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Model robustness for feedback

stabilization of open quantum systems

Weichao Liang, ∗ Nina H. Amini, †

Abstract

This paper generalizes the results in [30] concerning feedback sta-
bilization of target states for N -level quantum angular momentum
systems undergoing quantum non-demolition measurements (QND) in
absence of the knowledge about initial states and parameters. Here
we consider multiple measurement operators and study the stabiliza-
tion toward a chosen target subspace which is a common eigenspace
of measurement operators. Under the QND conditions, we show that
this analysis provides necessary tools to ensure feedback stabilization
based on a simplified filter whose state is a N -dimensional vector. A
numerical analysis has been proposed in [18]. This paper provides a
complete proof for the use of a simplified filter in feedback stabiliza-
tion. This has important practical use as the dimension of quantum
systems is usually high. This paper opens the way toward a complete
proof concerning the robustness of a stabilizing feedback with respect
to approximate filters, which is lacking.

1 Introduction

The theory of open quantum systems [15], that is systems which are in
interaction with an external system (the environment or a bath), has di-
rect impact in quantum information science [38]. The interaction of open
systems with environment causes quantum dissipation, i.e., the loss of infor-
mation from the system to environment. The phenomenon is usually called
decoherence. Compensation of such a decoherence is a principal issue in
control theory of open quantum systems with technological applications [2].
In particular, regarding robustness issues closed-loop control strategies are
required.

The evolution of open quantum systems are described by quantum Langevin
equations, obtained by quantum stochastic calculus [25], quantum probabil-
ity [36], and input-output formalism [21]. The conditional evolution of an
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open quantum system undergoing indirect measurements is described by
stochastic master equation. This is obtained by quantum filtering theory
developed by Belavkin [9]. It is independently developed in physics commu-
nity under the name quantum trajectory theory [19]. In principle indirect
measurements, that is a system of interest S indirectly measured through
an auxiliary system which is in interaction with S, is considered. Quantum
measurements have probabilistic nature and have random back-action on
the system, this has non-classical analogue.

QND measurements (see [14] and also [24] for further explanations) are
of interest as they introduce less perturbations. For instance, the most stan-
dard measurements considered for feedback control though are QND. The
first experiment stabilizing photon number states in the context of cavity
quantum electrodynamics (QED) has been realized in [41]. QND measure-
ments allow non-deterministic preparation of pure states of measurement
operators, this can be made deterministic by applying a feedback, see e.g.,
[3, 4] for discrete-time and [46, 37, 44, 28] for continuous-time. In all of
these papers, the control input appears in Lindblad generator through the
system Hamiltonian. Theoretical parts concerning convergence and large
time behaviors for quantum trajectories under QND measurements have
been investigated in [6, 7, 10]. In the context of circuit QED, the QND
measurements and feedback have been considered firstly in [47].

In real experiments, there are many sources of imperfections, e.g., un-
known initial states, detector inefficiency, unknown physical parameters, etc.
Hence, robustness of control strategies is among predominant issues. In ad-
dition, a major difficulty with implementing a measurement-based feedback
is that the slowest time scale is set by the classical processing of information
(typically digitally) by quantum filters, which means that the feedback law
is too slow for the system time-scale. In order to avoid fine-tuning of the
noise parameters characterizing the decoherence processes, and avoid a de-
pendence on initial conditions, model robustness has been studied in many
papers, see e.g., [29, 30, 32, 45].

This paper demonstrates that our method in [30] can be adopted to solve
more general problems. We consider feedback stabilization of general open
quantum systems undergoing QND measurements in presence of different
measurement operators, not necessarily Hermitian (see e.g., [40]). Multiple
measurement operators are particularly of interest for stabilization of en-
tangled states, see e.g., [48]. We obtain the convergence toward a target
subspace, which is central in quantum error corrections where stabilization
of a subspace of steady states is required, see e.g., [1, 34, 17]. Regard-
ing stabilization of open quantum systems towards subspaces, in [11], the
authors obtain results on exponential stabilization of subspaces with open-
loop control strategies. This paper gives methods to feedback stabilization
of subspaces for QND measurements in presence of imperfections, i.e., un-
known initial states and physical parameters. Importantly, it is shown that
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the provided analysis can be applied to show the robustness of a stabilizing
feedback depending only on an approximation of diagonal elements of the
filter state with respect to the non-demolition basis. This means that the
complexity of computing the evolution of filter state is reduced from N2 to
N. This is important to pave the way for the use of approximate filter in
feedback stabilization. To our knowledge, this presents the first proof in
this direction. In [18], through a numerical analysis, the authors show the
efficiency of a simplified filter in a feedback loop.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present the stochas-
tic physical model, the main hypotheses on measurement operators, the
notion of stochastic stability, and asymptotic properties of open-loop dy-
namics. Section 3 states a general theorem ensuring exponential stabiliza-
tion of the target subspace for the coupled system (3)–(4) (Theorem 3.1).
We give conditions ensuring instability of equilibria other than the target
subspace and an estimation in mean of escaping time of the trajectories from
a neighbourhood of such an invariant subspace (Proposition 3.4). This is
later applied to provide sufficient conditions on the feedback controller and
control Hamiltonian to ensure the recurrence property of the coupled system
relative to the target subspace (Lemma 3.10). This section concludes with
application of Theorem 3.1 giving sufficient conditions ensuring exponential
stabilization (Theorem 3.11). In Section 4, based on previous analysis, we
prove that a simplified filter which depends only on an approximation of
the diagonal populations of the estimated density matrix with respect to
the non-demolition basis can still ensure the exponential stabilization of the
system (Theorem 4.2). In Section 5, we provide simulations of a three-qubit
system. This paper finishes in Section 6 by giving a brief conclusion on this
work.

Notations. The imaginary unit is denoted by i. We take I as the
identity operator on H. We denote the adjoint A ∈ B(H) by A∗, where B(H)
is the set of all linear operators on H. The function Tr(A) corresponds to
the trace of A ∈ B(H). The Hilbert-Schmidt norm of A ∈ B(H) is denoted
by ‖A‖HS := Tr(AA∗)1/2. The commutator of two operators A,B ∈ B(H) is
denoted by [A,B] := AB−BA.We denote by int(S) the interior of a subset
of a topological space S and by ∂S its boundary. For x ∈ C, Re{x} is the
real part of x. For any finite positive integer m, denote [m] := {1, . . . ,m}.

2 Stochastic dynamical model

We consider an open quantum system undergoing continuous-time measure-
ments represented by a finite dimensional Hilbert spaceH with dim(H) = N .
We suppose we have m different channels. Assume that we do not have ac-
cess to the initial state ρ(0) and the actual physical parameters. In this
case, we consider an estimation process with arbitrary initial state ρ̂(0) and
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physical parameters. The evolution of the actual quantum state and its as-
sociated estimated state can be described by the following stochastic master
equations,

dρ(t) =Lu
ω,γ(ρ(t))dt +

m∑

k=1

Gk
ηk ,γk

(ρ(t))
(
dYk(t)

−√
ηkγkTr

(
(Lk + L∗

k)ρ(t)
)
dt
)
, (1)

dρ̂(t) =Lu
ω̂,γ̂(ρ̂(t))dt+

m∑

k=1

Gk
η̂k ,γ̂k

(ρ̂(t))
(
dYk(t)

−
√
η̂kγ̂kTr

(
(Lk + L∗

k)ρ̂(t)
)
dt
)
, (2)

where

• the actual quantum state of the quantum system at time t is denoted
as ρ(t), and belongs to the compact space S := {ρ ∈ B(H)| ρ = ρ∗ ≥
0,Tr(ρ) = 1}. The associated estimated state is denoted as ρ̂(t) ∈ S;

• Lu
ω,γ(ρ) := −i[ωH0+uH1, ρ]+

∑m
k=1 F

k
γk
(ρ) with F k

γk
(ρ) := γk(LkρL

∗
k−

L∗
kLkρ/2 − ρL∗

kLk/2), and Gk
ηk ,γk

(ρ) =
√
ηkG

k
γk
(ρ) with Gk

γk
(ρ) :=√

γk(Lkρ+ ρL∗
k − Tr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ)ρ) for all k ∈ [m];

• H0 = H∗
0 ∈ B(H) is the free Hamiltonian, H1 = H∗

1 ∈ B(H) is the
control Hamiltonian matrix corresponding to the action of external
forces on the quantum system, Lk ∈ B(H) for all k ∈ [m] are the
measurement operators associated to k-th probe;

• Yk(t) denotes the observation process of k-th probe, which is a continu-
ous semi-martingale whose quadratic variation is given by 〈Yk(t), Yk(t)〉 =
t. Denote the filtration generated by the observations up to time t
by FY

t := σ(Y (s), 0 ≤ s ≤ t) where Y (t) = (Yk(t))1≤k≤m. Its dy-
namics satisfies dYk(t) = dWk(t) +

√
ηkγkTr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ(t))dt, where
the innovation process Wk(t) is a one-dimensional Wiener process and
〈Wi(t),Wj(t)〉 = δi,jt for i, j ∈ [m];

• u := u(ρ̂) ∈ R denotes the feedback controller adapted to FY
t ;

• ω ≥ 0 is a parameter characterizing the free Hamiltonian, γk ≥ 0 is
the strength of the interaction between the system and k-th probe1,
ηk ∈ (0, 1] describes the efficiency of the detector for k-th measurement
channel. The estimated parameters ω̂ ≥ 0, γ̂k ≥ 0 and η̂k ∈ (0, 1] may
not be equal to the actual ones.

