem alone. In particular, we aim to modify the effect of the
reservoir passively such that it looks differently (as we wish)
to the system. This may have vast applications in quantum
reservoir engineering by limited control only on the system. In
addition, designing systems which can somehow “imposter”
another system has recently attracted much attention [88,89].

In Fig. 2, one of the effects of the reservoir on the Rydberg
ion manifests as transferring population from [i) to |1). Let us,
for example, make this effect look like a depolarizing channel
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FIG. 7. Process fidelity (red) and minus the total functional
(green) vs iteration number n for the passive control of the reservoir
[see Eq. (43)] and #; = 900 ns. Inset indicates the control parameter
A™ defined in Eq. (29) as a function of the iteration number n. Here
¢4 = ¢ = 0 [see Egs. (25) and (26)].

[5] on the subspace {|1), |i)},

3
DV () = [1 — p()le + (p(1)/3))_0u00w,  (41)

a=l1
with 0 < p(¢#) < 1 and the operators o, are defined as
o1 = [1){i] + [0} (1] + [0)(0] + [r){rl,
—i|1) (i +ili) (1] + [0)(0] + [r){r], (42)
o3 = [1)(1] — [i)(i] +10){0] + [r)(r].

It can be seen that the reduction of these operators on the
subspace {|1), |i)} acts similarly to the Pauli operators for
a qubit. We assume here that p(t) = (1 — 6’6’/7')/2. This is
indeed the error probability of a depolarizing channel acting
on a qubit with the depolarizing time t; = t;/6 and the Kraus
operators Wy(At) = /1 — p(At)l, — iAtHy and W,(At) =
JP(At)/30, (Hy and At are the free Hamiltonian of the
qubit and a short time interval, respectively, and [, is the
identity operator on the two-dimensional subspace {|1), |i)}).
The desired channel (41) leads to the following target process
at t = t; in the generalized Gell-Mann basis for N = 4,

[257],5 ={(4 = 3p())/2)8x168p16 + (P(t0) /612807847
+ 801881 + 3846086 + a118811 + 284108810
+ 2841847 + 28418p10) — {V6p(t)/9} (a1
+ 8218511 + 8108811 — 38u68p16) + {V2p(t)/3)
X (8078816 + 818816 — Su60p11 + Su108816)
+ {\/gp(ff)/9}(5a13ﬁ6 + 846887 — 384110816
+ du6dp10) +a <> B, (43)

o2

where «, B € {1,...,16} and o <> B denotes terms similar
to the previous after exchanging o < B. We set #y = 900 ns
for the target time of this simulation. Figure 7 indicates the
process fidelity — F and the total functional — Jvs the iteration
number n of the Krotov algorithm. The optimization process
improves the channel fidelity from ~0.133 to ~0.769 after
performing 6000 iterations. During the first 200 iterations, the
fidelity increases by a factor of 37%. Monotonic convergence
of the total objective — 7 is evident from this figure. We ob-
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FIG. 8. Optimal pump laser (top/red) and Stokes laser
(bottom/blue) vs time for the passive control of the reservoir
[see Eq. (43)] at #; = 900ns. Insets indicate the spectra of these
lasers. The lasers and their spectra have been shown in the rotating
frame. The green and orange plots show the initial guess fields [see
Eq. (36)]. Here w, = w, = 0.01 [see Eq. (19)].

serve that in Figs. 3, 5, and 7, the convergence becomes slow
when the algorithm approaches an optimal solution. In princi-
ple, this issue can be circumvented by combining the Krotov
method and the quasi-Newton method [90]. However, we have
not implemented this approach in this paper. The optimal laser
pulses and their spectra have been shown in Fig. 8.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have obtained an equation of motion for the process
matrix associated with the dynamics of an open quantum
system under the weak-coupling and Markovian assumptions.
This equation is in the Lindblad form and resembles the
master equation for the state or density matrix of the open
system. Next, by using this equation we have developed an
open-system optimal control scheme where by local coherent
manipulation of an open quantum system—through applying
a control field—one can optimally implement quantum op-
erations on the system under these conditions. The suitable
optimal control field is given by minimizing a proper figure-
of-merit in which physical constraints have been included.
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This scheme can be straightforwardly extended to situations
where applying a control field on the system may also affect
how the reservoir acts on the system, and hence this scheme
can enable various reservoir engineering scenarios.

