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Abstract

This paper introduces a H∞-like methodology of coherent filtering for equalization of passive linear quantum systems to help mitigate
degrading effects of quantum communication channels. For such systems, which include a wide range of linear quantum optical devices
and signals, we seek to find a near optimal equalizing filter which is itself a passive quantum system. The problem amounts to solving an
optimization problem subject to constraints dictated by the requirement for the equalizer to be physically realizable. By formulating these
constraints in the frequency domain, we show that the problem admits a convex H∞-like formulation. This allows us to derive a set of
suboptimal coherent equalizers using J-spectral factorization. An additional semidefinite relaxation combined with the Nevanlinna-Pick
interpolation is shown to lead to a tractable algorithm for the design of a near optimal coherent equalizer.

1 Introduction

The main aim of this paper is to demonstrate an application
of the optimization paradigm to the derivation of coherent
equalizers for a class of quantum systems that includes a
wide range of linear quantum optical components and sig-
nals that may be used in quantum communication systems.
Importantly, our design methodology is fully coherent, that
is, it yields equalizers that are in the same class of quan-
tum systems. Such equalizers are highly desirable in quan-
tum engineering since they do not require conventional non-
quantum measurement devices and hence are able to deliver
technological advantages of quantum information process-
ing. To be concrete, we focus on one type of the optimal
coherent filtering problem concerned with compensation of
quantum signals transmitted via a noisy quantum communi-
cation channel with a non-unity frequency response, to help
mitigate distortions caused by the channel. In classical (i.e.,
non-quantum) communications, such compensation of dis-
tortions is known as equalization. Owing to the analogy with
the classical channel equalization, we call this problem the
quantum equalization problem.

Optimization has proven to be an essential tool in the design
of classical communication and signal processing systems.
The Wiener filtering theory [30] is the best known demon-
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Fig. 1. Example quantum optical communication system consisting
of a channel and equalizer, modelled by optical beamsplitters and
signals. The message signal ŭ is passed through the channel which
may degrade the message, resulting in the received signal y̆. The
equalizer near-optimally recovers the message in the mean square

sense, producing an improved signal ˘̂u.

stration of how degrading effects of noise and the chan-
nel can be mitigated using optimization techniques. While
the Wiener’s solution is elegant and tractable in the case of
stationary signals and perfectly known channels, additional
properties and requirements on the signal, the channel or the
filter impose further optimization constraints [2,32]. This is
precisely the situation encountered in the derivation of a co-
herent quantum filter, as such filter must satisfy the funda-
mental constraints of physical realizability, in order to rep-
resent a valid quantum physical system in the class of sys-
tems considered; see [14, 17, 20, 22] and references therein.
An example quantum optical communication system, shown
in Fig. 1, illustrates this situation. The signal (or message)
being transmitted ŭ passes through a lossy communication
channel, modeled by the beamsplitter on the left and a quan-
tum noise signal w̆. The received signal, y̆, represents a
degradation of the original message ŭ. To compensate for
this degradation, the received signal is passed through a fil-
ter designed to minimize the degradation error in the mean
square sense, as in standard Wiener filtering. However, as we
require the equalizing filter to be a quantum optical system,
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this minimization is constrained by the above-mentioned
physical realizability conditions, leading to an equalizer de-
sign that involves an additional quantum noise z̆, consistent
with quantum mechanics. The equalizer (filter), shown in
the right hand side of Fig. 1, is represented by a beamsplitter
and the additional quantum noise. In spite of the additional
noise, the mean square error is reduced. The general aim
of the coherent equalization problem is to design quantum
systems able to recover the transmitted message with high
fidelity and which are realizable as physical quantum de-
vices, hence the term coherent equalization. Using physical
quantum devices as filters facilitates preserving information
encoded in the quantum state of the system since detrimen-
tal effects of measurement back-action on the quantum state
are avoided. In this paper we develop a procedure for the
synthesis of transfer functions for such equalizing filters.

Our focus is on the question whether distortions introduced
by a passive quantum communication channel can be ef-
ficiently mitigated using another passive quantum system
acting as a filter. Even restricted to passive filters, this ques-
tion is meaningful and sufficiently rich. Indeed, transfer
functions corresponding to passive coherent filters are eas-
ily implementable by cascading quantum optical compo-
nents such as beamsplitters, optical cavities and phase shift
devices [19, 20]. Therefore, answering the question as to
whether a (sub)optimal coherent equalizer can be obtained
within the class of passive systems enables synthesis of phys-
ical devices which solve coherent equalization problems.
The paper gives examples of such synthesis.

The requirement for physical realizability makes the task
of finding an optimal coherent filter quite nontrivial [27].
In [27], this requirement led to nonconvex constraints on the
state-space matrices of the filter which prohibited obtaining
a closed form solution. In this paper, following [25,26], we
cast the coherent equalization problem in the frequency do-
main. It turns out that in the frequency domain the physical
realizability constraints have a convenient structure. They
can be partitioned so that the constraints on the ‘key’ vari-
ables which determine the filter performance can be sepa-
rated from the constraints on the ‘slack variables’ respon-
sible for the physical realizability of the filter. This leads
us to adopt a two-step procedure for the design of coherent
suboptimal filters which was originally proposed in [26]. In
the first step of this procedure, only some of the physical
realizability constraints are retained, and the filter perfor-
mance is optimized over the ‘key’ variables subject to these
constraints. We call this problem the auxiliary optimization
problem. In the second step, the remaining variables of the
filter are computed to fulfill the requirement of physical re-
alizability. The rigorous justification of this procedure is one
of the original contributions of the paper.

In contrast with the previous work [25–27] concerned with
developing coherent Wiener and Kalman filters, we con-
sider the problem in the vein of classical H∞ filtering [10,
23]. Also unlike the coherent H∞ control problem [14,18],
our approach is concerned with minimization of the largest

eigenvalue of the power spectrum density (PSD) matrix of
the equalization error. This allowed us to formulate the afore-
mentioned auxiliary optimization problem as a convex op-
timization problem whose constraints are frequency depen-
dent. This approach led to two contributions. Firstly, we
characterize the class of causal suboptimal coherent filters
in a manner similar to the Youla parameterization of H∞
suboptimal controllers [37], via the technique of J-spectral
factorization [9, 13]. Secondly, we propose a Semidefinite
Program (SDP) relaxation which reduces the number of
optimization constraints to a finite number of constraints.
Combined with the method of Nevanlinna-Pick interpola-
tion [1, 3, 16] this gives a tractable algorithm to obtain a
physically realizable near optimal filter.

The optimization approach allows us to reveal some peculiar
features of coherent equalizers which set them apart from
measurement-based filters. It turns out that, unlike the clas-
sical equalization problem, the mean-square error between
the input and output fields of a linear quantum system may
not always be improved using a coherent linear equalizer.
This is consistent with the earlier finding [26] that in the
simplest case when both the input field and the thermal noise
field have one degree of freedom and the channel is static,
the coherent equalization is truly beneficial when the signal-
to-noise ratio is below a certain threshold. The paper relates
the existence of such threshold to the question whether a
certain frequency dependent Linear Matrix Inequality (LMI)
is feasible, as a sufficient condition in the general case.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we
present the background on physically realizable open lin-
ear quantum systems. The coherent equalization problem is
also introduced in Section 2 where it is posed as an H∞-
like filtering problem subject to the physical realizability
constraints. The justification of the two-step procedure for
the design of coherent suboptimal filters and the auxiliary
optimization problem are presented in Section 3. The rela-
tion between the feasibility sets of this auxiliary problem
and the corresponding classical problem is also discussed
in Section 3. A complete characterization of all subopti-
mal solutions for the auxiliary optimization problem is de-
rived in Section 4. An alternative suboptimal solution to
this auxiliary problem via semidefinite programming and
Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation is presented in Section 5. Sec-
tion 6 presents two examples which illustrate these results.
In the first example, the results are applied to a single mode
system consisting of static components. The second exam-
ple is an optical cavity system. For both examples, we show
how a suboptimal equalizer can be constructed via J-spectral
factorization, and also illustrate the semidefinite program-
ming approach undertaken in Section 5. In the first example,
we also show that the bound on the performance delivered
via the J-spectral factorization approach is in fact tight (i.e.,
it coincides with the solution obtained using the Lagrange
multiplier technique), and that an optimal equalizer can be
obtained as a limit point of the set of suboptimal equaliz-
ers derived using the J-spectral factorization. This example
also illustrates the threshold on the signal-to-noise ratio of
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the input fields that arises due to the requirement of physical
realizability. Conclusions and suggestions for future work
are given in Section 7.

Notation For a collection of operators a1, . . . , an
in a Hilbert space H, the notation col(a1, . . . , an) de-
notes the column vector of operators obtained by con-
catenating operators aj , i.e., the operator mapping H

into the Cartesian product of n copies of the space
H, Hn. For an operator a : H → H, a∗ denotes
the adjoint operator, and when a = col(a1, . . . , an),
a# denotes the column vector of adjoint operators,
a# = col(a∗1, . . . , a

∗
n), aT = (a1 . . . an) (i.e, the row

of operators), and a† = (a#)T . Also, we will use the
notation ă = col(a, a#) = col(a1, . . . , an, a

∗
1, . . . , a

∗
n).

[a,b] denotes the commutator of the operators a,b in
H, [a,b] = ab − ba. The quantum expectation of an
operator v of a quantum system in a state ρ is denoted
〈v〉 = tr[ρv] [21]. For a complex number a, a∗ is its
complex conjugate and for a matrix A = (Aij), A

#, AT ,

A† denote, respectively, the matrix of complex conjugates
(A∗

ij), the transpose matrix and the Hermitian adjoint ma-

trix. I is the identity matrix, and J =

[

I 0

0−I

]

. We will

also write In when we need to specify that this is the n×n
identity matrix. For two complex matrices X−, X+, we

write ∆(X−, X+) =

[

X− X+

X#
+ X#

−

]

. When X− = X−(s),

X+ = X+(s) are complex transfer function matrices,
the stacking operation defines the transfer function matrix

∆(X−(s), X+(s)) =

[

X−(s) X+(s)

(X+(s
∗))# (X−(s∗))#

]

. For a

transfer function matrixX(s), X(s)H denotes its Hermitian
para-conjugate,X(s)H = X(−s∗)†. Clearly, for a complex
matrix X , XH = X†. When the matrix X is Hermitian,
σ(X) is the largest eigenvalue of X . For a transfer function
X(s) in the Hardy space H∞ of matrix-valued functions
which are analytic in the open right half-plane Res > 0 and
are bounded on the imaginary axis, ‖X‖∞ denotes its H∞
norm, ‖X‖∞ = supRes>0 ‖X(s)‖ = ess supω∈R ‖X(iω)‖,
where ‖ · ‖ is the induced 2-norm of a matrix [37].

2 Coherent equalization problem for linear quantum
communication systems

2.1 Linear Open Quantum Systems

In this paper we use a class of open quantum systems to de-
scribe quantum signals, channels and devices. Open quan-
tum systems are widely used, e.g., [6,29,31]. The particular
class of open quantum systems we use involves systems for
which creation and annihilation operators evolve linearly in
the Heisenberg picture. This class of linear open quantum

systems includes a wide range of linear quantum optical sys-
tems and signals [20].

Perhaps the simplest example of a linear open quantum sys-
tem is a cavity with mode a coupled to a vacuum (input) field
b(t) with coupling constant 2κ. Here, the mode annihilation
operator a evolves unitarily, a(t) = U(t)∗aU(t), and the
output field is given by bout(t) = U(t)∗b(t)U(t); U(t) is
the unitary operator as described in [6]. Together, the mode
operator and the output field satisfy the linear Heisenberg
equations [8, 22]

ȧ(t) = −κa(t)−
√
2κb(t),

bout(t) =
√
2κa(t) + b(t). (1)

Note that while the unitary U(t) and annihilation a(t) op-
erators evolve linearly, other operators, such as the number
operator n = a∗a may have nonlinear evolution.

More generally, the class of linear open quantum systems
we employ in this paper is specified in terms of m harmonic
modes aj , j = 1, . . .m, driven by n quantum input fields
(signals) bk(t), k = 1, . . . n, [8, 12, 36]. We use the vector
notation a = col(a1, . . . am), and a# = col(a∗1, . . . , a

∗
m)

for their adjoint operators; combining these we write ă =

col(a, a#). The commutation relations are [ă, ă†] = J .

