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In view of controlling finite dimensional open quantum systems, the structure of completely
positive trace-preserving maps governing time evolution is described in terms of Lie semigroups and
their respective tangent cones. We identify the Kossakowski-Lindblad generators as the Lie wedge
of a Lie subsemigroup and characterise reachable sets and controllability issues in the same unified
framework. Moreover, we elucidate under which special conditions time-optimal controls derived for
the analogous closed system already give good fidelities in quantum systems that are actually open.
In the generic case, obtaining optimal controls requires detailed knowledge of the open system, e.g.,
in terms of the parameters of its Kossakowski-Lindblad master equation as exploited in state-of-the-
art optimal-control algorithms. As an outlook, we sketch the structure of a new, potentially more
efficient numerical approach explicitly making use of the corresponding Lie wedge.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding and manipulating open quantum sys-
tems and quantum channels is an important challenge
for exploiting quantum effects in future technology [1].

Protecting quantum systems against relaxation is
therefore tantamount to using coherent superpositions
as a resource. To this end, decoherence-free subspaces
have been applied [2], bang-bang controls [3] have been
used for decoupling the system from dissipative interac-
tion with the environment, while a quantum Zeno ap-
proach [4] may be taken to projectively keep the system
within the desired subspace [5]. Very recently, the oppo-
site approach has been taken by solely expoiting relax-
ative processes for state preparation [6, 7].

In either case, for applying the power of Lie-theory-
based methods of system and control theory [8, 9], the
quantum systems may first be characterised by input-
output relations in the sense of quantum process tomog-
raphy. Deciding whether the dynamics of the quantum
system thus specified allows for a Markovian description
to good approximation (maybe up to a certain level of
noise) has recently been addressed [10, 11]. This is of cru-
cial interest, since a Markovian equation of motion paves
the way to applying methods of bi-linear control theory.
Moreover, it comes with the well-established frameworks
of completely positive semigroups and Kraus representa-
tions [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19].

On the other hand, the specific Lie-semigroup aspects
of open quantum systems clearly have not been elabo-
rated on in the pioneering period 1971–76 of completely
positive semigroups [12, 14, 17, 18, 20], mainly since ma-
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jor progress in the understanding of Lie semigroups was
made in the decade 1989–99 [21, 22, 23, 24]. While re-
lations of Lie semigroups and optimal control of classical
systems were soon established, e.g. in [23, 25, 26], only
recently the use of Lie-semigroup terms in the control
of open quantum systems was initiated [27, 28], where in
[27] the elaborations were confined to single two-level sys-
tems. However, we see a great potential in exploiting the
algebraic structure of Lie-semigroup theory for practical
problems of reachability and control of open quantum
systems.

Its importance becomes evident, because among the
generic tools needed for the current advances in quan-
tum technology (for a survey see, e.g. [1]), quantum
control plays a major role. From formal description of
quantum optimal control [29] the theoretical aspects of
existence of optima soon matured into numerical algo-
rithms solving practical problems of steering quantum
dynamics [30, 31, 32]. Their key concern is to find op-
tima of some quality function like the quantum gate fi-
delity under realistic conditions and, moreover, construc-
tive ways of achieving those optima given the constraints
of an accessible experimental setting. For a recent in-
troduction, see [33]. However, realistic implementations
in open quantum systems are mostly beyond analytical
tractability. Hence numerical methods are often indis-
pensible, where gradient-like algorithms are the most ba-
sic, but robust tools. Thus they proved applicable to
a broad array of problems including optimal control of
closed quantum systems [34, 35] and computing entan-
glement measures [36, 37, 38]. For mathematical details
on gradient systems as numerical tools for constrained
optimisation, we refer to [39, 40, 41].

Generalising these well-established gradient tech-
niques, in our previous work [36], we have exploited the
geometry of Riemannian manifolds related to Lie groups,
their subgroups, and homogeneous spaces in a common
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framework for setting up gradient flows in closed quan-
tum systems. There we addressed (a) abstract optimisa-
tion tasks on smooth state-space manifolds and (b) dy-
namic optimal control tasks in the specific time scales of
an experimental setting. Here, we will see that the corre-
sponding abstract optimisation tasks for open quantum
systems are much more involved, while the dynamic op-
timal control tasks remain in principle the same. From
a mathematical point of view, this difficulty results from
the fact that the evolution of a controlled open quantum
system is no longer described by a semigroup of unitary
propagators, i.e. by a semigroup contained in a compact
Lie group.
Therefore, we extend the Lie-theoretic approach in [36]

to finite dimensional open quantum systems and discuss
their dynamics in terms of Lie subsemigroups. In view of
practical applications of quantum control, this is highly
advantageous: analysing tangent cones (Lie wedges) al-
lows for addressing problems of reachability, accessibility,
controllability and actual control in a unified frame pro-
viding powerful Lie-algebraic terms.

Overview

To begin with, we briefly indicate how the theory eluci-
dated in previous work [36] can be extended to reachable
sets of non necessarily controllable systems. In particu-
lar, we concentrate on the structure of reachable sets and
obstacles arising from it. Moreover, an interesting appli-
cation to quantum dynamical systems with relaxation—
proving physical relevance of the semigroup setting—is
sketched.
The starting point in [36] was a smooth state-space

manifold M or a controllable dynamical system on M ,
i.e. a control system whose reachable set Reach(X0) sat-
isfies Reach(X0) = M for all X0 ∈ M . For a right in-
variant system (3) the state space of which is given by
a connected Lie group G, controllability is equivalent to
the fact that the entire group G can be reached from the
unity 1l, i.e.

G = Reach(1l) :=
⋃

T≥0

Reach(1l, T ), (1)

where Reach(1l, T ) denotes the reachability set in time
T , i.e. the set of all states to where the systems can be
steered from 1l ∈ G in time T , cf. Eqn.(4). In general,
however, we cannot expect Eqn.(1) to hold. Neverthe-
less, the reachability sets Reach(1l, T1) and Reach(1l, T2)
of right invariant systems at times T1 ≥ 0 and T2 ≥ 0
obey the following multiplicative structure

Reach(1l, T1) ·Reach(1l, T2) = Reach(1l, T1 + T2).

Thus Reach(1l) is a subsemigroup of G, c.f. see Sec.II B.
Subsequently, a basic survey of subsemigroups and some
of their applications in quantum control will be given.

