
Open loop linear control of quadratic Hamiltonians with applications

Mattias T. Johnsson1 and Daniel Burgarth2

1Department of Physics and Astronomy, Macquarie University, North Ryde, NSW 2109, Australia
2Physics Department, Friedrich-Alexander Universität of Erlangen-Nuremberg, Staudtstr. 7, 91058 Erlangen, Germany

The quantum harmonic oscillator is one of the most fundamental objects in physics. We consider the case where
it is extended to an arbitrary number modes and includes all possible terms that are bilinear in the annihilation
and creation operators, and assume we also have an arbitrary time-dependent drive term that is linear in those
operators. Such a Hamiltonian is very general, covering a broad range of systems including quantum optics,
superconducting circuit QED, quantum error correcting codes, Bose-Einstein condensates, atomic wave packet
transport beyond the adiabatic limit and many others. We examine this situation from the point of view of
quantum control, making use of optimal control theory to determine what can be accomplished, both when the
controls are arbitrary and when they must minimize some cost function. In particular we develop a class of
analytical pulses. We then apply our theory to a number of specific topical physical systems to illustrate its use
and provide explicit control functions, including the case of the continuously driven conditional displacement
gate.

I. INTRODUCTION

Broadly speaking control theory is concerned with the in-
verse problem of engineering differential equations to achieve
target evolutions. In quantum control, the differential equa-
tions are usually the Schrödinger equation for the noiseless or
master equations for the noisy case, although other types of
evolutions can also be considered. One can distinguish open
loop control [1–3], where no measurement information is used
for controls, and closed loop control [4, 5], where measure-
ments results are fed back to determine future controls. The
first case leads to a beautiful geometric theory, while the latter
has an intricate stochastic aspect. Just as in classical control
theory, analytical solutions are scarce, and one often uses nu-
merical optimisation. For closed loop control, the special case
of harmonic oscillator systems with linear control has received
much attention due to its physical relevance and due to its an-
alytical tractability. The purpose of the current study is to
develop the general theory of open loop control of quadratic
Hamiltonians and to apply this to physically relevant setups.
The theory draws mostly from classical results [6] and allows
us to generalise the pioneering work [7] and to derive a deeper
understanding of specific analytical control methods [8].

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section II we
set up the problem, define notation, and extend the multimode
quadratic Hamiltonian to include arbitrary time-dependent lin-
ear control terms. This system is mapped to a symplectic form,
and shown to be equivalent to a classical linear control problem
provided we consider only expectation values of the mode op-
erators. Section III provides a brief overview of classical linear
control and introduces the concept of controllability and the
Kalman matrix. We provide a derivation of the Kalman con-
trollability criterion and show how to construct explicit control
functions that steer the system from a given initial state to a
given final state. This material is not new, but it is difficult
to find a clear, concise and self-contained exposition in the
standard literature. We also extend these results to complex
state state spaces and control functions, which are required for
our quantum formulation, but do not appear to be considered
in standard texts.

Given this background, in Section IV we investigate the
limits of our control on the system, demonstrating that we
can achieve multimode displacement operations, but not, for
example, squeezing. Due to the results in Section III we
are able to find the explicit time-dependence required for the
control functions to perform any such displacements. We also
provide physical insight into our results by showing how the
controllability of such a system is related to the normal modes
of the quadratic Hamiltonian, as well as explicitly considering
an example examining the controllability of linear bosonic
chain with nearest neighbour couplings that include squeezing
terms.

Section V extends our results to the case of optimal control,
where we not only wish to find control functions that move our
system from one configuration to another, but also minimize
some penalty cost while doing so, such as time or energy. We
illustrate our results by considering a two-mode system with
squeezing terms, and find a explicit control function that steers
the system while prioritizing either keeping the strength of the
control low, or keeping the system close to the origin.

Finally, in Section VI we show how our results can be ap-
plied to four very different physical systems that are currently
of interest in the areas of quantum information and quantum
control. Specifically, we consider the following. 1) We be-
gin by examining the situation where one uses a harmonic
potential trap to move an atomic wave packet from one loca-
tion to another, at a speed far beyond the adiabatic limit, that
nonetheless preserves the orginal wave function exactly. Our
results show that we can do as well as previously suggested
control methods, but also allows additional constraints such as
bounding the amplitude of the control function. Furthermore,
our method allows the easy generation of an arbitrary number
of explicit control functions with different properties, which
can be selected to be experimentally easier to achieve. 2) The
echoed conditional displacement gate. We show how to find
a control pulse that conditionally displaces a coherent bosonic
cavity field by ±𝛽 depending on the state of a qubit. Our ex-
ample does not include optimal control, but it could easily be
added if one requires additional constraints on the controls or
state of the system during the gate operation in order to reduce
decoherence, for example. 3) Optomechanics. We show how
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our formalism allows finding explicit control functions that
control the dynamics of a cavity-coupled micromechanical os-
cillator by adjusting the number of photons in the cavity as a
function of time, which in turn is equivalent to the altering the
easily controlled parameter of laser power. 4) Control of cav-
ity modes in the context of circuit quantum electrodynamics
(QED). QED allows, for example, the implementation of super-
conducting qubits. Such qubits, however, require the presence
of a nonlinearity to change the evenly spaced harmonic energy
levels into an anharmonic spectrum where the lowest two lev-
els can be treated as an independent system. This nonlinearity
would seem to fall outside our linear scheme, but we show
how one can use optimal control techniques to minimize the
effect of such a nonlinearity, and thus still find analytic control
functions that successfully manipulate the system.

II. THE QUADRATIC BOSONIC HAMILTONIAN AND
NOTATION

The most general Hamiltonian that is at bilinear in terms of
bosonic annihilation and creation operators is given by

�̂� =
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

(
𝐺𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂� 𝑗 +

1
2
𝐵𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂�
†
𝑗
+ 1

2
𝐵∗
𝑖 𝑗 �̂� 𝑗 �̂�𝑖

)
(1)

where 𝐺 and 𝐵 are square matrices with elements indexed by
𝑖, 𝑗 . As �̂� is Hermitian, we have the relations𝐺 = 𝐺†, 𝐵 = 𝐵𝑇 .

This Hamiltonian describes a system with an arbitrary num-
ber of coupled harmonic oscillator modes given by operators
�̂�𝑖 satisfying the bosonic commutation relations [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑗 ] = 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 .
Such a quadratic bosonic Hamiltonian is ubiquitous in quantum
physics, both as a exact Hamiltonian and in effective theories,
appearing in ion trapped quantum computing, optomechanics,
superconducting circuits, quantum field theories and many
other areas, and has been thoroughly studied.

Our interest is in extending the Hamiltonian (1) to include
arbitrary time-dependent affine coupling terms, giving

�̂� =
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

(
𝐺𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂� 𝑗 +

1
2
𝐵𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂�
†
𝑗
+ 1

2
𝐵∗
𝑖 𝑗 �̂� 𝑗 �̂�𝑖

)
+
∑︁
𝑖

(
𝑐∗𝑖 (𝑡)�̂�𝑖 + 𝑐𝑖 (𝑡)�̂�

†
𝑖

)
(2)

where the 𝑐𝑖 (𝑡) are per-mode time-dependent functions. While
these coupling terms are completely general, we will later
assume they correspond to controls we can apply to the system
in order to control its state. Specific physical scenarios will be
discussed in Section VI, but we do note that this setup is to be
contrasted with the bilinear control of the quantum harmonic
oscillator considered in [9].

We now introduce vectors of the bosonic modes, as well a
vector describing the linear couplings. Specifically we define

�̂� =
[
�̂�1 �̂�2 · · · �̂�

†
1 �̂�

†
2 · · ·

]𝑇
, (3)

c(𝑡) =
[
𝑐1 (𝑡) 𝑐2 (𝑡) · · · 𝑐∗1 (𝑡) 𝑐∗2 (𝑡) · · ·

]𝑇
, (4)

�̂�† =
[
�̂�
†
1 �̂�

†
2 · · · �̂�1 �̂�2 · · ·

]
, (5)

c† (𝑡) =
[
𝑐∗1 (𝑡) 𝑐∗2 (𝑡) · · · 𝑐1 (𝑡) 𝑐2 (𝑡) · · ·

]
, (6)

such that �̂� and c(𝑡) are column vectors of operators and �̂�†

and c† are row vectors of operators. The Hamiltonian (1) can
now be written as [10, 11]

�̂� =
1
2
�̂�†𝑀�̂� − 1

2
Tr(𝐺) + c† (𝑡)�̂� (7)

where the matrix 𝑀 is Hermitian and is given in block form as

𝑀 =

[
𝐺 𝐵

𝐵∗ 𝐺∗

]
. (8)

We now derive the Heisenberg equations of motion for a
specific bosonic mode �̂�𝑖 in the Heisenberg picture. This is
standard, but usually not done in the case of affine terms. In
what follows we will not indicate the time dependence of the
Heisenberg picture operators �̂� explicitly unless we wish to be
especially clear. We find

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂�𝑖 = [�̂�𝑖 , �̂� (𝑡)] (9)

=
∑︁
𝑘𝑙

(
𝐺𝑘𝑙 [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑘 �̂�𝑙] +

1
2
𝐵𝑘𝑙 [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑘 �̂�

†
𝑙
]
)

+
∑︁
𝑘

[�̂�𝑖 , 𝑐𝑘 (𝑡)�̂�†𝑘] . (10)

Using [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑘] = 𝛿𝑖𝑘 , [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑘 �̂�𝑙] = 𝛿𝑖𝑘 �̂�𝑙 , and [�̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑘 �̂�
†
𝑙
] =

𝛿𝑖𝑙 �̂�
†
𝑘
+ 𝛿𝑖𝑘 �̂�†𝑙 we obtain

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂�𝑖 =

∑︁
𝑘𝑙

(
𝐺𝑘𝑙𝛿𝑖𝑘 �̂�𝑙 +

1
2
𝐵𝑘𝑙 (𝛿𝑖𝑙 �̂�†𝑘 + 𝛿𝑖𝑘 �̂�

†
𝑙
)
)
+
∑︁
𝑘

𝛿𝑖𝑘𝑐𝑘 (𝑡)