The quantum input fields are represented as annihila-
tion and creation operators b(t) = col(b1(t), . . . ,bn(t)),

b#(t) = col(b#
1 (t), . . . ,b

#
n (t)), satisfying canonical com-

mutation relations [b̆(t), b̆†(t′)] = Jδ(t − t′); here δ(t) is
the delta function. When the input fields are in a Gaussian
state with zero mean, which is the situation considered in
this paper, these random processes can be regarded as sta-
tionary quantum Gaussian white noise processes with zero

mean (i.e., 〈b̆(t)〉 = 0) and the correlation function

〈b̆(t)b̆†(t′)〉 = Fbδ(t− t′), Fb ,

[

I +ΣTb Πb

Π†
b Σb

]

. (2)

The matrix Fb symbolizes intensity of the process b̆; Σb is a

nonnegative definite complex Hermitian matrix, Σ†
b = Σb,

and Πb is a complex symmetric matrix, ΠTb = Πb. In this
paper, we will consider linear quantum systems in thermal
state, therefore it will always be assumed that Πb = 0.

In the Heisenberg picture, the system dynamics are given by

˙̆a(t) = Ăă(t) + B̆b̆(t),

y̆(t) = C̆ă(t) + D̆b̆(t). (3)

Here, y̆ = col(y,y#) denotes the output field of the sys-
tem that carries away information about the system inter-

acting with the input field b̆; the vectors of operators y =
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(y1, . . . ,ynb
), y# = (y∗

1 , . . . ,y
∗
nb
), have the same dimen-

sion nb as the dimension of the vectors b, b# of the input

field. The matrices Ă, B̆, C̆, D̆ are complex matrices 1 par-
titioned in accordance with the structure of the vectors of
operators ă, b̆, as

Ă=∆(A−, A+), B̆ = ∆(B−, B+),

C̆ =∆(C−, C+), D̆ = ∆(D−, D+).

A detailed discussion of open linear quantum systems can
be found in [8, 14, 15, 36]. The cavity equations (1) are a
special case of (3).

In the subsequent sections we will consider passive linear
quantum systems. For such systems, A+ = 0, B+ = 0,
C+ = 0,D+ = 0, i.e., the evolution of the ‘annihilation part’
of the system variable ă is governed only by the annihilation
operators b(t) of the input field, and the ‘creation’ part of ă
is driven by the creation operators b#(t) [15]. In this case,

the matrices Ă, B̆, C̆, D̆ are block diagonal.

For a quantum stochastic differential equation of the form
(3) to describe evolution of quantum physical system in the
Heisenberg picture, its coefficients must satisfy certain ad-
ditional conditions [14,17,22]. These conditions, known as
the physical realizability conditions, ensure that the oscilla-
tor variables aj(t) and the output field operators yj(t) de-
fined by equation (3) evolve unitarily. We next describe the
physical realizability conditions in the frequency domain.

In the frequency domain, the input-output map defined by
system (3) is expressed in terms of the nb × nb transfer
function

Γ(s) = C̆(sI2m − Ă)−1B̆ + D̆,

relating the bilateral Laplace transforms of y̆(t) and b̆(t) [8,
36]. According to the next lemma, physical realizability of
the linear quantum system (3) dictates that the transfer func-
tion Γ(s) must be J-symplectic 2 ; see [1,8,22]. The lemma
is a straightforward combination of Theorem 4 in [22] and
Theorem 6.1.1 in [1]. It requires the following assumption
about the linear quantum system (3).

Assumption 1 The pair (Ă, B̆) is controllable, and the pair

(Ă, C̆) is observable.

Lemma 1 Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then the fol-
lowing conditions are equivalent:

(a) The linear quantum system (3) is physically realizable;

1 The problem of finding parameters of the system (3) is treated
in the large body of literature on quantum system identification.
2 A transfer function matrix Γ(s) is J-symplectic if ΓJΓH =
J [8]. Such transfer functions are also known as J-unitary [1] and
(J, J)-unitary [22].

Γ(s) Ξ(s)
ŭ

w̆ d̆ z̆

˘̂u

˘̂z

y̆

Fig. 2. A general quantum communication system. The trans-
fer function Γ(s) represents the channel, and Ξ(s) represents an
equalizing filter.

(b) D̆ = ∆(S, 0) where S is a constant unitary matrix, and

Γ(s)JΓ(s)H = Γ(s)HJΓ(s) = J ; (4)

(c) D̆ = ∆(S, 0) where S is a constant unitary matrix, and

Γ(iω)JΓ(iω)† = Γ(iω)†JΓ(iω) = J. (5)

When the system (3) is a passive (annihilation only) system,
its transfer function Γ(s) is block-diagonal [8]

Γ(s) =

[

G(s) 0

0 G(s∗)#

]

, (6)

whereG(s) is the transfer function of the annihilation part of
the system, G(s) = C−(sI−A−)−1B−+S. Assumption 1
reduces to the assumption that (A−, B−) and (A−, C−)
are controllable and observable, respectively. It then fol-

lows from this assumption that the matrices A− and Ă =
∆(A−, 0) are Hurwitz and that G(s) and Γ(s) in (6) are
stable rational proper transfer functions. Furthermore, the
frequency domain physical realizability relations (4), (5) re-
duce to the condition that D− = S is a unitary matrix, G(s)
is paraunitary and G(iω) is unitary (also see [17]),

G(s)HG(s) = G(s)G(s)H = I, (7)

G(iω)†G(iω) = G(iω)G(iω)† = I. (8)

Then G(iω) is bounded at infinity and analytic on the entire
closed imaginary axis [34, Lemma 2].

2.2 A quantum communication system

We consider a general setup consisting of a linear quantum
system representing a communication channel and a sec-
ond linear quantum system acting as an equalizer, as shown
in Fig. 2. The n-dimensional input vector field ŭ plays the
role of a signal carrying a message transmitted through the
channel, and the nw-dimensional vector of operators w̆ is
comprised of operators describing the environment as well
as noises introduced by the routing hardware such as beam-
splitters, etc. In what follows it is assumed that these oper-
ators commute, [ŭ, w̆] = 0, and the system is in a Gaussian
thermal state, and 〈ŭ(t)〉 = 0, 〈w̆(t)〉 = 0. Furthermore, it
is assumed that the input fields ŭ and w̆ are not correlated,
〈ŭ(t)w̆†(t′)〉 = 0.

To represent the communication channel as a linear quan-
tum system, the annihilation and creation parts of ŭ, w̆
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are stacked together to form the vectors of operators b =
col(u,w) and b# = col(u#, w#), which are then combined

into the vector b̆. This combined vector of input operators

b̆ is applied to a linear quantum system with the transfer
function Γ(s) which represents the communication channel.
The annihilation and creation operators of the output field
of this system form the vector y̆ = col(y, d, y#, d#). The
dimensions of the annihilation operators y and d (respec-
tively, creation operators y# and d#) of the output field are
n and nw, respectively.

Introduce the partition of the transfer function G(s) com-
patible with the partition b = col(u,w), y = col(y, d),

G(s) =

[

G11(s)G12(s)

G21(s)G22(s)

]

. (9)

Using this partition, the physical realizability condition (7)
reduces to the identities

G11(s)G11(s)
H +G12(s)G12(s)

H = I, (10a)

G11(s)G21(s)
H +G12(s)G22(s)

H = 0, (10b)

G21(s)G21(s)
H +G22(s)G22(s)

H = I. (10c)

Recall a frequency domain relationship between power spec-
trum densities of the input and the stationary output fields
of the linear quantum system (3). Since we focus on passive
systems, we restrict attention to the autocorrelation matrix
of y, Ry(t) = 〈y(t)y†(0)〉. The corresponding power spec-
trum density (PSD) matrix Py(s) is the bilateral Laplace
transform of Ry(t) [36]. It was shown in [36] that since the

matrix Ă is Hurwitz, it holds that

Py(iω) = G(iω)(I +ΣTb )G(iω)
†. (11)

A coherent equalizer is another linear quantum system Ξ(s)
which takes the components y̆ = col(y, y#) of the output y̆
as one of its inputs. Its second input z̆(t) = col(z(t), z#(t))
in Fig. 2 is comprised of nz annihilation and creation opera-
tors of the auxiliary noise input field introduced into the fil-
ter model to make it physically realizable [14,28]. For sim-
plicity, we assume that the filter environment is in a Gaus-
sian vacuum state; that is, the filter’s quantum noise process
z̆(t) has zero mean, 〈z̆(t)〉 = 0, and the correlation function

〈z̆(t)z̆†(t′)〉 =
[

Inz 0

0 0

]

δ(t− t′), i.e., Σz = 0, Πz = 0. The

operator z̆ commutes with ŭ and w̆.

The input into the equalizer, b̆eq = col(beq,b
#
eq), combines

the output y̆ of the channel and the filter environment noise

z̆, so that beq = col(y, z). Its output is y̆eq = col(yeq,y
#
eq),

and each of the vectors of operators yeq,y
#
eq can be par-

titioned into operator vectors whose dimensions match the

dimensions of y and z, respectively: yeq = col(û, ẑ), y#
eq =

col(û#, ẑ#). We designate the first component of these par-
titions, namely û (respectively û#), as the output field of
the equalizing filter.

Since the focus of this paper is on passive coherent filters 3 ,
from now only the filters of the form Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0)
will be considered, where H(s) is an (n+ nz)× (n+ nz)
transfer function. According to Lemma 1, physical realiz-
ability of the filter requires that H(s) must be a paraunitary
transfer function matrix and the matrix H(iω) must be uni-
tary; cf. (7), (8):

H(s)H(s)H = I, H(iω)H(iω)† = I. (12)

The set of equalizers Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0), where H(s) sat-
isfies (12) will be denoted Hp.

The transfer function matrix H(s) can be further partitioned
into the blocks compatible with dimensions of the filter in-
puts col(y, z) and outputs col(û, ẑ):

H(s) =

[

H11(s)H12(s)

H21(s)H22(s)

]

. (13)

Using this partition, the condition (12) can be expanded into
conditions of the form (10) which provide an explicit set of
constraints imposed on the transfer functions of each of the
filter channels by the requirement for physical realizability

H11(s)H11(s)
H +H12(s)H12(s)

H = I, (14a)

H11(s)H21(s)
H +H12(s)H22(s)

H = 0, (14b)

H21(s)H21(s)
H +H22(s)H22(s)

H = I. (14c)

2.3 The coherent equalization problem

Let e(t) be the difference between the channel input and
the filter output fields, e(t) = û(t) − u(t). We refer to
e(t) as the equalization error of the filter Ξ(s). Let Pe(iω)
denote the Fourier transform of the autocorrelation matrix
Re(t) = 〈e(t)e(0)†〉. Pe(iω) represents the power spectrum
density of the difference between the channel input and the
filter output fields. The coherent equalization problem in this
paper is to obtain a physically realizable passive filter trans-
fer function Ξ which minimizes (exactly or approximately)
the largest eigenvalue of Pe(iω):

Ξ = arg inf
Ξ

sup
ω

σ(Pe(iω)). (15)

3 Some results on active equalization can be found in [25].
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2.4 The formal problem statement

Let e(t) = û(t)− u(t) be the equalization error introduced
in Section 2.3. We then write that ĕ(t) = col(e(t), e#(t)).
The transfer function from the combined ‘input plus channel
and filter environment’ field v̆ = col(u,w, z, u#, w#, z#)
to ĕ is obtained by interconnecting the passive channel and
passive filter systems as shown in Fig. 2,

E(s) =∆(E−(s), 0),

E−(s),
[

H11(s)G11(s)− I H11(s)G12(s) H12(s)
]

. (16)

Using this transfer function and (11), the Fourier trans-
form of the autocorrelation matrix of the equalization error
Re(t) = 〈e(t)e(0)†〉 can be expressed as

Pe(iω) =
[

E−(iω) 0
]

Fv

[

E−(iω)†

0

]

. (17)

Here Fv is the intensity matrix of the noise process v̆ when
the system is in a thermal quantum state (cf. (2)),

Fv =

























I +ΣTu 0 0 0 0 0

0 I +ΣTw 0 0 0 0

0 0 I 0 0 0

0 0 0 Σu 0 0

0 0 0 0 Σw 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

























. (18)

Since F †
v = Fv, Pe(iω) is an n×n Hermitian matrix where

n is the dimension of the ‘channel input’ u. Hence the eigen-
values of Pe(iω) are real.

