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Exploring the Robustness of stabilizing controls for
stochastic quantum evolutions
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Abstract

In this work we analyze and bound the effect of modeling errors on the stabilization
of pure states or subspaces for quantum stochastic evolutions. Different approaches are
used for open-loop and feedback control protocols. For both, we highlight the key role of
dynamical invariance of the target: if the perturbation preserves invariance, it is possible
to prove that it also preserves its attractivity, under some additional assumptions. In
addition, we prove boundedness in mean of the solutions of perturbed systems under open-
loop protocols. For the feedback strategies, in the general case without assumptions on
invariance, we provide bounds on the perturbation effect in expectation and in probability,
as well as specific bounds for non-demolition nominal systems.

1 Introduction

The use of quantum control techniques has become increasingly common in a diverse array of
experimental settings, including applications of quantum information, quantum computation,
and quantum chemistry [2]. In this work, focus on methods that aim to stabilize quantum
systems towards a target pure state or subspace. Typical applications include entanglement
generation and state preparation [22) 28], quantum information encoding [4] and protection
[T, I0]. When the system is subjected to measurements, the general framework for studying
these problems is based on Quantum Stochastic Master Equations (QSME) [6] 8, 5], where
an open quantum system interacts with its environment and a probe system, with the latter
continuously monitored. The conditioning on the measurement outcomes induces stochastic
fluctuations of the best estimate of the state of the system. The control action is typically as-
sociated with a (possibly time-dependent) Hamiltonian perturbation or engineered dissipative
dynamics [22], 29] 11]

A wide array of methods for control design have been proposed, but the robustness of
these strategies remains a critical and largely unexplored issue for practical applications. For
example, most control design methods rely on the perfect knowledge of the model, and on
the invariance of the target for the uncontrolled nominal dynamics. However, in practice, one
might have to take into account modeling errors, imperfect measurements, additional noise
and couplings to the environment. In this work, we aim to characterize the cases in which
the control strategy robustly attains the desired task with respect to the perturbations, and
to provide bounds for the error when this is not the case.
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The robustness of control laws has been studied mainly with respect to specific errors
or models. These include uncertain model operators [24, 25] and control input errors [27]
based on robust control techniques. In [32] 3] and related papers, robustness of the filter with
respect to initialization errors has been explored. Moreover, recent works [18] [14] proposed an
explicit feedback controller that attains stabilization when the initial state and certain model
parameters are unknown. However, these robust control schemes assume perturbations with
particular structures or parametrization.

As realistic modeling errors may change or destabilize equilibria completely, we pursue
a deeper analysis of the impact of more general, undesired modeling errors. We study the
robustness of QSME stability with respect to three types of errors: (i) Hamiltonian pertur-
bations, (ii) modeling errors in the measurement operators, (iii) additional un-modeled dissi-
pative dynamics. The results are derived under minimal technical assumptions and bounds
on the perturbation norms, avoiding particular parametrization when possible. We first focus
on open-loop design methods, and then explore feedback strategies. The two scenarios call
for different techniques, with the closed-loop case presenting more challenges as the dynamics
becomes nonlinear. We provide here a brief outlook of the main results, which are:

Proposition [3.3] shows that if the nominal system is Globally Exponentially Stable (GES),
and the perturbations preserve invarance of the target for all values of their norms, a.s.
GES is preserved (at least) for almost all values of the perturbations norms. The proof
relies on linear-algebraic techniques and its details are presented in the appendix.

Proposition [3.4] bounds the error (in expectation and in probability) induced by pertur-
bations that do not preserve invariance, leveraging stochastic analysis results;

Theorem [4.1] shows that Hamiltonian and dissipative perturbations preserve the a.s. GES
induced by a feedback control strategies for non-demolition QSME if they preserve
invariance and the measurement operators are accurately known;

Proposition [4.7] bounds the effect of general perturbation on the stability in probability
of Globally Asymptotically Stable (GAS) dynamics. The result is actually a direct
consequence of instrumental, general results derived for classical stochastic differential
equations.

Some preliminary version of these results have been presented in the conference paper [19],
where however we only considered the effect of errors of type (iii), and the feedback strategies
have been studied only in the case of a particular spin system.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the systems of interest, the
stability notions and the problems we address. In Section[Bl we analyze the effects of undesired
Markovian couplings on the stability of quantum systems under open-loop protocols. In
Section [ we investigate the stability of perturbed quantum systems under feedback protocols.
In Section Bl we summarize our findings and discuss the implications of our work for future
research.

2 QSMEs and their stability

2.1 Notations and Models

Let us briefly recall some notations that will be used throughout the paper. We denote B(H)
the set of all linear operators on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space #H, and define B.(H) :=



{X e BH)|X = X"}, B>o(H) :={X € B(H)|X > 0} and Bso(H) := {X € B(H)|X > 0}.
We use I to denote the identity operator on H, and 1 for indicator functions. We denote the
adjoint A € B(H) by A*. As usual, the imaginary unit is denoted by . For any finite positive
integer n, we define [n] := {1,...,n}.

The commutator and anticommutator of two operators A,B € B(#) is denoted by
[A,B] := AB — BA and {A, B} = AB + BA respectively. We denote A(A) and A(A) the
maximum and minimum eigenvalue of Hermitian A, respectively. The function Tr(A) cor-
responds to the trace of A € B(H). The Hilbert-Schmidt norm of A € B(H) is denoted by
A := Tr(AA*)'/2,

We denote by int{S} the interior of a subset of a topological space S and by 9§ its
boundary. For « € C, Re{x} is the real part of .

We consider quantum systems described on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H. The
state of the system is associated to a density matrix on H,

S(H):={peBMH)|p=p">0,Tr(p) =1}

Following [5], we present the model for continuous-time quantum trajectories p;.

Let (2, (F)t, Foo, Q) be a filtered probability space. We fix n scalar Q-Wiener processes
Y}, with k € [n], representing the outputs of a quantum system undergoing k continuous time
measurement of the homodyne/heterodyne type. Denote by F} := o(Y(s),0 < s < t) the
filtration generated by the observation process up to time t. Let p, denote the state of the
system conditioned on measurement record, which obeys the Quantum Stochastic Master
Equations (QSME) or Belavkin filtering equation:

dpr = Lalpdt + 3 VG, () (Y(t) — ARTE((L] + Li)po)dt), 1)
k=1
with pg € S(H), where 1 € (0, 1] represents the measurement efficiency, £, (p) := —i[Hp +

ueHy, pl +>)_; D1, (p) is called Lindblad generator, Dy, (p) := LypLj — %L,’;Lkp - %pLZLk,
and Gr, (p) := Lrp+pL; —Tr((Ly+L;)p)p. Here Hy, H; € B.(H) are the operators describing
the free and control Hamiltonian of the system, and L, € B(H) is associated to the coupling
with the probe field. If the operators described above correspond to the actual ones and no
further couplings with the environment are relevant for the dynamics, the above equation
represents the actual evolution of the systems. In the following, we will show that Yj(t) —
fot VIeTr((Lj, 4 L) ps)ds are also Wiener processes under a different probability measure.

While we consider to be able to access the same measurement records Y, we next assume
that the actual operators and dynamics are different from the nominal values we have avail-
able. We suppose the dynamics is perturbed by Markovian couplings to additional external
systems: the corresponding effect can be described by a sum of finite Lindblad generators
v> i De, (p) where Cy, € B(H) are the associated noise operators. Moreover, we suppose
that our knowledge of the measurement is uncertain, in the sense that the actual noise oper-
ator induced by the interaction between the system and the probe is Ly = Ly, + SLy. Lastly,
we consider an actual effective Hamiltonian by Hy = Hy + aHy.

Then, the total dynamical perturbation can be described by the super-operator Fy, g ~(p) :=
—ilaHo, p] + 37, (Dz, (p) = Dr,.(p)) + v > i1 Dc,. (p). For the purpose of simplicity of the
analysis, we assume that ||Ho|| < 1, ||Lx|| < 1 for all k, and 3, ||Cx|| < 1, and the perturba-
tion intensity is modulated through three parameters o, 5 € R and ~v > 0.



Proposition 2.1 The stochastic processes
¢
Walt) = Ya(t) - / IRTH(LE + Li)os)ds, k€ [n],
0

are independent Wiener processes with respect to a probability measure P” that depend on the
atial state p, with the conditioned state now obeying the equation

doy = (Lu(01) + Fapr(on))dt + Y /iGr, (0)dWi(1), o0 = p € S(H). (2)
P

For any p € S(H), with respect to P’, Equation @ has a unique strong solution in S(H).