II. FUNDAMENTALS ON LIE

SUBSEMIGROUPS AND REACHABLE SETS

A. Lie Subsemigroups

For the following basic definitions and results on Lie
subsemigroups we refer to [21, 22]. However, the reader
should be aware of the fact that the terminology in this
area is sometimes inconsistent. Here, we primarily adopt
the notions used in [21]. For further reading we also
recommend [23].
A subsemigroup of a (matrix) Lie group G with Lie

algebra g is a subset S ⊂ G which contains the unity 1l
and is closed under multiplication, i.e. S · S ⊆ S. The
smallest subgroup contained in S is denoted by E(S) :=
S ∩ S−1. The tangent cone of S is defined as

L(S) := {γ̇(0) | γ(0) = 1l, γ(t) ∈ S, t ≥ 0} ⊂ g,

where γ : [0,∞) → G denotes any smooth curve con-
tained in S. In order to relate subsemigroups to their
tangent cones, we need some further terminology from
convex analysis. A closed convex cone w of a finite di-
mensional real vector space is called a wedge. The edge of
w denoted by E(w) is the largest subspace contained in
w, i.e. one has E(w) := w ∩ (−w). Finally, a wedge w of
a finite dimensional real (matrix) Lie algebra g is called
a Lie wedge if it is invariant under inner automorphisms
Inn(w) := 〈exp(adE(w))〉. More precisely,

eadg (w) := eg w e−g = w

for all g ∈ E(w). Now, the fundamental properties of the
tangent cone L(S) can be summarised as follows.

Lemma II.1. Let S be a closed subsemigroup of the Lie
group G with Lie algebra g and let w ⊂ g be any Lie
wedge. Then the following statements are satisfied.

(a) The edge of w, E(w), carries the structure of a Lie
subalgebra of g.

(b) The tangent cone L(S) coincides with

L(S) = {g ∈ g | exp(tg) ∈ S for all t ≥ 0}. (2)

In particular, L(S) is a Lie wedge of g which is
AdE(S)-invariant, i.e. GwG−1 = w for all G ∈
E(S).

(c) The edge of L(S) fulfills the equality E(L(S)) =
L(E(S)).

Proof.

(a) Note that et adg (h) ∈ E(w) for all t ∈ R and g, h ∈
E(w). Hence

d

dt
et adg (h)

∣∣
t=0

= adg h ∈ E(w)

for all g, h ∈ E(w) and thus E(w) is a Lie subalge-
bra.
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(b) The proof of Eqn. (2) is rather technical and there-
fore we refer to [22], Proposition IV.1.21. Once
Eqn. (2) is established, one has

L(S) =
⋂

t>0

t−1 exp−1(S)

and thus the continuity of the exponential map im-
plies that L(S) is closed. To see that L(S) is a
wedge we have to show: (i) µL(S) = L(S) for all
µ ∈ R+ and (ii) L(S) + L(S) ⊂ L(S). Property
(i) is obvious; property (ii) follows by the Trotter
product formula

et(g+h) = lim
n→∞

(
etg/neth/n

)n

.

Finally, let g ∈ E(L(S)) and h ∈ L(S), then

egethe−g = exp
(
t eg h e−g

)
∈ S

for all t ≥ 0. Thus eghe−g = eadg(h) ∈ L(S). The
same argument applies to G ∈ E(S).

(c) Let g ∈ E(L(S)). Then etg ∈ S for all t ∈ R. Thus
etg ∈ E(S) and hence g ∈ L(E(S)). Therefore,
we have shown E(L(S)) ⊂ L(E(S)). The converse,
L(E(S)) ⊂ E(L(S)), holds by definition.

For more details, see Proposition 1.14 in [21]. �

For closed subsemigroups, Lemma II.1 provides the
justification to call the tangent cone L(S) Lie- or Lie-
Loewner wedge of S.
Unfortunately, the “local-global-correspondence” be-

tween Lie wedges and (closed) connected subsemigroups
is not as simple as the correspondence between Lie subal-
gebras and Lie subgroups. On the one hand, there are Lie
wedges w such that “the” corresponding subsemigroup S
is not unique, i.e. the equality w = L(S) holds for more
than one subsemigroup S. On the other hand, there are
Lie wedges w which do not act as Lie wedge of any sub-
semigroup S, i.e. w = L(S) does not hold for any S, cf.
[21]. Therefore, the following terminology has been es-
tablished. A subsemigroup is called Lie subsemigroup, if
it is closed and characterised by the equality

S = 〈expL(S)〉S ,

where 〈expL(S)〉S := {eg1 · · · egn | gi ∈ L(S), n ∈ N}
denotes the subsemigroup generated by expL(S) ⊂ G.
A Lie wedge w is said to be global in G if there exists
a Lie subsemigroup S ⊂ G such that L(S) = w, i.e.

S = 〈exp(w)〉S .

Remark II.1. The term Lie subsemigroup is closely re-
lated to the concepts of (completely or strictly) infinitesi-
mally generated subsemigroups. However, there are sub-
tle differences, which we do not want to pursue here,
cf. [22].

Next, we reformulate a known result on global Lie
wedges related to classical Cartan decompositions—a set-
ting which does arise in open quantum systems, cf. The-
orem III.4 and Corollary III.1. We do so by stating a
highly more convenient version of a more general result,
cf. Theorem V.4.57 and Remark V.4.60 in [22], stream-
lined here in view of practical application.

Theorem II.1. Let G be a closed connected (matrix)
Lie group which is stable under conjugate transpose in-
verse, i.e. which is invariant under the involution Θ :
X 7→ (X−1)†. Let g = k ⊕ p be the decomposition of its
Lie algebra into +1 and −1 eigenspaces of the involution
DΘ(1l) =: θ : X 7→ −X†. Then

1. the map p×K → G, (p,K) 7→ exp(p)K with K :=
〈exp k〉 is a diffeomorphism onto G;

2. the set S := exp(c) ·K is a Lie subsemigroup with
L(S) = c ⊕ k, provided c ⊂ p is a closed pointed
cone, i.e. E(c) = {0}.

Proof. Combining Proposition Prop. 7.14 in [42] and
the proof of Theorem V.4.57 in [22], the result follows
readily. �

Fortunately, the somewhat intricate general scenario
just outlined simplifies dramatically when considering
compact Lie subsemigroups.

Proposition II.1. [22, 23]. Let S be a compact sub-
semigroup of a Lie group G. Then S itself is a compact
Lie subgroup of G.

B. Reachable Sets

Let (Σ) be a right invariant control system

Ẋ = AuX, Au ∈ g, u ∈ U ⊂ Rm (3)

on a connected Lie group G with Lie algebra g and let
s ⊂ g denote its system Lie algebra, i.e. s := 〈Au | u ∈
U〉Lie is by definiton the Lie subalgebra generated by Au,
u ∈ U . The reachable set Reach(X0) of (Σ) is defined
as the set of all X ∈ G that can be reached from X0

by an admissible control function u(t). More precisely,
let Xu(t) denote the unique solution of Eqn. (3) which
corresponds to the control u(t). Then

Reach(X0) :=
⋃

T≥0

Reach(X0, T )

with

Reach(X0, T ) := {Xu(T ) ∈ G | T ≥ 0, u(t) ∈ U}. (4)

Moreover, (Σ) is called accessible, if Reach(X0) has non-
empty interior in G for all X0 ∈ G, and controllable, if
Reach(X0) = G for all X0 ∈ G. For more details on con-
trol theoretic terminology we refer to e.g. [8]. Now, in the
following series of results the relation between reachable
sets of right invariant control systems and subsemigroups
will be clarified.



