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A unitary evolution in time may be treated as a curve in the manifold of the special unitary
group. The length of such a curve can be related to the energetic cost of the associated computa-
tion, meaning a geodesic curve identifies an energetically optimal path. In this work, we employ
sub-Riemannian geometry on the manifold of the unitary group to obtain optimally designed Hamil-
tonians for generating single-qubit gates in an environment with the presence of dephasing noise as
well as a two-qubit gate under a time-constant crosstalk interaction. The resulting geodesic equa-
tion involves knowing the initial conditions of the parameters that cannot be obtained analytically.
We then introduce a random sampling method combined with a minimization function and a cost
function to find initial conditions that lead to optimal control fields. We also compare the optimized
control fields obtained from the solutions of the geodesic equation with those extracted from the
well-known Krotov method. Both approaches provide high fidelity values for the desired quantum
gate implementation, but the geodesic method has the advantage of minimizing the required energy
to execute the same task. These findings bring new insights for the design of more efficient fields in
the arsenal of optimal control theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the current stage of development of quantum com-
puters, commonly called the “Noisy Intermediate Scale
Quantum” (NISQ) era, one of the most significant chal-
lenges is the presence of noise, which hinders accurate
computation and scalability for practical use in large-
scale quantum systems [1]. Noise in quantum systems
arises from unavoidable interactions between the quan-
tum processor and its external environment, leading to
decoherence and errors in information processing. Ad-
dressing this challenge is critical for advancing quantum
computing toward its full potential, as error rates must
be minimized for any quantum advantage to be reliably
achieved in real-world applications.

Most methods for addressing this issue can be broadly
divided into two primary categories: quantum error cor-
rection (QEC) and quantum control (QC). QEC intro-
duces redundancies to detect and correct errors in quan-
tum information by encoding logical qubits into entan-
gled states of multiple physical qubits [2–4]. On the other
hand, quantum control focuses on actively suppressing
and mitigating the noise, using external fields and en-
gineered dynamics to stabilize the system’s evolution.
One of the most prevalent techniques in QC is Continu-
ous Dynamical Decoupling (CDD), which employs time-
continuous external fields to decouple the system from
its environment, effectively reducing the effects of noise.
This makes it an essential tool for quantum computing as
well as other domains, such as quantum metrology [5–7]
and quantum sensing [8–10], where maintaining coher-
ence is equally critical. As a result, ongoing research on
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improving CDD and quantum control techniques holds
substantial relevance for both fundamental quantum in-
formation science and practical applications.

Within quantum computing specifically, it is well
known that universal quantum computation can be
achieved not necessarily through a fixed set of quantum
gates but through using a single entangling gate com-
bined with arbitrary single-qubit rotations [11]. Such op-
erations require precise control over continuous external
fields, and high levels of precision and stability can be
directly affected by the energy scale of such fields, [12–
14] thus making energy minimization a relevant goal. In
addition to energy, it is also useful to seek to minimize
other resources such as computation time [15].

One convenient way to minimize computational re-
sources is differential geometry. Since the symmetry
group of unitary operations is continuous, we may treat
the computation as a curve continuously connecting the
identity to the desired unitary operator. When noise is
present, the same treatment can be done by consider-
ing a larger purified space and trajectories that result
in entangled states between the system and the environ-
ment. Finding the optimal control in this sense means
calculating the time-dependent Hamiltonian that coun-
ters the effects of noise in the trajectory and leads to a
point sufficiently close to the desired quantum operation
while minimizing some resources [16–18].

Dephasing is particularly critical among the various
types of noise in quantum systems because it destroys
coherence and directly affects quantum superpositions
and entanglement between qubits, which are fundamen-
tal to quantum computing. For this reason, we focus
specifically on combating this type of noise, applying
the theoretical framework introduced in [19] and present-
ing an alternative method to find minimal energy paths.
This approach leverages random sampling of initial con-
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ditions for the geodesic equation, significantly reducing
the computational time required for optimization. It is
also shown that achieving the global minimum for en-
ergy cost is always possible by analyzing the gate fidelity
throughout the evolution, thus offering a promising gain
in computational efficiency and resource minimization.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II briefly
presents the theoretical concepts of optimal control and
how to obtain the geodesic equation for the case of a sin-
gle qubit under dephasing noise and for the case of two
physical qubits submitted to a constant crosstalk interac-
tion. Section III explains the random sampling method
for solving the geodesic equation and discusses some of its
difficulties and limitations with a detailed example. Sec-
tion IV shows the results for the optimal control of three
single-qubit gates: Hadamard, T, and an arbitrary rota-
tion around some axis of the Bloch sphere. And also the
optimal control for the controlled-not (CNOT) two-qubit
gate. Then, we make a comparison with the well-known
Krotov method [20]. Finally, Sec. V summarizes and con-
cludes the work, highlighting possible advantages that a
random sampling method may present in future research
projects.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Here, we briefly lay out the core concepts involved in
the process of treating a unitary time evolution as a curve
in the special unitary group up to the point where we
have a geodesic equation for a single noisy qubit and for
a pair of qubits subjected to a crosstalk interaction. We
divide this section into four parts. In Sec. II A, we show
how one can obtain conditions for the optimal controlled
Hamiltonians for a system of n qubits using calculus of
variations. In Sec. II B, we show how the concept applies
to the case of a single qubit under the action of dephas-
ing noise using an effective interaction with an auxiliary
qubit. In Sec. II C, we explicitly show the geodesic equa-
tion for a single noisy qubit. In Sec. II D, we present the
same strategy for a pair of controllable qubits interacting
via a constant crosstalk operator.