Proof.In order to model the imperfect detection with the efficiency n; € (0, 1], we consider
the corrupting noise by assuming that the probability space admits a n-dimensional process
(Bi(t))kepn) which is independent of (Yi(t))kepn), and set Yi(t) = /MkYi(t) + /T — meBi(t).
To describe the perturbed system, we consider the external perturbation as m unobserved
channels. These channels are associated with a m-dimensional measurement process f/(t),
which is assumed to be admitted in the probability space. Based on the actual noise operators
(I/k)ke[n} induced by measurements and /yC}, induced by the external perturbation, and
the actual effective Hamiltonian Hy, we have following [5] that the dynamical propagator is
associated to the following matrix-valued stochastic differential equation

Sy = —(i(Ho +ueHr) + 3 Sp_y LiLi + 3 320y CrC)Sedt
+ 2k DaSdYi(8) + 7L, VACSidYy(t),  So =T

For any initial condition p € S(H), define the unnormalized state for the system as & :=
Eq(S¢pS;|FY ), where Eg denotes the expectation corresponding to Q.

Then, take Eg(-|F}) on two sides of the above equation. Due to linearity, independence
between the processes, and the elementary results on the conditional expectation and Fubini’s
theorem [33, Lemma 5.4], it is possible then to show that:

d% = —i[Ho + wH1,Gldt + Y Dp (G)dt +7> Doy (G)dt + Y /ie(Lrd + G Ly)dYe(t)
k=1 j=1 k=1

with § = p, and Z} := Tr(&) is the unique solution of the following positive real-valued
stochastic differential equation

n n

dZf = " iR Tr(Lys + L) dY(t) = 20> kT ((Ly + Li)os)dYi(t),  Z6 =1,
k=1 k=1

where oy := G /Z. Moreover, Z{ is a non-negative Q-martingale [5, Theorem 3.4].

For any p € S(#), we define a probability P on (Q,F): dP{ = ZdQ|z,. Since Z is a
non-negative Q-martingale, the family (ﬁtp)t is consistent. This defines a unique probability
P’ on (Q, Fo). We will denote by E” the expectation with respect to P’. Then, by applying

the Girsanov theorem, we have that
t
Wi(t) = Yi(t) — / JITE(E; + Li)os)ds, k€ [n], 3)
0
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are independent Wiener processes with respect to P’. By applying the Itd’s formula, we can
obtain the QSME in terms of W(t) in the form (2). The rest of the statement follows from
the derivation above. O
Notice that (2J) is still of the form (II), up to the addition of the perturbations and a change
of probability measure. The same construction and results of the proposition above apply
to () with the nominal values of the parameters, yet with respect to a different measure.
Consider Y(t), Zf and Q as above: for any p € S(H), we define a probability P} on (£, F):
dPf = ZPdQ|z,. Since Z{ is a nonnegative Q-martingale, the family (P}); is consistent, that
is PY(E) =P§(F) for t > s and E € F,. This defines a unique probability P? on (2, F) by
Kolmogorov’s extension theorem. We will denote by E? the expectation with respect to P.
Then, by applying the Girsanov theorem as above, we have that the stochastic processes

Wilt) = it) = [ VATH((Ei+ Lop)ds, k€l

are independent Wiener processes with respect to P?. We refer to [5] for a complete reference
on the physical interpretation of the above-mentioned Wiener processes.

We can thus obtain exactly the QSME (l) using the same construction as in the propo-
sition, this time in terms of Wj(t), which describes the time evolution of the conditioned
quantum state associated to the nominal parameters of the QSME.

2.2 Stability notions

Let Hg C H be the target subspace, i.e., the subspace towards which we would like to
converge. Denote by IIy ¢ {0,I} the orthogonal projection on Hg C H. Define the set of
density matrices Z(Hg) := {p € S(H)|Tr(Ilpp) = 1}, namely those whose support is contained
in Hg.

Definition 2.2 For a system of the form (), the subspace Hg is called invariant almost
surely if po € Z(Hs), pt € Z(Hsg) for all t > 0 almost surely.

Based on the notions of stochastic stability defined in [13, 2I] and the definition used
in [30] [7], we collect the key definitions of interest for our work.

Definition 2.3 Let Hg C H be an invariant subspace for the system (1), and denote by Il
the orthogonal projection on Hg and do(p) := ||p — HopIly||. Then Hg is said to be

1. stable in mean, if for every e € (0,1), there exists § = §(e) > 0 such that,
E(do(pt)) <eg,
whenever do(pp) < 0.

2. globally asymptotically stable (GAS) in mean, if it is stable in mean and,
E (lim do(pr)) =0, Vo € S(H).

3. globally exponentially stable (GES) in mean, if there exist a pair of positive constants
A and ¢ such that
E(do(pe)) < edo(po)e™, Vpo € S(H).



4. stable in probability, if for every e € (0,1) and for everyr > 0, there exists d = d(e,r) >
0 such that,
P(do(pt) <7 fort>0) >1—¢,

whenever do(pp) < 0.

5. globally asymptotically stable (GAS) almost surely, if it is stable in probability and,
P (tli)m do(ps) = 0) —1, VpoeSH).
6. globally exponentially stable (GES) almost surely, if

1
lim sup i log (do(pt)) <0, VpoeSH), a.s.

t—o00

The left-hand side of the above inequality is called the sample Lyapunov exponent.

In the paper [29] [7] the notions of stability in mean, in probability and a.s. have been
shown to be equivalent for time-invariant systems in the form (IJ), so the same is true for the
case of time-invariant open-loop control.

Based on the nature of the control input u;, there are two types of control protocols for
the stabilization of the system (II): 1) if u; is a real bounded deterministic process depending
on t, this protocol is called open-loop stabilization [7, 29]. Notice that for time-invariant,
linear systems, stability in mean is always exponential. This is the case when we consider
open-loop, constant controls. 2) if u; is a real bounded stochastic process depending on the
measurement output up to t, this protocol is called feedback stabilization [22] [18].

In this paper, we suppose the target subspace Hg C H is GES almost surely with respect
to the nominal system (II), and we analyze the effect of the perturbation on the stability of
the nominal system under open-loop and feedback protocols respectively.

2.3 Conditions for robust invariance

Let H=Hs®Hpr and X € B(H), the matrix representation of X in a basis obtained joining
basis of Hg and Hpi can be written as

| Xs Xp
X_[XQ XR]’

where Xg, Xr, Xp and X are matrices representing operators from Hg to Hg, from Hp
to Hg, from Hgr to Hg, from Hg to Hpg, respectively. We denote by IIz the orthogonal
projection on Hr C H. In [30], Ticozzi and Viola showed that the invariance of the subspace
enforces a given structure for the associated semi-group generator by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.4 For the nominal system [, the subspace Hg is invariant in mean and almost
surely if and only if

1
Vk € [’I’L], LkQ =0 and Z'(HQP + utHl,p) = 5 ZLZ,SLI%P'
k=1



The above conditions, written for the perturbed dynamics, imply that if Hg is invariant for
the nominal dynamics (), it also remains invariant in mean and almost surely with respect
to the perturbed system (2)), if and only if the following condition holds.

A: Vk € [n],Vj € [m], Lrg = Cjo =0 and

n m
2aiflop =8 (Lishep+ LisLep + 8L ship) +7 ) C;sChp-
k=1 j=1

However, from a practical perspective, it is unlikely that a parametric perturbation could
satisfy A only for a set of particular sets of values of «, 3,~. For this reason, we introduce
a sufficient, stronger condition which implies the previous and guarantees invariance for any
choice of the parameters:

AR: Vk € [n], Vj € [m],

Lig=Cjg=0,

Hop =0,

> k=1 (LZ,SZ&P + ZZ,SLk,P) =0,
> k=1 (E’Z,Sf’kvP) =0,

Z;-nzl C]’F,SCj,p =0.

3 Robustness of open-loop stabilization

In this section, we suppose that u; = u where u is a real constant and Hg is GES almost
surely with respect to the nominal system ().
We define the following maps,

Lr(pr) := —i[HRr, pr] + Y ji—1 D1, (PR),
Lr(pr) == —i[HR, pr] + X 4_1 D1, (or) +7 271 Dy (PR),

where Hp := H07R+UH17R, FIR = HR—i-OéHQR, @A(pR) = ARPRA*R_%{A*pAP‘i‘AEARapR}a
and pr € B>o(HR). For R-block of any Lindblad generator, we denote L}, and Z; the adjoint
of Lr and L respectively with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product on B(Hpg). In
the following, we denote by A, 5. the spectral abscissa of Lg, i.e., Ay 5~ := min{—Re(z)|z €
sp(Lr)} where the parameters (a, 3,7) are those appearing in £z. Note that the spectral
abscissa of Lg, A = lim, g0 5\&,577 since Lr = limy g -0 Lr.

