arXiv:2404.02358v1 [quant-ph] 2 Apr 2024

Solving the KP problem with the Global Cartan Decomposition

Elija Perrier^∗ Christopher S. Jackson^†

April 4, 2024

Abstract

Geometric methods have useful application for solving problems in a range of quantum information disciplines, including the synthesis of time-optimal unitaries in quantum control. In particular, the use of Cartan decompositions to solve problems in optimal control, especially lambda systems, has given rise to a range of techniques for solving the so-called KP -problem, where target unitaries belong to a semi-simple Lie group manifold G whose Lie algebra admits a g = k ⊕ p decomposition and time-optimal solutions are represented by subRiemannian geodesics synthesised via a distribution of generators in p. In this paper, we propose a new method utilising global Cartan decompositions G = KAK of symmetric spaces G/K for generating time-optimal unitaries for targets −iX ∈ [p, p] ⊂ k with controls −iH(t) ∈ p. Target unitaries are parametrised as U = kac where k, c ∈ K and a = e^{iΘ} with Θ ∈ a. We show that the assumption of dΘ = 0 equates to the corresponding time-optimal unitary control problem being able to be solved analytically using variational techniques. We identify how such control problems correspond to the holonomies of a compact globally Riemannian symmetric space, where local translations are generated by p and local rotations are generated by [p, p].^1

∗University of Technology Sydney, Ultimo NSW 2007, Australia; Australian National University, Canberra. Email: eper2139@uni.sydney.edu.au †Perimeter Institute, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 6B9, Canada. Email: omgphysics@gmail.com 1This article is a preliminary draft, put together by Elija. Chris is currently working with Elija on an updated revised draft for release in coming weeks. 1

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Symmetric spaces and KP time-optimal control 2 2.1 Overview - setting the scene . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 2.2 KP problems for Lambda systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 2.3 KAK decompositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 2.4 Sketch of constant-θ method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.5 Holonomy targets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.6 Symmetric space controls in p . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.7 Cartan decomposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

3 Time-optimal control examples 9 3.1 SU(2) time-optimal control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 3.2 SU(3)/S(U(1) × U(2)) time-optimal control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 3.2.1 Overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 3.2.2 Comparison with existing methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 3.2.3 Constant-θ method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

4 Discussion 22

A Generalised constant-θ method 27

B Adjoint action and commutation relations 34

C Minimal connections and holonomy groups 35

1 Introduction

Symmetry-based decompositions are a common technique for reducing problem complexity and solving constrained optimisation problems in quantum control and unitary synthesis. Among various decompositional methods, Cartan KAK decompositions represent a generalised procedure for decomposing certain semi-simple Lie groups [1] exhibiting involutive automorphic symmetry, akin to generalised Euler or singular-value decompositions. Cartan decompositions have found specific application across a range of domains, such as synthesising time-optimal Hamiltonians for spin-qubit systems in nuclear magnetic resonance [2–4], linear optics [5], general qubit subspace decomposition [6], indirectly relating to entanglement dynamics [7] and the entangling power of unitary dynamics in multiqubit systems [8]. Other approaches in information theory [9] use Cartan decompositions for quantum Shannon decompositions and quantum circuit programming [10]. More recently, their use has been proposed for efficient measurement schemes for quantum observables [11], fixed-depth Hamiltonian simulation [12], reducing numerical error in many-body simulations [13] and time-reversal operators [14] and also measurement of quantum observables [11].

Cartan decompositions have been of interest in quantum unitary synthesis due to the fact that multiqubit systems carrying representations of SU(2^n) can often be classified as type AI and AIII symmetric spaces [2, 4, 10, 15–17]. Specific interest symmetric space formalism in quantum computing has largely been due to their use in synthesising time-optimal or more efficient or controllable quantum circuits [2, 5, 6, 8, 13, 14, 18–21].

Symmetry-based decompositions, such as Cartan decompositions, have two-fold application in quantum control problems: firstly, symmetry-decompositions can simplify unitary synthesis via reducing the computational complexity [22]; secondly, they have specific application in quantum control settings where the control algebra (and thus set of Hamiltonians) available are only a subalgebra of the corresponding full Lie algebra g [2, 23, 24]. This paper focuses on the second use case. For unitary targets belonging to semi-simple connected groups U_T ∈ G amenable to Cartan decomposition as G = KAK (where A < G/K and K < G), a key challenge is identifying the Hamiltonian which will synthesise the unitary optimally. While broadly utilised, Cartan-based unitary synthesis techniques have suffered from practical limitations due to exponential circuit depth [18,25] together with difficulty in identifying the appropriate form of Cartan decomposition [22] and form of Hamiltonian. In this paper, we address such challenges by providing a generalised procedure for time-optimal unitary and Hamiltonian synthesis using a global Cartan decomposition. Specifically, we demonstrate that for parametrised unitaries with targets in G = KAK, by utilising what we denote the constant-θ method, Hamiltonians composed of generators from the horizontal (antisymmetric) bracket-generating distribution of the underlying Lie algebra associated with G can, in certain cases, represent time-optimal means of synthesising such unitaries.

2 Symmetric spaces and KP time-optimal control

2.1 Overview - setting the scene

Unitary motion is defined by the Schrödinger equation: dU dt = −iHU (1) whose solution is often formally written as the time-ordered exponential: U(T ) = T e^{−i ∫ T0 H(t)dt}U_0. (2) Usually, these kind of equations are considered as matrix or operator equations in a given representation. However, such equations can be considered more fundamentally differential geometric in nature. This is because time-ordered exponentials can be expanded in commutators which themselves have a structure that is often universal. Universal in this context refers to the fact that a matrix representation can be one of an infinite number of otherwise inequivalent representations. Perhaps the most useful and well-known example is angular momentum, with commutators that define the group of virtual rotations. To emphasize angular momenta and rotations as universal is to appreciate that they are concepts which precede or transcend any particular matrix representations, and this universality serves as a platform for understanding details such as energy quantization.

The differential geometry of universal structures was a famous passion of Poincaré, who originated the ideas of “universal covering group” and “universal enveloping algebra”, and Klein, for whom the “universal properties” of category theory are an homage. In quantum physics however, although it is certainly useful to have an intuitive understanding that rotation is universal, there is usually no need to work directly with things like universal covers. Instead, the standard is to assume a Hilbert space and immediately consider angular momenta as acting on states to logically derive the spin quantum numbers and consequent matrix representations. Indeed, this quantum standard to act on states is why equation (1) is often called “Schrödinger.” Followed by the basic fact that the matrix group SU(2) is the fundamental representation of the universal cover of 3-dimensional rotations, one can then just use this matrix group (and perhaps a little good faith) to come to understand the universal. However, if more general transformation groups are considered, calculations with matrix representations can make the universal geometry they are representing far less apparent.

This article demonstrates that the so-called “K-P” problems, can be solved completely with the help of some universal techniques. The “K-P” problems are a family of unitary control problems where the Hamiltonian control space p is a Lie triple system, defined by the property [p, [p, p]] ⊆ p, and the target Hamiltonian is in k = [p, p]. We expand on this below.

2.2 KP problems for Lambda systems

Geometric control theory is characterised by the study of the role of symmetries in optimal control problems. The KP -problem has been most extensively detailed by Jurdjevic in the context of geometric control theory. A common application of techniques of geometric control involves so-called lambda systems, three-level quantum systems where only two of the levels are encoded with information of interest. In such systems, the two lowest energy states of a quantum system are coupled to the highest third energy state via electromagnetic fields [26]. The typical model for the study of lambda systems in quantum control settings is the Schrödinger equation in the form: dU(t) dt = ÂU(t) + ∑ j B_j U(t)û_j(t) U(0) = I (3)

where U(t) ∈ SU(3) and Â is a diagonal matrix comprising the energy eigenvalues of the system. The control problem becomes finding control functions û(t) to synthesise U_T = U(T ) in minimum time subject to the constraint that ||û|| < C for constant bound C. The unitary targets are U_T ∈ G, a semi-simple Lie group admitting a Cartan decomposition into compact and non-compact subgroups K and P respectively (hence the nomenclature “KP ”). As discussed in [27] and elsewhere in the literature [18,28], time-optimisation can be shown to be equivalent to synthesising subRiemannian geodesics on a subRiemannian manifold implied by the homogeneous space G/K. In this picture, the minimum synthesis time equates to the path length of the subRiemannian curve γ calculated by reference to the pulses u(t) (see (5) in ( [27])). Intuitively, in this picture, the control Hamiltonian in p traces out a minimal-time along the manifold. For certain classes of KP -problem, Jurdjevic and others [29–32] have shown that geodesic solutions to equation (3) take a certain form (see example below). In [31] this is expressed as: dγ dt = γ ( e^{Kt}P e^{−At} ) (4) γ(t) = e^{(−A+P )t}e^{−At} (5) with A ∈ k and assuming γ(0) = I for a symmetric matrix P (that is in p). Here γ(t) is Discussion of the case in which e^{(−A+P )t} is a scalar is set out in [33]. Detailed exposition by Jurdjevic is set out in [29–31] and elsewhere. In this paper, we show that such results can be obtained by a global Cartan decomposition in tandem with certain constraints on chosen initial conditions U(0) = U_0 and the choice of generators Φ ∈ k used to approximate the target unitary in K.

