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Abstract

Quantum entanglement plays a fundamental role in quantum computation and quantum communication. Feedback control has been widely
used in stochastic quantum systems to generate given entangled states since it has good robustness, where the time required to compute
filter states and conduct filter-based control usually cannot be ignored in many practical applications. This paper designed two control
strategies based on the Lyapunov method to prepare a class of entangled states for qubit systems with a constant delay time. The first
one is bang-bang-like control strategy, which has a simple form with swtching between a constant value and zero, the stability of which
is proved. Another control strategy is switching Lyapunov control, where a constant delay time is introduced in the filter-based feedback
control law to compensate for the computation time. Numerical results on a two-qubit system illustrate the effectiveness of these two
proposed control strategies.
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1 Introduction

Quantum entanglement is regarded as the most remarkable
feature that distinguishes quantum physics from classi-
cal physics [Einstein et al. (1935)]. Since some entangled
states were discovered in physical experiments, they have
been extensively studied in quantum inseparability and
investigated as a basic resource of quantum technologies
[Nielsen & Chuang (2010)]. Entanglement is the basis of
nearly all quantum information protocols such as quantum
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teleportation [Bennett et al. (1993)], quantum cryptography
[Ekert (1991)], quantum spectroscopy with an atomic res-
olution [Wineland et al. (1994)] and quantum computation
[Raussendorf & Briegel (2001)]. Bell states are regarded
as the maximally entangled states in two-qubit systems
[Wootters (1998)]. GHZ entangled states are an extension of
Bell states to multi-qubit systems. The preparation of multi-
qubit entangled states is a fundamentally important task
in many quantum technologies such as one-way quantum
computation [Asavanant et al. (2019)] and long-distance
quantum communication [Liao et al. (2017)].

Compared with open-loop control strategies, feedback con-
trol usually has good robustness since it uses feedback in-
formation, such as filter states, to suppress the influence of
noises and uncertainties [Liu et al. (2019),Gao et al. (2016)].
It turns out that the quantum feedback control can be used to
increase the entanglement of atoms [Stockton et al.(2004)],
[Yamamoto et al.(2007)], and to generate entanglement in
superconducting quantum systems [Shankar et al.(2013)],
[Riste et al. (2013)]. One of the main challenges in
measurement-based feedback control comes from the
presence of time delay in the feedback loop. The time
required to compute filter states and conduct feed-
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back control often cannot be ignored because of very
fast quantum evolution [Liu et al. (2019)], which be-
comes a source of instability in quantum control systems
and influences the control performance in experiments
[Wang & James (2015),Wang et al. (2017)]. There are two
main solutions to deal with this issue. One solution is to re-
duce the computing time by decreasing the dimension of the
filter equation [Steck et al. (2006),Nielsen et al. (2009)]. A
feedback control law based on a reduced order filter equation
can be designed to realise real-time feedback control. How-
ever, the inevitable error between the full order filter and the
reduced-dimensional filter may cause filter-reduction-based
control to be ineffective. Therefore, a second method has
been proposed, where a constant delay time is compensated
for in the control input. Switching control strategies with a
compensation time have been proposed to achieve the prepa-
ration of eigenstates in two-dimensional and N-dimensional
systems [Kashima & Nishio (2007),Ge et al. (2012)], and
to prepare the entangled states in three-qubit systems
[Vu et al. (2012)].

In this paper, we mainly focus on the preparation of a class
of entangled states in multi-qubit systems (including two-
qubit systems) with a constant delay time. The contribu-
tions of this paper are as follows. Firstly, we propose two
switching control strategies, both of them can deal with the
stabilisation problem with degenerate measured observables
(a degenerate operator means that this operator has at least
two identical eigenvalues). In this paper, we use two control
channels simultaneously and design a switching control law
by using the Lyapunov method, which overcomes the obsta-
cle caused by degenerate observables. Secondly, this paper
considers delay time in the feedback loop. A bang-bang-like
control strategy with a simple form and a switching Lya-
punov control strategy which has the potential to speed up
convergence are designed to deal with the delay time. We
prove the stability of the stochastic feedback control system
with a constant delay time, and the system state converges
to the target state with probability 1. We also show that the
proposed methods have robust performance with respect to
imperfect measurement efficiency and dephasing noise.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. A stochastic
quantum system model is given in Section 2, where we also
discuss a possible form of the observable to be measured.
In Section 3, a bang-bang-like control law is designed based
on the Lyapunov method and the division of the state space,
where we construct control Hamiltonians and prove the sta-
bility of the time-delay system. Section 4 proposes another
control strategy with switching between a constant value
and the time-delay Lyapunov feedback control law. Numer-
ical results on a two-qubit system are presented in Section 5
showing the effectiveness of the proposed feedback control
strategies. Section 6 includes concluding remarks.