Using (16) and (18) an explicit expression for Pe(iω) can
be obtained [26],

Pe(iω)

= (H11(iω)G11(iω)− I)(I +ΣTu )(G11(iω)
†H11(iω)

† − I)

+H11(iω)G12(iω)(I +ΣTw)G12(iω)
†H11(iω)

†

+H12(iω)H12(iω)
†. (19)

Taking advantage of the properties (10a) and (14a) due to
passivity of the channel and filter transfer functions, this
expression can be simplified:

Pe(iω) = H11(iω)Ψ(iω)H11(iω)
†

−H11(iω)G11(iω)(I +ΣTu )− (I +ΣTu )G11(iω)
†H11(iω)

†

+ΣTu + 2I, (20)

where we let

Ψ(s) , G11(s)Σ
T
uG11(s)

H +G12(s)Σ
T
wG12(s)

H . (21)

In the sequel, we will also make use of the n× n matrix

Pe(s) =
[

E−(s) 0
]

Fv

[

E−(s)H

0

]

=H11(s)Ψ(s)H11(s)
H −H11(s)G11(s)(I +ΣTu )

− (I +ΣTu )G11(s)
HH11(s)

H +ΣTu + 2I. (22)

Again, this expression is obtained using the identities (10a)
and (14a). We will also write Pe(s,H) when we need to
stress that the expression for Pe(s) corresponds to a specific
filter Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0).

We now present a formal statement of the problem of co-
herent passive equalization posed in Section 2.3.

Problem 1 The guaranteed cost passive equalization
problem is to obtain a transfer function matrix Ξ(s) =
∆(H(s), 0) ∈ Hp which ensures a desired bound on the
power spectrum density of the equalization error. That is,
given γ > 0, obtain Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0) ∈ Hp such that

Pe(iω) < γ2In ∀ω ∈ R̄, (23)

here R̄ denotes the closed real axis: R̄ = R ∪ {±∞}.
The optimal passive equalization problem is to minimize the
bound (23) in the class of filters Hp:

γ◦ , inf γ subject to γ > 0 and (23). (24)

In Problem 1 we tacitly replaced optimization of supω σ(Pe(iω))
with (24). The two problems are equivalent. Indeed, given
γ > 0, define the set

Hγ = {H(s) : sup
ω

σ(Pe(iω,H)) < γ2, H(s)H(s)H = I}.

Lemma 2

γ◦ = γ̄ , inf{γ > 0: Hγ 6= ∅}. (25)

Proof: From the definition of γ̄, there exists a se-
quence {γk} ⊂ {γ > 0: Hγ 6= ∅} such that γk ≥ γ̄
and limk→∞ γk = γ̄. That is, for any ǫ > 0, one can
choose a sufficiently large k so that γk < γ̄ + ǫ. Also,
since Hγk 6= ∅, there exists a passive Hk(s) such that

supω σ(Pe(iω,Hk)) < γ2k . Consequently, Pe(iω,Hk) <
γ2kIn for any ω ∈ R̄, therefore γ◦ ≤ γk < γ̄ + ǫ. Letting
ǫ→ 0 implies that γ◦ ≤ γ̄.

Conversely, according to the definition of γ◦, there exists
a sequence of constants {γ′l}, γ′l ≥ γ◦, which converges
to γ◦ and such that for each γ′l there exists a physically
realizable Hl(s) such that Pe(iω,Hl) < (γ′l)

2In for any ω.
Then supω σ(Pe(iω,Hl)) ≤ (γ′l)

2 < (γ′l+ǫ)
2, where ǫ > 0
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is an arbitrarily small constant. Thus, Hγ′

l
+ǫ 6= ∅, which

means that γ̄ ≤ γ′l + ǫ. Letting l′ → ∞, ǫ→ 0 leads to the
conclusion that γ̄ ≤ γ◦. Thus, γ̄ = γ◦. ✷

Lemma 2 indicates that Problem 1 is analogous to the clas-
sical H∞ filtering problem [10]. However, instead of the
singular value of the disturbance-to-error transfer function,
we seek to optimize the largest eigenvalue of the PSD func-
tion Pe. Importantly, Problem 1 belongs to the class of con-
strained optimization problems since the class of admissible
filters is restricted to physically realizable passive filters.

3 The framework for solving Problem 1

3.1 The procedure for the synthesis of coherent equalizers

The expression for Pe obtained in (20) depends only onH11

and does not depend explicitly on other blocks of the ma-
trix H . Therefore we adopt a two-step procedure to solve
Problem 1 which was originally proposed in [26]. In the first
step of this procedure, the power spectrum density of the
equalization error will be optimized with respect to H11(s)
subject to some of the constraints implied by the parauni-
tarity of H . Next, the blocks H12(s), H21(s), H22(s) of the
equalizer transfer function will be computed to fulfill the
constraint (14). However, [26] did not explain how causal
H12(s), H21(s), H22(s) can be computed. This problem is
solved in this section. For this, we recall the notion of spec-
tral factors of a rational para-Hermitian 4 transfer function
matrix [34].

Lemma 3 (Youla, Theorem 2 of [34]) Suppose a rational
para-Hermitian n×n transfer function matrix X(s) is posi-
tive semidefinite on the imaginary axis, X(iω) ≥ 0, and has
normal rank 5 r, r ≤ n. Then the following statements hold.

(a) There exists an r × n rational matrix N(s) such that
X(s) = N(s)HN(s).N(s) is a spectral factor ofX(s).

(b) N(s) and its right inverse N−1(s) are both analytic in
the open right half-plane Res > 0.

(c) N(s) is unique up to a constant unitary r × r matrix
multiplier on the left; i.e., if N1(s) also satisfies (a) and
(b), then N1(s) = TN(s) where T is an r× r constant
unitary matrix.

(d) If X(s) is analytic on the finite iω axis, then N(s) is
analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0. If in
addition, the normal rank of X(s) is invariant on the
finite iω axis, then N−1(s) is also analytic in a right
half plane Res > −τ1, ∃τ1 > 0.

4 A rational transfer function matrix X(s) is para-Hermitian if

X(s)H = X(s).
5 A non-negative integer r is the normal rank of a rational function
X(s) if (a) X has at least one subminor of order r which does
not vanish identically, and (b) all minors of order greater than r
vanish identically [34].

(e) By applying claims (a)-(d) toX(s)T , one can obtain the
factorization X(s) = M(s)M(s)H , where the spectral
factor M(s) has the dimension n× r and has the same
analyticity properties as N(s).

Consider a proper rational transfer functionH11(s) with the
properties

(H1): H11(s) has poles in the open left half-plane of the
complex plane, and is analytic in a right half-plane
Res > −τ (∃τ > 0);

(H2): H11(iω)H11(iω)
† ≤ In ∀ω ∈ R̄; and

(H3): The normal rank of the following matrices does not
change on the finite imaginary axis iω:

X1(s) = In −H11(s)H11(s)
H ,

X2(s) = In −H11(s)
HH11(s). (26)

The transfer functions X1(s) and X2(s) defined in (26) are
para-Hermitian, and according to (H2), X1(iω) and X2(iω)
are positive semidefinite. Therefore, according to Lemma 3
these matrices admit spectral factorizations. Let H12(s),

H̃21(s) denote spectral factors of X1(s), X2(s) such that

X1(s) = H12(s)H12(s)
H , X2(s) = H̃21(s)

HH̃21(s).(27)

Also, let H̃−1
21 (s) denote the right inverse of H̃21(s),

H̃21(s)H̃
−1
21 (s) = Ir , where r is the normal rank of X2(s).

Theorem 1 Given a proper rational transfer function
H11(s) which satisfies conditions (H1)–(H3), let H12(s)

and H̃21(s) be the spectral factors from (27). Define

H21(s) = U(s)H̃21(s),

H22(s) = −U(s)(H̃−1
21 (s))HH11(s)

HH12(s), (28)

where U(s) is a stable causal paraunitary r × r trans-
fer function matrix, chosen to cancel unstable poles of

(H̃−1
21 (s))HH11(s)

HH12(s); cf. [23]. The corresponding
(n+ r) × (n + r) transfer function H(s) in (13) is stable,
causal and satisfies (12).

Proof: For simplicity of notation, we drop the argument s
of the transfer functions.

Since H11 is a proper rational stable transfer function, it is
causal according to the Paley-Wiener Theorem [33]. Further-
more since H11 is analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ
(∃τ > 0), it is analytic on the imaginary axis. Together with
the condition that the normal rank of H11 does not change
along the imaginary axis, this guarantees that the spectral

factors H12, H̃21 and the right inverse H̃−1
21 are analytic in

a right half-plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0; see claim (d) of
Lemma 3. These properties ensure that the rational trans-

fer functions H12, H̃21 and H̃−1
21 are stable and causal; the

latter conclusion follows from the Paley-Wiener Theorem.
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Stability and causality of H21, H22 now follow from their
definitions expressed in terms of stable causal H11, H12,

H̃21 and H̃−1
21 .

We now show that H is paraunitary. The identity (14a) fol-
lows directly from the first identity in (27). Also, using (27),
the identity (14b) can be verified:

H11H
H
21 +H12H

H
22

= (H11H̃
H
21 −H12H

H
12H11(s)H̃

−1
21 )UH

= (H11H̃
H
21 −H11(I −HH

11H11)H̃
−1
21 )UH

= (H11H̃
H
21 −H11H̃

H
21H̃21H̃

−1
21 )UH = 0. (29)

Furthermore, (14c) also holds:

H21H
H
21 +H22H

H
22

= U(H̃21H̃
H
21 + (H̃−1

21 )HHH
11H12H

H
12H11H̃

−1
21 )UH

= U(H̃21H̃
H
21

+(H̃−1
21 )H(HH

11H11 −HH
11H11H

H
11H11)H̃

−1
21 )UH

= U(H̃21H̃
H
21 + (H̃−1

21 )H(I − H̃H
21H̃21

−(I − H̃H
21H̃21)(I − H̃H

21H̃21))H̃
−1
21 )UH

= UUH = I. (30)

✷

Remark 1 We note that condition (H2) is necessary for
H(s) to satisfy (12). Also, (H1) and (H2) together ensure
thatH11(s) is stable and causal which is necessary forH(s)
to have these properties. Condition (H3) is a technical con-

dition; it ensures that the spectral factor H̃21(s) of X2(s)
is stable and causal and has a stable causal inverse. ✷

Remark 2 Theorem 1 shows that the number of noise
channels z, z# necessary to ensure that the equalizing
filter is physically realizable is determined by the nor-
mal rank of In − H11(s)

HH11(s). In particular, when
H11(s)

HH11(s) = I , the transfer function H11(s) is phys-
ically realizable, and additional noise channels are not
required. ✷

3.2 The auxiliary optimization problem

In the remainder of the paper, the two-step procedure de-
scribed in the previous section will pave the way to develop-
ing optimization approaches to solving the quantum equal-
izer design problem. For a constant γ > 0, define the feasible
set H11,γ consisting of proper rational n× n transfer func-
tion matrices H11(s), which satisfy conditions (H1), (H2)
and (23). For convenience, we summarize the two latter con-
ditions as

Pe(iω,H11) < γ2In, (31)

H11(iω)H11(iω)
† ≤ In ∀ω ∈ R̄. (32)

In (31), we slightly abuse the notation and write Pe(iω,H11)
for the expression on the right hand side of (20), to empha-
size that the independent variable of this function is H11(s).
Note that feasible H11 are elements of the Hardy space H∞
and (32) implies ‖H11‖∞ ≤ 1.

Theorem 1 leads us to replace Problem 1 with the following
auxiliary optimization problem.

Problem 1’ The auxiliary guaranteed cost problem is to
obtain, for a given γ > 0, a feasible H11(s) ∈ H11,γ .
The corresponding auxiliary optimal filtering problem is to
determine an optimal level of guaranteed performance

γ′◦ = inf{γ > 0: H11,γ 6= ∅}. (33)

Formally, one must distinguish between γ◦ defined in (24)
and γ′◦ defined in Problem 1’. Solutions of the latter problem
are not guaranteed to satisfy condition (H3) of Theorem 1,
therefore γ′◦ ≤ γ◦. Nevertheless, the remainder of the paper
focuses on the auxiliary Problem 1’. We will observe later in
Section 6 that the (sub)optimal transfer functions H11(s) ∈
H11,γ obtained in the examples considered in that section
also satisfy (H3). Therefore, the gap between γ′◦ and γ◦
vanishes in those examples.