2.3 KAK decompositions

In many quantum control and quantum algorithm settings, the target unitary U_T is an element of a semi-simple Lie group G such that U_T ∈ G. In certain cases, G may be decomposed into a homogeneous space G/K where K represents an isometry (stabilizer) subgroup K < G. Such semi-simple Lie groups can be decomposed as G = KAK where a ⊂ p and A = exp(a), a decomposition known as a Cartan decomposition [1, 3, 15, 32, 34–36]. The decomposition G = KAK is considered a global Cartan decomposition (applying to the entire group) rendering G/K a globally Riemannian symmetric space. The corresponding Lie algebra g may similarly be decomposed as g = k⊕p where p = k^⊥. The existence of a Cartan decomposition is equivalent to the satisfaction of the following canonical Cartan commutation relations:

[k, k] ⊆ k [p, p] ⊆ k [p, k] ⊆ p (6)

Given a choice of maximally non-compact Cartan subalgebra a ⊂ p, G can be decomposed as G = KAK, where A = e^a. Doing so allows unitaries in G to be written as:

U = ke^{iΘ}c (7)

where k, c ∈ K and e^{iΘ} ∈ A (where θ parametrises a generators in a, e.g. a rotation angle). Satisfaction of Cartan commutation relations is also equivalent to the existence of an involution χ^2 = I which partitions G (and g) into symmetric χ(k) = k and antisymmetric χ(p) = −p subalgebras. Here K = e^k, A ⊂ P = e^p [1, 37, 38]. Elements of G can be written in terms of the relevant group of action of subgroups K and A, including, where relevant, unitary elements of G. Arbitrary targets U_T ∈ G remain reachable, however elements of the vertical (symmetric) subalgebra must be indirectly synthesised via application of the Lie derivative (bracket) i.e. [p, p] ⊂ k. Such decompositions are manifestly coordinate-free when represented using differential forms. Satisfying such criteria allows G/K to be equivalently characterised as a Riemannian (or subRiemannian) symmetric space.

We propose that for certain classes of quantum control problems, namely where the antisymmetric centralizer generators parameterised by angle θ remain constant, analytic solutions for time-optimal circuit synthesis are available for non-exceptional symmetric spaces. Such cases are explicitly where control subalgebras are limited to cases where the Hamiltonian comprises generators from a horizontal distribution (bracket-generating [1, 37]) p with p ≠ g (where the vertical subspace is not null). Only access to subalgebras p ⊂ g is directly available. If [p, p] ⊂ k holds, arbitrary generators in k may be indirectly synthesised (via application of Lie brackets) which in turn makes the entirety of g available and thus, in principle, arbitrary U_T ∈ G (if [p, p] = k) reachable (in a control sense).

2.4 Sketch of constant-θ method

Here we sketch the constant-θ method. In subsequent sections, we provide worked examples. A generalised form of the method is set out in Appendix (A). A target unitary U_T ∈ G decomposable into a Cartan G = KAK coordinate system can be written in the form:

U = ke^{iΘ}c = qe^{−ic -1Θc} (8)

where c, q, k ∈ K and e^{iΘ} ∈ A ⊂ P . Locally forward evolution in time can be written differentially as: dUU^{-1} = −iHdt (9) where the left-hand side consists of parameters over the manifold of unitaries (or the group G), while the right-hand side consists of parameters that are in a geometric sense external to the manifold, in the vector field associated with the manifold. Taking (8) as our unitary:

dUU^{-1} = k [ k^{-1}dk + cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) + i ( dΘ + sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) )] k^{-1} (10)

Geometrically, we can interpret the left K as a local frame (a choice of basis for the tangent space at each point of the group), the right K as a global azimuth (a parameter that describes the position of a point on the sphere and is the same for all points along the ‘longitude’ (or orbits of) K), and the Θ as the polar geodesic connecting the two (akin to latitude). The latter two sets of parameters are the coordinates of a symmetric space. Presented in this way, the Schrödinger equation represents a Maurer-Cartan (differential) form [1], encoding the infinitesimal structure of the Lie group and satisfies the Maurer-Cartan equation. For our purposes, it allows us to interpret the right-hand side in terms of the relevant principal bundle connection. Intuitively, a connection provides a way to differentiate sections of the bundle and to parallel transport along curves in the base manifold G. The minimal connection (see (Appendix C) for exposition) here is a geometric way of expressing evolution only by elements in p where the quantum systems evolves according to generators in the horizontal control subalgebra of the Hamiltonian given by: i ( dΘ + sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) ) (11)

The evolution of the system can be framed geometrically as tracing out a path on the manifold (a Riemannian symmetric space) according to generators and amplitudes (and controls) in the Hamiltonian). This path is a sequence of quantum gates or the circuit. In quantum mechanics, we are interested in minimising the external time parameter. For this, we typically minimise the action such that the total time of a circuit evolving is:

ΩT = ∫ γ √ (idUU^{-1}, idUU^{-1}) (12)

In common with geometric methods, the integral is usually parametrised by path length s (so integrated between 0 and 1 - see the examples below) of the curve γ traced out along the manifold. Here Ω = |H| and where (X, Y ) = Tr(ad_X ad_Y ) is the (representation independent) Killing form which, in certain cases induces a scalar form (see below and [37, 39]). As is typical in differential geometry, the minimisation of evolution time of the curve γ ∈ G (where γ represents a unitary circuit parameterised by arc length (a typical geometric path length s) where s ∈ [0, 1] parametrises the path from beginning to end and ds = Ωdt (see the Appendix for more discussion). To find the solution for minimal time T , we consider paths such that dΘ = 0 (and thus dθ = 0) which we denote the ‘constant-θ’ method. The constant-θ method implies that for the Cartan algebra parameter θ, we have dθ = 0. We conjecture that upon local variation of the total time with respect to the path, arrive at Euler-Lagrange equations which show that dqq^{-1} must also be constant for locally time-optimal paths. The total time for locally time-optimal constant-θ paths becomes:

ΩT = min_{θ,ϕ} | sin ad_Θ(Φ)| (13)

where:

iΦ = ∫ dcc^{-1} (14)

Determining the time-optimal geodesic path requires global variation over all geodesics, typically a hard or intractable problem. As shown in the literature [18, 28, 40, 41], variational methods can be used as a means of calculating synthesis time. For constant-θ paths, such calculations are significantly simplified as we demonstrate below.

2.5 Holonomy targets

The local frame has two coordinate systems that are particular, the cardinal (basis) frame “k” and the geodesic frame “q.” The cardinal frame describes the local, compact part of the group, while the geodesic frame describes the global, non-compact part of the group. Define a target in the holonomy group K to be one such that:

U(T )U(0)^{-1} = e^{iX} ∈ K. (15)

Holonomy group refers to the set of group transformations a vector undergoes when it is parallel transported around a closed loop in a manifold. For symmetric spaces, the choice of connection gives rise to an implicit subgroup K < G which acts as a holonomy group. Defining the connection for the geodesic frame:

q^{-1}dq = c^{-1} [ (1 − cos ad_Θ)(dcc^{-1}) ] c. (16) such that the Hamiltonian does not contain elements of k. The intuition for a qubit is that rotations achieved via J_z are by construction parallel transporting vectors via the action of [p, p] ⊂ k. Where J_z is not in the control subalgebra, a way to parallel transport such vectors, achieving a J_z rotation, but using other generators not in K is needed. For constant-θ paths, equation (15) implies:

Ad_Φ(Θ) = Θ and therefore X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)Φ. (17)

Note the first of these conditions is explicated as a condition that the generators comprising Φ ∈ k belong to the commutant (see Appendix for discussion). Holonomic targets may be, under certain assumptions, generated via unitaries U ∈ G/K which in a Riemannian context are paths with zero geodesic curvature, indicating parallel translation in a geometric sense. By contrast, where the manifold is subRiemannian (i.e. where p < g) then subRiemannian geodesics may exhibit non-zero geodesic curvature by comparison to G and g as a whole.

2.6 Symmetric space controls in p

Summarising the above, our conjecture is that for symmetric space controls in p with holonomy targets in k that constant-θ paths are time-optimal. For such constant-θ paths, the objective becomes to calculate:

ΩT = min_{Θ,Φ} | | sin ad_Θ(Φ) | | (18) under the constraints

Ad_Φ(Θ) = Θ (19) and X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)Φ. (20)

The variations can be performed elegantly by the feature that Θ is in a symmetric space and Φ is in a reductive Lie group. From this point, the problem of minimising time is undertaken using variational techniques (such as Lagrange multipliers). The constant-θ assumption allows us to simplify this problem to a significant degree. We also show in our general exposition how a transformation to a restricted Cartan-Weyl basis can also assist in simplifying the often challenging global minimisation problem.

2.7 Cartan decomposition

To explicitly connect the G = KAK decomposition to the typical Schrödinger equation, consider the KAK decomposition of a unitary U ∈ G given by: U = qe^ak where q, k ∈ K and e^a ∈ A. Schrodinger’s equation can be written consistent with the Maurer- Cartan form (see Appendix) as: dUU^{−1} = −iHdt (21)

Expanding out we have: dU = d(qe^ak) = e^akdq + qe^akda + qe^adk U^{−1} = (qe^ak)^{−1} = k^{−1}e^{−a}q^{−1}

Which resolves to:

dUU^{-1} = dqq^{-1} + qdaq^{-1} + qe^adkk^{-1}e^{−a}q^{-1} = dqq^{-1} + qdaq^{-1} + qe^{ada} (dkk^{-1})q^{-1}

The adjoint term can be decomposed into symmetric and anti-symmetric parts:

e^{ada} (X) = cosh(ad_a)(X)

even powers

+ sinh(ad_a)(X)

odd powers

such that:

e^{ada} (dkk^{−1}) = cosh(ad_a)(dkk^{−1}) ∈k + sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{−1}) ∈p (22)

As a ⊂ p and given the Cartan commutation relations, we have [a, k] ⊂ p while [a, [a, k]] ⊂ k. Thus the symmetric term in equation (22) above, comprising even powers of generators is in k while the antisymmetric term, comprising odd powers of generators, will be in p. Rearranging equation (21):

dUU^{-1} = q[da + sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}) + q^{-1}dq + cosh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1})]q^{-1} (23)

The first two terms are in p while the latter two are in k. The orthogonal partitioning from the Cartan decomposition ensures simplification such that cross-terms such as Tr(pk) vanish. Thus: Tr [ (dUU^{-1})^2 ] = Tr [ (da + sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}))^2 ] + Tr [ (q^{-1}dq + cosh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}))^2 ] (24)

and: Tr [ (dUU^{-1})^2 ] = Tr [ da^2 ] + Tr [ sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}))^2 ] + Tr [ (q^{-1}dq + cosh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}))^2 ] (25)

using Tr(Xad_Y (Z) = −Tr(ad_Y (X)Z).

