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A remarkably simple result is found for the optimal protocol of drivings for a general two-level
Hamiltonian which transports a given initial state to a given final state in minimal time, under

additional conditions on the drivings.

If one of the three possible drivings is unconstrained in

strength the problem is analytically completely solvable. A surprise arises for a class of states when
one driving is bounded by a constant ¢ and the other drivings are constant. Then, for large ¢, the
optimal driving is of type bang-off-bang and for increasing ¢ one recovers the unconstrained result.
However, for smaller ¢ the optimal driving can suddenly switch to bang-bang type. It is also shown
that for general states one may have a multistep protocol. The present paper explicitly proves and
considerably extends the author’s results contained in Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 260501 (2013).

PACS numbers: 03.65.-w; 03.67.Ac; 02.30.Yy; 32.80.Qk

I. INTRODUCTION

An important and challenging problem in many areas
of physics is the fundamental task to drive a given initial
quantum state to a prescribed target state in an opti-
mal way by a ‘protocol’, i.e. through a certain control of
external fields and other parameters. These areas range
from quantum computation @], fast population transfer
in quantum optics ﬂj, E], Bose-Einstein condensates M],
nuclear magnetic resonance [3] to quite general atomic,
molecular and chemical physics ﬂa, B] In this context,
what is meant by ‘optimal’ depends on the particular
question and situation ﬂE], and quite often one aims for
a time-optimal protocol where the driving should reach
the target state in the shortest possible time E, , 12
]. The connection of this minimal time with the so-
called quantum speed limit time M, M] has been
discussed in Ref. Hﬁ] The adiabatic process, which is
usually too slow, can be modified by adding a so-called
counterdiabatic term to achieve adiabatic dynamics with
respect to the original Hamiltonian in a shorter time HE],
while ‘shortcuts to adiabaticity’ (STA) [, 27] does not
follow adiabatic states. For a comprehensive review of
these and other approaches see Ref. ﬂﬁ] An experi-
mentally important requirement for such protocols is fi-
delity. Small energy input as well as robustness may
also play a role. Other approaches consider unitary time-
development operators and aim to determine the optimal
dynamics that leads from an initial U(0) to a prescribed
final propagator Up in minimal time [29]. Ref. h] used a
variational approach and Ref. M] a geometric approach
to determine time optimal Hamiltonians under a trace
condition and a condition on the separation of eigenval-
ues, respectively.

Considerable attention has focused in particular on
two-level systems, or qubits, as the ‘simplest non-simple
quantum problem’ [32]. Ref. [33] studied the experi-
mental implementation of control protocols where two
states are coupled by a Landau-Zener type Hamiltonian
of the form H = I'(t)os + woy where o; are the Pauli

matrices and where in Ref. ﬂﬁ] I’ corresponds to quasi-
momentum. A numerical analysis was performed in Ref.
[9]. In Ref. [25] the optimal protocol was derived ana-
lytically and the minimal time to reach any given target
state from any initial state was explicitly derived. An-
other recent paper ﬂ@] considered an analogous Hamil-
tonian and experimentally and numerically studied the
time-optimal construction of single-qubit rotations under
a strong driving field of finite amplitude.

In this paper we generalize our results of Ref. [23]
and provide explicit proofs. The system considered here
is again a two-level system, but now governed by the
completely general (traceless) Hamiltonian

H = F(t)dg + w1 (t)Ul + wz(t)dz. (1)

The aim is to find optimal drivings such that the time-
development operator Ug (t,0) associated with H in Eq.
(@ evolves an initial state [1);,) at time ¢t = 0 to (a multi-
ple of) a final state |1)/) at time T" and to find the minimal
time T' = T, for the following scenarios.

Scenario (i): A single controllable driving field (‘con-
trol’) only, with the other drivings constant, in particular:
(ia) no constraint on the driving field — this is analytically
completely solvable — and (ib) the driving field bounded
by a constant. Scenario (ii): Two time-dependent driv-
ing fields. If both controls are unconstrained, i.e. can
be made arbitrarily large, the minimal time is zero ﬂﬁ]
Therefore we consider: (iia) one control without con-
straint and the other constrained, and (iib) both con-
strained. For case (ib) we show explicitly that there is a
transition from a bang - off - bang to a bang - bang pro-
tocol for a certain class of initial and final states, thus
proving a result announced in Ref. ] It is also shown
that in general one has a multistep protocol in this case.
The case of three time-dependent controllable drivings is
also investigated. If one of the controls is unconstrained
the problem is also analytically solvable.

In the following sections these scenarios are investi-
gated. In Section [V] the physical relevance of the results
is discussed, in particular with respect to finite switch-
ing time durations between different pulses. As in Ref.
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%] we use the Pontryagin maximum principle (PMP)
] to derive the form of the optimal drivings, valid for
both states and operators. Details are explained in Ap-
pendix [Al

II. MINIMAL DRIVING TIME FOR A SINGLE
CONTROL WITHOUT CONSTRAINT

In case of a single controllable driving it suffices to con-
sider T'(¢) as the control driving, with w; and wy fixed.
The other cases are obtained by permuting the o;’s, as
explained in more detail at the end of this section. More-
over, the case of two w;’s can be reduced to the case
wg = 0, as shown further below. Thus we consider in this
section the Hamiltonian

H =T(t)os + wo. (2)

The goal is to find an optimal driving I'(¢) such that
the corresponding time-development operator Upg(t,0)
evolves an initial state |¢i,) at time ¢ = 0 to (a mul-
tiple of) a final state |¢f) in minimal time T = Ty,
ie.

