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A smoothing theory for open quantum systems:

The least mean square approach

Kentaro Ohki1

Abstract— Unlike the classical smoothing theory, it is well
known that quantum smoothers are, in general, not well–
defined by the quantum conditional expectation. The purpose
of this paper is to propose a new quantum smoothing theory
based on the least mean squared errors. The least mean
square estimate of quantum physical quantity composes from
symmetric part and skew part, and we developed the recursive
equations, respectively.

I. INTRODUCTION

Estimation theory in quantum physics has now become

an important field in technologies and it has been studied

in recent decades [1], [2], [3]. One of the most important

estimation methods is the least mean square estimation

and it is widely used in classical and quantum statistics

[3]. When an estimand obeys a dynamical equation, we

sometimes develop a dynamical estimator which is driven

by measurement outcomes. The dynamical least mean square

estimator is called a filter if the time of the estimand is the

end of the interval of the measurement records and is called

a smoother if the time of the estimand is in the interval of the

measurement records [4]. A key notion for the classical least

mean square estimation is the conditional expectation and it

was expanded to quantum statistics. The quantum filtering

theory based on the quantum conditional expectation was

initiated by Belavkin [5], [6], [7] and it has been applied to

many of quantum control problems [8], [9], [10], [11], [12],

[13].

On the other hand, quantum smoothers are not always

described by the quantum conditional expectation because of

the non-commutative nature among quantum physical quan-

tities. Some recent studies provide new smoothing methods

[14], [15], [16], [17], [18] . Especially, Gammelmark et

al. [18] developed a fixed interval smoothing theory based

on the weak value [19], [20], which is recently focused

in quantum theory [16], [17], [18], [21], [22], [23], [24]

and experiments [25], [26], [27]. This Bayesian approach

gives complex valued estimate and therefore its physical

interpretation is often discussed [24]. The weak value is

expected as a new quantum metrology for such objectives

as detecting quantum wave forms [15] and single photon

detection [23], and this is one of the goals of developing

quantum smoothers.

In this paper, we revisit the least mean square method for

quantum dynamical systems to develop quantum smoothers
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on classical probabilistic space. In contrast to Gammelmark

et al.’s work, our proposal smoother is implemented by

forward equations. We introduce two pre–inner products and

show two least mean square estimates which depend on each

pre–inner product. Another least mean square estimation

approach for quantum dynamical systems was developed by

Amini et al. [28]. They derived the linear least mean square

estimator for linear quantum systems and their estimator is

realized in quantum systems. It implies the estimates should

be physical quantities and therefore cannot give non-causal

estimates. In contrast to their estimator, ours are computed

in classical computers, i.e., it is not necessary that each

estimate is realized as a quantum physical quantity; in fact,

our estimator can give complex-valued estimates.

There are two contributions in this paper. First, we in-

troduced the symmetric pre–inner product and characterized

the symmetric part and skew part of the quantum least mean

square estimate. We show there are two optimal estimations

which depend on pre–inner products. Second, we developed

new quantum smoothers for fixed point smoothing problems.

Though we only show the quantum smoothers for fixed point

smoothing problems, the derivation is easily expanded to

other smoothing problems, e.g. fixed lag smoothing prob-

lems.

This paper is organized as follows; we review basic

mathematical formulation of quantum theory in Section 2. In

Section 3, two inner products and their properties are shown.

We then introduce a dynamics of an open quantum system to

be estimated and its filtering equation in Section 4. Finally,

the proposal quantum smoother is derived in Section 5.