=
∑︁
𝑙

𝐺𝑖𝑙 �̂�𝑙 +
∑︁
𝑙

𝐵𝑖𝑙 �̂�
†
𝑙
+ 𝑐𝑖 (𝑡) (11)

where we used the fact that 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 = 𝐵 𝑗𝑘 . As the Hermitian
transpose of this equation is given by

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂�
†
𝑖
= −

∑︁
𝑙

𝐺∗
𝑖𝑙 �̂�

†
𝑙
−
∑︁
𝑙

𝐵∗
𝑖𝑙 �̂�𝑙 − 𝑐

∗
𝑖 (𝑡). (12)

we can write Eqs. (11) and (12) combined in matrix form as

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂� =

[
𝐺 𝐵

−𝐵∗ −𝐺∗

]
�̂� +

[
𝑐𝑖
−𝑐∗

𝑖

]
(13)

and, recalling our definition of the matrix 𝑀 , we see this can
be written as

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂�(𝑡) = −𝑖𝜂𝑀�̂�(𝑡) − 𝑖𝜂c(𝑡) (14)

where we have set ℏ = 1 and 𝜂 is the matrix

𝜂 = [�̂�, �̂�†] =
[
1 0
0 −1

]
. (15)
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It is of course possible to embed the affine structure by an
extended matrix. To this end, we augment our vector �̂� with a
single additional entry, in which case (14) can be written as

𝑑

𝑑𝑡

[
�̂�(𝑡)

1

]
=

[
−𝑖𝜂𝑀 −𝑖𝜂𝒄(𝑡)

0 0

] [
�̂�
1

]
. (16)

Although we have formulated the problem in terms of the
mode operators �̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑖 , it is sometimes convenient to work with
the position and momentum operators 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 instead. These are
connected through the standard transformations

𝑥𝑖 =
1
√

2

(
�̂�𝑖 + �̂�†𝑖

)
, (17)

𝑝𝑖 =
𝑖
√

2

(
�̂�
†
𝑖
− �̂�𝑖

)
. (18)

We choose the vector of operators that fully characterises the
system in this basis as

�̂� =
[
𝑥1 𝑥2 𝑥3 · · · 𝑝1 𝑝2 𝑝3 · · ·

]𝑇 (19)

and define the unitary

𝑈𝛽𝛼 =
1
√

2

[
1 1
−𝑖1 𝑖1

]
. (20)

The transformation between the �̂�𝑖 , �̂�†𝑖 and 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 basis is now
given by

�̂� = 𝑈𝛽𝛼�̂�, (21)

and, in this new basis, the equations of motion are given by

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂� = 𝑈𝛽𝛼 𝜂𝑀 𝑈

†
𝛽𝛼

�̂� +𝑈𝛽𝛼𝜂c(𝑡) (22)

A formal solution to Eq. (14) is straightforward, taking the
form of the standard Cauchy solution. Specifically, the solution
is given by

�̂�(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑡 �̂�(0) − 𝑖
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀 (𝑡−𝑠)𝜂c(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠, (23)

as can be seen by taking the time derivative of (23) via the
Leibnitz integral rule and comparing with the right hand side
of (14).

There are two simple limiting cases to Eq. (23) worth noting.
The first is when c(𝑡) = 0, so the Hamiltonian has no linear
coupling and is time-independent. In this case the solution is
simply

�̂�(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑡 �̂�(0), (24)

and provides an explicit analytic solution to the problem of
the quadratic bosonic Hamiltonian in terms of the symplectic
generator 𝜂𝑀 .

The second case is where the Hamiltonian has a constant
linear coupling that is time-independent, so that c(𝑡) = c =

constant. In this case we can write the analytic solution to (23)
as

�̂�(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑡 �̂�(0) − (𝜂𝑀)−1 (1 − 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑡 )𝜂c. (25)

We now consider the case where we are interested only in
the evolution of the expectation values of the mode operators
for the system. We proceed by considering the expectation
values of Eq. (14), obtaining

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
⟨�̂�⟩ = −𝑖𝜂𝑀 ⟨�̂�⟩ − 𝑖𝜂c(𝑡) (26)

and

⟨�̂�(𝑡)⟩ = 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑡 ⟨�̂�(0)⟩ − 𝑖
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀 (𝑡−𝑠)𝜂c(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠. (27)

Crucially, all operators have now been removed, and we have
equations of motion for the ⟨�̂�𝑖⟩ that consist only of vectors
and matrices of complex numbers.

What is even more important, and a central point of this
paper, is that Eq. (26) has now taken the form of a classical
linear control problem, which is well-studied and understood.
Understanding the reachability of the system allows us to know
to what extent we can steer states and evolution operators of
the system by specifying the control functions c(𝑡). In order
to do this, we will need the basics of classical linear control
theory, which we will now briefly summarize.

III. LINEAR CONTROL THEORY

The addition of the arbitrary time-dependent linear term to
the standard bosonic quadratic Hamiltonian (1) means that we
can now examine it from the point of view of quantum control.

The starting point for linear control theory [6] is the linear
system described by

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
x(𝑡) = 𝐴x(𝑡) + 𝐶u(𝑡) (28)

𝐴 is a complex 𝑛×𝑛matrix and𝐶 is a complex 𝑛×𝑚matrix, so
that 𝐴 : C𝑛 → C𝑛, 𝐶 : C𝑚 → C𝑛. x(𝑡) ∈ C𝑛 and u(𝑡) ∈ R𝑚

are vectors, where the x(𝑡) denote the 𝑛 system configuration
variables at time 𝑡, and the u(𝑡) denote the 𝑚 continuous real
scalar control functions that we are able manipulate.

In many cases one specializes to a single control function
u(𝑡) = 𝑢(𝑡), so that the matrix 𝐶 a becomes a single control
vector c, but intially we consider things completely generally.

The complex vector x(𝑡) represents the state of the system
at any given time. A system that evolves according to Eq. (28)
is called controllable at time 𝑇 > 0 if we can move any initial
state x(0) to any other target state x(𝑇) at time 𝑇 by choice of
suitable control functions u(𝑡).

To determine whether a system is controllable, one considers
the Kalman matrix 𝐾 , constructed column-by-column via

𝐾 =:
[
𝐶 𝐴𝐶 𝐴2𝐶 . . . 𝐴𝑛−1𝐶

]
. (29)

The Kalman rank criterion states that a system is controllable
at a time 𝑇 > 0 if and only if 𝐾 has rank 𝑛. This also means
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that if a system is controllable, it is controllable for any time
𝑇 > 0, no matter how short the time, although this relies on the
unbounded nature of the control functions u(𝑡). If we place
bounds or contraints on the magnitude of the control functions
this is no longer necessarily true.

Suppose the system described by Eq. (28) is controllable. In
this case not only do we know it is possible to steer any initial
state to any final state, but it is also possible to analytically
construct a set of control pulses u(𝑡) that perform that evolu-
tion. In fact, there is freedom in choosing such a pulse, so it is
possible to construct a control solution that has properties that
are specifically useful to the system of interest. Although the
Kalman controllability criterion is well-known, its extension
to the complex domain and the creation of specific solutions
is less so, and for that reason we present a proof in Appendix
A, and merely state the result here.

The explicit control functions that take x(0) to g at time 𝑇
are given by

u(𝑡) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑙=1

�̄�𝑙

𝑑𝑙−1

𝑑𝑡𝑙−1 r(𝑡) (30)

where the �̄�𝑙 is defined by noting that if 𝐾 has rank 𝑛, then
there exists an 𝑚𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix �̄� with the property 𝐾�̄� = 1𝑛,
where 1𝑛 denotes the 𝑛 × 𝑛 identity matrix. 𝐾𝑙 is given by the
𝑛 × 𝑚 sublock of �̄� , beginning at row 𝑛(𝑙 − 1). In the case
where we have only a single control function, 𝐾 is square, and
the �̄�𝑙 correspond to the rows of 𝐾−1. r(𝑡) is given by

r(𝑡) = 𝜇(𝑡)𝑒𝐴(𝑡−𝑇 )
(
g − 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0)

)
(31)

and 𝜇(𝑡) is an auxiliary ‘bump’ function that is chosen to
satisfy the following criteria:

• The first 𝑛 − 1 derivatives of 𝜇(𝑡) are continuous

• 𝑑𝑙

𝑑𝑡𝑙
𝜇(𝑡) = 0 at 𝑡 = 0 and 𝑡 = 𝑇 for 𝑙 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑛 − 1

•
∫ 𝑇

0 𝜇(𝑡) 𝑑𝑡 = 1.

One simple example of such a function is given by

𝜇(𝑡) = 𝑁𝑡𝑛 (𝑇 − 𝑡)𝑛 (32)

where 𝑁 is a normalization constant, but any function that
satisfies these criteria will work.

It is this freedom to choose u(𝑡) that allows us to choose
controls that may more closely match what one can experi-
mentally carry out. This is studied more formally by using the
methods of optimal control, where a cost functional is associ-
ated with control function and the evolution of the system, and
one uses these additional constraints to find the control func-
tion that minimizes the cost. We will consider this in more
detail in Section V.

We note that even if the Kalman matrix has rank 𝑙 < 𝑛

indicating the system is not controllable, it still possesses a
controllable subspace of dimension 𝑙. That is, if there are 𝑛
initial configuration variables 𝑥𝑖 , then there is a basis trans-
formation 𝑦 𝑗 = 𝑃𝑖 𝑗 |𝑥⟩, such that within the subspace spanned

by the 𝑦1 . . . 𝑦𝑙 the system is controllable, while the subspace
𝑦𝑙+1 . . . 𝑦𝑛 is not controllable [6, 7].

With this background, we can now recognize Eq. (26) as a
linear control problem, with

𝐴 = −𝑖𝜂𝑀 (33)
u(𝑡) = −𝑖𝜂c (34)

and the matrix𝐶 can be constructed by noting that𝐶 is 2𝑛×2𝑛,
all off-diagonal entries are zero and 𝐶𝑘𝑘 = 1 if (𝜂c)𝑘 is non-
zero and 𝐶𝑘𝑘 = 0 otherwise.

