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Abstract—We give an overview of different paradigms for con- Il. PARADIGMS FOR QUANTUM CONTROL
trol of quantum systems and their applications, illustrated with . .
specific examples. We further discuss the implications of fat- Most quantum control strategies fall into one of three

tolerance requirements for quantum process engineering uisg categories: feedback control based on feedback of cldssica
optimal control, and explore the possibilities for architecture information obtained from (weak) measurements of the sys-
simplification and effective control using a minimum number tam coherent feedback control using quantum actuatots, an
of simple switch actuators. open-loop Hamiltonian (and sometimes reservoir) enginger

. INTRODUCTION A. Open-loop Hamiltonian (and reservoir) engineering

The rapid advancement of nanotechnology and nano-The conceptually simplest, yet very important type of quan-
engineering is creating unprecedented new possibilities, tum controlis open-loop controlin the form of Hamiltonid [
only to create ever smaller devices, but to probe physicdld Sometimes reservoir engineering [2]. Consideringttimt
regimes where classical behaviour gives way to quambﬁﬁolut_lon of a quantum system is governed by the Schrodinger
effects such as quantum tunnelling, interference, andnent§duation (closed systems), or more generally, the quantum
glement, which fundamentally alter the system’s behavioliouville equation (with7 = 1):

For instance, the push for ever smaller and more powerf , .
= —i[H = —i(Hp(t)—p(t)H)—
integrated circuits and computer chips continues to requlgf(lt) i, p@)]+Lop(t) (Hp(t)=p(t)H) EDp((tl);

the development.of ever more sophisticated modelling te ta\lﬁ/herep(t) is a positive unit-trace operator (density operator)
guantum effects into account. But for quantum technology (o

frul di . d ful licati o cting on a Hilbert spacé{, which represents the state of
ruly succeed in creating new and useiul applications, o ys the system, this approach involves basically engineering a
modelling must be augmented by an engineering perspecti

Mfamiltonian operatorH, and possibly a (completely pos-
One crucial aspect in this is control. P ' b ya( pesly P

. ) ) ) itive) superoperator, to achieve a desired evolution of
This paper is mostly concerned with control paradigms feyo system. Hamiltonian engineering is usually achieved by

quantum engineering. Quantum engineering Is a very d'verﬁ‘ﬁplying suitable static or dynamic electromagnetic fi€ids,
area covering many different types of physical systems aggh; oherently interact with the system, thus modifyirgy it
materials, from a variety of semiconductor nanostructares ;. ..-«ic HamiltonianH, — H[E(t)] = Ho + He[E(1)]. Lo
superconducting materials to neutral atoms, ions, Mo#CU|g yetermined by the system's interaction with its envirentn

and macroscopic qugntum states such as Bos.e-Elnsj[em GY can usually (at least for Markovian systems) be written
?ens?tescjt;l'htle(ottu%c_:lt_lvets_ of cq?htrol are equa"l_y dlt\_/ersnilmg as Lp[p(t)] = >, D[Ak]p(t), where A, are Hilbert space
rom feedback stabilisation with various applicationsrsias operators and the dissipative superoperators are [3]
quantum state reduction, optimal quantum measurements and

laser cooling, to coherent manipulation of quantum statesp[A]p.(t) = Akpc(t)AL — (A} Agpe(t) + pe(t) AL Ag) /2.

guantum processes engineering and decoherence contcbl. Su (2)
a diversity of systems and objectives requires differemtt@d L, can in principle be altered by environmental (reservoir)
approaches. engineering, although this is usually challenging.

