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Abstract— Stabilizing control synthesis is one of the central
subjects in control theory and engineering, and it always has
to deal with unavoidable uncertainties in practice. In this
study, we propose an adaptive parameter tuning algorithm
for robust stabilizing quantum feedback control of N -level
quantum angular momentum systems with a robust stabilizing
controller proposed by [Liang, Amini, and Mason, SIAM J.
Control Optim., 59 (2021), pp. 669-692]. The proposed method
ensures local convergence to the target state. Besides, numerical
experiments indicate its global convergence if the learning
parameters are adequately determined.

I. INTRODUCTION

Stabilizing controller synthesis is one of the central prob-
lems in control systems, even if systems are described
by quantum mechanics [1]–[11]. Unfortunately, stabilizing
control is vulnerable to failure due to the existence of uncer-
tainties in practice. There are two conventional approaches to
overcome this problem; robust control [12], [13] and adaptive
control [14], [15]. Robust control ensures performance of the
control system under worst-case scenario against a given set
of uncertainties. It has been actively studied for quantum
systems [16]–[21], as well as classical systems. The most
common problem of robust control is that it is difficult to
specify the uncertainties in advance, and even if possible,
the robust controller tends to yield conservative control per-
formance. On the other hand, adaptive control operates on the
system by learning model parameters. Adaptive approaches
for quantum system identification and filtering have also been
studied [22]–[24]. However, these studies do not consider a
stochastic continuous measurement signal, which is known
as a homodyne measurement signal in physics and one of the
commonly used detection models for quantum physics, and
no real-time adaptive control framework has been proposed
in the previous studies so far.

Recently, Liang et. al. [21] derived certain conditions for
robust stabilization of N–level quantum angular momentum
systems with uncertain parameters and initial state. They
revealed that the accurate estimation of the multiplication of
the two parameters is essential for their robust stabilization.
This fact is important because it ensures robust stabilization
by accurate estimation of the multiplication of the parameters
only rather than the parameters individually. Motivated by
[21], we propose an adaptive parameter tuning algorithm
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with stabilizing control. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first study on adaptive control for quantum systems
with continuous-time measurement feedback. The proposed
adaptive law is aimed to minimize the difference between
the original and model outputs. The method is simple,
but it works well in numerical experiments under certain
assumptions, and ensure local convergence.

A. Contributions

The contributions of this study are summarized as follows:

• An adaptive parameter tuning algorithm for robust quan-
tum stabilizing control is proposed (Equation (6)).

• An asymptotic property of the estimate under steady-
state conditions is derived (Proposition 4).

• Local convergence of the proposed method is evaluated
under certain assumptions (Theorem 6).

B. Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The problem
is stated in Section II. In Sec. III, we propose an adaptive
parameter tuning algorithm and the analytical results are
shown. The proposed method is evaluated numerically and
compared with the application of [21] in Sec. IV. We
conclude the paper in Sec. V.

C. Notation

N, R and C are natural, real, and complex numbers,
respectively, and i :=

√
−1. Rn×m and Cn×m are real

and complex n ×m matrices, respectively. X∗ implies the
Hermitian conjugate of matrix X . We use In ∈ Cn×n as the
identify matrix. For X = X∗ ∈ Cn×n, X > 0 (X ≥ 0)
indicates that X is a positive-(semi)definite matrix. When
two positive-semidefinite matrices X and Y satisfy X = Y 2,
we denote Y =

√
X . The absolute value of a square matrix is

defined as |X| :=
√
X∗X and for X ∈ Cn×n, the trace norm

is defined as ‖X‖Tr := Tr[|X|]. S(Cn) := {ρ ∈ Cn×n | ρ =
ρ∗ ≥ 0, Tr[ρ] = 1}. Denote [X,Y ]− := XY − Y X
∀X,Y ∈ Cn×n. Ew indicates the expectation in terms of a
random variable or a stochastic process w. O(ε) is Landau’s
O as ε→ 0.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Measurement-based Feedback Quantum Systems

Let J ∈ N and N := 2J + 1, and let us consider the
following quantum stochastic differential equation [2], [9],
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[21].