3.1 Perturbations that preserve invariance

Firstly, we consider the case where Hg is still invariant for the perturbed system (2]). Then,
the results in [7, Section 2] imply directly the following.

Propositign 3.1 Suppose that A is satisfied. For any e > 0, there exists Kr € Bso(HRr)
such that Lr(Kpg) < —(A — €)KR. Moreover, Hg is GES almost surely for the perturbed
system (@) if and only if Ao 5, > 0.



The above proposition requires full information on the perturbation to ensure the GES of
target subspace. In the following, we consider the case where Hg is GES almost surely for
the nominal system (), that is A > 0 by Proposition Bl

Corollary 3.2 Suppose X > 0. Then, there exist Kr € Bso(Hgr) and ¢ > 0 such that
LH(Kr) < —cKpr. Moreover, if AR holds and ¢ > Ry || Kr|/A(KRr) with Ryp~ =
2(a+ B3 12l Lk,gll + | Lr,pll) + nB*+7), then Hg is GES almost surely for the perturbed
system (2)).

Proof. The first part can be obtained directly by applying Proposition Bl For any a > 0,
we have

Lr(KR) = Lr(KR) + Fapq(KR) < —cKg + Fa54(Kr),

where

Fo.5(KR) = o[Kr, Horl + 8 D, (Kr)+8°Y o7 (Kr)+7 > 9% (Kr),
k=1 k=1 k=1

with D7, (Kg) := LyKrLg + LrKrLr — 3{LpL, + LpLp + LyLg + LyLg, Kg}. Since
Kpgr > 0, we have

AFopn (K1) o _ [Fasa KRl

S (T R S

Due to the relation ||AB| < ||A]|||B|| and the assumption ||Hy|| < 1, || Lx|| < 1 for all k € [n]
and ), ||Ck|| < 1, we have ||Fo 5 (KR)|| < Ragq|KR|. Therefore, we deduce,

e RQBVHKRH
< — Pt Lt L L .
»CR(KR) < (C }\(KR) >KR

The results can be concluded by applying similar arguments as in [7, Section 2]. O

Suppose now the conditions AR are satisfied. Based on Dissipation - Induced Decompo-
sition technique [28], we can establish that in fact Hg remains GES almost surely for the
perturbed system (2)) with at most the exception of a set of zero measure (in the Lebesgue
sense). The necessary tools and the proof of the key instrumental result are presented in
the appendix, in order to avoid a rather lengthy detour. We can summarize the relevant
conclusion in the following.

Proposition 3.3 Suppose that A > 0 and AR is satisfied. Then, Hg remains GES in mean
and almost surely for the perturbed system [2l) for almost all values of o, B,.

Proof. For constant u, the results of [7] ensure that proving GES in mean is sufficient to
prove GES both in mean and almost surely for the perturbed system, and that GAS in mean
is equivalent to GES in mean. The result then follows from a direct application of Theorem
Bl which is proved in the appendix, with z = (a, 8,7). O



3.2 Effect of general perturbations

Next, we consider the general case, the perturbation is supposed to be unknown. In this
case, GES should not be expected since Hg may not be invariant for the perturbed system.
Instead, we study the boundedness of E” [dg(c(t))] for any o € S(H).

Proposition 3.4 Suppose that A\ > 0. Then, there exist Kr € Bso(HRr) and ¢ > 0 such
that L(Kr) < —cKp. Denote the extension of Kp to B(H) by K = [§ i, ]. Then, for any
o € S(H), for the perturbed system ([2) with oo = o, t > 0,

E[dg(c(t))] < \/% <Tr(Ko-)e*Ct + Do (1 — efct)/c>, (4)

and for all 6 > 1,

P |do(o(t)) < @/ﬁ (Tr(Ko)e=ct + Dy g (1 — =) /C)J >1-1/s, (5)
with £ := 330 | Lill, and Do,y := 2 Kgl[(Ja] + n|BI* + 2|BI€ + 7).
Proof. Note that Tr(Ko) = Tr(Kgrog). Due to the linearity, we have

LTr(Ko) = Te(KLy(o) + KFy34(0))
Tr(LR(KRr)or) + Tr(KFap4(0))
—cTr(KgroR) + ‘Tr(KFaﬁﬁ(a)){
—cTr(Ko) + Do gy,

IN A

where . is related to the perturbed system (@) and Dq 5.~ := 2||Kg||(|o| +n|8]? +2|8|€ +7)
with £:= 3 1 [|Lx[l, we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the relation |AB| < || A|l||B||
and |log|| < ||o|| < 1 and the assumption ||Hy|| <1, | Lg|| < lforallk € [n]and ), ||Ck| < 1.
By applying the It6’s formula and then taking the expectation, for any initial state og =
o€ S(H), we get
d =0
@ B (Tx(K 1)) < Do
which implies
E'(Tr(Koy)) < Tr(Ko)e ™ + Dopr(1—e ) /e

Next, by a straightforward computation, we find that do(c)? = ||og|>*+2|lop||* where ||or||> <
Tr(Ilgo). Since o > 0 and Tr(o) = 1, we have ||op||? < Tr(Ilgo)Tr(llgo) < Tr(Ilgo). Thus,
it follows dg(c)? < 3Tr([lgo) < ﬁTI‘(KO‘). This leads to the equation (4)). Moreover, for
any 0 > 1 and 09 = 0 € S(#), we have

E” [do(o¢)] = E°[do(0) L {dg (o) 551, (1)}] = ()P (do(00) > 0£,(t)),

where f,(t) := \/% (Tr(Ko)e= + Dg g (1 —e=¢t)/c) > 0. The latter, together with the

inequality (), yields equation (Hl). ]

Remark 3.5 The property {l) ensures that the solution of the perturbed system ([2)) is bounded
in mean, moreover, when the perturbation vanishes, i.e., « = =~ = 0, the system () is
GES in mean, then by following the similar arguments as in [7] we can show it is also GES
almost surely. The property (B) is referred to as the stochastic noise-to-state stability [20), [12].
In our case stability is also exponential.



4 Robustness of feedback stabilization under quantum non-
demolition measurements

In this section, we explore the robustness of the state feedback stabilization strategy provided
in [16] for the system (2)). We shall assume that the dynamics has a generalized non-demolition
form: consider a decomposition of the whole Hilbert space: H = Hg & ’H}% oD 7—[%
Denote by Iy, IIy,. .., II; the orthogonal projections on Hg, 7—[}3, . ,HdR respectively. Thus,
the projections resolve the identity, i.e., Z;lzo II; = 1.

We then assume Hy = Z;lzo h;II; with h; € R and L = Z;lzo Iy ;11; with [, ; € C
for all k& € [n]. That is, they are simultaneously block-diagonalizable with respect to the
decomposition above. Moreover, we impose the following assumptions on the noise operators
Ly, induced by the measurements:

A1.1: For each k € [n], Re{ly;} for all i € {0,...,d} cannot be identical.
A1.2: For all j € [d], > p_, |IRe{lx;} — Re{ly o} > 0.

Furthermore, we limit ourselves to the case where the noise operator induced by measurements
Ly, is proportionally perturbed, i.e., Ly = /0y Ly with 65 > 0 for all k € [n]. It can be written
in the form: Ly = Ly + BxLy, with Ly, = Ly./||Lg|| and B = (v/@k — 1)||Lg||. This is a technical
assumption that is crucial in deriving the main result: it indicates that a good knowledge of
the measurement operators is key to robust stability. The dynamics of perturbed system are
given by the following stochastic master equation:

dO’t = ( — ’L[H(] + utHl, O't]+ ZZ:l akDLk (O't) + Fa,fy(dt))dt
+ k1 Ve, (00)dWi(t), oo =0 €SH).  (6)
where F,, ,(0) = Fo0,(0).
From a practical point of view, the initial state of the system o, the measurement efficiency

nr and the perturbation cannot be precisely known, following the treatments in [16] and
Proposition 2.1}, we construct an estimated state 6; using

dé, :( —i[Ho + uHy, 64) + X, 6Dy, ([n))dt
+ 0 A0k G (64) (dYk(t) — /O T (L + L}Z)&t)dt>, 60 =0 € S(H),

where 7 € (0,1] and 6}, > 0 are used to denote the best available estimates for the parameters
Nk and 0. Due to the relation (3)), we have

dé, = ( —i[Ho +uHy, 64) + 7, 64Dy, (&t)>dt

Sy \ kG, (60) (AW k(E) + Ta (00, 61) ), (7)

where T (0, 6) = v/mkOp Tr((Lg+L%) o) —\/ 0k Tr((Lp4-LE)5). The control input is a function
of the estimator, i.e., u; = u(6¢), which is applied in the system () and the estimator (7).
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4.1 Perturbations that preserve invariance

It is direct to verify that Hg is invariant for the nominal system. Under the specific pertur-
bation in this section, the sufficient conditions AR ensuring the invariance of Hg reduce to
the following

AR’: Vj € [m], Cjo =0, Hop = 0, and 37, C; 5Cy p = 0.