Notation

R and C are real numbers and complex numbers, respec-

tively, and i :=
√
−1. H is a complex Hilbert space and

we also denote HX if it is the Hilbert space of the system

X . Any linear operator on a Hilbert space H is denoted

by hat, e.g., X̂ . When positive operators X̂ and Ŷ satisfy

X̂ = Ŷ 2, we denote Ŷ =
√

X̂ . The absolute value of

operator is defined |X̂| :=
√

X̂∗X̂ . L(H) is a set of linear

bounded operators on the Hilbert space H. X̂ ≥ 0 means

that X̂ ∈ L(H) is a positive operator and X̂∗ implies the

conjugate operator of X̂ . Tr[•] : L(H) → C is the trace on

linear operators. S(H) := {ρ̂ ∈ L(H) | ρ̂ ≥ 0, Tr[ρ̂] = 1}
is a set of density operators. 1̂H is the identity operator on

H and we sometimes omit its subscript. Denote [X̂, Ŷ ]± :=
X̂Ŷ ± Ŷ X̂ , ∀X̂, Ŷ ∈ L(H). ⊗ represents the Kronecker

product for matrices and the tensor product for operators or

spaces.
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II. BASIC DEFINITIONS OF QUANTUM THEORY

Here we briefly review the quantum theory. For details,

see, e.g., [8], [29].

Every quantum system is described by a suitably defined

Hilbert space H. All of the quantum physical quantities

are denoted by self-adjoint operators on H. In this paper,

we only consider linear bounded operators except quantum

noise operators. We denote a set of linear bounded operators

on H by L(H). The observation of any quantum physical

quantity is a randomly chosen number from the spectrum of

the corresponding self-adjoint operator. Random outcomes

of all bounded operators make the quantum statistics and

the quantum expectation Pρ̂ is defined as Pρ̂[X̂ ] := Tr[ρ̂X̂],
ρ̂ ∈ S(H). The quantum version of σ–measurable functions

is von Neumann algebra, which is, roughly speaking, an

algebra generated by projection operators with algebraic

operations [7]. Let A ⊆ L(H) be a von Neumann subalgebra.

A pair (A,Pρ̂) is called the quantum probability space. For

a given quantum probability space (A,Pρ̂), a subalgebra

Nρ̂ := {X̂ ∈ A | Pρ̂[X̂
∗X̂] = 0} of A is a quantum version

of the measure zero set with respect to Pρ̂, called the left

kernel of Pρ̂ [30]. The left kernel Nρ̂ is not empty because

it always includes 0. Moreover, Nρ̂ is a left ideal and satisfies

Pρ̂

[

(X̂ + Ẑ1)
∗(Ŷ + Ẑ2)

]

= Pρ̂

[

X̂∗Ŷ
]

for any X̂, Ŷ ∈ A
and Ẑ1, Ẑ2 ∈ Nρ̂ (see, e.g., [30, Lemma 9.6 in Chap. 1]). If

for X̂, Ŷ ∈ A, there exists Ẑ ∈ Nρ̂ s.t. X̂ = Ŷ + Ẑ , then

we denote X̂ = Ŷ , Pρ̂–a.s. or ρ̂–a.s. for short.

III. LEAST MEAN SQUARE ESTIMATION

In this section, we introduce the symmetric and skew part

of the best estimation in the sense of the semi-norm defined

by the pre-inner product below and show several properties

of them. Let Y be a commutative ∗–subalgebra of L(H). We

introduce another ∗–subalgebra whose elements commute

with all of the elements in Y;

Y ′ := {X̂ ∈ L(H) | X̂Ŷ = Ŷ X̂, ∀Ŷ ∈ Y}.

Y ′ is called a commutant of Y in L(H). Hereafter we

assume Y = (Y ′)′, i.e., Y is a commutative von Neu-

mann subalgebra [6], [30]. Every von Neumann algebra is

a generalization of the set of the σ–measurable bounded

functions and especially every commutative von Neumann

algebra is isomorphic to the corresponding set of the σ–

measurable bounded functions. Note that Y ′ is generally non-

commutative ∗–subalgebra.

A. Definitions

We introduce three approximations of a given X̂ ∈ L(H)
here and show that two of them provides the best estimations

in different measures in following subsection. All of them is

based on the following pre-inner products [31].

Definition 1: For given ρ̂ ∈ S(H),

1) the pre–inner product 〈•, •〉ρ̂ : L(H) × L(H) → C is

defined by 〈X̂, Ŷ 〉ρ̂ := Pρ̂

[

X̂∗Ŷ
]

.