dρ(t) =i[Hω(u(t)), ρ(t)]−dt−
M

2
[Jz, [Jz, ρ(t)]−]−dt

+
√
ηM (Jzρ(t) + ρ(t)Jz − 2Tr[Jzρ(t)]ρ(t))

×
(
dy(t)− 2

√
ηMTr[Jzρ(t)]dt

)
(1)

with an initial state ρ(0) ∈ S(CN ), where ρ(t) ∈ S(CN ) is
a conditional state of the system, u(t) is the control input,
y(t) is the measurement output, Hω(u) := ωJz + uJy ,

Jz :=diag(J, J − 1, . . . , −J + 1,−J),

Jy :=



0 −ic1 0 · · · 0

ic1
. . . . . .

...

0
. . . . . . . . . 0

...
. . . . . . −icN−1

0 · · · 0 icN−1 0


,

cm = 1
2

√
(2J + 1−m)m, m = 1, . . . , N − 1, and ω > 0,

M > 0 is the coupling constant, and η ∈ (0, 1] denotes mea-
surement efficiency [25]. u(t) is control input and throughout
this paper, u is assumed bounded. ρ(t) is called the state,
which is a quantum counterpart of (conditional) probability
law. Equation (1) is called stochastic master equation having
N different equilibrium points if the control input u(t) = 0.
We denote each equilibrium point as ρn ∈ S(CN ), n =
0, . . . , 2J , and the target state is described by ρn̄. Note that
ρn consists of an eigenvector of Jz , i.e.,

Jzρn = ρnJz = (J − n)ρn ∀n ∈ {0, . . . , 2J}.

A stabilization problem of (1) is to ensure that the state
converges to a desirable equilibrium point. Therefore, model
uncertainty must be considered in practical situations as
different uncertainties exist in the model, initial state, and
parameters of (1). In this paper, we consider parametric
uncertainty and unknown initial condition. Then, the nominal
model is described as follows.

dρ̂(t) =i[Hω̂(u(t)), ρ̂(t)]−dt−
M̂

2
[Jz, [Jz, ρ̂(t)]−]−dt

+

√
η̂M̂ (Jz ρ̂(t) + ρ̂(t)Jz − 2Tr[Jz ρ̂(t)]ρ̂(t))

×
(
dy(t)− 2

√
η̂M̂Tr[Jz ρ̂(t)]dt

)
(2)

with its initial state ρ̂(0) ∈ S(CN ). The differences from (1)
are the initial state ρ̂(0) and the parameters (ω̂, M̂ , η̂). Be-
cause the accessible state is ρ̂(t), the goal of the stabilization
problem is to find a feedback controller u(t) = uFB(ρ̂(t))
that ensures limt→∞ ρ(t) = ρn̄ as one of the stochastic
convergences.

B. Previous Work

Liang et. al. [21] found certain sufficient conditions when
the nominal state stabilization becomes the true state stabi-
lization. One of their main results is that if the ratio of η̂M̂

and ηM is close to 1, then there exists a stabilizing controller.

For convenience, we write θ̂ :=

√
η̂M̂ and θ :=

√
ηM , and

then the following result holds [21].
Theorem 1 ( [21, Propositions 4.16 and 4.18]): Suppose

θ̂ satisfies

αn̄ <
θ̂

θ
− 1 < βn̄, (3)

where

αn̄ :=


− 1

2N − 1
, n̄ ∈ {0, 2J},

− 1

N − 2
, n̄ = J,

− 1

Ln̄ + 1
, otherwise,

βn̄ :=



1

2

(√
N + 1

N − 1
− 1

)
, n̄ ∈ {0, 2J},

1

N − 2
, n̄ = J,

1

Ln̄ − 1
, otherwise,

and Ln̄ := 4|J−n̄|max{n̄, 2J−n̄}, ρ̂(0) is positive-definite,
and ρ(0) ∈ S(CN ). Then, there exists an asymptotically
stabilizing control law that ensures

(ρ(t), ρ̂(t))
t→∞−−−→ (ρn̄, ρn̄) a.s.

Note that Theorem 1 is only part of their results. See [21]
for the details.

C. Problem Statement

Before stating our problem, we present a minor modifica-
tion of Theorem 1.