Denote B:(Hs) := {p € S(H)|do(p) < €} with € > 0. Now, we introduce the following
assumptions on the feedback controller and control Hamiltonian to ensure Hg is the only
invariant subspace of the estimator (7).

H1: u € CY(S(H),R), u(6) = 0 for all 6 € B.(Hg) for some £ > 0 and u(6) # 0 for all
6 € I(HY},) for all j € [d],

H2: }AI?};. is full rank, for all j € [d],

where the H fj ])3 is a block of H;p representing the operator from ’H% to 7—[;{1 where we set
HY := Hg, see Appendix [Al for more details. The assumption u € C'(S(H),R) is used
to ensure the existence and uniqueness of the solution of the coupled system (@)—(7), that
together with the Feller continuity and the strong Markov property can be proved by the same
arguments of [22]. The almost sure invariance of S(H) x S(#H) for (@)—(7)) can be shown by the
similar arguments as in Proposition 21l H2 is the sufficient condition to guarantee [H1, 5] # 0
forall6 € Z (7—[%) for all j € [d]. Tt is worth noting that the assumption H2 is relatively strong
compared to the conventional assumption in the literature. We can be mitigate the stringency
of H2 by carefully designing the control Hamiltonian, such considerations are beyond the
scope of this paper and are addressed for our future work. Then, together with H1, we can

ensure that Hg is the only invariant subspace among the subspaces Hg, ’H}%, . ,’HdR.
Define

¢, = Re{lpo} —minRe{l;;}, ¢ =Re{lyo} —maxRe{ly;}, Vke[n].
7 jEld] ’ 7 J€ld] 7

We impose the following condition on the noise operators Lj induced by the measurements:
A1.3: For each k € [n], ¢, <0 or ¢, > 0.

This assumption is crucial for showing the recurrence relative to any neighborhood of Z(#Hg)
(Proposition [C.5]) and providing an estimation of the Lyapunov exponent. In addition, while
assessing the recurrence property, we may meet the case where the coupled system (6l)—(7)
includes invariant subsets other than the target subset Z(Hg) x Z(Hs) (see Appendix [C] for
the detailed exploration.). To ensure the instability of these non-desired invariant subsets

(Lemma [C.3), we introduce the parameter xj := \/Ukak/ﬁkék for all k£ € [n], and propose the
following condition:

C1: For all k € [n], xx > 1/2, and
Re{lro} < (2xk — 1)(Reflro} — ) if & <0,

while

Re{lk,o} > (2Xk — 1)(Re{lk70} — Ek) if ¢ = 0.
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Refer to Remark for a exploration of assumption A1.3 and condition C1, which offers
further insights behind these choices.
For any & € H and [ € Z™, define the following matrix

Ml,f = [g’ng’LTHléa s ’L;';Hléa s ,Hig’LTHig? i ,L;’;Hig]

To ensure the non-invariance of {o € S(H)| Tr(Ilpo) = 0} (Proposition [C.5), we make the
following assumption:

A2: Let Zg be a set of basis vectors of Hg, there exists [ € Z* such that, for all £ € Zg,
rank(M; ¢) > dim(#H) — 1.

In the following, we state our main results on the almost sure exponential stabilization of the
perturbed system ([f]) via state feedback when the target subspace Hg is invariant.

Define [, := minjefq) { Rij|Ri; = |Re{ly,;} — Re{lpo}| > 0}, which is well-defined
provided condition A1.1 is satisfied, and define [, := max;c(g{|Re{ly;} — Re{lyo}|} for all
k € [n]. Then, introduce two coefficients related to the estimation of the Lyapunov exponent,

C:= L min {ﬁkék[i min{xz,1}} —2¢, K:= 1 min {ﬁkék[i min{x,1}}
2 ken] - ’ ’ 2d ken] - T

where € := Y ﬁkéﬁﬂRe{lho}(Xk — 1)]. Moreover, we impose the following condition
ensuring C > 0, which guarantees the local stability in probability of the target subspace,

C2: mingep, {047 min{x?,1}} > 4¢.

Condition C2 provides a quantitative measure of robustness for the parameters. In the case
where n = 1, C2 simplifies to > min{y? 1} > 4l|Re{lo}||x — 1|, which can be further in-
terpreted in the following two cases: when Re{ly} = 0, for all x > 0, C2 is satisfied; when

Re{lp} # 0, for all x € (x, x), condition C2 is satisfied, where x = [%(\/(_[2 + [[Re{lo}|)[|Re{lo}|—
nRe{zo}y) € (0,1) and ¥ = 1+ 2/4[Re{lp}| > 1.

Theorem 4.1 Suppose that n, < 1 for all k € [n] and the assumptions AR’, H1, H2, A1.1-
A1.3, A2, and the conditions C1 and C2 are satisfied. Then, for all initial state o € S(H),
the target subspace Hg is P’ -almost sure GES for the perturbed system @), for almost all
values of (a,7y) containing (0,0), with the sample Lyapunov exponent less than or equal to

—C—K.
Proof.The proof proceeds in three steps:

1. First, we show that the trajectories (o¢,d:) of the coupled system (@)—(7)) is recurrent
relative to any neighborhood of Z(Hg) x Z(Hs);

2. Next, we show the target subspace Hg is local stable in probability;

3. Finally, we show the almost sure GAS and provide and an estimation of the Lyapunov
exponent.

12



Step 1. From Proposition [C.5 the recurrence property is ensured, that is, for any initial
state (09, 00) € S(H)xint{S(H)}, the trajectories (oy, 6¢) enters any neighborhood of Z(Hg) x
Z(Hg) in finite time almost surely for almost all values of («,~y) containing (0, 0).

Step 2. Consider the candidate Lyapunov function

d
V(0.6) = 3 /Tr(oTL)) + Te(4TL) > 0,
j=1

where equality holds if and only if (0,6) € Z(Hs) x Z(Hg). Due to Lemma [CT], if 59 > 0,
then 6; > 0 for all t > 0, P’-almost surely. Consequently, it follows that Tr(d:I1;) > 0 for all
j € [d], which further implies that V (oy,6;) > 0 for all t > 0, P”-almost surely.

Define Py, j(0) := Re{lr;} — 2%, Re{ly;} Tr(Il;0). For all (0,6) € B.(Hs) x Ba(Hs)
where k£ > 0 is defined in H1, the infinitesimal generator related to ([@)—(7) is given by

d
ZLV(0,6)=>_ (§(0.6) — 6;(0,5)),

j=1
where
X Tr(61L) Sp -y \/ 0k Pk, (6) Ti(o, 5)
Sj(o-a U) = — )
\/TI‘(O'Hj) + TI‘(O’Hj)
i b (P (0) Tr(oTLy) + Py (6)Tr(311))”
2(Tr(oTl;) + Tr(6T1;)) >

;(0,0) :

We deduce that [Py ;(6)| < Iy + [Pro(6)| for all 6 € S(H) and k € [n]. Consequently, we
obtain

3:(0.6) < (Tr(oTL)) + Tr(611)) o5y \/ k[P j(6) Ti (0, 6)]
s VTr(oll;) + Tr(o1L))

< \/Tr(oTl;) + Te(611)) ; Vinbe (i + [Pro(6)) T, )]

For all k € [n], we have Py, j(0) = Re{l; ;} — Re{ly 0} + Pro(c). Under assumptions Al.1
and A1.2, there exists at least one k € [n] such that Re{l\ ;} # Re{lio} for all j € [d].
Moreover, since lim,_,7(34) Pro(o) = 0 for all k € [n], for all o € B:(Hs) with ¢ > 0
sufficiently small, we have

Pk7j(0) >0, if Re{lkJ} > Re{lkp};
PkJ’(O') <0, if Re{lkJ} < Re{lk@}.