4

Theorem II.2. [8, 23]. Let (Σ) be a right invariant
control system on G given by Eqn. (3). Then the follow-
ing statements are equivalent:

(a) The system (Σ) is accessible.

(b) The reachable set Reach(1l) is a subsemigroup of G
with non-empty interior.

(c) The entire Lie algebra g of G is generated by
Au, u ∈ U , i.e. s = g.

Theorem II.3. [23]. Let (Σ) be a right invariant control
system on a connected Lie group G given by Eqn. (3)
and assume that (Σ) is accessible, i.e. s = g. Then the
following statements are satisfied:

(a) The closure of the reachable set Reach(1l) is a Lie
subsemigroup of G, i.e.

S = 〈expL(S)〉S

where S := Reach(1l). Moreover,

intS = int
(
Reach(1l)

)
,

and

S = Reache(1l), (5)

where Reache(1l) denotes the reachable set of the so-
called extended system, i.e. the system where Au is
allowed to range over the entire Lie wedge L(S).

(b) The set L(S) is the largest subset of g satisfying (5)
and, moreover, it is the smallest Lie wedge which
is global in G and contains Au, u ∈ U .

Due to the characterisation given in part (b) of Theorem
II.3, in control theory the Lie wedge L(S) is also called
the Lie saturate of Au, u ∈ U . Conversely, one has the
following result.

Theorem II.4. [23]. Let G be a connected Lie group
and let S be a Lie subsemigroup of G. Then, there exists
a right-invariant control system (Σ) on G with control
set {Au |u ∈ U} ⊂ g such that

S := Reach(1l).

In particular, one may choose {Au | u ∈ U} = L(S).

Finally, we summarise some well-known necessary and
sufficient controllability conditions for right invariant
control systems. While the first criterion is rather diffi-
cult to check, as the computation of the global Lie wedge
corresponding to a given control set Au is in general an
unsolved problem, the second one provides a simple al-
gebraic test for compact Lie groups, cf. Proposition II.1.

Corollary II.1. Let (Σ) be an accessible right invariant
control systems on a connected Lie group G, i.e. s = g.
Then the following statements are equivalent.

(a) The systems (Σ) is controllable.

(b) The Lie wedge of Reach(1l) is all of g.

Proof. The implication (a) =⇒ (b) is trivial; the con-
verse (b) =⇒ (a) follows from Theorem II.2(b) and The-
orem II.3(a), cf. [23]. �

Corollary II.2. [8, 9]. Let (Σ) be a right invariant
control systems on a connected compact Lie group G.
Then, controllability of (Σ) is equivalent to accessibility,
i.e. to s = g.

Remark II.2. If the assumption s = g in Theorem II.3
and Corollary II.1 is not fulfilled, the above results, how-
ever, still remain valid when restricting to the unique Lie
group G0 := 〈exp s〉.

III. APPLICATIONS TO QUANTUM CONTROL

A. Reachable Sets of Closed Quantum Systems

An application of Corollary II.2 to closed finite-
dimensional quantum systems, e.g. n spin- 12 qubit sys-
tems with possibly non-connected spin-spin interaction
graph yields an explicit characterisation of their reach-
able sets. The same result based on a sketchy controlla-
bility argument can be found in [43].

Theorem III.1. Assume that the spin-spin interaction
graph, which corresponds to the controlled n spin- 12 sys-
tem

U̇ = −i
(
Hd +

n∑

k=1

α∈{x,y}

ukHk,α

)
U (6)

with Hd :=
∑

k<l Jklσk,zσl,z and Hk,α := σk,α, α ∈
{x, y}, decomposes into r connected components with nj

vertices in the j-th component. Then, the reachable set
Reach(I2n) of Eqn. (6) is given (up to renumbering) by
the Kronecker product SU(2n1)⊗ · · · ⊗ SU(2nr).

Proof. Suppose that the spin- 12 particles of the system
are numbered such that the first component of the graph
contains the vertices 1, . . . , n1, the second one the vertices
n1 + 1, . . . , n1 + n2 and so on. Thus n = n1 + · · · + nr.
Then, it is straightforward to show that the system Lie
algebra is equal to the Lie algebra of G0 := SU(2n1) ⊗
· · · ⊗ SU(2nr). Therefore, we can consider Eqn. (6) as a
control system on G0. Since G0 is a closed subgroup of
SU(2n), it is compact and thus Corollary II.2 applied to
G0 yields the desired result. �

B. Open Quantum Systems and Completely

Positive Semigroups

In open relaxative quantum systems [20, 44, 45, 46, 47]
however, the situation is different because relaxation
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translates into “contraction”. Thus the dynamics on den-
sity operators is no longer described by the action of a
compact unitary Lie group as before.
For n spins- 12 , read N := 2n henceforth. Moreover, we

use the following short-hand for the total Hamiltonian

Hu := Hd +
∑

j

ujHj , (7)

where uj and Hj denote possibly time-dependent con-
trol amplitudes and control Hamiltonians, respectively.
Now, we consider a finite dimensional controlled Master
equation of motion

ρ̇ = −i adHu
(ρ)− Γ(ρ) = −Lu(ρ), u ∈ Rm (8)

on the set of density operators

pos1(N) := {ρ ∈ gl(N,C) | ρ = ρ†, ρ ≥ 0, tr ρ = 1}

modelling a finite dimensional relaxative quantum sys-
tem. Here, adHu

denotes the adjoint operator,
i.e. adHu

(ρ) := [Hu, ρ], and −Γ represents the infinitesi-
mal generator of a semigroup {exp(−tΓ) | t ≥ 0} of linear
trace- and positivity-preserving (super-)operators [70].
Clearly, Lu and thus Eqn. (8) extend to the vector space
of all Hermitian matrices

her(N) := {H ∈ gl(N,C) | H = H†}.

Thus it makes sense to ask for the self-adjointness of Γ
with respect to the standard scalar product tr(H1H2)
on her(N). Unfortunately, Γ need not be self-adjoint,
yet it is self-adjoint e.g., if it can be written as double-
commutator form, cf. Eqn. (19).
Moreover, since the flow of Eqn. (8) is trace preserving,

the image of Γ is contained in the space of all traceless
Hermitian matrices

her0(N) := {H ∈ gl(N,C) | H = H†, trH = 0}.

Therefore, the restriction of Γ|her
0
(N) yields an opera-

tor from her0(N) to itself and thus Eqn. (8) can also
be regarded as an equation on her0(N). To distinguish
these two interpretations of Eqn. (8), we call the latter
homogeneous Master equation [71]. Note that the ho-
mogeneous Master equation completely characterizes the
dynamics of the open system, once an equilibrium state
ρ∗ of Eqn. (8) is known. More precisely, if Lu(ρ∗) = 0
for all u ∈ Rm (e.g. choose ρ∗ = 1

N 1lN for unital equa-
tions) the dynamics of ρ0 := ρ − ρ∗ is described by the
homogeneous Master equation. Finally, we associate to
Eqn. (8) a lifted Master equation

Ẋ = −Lu ◦X (9)

on GL(her(N)) and GL(her0(N)), respectively. Equation
(9) will play a key role in the subsequent subsemigroup
approach.