To demonstrate the constant-θ method, we assume that our controls (generators in our Hamiltonian) are in p. Doing so restricts our Hamiltonian to the horizontal subspace under which the quantum state is parallel transported as the system evolves. This is equivalent to approximating a subRiemannian geodesic circuit over the relevant differentiable manifold for our chosen group G/K. The choice of generators that enables such parallel transport without the use of generators in k is equivalent to a Hamiltonian comprising only generators in p, ensuring the quantum state undergoes parallel transport along curves γ ∈ G/K such that ∇_{γ̇}γ̇ = 0. In equation (23) this is equivalent to setting da + sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1}) = 0 or da = − sinh(ad_a)(dkk^{-1})

(in geometric parlance, setting a minimal connection see Appendix (C)). Using a change of variables we denote:

a = iΘ k = e^{iΦ} q = e^{iΨ} (26) where dkk^{-1} = idΦ and dqq^{-1} = idΨ. Using cosh(ad_{iΘ}) = cos(ad_Θ) and sinh(ad_{iΘ}) = sin(ad_Θ) the connection becomes:

dΨ + cos(ad_Θ)(dΦ) = 0 (27) Assuming a constant theta dΘ = 0 together with the above transformations allows our Hamiltonian in equation (23) to be written as:

Hdt = e^{iΨ}[−i sin(ad_Θ)(dΦ)]e^{−iΨ} (28) From this point, we must then solve the minimisation problem.

3 Time-optimal control examples

We demonstrate such time-optimal analytic solutions for a few common types of symmetric space quantum control with targets in SU(2) and SU(3) to explicate the constant-θ method. We generalise this method in Appendix (A).

3.1 SU(2) time-optimal control

Consider G = SU(2) with isometry group K = S(U(1) × U(1)) = span{e^{iησz} }. Further define Pauli matrices {σ_k} with angular momenta J_k =^1_2 σ_k. Define the Cartan conjugation χ as: U^χ = e^{−iJz π}U^†e^{iJzπ} (29) together with a Cartan projection π(U) = U^χU. To define the relevant Cartan decomposition, we note the quotient group G/K corresponds to the symmetric space: S^2 ≈ SU(2) S(U(1) × U(1))

≡ AIII(1,1) (30) where S^2 = π(G) = K/G. As distinct from the projection in [42], the projection is representation independent. The Cartan projection above defines the relevant G = KAK decomposition. The corresponding Cartan decomposition of the Lie algebra g satisfying equations (6) is: g = su(2) = ⟨−iJ_z⟩ k ⊕ ⟨−iJ_x, −iJ_y⟩ p (31)

with Cartan subalgebra chosen to be a = ⟨−iJ_y⟩. We can easily see the Cartan commutation relations (equation (6)) hold. For S^2 above this corresponds to the Euler decomposition: U = e^{iJz ψ}e^{iJy θ}e^{iJzϕ} (32) Define: k = e^{iJzψ} iΘ = iJ_yθ c = e^{iJzϕ} q = kc = e^{iJzχ} (33) to represent the unitary as:

U = ke^{iΘ}c = qe^{ic -1Θc} (34)

Under this change of variables, the Cartan conjugation becomes:

k^χ = k^{-1} (e^{iΘ})^χ = e^{iΘ} (UV )^χ = V^χU^χ (35)

with (using the adjoint action):

π(ke^{iΘ}c) = e^{2c -1iΘc} (36)

The Schrodinger equation then becomes:

dUU^{-1} = k ( k^{-1}dk + cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) + idΘ + i sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) ) k^{-1} (37) = k ( iJ_z(dψ + dϕ cos(θ)) + iJ_ydθ − iJ_xdϕ sin(θ) ) k^{-1} (38)

by taking the relevant differentials and inverses in equation (33), using equation (241) and calculating the adjoint action on c. Under this Cartan decomposition, we see equation (38) partitioned into symmetric k and antisymmetric p part:

dUU^{-1} = k ( iJ_z(dψ + dϕ cos(θ) ∈k ) + iJ_ydθ − iJ_xdϕ sin(θ) ∈p ) k^{-1} (39)

Restricting dUU^{-1} ∈ p is equivalent to defining a minimal connection dψ = −dϕ cos θ. That is, effectively setting the symmetric part of the Hamiltonian to zero (or in geometric parlance, restricting to the horizontal subspace corresponding to the underlying subRiemannian manifold). The Hamiltonian becomes: H = i dU dt U^{-1} = k ( J_xϕ̇ sin(θ) − J_yθ̇ ) k^{-1} (40)

where we have defined conjugate momenta ϕ̇, θ̇ for extremisation below. To calculate the optimal time, we first define the Killing form on g for which we require normalisation of the extremised action in (such that we can define an appropriately scaled norm and metric). For a subRiemannian space of interest in the adjoint representation, the Euclidean norm is then simply defined in terms of the Killing form as |X| = √ (X, X) such that:

|idUU^{-1}|^2 = (dψ + dϕ cos(θ))^2 + dθ^2 + (dϕ sin(θ))^2 (41)

where |J_z|^2 = I. Define the energy of the Hamiltonian as |H| = Ω such that:

Ωt = Ω ∫ γ dt = ∫ γ |idUU^{-1}| = ∫ γ | | | |i dU ds U^{-1} | | | | ds (42) Here γ defines the curve along the manifold generated by the Hamiltonian and t the time elapsed. Calculating path length here is equivalent to approximating time elapsed modulo Ω. Consistent with typical differential geometric methods, we parametrise by arc length ds [43]. Define:

ṫ = | | | |i dU ds U^{-1} | | | | = dt ds (43) setting optimal (minimal) time as:

T = min_γ t = min | | | ∫ γ ṫds | | | (44)

Extremisation can be performed using the method of Lagrange multipliers and the minimal connection above. As we demonstrate below, doing so in conjunction with the constant-θ assumption simplifies the variational problem of estimating minimal time. The relevant action is given by:

S = Ωt = ∫ γ ( ṫ + λJ_z(ψ̇ + ϕ̇ cos(θ)) ) ds (45)

noting again the role of the connection. Parametrising by arc length s we have: | | |i dU ds U^{-1} | | | 2 = (ψ̇ + ϕ̇ cos(θ))^2 + θ̇^2 + (ϕ̇ sin(θ))^2 (46)

Extremising the action δS = 0 resolves the canonical position and momenta via the equation above as: Ω δt δψ̇ = 1 ṫ (˙ ψ + ϕ̇ cos(θ) ) + λ (47)

Ω δt δϕ̇ = ϕ̇ ṫ + ( ψ̇ ṫ + λ ) cos(θ) (48)

Ω δt δθ̇ = θ̇ ṫ (49)

Ω δt δθ = − ( ψ̇ ṫ + λ ) ϕ̇ sin(θ) (50)

Ω δt δλ = ψ̇ + ϕ̇ cos(θ) (51)

where we have assumed vanishing quadratic infinitesimals to first order e.g. dϕ^2 = 0. We note that given λ is constant, it does not affect the total time T . The choice of λ can be considered a global gauge degree of freedom i.e.^{∂T}_{∂λ} = 0 (i.e. regardless of λ minimal time T remains the same). The minimal connection constraint (see Appendix (52)):

k^{-1}dk = − cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) (52)

can be written as:

ψ̇ = −ϕ̇ cos(θ) (53)

as we have specified k. The connection and equation (51) imply that ψ̇(s) becomes a local gauge degree of freedom in that it can vary from point to point along the path parameter s without affecting the physics of the system (i.e. the rate of change of ψ can vary from point to point without affecting the energy Ω or time T of the system). That is: δT δψ̇ = 0 (54)

We can simplify the equations of motion by setting a gauge fixing condition (sometimes called a gauge trajectory). Thus we select:

ψ̇/ṫ + λ = 0 (55)

Recalling extremisation via dS = 0, we find equations (48) and (49) become: dS = Ω δt δϕ̇ + Ω δt δθ̇ = ϕ̇ ṫ + θ̇ ṫ = 0 (56)

Thus ϕ̇/ṫ and θ̇/ṫ are constant by the constant-θ assumption i.e. θ̇ = 0. Minimising over constant θ̇: Ω ∂T ∂θ̇ = (θ̇/ṫ) ∫ γ ds = 0 (57)

confirms the independence of T from θ (i.e. as ṫ and the path-length ∫ γ ds ≠ 0). Combining the above results reduces the integrand in equation (41) to dependence on the dϕ sin θ term (as the minimal connection condition and constant θ condition cause the first two terms to vanish). Such simplifications then mean optimal time is found via minimisation over initial conditions in equation (44): T = min_{θ,ϕ} | | | ∫ γ dϕ sin θ | | | = min |ϕ sin θ| ϕ = ∫ γ dϕ (58)

Note by comparison with the general form of equation (218), here the ϕ sin θ term represents sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) = sin ad_Θ(Φ). The above method shows how the constant-θ method simplifies the overall extremisation making the minimisation for T manageable.