A. Optimal Control

We consider a subgroup G of the symmetry group of
operations on n qubits, that is, the SU(2n) group. G
has an associated Lie algebra g with dimension D ≤
4n − 1, which is the tangent space to G [21]. Any time-
dependent Hamiltonian H(t) ∈ g acting on the system
of n qubits whose unitary evolutions are described by
operators U(t) ∈ G can be written as

H(t) =

D∑
j=1

hj(t)αj , (1)

where the αj form a basis for g and hj(t) are real and
continuous functions of time, and we are implicitly using
natural units with ℏ = 1. When g = su(2n), for exam-
ple, they can be identified with the 4n−1 possible tensor
products of the Pauli matrices and the 2×2 identity ma-
trix, excluding the identity tensor product. The control
Hamiltonian will be proportional only to a subset ∆ of
elements of g, with the complementary set ∆⊥ containing
the operators over which we do not have control. Con-
sidering dim(∆) = d < D, the control Hamiltonians can
be written as

Hc(t) =

d∑
j=1

hj(t)αj . (2)

We shall call ∆ a distribution [22]. As will become clearer
in the next steps, the fact that the control Hamiltonians
are not allowed to have components in all independent
directions of g is what characterizes this geometric idea
as sub-Riemannian instead of Riemannian.

We can now choose a suitable metric g for ∆ in order
to define inner products between x, y ∈ ∆ as

⟨x, y⟩ ≡
d∑

j,k=1

gjkx
jyk. (3)

At this point, any assumptions about g are unnecessary;
it suffices only to consider its existence.

As it was mentioned, we aim to find the curves with
optimal energy, so we may define an energy cost func-
tional

E(H) ≡ 1

2

ˆ τ

0

dt ⟨Hc(t), Hc(t)⟩

=
1

2

ˆ τ

0

dt
∑
j,k

gjkh
j(t)hk(t), (4)

where τ is a defined and fixed time interval necessary for
the quantum operation to be executed. Normally a func-
tional for the length of the curve would require integra-
tion of the square root of the quantity ⟨Hc(t)|Hc(t)⟩ [23]
however, it is straightforward that any curve that min-
imizes such functional automatically minimizes the one
presented in Eq. (4), therefore there is no problem in
using it since the absence of the square root simplifies
calculations.

The total Hamiltonian is constrained to the unitary
operator through the Schrödinger equation

i
dU

dt
= H(t)U(t), (5)

so that a minimization of the functional in Eq. (4) is not
enough since it does not depend explicitly on the path
U(t) or the components of the total Hamiltonian that
belong in ∆⊥. We must then use a set of D Lagrange
multipliers at each instant of time, which we will denote
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λj(t), for each independent component

tr

[
αj

(
i
dU

dt
U†(t)−H(t)

)]
, (6)

where tr is to be understood as the trace normalized to
tr(I) = 1, I being the 2n × 2n identity matrix. We can
then condense all time instantaneous Lagrange multipli-
ers in the co-state Λ(t) ≡

∑
j λ

j(t)αj , and define a new
functional J (H,U,Λ) as

J ≡ E(H) +

ˆ τ

0

dt tr

[
Λ(t)

(
i
dU

dt
U†(t)−H(t)

)]
. (7)

With the presence of the co-state Λ(t), we can effectively
treat H(t) and U(t) as independent quantities, and any
U(t) that minimizes this functional is an energetically
optimal path. This optimization problem satisfies the
conditions for applying Pontryagin’s Maximum Princi-
ple [24, 25], which states that if a physical system can be
described by variables u(t) and control parameters h(t)
such that u̇(t) = f(u(t), h(t)) for t ∈ [0, τ ] where τ , u(0)
and u(τ) are all fixed, then, given some cost functional,
J(u(t), h(t)), there is an optimal trajectory and optimal
control that maximizes or minimizes such functional. In
the present problem, the control h(t) is given by the con-
tinuous functions hj(t) of the control Hamiltonian, u(t) is
the unitary evolution operator, and finally u(0) = I and
u(τ) = Uτ , where Uτ denotes the quantum operation one
desires to execute.

By applying calculus of variations on the functional
J (H,U,Λ), considering respectively variations δH ̸= 0
and δU ̸= 0, we can obtain the conditions

P∆[Λ(t)] = Hc(t), (8)

and

i
dΛ

dt
= [H(t),Λ(t)], (9)

where P∆ denotes the projection operation onto the dis-
tribution ∆. The Schrödinger equation condition is triv-
ially recovered by considering δΛ ̸= 0. In Eq. (8) it is
implicit the choice of gjk = δjk, where δjk is the Kro-
necker delta. If this is not the case, the right-hand side
is written as

∑
j,k gjkαj tr(Hc(t)αk). Choosing gjk ̸= δjk

means considering that certain operations are more en-
ergetically costly than others. As an example in [26] it
is considered that, for a single qubit, it is more costly to
perform rotations around the z-axis than the other axis.
Then it is chosen gxx = gyy = 1 and gzz > 1.

Equations (5), (8), and (9) give the conditions to find
the geodesics on the manifold of the group G. We now
explicitly show the construction of the group G and its
associated algebra g for the case of a single qubit subject
to decoherence due to dephasing noise and for the case
of a pair of controllable qubits with crosstalk interaction.

B. Single noisy qubit - purification and effective
interaction

We start by considering a noise model based on
the Caldeira-Leggett theory of quantum Brownian mo-
tion [27]. In this model, we consider that the qubit in-
teracts with a boson field in the thermal state given by

ρE(0) = exp(−βHE)/Z, (10)

where β = 1/(kBT ), with kB denoting the Boltzmann
constant and T the field temperature, and Z is the par-
tition function. The Hamiltonian HE describing the en-
vironment is given by

HE =
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk, (11)

where bk and b†k are the annihilation and creation opera-
tors for the k-th mode with angular frequency ωk.