In the following we start with a brief overview of different Open-loop Hamiltonian (and sometimes reservoir) engineer
control paradigms relevant for various quantum engingeriing plays a crucial role in many applications including razcl
applications, and consider specific examples such as atdirand electron spin engineering in nuclear magnetic res@anc
control of nuclear spin dynamics using electron spins #§IMR) [4] and electron spin resonance (ESR) applications,
guantum controllers. In section 3, we focus on optimal aantrcontrol of electronic [5], vibrational [6], rotational [74nd
paradigms for quantum process engineering in general, arahslational degrees of freedom of molecular systemsniato
consider the requirements of fault-tolerant circuit dasignd vapours, trapped ions, Bose Einstein condensates [8]raiont
their implications for optimal control, as well as the padisi of chemical reactions using photonic reagents in quantum
ities of architecture simplification and “minimalist” coot. chemistry [9], as well as control of artificial structuresblas
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Fig. 1: Typical setup for measurement-based feedback@ontly|ated via a transfer function.
using homodyne detection. The measurement current is fed
back to the field modulator which serves as control actuator.
The model atom can be an atomic vapour, molecular Bose_— Coherent feedback and indirect control
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A third major paradigm for quantum control is coherent
feedback control [18], [19]. Unlike measurement-based fee

quantum well and quantum dots [10], cooper-pair boxes [1H?Ck control, coherent feedback control does not (at least

and many other systems. not directly) involve any classical actuators or measurgme
Rather it relies on indirect control of a target quantum eyst
B. Measurement-based feedback control A through its coherent interaction with another quantum sys-

r%m B acting as the controller. Unlike Hamiltonian/reservoir

Another important type of quantum control is measureme engineering and measurement-based feedback controlhwhic
based feedback control [12]. Typically, this approach alsg 9 g

involves Hamiltonian engineering by applying suitable tcoh are governed by generally complicated non-linear control
9 9 by applying .equations, when the system and controller are both quantum-

T e el ¥Bgchanicland e neracio sl conerent, s
' 9ainhtrol system is often linear, and can be modelled usintstra

from these observations fed back to the actuators as Showrfelpfunctions [20], albeit with (stochastic) operatorstézsl of

Fig.[1. Due_to the ngture of quantum measurements,_ this 'eﬁ&% vectors representing the state of the system and dientro
to stochastic evolution governed by a Master equation of t ®This type of control is interesting in quantum photonics, fo

form ” . .
example, where one can use cavities, mirrors, beam splitter
dpe(t) = {—i[H, pe(t)] + Lppe(t)} dt + Lazpe(t) dW (t), and waveguides to build optical networks that could control
(3) the state of atoms or quantum dots. [Flg. 2 shows a very simple
wherep.(t) is a density operator now representing the condfoherent feedback system involving a cavity and beam eplitt
tional state (conditioned on the measurement record uprte ti!f @n atom or quantum dot is put into the cavity, its state
#). H andLp, are a Hamiltonian and positive superoperator &9uld be controlled though this coherent feedback. Another
before, but in addition to these deterministic (drift) terthere application of coherent feedback is indirect control, ethe
is now a stochastic ternd, p.(t) dW (t), which can usually control of nuclear spins by electron spins via the Heisember

be written in the fromy", H[By]p.(t) dW (t) where interaction, an example of which is shown in Hig. 3.
Quantum controllers cannot solve the problem of control-

H[Bg]pe(t) = Brpe(t) +pc(t)BZ, — Tr[Bgpe(t) +pc(t)BZ,] ling quantum systems completely, however, as the quantum
(4) controller itself needs to be controlled in some form, and
for suitable Hilbert space operato¥s,, which depend the this usually requires interaction with a non-quantum syste
measurement operators and feedback Hamiltoniand#n@t) such as classical laboratory equipment at some stage, agad th
is the Wiener element of the stochastic process. control strategies such as Hamiltonian engineering ole stat
While open-loop Hamiltonian engineering usually involvepreparation using measurement-based feedback. For destan
control of non-equilibrium dynamics, often on nano-, picin the case of indirect control of nuclear spin dynamics,
or femtosecond timescales, measurement-based feedback tre electron spins need to be controlled using conventional
trol is very important for control of equilibrium dynamics,Hamiltonian engineering techniques, e.g., by applicatién
including steering the system to a steady state [13] withilored control pulses as shown in Higj. 3 to achieve thereési
applications in quantum state reduction [14], laser caplireffect on the nuclear spins. Indirect control therefore segm
of atomic or molecular motion [15], control of solid-statdo only complicate the problem—considering that nuclear
gubits [16], decoherence control [17] and quantum metrplogpins can be controlled directly using radio-frequencydfiel