We have illustrated the utility of our scheme in three
quantum control scenarios: decoherence suppression, gate
simulation, and passive reservoir engineering. In the gate
simulation scenario, the goal has been to force the system
to evolve at a given time as closely as possible to a given
unitary gate. In the decoherence suppression scenario, the
objective has been to suppress as much as possible the ef-
fect of the interaction with the reservoir such that in a given
time the evolution of the open system is simply given by
its own Hamiltonian. The passive reservoir control scenario
is an extension of the previous scenarios, in which sim-
ply by applying coherent-control fields we have aimed to

J

make the original reservoir look like another reservoir. Since
these control scenarios are limited to coherent control of
the system, i.e., without assuming the ability to manipulate
the reservoir, they are subjective to the shape of applicable
control fields and may not achieve some operations with
any desired high fidelity. However, our framework on its
own is applicable to more general cases and can provide a
feasible approach accessible with any given set of control
operations.
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION OF THE PROCESS DYNAMICAL EQUATION

Here we present the derivation of the dynamical equation of x(¢) based on a formal approach. By using Eq. (11) and by
differentiating the process matrix, we obtain the following linear differential equation:

dXotﬁ (t)
dt

1 . N?
= lim — (ap(t + ) = Xap) = =2 2 [Klaon a0, 0B € (1. N, (A1)

w,n=1

From the definition of the operator F;, i.e., [Fylo) = Tr[C;CAC,L], we can write the time-dependent generator & as

N2

i .1 x
_ﬁ[K](xﬂ,/m Zigr(l);< Z Xky(t +x»t)[FA]au[Fy]ﬁn

ry=I1

= lim

N?—1

— 5a,45ﬁ,,> (A2)

N -1
1/1
)_C (NXNzNz(t + x, t)(sﬁn(sotu \/— Z (XANZ(t + x, t)aﬁn[F)\.]au + XNZA(t +x, t)som[FA]ﬁn)

+ Z Xky (t + x, t)[F)»]C(ﬂ [Fy]zﬂ - 80{#&311) . (A3)

Ay=l

Now we introduce the time-dependent coefficients ay,, (¢) as

anay: (1) = lim[wana(f +x, 1) — N1/x,

a2, (t) = lin(l) vt + x, 1)/,

.y (1) E}}_{%le(r +x,1)/x,

re{l,...,N* =1},

rye{l,...,N*—1}, (A4)

which lead to the following compact form for the components of the generator:

N2—1

_%[K]aﬂ,un

We shall now obtain the coefficients ay, (¢) in terms of the operator basis of the Liouville space, i.e., {Ca}g’i]

N1

1 1
= w1 B + R Z (@ () 8y [Fdap + anes (1) 8aplF 1) + D oy (OIFJanlFy 15, (AS)

Ay=1

. The trace-

2 .
preserving property of the evolution map ‘£, leads to Zg p=1 Xap(t,10)C AC = [g. Substituting tp — ¢ and t — ¢ + x into

the latter equation and then separating the terms including Cy> = lg/+/N from the others yields

N2—1 N2—1
1 1
N“N’NZ(I)HS+f E (@32 (t) Co. + ay, (1) C) + E ag,(t)CICs =0, (A6)
£,v=1

where we have used the definition of the coefficients az,(f) [Eq. (A4)]. Now we introduce the Hermitian operator

| B
Hs(t) = Z—i(M'(t)—M(t)), (AT)
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where M(t) = (h/«/_) ZA ] awz (t) C,, by which we can rewrite Eq. (A6) as

1 2 T “ Il
e (O ls + ZM (1) — —HS(I) + Z ag, (1) CJC = 0. (A8)
E,v=1

After multiplying both sides of Eq. (A8) by C; (A € {1, ..., N> — 1}) and taking partial trace over system S, we obtain

N2—1

\/_
a2, (1) = f N Tr[Hs(t)C] — ~— Y ag(O)[Felu. (A9)
Ev=1
Note that we have supposed here that the operator basis {C,} are traceless except that Cy2 = (1/ VNI, ie., Tr[C,] = O for
a € {1,...,N? — 1}. Moreover, by taking a partial trace over the system from both sides of Eq. (A6), we obtain
N2-1
ayne(t) = — Y ave(t) b (A10)
v,E=1

Thus, by substituting Egs. (A9) and (A10) into Eq. (AS5), the components of the generator & can be obtained as