Using these correspondences, we immediately we know that
the system is controllable if and only if the associated Kalman
matrix 𝐾 given by (29) has rank 𝑛. Since the matrix 𝑀 and
vector c(𝑡) are entirely specified by the form of the Hamilto-
nian, to determine the controllability we need only take the
coefficients in the Hamiltonian, construct 𝐾 , and compute the
rank. Furthermore, if the system is controllable, the recipe
above provides a simple way to create analytic solutions for
the control functions that perform any control task required.
Note that of course ‘controllability’ here refers to expectation
values as in Eq. (26), rather than Hilbert space controllability
[7]. We will provide examples of the process in later Sections.

IV. CONTROLLING THE QUADRATIC BOSONIC
HAMILTONIAN

The ability to understand the Hamiltonian given by Eq. (1)
in terms of linear control theory is a powerful tool. To see
why, suppose that Hamiltonian, and its evolution described
by Eq. (26), is controllable as determined by considering the
Kalman invertibility criterion. Because the system is fully
controllable, we know we can always find control functions
c(𝑡) such that ⟨�̂�(𝑇)⟩ = d, where d is an arbitrary complex
vector of our choice, regardless of the starting state of the
system. Then, from Eq. (27), we have

−𝑖
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀 (𝑇−𝑠)𝜂c(𝑡) 𝑑𝑠 = d − 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑇 ⟨�̂�(0)⟩. (35)

As 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑇 ⟨�̂�(0)⟩ is a fixed complex vector, and since we have
complete freedom to choose d, we see that by choosing specific
control functions c(𝑡) it is possible to ensure the quantity on
the left hand side of (35) can be any complex vector we desire,
i.e.

−𝑖
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀 (𝑇−𝑠)𝜂c(𝑡) 𝑑𝑠 = 𝜷 (36)

where 𝜷 is arbitrary.
Now consider the solution to the full quantum problem given

by Eq. (23) for the actual operators rather than expectation
values. Using the control functions c(𝑡) we obtained in the
linear control case to get the quantity 𝜷, we obtain

�̂�(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑇 �̂�(0) − 𝑖
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀 (𝑇−𝑠)𝜂c(𝑡) 𝑑𝑠

= 𝑒−𝑖𝜂𝑀𝑇 �̂�(0) + 𝜷. (37)
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This demonstrates that the system evolves exactly as it would
do in the absence of a control (i.e. with c(𝑡) = 0), but we can
perform additional arbitrary complex number shifts 𝛽 𝑗 on the
mode operators of the form

�̂� 𝑗 → �̂� 𝑗 + 𝛽 𝑗 , (38)

which is exactly the action of the displacement operator

�̂� (𝛽) = exp
[
𝛽�̂�† − 𝛽∗�̂�

]
. (39)

Crucially, we also know, from Eq. (30), exactly how to
construct the control functions c(𝑡) that will accomplish a
specific shift 𝛽 of our choosing, at any arbitrary time 𝑇 .

It is important to note that this is all we can do. No matter
what c(𝑡) are applied, from the form of (37) all that can ever
be done is adding a complex number vector to �̂�.

Furthermore, if the system is controllable, such a shift can in
principle be performed arbitrarily fast, provided the coupling
strengths can be arbitrarily strong. In any realistic system, of
course, there will be some speed limit.

While the Kalman criterion allows the determination of
whether a particular system is expectation-value controllable,
it is somewhat abstract, and it is helpful to have a more phys-
ical understanding of what it means. Let the Hamiltonian (2)
have 𝑛 modes. Defining the expectation values of the mode
operators as 𝜶(𝑡) = ⟨�̂�(𝑡)⟩, the expectation value equation of
motion is

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
𝜶(𝑡) = −𝑖𝜂𝑀𝜶(𝑡) − 𝑖𝜂c(𝑡), (40)

where the vector c has 2𝑛 complex entries, and the matrix

𝑀 =

[
𝐺 𝐵

𝐵∗ 𝐺∗

]
(41)

has 2𝑛×2𝑛 complex entries. From (29) the associated Kalman
matrix is given by

𝐾 = −𝑖
[
𝐶 − 𝑖𝜂𝑀𝐶 (−𝑖𝜂𝑀)2𝐶 . . . (−𝑖𝜂𝑀)2𝑛−1𝐶

]
(42)

where 𝐶 constructed as a 2𝑛 × 2𝑛 matrix as described in Sec-
tion III. The number of non-zero rows in 𝐶 is given by the
number of modes we can control, i.e. the number of entries in
c(𝑡) that are non-zero.

If 𝑀 is positive semidefinite, it is possible to diagonalize
𝜂𝑀 . The eigenvalues are real, and occur in pairs ±𝜔 𝑗 where
the eigenvectors are the normal modes of the system, and the
𝜔 𝑗 are the frequencies of those normal modes [10]. Diago-
nalization of 𝜂𝑀 corresponds purely to a basis change, and
does not affect the controllability of the system. If the basis
change is given by the unitary𝑉 , such that𝑉𝜂𝑀𝑉† = 𝐷 where
𝐷 is diagonal, and we define �̄� = 𝑉𝜶 and 𝜂c = 𝑉𝜂c, then
premultiplying(40) by 𝑉 yields

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̄�(𝑡) = −𝑖𝐷�̄�(𝑡) − 𝑖𝜂c(𝑡), (43)

and in this new basis, the Kalman matrix becomes

�̄� = −𝑖
[
�̄� 𝐷�̄� 𝐷2�̄� . . . 𝐷2𝑛−1 �̄�

]
(44)

where �̄� is the control matrix in the new basis of normal modes.
The system is controllable if �̄� has rank 2𝑛, which is equiv-

alent to each of the 2𝑛 rows in (44) being linearly independent.
Clearly this will be the case if and only if all the elements mak-
ing up the diagonal entries of 𝐷 are distinct and no row of �̄�
is entirely zero. As before, �̄� is diagonal and �̄�𝑘𝑘 is non-zero
only if that mode is controlled in the new basis.

Since the elements of 𝐷 are ±𝜔𝑛, where the 𝜔𝑛 are the
eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian, and we know that our Hamil-
tonian can be made positive definite, the physical interpretation
of controllability corresponds to all the normal modes of the
Hamiltonian having distinct energies, and the control vector
𝜂c having a non-zero overlap with all of the eigenvectors cor-
responding to the normal modes of the system.

It is difficult to go beyond this without more details of the
specific Hamiltonian, so we present a physical example that
is instructive in showing how controllability might be deter-
mined in a specific system. We consider a linear chain with
𝑁 quantum systems, such that each element in the chain is
coupled only to its two nearest neighbours, by both an energy
conserving hopping term and a squeezing term, and we as-
sume we can only control the system at the end of the chain,
which corresponds to a single control function, i.e. in the
Hamiltonian (2) the only coupling function that is non-zero is
𝑐1 (𝑡). We wish to know under which conditions this ensures
all elements of the chain are controllable.

This system is described by the Hamiltonian (2), with the
coefficients 𝐺𝑖 𝑗 and 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 given by

𝐺 =



𝑔11 𝑔12 0 0 0
𝑔21 𝑔22 𝑔23 0 0
0 𝑔32 𝑔33 𝑔34 0

0 0 𝑔43 𝑔44
. . .

0 0 0
. . .

. . .


, 𝐵 =



𝑏11 𝑏12 0 0 0
𝑏21 𝑏22 𝑏23 0 0
0 𝑏32 𝑏33 𝑏34 0

0 0 𝑏43 𝑏44
. . .

0 0 0
. . .

. . .


(45)

where both 𝐺 and 𝐵 are 𝑁 × 𝑁 in size, and 𝜂𝑀 is 2𝑁 × 2𝑁
in size. The eigenvectors of 𝜂𝑀 have 2𝑁 entries. We define
a basis where |𝑛⟩ means a vector with a 1 in row 𝑛, and
zeros in all the other 2𝑁 − 1 positions. In this basis, as we
only have control of the first element of the chain, we have
𝜂 |𝑐⟩ = 𝑐𝑛 |1⟩ + 𝑐𝑁+1 |𝑁 + 1⟩.

We want to show that all the eigenvectors of 𝜂𝑀 have non-
zero overlap with either |1⟩ or |𝑁+1⟩. We proceed using a proof
by contradiction. Assume that that there exists a normalized
eigenvector v ≡ |v⟩ of 𝜂𝑀 such that

⟨1|v⟩ = ⟨𝑁 + 1|v⟩ = 0, (46)

i.e. an eigenvector that has no overlap with |1⟩ or |𝑁 +1⟩. This
means we have

⟨1|𝜂𝑀 |v⟩ = ⟨𝑁 + 1|𝜂𝑀 |v⟩ = 0. (47)

We now evaluate (47) with but now with 𝜂𝑀 operating to
the left. We have

𝑀𝜂 |1⟩ = 𝑔11 |1⟩ + 𝑔21 |2⟩ + 𝑏∗11 |𝑁 + 1⟩ + 𝑏∗21 |𝑁 + 2⟩(48)
𝑀𝜂 |𝑁 + 1⟩ = −𝑏11 |1⟩ − 𝑏21 |2⟩ − 𝑔∗11 |𝑁 + 1⟩ − 𝑔∗21 |𝑁 + 2⟩.(49)
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Since we know ⟨v|1⟩ = ⟨v|𝑁 + 1⟩ = 0 we have

𝑔21⟨v|2⟩ + 𝑏∗21⟨v|𝑁 + 2⟩ = 0 (50)
−𝑏21⟨v|2⟩ − 𝑔∗21⟨v|𝑁 + 2⟩ = 0 (51)

This is a pair of simultaneous equations in two unknowns, so
provided |𝑏21 |2 − |𝑔21 |2 ≠ 0 there is single unique solution
given by ⟨v|2⟩ = ⟨v|𝑁 + 2⟩ = 0.