A Hamiltonian that describes an interaction causing
decoherence can be written as [28, 29]

Hint = σz ⊗
∑
k

(
ηkbk + η∗kb

†
k

)
, (12)

where ηk are the coupling strengths for each mode. The
total Hamiltonian can then be written as

H(t) = Hc(t) +HE +Hint. (13)

It is convenient to use such Hamiltonian written in the
interaction picture, which can be achieved by consid-
ering the unitary transformations given by UE(t) ≡
exp(−iHEt) and Uc(t), which is the solution to

i
dUc

dt
= Hc(t)Uc(t). (14)

The result is the Hamiltonian

HI(t) = S(t)⊗
(
B(t) +B†(t)

)
, (15)

where S(t) ≡ U†
c (t)σzUc(t) and B(t) ≡

∑
k ηkbke

−iωkt.
The index I will indicate that the quantity is written
in the interaction picture. The time-local, second-order
master equation that describes the evolution of the re-
duced density operator of the single noisy qubit is [30, 31]

dρIS
dt

= −
ˆ t

0

dt′ tre{[HI(t), [HI(t
′), ρIS(t)ρE(0)]]},

(16)

where tre denotes partial trace over the environment. We
take the continuum limit for the bath modes and consider
that the coupling constants follow an Ohmic distribution,
given by [32]

J(ω) = ηω exp(−ω/ωc), (17)
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where η is a numerical constant representing the noise
strength and ωc is a cut-off frequency. It can be shown
that the solution is analytical in the absence of control,
that is, when Uc(t) ≡ I. Considering the initial state of
the qubit is ρS ≡

∑2
j,k=1 ρjk |j⟩⟨k|, the solution is

ρIS(t) =

(
ρ11 µ(t)ρ12

µ(t)ρ21 ρ22

)
, (18)

with

µ(t) ≡


∣∣∣Γ(1 + 1

βωc
+ it

β

)∣∣∣
(1 + ω2

c t
2)

1/4
∣∣∣Γ(1 + 1

βωc

)∣∣∣
8η

, (19)

where Γ is the Euler Gamma function [33].
It is possible to achieve the same result shown in

Eq. (18) by considering that the single qubit is coupled
with another identical qubit, which would serve as an
auxiliary system. This is the process commonly known
as quantum purification. To see that, we define the set
of Kraus operators given by

K0(t) ≡
√

1 + µ(t)

2
I, (20)

and

K1(t) ≡ i

√
1− µ(t)

2
σz, (21)

and construct a unitary operator UD with the form

UD(t) ≡ K0(t)⊗ I+K1(t)⊗ σz. (22)

The first entry acts on the system qubit, and the sec-
ond acts on the auxiliary one. If we consider that
the auxiliary qubit starts in a pure state of the form
|a⟩ =

(
|0⟩+ eiφ |1⟩

)
/
√
2, then we have that

tra

[
U†
D (ρS ⊗ |a⟩⟨a|)UD

]
=

(
ρ11 µ(t)ρ12

µ(t)ρ21 ρ22

)
, (23)

in accordance to Eq. (18), where tra denotes the partial
trace over the auxiliary qubit space. So it suffices to
know the Hamiltonian associated with the unitary oper-
ator given in Eq. (22), which is calculated as

HD(t) ≡ i
dUD

dt
U†
D(t), (24)

resulting in

HD(t) = − µ̇(t)

2
√
1− µ(t)2

σz ⊗ σz. (25)

Therefore, by using an effective interaction between two
qubits where one acts as an auxiliary system, we can
reproduce the same decoherence effect in the main sys-
tem caused by the interaction with a boson field in the

thermal state in the absence of control fields. When
Uc(t) ̸= I, the two interactions no longer coincide. How-
ever, as argued in [19], they yield approximate results
when the bath correlation time tc ∼ 2π/ωc is long com-
pared to the gate time τ .

With an interaction described by the effective model
of two qubits, we have a finite-dimensional system such
that the control theory briefly explained in Sec. II A can
be used, while if we had used the more usual interac-
tion involving the boson field, we would have an infinite-
dimensional system, rendering the calculations of a curve
in the group G impossible.

C. Single noisy qubit - geodesic Equation

We desire to be able to apply any single qubit rotations
on the system, meaning the distribution ∆ must be the
vector space

∆ = span {σx ⊗ I, σy ⊗ I, σz ⊗ I} , (26)

where “span” means the linear space spanned by the fol-
lowing set. The identity operator applied to the auxiliary
qubit identifies that it is inaccessible to the computation,
meaning the control must act only on the system qubit.
And from Eq. (25), we see that the algebra must contain
the element σz ⊗ σz for the decoherence to be present.
This element has a non-vanishing commutator with the
first two elements in ∆, meaning σx⊗σz and σy ⊗σz are
also present in the algebra, so the complementary space
is given by

∆⊥ = span {σx ⊗ σz, σy ⊗ σz, σz ⊗ σz} (27)

Thus the algebra is composed by g = ∆ ⊕ ∆⊥ and
dim(g) = 6. It is worth mentioning that for the remain-
der of this manuscript, the set of operators {σx, σy, σz}
might appear represented by {σ1, σ2, σ3} when conve-
nient.

Considering the total Hamiltonian to be given by

H(t) = HD(t) +Hc(t) (28)

and combining the three geodesic conditions given by
Eqs. (5), (8), and (9) we obtain the geodesic equation
for the curves U(t) to be given by

dU

dt
= −i

[
HD(t) +P∆

[
U†(t)Λ(0)U(t)

]]
U(t). (29)

Since we are interested in applying some gate Uτ on the
qubit, we are only interested in solutions that in t = τ
can be written as U(τ) = Uτ ⊗ I. When the unitary
operator cannot be put in this form, it corresponds to
an operation that entangles the system with the auxil-
iary qubit, meaning entanglement with the environment,
which implies a mixed state.

We always have U(0) = I, and HD(t) is known in the
entire interval [0, τ ] from Eq. (25). Therefore, the only
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unknown quantity in Eq. (29) is the initial co-state Λ(0).
There is no analytical method for finding Λ(0), and the
equation cannot be solved numerically in a time-reversed
fashion since the operator P∆, being a projector, is not
time-invertible.

