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We apply the Krotov method for open and closed quantum systems with the objective of finding
optimized controls to manipulate qubit/qutrit systems in the presence of the external environment.
In the case of unitary optimization, the Krotov method is first applied to a quantum system neglect-
ing its interaction with the environment. The resulting controls from the unitary optimization are
then used to drive the system along with the environmental noise. In the case of non-unitary opti-
mization, the Krotov method already takes into account the noise during the optimization process.
We consider two distinct computational task: target-state preparation and quantum gate implemen-
tation. These tasks are carried out in simple qubit/qutrit systems and also in systems presenting
leakage states. For the state-preparation cases, the controls from the non-unitary optimization out-
perform the controls from the unitary optimization. However, as we show here, this is not always
true for the implementation of quantum gates. There are some situations where the unitary op-
timization performs equally well compared to the non-unitary optimization. We verify that these
situations corresponds to either the absence of leakage states or to the effects of dissipation being
spread uniformly over the system, including non-computational levels. For such cases, the quantum
gate implementation must cover the entire Hilbert space and there is no way to dodge dissipation.
On the other hand, if the subspace containing the computational levels and its complement are
differently affected by dissipation, the non-unitary optimization becomes effective.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ability to control quantum systems in the pres-
ence of environmental noise, which can lead to unde-
sirable effects such as decoherence, is crucial for quan-
tum computing [1–4]. There are many strategies to en-
hance the control of quantum systems in the presence
of noise: decoherence-free subspaces [5–7], dynamical de-
coupling [8, 9], noiseless subsystems [10], and spectral
engineering [11]. Although beneficial, these tactics are
restricted to small systems and are typically limited to
specific types of environment-system interactions.

Numerical optimization becomes a particularly appeal-
ing method to deal with complicated systems and general
forms of interactions [12–16]. In particular, the Krotov
method (KM) has been extensively applied to the con-
trol of open systems [17–19]. In fact, cooperative effects
of driving and dissipation have been demonstrated in the
stochastic version of open quantum systems using the
KM [17]. Moreover, the investigation of time-nonlocal
non-Markovian master equation by means of the KM has
shown a high fidelity implementation of a quantum gate
for a qubit system depending on the control dissipation
correlation and the memory effects related to the envi-
ronment [18].

Here, we use the KM to perform state preparation
from a known initial state as well as quantum gate im-
plementation for both qubits and qutrits systems. We
also investigate the effects of leakage states, which are
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non-computational levels that are present, e.g., in super-
conducting qubits [20]. We assume that the systems fol-
low a Markovian master equation with dephasing and/or
amplitude-damping noise, which are standard archetypal
of noisy channels [21]. Furthermore, we use two alter-
native ways to numerically obtain the controls: (i) op-
timization in the presence of noise, which we refer to as
non-unitary optimization, and (ii) optimization in the ab-
sence of noise, which we refer to as unitary optimization.
For state-preparation, as could be expected, we verify
that the non-unitary optimization outperforms the uni-
tary optimization. However, for quantum gate implemen-
tation, we notice that the non-unitary optimization does
not always surpass the unitary optimization. In cases
where all states are taken into account suffering the ef-
fects of noise, the non-unitary optimization and the uni-
tary optimization essentially have the same performance.
The cases where the non-unitary optimization has a bet-
ter performance than the unitary optimization are those
where there exists leakage and a subset of states that
is less affected by the dissipation. For these cases, the
non-unitary optimization is more efficient because it is
possible to find a pathway to dodge dissipation, which
does not happen for the unitary optimization.
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II. QUANTUM CONTROL APPLIED TO A
QUANTUM SYSTEM WITH DISSIPATION

To consider a dissipative dynamics, we use the well-
known Markovian master equation,

dρ

dt
= − i

h̄
[H, ρ] +

1

2

∑
j

γj

(
2LjρL

†
j − L†

jLjρ− ρL†
jLj

)
,

(1)
where the first term in the right hand side describes the
unitary evolution and the second term accounts for the
dissipation. Lj are the Lindblad operators and γj are
the corresponding decay rates. The Hamiltonian H =
H0 + εγ(t)H1 can be divided into two terms, where the
first term is the constant Hamiltonian H0 and the second
term is composed by the product of the time-dependent
control function εγ(t) and the Hamiltonian H1. Since the
optimization approach will be employed for each value of
γ, as detailed below, the control function is dependent
on the decay rate.