Note that when γ2 ≥ σ(ΣTu + 2I) (equivalently, γ2I ≥
ΣTu +2I), the auxiliary guaranteed cost problem has a trivial
solution since for such γ, the set H11,γ containsH11(s) = 0.
In this case, a trivial suboptimal filter in Hγ can be readily

constructed using Theorem 1, e.g., H(s) =

[

0 I

I 0

]

. There-

fore, the standing assumption in the remainder of the paper
is that

γ2 < σ(ΣTu + 2I). (34)

3.3 Relation to the classical H∞-like equalization

The constraint (32) reflects the distinction between the co-
herent equalization problem and its classical H∞-like coun-
terpart. The latter involves optimization of the bound on the
PSD matrix Pe but does not include condition (32):

γ∗ = inf γ, (35)

subject to γ > 0, Pe(iω,H11) < γ2In ∀ω ∈ R̄.

Clearly, for every γ > 0, the set H11,γ of feasible optimiz-
ers H11 of Problem 1’ is a subset of the feasible set of the
problem (35). On the other hand, later in the paper we will
encounter a situation in which a suboptimal filter of prob-
lem (35) also satisfies (32). Via the S-procedure, such situ-
ation can be related to feasibility of a semidefinite program.

Theorem 2 Suppose γ ≥ γ∗. If there exists θ > 0 such that
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∀ω ∈ R̄

θ

[

Ψ(iω) −G11(iω)(In +ΣTu )

−(In +ΣTu )G11(iω)
† ΣTu + (2− γ2)In

]

− J ≥ 0,

(36)
then the feasible set of problem (35) is equal to the feasible
set of Problem 1’ H11,γ .

Proof: After pre- and postmultiplying (36) by [H11(iω) In]

and

[

H11(iω)
†

In

]

, respectively, (36) becomes

θ(Pe(iω,H11)− γ2In)− (H11(iω)H11(iω)
† − In) ≥ 0.

Now let H11(s) be a feasible transfer function of prob-
lem (35), such that Pe(iω,H11) < γ2I ∀ω ∈ R̄. Then

H11(iω)H11(iω)
† ≤ In + θ(Pe(iω,H11)− γ2In) ≤ In.

That is, H11(s) ∈ H11,γ . This shows that under the con-
ditions of the theorem, the feasible set of problem (35) is
a subset of H11,γ . Thus, the claim of the theorem follows,
due to the previous observation that the converse inclusion
also holds. ✷

From Theorem 2, it follows that under condition (36), the
constraint (32) of problem (33) is inactive and any subopti-
mal filter of problem (35) is also a guaranteed cost filter for
Problem 1’.

4 Parameterization of suboptimal causal physically re-
alizable filters

In this section, we will derive a parametric representation of
the set H11,γ of feasible optimizers of Problem 1’, given a
γ > γ′◦.

The problem of characterizing all causal rational proper
transfer functions which satisfy (31), (32) is similar to the
problem of describing suboptimal H∞ filters for a lin-
ear uncertain system, with the additional constraint that
‖H11‖∞ ≤ 1. We apply the technique of J-spectral fac-
torization [9, 13] to solve this problem under the following
technical assumption.

Assumption 2 The matrix Ψ(s) in (21) has full normal
rank.

Next, we note that Ψ(s) and its transpose Ψ(s)T are
proper rational para-Hermitian matrices, Ψ(s)H = Ψ(s),
Ψ(−s∗)# = Ψ(s)T . Therefore, according to Lemma 3,
applied to Ψ(s)T , there exists a rational matrix M(s) such
that

Ψ(s) =M(s)M(s)H . (37)

Under Assumption 2, the matrixM is a square n×n matrix,
and its left inverse M−1(s) is the same as its right inverse.

Since the matrix Ă of the channel system is assumed to
be stable (Assumption 1), G11(s), G12(s) are analytic on
the imaginary axis. Therefore Ψ(s) is also analytic on the
imaginary axis and Ψ(iω) ≥ 0 for all ω. Then according to
Lemma 3, M(s) and M−1(s) are analytic in a right half-
plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0. These observations allow us to
express the expression for Pe(s,H11)− γ2I as

Pe(s,H11)− γ2I2n =
[

Y (s) In

]

Φ(s)

[

Y (s)H

In

]

, (38)

where Y (s) = H11(s)M(s), and

Φ(s) =

[

In Q(s)

Q(s)H ΣTu + (2− γ2)In

]

,

Q(s) , −M−1(s)G11(s)(In +ΣTu ), (39)

Q(s) is analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0.

Recall that (2n)×(2n) rational matrix transfer functionΦ(s)
is said to admit a (left-standard) J-spectral factorization if
it can be represented as

Φ(s) = Υ(s)JΥ(s)H , (40)

where a (2n)× (2n) rational transfer matrix Υ(s) has all its
poles in the left half-plane Res < −τ2 (∃τ2 > 0) 6 [9,13].

The following theorem adapts Theorem 1 of [13] to the left-
standard factorization setting of this paper.

Theorem 3 Suppose Assumption 2 is satisfied and there ex-
ists a spectral factor M(s) defined in (37) such that the
(2n) × (2n) transfer matrix Φ(s) in (39) has a J-spectral
factorization (40), where

Υ(s) =

[

Υ1(s) Υ2(s)

Υ3(s) Υ4(s)

]

, (41)

Υj(s), j = 1, 2, 3, 4, and also the inverses Υ(s)−1, Υ1(s)
−1

are analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ2 and have

6 Normally, J-spectral factors Υ(s) are required to be analytic
and bounded in the right half-plane Res > 0 [5] or have poles
in the left half-plane Res < 0 [9, 13]. Our somewhat stronger
requirements are dictated by the requirement that the spectral
factor M(s) of Ψ(s) must be invertible on the imaginary axis
and that M(s)−1 must also be analytic in the right half plane and
M(iω)−1 must be well defined on the imaginary axis. To meet
these requirements, we employ Lemma 3 which requires that Ψ(s)
must be analytic on the imaginary axis.
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their poles in the half-plane Res < −τ2 (∃τ2 > 0). Then
H11(s) ∈ H11,γ if and only if

H11(s) = S−1
2 (s)S1(s)M

−1(s), (42)

where
[

S1(s) S2(s)
]

=
[

Θ(s) In

]

Υ(s)−1 (43)

for a rational stable n× n transfer function matrix Θ(s) ∈
H∞ analytic in a right half-planeRes > −τ (∃τ > 0), such
that ‖Θ‖∞ < 1, and also

S1(iω)M(iω)−1(M(iω)−1)†S1(iω)
†

≤ S2(iω)S2(iω)
† ∀ω ∈ R̄. (44)

Proof: The ‘only if’ claim: The statement H11 ∈ H11,γ

reads that the transfer function matrix H11(s) is a rational
transfer function matrix which is stable, analytic in a right
half-plane Res > −τ (∃τ > 0) and satisfies conditions (31)
and (32). Then the matrix Y (s) = H11(s)M(s) is also stable
and analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ1, ∃τ1 > 0, and
from (31) we have

[

Y (iω) In

]

Φ(iω)

[

Y (iω)†

In

]

< 0 ∀ω ∈ R̄. (45)

Following the same lines that were used to prove Theorem 1
in [13], one can show that the matrices Θ1(s), Θ2(s) defined
by the equation

[

Θ1(s) Θ2(s)
]

=
[

Y (s) In

]

Υ(s)

are analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ (∃τ > 0), stable
and that

Θ1(iω)Θ1(iω)
† < Θ2(iω)Θ2(iω)

† ∀ω ∈ R̄. (46)

In particular, it follows from (46) that Θ2(s) is invertible
on the imaginary axis, and that ‖Θ‖∞ < 1 where Θ(s) =
Θ2(s)

−1Θ1(s). Furthermore, Θ−1
2 (s) has all its poles in the

left half-plane [13], thus Θ(s) is analytic in a right half-plane
Res > −τ (∃τ > 0). Also

[

Θ2(s)
−1Y (s) Θ2(s)

−1
]

=
[

Θ(s) I
]

Υ−1(s).

Letting S1(s) = Θ2(s)
−1Y (s) = Θ2(s)

−1H11(s)M(s),
S2(s) = Θ2(s)

−1 yields (43). We also can express H11(s)
as H11(s) = S2(s)

−1S1(s)M(s)−1. This gives (42). Sub-
stituting this expression into (32) results in (44).

The ‘if’ claim: This part of the proof also replicates the proof
of the corresponding statement in Theorem 1 of [13]. Using
the same reasoning as in that theorem, one can show that
S2(s) in equation (43) is invertible and that its inverse is

stable and analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0.
Also, since ‖Θ‖∞ < 1, then using (40) we obtain

[

S1(iω) S2(iω)
]

Φ(iω)

[

S1(iω)
†

S2(iω)
†

]

=
[

S1(iω) S2(iω)
]

Υ(iω)JΥ(iω)†
[

S1(iω)
†

S2(iω)
†

]

=
[

Θ(iω) I
]

J

[

Θ(iω)†

I

]

< 0 ∀ω ∈ R̄.

Therefore, we conclude that Y (s) = S2(s)
−1S1(s) satis-

fies (45). Therefore, H11(s) = Y (s)M−1(s) satisfies (31).
Also, (44) implies that this H11 satisfies (32). Furthermore,
this transfer function matrix H11(s) has the required stabil-
ity and analyticity properties to be an element of H11,γ . ✷

Adding the inequality (36) from Theorem 2 to the condition
of Theorem 3 will render the inequality (44) redundant. As
a result, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1 Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 3 hold
and, in addition, the inequality (36) from Theorem 2 also
holds for some θ > 0. Then H11 ∈ H11,γ if and only if
it can be represented in the form (42), where S1(s), S2(s)
are determined as in (43) using a stable rational transfer
function matrix Θ(s) analytic in a right half-plane Res >
−τ (∃τ > 0) and such that ‖Θ‖∞ < 1.

The following corollary is concerned with a special case of
Theorem 3 where Υ4(s) = 0 in Υ(s). The corollary shows
that in this special case, the transfer function H11(s) can
be expressed in the form resembling the celebrated Youla
parameterization of all stabilizing controllers in the classical
H∞ control problem [37]. This special case will prove useful
in the examples considered in Section 6.

Corollary 2 Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 3 hold
and, in addition, the spectral factor Υ(s) has Υ4(s) =
0, and Υ2(s), Υ3(s) are invertible in the right half-plane
Res > −τ (∃τ > 0). Then every feasible H11(s) has the
form

H11(s) =−Υ3(s)(I −Υ−1
1 (s)Υ2(s)Θ(s))−1

×Υ−1
1 (s)M−1(s). (47)

whereΘ(s) is a stable rationaln×n transfer function matrix
analytic in a right half-plane Res > −τ (∃τ > 0) such that
‖Θ‖∞ < 1 and

M(iω)−1(M(iω)−1)† ≤ (Υ2(iω)Θ(iω)−Υ1(iω))

×Υ3(iω)
−1(Υ3(iω)

−1)†(Υ2(iω)Θ(iω)−Υ1(iω))
†

∀ω ∈ R̄. (48)
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Proof: The statement of the corollary follows directly
from (42) and (43) using the fact that

Υ(s)−1 =

[

0 Υ−1
3 (s)

Υ−1
2 (s) −Υ−1

2 (s)Υ1(s)Υ
−1
3 (s)

]

.