Now consider holonomy targets of the form:

U(T )U^{-1}_0 = e^{−iX} = e^{iJz 2η} ∈ K (59)

with controls only in p = {iJ_x, iJ_y}. By assumption U is of KAK form (equation (34)):

U(T )U^{-1}_0 = e^{−iX} = e^{iJz2η} = ke^{iΘ}c = qe^{ic -1Θc} (60)

Choosing the initial condition as:

U_0 = e^{iΘ} (61)

The simplest form is when c resolves to identity. This in turn requires c ∈ K to resolve to the identity: M ≡ { c ∈ K : cΘc^{-1} = Θ } = {±I} (62)

Given we have a single element in k, this is equivalent c = exp(iJ_zϕ) where:

ϕ = 2πn (63)

for n ∈ Z. In general we must optimise over choices of n, which in this case is simply n = 1. From this choice of initial condition we have:

q(T ) = k(T )c(T ) = e^{−iX} (64) q(T ) = e^{iJz ψ}e^{iJz ϕ} = e^{iJz (ψ+ϕ)} (65) Note this is a relatively simple form of X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)(Φ) as Φ comprises only a single generator J_z. This condition is equivalent to:

2η = ∫ γ dχ = ∫ γ dψ + dϕ = 2πn(1 − cos(θ)) (66)

Here we have again used the minimal connection constraint (equation (53)) for substitution of variables. Thus:

cos(θ) = 1 − η nπ (67)

Substituting into equation (58) we have that:

ΩT = min_n 2πn √ 2η nπ − ( η nπ )_2 (68) = 2 min_n √ η(2πn − η) (69) = 2 √ η(2π − η) (70)

where we have used:

sin^2 θ = ( 1 − η nπ )_2 = 2η nπ − ( η nπ )_2 (71)

using trigonometric identities and setting n = 1. Note the time optimality is consistent with [42], namely: T = 2 √ η(2π − η) Ω (72)

We now have the optimal time in terms of the parametrised angle of rotation for J_z. To specify the time-optimal control Hamiltonian, recall the gauge fixing condition (equation (55), which can also be written ψ/t + λ = 0) such that: λ = −ψ̇/ṫ (73) = −ψ(T )/T (74) = ϕ T cos(θ) (75) = Ω π − η √ η(2π − η) (76) where we have used equations (63) and (67). Connecting the optimal time to the control pulses and Hamiltonian, note that λ can be regarded (geometrically) as the rate of turning of the path. In particular, noting that λ = −ψ(T )/T , we can regard λ as the infinitesimal rotation for time-step dt. In a control setting with a discretised Hamiltonian, we regard it as the rotation per interval Δt. Thus −ψ(T ) → λT and per time interval −ψ(t) → λt. The Hamiltonian then becomes: H(t) = Ωe^{−iJz λt}e^ae^{iJzλt} (77) where a ∈ a ⊂ p. Selecting J_x, the Hamiltonian resolves to: H(t) = Ωe^{−iJz λt/2}J_xe^{iJzλt/2} (78) = Ω 2 ( e^{−iλt/2} 0 0 e^{iλt/2} ) ( 0 1 1 0 ) ( e^{iλt/2} 0 0 e^{−iλt/2} ) (79)

= Ω 2 ( e^{−iλt/2} 0 0 e^{iλt/2} ) ( 0 e^{−iλt/2} e^{iλt/2} 0 ) (80)

= Ω 2 ( 0 e^{−iλt} e^{iλt} 0 ) (81)

= Ω 2 ( 0 cos(λt) − i sin(λt) cos(λt) + i sin(λt) 0 ) (82)

= Ω(cos λtJ_x + sin λtJ_y) (83)

The Hamiltonian is comprised of control subalgebra generators J_x, J_y ∈ p with control amplitudes λ given by their coefficients over time-interval t. In [42], the target unitary is of the form:

U_T (t) = e^{i η2 σz} = e^{iηJz} (84)

With ν = 1 − η/(2π), the time-optimal solution for α(t) becomes α(t) = ωt where: ω/Ω = 2ν √ 1 − ν^2

(85)

The minimum control time is given by: T = π √ 1 − ν^2 Ω (86)

3.2 SU(3)/S(U(1) × U(2)) time-optimal control

3.2.1 Overview

We now consider now the constant-θ method of relevance to lambda systems, specifically for the SU(3)/S(U(1) × U(2)) (AIII(3,1) type) symmetric space, distinguished by the choice of Cartan decomposition. The fundamental representation of SU(3) generators is via the Gell-man matrices:

λ_1 =

0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 = |0⟩⟨1| + |1⟩⟨0| λ2 = 0 −i 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 = −i|0⟩⟨1| + i|1⟩⟨0| (87)

λ_3 =

1 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0 0 = |0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1| λ4 = 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 = |0⟩⟨2| + |2⟩⟨0| (88)

λ_5 = 0 0 −i 0 0 0 i 0 0 = −i|0⟩⟨2| + i|2⟩⟨0| λ6 = 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 = |1⟩⟨2| + |2⟩⟨1| (89)

λ_7 =

0 0 0 0 0 −i 0 i 0 = −i|1⟩⟨2| + i|2⟩⟨1| λ8 = 1 √ 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 −2 = 1 √ 3 (|0⟩⟨0| + |1⟩⟨1| − 2|2⟩⟨2|) (90)

Following [39,44], we set out commutation relations for the adjoint representation of su(3), the Lie algebra of SU(3) in Table (1). The row label indicates the first entry in the commutator, the column indicates the second.

−iλ_1 −iλ_2 −iH_{III} −iH^⊥_{III} −iλ_4 −iλ_5 −iλ_6 −iλ_7 −iλ_1 0 i √ 3H_{III} − iH^⊥_{III} −i √ 3λ_2 iλ_2 −iλ_7 iλ_6 −iλ_5 iλ_4 −iλ_2 −i √ 3H_{III} + iH^⊥_{III} 0 √ 3iλ_1 −iλ_1 −iλ_6 −iλ_7 iλ_4 iλ_5 −iH_{III} i √ 3λ_2 −i √ 3λ_1 0 0 0 0 −i √ 3λ_7 i √ 3λ_6

−iH^⊥_{III} −iλ_2 iλ_1 0 0 −i2λ_5 i2λ_4 −iλ_7 iλ_6

−iλ_4 iλ_7 iλ_6 0 i2λ_5 0 −2iH^⊥_{III} −iλ_2 −iλ_1

−iλ_5 −iλ_6 iλ_7 0 −i2λ_4 i2H^⊥_{III} 0 iλ_1 iλ_2 −iλ_6 iλ_5 −iλ_4 i √ 3λ_7 iλ_7 iλ_2 −iλ_1 0 −i (√ 3H_{III} + H^⊥_{III} )

−iλ_7 −iλ_4 −iλ_5 −i √ 3λ_6 −iλ_6 iλ_1 −iλ_2 i (√ 3H_{III} + H^⊥_{III} ) 0 Table 1: Commutation relations for generators in adjoint representation of su(3). The Cartan decomposition is g = k ⊕ p where k = span{−iλ_1, −iλ_2, −iH_{III}, −iH^⊥_{III}} (red) and p = span{−iλ_4, −iλ_5, −iλ_6, −iλ_7} (black). As can be seen visually, the decomposition satisfies the Cartan commutation relations (equation (6)): the yellow region indicates [k, k] ⊂ k, the green region that [p, p] ⊂ k and the white region that [p, k] ⊂ p. From a control perspective, by inspection is clear that any element in k can be synthesised (is reachable) via linear compositions of the adjoint action of p upon itself (the green region). We choose a = ⟨−iλ_5⟩ with h = ⟨−iH_{III}, −iλ_5⟩.

The typical Cartan decomposition of g = su(3) = k ⊕ p follows: k = span{−iλ_1, −iλ_2, −iλ_3, −i √ 3λ_8} (91) p = span{−iλ_4, −iλ_5, −iλ_6, −iλ_7} (92)

with a maximally compact Cartan subalgebra for g often chosen to be h = span{−iλ_3, −i √ 3λ_8} At this stage, our Cartan subalgebra is not maximally non-compact (having no intersection with p), which we deal with below. Our interest is in Λ systems, that is, 3-level quantum systems where the Hamiltonian control space is a 4-dimensional space of optical transitions generated by p (where (λ_1, λ2) may be substituted for (λ_6, λ_7). The target space is the 4-dimensional unitary subgroup K = S(U(1) × U(2)) of microwave transitions generated by k. With respect to this decomposition, it is convenient to introduce a slight change of basis:

H_{III} = − √ 3 2 λ_3 + 1 2 λ_8 = 1 √ 3 (−|0⟩⟨0| + 2|1⟩⟨1| − |2⟩⟨2|) (93) H^⊥_{III} = 1 2 λ_3 + √ 3 2 λ_8 = |0⟩⟨0| − |2⟩⟨2| (94) Note for convenience:

λ_3 = − √ 3 2 H_{III} + 1 2 H^⊥_{III} λ_8 = √ 3 2 H^⊥_{III} + 1 2 H_{III} (95)

λ_3 + √ 3λ_8 = 2H^⊥_{III} − λ_3 + √ 3λ_8 = √ 3H_{III} + H^⊥_{III} (96)

and:

ad^2_Θ(−iH_{III}) = 0 ad^2_Θ(−iH^⊥_{III}) = (−2θ)^2(−H^⊥_{III}) (97)

Under this change of basis:

k = span{−iλ_1, −iλ_2, −iH_{III}, −iH^⊥_{III}} (98) p = span{−iλ_4, −iλ_5, −iλ_6, −iλ_7} (99)

Under this transformation, the maximally compact Cartan subalgebra h = {H_{III}, H^⊥_{III}} ∈ k in (99) is entirely within k. In principle, to obtain a maximally noncompact Cartan subalgebra, we conjugate h via an appropriately chosen group element (see Section 7 of Part VI of [45]). However, in our case we can simply read off the combination {−iH_{III}, −iλ_5} (such that h ∩ p = −iλ_5) from the commutation table above. The commutant of a = span{−iλ_5} is the subgroup: M ≡ { k ∈ K : ∀iΘ ∈ a, kΘk^{-1} ∈ Θ } = e^m (100)

where in this case:

m = span{iH_{III}} (101)

We also define:

H^{⊥′′}_{III} = − √ 3H_{III} + H^⊥_{III} 2 = 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 −1

(102)

which together with λ_6 and λ_7 define the microwave Pauli operators and the generator:

H^{′′}_{III} =

−3H^⊥_{III} − √ 3H_{III} 2 = −2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

(103) which commutes with the microwave qubit. Continuing, via equations (235-236) we have optimal time in the form:

ΩT = min_{Θ,Φ} | sin ad_Θ(Φ)| (104) with initial condition U_0=e^{−iΘ} ∈ A and target unitary is given by U_T = e^{−iX} : X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)(Φ) (105) Here Φ ∈ k and is in the commutant with respect to Θ. The time-optimal circuit is generated by the Hamiltonian:

H(t) = e^{−iΛt} sin ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗)e^{iΛt} Λ = cos ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗) T ≡ cos ad˙_{Θ∗} (ΔΦ_∗) (106) Here Θ_∗, Φ_∗ reflects a choice of parameters (e.g. θ^k, ϕ^j) which minimise time T . To calculate the optimal time and corresponding Hamiltonian explicitly, we note ad_Θ(Φ) = [Θ, Φ] ∈ p while ad^2_Θ(Φ) = [Θ, [Θ, Φ]] ∈ k (see Appendix (B)). General form of target unitaries in SU(3) We set out the general form of targets using the particular Cartan decomposition and choice of basis for SU(3) above. We set: Φ = −i(ϕ_1λ_1 + ϕ_2λ_2 + ϕ_3H^{⊥′′}_{III} + ϕ_4 √ 3H_{III}) (107) The cos(ad_Θ) term is proportional to the application of ad^2_Θ:

cos ad_Θ(Φ) = cos α(θ)(Φ) (108) = cos(θ)(−iλ_1) + cos(θ)(−iλ_2) + cos(2θ)(−iH^{⊥′′}_{III} ) − i √ 3H_{III} (109) using cos(−θ) = cos(θ), that cos α(θ) = cos(0) = 1 for −iH_{III}. Our targets are in this case of the form:

X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)(Φ) = (1 − cos α(θ))(Φ) (110) = −i ( (1 − cos(θ))ϕ_1λ_1 + (1 − cos(θ))ϕ_2λ_2 + (1 − cos(2θ))ϕ_3H^{⊥′′}_{III} ) (111) where 1−cos α(θ) = 0 for H_{III}. Note that for more general targets involving linear combinations of H_{III}, specific choices or transformations of Φ and transformations of Θ such that the H_{III} term does not vanish may be required (we save such discussion for later work). As per the general method set out in the Appendix, this form of X can be derived as follows. We begin with the most general form of target: X = −i(η_1λ_1 + η_2λ_2 + η_3H^{⊥′′}_{III} + η_4 √ 3H_{III}) (112) Minimising evolution time firstly requires a choice of an initial condition. Our target can be written:

U(T )U^{-1}_0 = e^{−iX} = qe^{ic -1Θc} (113) with U_0 = e^{iΘ} and the commutant condition we have that:

q(T ) = k(T )c(T ) = e^{Φ′} e^Φ = e^{Φ′′} = e^{−iX} (114)

In general, we must choose Φ such that it is in the commutant:

Φ = −i(ϕ_1λ_1 + ϕ_2λ_2 + ϕ_3 √ 3H_{III} + ϕ_4H^{⊥′′}_{III} ) ∈ M (115)

Where a target does not comprise a generators, its coefficient may be set to zero. Gathering terms:

q(T ) = e^{−iΦ′′} (116) Φ^′ = −i(ψ_1λ_1 + ψ_2λ_2 + ψ_3H^⊥_{III} + ψ_4 √ 3H_{III}) (117) Φ^{′′} = −i ( (ψ_1 + ϕ_1)λ_1 + (ψ_2 + ϕ_2)λ_2 (118)

+ (ψ_3 + ϕ_3)H^{⊥′′}_{III} + (ψ_4 + ϕ_4) √ 3H_{III} ) (119)

Using the form of minimal connection (equation (52)): ψ̇_k = −ϕ̇_k cos α(θ) (120)

equate coefficients for our target Hamiltonian X, where, by gathering terms by generator, we note that η_k = ϕ_k(1 − (cos α_k(θ)) (excluding the vanishing −iH_{III} term):

η_1 = ϕ_1(1 − cos(θ)) η_2 = ϕ_2(1 − cos(θ)) (121) η_3 = ϕ_3(1 − cos(2θ)) η_4 = ϕ_4(1 − 1) = 0 (122)

recovering the form in equation (111) up to relevant generators. Continuing:

cos(θ) = 1 − 1 2 ( η_1 ϕ_1 + η_2 ϕ_2 ) sin(θ) = √ 1 − cos(θ)^2 (123)

cos(2θ) = 1 − η_3 ϕ_3 sin(2θ) = √ 1 − cos(2θ)^2 (124)

Note that η_4 does not contribute. Optimal time is parametrised as:

ΩT = min_{Θ,Φ} | sin ad_Θ(Φ)| = min_{θ,ϕk} | sin ad_Θ(Φ)| (125)

= min_{θ,ϕk} ( ∑ k ϕ^2_k sin^2 α_k(θ) ) (126)

= min_{ϕk} √ ϕ^2_1 sin^2(θ) + ϕ^2 sin^2(θ) + ϕ^2_3 sin^2(2θ) (127)

where the minimisation depends on the choice of ϕ_k. The choice of ϕ_i must be such that the commutant condition e^{iΦ} ∈ M is satisfied. For certain targets X, this means:

Φ = −iϕ_3 √ 3H_{III} − i2πk(n^xλ_1 + n^yλ_2 + n^zH^{⊥′′}_{III} ) ∈ M (128) for any ϕ_3 ∈ R, k ∈ Z and unit vector n̂ = (n^x, n^y, n^z). The remainders of p and k pair into root spaces of a:

[iλ_5, iλ_1] = −iλ_6 [iλ_5, iλ_6] = iλ_1, [iλ_5, iλ_2] = iλ_7 [iλ_5, iλ_7] = −iλ_2, and [iλ_5, iλ_4] = 2iλ_3 [iλ_5, iλ_3] = −2iλ_4.

In this formulation, for a target unitary U(T ) = e^{iX} :

X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)(Φ) (129) = −i2πk((1 − cos θ)(n^xλ_1 + n^yλ_2) + (1 − cos(2θ))n^zH^{⊥′′}_{III} (130)

For simple targets, such as those dealt with in the next section, ϕ_k simply be an integer multiple 2πk, in which case the minimisation problem becomes one of selecting the appropriate choice of k that minimises T . Note that as discussed, this particular form of Hamiltonian cannot reach targets in H_{III}. Having determined T , the optimal time Hamiltonian is constructed as follows. Recall from equation (240) that:

H(t) = e^{−iΛt} sin ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗)e^{iΛt} (131) Λ = cos ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗) T (132)

noting for completeness that Λ ∈ k (and sin ad_Θ(Φ) ∈ p). We demonstrate the technique for a specific example gate in the literature below.

3.2.2 Comparison with existing methods

In this section, we apply the constant θ method to derive time optimal results from [33]. The KP decomposition for D’Alessandro et al. in [26] and [33] is: p = 1 √ 2 span{iλ_1, iλ_2, iλ_4, iλ_5} (133) k = 1 √ 2 span{iλ_3, iλ_6, iλ_7, iλ_8} (134)

As the only difference with our chosen KP decomposition (up to the constant −1/ √ 2) is swapping −iλ_1, −iλ_2 ∈ p and −iλ_6, −iλ_7 ∈ k we can use the same change of basis from −iλ_3, −iλ_8 to −iH_{III}, −iH^⊥_{III} and choice of a = span{−iλ_5}. For convenience and continuity with [33], we use the standard notation from that paper. The key point for our method is the choice of a Cartan subalgebra that is maximally non-compact allowing us to select Θ proportional to −iλ_5. The form of targets in [33] U_f is:

U_f = ( e^{−iϕs} 0 0 Û_s ) (135) where U_s ∈ U(2) and det U_s = e^{iϕs} . For the given KP decomposition, matrices K (block diagonal) and P (block anti-diagonal) have the form:

K = ( if 0 0 Q ) P = 0 α β −α^∗ 0 0 −β^∗ 0 0

(136)

chosen in order to eliminate the drift term. The general form of A ∈ k and P = iλ_1 ∈ p in that work are:

A = a + b 0 0 0 −a −c 0 −c −b P = i 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

(137)

P is expressed to be an element of a Cartan subalgebra of p. However the full Cartan subalgebra is not given. In that paper, the given target is a simple Hadamard gate:

U_f = 1 0 0^{1√}_2^{i√}_2 0^{i√}_2^{1√}_2

= exp(H) = exp ( − iπ 4 λ_6 ) (138)

resulting in:

A = 0 0 0 0 0 ±^{7i√}_{15} 0 ±^{7i√}_{15} 0 P = 0 i 0 i 0 0 0 0 0

(139)

In [33], the solution to subRiemannian geodesics (drawing upon results originally presented by Jurdjevic in [31] (p.257) and later with more exposition in [30] (p.28)) relying upon, as Jurdjevic notes, the right invariance of the vector field under the action of elements of K) is of the form:

U_f = exp(At) exp((−A + P )t) = exp(At) (140)

In [33], the results from equations (5) are assumed and expressed via the constraint exp((−A + P )t) = exp(2πk/3) = I [(where k ∈ Z] and t = t_{min} = 2πT = √ 15π/4, in which case:

exp(A √ 15π/4) = exp √ 15π 4 0 0 0 0 0 ±^{7i√}_{15} 0 ±^{7i√}_{15} 0

(141)

= ( 1 0 0 exp(−7π/4σ_x) ) (142)

= 1 0 0 0 cos(−7π/4) i sin(−7π/4) 0 i sin(−7π/4) cos(−7π/4)

= Uf (143)

where we choose c = −^{7i√}_{15} in the second line from equation (139) above. If the positive value is used, a similarity transformation K ∈ exp(k) of the KAK decomposition exp(At)P exp(−At) is required. In the general form of solution to subRiemannian geodesic equations from Jurdjevic et al., the control algebra is related to the Hamiltonian via:

exp(At)P exp(−At) = ∑ j u(t)_jB_j (144)

for B_j ∈ p and u_j (t) ∈ R (with ||u|| = M for M = Ω constant, by the Pontryagin ‘bang bang’ principle).