UH (Tmin7 O)|¢1n> =A |¢f> . (3)

If [¢in) and |t¢pf) are normalized to 1, A is a phase factor,
otherwise it also contains the ratio of the normalization
factors.

It is shown in Appendix [AT]that the optimal driving is
given by T'(t) = 0, except at the initial and final time [25).
When T'(t) = 0 the time-development operator becomes
Up (t,0) = exp{—iwoit} which in general does not satisfy
Eq. @). Therefore one needs initial and final ¢ -like pulses
of zero time duration, e.g. a l"i(f]) (t) and I‘Ee)(t), 0 <
with

lim [ T (t)dt = aing (4)

e—0 0

In the initial and final pulse, w drops out when, as re-
quired by Eq. ), [Tins| — oo. The complete time-
development operator for the optimal protocol from 0 to
T is then of the form

UH(T, 0) _ e—iozfog e—iwolT e—iainag' (5)

Since exp(imos) = —1 one can independently add multi-
ples of w to aj, and to as.

For a given initial and final state one now has to de-
termine all possible values of ai, ¢ and 1" such that Eq.
@) holds and then find the minimal 7" among them.

We first consider the special case

|thin) = cos %“|0>+z'sin%|1> (6)

2

or, equivalently, |i;,) = <ZC;§16;“/ /22>, with 0 < 6;, <,

and similarly for |¢¢). From Eq. (@) one has

6:/2 . |
(ZCSOEl eff//2> = eXp{_'LOCfOB} exp{—ZWTU1}

. cos B, /2
x exp{—icin0s} (z sin ein//2>

B e__i"‘+ coswT cos b, /2 + ei‘_)‘* sinwT sin 63, /2
 \uert coswT sin by, /2 — ie™ "= sinwT cos by, /2

(7)
where a4 = o4, + .

We first note that Eq. () can, for example, be satisfied
with i, = af = 0 and a (not necessarily minimal) T =
(0in — 0f)/2w. For i, > 6 this is positive, but it is
negative for 6;, < 0¢. Therefore, in the latter case we
note that also aiy, = —af = 7/2 and T = (0f — 6in) /2w
satisfy Eq. ().

We now claim that for the above special case the min-
imal time is given by Tin = |0f — 6in|/2w. To prove this
we note that in order for Eq. () to hold the ratios of
the two components on each side have to be equal. Solv-
ing the resulting equation for tan w7 one obtains by a
straightforward calculation

|tanwT|* =
tan? 0;,/2 + tan? 6; /2 — 2 cos 2y tan 6y, /2 tan? ¢ /2
1+ tan? 6, /2 tan? 0r /2 + 2 cos 2a_ tan 6y, /2 tan? 6;/2
(8)

If one could vary a4 and a_ independently (one can not
do this because Eq. () has to hold!) this would become
minimal for cos2a; = cos2a_ = 1 and the the right-
hand side of Eq. (8) would become |tan(f; — 6i,)/2|?.
But this actually coincides with the above example and
therefore the claim is proved.

The case of general |9)i,) and |¢¢) will now be reduced
to this special case. Any [¢) can be written in the form

- [
) =2 (858 0

with 0 < 0 <7, 0<¢ <27 and with an irrelevant phase
factor \. We note that

[ [
COS3 ) = eil=m/D/2g=i(¢=m/2oa/2 ( OS3 ) (10
e sin g 7 sin g

Hence Eq. ([B]) becomes

A(Fl%) = explitor - n/20,/2)
exp{—iaros} exp{—iwT o1} exp{—iqino3}
expl=ilem ~ 7/200a/2) ({ou )
(11)



Written in this form it becomes the previous case, and
hence the optimal solution for the general case is

Tmin - |9f - 9in|/2w (12)
and

Qin = 7/4 — /2, ar=—7/4+ ¢¢/2 for 6; > O¢
Oéin:—ﬁ/4—¢in/2, af:ﬂ'/4—|—¢f/2 for Oy, < O¢
(13)

We recall that a;, and af are unique only up to a multiple
of .

The result in Eq. ([[2) was announced in Ref. [25] in a
slightly different form. Writing [¢)i,) = i0|0) + 41]1) and
[ = fol0) + f1]1), Eq. [I2) can be expressed as

cos WTnin = | foio| + | f1i1] (14)
which is Eq. (22) of Ref. [25].

Extension to Density Matrices. The results are easily
carried over to density matrices. Since a unitary trans-
formation does not change the eigenvalues, p;, can only
be transformed into ps if both have the same eigenvalues,
A1 and Ao, say. The eigenvectors of any p with Ay # Ao
are orthogonal. The unitary time-development, U; say,
that moves |A\1)i, in the shortest time to |[A1)f, up to
a phase, also moves [A2)i, to |A2)f in shortest time, up
to a phase. Indeed, one has Uj|A2)in ~ |A2)¢, by or-
thogonality. And if the time were not the shortest, one
could choose a Us with shorter time. But this would
also move |\1)in to |A1)¢ in shorter time, a contradic-
tion. Thus the optimal time-development operator which
moves pi, to a pr with the same eigenvalues is the one
which moves an initial eigenvector to a final eigenvector
in minimal time, which by Eqs. (I2]) and (I3) is given by
Troin = 105 — 0)1/20 = |0 — 017/ 2.