Corollary 2: Let θ̂(t) :=

√
η̂(t)M̂(t) be a time varying

parameter and we assume that there exists t0 > 0 that
satisfies the following constraint;

αn̄ <
θ̂(t)

θ
− 1 < βn̄ ∀t ≥ t0, (4)

where αn̄ and βn̄ are the same as defined in Theorem
1, ρ̂(t0) > 0, and ρ(0) ∈ S(CN ). Then, there exists a
stabilizing control law.

Proof: The proof is the same as [21, Propositions 4.16
and 4.18], so we omit it here.

Corollary 2 implies that if we can set the parameter
θ̂(t) appropriately, the stabilization is achieved even if the
initial parameter θ̂(0) does not satisfy the condition (3).
Therefore, the problem we deal with is how to estimate θ
while stabilizing the state ρ(t). Adaptive parameter tuning
θ̂(t) with stabilizing control is a simple and useful solution
for the problem, as shown in the next section.

III. PROPOSED METHOD AND THEORETICAL RESULTS

Owing to the work of Liang et al. [21], there is an
acceptable uncertainty of the parameter θ that ensures the
convergence of the state to the target state. Hence, we only



focus on the parameter tuning of M̂(t). The adaptive model
is then described as follows (Fig. 1).

dρ̂(t) =i[Hω̂(u(t)), ρ̂(t)]−dt−
M̂(t)

2
[Jz, [Jz, ρ̂(t)]−]−dt

+

√
η̂M̂(t) (Jz ρ̂(t) + ρ̂(t)Jz − 2Tr[Jz ρ̂(t)]ρ̂(t))

×
(
dy(t)− 2

√
η̂M̂(t)Tr[Jz ρ̂(t)]dt

)
, (5)

where (ω̂, M̂(0), η̂) are given and M̂(t) is calculated by our
proposed parameter tuning algorithm below.

Quantum 
system

Detector

Filtering equation (5)

Adaptive algorithm (6)

Control law

<latexit sha1_base64="cB3BbsXCa7okViKuTaebGL1NPfg="></latexit>

dy(t)

<latexit sha1_base64="4og2G3SC3ee2dnRfn+XfqJ3CaSM="></latexit>

u(t) =uFB(⇢̂(t))

+ uFF (t)

<latexit sha1_base64="6ZKBdfaLor5oG6Fh1qBaQ9M2svo="></latexit>

M̂(t) = ✓̂(t)2/⌘̂

<latexit sha1_base64="SbeODyRyd7mZ11G7EVbP7lDfMmg="></latexit>

⇢̂(t)

Probe signal

Our proposed controller

Fig. 1. The proposed adaptive controller

A. Proposed Adaptive Parameter Tuning Method

For convenience, we use θ̂(t) :=

√
η̂M̂(t), x̂(t) :=

Tr[Jz ρ̂(t)], and x(t) := Tr[Jzρ(t)]. Then, we propose the
following parameter tuning algorithm.

dθ̂(t) =f(t)

{
−x̂(t)2θ̂(t)dt+

1

2
x̂(t)dy(t)

}
, (6)

f(t) :=(Kt+ 1)−p, t ≥ 0, (7)

where p ∈ (0, 1] and K > 0. Note that we update M̂(t) as
M̂(t) = θ̂(t)2/η̂. From the filtering theory [25], [26], dy(t)
can be replaced by dw(t)+2θx(t), where w(t) is a standard
Wiener process, and (6) then gives

dθ̂(t) =f(t)x̂(t)

{
(θx(t)− θ̂(t)x̂(t))dt+

1

2
dw(t)

}
.

If the noise w(t) is removed, updating θ̂(t) by Eq. (6) implies
the same as instant gradient method of the cost function
|θx(t) − θ̂(t)x̂(t)|2 with the weight f(t). This is a type
of Robbins-Monro algorithm for continuous-time problems
[27]–[29]. Clearly, if x(t) = x̂(t) 6= 0 for all t ≥ 0, then
the parameter tuning law is the continuous-time Robbins-
Monro algorithm, which is guaranteed to converge to the true
parameter. Unfortunately, the assumption x(t) = x̂(t) 6= 0
∀t ≥ 0 may not hold; therefore, we need to seek the
condition when the parameter θ̂(t) converges to the region
described by (4). Note that the true parameter θ cannot be
an equilibrium point of the system (6). Thus, the noise w

is unavoidable, so we examine how to choose the parameter
(K, p) and obtain the accurate estimate asymptotically.

