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Abstract

Finding minimal time and establishing the structure of the corresponding optimal controls which
can transfer a given initial state of a quantum system into a given target state is a key problem of
quantum control. In this work, this problem is solved for a basic component of various quantum
technology processes — a qubit interacting with the environment and experiencing an arbitrary
time-dependent coherent driving. We rigorously derive both upper and lower estimates for the
minimal steering time. Surprisingly, we discover that the optimal controls have a very special form
— they consist of two impulses, at the beginning and at the end of the control period, which can
be assisted by a smooth time-dependent control in between. Moreover, an important for practical
applications explicit almost optimal state transfer protocol is provided which only consists of four
impulses and gives an almost optimal time of motion. The results can be directly applied to a
variety of experimental situations for estimation of the ultimate limits of state control for quantum
technologies.

1 Introduction

Estimation of minimal time necessary for steering a quantum system from a given initial state to a
given target state is among key problems for quantum technologies [1, 2, 3]. An important example is a
two-level quantum system, which serves as a practical model for a variety of experimental situations and
basic model for quantum computation and information transmission. As an example, two-level systems
describe single qubits for various experimental quantum computation platforms [4], they appear as
spin 1/2 systems in Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR) [5, 6], describe electronic excitations in light-
harvesting systems [7], as well as many other physical situations. In many such tasks, the problem of
minimal time steering of an initial state to a target state naturally arises. For example, in quantum
computation it is motivated by the needs of fast state initialization, in NMR by the needs of fast
preparation of the maximally mixed state of a spin in the surrounding environment [5], in photosynthesis
it corresponds to minimization of the recombination time [8] necessary for fast electron transport. For
this reason, the analysis of time-optimal control of two-level systems attracts an extremely high interest.

∗This work was funded by the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of Russian Federation (grant number 075-15-
2020-788)
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In some cases, the two-level system is considered as a closed system with coherent driving, whose
evolution is described by the Schrödinger equation. In many situations however the assumption that
the system is isolated from the environment is too strong and one has to consider it as an open quan-
tum system. Time-optimal control for a two-level quantum system evolving according to a Gorini–
Kossakowski–Lindblad–Sudarshan (GKSL) master equation modeling population relaxation and de-
phasing with bounded coherent control was studied in [9] based on the fundamental work [10] devoted
to control systems on 2D manifolds. Optimal control at the quantum speed limit for the Landau-Zener
two-level quantum system with variable magnetic field was studied in [11]. For general closed two-level
systems with two or three drives, quantum speed limit was established in [12, 13], where it was found
that optimal protocol consists of two δ-like pulses and a period in between. Time-optimal protocol for
driving a general initial state to a target state by a single control field with bounded amplitude was es-
tablished in [14]. Time-optimal universal control of Hamiltonian two-level systems under strong driving
was investigated [15]. Geometric quantum speed limits for Markovian dynamics with constant Hamil-
tonians were studied in [16]. An interesting analysis was performed for one or two bounded piecewise
constant controls using a suitable extension of the Pontryagin maximum principle [17].

The key problem of estimating minimal time and establishing the structure of the corresponding
optimal protocols for an open quantum system which evolves under a dissipative evolution with arbitrary
time-dependent controls in the Hamiltonian has yet been remained unsolved. This work completely
solves this problem allowing to obtain surprising results on the structure of the optimal controls. The
solution requires a combination of special subtle techniques form geometric control theory. For this,
we consider the dynamics of a two-level open quantum system driven by an arbitrary time-dependent
control u(t) as described by a dissipative GKSL master equation

dρ

dt
= −

i

~
[H0 + u(t)V, ρ] + L(ρ). (1)

Here, ρ is the (2 × 2) system density matrix, H0 is the free Hamiltonian, u(t) ∈ R is the coherent
control, V is the coherent control Hamiltonian, and the GKSL superoperator L described a non-unitary
interaction of the system with its surrounding environment. The time optimal problem is to find a
control u(t) such that

ρ(0) = ρ0; ρ(T ) = ρ1;

T → min .
(2)

Here ρ0 and ρ1 are two given initial and final density matrices, and T ≥ 0 denotes the time necessary for
steering ρ0 into ρ1. Without interaction with the environment, the system is obviously uncontrollable
in the set of all density matrices, for example because it is impossible to convert any pure state into a
mixed state solely through unitary transformations.

In [18], it was shown that the two-level control system is uncontrollable even in the presence of
incoherent control. However, in this work it was demonstrated that the system is ”almost” controllable
in the following sense. Let ω > 0 be the eigenfrequency of the system and γ > 0 be the decoherence
rate, γ ≪ ω. Then, any state ρ1 with a purity level

P (ρ) = tr ρ2 < 1−
π

4

γ

ω

can be reached from any other state ρ0 in a finite time. Surprisingly, the structure of the reachable set
does not change if incoherent control is added to the system [18].

In this work, estimates for the minimal steering time and the structure of the corresponding optimal
and almost optimal controls are found. In details,
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• We obtain upper and lower bounds on the optimal motion time T depending on the initial and
final states ρ0 and ρ1. For the initial and final states, let us denote µ0,1 =

√

2 tr(ρ0,1)2 − 1 ∈ [0; 1],
and σ = sgn (µ1 − µ0) = ±1, then

1

γ
ln

(

1− σµ0

1− σµ1

)

≤ T ≤
π

ω
+

e

γ
+

1

γ
ln

(

1− σµ0

1− σµ1

)

.

The lower bound holds when µ1 < 1, and the upper bound holds when µ1 ≤ 1−π
2
γ
ω
(see Theorem 2).

• We prove that optimal controls are in the class of impulse controls and show an example of the
absence of optimal control in the class L1 (Proposition 2, Theorem 1, and Remark 2).

• We prove that the optimal control is a sum of at most two impulses in the form of Dirac delta
functions at the initial and final time moments and an analytic function in between (Theorem 1).

• We suggest an explicit form of an almost optimal control with four impulses implementing the
upper bound on the optimal motion time T (formulas (11), (12) and (6)).

Figure 1 shows lower and upper estimates for the minimal time necessary for moving between sets
with purities P0 = (1 + µ2

0)/2 and P1 = (1 + µ2
1)/2. Time is in units of inverse γ. Bottom estimate is

ln
(

1−σµ0

1−σµ1

)

. Upper estimate is plotted as e+ ln
(

1−σµ0

1−σµ1

)

, i.e. neglecting term π/ω since typically ω ≪ γ.

2 Controlled qubit interacting with the environment

State of a qubit is described by a density matrix ρ, which is a (2× 2) positive definite Hermitian matrix
with unit trace, ρ ∈ C(2×2), ρ ≥ 0, tr ρ = 1. The control of the qubit is achieved through coherent
interaction in the Hamiltonian. The influence of the environment leads to the appearance of incoherent
terms [19], for which we consider a GKSL form. Let σx, σy, and σz be the standard Pauli matrices.
Then, the free and interaction Hamiltonians of the unitary part of the master equation (1) have the
form H = 1

2
ωσz, where ω > 0 is the qubit’s eigentransition frequency, and V = 1

2
κσx, where κ > 0

is the coefficient of coupling of the qubit to the external coherent control. Thus, the control system is
described by the master equation

d ρ(t)

d t
= −

i

~

[1

2
ωσz +

1

2
κu(t)σx, ρ(t)

]

+ γ
(

σ−ρ(t)σ+ −
1

2

{

σ+σ−, ρ(t)
})

. (3)

Here, u(t) ∈ R is the coherent control, and the last GKSL term represents the non-unitary interaction
with the external zero-temperature environment, where γ ≥ 0 is the decoherence coefficient,

σ+ =

(

0 1
0 0

)

and σ− =

(

0 0
1 0

)

denote the creation and annihilation operators, [·, ·] and {·, ·} represent the commutator and anticom-
mutator of matrices, respectively. For the chosen qubit implementation, ω, κ, and γ are constants.
Furthermore, we set ~ = 1.