3.2.3 Constant-θ method

To demonstrate our constant θ method, we first obtain our target generators in terms of k:

log(U_f ) =

0 0 0 0 0^{iπ}_4 0^{iπ}_4 0 = iπ 4 λ_6 = ( π 2 √ 2 ) ( − i √ 2 ) λ_6 (145)

which becomes our target X: X = ( π 2 √ 2 ) ( − i √ 2 ) λ_6 = π 4 (−iλ_6) = −iη_6λ_6 (146)

Φ = −iϕ_6λ_6 (147)

In this relatively simple example, we can choose Φ to solely consist of −iλ_6. Setting Θ = −iλ_5 and noting cos ad_Θ(Φ) = cos α(θ)(Φ):

X = (1 − cos ad_Θ)(Φ) (148) = (1 − cos α(θ))(Φ) (149) = (1 − cos(θ))(−iϕ_6λ_6) (150) = −iη_6λ_6 (151)

where we have used:

cos ad_Θ(Φ) = cos α(θ)ad^{2k}_{−iλ5} (−iλ_6) = i cos(θ)λ_6 cos α(θ) = cos(θ) (152) sin ad_Θ(Φ) = sin α(θ)ad^{2k+1}_{−iλ5} (−iλ_6) = i sin(θ)λ_1 sin α(θ) = sin(θ) (153)

Noting Ad(exp(X))(Y ) = exp(ad_X (Y )) such that for c = exp(−iϕ_6λ_6):

e^{−iϕ6λ6} (−iλ_5)e^{iϕ6λ6} = −iλ_5 (154)

our commutant condition is satisfied for ϕ_6 = 2π, then: π 4 = 2π(1 − cos(θ)) (155)

cos(θ) = 1 − 1 8 = 7 8 (156)

sin(θ) = √ 1 − ( 7 8 )_2 = √ 15 8 (157) which is “minimum T” in [33]. Minimal time is then:

ΩT = min_{Θ,Φ} | | sin ad_Θ(Φ) | | (158) = min_{θ,ϕk} √ ϕ^2_6 sin^2 α(θ) (159)

= ±2π sin(θ) (160) = ±2π √ 15 8 = ± √ 15π 4 (161)

which is (as time must be positive) the minimum time t to reach the equivalence class of target Hamiltonians (that generate U_f up to conjugation) in [33]. Note in this paper we denote this minimum time to reach the target as T . For convenience we assume Ω = 1 such that T = √ 15π/4. To calculate the Hamiltonian:

H(t) = e^{−iΛt} sin ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗)e^{iΛt} (162)

and apply our formulation: Λ = cos ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗) T (163) = 2π cos θ T (−iλ_6) (164) = 7/8 √ 15/8

(−iλ_6) (165) = 7 √ 15 (−iλ_6) (166)

= 0 0 0 0 0 −^{7i√}_{15} 0 −^{7i√}_{15} 0

(167)

which is A in [33]. Then from equations (153) and (161):

sin ad_Θ(Φ) = i2π sin(θ)λ_1 = 2π sin(θ)

0 i 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 = √ 15π 4 0 i 0 i 0 0 0 0 0

(168)

which is P in [33] scaled by T . Using our formulation, the Hamiltonian is then:

H(t) = e^{−iΛt} sin ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗)e^{iΛt} = e^{At}P e^{−At} (169) = iλ_1 cos ωt ± iλ_6 sin ωt (170)

for ω = 7/ √ 15. 4 Discussion

We have demonstrated that for specific categories of quantum control problems, particularly those where the antisymmetric centralizer generators parameterised by angle θ remain constant, it is possible to obtain analytic solutions for time-optimal circuit synthesis for non-exceptional symmetric spaces using a global Cartan decomposition. This is particularly true when the control subalgebras are restricted to cases where the Hamiltonian consists of generators from a horizontal distribution (bracket-generating [1, 37]) p with p ≠ g (where the vertical subspace is not null). Direct access is only available to subalgebras p ⊂ g. However, we have shown that if the assumptions [p, p] ⊂ k and dΘ = 0 hold, arbitrary generators in k can be indirectly synthesised (via application of Lie brackets), which in turn makes the entirety of g available in optimal time. Geometrically, we have demonstrated a method for synthesis of time-optimal subRiemannian geodesics using p. Note that, as mentioned in the example for SU(2) above, subRiemannian geodesics may exhibit non-zero curvature with respect to the entire manifold, but this is to be expected where we are limited to a control subalgebra. Consequently, in principle, arbitrary U_T ∈ G (rather than just) U_T ∈ G/K becomes reachable in a control sense.

References

[1] S. Helgason. Differential Geometry, Lie Groups, and Symmetric Spaces. ISSN. Elsevier Science, 1979.

[2] Navin Khaneja and Steffen J. Glaser. Cartan decomposition of SU(2n) and control of spin systems. Chemical Physics, 267(1):11–23, June 2001.

[3] Navin Khaneja, Timo Reiss, Cindie Kehlet, Thomas Schulte-Herbrüggen, and Steffen J.

Glaser. Optimal control of coupled spin dynamics: design of NMR pulse sequences by gradient ascent algorithms. Journal of Magnetic Resonance, 172(2):296–305, 2005.

[4] Navin Khaneja, Steffen J. Glaser, and Roger Brockett. Sub-Riemannian Geometry and Time Optimal Control of Three Spin Systems: Quantum Gates and Coherence Transfer. Physical Review A, 65(3), January 2002. arXiv: quant-ph/0106099.

[5] Wen-Qiang Liu, Xin-Jie Zhou, and Hai-Rui Wei. Collective unitary evolution with linear optics by Cartan decomposition. Europhysics Letters, 2022.

[6] Henrique N. Sá Earp and Jiannis K. Pachos. A constructive algorithm for the Cartan decomposition of SU(2^N). Journal of Mathematical Physics, 46(8):082108, August 2005. arXiv: quant-ph/0505128.

[7] Michael J. Bremner, Jennifer L. Dodd, Michael A. Nielsen, and Dave Bacon. Fungible dynamics: There are only two types of entangling multiple-qubit interactions. Physical Review A, 69(1):012313, January 2004. Publisher: American Physical Society.

[8] Stephen S. Bullock and Gavin K. Brennen. Canonical decompositions of n-qubit quantum computations and concurrence. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 45(6):2447–2467, May 2004.

[9] Byron Drury and Peter Love. Constructive quantum Shannon decomposition from Cartan involutions. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 41(39):395305, September 2008.

[10] Robert R. Tucci. An Introduction to Cartan’s KAK Decomposition for QC Programmers.

July 2005.

[11] Tzu-Ching Yen and Artur F. Izmaylov. Cartan Subalgebra Approach to Efficient Measurements of Quantum Observables. PRX Quantum, 2(4):040320, October 2021. Publisher: American Physical Society.

[12] Efekan Kökcü, Thomas Steckmann, JK Freericks, Eugene F Dumitrescu, and Alexander F Kemper. Fixed depth hamiltonian simulation via cartan decomposition. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.00728, 2021.

[13] Thomas Steckmann, Trevor Keen, Alexander F Kemper, Eugene F Dumitrescu, and Yan Wang. Simulating the Mott transition on a noisy digital quantum computer via Cartanbased fast-forwarding circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.05688, 2021.

[14] Stephen S Bullock, Gavin K Brennen, and Dianne P O’leary. Time reversal and n-qubit canonical decompositions. Journal of mathematical physics, 46(6):062104, 2005. Publisher: American Institute of Physics.

[15] D. D’Alessandro. Introduction to Quantum Control and Dynamics. Chapman & Hall/CRC Applied Mathematics & Nonlinear Science. CRC Press, 2007.

[16] Cartan’s equivalence method, October 2018. Page Version ID: 862708484.

[17] Zheng-Yao Su. A Scheme of Cartan Decomposition for su(N), March 2006. arXiv:quantph/0603190.

[18] Michael A. Nielsen. A Geometric Approach to Quantum Circuit Lower Bounds. Quantum Info. Comput., 6(3):213–262, May 2006. Place: Paramus, NJ Publisher: Rinton Press, Incorporated.

[19] Peter Leifer. Quantum geometry of the Cartan control problem. arXiv:0810.3188 [physics], October 2008.

[20] Stephen S. Bullock. Note on the Khaneja Glaser Decomposition. arXiv:quant-ph/0403141, March 2004. arXiv: quant-ph/0403141.

[21] Can Gokler, Seth Lloyd, Peter Shor, and Kevin Thompson. Efficiently Controllable Graphs. Physical Review Letters, 118(26):260501, June 2017.

[22] Efekan Kökcü, Thomas Steckmann, Yan Wang, J. K. Freericks, Eugene F. Dumitrescu, and Alexander F. Kemper. Fixed Depth Hamiltonian Simulation via Cartan Decomposition. Physical Review Letters, 129(7):070501, August 2022. arXiv:2104.00728 [cond-mat, physics:quant-ph].

[23] Gavin K Brennen. An observable measure of entanglement for pure states of multi-qubit systems. arXiv preprint quant-ph/0305094, 2003.

[24] Michael Edward Swaddle. SubRiemannian geodesics and cubics for efficient quantum circuits. PhD Thesis, The University of Western Australia, 2017.

[25] Wei Huang. An explicit family of unitaries with exponentially minimal length Pauli geodesics. arXiv:quant-ph/0701202, January 2007.

[26] Domenico D’Alessandro, Benjamin A. Sheller, and Zhifei Zhu. Time-optimal control of quantum lambda systems in the KP configuration. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 61(5):052107, May 2020.

[27] Francesca Albertini and Domenico D’Alessandro. On symmetries in time optimal control, sub-riemannian geometries, and the kp problem. Journal of Dynamical and Control Systems, 24(1):13–38, January 2018.

[28] Mark R. Dowling and Michael A. Nielsen. The Geometry of Quantum Computation.

Quantum Info. Comput., 8(10):861–899, November 2008.

[29] V. Jurdjevic, J. Velimir, V. DJurdjević, B. Bollobas, Cambridge University Press, W. Fulton, A. Katok, F. Kirwan, P. Sarnak, and B. Simon. Geometric Control Theory. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1997.

[30] V. Jurdjevic. Hamiltonian point of view of non-Euclidean geometry and elliptic functions.

Systems & Control Letters, 43(1):25–41, May 2001.

[31] V Jurdjevic. Optimal control, geometry, and mechanics. Mathematical control theory, pages 227–267, 1999. Publisher: Springer.

[32] Domenico D’Alessandro and Benjamin Sheller. On K-P sub-Riemannian Problems and their Cut Locus. In 2019 18th European Control Conference (ECC), pages 4210–4215, June 2019.

[33] Francesca Albertini, Domenico D’Alessandro, and Benjamin Sheller. Sub-Riemannian Geodesics in SU(n)/S(U(n-1) \times U(1)) and Optimal Control of Three Level Quantum Systems. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 65(3):1176–1191, 2020.