There is a convenient way of viewing the problem of
solving the geodesic equation. The desired unitary at
time τ can be instantaneously written as

U(τ) = exp

−iτ

6∑
j=1

cjαj

, (30)

where the cj are real numbers and αj are the six elements
that form a basis for g, shown in Eqs. (26) and (27). The
basis is given by

α ≡{σx ⊗ I, σy ⊗ I, σz ⊗ I,
σx ⊗ σz, σy ⊗ σz, σz ⊗ σz} . (31)

Ideally, we want c4 = c5 = c6 = 0. As the control is im-
perfect, all solutions to the equation that result in high-
fidelity single-qubit gates will give cj ≈ 0 for j = 4, 5, 6.
And, for each set of six coefficients cj , we have a set of six
components for the initial co-state Λ(0). In this sense,
solving the geodesic equation can be seen as a mapping
R6 → R6. It is important to mention that cj ̸= hj(τ),
where hj(τ) are the control functions in Eq. (2) evaluated
at t = τ . These two quantities would coincide only if the
hj(t) were constants. Specifically, the relation between
these quantities is

exp

iτ 6∑
j=1

cjαj

 = T exp

iˆ τ

0

dt

6∑
j=1

hj(t)αj

, (32)

where T denotes time-ordering.
In [19], we present a computationally demanding

method called “q-jumping”. With this method, we con-
sider Λ(0) = Htriv −HD(0), where Htriv is the constant
Hamiltonian that would result in gate Uτ at instant t = τ
in the absence of noise, that is, if the evolution of the
system was perfectly unitary. The projector P∆ is also
changed to an operator that applies a penalization factor
q to the ∆⊥ components, effectively making the operator
invertible. This is then combined with an optimization
process that, from the initial guess for Λ(0) and an initial
value for the penalization q = q0, gradually increases q
and continually modify Λ(0) to minimize the infidelity,
defined as

I(U(τ), Uτ ) ≡ 1−
∣∣tr{U†(τ) · Uτ ⊗ I

}∣∣2. (33)

The entire process was demanding and took a long time
for each new single-qubit gate. By applying this process
to several randomly generated gates, a neural network
was trained to correlate the six coefficients cj with the
six initial components of the co-state Λ(0). As mentioned
previously, this work aims to present an alternative for
finding geodesics in a fashion that is less computationally
demanding than the one presented in [19], and we present
it in Sec. III.

D. Two interacting physical qubits

The same idea presented for the case of a single noisy
qubit can be applied to two interacting physical qubits.
The difference is that now the operators act on a differ-
ent distribution ∆, and the algebra g will have a higher
dimension.

For the present purposes, the crosstalk Hamiltonian is
considered to be [34]

Hct =
π

2τ
σy ⊗ σy. (34)

An interaction proportional to σx ⊗ σz or σz ⊗ σx would
also be reasonable [34]. The choice of the proportionality
constant, π/(2τ), was such that this interaction gives the
most distinct possible matrix from the identity at t = τ.
So instead of containing the drift Hamiltonian of Eq. (25)
the geodesic equation for this case will be given by

dU

dt
= −i

[
Hct +P∆

[
U†(t)Λ(0)U(t)

]]
U(t). (35)

But now, since we desire to apply single qubit rotations
on each qubit separately, the distribution has a dimension
equal to 6 and is given by

∆ = span {σx ⊗ I, σy ⊗ I, σz ⊗ I,
I⊗ σx, I⊗ σy, I⊗ σz} . (36)

From Eq. (34), we need the operator σy⊗σy belonging to
the complementary set. By explicit calculation of com-
mutators, one concludes that the complementary set has
the form

∆⊥ = span{σµ ⊗ σν | µ, ν ∈ {1, 2, 3}}. (37)

Joining both sets, we obtain the algebra g = ∆ ⊕ ∆⊥

spanned by a basis of 15 elements, meaning dim(g) = 15.
Therefore, as expected for the case of two interacting
physical qubits, the algebra is g = su(4).

III. MONTE CARLO APPROACH

Due to the impossibility of finding Λ(0) for a given
gate using analytical calculations, the method is based
on guessing a sufficiently large number of co-states Λ(0)
until we cover the entire space of possibilities and have
initial conditions that lead to points sufficiently close to
any desired unitary in G. The algorithm can be divided
into five main steps, which are the following:

1. Generate N random Λ(0) and solve the geodesic
equation for each one, registering the N arrays of
parameters cj of the resulting unitary for each case,
inverting Eq. (30);

2. Choose the unitary gate Uτ one wishes to execute
and determine the coefficients c̃j associated with
it, using Eq. (30) (notice that for the single noisy
qubit case c̃4 = c̃5 = c̃6 = 0);
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3. Use the criterion min ∥c− c̃∥ to search for the clos-
est set of cj ≡ cjcls to the set of c̃j ;

4. Use Λcls(0), that is, the co-state used to generate
the unitary associated to cjcls, as ansatz for the de-
sired quantum gate.

5. Feed the ansatz to a minimization function using
Eq. (33) as cost and find the optimal Λopt(0) for
the desired quantum gate.

In the first step, the norm for Λ(0) is an important fac-
tor. In the single noisy qubit case, if the norm is too
small, we will be in a regime close to the one given by
Λ(0) = {0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0}, meaning close to a null control
Hamiltonian. Without the control, the system evolves
exclusively with the drift Hamiltonian of Eq. (25), re-
sulting in a mixed state after tracing over the auxiliary
qubit. However, given that the unitary operator and the
Hamiltonian are related through an exponential map, if
the norm is too large, this could result in the magnitude
of the control Hamiltonian being too large, causing an
exit from the main branch of the logarithm during the
evolution of U(t). Intuitively, this can be thought of as
an “overshooting” where the evolution operator reaches a
point close to Uτ ⊗ I at a time t < τ once or more before
reaching the target at t = τ . It is analogous to going
through the equator line of a sphere multiple times when
the objective is only to move between two points. It is
still a geodesic; however, it will not correspond to the
minimal energy trajectory inside the time interval from
0 to τ .

A. A detailed example

To clarify the impact of the norm of the co-states, here
we give an explicit example using a randomly chosen
single-qubit unitary gate whose matrix representation is
given by

Uτ =

(
0.519159− i 0.100536 0.247726 + i 0.811787
−0.247726 + i 0.811787 0.519159 + i 0.100536

)
.