The optimized controls are sought numerically by the
Krotov method [12]. This method has been employed to
study protocols related to standard-gate quantum com-
puting with great success [22]. The KM is an iterative
monotonic approach for finding optimized controls that
minimize a certain functional that is dependent on the
control functions and the desired outcome. Here, we em-
ploy the same functional adopted in Ref. [12], which is
given by

JT = 1−
n−1∑
i=0

wi

Tr [ρ2i (0)]
Re

{
Tr

[
Oρi(0)O

†ρi(T)
]}

, (2)

where wi is a weight for each initial state ρi(0), O is the
desired unitary operation, and ρi(T ) corresponds to the i-
th initial state evolved up to the final time T . Within this
formulation, one might consider a collection of n−initial
states, each with a different weight, which can speed up
the convergence of the KM [12]. To obtain the control
equations of the KM through variational calculus, a fur-
ther constraint must be added,

J = JT +

∫ T

0

(
εγ(t)− εrefγ (t)

)2
λS(t)

dt. (3)

In the above equation, λ is a positive constant, εrefγ (t)
is a reference function, and S(t) is the envelope func-
tion. The extra constraint in Eq. (3) minimizes the flu-
ence, which represents the integrated power transmitted
from the control pulse to the system and its environment.
Starting with a trial function ε0γ(t), we need to solve a
set of coupled differential equations to find the correction
for the control field ∆εγ(t). The first differential equa-
tion is related to the backward evolution (from the final
time t = T to the initial time t = 0) of the co-states ϕi(t)
through the following equation

∂ϕk
i (t)

∂t
= − i

h̄
[Hk, ϕk

i ]−D†[ϕk
i ], (4)

where

D†[ξ] =
1

2

∑
j

γj

(
2L†

jξLj − L†
jLjξ − ξL†

jLj

)
, (5)

and the subscript index i is related to the set of ini-
tial states that are being optimized, k indicates the k-th
iteration of the algorithm, while Hk = H0 + εkγ(t)H1.
Equation (4) is solved imposing a condition to the co-
state at the final time, which is given by ϕk

i (t = T ) =
wi

Tr[ρ2
i (0)]

[
Oρi(0)O

†]. Additionally, the initial states ρi(0)

are forward evolved according to the master equation,

dρk+1
i (t)

dt
= − i

h̄
[Hk+1, ρk+1

i ] +D[ρk+1
i ], (6)

and the correction of the control function at the k-th in-
teraction is

εk+1
γ (t) = εkγ(t) + λS(t)∆εk+1

γ (t) (7)

where

∆εk+1
γ (t) = Im

{
n−1∑
i=0

Tr
{
ϕk
i (t)

[
H1, ρ

k+1
i (t)

]}}
, (8)

Equations (4-8) are solved in a self-consistent way and
the value of the functional shown in Eq. (3) monotoni-
cally decreases.

III. SIMPLE SYSTEMS

We begin our investigation of the optimization of open
quantum systems by considering one qubit and one qutrit
subjected either to the noise of dephasing or amplitude-
damping. The qubit Hamiltonian is H = H0 + εγ(t)H1,
where H0 = −h̄ω0σz and H1 = h̄ω0σx. The Pauli spin
matrices in the z- and x-direction are respectively de-
noted by σz and σx. The terms of the Hamiltonian de-
scribing the qutrit are

H0 = −h̄ω0

1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

 , (9)

and

H1 = h̄ω0

0 0 1
0 0 1
1 1 0

 . (10)

Physically, a Hamiltonian with this kind of structure can
be found when three electrons are confined in double
quantum dots [23, 24] or in trapped ions [25]. To nu-
merically solve Eqs. (4-8), we first need to define some
parameters. We adopt the time scale τ = ω−1

0 and the
final evolution time T = 10τ . Also, the initial guess for
the control function is set up as εγ(t) = A0S(t), where
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A0 is the initial amplitude of the trial function and S(t)
is the envelope function that smoothly switches on and
off the control function, given by

S(t) =


sin2( πt

2tr
), if t ≤ tr

1, if tr < t < T − tr

sin2(π(t−T )
2tr

), if t ≥ T − tr

(11)

In the above equation, we use A0 = 10−2 and tr = T/30.

