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Abstract

In this work, we consider a general form of the dynamics of open quantum systems
determined by the Gorini–Kossakowsky–Sudarchhan–Lindblad type master equation
with simultaneous coherent and incoherent controls with three particular forms of
the two-qubit Hamiltonians. Coherent control enters in the Hamiltonian and inco-
herent control enters in both the Hamiltonian and the superoperator of dissipation.
For these systems, we analyze the control problems of generating two-qubit C-NOT,
SWAP, and C-Z gates using with piecewise constant controls and stochastic opti-
mization in the form of an adapted version of the dual annealing algorithm. In the
numerical experiment, we analyze the minimal infidelity obtained by the dual an-
nealing for various values of strength of the interaction between the system and the
environment.

Keywords: open quantum system, two qubits, optimal quantum control, coherent
control, incoherent control, C-NOT, SWAP, C-Z.

1 Introduction
Optimal control of quantum systems such as atoms or molecules is an important research
direction at the intersection of mathematics, physics, chemistry, and technology. It aims
to obtain desired properties of the controlled quantum system using external variable
influence. Quantum control is crucial for development of various quantum technologies
such as quantum computing, NMR, laser chemistry, etc. [1–21].

In general, in quantum control various types of optimization tools are used includ-
ing Pontryagin maximum principle ( [21, Ch. 4], [22]), Krotov type methods [23–29]),
Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellmann equation [30], Zhu–Rabitz [31] method, GRadient Ascent
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Pulse Engineering (GRAPE) [26, 32–34] operating with piecewise constant controls,
gradients, matrix exponentials, conditional gradient method [35], gradient projection
methods [29, 35, 36], speed-gradient method [37], gradient-free Chopped RAndom Ba-
sis (CRAB) ansatz [38–40] with coherent control defined using trigonometric functions,
genetic algorithms [41–43], dual annealing [29], machine learning [44,45], etc.

From the experimental point of view, quantum systems are often open, i.e. they
interact with their environment. On one hand, this is considered as an obstacle for con-
trolling quantum systems. However, in some cases one can try to use the environment as
a useful control resource — in this work we exploit the incoherent control approach which
was proposed in [42, 46], where spectral, generally time-dependent and non-equilibrium,
density of incoherent photons was used as control jointly with coherent control by lasers.
Following this approach, various types and aspects of optimal control problems for one-
and two-qubit systems were analyzed recently in our works [33, 35, 36, 47], etc. In this
approach, the dynamics (both for Markovian, including in the Born-Markov approxima-
tion, and non-Markovian cases) of an N -level quantum system is considered with general
master equation under simultaneous coherent u and incoherent n controls:

dρ(t)

dt
= Lu,n

t (ρ(t)) := −i[Hu,n
t , ρ(t)] + ε

∑
k

γk(t)Dk(ρ(t))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Dn

t (ρ(t))

, ρ(0) = ρ0. (1)

Here ρ(t) : H → H is N × N density matrix (positive semi-definite, ρ(t) ≥ 0, with
unit trace, Trρ(t) = 1); Hu,t

t is the Hamiltonian which represents either memoryless
Markovian or having memory terms non-Markovian case; the coefficient ε > 0 determines
strength of the interaction between the system and the environment; the last term in
is the dissipator (superoperator of dissipation) depending on incoherent control n where
{γk} denote decoherence rates depending on time; ρ0 is a given initial density matrix. In
this work we consider the Planck’s constant ℏ = 1.

Basic objects in quantum information and computing are qubits, qutrits, qudits and
quantum gates (e.g., the recent papers [6, 48, 49], also [50–54], etc.). Mathematical mod-
eling of physical processes for generating quantum gates involves, e.g., the Schrödinger
equation with coherent control in the Hamiltonian, the Gorini–Kossakowski–Sudarshan–
Lindblad (GKSL) master equation with coherent (in the Hamiltonian) and incoherent
(in the Hamiltonian via the Lamb shift and in the superoperator of dissipation) con-
trols [27,33,55] and various objective functionals for characterizing how well certain uni-
tary quantum gate is generated.