The paper addresses the time minimization problem T → min for equation (3) with certain boundary
conditions. The optimal motion time from state ρ0 to state ρ1 is defined as the infinum of all times T
necessary for the system to transition from the initial state ρ(0) = ρ0 to the final state ρ(T ) = ρ1 using
all possible control functions u(t). If no control function u(t) is able to change the state from ρ0 to ρ1,
we set T = +∞.
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Figure 1: This figure shows lower and upper estimates for the minimal time as a function of purity of
the initial and final states. The upper estimate is plotted neglecting term π/ω which is typically several
orders of magnitude smaller than term e/γ. Time is in the units of inverse γ.
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In addition to the two-point time minimization problem, we will consider more general formulations
of the form ρ(0) ∈ M0 and ρ(T ) ∈ M1 for some sets M0 and M1. In such formulations, we define the
minimum motion time considering all possible choices of control u(t) and initial and final states, as long
as they belong to M0 and M1, respectively. In particular, an important problem is the fastest attainment
of a given purity level of the final state P (ρ(T )) from a given purity level of the initial state P (ρ(0)).

Remark 1. Since the system (3) is affine with respect to the control u(t), it is natural to assume that
u ∈ L1. However, such a choice of the control class is not suitable for this problem. Since the set of
controls is unbounded, i.e., u ∈ R, the time minimization problem T → min may not have (and most
likely will not have) an optimal solution in the class u ∈ L1 as the following example shows:

T → min

ρ(0) =
1

2

(

I+
1

2
σy

)

, ρ(T ) =
1

2

(

I+
1

2
σz

)

.

In fact, by rotating using the Hamiltonian 1
2
κu(t)σx with an arbitrary large control u(t), it is possible

to connect these two states in an infinitely small time, but T = 0 cannot be achieved with u ∈ L1.
Nevertheless, we will show that an optimal control can always be found in the class of impulse

controls. For this reason, considering the control in the problem (3) as impulsive is much more reasonable.
Further details on this question are discussed in Section 3.

Let us rewrite system (3) in terms of Pauli matrices. Density matrix of the qubit can be written in
coordinate form as

ρ =
1

2
(I+ rxσx + ryσy + rzσz) ,

where r = (rx, ry, rz) ∈ R3. The vector r belongs to the Bloch ball, |r| ≤ 1, since 1− |r|2 = 4det ρ ≥ 0.
Moreover, 1 + |r|2 = 2 tr ρ2. Thus, µ = |r| is naturally correlated with the purity level of the state r.
Standard notion of purity is P (ρ) = tr ρ2 = (1 + |r|2)/2 and P (ρ) ∈ [1

2
; 1] (since the dimension is 2). So

|r| =
√

2 tr ρ2 − 1 and states with a given level of purity P (ρ) 6= 1
2
form a sphere in the Bloch ball of

radius
√

2P (ρ)− 1. Pure states satisfy |r| = 1 and belong to the Bloch sphere. Mixed states satisfy
|r| < 1 and lie strictly inside the Bloch sphere.

In these coordinates, the control system (3) takes the following form:

ṙ = ωf0(r) + κf1(r)u, (4)

where (see [20] for details)

f0(r) =





0 −1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0



 r−
γ

ω





1
2

0 0
0 1

2
0

0 0 1



 r+
γ

ω





0
0
1



 ;

f1(r) =





0 0 0
0 0 −1
0 1 0



 r.

In the absence of external coherent control (u ≡ 0), the system state exponentially quickly approaches
the north pole r = (0, 0, 1) as t → ∞.
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3 Auxiliary 2D control problem in cylindrical coordinates

Since the control u ∈ R allows for rotation of the system around the Ox axis with arbitrarily large, a
priori unbounded, angular velocity, it is natural to switch to cylindrical coordinates (rx, R, θ) with the
axis aligned along the Ox axis. Set

ry = R cos θ; rz = R sin θ.

Then the control system (4) takes the following form















(

ṙx

Ṙ

)

=

(

−1
2
γ −ω cos θ

ω cos θ −1
2
γ(1 + sin2 θ)

)(

rx

R

)

+

(

0

γ sin θ

)

θ̇ = κu− ω
(

1
4
γ
ω
sin 2θ + 1

R

(

rx sin θ −
γ
ω
cos θ

))

(5)

Remark 2. In the (rx, R, θ) coordinates, it is easy to see why there might not exist an optimal control
in the class L1. For instance, let us consider the case where the initial and final states satisfy r0x = r1x,
R0 = R1, but θ0 6= θ1. In this scenario, inf T = 0 (excluding some degenerate cases), but this infimum
is not achieved by any control u ∈ L1. However, a control with a single impulse at time zero precisely
achieves T = 0.

Extending the class of controls u(t) automatically extends the class of functions for θ(t). The
following change of variables for the control helps to choose a suitable class of functions for θ(t):

v =
κ

ω
u−

1

4

γ

ω
sin 2θ −

1

R

(

rx sin θ −
γ

ω
cos θ

)

;

u =
ω

κ

(

v +
1

4

γ

ω
sin 2θ +

1

R

(

rx sin θ −
γ

ω
cos θ

)

)

.
(6)

Remark 3. It should be noted that this substitution is non-degenerate only when R(t) 6= 0. Therefore,
zeros of the function R(t) require additional investigation.

After the substitution (6), the last equation in the control system (5) takes the form:

θ̇ = ω v. (7)

Thus, by choosing a suitable control function v(t) ∈ L1, the last coordinate θ(t) can be made
arbitrarily close in the L1 metric to any given measurable function from L1 (since the Sobolev space
W 1

1 is dense in L1). Therefore, it is natural to consider θ(t) as an arbitrary measurable function,
θ(·) ∈ L1([0;T ] → R/2π). Indeed, the first two equations of system (5) are linear with respect to
(rx, R), so for any measurable function θ(t) and any initial data (rx(0), R(0)), these equations have a
unique solution.

Hence, the natural class for the functions θ(t) is the class of measurable functions L1. At first
glance, the seemingly strange assumption of the discontinuity of the phase coordinate θ(t) is actually
well justified, as we will show that the optimal function θ(t) chosen from all measurable functions in L1

must be continuous on the entire sengment [0;T ] and analytic on the half-open segment (0;T ]. So, from
the perspective of the original problem, we are seeking the optimal control in a vast class of generalized
functions u(·) ∈ H−1. However, it turns out that the optimal control u(t) in this class contains only two
impulses at the initial and final time moments t = 0, T , while on the interval (0;T ) it is analytic (see
Theorem 1).
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Therefore, instead of the time minimization problem for the original system (3), it is natural to
consider the following key auxiliary problem, in which there is no control u (or equivalently, v), but
instead the variable θ serves as the new control:

T → min

(rx(0), R(0)) ∈ M0; (rx(T ), R(T )) ∈ M1;

1

ω

(

ṙx
Ṙ

)

=

(

−1
2
γ
ω

− cos θ;
cos θ −1

2
γ
ω
(1 + sin2 θ)

)(

rx
R

)

+

(

0
γ
ω
sin θ.