. N2 1 N2—1 N -1
i
_E[K]aﬂﬁur] = Z avé(t)avégﬁn o + Z aky(t) FA]aM[F Bn Z Tr[CTHS(t)][FA]au(Sﬂn
vé 1 Ay=1 A=1
l.Nz—l N2 1 N2—1 N2 1 N2—1
+ 2 D TrGHsOIF 1,00 — Z Y @ OIF: T, [Flandpy — Z 3 e OUF 1 lF T S
r=1 ug 1 a=1 vE 1 a=1

(Al1)

. 21, . 2, 2
By using Egs. (A4) and (3), we can prove ngzll Viag,(t) vy = lim,o(1/x) ZML rﬁ| Zévzl ! U Tr[(Bi U (1 + x, t)IbM)Cg]l
0 for any (N? — 1)-dimensional vector v and for any time ¢. Hence the (N2 — 1)-dimensional matrix a(t) = [ag, (2)] is positive
semidefinite. By substituting Eq. (A11) into Eq. (A1), a set of coupled differential equations are obtained:

N>—1 N? N2—1 N?
chtﬂ(t)
dr Z Z aév(t)‘sv&(sﬂn m X/m(t)‘{' Z Z ag\,(t)[Fg om[F ]ﬂ,] X/u](t)
EV 1 pu,n=1 Ev=1p,n=1
l.NZNZ N21N2N21
= 2 D TACTHSOMF Japn Xion (1) = Z > an ORI IEJawdpn xun ()
n.n=1 r=1 évlun 1 A=1
N21N2N21 .N2N2
- = Z D D @ OBl b Xpn®) + 2 D0 Y THCHsONF T Bae Xun (0, (A12)
évlunlkl /,Lr;:lk:l

where the upper limits of the summation over A in the third and sixth terms have been changed to N? because Hs(t) is a traceless
operator [see Eq. (A7)]. By using the orthonormality of the operator basis {C,}, the first term in Eq. (A12) is absorbed into the
fourth and fifth terms by changing the upper limits of their summations over A to N2. Hence Eq. (A12) can be recast as

d " N2—1 N? . N2 N? .
A ’3“) =Y > aaOFelaul 15, X (@) — Z > TGl Hs(O10F a8y Xyun (1)

Ev=1 p,n=1 p,,n:l)\:l
N2 1 N* N? N2 1 N?> N?

- = Z D0 as OIFIE Fdanpn Xun () — Z Z > aey (OIF: o lFy8an xun ()
Svlunlkl Svlp.r]])\]

; N?  N?

+ 2 2 2 THCHSOIE 1, ey Xion (1) (A13)

n.n=1 r=1

Equation (A13) can still be brought into a more compact form. By expanding the Hermitian operator Hg(¢) in terms of the
2
operator basis {CA}Q’; as Hs(t) = Z]xv=1 Tr[CIHS(t )IC,, it is straightforward to prove the following equality:
N2
> Tl ClHg (O F Jay = Tr[CHs(6)C,u]. (Al14)
A=l
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After some algebra, we also obtain another useful relation,

N? N?

D IR Filay = Y Tr[C]CC TH[CLCCo

r=1 A=l

N2

=Y Tr[C]C,Cal* Tr[C]C:C, ] =

A=1
= [F, Fi lay,

where we have used CI C: =
can get another form for Eq. (A13) as

=Tr[C]CIC:C,]

N2
> IRl
A=l

(A15)

SV Tr[C]CIC:1C, and C:C,, = YV | Tr[C]C:C,,1Cy. Thus, by using Eqs. (A14) and (A15), one

dyy . N?—1 N?
X dﬂ(’) - Zxan(nTr[cTHs(t)cﬁ] - = ZTr [CIHSOC X O + Y D aeo(O1Felaps Xy O1F, Typ
n=1 M 1 Ev=1 pu,n=I1
N2 1 N? N-—l N?
- = Z > sy (OIF Felay Xup () — 5 Z D aey(t) Xan(OIF, Felys (A16)
5. v=I p=I1 E v=1 n=1

Since the coefficient matrix a(t) = [ag,(¢)] is a positive semidefinite matrix, we can diagonalize it via a time-dependent unitary

matrix u(t). Then we have u(t)a(t)u'(t) = y(t), where y(t) = diag(y, (1)) (a € {1

,N? — 1}) is the Lindblad coefficient

matrix. Here, we define the time-dependent Lindblad operators as L, (t) = ZS 1 ”,\g (t )CS Having these Lindblad coefficient

matrix and operators as well as introducing the N 2_dimensional matrices Hg(¢) and L, (¢) eventually lead to the dynamical

equation of the dynamics (13).