Proposed in [27] approach for modelling generation of M -qubit quantum gates
(M ≥ 1) considers dissipative dynamics depending only on coherent control and uses only
three initial density matrices instead of the corresponding full basis (e.g., three matrices
instead of sixteen for the two-qubit case). While the recent work [55] considers only
coherent control (similar to [27]), the recent works [33, 47] extend the approach of [27]
to the GKSL-type quantum systems with simultaneous coherent control and incoherent
control (in the approach of [42, 46]) for generating various one- and two-qubit quantum
gates (H, T, C-NOT, C-PHASE including C-Z). As in [47], below we use the abbreviation
“GRK” meaning the Goerz–Reich–Koch approach.

In this work, on one hand similarly to [47] we consider the same three versions of the
two-qubit quantum system, the same approach with piecewise constant controls, one of
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the objective functionals and DAA. In difference, we consider SWAP gate in addition to C-
NOT and C-Z gates, and obtain the DAA results for C-NOT, SWAP, C-Z under different
DAA settings and upper constraint for incoherent controls for analyzing dependence of
the objective values on the parameter ε determining strength of the interaction between
the system and the environment. The DAA implementation [56] is adapted.

The structure of the paper is the following. Sec. 2 contains the formulation of the
considered three types of open quantum systems and one type of the GRK objectives
which is used here for C-NOT, SWAP, C-Z gates. Sec. 3 describes the DAA optimization
approach and the corresponding numerical results with respect to varying ε. Conclusions
section 4 resumes the article.

2 Two-Qubit Quantum Systems and Objective Func-
tionals

2.1 Quantum Systems with the Three Kinds of the Hamiltonian

For two qubits (M = 2), the Hilbert space is H = C2⊗C2 ≈ C4, i.e. N = 4. As in [29,36,
47], consider the corresponding Markovian two-qubit case of (1). The Hamiltonian Hu,n

t

for each of the three systems (k = 1, 2, 3) has the following general form:

Hu,n
t,k = HS,k + εHn

eff,t + Vku(t). (2)

Here scalar coherent control u and vector incoherent control n = (n1, n2) are considered, in
general, as piecewise continuous on [0, T ] and piecewise constant in the optimization DAA
approach used in this article, control f = (u, n); HS,k is the free Hamiltonian; Heff,n(t) is
the effective Hamiltonian depending on values of incoherent control which describes the
Lamb shift; Vk is a given Hermitian matrix which determines interaction with u(t); the
coefficient ε > 0. Below in this article, we change ε for generating a series of instances for
each Hu,n

t,k , k = 1, 2, 3.
We denote by I2 the 2× 2 identity matrix, and denote Pauli matrices and uppering,

lowering one-qubit matrices as

σx =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, σy =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σz =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
, σ+ =

(
0 0
1 0

)
, σ− =

(
0 1
0 0

)
.

The effective Hamiltonian in (2) and the superoperator of dissipation are the same
for all three considered systems:

Hn
eff,t = Λ1n1(t) (σz ⊗ I2) + Λ2n2(t) (I2 ⊗ σz) , (3)

Dn(ρ) = Dn1(ρ) +Dn2(ρ), (4)
Dnj

t (ρ) = Ωj(nj(t) + 1)
(
2σ−

j ρσ
+
j − σ+

j σ
−
j ρ− ρσ+

j σ
−
j

)
+

+ Ωjnj(t)
(
2σ+

j ρσ
−
j − σ−

j σ
+
j ρ− ρσ−

j σ
+
j

)
, j = 1, 2,

where Λj > 0 and Ωj > 0 are some constants depending on the details of interaction
between the system and the environment, σ±

1 = σ± ⊗ I2, and σ±
2 = I2 ⊗ σ±.

For the general form (2), we consider the following three variants which produce the
corresponding three quantum systems.
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System 1. The free and interaction Hamiltonians are

HS,1 =
ω1

2
(σz ⊗ I2) +

ω2

2
(I2 ⊗ σz) ,

V1 = σx ⊗ I2 + I2 ⊗ σx.

System 2. The free and interaction Hamiltonians are

HS,2 = HS,1 =
ω1

2
(σz ⊗ I2) +

ω2

2
(I2 ⊗ σz) ,

V2 = σx ⊗ σx.

System 3. The free and interaction Hamiltonians are

HS,3 = σz ⊗ I2 + I2 ⊗ σz + α(σy ⊗ σy + σz ⊗ σz), α > 0,

V3 = σx ⊗ I2.