1It should be noted that {γk} can also be identified as the spectrum of the Gorini-
Kossakowski-Sudarshan matrix [22, 33].
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By replacing dYk(t) = dWk(t) +
√
ηkγkTr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ(t))dt, we obtain
the following matrix-valued stochastic differential equations in Itô form in
the filtered probability space (Ω,F , (Ft),P), which are equivalent to (1)–
(2)(see [5, Chapter 3] for the detailed description). They describe the time
evolution of the pair (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) ∈ S × S,

dρ(t) = Lu
ω,γ(ρ(t))dt+

m∑

k=1

Gk
ηk ,γk

(ρ(t))dWk(t), (3)

dρ̂(t) = Lu
ω̂,γ̂(ρ̂(t))dt+

m∑

k=1

Gk
η̂k ,γ̂k

(ρ̂(t))
(
dWk(t) + Tk

(
ρ(t), ρ̂(t)

)
dt
)
, (4)

where Tk(ρ, ρ̂) :=
√
ηkγkTr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ) −
√
η̂kγ̂kTr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ̂). The ex-
istence and uniqueness of the solution of (3)–(4) can be shown by similar
arguments as in [37, Proposition 3.3] and [5, Chapter 5]. Moreover, it can
be shown as in [37, Proposition 3.7] that (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) is equipped with the
Feller continuity and the strong Markov property in S × S.

In this paper, we suppose that the measurement operators satisfy QND
property. Hence there exists an orthogonal basis B := {|φk〉}Nk=1 of H,
where the system Hamiltonian H0 and all measurement operators Lk are
diagonal in this basis (see e.g., [10, Theorem 2]). It implies that we can
write the measurement operators in the following form

Lk =

N∑

n=1

χk,n|φn〉〈φn| =
Kk∑

n=1

lk,nΠk,n, k ∈ [m],

where χk,n ∈ C, and lk,n ∈ C are the Kk ≤ N distinct eigenvalues of Lk with

the associated orthogonal projection Πk,1, . . . ,Πk,Kk
such that

∑Kk
n=1Πk,n =

I.

We impose the following assumption on the measurement operators which
is needed later to ensure the exponential convergence when the feedback is
turned off.

H0: ∀k ∈ [m], ∀i, j ∈ [Kk] with i 6= j, Re{lk,i} 6= Re{lk,j}.

For each k ∈ [m], we set Re{lk,1} < · · · < Re{lk,Kk
}. For the measurement

operator Lk with k ∈ [m], we define ℓk := mini 6=j |Re{lk,i} − Re{lk,j}| >
0 for i, j ∈ [Kk] and ℓ̄k := |Re{lk,Kk

} − Re{lk,1}|. Denote by {Hn}Mn=1

with M ≤ N the disjoint common eigenspaces of H0, L1, . . . , Lm which are
assumed to be non-empty. Let Pn be the orthogonal projection on the
eigenspace Hn for all n ∈ [M ]. Hence, for any n ∈ [M ], Pn is diagonal
in the basis B,

∑M
n=1 Pn = I and PiPj = 0 for all i 6= j. For all k ∈

[m] and n ∈ [M ], LkPn = lk,nPn where lk,n ∈ {lk,1, . . . , lk,Kk
}. Note that∑m

k=1 |Re{lk,i}−Re{lk,j}| ≥ mink∈[m] ℓk with i 6= j, since the orthogonality

of the projections {Pn}Mn=1 and assumption H0.
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To study the above problem, we first define different notions of stochastic
stability for invariant subspaces of the coupled system.

2.1 Preliminary notions: invariant subspace and stochastic

stability

In this section, we define the notions of stochastic stability for an invariant
subspace. To this end, we define Ps /∈ {0, I} as the orthogonal projection on
Hs ⊂ H and the distance ds(ρ) := ‖ρ−PsρPs‖ for ρ ∈ S and PsρPs ∈ B(Hs),
where ‖ · ‖ could be any matrix norm.

Lemma 2.1. For all ρ ∈ S and any orthogonal projection P , 0 ≤ Tr(ρP ) ≤
1. Moreover, Tr(ρP ) = 1 is equivalent to PρP = Pρ = ρP = ρ.

The proof is based on simple linear algebra arguments and is omitted.
Now denote the set of density matrices

I(Hs) := {ρ ∈ S|Tr(Psρ) = 1},

whose support is Hs or a subspace of Hs.

Definition 2.2. The subspace Hs is called invariant almost surely if, for all
ρ(0) ∈ I(Hs), ρ(t) ∈ I(Hs) for all t > 0 almost surely.

Stochastic stability Based on the stochastic stability defined in [27, 35]
and the definition used in [45, 11], we formulate the following definition on
the stochastic stability of the invariant subspace for the coupled system (3)–
(4).

Definition 2.3. Let Hs × Hs be the invariant subspace for (3)–(4) where
Hs ⊂ H. Denote Ps the orthogonal projection on Hs. Then Hs×Hs is said
to be

1. Stable in probability, if for every ε ∈ (0, 1) and for every r > 0, there
exists δ = δ(ε, r) > 0 such that,

P
(
ds(ρ(t)) + ds(ρ̂(t)) < r for t ≥ 0

)
≥ 1− ε,

whenever ds(ρ(0)) + ds(ρ̂(0)) < δ with (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × S.

2. Almost surely asymptotically stable, if it is stable in probability and,

P
(
lim
t→∞

ds(ρ(t)) + ds(ρ̂(t)) = 0
)
= 1,

for all (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × S.
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3. Almost surely exponentially stable, if

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log

(
ds(ρ(t)) + ds(ρ̂(t))

)
< 0, a.s.

for all (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × S. The left-hand side of the above inequality
is called the sample Lyapunov exponent of the solution.

In order to study the stabilization problem, we introduce Es(ρ) :=√
1− Tr(ρPs) ∈ [0, 1] to estimate the above mentioned distance ds(ρ) =

‖ρ− PsρPs‖ throughout of the paper. Based on this function, we define

Br(Hs) := {ρ ∈ S|Es(ρ) < r},
B̊r(Hs) := {ρ ∈ S| 0 < Es(ρ) < r},
Br(Hs ×Hz) := {(ρ, ρ̂) ∈ S × S|Es(ρ) + Ez(ρ̂) < r},
B̊r(Hs ×Hz) := {(ρ, ρ̂) ∈ S × S| 0 < Es(ρ) + Ez(ρ̂) < r}.

Lemma 2.4. For all ρ ∈ S and any orthogonal projection Ps ∈ B(H), there
exist two constants C1 > 0 and C2 > 0 such that

C1Es(ρ)
2 ≤ ‖ρ− PsρPs‖ ≤ C2Es(ρ). (5)

Proof. By employing the arguments in the proof of [11, Lemma 4.8], we have

‖ρ− PsρPs‖1 ≤ N‖ρ− PsρPs‖max ≤ 3NEs(ρ)

where ‖ · ‖1 and ‖ · ‖max represent the trace norm and the max norm respec-
tively. Moreover, since the trace norm is unitarily invariant, we have the
following pinching inequality [12, Chapter 4.2]

‖ρ− PsρPs‖1
≥ ‖Ps(ρ− PsρPs)Ps + (I− Ps)(ρ− PsρPs)(I− Ps)‖1
= ‖(I − Ps)ρ(I − Ps)‖1 = Es(ρ)

2.

Then, the equivalence of matrix norms on finite dimensional vector spaces
concludes the proof. �

2.2 Asymptotic properties of open-loop dynamics

The asymptotic behavior of the solution of (3) in open-loop case has been
studied in several papers (see e.g., [10, 28, 31, 18]), which is known as expo-
nential quantum state reduction. It plays a fundamental role in stabilization
strategies. Here we show an exponential quantum state reduction for the
actual system with providing explicit convergence rate. We make use of the
convergence rate information imposed by the diffusion term of the stochastic
master equations (3) to render the trajectories of the coupled system (3)–(4)
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toward the target subspace. In this case, for all n ∈ [M ], it can be easily
verified that Hn is invariant almost surely for the system (3) (see [11, The-
orem 1.1] for the proof). For the reader convenience, we recall the following
result.

Theorem 2.5 (Exponential quantum state reduction). Assume that H0

holds. For System (3) with ρ(0) ∈ S, {Hn}Mn=1 is exponentially stable in
mean and a.s. with average and sample Lyapunov exponent less than or
equal to −1

2 mink∈[m]{ηkγkℓ2k}. Moreover, the probability of convergence to
Hn is Tr(ρ(0)Pn).

This can be proved by using similar arguments as in [28, Theorem 5]
or [31, Theorem 3] and by consideing the candidate Lyapunov function
V (ρ) =

∑M
i 6=j

√
Tr(ρPi)Tr(ρPj). We can show that

L V (ρ) ≤ −1

2
min
k∈[m]

{ηkγkℓ2k}V (ρ).

It implies that the V (ρ(t)) in open-loop case converges exponentially to zero
in mean and almost surely with the Lyapunov exponent less than or equal
to −1

2 mink∈[m]{ηkγkℓ2k}. It means that ρ(t) in open-loop case converges ex-

ponentially to one of {I(Hn)}Mn=1 with certain probability. The probability
of convergence to Hn can be precised by similar arguments provided in [28,
Theorem 5] or [31, Theorem 3].