Repeating our steps, now considering𝑀𝜂 |2⟩ and𝑀𝜂 |𝑁+2⟩,
we obtain a simiar condition. We find in order ensure ⟨v|3⟩ =
⟨v|𝑁 + 3⟩ = 0 we require condition |𝑏32 |2 − |𝑔32 |2 ≠ 0.

Continuing the process to the end of the chain, we find
that v = 0, which is contradicts our assumption that it was
normalized, and therefore all eigenvectors of 𝜂𝑀 must have
some overlap with our control vector |𝜂𝑐⟩, provided

|𝑏𝑖 𝑗 |2 − |𝑔𝑖 𝑗 |2 ≠ 0, ∀𝑖 > 𝑗 . (52)

In order to complete the controllability analysis we need to
know whether the eigenvalues of 𝜂𝑀 are distinct. For this
particular system it turns out that the best we can do is to show
that the eigenvalues are at most two-fold degenerate. To do
this we assume that at least one eigenvalue is at least threefold
degenerate, so that 𝜂𝑀 has three eigenvectors u, v, w that share
the same eigenvalue 𝜆, and deduce a contradiction.

Since these three eigenvectors have the same eigenvalue, we
know that any linear combination of them is also an eigenvector
with

𝜂𝑀 (𝛼u + 𝛽v + 𝛾w) = 𝜆(𝛼u + 𝛽v + 𝛾w). (53)

We now look at the two components of each of the eigenvectors
that we know cannot both be zero giving

ū =

[
⟨1|u⟩

⟨𝑁 + 1|u⟩

]
, v̄ =

[
⟨1|v⟩

⟨𝑁 + 1|v⟩

]
, w̄ =

[
⟨1|w⟩

⟨𝑁 + 1|w⟩

]
.

(54)
ū, v̄ and w̄ are three 2-vectors with lengths greater than zero.
If we can find values for 𝛼, 𝛽, and 𝛾 such that

𝛼ū + 𝛽v̄ + 𝛾w̄ = 0 (55)

then our new eigenvector must have zeros in both position 1
and position 𝑁 + 1, which is the contradiction we want. This
is equivalent to adding three weighted 2-vectors in a plane and
asking if we can get back to the origin.

Case 1: If at least two of ū, v̄ and w̄ are parallel to each
other, we give those two opposite weights and zero weight for
the third.

Case 2: All three vectors are linearly independent. Since ū
and v̄ are linearly independent, we know they span the plane,
and with appropriate weights can combine to give −w̄.

Thus our contradiction is accomplished and the eigenvalues
of 𝜂𝑀 must be at most twofold degenerate, indicating even
in the worst case we have controllability of a subspace cor-
responding to 𝑁/2 modes that are linear combination of the
original modes. We note that such a case occurs only with a
very high degree of symmetry in the Hamiltonian, and most
sets coefficients 𝐺𝑖 𝑗 and 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 result in a fully controllable sys-
tem.

V. OPTIMAL CONTROL

In the previous sections we were concerned with expecta-
tion value control and described how, using the Kalman crite-
rion, one could determine whether a given general multimode
quadratic Hamiltonian was expectation value controllable or
not. If a system was expectation value controllable, we pro-
vided an explicit method for constructing a control function
that acted on combinations of position and momentum quadra-
ture operators to move the expectation values ⟨�̂�(0)⟩ any set
⟨�̂�(𝑇)⟩ of our choosing. Our construction provides some free-
dom in choosing the control function, which allows the func-
tion to be tailored to a specific system or experimental setup.
This freedom, however, is purely related to the shape of the
control function, and does not allow us to specify more general
constraints that we may wish to enforce.

The controllability of a system in the presence of penal-
ties and constraints is known as optimal control [6, 12], and
introduces the concept of a cost functional 𝐽 that provides a
value for each control function. The goal is then to find the
control function that minimizes that cost function. One of the
most common and well-studied optimal control problems is
the case where the dynamics is linear in both the controls u(𝑡)
and the system state variables x(𝑡) (which is our situation; see
Eq. (26)), and the cost function is quadratic, i.e.

𝐽 =

∫ 𝑇

0
𝑑𝑡

1
2

(
x𝑇𝑄x + u𝑇𝑅u

)
, (56)

where 𝑄, 𝑅 are symmetric matrices chosen such that 𝑅 is
semidefinite and 𝑅 is positive definite.

For this case it can be shown that the set of equations that
must be self-consistently solved in order to minimize the cost
are given by [6, 12]

¤x = 𝐴x + 𝐶u, (57)
¤𝝀 = −𝑄x − 𝐴𝑇𝝀 (58)
u = −𝑅−1𝐶𝑇𝝀. (59)

where the state variables have been supplemented by the ad-
joint variables 𝝀 arising from the constraint of minimizing
the cost 𝐽. In order to find analyic solutions one decouples
the state and adjoint equations by introducing the matrix 𝑆(𝑡)
given by

𝝀(𝑡) = 𝑆(𝑡)x(𝑡) (60)

leading to [12]

¤𝑆 = −𝑄 − 𝐴𝑇𝑆 − 𝑆𝐴 + 𝑆𝐶𝑅−1𝐶𝑇𝑆 (61)

which is a continuous time matrix Riccati equation [13].
While the formulation of the problem in terms of a ma-

trix Riccati equation allows analytic solution in a variety of
cases, it is difficult to apply in the case of hard initial and final
conditions, where we insist that the system start in a specific
state and end in another specific state, rather than merely close
to it. To see this, suppose our state x(𝑡) consists of 𝑛 state
variables, so that 𝜆(𝑡) also has 𝑛 components. Eqs. (57 – 59)
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consist of 2𝑛 coupled first order differential equations, and if
we specify x(0) and x(𝑇) we have 2𝑛 boundary conditions and
the problem is well-specified. If we use Eq. (61), however, we
cannot specify initial conditions, since we do not know what
the initial and final boundary conditions for 𝝀 must be.

With this background, we now provide an example demon-
strating how our symplectic formulation of the quadratic
bosonic Hamiltonian allows not just for expectation value
control, but also optimal expectation value control that can
minimize costs such as total energy or total control effort.

To begin, we note that if we work in the 𝑥, 𝑝 basis rather than
the �̂�, �̂�† basis, all our quantities are real, and more physically
intuitive. In this basis, following the methods of Section II, if
our Hamiltonian is given by

�̂� =
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

(
𝐺𝑥

𝑖 𝑗𝑥𝑖𝑥 𝑗 + 𝐺
𝑝

𝑖 𝑗
𝑝𝑖 𝑝 𝑗

)
+ 𝐵𝑖 𝑗

(
𝑥𝑖 𝑝 𝑗 + 𝑝𝑖𝑥 𝑗

)
+
∑︁
𝑖

(
𝑐𝑥𝑖 (𝑡)𝑥𝑖 + 𝑐

𝑝

𝑖
(𝑡)𝑝𝑖

)
(62)

we find

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
⟨x̂⟩ = 𝐴⟨x̂⟩ + c(𝑡) (63)

where

𝐴 = 2
[
𝐵 𝐺 𝑝

−𝐺𝑥 −𝐵

]
(64)

x̂ =
[
𝑥1 𝑥2 𝑥3 . . . 𝑝1 𝑝2 𝑝3 . . .

]𝑇 (65)

c(𝑡) =
[
𝑐
𝑝

1 (𝑡) 𝑐
𝑝

2 (𝑡) . . . − 𝑐𝑥1 (𝑡) −𝑐𝑥2 (𝑡) . . .
]𝑇
. (66)

For our example we take a linear chain of oscillators with
nearest neighbour couplings as discussed in Section IV, and
consider the two element case where we can control the po-
sition and momentum of the first element with some time-
dependent function 𝑢(𝑡). An example of such a Hamiltonian
is given by

�̂� = 2𝑥2
1 + 2𝑥2

2 + 2𝑝2
1 + 2𝑝2

2 + 𝑥1𝑥2 + 𝑥2𝑥1

+𝑥1𝑝2 + 𝑝2𝑥1 + 𝑢(𝑡) (𝑥1 + 𝑝1) (67)

giving

𝐴 = 2


0 1 2 0
1 0 0 2
−2 −1 0 −1
−1 2 1 0


x =

[
⟨𝑥1⟩ ⟨𝑥2⟩ ⟨𝑝1⟩ ⟨𝑝2⟩

]𝑇
c =

[
1 0 −1 0

]𝑇 (68)

where have used the notation x = ⟨x̂⟩. In order to deter-
mine the controllability of the system we note that since
u(𝑡) = [𝑢(𝑡), 0,−𝑢(𝑡), 0] we have 𝐶 = diag{1, 0, 1, 0} and
the associated Kalman constructed via

𝐾 =
[
𝐶 𝐴𝐶 𝐴2𝐶 . . . 𝐴2𝑛𝐶

]
(69)

has rank 4, indicating the system is controllable.
We choose 𝑄 = 𝑞1 and since we have a single control

function we must have 𝑅 = 𝑟 where 𝑟 is a scalar, giving a cost
function

𝐽 =

∫ 𝑇

0
𝑑𝑡

1
2

(
𝑞 |x|2 + 𝑟 |𝑢 |2

)
. (70)

We can now specify initial and final conditions and solve
(57 – 59) numerically to obtain the system dynamics and the
control function that minimizes 𝐽. Figure 1 showns the results
for the case 𝑞 = 𝑟 = 1, and with initial and final conditions
chosen to be x(0) = (0, 0, 0, 0) and x(1) = (1, 2, 3, 4).
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FIG. 1. The solution to an optimal control problem for the Hamil-
tonian (67) that minimizes the cost (70) for 𝑞 = 𝑟 = 1, and with
initial and final conditions chosen to be x(0) = (0, 0, 0, 0) and
x(1) = (1, 2, 3, 4). Top panel: Evolution of the state variables.
Bottom panel: the control function 𝑢(𝑡) that accomplishes this.

We can also see how the total cost 𝐽 varies as we change 𝑞
and 𝑟 depending on whether we prioritize keeping total energy
low (𝑞/𝑟 ≪ 1) or using minimal effort (𝑞/𝑟 ≫ 1). This
tradeoff is shown in Figure 2.