APPENDIX B: KROTOV METHOD

In this Appendix, we adapt and extend the Krotov method,
as discussed in Ref. [77], to the process control of an open
quantum system. For this purpose we first consider the process
matrix x(t) as an N*-component vector | (t)) and the field-
dependent generator %; as an N*-dimensional matrix K, in
the extended Hilbert space. This is equipped with the scalar
product ((x1]x2) = Tr[x, x21 for any |1)) and | x>)) belonging
to this extended space. Here we summarize the problem of
controlling the terminal process of an open system. One of
the main goals of optimal control theory is to find the optimal
fields €(t) = {€,(t)} that minimize the following total objec-
tive functional:

T= Flx). i)+ / WG, (B
0

with a final time-dependent function ¥ and a field-dependent
function Gy. In Eq. (B1) the notation x(#) is to emphasize
the dependence of the function F to {|x (#)), {x ()|}. The
process also follows a dynamical equation as

dix®) i
= 2Kl O), ®2)

|%(0)o = NSyns, a€{l,...,N*.

We proceed to solve this optimization problem via the Krotov
method. From here forward and for brevity we may use the
shorthand y instead of {|x)), (x|} as the dynamical variable
of all intermediate time-dependent functions and omit the
time variable (¢) from e(t), |x(¢)), and {x(¢)|. Introducing
an arbitrary process-dependent and scalar function Y(y,t),

(

we can rewrite the total functional (B1) as

T = Me(x (), 1) — T(x(0), 0) —/0 dt Ry (x. €.1),

(B3)
where the modified final time-dependent function My and the
intermediate time-dependent function Ky are given by

My (x (), tr) = F(x(tr), tr) + Y (x (tr), te), (B4)

Y i AT
Rr(x.€1)=—=Gsle 1)+ — or " o) Kelx)
i 20T
— (K ——. B5
+ 5 (xl 3 (x] (BS)

In fact, the dynamical constraint (B2) has been incorporated
in the total functional ¥ v using the function Y. As we see
later, the freedom in the choice of this function enables one
to design a monotonically convergent algorithm. That is, the
algorithm approaches the minimum of the modified functional
9 v after each iteration,

(n+1)
Ty

<JW, vn>0, (B6)

where
JW = My (x"tr), 1r) — Y (x(0), 0)
—/fdt Ry (x™, €™ 1). (B7)
0

Choosing the process-dependent function Y suitably is the
principal core of the Krotov method. In summary, the Kro-
tov method contains two successive steps, which we explain
below.
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1. First step

Having the control fields €™ leads to the dynamics
d|x™)/dt = (—i/B)Kw|x™), with K evaluated at €™.
These control fields €™ can be the guess fields at the begin-
ning (when n = 0) of the optimization process or the updated
fields in the previous iteration (when n > 0). In this step we
fix and determine the arbitrary scalar function Y such that the
total functional J v is maximized over the dynamics x ™. This
can be formulated in terms of the following conditions:

i) Rx(x™, €™, 1) = min Ry (x, €™, 1) ¥t €[0,%],
X

(B8)

(ii) MT(x“)(tf),rf)=rxn(3f>)<MT(x<zf>,tf). (B9)

Note that the x on the RHSs of the above equations do not
need to satisfy Eq. (B2); in this stage they are arbitrary dynam-
ics. According to Eqs. (B8) and (B9), the solution {€™, x ™}
is the worst possible solution for the minimization problem. In
order to characterize this function, we assume that the RHS of
dynamical equation (B2) and its Jacobian are bounded. Let us
assume that the objective ¥ and the function G are bounded
and twice differentiable. By adapting results of Ref. [77], one
can show that under these assumptions the following relation
for the real-valued function Y is a solution to the extremiza-
tion problem posed by Eqgs. (B8) and (B9):

Y(x. 1) = (xIA) + (Alx) + 30 @) (AxIAx),

where

(B10)

[Ax @) = 1x®) — 1x™ @) (B11)

J

is the change in the dynamics. Here the coefficient |A(¢))) is
defined as |A (7)) = (37 /9{x I, w, and by extrapolating the
arguments of Ref. [77] the coefficient o (¢) can be represented
as

o(t)=a " —1)+b, ab,—¢<0O0. (B12)

As aresult, the extremization problem introduced in Eqs. (B8)
and (B9) reduces to finding suitable coefficients 4, b, and ¢.
Before analytical calculation of these coefficients, we evaluate
the necessary conditions to satisfy Eqgs. (B8) and (B9). First,
we need to obtain a closed form for the function Ry [Eq. (B5)]
by inserting Y from Eq. (B10). Note that Eq. (B10) also yields

LLISNIRIND (BI13)
2x) 2
Ay + Lo ian), (B14)
(x| >

oY . . 1.