2) the symmetric pre–inner product 〈〈•, •〉〉ρ̂ : L(H) ×
L(H) → C is defined by 〈〈X̂, Ŷ 〉〉ρ̂ :=
1
2Pρ̂

[

X̂∗Ŷ + Ŷ X̂∗
]

.

Note that 〈〈X̂, Ŷ 〉〉ρ̂ is not the real part of 〈X̂, Ŷ 〉ρ̂. These

pre–inner products satisfy the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

(see, e.g., [30, Prop. 9.5 in Chap. 1]). 〈X̂, X̂〉ρ̂ = 0 is the

necessary and sufficient condition for X̂ ∈ Nρ̂, though, X̂ ∈
Nρ̂ does not implies 〈〈X̂, X̂〉〉ρ̂ = 0. This does not bother

our exploration of the least means square estimation because

if X̂ ∈ Nρ̂ ∩ Y , then 〈X̂, X̂〉ρ̂ = 〈〈X̂, X̂〉〉ρ̂ = 0. This is

shown by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and commutativity

of Y . We use two measures to find the best approximation

in Y , and the null space there is common between them.

Let us define the quantum conditional expectation (see,

e.g., [6, Sec. 3] or [30, Prop. 2.36]).

Definition 2 (Quantum conditional expectation): Let

(L(H),Pρ̂) be a quantum probability space and Y be

a commutative von Neumann sub–algebra of L(H). A

linear operator Q̂ ∈ Y is called a version of the quantum

conditional expectation if there exists Q̂ ∈ Y satisfies

〈Ẑ, X̂ − Q̂〉ρ̂ = 0, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y (1)

for arbitrary fixed X̂ ∈ Y ′. Then we denote Q̂ = Pρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

.

Some properties of the quantum conditional expectation

are shown in, for example, [6]. The definition of the quantum

conditional expectation implies that the X̂ − Pρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

and the commutative sub-algebra Y are orthogonal under

state Pρ̂. We extend the definition of orthogonality to non-

commutative regime.

Definition 3: Let (L(H),Pρ̂) be a quantum probability

space and Y be a commutative von Neumann sub–algebra of

L(H). For arbitrary fixed X̂ ∈ L(H), we define following

operators:

1) A linear operator Q̂ ∈ Y is called a version of

symmetric quantum least mean square estimate if there

exists Q̂ ∈ Y that satisfies

〈〈Ẑ, X̂ − Q̂〉〉ρ̂ = 0, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y. (2)

Then we denote Q̂ = Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

.

2) A linear operator Q̂ ∈ Y is called a version of the mean

non-commutativity with respect to Y if there exists Q̂ ∈
Y that satisfies

Pρ̂

[

ẐX̂ − X̂Ẑ
]

= 2Pρ̂

[

Q̂Ẑ
]

, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y. (3)

Then we denote Q̂ = Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

.

3) Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

:= Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

+ Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

is called the

quantum least mean square estimate of X̂ with respect

to Y .

Roughly speaking, Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

and Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

are the

symmetric part and the skew part of the least mean square

estimate, respectively. In fact, it is true for X̂ = X̂∗. We

call Eq. (2) and (3) the symmetric orthogonal condition

and the skew symmetric orthogonal condition, respectively.



If Nρ̂ ∩ Y 6= {0}, then there are many operators that

satisfy above conditions. This is why we use “a version of.”

Obviously, Pρ̂

[

X̂
]

= Pρ̂

[

Qρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]]

= Pρ̂

[

Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]]

holds, i.e., these are unbiased estimates. The name “the

symmetric quantum least mean square estimate” and “the

quantum least mean square estimate” are originated from

Proposition 5 below. Since these estimates do not satisfy the

positivity in general, neither of them is a version of quantum

conditional expectation. Note that from the linearity of the

quantum expectation,

Pρ̂

[

ẐX̂
]

= Pρ̂

[

Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

Ẑ
]

+ Pρ̂

[

Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

Ẑ
]

implies the orthogonality in the sense of 〈•, •〉ρ̂;

〈Ẑ, X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

〉ρ̂ = 0, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y.