A. State preparation

First, we investigate the optimized control considering
the case where an initial pure state described by a density
matrix ρ0(0) is used to prepare a final state ρ0(T ) =
Oρ0(0)O

†, where O is some particular quantum gate. For
the qubit and the qutrit, we use ρ0(0) = |0⟩⟨0|, where |0⟩
is the lowest energy level state. We take the quantum
Fourier transform as an example for the target operator
for both qubit and qutrit, which is respectively given by
O = (σx + σz)/

√
2 and

O =
1√
3

1 1 1
1 e2πi/3 e4πi/3

1 e4πi/3 e8πi/3

 . (12)

We find the optimized control function εoptγ (t) for each
decay rate γ. Here, we have a single γ in Eq. (1) because
we start our investigation by considering individual types
of noise with the same decay rate. After obtaining the
optimized control function, we perform the calculation of
the fidelity, which is given by

F = ⟨0|O†ρ(T )O|0⟩, (13)

where ρ(T ) is the solution of Eq. (1) at the final evo-
lution time T. We use two individual different types of
Lindblad operators, related to the dephasing channel and
the amplitude-damping channel. For the qubit, the sum
in Eq. (1) contains only the term j = 1 and the Lind-
blad operator is either L1 = σz (dephasing) or L1 = σ−
(amplitude-damping), where σ− = (σx − iσy)/2. For the
qutrit, the sum in Eq. (1) contains two terms j = 1, 2 and
the Lindblad operators for dephasing are L1 = s1z and
L2 = s2z whereas for amplitude-damping are L1 = s1− and
L2 = s2−, where s1z = |1⟩⟨1| − |0⟩⟨0|, s2z = |2⟩⟨2| − |0⟩⟨0|,
s1− = |1⟩⟨0|, and s2− = |2⟩⟨0|.
In Figure 1, we plot the fidelity for dephasing (pan-

els (a) and (c)) and amplitude-damping (panels (b) and
(d)) as a function of the decay rate γ for a qubit and
a qutrit. The blue dotted curves are obtained through
the following steps: (i) find the optimized field εopt0 (t) for

γ = 0; (ii) plug this optimized field εopt0 (t) into Eq. (1)
for each value of γ ; (iii) use the evolved density ma-
trix at the final time to evaluate the fidelity of Eq. (13).
The red solid curves evaluated for the optimized fields

0.96
0.98
1.0

(a)

F

0.995

1.0 (b)

ε0
opt

εγ
opt

1.0 (c)

0.98
0.99
1.0

0 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.01

(d)

γ/ω0

Figure 1. Fidelity evaluated by Eq. (13) for a qubit consider-
ing dephasing (panel (a)) and amplitude-damping (panel (b))
errors as a function of the decay rate γ using the optimized
control function obtained from the unitary (blue dotted curve)
and non-unitary dynamics (red solid curve). The correspond-
ing results for a qutrit are shown in panel (c) (dephasing) and
panel (d) (amplitude-damping).

εoptγ (t) is obtained for the corresponding value of γ, as
explained in section II. For a qubit and a qutrit system,
the fidelity obtained for the optimized function εoptγ (t)
evaluated for each value of γ is higher than the fidelity
calculated with the unitary optimal function εopt0 (t), as
expected. For γ/ω0 = 0.01, the fidelity for a qubit consid-
ering the control function obtained from the non-unitary
optimization is 3.5% and 0.26% higher than the one
obtained with unitary optimization, respectively for de-
phasing (panel (a)) and amplitude-damping (panel (b))
errors. For a qutrit, the fidelity is 7% (dephasing) and
0.35% (amplitude-damping) higher when the dynamics
is calculated with the control function obtained from
the non-unitary optimization and γ/ω0 = 0.01. Based
on results of Figure 1, we conclude that the non-unitary
optimization is more successful in preparing a desired
state for both qubit and qutrit systems; specially, for the
qutrit subjected to dephasing (see panel (c) of Fig. 1).
These results naturally raise up the question of what