2L = (IA) + (AL + 560) (AxIAX)

1 1
+t300) (x™1ax) + 700 (Axix™), (B15)

where the dot is the shorthand for time derivative (d/dt).
By using Egs. (B5) and (B13)—~(B15) along with |x™) =
(—i/R)Km|x ™) we obtain the modified function Ry as

‘ ' ] : .
Rer(x.€.1) =—Gre, 1) + (xIA) + (Alx) + S0 (AxIAX) - Zl—ha(l) (1K, 180 + ;—ha(t) (AXIKan|x™)

i

- %«wa» - ﬁo(r) (AXIK) + = (xIKIIA) + ﬁo(r) (X 1K Ax).

Thus the necessary condition to satisfy Eq. (B8),
@ Rx/3(x DIy emy = 0, reduces to
dAO) i,
dt = _EIKE(MA(I)»- B17)

The boundary condition of this dynamical equation is
obtained from Eq. (B9). In a similar vein, the necessary condi-
tion for satisfying this relation, i.e., (3 M~ /3 ((x Do) =
0, can be read from Egs. (B4) and (B10) as

_ 3F
) = _<8<<x<tf>|>

a. Analytical calculation of o (t)

(B18)

X (1)

To calculate the constant parameters of the function o (¢)
in Eq. (B12), one can first work out the following inequality
equivalent to Eq. (B9) (the strict maximum condition for M~
at x (t)):

AMy = M (x™(tr) + Ax (), tr) — M (x ™ (1), tr) < 0,
(B19)

(B16)

(

for all variations of the terminal dynamics Ax(#) =
x () — x™(t). Using Egs. (B4) and (B10), and assuming
(A x ()| Ax(r)) # O, the inequality (B19) gives
A 2Re (A x ()| At 1
F 4 2Re{Ax ()| Arr)) + Lo <o,
(Ax @) Ax () 2

VA (),
(B20)
where

AF = Fx™) + Ax ), tr) — F(xte), 1r).

Thus, from Eq. (B12), the worst-case scenario to fulfill the
strict condition (B20) is

(B21)

2A+b <0, (B22)

A 2Re{Ax (te)| At
A= sup F + 2Re{Ax (t)] (f)». (B23)
Ax i) (Ax ) Ax (1))
Now let us consider an inequality equivalent to the relation
(BY8), i.e.,

ARy = Re(x™ + Ax, €™, 1) — Re(x™, €,1) > 0,
(B24)
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forall Ax = x — x™ and t € [0, #;]. Employing Eqs. (B16)
and (B17) we get the following equation for A R :
o (1) Im{(Ax[Ken|Ax)

1
AKTZ((AX|AX>)<§d(t)+T (AXIAK) >

(B25)

From this equation and the fact that x/2 > —|x|Vx € R, we
obtain a lower bound for ARy as follows:

1
ARy 2 ((AX|AX))(§U'(0 - |ff(t)|B), (B26)
B— 2 Im{A x| Kem |Ax) ' B27)
T (Axy; tel0.) (AxIAx)

Here we assume (A x|Ax)) # 0, or equivalently, Ay # 0. If
it is demanded that this lower bound be positive,

16@t)—lo@®)B >0, (B28)

then the strict minimum condition for Ry at x™,i.e., ARy >
0, will hold. By using the fact that |0 (¢)| > o (¢), Vt € [0, #],

the condition (B28) can be reformulated as
16(t)—o()B > 0. (B29)

From Eq. (B12) we obtain the inequalities o (f) > —ac and
o(t) < b, which in turn yield
(1/2)6(t) — Bo(t) > —(aé/2) — Bb. (B30)

Then, imposing the following condition is equivalent to satis-
fying the condition (B29):

—1aé—Bb >0, (B31)
which does not depend on time 7.
|

dlx D)