Remark 2.6. Rather than constructing a Lyapunov function to analyze the
large time behaviour of system (3), in [10], the authors study the dynamics
of Tr(ρ(t)Pn) with n ∈ [M ] in Doléans-Dade exponential form, which leads
to a more precise estimation of Lyapunov exponent. Furthermore, the au-
thors show that in the open-loop case when (ω, {γk}, {ηk}) = (ω̂, {γ̂k}, {η̂k})
and ρ(0) 6= ρ̂(0), under the assumption that Tr(ρ̂(0)Pn) > 0 for any n ∈ [M ]
such that Tr(ρ(0)Pn) > 0, ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) converge exponentially to the
same subset I(Hn) with the same probability. Note that if all the com-
mon eigenspace {Hn}Mn=1 are one-dimensional, then M = N , and in this
case ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) converge exponentially to |Υ〉〈Υ| = ∑N

n=1 PnTr(ρ(0)Pn),
the case established in [10]. However, this method cannot treat the case
where (ω, {γk}, {ηk}) 6= (ω̂, {γ̂k}, {η̂k}). In open-loop case, the exponential
stability for the case of unknown parameters will be appeared in [13].

3 Feedback stabilization toward target subspaces

In this section, we provide an adaptation of [30, Theorem 4.11] ensuring
exponential stabilization of the target subspace Hn̄ × Hn̄. It should be
noted that this is inspired by [8, Theorem 2.12], [27, Theorem 5.7] and [35,
Theorem 3.3, 2.3].
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Theorem 3.1. Suppose that the trajectories (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) are recurrent rela-
tive to any neighborhood of I(Hn̄) × I(Hn̄). Additionally, assume the ex-
istence of a positive-definite function V (ρ, ρ̂) such that V (ρ, ρ̂)=0 if and
only if (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ I(Hn̄) × I(Hn̄), and V is continuous on S × S and twice
continuously differentiable on an almost surely invariant subset Γ of S × S
containing int(S)× int(S). Moreover, suppose that there exist positive con-
stants C, C1 and C2 such that

(i) C1

(
En̄(ρ) + En̄(ρ̂)

)C2 ≤ V (ρ, ρ̂), for all (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ S × S, and

(ii) lim sup(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)
LV (ρ,ρ̂)
V (ρ,ρ̂) ≤ −C.

Then, Hn̄ × Hn̄ is almost surely exponentially stable for (3)–(4) starting
from Γ with sample Lyapunov exponent less than or equal to −(C +K)/C2,
where K ≤ lim inf(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)

1
2

∑m
k=1 gk(ρ, ρ̂)

2 and

gk(ρ, ρ̂) :=Tr
(∂V (ρ, ρ̂)

∂ρ

Gk
ηk ,γk

(ρ)

V (ρ, ρ̂)
+
∂V (ρ, ρ̂)

∂ρ̂

Gk
η̂k,γ̂k

(ρ̂)

V (ρ, ρ̂)

)
.2

The proof can be done by showing first the asymptotic stability and
then estimating the sample Lyapunov exponent. The ideas are resumed as
follows.

1. (Asymptotic stability) Together with the recurrence property and the
strong Markov property of (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)), the stability in probability im-
plies the almost sure asymptotic stability of I(Hn̄)× I(Hn̄).

2. (Exponential stability) We provide an estimation of the sample Lya-
punov exponent.

By slightly modifying [27, Theorem 5.7], we obtain the following result.
Denote K as the family of all continuous non-decreasing functions µ : R≥0 →
R≥0 such that µ(0) = 0 and µ(r) > 0 for all r > 0.

Proposition 3.2. Suppose that (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) is recurrent relative to any neigh-
borhood of I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄). Additionally, suppose that there exists a positive-
definite function V (ρ, ρ̂) such that V (ρ, ρ̂) = 0 if and only if (ρ, ρ̂) = I(Hn̄)×
I(Hn̄), and V is continuous on S × S and twice continuously differentiable
on an almost surely invariant subset Γ of S × S containing int(S)× int(S).
Moreover, suppose that there exists a function µ ∈ K such that

(i) V (ρ, ρ̂) ≥ µ
(
En̄(ρ) + En̄(ρ̂)

)
, for all (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ S × S, and

2Here ∂V
∂ρ

denotes the first differential in ρ ∈ S of the function V , which can be
expanded in terms of partial derivatives as in (28).
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(ii) L V (ρ, ρ̂) ≤ 0 for all (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ Br(Hn̄ ×Hn̄) with some r > 0.

Then, Hn̄ × Hn̄ is almost surely asymptotically stable for the coupled sys-
tem (3)–(4) starting from Γ.

In the following, we provide sufficient conditions ensuring that (ρ(t), ρ̂(t))
is recurrent relative to any neighborhood of I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄), i.e., (ρ(t), ρ̂(t))
enters any neighborhood of I(Hn̄) × I(Hn̄) in finite time almost surely
(Lemma 3.10). To this end, we first provide sufficient conditions ensur-
ing the exit of (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) from a neighborhood of any invariant subset
I(Hn) × I(Hn̄) with n 6= n̄ in finite time almost surely. Finally, we pro-
vide examples giving sufficient conditions ensuring exponential stabilization
(Theorem 3.11).

Remark 3.3. We note that these main steps are fundamental as in the the
proof of [30, Theorem 4.11], however the technical details are different as we
work with different measurement channels and we stabilize target subspacs,
with particular interests in entangled states stabilization and quantum error
corrections. More originally, we apply theses analyses to prove that a partial
information on the state is sufficient to prove exponential stabilization which
is lacking in the literature (see Section 4).

3.1 Sufficient conditions ensuring recurrence

Here we provide sufficient conditions on the feedback controller and control
Hamiltonian to ensure the recurrence of (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) relative to any neighbor-
hood of I(Hn̄) × I(Hn̄), i.e., for all (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × S \ {⋃n 6=n̄ I(Hn) ×
I(Hn̄)}, (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) can arbitrarily approach I(Hn̄) × I(Hn̄) in finite time
almost surely. To prove this, we provide conditions to show instability of
other invariant subspaces and the reachability for the deterministic control
system.

3.1.1 Instability of I(Hn)× I(Hn̄) with n 6= n̄

Inspired by Khas’minskii’s recurrence conditions [27, Theorem 3.9], in the
following proposition, we provide Lyapunov-type sufficient conditions en-
suring the instability of an invariant subspace of the coupled system (3)–(4)
and an estimation in mean of escaping time of the trajectories from a neigh-
bourhood of such invariant subspace. Since the proof is based on the similar
arguments as in [27, Theorem 3.9], we omit it. We consider the stopping

time τn,kλ := inf{t ≥ 0|En(ρ(t))+Ek(ρ̂(t)) = λ} with n, k ∈ [M ], λ > 0, and
setting inf{∅} = ∞.

Proposition 3.4. Consider an invariant subspace Hn × Hk of the cou-
pled system (3)–(4) with n, k ∈ [M ]. Suppose that there exist V ∈ C2(S ×
S,R≥0), C > 0 and λ ∈ (0, 2) such that L V (ρ, ρ̂) ≤ −C whenever (ρ, ρ̂) ∈
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Bλ(Hn×Hk). Then, for any (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ B̊λ(Hn×Hk), we have E(τn,kλ ) <
1
CV (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)).

Based on Proposition 3.4 and techniques of estimating the lower bound
of Lyapunov exponents in [35, Theorem 3.5], in the following lemmas, we
show the instability of the subsets I(Hn)× I(Hn̄) with n 6= n̄ for two cases
separately, and provide an estimation of the divergence rate of (ρ(t), ρ̂(t))
from I(Hn)× I(Hn̄).

For all k ∈ [M ] and n ∈ [M ], let LkPn = lk,nPn where lk,n ∈ {lk,1, . . . , lk,Kk
}.

Define Ck,n̄ := Re{lk,n̄}−minn 6=n̄Re{lk,n}, Ck,n̄ := Re{lk,n̄}−maxn 6=n̄Re{lk,n}.
Furthermore, for all n ∈ [M ] and k ∈ [M ], we set Θn(ρ) := Tr(i[H1, ρ]Pn),
∆k,n(ρ) := 2Re{lk,n}−Tr((Lk+L

∗
k)ρ), Ĝ

n
k(ρ̂) := Tr

(
Gk
η̂k ,γ̂k

(ρ̂)Pn

)
, and define

T k,n̄ :=
√
ηkγk

(
Re{lk,n̄} −Ck,n̄

)
−

√
η̂kγ̂kRe{lk,n̄},

T k,n̄ :=
√
ηkγk

(
Re{lk,n̄} −Ck,n̄

)
−

√
η̂kγ̂kRe{lk,n̄}.

Based on above definitions, we define partitions of [M ], K+
n̄ := {k ∈ [M ]|T k,n̄ ≥

0}, K+
n̄ := {k ∈ K+

n̄ |Ck,n̄ < 0}, K−
n̄ := {k ∈ [M ]|T k,n̄ ≤ 0}, K−

n̄ := {k ∈
K−

n̄ |Ck,n̄ > 0}. Next, we introduce the following assumptions on feedback
controller:

H1: |u(ρ̂)| ≤ c(1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄))
α with α > 1/2 and c > 0.

H2: u(ρ̂) = 0 for all ρ̂ ∈ Bǫ(Hn̄) with ǫ > 0.

The above assumptions are needed to show the instability of I(Hn)×I(Hn̄)
with n 6= n̄ and the reachability of I(Hn̄)× I(Hn̄).

Lemma 3.5. Assume that H0 and H1 hold. Suppose that K+
n̄ ∪K−

n̄ = [M ]
with n̄ ∈ [M ] and

Dn̄ >

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k max{C2
k,n̄, C

2
k,n̄} (6)

with

Dn̄ :=
∑

k∈K+
n̄

√
η̂kγ̂k|Ck,n̄|T k,n̄ +

∑

k∈K−
n̄

√
η̂kγ̂kCk,n̄|T k,n̄|

−
∑

k∈K
+

n̄ \K+
n̄

√
η̂kγ̂kCk,n̄T k,n̄ −

∑

k∈K
−
n̄ \K−

n̄

√
η̂kγ̂kCk,n̄T k,n̄.