With this expression for Υ(s)−1, (43) reduces to

S1(s) =Υ−1
2 (s),

S2(s) =−Υ−1
2 (s)Υ1(s)(I −Υ−1

1 (s)Υ2(s)Θ(s))Υ−1
3 (s). (49)

Substituting these expressions in (42), (44) leads to (47), (48),
respectively. ✷

We conclude this section by stressing that combining The-
orem 3 with Theorem 1 allows one to obtain a suboptimal
coherent equalizing filter H(s) for which the power spectral
density of the equalization error is guaranteed to be bounded
from above as in (31). To obtain such a filter, Θ(s) must
be chosen to ensure that H11(s) defined in (42) also sat-
isfies condition (H3) of Theorem 1. Furthermore, it is also
possible to obtain the smallest γ2 for which conditions of
Theorem 3 hold. The examples in Section 6 illustrate these
points. The following expansion of the J-spectral factoriza-
tion formula (40) will be used in these examples

Υ1(s)Υ1(s)
H −Υ2(s)Υ2(s)

H = I,

Υ3(s)Υ3(s)
H −Υ4(s)Υ4(s)

H = ΣTu + (2− γ2)I,

Υ1(s)Υ3(s)
H −Υ2(s)Υ4(s)

H = Q(s). (50)

5 Suboptimal solution via Semidefinite Programming
and Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation

Theorem 3 reduces the coherent passive equalization prob-
lem to finding the smallest constant γ2 for which the ma-
trix Φ(s) admits a J-spectral decomposition and for which
a matrix Θ(s) can be found which satisfies (44). In general,
finding J-spectral factors is known to be a difficult problem.
Therefore in this section we consider an alternative approach
in which we seek to construct a physically realizable equal-
izer which is suboptimal in the sense that it minimizes the
power spectrum density Pe(iω,H11) at selected frequency
points.

The proposed approach is based on the observation that
Problem 1’ is equivalent to the semidefinite program (SDP)

inf γ2 (51)

s.t.

[

Z11(iω) H11(iω)M(iω)

M(iω)†H11(iω)
† −Iq

]

< 0, (52)

[

In H11(iω)

H11(iω)
† In

]

≥ 0 ∀ω ∈ R̄, (53)

where

Z11(s), (2− γ2)I +ΣTu −H11(s)G11(s)(I +ΣTu )

−(I +ΣTu )G11(s)
HH11(s)

H .

Indeed, (52), (53) follow from (31), (32) using the Schur
complement [11].

The LMI constraints of the problem (51)–(53) are parame-
terized by the frequency parameter ω. Unless a closed form
solution to this problem can be found, to obtain a numerical
solution one has to resort to a relaxation of the constraints.
One such relaxation involves a grid of frequency points ωl,
l = 1, . . . , L:

inf γ2 (54)

s.t.

[

Z11(iωl) H11,lM(iωl)

M(iωl)
†H†

11,l −Iq

]

< 0, (55)

[

In H11,l

H†
11,l In

]

≥ 0, l = 1, . . . , L. (56)

While this relaxation of the constraints makes the SDP prob-
lem more tractable, it also needs to be complemented with in-
terpolation, to obtain a transfer function H11(s) from which
a physically realizable equalizer ∆(H(s), 0) can be ob-
tained. This requires that the resulting transfer function ma-
trixH11(s) must satisfy (32). To accomplish this, we use the
Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation of the solution of the relaxed
problem (54)–(56).

Recall the formulation of the matrix Nevanlinna-Pick inter-
polation problem [1, 3, 16]. Our formulation follows [16],
which gives a solution of the kind of the Nevanlinna-Pick
problem which is most convenient for application to the
problem considered in this section. Given a set of distinct
points {sl, l = 1, . . . , L} located in the open right half-
plane Res > 0, and a collection of n× n matrices {Xl, l =
1, . . . , L} 7 , the matrix Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation con-
sists in finding a rational n×n matrix-valued function X(s)
which is analytic in the open right half-plane Res > 0, sat-
isfies X(sl) = Xl and such that ‖X(s)‖ ≤ 1 for Res > 0.
Here ‖X(s)‖ is the spectral norm of the matrix X(s), i.e.,
the largest singular value of X(s) 8 .

We now summarize the algorithm for finding a suboptimal
solution to Problem 1’ which is based on the results of [16].
Given a collection of frequencies ωl, l = 1, . . . , L, let γ̃ > 0
and H11,l, l = 1, . . . , L, be a (suboptimal) solution of the
LMI optimization problem (54)–(56). Let τ be a sufficiently
small positive constant, and define sl = iωl + τ . Further-

7 In the most general setting, the index set on which l varies is
not necessarily finite, nor even countable [3].
8 In [16], this requirement is expressed as I −X(s)†X(s) ≥ 0.
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more, suppose that the nL × nL block-Pick matrix P con-
sisting of the blocks

Pl,k =
I −H11,lH

†
11,k

sl + s∗k
, l, k = 1, . . . L, (57)

is positive definite. The matrix version of the Nevanlinna cri-
terion [16] states that this is necessary and sufficient for the

existence of a rational matrix Ĥ11(s) which is analytic in

{s : Res > 0}, satisfies ‖Ĥ11(s)‖ ≤ 1 in that domain and

such that Ĥ11(sl) = H11,l.

A rational interpolant Ĥ11(s) can be obtained using the
matrix extension of the Nevanlinna algorithm [16]; also

see [3, 7]. Namely, Ĥ11(s) is representable as a linear frac-
tional transformation of an arbitrary rational stable transfer
function Θ(s) which is analytic in Res > 0 and satisfies
‖Θ‖∞ < 1:

Ĥ11(s) = (W11(s)Θ(s) +W12(s))

×(W21(s)Θ(s) +W22(s))
−1. (58)

The coefficient matrix of this transformation

W (s) =

[

W11(s)W12(s)

W21(s)W22(s)

]

(59)

is constructed from the matrix P > 0:

W (s) = I −





I
s+s∗

1

. . . I
s+s∗

L
H∗

11,1

s+s∗
1

. . .
H∗

11,L

s+s∗
L



P−1









I −H11,1

...
...

I −H11,L









. (60)

It remains to obtain H11(s). Let

H11(s) = Ĥ11(s+ τ). (61)

From the properties of Ĥ11(s), it follows that H11(s) is
analytic in the half-plane Res > −τ and ‖H11(s)‖ ≤ 1 for
all s such that Res > −τ . Consequently, ‖H11(iω)‖ ≤ 1
for all ω ∈ R which implies (32). Finally, it follows from
the definition of H11(s) and (55) that

Pe(iωl, H11) < γ̃2, l = 1, . . . , L. (62)

That is, the constructed transfer function H11(s) is subopti-
mal in the sense that it minimizes the power spectrum den-
sity Pe(iω,H11) at the selected frequency grid points.

Remark 3 The requirement of the algorithm that the block-
Pick matrix P must be positive definite is not restrictive. It

can be satisfied by further restricting (56) to be a strict in-
equality, and then choosing a sufficiently small τ > 0. In-

deed, when H†
11,lH11,l < I , it follows from (56) that the

(l, l)-block (57) is positive definite. Its eigenvalues can be
made arbitrarily large by selecting τ > 0 to be sufficiently
close to 0, since the denominator is equal to 2τ and van-
ishes as τ → 0. The off-diagonal blocks remain bounded as
τ → 0, making the block-Pick matrix P block-diagonally
dominant [4], with positive definite blocks on the diagonal.
Then if τ > 0 is sufficiently small, P is positive definite [35].

6 Examples

6.1 Coherent equalization of a static two-input two-output
system

Consider a two-input two-output system which mixes a sin-
gle mode input field u with a single mode environment field
w; its outputs and inputs are related via a static unitary trans-
formation:

[

y

d

]

= G

[

u

w

]

, G =

[

k m

−eiφm∗ eiφk∗

]

; (63)

k,m are complex numbers, |k|2 + |m|2 = 1, and φ is a real
number. One example of such system is an optical beam-
splitter. Beamsplitters play an important role in many quan-
tum optics applications such as interferometry, holography,
laser systems, etc. The device has two inputs. The input u
represents the signal we would like to split, and the second
input w represents the thermal noise input from the envi-
ronment. These input fields are related to the output via a
unitary transformation (63).

Since both input fields are scalar, u and w are scalar opera-
tors, and Σu and Σw are real constants. To emphasize this,
we write Σu = σ2

u, Σw = σ2
w. We now illustrate application

of Theorem 3 in this example.

Using the above notation, Ψ(s) defined in (21) is a constant
expressed as Ψ(s) = ψ = |k|2σ2

u+ |m|2σ2
w. The expression

for the power spectrum density matrix (20) becomes

Pe(iω,H11) = ψ|H11(iω)|2
− 2(1 + σ2

u)Re[kH11(iω)] + σ2
u + 2. (64)

Assumption 2 is satisfied when at least one of the addends
in the expression for ψ is positive. We suppose in this ex-
ample that this requirement is satisfied. Then one can select

M(s) = ψ1/2eiϕ, where ψ1/2 is the real positive root, and
ϕ is an arbitrary real constant. Also, Q(s) defined in (39) is

constant, Q(s) = −k(1+σ2

u)e
−iϕ

ψ1/2 .

Note that condition (34) reduces to γ2 < σ2
u+2. Therefore,
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we assume that this condition holds. Also, suppose that

γ2 >

{

σ2
u + 2− 2|k|(1 + σ2

u) + ψ, if ψ ≤ |k|(1 + σ2
u),

σ2
u + 2− |k|2(1+σ2

u)
2

ψ , if ψ > |k|(1 + σ2
u).

(65)

Under this condition,
|k|2(1+σ2

u)
2

ψ(σ2
u+2−γ2)−1 ≥ 0. Therefore, we let

Υ1 =− k(1 + σ2
u)e

−iϕ
√

ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)

, Υ3 =
√

σ2
u + 2− γ2,

Υ2 = e−iϕ

√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2

ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)

− 1, (66)

where the square roots are chosen to be real and positive.

Proposition 1 Suppose γ2 < σ2
u+2 satisfies condition (65).

Then H11(s) ∈ H11,γ if and only if it can be represented as

H11(s)

=
σ2
u + 2− γ2

k(1 + σ2
u) + Θ(s)

√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)

,

(67)

where Θ(s) is a stable rational transfer function analytic in
the closed right half-plane, which satisfies ‖Θ‖∞ < 1 and
the frequency domain condition

σ2
u + 2− γ2

≤ |k(1 + σ2
u) + Θ(iω)

√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)|.

(68)

One choice of Θ which satisfies these requirements is

Θ=

{

ǫ k|k| if ψ ≤ |k|(1 + σ2
u),

0, if ψ > |k|(1 + σ2
u),

(69)

where 0 < ǫ < 1 must be chosen to be sufficiently close to 1.

Proof: The direct calculation shows that the matrix Υ de-
fined in (41) with Υ1, Υ2, Υ3 defined in (66) and Υ4 = 0
is the J-spectral factor of

Φ =





1 −k(1+σ2

u)e
−iϕ

ψ1/2

−k∗(1+σ2

u)e
iϕ

ψ1/2 σ2
u + 2− γ2



 .

Thus, the conditions of Theorem 3 are satisfied. Therefore,
H11(s) ∈ H11,γ if and only if it can be expressed by equa-
tion (47) in which Θ(s) must satisfy ‖Θ‖∞ < 1 and (48);
see Corollary 2. Substituting the values Υ1, Υ2, Υ3 defined
in (66) into (47), (48) yields (67), (68). This proves the first
part of the proposition.

Next, consider Θ suggested in (69). It is obvious that
‖Θ‖∞ < 1. Let us show that this Θ satisfies (68) as well.

First, consider the case where ψ ≤ |k|(1 + σ2
u). When

γ2 ≥ σ2
u + 2− |k|(1 + σ2

u) it holds that

σ2
u + 2− γ2 ≤ |k|(1 + σ2

u)

≤ |k|(1 + σ2
u) + ǫ

√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

k(1 + σ2
u) + ǫ

k

|k|
√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1). Therefore (68) holds in this case.

When σ2
u+2−2|k|(1+σ2

u)+ψ < γ2 ≤ σ2
u+2−|k|(1+σ2

u),
the left hand-side of this inequality implies that

0 ≤ σ2
u + 2− γ2 − |k|(1 + σ2

u)

<
√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2).

Since the rightmost inequality is strict, one can choose ǫ ∈
(0, 1) which is sufficiently close to 1 and still ensures that

0 ≤ σ2
u + 2− γ2 − |k|(1 + σ2

u)

≤ ǫ
√

|k|2(1 + σ2
u)

2 − ψ(σ2
u + 2− γ2).

Thus, we again obtain that (68) holds.