(38)

The first step of the algorithm consisted of generating
257600 different co-state arrays with norms ranging from
4 to 12, with 0.05 as step size. The number n of co-states
having norm ℓ followed the formula n(ℓ) = 200ℓ. This
means that there were 800 Λ(0) with norm 4, 810 with
norm 4.05, etc., until 2400 with norm 12. This choice of
size for the sample set was arbitrary and based only on
the fact that initial co-states with norm below 12 were
enough for generating single-qubit gates for all the tests
made initially. For step 2 we inverted the relation in
Eq. (30) and determined that

c̃ = {−0.973495,−0.297073, 0.120563, 0, 0, 0} . (39)

Figure 1. Gate fidelity as a function of time in units of gate
time τ using the two optimized initial co-states calculated and
shown in Eqs. (42) (continuous line) and (43) (dashed line).
The fact that in both cases the gate is closely reached before
t = τ shows that they do not correspond to a global minimum
of energy.

In the third step, we chose not to use just the best set of
coefficients cj , that satisfied the condition min ∥c− c̃∥,
but the best two sets. Labeling the two associated co-
states with A and B, in order of increasing ∥c− c̃∥, they
are respectively

Λ(0)(A) = {−6.75315, 0.0377497,−0.358632,

− 4.79658, 4.69146, 6.87827}, (40)

Λ(0)(B) = {5.80413,−0.29629, 0.842162,

3.93482,−5.63396,−4.27677}. (41)

Their respective norms are 11.75 and 10. Notice that
they are all close to 12, the maximum norm used. The
reason why we chose the two best candidates instead
of just the one that satisfied min ∥c− c̃∥ is precisely to
analyze how much the solution may vary by choosing
different initial guesses. Finally, we use these two dif-
ferent Λ(0) and the function in Eq. (33) as inputs for
FindMinimum in Mathematica. Using Λ(0)(A) yielded the
output

Λ(0)
(A)
opt = {−7.98205,−1.11417, 0.169623,

− 5.05037, 19.5992,−8.80057}, (42)

while using Λ(0)(B) yielded

Λ(0)
(B)
opt = {4.58233, 0.0156099, 0.289273,

2.97867,−16.7162, 7.98673}, (43)

and during all the steps of the algorithm, 32 digits of
precision were used. Both Λ(0)

(A)
opt and Λ(0)

(B)
opt result in

a unitary with zero infidelity up to the eleventh decimal
figure, compared to Uτ ⊗I, where Uτ is given by Eq. (38).
This explicitly shows that the mapping from the initial
co-states to the resulting gate is not unique. In this case,
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Λ(0)(A) and Λ(0)(B) yield results in different logarithmic
branches.

We can compare both solutions by analyzing two quan-
tities: the gate fidelity and the energetic cost during the
entire interval from t = 0 to t = τ . The gate fidelity as a
function of time can be calculated with

F(t) ≡
∣∣tr{U†(t) · Uτ ⊗ I

}∣∣2, (44)

and it is shown in Fig. 1. The fidelity approaches 1 be-
fore the gate time τ . This happens twice for Λ(0)

(A)
opt

and once for Λ(0)
(B)
opt. This indicates that the trajectory

deviates from the main branch of the logarithm in both
cases. Hence, although the two solutions correspond to
minimal energy paths, they are not global. The fact that
the fidelity approaches the unity before t = τ shows the
intuitive idea presented earlier, where the trajectory is
an “overshooting” that reaches a point close to Uτ ⊗ I
before the gate time. The numerical values used were
η = 0.35, ωc = 2π/10τ, and the temperature is such that
1/(βωc) = 1.

To avoid the solutions that correspond to local minima
of energy instead of global, the third step of the algorithm
can be modified such that instead of picking only the
best co-states based solely on the criterion of min ∥c− c̃∥,
one picks the best candidate for each value of increasing
norm, starting with minimal values for ∥Λ(0)∥. A smaller
set of Λ(0) was then generated with norms ranging from
0.25 to 2 in steps of 0.25. The number n of co-states
of norm ℓ now followed the formula n(ℓ) = 2000ℓ/0.25,
resulting in a set of 72000 different Λ(0). Using this up-
dated algorithm, it was possible to find an optimal so-
lution for the quantum gate shown in Eq. (38) parting
from an initial guess of

Λ(0) = {−0.182905,−0.100427, 0.0575862,

− 0.0115872, 0.0537916, 0.112321}, (45)

with a norm of 0.25. The optimal solution correspond-
ing to the global minimum, which we will denote Λ(0)g,
returned by Mathematica’s FindMininum was

Λ(0)g = {2.73839, 2.87388,−1.60211,

− 22.1932, 8.21078,−4.49642}. (46)

The gate fidelity as a function of time is shown in Fig. 2.
Notice that once the curve reaches its minimum, it grows
monotonically until unit fidelity at t = τ . This indi-
cates that the path in the unitary group corresponds to
the global minimum energetic cost. Furthermore, the so-
lution in Eq. (46) is equal to the one returned by the
algorithm described in Ref. [19] for the quantum gate of
Eq. (38).

Another comparison of the results is made by looking
at the energy cost associated with each trajectory. The
quantity ⟨Hc(t), Hc(t)⟩ /2 is shown in Fig. 3. By inte-
grating it, we obtain a quantity proportional to the total
energetic cost of computation, according to Eq. (4). As
mentioned in Sec. II, this functional does not directly

Figure 2. Gate fidelity as a function of time in units of gate
time τ using the optimized initial co-state shown in Eq. (46).
After the minimum, the fidelity is monotonically increasing
until reaching the unit at t = τ . This suggests that the solu-
tion corresponds to the global minimum of energy. Moreover,
this result coincides with the solution if we use the method
described in Ref. [19] for this specific quantum gate.