Then, there exists λ > 0 such that, for all initial condition (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈
Bλ(Hn×Hn̄) with n 6= n̄, the solutions (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) of the coupled system (3)–
(4) exit Bλ(Hn ×Hn̄) in finite time almost surely.
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Proof. To prove the lemma, we apply Proposition 3.4 with the Lyapunov
function − log

(
1 − Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)
≥ 0. Set Vn̄(ρ̂) := 1 − Tr(ρ̂Pn̄) ∈ [0, 1]. The

assumptions of Lemma B.3 hold due to H1, the infinitesimal generator of
the Lyapunov function is given by

L − log Vn̄(ρ̂) = −L Vn̄(ρ̂)

Vn̄(ρ̂)
+

1

2

1

Vn̄(ρ̂)2

m∑

k=1

(
Ĝ
n̄
k(ρ̂)

)2
,

where Ĝ
n̄
k(ρ̂) =

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n̄(ρ̂)Tr(ρ̂Pn̄) and

L Vn̄(ρ̂) = uΘn̄(ρ̂)−
m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n̄(ρ̂)Tk(ρ, ρ̂)Tr(ρ̂Pn̄).

By H1, we have |u| ≤ c
(
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)α
with α > 1/2 and c > 0. Moreover,

|Tr(i[H1, ρ̂]Pn̄)|
= |Tr(i[H1, ρ̂](Pn̄ − I))| ≤ |Tr(H1ρ̂(Pn̄ − I))|+ |Tr(H1(Pn̄ − I)ρ̂)|
≤ 2‖H1

√
ρ̂‖HS‖(Pn̄ − I)

√
ρ̂‖HS = 2

√
2‖H1

√
ρ̂‖HS

√
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄).

Since {Pn}Mn=1 resolve the identity, for all k ∈ [M ], we have the following
inequalities

Ck,n̄

(
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)
≤ ∆k,n̄(ρ̂)

2
≤ Ck,n̄

(
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)
. (7)

It is easy to verify that, for all k ∈ [M ], Tk(ρ, ρ̂) > 0 if T k,n̄ > 0 and

Tk(ρ, ρ̂) < 0 if T k,n̄ < 0, when (ρ, ρ̂) is close enough to I(Hn)× I(Hn̄) with
n 6= n̄. Hence, in such a neighbourhood,

L Vn̄(ρ̂) ≥
(
− cVn̄(ρ̂)

α− 1

2 + 2
∑

k∈K
−
n̄

√
η̂kγ̂kCk,n̄Tk(ρ, ρ̂)

+ 2
∑

k∈K
+

n̄

√
η̂kγ̂kCk,n̄Tk(ρ, ρ̂)

)
Vn̄(ρ̂)

It implies that lim inf(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn)×I(Hn̄)
L Vn̄(ρ̂)
Vn̄(ρ̂)

≥ 2Dn̄. Moreover, due to the
inequality

∑m
k=1

(
Ĝ
n̄
k(ρ̂)

)2

Vn̄(ρ̂)2
≤ 4

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k max{C2
k,n̄, C

2
k,n̄}Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

2,

we can deduce that

lim sup
(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn)×I(Hn̄)

1

2

1

Vn̄(ρ̂)2

m∑

k=1

(
Ĝ
n̄
k(ρ̂)

)2 ≤ 2

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k max{C2
k,n̄, C

2
k,n̄}.
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The condition (6) guarantees that there exist C > 0 and λ ∈ (0, 2) such
that, for all n 6= n̄,

L − log Vn̄(ρ̂) ≤ −C, ∀(ρ, ρ̂) ∈ Bλ(Hn ×Hn̄).

Therefore, by applying Proposition 3.4, for any (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ B̊λ(Hn×Hk),
we have E(τn,n̄λ ) < − 1

C log Vn̄(ρ̂(0)) < ∞. Then, by Markov inequality, we

have P(τn,n̄λ <∞) = 1. �

Now, we show the instability of I(Hn) × I(Hn̄) with n 6= n̄ by the
following lemma, where the assumption of Lemma 3.5 are not necessarily
verified.

Lemma 3.6. Let n̄ ∈ [M ]. Assume that ρ̂(0) > 0, H0 and H2 are satisfied.
Suppose that for all k ∈ [M ],

1− ℓ2k
2(ℓ2k + |Re(lk,n̄)|ℓ̄k)

<

√
ηkγk
η̂kγ̂k

≤ 1, (8)

or 



1 + lk,n̄ ≤
√

ηkγk
η̂k γ̂k

, if ℓ2k > |Re{lk,n̄}|ℓ̄k,
1 ≤

√
ηkγk
η̂k γ̂k

, if ℓ2k = |Re{lk,n̄}|ℓ̄k,
1 ≤

√
ηkγk
η̂k γ̂k

≤ 1− lk,n̄, if ℓ2k < |Re{lk,n̄}|ℓ̄k.
(9)

where lk,n̄ := ℓ2k/2(ℓ
2
k − |Re{lk,n̄}|ℓ̄k). Then, there exists λ > 0 such that,

for all initial condition (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ Bλ(Hn × Hn̄)
⋂S × ∂S with n 6= n̄,

the solutions (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) of the coupled system (3)–(4) exit Bλ(Hn ×Hn̄) in
finite time almost surely.

Proof. To prove the instability of I(Hn) × I(Hn̄) with n 6= n̄, we can ap-
ply Proposition 3.4 with the Lyapunov function − log Tr(ρ̂Pn) ≥ 0. By
Lemma B.1, ρ̂(0) > 0 implies ρ̂(t) > 0 for all t ≥ 0 almost surely, and
therefore Tr(ρ̂(t)Pn) > 0 for all t ≥ 0. The infinitesimal generator of the
Lyapunov function is given by

L − log Tr(ρ̂Pn) = −LTr(ρ̂Pn)

Tr(ρ̂Pn)
+

∑m
k=1

(
Ĝ
n
k(ρ̂)

)2

2Tr(ρ̂Pn)2
,

where Ĝ
n
k(ρ̂) =

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n(ρ̂)Tr(ρ̂Pn) and

LTr(ρ̂Pn) =− uΘn̄(ρ̂) +

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n(ρ̂)Tk(ρ, ρ̂)Tr(ρ̂Pn).

Due to H2, for all (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ Br(Hn × Hn̄) with r ∈ (0, ǫ] where ǫ is defined
in H2, we have

LTr(ρ̂Pn)

Tr(ρ̂Pn)
=

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n(ρ̂)Tk(ρ, ρ̂),

13



which implies

lim inf
(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn)×I(Hn̄)

LTr(ρ̂Pn)

Tr(ρ̂Pn)

= 4

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k

(
Re{lk,n} −Re{lk,n̄}

)(√
ηkγkRe{lk,n} −

√
η̂kγ̂kRe{lk,n̄}

)
.

(10)

Moreover, we have

lim sup
(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn)×I(Hn̄)

∑m
k=1

(
Ĝ
n
k(ρ̂)

)2

2Tr(ρ̂Pn)2
≤ 2

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k
(
Re{lk,n} −Re{lk,n̄}

)2
.

(11)

The condition (8) or (9) guarantees that the k-th term of RHS of (10) is
strictly greater than the k-th term of RHS of (11) for all k ∈ [M ] such
that Re{lk,n} 6= Re{lk,n̄}. Note that it is impossible that Re{lk,n} =
Re{lk,n̄} for all k ∈ [M ] due to the orthogonality of the projections {Pn}Mn=1.
Therefore, there exist C > 0 and a sufficiently small constant λ ∈ (0, r) such
that, for all n 6= n̄

L − log Tr(ρ̂Pn) ≤ −C, ∀(ρ, ρ̂) ∈ Bλ(Hn ×Hn̄). (12)

Therefore, by applying Proposition 3.4, for any (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ Bλ(Hn ×
Hn̄)

⋂S × ∂S with n 6= n̄, E(τn,n̄λ ) < − 1
C log Tr(ρ̂(0)Pn) < ∞. Then, by

Markov inequality, we have P(τn,n̄λ <∞) = 1. �

Remark 3.7. Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6 are analogous to [30, Section
4.2.1]. The range of the model parameters η̂k and γ̂k provided in Lemma 3.5
and Lemma 3.6 ensuring the instability is not the optimal one.

3.1.2 Recurrence properties of the coupled trajectories

Based on the support theorem (Theorem A.1), the deterministic control
systems corresponding to the Stratonovich form of (3)–(4) is given by

ρ̇v(t) = L̃u
ω,γ,η(ρv(t)) +

m∑

k=1

Gk
ηk ,γk

(ρv(t))Vk(t), (13)

˙̂ρv(t) = L̃u
ω̂,γ̂,η̂(ρ̂v(t)) +

m∑

k=1

Gk
η̂k ,γ̂k

(ρ̂v(t))Vk(t), (14)
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where ρv(0) = ρ(0), ρ̂v(0) = ρ̂(0), Vk(t) := vk(t) +
√
ηkγkTr((Lk +L∗

k)ρv(t))
where vk(t) ∈ V is the bounded control input. Here

L̃u
ω,γ,η(ρ) :=− i[ωH0 + uH1, ρ]

+

m∑

k=1

γk
2

(
2(1− ηk)LkρL

∗
k − (L∗

kLk + ηkL
2
k)ρ

− ρ(L∗
kLk + ηkL

∗
k
2) + ηkTr

(
(Lk + L∗

k)
2ρ
)
ρ
)
,

and Gk
ηk,γk

(ρ) is defined as in (1). By the support theorem (Theorem A.1),
the set S is invariant for (13) and (14).