Statistical and physical meaning of Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

is unclear,

though, it plays a role as a measure of noncommutativity

between X̂ and Y . If X̂ and Ẑ are Hilbert–Schmidt class

operators, [X̂, Ẑ]− is orthogonal to both of X̂ and Ẑ in

the sense of Hilbert–Schmidt inner product. The operator

Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

represents a measure of the “ρ̂–direction” com-

ponent of the orthogonal direction against to the both of X̂

and Y .

B. Basic properties

From the definitions, following properties hold.

1) (linearity) Q±
ρ̂ [• | Y] : L(H) → Y is linear.

2) (self-adjointness and skewness) Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]∗

=

±Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

, Pρ̂–a.s. for X̂ = X̂∗ ∈ L(H), and

Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]∗

= ∓Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

, Pρ̂–a.s. for X̂ =

−X̂∗ ∈ L(H).

From above properties, the Qρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

could be a normal

operator even if X̂ is a self-adjoint operator. In this sense,

Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

are real and imaginary part of Qρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

,

respectively. Moreover, the uniqueness also holds.

Proposition 4 (Uniqueness): For any X̂ ∈ L(H),

Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Y
]

is uniquely determined Pρ̂–a.s.

Proof: Suppose Ŷ1, Ŷ2 ∈ Y satisfy the symmetric

orthogonal condition (2) for X̂ . Then, 〈〈X̂ − Ŷ2, Ẑ〉〉ρ̂ = 0
minus 〈〈X̂ − Ŷ1, Ẑ〉〉ρ̂ = 0 gives

〈〈Ŷ1 − Ŷ2, Ẑ〉〉ρ̂ = 〈Ŷ1 − Ŷ2, Ẑ〉ρ̂ = 0, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y.

Since Ŷ1 − Ŷ2 ∈ Y , choosing Ẑ = (Ŷ1 − Ŷ2) makes

Pρ̂

[

(Ŷ1 − Ŷ2)
∗(Ŷ1 − Ŷ2)

]

= 0. It implies Ŷ1 = Ŷ2 under

the state Pρ̂ or Ŷ1 − Ŷ2 ∈ Nρ̂.

Similarly, suppose Ŷ3, Ŷ4 ∈ Y satisfy the skew symmetric

orthogonal condition (3) for X̂ . Then,

〈Ŷ3 − Ŷ4, Ẑ〉ρ̂ = 0, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y,

and choosing Ẑ = (Ŷ3 − Ŷ4) shows the uniqueness holds

Pρ̂–a.s.

Since 〈X̂, X̂〉ρ̂ 6= 〈〈X̂, X̂〉〉ρ̂ in general, we can consider

two different least mean square estimations. Qρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

and

Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

are the least mean error estimates in the sense

of each semi-norm defined by each pre-inner product in

Definition 1, respectively.

Proposition 5:

1) For arbitrary X̂ ∈ L(H),

〈X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

, X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂ |Y
]

〉ρ̂
≤〈X̂ − Ẑ, X̂ − Ẑ〉ρ̂, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y.

2) For arbitrary X̂ ∈ L(H),

〈〈X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

, X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

〉〉ρ̂
≤〈〈X̂ − Ẑ, X̂ − Ẑ〉〉ρ̂, ∀Ẑ ∈ Y.

Proof:

1) Let Ŷ = Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

and Ŷ ± = Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y
]

. For every

Ẑ ∈ L(H),

〈X̂ − Ẑ, X̂ − Ẑ〉ρ̂
=〈X̂ − Ŷ , X̂ − Ŷ 〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ − Ẑ, Ŷ − Ẑ〉ρ̂

+ 〈X̂ − Ŷ , Ŷ − Ẑ〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ − Ẑ, X̂ − Ŷ 〉ρ̂.

Now we use the operator R̂ := Ŷ − Ẑ for simplicity.