For a constant control u(t) ≡ u, the formal solution of
the lifted Master equation Eqn. (9) is given by Tu(t) :=
exp(−tLu). Thus

{Tu(t) | t ≥ 0 } (10)

yields a one-parameter semigroup of linear operators act-
ing on her(N). Actually, the operators Tu(t) form a con-
traction semigroup of positive and trace preserving linear
operators on her(N) in the sense that

||Tu(t)(A)||1 ≤ ||A||1

for all A ∈ her(N), cf. [12, 18]. Recall, that the trace
norm ||A||1 of A ∈ her(N) is given by

||A||1 :=
N∑

i

σi =
N∑

i

|λi| ,

where σi and λi denote the singular- and eigenvalues of
A, respectively. Moreover, the semigroup (10) is said
to be purity-decreasing if moreover all Tu(t) constitute
a contraction with respect to the norm induced by the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product 〈A,B〉 = tr(A†B), i.e. if

〈
Tu(t)(ρ), Tu(t)(ρ)

〉
≤ 〈ρ, ρ〉

holds for all ρ ∈ pos1(N) and all t ≥ 0. In general,
Tu(t) is not purity-decreasing. However, if Γ is in the
Kossakowski-Lindblad form, cf. Eqn. (12), a necessary
and sufficient condition for being purity-decreasing is uni-
tality of ΓL, i.e. ΓL(1lN) = 0, cf. [48]. Thus for a unital
Kossakowski-Lindblad term ΓL, the subsemigroup

PΣ := 〈Tu(t) | t ≥ 0, u ∈ U〉S (11)

generated by the one-parameter semigroups (10) is con-
tained in a linear contraction semigroup of a Hilbert
space.

Remark III.1. Let H be a complex Hilbert space with
scalar product 〈·, ·〉. Then the linear contraction semi-
group of H is defined by

C(H) :={T ∈ GL(H) | 〈Tv, T v〉 ≤ 〈v, v〉 for all v ∈ H}.

Note that C0(H)—the connected component of the unity
in C(H)—is in fact a Lie subsemigroup. This can easily
be seen by the polar decomposition T = PU , because
PU ∈ C(H) with U unitary and P = P † positive definite
holds, if and only if the eigenvalues of P are at most equal
to 1. Thus

C0(H) = exp(−c) · U(H) ,

where c denotes the cone of all positive semidefinite el-
ements in gl(H) and U(H) the corresponding unitary
group. Similarly, one can define contraction semigroups
for real vector spaces, cf. [21].
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Next, we briefly fix some fundamental notions and no-
tations of complete positivity in the theory of open quan-
tum systems. Recall that a linear map Tu(t) is com-
pletely positive, if Tu(t) and all its extensions of the form
Tu(t)⊗ 1lm are positivity-preserving, i.e.

(
Tu(t)⊗ 1lm

)(
pos1(N ·m)

)
⊂ pos1(N ·m)

for all m ∈ N. Complete positivity of the Markovian
semigroup {Tu(t) | t ≥ 0} is required to guarantee that
{Tu(t) | t ≥ 0} can be associated with a Hamiltonian
evolution on a larger Hilbert space, cf. [20, 49, 50].
According to the celebrated work by Kossakowski [17]

and Lindblad [14], Eqn. (8) generates a one-parameter
semigroup {Tu(t) | t ≥ 0} of linear trace-preserving and
completely positive operators, if and only if ΓL can be
written as

1
2

∑

k

V
†
k Vkρ+ ρV

†
k Vk − 2VkρV

†
k =: ΓL(ρ) (12)

with arbitrary complex matrices Vk ∈ gl(N,C). Thus the
Master equation (8) then specialises to the Kossakowski-
Lindblad form

Lu(ρ) :=

i adHu
(ρ) + 1

2

∑

k

V
†
k Vkρ+ ρV

†
k Vk − 2VkρV

†
k .

(13)

Suppose we consider the complexification of her(N),
i.e. the complex vector space

her(N)C = gl(N,C) = CN×N ∼= CN2

.

By extending the linear operators adHu
,ΓL ∈ gl(her(N))

to Ĥu, Γ̂L : CN2

→ CN2

one arrives at the superoperator
representations

Ĥu := 1lN⊗Hu −H⊤
u ⊗1lN and (14)

Γ̂L := 1
2

N2∑

k=1

1lN⊗V
†
k Vk + V ⊤

k V ∗
k ⊗1lN− 2V ∗

k ⊗Vk , (15)

where Ĥu, Γ̂L ∈ gl(N2,C) are N2 × N2 complex matri-
ces. In particular, if ΓL is self-adjoint, the correspond-

ing matrix representation Γ̂L ∈ gl(N2,C) is Hermitian.

Moreover, note that the matrix representation Γ̂L con-
tains some redundancies on gl(N2,C) since the original
ΓL operates on the real vector space her(N) which has

obviously smaller (real) dimension than CN2

. Viewed in

this way, note that Γ̂L is not the same as the matrix rep-
resentation of ΓL in the coherence-vector formalism, see
[44] for an introduction and [51] for a recent character-
isation of positive semidefiniteness in terms of Casimir
invariants.
Finally, it is instructive to interpret the Kossakowski-

Lindblad master equation in terms of Lie subsemigroups.
We define P to be the semigroup of all positive, trace
preserving invertible linear operators on her(N), i.e.

P :=
{
T ∈ GL

(
her(N)

) ∣∣ T · pos1(N) ⊂ pos1(N)
}
.

and Pcp to be the closed subsemigroup of all completely
positive ones, i.e.

Pcp := {T ∈ P | T completely positive} ( P.

Moreover, let P0 and Pcp
0 be the corresponding con-

nected components of the unity. Then a key-result by
Kossakowski and Lindblad can be formulated as follows.

Theorem III.2. (Kossakowski, Lindblad [14, 17])
The Lie wedge L(Pcp

0 ) is given by the set of all linear
operators −L of the form L := i adH +ΓL, where ΓL is
defined by Eqn.(12).