Geometrical Considerations. The physical state repre-
sented by |[¢) of Eq. (@), i.e. |¥)(¢|, can be represented
by the point (6, ¢) on the unit sphere (‘Bloch sphere’)
where 0 < 6 < 7 is the polar angle and 0 < ¢ < 27
the azimuth angle. The operator e~*?i%/2 corresponds
to a rotation around the j axis by the angle ¢. For
0in > 0f, the optimal time-development operator, which
is determined by Eqs. (@), (I2) and ([I3), corresponds,
on the Bloch sphere, to a sequence of rotations, namely
first a rotation of the point (fi,, ¢in) around the z axis
to (Oin, @ = 7/2), then a rotation around the x axis to
(0¢, ¢ = m/2), and finally a rotation around the z axis to
the final point (6, ¢¢). If 6y, < 0%, the first rotation is
around the z axis to (6in, @ = —7/2). This is depicted in
Fig. [l The direct path from ‘in’ to ‘f’, although geomet-
rically the shortest, is here not the time-optimal path.

In particular, if the initial point lies in the yz plane,
e.g. given by (0in,7/2), and if 0;, > 6, there is just a
rotation around the x axis by an angle 6;, — 6s. This

FIG. 1: Optimal protocol visualized on the Bloch sphere
for unconstrained I': For #;, > 0 the initial point is
moved by a rotation around the z axis in zero time to
¢ = m/2 longitude, then rotated around the z axis to
the final latitude in time Ty,in = |0 — 0in|/2w and then
rotated around the z axis in zero time to the final
position. For 6;, < 6 the initial point is first rotated
around the z axis in zero time to ¢ = —m/2 longitude.

might seem obvious, but a formal proof — either in spin
space or on the Bloch sphere — requires some effort. This
is mirrored by the fact that for 6y, < 6¢ one first has to go
to ¢ = —m/2 before rotating around the z axis because
otherwise the (positive) rotation angle would be given by
2 — (ein — 9{)

Remark: The results carry over in an analogous way if
w1 or wa is the control. E.g., if wy (¢) is the control while
I is fixed and we = 0 then one can put o4 = 01, 0] = o3,
oh = =02, [0 = (|0) + [1))/1/(2), and 1) = (|0) —
11))/+/(2). The Hamiltonian can then be written as H =
waoly + Tol, [thin) = cosbl, /2|0’ + exp(i¢],)sin b, /2|1")
and similarly for |¢¢). Then everything carries over as
before, only with ‘dashes’; e.g. Eq. ([I2) becomes Tiin =
|0f — 0!,|/2T". For the visualization on the Bloch sphere
the north pole now lies on the x axis.

IIT. OPTIMAL FAST DRIVING UNDER
CONSTRAINT

We again consider the Hamiltonian of Eq. (2] with the
single control I'(¢). As is physically reasonable, it is now
assumed that ' can not become arbitrarily large, i.e.

ITt)| < c. (15)



In Appendix[A2it is shown that in this case the optimal
driving will consist of intermittent periods with I' = 4c¢
and I' = 0. It will be shown in the following that the
sequence, duration and number of these periods will de-
pend on the bound ¢ and on the states involved.

First we consider as initial and final state

o\ _ [costin/2 ~ (sin6;/2
[Yin) = (sin@in/2> ’ [¥r) = <cos 9{/2)
O = 7/2+a, O=n/2—a, «a>0. (16)

The states considered in Ref. [25] before Eq. (23) are in
a different notation and are given by interchanging |ti,)
and |¢¢) and changing sin to —sin in Eq. ([I0). When
¢ — oo one should recover the result of the last section for
the optimal time-development operator, and therefore we
investigate an ansatz where the initial and final ¢ pulse is
replaced by a time development with I' = ¢ and ' = —¢,
respectively, and as yet unknown duration. One therefore
arrives at

)\|1/Jf> _ efi(fcongwcrl)T,cefiwcrlToffefi(congwol)Tc|1/)in>
(17)

where T'=T_.+T,g + T, has to be minimized under the
conditions T4, > 0, Tog > 0. This relation implies, as
shown in Appendix Bl that T_. = 7T, and that T,g can
be expressed as a function of T, so that the total time T’
becomes a function of T,, T' = T'(T.). This latter function
has to be minimized. Here we summarize the results and
refer for the detailed derivation to Appendix [Bl

It turns out that for ¢ > w/ tana, where « is defined in
Eq. (@), the optimal protocol is of bang-off-bang type,
while for ¢ < w/tanc« it is bang-bang. Explicitly, one
has for ¢ > w/ tan «

Tinin(c) = 2T + Tog (18)
1 2+ w?
T, = —— i _— 19
Ve 4 w? aresin 2¢(c+ wtan o) (19)
1 t —
Tog = — arctan cana- e (20)
w V2 + 2cw tan o — w?