)

(8)

Here, function θ(t) can be chosen arbitrarily and therefore acts as a control, while the sets M0 and
M1 are selected depending on the type of problem and can be single points (in which case we obtain a
point-to-point time minimization problem), but not necessarily.

Remark 4. The auxiliary system (8) has two significant advantages over the original system (3). Firstly,
the original system has 3D phase space R3 = {r = (rx, ry, rz)}, while the auxiliary system has 2D phase
space R2 = {(rx, R)}. Secondly, 1-dimentional control u in the original system forms a 1-demintional
set of admissible velocities at any point (namely, a straight line), while 1-dimentional control θ in the
auxiliary system forms boundary of a 2-dimentional set of admissible velocities. It is quite obvious
that controlling a state by a two-dimensional set of admissible velocities in a two-dimensional phase
space is much easier than controlling a state by a one-dimensional set of admissible velocities in a
three-dimensional phase space.

Remark 5. It is worth noting that the phase space of the auxiliary problem is a half-disk defined by
constraints r2x + R2 ≤ 1, R ≥ 0. This fact is highly inconvenient because both of these constraints are
in the phase variables. The constraint r2x + R2 ≤ 1 is automatically satisfied since d

dt
(r2x + R2) ≤ 0 for

all points on the circle r2x +R2 = 1, so it can be ignored. However, the constraint R ≥ 0 is particularly
inconvenient, since optimal control problems with phase constraints are generally much harder to analyze
comparing to problems without such constraints. To eliminate the constraint R ≥ 0, we can exploit the
discrete symmetry in the auxiliary problem (8):

R 7→ −R; θ 7→ θ + π.

Thus, we consider the phase space of the problem (8) as the unit ball r2x +R2 ≤ 1, since any trajectory
within the ball can be mapped to a trajectory within the semiball R ≥ 0 by applying the reflection
R 7→ −R, θ 7→ θ + π on those time intervals where R(t) < 0, that is,

R(t) 7→ |R(t)|; θ(t) 7→ θ(t) +
π

2
(1− sgn R(t))

Therefore, the control θ(t) may have discontinuities at the time moments when R(t) = 0. Discontinuities
of θ(t) produce impulses in the original control u(t), which is highly inconvenient and arise in some
quantum control problems (see e.g. [21]). However, a nontrivial result is that the optimal trajectory in
the open qubit controlling problem (5) has no such time moments on (0;T ) (see Corollary 1).

The main convenience of the auxiliary problem (8) lies in its two-dimensionality, and the set of
controls being essentially compact because the right-hand side of the system (8) is periodic with respect
to θ, meaning that θ ∈ R/2πZ. Moreover, we will show that when the angle θ traverses the interval
[0; 2π], the right-hand side of the system (8) (with fixed rx and R) moves along a closed curve that
forms the boundary of a convex compact set. This property makes the problem (8) very convenient for
investigation using geometric control theory methods.
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4 Obtaining a desired level of purity

In addition to the point-to-point time minimization problem, an important problem is to obtain a desired
level of state purity in minimum time. Obtaining exact solutions to this problem is the first step of
the investigation of the original problem (1), (2). Moreover, the problem is of great significance in
quantum information and quantum computing since the state purity serves as a measure of accuracy
and reliability of quantum operations and algorithms.

The problem, in terms of the auxiliary 2D system (8), can be formulated as follows:

T → inf

r2x(0) +R2(0) = 2P0 − 1; r2x(T ) +R2(T ) = 2P1 − 1,
(9)

where P0 and P1 are computed from given levels of purity for the initial and final states, respectively.
Finding the exact solution to this problem provides a lower bound on the optimal time of evolution in
the original problem (1), (2). Indeed, the optimal time of evolution from any initial state ρ0 to any final
state ρ1 cannot be smaller than the optimal time of evolution in the problem (9) with the corresponding
purity levels P0 and P1.

Proposition 1. Put σ = sgn(P1 − P0) = ±1. If P1 < 1, then there exists an optimal solution to
problem (9) for system (8). On any optimal solution, R(t) does not change its sign. Without loss of
generality, we assume R(t) ≥ 0, and in this case,

rx(t) ≡ 0, R(t) = µ0e
−γt + σ(1− e−γt), θ(t) ≡ σ

π

2
, and T =

1

γ
ln

1− σµ0

1− σµ1
.

where
µ0,1 =

√

2P0,1 − 1.

If P1 = 1 and P0 < 1, then there is no optimal solution because there is no control that can bring the
system to the purity level of P1 = 1 in finite time.

The proof is provided in Appendix B.

5 Continuity and analyticity of the optimal control in the aux-

iliary problem (8)

Proposition 2. Let us assume that the terminal sets M0 and M1 within the disk r2x +R2 ≤ 1 are
closed, and at least one point in M1 is reachable from some point in M0 using the auxiliary control
system (8). Then there exists an optimal control θ̂(t) ∈ L1(0;T ) in the time minimization problem (8).
Moreover, any optimal control θ̂(t) ∈ L1(0;T ) is in fact a continuous function of time on the segment
[0;T ], θ̂(·) ∈ C[0;T ]. The corresponding optimal trajectory (r̂x(t), R̂(t)) lies in C1[0;T ], and all three
functions r̂x(t), R̂(t), and θ̂(t) are analytic on the half-segment (0;T ]. If additionally |R̂(0)| < 1,
then all three functions are analytic for all t ∈ [0;T ]. If at some moment τ we have R̂(τ) = 0, then
1
ω
|Ṙ(τ)| =

√

r2x(τ) +
γ2

ω2 6= 0, cos θ(τ) = ωrx(τ)/Ṙ(τ), and sin θ(τ) = γ/Ṙ(τ).

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
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6 Absence of Impulses

Next, we investigate the set of intersections of the optimal trajectory with the line R = 0. For this
purpose, let us denote

Z = {0 < τ < T : R(τ) = 0}.

The structure of the set Z is of great importance, e.g., since the control u(t) has impulses at t ∈ Z (see
Remarks 3 and 5). From Proposition 2, it follows, due to the analyticity of R(t), that the number of
elements in Z is finite, #Z < ∞. In fact, this result can be significantly improved.

Corollary 1. On any optimal trajectory in problem (8), it holds that #Z ≤ 1. Moreover, if #Z = 1
and Z = {τ}, then R(t) < 0 for t ∈ [0; τ) and R(t) > 0 for t ∈ (τ ;T ], or vice versa.

Thus, the optimal trajectory for 0 < t < T intersects the diameter R = 0 at most once. By using
the fact that R(0) ≥ 0 and R(T ) ≥ 0, it can be shown that such intersections do not occur at all (a
detailed explanation is provided in the proof of Theorem 1).