would be the physical origin of the observed difference
between the optimization carried out with and without
the presence of environmental noise. In the unitary op-
timization, the optimized control for state preparation is
obtained within the unitary evolution in the correspond-
ing Hilbert space. With controllability conditions being
satisfied, the optimized controls are capable of reaching
the highest possible yields. In fact, the solution to the
optimal control problem is not unique: there is a myriad
of optimized controls leading to the target with corre-
sponding high fidelity yields. Different unitary-optimized
controls can lead to distinct values of the final fidelity of
the corresponding noisy dynamics, but the unitary op-
timization cannot distinguish any difference among the
optimized controls a priori
In the presence of noise, the system non-unitary dy-

namics occurs in the associated Liouville space (or equiv-
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alently in a higher dimensional Hilbert space). Thus, a
unitary-obtained control, in general, can no longer steer
the system arbitrarily close to the target, since the state
space and the dynamics has changed as compared to the
unitary case. In the case of non-unitary optimization,
the optimization algorithm takes into account the non-
unitary structure of the Liouville space, and thus can
enhance the performance of the unitary optimization, se-
lecting out the controls whose dynamics are least affected
by the noise. To support this reasoning, we have numer-
ically verified for the cases and for the range of values
of the dissipation considered here that the controls ob-
tained from the non-unitary optimization are optimized
controls also for the associated unitary evolution. In the
next, we show that this advantage of the non-unitary
optimization essentially vanishes for quantum gate im-
plementation when there is no leakage states or when all
levels are similarly affected by the noise.

B. Quantum gate

We consider the performance of the optimized control
functions when a quantum gate is the goal of the op-
timization. This situation is more subtle because the
quantum gate should operate over an unknown initial
state. To circumvent this situation, the optimization
must take into account a set of initial states (for details,
see Ref. [12]). For qubits, we employ the three initial
sates described in Refs. [26, 27], whose matrix elements
are given by

ρj(0) = |j⟩⟨j| for j=0,1

ρ2(0) =
1

2

∑
i,j

|i⟩⟨j|. (14)

For qutrits, we use the following four initial states [24],

ρj(0) = |j⟩⟨j| for j=0,1,2

ρ3(0) =
1

3

∑
i,j

|i⟩⟨j|. (15)

The weights in Eq. (2) are assumed to be wj = 1/N
(unless specified), where N = 3 for the qubit and N = 4
for the qutrit. As a first measure of the performance of
the control functions, we employ the mean fidelity over
only the initial states, which is defined as

Fn =
1

n

n∑
i=1

{
Tr

√√
σρi(T)

√
σ

}2

, (16)

where σ = Oρi(0)O
†, i refers to initial states given by

either Eq. (14) or Eq. (15), and n is the corresponding
number of initial states.

Figure 2 shows the mean fidelity over initial states for
dephasing (panels (a) and (c)) and amplitude-damping

(panels (b) and (d)) as a function of the decay rate γ, re-
spectively for the qubit and the qutrit. The green dotted
curve is obtained for εopt0 (t) and evolving the Eq. (1) with
the set of initial states for the qubit Eq. (14) and for the
qutrit Eq. (15). The evolved density matrices are used to
evaluate the mean fidelity of Eq. (16) for each value of γ.
The black solid curves in Figure 2 are evaluated in a sim-
ilar way, but the employed optimized function εoptγ (t) is
different for each value of γ. In Figure 2, one can see that
the mean fidelity obtained for the non-unitary optimiza-
tion surpass the unitary optimization, which numerically
shows that the KM is improving the non-unitary control
to achieve a higher fidelity for the set of initial states.