to circuit optimisation appear incompatible with faultei@ant
designs, which in the context of robust, scalable architest
may be a more important consideration. The implementation o
non-trivial gates (such as Toffoli or T-gates) on encodeyitial
qubits in fault-tolerant designs requires a large number of
ancilla qubits, multiple verification measurements andsitzal
feed-forward in the standard model, and it could be arguad th
N / eliminating or reducing some of these cumbersome require-

b ments should be an important paradigm for optimal control.

y coherent Another important issue are design constraints. While gelar
Sl S ~ intoraction .PI nucleus number of sophisticated actuators may be desirable foonsas
of flexibility, robustness and possibilities for optimiwsat, in

Fig. 3: Indirect control of a coupled electron-nuclear spiRraCtice' simp!icity of a design is often a crucial fac_tcnda_
system: A modulated high-frequency control pulse appled pay be the_ dn‘ference _between a physically realistic device
electron spin realizes a nuclear spin flip (swap gate). Tﬁlgd a practically infeasible one.

trajectory of the Bloch vector corresponding to the nuclea Time-optimality vs Fault-tolerance

spin system shows that the nuclear spin initially in theestat
| 1), indicated bye, is flipped to| }), indicated byx. The

Microwave control pulse

An interesting and important application of optimal con-

specific system considered here was a leln (one electr% | has been in the area of guantum circuit design. In the

one nuclear spin) model of malonic acid described by ﬂg;éah\r/etr;tlrc])nal rcwcw:] Trodteldoirqumantummc;?mpltjtlnfg, ﬁlisnrt:{lr?
Hamiltonian Hy /27 = vsS, + vnl, + A2S. 1, + A,.S. 1., operations are constructed trom a smafl set of elementary

where Sy, and I}, for k € {«,y, z} are the Pauli operators for 9ALES- Although any quantum operation emqubits can be

the electron and nuclear spin, respectively, and the C[mst‘,jlconstructed from a universal set of gates, a major drawback

arev, — 11.885 GHz, v, — 18.1 MHz, A., — 14.2 MHz, of this Iapproach |§ tha]:[, e\;en if the ovgrhdez;ld is plolynortnlal,
A,, = —42.7 MHz. Indirect control of nuclear spin dy-a Very largé number ol gales are required (o implement any

. : . nan-trivial operation, and standard sets of elementarggyat
namics using shaped pulses applied to the electron has b '
9 ped p bp such as the Hadamard, phase, or CNOT gates, are often no

xperimentall monstr for thi m [21]. Th ; . . . .
experimentally demonstrated for this system [21]. The etjapeas|er to implement physically than arbitrary single or two

control pulse was calculated using a varational optimatrobn ; . LT
P g P gubit gate. This approach therefore seems quite inefficiedt