We note that in the restricted case of minimal effort control
(𝑞 = 0) there is an analytic solution to this optimal constrol
problem [6], with the minimal cost control function given by

u(𝑡) = −𝐶† exp[𝐴† (𝑇 − 𝑡)]𝑄−1
𝑇 (exp[𝐴𝑇]x(0) − x(𝑇)) (71)
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where 𝑄𝑇 is the controllability Grammian given by

𝑄𝑇 =

∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴𝑠𝐶𝐶†𝑒𝐴

†𝑠 𝑑𝑠. (72)

The cost of this solution is given by∫ 𝑇

0
|𝑢(𝑡) |2𝑑𝑡 = ⟨𝑄−1

𝑇

(
𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) − x(𝑇)

)
, 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) − x(𝑇)⟩

(73)
which agrees with the minimum in Figure 2.
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FIG. 2. The minimal possible cost for moving the system described by
the Hamiltonian (67) from x(0) = (0, 0, 0, 0) to x(1) = (1, 2, 3, 4) for
a range of control and displacement penalties. The cost is calculated
according to the cost function (70), with 𝑟 = 1 fixed and 𝑞 allowed to
vary.

VI. APPLICATIONS

Harmonic oscillators are ubiquitous in physics, partly be-
cause they describe the quantized electromagnetic field, and
partly because they are applicable to any bound quantum sys-
tem with a confining potential since near the minimum the
potential will be approximately harmonic. The full quadratic
bosonic oscillator described by Eq. (1) is even more gen-
eral as it includes squeezing terms as well as the most gen-
eral type of linear coupling. This generality ensures such
a Hamiltonian describes a very large range of quantum sys-
tems, including electromagnetic resonators, micromechanical
systems, phononic systems, quantum field theories and many
others. In this section we consider a small illustrative sample of
such systems, and consider how our results on controllability
are relevant in each case.

A. Wavepacket transport beyond the adiabatic limit

High-fidelity quantum transfer of quantum states from one
location to another is an essential element of quantum infor-
mation processing. If massive particles rather than photons
are used, this involves the use of trapping potentials such as

time-averaged rf fields, magneto-optical traps, optical lattices
or optical levitation, and all such traps are locally harmonic
near the minimum. Once the particle is trapped, regardless
of whether it is an atom, a molecule or a macroscopic object,
it is often the case that it must be moved without disturbing
the quantum state of the system. This can be accomplished by
moving the trapping potential arbitrarily slowly, but this has
clear drawbacks in terms of quantum information processing
speed, noise and decoherence. For that reason fast transport
far from the adiabatic limit is an area of intense interest [8, 14].

Most transport schemes involve moving the position of the
trap minimum as a function of time, with the transport path and
velocity chosen such that when the transport comes to a halt,
the wavefunction of the trapped quantum system is identical to
the state immediately before the transport began, usually the
ground state. When transporting far from the adiabatic limit
the wavefunction will undergo significant distortion during
the transfer process, but ideally the path and velocity is chosen
such that any excitations or heating should be cancelled by the
final position.

Such nonadiabatic transfer paths can be found through quan-
tum control optimization [14], machine learning, or a single
specific solution [8], and often do not provide insight into why
that particular path might be a good one, or allow the genera-
tion of an arbitrary number of alternative paths with properties
that may be more experimentally suitable, or allow the impo-
sition of cost functions. Our formulation of the problem in
terms of a symplectic linear control problem provides all of
these.

We analyse the system for a single mode, as this is the situ-
ation generally considered, and also because it is the simplest
possible application of our theory and serves as a good exam-
ple. We note however, that extension to an abitrary number of
harmonic oscillator modes corresponding to other degrees of
freedom of the trap, as well as arbitrary cross-mode couplings
is trivial.

The standard formulation of the problem is to consider a
Hamiltonian of the form

�̂� =
𝑝2

2𝑚
+ 1

2
𝑚𝜔2 (𝑥 + 𝑢(𝑡))2 (74)

where 𝑢(𝑡) is a control function that moves the position of the
trap minimum.

In this form the Hamiltonian is clearly equivalent to our
quadratic bosonic Hamiltonian (62), with only a single mode
and no squeezing operations, and we have

𝐺𝑥 =
1
2
𝑚𝜔2, 𝐺 𝑝 =

1
2𝑚

, 𝐵 = 0, 𝒙 =

[
⟨𝑥⟩
⟨𝑝⟩

]
, (75)

𝐴 =

[
0 1

𝑚

−𝑚𝜔2 0

]
, c(𝑡) =

[
0

−𝑚𝜔2𝑢(𝑡)

]
, 𝐶 =

[
0 0
0 1

]
(76)

𝑑x
𝑑𝑡

= 𝐴x + 𝐶c(𝑡) (77)
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Choosing 𝜔 = 1 and 𝑚 = 1, and utilizing our definition for the
Kalman matrix (42) we obtain

𝐾 =

[
0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0

]
. (78)

𝐾 has rank 2, which confirms the system is controllable. This
means we can find a𝑢(𝑡) such that we perform the displacement
operation (39) with a 𝛽 of our choosing, over a time period
𝑇 , also of our choosing. From Eq. (39), if 𝛽 is chosen real,
we perform a perfect fidelity transport of our quantum state
|𝜓(𝑥, 𝑡)⟩ → |𝜓(𝑥 + 𝛽, 𝑡 + 𝑇)⟩.

We have a large amount of freedom in choosing 𝑢(𝑡) —
we can choose from the classes of function 𝜇(𝑡) described in
Section III, or we can choose a cost function and solve the
system of equations (57) – (59). Of course, we are not limited
purely to displacements of the intitial state — we can also
clearly provide any arbitrary centre of mass momentum shift
that we choose.

Suppose we wish to move our system from ⟨𝑥(0)⟩ =

⟨𝑝(0)⟩ = 0 to ⟨𝑥(1)⟩ = 1, ⟨𝑝(1)⟩ = 0, and we wish to
minimize the cost of the control, i.e. our figure of merit is
minimizing the cost function

𝐽 =

∫ 𝑇

0
|u(𝑡) |2 𝑑𝑡. (79)

We compute the control function 𝑢(𝑡) using three different
methods: 1) The explicit method outlined in Section III with
𝜇(𝑡) = 𝑡2 (1 − 𝑡2) which takes no account of the cost function,
2) the method described in Section V using Eqs. (71) and (72)
which respects the cost function, and 3) the explicit transport
function given by Murphy et al. [8], and plot them in Figure 3.
All these control functions perform perfect fidelity transport,
but if we calculate the cost 𝐽 =

∫ 1
0 |𝑢(𝑡) |2𝑑𝑡 we find costs of

𝐽 = 15.3, 𝐽 = 9.97 and 𝐽 = 40.4 respectively, with the optimal
control method providing the lowest cost as expected.

B. Implementation of an echoed conditional displacement gate

Recently there has been a great deal of interest in tech-
niques to amplify a weak dispersive interaction between a
quantum system and a cavity mode, represented by a bosonic
harmonic oscillator. This is relevant for systems as diverse
as micromechanical oscillators [15], superconducting qubits
[16], optomechanics [17], quantum accoustics [18, 19], and
semiconductor-based qubits [20]. The essential part of such
a technique is to first displace the state of the oscillator into a
coherent state far from the vacuum, and then allow it to interact
with the system of interest, using the enhanced ”lever arm” of
the displacement to enhance the interaction, before displacing
the cavity back to its desired quadrature state.

One example of such a technique is a scheme to couple
a cavity mode to a superconducting transmon qubit and use
displacements of the cavity field to amplify the interaction
between the cavity mode and the qubit, allowing, for example,
QND measurement of the qubit state [21] or the generation of
an echoed displacement gate (ECD) [22]. We use the latter

Optimal
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FIG. 3. Three control functions 𝑢(𝑡) that perform perfect fidelity
wave function transport from |𝜓(𝑥, 𝑡 = 0)⟩ to |𝜓(𝑥 − 1, 𝑡 = 0)⟩ using
the Hamiltonian (74). At the final time the wavepacket has exactly
the same functional form as at 𝑡 = 0, but displaced by one unit. The
orange line is a 𝑢(𝑡) is computed using the method in Section III with
a standard bump function which takes no account of cost; the blue
line is a 𝑢(𝑡) determined using the method described in Section V
which respects a minimum effort cost function; and the green line is
the explicit transport function given by Murphy et al. [8]. The costs
of the three methods are 𝐽 = 15.3, 𝐽 = 9.97 and 𝐽 = 40.4 respectively.

to illustrate the usefulness of our technique, but our method is
more generally applicable to any such scheme to enhance the
weak dispersive coupling of a bosonic mode.

The ECD gate is an entangling gate of the form

ECD(𝛽) = 𝐷 (𝛽/2) |𝑒⟩⟨𝑔 | + 𝐷 (−𝛽/2) |𝑔⟩⟨𝑒 | (80)

where 𝐷 (𝛽) = 𝑒𝛽𝑎
†−𝛽∗𝑎 is the displacement operator of a

bosonic mode 𝑎, and |𝑔⟩ and |𝑒⟩ are the states of a two-level
system, for example qubit states such superconducting trans-
mons. Along with local operations this gate is universal [22].