It follows that

@ »(0’ &) > ﬁkék min{XEPk,j (0')2, Pk,j(é')z}(TI‘(O'Hj) + Tr(&Hj))z
T 2(Tr(oTl;) + Tr(6T1;)) >

i )
= \/Te(oT) + Tr(JHj)% min{x2Py ;(c)?, Py;(5)2}.
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Additionally, we establish the following relation for all k € [n],

(1 — Tr(II

(1 — Tr(II ¥

) <0, if e <0;

Hence, under assumption A1.3, for all o € B¢(Hg) with ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, we have

00
00

Pij(0)]* = Re{li;} — Re{lo} + Pio(0)]” = (L — [Pro(0)]).

This implies that

. i .
8,(0,6) >/ Tr(oTly) + Tr(6TL) % min{xd (i — [Puo(o)])?, (4 — [Pro(3)])?).
These inequalities imply that, for all (¢,6) € B¢(Hs) x B¢e(Hs) with ¢ > 0 sufficiently small,
LV (0,6) < =C(0,6)V(0,0),

where

. | .
C(o0,6) =3 min {0 min{x3 (1l — Pro(o))? (I — Pro(6))*}}—

> AV bk (G + [Pro(6))] Ti(o,6)].
k=1

By a straightforward computation, we have

lim C(o,6)=C>0,
(0,6)—=Z(Hs)XZ(Hs)

where the positivity of C is ensured by the condition C2. Therefore, we have

lim sup m < lim —C(o,0) =—-C<0.
(0:6)>I(Hs)xI(Hg) V(0:0) 7 (0,6)>T(Hs)xI(Hs)

Due to the continuity of C(o, ), there exists a A € (0, k) such that
2LV (0,6) <0, V(0,0) € Bx(Hs) x Br(Hs),

then by applying the similar arguments as in the proof of [I5] Theorem 6.3], then local stability
in probability is ensured.

Step 3. Combining the results in Step 1 and Step 2, by employing the similar arguments
as in the proof of [I5, Theorem 6.3], Hg x Hg is P -almost surely asymptotically stable with
the initial condition (cg,d9) € S(H) x int{S(H)}. Moreover, we have

(0,6) =T (Hs)XI(Hs) Oo V(o,6) Ioles Vo, o)

n ~ R ~ A ~ 2
bt 3T <6V(a, 6) ViibiGr, (o) | OV (0,6) Ukekng(U)>

k=1
> 2K.
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By using arguments as in the proof of [15] Theorem 6.3] again, we have

1
lim sup i logV(oy,6;) < —C—K, P’-a.s.

t—o00

Moreover, since do(0) < /3(1 — Tr(Ilgo)) < v/3V(0,6) which is established in the proof of
Proposition B4}, it follows that

1
lim sup n logdp(oy) < —C—K, P -a.s.

t—o00

that completes the proof. O

Remark 4.2 Theorem[{.1] provides sufficient conditions for ensuring almost sure GES. How-
ever, we have not fully optimized the assumptions and the Lyapunov function to mazximize the
estimation of the Lyapunov exponent in this context. The assumptions H1 and the range of
estimated parameters C1 and C2, can be further relaxed and improved through more refined
computations. For an example of such relazation and improvement, refer to [18, [17)].

As an example of application of the previous results, we consider the following feedback
laws satisfying H1. Define a continuously differentiable function f : [0,1] — [0, 1],

0, if x €10,e1);
f(x) == { $sin <77r(§?€_26_1;§2)) + 3, ifx € [e1,e2);
1, if z € (e9,1],
where 0 < g1 < g9 < 1. Define
~ A b N
u(6) = a(l — Tr(61lp))" f(1 — Tr(61ly)), (9)

with ¢ > 0 and b > 1, then H1 holds true.

4.2 Behavior of the system under general perturbations

Let (p¢, pr) be the solution of coupled system ([@)—(7) with («,vy) = (0,0), and (o, d¢) be
the solutions of the perturbed coupled system (@)—(7) under the general perturbation, i.e.,
without assuming AR’ with pg = 09 = 0 € S(H) and py = 69 € int{S(H)}.

In the following proposition, we provide an estimation of E’(||p; — o¢||) in finite time
horizon. It specifies the power rate of convergence, and the rate of getting to infinity of the
lengths of the time interval. Both rates depend on the perturbation magnitude o € R and
¥ > 0.

Proposition 4.3 Suppose that the assumption H1 is satisfied. Then, for any initial state
o € S(H), there exist two constants A, B > 0 such that,

E’([lpe = o4l)) < (Jaf +7)A("* = 1).
Moreover, for any 6 € (0,1),
E* (ot — otll) < (|al +7)°, YVt €[0,Tan(a,7)),

where T p(a, ) = % log (1 + W)
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Proof Denote A; := p; — oy and At = py — 0y. By Itd’s formula, we have

(A2 =E /0 2Tt | Ay (S(pss s) = S(04,50) + D 04(Pry(ps) = Dr,(0))
k=1

= Fas o)) |as B [ 5" b1, () = G () P,
k=1

where S(p, p) := [—i(Hy + u(p)H1), p], and
—0 A 2 —0 t A n ~
E(180]%) <7 [ 210[AL (S0 pn) = S(00,6)+ 32 00(D1,(p2) = Diy(6)

k=1
n

+ 3\ w0 (G, (03I Tilpr, ) — G,y (6)Ti(or, 60)) ) | ds

k=1

—0 t n A
+E /0 S ikl G, (ps) — G, (o) 2ds.

k=1

Due to the Lipschitz continuity of S(p, ), there exists ¢; > 0 such that ||S(p, p) — S(6,0)| <
c1(J|A] +JA). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, there exists o > 0 such that Tr [A(S(p, p) —
5(6,0))] < e(|A]? + |A[[|A]]). By similar arguments, there exist c3,cs,c5 > 0 such
that Tr[A(Dr, (ps) — D, (0))] < cs|AI% Te(AFa(0)) < eallal +DIA] and [Gr, (py) —
G, (05)|? < es5]|Al|2. Thus, there are three constants cg, c7,cg > 0 such that

t
E” (I Ad?) S/O 6B ([1As]%) + er(a+ME (A ) + esE7 (| As[[[1As]])ds.
Similarly, we can obtain the following estimation for At,
t
E” (| Ad?) S/O A (A7) + B (Al Asl)ds

for some ¢1, éo >_O. R
Define U; :=E’ (|| A¢]|2 + ||A¢]|?), by Jensen’s inequality,

E"(Al) <E7(JAl) +E7(IA]) < \/EU(HAHZ) + \/EO(HAHQ) < VU,

where we used the fact \/z + /y < \/2(z +y) for 2,5 > 0 in the last inequality. Due to
zy < (2% + y?)/2, there exist two constants a,b > 0 such that

t
U < / aUs + b(la] + 7)v/Tsds,
0

by applying the generalized Gronwall inequality [23] pp. 360-361], we have

t 2
U < <b(|a|2+7)/ ea(tfs)/2d8) ,
0
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which implies /2U; < (Ja| + 7)A(eP? — 1) for some constants A, B > 0. Moreover, for any
5 € (0,1), we have

(la +7)1—5A(63t —-1)<1, te€[0,Tan(a,)]),

where T4 g(a, ) goes to infinity when « and 7 tends to zero. Hence, we have

E°(JAd) < vV2U, < (laf +7)°, Yt € [0,Tap(a, )],

that completes the proof. O

Remark 4.4 Proposition [{.3 examines the average difference between the trajectories of the
nominal system py, and that of the system under general perturbation oy, within a finite time
horizon. Furthermore, assuming that n, < 1 for all k € [n], and given that the assumptions
H1, H2, A1.1-A2, as well as the conditions C1 and C2 are met, Theorem [{.1] establishes
that p; converges exponentially to Z(Hg) with a Lyapunov exponent bounded above by —C—K,
P’ -almost surely. Specifically, for any initial state o € S(H), there exists a finite random
variable R such that do(pt) < Re™ (€K for allt > 0, P°-a.s. Consequently, it is reasonable to
hypothesize that do(ot) may also converge towards a value associated with the target subspace
Hs. However, a detailed analysis of how o, aligns with the target subspace Hg is beyond the
scope of the current discussion and will be addressed in our future work.

4.3 Impact of general perturbations on stability in probability

In the following, we first present a Lyapunov-based approach for analyzing classical stochastic
systems, which allows us to investigate how general perturbations affect the stability of the
system in probability. Specifically, we consider a classical stochastic differential equation and
introduce an unknown perturbation in the drift term by adding ¢ fgis(¢q), where ¢ > 0,

dgr = f(qe)dt + ¢ fais(qe)dt + g(q¢)dwy, (10)

where ¢; takes values in Q C RP and w is a one-dimensional standard Wiener process. Assume
that f, g, and fqis are appropriately defined functions so that {¢; }+>0 becomes a unique strong
regular solution.