While the finite-dimensional version of Theorem III.2
stated above was originally proven by Gorini, Kos-
sakowski and Sudarshan [17], at the same time Lind-
blad [14] handled the explicitly infinite-dimesional case
of a norm (uniform) continuous semigroup of com-
pletely positive operators acting on a W ∗-algebra. (Note
that Kossakowski-Lindblad-type equations with time-
dependent coefficients were analysed e.g. by [52] or [53].)
For proving Theorem III.2, a former, actually infinite-

dimensional result by Kossakowski [12] on one-parameter
semigroups of positive (not necessarily completely pos-
itive) operators on trace-class operators B1(H) and
their infinitesimal generators was recast into a finite-
dimensional setting in [17]. Although Kossakowsi and
Lindblad exploited different methods from functional
analysis, a crucial point in both papers [12] and [14] is
the theory of dissipative semigroups on Banach spaces,
cf. Lumer and Phillips [54].
Yet in the context of finite-dimensional Lie-

semigroups, the same results now show up as a
consequence of a more general invariance theorem for
convex cones: roughly spoken the infinitesimal generator
of a one-parameter semigroup leaving a fixed convex
cone invariant is characterised via its values at the
extreme points of the cone, cf. Theorem I.5.27 in [22].
In particular, Kossakowski’s work [12] on one-parameter
semigroups of positive operators then turns out to be
a special application of the afore-mentioned invariance
theorem to the convex cone of all positive semidefinite
N ×N -matrices

pos(N) := {H ∈ her(N) | H ≥ 0} .

Likewise, Theorem III.2 can be obtained by the invari-
ance theorem applied to the cone pos(N2), once the
equivalence of complete positivity of exp(−tL) and posi-
tivity of exp(−tL⊗ IN ) is established, cf. [17]. For more
details see [55].

Thus having derived the Lie wedge of Pcp
0 , the issue of

its globality as well as the closely related problem whether
Pcp

0 is a Lie subsemigroup in the sense of Section II nat-
urally arise. Since Pcp

0 is closed in GL(her(N)), we have
the following partial answer to these problems, cf. Propo-
sition V.1.14 in [22].
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Theorem III.3. The semigroup

T := 〈exp(L(Pcp
0 ))〉S ⊆ Pcp

0

generated by L(Pcp
0 ) is a Lie subsemigroup with the Lie

wedge L(T) = L(Pcp
0 ). In particular, L(Pcp

0 ) is a global
Lie wedge.

To the best of our knowledge, the ultimate question
whether T = Pcp

0 holds such that Pcp
0 itself is a Lie-

subsemigroup remains an open research problem.

C. Controllability Aspects for Open Quantum

Systems

Structural Preliminaries

Studying reachable sets of open quantum systems sub-
ject to a controlled Hamiltionian, cf. Eqn. (16), is intri-
cate, as will be evident already in the following simple
scenario: consider a Master equation in the superopera-
tor form

vec ρ̇ = −(i
∑

j

Ĥj + Γ̂L) vec ρ ,

where the iĤj are skew-Hermitian, while Γ̂L shall be Her-
mitian. Thus they respect the standard Cartan decompo-
sition of gl(N2,C) := k⊕ p into skew-Hermitian matrices
(k) and Hermitian matrices (p). Then the usual commu-
tator relations [k, k] ⊆ k, [p, p] ⊆ k, [k, p] ⊆ p suggest that
double commutators of the form

[
[Ĥj , Γ̂L], [Ĥk, Γ̂L]

]

generate new k-directions in the system Lie algebra as
will be described below in more detail.
For the moment note on a general scale that such con-

trolled open systems thus fail to comply with the stan-
dard notions of controllability: not only does this hold
for operator controllability of the lifted system but also
for usual controllability on the set of all density opera-
tors, cf. [27, 28]. Hence it is natural to ask for weaker
controllability concepts in open systems.
For simplicity, we confine the subsequent considera-

tions to unital systems of Kossakowski-Lindblad form,
i.e. ΓL(1lN ) = 0, as their dynamics is completely de-
scribed by the homogeneous Master equation

ρ̇ = −i adHu
(ρ)− ΓL(ρ) = −Lu(ρ) (16)

on her0(N) and its lift

Ẋ = −Lu ◦X (17)

to GL(her0(N)). Here the controlled Hamiltionian takes
the form of Eqn. (7) with Hd and Hj in su(N) and no
bounds on the controls uj ∈ R. Thus the semigroup PΣ

given by Eqn. (17) will be regarded as a subsemigroup

of GL(her0(N)) in the sequel. Alternatively, by the pre-
viously introduced superoperator representation, we can
think of PΣ as embedded in GL(N2,C).
If, in the absence of relaxation, the Hamiltonian system

is fully controllable, we have

〈iHd, iHj | j = 1, . . . ,m〉Lie = su(N) , (18)

or, equivalently,

〈iĤd, iĤj | j = 1, . . . ,m〉Lie = psu(N) ⊂ su(N2) ,

where we envisage psu(N) to be represented as Lie
subalgebra of su(N2) given by all matices of the form
i(1l ⊗H −H⊤ ⊗ 1l) with iH ∈ su(N). Master equations
which satisfy Eqn. (18) are expected to be generically ac-
cessible, i.e. their system Lie algebras generically meet
the condition

〈i adHd
+ΓL, i adHj

| j = 1, 2, . . . ,m〉Lie = gl(her0(N)) ,

cf. [28, 55, 56]. Here, the system Lie algebra of the control
system (Section II B) is not to be misunderstood as its
Lie wedge, which in general is but a proper subset of the
system Lie algebra.
The group generated by Eqn. (17) therefore generically

coincides with GL(her0(N)). Thus already the coher-
ent part of the open system’s dynamics, i.e. the “or-
thogonal part” of the polar decomposition of elements
in PΣ, has to be embedded into a larger orthogonal
(unitary) group than of the same system being closed,
i.e. when ΓL = 0. This can easily be seen if the Master
equation (16) specialises so that the respective matrix

representations iĤj for i adHj
are skew-Hermitian, while

Γ̂L is Hermitian. For instance, this is the case in the
simple double-commutator form

ρ̇ = −
(
i adHu

+ 1
2

∑

k

ad2Vk

)
(ρ) . (19)

It exemplifies the details why in terms of k-p decompo-

sition, double commutators like
[
[Ĥj , Γ̂L], [Ĥk, Γ̂L]

]
typi-

cally generate new k-directions in the system Lie algebra
of Eqn. (17). This holds a forteriori if—as henceforth—
we allow for general Kossakowski-Lindblad generators no
longer confined to be in double-commutator form. We
can therefore summarize the above considerations as fol-
lows.

Resume. In open quantum systems that are fully con-
trollable for ΓL = 0, one finds:

1. Only if ΓL|her
0
(N)) is scalar and thus [iHj ,ΓL] =

0 for all j, the open dynamics is confined to the
contraction semigroup (0, 1]·AdSU(N) of the unitary
adjoint group AdSU(N). Moreover, the contractive
relaxative part and the coherent Hamiltonian part
are independent in the sense that their interference
does not generate new directions in the Lie algebra.
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2. Yet in the generic case, the open systems’ dynam-
ics explore a semigroup larger than the contraction
semigroup of the unitary part AdSU(N) of the closed
analogue.