Figure 3. Energetic cost for the time evolution from t = 0
to t = τ using Eqs. (42), (43), and (46) as initial co-states.
The energy functional is in units of ℏ2/τ , and according to
Eq. (4), the quantity proportional to the total energy spent
is calculated as the area under the curves.

correspond to the energy cost, but a curve that mini-
mizes energy also minimizes this functional. Specifically,
the integral over time will have units of ℏ2/τ . As ex-
pected, the cost due to using Eqs. (42) and (43) is larger
than using Eq. (46). The energy functional values in
the interval [0, τ ] are, respectively, 27.0986, 14.5152, and
6.63466.

Although we referenced Eq. (30) when describing the
five main steps of the algorithm, the same idea applies
to the case of two physical qubits interacting. The only
difference is that the sum in Eq. (30) goes up to 15 instead
of 6, and, similarly, the co-states have 15 entries instead
of 6. For the case of two qubits under a constant crosstalk
interaction, the creation of the sampling set for Λ(0) had
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norms ranging from 0.5 to 4 in steps of 0.5. The number
of initial co-states with norm ℓ followed n(ℓ) = 1000ℓ/0.5,
resulting in a set of size 36000.

IV. RESULTS

Since the set of gates containing the Hadamard and T
gates, combined with some entangling gate, form a set
of universal gates, [35] we chose these two single-qubit
gates to test the method. An alternative set replaces
the Hadamard and T with general rotations in the Bloch
sphere [36], so in addition to the example laid out in
Sec. IIIA we also test the process using another arbitrary
rotation gate. The results for these single-qubit gates
under dephasing noise are shown in Sec. IVA. For the
case of two physical qubits that interact via a crosstalk
operator, we chose the CNOT gate, which is among the
most common options for generating entanglement. Its
optimal control is presented in Sec. IV B. In Sec. IV C,
we compare our results with those obtained by another
method known as the Krotov method [20].

A. Single-qubit gates under dephasing noise

We selected three single-qubit gates to test the opti-
mal control method. They are the Hadamard (H) and T
gates, given respectively by

H =
1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
, (47)

and

T =

(
1 0
0 eiπ/4

)
, (48)

as well as a randomly generated single-qubit rotation
given by

R =

(
−0.828641− i0.350885 −0.293− i0.323086

0.293− i0.323086 −0.828641 + i0.350885

)
.

(49)

The numerical solutions for the components of the con-
trol fields for each gate are presented in Fig. 4, in units
of ℏ/τ . Notice that the fields vary smoothly along the
interval from t = 0 to t = τ in all three cases. The gate
fidelity in all cases reaches 1 up to the eleventh decimal
digit. This high fidelity is possible because the result
is obtained through the effective interaction described in
Sec. II B, which only coincides exactly with the master
equation shown in Eq. (16) in the absence of external
control. When protective fields are present, the interac-
tion is just an approximation. Therefore, it is necessary
to check whether the obtained solutions for the fields can
reproduce the quantum gates when the system evolves
with the master equation.

Figure 4. Components of the control Hamiltonian for the
three quantum gates: H, T, and R, shown in Eqs. (47), (48),
and (49) respectively. The components x, y, z correspond di-
rectly to the indices 1, 2, 3. The y-axis is in units of ℏ/τ .

Using the control fields shown in Fig. 4 and the same
parameters presented in Sec. III A, that is η = 0.35 and
temperature such that 1/(βωc) = 1, the average gate fi-
delities in the interaction picture are shown in Fig. 5.
The average fidelity is calculated using the six eigen-
states of operators σx, σy, and σz as initial states for the
qubit [37]. It is possible to see that fidelities of around
0.99 can be achieved using the obtained control Hamil-
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Figure 5. Average gate fidelity as a function of time for the
gates H, T, and R, calculated using the numerically obtained
control fields in the master equation shown in Eq. (16) in
the interaction picture. The average fidelity at the gate time
t = τ are 0.987998, 0.991376, and 0.989268.

tonians. Specifically, the average fidelities at t = τ were
obtained to be 0.987998, 0.991376, and 0.989268 for the
gates H, T, and R. For reference, evolution with the mas-
ter equation without any control fields leads the superpo-
sition states to a mixed one with fidelity of around 0.758
at t = τ .

The fact that it is possible to calculate smooth fields
that generate these gates with fidelity around 0.99 un-
der a general simulated dephasing noise, combined with
the results shown for the other arbitrary rotation gate
from Eq. (38), suggests that any single-qubit unitary can
be achieved using the method presented in this work.
Combined with the ability to execute at least one type
of entangling two-qubit gate, this method contributes
to achieving universal quantum computation in practi-
cal applications.

B. A two-qubit gate under crosstalk interaction

For the case of two physical qubits interacting via
a time-constant operator proportional to σy ⊗ σy, the
CNOT gate was chosen, given by

CNOT =

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 . (50)

Similarly to what is shown in Fig. 4, we present the nu-
merically calculated optimal control fields, which should
be applied over the control and the target qubits for the
CNOT gate. They are shown in Fig. 6. The indices 1,
2, and 3 correspond directly to the components σx ⊗ I,
σy ⊗ I, and σz ⊗ I. The indices 4, 5, and 6 correspond to
the components I ⊗ σx, I ⊗ σy, and I ⊗ σz. This means
that the first qubit is considered the control qubit, and
the second is the target of the operation. This is, of

Figure 6. Components of the control Hamiltonian for the two
qubits involved in the CNOT operation. The indices j =
1, 2, 3 correspond directly to the components σj ⊗ I, those are
the operations for the first qubit, considered as the control
qubit, and indices j = 4, 5, 6 correspond to the components
I⊗ σj−3, which are for the second one, considered the target
qubit. The y-axis is in units of ℏ/τ .

course, just an arbitrary labeling since the roles of tar-
get and control can be trivially exchanged. The energetic
cost in units of ℏ2/τ was 6.84867, a value similar to those
obtained for single-qubit gates in a noisy environment.