0.94
0.96
0.98
1.0 (a)

F
3

F
4

0.97
0.98
0.99
1.0 (b)

0.9
0.95
1.0 (c)

0.94
0.96
0.98
1.0

0 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.01

(d)

γ/ω0

ε0
opt

εγ
opt

Figure 2. Three states fidelity evaluated by Eq. (16) for
a qubit considering dephasing (panel (a)) and amplitude-
damping (panel (b)) errors as a function of the decay rate
γ using the optimized control function obtained from the uni-
tary (green dotted curve) and non-unitary dynamics (black
solid curve). The corresponding results for a qutrit, where
the four states fidelity is evaluated by Eq. (16) considering
dephasing and amplitude-damping errors are shown in panels
(c) and (d), respectively.

A more pertinent performance criteria for a particular
control function in implementing a quantum gate is given
by the mean fidelity,

Fm =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

⟨φi|O†ρ(T )O|φi⟩, (17)

where |φi⟩ is a pure random state. The ensemble of pure
random matrices |φi⟩⟨φi| is built in such a way that all
states are uniformly distributed according to the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm [28].
Figure 3 shows the mean fidelity for dephasing (panels

(a) and (c)) and amplitude-damping (panels (b) and (d))
as a function of the decay rate γ, respectively for the
qubit and the qutrit. The orange dotted curve is obtained
for εopt0 (t) and evolving the Eq. (1) considering Ns = 124

initial states. The evolved density matrices are used to
evaluate the mean fidelity of Eq. (17) for each value of
γ. The blue solid curves in Figure 3 are evaluated in a
similar way, but considering the function εoptγ (t), which
is optimized for each value of γ. In Figure 3, one can
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0.96
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1.0
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F

m

0.96
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1.0

(b)ε0
opt

εγ
opt

 
ε*
γ
opt

0.9
0.95
1.0 (c)

0.96
0.98
1.0

0.0 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.01

(d)

γ

Figure 3. Mean fidelity evaluated by Eq. (17) respectively
for a qubit considering dephasing (panels (a)) and amplitude-
damping (panels (b)) errors as a function of the decay rate γ
using the optimized control function obtained from the uni-
tary (orange dotted curve) and non-unitary dynamics (blue
solid curve). The mean fidelity indicated by the red crosses
is obtained considering a different set of initial states for only
the qubit case, as proposed in Ref. [12]. Similarly for the
qutrit, the mean fidelity is shown in panel (c) (dephasing)
and panel (d) (amplitude-damping).

-0.5

0.0

0.5
(a)

ε γ
(t
)

γ=0
γ=0.005
γ=0.01

-0.5

0.0

0.5

0 2 4 6 8 10

(b)

ε γ
(t
)

t/τ

Figure 4. Optimized control functions obtained for a quantum
gate implementation for a qubit considering dephasing (panel
(a)) and amplitude-damping (panel (b)) for different values
of the decay rate γ.

see that the mean fidelity obtained for the unitary and
non-unitary control functions considering both type of
errors are essentially the same, although the optimized
control functions are distinct for different values of the
decay rate (see Fig. 4).

For the qubit, we also add a result for the mean fidelity
considering different initial states proposed in Ref. [12],
which are given by ρ0(0) = 2/3|0⟩⟨0|+1/3|1⟩⟨1|, ρ1(0) =
1/2(|0⟩+ |1⟩)(|0⟩+ |1⟩), and ρ2(0) = 1/2|0⟩⟨0|+1/2|1⟩⟨1|.
For this case, we employ the weights in Eq. (2) as w0 =
8w1 and w1 = w2. The mean fidelity evaluated for the
non-unitary control function ε∗optγ (t), considering these
initial states, is also shown in Figure 3 by the red crosses,
but one can observe that the result for the mean fidelity

0.936
0.938
0.94

(a)

0.966
0.968 (b)

0.86
0.87
0.88

(c)

0.94

0.95

U1 U2 U3 U4

(d)ε0
opt

εγ
opt

Figure 5. Panels (a) and (c) refer to the dephasing error,
while panels (b) and (d) refer to the amplitude-damping error,
respectively for the qubti and the qutrit. The results for the
mean fidelity for a fixed value of the decay rate γ/ω0 = 0.01
considering the quantum gates U1, U2, U3, and U4 using the
optimized control function obtained from the unitary (orange
symbols) and non-unitary dynamics (blue symbols).