Thus for an explorative overview, the task is three-fold:

(i) find the system Lie algebra

sopen := 〈i adHd
+ΓL, i adHj

〉Lie ; (20)

(ii) if sopen = gl(her0(N)) already (as will turn out to
be the case in most of the physical applications with
generic relaxative parts ΓL), then the dynamics of
the entire open system takes the form of a con-
traction semigroup contained in GL(her0(N)); the
relaxative part interferes with the coherent Hamil-
tonian part generating new directions in the Lie
algebra, where the geometry of the interplay deter-
mines the set of explored states;

(iii) in the (physically rare) event of sopen $ gl(her0(N))
the system dynamics takes the form of a contrac-
tion semigroup contained in a proper subgroup of
GL(her0(N)) .

Weak Hamiltionian Controllability

As mentioned before, controllability notions for open
systems weaker than the classical one are desirable, since
Eqn. (16) is in general non-controllable in the classical
sense. Here, we define a unital open quantum system to
be Hamiltonian controllable (h-controllable) if the sub-
group {AdU |U ∈ SU(N)} is contained in the closure of
the subsemigroup PΣ, i.e.

{AdU |U ∈ SU(N)} ⊂ PΣ.

In constrast, we will call a system to be weakly Hamil-
tonian controllable (wh-controllable) if the subgroup
{AdU |U ∈ SU(N)} is contained in the closure of the
subsemigroup R+ ·PΣ ⊂ GL(her0(N)), i.e.

{AdU |U ∈ SU(N)} ⊂ [1,∞) ·PΣ.

So far, wh-controllability has not been studied in the
literature, although it provides a partial answer for the
problem of finding the best-approximation to the uni-
tary orbit O(ρ) on reachable set Reach(ρ) of a given den-
sity operator. Here, we establish a first basic result on
wh-controllable systems under the additional assumption
that the controlled Hamiltonian is given by Eqn.(7) with
no bounds on the controls uj ∈ R. For a first analysis,
the subalgebra generated by the controls terms

kc := 〈iH1, . . . , iHm〉Lie

and by the Hamiltionian drift plus controls terms

kd := 〈iHd, iH1, . . . , iHm〉Lie

play an essential role for wh-controllability.

Proposition III.1. A unital open quantum system (16)
with the Hamiltonian given by Eqn. (7) is

(a) h-controllable, if kc = su(N) and

(b) wh-controllable, if kd = su(N) and ΓL

∣∣
her

0
(N)

=γ1l

with γ ≥ 0.

Moreover, for U ∈ SU(N), the smallest λ ∈ R+ such that
AdU ∈ λPΣ is given by eγT

∗(U), where T ∗(U) denotes the
optimal time to steer the lifted system given by Eqn. (17)
without relaxation, i.e. for ΓL = 0, from the identity 1l to
AdU . In particular, for kc = su(N) one has λ = 1 for all
U ∈ SU(N).

Proof. (a) First, suppose kc = su(N). Then, the fact
that we do not assume any bounds on the controls uj ∈ R
implies for ΓL = 0 that one can steer from the identity 1l
to any AdU arbitrarily fast. Thus for ΓL 6= 0 a standard
continuity argument from the theory of ordinary differen-
tial equations shows that one can approximate AdU up to
any accuracy by elements of PΣ. Thus h-controllability
holds.

(b) Suppose kd = su(N) and ΓL

∣∣
her

0
(N)

= γ1l. By Corol-

lary II.2, we obtain controllability of {AdU |U ∈ SU(N)}
for ΓL = 0. Therefore, we can choose a control u(t)
which steers the identity 1l to AdU in optimal time
T ∗(U). Applying the same control to the system un-
der relaxation one yields a trajectory which finally ar-
rives at e−γT∗(U) AdU . Thus wh-controllability holds for
λ = eγT

∗(U). Moreover, by the time optimality of T ∗(U)
it is guaranteed that λ = eγT

∗(U) is the smallest λ ∈ R+

such that AdU ∈ λPΣ holds. �

In general, an open quantum system that is operator
controllable in the absence of relaxation will not be nec-
essarily wh-controllable when including relaxation, even
though it may be accessible. A counterexample showing
this fact for the simplest two-level system and simula-
tions will be provided in [55]. Establishing necessary and
sufficient conditions for wh-controllability of open quan-
tum systems is therefore an open research problem. For
unital systems which are controllable in the absence of
relaxation, we do expect that the “ratio” of the Hamilto-
nian and the relaxative drift term completely determines
wh-controllability.
Finally we will see that under additional assumptions

ensuring the preconditions of Theorem II.1, the simple
case specified in Proposition III.1(a) also allows for an
inclusion of the global Lie wedge of Eqn. (16).

Theorem III.4. Assume that the unital Master equation
(16) with the Hamiltonian given by Eqn. (7) fulfilling the
following condition: there exists a pointed cone c in the
set of all positive semidefinite linear operators on her0(N)
such that

1. ΓL

∣∣
her

0
(N)

∈ c ;

2. [c, c] ⊂ adsu(N) and [c, adsu(N)] ⊂ c− c ;
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(a) (b)

her0 (N)

r0

Ad ( )SU(N) 0r

Reach ( )r0

her0 (N)

r0

Ad ( )SU(N) 0r

Reach ( )r0

Figure 1: (Colour online) Quantum state-space manifolds for open relaxative systems shown as subsets of her0(N) with scales
corresponding to the metric induced by the Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product. The centre of the high-dimensional sphere is the
zero-matrix, and the geometry refers to larger, e.g., multi-qubit systems with N ≥ 4. If in the absence of relaxation, the system
is fully controllable, the reachable set for a fixed initial state represented as density operator ρ0 takes the form of the entire
unitary orbit AdSU(N)(ρ0). It serves as a reference and is shown as closed curve in red. In the text we focus on two different
scenarios of open systems: (a) Dynamics for weakly Hamiltonian controllable systems with the Kossakowski-Lindblad term
acting approximately as scalar ΓL ≃ γ1l are confined to the subset (marked in blue) of states evolving from ρ0 under the action
of the contraction semigroup (0, 1] · AdSU(N). The latter is depicted as grey surface of a “funnel” intersecting the surface of
the high-dimensional sphere in the unitary orbit. Towards the origin, i.e., at long times, the reachable set of wh-controllable
systems typically wraps the entire surface (dark blue portion). (b) In the generic case when [ΓL,Hν ] 6= 0 (ν = d; 1, 2, . . . ,m),
the dynamics with initial state ρ0 evolves within the volume shown in blue. New directions due to the interplay of coherent
Hamiltonian evolution and relaxation make the dynamics explore a much larger state space than resulting from the simple
contraction semigroup (0, 1] · AdSU(N), i.e. the surface in part (a) or the volume contained in its interior. The intersection
(green portion) of the volume Reach(ρ0) with the surface of the sphere consists of the set of all states reachable from ρ0 in zero
time or without relaxative loss. This may often collapse to the single point ρ0 or its local unitary orbit [57, 58].

3. AdU cAdU−1 ⊂ c for all U ∈ SU(N) .

Then, the Lie subsemigroup PΣ of Eqn. (16) is contained
in the Lie subsemigroup

exp(−c) · AdSU(N)

with Lie wedge adsu(N) ⊕(−c).