Let S C @ be a target subset of a control problem. Denote K as the family of all
continuous non-decreasing functions u : R>g — R>( such that p(0) = 0 and u(r) > 0 for all
r > 0. Moreover, we make the following assumption:

3 : there exists V € C%(Q,Rx¢) such that V(q) = 0 if and only if ¢ € S, and a function
u € K such that, £V (q) < —u(V(q)) +¢D for all g € S, :={qg € Q\ S|V(q) < ¢} for
some ¢, D > 0, where .Z is the semi-group generator associated to (I0]) defined as

p
Z 8‘8/q(q + Cfdls % Qt Z

=1

9;(q)-

The following lemma shows how the unknown ¢ and fg;s can deteriorate the stability.
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Lemma 4.5 Assume that H3 is satisfied. For any ¢ € (0,1) and r € (0,c), there exists
d =04(e,r) € (0,r) such that for all qo € Sy,

P(V(q) <r,Vt>0)>1—e— (DE(r)/r, (11)

where T, := inf{t > 0|V (¢q:) = r}. Moreover, the stability in probability is restored when ¢
tends to zero.

Proof. The proof basically follows the arguments of |21, Theorem 4.2.2]. For any ¢ € (0,1)
and r € (0,¢), we can find § = §(g,7) > 0 such that sup,cg, V(q) < er. Then, It6’s formula
gives

LV (arn)) < Vi(ao) —E | " LV (g))ds + CDE(r A,

where 7, At := min{7,,t}. Using non-negativity of V' and the definition of p,
B[V (@rone)] 2E[Lgr, <3V (g5,)] > P(r < ).
Since sup,egs, V(qo) < er and 7 > 0,
P(r. <t) <e+ (DE(1. At)/r. (12)

By monotone convergence theorem, P(7, < o0) < ¢ + (DE(7,)/r.
Then, for the inequality (I2]), let ¢ tend to zero, we have P(r, < t) < e, which implies
that S is stable in probability by letting ¢ — oco. O
Next, by using the above lemma, we investigate how perturbations affect the stability of
the nominal quantum system ([6)—(7) in probability.

Proposition 4.6 Suppose that there exist a function V € C2(S(H) x S(H),R>0), a constant
I >0 and p € K such that £V < —u(V) whenever V < I, where £ is associated to the
nominal system and filter pair (A)—{0). Then, for coupled the perturbed system/filter [2))—(T),
for all € > 0 there exist § € (0,7), ¢ >0, and { > 0 such that

P(V(ot,6¢) <1, ¥t >0) >1—¢c— (cE(n)/!

whenever V(og,d0) < 0, where 7, denotes the first exiting time of (o¢,6¢) from {V < [}.
Moreover, the stability in probability is restored when ( tends to zero.

Proof. Due to the continuity of OV /do and the compactness of S(H), there exist constants
D := D(a,B,7) > 0 and ¢ = ((«, 5,7) > 0, where D(0,0,0) > 0 and ¢(0,0,0) = 0, such
that 2V < —u(V) + (D where & is associated to @)—(T). The result can be concluded by
applying Lemma O

The approach of [I§] can be used in order to find a nominal system/filter that admits a
Lyapunov function V as in the above proposition so that the latter can be specialized to the
case of feedback-controlled QSMEs. We impose the following condition to ensure that H3
is satisfied for the perturbed system (@)—(7), especially, it guarantees the local stability in
probability of the estimator (7]) with respect to the target subspace Hg,

C2’: mingcp, {Mkbil3} > 4¢.
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Proposition 4.7 Suppose that the assumptions H1, A1.1-A1.3 as well as the conditions
C1 and C2’ are satisfied. Then, for the perturbed system (@)—([T), for all € > 0 there exist
6,0 > 0 such that

@U(do(at) <LVtE>0)>1—e—2(af +E’ (7)/1

whenever the initial condition satisfy (o,6) € Bs(Hs) xint{S(H)}NBs(Hs), where 7, denotes
the first exiting time of (o, 6¢) from By(Hg) X By(Hg). Moreover, the stability in probability
is restored when o and vy tend to zero.

Proof. Consider the function V(o,d) := 1 — Tr(Ilyo) + Z 1V Tr(61l;) > 0, where equal-
ity holds if and only if (0,6) € Z(Hgs) x Z(Hs). By the similar arguments as in the
proof of Theorem 1], for all (0,6) € B.(Hg) x int{S(H)} N B-(Hs), we have £V(o,5) <

—c(0,6) Y91 \/Tr(511)) + |Tr(Ig Fo o (0))|, where
. 1 .
c(0,6) = §mln {0 (1 — [Pro(6)])?} - Z 0k (T + |Pro(6)]) [ Ti (o, 6).

By a straightforward computation, we have |Tr(IlgFy, ,(0))| < 2(|a|+7) for all ¢ € S(H), and
im 4 5)7(26)xZ(#s) €(0,0) = ¢ > 0, where ¢ = émlnke[n {nka[k} — 2¢ and the positivity
is ensured by C2’. Thus, there exist ¢ € (0,c) and [ € (0, k), where k > 0 is defined in H1,
such that

d
<= /Tr(6T) +2(lal +7), V(0,8) € Bi(Hs) x int{S(H)} N By(Hs).

Jj=1

The result can be concluded by applying Lemma and Lemma [C.I] along with the relation
do(0)? < 3(1 — Tr(Ilpo)) which is established in the proof of Proposition 3.4l O

5 Conclusions

We have analyzed four scenarios in which perturbations enter a QSME that globally stabi-
lizes a target subspace: we consider open-loop and feedback control, in combination with
perturbations that are either invariance preserving or not. The first general conclusion is
that invariance is critical: if the perturbations leave the target invariant, under reasonable
conditions one can show that stability is also preserved. In addition, in order to prove these
types of results for feedback systems, it is important to have accurate knowledge of the mea-
surement operators (see the introduction of Section Ml). For general perturbations, we were
able to provide bounds on the effect of the perturbation in probability or in mean. Stronger
results may be derived by leveraging ergodic properties of the solutions, which we leave for
future developments of this research line. We believe this work represents a first step towards
a systematic analysis of the robustness of stabilizing controls for quantum systems, provid-
ing useful indications and bounds on the critical parameters to be designed or characterized
before hands.
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A Dissipation-Induced Decomposition essentials

A method to decide if a subspace is attracting has been proposed in [28], which is based
on a decomposition of the Hilbert space that also allows one to study the speed of conver-
gence towards the target and related geometrical properties (see also [9] for a discrete-time
version). We briefly recall here some basic definitions and facts, which are instrumental to
proving Theorem [B.1l below, and thus to prove that perturbations that preserve invariance
will generically also preserve GAS.

Let Hg be a proper subspace of H. Then it can be proved that Hg is GAS for the semigroup
dynamics

. . * 1 *
p=—ilH, p| + Zk:LkPLk — 5 {LiLk, P}
if and only if a Hilbert space decomposition in orthogonal subspaces, of the form
H=HsoHY o HPD .. oH?, (13)

can be obtained by the algorithm presented in detail in the next section [28]. Such decompo-
sition is called the Dissipation-Induced Decomposition (DID). Each of the subspaces 7—[%3) in
the direct sum is referred to as a basin, and is associated to an active dynamical connection
to the preceding one.

Partitioning each matrix in blocks according to the subspaces generated by the DID leads
to a standard structure, where the upper block-diagonal blocks establish the dissipation-

) .

induced, cascade connections between the different basins ’HEFZ

[ Ls | LD o |
o [z D o

1) 2)  2(2)
Ly LY LY

(14)

i . . . g

Similarly, the Hamiltonian becomes:

Hs |HY 0
T [ gD
H= S T . (15)

k

By construction, the f)g) blocks are either zero or full rank. The fact that the first column
of blocks has only Lg # 0 is a necessary condition for the invariance of Hg. It follows that
ﬁg) # 0, otherwise Hg cannot be GAS.

In order to make the presentation self-contained, we reproduce here the algorithm for the
construction of the DID [28]. The inputs are a Lindblad generator £ associated to Hamiltonian
H and noise operators {L;}, and the target invariant subspace Hg. Checking invariance can
be done using Lemma [2.4]

Algorithm for GAS verification and DID construction
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Let Hg be invariant. Call ’Hgg) = Hg, ’Hg]) := Hg, choose an orthonormal basis for the
subspaces and write the matrices with respect to that basis. Rename the matrix blocks as
follows: Hy = Hs, Hy := Hp, Hy := Hg, Ly} := Lsy, L), := Lpg, and L), := Lgy.