Remark 3: Because each unknown parameter is a positive
constant, the adaptive parameter θ̂(t) must to be positive.
However, the solution of (6) is not ensured to be positive, so
when θ̂(t) becomes negative, we replace it with 0 or a small
positive number in practical implementations.

B. Asymptotic Property of the Estimate

Here, we describe that the choice of the parameters p
and K of (7) is valid from the following proposition. For
convenience, we write Ew[•] ≡ Ew[•|ρ(0), ρ̂(0)].

Proposition 4: Suppose that a pair of initial states
(ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) is in some (ρn, ρm), m 6= J , and u(t) = 0,
and considering (6) with p ∈ R and K > 0, the followings
hold.

1) For the mean of the θ̂(t),

lim
t→∞

Ew[θ̂(t)] =

{
(depend on θ̂(0)), p > 1,
θ J−nJ−m , p ∈ (−∞, 1].

2) For the variance of the θ̂(t), V (θ̂(t)) := Ew[(θ̂(t) −
Ew[θ̂(t)])2],

lim sup
t→∞

V (θ̂(t)) ≤ 1

8
, p > 1,

lim
t→∞

V (θ̂(t)) =

 0, p ∈ (0, 1],
1
8 , p = 0,
∞, p < 0.

Proof: Denote the integral of f(t) by

F (t) :=

∫ t

0

f(τ)dτ

=

{ 1
K(1−p){(Kt+ 1)1−p − 1}, p ∈ R \ {1},
1
K ln(Kt+ 1), p = 1.

(8)

We only prove the convergence of V (θ̂(t)). Note that x =
J−n and x̂ = J−m from the assumption. Then, the explicit
solution of V (θ̂(t)) is

V (θ̂(t)) =e−2x̂2F (t)V (θ̂(0))

+
x̂2

4
e−2x̂2F (t)

∫ t

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)2dτ.

As θ is a deterministic uncertain parameter and M̂(0) is
given, V (θ̂(0)) = 0. If p = 0, it implies that f(t) = 1 and
therefore, the claim of the theorem trivially holds. The other
cases are as follows.

1) If p ∈ (0,∞), f(t)2 ≤ f(t) because f(t) ∈ [0, 1] and
f(t) ≤ f(τ0) for all t ≥ τ0, where τ0 > 0 is arbitrary
chosen. From simple calculation and using the above-



mentioned properties,∫ t

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)2dτ

=

∫ τ0

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)2dτ +

∫ t

τ0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)2dτ

≤
∫ τ0

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)dτ + f(τ0)

∫ t

τ0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)dτ

=

∫ F (τ0)

F (0)

e2x̂2sds+ f(τ0)

∫ F (t)

F (τ0)

e2x̂2sds

=
1

2x̂2

{
e2x̂2F (τ0) − e2x̂2F (0)

+ f(τ0)e2x̂2F (t) − f(τ0)e2x̂2F (τ0)
}
,

and therefore,

V (θ̂(t)) ≤f(τ0)

8
(1− e−2x̂2(F (t)−F (τ0))

+
1

8
e−2x̂2F (t)

{
e2x̂2F (τ0) − e2x̂2F (0)

}
.

As τ0 can be chosen to be arbitrarily large, the first
term of the right-hand side of the above equation can
be arbitrarily small. As t → ∞, e−2x̂2F (t) → 0 for
p ∈ (0, 1] and e−2x̂2F (t) → e−2x̂2/(K(p−1)) > 0
for p > 1. Then, the last term of the right-hand
side of the equation remains finite and it is less than
1/8. Therefore, the claim of the theorem holds for
p ∈ (0,∞).