Since Ŷ − Ẑ ∈ Y and Ẑ is arbitrary chosen, R̂

represents any element in Y . Then,from Definitions 3,

〈X̂ − Ŷ , R̂〉ρ̂ =Pρ̂

[

X̂∗R̂
]

− Pρ̂

[

Ŷ ∗R̂
]

=〈〈X̂, R̂〉〉ρ̂ − Pρ̂

[

(Ŷ +)∗R̂
]

+
1

2
Pρ̂

[

[X̂∗, R̂]−

]

+ Pρ̂

[

Ŷ −R̂
]

=0.

Similarly, 〈R̂, X̂ − Ŷ 〉ρ̂ = 0. Finally, we obtain

〈X̂ − Ẑ, X̂ − Ẑ〉ρ̂
=〈X̂ − Ŷ , X̂ − Ŷ 〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ − Ẑ, Ŷ − Ẑ〉ρ̂
≥〈X̂ − Ŷ , X̂ − Ŷ 〉ρ̂.

2) By a similar argument, our claim is proved.

Our interest is whether richer information provides better

estimation or not under two measures. Proposition 5 gives

the following results.

Corollary 6: Let Y1 and Y2 be commutative von Neu-

mann subalgebras of L(H) and assume Y1 ⊆ Y2. Then, for

any X̂ = X̂∗ ∈ L(H),

1)

〈X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y2

]

, X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y2

]

〉ρ̂

≤〈X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y1

]

, X̂ −Q+
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y1

]

〉ρ̂.



2)

〈X̂ −Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y2

]

, X̂ −Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y2

]

〉ρ̂

≤〈X̂ −Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂|Y1

]

, X̂ −Q−
ρ̂

[

X̂ |Y1

]

〉ρ̂.

3)

〈X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y2

]

, X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y2

]

〉ρ̂

≤〈X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y1

]

, X̂ −Qρ̂

[

X̂|Y1

]

〉ρ̂.
Proof: We prove only 2). Let Ŷi := Q−

ρ̂

[

X̂|Yi

]

, i =

3, 4. As Ŷ3 ∈ Y2, straightforward calculation gives

〈X̂ − Ŷ3, X̂ − Ŷ3〉ρ̂
=〈X̂ − Ŷ4 + Ŷ4 − Ŷ3, X̂ − Ŷ4 + Ŷ4 − Ŷ3〉ρ̂
=〈X̂ − Ŷ4, X̂ − Ŷ4〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ4 − Ŷ3, Ŷ4 − Ŷ3〉ρ̂

+ 〈X̂ − Ŷ4, Ŷ4 − Ŷ3〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ4 − Ŷ3, X̂ − Ŷ4〉ρ̂.

Since Ŷ ∗
i = −Ŷi, i = 3, 4,

〈X̂ − Ŷ4, Ŷ4 − Ŷ3〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ4 − Ŷ3, X̂ − Ŷ4〉ρ̂
=Pρ̂

[

X̂
(

Ŷ4 − Ŷ3

)

−
(

Ŷ4 − Ŷ3

)

X̂
]

+ 2Pρ̂

[

Ŷ4

(

Ŷ4 − Ŷ3

)]

= 0.

Therefore,

〈X̂ − Ŷ3, X̂ − Ŷ3〉ρ̂
=〈X̂ − Ŷ4, X̂ − Ŷ4〉ρ̂ + 〈Ŷ4 − Ŷ3, Ŷ4 − Ŷ3〉ρ̂
≥〈X̂ − Ŷ4, X̂ − Ŷ4〉ρ̂.

IV. MODEL AND QUANTUM FILTERING

A. Model

Any quantum system is described by suitable Hilbert space

and linear operators on the Hilbert space. We consider two

quantum systems, system to be estimated and probe system.

We describe their Hilbert spaces HS and HP , respectively.