For j 2 0, conmder the follovvlng iterative procedure

1. Compute the matrix blocks Lg)k according to the decomposition HO) = Hg) @ Hg).

2. Define ’H(JJrl = () ker Lg)k
3. Consider the following three sub-cases:

a. If H(j = = {0}, define 7_[¥+1) = H(j ). The iterative procedure is successfully
completed.

b. If ngﬂ) # {0}, but H(jH) - H(]) define H(jH) as the orthogonal complement
of HI*V in HU), that is, MUV = 3 @%g“x

c. If HEQH) = 7-[%) (that is, Lgﬁ)k = 0 Vk), define
Eg) = ZH(] ZLQk Rk

— If Eg) # 0, re-define Hgﬂ) = ker(ﬁg)).
If ’H(ﬁ_l) = {0}, define ’H(ﬁ_l) = ’H(]) and the iterative procedure is success-
fully completed. Otherwise, define H(j ) 7—[( @7{(]+1)

— If Egg) = 0, then ’Hg) is invariant and Hg cannot be GAS. Exit the algorithm.

4. Define 7—[(]+1) ’HE@) (S5) ’H(JH) To construct a basis for ’H(JJr ), append to the already
defined basis for Hg) an orthonormal basis for ’Hg,zﬂ).

5. Increment the counter j and go back to step 1.

The algorithm ends in a finite number of steps, since at every iteration it either stops or the
dimension of 7-[%) is reduced by at least one.

B GAS is mean is generic under invariance

The following results extend some of the results presented in [31], and uses the known as DID
decomposition, introduced in [2§], to prove recursively that once invariance is guaranteed,
asymptotic stability is generic when achievable.

Theorem B.1 Consider a system in Lindblad form:

p = —i[H (@), p] + 224 DLy (@) (P); (16)

where x € R™ is a set of parameters and the dependence of H and Cy, on the parameters is
polynomial. Assume that Hg is invariant for ({I6)) for any x. Then if there is a choice T such
that Hg is GAS then it is GAS also for almost all choices of x.
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Proof. Define an m x n matrix X = [fjx(z)], with f;r : RE — C, such that the real and
imaginary parts R(f;r), S(fjx) are (real)-analytic, and let r,, = max,ccx rank(X). Notice
that rank(X) € {0,...,min{n,m}} for all z € CX, and the maximum is attained in RX.
Then the set X = {x € RE|(rank)(X) < rp,} is such that u(X) = 0, see e.g. [31], Lemma
A2,

We now focus on the DID that makes p; GAS, and prove it is actually generic, leveraging
this observation. By construction, the matrix block decomposition of the matrix representa-
tion of H(Z),{Lk(Z)} must be such that for each iteration, indexed by j, either

DU) .= : (17)

Ly
has mazimum rank r0) = max{dim(?-lngl)),dim(’;’-lgz))} (see Step 2, 3.a and 3.b), or

y . . 1 . .
B =) - 3 Ll =

has full rank r\9) (defined as above, see step 3.c of the algorithm). At the j-th iteration,
()

dim(?—[(Tj 71)) is fixed, but almost all choices of parameters provide a maximal dim(#Hy’): in
fact, given Eq. (I7)-(IX), this is equivalent to maximize the rank of either DU) or Eg) at

cach iteration. As the elements of DY) and ljg) are (complex) polynomial functions of the
real parameters x, we have that the parameter set corresponding to the maximal rank of
the corresponding matrices has measure 1. If £ maximizes the rank, then almost every other
choice of x will also lead do so. Hence the same idea of the proof showing that the complete
DID leads to a GAS subspace can be applied to the perturbed generator. In fact, for & we
obtain a decomposition H = Hg @ Hr where Hr = ’Hg}) @ Hg,?) D...P 7—[5?). We can prove
by (finite) induction that no invariant subspace is contained in Hp also for almost all z.
Consider the last subspace 7—[5?). By construction for z either (), ker(ngv)k) = {0}, or

LE,?.L =0 and Eg;” is full column-rank. We recalled at the beginning that the same must be

(9)
T

true for almost all z. In either case, H’ cannot contain any invariant set since the dynamics

drives any state with support only in 7-[%?) out of the subspace, which cannot thus contain

any invariant set [30) 28§].

Next, working by backward finite induction, we assume that 7_[§{+1) D...dH 7-[59), l+1<gq,

does not contain invariant subspaces, while (by contradiction) ’Hgf) @7_[§§+1) D.. .EB’H&:D does.
()

Then the invariant subspace should be non-orthogonal to #H;’, which is in the algorithm
defined as the orthogonal complement of either (), ker(Lgf?)) or ker(ﬁg_l)). But then any

state p on Hg) EBH¥+1)EB. . .EB?-L%?) and non-trivial support on Hg) would violate the invariance

conditions by the same argument of the first step (’H(q) above). By iterating until £ = 1, we
have that Hpr cannot contain invariant subspaces for almost all z, and thus Hg is GAS [30].
O
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C Recurrence of the system with feedback under invariance

Firstly, we state some fundamental results that are used in the proof of instability and recur-
rence. These results are analogous to the results in [I5, Section 4] and [I7, Lemma 7] for the
coupled system (B)—(7), and they concern invariance properties for the system. Since their
proofs are based on the same arguments, we omit them.

Lemma C.1 Assume that H1 holds. The ranks of oy and 6, are P°-almost surely non-
decreasing.

Lemma C.2 Assume that H1 and H2 are satisfied. In addition, suppose that n € (0,1)
for all k € [n]. Then, for all initial state oo = o € {p € S| Tr(p?) = 1} \ Z(Hs), o is mized
(i.e., Tr(o?) < 1) for all t > 0, P” -almost surely.

Secondly, we explore the recurrence property of the trajectories of the coupled system (6l)—
([@). It is obvious to verify that, under the assumption H1 and H2, the estimator ([7]) contains
only one invariant subspace Hg. Then, we consider the case u = 0, since we have only limited
information on the perturbations, for the perturbed system (@) under the assumption AR’
there are three possibilities on the invariant subset which depends on the structure of the Hy

and (Cj)je[m]:

1. for all a7y, the system contains only one invariant subset Z(Hg);

2. for all a7y, there exists a non-empty subset E' C [d] such that Z(Hg) and Z (Hﬁ) for all
j € FE is invariant,

3. for zero measure set of «,~y, the system contains several equilibria besides the invariant
set motioned in Case 2.

Note that, if Hy, C; € span{lly,...II;} then Case 2 happens. In the Case 2, for the coupled
system (B)-(7) under the assumptions H1, H2 and AR’, there are card(E) non-desired
invariant subsets, Z(H7,) X Z(Hs) for all j € E,which cannot be cancelled by the feedback
controller u(6¢). Then, we focus on the Case 3, in the following lemma, we provide the
sufficient conditions to ensure the instability of the non-desired invariant subsets.

Lemma C.3 Suppose that the assumptions AR’, H1, A1.2, A1.3 and C1 are satisfied.
Consider the case in which there exists a non-empty subset E C [d] such that T(H},) for
all j € E are also invariant for the perturbed system (@) when uw = 0. Then, for almost
all values of a7, there exists X\ > 0 such that for all initial condition (0,6) € Bx(Hp) X
B\(Hs) Nint{S(H)} with j € E, the trajectories (04,6¢) of the coupled system (G) ([T exits
By(H3,) x Ba(Hs) in finite time P -almost surely.

Proof.Consider the function —log Tr(II;6) with j € E, whose infinitesimal generator related
to (B)—(7) is given by
. . A ) 2
CLTe(36) Yy bk Tr (1101, (5))
Tr(I1;6) 2Tr(I1;6)2

For all ¢ € B,(Hs) where £ > 0 is defined in H1, we have u(6) = 0 due to H1. Together
with AR’, we deduce

L —logTr(Il;0) =

n d
ZTrLe) _ > b Ti(o,6) (Re{l,w-} -3 Re{lk,i}Tr(&Hi)>.
k=1

=0
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It implies

lim e A
(0:6)=T(H)xT(Hg) 1r(IL;o)

Moreover, we have

: > k=1 ﬁkékTr(ng(ﬁ)Hj)2 LN )
lim - - =2 N0k (Re{lk ;j} — Rel{lyo})"- 20
(0,6)=T(HL)xT(Hs) 2Tr(61I)? r (Re{l,;} {lk0}) (20)

Then, we obtain

lim Z —log Tr(IL;0)
(o,&)%I(H%) XZ(Hs)

= -2 flp (Re{lx;} — Re{lro}) (2xx — DRe{lk;} — Re{lro}).
k=1
Under A1.3 and C1, for all j € [d], we deduce that, for all k € [n] such that ¢, <0,
Re{li;} > min Re{ly,;} > Re{lio},
j€

(2xx — DRe{ly;} > (2xk — 1)]361%3% Re{ly,;} = (2xx — 1)(Re{lro} — ) > Re{lko},

where 2y — 1 > 0 due to C1; and for all k € [n] such that ¢, > 0,
Re{ly,;} < max Re{ly,;} < Re{lko},
j€

(2xr — DRe{ly;} < 2xx — 1) max Re{ly;} = (2xx — 1)(Re{lro} — ;) < Re{lio}-

Furthermore, due to A1.3, there exists at least one k € [n] such that Re{l; ;} # Re{l;0},
thus we have
lim 2L —log Tr(IL;6) < 0.
(0,6)=>L(HR) X I(Ms)

Therefore, we can conclude that, there exist § > 0 and A € (0, k) such that
£ —log Tr(I;6) < —3, V(0,6) € Bx(H}) x Bx(Hg) Nint{S(H)}.