Proof. By Theorem II.3(b), it is sufficient to verify
that exp(−c) · AdSU(N) is a Lie subsemigroup with Lie
wedge adsu(N) ⊕(−c). This will be achived by applying
Theorem II.1. To this end, we define g := k ⊕ p with
k := adsu(N) and p := (c − c) + (c − c)⊤. Note that
the set c− c consisting of all differences within the cone
c coincides with the vector space spanned by c. Thus
p is a subspace of gl(her0(N)) which is invariant under
the involution Λ 7→ −Λ⊤, where Λ⊤ denotes the adjoint
operator of Λ with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner
product on her0(N). Then, g constitutes a Lie subal-
gebra of gl(her0(N)) which is also invariant under the
involution Λ 7→ −Λ⊤. By choosing an orthogonal basis
in her0(N), this invariance of g translates into a matrix
representation of g which is stable under X 7→ −X†.
Then Proposition 1.59 in [42] implies that g is reduc-
tive and thus it decomposes into a direct sum of its cen-
tre z and its semi-simple commutator ideal g0 := [g, g],

i.e. g = z⊕ g0. Since adsu(N), is contained in g, the cen-
tre z is either trivial or R · 1l. Thus, similar to Corol-
lary 7.10 in [42], one can show that G := 〈exp g〉 is
a closed connected subgroup of GL(her0(N)). There-
fore, Theorem II.1 applies to G. In particular, k and p

yield the required eigenspace decomposition of g. Hence
we conclude that exp(−c) · 〈exp k〉 = exp(−c) · AdSU(N)

is a Lie subsemigroup of GL(her0(N)) with Lie wedge
adsu(N)⊕(−c). Thus the result follows. �

The previous findings suggest the following procedure
to compute or at least to approximate the Lie wedge of
PΣ:

(a) Check, whether ΓL is self-adjoint (implying pos-
itive semidefiniteness for ΓL). This is for exam-
ple the case, if all Vk in Eqn. (12) are Hermitian
or, equivalently, if the Kossakowski-Lindblad term
can be rewritten as a sum of double commutators,
cf. Eqn. (19).

(b) If (a) holds, find the smallest cone c containing ΓL

and satisfying the conditions of Theorem III.4.

Note that the above procedure yields but an outer ap-
proximation of the Lie wedge. In general, further argu-
ments are necessary to obtain equality. For the generic
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two-level system in [27], however, equality can be proven
as the following result shows.

Corollary III.1. Let (Σ) be a unital h-controllable two-
level system with generic Kossakowski-Lindblad term ΓL.
Then, the Lie subsemigroup PΣ coincides with

PΣ = exp(−c) ·AdSU(2) ⊂ C0

(
her0(2)

)

where c denotes the convex cone

c := conv
{
λΘΓLΘ

⊤ | λ ≥ 0, Θ ∈ AdSU(2)

}
(21)

contained in the set of all positive semidefinite elements
in gl(her0(2)), cf. Remark III.1. Here, Θ⊤ denotes the
adjoint operator of Θ with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt
inner product on her0(2). Moreover, the Lie wedge of PΣ

is given by (−c)⊕ adsu(2).

Proof. h-controllability of the system implies that
adsu(2) is contained in L(PΣ). Moreover, for N = 2 it is

known that ΓL

∣∣
her

0
(2)

is a positive semidefinite operator

of gl(her0(2)). Thus Theorem III.4 applied to the cone c

given by Eqn. (21) yields PΣ ⊂ exp(−c) · AdSU(2). For
the converse inclusion, we refer to a standard convexity
result on Lie saturated systems, cf. [8]. �

The geometry of reachability sets under contraction
semigroups are illustrated and summerised in Fig. 1.

In general, it is quite intricate to show that outer ap-
proximations of the Lie wedge L(PΣ) derived from The-
orem III.4 in fact coincide with L(PΣ). To the best of
our knowledge, no efficient procedure to explicitly deter-
mine the global Lie wedge of Eqn. (13) does exist. Thus,
for optimisation tasks on Reach(ρ), one currently has to
resort to standard optimal control methods. A straight-
forward but robust algorithm will be mentioned in the
final section.

IV. RELATION TO OPTIMISATION TASKS

We follow [36] in considering optimisation tasks that
come in two scenarios, see also Fig. 2: (a) abstract opti-
misation over the reachable set and (b) optimal control
of a dynamic system specified by its equation of motion
(e.g. of Kossakowski-Lindblad form). More precisely, an
abstract optimisation task means the problem of finding
the global optimum of a given quality function f over the
reachable set of an initial state ρ (independently of the
controls that may drive the system to the desired opti-
mum). In contrast, a problem is said to by a dynamic
optimisation task if one is interested in an explicit (time-
dependent) control u∗ that steers the system in some
sense optimal (e.g. time- or energy-optimal) to a desired
final state.
In cases where the reachable set Reach(ρ) can conve-

niently be characterised—e.g., via the system Lie subal-
gebra as in closed quantum systems—numerical methods

from constrained optimization are appropriate to solve an
abstract optimisation tasks on Reach(ρ). Details have
been elaborated in [36]. However, in open quantum sys-
tems a satisfactory characterization of the reachable set
Reach(ρ)—e.g., via Lie algebraic methods—is currently
an unsolved problem. Thus numerical methods designed
for optimal control tasks (b) may serve as a handy sub-
stitute to solve also abstract optimisation tasks (a) on
Reach(ρ).
To be more explicit, we consider the Kossakowski-

Lindblad equation (16) with controlled Hamiltonian (7)
in superoperator representtion. We are faced with a sys-
tem taking the form of a standard bilinear control system

(Σ) for vec ρ(t) ∈ CN2

reading

vec ρ̇ =
(
A0 +

m∑

j=1

ujAj

)
vec ρ (22)

with drift term A0 := −i(1lN⊗Hd−H⊤
d ⊗1lN )−Γ̂L, control

directions Aj := −i(1lN⊗Hj−H⊤
j ⊗1lN ), and control am-

plitudes uj ∈ R, while Γ̂L is given by Eqn. (15). Then an
optimal control task boils down to maximising a quality
functional with respect to some finite dimensional func-
tion space, e.g. piecewise constant control amplitudes
(for details see [36] Overview Section). Clearly, one can
reduce the size of system (22) by choosing a coherence-
vector representation instead of a superoperator repre-
sentation without changing the principle approach.
In this context, we would like to point out a remarkable

interpretation of L(PΣ). The method just outlined may
lead to a (discretised) unconstrained gradient flow on
some high-dimensional Rm (again cf. [36] Overview Sec-
tion). While the “local” search directions (pulled back to
state space) are confined to directions available in the “lo-
cal” Lie wedge of Eqn. (13), i.e. to the smallest Lie wedge
generated by A0 and ujAj , uj ∈ R, the entire method
nevertheless allows to vary the final point ρ(T ) within
an open neighbourhood of Reach(ρ), cf. Fig. 2(b). In
contrast, a gradient-like method on the reachable set it-
self similar to the one for closed systems, but with search
directions constrained to the (local) Lie wedge would in
general fail, cf. Fig. 2(a).