For ¢ — oo one recovers the expression of the uncon-
strained case in Eq. Furthermore, as ¢ — oo,
T. — 0 and (c® + w?)'/?T. — 7/4 so that the initial
and final periods approach a § pulse in o3 of strength
+7/4, as in the unconstrained case. For ¢ < w/tana
one has

2 tan a(c? + w?)
Tmin = 2{Z—‘c = T i = . .~
© Ve? 4 w? aresm 2w(c+ wtana)

(21)

Tog =0 . (22)

For the optimal protocol, exp{—i(cos+wo1)T.} trans-
forms the initial state |¢i,) of Eq. (I8 into a state of the

0.25—
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FIG. 2: wTinin, wlog and 2wT,., the double of the
corresponding bang duration w7, as a function of ¢/w
for tan o = 2. For ¢ — oo one sees that wTinin
approaches the unconstrained value «. For
¢/w < 1/tana = 0.5 there is no period with T'(¢) =0,
i.e Tog = 0, so that for these values of ¢ the protocol is
of bang-bang type.

form
cosf'/2
A (z sin 9,/2) for Tog # 0 (23)
cos /4 B
A <ei¢ iy 4> for Tog = 0 (24)

as shown by a straightforward calculation.

In Fig. 2 wTmin is plotted as a function of ¢/w for
tan o = 2, as well as the off duration T,g, the asymptote
« for the unconstrained case and 27T,, the double of the
corresponding individual bang duration.

Geometrical Considerations. On the Bloch sphere, the
optimal protocol for the initial and final state in Eq. (6
has a very simple description. These states correspond to
points on the Bloch sphere lying symmetrically with re-
spect to the equator (6§ = m/2), with longitude ¢ = 0 and
polar angle 6;, = 7/2+ « and 6f = 7/2 — «, respectively
(cf. Fig. B). The operator exp{—i(cos + wo1)T.} cor-
responds to a rotation by the angle 2v/c2 4+ w27, around
an axis with direction (w, 0, ¢)!/v/¢? + w? which we call
0. axis. On the Bloch sphere the 6. axis goes through
the point ¢ = 0, 6 = 0., with sinf. = w/v/c?> + w?. The
operator exp{—i(—cos + wo1)T.} corresponds to a rota-
tion by the angle 2v/¢2 + w?T,. around the #_. axis with
direction (w, 0, —c)!/v/c% + w? which goes through the



point ¢ = 0, § = m — 0.. The operator exp{—io1wTlog}
corresponds to a rotation by the angle 2wT,g around the
T axis.

As a consequence of Eqs. (I9) - ([24) the optimal pro-
tocol now proceeds as follows. The initial point is first
rotated around the 6. axis until it reaches the longitude
¢ = /2 or the equator, whichever is first. In the lat-
ter case, Tog = 0 and one then continues directly with
a rotation around the 6_. axis until, by symmetry, one
reaches the final point. In the former case, one continues
with a rotation around the z axis (along the longitude
¢ = m/2) until one reaches the circle around the 0_. axis
which goes through the final point and then continues
along this circle to the final point.

For given ¢, I' < ¢, initial points with 7/2 < 6;, <
0. + 7/2 (black line on longitude ¢ = 0 in Fig. ) give
rise to a bang-bang protocol (Tog = 0) while those with
Oin > 0. + 7/2 have Tog > 0. Note that for ¢ > w (i.e.
0. < w/4) the O_. axis goes through the black line while
for ¢ < w it does not (cf. Fig. Bla) and b) ).

It should be noticed that rotations around the x axis
and the 0. axis contribute in a different way to the total
time since v/ ¢? + w? > w and therefore a rotation by the
same angle means more time for the rotation around the
x axis than for the 6. axis. Therefore there is a compe-
tition between the rotations and the optimal protocol is
not a priori obvious.

For general initial and final states and I" < ¢ the sit-
uation becomes much more involved. A simple bang-
off-bang protocol will in general have to be replaced by
a multistep protocol. This is easily seen in the case of
small ¢ where the initial point is on longitude ¢ = 0 and
Oin is smaller than, but close, to 6., while the initial point
is close to the north pole as in Fig. [ A first rotation
around any of the three axes will move the initial point
further south, to a larger 6, and it is apparent, that two
further rotations will not be sufficient to move it to the
final point since the available circle radii are too small.
Hence one will need four or more rotations, and the op-
timization becomes much more complicated.

Extension to Density Matrices. As in the uncon-
strained case the results can be carried over to density
matrices pi, and ps. To be connected by a unitary op-
erator they must have the same eigenvalues \; and .
Then the time-optimal operator that moves [A1 )iy to [A1)¢
is also time-optimal for moving pin to pr.

IV. THE GENERAL HAMILTONIAN

If both I'(¢) and wy(¢) are unconstrained the minimal
time is zero ﬂﬁ] Therefore we first consider the case
I'(t) unconstrained, |w1(t)| < wimax and we = 0. In Ap-
pendix [A3] it is shown that then for w;(t) the optimal
choice is either wi (t) = Wimax OF w1 (t) = —Wimax. More-
over, there are no switches between +wpay, and since
the Hamiltonians with w; = Fwimax are unitarily equiv-
alent one can restrict oneself without loss of generality to

w1 (t) = Wimax- This is the case considered in Section [l
and one thus has

Tmin = |9f - 6in|/2w1maxa (25)

analogous to Eq. (I2).