Now consider the case where ψ > |k|(1+σ2
u). Since in this

case we assume that

γ2 >σ2
u + 2− |k|2(1 + σ2

u)
2

ψ
≥ σ2

u + 2− |k|(1 + σ2
u)

then σ2
u + 2 − γ2 ≤ |k|(1 + σ2

u). Thus, (68) holds with
Θ = 0. ✷

Proposition 1 shows that for every γ such that γ2 < σ2
u + 2

and which satisfies the condition (65), there exists a transfer
functionH11(s) with the desired properties (31), (32). When
Θ is chosen according to (69), the corresponding H11 also
satisfies the conditions of Theorem 1 including condition
(H3). Hence, for each such γ, an equalizer Ξ = ∆(H, 0) ∈
Hp can be constructed which guarantees that the corre-
sponding error power spectrum density Pe does not exceed
γ2. This leads to the upper bound on the optimal equaliza-
tion performance achievable by coherent passive filters for
this system

(γ′◦)
2 ≤ γ2◦ = inf

H∈Hp

Pe ≤



















ψ − 2(1 + σ2
u)|k|+ (2 + σ2

u),

if ψ ≤ (1 + σ2
u)|k|;

(2 + σ2
u)− (1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ ,

if ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|.
(70)

Indeed, from Proposition 1 and the remark following the
statement of Problem 1’ we have

(γ′◦)
2 ≤ γ2◦ = inf

H∈Hp

Pe ≤ Pe(H11) < γ2.
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Taking infimum over γ subject to (65) yields (70).

It turns out that this upper bound is in fact tight; i.e., the
inequalities in (70) are in fact the equalities. The matrixH11

that gives rise to the filter which attains the infimum in (70)
can be obtained as a limit of the matrix (67), (69) as γ → γ◦:

H11 =

{

k∗

|k| , if ψ ≤ (1 + σ2
u)|k|;

(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ if ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|.

(71)

Indeed, whenψ ≤ |k|(1+σ2
u), letting γ2 → σ2

u+2−2|k|(1+
σ2
u)+ψ in (68) producesΘ = k/|k| as the unique admissible

value of Θ. As a result, (67) reduces to H11 = k∗/|k|. Like-

wise, when ψ > |k|(1+σ2
u) and γ2 → σ2

u+2− |k|2(1+σ2

u)
2

ψ ,

(68) holds for any Θ(s). Also, Υ2 → 0, and (47) has the

limit − e−iϕΥ3

ψ1/2Υ1

, which yields H11 =
(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ . Remarkably,

these are exactly the values of H11 which we obtain by
minimizing the expression for Pe(iω,H11) in (64) directly,
proving that (70) is, in fact, the identity. To demonstrate this,
we present the following proposition which computes the
value γ′◦ of the auxiliary Problem 1’ and the corresponding
minimizer exactly, using the method of Lagrange multipli-
ers. This proposition shows that this value is precisely the
same as the limit of the expression on the right hand side
of (70). This leads to the conclusion that γ◦ = γ′◦ in this
example; i.e., there is no gap between the value of the un-
derlying optimal passive optimization problem (24) and the
solution obtained using Proposition 1 based on Theorem 3.
A special case of this proposition appeared in [26].

Proposition 2 Consider the auxiliary optimal filtering
problem (33) for the static channel (63):

(γ′◦)
2 = inf Pe(iω,H11)

subject to |H11(iω)|2 ≤ 1. (72)

The following alternatives hold:

(a) If ψ ≤ (1+σ2
u)|k|, then the infimum in (72) is achieved

at H11 given in the first line on the right hand side
of (71). In this case, any passive equalizer Ξ(s) =
∆(H(s), 0), with H(s) of the form

H(s) =

[

k∗/|k| 0

0 U22(s)

]

, (73)

where U22(s) is an arbitrary paraunitary transfer func-
tion, is an optimal equalizer for the optimal passive
equalization problem (24).

(b) On the other hand, when ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|, the infimum

in (72) is achieved at H11 given in the second line on
the right hand side of (71). In this case, any passive

equalizer Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0), with H(s) of the form

H(s) =





(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ

√
ψ2−(1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ U12(s)√
ψ2−(1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ U21(s) − (1+σ2

u)k
ψ U12(s)U21(s)



 ,

(74)
where U12(s), U21(s) are arbitrary paraunitary trans-
fer functions, is a solution of the optimal passive equal-
ization problem (24).

The expression on the right-hand side of equation (70) gives
the corresponding expressions for the optimal error power
spectrum density:

(γ′◦)
2 = γ2◦ =



















ψ − 2(1 + σ2
u)|k|+ (2 + σ2

u),

if ψ ≤ (1 + σ2
u)|k|;

(2 + σ2
u)− (1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ ,

if ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|.

(75)

Proof: Since the coefficients of the objective function (64)
are constant, it will suffice to carry out optimization in (72)
over the closed unit disk {H11, |H11| ≤ 1}. The correspond-
ing cost is independent of ω, and we will write it as Pe(H11)
in lieu of Pe(iω,H11).

To prove claim (a), suppose first that ψ < (1 + σ2
u)|k|.

Consider the Lagrangian function with the multiplier λ ≥ 0

L = Pe(H11)− λ(1 − |H11|2).

The KKT optimality conditions are

(ψ + λ)H11 = (1 + σ2
u)k

∗, (76)

λ(|H11|2 − 1) = 0. (77)

Based on the complementarity condition (77), the following
two cases must be considered.

Case 1. λ > 0. In this case, the complementarity condition
(77) yields |H11| = 1. Therefore, (76) yields the critical
value λ = (1 + σ2

u)|k| − ψ which is positive under the as-
sumption ψ < (1 + σ2

u)|k|. Then, the corresponding mini-
mizer is H11 = k∗/|k|.

Case 2. λ = 0. In this case, the optimality condition (76) im-

pliesH11 =
(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ . However, this value ofH11 cannot be

an optimal point because |H11| > 1 when ψ < (1 + σ2
u)|k|.

Thus, the solution to the problem (72) is H11 obtained in
Case 1.

When ψ = (1 + σ2
u)|k|, the function Pe reduces to

Pe(H11) = (1 + σ2
u)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√

|k|H11 −
k∗

√

|k|

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+(2 + σ2
u)− (1 + σ2

u)|k|;
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it achieves minimum at H11 = k∗/|k|.

Thus we observe that in both cases, the minimum in (72) is
achieved at H11 = k∗/|k|. To obtain the corresponding co-
herent equalizer, we refer directly to equations (14), since
H11 is physically realizable on its own, and the transfer func-
tionX2 in condition (H3) of Theorem 1 is 0. As explained in
Remark 2, in this situation additional noise channels are not
required to ensure the physical realizability of the filter. For
mathematical consistency, we can let H12 = H21 = 0, and
selectH22(s) to be an arbitrary paraunitary transfer function
U22(s). This completes the proof of claim (a).

The proof of claim (b) proceeds in a similar manner. We
again analyze the optimality conditions (76), (77). This time
however, λ = (1 + σ2

u)|k| −ψ fails to be nonnegative since
ψ > (1 + σ2

u)|k|. On the other hand, in the case λ = 0,

we obtain that the minimum is achieved at H11 =
(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ

since this value of H11 satisfies the condition |H11| ≤ 1.
The remaining entries of the optimal filter matrix H(s) are
obtained using Theorem 1. ✷

Remark 4 In order to obtain an optimal equalizer in this
example, it suffices to select a constant Θ(s). As we have
shown, when ψ ≤ |k|(1 + σ2

u), the optimal equalizer is ob-
tained using Θ = k/|k|, and when ψ ≤ |k|(1+σ2

u), a trans-
fer function Θ(s) can be selected arbitrarily. In the latter
case, choosing a dynamic parameter Θ(s) in (67) delivers
no benefit, compared with choosing a constant parameter.

It is interesting to compare the optimal points of the con-
strained optimization problem (72) with optimal points of
the corresponding unconstrained optimization problem (35).
When ψ ≤ (1 + σ2

u)|k|, claim (a) of Proposition 2 shows
that the solutions to these two problems are different. In the
constrained problem (72) the minimum is achieved on the
boundary of the unit disk at H11 = k∗/k, whereas the mini-
mum of the unconstrained problem (35) is achieved outside

the unit disk, at H11,∗ =
(1+σ2

u)k
∗

ψ . The minimum value

of the problem (35) is γ2∗ = 2 + σ2
u − (1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ < γ2◦ .

On the other hand, when ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|, claim (b) of

Proposition 2 states that the two solutions are identical, and
γ2◦ = γ2∗ . This situation was envisaged in Section 3.3, and
we now show that the threshold condition ψ > (1 + σ2

u)|k|
which characterizes alternative (b) can be obtained directly
from Theorem 2.

Proposition 3 ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k| if and only if there exists

θ > 0 such that

θ

[

ψ −(1 + σ2
u)k

−(1 + σ2
u)k

∗ (2 + σ2
u)− γ2∗

]

>

[

1 0

0 − 1

]

. (78)

Proof: Since γ2∗ = 2+ σ2
u − (1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ and θ > 0, (78) is

equivalent to the inequality

[

ψ − 1
θ −(1 + σ2

u)k

−(1 + σ2
u)k

∗ 1
θ +

(1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ

]

> 0. (79)

It is easily checked that a θ > 0 for which (79) holds exists

if and only if ψ − (1+σ2

u)
2|k|2

ψ > 0. The latter condition is

equivalent to the inequality ψ > (1 + σ2
u)|k|. ✷

Proposition 3 and Theorem 2 show that when ψ > (1 +
σ2
u)|k| the constraint (72) is inactive. This observation has

an interesting interpretation, since the inequality ψ > (1 +

σ2
u)|k| is equivalent to σ2

w > σ̄2
w =

(1+σ2

u)|k|−σ2

u|k|2
|m|2 . The

latter inequality sets a threshold on the intensity of the field
w. When the input fieldw exceeds this threshold, the optimal
filter is able to mix the fields y and z in such a way that
the intensity of the equalization error e = û− u is reduced,
compared with the intensity of the error y − u. The latter
would be incurred if the equalizer was not used. Indeed, the
difference between the power spectrum densities of these
two errors is

Py−u − γ2◦ =
|ψ − (1 + σ2

u)k|2
ψ

> 0.

This shows that the equalizer is able to offset the high inten-
sity fieldw by redirecting a fraction of this field to the output
ẑ, and ‘trade’ it for the low intensity noise z. Note that the
gap between Py−u and the optimal power spectrum density

γ2◦ of the equalization error increases as σ2
w increases.

On the other hand, when σ2
w ≤ σ̄2

w, the improvement is
marginal. It does not depend on σ2

w:

Py−u − γ2◦ = 2(1 + σ2
u)(|k| − Rek).

According to (71), the action of the optimal equalizer in this

case is limited to phase correction, û = k∗

|k|y. In the worst

case scenario, when k is real, the filter simply passes the
unaltered input y through. In this worst case, e = y− u and
γ2◦ = Py−u; i.e., the optimal equalizer is unable to improve
the mean-square error.

This analysis shows that the capacity of an optimal coherent
equalizers to respond to noise in the transmission channel is
restricted when the signal to thermal noise ratio σ2

u/σ
2
w in

the quantum transmission channel exceeds

σ2
u

σ̄2
w

=
|m|2σ2

u

(1 + σ2
u)|k| − σ2

u|k|2
=

|m|2
|k|σ−2

u + |k| − |k|2 .

The benefits of equalization become tangible only when the
ratio σ2

u/σ
2
w is sufficiently small. This situation differs strik-

ingly from the situation encountered in the classical mean-
square equalization theory. We conjecture that this phe-
nomenon holds in general when the channel environment
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Fig. 3. Power spectrum densities Py−u and Pe (given by (75))
and the optimal value of the SDP problem (51)–(53) for a range
of σ2

w, for the beamsplitter transmittance of η = 0.7.
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Fig. 4. The theoretical (equation (71)) and numerically obtained
(via the SDP problem (51)–(53)) optimal gains |H11| for a range
of σ2

w, for the beamsplitter transmittance of η = 0.7.

noise is thermal, and the equalizer is passive, and that the
condition (36) sets a corresponding threshold on the signal
to thermal noise ratio.

We conclude the example by comparing numerical results
obtained from the SDP problem (54)–(56) with the results
obtained directly using the method of Lagrange multipliers;
see Proposition 2. For this comparison, consider a quantum-
mechanical beamsplitter as a special case of a static two-
input two-output quantum channel. In this case, k =

√
η,

m =
√
1− η, where η ∈ (0, 1) is the transmittance of the

device. That is, y =
√
ηu+

√
1− ηw.