Outlook: An Optimal Control Algorithm Exploiting the
Lie-Wedge

Yet, combining both methods yields a new approach
to abstract optimization tasks: (i) First determine an
inner approximation c of the Lie wedge. (ii) Then, choose
n ∈ N and define a map from the n-fold cartesian product
c×· · ·×c to R by (Ω1, . . . ,Ωn) 7→ f(eΩn · · · eΩ1). Optimise
this function over the convex set c×· · ·×c and increase n if
necessary. We do expect that the performance of such an
approach improves the better the approximation of the
Lie wedge is. In particular, the length of the necessary
products eΩn · · · eΩ1 will significantly decrease if c is a
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: (Colour online) Steering dynamics of open relaxative systems represented by semigroup actions on a state space
manifold M : (a) gradient-like method on the reachable set Reach(ρ) itself; admissible directions are confined to directions
available in the Lie wedge; (b) optimal control approach: “implicit method” on the reachable set Reach(ρ) brought about by
a gradient flow on the set of control amplitudes as in Fig. 3 of Ref. [36]. Note that in (b) the entire trajectory at all points in
time is updated from k 7→ k+1 thus exploring more directions than in (a), which may be an advantage over local gradient-like
methods in open systems.

good approximation to L(PΣ). Thus even for numerical
aspects the knowledge of the Lie wedge is of considerable
interest. — With these remarks we will turn to other
points pertinent in practice.

Practical Implications for Current Numerical

Optimal Control

The above considerations have further implications for
numerical approaches to optimal control of open sys-
tems in the sense of the dynamic task (b) of the pre-
vious section. They provide the framework to under-
stand why time-optimal control makes sense in certain
wh-controllable systems, whereas all other situations ask
for explicitly taking the Kossakowski-Lindblad master
equation into account. Consider three scenarios: (i) an
open quantum system that is wh-controllable with al-
most uniform decay rate, (ii) generic open systems with
known Markovian (or non-Markovian) relaxation charac-
teristics, and (iii) open systems with unknown relaxation
behaviour.
In the simple case (i) of a wh-controllable system with

almost uniform decay rate γ, ΓL approximately acts on
her0(N) as scalar γ1l. Now assume that by numerical
optimal control a build-up top curve g(T ) (value func-
tion) of maximum obtainable quality against total dura-
tion T was calculated for the corresponding closed sys-
tem with ΓL = 0. Moreover, let T∗ denote the small-
est time allowing for a quality above a given error-
correction threshold. Together with the uniform decay
rate γ this already provides all information if the quality
function depends linearly on ρ(T ). Hence determining
T ′
∗ := argmax{g(T ) · e−γT } gives the optimal time for

the desired solution. More coarsely, if T ′
∗ ≃ T∗ time-

optimal controls for the closed system are already a good
guess for steering a wh-controllable system with almost
uniform decay rate.
For case (ii), when the Kossakowski-Lindblad opera-

tor is known, but generically does not commute with all
Hamiltonian drift and control components, it is currently
most advantageous to use optimal control techniques
based on the Master equation with specific Kossakowski-
Lindblad terms as has been illustrated in [59]. The im-
portance of including the Kossakowski-Lindblad terms
roots in the fact that their non-commutative interplay
with the Hamiltonian part actually introduces new di-
rections in the semigroup dynamics. Likewise, in [60], we
treated the optimal control task of open quantum sys-
tems in a non-Markovian case, where a qubit interacts in
a non-Markovian way with a two-level-fluctuator, which
in turn is dissipatively coupled to a bosonic bath in a
Markovian way.
Clearly, the case of entirely unknown relaxation char-

acteristics (iii), where e.g. model building and system
identification of the relaxative part is precluded or too
costly, is least expected to improve by suitable open-
loop controls, if at all. Yet in [59] we have demonstrated
that guesses of time-optimal control sequences (again ob-
tained from the analogous closed system) may—by sheer
serendipity—be apt to cope with relaxation. In practice,
this comes at the cost of making sure a sufficiently large
family of time-optimal controls is ultimately tested in
the actual experiment for selecting among many optimal-
control based candidates by trial and error. — Since this
procedure is clearly highly unsatisfactory from a scientific
viewpoint, efficient methods of determining pertinent de-
cay parameters are highly desirable.

CONCLUSIONS

Optimising quality functions for open quantum dy-
namical processes as well as determining steerings in con-
crete experimental settings that actually achieve these
optima is tantamount to exploiting and manipulating
quantum effects in future technology.
To this end, we have recast the structure of completely
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positive trace-preserving maps describing the time evolu-
tion of open quantum systems in terms of Lie semigroups.
In particular, we have identified the set of Kossakowski-
Lindblad generators as Lie wedge in the sense that the
tangent cone at the unity of the subsemigroup of all in-
vertible, completely positive, and trace-preserving oper-
ators coincides with the set of Kossakowski-Lindblad op-
erators. Moreover, the framework of completely positive
semigroups now emerges as a special instance within the
more general theory of invariant cones.
In view of controlling open quantum systems, reach-

able sets have been described in the same framework.
Compared to closed systems, the structure of reachable
sets of open systems has turned out to be much more
delicate. To this end, we have introduced the terms
Hamiltonian controllability and weak Hamiltonian con-
trollability replacing the classical notion of controllabil-
ity, which fails in open quantum systems whenever the
control restricts to the Hamiltonian part of the system.
For simple cases, we have characterized Hamiltonian con-
trollability and weak Hamiltonian controllability. These
definitions also allow for characterising the conditons un-
der which time-optimal controls derived for the analo-
gous closed systems already give good approximations in
quantum systems that are actually open. In the generic
case, obtaining optimal controls requires numerical tools
from optimal control theory based on the full knowedge
of the system’s parameters in terms of its Kossakowski-
Lindblad master equation.
Finally, we have outlined a new algorithmic approach

making explicit use of the Lie wedge of the open system.
In cases simple enough to allow for a good approxima-
tion of their respective Lie wedges, a target quantum
map can then be least-squares approximated by a prod-

uct with comparatively few factors each taking the form
of an exponential of some Lie-wedge element.

Since the theory of Lie semigroups has only scarcely
been used for studying the dynamics of open quantum
systems, the present work is also meant to structure and
trigger further developments. E.g., the k-p decomposi-
tion considerations serve as a framework to describe the
interplay of Hamiltonian coherent evolution and relax-
ative evolution: this interplay gives rise to new coherent
effects. Some of them relate to well-established observa-
tions like, e.g., the Lamb-shift [61] or dynamic frequency
shifts in magnetic resonance [62, 63, 64], while others
form the basis to very recent findings such as dephasing-
assisted quantum transport in light-harvesting molecules
[65, 66, 67, 68].
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