HP is a continuous Fock space [32]; HP = ⊗t∈[0,∞)HP (t),
where HP (t) is a Hilbert space at time t ≥ 0. The

compound quantum system is the tensor product Hilbert

space H = HS ⊗HP equipped with a density operator ρ̂ =
ρ̂S ⊗ ρ̂P , ρ̂S ∈ S(HS), ρ̂P ∈ S(HP ). For simplicity, we

assume ρ̂P is a vacuum state [33], [34]. Physical quantities of

the system are described by self-adjoint operators in L(HS)
and physical quantities of the probe system are described by

self-adjoint operators in L(HP ). They act on the total quan-

tum system with corresponding identity operator, though, we

omit identity operator for simplicity; X̂ ⊗ 1̂P ≡ X̂ and

1̂S ⊗ Ŷ ≡ Ŷ for X̂ ∈ L(HS) and Ŷ ∈ L(HP ).
According to quantum theory, the time evolution of every

physical quantity X̂ = X̂∗ ∈ L(H) driven by probe system

is determined by a unitary operator Ût which denotes the

interaction between the system and the probe. We consider

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram

the unitary operator Ût as the solution of the following

Hudson–Parthasarathy equation;

dÛt =

(

−iĤdt− 1

2
L̂∗L̂dt+ L̂dÂ∗

t − L̂∗dÂt

)

Ût (4)

with Û0 = 1̂, where Ĥ, L̂ ∈ L(HS) and Ât ∈ L(HP ) is

a quantum anihilation process which satisfies quantum Ito’s

rule [35];
{

dÂtdÂt = dÂ∗
tdÂt = dÂtdt = (dt)2 = 0,

dÂtdÂ
∗
t = dt

. (5)

Then the time evolution of the X̂t = Û∗
t X̂Ût is given by

following quantum stochastic differential equation

dX̂t =i[Ĥt, X̂t]−dt

+
1

2

(

L̂∗
t [X̂t, L̂t]− + [L̂∗

t , X̂t]−L̂t

)

dt

+ [L̂∗
t , X̂t]−dÂt + [X̂t, L̂t]−dÂ

∗
t (6)

where Ĥt = Û∗
t ĤÛt and L̂t = Û∗

t L̂Ût.

We consider the homodyne detection as a detection of

the probe system [33], [34]. The measurement outcome is

represented by Ŷt := Û∗
t (Ât + Â∗

t )Ût and its increment is

dŶt =
(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

dt+ dÂt + dÂ∗
t . (7)

From the definitions of the unitary operator and the

observed process, following equations hold;

X̂tŶs =ŶsX̂t, ∀t ≥ s ≥ 0, (8)

ŶtŶs =ŶsŶt, ∀t, s ≥ 0. (9)

We denote the von Neumann subalgebra generated by

{Ŷs}ts=0 by Yt, which corresponds to the σ–field generated

by measurement record up to time t. Clearly, Yt is a

commutative von Neumann subalgebra and X̂t ∈ Y ′
t for

t ≥ 0.

B. Quantum filter

Let π̂t(X̂) := Pρ̂[X̂t | Yt] be a quantum conditional

expectation up to t ≥ 0. The quantum filtering equation is

given by following equation [6];

dπ̂t(X̂) =π̂t

(

i[Ĥ, X̂]−

)

dt

+
1

2
π̂t

(

L̂∗[X̂, L̂]− + [L̂∗, X̂]−L̂
)

dt

+ π̂t

(

(L̂− π̂t(L̂))
∗X̂ + X̂(L̂ − π̂t(L̂))

)

× (dŶt − π̂t(L̂+ L̂∗)dt). (10)



Remember that Yt is identified to a set of classical random

variables of the classical probability space (Ω,F ,P), there

exists ρ̂t(ω) ∈ S(HS) for all ω ∈ Ω satisfies

π̂t(X̂)(ω) = Tr[ρ̂t(ω)X̂], ∀X̂ ∈ L(HS), ∀ω ∈ Ω.