We consider the following constraints on controls:

f(t) = (u(t), n(t)) ∈ [−umax, umax]× [0, nmax]
2, t ∈ [0, T ], (5)

where umax, nmax > 0.
As in [29, 36, 47], consider the following realification (parameterization) of the two-

qubit density matrix:

ρ =


ρ1,1 ρ1,2 ρ1,3 ρ1,4
ρ∗1,2 ρ2,2 ρ2,3 ρ2,4
ρ∗1,3 ρ∗2,3 ρ3,3 ρ3,4
ρ∗1,4 ρ∗2,4 ρ∗3,4 ρ4,4

 =


x1 x2 + ix3 x4 + ix5 x6 + ix7

x2 − ix3 x8 x9 + ix10 x11 + ix12

x4 − ix5 x9 − ix10 x13 x14 + ix15

x6 − ix7 x11 − ix12 x14 − ix15 x16

 .

Here xj ∈ R, j = 1, 16. The condition Trρ = 1 implies the linear condition x1+x8+x13+
x16 = 1. Using the realification for the three two-qubit systems of (1) with (2), (3), (4),
inin [47] we consdiered two-qubit gate generation using DAA and GRAPE.

2.2 Goerz–Reich–Koch Type Objective Functionals for the Prob-
lems of Generating C-NOT, SWAP, and C-Z Gates

For the two-qubit systems (N = 2), consider the problems of generation of the following
target unitary gates: C-NOT (controlled NOT), SWAP, and C-Z = C-PHASE(π) (con-
trolled π phase) gates. These gates are defined in the computational basis by the unitary
matrices

C-NOT =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 , SWAP =


1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 , C-Z =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 −1

 .

Following the GRK approach, for the problem of generating such a two-qubit gate,
we consider — instead of the (N2 = 16)-dimensional set of states — the proposed in [27]
minimal set consisting just of the three states which, for the two-qubit case, have the form

ρ0,1 = diag

(
2

5
,
3

10
,
1

5
,
1

10

)
, ρ0,2 =

1

4
J4, ρ0,3 =

1

4
I4, (6)
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where J4 denotes the 4×4 matrix whose all elements are equal to 1. Further, the objective
functional to be minimized is defined by the mean value of the three squared Hilbert–
Schmidt distances multiplied by 1/2, each of them is considered between the mth final
density matrix, ρm(T ) (corresponds to the mth special initial density matrix, ρ0,m), and
the target density matrix ρtarget,m = Uρ0,mU

†:

FGRK,sd
U (f) =

1

6

3∑
m=1

∥ ρm(T )− Uρ0,mU
†∥2 → inf . (7)

The objective FGRK,sd
U in principle is the same that the formula (A1) in [27], but

we introduce the multipliers 1/2 and 1/3. The set of initial states (6) is a particular
case for the general formulas (4a), (4b), (4c) given in the same article and also in the
dissertation [57, p. 71]. For brevity, we sometimes call the objective to be minimized in
this work as infidelity.

Table 1 shows for each of the three considered gates that Uρ0,mU
†:

• does not change all the three initial states ρ0,m, m = 1, 2, 3;

• changes only one initial state: if U is C-NOT or SWAP, then the first initial state
is changed, while if U is C-Z, then the second initial state is changed.

Table 1: The matrices Uρm(0)U
† for m = 1, 2, 3 when U is either C-NOT, SWAP or C-Z.

Color highlights cases when action of the gate on the matrix is non-trivial.

Gate, U
Target state

Uρ0,1U
† Uρ0,2U

† Uρ0,3U
†

C-NOT diag
(
2
5
, 3
10
, 1
10
, 1
5

)
̸= ρ0,1

1
4
J4 = ρ0,2

1
4
I4 = ρ0,3

SWAP diag
(
2
5
, 1
5
, 3
10
, 1
10

)
̸= ρ0,1

1
4
J4 = ρ0,2

1
4
I4 = ρ0,3

C-Z diag
(
2
5
, 3
10
, 1
5
, 1
10

)
= ρ0,1

1
4

(
1 1 1 −1
1 1 1 −1
1 1 1 −1
−1 −1 −1 1

)
̸= ρ0,2

1
4
I4 = ρ0,3

3 Numerical Approach and Results

3.1 Approach Based on Piecewise Constant Controls and Dual
Annealing

Here we define the class of admissible piecewise constant coherent and incoherent controls
at the uniform grid introduced on [0, T ] with K equal subintervals, i.e.