is very similar to the one found considering εopt0 (t).
To further investigate this scenario, we consider four

different types of quantum gates and evaluate the mean
fidelity considering γ/ω0 = 0.01. Such results are shown
in Figure 5. In panels (a) and (b) of Figure 5, we
plot the mean fidelity for qubits considering the follow-
ing quantum gates: U1 = σx, U2 = σy, U3 = σz, and

U4 = π/8 = |0⟩⟨0|+ eiπ/4|1⟩⟨1|.
When the dephasing channel is taking into account

(Fig. 5(a)), the mean fidelity evaluated with the non-
unitary control is higher than the one evaluated with the
unitary control for the gates U1, U2, and U3, but the gain
is very small, of the order of 0.05%. On the other hand,
the non-unitary optimization provides a lower mean fi-
delity for the amplitude-damping channel (panel (b) of
Fig. 5). We believe that this small difference between the
unitary and non-unitary optimization seen in Fig. 5 is
caused by numerical calculation involved in the KM and
in the mean evaluation of Eq. (17), which takes Ns = 124

random initial states. For qutrits, we use the following
quantum gates [25]:

U1 =
1√
2

 1 −e−2πi/3 0
−e2πi/3 −1 0

0 0 −
√
2

 , (18)

U2 =
1√
2

 1 0 ie2πi/3

0
√
2 0

ie−2πi/3 0 1

 , (19)

U3 =
1√
3

√
3 0 0

0 −
√
2 ie−πi/6

0 ieπi/6 −
√
2

 , (20)
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and

U4 =

eπi/3 0 0
0 eπi/6 0
0 0 e−πi/2

 . (21)

To perform these optimizations, we use the same
Hamiltonian described in Eq. (9), but we have to alter
H1 in Eq. (10) for implementing the gates above for the
qutrit. Basically, we used the matrix elements of H1

equal to one in the same position where the quantum
gate (Eqs. (18-21)) has a matrix element different from
zero. In both panels (c) and (d) of Figure 5, we can ob-
serve that the non-unitary and the unitary optimizations
present an almost identical value for the mean fidelity.
These results show that the unitary optimized control
function εopt0 (t) is a solution very close to the optimal
solution to implement a quantum gate for open quantum
systems described by the Markovian master equation in
Eq. (1). We attribute this fact to the constraint of the
control field be able to optimize the gate fidelity for all
possible initial states. From the evolution of these states,
it thus is impossible to avoid the regions of the Hilbert
space that are more strongly affected by the noise. Hence,
the non-unitary optimization algorithm just searches for
a solution to reach the respective set of target states and
all other pathways work equally well on average, when
compared to the unitary optimization.

IV. LEAKAGE EFFECTS

To further investigate the role of the unitary and non-
unitary optimized solutions, we analyze a system that
contains non-computational levels, which are also known
as leakage states. We compare a two-qubit system, con-
taining only computational states, to a four-levels system
that contains only two computational states. We can de-
scribe these two systems by the same Hamiltonian, which
can be written in the basis of the two-qubit system as

H = h̄
(
J1σ

(1)
z + J2σ

(2)
z + J12σ

(1)
z σ(2)

z

)
+ h̄εγ(t)(σ

(1)
x + σ(2)

x ), (22)

where σ
(j)
m is the Pauli spin matrix in the m-direction

acting on the jth-qubit, J1, J2, and J12 are parameters
describing the time-independent term of H0. The corre-
spondence between states of the two-qubit and four-levels
systems is given by: |0⟩ ↔ |00⟩, |1⟩ ↔ |01⟩, |2⟩ ↔ |10⟩,
and |3⟩ ↔ |11⟩.