For l ∈ Z and ξ ∈ RN , define

Ml,ξ := [ξ,H1ξ,L
∗
1H1ξ, . . . , L

∗
mH1ξ, . . . ,H

l
1ξ, L

∗
1H

l
1ξ, . . . , L

∗
mH

l
1ξ].

Then, we introduce the following assumption on the control Hamiltonian
and the measurement operators.

H3: ∃l ∈ Z such that rank(Ml,ξ) = N for all ξ ∈ B.

Inspired by [30, Lemma 6.1], [31, Lemma 9] and [8, Theorem 4.7], in the
following lemmas, we analyze the possibility of constructing trajectories
of (13)–(14) which enter an arbitrarily small neighbourhood of the target
subspace. Before stating the results, for k ∈ [M ] and n ∈ [M ], we define
Λk,n(ρ) := Tr((Lk + L∗

k)
2ρ) − 4|Re{lk,n}|2, ∆k,n := {ρ ∈ S|∆k,n(ρ) = 0},

and the “variance function” Vk(ρ) := Tr((Lk + L∗
k)

2ρ)−Tr((Lk + L∗
k)ρ)

2 of
Lk + L∗

k.

Lemma 3.8. Assume that H0 and H3 hold true. In addition, suppose that

(i) Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0 for each k ∈ [M ],

(ii) for any ρ̂(0) ∈ {ρ̂ ∈ S|Tr(ρ̂Pn̄) = 0}, there exists a control v(t) ∈ Vm

such that for all t ∈ (0, δ), with δ > 0 sufficiently small, u
(
ρ̂v(t)

)
6= 0,

for some solution ρ̂v(t) of (14).

Then, for all ε > 0 and (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) belongs to

(S × S) \
{
Bε(Hn̄ ×Hn̄) ∪

⋃

n 6=n̄

I(Hn)× I(Hn̄)
}
,

there exist T ∈ (0,∞) and v(t) ∈ Vm such that the trajectory (ρv(t), ρ̂v(t)) of
the coupled deterministic system (13)–(14) enters Bε(Hn̄ ×Hn̄) for t < T .
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Proof. From (13)–(14) we have

d

dt
Tr(ρv(t)Pn̄) = −uΘn̄(ρv(t)) +

Tr(ρv(t)Pn̄)

2

m∑

k=1

ηkγkΛk,n̄(ρv(t))

+ Tr(ρv(t)Pn̄)

m∑

k=1

√
ηkγk∆k,n̄(ρv(t))Vk(t), (15)

d

dt
Tr(ρ̂v(t)Pn̄) = −uΘn̄(ρ̂v(t)) +

Tr(ρ̂v(t)Pn̄)

2

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂kΛk,n̄(ρ̂v(t))

+ Tr(ρ̂v(t)Pn̄)
m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n̄(ρ̂v(t))Vk(t), (16)

where ρv(0) = ρ(0), ρ̂v(0) = ρ̂(0). If Tr(ρ(0)Pn̄) = Tr(ρ̂(0)Pn̄) = 0, by
following the arguments of Proposition C.1, one can show the existence of
v ∈ Vm and δ > 0 such that Tr(ρv(0)Pn̄) > 0 and Tr(ρ̂v(0)Pn̄) > 0 for
t ∈ (0, δ). Thus, without loss of generality, we suppose Tr(ρ(0)Pn̄) > 0 and
Tr(ρ̂(0)Pn̄) > 0. Moreover, due to the inequality (7), for each k ∈ [M ], if
Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0, then ∆k,n̄ = I(Hn̄). The proof can be concluded by
applying the similar arguments as in the proof of [30, Lemma 6.1]. �

Lemma 3.9. Assume that H0, H2 and H3 are satisfied. In addition,
suppose that

(i) for any k ∈ [M ],

{√
ηkγk Rk,n̄ <

√
η̂kγ̂k Rk,n̄,√

η̂kγ̂k Rk,n̄ <
√
ηkγk Rk,n̄;

(17)

with Rk,n̄ := 2Re{lk,n̄} − ℓk and Rk,n̄ := 2Re{lk,n̄}+ ℓk.

(ii) for any ρ̂ ∈ ⋂m
k=1∆k,n̄ \ I(Hn̄),

uΘn̄(ρ̂) <
Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

2

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂kVk(ρ̂). (18)

Then, for all ε > 0 and any given initial state (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × int(S) \
Bε(Hn̄ ×Hn̄), there exist T ∈ (0,∞) and v(t) ∈ Vm such that the trajectory
of (13)–(14) enters Bε(Hn̄ ×Hn̄) for t < T .

Sketch of the proof. The lemma can be proved in three steps by following
the similar arguments as in the proof of [30, Lemma 4.8] and [31, Lemma
9]:

1. ∀ρ̂(0) > 0, ∃v ∈ Vm s.t. u(ρ̂v(t)) 6= 0 for some t > 0.
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2. ∃T1 ∈ (0,∞), ∃v ∈ Vm s.t. ρ̂v(T1) ∈ Bε(Hn̄).

3. ∀ε ∈ (0, ǫ), ∃T2 ∈ (0,∞) and v(t) ∈ V s.t. (ρv(t), ρ̂v(t)) enters Bε(Hn̄×
Hn̄) with t < T2.

Based on the reachability of the deterministic coupled systems (13)–(14),
we can now state the following recurrence result for the stochastic coupled
system (3)–(4), which can be proved by the same arguments as in the proof
of [30, Lemma 4.10].

Lemma 3.10. Assume that H0 and H3 hold true. If one of the following
two conditions is satisfied

1. for (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S×S \⋃n 6=n̄ I(Hn)×I(Hn̄), H1 and the hypotheses
in Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.8 hold true,

2. for (ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ S × int(S), H2 and the hypotheses in Lemma 3.6
and Lemma 3.9 hold true.

Then, for all ε > 0 one has P(τ n̄,n̄ε <∞) = 1.

3.2 Application of Theorem 3.1: sufficient conditions ensur-

ing exponential stabilization

In this section, we establish conditions on the feedback controller u(ρ̂), the
control Hamiltonian, and the domain of the model parameters, which ensure
almost sure exponential stabilization of the coupled system (3)–(4) toward
the target subspace Hn̄ ×Hn̄. Define

K :=
1

2(M − 1)
min

{
min
k∈[m]

{ηkγkℓ2k}, min
k∈[m]

{η̂k γ̂kℓ2k}
}
> 0

and

Cn̄ :=
1

2
min

{
min
k∈[M ]

{ηkγkℓk}, min
k∈[M ]

{η̂kγ̂kℓk}

− 4

m∑

k=1

ℓ̄k|Re{lk,n̄}|
√
η̂kγ̂k|

√
ηkγk −

√
η̂kγ̂k|

}
.

Theorem 3.11. Consider the coupled system (3)–(4). Suppose that the
assumptions given in Lemma 3.10 and Corollary C.2 are satisfied, and

min
k∈[M ]

{η̂k γ̂kℓk} > 4

m∑

k=1

ℓ̄k|Re{lk,n̄}|
√
η̂kγ̂k|

√
ηkγk −

√
η̂kγ̂k|. (19)

Then, Hn̄ ×Hn̄ is almost surely exponentially stable with sample Lyapunov
exponent less than or equal to −Cn̄ − K if Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0 for each
k ∈ [M ], and −Cn̄ otherwise.
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Proof. Define Vn̄(ρ) :=
∑

n 6=n̄

√
Tr(ρPn). Consider the candidate Lyapunov

function Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂) = Vn̄(ρ)+Vn̄(ρ̂). Due to Lemma B.1, Γ = int(SN )× int(S)
is almost surely invariant. Since Corollary C.2, ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) can enter in
Γ in finite time almost surely. Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂) is continuous on S × S and twice
continuously differentiable on Γ.

It is easy to verify that, for all (ρ, ρ̂) ∈ S ×S, Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂) ≥ En̄(ρ)+En̄(ρ̂).
Note that for some k ∈ [M ], there may exist n ∈ [M ] such that Re{lk,n} =
Re{lk,n̄}. For each k ∈ [M ], we define the following sets

S 6=
k,n̄ := {n ∈ [M ] \ {n̄}|Re{lk,n} 6= Re{lk,n̄}},
S=
k,n̄ := {n ∈ [M ] \ {n̄}|Re{lk,n} = Re{lk,n̄}}.

Due to H0 and the orthogonality of {Pn}Mn=1, we have
⋃

k S
6=
k,n̄ = [M ] \ {n̄}.