u(t) =
K∑
i=1

θ[ti,ti+1)(t)u
i, nj(t) =

K∑
i=1

θ[ti,ti+1)(t)n
i
j, j = 1, 2, (8)

and with fixed umax, nmax in (5). In (8), we consider t1 = 0, ti+1−ti = T/K, θ[ti,ti+1)(t), and
the characteristic function which returns 1, if t ∈ [ti, ti+1), and returns 0, if otherwise. For
the final time t = tK+1 = T , we continue the last values: u(T ) = u(T−), nj(T ) = nj(T−).
The DAA search is performed in the parallelepiped [−umax, umax]

K × [0, nmax]
2K .
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Thus, instead of optimization work in the infinite-dimensional space, here we should
perform finite-dimensional optimization work where the control parameters

{u1, . . . , uK , n1
1, . . . , n

K
1 , n1

2, . . . , n
K
2 }

are considered in the 3K-dimensional parallelepipedal domain.
DAA is a zeroth-order stochastic tool as genetic algorithms, differential evolution,

particle-swarm optimization, sparrow search algorithm, etc. It tries to find a global mini-
mizer of an objective function without using its gradient or/and Hessian. As [56] informs,
the corresponding implementation of DAA in SciPy represents the combination of the
simulated annealing from [58,59] and the local search strategy [60,61].

We use DAA with the default settings [56] except of the following three items: 1) the
default initial_temp (initial artificial temperature) is increased to 3 × 104, i.e. near in
six times; 2) maxfun (which determines the number of objective calls) is decreased from
the default 107 to 3× 104; 3) maxiter is increased from the default 103 to 3× 103. With
respect to the algorithmic parameter initial_temp, we read “higher values to facilitates
a wider search ... allowing dual_annealing to escape local minima that it is trapped in”
in [56].

Taking into account the stochastic nature of DAA, we perform for the same op-
timization problem several trials of DAA and then compare the computed value of the
objective over the trials. For speed up the DAA work, it was performed in the parallel
and sequential computations. For the numerical results, their storing and visualization
are done, correspondingly, with help of the Python libraries sqlite3 and Matplotlib.

In contrast to the use of DAA in [47], here we do the following changes:

• we set K = 200 instead of K = 100;

• we set nmax = 20 instead of nmax = 10 and umax = 20 instead of umax = 30;

• for each particular optimal control problem, we perform ten DAA trials instead of
three DAA trials;

• we vary ε along the set (9) instead of considering only ε = 0.1;

• we use automatically generated initial points in DAA instead of setting our initial
guess.

3.2 Values of the Systems Parameters. Statistical Characteristics

As in [47], consider the Systems 1, 2, 3 with the following values of the systems parameters:

ω1 = 1, ω2 = 1.1, Ω1 = Ω2 = Λ1 = Λ2 = 0.5

and the final time T = 20. For System 3, set the parameter α = 0.2.
Independently for System 1, System 2, and System 3, we consider the series of values

ε ∈ {0, 0.01, 0.02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.05, 0.06, 0.07, 0.08, 0.09, 0.1} (9)

and have the problem of minimizing the objective of the general type (7) for a given
quantum gate for analyzing the corresponding dependences between increasing ε and the
objective values.
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For a fixed quantum gate U and the parameter ε = εk ∈ {0, 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 0.1},
consider the following characteristics over 10 trials of DAA started from automatically
generated initial points:

FGRK,sd
U, min-min(εk) = min

1≤i≤10

{
FGRK,sd
U (f ∗

i ; εk)
}
, (10)

FGRK,sd
U, max-min(εk) = max

1≤i≤10

{
FGRK,sd
U (f ∗

i ; εk)
}
, (11)

FGRK,sd
U, mean-min(εk) =

1

10

10∑
i=1

FGRK,sd
U (f ∗

i ; εk), (12)

where consider {f ∗
i }10i=1 being the set of the resulting piecewise constant controls computed

via 10 trials of DAA for the same problem of minimizing the objective FGRK,sd
U (f) under

the given U, εk. Thus, the word “min” on the right in the lower index reflects this
numerical meaning.

3.3 For C-NOT Gate

Figure 1: For C-NOT gate and Systems 1, 2, 3, the obtained via DAA values of (10)–(12):
(a) for System 1; (b) for System 2; (c) for System 3. The DAA computed values are shown
via the markers, the piecewise linear interpolation is shown in addition.