Unitary fidelity was achieved up to the seventh deci-
mal digit. Such high fidelity is possible because there is
no environmental noise in this case, only the crosstalk in-
teraction. A natural next step would be to consider that
each physical qubit is coupled to an auxiliary qubit simu-
lating the effective interaction described in Sec. II B. The
problem is that the Lie algebra with the 15 dimensions of
the two-qubit space combined with operators σz ⊗σz for
each pair of system-auxiliary qubits results in a space of
dimension 60, while the distribution remains with dimen-
sion 6 since we would still be able only to apply single-
qubit fields on each physical qubit, given by Eq. (36)
(see Appendix A for more details). Optimization using
the method described in this work and in [19] for such a
high-dimensional space has, so far, been unsuccessful.
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C. Comparison with an alternative method

To probe the efficiency and applicability of the pre-
sented method, which we will refer to as the “geodesic
method,” we compare it with the Krotov method (KM)
to obtain the quantum control for the same quantum
gates under the same environmental conditions.

The KM has been widely utilized to control open quan-
tum systems [38–42]. The stochastic formulation of open
quantum systems with KM has revealed cooperative ef-
fects between driving and dissipation [39]. Furthermore,
studies in KM to analyze the non-local in time, non-
Markovian master equation have demonstrated the high-
fidelity implementation of a quantum gate in a qubit sys-
tem, where performance depends on the correlation be-
tween control and dissipation, as well as memory effects
associated with the environment [40]. The numerically
optimized KM controls [43] is an iterative monotonic ap-
proach to finding optimized controls that minimize a cer-
tain functional depending on the control functions and
the desired outcome. Here, we employ the same func-
tional adopted in Ref. [43], which is given by

JT = 1− 1

N

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

n=1

⟨ϕtgt
n |U(τ)|ϕn⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (51)

where |ϕn⟩ is the n-th initial state and |ϕtgt
n ⟩ corresponds

to the n-th target state. To obtain the control equations
of the KM through variational calculus, we must add the
following constraint,

J = JT +

d∑
j=1

ˆ T

0

(
hj(t)− hj

ref(t)
)2

λS(t)
dt. (52)

In the above equation, λ is a positive constant, hj
ref(t) is

the j-th reference control, and S(t) is an envelope pos-
itive function. Starting with a set of trial control func-
tions hj

1(t), we need to solve a set of coupled differential
equations to obtain the correction for the control func-
tions. First, we need to solve the backward evolution
(from the final time t = τ to the initial time t = 0) of the
corresponding co-states |χn(t)⟩ through the Schrödinger
equation

∂|χk
n(t)⟩
∂t

= −iHk|χk
n⟩, (53)

where the subscript index n is related to the set of initial
states that are being optimized, k indicates the k-th it-
eration of the KM, while Hk = HD(t) +

∑d
j=1 h

j
k(t)αj is

the Hamiltonian in the k-th iteration of the KM. Eq. (53)
is solved by imposing a condition on the co-state at the
final time, which is given by |χk

n(τ)⟩ = |ϕtgt
n ⟩.

Additionally, the initial states |ϕk+1
n (0)⟩ = |ϕn⟩ are

forward-evolved according to the equation,

∂|ϕk+1
n (t)⟩
∂t

= −iHk+1|ϕk+1
n (t)⟩, (54)

(a) H gate (b) T gate

(c) R gate

Figure 7. Components of the control Hamiltonian for the
three quantum single-qubit gates presented using the Krotov
method. The components x, y, z correspond directly to the
indices 1, 2, 3. The y-axis is in units of ℏ/τ .

and the control functions at the (k + 1)-th iteration are
updated according to

hj
k+1(t) = hj

k(t) + λS(t)∆hj
k(t), (55)

where the correction is

∆hj
k(t) = Im

[
N∑

n=1

⟨χk−1
n (t)|αj |ϕk

n(t)⟩

]
. (56)

Equations (53-56) are solved in a self-consistent way, con-
sidering an initial guess Hamiltonian H1 = HD(t) +∑d

j=1 h
j
1(t)αj . The value of the functional in Eq. (52)

monotonically decreases with an appropriate choice of λ.
We choose the initial states |ϕn⟩ as the logical states for
the desired unitary operation. For a two-qubit gate, we
have the basis of logical states |00⟩, |01⟩, |10⟩, and |11⟩.
This approach allows parallel optimization for each state
at the same time and is equivalent to unitary gate opti-
mization [43].

Figure 7 shows the calculated components for the
three single-qubit gates used previously, given by
Eqs. (47), (48), and (49) using the KM. When we com-
pare these results with the solutions shown in Fig. 4, it
is evident that they differ from those obtained with the
geodesic method. One notable difference is that compo-
nents proportional to σz depend on time, while in Fig. 4,
they are constant in time.

Verification that such results are equivalent control so-
lutions is presented in Fig. 8. In all cases, both methods
initiate at the identity, evidenced by the fact that both
curves depart from the same point, given by the initial fi-
delity value of |tr{Uτ ⊗ I}|2, where Uτ is one of the gates
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(a) H gate (b) T gate

(c) R gate

Figure 8. Gate fidelity as a function of time in units of
gate time τ for the three quantum single-qubit gates pre-
sented. Both methods enable reaching the desired quantum
gate at t = τ with unitary fidelity. However, only the geodesic
method yields solutions that monotonically approach the end-
ing point after the single local minimum of gate fidelity.

(a) H gate (b) T gate

(c) R gate

Figure 9. Energetic cost functional for the time evolution
from t = 0 to t = τ for the three quantum single-qubit gates
presented. The area under the solid (geodesic method) and
dashed (Krotov method) lines are indicated in the legends.
Such values correspond to the energy functional of Eq. (4)
integrated in the entire [0, τ ] interval, in units of ℏ2/τ .