2) If p ∈ (−∞, 0), f(t)2 ≥ f(t) because f(t) ≥ 1 and
f(t) ≥ f(τ0) for all t ≥ τ0, where τ0 > 0 is arbitrary
chosen. From simple calculation and using the above-
mentioned properties,∫ t

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)2dτ

≥
∫ τ0

0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)dτ + f(τ0)

∫ t

τ0

e2x̂2F (τ)f(τ)dτ

≥f(τ0)

2x̂2

{
e2x̂2F (t) − e2x̂2F (τ0)

}
and therefore, for t > τ0

V (θ̂(t)) ≥f(τ0)

8

(
1− e−2x̂2(F (t)−F (τ0))

)
holds. The second term of the right-hand side of the
above inequality vanishes as t→∞ and because f(τ0)
can be arbitrarily large, if τ0 is large, then V (θ̂(t))→
∞ as t→∞.

From Proposition 4, if ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) are in the same equi-
librium state, the parameter θ̂(t) updated by (6) converges to
the true value with probability one. Unfortunately, since the
true state ρ(t) is not accessible, we cannot confirm whether
ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) are practically in the same equilibrium state.
To avoid being trapped in different equilibrium points before
learning the parameter accurately, we employ feedforward
control in the following subsection.

Remark 5: A key to prove Proposition 4 is that, f :
[0,∞) → [0, 1] is a non-increasing function with
limt→∞ f(t) = 0, while its integral F (t) =

∫ t
0
f(τ)dτ

becomes a non-decreasing function with limt→∞ F (t) =
∞. This is a minor difference from the continuous-time
Robbins-Monro algorithms because they require the square
integrability of the function f(t) (e.g., [28, Theorem 1]).
Searching for a preferable function for learning θ is beyond
the scope of this study, and we only use (7) and do not
consider other functions. We established some convergence
rate problems in [30], which can be referred for details.

C. Local Convergence Property

In this subsection, we evaluate our tuning algorithm (6)
with the following control input.

u(t) =uFB(ρ̂(t)) + uFF (t),

where uFF (t) ∈ [0,∞) is a strictly decreasing, bounded
continuous function with limt→∞ uFF (t) = 0, and uFB is a
stabilizing feedback control law if θ̂(t) satisfies the condition
of Corollary 2 (e.g., of (4.22) or (4.23) in [21].) The role
of uFF is to eliminate the ρ̂(t) from the target state ρn̄
before learning the parameter accurately. Then, our proposed
method ensures local convergence under certain assumptions.
For convenience, we write E′w[•] := Ew[•|ρ(t0), ρ̂(t0)].

Theorem 6: Let t0 > 0 satisfy f(t0) < ε for a given
sufficiently small ε > 0. Considering ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) are the
solutions of (1) and (5) starting from ρ(t0), ρ̂(t0) ∈ S(CN),
respectively, we choose the feedforward control uFF (t) that
satisfies uFF (t) ≤ f(t)2 for all t ≥ t0 and the feedback
control uFB that satisfies E′w[|uFB(ρ̂)|] = O(ε2) if ρ̂
satisfies E′w[‖ρ̂− ρn̄‖Tr] < ε. Let θ̂(t) be the solution of the
parameter tuning algorithm (6) with p ∈ (0.5, 1] and K > 0
and its initial value θ̂(t0) satisfy |1− θ̂(t0)/θ| < ε. Suppose
that max{E′w[‖ρ(t) − ρn̄‖Tr],E′w[‖ρ̂(t) − ρn̄‖Tr]} < ε and
max{E′w[‖ρ(t) − ρn̄‖2Tr],E′w[‖ρ̂(t) − ρn̄‖2Tr]} < ε2 for all
t ≥ t0. Besides, assume that the following inequality holds
for almost all t ≥ t0

∆(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) ≥ 0 a.s., (9)

and the equality holds iff Vρ(t)(Jz) = Vρ̂(t)(Jz) = 0, where

∆(ρ, ρ̂, θ̂)

:=
(
3Vρ(Jz)

2 + 2Vρ(Jz)Vρ̂(Jz) + 3Vρ̂(Jz)
2
)

− 2Vρ̂(Jz)

(
Tr[Jz(ρ− ρ̂)] + Tr[Jz ρ̂]

(
1− θ̂

θ

))
,

Vρ(Jz) := Tr[J2
z ρ]− Tr[Jzρ]2. Then, for n̄ 6= J ,

lim
t→∞

(ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) = (ρn̄, ρn̄) and lim
t→∞

θ̂(t) = θ a.s.
Proof:

See Appendix.