By the cyclic property of the trace, the stochastic differential

equation of ρ̂t, so-called the stochastic master equation or

quantum trajectory equation, is given by

dρ̂t =− i
[

Ĥ, ρ̂t

]

−
dt

+

(

L̂ρ̂tL̂
∗ − 1

2
L̂∗L̂ρ̂t −

1

2
ρ̂tL̂

∗L̂

)

dt

+
(

L̂ρ̂t + ρ̂tL̂
∗ − Tr

[

(L̂+ L̂∗)ρ̂t

]

ρ̂t

)

×
(

dyt − Tr
[

(L̂+ L̂∗)ρ̂t

]

dt
)

. (11)

V. MAIN RESULT: QUAMTUM SMOOTHING

A. The proposal quantum smoother

We deal with a fixed point smoothing problem. One of

the simplest quantum smoothing setup is the target quantum

physical quantity does not evolve under the unitary operator.

That implies [Ût, X̂]− = 0 for all t ≥ 0 and this is called

the Braginsky’s quantum nondemolition detection condition

[36]. In this paper, we consider more general setup. Let

us derive the recursive expression of the quantum least

mean square estimation. As we mentioned in Proposition

5, there are two measures to describe least mean square

errors. However, the quantum least mean square estimation

is composed of the symmetric and skew parts of the quantum

least mean square estimate. Therefore we focus on deriving

the recursive equations of the symmetric quantum least mean

square estimation and the mean non-commutativity.

Consider to estimate X̂τ , which is the solution of Eq. (6)

at a fixed τ ≥ 0, from measurement records Yt up to t ≥ τ .

Remember that any element of Yt is regarded as a classical

random variable, we can apply the martingale method [4]

for deriving the dynamical estimator. We give a sketch to

derive the dynamical estimator. We denote Q±
t

(

X̂
)

:=

Q±
ρ̂

[

X̂ | Yt

]

for X̂ ∈ L(H). Since the physical quantity

does not evolve after τ and Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

∈ Yt for all t ≥ τ ,

the process {Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

}t≥τ is martingale. Any increment of

any martingale process can be represented by multiplication

between the increment of the innovation and a uniquely

determined coefficient derived from measurement records

(the Fujisaki–Kallianpur–Kunita’s theorem).

dQ±
t

(

X̂τ

)

=Q±
t+dt

(

X̂τ

)

−Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

=Γ̂±
t

(

dŶt − π̂t

(

L̂+ L̂∗
)

dt
)

(12)

Note that Q+
τ

(

X̂τ

)

= π̂τ

(

X̂
)

and Q−
τ

(

X̂τ

)

= 0. Then it

remains to derive the coefficient Γ̂±
t ∈ Yt.

Theorem 7: Let Q+
τ

(

X̂τ

)

= π̂τ

(

X̂
)

and Q−
τ

(

X̂τ

)

=

0. Then the recursive estimators are represented by following

equations;

dQ±
t

(

X̂τ

)

=
1

2

{

Q+
t

(

[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

±

)

+Q−
t

(

[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

∓

)

− 2Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

π̂t

(

L̂+ L̂∗
)}

×
(

dŶt − π̂t

(

L̂+ L̂∗
)

dt
)

, ∀t ≥ τ

(13)

From Proposition 5, the sum of solutions Qt

(

X̂τ

)

=

Q+
t

(

X̂τ

)

+Q−
t

(

X̂τ

)

is the optimal estimate of X̂τ in the

sense of semi-norm defined by 〈•, •〉ρ̂. We call dQt

(

X̂τ

)

the quantum smoother. The symmetric part of the quantum

smoother is also the optimal estimate of X̂τ in the sense of

semi-norm defined by 〈〈•, •〉〉ρ̂. We call dQ+
t (X̂τ ) the sym-

metric quantum smoother. We obtain two different optimal

smoothers.