H, T, or R. The fidelity is also 1 for these three single-
qubit gates, up to more than ten decimal digits, similar to
the geodesic method. As expected from the discussions
in Sec. III A, Fig. 8 shows that the control is not unique.
Another conclusion that can be drawn from these results
is that the control obtained as a geodesic curve in the

(a) Control qubit (b) Target qubit

(c) Gate fidelity (d) Energetic cost

Figure 10. Results and comparisons with the Krotov method
for the two-qubit CNOT gate. (a) and (b) show the Krotov
obtained versions of Fig. 6, where indices j = 1, 2, 3 corre-
spond to the components σj ⊗ I and j = 4, 5, 6 to components
I⊗ σj−3. (c) shows the gate fidelity as a function of time for
both solutions and (d) compares the energetic cost of both
methods based on the energy functional of Eq. (4), where the
solid line is the Geodesic solution while the dashed is Kro-
tov’s.

unitary group can generate gate-fidelities equivalent to
well-established and widely used methods such as KM.

The remaining step is to verify whether the geodesic
method has any advantage over KM. In Fig. 9, the en-
ergy costs of both methods are compared in the same
way as in Fig. 3. For all three single-qubit cases, the en-
ergy functional of Eq. (4) yields a smaller value for the
geodesic solution, which is also expected since the main
focus of the method is to minimize this resource. The
external field energy minimization is the advantage over
methods such as KM. Furthermore, this is done without
requiring too much computational power since, using a
desktop computer with an i7-8700 CPU, the total time
for the generation of co-state samples, which only needs
to be done once, takes around 2 minutes, and once ob-
tained, calculating the optimal control can take less than
a minute for some cases up to the order of 10 minutes for
others. For the CNOT gate, for example, it took around
3 minutes to obtain the fields shown in Fig. 6. The KM
took a similar time to optimize the control functions for
the same gates.

Lastly, the same conclusions can be drawn for the case
of two qubits under constant crosstalk interaction. The
results for the optimized control functions obtained from
the KM are shown in Fig. 10. Similarly to the single-
qubit case, Figs. 10a and 10b show that all components
are time-dependent, while in Fig. 6, we notice that both
the σy⊗I and I⊗σy components are constant. Moreover,
both methods can achieve CNOT with high fidelity, but
the geodesic method is also more efficient in minimizing
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the energy cost.

V. CONCLUSION

We presented a method for obtaining optimal time-
dependent fields for generating arbitrary single-qubit ro-
tations under dephasing noise and two-qubit entangling
gates under a time-constant crosstalk interaction. This
method requires a specific and detailed description of all
interactions involving the system. In the case of a single
noisy qubit, the usual interaction with a boson bath in a
thermal equilibrium state is approximately achieved us-
ing an effective interaction with an auxiliary qubit. For
the two-qubit case, it is considered that a time-constant
Hamiltonian proportional to σy⊗σy causes the two qubits
to become entangled. Then, by considering the time evo-
lution as a curve in the symmetry group of operations
over the complete system and using the theory of calcu-
lus of variations, it was shown that it is possible to cal-
culate a trajectory that optimizes the energy cost while
achieving the desired quantum gate with high fidelity.

For solving the geodesic equation, the random sam-
pling of co-states is an alternative to the “q-jumping”
method, which involves a computationally and time-
demanding step. Carefully analyzing gate-fidelity evo-
lution, we show that we can discard energy local minima
and guarantee the globally optimal path. This method
is still being investigated for improvements, as it strug-
gles to find optimal trajectories in the general case of
two interacting physical qubits influenced by an external
environment due to the high dimensionality of the space.

Comparisons with the well-established Krotov method
showed that the geodesic method presents the advantage
of finding the optimized control with the lowest energy
cost while achieving equivalently high values of gate fi-
delity. This fact demonstrates that the geodesic method
should be considered a new tool that can be explored to
further develop the area of optimal control theory.
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Appendix A: Space dimension for two noisy qubits

We get a four-qubit system by coupling an auxiliary
qubit to each physical qubit. Let us write operators in
this space as s1⊗ s2⊗a1⊗a2, where s denotes operators
acting on the physical system and a operators acting on
the auxiliary qubits, and the indices 1 and 2 indicate the
two pairs of system-auxiliary qubits. For convenience,
we will omit the tensor product symbols. Analogous to
Eq. (36) the distribution for this space will be

∆ = span {σxIII, σyIII, σzIII, IσxII, IσyII, IσzII} , (A1)

which has dimension dim(∆) = 6. From Eq. (25) we will
have now two drift Hamiltonians given by

HD,1(t) = − µ̇(t)

2
√

1− µ(t)2
σzIσzI, (A2)

and

HD,2(t) = − µ̇(t)

2
√

1− µ(t)2
IσzIσz. (A3)

Additionally, we need the operator that will drive entan-
glement between the two physical qubits from Eq. (34),
now given by

Hct =
π

2τ
σyσyII. (A4)

As it was already done in Sec. IID, explicit calculation
of commutators between the elements in ∆ and σyσyII
will result in the operators

∆⊥
1 = span {σµσνII | µ, ν ∈ {1, 2, 3}} , (A5)

which is 9-dimentional, meaning dim
(
∆⊕∆⊥

1

)
= 15.

Now explicit calculation of commutators between the el-
ements in ∆⊕∆⊥

1 and the operators σzIσzI and IσzIσz

will result in

∆⊥
2 = span {σµσνσzI | µ, ν ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, } \ {IIσzI},

(A6)

and

∆⊥
3 = span {σµσνIσz | µ, ν ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}} \ {IIIσz}

(A7)

respectively, where σ0 denotes the 2 × 2 identity ma-
trix, that is, σ0 ≡ I. Both spaces satisfy dim

(
∆⊥

2

)
=

dim
(
∆⊥

3

)
= 15. Still, more operators arise from commu-

tators between the elements of these two last sets:

∆⊥
4 = span {σµσνσzσz | µ, ν ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}} \ {IIσzσz},

(A8)

which also has dimension dim
(
∆⊥

4

)
= 15. The complete

algebra is then given by g = ∆⊕∆⊥
1 ⊕∆⊥

2 ⊕∆⊥
3 ⊕∆⊥

4 ,
resulting in dim(g) = 60.
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