Some readers may think the assumptions of Theorem 6 are
too strong to be valid in practice; however, several numerical
experiments support that they may hold in many cases, one
of which is demonstrated in the following section.



IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we examine the proposed method numer-
ically. The dimension of the quantum system is N = 5,
and the Euler-Maruyama method is used with 0.01 time
step width. We use the true parameters as (ω,M, η) =
(0.5, 1, 0.9) and the initial parameters of the adaptive system
as (ω̂, M̂(0), η̂) = (1, 25, 1), for which the system cannot
be stabilized by merely using the feedback control in [21].
The true initial state ρ(0) is randomly generated for each
realization and the initial adaptive state is fixed to ρ̂(0) =
1
N I . The target state ρn̄ is set as n̄ = 0. We set the control
inputs as follows.

uFF (t) := f(t)2, uFB(ρ̂) :=4(1− Tr[ρ̂ρn̄])2.

The parameters of (7) are chosen as (K, p) = (20, 0.6), and
then the simulation is run with 1000 realizations. The results
are shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Fig. 2 represents the trajectories
of the ratio θ̂(t)/θ and Fig. 3 represents the distance d(t) =
dB((ρ(t), ρ̂(t)), (ρn̄, ρn̄)) [21],

dB((ρ, ρ̂), (ρn, ρm))

=

√
2− 2

√
Tr[ρρn] +

√
2− 2

√
Tr[ρ̂ρm].

We also evaluate whether the inequality (9) holds in Fig.
4. From the figures, all sample trajectories of θ̂(t) and
(ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) appear to converge to θ and the target state
ρ0, respectively. The inequality (9) sometimes does not
hold at the beginning of the simulations, but all sample
trajectories satisfy it after t = 450, shown by the blue
dashed line in Fig. 4, until the states converge to the target
states. Moreover, even though our proposed method does
not ensure satisfying the condition (3) at all times after a
certain point, we confirmed that all sample trajectories of
the θ̂(t)/θ ratio satisfy the condition of Corollary 2, i.e.,
θ̂(t)/θ ∈ (1 + α0, 1 + β0) ' (0.889, 1.11), after t = 666.
This result implies that the proposed method ensures that all
sample trajectories are in the neighborhood of the true value
with a significantly high probability. Although we confirmed
that (K, p) = (20, 0.3), which does not satisfy the condition
of Theorem 6, also works well, but the result is omitted due
to the page limitation.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed an adaptive parameter tuning
algorithm for robust stabilizing control of quantum angular
momentum systems. The asymptotic property of the estimate
and local convergence of the states were evaluated analyt-
ically, and numerical experiments show that the proposed
method works well for systems with large parametric uncer-
tainty.

The relaxation of Theorem 6’s assumptions and the global
convergence property are interesting works for future.
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Fig. 2. The trajectories of the ratio θ̂(t)/θ with parameters (K, p) =
(20, 0.6). The solid red line represents the average trajectory over 1000
samples and the light blue lines represent 1000 sample realizations.

Fig. 3. The trajectories of d(t) with parameters (K, p) =(20, 0.6). The
solid red line represents the average trajectory over 1000 samples and the
light blue lines represent 1000 sample realizations.

Fig. 4. The trajectories of ∆(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) with parameters
(K, p) =(20, 0.6). The solid red line represents the average trajectory over
1000 samples and the light blue lines represent 1000 sample realizations.
The blue dashed line represents the time 450.
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APPENDIX

PROOF OF THEOREM 6
To prove Theorem 6, we evaluate G(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) :=

Cx(t) + Cθ(t) + Vρ(t)(Jz) + Vρ̂(t)(Jz), where Cθ(t) :=∣∣∣1− θ̂(t)
θ

∣∣∣2, and Cx(t) := |x(t) − x̂(t)|2. Our proof mainly
follows the argument of the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [31].