Proof of Corollary 1. The essence of the statement is that the second zero of the function R(t) will
always be a Maxwell point, after which the trajectory cannot be optimal due to analyticity. Below is a
detailed proof.

Let’s consider an arbitrary optimal trajectory (rx(t), R(t), θ(t)) in the problem (8). Now, let’s ex-
amine the reflected trajectory (rx(t),−R(t), θ(t) + π). The reflected trajectory satisfies the system of
differential equations in problem (8) because the symmetry R 7→ −R, θ 7→ θ + π preserves the system.

Sets M0 and M1 may not be symmetric with respect to the reflection R → −R, so the initial and
final points of the reflected trajectory may not lie in M0 and M1, respectively. However, the reflected
trajectory is useful in constructing a composite nonsmooth but optimal trajectory when the function
R(t) has multiple zeros.

Note that if #Z = 1, Z = {τ}, then on each of the intervals (0; τ) and (τ ;T ), the continuous function
R(t) has constant but different signs, since Ṙ(τ) 6= 0 according to Proposition 2. Therefore, we need to
prove that either #Z = 0 or #Z = 1, but R(0) 6= 0 and R(T ) 6= 0.

Let us proof the Corollary by contradiction. Suppose that #Z ≥ 2 or #Z = 1, but R(0) = 0 or
R(T ) = 0. Then there exist 0 ≤ τ0 < τ1 ≤ T such that R(τ0,1) = 0, and at least one of the following
conditions holds: τ0 > 0 or τ1 < T . Both of these cases are similar, so let’s assume that τ1 < T .

If in problem (8) there exist two distinct optimal trajectories that pass through the same point at
a particular time τ , then such a time is called a Maxwell point. In the analytic case, a Maxwell point
usually contradicts optimality. Indeed, consider a composite trajectory (rx(t), R̃(t), θ̃(t)), where

R̃(t) =

{

R(t), for t /∈ [τ0; τ1];

−R(t), for t ∈ [τ0; τ1];
θ̃(t) =

{

θ(t), for t /∈ [τ0; τ1];

θ(t) + π, for t ∈ [τ0; τ1];

The function R̃(t) is Lipschitz continuous since R(τ0,1) = −R(τ0,1) = 0, and the control θ̃(t) is obviously
measurable. Therefore, the composite trajectory (rx(t), R̃(t), θ̃(t)) is admissible in problem (8). It is
clear that R(0) = R̃(0) and R(T ) = R̃(T ). Hence, the composite trajectory starts at a point in the set
M0 and ends at a point in the set M1. The time of motion along this trajectory coincides with the time
T of motion along the original optimal trajectory, so the composite trajectory is also optimal.

Since 0 < τ1 < T , we have ˙̃R(τ1 − 0) = −Ṙ(τ1) = − ˙̃R(τ1 + 0). However, Proposition 2 states that

function R̃(t) must be analytic due to optimality. Therefore, ˙̃R(τ1) = 0, which contradicts the last
statement in Proposition 2.
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7 Reconstruction of the Optimal Control from the Auxiliary

Problem

The optimal solutions to the auxiliary problem (8) completely determine the optimal solutions to the
original problem. This is quite usefull since the investigating problem (8) is much simpler.

Theorem 1. The minimum time of motion from the state r0 = (r0x, r
0
y, r

0
z) to the state r1 = (r1x, r

1
y, r

1
z)

for the quantum control system (3) using impulse control u(t) coincides with the minimum time of motion
from the state (r0x, R

0) to the state (r1x, R
1) in the auxiliary problem (8), where Rj = ((rjy)

2 + (rjz)
2)1/2

for j = 0, 1. Furthermore, the optimal control û(t) in the problem (3) exists and can be recovered from
the optimal control θ̂(t) in the auxiliary problem (8) using the following formula:

û(t) =
1

κ

[

˙̂
θ(t) + ω

(

1

4

γ

ω
sin 2θ̂(t) +

1

R̂(t)

(

r̂x(t) sin θ̂(t)−
γ

ω
cos θ̂(t)

)

)

+

+ (θ̂(0)− θ0)δ0(t) + (θ1 − θ̂(T ))δT (t)

]

, (10)

where δτ (·) is the Dirac delta function at the time τ , θ0 = θ(0) and θ1 = θ(T ) are the initial and final
states of the angle θ in the original problem.

Thus, the optimal control u(t) is a sum of two impulses (Dirac delta functions) at the initial and
final time moments and some function that is analytic on the half-open interval (0, T ]. At t = 0, this
function may not be analytic, but in that case, it has an integrable singularity as t → +0. Moreover, if
r2y(0) + r2z(0) 6= 1, then this function is analytic over the entire interval [0, T ].

Proof of Theorem 1. It is easy to see that the minimum time of motion in the auxiliary problem (8) is
not greater than the time of motion in the original problem (3). Indeed, for any control u(t) ∈ L1, we
determine the sulution r(t) of the system (4). Using r(t) we can easily find R(t) =

√

ry(t)2 + rz(t)2,
but the angle θ(t), can not be determined in general. Indeed, we seek for a number θ(t), such that
ry(t) = R(t) cos θ(t) and rz(t) = R(t) sin θ(t). So if R(t) = 0, then θ(t) is not unique. Nonetheless, we
claim the R(t) = 0 on a set of zero measure. Indeed, if S = {t : R(t) = 0} has positive measure, then
ry(t) = rz(t) = 0 for t ∈ S and ṙy(t) = ṙz(t) = 0 for a.e. t ∈ S since a.e. point in S is a Lebesgue point.
Hence for a.e. t ∈ S we have 0 = ṙz(t) = γ/ω that contradicts γ 6= 0. So S has zero measure, and it
is closed as R(t) is a continuous function. Hence on an open dence set in [0;T ], function θ(t) is a nice
continuous and bounded function. Summarizing, θ(t) is bounded and maesurable, so θ(·) ∈ L∞(0;T ).
Therefore, we can use the obtained function θ(t) as a control in the auxiliary system (8), where we put
M0 = {(r0x, R

0)} and M1 = {(r1x, R
1)}. Consequently, the minimum time of motion in the auxiliary

problem cannot be greater than that in the original problem.
Now let’s try to solve the inverse problem and recover the control u(t) in the original problem

based on the control θ(t) in the auxiliary problem. This problem cannot be solved within the class of
measurable controls u(t) because if θ(t) is some measurable function, then θ̇(t) is no longer a measurable
function but rather a generalized function from the excessively broad class H−1(0;T ).

The situation is saved by the fact that according to Proposition 2, in the auxiliary problem, the
optimal control θ̂(t) exists as long as the initial and final points can be connected by at least one
admissible curve. Therefore, it is sufficient to recover the control û(t) only from the optimal control θ̂(t)
in the auxiliary problem, which can be done since the optimal control θ̂(t) must be continuous on [0, T ]
and analytic on (0, T ] according to Proposition 2.
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So, let θ̂(t) be an optimal control in the auxiliary problem (8). To construct the control û(t) from
θ̂(t), we need to overcome two difficulties:

• In general, when transitioning to the auxiliary problem, the information about the initial and final
angles θ0 and θ1 is lost. Therefore, it is possible that the optimal control θ̂(t) (for the auxiliary
problem (8)) does not satisfy the equalities θ̂(0) = θ0 and θ̂(T ) = θ1. To address this issue,
we introduce impulses at the initial and final time moments, which transform θ0 7→ θ̂(0) and
θ̂(T ) 7→ θ1.