Figure 3 shows the plot of the optimal value of the LMI
problem (54)–(56) obtained for this example numerically.
Since the parameters of the system are constant w.r.t. ω, in-
terpolation is not required in this example, and one can use
the obtained numerical value H11 directly to obtain an op-
timal equalizer, as was done in Proposition 2. The optimal
H11 obtained numerically is real, the graph of the optimal
|H11| for this example is shown in Figure 4. For comparison,
Figures 3 and 4 also show the graphs of the optimal Pe in
equation (75) and the optimal gain H11 obtained in Propo-
sition 2. Remarkably, both the graphs of the optimal value
of the optimization problem and the graphs of the optimal
gain are essentially identical to the corresponding graphs
obtained directly using the method of Lagrange multipliers.

The threshold on the intensity of the noise w separating
the two alternative equalization strategies can also be seen

Optical cavity

w̆

ŭ

ŭ1

w̆1

ŭ2

w̆2

k1

k2

z̆

˘̂u
d̆

˘̂z

y̆

Ξ(s)

Fig. 5. A cavity, beamsplitters and an equalizer system.

vividly in the graphs. With the chosen parameters, the

threshold is σ̄2
w =

(1+σ2

u)
√
η−σ2

uη

1−η . When σ2
w is below this

threshold, the equalizing filter is given by (73), and we let
H22(s) = 1:

û = y =
√
ηu+

√

1− ηw.

I.e., the optimal equalization policy is to pass the channel
output u unaltered. On the other hand, when σ2

w > σ̄2
w, the

optimal equalizing filter is given by (74). Letting U12 =
U21 = 1 yields the following expression for the mean-square
optimal estimate of u,

û=
(1 + σ2

u)η

ψ
u+

(1 + σ2
u)
√
η
√
1− η

ψ
w

+
1

ψ

√

ψ2 − (1 + σ2
u)

2ηz.

When σ2
w > σ̄2

w,
(1+σ2

u)
√
η
√
1−η

ψ <
√
1− η, i.e., the optimal

filter applies a reduced gain to the input w, compared with
the gain

√
1− η of the corresponding term in the expression

for y. This results in the lower intensity of the filtering error;
see Figure 3. The figure confirms that when the intensity of
the thermal noise w is sufficiently large, the optimal equal-
izer is able to reduce the degrading effect of the auxiliary
noise w by trading it for a smaller intensity noise injected
through the channel z. On the contrary, when the noise w
has low intensity, such trade-off is not possible, and the fil-
ter resorts to passing the channel output y through without
any modification.

We conclude the example by pointing out that for a beam-
splitter of transmittance η, the optimal equalizer (74) can
be implemented using a single beamsplitter with the trans-

mittance
(1+σ2

u)
2η

(σ2
uη+σ

2
w(1−η))2 . I.e., the optimal channel-equalizer

system has the configuration shown in Fig. 1.

6.2 Equalization of an optical cavity system

Guaranteed cost equalization

Consider the equalization system shown in Fig. 5. The chan-
nel consists of an optical cavity and two optical beamsplit-
ters. As in the previous example, the input fields u and w are
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scalar. For simplicity, suppose that the transmittance param-
eters k21 , k22 of the beamsplitters are equal, and that k1, k2
are real positive numbers, and so k1 = k2 = k is a real con-
stant. Thus, the relations between the input and output fields
of the beamsplitters are

[

u1

w1

]

=

[

k m

−m k

][

u

w

]

,

[

y

d

]

=

[

k m

−m k

][

u2

w2

]

,

m =
√
1− k2. The transfer function of the optical cavity

is Gc(s) =
s−κ+iΩ
s+κ+iΩ , i.e., u2 = Gc(s)u1. κ > 0, Ω are real

numbers; 2κ is the coupling constant which characterizes
coupling between the input field u1 and the cavity mode, and
Ω is the detuning of the cavity frequency from the reference
frequency; c.f. (1) where Ω = 0 was assumed. Then the
elements of the transfer function G(s) of the channel are

G11(s) = k2Gc(s)− (1− k2),

G12(s) = k
√

1− k2(Gc(s) + 1),

G21(s) =−k
√

1− k2(Gc(s) + 1),

G22(s) = k2 − (1− k2)Gc(s). (80)

Our standing assumptions in this section are that σ2
w > σ2

u >
0 and k2 < 1

2 . Under these assumptions,

ρ , 1 +
σ2
u

2(σ2
w − σ2

u)k
2(1− k2)

> 1, ρ̂ ,
ρ− 1

ρ+ 1
∈ (0, 1),

δ ,

√
1− k2

k
> 1, δ̂ ,

δ2 + 1

δ2 − 1
=

1

1− 2k2
> 1. (81)

From (50), we have

Υ3 =
√

σ2
u + 2− γ2 > 0. (82)

In the next proposition, the following notation will be used:

β ,
1 + σ2

u

Υ3

√

2(σ2
w − σ2

u)(1 + ρ)
(δ − 1

δ
),

α,
√

β2 − 1, ν ,

√

β2δ̂2 − ρ̂, (83)

µ,
√

2(σ2
w − σ2

u)k
2(1− k2)(1 + ρ),

N1(s) = β(s+ iΩ) + βδ̂κ,

N2(s) = α(s+ iΩ) + νκ.

Proposition 4 Suppose γ is chosen so that β > 1 and γ2 <
σ2
u + 2. Then H11(s) ∈ H11,γ if and only if

H11(s) =−Υ3

µ

s+ κ+ iΩ

N1(s)−Θ(s)N2(s)
, (84)

where Θ(s) is a stable rational transfer function analytic in
the closed right half-plane, which satisfies ‖Θ‖∞ < 1 and

the frequency domain condition

∣

∣

∣

∣

N1(iω)−Θ(iω)N2(iω)

i(ω +Ω) + κ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ Υ3

µ
∀ω ∈ R̄. (85)

Proof: Using the notation in (81), the function Ψ(s) given
in equation (21) is expressed as

Ψ(s) = σ2
u + 2(σ2

w − σ2
u)k

2(1 − k2)

(

1 +
(s+ iΩ)2 + κ2

(s+ iΩ)2 − κ2

)

= 2(σ2
w − σ2

u)k
2(1− k2)(1 + ρ)

(s+ iΩ)2 − ρ̂κ2

(s+ iΩ)2 − κ2
.

Clearly, Ψ(s) has full normal rank. It admits the spectral
decomposition (37) with the spectral factor 9

M(s) = µ
s+ κ

√
ρ̂+ iΩ

s+ κ+ iΩ
. (86)

Both M(s) and M−1(s) are stable and analytic in the half-
plane Res > −κ√ρ̂. Using (86), the transfer function Q(s)
in (39) is expressed as

Q(s) =
1 + σ2

u
√

2(σ2
w − σ2

u)(1 + ρ)
(δ − 1

δ
)
s+ δ̂κ+ iΩ

s+ κ
√
ρ̂+ iΩ

.

Using this information, one can readily check that the matrix
Υ(s) in which

Υ1(s) =
N1(s)

s+
√
ρ̂κ+ iΩ

= β
s+ δ̂κ+ iΩ

s+
√
ρ̂κ+ iΩ

,

Υ2(s) =
N2(s)

s+
√
ρ̂κ+ iΩ

= α
s+ ν

ακ+ iΩ

s+
√
ρ̂κ+ iΩ

, (87)

Υ3 is defined in (82) and Υ4 = 0, is a J-spectral factor
of the corresponding matrix Φ(s). Indeed, when β > 1,
the constants α and ν in (83) are well defined, and the
identity (40) can be verified directly. Also, since

√
ρ̂κ > 0,

Υ1(s) and Υ2(s) are stable and are analytic in the half-plane
Re(s) > −√

ρ̂κ. Therefore, Υ(s) also has these properties.

Similarly, since δ̂ is positive, then Υ1(s)
−1 is also stable

and is analytic in the half-plane Re(s) > −δ̂κ.

Finally, we note that

Υ(s)−1 =
1

K(s)

[

0 −Υ2(s)

−Υ3 Υ1(s)

]

, (88)

9 As in Proposition 1, one can use a spectral factor M1(s) =
eiϕM(s) in lieu of M(s) in (86). The definitions of Υ1(s), Υ2(s)
will then need to be updated accordingly, as was done in Propo-
sition 1.
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where

K(s) = detΥ(s) = −Υ3Υ2(s) = −Υ3α
s+ ν

ακ+ iΩ

s+
√
ρ̂κ+ iΩ

.

(89)
Therefore 1

K(s) is stable and is analytic in the half-plane

Res > − ν
ακ. Thus we conclude that Υ(s)−1 is stable and

is analytic in a half-plane Res > −τ , ∃τ > 0.

These properties verify the conditions of Theorem 3. There-
fore H11(s) ∈ H11,γ if and only if there exists a transfer
function Θ(s) with properties described in that theorem for
which H11(s) can be expressed by equation (42).

Since we chose Υ4 = 0, we can use Corollary 2 to obtain
the general form of a feasibleH11(s). Substituting (86), (87)
in (47) yields (84). The frequency domain condition (85)
follows from (44) and (49) in the same manner. ✷

As in the previous section, it is useful to derive sufficient
conditions which would allow us to obtain a Θ(s) which
solves (85). For this, we restrict attention to constant Θ’s.

Corollary 3 Under the conditions of Proposition 4, if

β + α > µ−1
√

σ2
u + 2− γ2, (90)

then for any constant Θ ∈ (−1,min{α−1(β−µ−1Υ3), 0})
the corresponding H11(s) given by equation (84) belongs
to H11,γ .

Proof: For a constant Θ, (85) is equivalent to

Υ3

µ

√

(ω +Ω)2 + κ2

(β −Θα)2(ω +Ω)2 + (βδ̂ −Θν)2
≤ 1 ∀ω ∈ R̄.

The maximum of the expression on the left-hand side is

equal to Υ3

µ /min{|β−Θα|, |βδ̂−Θν|}. Therefore, (85) is

equivalent to the condition

min{|β −Θα|, |βδ̂ −Θν|} ≥ µ−1
√

σ2
u + 2− γ2. (91)

Next, we show that (91) holds for anyΘ ∈ (−1,min{α−1(β−
µ−1Υ3), 0}). Indeed, condition (90) guarantees that this
interval is not an empty set. Then for any Θ in that interval,

min{|β −Θα|, |βδ̂ −Θν|} = β −Θα.

This identity holds because Θ < 0, βδ̂ > β and ν > α

due to δ̂ > 1, ρ̂ < 1. Furthermore, Θ < α−1(β − µ−1Υ3)
implies β−Θα > µ−1Υ3. This validates (91) and (85). The
claim then follows from Proposition 4. ✷

Finally, we apply Corollary 3 and Theorem 1 to obtain a
complete physically realizable suboptimal equalizer for the

cavity system in this example. For convenience, we introduce
the additional notation

a = − Υ3

µ(β −Θα)
, c =

βδ̂ −Θν

β −Θα
. (92)

Conditions of Corollary 3 allow us to select Θ ∈
(−1,min{α−1(β − µ−1Υ3), 0}), i.e., Θ < 0 and

|a|= Υ3

µ|β −Θα| =
Υ3

µ(β −Θα)
< 1,

c=
βδ̂ −Θν

β −Θα
> 1 > |a|.

Hence c2 − a2 > 0, 1− a2 > 0.

Using this notation, the transfer functionH11(s) in (84) can
be written in a compact form

H11(s) = a
s+ κ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
. (93)

Clearly, it satisfies condition (H1) of Theorem 1. The fre-
quency domain condition (85) ensures that condition (H2)
is also satisfied. Then we compute

X1(s) =X2(s) = 1−H11(s)H11(s)
H

= (1− a2)
(s+ iΩ)2 − c2−a2

1−a2 κ
2

(s+ iΩ)2 − c2κ2
. (94)

It is easy to check that X1(s) and X2(s) are para-Hermitian
and satisfy condition (H3) of Theorem 1. Let us define the
spectral factors of X1(s), X2(s),

H12(s) =−
√

1− a2
s+

√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
, (95)

H̃21(s) =−H12(s) =
√

1− a2
s+

√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
,

H̃−1
21 (s) =

1√
1− a2

s+ cκ+ iΩ

s+
√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

,

and also select

U(s) =
s−

√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

s+
√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

.