First, we evaluate Vρ̂(t)(Jz) and Vρ(t)(Jz).
Lemma 7: If E′w[‖ρ̂(t)−ρn̄‖Tr] < ε holds for some small

ε > 0, then

Vρ̂(t)(Jz) = εα̂(t) + ε2Tr[(ρ̂(t)− ρn̄)Jz]
2,

where α̂(t) := Tr[(ρ̂(t) − ρn̄)(Jz − (J − n̄)In)2] is a
nonnegative number and α(t) = 0 iff ρ̂(t) = ρn̄.

Proof: If E′w[‖ρ̂(t) − ρ‖Tr] < ε holds for some small
ε > 0, there exists X(t) = X(t)∗ ∈ CN×N that satisfies
ρ̂(t) = ρ+ εX(t) and E′w[‖X(t)‖Tr] < 1. This implies that
if E′w[‖ρ̂(t)− ρn̄‖Tr] < ε holds for a small ε > 0, then

Vρ̂(t)(Jz) = εTr[X(t)(Jz − (J − n̄)In)2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=α̂(t)

+ε2Tr[X(t)Jz]
2

holds. Since ρn̄ + εX(t) ∈ S(CN ), the (n̄+ 1)-th diagonal
element of X(t) needs to be nonpositive and the other
diagonal elements are nonnegative, and Tr[X(t)] = 0. The
(n̄+ 1)-th diagonal element of (Jz − (J − n̄)In)2 becomes
0, so α̂(t) is nonnegative and α̂(t) = 0 iff ρ̂(t) = ρn̄.

Therefore, E′w[Vρ̂(t)(Jz)] = O(ε). Similar argument gives
E′w[Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

2] = O(ε2) and E′w[Vρ(t)(Jz)] = O(ε) from
the assumptions. Note that dy(t) in (5) can be replaced by
θx(t)dt + dw(t). Let L be the infinitesimal generator [32].
Using the classical Ito calculus, the infinitesimal generators
of Vρ(t)(Jz) and Vρ̂(t)(Jz) are as follows.

LVρ(t)(Jz) =− 4θ2Vρ(t)(Jz)
2 − iu(t)Tr[Jy[Jz, ρ(t)]−],

LVρ̂(t)(Jz) ≤− 4θ2Vρ̂(t)(Jz)
2 − iu(t)Tr[Jy[Jz, ρ̂(t)]−]

+ 2θ2Vρ̂(t)(Jz)(x(t)− x̂(t))

+ 2θx̂(t)Vρ̂(t)(Jz)(θ − θ̂(t))
+ 4(θ2 − θ̂(t)2)Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

2

+ 2(θ̂(t)− θ)Vρ̂(t)(Jz)(θx(t)− θ̂(t)x̂(t)).



Since E′w[Vρ(t)(Jz)
2] = O(ε2), E′w[[ρ(t), Jz]−] = O(ε),

E′w[[ρ̂(t), Jz]−] = O(ε), E′w[uFB(ρ̂(t))] = O(ε2), and
uFF (t) = O(f(t)2),

E′w[L(Vρ(t)(Jz) + Vρ̂(t)(Jz))]

=E′w

[
− 4θ2(Vρ(t)(Jz)

2 + Vρ̂(t)(Jz)
2) + σ1uFF (t)

+ 2θ2Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

(
(x(t)− x̂(t)) + x̂(t)

(
1− θ̂(t)

θ

))]
+O(ε3) +O(εCθ(t)) +O

(
ε2
√
Cθ(t)

)
, (10)

where σ1 := maxρ∈S(CN ) |Tr[Jy[Jz, ρ]−]|.
Next, we calculate the infinitesimal generator of Cx(t) and

Cθ(t). From simple calculation,

LCx(t)

≤2|uFB(ρ̂(t))| |Tr[Jy[ρ(t)− ρ̂(t), Jz]−]|
√
Cx(t)

+ 8Jσ1uFF (t) + 4θ̂(t)θVρ̂(t)(Jz)

×

{
− Cx(t) + |x̂(t)|

√
Cθ(t)

√
Cx(t)

}
+
(
θVρ(t)(Jz)− θ̂(t)Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

)2

.

From the definition of Cθ(t),

LCθ(t) ≤2f(t)

{
− x̂(t)2Cθ(t) + |x̂(t)|

√
Cθ(t)

√
Cx(t)

+
x̂(t)2f(t)

8θ2

}
.