• Since R0 and R1 have the same sign (both numbers are non-negative), on the optimal trajectories
of the auxiliary problem (8), the variable R̂(t) cannot become zero for t ∈ (0;T ). Indeed, if R0 > 0

and R1 > 0, the number of zeros of the function R̂(t) must be even (since the derivative
˙̂
R does not

vanish at such points, according to Proposition 2), hence #Z = 0 by Corollary 1, and so R(t) > 0.
If either R0 = 0 or R1 = 0, again we have #Z = 0 according to Corollary 1, and again R̂(t) > 0.
If R0 = R1 = 0, then #Z = 0, but it may happen that R(t) < 0 for 0 < t < T in this case.
Nonetheless, the reflection R 7→ −R, θ → θ + π does not change formula (10). Therefore, even if
R0 = R1 = 0 and R̂(t) < 0 for t ∈ (0;T ), we can consider R̃(t) = −R̂(t) > 0 and θ̃(t) = θ̂(t) + π
instead of R̂(t) and θ̂(t). Thereby we assume that R̂(t) > 0 without loss of generality.

So, the control v̂(t) according to (7) is given by the following formula:

v̂(t) =
1

ω

(

˙̂
θ(t) + (θ̂(0)− θ0)δ0(t) + (θ1 − θ̂(T ))δT (t)

)

.

According to Proposition 2, function
˙̂
θ(t) is analytic on (0;T ]. Moreover, if R0 6= 1, then function θ̇(t)

is analytic on [0;T ], and if R0 = 1, then function
˙̂
θ(t) may not be analytic at t = 0, but it has an

integrable singularity at that point since function θ̂(t) is continuous at t = 0.
The original optimal control û(t) is determined by formula (6). The corresponding term contains a

factor involving R̂(t) in the denominator, thus its analyticity at the points τ = 0, T needs to be further
investigated if R(τ) = 0. Let us assume R(0) = 0 (the case R(T ) = 0 is similar). It is necessary to
investigate the behavior of the function

g(t) =
1

R̂

(

r̂x sin θ̂ −
γ

ω
cos θ̂

)

in a vicinity of t = 0. Since R̂(0) 6= ±1, the function R(t) is analytic according to Proposition 2. By

the same proposition, we have
˙̂
R(0) 6= 0, cos θ̂(0) = ωr̂x(0)/

˙̂
R(0), and sin θ̂(0) = γ/

˙̂
R(0). Therefore, the

function g(t) has a removable singularity at t = 0 and is analytic at t = 0 by the Riemann theorem.
Thus, the minimum time of motion in the original qubit control problem (3) is not less than the

minimum time of motion in the auxiliary problem (8), and therefore, they coincide.

8 Estimation of the minimum motion time in the state-to-

state problem

Theorem 2. Let’s denote by T the minimum time of motion for the two-point problem ρ(0) = ρ0,
ρ(T ) = ρ1 for the qubit control system (3), and by rj = (rjx, r

j
y, r

j
z), j = 0, 1 the coordinates of the initial
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and final states ρ0 and ρ1 in the Bloch sphere. If |r1| < 1, then

T ≥
1

γ
ln

1− σ|r0|

1− σ|r1|
,

where σ = sgn (|r1| − |r0|) = ±1. If additionall we have |r1| ≤ 1− π
2
γ
ω
, then

T ≤
π

ω
+

e

γ
+

1

γ
ln

1− σ|r0|

1− σ|r1|
,

However, if |r0| < 1 and |r1| = 1, then there is no optimal solution because there exists no control that
can drive the system to the purity level |r1| = 1 in finite time.

The proof of Theorem 2 provides explicit formulas for the control that achieves the upper bound
on T (see (11), (12), and (10)). This control contains four impulses.

Proof of Theorem 2. The estimates are based on the investigation of the minimal time of motion in the
auxiliary system (8) and Theorem 1.

The lower estimate for time T is related to the difficulty of changing the purity level of the state r in
system (4). Let us assume that some trajectory of the control system transforms the state r0 into the
state r1 in a certain time T . Then in the problem of reaching a given purity level P1 = (1+ |r1|2)/2 from
an arbitrary point at the purity level P0 = (1+ |r0|2)/2, the minimal time T̂ cannot be worse than T , i.e.,
T̂ ≤ T . Indeed, it is possible to achieve the desired purity level within the time T simply by following
the original trajectory. Therefore, in terms of the auxiliary system (8), we obtain the problem (9). The
claimed lower estimate for the time T immediately follows from Proposition 1.

The upper estimate is obtained as follows: it is sufficient to construct a trajectory that realizes the
given time of motion. Doing this for the original 3D control system (3) by 1D control can be quite
difficult. However, according to Theorem 1, it is enough to provide such a trajectory for the auxiliary
2D control system (8), which has in fact 2D set of admissible velocities (see Remark 4).

The initial part of the motion is designed as follows: from the initial state (r0x, R
0) within a time

interval

τ0 =
1

ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

arctan
r0x
R0

∣

∣

∣

∣

by using the control

θ =
π

2

(

1− sgn arctan
r0x
R0

)

we reach a state with rx(τ0) = 0. At that state we have

R(τ0) = R̃0 := |r0|e−
γ
2
τ0 .

The middle part is a motion along the line rx(t) ≡ 0, and this motion is described latter.
The final part of the motion is arranged similarly to the initial part: to complete the motion at the

point (r1x, R
1) at a certain time T̃ , it is necessary to move from the point with rx = 0 for a duration of

τ1 =
1

ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

arctan
r1x
R1

∣

∣

∣

∣

by using the control

θ =
π

2

(

1 + sgn arctan
r1x
R1

)
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Then, if at time moment T̃ − τ1 we have rx(T̃ − τ1) = 0 and

R(T̃ − τ1) = R̃1 := |r1|e
γ
2
τ1

then the motion at time T̃ will indeed end at the desired point (r1x, R
1). Note that the point (rx, R) =

(0, R̃1) is reachable from the state (rx, R) = (0, R̃0) since (according to the conditions of the theorem)
|r1| ≤ 1− π

2
γ
ω
, and therefore,

R̃1 ≤
(

1−
π

2

γ

ω

)

e
π
4

γ
ω ≤ e−

π
2

γ
ω e

π
4

γ
ω = e−

π
4

γ
ω ≤ 1.

Moreover, γ
ω
≤ 2

π
, since |r1| ≥ 0.

It remains to organize the movement in the intermediate time interval t ∈ [τ0; T̃ − τ1] from the point
(rx, R) = (0, R̃0) to the point (rx, R) = (0, R̃1). This movement takes the longest time, but it can be
easily organized optimally using Proposition 1. Specifically, it is necessary to use the control

θ = σ̃
π

2

during the time

τ 1

2

=
1

γ
ln

(

1− σ̃R̃0

1− σ̃R̃1

)

where σ̃ = sgn(R̃1 − R̃0).