Proof: To derive Γ̂±
t , we refer a method in [7,

Sec. 5]. From Definition 3, Pρ̂

[

ẐŶtX̂τ ± X̂τ ŶtẐ
]

=

2Pρ̂

[

Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

ŶtẐ
]

holds for every t ≥ τ and any Ẑ ∈ Yt

because [Ŷt, Ẑ]− = 0 and ŶtẐ ∈ Yt. This implies that

Pρ̂

[

d
(

ẐŶtX̂τ ± X̂τ ŶtẐ
)]

=2Pρ̂

[

d
(

Q±
t (X̂τ )Ŷt

)

Ẑ
]

,

(14)

∀Ẑ ∈ Yt holds. Thanks to the quantum Ito’s formula [35],

the right-hand side of Eq. (14) is

Pρ̂

[

d
(

Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)

Ŷt

)

Ẑ
]

=Pρ̂

[

Q±
t

(

X̂τ

)(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

Ẑ
]

dt+ Pρ̂

[

Γ̂±
t Ẑ

]

dt

=Pρ̂

[

Q±
t (X̂τ )π̂t

(

L̂+ L̂∗
)

Ẑ
]

dt+ Pρ̂

[

Γ̂±
t Ẑ

]

dt.

Then the left-hand side of Eq. (14) is

Pρ̂

[

ẐdŶtX̂τ ± X̂τdŶtẐ
]

=Pρ̂

[

Ẑ
(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

X̂τ ± X̂τ

(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

Ẑ
]

dt.

Note that the following decomposition gives us the estima-

tions.

Pρ̂

[

Ẑ
(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

X̂τ ± X̂τ

(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

Ẑ
]

=
1

2
Pρ̂

[

Ẑ
[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

±
+
[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

±
Ẑ

]

+
1

2
Pρ̂

[

Ẑ
[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

∓
−
[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

∓
Ẑ

]

=Pρ̂

[

Q+
t

(

[

X̂τ ,
(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)]

±

)

Ẑ

]

+ Pρ̂

[

Q−
t

(

[

X̂τ ,
(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)]

∓

)

Ẑ

]

.



Then we obtain

Γ̂±
t =

1

2
Q+

t

(

[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

X̂τ

]

±

)

−Q±
t (X̂τ )π̂t

(

L̂+ L̂∗
)

+
1

2
Q−

t

(

[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

∓

)

,

and this gives Eq. (13).

From (13), it is necessary to compute the skew

part even if we want to compute the symmetric quan-

tum smoother. To compute the (13), we have to know

Q±
t

(

[(

L̂t + L̂∗
t

)

, X̂τ

]

±

)

. The time evolution equations

of these operators can be derived in similar way, so we

omit the derivation. Note that if we obtain the equations of

these operators, it is necessary to compute other equations

to compute estimates of other operators in general.

B. Density operator description

Unlike the quantum filtering theory, it is difficult to find

equations corresponding to the stochastic master equation.

If we consider the Bragynski’s quantum nondemolition

detection condition [36], the smoothing equations can be

represented by the equations corresponding to stochastic

master equation. Suppose that the operator L̂ ∈ L(HS) is

normal and satisfies [L̂, Ût]− = 0, for all t ≥ 0. In this case,

π̂t(L̂) = Q+
t (L̂) and there exist ρ̂+0|t(ω) and ρ̂−0|t(ω) satisfies

Q±
t

(

Ẑ
)

(ω) = Tr[ρ̂±0|t(ω)Ẑ] for all ω ∈ Ω and Ẑ ∈ L(HS).

Then, for X̂0 = X̂ , we can compute the following equations

in stead of the quantum smoother;

dρ̂±0|t =
1

2

{[

ρ̂+0|t,
(

L̂+ L̂∗
)]

±
+
[

ρ̂−0|t,
(

L̂+ L̂∗
)]

∓

− 2Tr[ρ̂+t (L̂ + L̂∗)]ρ̂±0|t

}

×
(

dyt − Tr[ρ̂t(L̂+ L̂∗)]dt
)

(15)

where ρ̂t is the solution of the stochastic master equation

(11).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We developed a new quantum smoothing theory for fixed

smoothing problems. It is characterized by two kinds of or-

thogonality based on two pre–inner products. As a result, we

obtain two smoothers; one is the complex valued estimator

and the other is real valued estimator for quantum physical

quantities. To develop numerical methods for implementation

of the smoothers is necessary in the future.
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