Since the expectation of the right-hand side of the above
inequality is at most O(ε2) for small t−t0 > 0, E′w[Cθ(t)]−
Cθ(t0) =

∫ t
t0
E′w[LCθ(τ)]dτ ≤ (t− t0)× O(ε2), where the

Dynkin’s formula [32] is used. Let a(t) := 4θ̂(t)θVρ̂(t)(Jz)
and b(t) := 2f(t). Note that a(t) = 0 iff Vρ̂(t)(Jz) = 0.
Then,

E′w[L(Cx(t) + Cθ(t))]

≤E′w

[
2|uFB(ρ̂(t))| |Tr[Jy[ρ(t)− ρ̂(t), Jz]−]|

√
Cx(t)

+ 8Jσ1uFF (t)

− a(t)Cx(t)− b(t)x̂(t)2Cθ(t)

+ (a(t) + b(t))|x̂(t)|
√
Cx(t)Cθ(t)

+
(
θVρ(t)(Jz)− θ̂(t)Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

)2

+
J2b(t)2

16θ2

]

=E′w

[
θ2
(
Vρ(t)(Jz)− Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(ε2)

+
J2b(t)2

16θ2
+ 8Jσ1uFF (t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(f(t)2)

−
(
a(t)Cx(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=O(ε3)

+ b(t)|J − n̄|2Cθ(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=O(f(t)Cθ(t))

)
+O(ε4)

]
.

(11)

Note that

E′w[|uFB(ρ̂(t))| |Tr[Jy[ρ(t)− ρ̂(t), Jz]−]|
√
Cx(t)] = O(ε4).

From (10) and (11),

E′w
[
LG(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t))

]
≤E′w

[
θ2
(
Vρ(t)(Jz)− Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

)2
+
J2b(t)2

16θ2

+ (1 + 8J)σ1uFF (t)

− 4θ2
(
Vρ(t)(Jz)

2 + Vρ̂(t)(Jz)
2
)

+ 2θ2Vρ̂(t)(Jz)

×

(
(x(t)− x̂(t)) + x̂(t)

(
1− θ̂(t)

θ

))

− b(t)|J − n̄|2Cθ(t) +O(ε3)

]
=− E′w

[
∆(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) + b(t)|J − n̄|2Cθ(t)

]
+ γ(t) +O(ε3),

where γ(t) := J2b(t)2

16θ2 + (1 + 8J)σ1uFF (t). As p ∈ (0.5, 1],
b(t)2 = 4f(t)2 and uFF (t) are integrable, i.e., γ(t) is
integrable.

Together with the assumption (9), E′w[Cθ(t)] ≤ O(ε2) for
all t ≥ t0 and using Dynkin’s formula [32],

E′w
[
G(ρ(∞), ρ̂(∞), θ̂(∞))

]
−G(ρ(t0), ρ̂(t0), θ̂(t0))

+

∫ ∞
t0

E′w[∆(ρ(τ), ρ̂(τ), θ̂(τ))]dτ

+ |J − n̄|2
∫ ∞
t0

b(τ)E′w[Cθ(τ)]dτ +

∫ ∞
t0

E′w[O(ε3)]dτ

≤
∫ ∞
t0

γ(τ)dτ <∞

holds. Note that the integrand of the last term of the
left-hand side of the first inequality E′w[O(ε3)] converges
to zero faster than the other terms. The other terms of
the left-hand side are positive and need to be finite.
Hence, limt→∞∆(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) = 0 a.s. Since x(t)
or x̂(t) fluctuates randomly if ρ(t) 6= 0 or ρ̂(t) 6= 0,
limt→∞∆(ρ(t), ρ̂(t), θ̂(t)) = 0 implies that Vρ(t)(Jz) and
Vρ̂(t)(Jz) converge to the origin. From the assumption that
ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) stay in the neighborhood of ρn̄, the conver-
gence of Vρ(t)(Jz) and Vρ̂(t)(Jz) implies (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) con-
verges to (ρn̄, ρn̄). Furthermore, since b(t) is not integrable
and, although we skip the proof, θ̂(t) is continuous in t,
limt→∞ Cθ(t) = 0 a.s. Therefore, limt→∞ θ̂(t) = θ a.s.
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