We now consider the case where one control is un-
constrained and two controls are constrained. With-
out loss of generality we take T'(t) as unconstrained,
w1 ()] < Wimax and we < womax. In Appendix [A4] it
is shown that then the minimal driving time is obtained
by choosing w;(t) = twimax, ¢ = 1, 2, and there are no
switches between these values. Moreover, the optimal
time operator can be written in the form

UH(T, O) — e—iafase—iT\d)’max\ale—iaings (26)

— _ 2 P] o . . .
where |Gmax| = \V/Winax + Wimax- Lhe minimal time is

given by
Tmin = |9f - 9in|/2|wmax|7 (27)

again analogous to Eq. (I2)), and ai, as well as «as are
given by Eq. (I3).

When all three controls are constrained the result of
Appendix shows that the optimal controls are given
by I' =0, +Tax, wi =0, *+wimax where in each combi-
nation at most one control vanishes. Hence the optimal
time-development operator U(T’,0) is an intermittent se-
quence of operators of the form

e_i(ipmaxUS FWimax01EWamax0o2 )Tj e_i(iwlmaxa'l Fwamax UQ)Tj
) )

— (£l maxos® x02)T; —i(£T maxos* x01)T
7/( max T3 LTW2ma. (72) j, e 1( maxT3LTWima. Ul) ki (28)

e
with >~ 7 =T, T; > 0. For given initial and final state
the ensuing minimization of 7" will therefore in general
lead to a multistep protocol, just as in Section [II.

V. DISCUSSION

We have investigated a quantum time-optimization
problem for a two-level system. For different scenarios it
has been studied how to choose the three, possibly time-
dependent, parameters (‘controls’) in the general Hamil-
tonian in such a way that the unitary time-development
operator evolves a given initial state or density matrix to
a given final state or density matrix in the shortest time
possible. If two or more controls are unconstrained, i.e.
if they can be made as large as one wants, the problem
becomes trivial and the minimal time is zero ﬂﬁ]

In this paper, for a single unconstrained control, both
the optimal protocol and the associated time operator
as well as the minimal time have been explicitly deter-
mined. In case of a constrained control this has been car-
ried through for a special class of initial and final states.
It has also been shown that in the case of one uncon-
strained and two constrained controls the problem can
be explicitly reduced to that of a single unconstrained



control. A simple geometric interpretation on the Bloch
sphere of the optimal protocol has been presented. For
three constrained controls the general form of the op-
timal controls and of the unitary time-development has
been determined.

If one of the controls, e.g. I', can experimentally be
made much larger than the other drivings the situation
becomes particularly simple. If T . > w1, wo say, then,
to a good approximation, I' can be considered as uncon-
strained and the simple expressions from Sections [[Il and
[[V] apply in good approximation.

The results presented in this paper refer to an ideal-
ized situation, idealized insofar as instantaneous switch-
ing between different parameter values is experimentally
not realizable but can only be approximated. However,
the results provide a criterion for how close an experimen-
tally realized protocol is to the ideal one. Moreover, as
pointed out in Ref. ], if the time required for switching
between different control values is small then the devia-
tion from the ideal minimal time Ty, is also small.

Indeed, if there is an experimental switching time of
duration € > 0 to switch I' from ¢ to 0 and from 0 to
—c, with we, ce < 1, and if one retains T, and Tog from
above, then the fidelity F can deviate from 1, but only
slightly. More precisely, for the fidelity one has the bound
F > 1-2(we+ce), instead of 1. The bound is independent
of the shape of the switching function. This can be shown
by first-order time-dependent perturbation theory.

Moreover, instead of keeping T, and Tog from Egs.
(@) and @20) one can change them slightly in order to
increase the fidelity to 1, up to terms of second order in
we and ce. E.g., for a linear switching pulse one just has
to use T, — ¢/2 and Tog — €. For more general switching
pulses a numerical approach seems to be needed.

If there are finite coherent times this implies an addi-
tional interaction. If the coherence times are much longer
than T}, this again implies only a small departure from
F=1, which can again be shown by perturbation theory.
Therefore coherence times much longer than Ti,;, have
only a small effect on F. A quantitative investigation of
this should be based on particular explicit models.

Appendix A: The Control Problem

To apply the Pontryagin maximum principle (PMP)

| we first parametrize the unitary time-development
operator Ug (¢,0) in a convenient way. As a consequence
of the Eulerian rotation angles for the rotation group
any U € SU(2), in particular Ug(¢,0) for any traceless
Hamiltonian such as in Eq. (), can be written in the
form

Up (t,0) = exp(—ios73(t)/2) exp(—io1m1(t)/2)
x exp(—iosT4(t)/2) (A1)

with three as yet unknown functions 73, 7 and 75. We
now differentiate both sides, equate the result with Uy =

—i{To3 + w01 +wy02 }Uy and multiply by e*737/2 from
the left and by ei37/2 ¢i@171/2 from the right. This
gives

—iG'1T1/2 iO'1T1/2

. . -/
T303 + T101 + T3€

=2I03 + 2ei”373/2{w101 + waoa} e io378/2

os3e

Using e~ '9371/24,¢'9371/2 = cos 0, + sinTi0y etc. one
obtains

7"30'3 +7.'10'1 +7"é(COST1 g3 —sinﬁ 03) = 2F03

+ 2w1(cos T3 01 — 8in T3 09) + 2wa(cos T3 09 + sin T3 071).

(A2)

Since the o;’s are linearly independent this leads to a
system of three equations. With

- (w o __ (cosTy o [ —sinTg
a= (). am=(@r). am= ()
(

they can be written as

7.’1 = 2&7~67(7’3)
7'3/ = —2(:5 . €¢(T3)/Sin7'1 (A4)
73 = 2I' 4+ 20 - €(73) cosTi/sinm .