Note that S=
k,n̄ may be empty for some k. We recall ∆k,n(ρ) = 2Re{lk,n} −

Tr((Lk + L∗
k)ρ). By a straightforward calculation, for all n ∈ [M ] and k ∈

[M ], |∆k,n(ρ)| ≤ 2ℓ̄k + |∆k,n̄(ρ)| and there exists a positive constant cn > 0
such that |Θn(ρ)| ≤ cn

√
Tr(ρPn). In a sufficiently small neighbourhood of

target subspace, |u| ≤ cVn̄(ρ̂)
α with α > 1 and c > 0 under H1 and c = 0

under H2, for each k and n ∈ S 6=
k,n̄, |∆k,n(ρ)| ≥ 2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ)| > 0. The

infinitesimal generator of Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂) is given by

LVn̄(ρ, ρ̂)

=− u

2

∑

n 6=n̄

( Θn(ρ)√
Tr(ρPn)

+
Θn(ρ̂)√
Tr(ρ̂Pn)

)
− 1

8

m∑

k=1

ηkγk
∑

n 6=n̄

∆k,n(ρ)
2
√

Tr(ρPn)

− 1

8

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k
∑

n 6=n̄

∆k,n(ρ̂)
2
√

Tr(ρ̂Pn) +
1

2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂kTk(ρ, ρ̂)

∑

n 6=n̄

∆k,n(ρ̂)
√

Tr(ρ̂Pn)

≤|u|
∑

n 6=n̄

cn − 1

8

m∑

k=1

ηkγk(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ)|)2
∑

n∈S 6=
k,n̄

√
Tr(ρPn)

− 1

8

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂k(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)2
∑

n∈S 6=
k,n̄

√
Tr(ρ̂Pn) +

Vn̄(ρ̂)

2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k|Tk(ρ, ρ̂)|(2ℓ̄k + |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)

≤− 1

8
min
k∈[M ]

{ηkγk(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ)|)2}Vn̄(ρ) + c
∑

n 6=n̄

cnVn̄(ρ̂)
α

− 1

8
min
k∈[M ]

{η̂kγ̂k(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)2}Vn̄(ρ̂) +
Vn̄(ρ̂)

2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k|Tk(ρ, ρ̂)|(2ℓ̄k + |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)

≤−Cn̄(ρ, ρ̂)Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂),
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where

Cn̄(ρ, ρ̂) := min
{1

8
min
k∈[M ]

{ηkγk(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ)|)2},
1

8
min
k∈[M ]

{η̂kγ̂k(2ℓk − |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)2}

− c
∑

n 6=n̄

cnVn̄(ρ̂)
α−1 − 1

2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k|Tk(ρ, ρ̂)|(2ℓ̄k + |∆k,n̄(ρ̂)|)

}
.

Thus, we have

lim sup
(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)

LVn̄(ρ, ρ̂)

Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂)
≤ lim sup

(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)
−Cn̄(ρ, ρ̂) ≤ −Cn̄ < 0,

where the positivity of Cn̄ is guaranteed by (19).
Furthermore, for all k ∈ [m], if Ck,n̄ ≤ 0, then ∆k,n̄(ρ) ≤ 0 and

∆k,n(ρ) ≥ 0 with n 6= n̄ in a sufficiently small neighbourhood of the target
subset. Also if Ck,n̄ ≥ 0, then ∆k,n̄(ρ) ≥ 0 and ∆k,n(ρ) ≤ 0 with n 6= n̄ in a
sufficiently small neighbourhood of the target subset. Thus, in such a neigh-
bourhood, this implies ∆k,n(ρ)

2 = 4|Re{lk,n} − Re{lk,n̄}|2 + |∆k,n̄(ρ)|2 −
4|Re{lk,n}−Re{lk,n̄}||∆k,n̄(ρ)| for n 6= n̄. Then, in this neighbourhood, by
a straightforward calculation, we have

m∑

k=1

gk(ρ, ρ̂)
2

=
1

4Vn̄(ρ, ρ̂)

m∑

k=1

(√
ηkγk

(∑

n 6=n̄

√
Tr(ρPn)∆k,n(ρ)

)
+

√
η̂kγ̂k

(∑

n 6=n̄

√
Tr(ρ̂Pn)∆k,n(ρ̂)

))2

≥ 1

M − 1
min

{
min
k∈[m]

{ηkγkℓ2k} −Xn̄(ρ), min
k∈[m]

{η̂k γ̂kℓ2k} −Xn̄(ρ̂)
}
,

where Xn̄(ρ) :=
1
4

∑m
k=1 |∆k,n̄(ρ)|(|∆k,n̄(ρ)| − 4ℓ̄k). Thus, we have

lim inf
(ρ,ρ̂)→I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)

1

2

m∑

k=1

gk(ρ, ρ̂)
2 ≥ K.

Then, we can apply Theorem 3.1 to conclude the proof.

Remark 3.12. In the above theorem, we do not optimize the estimation of
the Lyapunov exponent and the range of the estimated model parameters.
They could be improved by applying Theorem 3.1 on the different Lyapunov
function, see [30, Section 4.3].

As an example of application of the previous results, we design following
parametrized feedback laws. Define

un̄(ρ̂) = α
(
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)β
, (20)
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with α > 0 and β ≥ 1, then H1 holds true. In order to construct a feedback
controller satisfying H2, we define a continuously differentiable function
f : [0, 1] → [0, 1],

f(x) :=





0, if x ∈ [0, ǫ1);
1
2 sin

(
π(2x−ǫ1−ǫ2)

2(ǫ2−ǫ1)

)
+ 1

2 , if x ∈ [ǫ1, ǫ2);

1, if x ∈ (ǫ2, 1],

where 0 < ǫ1 < ǫ2 < 1. Define

un̄(ρ̂) = α
(
1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)

)β
f(1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄)), (21)

with α > 0 and β ≥ 1, then H2 holds true. Define

un̄(ρ̂) = f(1− Tr(ρ̂Pn̄))
m∑

k=1

αk

(
∆k,n̄(ρ̂)

)βk , (22)

with αk > 0 and βk ≥ 1 for all k ∈ [M ], then H2 and (18) hold true.

4 Stabilization by the simplified filter

In this section, we show that the previous sections are particularly of inter-
est to prove the exponential stabilization toward the target subspace by a
feedback depending only on a simplified filter which will be discussed here.
In the previous section, we have studied the feedback stabilization of the
open quantum system (1) toward the target subspace by evolving the full
filter state in time (2).

Inspired by the discussion in [18, Section 6], we observe that u(ρ̂) de-
signed in (20), (21) and (22) depend almost only on the diagonal elements
of the estimated state ρ̂ in the non-demolition basis B, i.e., Tr(ρ̂Pn) for
n ∈ [M ], which satisfy Tr(ρ̂Pn) ∈ [0, 1] and

∑M
n=1Tr(ρ̂Pn) = 1. From the

proof in Lemma 3.6, the dynamics of Tr(ρ̂Pn) is given by

dTr(ρ̂(t)Pn) = −u(ρ̂(t))Θn(ρ̂(t))dt+

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k∆k,n(ρ̂(t))Tr(ρ̂(t)Pn)×
(
dYk(t)−

√
η̂kγ̂kTr

(
(Lk + L∗

k)ρ̂(t)
)
dt
)
,

where Θn(ρ̂) = Tr(i[H1, ρ̂]Pn) and ∆k,n(ρ̂) = 2
(
Re{lk,n} − Tr((Lk + L∗

k)ρ̂).
Since all measurement operators are diagonal in B, for all k ∈ [M ],

Tr((Lk + L∗
k)ρ̂) = 2

M∑

j=1

Re{lk,j}Tr(ρ̂Pj).
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Thus, the dynamics of the diagonal elements are almost self-contained, the
only term involving extra-diagonal coefficients Θn(ρ̂) is supported by the
control term. If we set the extra-diagonal terms as zero, then we can obtain
the following M -dimensional autonomous stochastic differential equation,

dq̂n(t) = 2
m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k

(
Re{lk,n} − Λk(q̂(t))

)
q̂n(t)

(
dYk(t)− 2

√
η̂kγ̂kΛk(q̂(t))dt

)
.

Since all standard basis vectors of CM are equilibria, the above stochastic
differential equation is a candidate estimator for the system (1) without
control input (see Theorem 2.5 and Remark 2.6).

Based on the analysis in [28, 31], the term containing feedback controller
in the simplified filter is necessary, as it ensures that the target subspace
is the only equilibrium. Moreover, we need to guarantee that the state
components of the simplified filter remain non-negative and their sum equal
to one. Inspired by [18, Section 6], we approximate the dynamics of Tr(ρ̂Pn)
for n ∈ [M ] by the following M -dimensional autonomous system of q̂ =
{q̂n}Mn=1 ∈ RM ,

dq̂n(t) = u(q̂(t))

M∑

j=1

Γn,j q̂j(t)dt+ 2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂k

(
Re{lk,n} − Λk(q̂(t))

)
q̂n(t)×

(
dYk(t)− 2

√
η̂kγ̂kΛk(q̂(t))dt

)
, (23)

where Λk(q̂) :=
∑M

j=1Re{lk,j}q̂j, Yk(t) represents the observation process of

k-th probe, u ∈ C1(RM ,R) and the matrix Γ ∈ RM×M such that
∑M

i=1 Γi,j =
0 for all j ∈ [M ] and Γi,i 6= 0 for all i 6= n̄. Due to the Girsanov Theorem [5,
Theorem A.45], Y (t) is a standard Brownian motion under a new probability
measure Q which is equivalent to P.

Since the system (23) does not satisfy the global Lipschitz condition and
linear growth condition (see [35, Section 2.3]), the explosion may occur in a
finite time. In order to make use of the system (23) as a simplified filter in the
feedback design for stabilization of the quantum system (1), we first verify
the existence and uniqueness of the global solution of (23) from given initial
states. Then we will employ the similar arguments as in the previous sections
to ensure exponential stabilization toward the target subspace. Denote by
τe(q̂(0), ω) : R

M ×Ω → [0,∞] the explosion time from the initial state q̂(0).
Through a slight modification of [20, Section 3], Lemma B.3 and [35, Lemma
4.3.2], we show that q̂ is a good replacement of {Tr(ρ̂Pn)}Mn=1 as it keeps the
invariance property of the set DM := {q̂ ∈ (0, 1)M |∑M

n=1 q̂n = 1} for the
system (23).