Therefore, the final state (r1x, R
1) can be reached from the initial state (r0x, R

1
x) within a time interval

of
T̃ = τ0 + τ 1

2

+ τ1

by using the folling control

θ(t) =











π
2
(1− sgn arctan r0x

R0 ), for t ∈ (0; τ0)
π
2
sgn(R̃1 − R̃0), for t ∈ (τ0; τ0 + τ 1

2

)
π
2
(1 + sgn arctan r1x

R1 ), for t ∈ (τ0 + τ 1

2

, T̃ )

(11)

The control v is determined by the formula v = 1
ω
θ̇ and contains 4 impulses or fewer:

v =
1

ω

(

(θ(0)− θ0)δ0(t) +
π

2
(−1 + sgn(R̃1 − R̃0) + sgn arctan

r0x
R0

)δτ0(t)+

+
π

2
(1− sgn(R̃1 − R̃0) + sgn arctan

r1x
R1

)δT̃−τ1
(t) + (θ1 − θ(T̃ ))δ0(t)

)

. (12)

The control u is obtained using the formula (10) and, consequently, also has no more than 4 impulses.
Since the optimal travel time T does not exceed the proposed T̃ , T ≤ T̃ , we only need to estimate

τ0, τ 1

2

, and τ1. It is obvious that

τ0 + τ1 ≤
π

2

1

ω
+

π

2

1

ω
=

π

ω
.

It remains to find a convenient upper bound for the time τ 1

2

. The first step is as follows:

ln

(

1− σ̃R̃0

1− σ̃R̃1

)

− ln

(

1− σ|r0|

1− σ|r1|

)

= ln

(

1 +
|r0|(σ − σ̃e−

γ
2
τ0)

1− σ|r0|

)

+ ln

(

1 +
|r1|(σ̃e

γ
2
τ1 − σ)

1− σ̃|r1|e
γ
2
τ1

)

= a + b.

Let us consider all 4 possible cases of signs σ = ±1 and σ̃ = ±1.
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1. Let σ = σ̃ = 1. Then |r0| ≤ |r1| ≤ 1− π
2
γ
ω
≤ e−

π
2

γ
ω . Since γ

ω
≤ 2

π
, we obtain

a ≤ ln

(

1 +
1− e−

π
4

γ
ω

1− e−
π
2

γ
ω

)

= ln

(

1 +
1

1 + e−
π
4

γ
ω

)

≤ ln

(

1 +
1

1 + e−
1

2

)

≤
1

2

b ≤ ln

(

1 +
e

π
4

γ
ω − 1

1− (1− π
2
γ
ω
)e

π
4

γ
ω

)

≤ ln

(

1 +
e

π
4

γ
ω − 1

1− e−
π
4

γ
ω

)

= ln(1 + e
π
4

γ
ω ) ≤ ln(1 + e

1

2 ) ≤ 1

Thus, in this case, a+ b ≤ 3
2
.

2. Let σ = σ̃ = −1. Then a+ b ≤ 0 since a ≤ 0 and b ≤ 0.

3. Let σ = 1 and σ̃ = −1. Then |r1| ≥ |r0|, but R̃0 ≥ R̃1. The last inequality is equivalent to
the inequality e−

γ
2
τ0 |r0| ≥ e

γ
2
τ1 |r1|, which does not contradict to the inequality |r1| ≥ |r0| only if

τ0 = τ1 = 0. In this case, R̃0 = R̃1 = |r0| = |r1|, and a+ b = 0.

4. Let σ = −1 and σ̃ = 1. Then |r1| ≤ |r0|, but R̃0 ≤ R̃1. Hence

R̃0 ≤ R̃1 ≤ e
π
2

γ
ω R̃0.

moreover, |r1| ≤ 1− π
2
γ
ω
≤ e−

π
2

γ
ω implies R̃0 ≤ R̃1 ≤ e−

π
4

γ
ω . Therefore

ln

(

1− R̃0

1− R̃1

)

= ln

(

1 +
R̃1 − R̃0

1− R̃1

)

≤
R̃0(e

π
2

γ
ω − 1)

1− R̃1
≤

e
π
2

γ
ω − 1

e
π
4

γ
ω − 1

= 1 + e
π
4

γ
ω ≤ e,

as γ
ω
≤ 2

π
. Additionally, using |r0| ≥ |r1| we obtain

ln

(

1 + |r0|

1 + |r1|

)

≥ 0.

So, in this case, we have a+ b ≤ e.

Putting together all 4 cases, we obtain that a+ b ≤ max{3
2
, 0, 0, e} = e, which is what was required.

A Proof of Proposition 2

To prove the existence of an optimal solution to the auxiliary problem (8), we will use Filippov’s theorem
(see [22]). First, note that the right-hand side of the system satisfies the estimate |(ṙx, Ṙ)| ≤ c|(rx, R)|,
implying that all the vector fields involved in the problem are complete. The setsM0 andM1 are compact.
Furthermore, the right-hand side of the auxiliary system (8) for θ ∈ [0, 2π] forms the boundary of a
compact set U(rx, R). It is evident that the boundary ∂U(rx, R) is also a compact set and therefore
continuously (in the Hausdorff metric) depends on rx and R. Thus, only one condition of Filippov’s
theorem on the existence of an optimal control is not satisfied. Namely, the boundary of the set U(rx, R)
is not a convex set. However, we can relax system (8) and consider instead of the original control system
(ṙx, Ṙ) ∈ ∂U(rx, R) the convexified system (ṙx, Ṙ) ∈ conv ∂U(rx, R), for which all the conditions of
Filippov’s theorem are satisfied, and hence an optimal solution exists in the time minimization problem.

Let us demonstrate that the optimal control in the convexified problem is indeed admissible for the
original system (8) (and hence optimal in it as well). To do so, we will show that the set U(rx, R) is
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convex for any rx and R. Thus, for any fixed rx and R, the tangent vector (ξ, η) to the boundary of the
admissible velocity set in the right-hand side of system (8) at the point θ has the following form:

ξ =
1

ω

dṙx
dθ

= R sin θ; η =
1

ω

dṘ

dθ
=

γ

ω
cos θ (1− R sin θ)− rx sin θ.

Let us fix rx and R and show that the vector (ξ, η) rotates counterclockwise as θ increases if R > 0, and
clockwise if R < 0. Indeed,

ξ′θη − ξη′θ =
γ

ω
R(1− R sin3 θ). (13)

Therefore, if R > 0, we have ξ′θη− ξη′θ ≥ 0 (since |R| ≤ 1). Similarly, if R < 0. In the case where R = 0,
we have ξ′θη − ξη′θ ≡ 0, and the set U(rx, R) becomes a line segment (which is convex).

Thus, the original system (8) takes the form (ṙx, Ṙ) ∈ ∂U(rx, R), while the convexified system is
given by (ṙx, Ṙ) ∈ U(rx, R), since conv ∂U(rx, R) = convU(rx, R) = U(rx, R) due to the convexity and
compactness of U(rx, R). Let us demonstrate that the optimal control in the new problem with the
convexified velocity set always lies on the boundary of the set. To do so, we will apply the Pontryagin’s
maximum principle to the new problem1. The Pontryagin’s function takes the form:

H = pṙx + qṘ

where (p, q) are the conjugate variables to (rx, R), and (p, q) 6= (0, 0).
According to the maximum principle, the optimal control at a.e. moment of time maximizes the

Pontryagin function H.
H → max w.r.t. (ṙx, Ṙ) ∈ U(rx, R).