The PMP deals with finding an optimal control func-
tion u*(t) (or possibly several control functions) such that
a given cost function J of the form J = fotl L(u(t),...)dt,
where L is a function of u(t) and some state functions
and their derivatives, is minimized for u(t) = u*(t). Here,
the time T required for the protocol is to be minimized,
J = T, and since one can write T = fOT 1dt one has
L=1.

We first consider the case

H =T(t)os + woy (Ab)
and choose u(t) = T'(t) as the control and w constant.
The PMP then introduces the ‘control Hamiltonian’

H.=—L+pi1 +psts +p375, L=1, (A6)
with as yet unknown functions p;(t) and where one inserts
the 7; derivatives from Eq. ([A4)), with T replaced by u.
Thus one obtains

H.= -1 + 2wp; cos T3 + 2wp} sin 73/ sin 7

+ 2p3(u—wsinTgcosTy/sinTy) . (A7)
Then H. assumes its maximum for v = u*, the optimal
control, and in addition one has

Z.)i = —8HC/87’Z' (AS)
when v = wu*, and similarly for p5. Moreover, H, is
constant along the optimal trajectory, and this constant
is zero if the terminal time is free (i.e. not fixed), as in
the present case. In the following the asterisk on v* will
be omitted.



1. Unconstrained I'

If w is unrestricted, the maximality of H. gives
dH./0u = 0, and by Eq. (A7) this gives

OH.
ou = pP3 = 0. (Ag)
This and Eq. (AS) give
. OH.
b3 = 87’3
= —2wp; sinTs + 2wph cos T3/ sin; = 0 (A10)
0H. . .
P o= — el 2wphsinTzcosy /sin?1 (A1)
71
OH,
Py = 5T = 0, ph=const = c. (A12)
3
The relation H, = 0 gives
2wpy cos T3 + 2wey sinTs/sinTy =1 . (A13)

Multiplying this by sin73 and Eq. (AI0) by cos7s and
adding leads to

2wceh . ! .
3 gin? 3 cos? T3 = sinTy

2we
- s 73 + —
sin 7 sin 7

and thus to

2wy /sinT) = sinTs . (A14)

Insertion in Eq. (AI0Q) gives

(2wpy — cosT3)sinTy =0
and insertion in Eq. (AT3) gives

(2wpy — cosT3)cos T3 =0

and therefore

2wp; = cosT3, P1 = —;—3 sinTs . (A15)
w

Inserting for 73 from Eq. (AZ) leads to

1
p1 = —2—(2F — 2wsinTs cosTy/sinTy) sin 73
w

On the other hand, from Eqs. (AI0) and (AT4]) one has
p1 = sin? 73 cos 71 / sin 7y
and these two equations imply

I'sints = 0. (A16)

Hence in any open interval in which I' # 0 one has
sinT3 = 0 and thus 73 = 0, which also implies I' = 0,
by Eq. (AZ)). Hence in the unconstrained case the op-
timal choice for I' is I'(t) = 0, except possibly at the
boundary points of the time interval.

Note that so far the initial and final state have not
come into play, and the result equally applies to opera-
tors.

2. Constrained I'

As is physically reasonable, it is now assumed that T’
can not become arbitrarily large, i.e.

I0(t)] = Ju(t)] < c . (A17)

In Eq. ([AD), the only term in H,. which contains u is of
the form 2psu, and hence for H. to become maximal one

must have
u(t) = { ¢
—c

If p3(t) = 0 in some time interval then the argument from
Egs. (AI0) - (AI6) gives again u(t) = I'(¢) = 0 in this
interval. Hence the optimal driving will consist of inter-
mittent periods with I' = +¢c and I" = 0. The sequence,
duration and number of these periods will depend on ¢
and on the initial and final state. For ¢ — oo one should
expect to recover the unconstrained case.

for ps(t) >0

for ps(t) < 0. (AL8)

3. Unconstrained I' and constrained w1 (t)

If one allows in the Hamiltonian of Eq. (AH) un-
constrained I'(¢) and w(¢) then the minimal time is 0
Hﬁ] We therefore consider here the case I' uncon-
strained and |w(t)] < wmax. Then one can introduce
two controls, u = I' and u; = w, which lie in the region
{(u,u1), —00 < u < 00, — Wmax < U1 < Wmax}. A maxi-
mum of H. can either lie in the interior of this region or
on the boundary.

The boundary of the region consists of the two straight

lines {—00 < u < 00,U1 = —Wmaxt and {—c0 < u <
00, U] = Wmax}- A maximum on the boundary implies
either 41 = —Wmax OF U1 = Wmax and H./0u = 0. The

latter gives p3 = 0, as before. Moreover, the coefficient
p1cosTy + phsinTg/sinmy of up = w in Eq. (A7) can
not vanish because this would result in the contradiction
H. = —1. Hence there are no switches between *wpmax
and therefore w(t) = wmax Or w(t) = —wmax throughout.
Since 0301 203 = —oq2 the Hamiltonians with w(t) =
Winax and w(t) = —wmax are unitarily equivalent and one
can restrict oneself without loss of generality to w(t) =
wmax'

If a maximum were in the interior this would imply
that also 0H./Ou; = 0 and this would lead to the con-
tradiction H. = —1, as before.