Lemma 4.1. For all initial state q̂(0) ∈ DM , the system (23) has a unique
global solution q̂(t) ∈ DM for all t ≥ 0 almost surely.
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Proof. It is easy to verify that the local Lipschitz condition holds for (23).
By [35, Theorem 5.2.8], for any q̂(0) ∈ RM , the system (23) has a local
unique strong solution for all t ∈ [0, τe) almost surely. Moreover, we have

d

M∑

n=1

q̂n(t) = 2

m∑

k=1

√
η̂kγ̂kΛk(q̂(t))

(
1−

M∑

n=1

q̂n(t)
)(
dYk(t)− 2

√
η̂kγ̂kΛk(q̂(t))dt

)
,

which implies that, for all q̂(0) ∈ DM ,
∑M

n=1 q̂n(t) = 1 till the explosion time.
For all q̂(0) ∈ DM , we take k0 ≥ 0 sufficiently large so that q̂n ∈ [1/k0, k0]
for all n ∈ [M ]. For each integer k ≥ k0 , we define the stopping time

τk := inf{t ∈ [0, τe| q̂n(t) /∈ (1/k, k), ∀n ∈ [M ]},

which is an increasing sequence and τk converges to τe as k tends to in-
finity. Consider the function V (q̂) =

∑M
j=1

(
q̂j + 1 − log q̂j

)
, which be-

longs to C2(RM
>0,R>0). Suppose that u is bounded. We can show that

there exists a constant C > 0 such that L V (q̂) ≤ C(1 + V (q̂)) for all
q̂ ∈ DM . By following the similar arguments as in [20, Theorem 1], one
deduces that τ∞ = ∞ almost surely. Thus, for all initial state q̂(0) ∈ DM ,
Q(q̂n(t) > 0,∀ 0 ≤ t < τe) = 1 for all n ∈ [M ]. Then, employing the
arguments in [37, Proposition 3.5], the boundness of u can be removed. �

Next, we make the following assumptions on the new feedback controller
u(q̂) according to the system (23):

H0’: u ∈ C1(DM ,R), u(en̄) = 0 and u(en) 6= 0 for all n 6= n̄, where {en}Mn=1

is a standard basis in RM .

H1’: |u(q̂)| ≤ c(1 − q̂n̄)
α with α > 1/2 and c > 0.

H2’: u(q̂) = 0 for all ρ̂ ∈ {q̂ ∈ DM |1− q̂n < ǫ} with ǫ > 0.

H4’: {q̂ ∈ DM |u(q̂) = 0} does not contain the complete integral curves of
the drift and the vector fields of the deterministic system corresponding
to (23).

By repeating the similar arguments as in the previous section, we obtain
the following theorem concerning the exponential stabilization of (1) by
simplified filter.

Theorem 4.2. Consider the coupled system (1)–(23) with initial states be-
longing to S × DM . Assume that H0’, H3, H4’ and the condition (19)
hold true and there exists at least one k ∈ [M ] such that ηk, η̂k ∈ (0, 1).
Moreover, suppose that one of the following conditions is satisfied

(i) Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0 for each k ∈ [M ], K+
n̄ ∪K−

n̄ = [M ], Condition (6)
and H1’ hold true;
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(ii) Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0, Condition (8) or (9), Condition (17) and H2’

hold true;

(iii) Condition (8) or (9), Condition (17) and H2’ hold true, and for any
q̂ ∈ ⋂m

k=1{q̂ ∈ DM \ en̄|Re{lk,n̄} = Λk(q̂)},

u

M∑

j=1

Γn̄,j q̂j < 2q̂n̄

m∑

k=1

η̂kγ̂kVk(q̂), (24)

where Vk(q̂) :=
∑M

j=1Re{lk,n̄}2q̂j − Λk(q̂)
2.

Then, Hn̄ × en̄ is almost surely exponentially stable with sample Lyapunov
exponent less than or equal to −Cn̄ − K if Ck,n̄ ≤ 0 or Ck,n̄ ≥ 0 for each
k ∈ [M ], and −Cn̄ otherwise.

Based on the feedback controllers designed in (20), (21) and (22), we
provide the following examples of the simplified feedback controller. Define

un̄(q̂) = α(1− q̂n̄)
β, (25)

where α > 0 and β ≥ 1, then H1’ holds true. Define

un̄(q̂) = α(1 − q̂n̄)
βf(1− q̂n̄), (26)

with α > 0 and β ≥ 1, then H2’ holds true. Define

un̄(q̂) = f(1− q̂n̄)
m∑

k=1

αk

(
Re{lk,n̄} − Λk(q̂)

)βk , (27)

with αk > 0 and βk ≥ 1 for all k ∈ [M ], then H2’ and (24) hold true.

5 Simulation

In this section, we illustrate our results by numerical simulations in the case
of three-qubit systems proposed in [31]. We take L1 = σz⊗I⊗σz+2σz⊗σz⊗I

and L2 = σx ⊗ σx ⊗ σx. Set H0 = L1 and H1 = (I ⊗ I + σz ⊗ σx + σz ⊗
σy) ⊗ σx, where σx, σy and σz are the Pauli matrices. In this case, the
orthogonal projections on the disjoint common eigenspaces of H0, L1 and
L2 are exactly the eight GHZ states for three-qubit systems. We determine
1
2(|000〉+ |111〉)(〈000|+ 〈111|) as the target state. The values of the physical
and experimental parameters are chosen as ω = 0.3, η1 = 0.5, γ1 = 1.1,
η2 = 0.4, γ2 = 1 and ω̂ = 0.4, η̂1 = 0.54, γ̂1 = 1.05, η̂2 = 0.44, γ̂2 = 0.95.
We follow the approach in [18, Section 5] to construct the matrix Γ based
on H1 appearing in the simplified filter (23).
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Figure 1: Exponential stabilization of the three-qubit system with feedback con-
troller u(ρ̂), ρ(0) = 1

2
(|011〉+ |100〉)(〈011|+ 〈100|) and ρ̂(0) = I/8. The blue curve

represents the mean value of 100 realizations, the red curves represent the expo-
nential reference with exponent −0.0733, the blue curve represents the exponential
reference with exponent −0.1876.

By straightforward calculation, the assumptions of Theorem 3.11 on con-
trol Hamiltonian and parameters are satisfied. We apply the feedback con-
troller of the form (21) and (26) for the system which are illustrated in Fig. 1
and Fig. 2 respectively, with α = 5, β = 2, ǫ1 = 0.1 and ǫ2 = 0.5.

Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 show the behavior of the Lyapunov function considered
in the proof of Theorem 3.11 along 100 sample trajectories, we observe that
the simulated trajectories have an asymptotic behavior consistent with the
estimated sample Lyapunov exponent −C − K = −0.1876 (blue curve).
Nevertheless, Theorem 3.11 suggests that the rate of convergence of the
expectation of the Lyapunov function should be less than or equal to −C =
−0.0733 (red curve).

6 Conclusion

This paper shows the feedback stabilization of general open quantum sys-
tems undergoing QND measurements with different quantum channels, not
necessarily Hermitian, toward a target subspace. This is of interest to stabi-
lize entangled states which are of importance in quantum information pro-
cessing. The robustness of the stabilizing feedback with respect to imperfec-
tions and an approximate filter constructed from the diagonal elements of
the estimated filter, has been shown. Further investigations will be consid-
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Figure 2: Exponential stabilization of the three-qubit system with feedback con-
troller u(q̂), ρ(0) = 1

2
(|011〉+ |100〉)(〈011|+ 〈100|) and q̂(0) = [11111111]∗/8. The

blue curve represents the mean value of 100 realizations, the red curves represent
the exponential reference with exponent −0.0733, the blue curve represents the
exponential reference with exponent −0.1876.

ered to stabilize generic open quantum systems with generic measurement
operators, propose reduced filters and prove robustness of feedback to such
reduced filters, and consider application in continuous-time quantum error
corrections.

A Stochastic tools

Infinitesimal generator and Itô formula. Given a stochastic differential
equation dq(t) = f(q(t))dt +

∑m
k=1 gk(q(t))dWk(t), where q takes values

in Q ⊂ Rp, then the infinitesimal generator is an operator L acting on
the function V : Q → R which is twice continuously differentiable, in the
following way

L V (x) :=

p∑

i=1

∂V (x)

∂xi
fi(x, y) +

1

2

m∑

k=1

p∑

i,j=1

∂2V (x)

∂xi∂xj
(gk)i(x)(gk)j(x). (28)

Itô formula describes the variation of the function V along solutions of the
stochastic differential equation and is given as follows

dV (q(t)) =L V (q(t))dt +

m∑

k=1

p∑

i=1

∂V (q(t))

∂qi
(gk)i(q(t))dWk(t).
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Stratonovich equation and Support theorem. Any stochastic dif-
ferential equation in Itô form in RK

dx(t) = X̂0(x(t))dt +

n∑

k=1

X̂k(x(t))dWk(t), x0 = x,

can be written in the following Stratonovich form [39]

dx(t) = X0(x(t))dt +
n∑

k=1

Xk(x(t)) ◦ dWk(t), x(0) = x,

where X0(x) = X̂0(x) − 1
2

∑K
l=1

∑n
k=1

∂X̂k

∂xl
(x)(X̂k)l(x), (X̂k)l denoting the

component l of the vector X̂k, and Xk(x) = X̂k(x) for k 6= 0.

The following classical theorem relates the solutions of a stochastic dif-
ferential equation with those of an associated deterministic one.

Theorem A.1 (Support theorem [43]). Let X0(t, x) be a bounded measur-
able function, uniformly Lipschitz continuous in x and Xk(t, x) be contin-
uously differentiable in t and twice continuously differentiable in x, with
bounded derivatives, for k 6= 0. Consider the Stratonovich equation

dx(t) = X0(t, x(t))dt +

n∑

k=1

Xk(t, x(t)) ◦ dWk(t), x(0) = x,

and denote by Px the probability law of the solution x(t) starting at x. Con-
sider in addition the associated deterministic control system

d

dt
xv(t) = X0(t, xv(t)) +

n∑

k=1

Xk(t, xv(t))vk(t), xv(0) = x,

with vk ∈ V, where V is the set of all locally bounded measurable functions
from R+ to R. Define Wx as the set of all continuous paths from R+ to RK

starting at x, equipped with the topology of uniform convergence on compact
sets, and Ix as the smallest closed subset of Wx such that P(x(·) ∈ Ix) = 1.
Then, Ix = {xv(·) ∈ Wx| v ∈ Vn} ⊂ Wx.