approach [22]. it appears sensible to decompose quantum circuits int@darg
modules that can be implemented efficiently for a particular
architecture using optimal control theory instead. It hasrb
Shown that the implementation time for the quantum Fourier
sform circuit, for example, can be improved by (at [past
ctor of eight in this way [23].
A potential problem of this approach, however, is its
ncompatibility with fault-tolerant architectures. No nethow
ec#ective the control, realistic quantum circuits will réce
redundancy, error correction and fault-tolerant desigos t
mitigate errors caused not only by imperfect control but
also by environmental noise and decoherence. A standard
Regardless of the specifics of the system and conteagbproach to fault-tolerant design is encoding informatign
paradigm, it is always desirable to optimise the controkt 81 logical qubits formed by groups of physical qubits usingerr
with control paradigms for quantum systems in general gthezorrection codes [24]. In all existing proposals, fauletant
are many paradigms for optimal control. In many applicatiorgates on encoded qubits are constructed from single and two-
in quantum chemistry, optimal control is understood to meajubit logic gates. It is not clear therefore that optimizatof
finding photonic reagents, typically shaped pulses, to masrger circuit blocks acting on physical qubits is complatib
imise the yield of some observable, or reaction produciestib with fault-tolerant designs. Furthermore, when implerirent
to constraints. Similarly, in quantum information prodegs quantum logic gates on encoded qubits in general, overall
the aim is often to find controls to maximise the fidelity ofidelity and time-optimality are not the only consideratpn
a quantum process, subject to constraints. In the latter, areut we may wish to explicitly minimise errors that cannot be
it has been argued that beside optimising the overall figelicorrected vs errors that can be corrected for a given engodin
time-optimality is crucial, as shorter control pulse setpes  To illustrate some of the ideas, consider the popular [I1]3,
mean shorter gate operation times, and assuming the rateC&S code [25], which uses seven physical qubits to define one
decoherence is roughly constant, less decoherence, ard thgical qubit, where the logical basis states are supetiposi
higher gate fidelities. However, some proposed approacloéscodewords containing an odd and even number of ones,

for example. Yet, the indirect approach is promising beeau
exploiting the strength of the quantum interaction betwe
the spins and the fact that electron spins can be manipula&eé
faster than nuclear spins, enables control of nuclear digsam
on shorter timescales than direct control. Moreover, fanso
systems direct control of certain degrees of freedom may
be possible at all.

I1l. PARADIGMS FOROPTIMAL CONTROL DESIGN



respectively, larger modules implemented using optimal control can be

made fault-tolerant in general.
|0}z, =|0000000) + |1111000) + |1100110) 4 |1010101) g

+(0011110) + [0101101) + [0110011) + [1001011)

[1)y, =|1111111) + |0000111) + |0011001) + |0101010) M b led b el
any quantum systems can be controlled by external elec-
+[1100001) + |1010010) + 1001100) +[0110100). tromagnetic fields generated by actuators capable of ogpati
Assuming we can at least perform measurements of themplicated pulses. For example, optical fields generayed b
observableX andZ given by the Pauli matrices lasers, as well as coherent microwave or radio-frequency
, pulses used in ESR and NMR, can be shaped either us-
0 1 0 — 1 0 ; ; :
X = Y = 7 — 6) ng spectral pulse shaping or temporal modulation to create
10/’ i 0]’ 0 —-1)° complex control fields, offering considerable potential fo

o . . optimisation. Optimal control in a quantum setting is tliere
on individual physical qubits, we can extract an error syn- Lo

. . : . ..~ often understood to mean optimisation of control pulse shap
drome by performing parity checks, which project arbitrar

. . - ¥|owever, this type of optimal control is not appropriate Ih a
states into thet1 eigenstates of the stabiliser operators, e'%éttings. An ini/p?ortant ?:ase are nano-scalepgysf:ems such as

G = {IIIXXXX , IXXIXX , XIXIXIX , Zﬁﬁntun; flhots c_ontrolled electr](c)nicallty qs_ing ga}:e eleiﬂexfn_l
ough there is some scope for optimising voltage prafiles
NZZZZ,122112Z, 2121212 } for example, a more important consideration for these syste