[34] Navin Khaneja and Steffen Glaser. Cartan Decomposition of SU(2^n), Constructive Controllability of Spin systems and Universal Quantum Computing. arXiv:quant-ph/0010100, October 2000. arXiv: quant-ph/0010100.

[35] Domenico D’Alessandro. Lie Algebraic Analysis and Control of Quantum Dynamics.

arXiv:0803.1193 [quant-ph], March 2008.

[36] Michael A. Nielsen, Mark R. Dowling, Mile Gu, and Andrew C. Doherty. Optimal control, geometry, and quantum computing. Physical Review A, 73(6):062323, June 2006.

[37] Anthony W Knapp. Representation theory of semisimple groups: an overview based on examples. Princeton university press, Princeton, 2001.

[38] R. Hermann. Lie Groups for Physicists. Mathematical physics monograph series. W. A.

Benjamin, 1966.

[39] Robert N Cahn. Semi-simple Lie algebras and their representations. Courier Corporation, 2014.

[40] Mile Gu, Andrew Doherty, and Michael A. Nielsen. Quantum control via geometry: An explicit example. Physical Review A, 78(3):032327, September 2008.

[41] Teng-Long Wang, Ling-Na Wu, Wen Yang, Guang-Ri Jin, Neill Lambert, and Franco Nori.

Quantum Fisher information as a signature of the superradiant quantum phase transition. New J. Phys., 16:063039, 2014.

[42] A. D. Boozer. Time-optimal synthesis of SU(2) transformations for a spin-1/2 system.

Physical Review A, 85(1):012317, January 2012. Publisher: American Physical Society. [43] M.P. do Carmo. Differential Geometry of Curves and Surfaces: Revised and Updated Second Edition. Dover Books on Mathematics. Dover Publications, 2016.

[44] Mark Byrd. The Geometry of SU(3), August 1997. arXiv:physics/9708015. [45] Anthony W Knapp and Anthony William Knapp. Lie groups beyond an introduction, volume 140. Springer, 1996.

[46] Brian C Hall. Lie groups, Lie algebras, and representations. Springer, 2013.

A Generalised constant-θ method

In this section, we generalise the method detailed above. Given a G = KAK decomposition, an arbitrary unitary U_T ∈ G has a decomposition as: U = ke^{iΘ}c = qe^{ic -1Θc} (171) where k, c ∈ K and e^{iΘ} ∈ A. Define Cartan conjugation as: k^χ = k^{-1} (e^{iΘ})^χ = e^{iΘ} (UV )^χ = V^χU^χ (172) The Cartan projection is:

π(U) = U^χU (173) which U to an element of the subspace of G that is fixed by χ. Combining with equation (171) we have:

π(ke^{iΘ}c) = e^{2c -1iΘc}, (174) That is, the representation of equation (171) as projected into the symmetric space G/K (for which k, p are fixed points) establishing the symmetric space as a section of the K-bundle: π(G) ∼= G/K. (175) The existence of χ and π are sufficient for G/K to be considered globally symmetric i.e. it has an involutive symmetry at every point. The compactness of G refers to the property that G is a compact Lie group, meaning it is a closed and bounded subset of the Euclidean space in which it is embedded. The symmetric space G/K is equipped with a has a Riemannian metric, which is a smoothly varying positive-definite quadratic form on the tangent spaces of the symmetric space. Noting the Euler formula:

e^{iΘ}Xe^{−iΘ} = Ad_eiΘ (X) = e^{iadΘ} (X) = cos ad_Θ(X) + i sin ad_Θ(X) (176) where X ∈ g, e^{iΘ} ∈ A ⊂ G. Note here the (lower-case) adjoint action ad_Θ(X) is the action of the Lie algebra generators on themselves, thus takes the form of the Lie derivative (commutator): ad_Θ(X) = [Θ, X] (177) whereas the (upper-case) group adjoint action Ad_Θ is one of conjugation of group elements (hence we exponentiate the generator X implicitly). The Maurer-Cartan form becomes in general:

dUU^{-1} = k ( k^{-1}dk + cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) + idΘ + i sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) ) k^{-1} (178) Recalling that Cartan conjugation is the negative of the relevant involution ι, define the control space subalgebra as: p = {−iH : χ(−iH) = −iH} (179) which satisfies k = [p, p] and the Cartan commutation relations more generally. By restricting the Maurer-Cartan form (Hamiltonian) to the antisymmetric control subalgebra:

dUU^{-1} ∈ p (180)

we thereby define a minimal connection (see Appendix section C):

k^{-1}dk = − cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) (181)

which can as per the examples be written in its parametrised form as:

ψ̇^{α,r} + ϕ̇^{α,r} cos α(Θ) = 0 (182)

here α is a functional on Θ that selects out the relevant parameter, e.g. when Θ = ∑ k θ^kH_k then α selects out the appropriate θ^k ∈ C .

Note that if a ∈ Θ comprises multiple H_k, then The related Hamiltonian may also be expressed as: H = i dU dt U^{-1} = −k ( dΘ + sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) ) k^{-1}. (183)

Given g as the Lie algebra of G, define the Killing form as: (X, Y ) = 1 2 ReTr(ad_X ad_Y ) (184)

where ad_X is the adjoint representation of X. The Killing form is used to define an inner product on g allowing measurement of lengths and angles in g. Define the inner product for weights and the Weyl vector ρ:

(α, β) = g^{kl}H_kH_l and ρ = 1 2 ∑ α∈R^+ α = r∑ k=1 ϕ^k (185)

where {H_k} is a basis for the Cartan subalgebra a, R^+ is the set of positive roots α, r is the rank, and {ϕ^k} are the fundamental weights. The weights (α, β) of a representation are the eigenvalues of the Cartan subalgebra a, which (see below) is a maximal abelian subalgebra of g. The Weyl vector ρ is a special weight that is associated with the root system of g. It is defined as half the sum of the positive roots α (counted with multiplicities). The Weyl vector is used in Weyl’s character formula, which gives the character of a finite-dimensional representation in terms of its highest weight [46] which we denote below as τ.

Define the Euclidean norm using the Killing form as: |X| = √ (X, X) (186)

We leverage the fact that the Killing form is quadratic for semi-simple Lie algebras g such that:

|idUU^{-1}|^2 = |ik^{-1}dk + cos ad_Θ(idcc^{-1})|^2 + |dΘ|^2 + | sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1})|^2 (187)

Let the Hamiltonian have an isotropic cutoff:

|H| = Ω. (188)

By the Schrodinger equation, the time elapsed over the path γ is given by:

Ωt = Ω ∫ γ dt = ∫ γ |idUU^{-1}| = ∫ γ | | |i dU ds U^{-1} | | | ds. (189) Define:

ṫ = | | |i dU ds U^{-1} | | | . (190)

with:

T = min_γ t. (191)

To perform the local minimization, we introduce a vector of Lagrange multipliers (defined below in equation (199)):

Ωt = ∫ γ ( ṫ + ( Λ, k^{-1}k̇ + cos ad_Θ(ċc^{-1}) )) ds (192)

note k ( k^{-1}k̇ + cos ad_Θ(ċc^{-1}) ) k^{-1} = U̇U -1 − χ(U̇U -1) 2 (193) and k ( iΘ̇ + i sin ad_Θ(ċc^{-1}) ) k^{-1} =

U̇U -1 + χ(U̇U -1) 2 (194)

We can further simplify via expanding in the restricted Cartan-Weyl basis, noting that α indexes the relevant roots and s indexes the relevant sets of roots r ∈ Δ). The restricted Cartan-Weyl basis allows g to be decomposed as the sum of the commutant basis vectors H_k ∈ a and the root vectors E_α:

g = H_k ⨁ E_α (195)

where there are r such positive roots. The Maurer-Cartan form becomes (equation (192)) then becomes expressed in terms of weights and weight vectors:

Θ = H_kθ^k, (196)

iċc^{-1} = F_{α,r}ϕ̇^{α,r} (197)

ik^{-1}k̇ = F_{α,r}ψ̇^{α,r} + m (198) and Λ = F_{α,r}λ^{α,r} + m (199)

In the above equations, the α are summed over restricted positive roots (of which there are r many). F_α ∈ k − m with ϕ̇, ψ̇ ∈ C coefficients. The Lagrange multiplier vector Λ in equation (199) is in generalised form. Note that in the SU(2) case above, the simplicity of k = {J_z} simplifies the multiplier term in the action equation (45). Here the Cartan subalgebra h is given by: h = {a, m} (200)

This algebra is distinct from a maximally compact Cartan algebra in that h intersects with both p (the non-compact part of h) and k (the compact part of h). In many cases, the elements of h are themselves diagonal (see for example Hall and others [39, 46]) and entirely within k. In our case, a ∈ p but m ∈ k. The construction of the restricted Cartan-Weyl basis is via the adjoint action of a on the Lie algebra, such that it gives rise to pairings F_α ∈ k − m, E_α ∈ p − a conjugate under the adjoint action.