The two-qubit system is assumed to be the system free
of leakage effects, while the four-levels system presents
leakage effects due to action of the quantum gate only
in the two lowest energy levels. This difference is clari-
fied by the following arguments. First, we treat a X-gate
applied to the first qubit. In the two-qubit system, this

gate is described by the operator O = σ
(1)
x , while the

X-gate is applied to the two lowest energy levels in the

four-levels system, thus O = |0⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨0|. Also, the set
of states used in the optimization of the quantum gate
is distinct. For the two-qubit system, we must use the
set {|00⟩, |01⟩, |10⟩, |11⟩, |Φ⟩}, |Φ⟩ = (|00⟩+ |01⟩+ |10⟩+
|11⟩)/2. This set is necessary because the quantum gate
act on both qubits, through the X-gate (identity) in the
first- (second-) qubit. In the four-level system, the X-
gate only acts on the two lowest energy levels, therefore
the appropriate set of initial states is similar to the one-
qubit system {|0⟩, |1⟩, |Φ⟩}, |Φ⟩ = (|0⟩ + |1⟩)/

√
2. An-

other difference between these two systems appears in
the mean fidelity calculation. The random initial states
for the four-levels system are given by |φi⟩ = αi|0⟩+βi|1⟩,
where |αi|2 + |βi|2 = 1 and αi, βi are complex random
numbers following the normal distribution. In this case,
the quantum gate only acts on the computational sub-
space relative to the levels {|0⟩, |1⟩} and there is no con-
straint imposed on the levels {|2⟩, |3⟩}. For the two-qubit
system, the mean fidelity is evaluated using the random
initial states |φi⟩ = αi|00⟩+βi|01⟩+γi|01⟩+δi|01⟩, where
|αi|2 + |βi|2 + |γi|2 + |δi|2 = 1 and αi, βi, γi, and δi are
complex random numbers sorted according to the nor-
mal distribution [28]. In this case, all states are needed
because the quantum gate acts on both qubits simulta-
neously.

We also probe different types of dissipation to extract
more information about the validity of the equivalence
of the unitary and non-unitary optimization. The tested
cases correspond to the following Lindblad operators that
must be plugged into Eq. (1): (i) L1 = |0⟩⟨1|, L2 = |0⟩⟨2|,
and L3 = |0⟩⟨3|, (ii) L1 = |0⟩⟨1| and L2 = |0⟩⟨2|, (iii)
L1 = |0⟩⟨2| and L2 = |0⟩⟨3|, (iv) L1 = |0⟩⟨1|. When
there is more than one Lindblad operator, we use the
same decay rate. To break the degeneracy between
states |1⟩ and |2⟩, we use J1/ω0 = −2 and J2/ω0 = −0.2.
The coupling between qubits is J12/ω0 = 0.1, where ω0 =
τ−1, and the final time is T = 10τ . Other parameters
not explicitly mentioned here are the same as the ones
used in subsection III B.

The cases (i) to (iv) with the above Lindblad opera-
tors provide almost the same mean fidelity (results not
shown here) considering the unitary and the non-unitary
optimization for the two-qubit system. This results are
due to the necessity of taking into account all states of
the Hilbert space, which does not leave room for dodg-
ing dissipation. In panels (a) to (d) of Fig. 6, we plot
the mean fidelity for the four-levels system as a function
of the decay rate γ considering cases (i) to (iv), respec-
tively. The green solid curves show the mean fidelity for
the optimized control function obtained from the unitary
optimization, while orange dotted curves are relative to
the non-unitary optimization. One can see in Fig. 6 that
the results for panel (a) corroborate our previous results
about the mean fidelity on quantum gates, where the
non-unitary and unitary optimizations provide a simi-
lar mean fidelity. On the other hand, panels (b) to (d) of
Fig. 6 shows that the non-unitary optimization provides a
higher mean fidelity than the unitary optimization, when
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Figure 6. Mean fidelity evaluated by Eq. (17), for four-levels
as a function of the decay rate γ using the optimized control
function obtained from the unitary (green orange curve) and
non-unitary dynamics (orange dotted curve). Panels (a) to
(d) corresponds to the cases (i) to (iv) of the combinations of
the Lindblad operators. The mean fidelity indicated by the
dark gray solid line in panels (b) and (c) is obtained consid-
ering a different trial control function where the function in
Eq. (11) is multiplied by sin (ωi,0t), where ωi,0 is the Borh
frequency associated to states |0⟩ and |i⟩, where i = 3 and 2,
respectively.
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Figure 7. Population of the four-levels system under the dis-
sipation described by the Lindblad operator L1 = |0⟩⟨1| are
shown in panels (a) and (b) as a function of the time for γ = 0
and γ/ω0 = 0.1ω0, respectively. Panels (c) and (d) show the
optimized fields for the unitary and non-unitary optimization,
respectively.