The Hamiltonian for the dispersive interaction is

𝐻 =
𝜒

2
𝑎†𝑎𝜎𝑧 + 𝑢(𝑡)𝑎† + 𝑢∗ (𝑡)𝑎 (81)

where 𝜒 is the strength of the dispersive coupling and 𝑢(𝑡)
is the amplitude of the time-dependent drive. Eq. (81) is
often analysed in a time-dependent displaced frame giving the
Hamiltonian

𝐻 =
𝜒

2
𝑎†𝑎𝜎𝑧 +

𝜒

2

(
𝛼(𝑡)𝑎† + 𝛼∗ (𝑡)𝑎

)
𝜎𝑧 +

𝜒

2
|𝛼(𝑡) |2𝜎𝑧 (82)

where 𝛼(𝑡) is given by solving 𝜕𝑡𝛼(𝑡) = −𝑖𝑢(𝑡) − 𝜅𝛼(𝑡)/2
with 𝜅 the amplitude damping rate, and describes the classical
response to a resonant drive. In this picture, the ECD gate is
accomplished in a time 𝑇 by beginning with the cavity vac-
uum state and performing the displacement 𝐷 (𝛼). The system
is then left to evolve for a time 𝑇/2, followed by the opera-
tion 𝐷 (−𝛼 cos(𝜒𝑇/4))𝑋𝐷 (−𝛼 cos(𝜒𝑇/4)), where 𝑋 is a 𝜋
pulse corresponding to an 𝑋 gate, and then allowed to evolve
for another time 𝑇/2. A final displacement 𝐷 (𝛼 cos(𝜒𝑇/2))
results in the gate (80). With an intermediate oscillator dis-
placement of 𝛼0, the gate is accomplished in a time of order
𝑇 ∼ |𝛽 |/(𝜒𝛼0).
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We will now demonstrate how the ECD gate can be accom-
plished in a similar time using our approach, obtaining families
of functions that perform the control perfectly, while still al-
lowing flexibility in the form of the drive amplitude 𝑢(𝑡). This
means our scheme can produce time-dependent drives that are
continuous rather than the theoretically easier but experimen-
tally hard-to-implement delta functions or piecewise constant
functions generated by approaches like GRAPE [23–25].

We work with (81), and initially assume the qubit is in
an eigenstate of 𝜎𝑧 , with 𝜎𝑧 |𝑔⟩ = 1

2 |𝑔⟩ and 𝜎𝑧 |𝑒⟩ = − 1
2 |𝑒⟩.

Considering only the expectation value of the cavity state ⟨𝑎⟩
we obtain two possible equations of motion depending on
whether the eigenvalue is positive or negative, given by

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
⟨𝑎⟩+ = −𝑖 𝜒

2
⟨𝑎⟩+ − 𝑖𝑢(𝑡) (83)

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
⟨𝑎⟩− = 𝑖

𝜒

2
⟨𝑎⟩− − 𝑖𝑢(𝑡). (84)

There are two additional equations for ⟨𝑎†⟩+ and ⟨𝑎†⟩− , but
they are merely complex conjugates of Eqs. (83) and (84) and
are redundant so we ignore them. We begin with the cavity in
a vacuum, so ⟨𝑎(0)⟩± = 0, and wish to find a control function
𝑢(𝑡) such that

⟨𝑎(𝑇)⟩+ =
𝛽

2
, ⟨𝑎(𝑇)⟩− = − 𝛽

2
. (85)

This is exactly the type of linear control problem described
in Sections III and IV. Specifically, we have a linear control
problem of the form (28), identifying

𝐴 = 𝑖
𝜒

2

(
1 0
0 −1

)
, 𝐶 =

(
1
1

)
. (86)

Using the final conditions given by (85) to define the goal
condition g = [𝛽/2,−𝛽/2]𝑇 , and employing Eqs. (32), (31),
and (30) we obtain an explicit control function

𝑢(𝑡) = 30𝑡 (𝑡 − 1)
[
(2 − 4𝑡) cos

(
3(𝑡 − 1)

2

)
+3𝑡 (𝑡 − 1) sin

(
3(𝑡 − 1)

2

)]
. (87)

The result of such a control pulse is a unitary 𝑈𝐸𝐶𝐷 that acts
as follows:

𝑈𝐸𝐶𝐷 |0, 𝑔⟩ = | 𝛽
2
, 𝑔⟩, 𝑈𝐸𝐶𝐷 |0, 𝑒⟩ = | − 𝛽

2
, 𝑒⟩. (88)

With the application of a final fast local 𝑋 gate, one obtains
the gate (80) as desired. The action of the control pulse (87)
is shown in Figure 4, demonstrating how the cavity state is
displaced to either ±𝛽 depending on the qubit state. We note
that this approach is of course also applicable to the displaced
frame Hamiltonian given by Eq. (82), with the same matrix 𝐴
as in (86), but with 𝐶 = [1,−1]𝑇 .

In addition, for this system the determinant of the Kalman
matrix 𝐾 (29) is det𝐾 = −𝑖𝜒 and is non-zero, meaning 𝐾

has full rank, indicating that the system is controllable. This
shows that we are not merely restricted to producing pair of
cavity states such as |𝛽, 𝑔⟩, | − 𝛽, 𝑒⟩ conditioned on the state of
the qubit, but can just as easily produce any arbitrary result of
the form |𝛽1, 𝑔⟩, |𝛽2, 𝑒⟩ for any 𝛽 ∈ C.
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FIG. 4. Illustration of a control pulse displacing a cavity vacuum
field to 𝛽/2 or −𝛽/2 depending on whether the coupled qubit is in
|𝑔⟩ or |𝑒⟩. The plot shows the real and imaginary parts of quadrature
amplitudes resulting from the solution of (83) and (84) using the time
dependent drive given by (87). The blue line shows Re(⟨𝑎(𝑡)⟩+)
when the qubit is in state |𝑔⟩ and the green line shows Re(⟨𝑎(𝑡)⟩−)
when the qubit state is |𝑒⟩. The imaginary parts of both ⟨𝑎(𝑡)⟩± are
identical and shown in red. Parameters: 𝑇 = 1, 𝛽 = 3, 𝜒 = 3. We
see that the control function successfully displaces the cavity to ±𝛽
depending on the state of the qubit.

C. Optomechanics

The field of optomechanics involves coupling electromag-
netic fields to micromechanical resonators [17]. As quan-
tized electromagnetic fields and phonons are both described
by bosonic operators, particularly in the cavity regime, this
subject is directly applicable to our theory.

The simplest optomechanical system involves an electro-
magnetic cavity mode coupled to a change in length of the
cavity, for example a moveable mirror at one end. The stan-
dard optomechanical Hamiltonian is given by

�̂� = −ℏΔ�̂�†�̂� + ℏΩ�̂�†�̂� − ℏ𝑔�̂�†�̂�(�̂� + �̂�†) (89)

where �̂� + �̂�† describes the displacement of the mirror. The
obvious generalization is to allow the cavity mode to many me-
chanical modes, while also allowing these mechanical modes
couple to each other. In this situation the Hamiltonian becomes

�̂�/ℏ = −Δ�̂�†�̂� +
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

(
𝐺𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂� 𝑗 +

1
2
𝐵𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂�
†
𝑗
+ 1

2
𝐵∗
𝑖 𝑗 �̂� 𝑗 �̂�𝑖

)
−�̂�†�̂�

∑︁
𝑖

𝑔𝑖

(
�̂�𝑖 + �̂�†𝑖

)
(90)

where we have allowed the possibility of squeezing terms be-
tween the mechanical modes, which can occur, for example
with pulsed optomechanical interactions [26] or intra-cavity
parametric amplication [27].

Using the formalism in Section II, Eq. (90) can be written
as

�̂� =
1
2
�̂�
†
𝑀 �̂� − 1

2
Tr(𝐺) − �̂�†�̂�𝒈† �̂� − Δ�̂�†�̂� (91)
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The cavity operator �̂� commutes with the mechanical mode
operators �̂�𝑖 , so that when we take commutators to determine
the equations of motion for the �̂�𝑖 we obtain

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
�̂� =

[
𝐺 𝐵

−𝐵∗ −𝐺∗

]
�̂� + �̂�†�̂�

[
𝑔𝑖
−𝑔∗

𝑖

]
, (92)

where

�̂� =
[
�̂�1 �̂�2 �̂�3 · · · �̂�

†
1 �̂�

†
2 �̂�

†
3 · · ·

]𝑇
, (93)

g =
[
𝑔1 𝑔2 𝑔3 · · · 𝑔1 𝑔2 𝑔3 · · ·

]𝑇
, (94)

since the 𝑔𝑖 are real. The associated equations of motion for
the expectation values that govern linear controllability are
given by

𝑖ℏ
𝑑

𝑑𝑡
⟨�̂�⟩ = 𝜂𝑀 ⟨�̂�⟩ − ⟨�̂�† (𝑡)�̂�(𝑡)⟩𝜂𝒈. (95)

When considering a single mode cavity driven by a laser,
standard input/output formalism shows the electromagnetic
field inside the cavity is a coherent state. For a strong drive,
back action on the electromagnetic field by the mechanical
system is negligible, allowing the cavity mode operator �̂�(𝑡)
to be described by the complex number 𝛼(𝑡). The magnitude
of 𝛼(𝑡) is related to the number photons in the cavity 𝑁 via
𝑁 = |𝛼(𝑡) |2, which, in turn, is given by the laser power, and
is an easily controllable parameter. Eq. (95) is now seen to be
exactly in the form of a linear control problem, with the cavity
photon number (or, equivalently, the laser power) playing the
role of the control function with 𝑢(𝑡) = ⟨�̂�† (𝑡)�̂�(𝑡)⟩.

D. Circuit quantum electrodynamics and superconducting
qubits

Circuit quantum electrodynamics (QED) describes the in-
teraction of linear and nonlinear superconducting circuits with
quantized electromagnetic fields, usually in the microwave fre-
quency range [16, 28]. This field has given rise to many new
interesting phenomena in microwave photonics, as it is capa-
ble of reaching the ultra-strong coupling regime. Furthermore,
when coupled with nonlinear elements such as Josephson junc-
tions, consisting of an insulating break in a superconducting
circuit, it allows the creation of a variety of types of supercon-
ducting qubits that are currently of intense interest as they are
one of the most promising approaches that allowing develop-
ment of scalable quantum computers [29].