The Cartan-Weyl basis has the property that the commutation relations between the basis elements are simplified because (i) the Cartan generators (belonging to an abelian subalgebra) commute and (ii) the commutation relations between a Cartan generator and a root vector are proportional to the root vector itself. The commutation relations between two root vectors can be more complicated, but they are determined by the structure of the root system. The set of roots, which are the non-zero weights of the adjoint representation of the Lie algebra. The roots form a discrete subset of the dual space to the Cartan subalgebra, and they satisfy certain symmetries and relations that are encoded in the Dynkin diagram of the Lie algebra [1,37].Transforming to the restricted Cartan-Weyl basis allows us to represent the parametrised form of equation (187) as:

|Θ̇|^2 = g_{kl}θ̇^kθ̇^l, (201)

| sin ad_Θ(ċc^{-1})|^2 = ∑ α,r g_{αα}(ϕ̇^{α,r})^2 sin^2 α(Θ), (202)

|k^{-1}k̇ + cos ad_Θ(ċc^{-1})|^2 = ∑ α,r g_{αα} (˙ ψ^{α,r} + ϕ̇^{α,r} cos α(Θ)

)_2 + |m|^2, (203)

and using the vector of Lagrange multipliers with the connection: ( Λ, k^{-1}k̇ + cos ad_Θ(ċc^{-1}) ) = ∑ α,r g_{αα}λ^{α,r} (˙ ψ^{α,r} + ϕ̇^{α,r} cos α(Θ) ) + |m|^2 (204)

Here we have used the fact that the only non-vanishing elements of the Killing form are g_{αα} and g_{jk} (and using g_{αα} = (E_α, E_α)), the inner product of the basis elements with themselves, and the restricted Cartan-Weyl basis to simplify the variational equations. The nonzero functional derivatives are: Ω δt δψ̇^{α,r} = g_{αα} ( 1 ṫ (˙ ψ^{α,r} + ϕ̇^{α,r} cos α(Θ) ) + λ^{α,r} ) (205)

Ω δt δϕ̇ = g_{αα} ( ϕ̇α,r ṫ + ( ψ̇α,r ṫ + λ^{α,r} ) cos α(Θ) ) (206)

Ω δt δθ̇^k = g_{kl} θ̇l ṫ (207)

Ω δt δθ^k = − ∑ α,r g_{αα} ( ψ̇α,r ṫ + λ^{α,r} ) ϕ̇^{α,r}α(H_k) sin α(Θ) (208)

Ω δt δλ^{α,r} = ψ̇^{α,r} + ϕ̇^{α,r} cos α(θ) (209)

From the Euler-Lagrange equations and by design from the connection we have the constraints:

k^{-1}k̇ = − cos ad_Θ(ċc^{-1}) (210)

We assume again the Lagrange multipliers are constant. As for the case of SU(2), each Lagrange multiplier λ^{α,r} then becomes a global gauge degree of freedom in the sense that: ∂T ∂λ^{α,r} = 0. (211)

with ψ̇(s) becoming local gauge degrees of freedom under the constraint: δT δψ̇^{α,r} = 0. (212)

We are free to choose the gauge trajectory ψ̇(s) as:

k^{-1}k̇/ṫ + Λ = 0 (213)

With this choice, we have also by the remaining Euler-Lagrange equations:

ċc^{-1}/ṫ = constant (214) and Θ̇/ṫ = constant. (215)

Minimizing over the constant θ̇: Ω ∂T ∂θ̇^k = g_{kl}(θ̇^l/ṫ) ∫ γ ds = 0, (216)

we see

Θ = constant (217)

The above functional equations show that when the action is varied, each term in equation (178) vanishes apart from the sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) term. Calculating optimal evolution time then reduces to minimization over initial conditions: T = min_{Θ,Φ} |sin ad_Θ(Φ)| (218) where Φ = ∫ γ −idcc^{-1}. (219) We can express in terms of the Cartan-Weyl basis as follows: Φ = ∑ α,r ϕ̇^{α,r}F_{α,r} + m (220)

where: F_{α,r} = 1 α(Θ) ad_Θ(E_{α,r}) ∈ k − m (221) ad^2_Θ(E_{α,r}) = α(Θ)^2E_{α,r} ∈ p − a (222) ad_Θ(m) = 0 (223) such that: sin ad_Θ(Φ̇) = ∑ α,r ϕ̇^{α,r} sin α(Θ)E_{α,r} ∈ p (224)

The minimisation can be expressed in terms of parameters noting the trace as a rank-2 tensor contraction. The problem of finding the minimal time Hamiltonian is thereby simplified considerably. Consider targets of the form:

U(T )U^{-1}_0 = e^{−iX} ∈ K (225) Again:

U(T )U^{-1}_0 = e^{−iX} = ke^{iΘ}c = qe^{ic -1Θc} (226) Explicitly we equate:

U(T ) = q U(0) = e^{ic -1Θc} (227) As was the case for SU(2), we select initial conditions as: U_0 = e^{iΘ} (228) where we can see a quantization condition emerges by satisfying the commutant condition that c = exp(Φ) ∈ K (with Φ ∈ k) commute with Θ: { exp(Φ) ∈ K : exp(Φ)Θ exp(−Φ) = Θ } = M (229)

Such a condition is equivalent to ΘcΘ^{-1} = c. In the SU(2) case, because we only have a single generator in Φ, the condition manifests in requiring the group elements c ∈ K to resolve to ±I, which in turn imposes a requirement that their parameters ϕ_j be of the form ϕ_j = 2πn for n ∈ Z in order for e^{iϕj kj} = I where k ∈ k. In general, however, the commutant will have a nontrivial connected subgroup and it still “quantizes” into multiple connected components. In practice this means that ϕ_k are not, in general, integer multiples of 2π and instead must be chosen to meet the commutant condition in each case. We note that:

q(T ) = k(T )c(T ) = e^{−iX} (230)

or equivalently X = ∫ γ idqq^{-1} (231) = ∫ γ k ( ik^{-1}dk + idcc^{-1} ) k^{-1} (232) = ∫ γ k (1 − cos ad_Θ) ( idcc^{-1} ) k^{-1} (233)

= − (1 − cos ad_Θ) ( Φ ) (234)

where we have used the minimal connection in equation (181), where the last equality comes from k(0) = I and the arc-length parametrisation of γ between s ∈ [0, 1]. The optimal time is:

ΩT = min_{Θ,Φ} | | sin ad_Θ(Φ) | | (235)

with minimization over constraints:

e^Φ ∈ M and X = (1 − cos ad_Θ) (Φ) (236)

Time-optimal control is given by Hamiltonians of the form:

H(t) = e^{−iΛt} sin ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗)e^{iΛt} (237)

where Φ̇ = Φ/T , Θ_∗ and Φ_∗ are the critical values which minimize the time, and the multiplier is the turning rate

Λ = −k^{-1}k̇/ṫ (238) = − ∫ γ k^{-1}k̇/T (239) = cos ad_{Θ∗} (Φ_∗) T . (240)

The global minimization then depends upon the choice of Cartan subalgebra a ∋ Θ (as illustrated in the examples above).

B Adjoint action and commutation relations

The adjoint action of group elements can be expressed via conjugation as Ad_h(g) = hgh^{-1}where g, h ∈ G. The adjoint action of a Lie algebra upon itself, which we focus on, is via the commutator namely ad_X (Y ) = [X, Y ] where X, Y ∈ g. Thus terms such as ad_Θ(Φ) involve calculation of commutation relations among generators. Note the following used in the paper:

e^{iΘ}Xe^{−iΘ} = e^{iadΘ} (X) = cos ad_Θ(X) + i sin ad_Θ(X) (241)

The cos ad_Θ(X) term can be understood in terms of the cosine expansion:

cos ad_Θ(X) = ∞∑ n=0 (−1)^n (2n)!

(ad_Θ))^{2n}(X) (242)

Thus each term is a multiple of ad^2_θ. For [certain] choices of generators Θ and X ∈ k this effectively means that [acts as an involution up to coefficients]. Thus in the SU(2) case, ad^{2n}_{Jy} (J_z) ∝ J_z (with n = 0, 1, 2, ...). Each application of the adjoint action acquires a θ^2 term (from Θ = iθJ_y), such that the series can be written:

cos ad_Θ(−iJ_z ) = ∞∑ n=0 (−1)^n (2n)!

(θ))^{2n}(J_z) = cos(θ)(−iJ_z ) (243)

More generally, the Cartan commutation relations exhibit such an [involutive] property given that for Θ ∈ k:

ad_Θ(k) = [Θ, k] ∈ p ad^2_Θ(k) = [Θ, [Θ, k]] ∈ k (244)

In the general case, assuming an appropriately chosen representation, each application of the adjoint action by even n or odd 2n + 1 powers (and thus our cos θ and sin θ terms) will be scaled by an eigenvalue α, such eigenvalue being the [root] (see below for an example). Thus we have ad^{2n}_Θ (k) ⊂ k and:

cos(ad_Θ)Φ = cos α(θ)Φ (245)

such as in equation (20) and similarly for the sine terms. For the sin ad_Θ(X) terms, by contrast, the adjoint action is odd:

sin ad_Θ(X) = ∞∑ n=0 (−1)^n (2n + 1)!

(ad_Θ))^{2n+1}(X) (246)

such that ad^{2n+1}_Θ (k) ∈ p, hence the sine term arising in our Hamiltonian form equation (237) which, when conjugated with Λ results in a Hamiltonian given in terms of control generators, namely:

[sin ad_Θ(k), Λ] ⊂ p (247)

C Minimal connections and holonomy groups

A simple application of the product rule and the Euler formula: e^{iΘ}Xe^{−iΘ} = e^{iadΘ} (X) = cos ad_Θ(X) + i sin ad_Θ(X) (248) reveals:

dUU^{-1} = k ( k^{-1}dk + cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) + idΘ + i sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) ) k^{-1}. (249) Symmetric controls: −iHdt ∈ p (250) which satisfy the Lie triple property:

[p, [p, p]] ⊂ p (251) define the connection:

k^{-1}dk = − cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1}) (252) which is minimal in the sense that it minimizes the invariant line element

min_{k∈K} |idUU^{-1}|^2 = min_{k∈K} |ik^{-1}dk + i cos ad_Θ(dcc^{-1})|^2 + |dΘ|^2 + | sin ad_Θ(dcc^{-1})|^2 (253) where the minimization is over curves, k(t). This means that minimization with a horizontal constraint is equivalent to minimization over the entire isometry space. Such submanifolds are said to be totally geodesic. Targets U(T ) = e^{−iX} with effective Hamiltonians: −iX ∈ k ≡ [p, p] (254) are known as holonomies because they are generators of holonomic groups, groups whose action on a representation (e.g. the relevant vector space) causes vectors to be parallel-transported in space i.e. the covariant derivative vanishes along such curves traced out by the group action. Intuitively, one can consider holonomic groups as orbits such that any transformation generated by elements of k will ‘transport’ the relevant vector along paths represented as geodesics. However, such vectors are constrained to such orbits if those generators are only drawn from k i.e. [k, k] ⊆ k for a chosen subalgebra k. To transport vectors elsewhere in the space, one must apply generators in p which is analogous to shifting a vector to a new orbit. Although in application, one considers U(0) = 1, it is important to remember this variational problem is right-invariant, so one could just as well let U(0) = U_0 be arbitrary, as long as the target is understood to correspondingly be U(T ) = e^{−iX} U_0.