4. Unconstrained I', constrained w1 (¢) and w2(t)

Here we consider the Hamiltonian H = T'(t)os +
w1(t)or + wa(t)oe of Eq. (). If one allows more than
one function to become unbounded then T,;, — 0, by
the symmetry o; — o;. Therefore we consider the case
|wi(t)] < wi max, © = 1,2 and introduce the controls u =T’
and @ = .



The control Hamiltonian is now given by

He, = —1+42p1@-€,(13) — 2p4ti - €4(73)/ sin Ty
+2ps(u + U - €4(13)) cos T /sinTy.  (Al9)

The region of allowed controls is the infinite slab
{(u,ul,uz);—oo <u < o9, |U’1| < Wimax; |u2| < w2max}-
Its boundary is given by the four sides of the slab. A
maximum of H, can either lie in the interior or on the
boundary of the slab.

Case (i). We first consider a maximum on one of the
four corner lines. This will turn out to be the relevant
case. Then w1 = twWimax, U2 = twWomax and OH./Ou =
0. The latter gives p3 = 0 and, because w; o are now
fixed, this implies similarly as before that I' = 0 in any
open time interval. Again there are no switches, neither
between ©; = wWimax and 4] = —Wimax NOT between us =
Womax and Us = —wWomax. 10 prove this we write & =
(FWimax, TwWamax)! and & - & = w0y + wao2. A possible
optimal time operator could then be of the form

exp{—iagos} exp{—iTy&d™M - &} ...

() . 3} exp{ —icino3}.

(A20)

...exp{—iT,,&

Using a rotation around the z axis one has
exp{—i@- 7T} = €'973/2 exp{—i|D|o1 T}e~"973/2 (A21)

where cos¢ = wi/|d| and sing = wy/|d).
(A20) can be written as

Then Eq.

e*’L‘O{fJg ei¢103/267iT1 |(L"max“71 ei(¢27¢1)03/2

e Tn|Gmax|or p—idno3 /2 ;—icinos (A22)

where |Gmax| = Vw20 + Wanax- The total time T =

Ty + -+ + T, has to be minimized. From Eq. (A22) it
follows that this is the same problem considered above for
the case of unconstrained T', with w replaced by |&max|-
As in that case, for the minimal 7" there is therefore only
a single T; in Eq. (A20) and one has T' = T;. Moreover,
Tmin is again given by Eq. ([@3)), with w replaced by
|wmax|-

Case (ii). A maximum can also lie within a side of
the of the slab boundary, e.g. on {(u,u1,us); —00 < u <
00, U] = TWimax, |U2| < Wamax}- This case can be ruled
out as follows. One has 0H./0u = 0 and 0H./Ous = 0,
while ©; = *wimax. Similarly as in Egs. (AS) - (AI5)
one obtains from H, = 0 and p3 =0

T
p1 = WU - er(73) (A23)
;. sinTp
p3 = — 2|’(7:|2 - 6¢(7’3). (A24)

Inserting this into the equation resulting from
OH./0us = 0 gives us = 0. Since w1 = FwWimax
one arrives back at the situation considered in the first

subsection of the appendix, with w = Zwimax, and
therefore I' = 0. Hence, in the present case, there may
be time intervals in which the time development is given
by exp{FiwimaxTo1}. For the total time development
this means that in Eq. ([A20) some of the factors
may be replaced by exp{FiwimaxTjo1}. But since
Wimax < V/Womax + Wamax this would give a greater total
time.

Case (iii). For a maximum in the interior of the slab
one obtains again the contradiction H. = —1.

Therefore only case (i) is realized. One has a fixed
u1,2 With u; = £Wimax (no switching). The optimal time
operator is of the form

Ug(T,0) =

e—iafdse—i¢03/2e—iT|(—3max\01 e—i¢03/2e—iain<73 (A25)
where the ¢ terms can be absorbed in af and «j,. The
minimal time is given by Eq. ([[Z), with w replaced by

= — 2 2
|wmax| - Wimax + “Womax -

5. Three constrained controls

When all three controls are constrained, i.e. |u| =
T@] < Toas 1] = [w1(t)] < @imax and [us] =
|wa(t)] < waomax, the situation becomes more complex.
The region of allowed controls (u, ui, ug) is now a finite
rectangular box. The optimal controls could either lie in
its interior or on one of its faces. The interior is ruled
out as in case (iii) of the previous subsection. Neither
can a maximum lie in the interior of one of the (u, wuy)
faces, by the same argument as in case (ii) of the pre-
vious subsection, and the same holds for the interior of
the (u1, usg) faces. The latter fact follows by making a
unitary transformation with {1 —¢3" o;}/2 which trans-
forms o; into 0,41 cyclically and so interchanges the role
of I, w1 and wo cyclically. Hence a maximum can only lie
in the interior of a line joining two corners of the box or
on one of the corners. In the former case two controls are
fixed and the derivative of H. with respect to the third
vanishes. A similar argument as in Eqs. (A10) - (AT6)
yields the result that this control is zero.

Hence the optimal Hamiltonian is an intermittent se-
quence of Hamiltonians with v = 0, =4+ Iyax, u; =
0, *W;imax Where in each combination of controls at most
one control can vanish.