The basic building block of these superconducting circuits
is the LC circuit, which has the classical Hamiltonian

𝐻𝐿𝐶 =
𝑄2

2𝐶
+ Φ

2𝐿
(96)

where 𝐿 is the circuit inductance,𝐶 is the capacitance,𝑄 is the
charge on the capacitor, and Φ is the flux in the inductor. To
quantize this system, one treats the charge and flux variables
as non-commuting observables satisfying

[Φ̂, �̂�] = 𝑖ℏ (97)

and creates bosonic operators �̂�, �̂�† through the relations

Φ̂ =
4

√︂
ℏ2𝐿

4𝐶
(�̂� + �̂�†), �̂� = 𝑖

4

√︂
ℏ2𝐶

4𝐿
(�̂�† − �̂�). (98)

The resulting quantized Hamiltonian is given by [16]

�̂�𝐿𝐶 = ℏ𝜔

(
�̂�†�̂� + 1

2

)
(99)

with 𝜔 = 1/
√
𝐿𝐶, and describes a single mode quantum har-

monic oscillator. When the circuit is coupled to a classical
voltage drive source at microwave frequencies, or equivalently
a resonator consisting of a strong coherent microwave field
with Rabi frequency Ω, the Hamiltonian (99) acquires an ad-
ditional driving term of the form �̂�d = Ω�̂� + Ω∗�̂�†. Finally,
when arrays of these circuits are coupled via superconducting
wiring or waveguides one obtains a set of linearly coupled
harmonic oscillators described by the Hamiltonian

�̂�

ℏ
=
∑︁
𝑖

𝜔𝑖 �̂�
†
𝑖
�̂�𝑖+

∑︁
𝑖≠ 𝑗

(
𝑔𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂� 𝑗 + 𝑔∗𝑖 𝑗 �̂�

†
𝑗
�̂�𝑖

)
+
∑︁
𝑖

(
Ω𝑖 �̂� +Ω𝑖 �̂�

†
)

(100)
where we have dropped the zero point energy terms. Eq. (100)
is exactly the quadratic bosonic Hamiltonian we consider in
this paper, without the squeezing terms. Consequently such a
system is amenable to the control techniques we have described
in this paper.

More generally, much of the interest in circuit QED arises
due to the introduction of additional nonlinear circuit elements
based on Josephson junctions. One of the most important of
these circuits is the transmon, consisting of a Josephson junc-
tion with an internal capacitance. The Hamiltonian governing
this system is given by [16, 28]

�̂�𝑇 = 4𝐸𝐶 �̂�
2 + 1

2
𝐸𝐽𝜙

2 − 𝐸𝐽 (cos 𝜙 + 1
2
𝜙2) (101)

where 𝐸𝐽 is the (tunable) Josephson energy and 𝐸𝐶 is the
charge energy inversely proportion to the capacitance. �̂� is
the charge number operator counting the number of charges
on the capacitor, and 𝜙 is the conjugate phase operator that is
proportional to the flux operator describing the magnetic flux
through the Josephson junction.

The transmon is usually analysed by introducing bosonic
operators �̂�, �̂�† given by

𝜙 =

(
2𝐸𝐶

𝐸𝐽

)1/4
(�̂� + �̂�†), (102)

�̂� =
𝑖

2

(
𝐸𝐽

2𝐸𝐶

)1/4
(�̂�†

𝑖
− �̂�𝑖). (103)

In the limit where 𝜙 is “small”, such that its expectation value
remains near the minimum of the cosine term in (101), �̂�𝑇 can
be approximated by

𝐻𝑇 = ℏ𝜔𝑞 �̂�
†�̂� − 𝐸𝐶

2
�̂�†�̂�†�̂��̂� (104)
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where 𝜔𝑞 =
√

8𝐸𝐶𝐸𝐽 . It is this nonlinearity that results in the
energy levels of �̂�𝑇 no longer being evenly spaced, allowing
the lowest two levels to be treated as an effective two-level
system and used as a qubit.

Just as in the quantized LC circuit case, transmons can be
driven by an external voltage or microwave resonator which
gives rise to a linear drive term, and coupled to other transmons
or linear circuit elements. The form of the coupling depends on
the regime the transmon is operated in and the bus architecture,
but they can be described by the Hamiltonians of the form
[16, 28, 30, 31]

𝐻

ℏ
=

∑︁
𝑖

(
𝜔𝑖 �̂�

†
𝑖
�̂�𝑖 −

𝛿

2
�̂�
†
𝑖
�̂�
†
𝑖
�̂�𝑖 �̂�𝑖

)
+
∑︁
𝑖≠ 𝑗

𝑔𝑖 𝑗 (�̂�†𝑖 + �̂�𝑖) (�̂�
†
𝑗
+ �̂� 𝑗 )

+
∑︁
𝑖

(
Ω𝑖 �̂�𝑖 +Ω𝑖 �̂�

†
𝑖

)
(105)

which, aside from the nonlinear quartic term, are also de-
scribed by our formalism. This means that, in order for our
control theory to be applicable, it is necessary that the non-
linear term is in some sense small. Specifically, if we wish to
apply a set of controls that accomplish the state manipulation
in total time𝑇 , we require𝑇 ≪ 1/𝛿. Fast control requires large
control amplitudes, which is why it is an advantage that the
control function amplitudes can be given by the magnitude of
the external voltage drive. Voltage is relatively easy to apply
precisely, can be changed rapidly, and can trivially have large
amplitudes.

In addition, we can reduce the effect of the nonlinearity by
applying the techniques of optimal control described in Sec-
tion V. The effect of the nonlinear term increases as ⟨�̂�†�̂�⟩
increases, or, equivalently, as the energy ⟨𝑥2⟩ + ⟨𝑝2⟩ increases.
Consequently if one can find an optimal control that mini-
mizes the energy for most of the control time, the effect of the
nonlinearity will be suppressed. This can be accomplished by
choosing a cost function

𝐽 =

∫ 𝑇

0

(
𝑞 |x(𝑡) |2 + 𝑟 |𝑢(𝑡) |2

)
𝑑𝑡 (106)

where x = (𝑥, 𝑝) and changing the relative weights of 𝑞 and
𝑝. As the ratio 𝑞/𝑟 increases, we are increasingly penalizing
high energy excursions away from 𝑥 = 𝑝 = 0 at the expense
of allowing large control amplitudes, resulting in a control
path that minimizes the integrated energy. As an example, we
consider the single mode Hamiltonian

𝐻 = 𝑎†𝑎 + 𝛿
2
𝑎†𝑎†𝑎𝑎 + 𝑢(𝑡) (𝑎 + 𝑎†). (107)

We first use our linear control scheme to find a control func-
tion 𝑢(𝑡) that maximizes the fidelity of nonadiabatically trans-
porting a wave packet from ⟨𝑥(0)⟩ = 0, ⟨𝑝(0)⟩ = 0 to
⟨𝑥(20)⟩ = 2.0, ⟨𝑝(20)⟩ = 0.5 in the absence of the non-
linearity, i.e. for 𝛿 = 0, but using optimal control to ensure
the control function minimizes the cost function. We then
examine what happens to system evolution under that control
function, but with a variety of nonlinearities applied. The re-
sult is shown in Figure 5 for a variety of nonlinear strengths,

and demonstrates how the fidelity of wave function transport
improves as we increase the ratio 𝑞/𝑟 . In effect, the optimal
control framework allows us to maximize fidelity in the pres-
ence of nonlinearities, while still using linear control theory.
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FIG. 5. Demonstration that optimal control can reduce fidelity errors
arising from a strong nonlinearity 𝛿. We find a control function that
moves a state of the (linear) one dimensional harmonic oscillator
from ⟨𝑥(0)⟩ = 0, ⟨𝑝(0)⟩ = 0 to ⟨𝑥(20)⟩ = 2.0, ⟨𝑝(20)⟩ = 0.5
using optimal control to either prioritize staying close to the origin
of the (𝑥, 𝑝) plane for as long as possible (𝑞/𝑟 large), or prioritizing
keeping the control amplitudes low (𝑞/𝑟 small). In the absence of
nonlinearities, the control would be perfect; we wish to see what
happens if a nonlinearity is added. The plot shows the fidelity of
the transport for the system described by the anharmonic oscillator
Hamiltonian (107), using the control function found for the linear
harmonic oscillator case. We see that increasing the ratio 𝑞/𝑟 results
in higher fidelity results, due to the fact that the nonlinear error grows
as ⟨𝑥⟩2 + ⟨𝑝⟩2 increases.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have investigated the multimode bosonic quadratic
Hamiltonian, where all terms are bilinear in bosonic creation
and annihilation operators, with the addition of a set of time-
dependent terms that are linear in the creation and annihilation
operators. These additional time-dependent drivings serve as
external controls to the system.

As this situation is a superset of the ubiquitous quantum
harmonic oscillator, it describes a very broad range of physical
systems. The time-dependent linear drive is also one of the
easiest and most common ways to interact with such a system,
as it physically corresponds to a displacement of the harmonic
potential, although it may manifest in different ways, such as
the Rabi frequency of a laser field interacting with an atom or
the voltage drive to a superconducting qubit.

We have provided a general solution to this type of system
in terms of the time dependent control functions, as well as
an explicit form of the solution for the case where the linear
driving term is independent of time. Of greater interest, how-
ever, is the situation where we are interested in the expectation
values of moments of annihilation and creation operators. In
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this case we have shown how the equations of motion can be
mapped to a classical linear control problem, which is an ex-
tremely well-studied and well-understood field. This allows us
to provide conditions on when the system is expectation-value
controllable, i.e. the linear drive allows complete control over
any time-dependent quadrature expectation values, as well as
an explicit recipe to construct control functions that accom-
plish this. When mapping this linear control theory back to
the quantum problem, we see that the action of the linear cou-
pling term in the Hamiltonian provides the freedom to provide
arbitrary displacement operations on the bosonic modes.

Since determination of controllability depends on the exact
form of the Hamiltonian, general statements about controlla-
bility must necessarily be broad. We provide a general result
based on the eigenspectrum of the Hamiltonian, as well as the
various strength of the linear mode couplings. Going beyond
this requires a case-by-case analysis of a specific Hamiltonian
and its symmetries. We provide an illustration of how this can
work by considering a linear chain of quantum systems, with
each coupled to its two nearest neighbours by both hopping
and squeezing terms, and assume that our linear control term
can only affect the system at one end of the chain. We show
that for this system, for almost all sets of intra-chain couplings,
it is possible to control all elements of the chain.