(n+1)
dt >>7

i
= —E[Ke(zwl) |X

Ix"TD0))y = NS+,

We proceed to find the parameters Zz,];, and ¢ of the in-
equalities (B22) and (B31). We set @ and b as

a=b=—A, A=max{¢s, 24+ s}, (B32)

where {4 > 0. If A = ¢4 (A = 2A + ¢4), then we have 24 —
a4 <0 (—&4 < 0) for the inequality (B22). Thus the latter
inequality is satisfied with the choice of b as in Eq. (B32).
By this choice the inequality (B31) also becomes

¢+2B > 0. (B33)

Since B > 0 [Eq. (B27)], then one solution for the parameter
¢is
¢=1¢, ¢8>0. (B34)

By substituting Eqgs. (B32) and (B34) into Eq. (B12), we
obtain the following form for o (¢):

o(t) = —AebsD, (B35)

Note that we can also set the parameters {4 and ¢p to zero.
For more details on this particular choice, see the end of this
section.

2. Second step

The dynamics-dependent function Y obtained in the previ-
ous step [Eq. (B10)] with the choice of o (¢) as in Eq. (B35)
enables us to find a local minimum for the total functional
[Eq. (B3)] with respect to the control fields €(¢). According to
Eq. (B3), this implies that

€D = arg{max Ry (x, €, 1)}, Ve e[0,5].  (B36)
€

The optimal field €+ obtained in this step needs to be
compatible with the dynamics x “+! given by

aefl,...,N*. (B37)

Thus the maximization problem (B36) and the dynamical equation (B37) should be solved simultaneously. We first consider one
of the necessary conditions for the maximization problem (B36), i.e., (0 Ry /9¢€x )| (yo+1) ewsny = 0. Employing Eq. (B16) one can

obtain an expression for the partial derivative d Ry /9¢,, as

9Rr _ _ 99 i«A|(8|K€

de,, O, K

€

i A oK
a€m>|)<)) BT X|<86m

.

oK

: oK A i < )|A B38
)Ix))+£<<x|< )| >>+Ea<r><<x|( >| x). (B38)

8Em 8Em

Then the local maximum condition for the function Ky at €"*V, i.e., (3 Ry /d€m)|( v ey = 0, becomes

(%
o€,

_ 2 fnn (e
—gm{(( (t)l(aem)

ent+1) ent+1)

o(t)

|X(n+1)(t)>>} + Tlm{«AX(H])(I) | <%)

(B39)

o |x<"+”(r)>>},

en+1)

where [Ax @D @)) =[x V(@) — [x™(@)). In this work we restrict ourselves to the field-dependent function G, similar
to Eq. (19), which is quadratic in the fields. We also assume that the field-dependent generator K, depends on the fields
€ linearly through the field-system interaction Hamiltonian Vjeq(#). Having such a constraint and field-dependent generator
as well as using Eq. (B38), we obtain another necessary condition for the local maximum of the function Ry at €t je.,
(02 R /0€2) | (yunn) ey < 0, as follows:

Wi/ f (@) > 0. (B40)
After these two steps, the change of the total functional 7 v+ by iteration becomes
AJGD =g G = 39 = Mo (Va0 11) = Mo (x "), 1)
tf
- / dt {Roe ("1, €D 1) — Roe (x "V, €™, 1) + Ror (x "V, €™, 1) — R (x ™, €™, 1)}, (B41)
0
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where for writing the RHS of the second equality we
have used Eq. (B7). Equations (B8) and (B9) lead to the
inequalities Re(x D, €™ 1) > Ry (x™, €™, 1), Vt €
[0,7] and My (x"TV), 1) < My (x W (5), 15).  We
also  obtain the inequality Ry (}x@D, etV 1) >
Ry (x"D €™ 1), Vt € [0,#] from Eq. (B36). From
these inequalities and Eq. (B41), the monotonic decrease
of the modified total functional Jy with respect
to the iteration number, ie., AfJ ({}H) <0,Vn>=0,
is proved.

Remark. Note that the choice ¢; =0 (i = A, B) may not
cause any change in the modified total functional 7  with
the change in the dynamics x. This means we have A M~y =
0, YAx(t) and ARy = 0VAx(¢), t € [0, t]. Thus, by this
choice in the worst case, the total objective functional 7
remains unchanged during the first step of the Krotov method.
However, after minimizing the modified total functional 7 v
with respect to the field in the second step, the strict mono-
tonic convergence almost always is preserved even by the
choice ¢; = 0 for one or both of i = A and i = B.
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