B Invariance properties of trajectories

Here, we state some fundamental results that are used in the proof of in-
stability and recurrence. These results are analogous to the results in [28,
Section 4] for the coupled system (3)–(4), and they concern invariance prop-
erties for the system, involving the boundary ∂S = {ρ ∈ S| det(ρ) = 0} and
the interior int(S) = {ρ ∈ S| ρ > 0}. Since their proofs are based on the
same arguments, we omit them.
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Lemma B.1. Assume that H0 holds. Let (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) be a solution of (3)–
(4). If ρ(0) ∈ int(S), then P(ρ(t) ∈ int(S), ∀t ≥ 0) = 1. Similarly, if
ρ̂(0) ∈ int(S), then P(ρ̂(t) ∈ int(S), ∀t ≥ 0) = 1. More in general, the ranks
of ρ(t) and ρ̂(t) are a.s. non-decreasing.

Lemma B.2. Assume that H0 holds. If ηk = 1 for all k ∈ [M ], then ∂S×S
is a.s. invariant for the coupled system (3)–(4). If η̂k = 1 for all k ∈ [M ],
then S × ∂S is a.s. invariant for the coupled system (3)–(4).

Lemma B.3. Assume that H0 is satisfied. Let (ρ(t), ρ̂(t)) be a solution of
the coupled system (3)–(4). If ρ̂(0) /∈ I(Hn̄), then P(ρ̂(t) /∈ I(Hn̄),∀ t ≥ 0) =
1. Moreover, if ρ̂(0) ∈ I(Hn̄) and ρ(0) /∈ I(Hn), then P(ρ(t) /∈ I(Hn),∀ t ≥
0) = 1 for any n ∈ [M ].

C Exiting from boundary

Next, we introduce the following assumption,

H4: {ρ ∈ S|u(ρ) = 0} does not contain the complete integral curves of
L̃0
ω̂,γ̂,η̂(ρ̂v) and Gk

η̂k ,γ̂k
(ρ̂v) for k ∈ [M ].

Proposition C.1. Suppose that H0, H3 and H4 hold true, and there exists
at least one k ∈ [M ] such that ηk, η̂k ∈ (0, 1). Then, for (13)–(14) and any
v(t) ∈ Vm, there exits a finite constant Tv ≥ 0 such that ρv(t) > 0 and
ρ̂v(t) > 0 for all t > Tv.

Proof. Due to Lemma B.1 and the support theorem (Theorem A.1), if ρ̂(0) >
0, then ρ̂(t) > 0 for all t ≥ 0 and trajectories of (14) stay in int(S)
(the same arguments can be applied for ρ). Now, we consider the case
(ρ(0), ρ̂(0)) ∈ (∂S ×∂S) \ (I(Hn̄)×I(Hn̄)). Here, we only focus on the case
of ρ̂v(t). The case of ρv(t) can be proved in the same manner. We follow
the Z1-Z2 arguments in [28, Proposition 4.5]. Define

Ẑ1(t) := span{φk ∈ B|φ∗kρ̂v(t)φk = 0},
Ẑ2(t) := eigenspace related to the eigenvalue 0 of ρ̂v(t).

By definition, Ẑ1(t) ⊆ Ẑ2(t) for all t ≥ 0, and Ẑ1(t) is the largest subspace
of Ẑ2(t) which is invariant by L1, . . . , Lm, since the measurement operators
are diagonal in B.

Denote by λ̂k(t) and ψ̂k(t) for k ∈ {1, . . . , N} the eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors of ρ̂v(t). Due to Kato theorem ([26, Theorem 2.6.8]), λ̂k(t) ∈ C1 since
ρ̂v(t) ∈ C1. Inspired by Feynman-Hellmann theorem, for any ψ̂j(t) ∈ Ẑ2(t)
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for t ∈ [0, ε] with ε > 0 sufficiently small, the corresponding eigenvalue
satisfies

˙̂
λj(t) =

m∑

j=1

γ̂k(1− η̂k)ψ̂
∗
j (t)Lkρ̂v(t)L

∗
kψ̂j(t).

If ψ̂j(t) ∈ Ẑ2(t)\ Ẑ1(t), then L
∗
kψ̂j(t) /∈ Ẑ2(t) for all k ∈ [M ], since otherwise

Ẑ1(t) would not be the largest subspace invariant by L1, . . . , Lm contained
in Ẑ2(t). By the similar arguments as in [28, Proposition 4.5], we have
Ẑ1(s) ⊆ Ẑ2(s) ⊆ Ẑ1(t) for all s− t > 0 sufficiently small. Moreover, due to
the assumptions on feedback controller, for each v(t) ∈ Vm, there exists a
finite constant Tv ≥ 0 such that u(ρ̂v(t)) 6= 0 for all t ∈ [Tv, Tv+ε] with ε > 0
sufficiently small. By employing the similar arguments as in [31, Lemma 9],
for all ξ ∈ Ẑ1(Tv), ξ /∈ Ẑ1(t) for t − Tv > 0 arbitrarily small. Then the
proposition can be concluded by following the same arguments as in [28,
Proposition 4.5]. �

The following corollary of Proposition C.1 is a direct application of [42,
Theorem 2.3.2] and [23], in which the authors showed the convergence rate
of Wong-Zakai approximation for a type of stochastic differential equations
and then inferred the corresponding almost sure convergence (see also [16]
for another treatment).

Corollary C.2. Suppose that the hypotheses in Proposition C.1 are satis-
fied. Then, for the coupled system (3)–(4), for almost all ω ∈ Ω, there exists
T (ω) <∞ such that ρ(t) > 0 and ρ̂(t) > 0 for all t > T (ω).
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[16] Z. Brzeźniak and F. Flandoli. Almost sure approximation of wong-zakai
type for stochastic partial differential equations. Stochastic processes
and their applications, 55(2):329–358, 1995.

[17] G. Cardona, A. Sarlette, and P. Rouchon. Continuous-time quan-
tum error correction with noise-assisted quantum feedback. IFAC-
PapersOnLine, 52(16):198–203, 2019.

[18] G. Cardona, A. Sarlette, and P. Rouchon. Exponential stabilization
of quantum systems under continuous non-demolition measurements.
Automatica, 112:108719, 2020.

[19] H. Carmichael. An open systems approach to quantum optics, vol-
ume 18. Springer, 1993.

[20] N. Dalal, D. Greenhalgh, and X. Mao. A stochastic model of aids
and condom use. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications,
325(1):36–53, 2007.

[21] C. W. Gardiner and M. J. Collett. Input and output in damped quan-
tum systems: Quantum stochastic differential equations and the master
equation. Physical Review A, 31(6):3761, 1985.

[22] V. Gorini, A. Kossakowski, and E. Sudarshan. Completely positive
dynamical semigroups of n-level systems. Journal of Mathematical
Physics, 17(5):821–825, 1976.

[23] I. Gyöngy and G. Michaletzky. On wong–zakai approximations with
δ–martingales. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A:
Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 460(2041):309–324,
2004.

[24] S. Haroche and J. M. Raimond. Exploring the quantum: atoms, cavities,
and photons. Oxford university press, 2006.

[25] R. L. Hudson and K. R. Parthasarathy. Quantum Ito’s formula
and stochastic evolutions. Communications in Mathematical Physics,
93(3):301–323, 1984.

[26] T. Kato. Perturbation theory for linear operators, volume 132. Springer,
1976.

[27] R. Khasminskii. Stochastic stability of differential equations, volume 66.
Springer, 2011.

[28] W. Liang, N. H. Amini, and P Mason. On exponential stabilization
of N -level quantum angular momentum systems. SIAM Journal on
Control and Optimization, 57(6):3939–3960, 2019.

30



[29] W. Liang, N. H. Amini, and P. Mason. On the robustness of stabilizing
feedbacks for quantum spin-1/2 systems. In 59th IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control, pages 3842–3847, 2020.

[30] W. Liang, N. H. Amini, and P Mason. Robust feedback stabilization
of N -level quantum spin system. SIAM Journal on Control and Opti-
mization, 59(1):669–692, 2021.

[31] W. Liang, N. H. Amini, and P Mason. Feedback exponential stabi-
lization of GHZ states of multi-qubit systems. IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, 2022.

[32] D. A. Lidar, I. L. Chuang, and K. B. Whaley. Decoherence-free sub-
spaces for quantum computation. Physical Review Letters, 81(12):2594,
1998.

[33] G. Lindblad. On the generators of quantum dynamical semigroups.
Communications in Mathematical Physics, 48(2):119–130, 1976.

[34] H. Mabuchi. Continuous quantum error correction as classical hybrid
control. New Journal of Physics, 11(10):105044, 2009.

[35] X. Mao. Stochastic differential equations and applications. Woodhead
Publishing, 2007.

[36] P. A. Meyer. Quantum probability for probabilists. Springer, 1995.

[37] M. Mirrahimi and R. van Handel. Stabilizing feedback controls
for quantum systems. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization,
46(2):445–467, 2007.

[38] M. Nielsen and I. Chuang. Quantum Computation and Quantum In-
formation. Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[39] L. G. Rogers and D. Williams. Diffusions, Markov processes and mar-
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