This transfer function is paraunitary, stable and analytical

in the right half-plane Res > −
√

c2−a2
1−a2 , as required by

Theorem 1. Using these definitions the remaining blocks of
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H(s) are obtained according to (28):

H21(s) =U(s)H̃21(s)

=
√

1− a2
s−

√

c2−a2
1−a2 κ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
,

H22(s) =−U(s)(H̃−1
21 (s))HH11(s)

HH12(s)

= a
s− κ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
. (96)

The following proposition which follows from Theorem 1
summarizes our analysis.

Proposition 5 Given a constant γ which satisfies the condi-
tions of Proposition 4 and Corollary 3, consider the transfer
function Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0) where H(s) is composed of
the blocks defined in equations (93), (95) and (96); see (13).
Then Ξ(s) = ∆(H(s), 0) is a passive physically realizable
stable and causal guaranteed cost equalizer for the cavity
system under consideration, and

sup
ω
Pe(iω,Ξ) < γ2. (97)

It is worth pointing out that the guaranteed cost equalizer in
this example can be realized using an interconnection of an
optical cavity and two beamsplitters shown in Figure 6. The
transfer function of the optical cavity in the figure is

y2 = Hc(s)y1, Hc(s) =
s− cκ+ iΩ

s+ cκ+ iΩ
,

and the beamsplitters’ operators are

[

y1

z1

]

=

[

ξ1 η1

η1 −ξ1

] [

y

z

]

,

[

û

ẑ

]

=

[

η2 ξ2

ξ2 −η2

] [

y2

z2

]

,

where

η1 = −

√

c+ a2 −
√

(c2 − a2)(1− a2)

2c
,

ξ1 =
√

1− η21 =

√

c− a2 +
√

(c2 − a2)(1 − a2)

2c
,

η2 = −

√

c− a2 −
√

(c2 − a2)(1− a2)

2c
,

ξ2 =
√

1− η22 =

√

c+ a2 +
√

(c2 − a2)(1 − a2)

2c
.

Proposition 5 reduces the question of finding a suboptimal
physically realizable equalizer to checking whether (90) is
satisfied for a given γ such that γ < σ2

u + 2 and β >

Optical cavity

z̆

y̆

y̆1

z̆1

y̆2

z̆2

η1

η2 ˘̂z ˘̂u

Fig. 6. A cavity and beamsplitters realization of the equalizer.
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Fig. 7. supω Py−u(iω) (the dash line) and the optimized bound
on supω Pe(iω) (the solid line) for a range of σ2

w, for an optical
cavity.

-1.2

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

M
a
g
n
it
u
d
e
 (

d
B

)

10
6

10
7

10
8

10
9

10
10

10
11

10
12

180

182

184

186

188

190

192

P
h
a
s
e
 (

d
e
g
)

Bode Diagram

Frequency  (rad/s)

Fig. 8. The Bode plot of one of the suboptimal transfer functions
H11(s) obtained using equation (84) with Θ = −0.9998. The
parameters of the system are σ2

w = 0.2, σ2

u = 0.1, k = 0.4,
κ = 0.5× 109, Ω = 109.

1. It is also possible to minimize the upper bound γ2 on
supω Pe(iω,Ξ) over the set {γ : γ2 ∈ (0, σ2

u+2), β > 1, β+
α > µ−1Υ3}. This will lead to a suboptimal solution to the
problem. Figure 7 illustrates this. The solid line in Figure 7
shows such a suboptimal γ2 obtained for a range of values
of σ2

w > σ2
u, where σ2

u = 0.1, k = 0.4, κ = 0.5 × 109,
Ω = 109. For comparison, the figure shows the graph of
the error power spectrum density supω Py−u of the system
without an equalizer (the dashed line). The advantage of
equalization is quite clear from this figure. Fig. 8 shows
the Bode plot of one of the suboptimal transfer functions

H11(s) = − s+5×108+109i
s+7.961×108+109i obtained for the cavity system

with σ2
w = 0.2. It confirms that |H11(iω)| ≤ 1.
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Equalization via semidefinite programming

We now illustrate the application of the approximation tech-
nique presented in Section 5. For this, we consider the same
cavity system with parameters k = 0.4, κ = 0.5 × 109,
Ω = 109, σ2

w = 0.2, σ2
u = 0.1. Recall that the transfer

function matrix G(s) of that system is a 2 × 2 matrix, its
elements are given in (80).

To apply the algorithm described in Section 5 to this sys-
tem, first a set of L = 21 points ωl was selected which
included 0, ten logarithmically spaced frequency points in
the interval [105, 109] and the corresponding negative fre-
quencies. With these data, the LMI problem (54)–(56) was
solved numerically and the array of values H11,l was ob-
tained, l = 1, . . . , L, along with the value of the optimiza-
tion problem. In this example, this value was obtained to
be γ̃2 = 0.7057. It is worth noting that γ̃2 < σ2

u + 2; this
validates (34). This set of data was then used to solve the
Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation problem.

The procedure outlined in Section 5 involves mapping
the half-plane Res > −τ conformally onto the half-plane
Res > 0, performing interpolation over this half-plane

to obtain Ĥ11(s), then obtaining H11(s) via (61). To im-
plement this procedure, we used the conformal mapping
s′ = s+τ , where we let τ = 105 (i.e., a value of four orders
of magnitude less than the amplitude of the system pole).
This ensured that the grid points iωl on the imaginary axis
were mapped conformally into the interior of the right half-
plane Res > 0, as required by the algorithm in Section 5.

Theorem NP in [16] allows to obtain a solution using (58),
provided the Pick matrix P is positive definite. This assump-
tion of the Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation theory was satis-
fied in this example.

The method gives the analytical expression (58) for Ĥ11(s).
Since it involves inverting the Pick matrix P, a closed form
expression for (58) is quite cumbersome, even when a mod-
est number of grid points is selected. Therefore we vali-
dated our approach numerically. For this, we selected ad-
ditional grid points on the imaginary axis, while keeping
the original frequencies as a control set. Then we com-
puted interpolated values of H11(iω) at those grid points,
using (58), (61) with Θ(s) = −0.95, 0 and 0.95. Also, the
corresponding normalized values of the error power spec-
trum density, Pe(iω,H11)/γ̃

2, were computed. The graphs
of these quantities are shown in Fig. 9a using solid lines.

Fig. 10a confirms that all three computed H11(iω) agree at
the grid frequencies. The sharp peaks in the graphs occur
at the grid point frequencies ωl which were used in the
LMIs (55), (56). These peaks occur because the transfer
functionsWij(s) which parameterize the solution have poles
at −τ + iωl; see (60). When ωl ≫ τ , these poles are quite
close to the grid points iωl on the imaginary axis at which
H11(iω) was evaluated.
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Fig. 9. The normalized computed error power spectrum densities
Pe/γ̃

2 (the solid lines) and the normalized error Py−u/γ̃
2 (the

dash line): (a) σ2

w = 0.2; (b) σ2

w = 4.

Other than at the control frequencies ωl, all three graphs
of Pe(iω,H11) deviate from the optimal value γ̃2 of the
problem (54)–(56). This is expected since the algorithm op-
timizes the PSD of the error at selected frequency points
only. It is worth noting that away from the grid frequencies,
Pe(iω,H11) varies considerably, depending on Θ. When we
let Θ = −0.95 in (58), interpolation led to a substantially
improved error power spectrum density, in comparison with
the power spectrum densityPy−u(iω) of the difference y−u.
However, when Θ = 0.95, the error power spectrum density
deviated considerably from the value γ̃2, and was relatively
close to Py−u(iω). Nevertheless, the observed reduction of
the error PSD using Θ = −0.95 and Θ = 0 indicates that
there is room for further optimization of Pe(iω,H11) over
the parameter Θ(s). Simulations performed with other val-
ues of σ2

w (e.g., see Fig. 9b) confirmed this finding. This
interesting problem will be addressed in future research.

Another interesting observation is that with the selected pa-
rameters, the optimization problem (54)-(56) produced a set
of points H11,l that were quite close to the boundary of the
set |H11(iω)| ≤ 1. As a result, while all three interpolants
satisfied the constraint (32) of Problem 1’ required for phys-
ical realizability of the filter, they do so with a rather small
margin; see Fig. 10a. The intuition gained in the previous
section suggests that when the noise intensity is sufficiently
large, the parameter H11 of the filter should reduce away
from the boundary of the constraint set, in an attempt to re-
duce the contribution of the noise field to the output of the
equalizer. This is confirmed in Fig. 10b, which illustrates the
results of interpolation when σ2

w = 4. This time all obtained
H11,l have magnitude of order of 0.4. The corresponding
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Fig. 10. The Bode plots of H11(s) for Θ = −0.95, 0 and 0.95. The
circles indicate the magnitude and phase of H11,l obtained from
the optimization problem (54)–(56): (a) σ2

w = 0.2; (b) σ2

w = 4.

value γ̃2 = 1.8122.

It is worth noting that for both values of σ2
w, letting Θ = 0

led to H11(iω) vanishing at large ω. When σ2
w = 0.2, the

filter with H11(s) that vanishes as ω → ∞ is not mean-
square optimal. However, when σ2

w = 4, the equalizer with
Θ = 0 is the best out of the three in terms of performance.
In this equalizer, the gain H12(iω) dominates H11(iω) as
ω → ∞. An explanation to this is that when the inten-
sity of the channel noise field becomes very large, from the
view point of optimizing the mean-square error, it becomes
advantageous to block high frequency components of the
channel output altogether and transfer the filter environment
field as the filter output. Such a filtering strategy may not
be beneficial when the information accuracy of the system
is important — despite the signal-to-noise ratio is low, the

noisy channel output still carries some information about its
input, while the filter environment does not carry such in-
formation. Therefore, an interesting problem for future re-
search is to find a trade-off between mean-square accuracy
and information accuracy of coherent equalizers, similar to
the problem considered recently for classical Kalman-Bucy
filters [24].

7 Conclusions

The paper has introduced a quantum counterpart of the clas-
sical equalization problem. The discussion is focused on
passive quantum channels and passive quantum filters, and
is motivated by the utility and the ease of implementation
of passive quantum systems [19, 20].

Different from the previous work on developing coherent
Wiener and Kalman filters, we posed the quantum equaliza-
tion problem in the same vein as the classical H∞ filtering
problem. However, instead of the disturbance-to-error trans-
fer function, we considered the PSD of the difference be-
tween the input field of the quantum communication channel
and the output field of the equalizer as the measure of the
equalizer performance. Accordingly, the filter was sought to
guarantee that the maximum eigenvalue of the error PSD
was below a prescribed threshold. The requirement that such
filter must be physically realizable, adds a constraint on the
filter.

We have shown that this problem reduces to a constrained
optimization with respect to one of the blocks of equalizer’s
transfer function matrix. Using the J-spectral factorization
technique, we have developed a convenient parameteriza-
tion of the class of suboptimal filters similar to the Youla
parameterization of the class of stabilizing controllers.

Also, this auxiliary problem was cast as a semidefinite pro-
gram subject to frequency-dependent linear matrix inequal-
ity constraints, and a tractable constraint relaxation was pro-
posed involving constraints over a discrete set of frequen-
cies. In addition, the Nevanlinna-Pick interpolation tech-
nique was employed to ensure that the solution to the re-
laxed problem yields a physically realizable filter. A set of
all interpolating filters was also obtained. In principle, co-
herent filters obtained this way are not guaranteed to yield
an improved mean-square performance over the entire in-
terval of frequencies. Therefore it is interesting to attempt
to further improve performance, e.g., by minimizing the er-
ror power spectrum density over the set of interpolating fil-
ters. Another possible direction for future research is to find
a trade-off between mean-square accuracy and information
accuracy of coherent equalizers.

The paper gives two examples of equalization of single mode
channels. One of them comprises a static quantum system
as a channel, and another one includes a quantum optical
cavity. These examples demonstrate that coherent equalizers
can be effective in improving the mean-square accuracy of

21



the channel. We also showed that in the static case, passive
equalizers are especially beneficial when the intensity of
the thermal noise from the channel environment exceeds
certain threshold. A linear matrix inequality condition has
been introduced to predict such a threshold in a general case.
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