For Systems 1, 2, 3, the results of DAA are shown in Figure 1 in terms of (10)–(12).
We see that increasing εk from 0 to 0.1 with the step 0.01 gives, in principle: 1) increasing
the min–min (graphs with round markers), max–min (graphs with square markers), and
mean–min (graphs with x-form markers) values of the objective; 2) increasing the diversity
between the min–min and mean–min, max–min values for the same ε, i.e. we see that
increasing ε makes the DAA work more difficult.

Figure 2 shows, for each ε = 0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1, the resulting values of the objective
FFRK,sd
C−NOT(f) in all the 10 trials of DAA for Systems 1, 2, 3; these objective’s values show
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that: 1) increasing ε removes the objective’s values further from zero; 2) DAA used for
the same case can give different resulting values of the objective under the same settings
of DAA that reminds about the importance of performing at least more than one of trials
of DAA with the further comparing.

Figure 2: For C-NOT gate and Systems 1, 2, 3. For each ε = 0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1, the
resulting values of the objective FFRK,sd

C−NOT(f) in all the 10 trials of DAA: (a) for System 1;
(b) for System 2; (c) for System 3. The DAA computed values are shown via the markers.

For each of System 1, System 2, and System 3, we performed 10 DAA trials for
each of 11 values of ε. In each of these 330 DAA trials, we observe which minimal and
maximal values of coherent and two incoherent controls considered as piecewise constrant
with K = 200 partitions on [0, T = 20]. With respect to the question about incoherent
controls, shortly we note that their resulting values in this series of trials are various in
the admissible range [0, nmax = 20].

3.4 For SWAP Gate

For Systems 1, 2, 3, the results of DAA are shown in Figure 3 in terms of (10)–(12).
Figure 4 shows, for each ε = 0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1, the resulting values of FFRK,sd

C−NOT(f) in all
the 10 trials of DAA for Systems 1, 2, 3. Figures 3, 4 for SWAP gate provide the similar
conclusions to what is written above about the dependences with respect to Figures 1, 2
for C-NOT gate.
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Figure 3: For SWAP gate and Systems 1, 2, 3, the obtained via DAA values of (10)–(12):
(a) for System 1; (b) for System 2; (c) for System 3. The DAA computed values are
shown via the markers.

Figure 4: For SWAP gate and Systems 1, 2, 3. For each ε = 0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1, the
resulting values of the objective FFRK,sd

C−NOT(f) in all the 10 trials of DAA: (a) for System 1;
(b) for System 2; (c) for System 3. The DAA computed values are shown via the markers.
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Figure 5: For C-Z gate (i.e. π-C-PHASE gate) and System 3, the obtained via DAA
results: (a) values of (10)–(12); (b) for each ε = 0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1, the resulting values of
the objective FFRK,sd

C−NOT(f) in all the 10 trials of DAA.

3.5 For C-Z Gate

For System 3, the results of DAA are shown in Figure 5(a) in the terms of (10)–(12)
and in Figure 5(b) in the terms of the series of 10 trials of DAA. These figures for C-Z
gate provide the similar conclusions to what is written above about the dependences with
respect to Figures 1–4 for C-NOT and SWAP gates.

4 Conclusions
This work considers a general form of open quantum systems determined by the GKSL
type master equation with simultaneous coherent and incoherent controls and the three
versions of this general form with three Hamiltonians. Coherent control enters through
the Hamiltonian and incoherent control enters through both the Hamiltonian and the
superoperator of dissipation. For these systems, we analyze the control problems of gen-
erating two-qubit C-NOT, SWAP, and C-Z gates using piecewise constant controls and
stochastic optimization in the form of adapted version of the dual annealing algorithm.
In the numerical experiment, we analyze the dependencies between the obtained by the
dual annealing minimal objective values for various values of the strentgh of interaction
between the system and the environment.

The obtained numerical results for increasing ε from 0 to 0.1 with the step 0.01 show
that:

• increasing infidelity further from zero, increasing the min–min (10), max–min (11),
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and mean–min (12) values of the infidelity;

• increasing the diversity between the min–min and mean–min, max–min infidelity
values for the same ε, i.e. we see that increasing ε makes the DAA operation more
difficult;

• DAA operation with the same settings and for the same situation can give different
resulting values of the objective that reminds about the importance of performing
multiple trials of DAA for a subsequent comparison.
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