for the CSS code. On clean code word states errors actiooften design optimisation, in particular, minimisingeth
switch the eigenstate, which can be detected via the parymber of actuators required, and using the simplest antuat
check and correctly via local operations on the physicaltgub that can accomplish the desired task.
The [[7,3,1]] code can correct only a single bit or phase flip As a specific example, consider the Kane proposal for
error. If more than one error occurs then the code fails. Thus solid-state quantum computer [26]. The original design
for the code to be effective, no more than one error shoufvolves 2n — 1 voltage gates, as pictured in Fifl 4, to
occur per error correction block, and a single error shoold nselectively tune: quantum dots, in this case the nuclear spins
propagate, i.e., if we apply a gate to a state with a singlererrof phosphorus donors in silicon, into resonance with a dlpba
the output state should not contain more than a single erradpplied transverse AC magnetic field, and to control the
Consider the simplest case of implementing an arbitraiyteractions between them. This design suffers from variou
single qubit gatd/z on a logical qubit, i.e., a unitary operatorproblems, among them the high density of nanometer-scale
on n physical qubits f = 7 for [[7,3,1]] CSS code), in a control electrodes required for a scalable architectutgchy
single step using optimal control. Even if the control isywerposes a serious challenge for current manufacturing tech-
effective, the operator actually implemented will not baetly niques. Furthermore, even if fabrication techniques imeyo
Ur but an operatolUr related toUr by an error operator the presence of a large number of closely spaced control
Ugp = U}UR, which is the identity exactly ifUr = Ur. electrodes creates fundamental physical problems inoudi
Since Ur is an operator acting om physical qubits, we substantial crosstalk [27] between the actuators and the po
can expand it with respect to thequbit Pauli groupP, = tential for significant decoherence of the quantum infoiomat
pPer = {1,X,Y,Z}®N. If we define the weight of an operatorstored in the quantum dots via incoherent interaction with
in P®" as the number of non-identity operations, then tHéie control electrodes, which is highly detrimental to devi
errors we can correct in the standard [[7,3,1]] CSS encodipgrformance. Thus, it is highly desirable in this setting to
are the contributions of the terms in the expansion that havgnimise the number of control electrodes (i.e., actuators
weight 1, corresponding to single bit or phase flip errorand to keep the actuators simple. A control scheme that
Hence, to maintain a fault-tolerant circuit design we musequires only binary switch actuators, for example, will be
ensure at leastV, (Ug) > Wa(Ug) > W3(Ug)..., where advantageous because switching between two fixed voltage
Wy (Ug) indicates the contribution of terms with weightin ~ settings is far simpler than producing complicated temipora
the Pauli expansion dfz. In practice this could be archivedvoltage profiles, and it is easier to experimentally chanast
by adding constraint terms to the functional to be optimisethnd compensate) crosstalk effects in this setting. Th&esa
For example, instead of maximising the (normalised) figlelithe question of how many of the actuators are really necgssar

B. Architecture Simplification vs Control Sophistication

FU) = 2‘"”&(U}U), one might consider maximising Basic controllability analysis of various model systems
FU) = > 1 MW (Ug), where )\, are suitable weighting suggests that most of the actuators mo¢necessary, and for
factors satisfyinghs < A3 < .... Although preliminary certain model systems it can be shown that a single, local

calculations for very simple systems suggest that we cantuator such as a control electrode is theoretically seific
find controls that minimise projections dfg onto certain for complete controllability of the system [28]. For instan a
subspaces, it is not clear at this stage to which extent itdpin chain of lengthV with isotropic Heisenberg interaction
possible to suppress the projections onto multi-errorgatss decomposes intaV excitation subspaces with excitations
for realistic physical systems, and if circuits composed ¢h = 1,..., N). Assuming nearest neighbour coupling, the



M elementary evolution operators. The veaardetermines the

switching sequence andthe switching times, i.e., length of
- ey _ time the system evolves under a particular Hamiltoniap.

/ \ ' / \ Thet; can be regarded as generalised Euler angles)MFoet

2, i.e., a binary switch controller, Eq.]1(8) can be simplified.