The ability to map the bilinear Hamiltonian with linear drive
to classical linear control theory also opens up the possibility of
considering optimal control. Optimal control investigates how
a system can be controlled under some set of constraints, or by
finding solutions that perform the desired control while simul-
taneously minimizing some cost function. We have shown how
our formalism allows the mapping of the the bilinear Hamilto-
nian to classical optimal control problems, and illustrated its
use on a chain of nearest-neighbour coupled quantum systems,
demonstrating how position and momentum of the chain can
be controlled while minimizing a parameterised cost function.

To demonstrate the utility of our framework, we have con-
sidered how it can be applied to a number of different systems.
Specifically we have considered distortion-free transport of
atomic wave packets beyond the adiabatic limit, the imple-
mentation of an echoed conditional displacement (ECD) gate,
optomechanical systems, and circuit QED.

The example of wave packet transport considers the com-
mon case of moving a trapped system, such as a trapped atom
or a Bose-Einstein condensate, from one physical location to
another, with the final wave function identical to the intial wave
function, by shifting the potential center of the trap. We pro-
vide a recipe for producing control functions that accomplish
this transport in arbitrarily short times, while also respecting
a cost function, and give a specific example.

The ECD gate example considers the recent interest in en-
hancing couplings between a cavity mode and a qubit, as this
can allow QND readout of superconducting qubits or produce
a gate that displaces the cavity mode conditional on the qubit
state. We have shown how our formalism not only allows such
a gate to be realised in short times with a choice of continuous
(i.e. not delta-function or piecewise constant) control pulses,
but also how arbitary conditional displacements of the cavity
field can be achieved.

The optomechanical example is of interest as it shows how
one can control the center of mass position and momentum
of a micromechanical oscillator by modifying the intensity of
an applied laser. One is not limited merely to the control
of a single centre of mass mode, however. Provided there is
some coupling between mechanical modes, which is almost
always the case, our formalism shows when it is possible to
manipulate all the modes individually via the single control
of laser field intensity, and provides explicit solutions for the
required time-dependence of that field.

As the last example, we considered the application of our
framework to circuit QED, and specialize to the case of su-
perconducing qubits based on transmons. We examined how
the position and momentum states of a qubit can be shifted, as
might be required, for example, when implementing GKP er-
ror correction. While our framework is linear, and such qubits
include a nonlinearity, we show how one can use optimal con-
trol techniques to perform the operations while minimizing the
effect of that nonlinearity, allowing our linear control solutions
to perform well.

Finally, we stress that these examples are a merely a subset
of what our framework can address, chosen to illustrate what
can be accomplished. A bilinear multimode Hamiltonian with
a linear driving term covers a large number of different types
of quantum systems. The ability to understand when those
systems are expectation-value controllable, being able to find
those controls, and the option to minimize cost functions as-
sociated with those controls ensures our methods are broadly
applicable.
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Appendix A: Proof of the Kalman controllability criterion and
explicit control solutions

Suppose we have a linear system described by

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
x(𝑡) = 𝐴x(𝑡) + 𝐶u(𝑡) (A1)

where 𝐴 is an 𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix and 𝐵 is an 𝑛 × 𝑚 matrix, so that
𝐴 : C𝑛 → C𝑛, 𝐶 : C𝑚 → C𝑛. x(𝑡) ∈ C𝑛 and u(𝑡) ∈ C𝑚

are vectors, where the x(𝑡) denote the 𝑛 system configuration
variables at time 𝑡, and the u(𝑡) denote the𝑚 continuous scalar
control functions. As shown in Section II, the unique solution
to Eq. (A1) is given by

x(𝑇) = 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠)𝐶u(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠. (A2)

A system that evolves according to Eq. (A1) is called con-
trollable at time 𝑇 > 0 if we can move any initial state x(0)
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to any other goal target state x(𝑇) = g at time 𝑇 by choice of
suitable control functions u(𝑡).

We wish to prove that the system (A1) is controllable if and
only if the Kalman matrix𝐾 has rank 𝑛, where𝐾 is constructed
via

𝐾 =:
[
𝐵 𝐴𝐶 𝐴2𝐶 . . . 𝐴𝑛−1𝐶

]
. (A3)

This matrix 𝐾 has size 𝑛 × 𝑚𝑛.
Our proof is based on the one given in [6], although we

extend the analysis from a purely real-valued matrix 𝐴 and
control matrix 𝐵 to their complex-valued counterparts, as this
is required for our quantum control problem. The proof con-
sists of two parts. We show that if 𝐾 does not have rank 𝑛 the
system is not controllable, and then we show that if 𝐾 does
have rank 𝑛 we can find an explicit set of functions u(𝑡) that
perform the desired control.

First, we show that if 𝐾 does not have rank 𝑛 the system
is not controllable at any time 𝑇 . To do this, assume that
the matrix 𝐾 has rank 𝑟 < 𝑛, and perform a singular value
decomposition of 𝐾 . Since 𝑟 < 𝑛 there must be at least one
singular value equal to zero and an associated right singular
vector v ∈ C𝑛 satisfying

𝐾†v = 0 (A4)

where 0 denotes a zero vector. From the construction of 𝐾
in (A3), and taking the Hermitian transpose of Eq. (A4), we
obtain

v†
[
𝐶 𝐴𝐶 𝐴2𝐶 . . . 𝐴𝑛−1𝐶

]
= 0𝑇 (A5)

giving us the result that

v†𝐴𝑘𝐶 = 0𝑇 ∀𝑘 ∈ {0, 1, . . . 𝑛 − 1}. (A6)

The Cayley-Hamiltonian theorem tells us that any analytic
function of a matrix 𝐴 of dimension 𝑛 can be written as a
weighted sum of matrix powers of 𝐴 no higher than 𝑛 − 1.
Specifically it shows that there exists a set of coefficients 𝑐𝑘
such that the matrix exponential is given by

exp(𝐴𝑡) =
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝑐𝑘 (𝑡)𝐴𝑘 . (A7)

From (A6) and (A7) we obtain

v† exp(𝐴𝑡)𝐶 =

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝑐𝑘 (𝑡)v†𝐴𝑘𝐶

= 0 (A8)

for any time 𝑡.
We choose our goal state g to the be the right singular vector

v with singular value zero, and choose our starting vector to
be the zero vector, i.e. x(0) = 0. If we consider the overlap
between our goal state and the system state x(𝑡), then using
the Cauchy solution (A2) we obtain

g𝑇x(𝑇) = g𝑇𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
∫ 𝑇

0
g𝑇𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠)𝐶u(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠

= 0 (A9)

with the first term vanishing due to our choice of initial condi-
tion, and the second term vanishing due to Eq. (A8). Eq. (A9)
shows that there is no there is no possible set of control func-
tions u(𝑡) that will take x(0) to g, demonstrating that if 𝐾 does
not have rank 𝑛, then the system is not controllable.

For the second part of the proof we show that if 𝐾 has
rank 𝑛 we can find explicit functions u(𝑡) that perform the
desired control. Specifically, we wish to move x(0) to any
other arbitrary goal target state x(𝑇) = g at time 𝑇 by choice
of suitable control functions u(𝑡).

We begin by noting that if 𝐾 has rank 𝑛, then there exists
an 𝑚𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix �̄� with the property 𝐾�̄� = 1𝑛, where 1𝑛

denotes the 𝑛 × 𝑛 identity matrix. From the form of (A3) this
is equivalent to the statement that there exists a set of 𝑛, 𝑚 × 𝑛
matrices �̄�1, . . . , 𝐾𝑛 satisfying

𝐵�̄�1 + 𝐴𝐶�̄�2 + 𝐴2𝐶�̄�3 + · · · + 𝐴𝑛−1𝐶�̄�𝑛 = 1𝑛. (A10)

Next we define a function 𝜇(𝑠) defined on the interval [0, 𝑇]
with the following properties:

• The first 𝑛 − 1 derivatives of 𝜇(𝑠) are continuous

• 𝑑𝑙

𝑑𝑠𝑙
𝜇(𝑠) = 0 at 𝑠 = 0 and 𝑠 = 𝑇 for 𝑙 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑛 − 1

•
∫ 𝑇

0 𝜇(𝑠) 𝑑𝑡 = 1.

Finally, we introduce an auxillary vector of functions r(𝑠)
given by

r(𝑠) = 𝜇(𝑠)𝑒𝐴(𝑠−𝑇 )
(
g − 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0)

)
. (A11)

With these definitions, we claim that the control functions

u(𝑡) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑙=1

�̄�𝑙

𝑑𝑙−1

𝑑𝑡𝑙−1 r(𝑡) (A12)

are the ones we require.
We prove this by inserting the explicitly constructed u(𝑡)

into the Cauchy solution given by Eq. (A2). We obtain

x(𝑇) = 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
𝑛∑︁
𝑙=1

∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠)𝐶�̄�𝑙

𝑑𝑙−1

𝑑𝑠𝑙−1 r(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠. (A13)

If we let

𝑢 = 𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠) (A14)

𝑑𝑣 = �̄�𝑙

𝑑𝑙−1

𝑑𝑡𝑙−1 r(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 (A15)

and utilize 𝑙 − 1 applications of integration by parts we obtain

x(𝑇) = 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
𝑛∑︁
𝑙=1

∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠) 𝐴𝑙−1𝐶�̄�𝑙r(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠. (A16)

Applying Eq. (A10) this becomes

x(𝑇) = 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠)r(𝑠) 𝑑𝑠

= 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0) +
∫ 𝑇

0
𝑒𝐴(𝑇−𝑠)𝜇(𝑠)𝑒𝐴(𝑠−𝑇 )

(
g − 𝑒𝐴𝑇x(0)

)
𝑑𝑠

= g (A17)
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as required.
Finally, we note that in the case where there is only a sin-

gle control function u(𝑡) = 𝑢(𝑡), which is the case for some
examples considered in this paper, the Kalman matrix 𝐾 is

square and 𝑛 × 𝑛. In this case the Kalman rank criterion (the
system is controllable if 𝐾 has rank 𝑛) is equivalent to 𝐾 being
invertible, which may in some situations be a simpler test.
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