Therefore, the optimal velocity (ṙx, Ṙ) lies on the boundary ∂U(rx, R), which is determined by the
original control θ, as required.

Summarizing, we have proved existence of an optimal solution to problem (8).

Let us now investigate the continuity and analyticity of the optimal control. From the Pontryagin’s
maximum principle, it follows that the optimal control maximizes H = pṙx + qṘ. When R 6= 0, set
U(rx, R) is strictly convex, and when R = 0, it becomes a vertical line segment. Therefore, if R 6= 0, the
function H attains a unique global maximum (up to the period in θ), which is also the global maximum.
If R = 0 and covector (p, q) is not horizontal (i.e., q 6= 0), then the global maximum of H is also unique.
Hence, if R2+q2 6= 0, the function H has a unique point of maximum, which we denote as θM (rx, R, p, q).

Lemma 1. If R2 + q2 6= 0, then the function θM (rx, R, p, q) is continuous.

Proof. The continuity of the function follows immediately from the uniqueness of the point of global
maximum for a continuous function H on the compact set θ ∈ R/2πZ that continuously depend on
parameters (rx, R, p, q).

Lemma 2. If |R| < 1 and R2 + q2 6= 0, then the funvtion θM(rx, R, p, q) is analitic.

Proof. At the point of maximum, we have 0 = 1
ω
Hθ = pξ + qη. Since the solution θM (rx, R, p, q) is

continuous, to prove its analyticity, it is sufficient to verify that the conditions of the implicit function
theorem are satisfied, i.e., 0 6= 1

ω
Hθθ = pξθ + qηθ. If the implicit function theorem conditions are not

satisfied at the point of maximum, then we have the pair of equalities Hθ = Hθθ = 0. The covector (p, q)

1The possibility of applying the Pontryagin’s maximum principle is guaranteed here by the fact that the set U(rx, R)
can be parameterized by a two-dimensional control from the unit ball.
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cannot be zero according to the maximum principle, hence conditions Hθ = Hθθ = 0 imply ξθη−ξηθ = 0.
According to the lemma’s assumption, |R| < 1, so from equation (13), it follows that the conditions of
the implicit function theorem can only be violated if R = 0.

Let us show that if R = 0, but q 6= 0, then the conditions of the implicit function theorem are
satisfied. Indeed, if R = 0, Then 1

ω
Hθ = q( γ

ω
cos θ − rx sin θ) and

1
ω
Hθθ = −q( γ

ω
sin θ + rx cos θ). Hence,

1
ω
(Hθ cos θ −Hθθ sin θ) =

γ
ω
q 6= 0.

Thus, the analyticity of θM can be lost when |R| = 1, while continuity (and analyticity) can be lost
when R = q = 0. The following two lemmas demonstrate that on the optimal trajectory, the first case
can only occur at the initial time instant t = 0, and the second case can never occur.

Lemma 3. Let (rx(t), R(t)) be a trajectory of the control system with a certain control θ(t) (not neces-
sarily optimal). If at some time instant t0 we have r2x(t0) + R2(t0) < 1, then the same inequality holds
for all t ≥ t0.

Proof. Indeed,
1

ω

d

dt
(r2x +R2) =

γ

ω
(1− r2x − R2 − (1− R sin θ)2), (14)

Therefore, for any choice of θ(t), the rate of change of the squared distance from the point (rx(t), R(t))
to the circle of pure states r2x +R2 = 1 satisfies the following differential inequality

1

ω

d

dt
(1− r2x − R2) ≥ −

γ

ω
(1− r2x − R2),

that is, it cannot approach zero faster than an exponential function ce−γt. Therefore, if r2x(t0)+R2(t0) <
1, then r2x(t) +R2(t) < 1 for all t ≥ t0.

Therefore, if |R(t0)| = 1 holds on an optimal trajectory, then t0 = 0. Indeed, if |R(t0)| = 1 for
some t0 > 0, then, according to the lemma, we have r2x(t) + R2(t) = 1 for all t ∈ [0; t0]. Moreover,
formula (14) guarantees that θ = π

2
sgnR(t) and |R(t)| = 1 for almost all t ∈ [0; t0]. Since the function

R(t) is continuous, we obtain R(t) ≡ R(t0) = ±1 and rx(t) ≡ 0 for all t ∈ [0; t0]. Thus, if t0 > 0, the
trajectory remains stationary for some time and, therefore, it is not optimal (it does not minimize the
motion time).

Lemma 4. On any solution of the Pontryagin’s maximum principle, we have R2(t)+ q2(t) 6= 0 for all t.

Proof. Denote
T = {t : R(t) = q(t) = 0}.

We want to show that T = ∅.
First, we will show that the Lebesgue measure of set T is zero. We will prove this by contradiction:

suppose that the measure of T is positive. Then almost every point in T is a Lebesgue point and,
therefore, a limit point of T. Since the derivatives Ṙ(t) and q̇(t) exist for almost all t, we obtain
Ṙ(t) = q̇(t) = 0 for almost all t ∈ T. Thus, for almost all t ∈ T, we have

0 = Ṙ = rx cos θ −
1

2

γ

ω
R(1 + sin2 θ) +

γ

ω
sin θ = rx cos θ +

γ

ω
sin θ

0 = q̇ = p cos θ +
1

2

γ

ω
q(1 + sin2 θ) = p cos θ.
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The conjugate variables (p, q) cannot both be zero simultaneously. Since q(t) = 0 for t ∈ T, we have
p(t) 6= 0 for t ∈ T. Therefore, for almost all t ∈ T, we have 0 = cos θ = rx cos θ + γ

ω
sin θ, which is

impossible since γ
ω
6= 0. Thus, the measure of the set T is zero.

Now we will show (again by contradiction) that the set T is actually empty. If this is not the case,
then there exists an instant t0 such that R(t0) = q(t0) = 0. Since T has measure zero, there exists
an instant τ /∈ T in any given neighborhood of t0. Without loss of generality, we assume τ > t0 (the
case τ < t0 is similar). Let t1 = supT ∩ (−∞; τ). Since T is closed, we have t1 ∈ T and t1 < τ .
Moreover, (t1, τ ] ∩ T = ∅. Thus, we have found a moment in time t1 such that R(t1) = q(t1) = 0 and
R2(t) + q2(t) 6= 0 in the right neighborhood of t1. The PMP system is autonomous, so we can assume
that t1 = 0 without loss of generality.

Let us perform a blow-up of the point R = q = 0: in polar coordinates, R = λ cosϕ and q = λ sinϕ,
where λ > 0. We have

{

1
ω
λ̇ = (rx cosϕ+ p sinϕ) cos θ + γ

ω
cosϕ sin θ +O(λ)

1
ω
ϕ̇ = 1

λ

[

(p cosϕ− rx sinϕ) cos θ −
γ
ω
sinϕ sin θ +O(λ)

]

The function λ(t) is Lipschitz continuous. The function ϕ(t) is locally Lipschitz continuous in a right
neighborhood of t = 0, as in this neighborhood λ(t) > 0. Hence we are not assuming ϕ ∈ [0; 2π] to
preserve the continuity. Instead, we assume ϕ ∈ R which will be very convenient it what follows.