Appendix B: Determination of T, with constraint

In order to evaluate Eq. () we put

Ved+w? c=c/p, w=w/p

:|:60'3+(:}0'1.

p

O4c

(B1)

We note that aic =1 and that oy0_.01 = o.. Further-
more, one has [¢) = o1|thn). As a consequence Eq. (7))



can be written as

O-le_ia'cPcho-le_iwa'lToffe_iUcpTc|win> _ )\|1/Jin>, (B2)
ie. |¢n) is an eigenvector of the operator on the left-
hand side. But then [|¢3,) is also an eigenvector of the
trace-free part of the operator. Therefore, inserting

e"171% = cosp —iojsing , j=1,2,3,c, (B3)
into Eq. (B2) only those terms are relevant which are
linear in o1,2,3,. or are products which can be reduced to
such linear terms. The oo term becomes

oo{esin pT_. coswTyg cos pT
—ccospT—. coswTog sin pT..}

=oocsinp(T. — T—.)coswTog . (B4)

Since |¢i,) has only real components, since o3 has no
real eigenvector and since the other terms will later turn
out to be real, this term has to vanish. Hence we have
T .=T..

The remaining o; terms are then calculated as

o1{cos? pT. coswTg+(¢* — &%) sin® pT. cos wTog
— wsin2pT, sinwTlog}
—o3{ésin 2pT, sinwTog + 2é0 sin? pT,. cos wTog }
=0 {I} —o3{II}. (B5)

In order that |¢i,) be an eigenvector of this opera-
tor, the ratios of the first and second components of
{o1{I} — o3{II}} |¢in) and of |¢,) have to be equal,
and this gives {I}cosfi, + {II}sin6;, = 0. Inserting
from Egs. (BI) and ([G) a brief calculation gives, with
a=0y—1/2,

tana — 20(¢ + O tana)sin® pT. N

t Tog = — :
@ lott (¢ + wtan a) sin 2pT, D

(B6)

which expresses Tog as a function of T.. Now one has
to minimize T = 2T, + Tog(T.) under the condition that
Tog > 0. It should be noted that one can restrict T, to
pT. < m/2, by Eq. (BA). Denoting the numerator in Eq.
(BE) by N and the denominator by D one obtains

1 N
T =2T.+ — arctan —

” o) (B7)

One easily calculates ON/JT. = —2wD and using this
one finds

or 1 1  DONJOT.— NoD/oT,
0T, T L1rNe/D? D2
1
T wN24 D2

N (2wN — dD/dT,) . (B8)

In order for T' to have an extremum, either NV or the term
in brackets must be zero, i.e. there must be a time Tc(l)

such that N(Tc(l)) = 0 or there must be a time Tc(2) for
which the term in brackets vanishes. A brief calculation
gives the conditions

(c? + w?) tan

in2(pr(V) = ¢ Twlana B9

sin(pTe™) 2w(c+ wtan ) (B9)
22

sin?(pT(?) = e (B10)

)= 2¢(c+wtana)

Since the sine function is bounded by 1 it follows from
these expressions that Tc(l) can exist only for

c 1
R B11
w T tana/2 (B11)
while TC(2) exists only for
c
- > —tana . (B12)
w  cosa

For T, = Tc(l)7 i.e. N = 0, one easily sees that 9°T/9T?
is positive if sin pT." < 1/v/2. From Eq. (B3) it then
follows that one has a minimum for 7, = Tc(l) if c/w <
1/tan . Similarly, for T, = T? the second derivative is
positive if Tc(2) < Tc(l) where one uses the fact that N > 0
for T, < Tc(l). Hence there is a minimum at 7T, = Tc(2)
it T/ < T, For ¢/w = 1/tana one has TV = T2
and Tc(l) = w/4p. Moreover, Tog = 0 at this value of

T. and T,g becomes negative for T, > Tc(l). Hence one
has to determine only the minimum in the interval 0 <

T. < Tc(l). Since it can not lie in the interior and since
for T, — 0 one has T — 7/2w while T = 2T = 7/2p
at the other end point the minimum lies at T, = Tc(l).

From these considerations it follows that for fixed ¢ the
minimum of 7" is obtained for T, = Tc(l) if ¢ < w/tanc,

and for T, = Tc(2) otherwise. Since tanwTy,g = 0 for
T. =T} one has

2Tc(1) for c < w/tana
Tiin = (2) (2) / (B13)
2T + Tog(T:™) for ¢ > w/tana .

From Egs. (B9) and (BI0) one then finally obtains Egs.
@@ - @2.
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FIG. 3: Optimal protocol on the Bloch sphere for I < ¢
and initial and final state on longitude ¢ = 0 and
symmetric with respect to the equator, with
tanf, = w/c. If O, > w/2 + 0. (i.e. the initial point is
outside the black line) the protocol is bang-off-bang,
otherwise it is bang-bang. For ¢ > w, 6_. does not lie
on the black line, while for ¢ < w it does. For the
bang-off-bang protocol there is first a positive rotation
around the axis through 6. until the longitude ¢ = 7/2
is reached. Then a positive rotation around the x axis
rotates the point so far that a positive rotation around
the 0_. axis can bring it to the final destination. For
the bang-bang protocol the first rotation moves the
point to the equator at a longitude ¢ < 7/2 and then a
positive rotation around the axis through 6_. leads to
the final point.



FIG. 4: Multistep protocols: For ¢ < w, with 6;, close

to 0. (tanf. = w/c) and b¢ close to 0 more than three

rotations are necessary to move the initial to the final
point.
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