Noting thatlU ™) (¢ )U ™) (ty) = U™ (t; + t5), we see that

' the elements oin must alternate betweeh and 2, and we

have without loss of generality

@ N b N Ut) = UM (t)UP) (t2) .. UD (tae-)U P (t20),  (9)

(b) if we setK = 2¢ and allow the possibility of; = 0 or¢, = 0.
In the context of unitary process control, constructive-con

Fig. 4: (a) Phosphorus donors embedded in silicon with serfaro| requires therefore that we find vectars andt such that
control electrodes separated by Si@sulating layer (Kane

@)

architecture)2n—1 control electrodes are required to control [Ur — U(m, t)]| <e (10)
spins. (b) Spin chain with a single control electrode cdhil®  for a given target operatobr and tolerancee. For very
the entire chain. special classes of Hamiltonians, e.g., Hamiltonians that a

mutually orthogonal with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidtmo
Tr(Hjan) x dmn, there are various explicit decomposition

Hamiltonian of the first excitation subspace is tridiagonal algorithms to compute the switching sequemaeand gener-

Ei d¢ 0 ... 0 alised Euler angles. In practice, we are seldom so lucky,
di By dy ... 0O however. Indeed for a system witH, as in Eq. [V) and a
local binary switch actuator that annuls the coupling betwe
Ho=|0 d2 Bz ... 0 (7) spinsr andr+1, we haveH, = —d,(e,, 1+ €r41.»), Where

] err+1 IS @ matrix that is zero everywhere except foi an
- ' the (r,r + 1) position, and
0O 0 0 .. Ex (rr+1)p

whered,, > 0 defines the strength of the interaction between TY[HS(HO + Hy)] = 2ld = d|* + B, (11)
the spinsn andn + 1 in the chain forn = 1,...,N —1 whered = (di,...,dy_1), E = (Fy,...,Ey) andd, =
and E,, are the energy levels. It can be shown using Li@i,.,) with d., = d,6,.. Thus, we see that the available
algebraic technigues that a single local actuator thatvalloHamiltoniansH, and Hy + H, corresponding to the off and
us to modulate the coupling between spinandr + 1 only, on position of the switch, respectively, are never orthagon
is sufficient in this case for complete controllability ofeth except when all the parameters vanish. In general
entire excitation subspace. This result also holds for spin
chains with isotropic XY or dipole-dipole coupling. In fact cosq = Tr[Hg(HO + i)l
the controllability result is generic for any type of systeith Tr[HG] Tr((Ho + Hy)?]
a nearest neighbour coupling Hamiltonian of the folin (73 ans close tol in this case, and thus the angiebetween the
similar results can be proved for other types of systems. Hamiltonians is very small. Although it is difficult to dedv
Although there are many open questions—such as the exaxplicit expressions for the generalised Euler angles and t
conditions for a single actuator to suffice, or the minimurprove the optimality of a particular switching sequence th
number of actuators required for complete controllabilityectorst andm can be determined numerically using general
for a particular system, these preliminary controllapilie- optimisation techniques.
sults are encouraging from the point of view of architecture As an example, we consider a spin chain of lengjtiith
simplification—but can we actually findonstructivecontrol uniform isotropic Heisenberg coupling and a single actuato
schemes for systems such as the spin chain with a single logglshown in Figl14(b). Using the natural identification
actuator above? Suppose we have a single actuator thdt'has
distinct states. If the interaction with system is fully esént 0y =100), |1) =101), [2) = [10), [3) = |11)
and the system dynamics is therefore Hamiltonian, eacheof thf the 1st excitation subspace states, out goal is to impieme
M actuator states is associated with a system Hamiltoniahg six “two-qubit” gates

(12)

H,, form =1,..., M. Since the only control we have is the (s) 1] Had@l. T® LI Had I T.CNOT
ability to switch between thesg/ Hamiltonians, the unitary Ur” € I®L Had®LT®LI®Had I T, b
operators we can implement are of the form wherel is identity operator on a single two-level subspace

Um, t) = U™ (¢,) ... UMD (4 U™ (1) (8) (qubit), T = exp(—in/80,) is an/8 phase gate,

wherem andt are vectors of lengttk” with my, € {1,..., M} Had — 1l CNOT = e—i7/4 10 '
andt, € Ry, and U™ (t;,) = exp(—it, H™)) are the V2 \1 ’ 0 X
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