The Pontryagin function in the new coordinates takes the form

1

ω
H = −

1

2

γ

ω
prx + λ

[

(−p cosϕ+ rx sinϕ) cos θ +
γ

ω
sinϕ sin θ + α

]

→ max
θ

,

where the remainder term α is small together with its derivatives with respect to λ, i.e., α = O(λ) and
α′ = O(λ). The key term S(θ) = (−p cosϕ+ rx sinϕ) cos θ+

γ
ω
sinϕ sin θ has a unique local (and global)

maximum with respect to θ (denoted as θS), satisfying

(

cos θS
sin θS

)

=
1

S(θS)

(

−p cosϕ+ rx sinϕ
γ
ω
sinϕ

)

, where S(θS) =

√

(rx sinϕ− p cosϕ)2 +
γ2

ω2
sin2 ϕ.

Moreover, at the maximum point, it is obvious that S ′′

θθ(θS) = −S(θS) < 0. Therefore, by the implicit
function theorem, for small enough λ > 0, we have

θM = θS +O(λ).

Substituting the obtained expansion for θM into the formulas for λ̇ and ϕ̇, we obtain

{

1
ω
λ̇ = 1

S(θS)

[

−prx cos 2ϕ+ 1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 − p2) sin 2ϕ
]

+O(λ)

1
ω
ϕ̇ = − 1

λ
[S(θS) +O(λ)]

,

Let’s estimate the factors on the right-hand side. On one hand, the function S(θS) is continuous and
S(θS) > 0 if p 6= 0, which means that there exists a constant c such that c ≥ S(θS) ≥

1
c
> 0 for small

t. On the other hand, the function λ(t) is Lipschitz continuous, λ(t) ≥ 0, and λ(t) = 0. Therefore, we
have 0 ≤ λ(t) ≤ ct (we can appropriately increase constant c).

Function S(θS) is bounded, positive, and separated from zero in a neighborhood of t = 0. Therefore,
the inequalities 0 ≤ λ(t) ≤ ct imply ϕ̇ ≤ − 1

ct
(by increasing c). Hence, function ϕ(t) monotonically

decreases, and ϕ(t) → +∞ as t → +0, since 1
t
has non integrable singularity at 0.
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Since function ϕ(t) is monotonic, we can consider ϕ as an independent variable. Let’s calculate
dλ/dϕ:

dλ

dϕ
=

prx cos 2ϕ− 1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 − p2) sin 2ϕ

−prx sin 2ϕ− 1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 − p2) cos 2ϕ+ 1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 + p2)
λ+O(λ2),

or
dλ

dϕ
= −

A cos 2ϕ+B sin 2ϕ

A sin 2ϕ− B cos 2ϕ− C
λ+O(λ2),

where A = prx, B = −1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 − p2), and C = 1
2
(r2x +

γ2

ω2 + p2). As mentioned earlier, C2 > A2 + B2

as p|t=0 6= 0.
The key observation is that the derivative of the denominator of the fraction coincides with the

numerator up to the factor 1
2
and a term O(λ) of no importance:

d

dϕ
(A sin 2ϕ− B cos 2ϕ− C) = 2(A cos 2ϕ+B sin 2ϕ) + (A′

ϕ sin 2ϕ− B′

ϕ cos 2ϕ− C ′

ϕ)

Indeed, functions A(t), B(t), and C(t) are Lipschitz continuous. Hence A′

ϕ = Ȧ/ϕ̇ = O(λ), and similarly
B′

ϕ = O(λ) and C ′

ϕ = O(λ). The denominator A sin 2ϕ−B cos 2ϕ−C is separated from 0 as ϕ → +∞.
So

dλ

dϕ
= −λ

d

dϕ

[1

2
ln(−A sin 2ϕ+B cos 2ϕ+ C)

]

+O(λ2)

The expression under the logarithm is precisely S2(θS). Thus,

dλ

dϕ
= −λ

d

dϕ
lnS(θS) +O(λ2),

Denote ν = λS. Then 1
c
ν ≤ λ ≤ cν as ϕ → +∞ and

dν

dϕ
= S(θS)

dλ

dϕ
+ λ

dS(θS)

dϕ
= S · O(λ2) = O(ν2).

Since ϕ → +∞ and ν → +0 as t → +0, we only need a lower bound estimate: dν
dϕ

≥ −cν2, which

guarantees that function ν(ϕ) cannot converge to zero too quickly as ϕ → +∞. Indeed, from this
estimate, it follows that ν ≥ 1

c
1
ϕ
for large ϕ. Consequently, λ ≥ 1

c
1
ϕ
. Thus, ϕ̇ ≤ c

λ
≤ cϕ, and therefore,

the function ϕ(t) is bounded for small t, which contradicts the asymptotic behavior ϕ(t) → +∞ as
t → +0.

Thus, the optimal trajectory (rx(t), R(t), p(t), q(t)) lies within the domain of analyticity of the func-
tion θM (rx, R, p, q) for all t ∈ (0;T ]. The optimal trajectory is a solution of the system of ordinary
differential equations of the maximum principle and lies within the domain of analyticity of the right-
hand side for all t 6= 0. Therefore, according to the Cauchy-Kovalevskaya theorem, its solution is
analytic.

It remains to note that if R(τ) = 0 at some instant τ , then q(τ) 6= 0. Therefore, according to the
Pontryagin’s maximum principle, the control θ(τ) maximizes the following function

q
(

rx cos θ +
γ

ω
cos θ

)

→ max
θ

Therefore cos θ(τ) = sgn q(τ)rx/
√

r2x(τ) +
γ2

ω2 , sin θ(τ) = sgn q(τ) γ
ω
/
√

r2x(τ) +
γ2

ω2 , and hence Ṙ(τ) =

sgn q(τ)ω
√

r2x(τ) +
γ2

ω2
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B Proof of Proposition 1

Since |R| ≤ 1, it follows from formula (14) that the maximum growth rate of z =
√

r2x +R2 is achieved
when θ = π

2
sgnR, and the minimum is achieved when θ = −π

2
sgnR. Therefore,

−
γ

ω
(z2 + 2|R|+R2) ≤

1

ω

d

dt
z2 ≤ −

γ

ω
(z2 − 2|R|+R2)

Estimates |R| ≤ z ≤ 1 imply
−γ(z + 1) ≤ ż ≤ γ(1− z). (15)

The left and right equality is achieved with an appropriate choice of θ only if |R| = z, which implies
rx = 0. It should be noted that if θ = ±π

2
and rx = 0, then ṙx = 0. Thus, the optimal motions in the

problem with endpoint constraints |r(0)| = µ0, |r(T )| = µ1 are movements along the axis rx = 0, where
θ = ±π

2
, and the sign is chosen to satisfy the equality in the left or right estimate of equation (15).

Consequently, function R(t) is monotonic, |R(t)| = z(t), and R(t) does not change sign. Without loss
of generality, we assume that R(t) ≥ 0. Therefore,

θ =

{

π
2
, if µ0 < µ1;

−π
2
, if µ0 > µ1.

or θ = σ π
2
. Then ż = γ(σ − z) and |σ − z| = 1− σz = ce−γt. From the condition z(0) = µ0, we obtain

c = 1− σµ0, and from z(T ) = µ1, we find T = 1
γ
(ln(1− σµ0)− ln(1− σµ1)).
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