Define 7y as the first exiting time from By (H7)x Bx(Hs). Due to LemmalCl for 69 = & >
0, 6; > 0 for all t > 0, P”-almost surely, therefore Tr(II;64) > 0, P’-almost surely. Thus, we
can apply the Itd’s formula on — log Tr(I1;6), which implies E° (7)) < — log Tr(I1;6¢) /8 < co.
Then, we can conclude the proof by applying the Markov inequality. O

Remark C.4 We demonstrate the instability ofI(”;’-L;%) X Z(Hs) by establishing that Tr(IL;5)
deviates from zero. This deviation indirectly implies that Tr(Ilgo) moves away from one as
(00,060) approaches the invariant subset Z(H},) x T(Hg). Assumption A1.3 ensures that the
sign of Py, o(6) —and consequently, the sign of the infinitesimal generator of Tr(Ily6) —remains
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constant in a neighborhood of T(Hg). Together with condition C1, this allows us to assert that
the infinitesimal generator of —log Tr(115) is less than a negative constant near the invariant
subset, analogous to the conditions in Khas’'minskii’s recurrence theorem. Furthermore, in
the context of an N-level spin system [15, [18], the satisfaction of A1.3 aligns with scenarios
where the states py or pyy are designated as the target states.

Next, inspired by the arguments in [16, Section 4.2], in the following proposition, we
show the recurrence of (oy,d;) relative to any neighbourhood of Z(Hs) x Z(Hsg). Based on
the support theorem [26], the deterministic control system corresponding to the Stratonovich
form of the coupled system (@)—(7) is given by

dv(t) = Eg,n(%(t)) + Fa,'y(av(t)) + 2221 1% nkekng (Uv(t))vk(t)v (21)
ou(t) = £ (0(1) + iy \ OGr, (0 () Va (1), (22)

where 0,(0) = 09 = 0 and 6,(0) = 69 = 7, Vi(t) := vi(t) + /ey Tr((Ly + Li)oy(t)) where
vg(t) € V is the bounded control input, where V is the set of all locally bounded measurable
functions from R to R. Here

(o) = —ilHo +uH1, 0] + X7 2 (20 = ) Leo L — (LiLi + meL})o
— o(Li L+ meLi?) + T (L + L7)20)o).
By the support theorem, the set S(#) is invariant for (2I) and (22).

Proposition C.5 Suppose that ni, < 1 for all k € [n] and the assumptions AR’, A1.2, A1.3,
A2, H1, H2 and C1 are satisfied. For all initial condition (o¢,60) € S(H) x int{S(H)} and
for any ¢ > 0, the trajectories of the coupled system (@)-(D) can enter Be(Hg) x Be(Hs) in
finite time P’ -almost surely for almost all values of o and ~.

Proof. The proof consists of four steps:

1. First, we show that, for all 69 > 0, there exists v € V such that u(d,(t1)) # 0 for some
finite t; > 0.

2. Next, we show that, if Tr(Ilpo,(0)) = 0, there exists a finite t3 > 0 such that Tr(IIpo,(t2)) >
0.

3. Then, we show that, there exists a finite t3 > 0 and v € V such that (o,(t3),d,(t3)) €
B¢(Hs) x Be(Hs)-

4. Finally, we show that (o, d;) can enter B:(Hs) x B¢(Hg) in finite time almost surely.
Step 1. Suppose u(6,(t)) =0 for all v € V and ¢ > 0. Then, for all j € [d], we have
Te(TT;6, (1)) = 2Te(TT;6, (1)) Yoj_y e ( 37 Re{ly,: )2 Tr(Ti6, (1)) — Re{ly ;}?)

A3\ kP (60(8) Te (160 (1) Vi (1),
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where Py, (o) = Re{lk,j}—Zfzo Re{li,;}Tr(IL;0). First, we consider the case & € (e, Sk,j\
BE(H%) with & > 0 sufficiently small, where Sy, ; := {6 € S(H)| P} ;(6) = 0}. In this case, we
have

i Re{ly, }2Tr(I;6) — Refly ;2

. . )2

=0y Tr(IL6) L Re{l 2 Te(1L6) — (S0 Re{ly,} Tr(IL;6))” > 0,
where we used the fact Z?:o Tr(II;6) = 1 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The last
equality holds if and only if there exists i € [d] such that Tr(II;6) = 1. Then, we consider the
second case & € int{S(H)} \ yepn) Sk,j- In this case, Py ;(6)Tr(IL;6) # 0. Thus, by applying
the similar arguments as in [I5, Lemma 6.1], we can always construct a set of v € V ensure
0y(t) € B:(H7},) for some finite ¢ > 0. Moreover, u(6) # 0 for all 6 € B.(H},) due to H1,
which leads to the contradiction.

Step 2. Suppose that u(d,(t)) # 0 and Tr(Ilyo,(t)) = 0 for all ¢ € [t1,¢1 + ] with 6 > 0

sufficiently small. Based on the simple linear algebra arguments, we deduce Iyo,(t)IIp = 0
and o, (t)IIp = 0. It implies that, for all ¢ € [t1,t1 + ¢]

Hod'v(t)l_[o = ZZ:I Gk(l — nk)HOLkUU(t)LZHO + 72?:1 HOCjO’U(t)C;HO = 0.

Thus, we have o,(t)L;Ilp = 0 and 0,(t)C;Iy = 0 for all t € [t1,¢1 + §]. Moreover, due to
AR, it is straightforward to show [3°7", C7Cj, IIp] = 0 and [H,IIy] = 0. Then, we obtain

d’v(t)Ho = iu(&v(t))av(t)Hlﬂo =0, Vte [tl,tl + 5],

which implies o, (t)H1IIyg = 0 since u(d,(t)) # 0. Then, by applying the above arguments
recursively, we have

() HIlg =0, ...,0,(t)H Iy =0, Vt € [t1,t1 + 9],
where [ € Z is defined in A2. It implies that
O'U(t)Ho = O’v(t)Hlno = O'U(t)LTHll_[O =... :O'U(t)L:LHlno =...
- =0, ()L} HiTIy = 0.

Due to A2, we deduce that rank(av(t)) < 1 which leads to a contradiction, since by LemmalC.2]
Lemma and the support theorem [26], rank (o, (t)) > 1 for all ¢ > 0.
Step 3. From (2I)—([22), we have, for all ¢ > tq,

Tr(Too(t)) = Tr(Tlo (£4 ) (00 (1)) + Fan(00(1))))
+ 23 1 V0P o(oy (1) Tr(Igoy, () Vi(t),
Tr (Mo (1)) = Tr (o€ (60(1)))

+ 2500 A k0K P06 (1) Tr (oG, () Vi(t),

where Tr(Ilyoy,(t2)) > 0. Since S(H) x S(H) is compact, the first two terms of the right-hand
side of above two equations are bounded from above in this domain.

Due to A1.2 and A1.3, we can deduce (\;_; Sk,0 = Z(Hs). Thus, for any ¢ > 0, there
exist at least one k € [n] and § > 0 such that [Py o(0)| > 0 for all 0 € S(H) \ B¢(Hs). Then
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by choosing Vi, (t) = K/ min{Py, o(0y(t)), Pro(6,(t))}, with K > 0 sufficiently large, we can
guarantee that (0,(t)),4(t)) enter Be(Hg) x B¢(Hg) in finite time.

Step 4. Due to the compactness of S(H) x S(H) and the Feller continuity of the trajec-

tories (oy,6¢), together with Lemma [C.3] we can conclude the proof by applying the similar
arguments as in [16], Lemma 4.10]. O
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