the trial function is properly chosen. For example, in
panels (b) and (c) of Fig. 6, the difference between the
mean fidelity obtained through the non-unitary and the
unitary optimization is rather small when the trial func-
tion is proportional to Equation (11), but it is much more
evident when the envelope function of Equation (11) is
multiplied by sin (ωi,0t), where ωi,0 is the Borh frequency
associated to states |0⟩ and |i⟩, where i = 3 and 2, respec-
tively. These later trial functions are chosen to have the
frequency in resonance with the transition between the
state |0⟩ and the state |i⟩, which is a state that presents

a decay. In other words, when we choose a trial function
that induces the population of the dissipative states, the
unitary optimization yields a control function that per-
forms the quantum gate with success for γ = 0 without
avoiding dissipative states. On the other hand, the non-
unitary optimization yields a control that implements the
quantum gate and avoids the dissipation as much as pos-
sible to maximize the fidelity no matter the trial function.
The results of Fig. 6 can be better understood from the

analysis of Fig. 7, which shows the corresponding popu-
lation dynamics in panels (a) and (b) evaluated for γ = 0
and γ/ω0 = 0.1, respectively for the case (iv). The initial
state is |0⟩ and the target state is |1⟩. The optimized con-
trol field (panel (c)) for γ = 0 drives the system from the
initial state to the target state, but it mainly populate
the states |0⟩ and |1⟩. When γ/ω0 = 0.1, the non-unitary
optimization search for an optimized control field (panel
(d)) that tries to avoid the dissipative state |1⟩, simulated
by the Lindblad operator L1 = |0⟩⟨1|, which causes the
decay of the population of state |1⟩ to |0⟩. In this situa-
tion, the optimization steers the dynamics to a pathway
that avoids the state |1⟩ as much as possible.
Other situations that could be probed for the four-

level system are the cases where the decay rates between
different states are different. These situations can be
understood by inspection of the above cases. For in-
stance, cases (ii) to (iv) are limiting cases of case (i),
with some decay rates set to zero. Furthermore, if the
case (ii) L1 = |0⟩⟨1| and L2 = |0⟩⟨2| were considered with
different decay rates γ1 and γ2 in Eq. (1), we expect a
higher mean fidelity for γ1 > γ2 as compared to the case
where γ1 = γ2 for a fixed value of γ1. The limit situation
is the one where γ2 = 0, which presents the larger differ-
ence between unitary and non-unitary optimization, as
can be seen in Fig. 6 (d).

V. CONCLUSION

In this work we used the KM for open and closed
quantum systems to numerically investigate state prepa-
ration and quantum gate implementation for diverse sys-
tems of qubits and qutrits. For the state-preparation, we
found that the non-unitary optimization performs better
in comparison to the unitary optimization. For quan-
tum gate implementation, on the other hand, unitary
and non-unitary optimization results in almost identical
mean fidelity when leakage effects are not taken into ac-
count.

Our calculations have shown that for state prepara-
tion, the result of the non-unitary optimization selects
an optimized control from the set of optimized controls
of the corresponding unitary dynamics, which performs
better in the presence of environmental noise. In other
words, the non-unitary optimization chooses a pathway
within the dynamics, which is less affected by noise. For
the gate implementation, the control function has to op-
erate over all states at the same time since the quantum
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gate must act over arbitrary input states. Thus, the non-
unitary optimization is not anymore able to avoid parts
of the Hilbert space that suffers greater influence of the
noise. When leakage states are accounted for, the non-
unitary optimization is able to present a better perfor-
mance than the unitary optimization. These fact is re-
lated to the existence of a subset of states corresponding
to the non-computational subspace that have small decay
rates, which opens up a pathway capable of minimizing
dissipative effects. Therefore, the inclusion of leakage
states with different decay rate plays a fundamental role
in the non-unitary optimization, specially when dealing

to the quantum gate implementation.
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