2 System model and control task

In this paper, we consider the generation of a given entangled
state in an N-qubit system with time delay. By introducing
homodyne measurement, one can obtain an optimal state es-
timate based on quantum filter equations. The feedback con-
trol law is then designed with the filter state. Such a feedback
control system can be described by the following stochastic
master equation (SME) [van Handel et al. (2005)]

{

dρt =−i[H,ρt ]dt +ΓAD [A]ρtdt +
√

ηAΓAH [A]ρtdWt ,

dyt = dWt +
√

ηAΓATr
[

(A+A†)ρt

]

dt.
(1)

Here, ρt is the density operator, representing the system
state. H is the system Hamiltonian, and can be written as

H , H0 +∑k u(k)(t − τ)Hk, with the free Hamiltonian H0

and the control Hamiltonians Hk. H0 usually can be writ-

ten as a diagonal matrix H0 , diag [h1,h2, · · · ,hn], where n
is the dimension of state space and n = 2N for N-qubit sys-

tems. u(k)(t−τ) is control input with delay time τ . dWt rep-
resents the noisy process caused by measurement and can
be expressed as a standard Wiener process. A is an observ-
able described by a Hermitian matrix. ΓA and ηA are the
measurement strength and efficiency, respectively. yt is an
observable process. D [A]ρt and H [A]ρt have the following
forms:

{

D [A]ρt = AρtA
† − 1/2(A†Aρt +ρtA

†A),

H [A]ρt = Aρt +ρtA
† −Tr[(A+A†)ρt ]ρt .

(2)

The target state in this paper is a class of entangled states
that has the following form [Bose et al. (1998)]

|ϕ〉= 1√
2

(

N

∏
j=1

|ζ j〉±
N

∏
j=1

|ζ c
j 〉
)

, (3)

where ζ j denotes a binary variable in the set {0,1} and
ζ c

j = 1− ζ j, The system state can be written as a density

operator ρ = |ϕ〉〈ϕ |.

Our control objective is to prepare any given GHZ entangled
state of the form (3). In order to achieve this objective,
the observable operator A needs to be chosen based on the
specific target state. For ease of exposition, we assume that
the target state is:

ρd =
1

2
(|0 · · ·0〉+ |1 · · ·1〉)(〈0 · · ·0|+〈1 · · ·1|)= 1

2





1 0 ··· 1
0 0 ··· 0

...
...

. . .
...

1 0 ··· 1



 .

According to quantum state reduction under continuous
measurement [Liu et al. (2017)], we choose an observable
operator such that the target state is one of its eigenstates;
i.e., Aρd = λdρd , where λd is the eigenvalue related to ρd .
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For simplicity, we choose A as a diagonal matrix:

A = diag{λd ,λ2, · · · ,λi, · · · ,λd} (4)

where λi 6= λd, i = 2, · · · ,n−1. This kind of observable can

be factorised as A= a1σ
(1)
z ⊗ I

(2)
2 ⊗·· ·⊗ I

(N)
2 + · · ·+aNI

(1)
2 ⊗

·· ·⊗σ
(N)
z , where I

(i)
2 is the two-dimensional identity matrix

and σ
(i)
z is the Pauli operator σ

(i)
z = diag{1,−1} and a1 +

· · ·+ aN = 0. In this paper we focus on the systems with
degenerate observables in (4).

3 Bang-bang like control with time delay

3.1 Control design

In the case with degenerate observables, if only one control
channel is used, it is usually difficult to design a feedback
control law to achieve the preparation of the target state even
when we choose a complicated Lyapunov function such as
V (ρ) = 1−Tr(ρρd)+ c

[

Tr(A2ρ)−Tr2(Aρ)
]

, where c > 0
is a real constant [Zhou & Kuang (2016)]. Moreover, using
only one control channel will impose more restrictions on the
free Hamiltonian H0 and the control Hamiltonian H1. Thus,
two control channels H1 and H2 are used in this paper. For
simplicity, we set the control law related to H1 at a constant

value of 1 and only design the control law u(2)(t−τ)(denoted

as u(2) hereafter). The system model is then described by
the following equation:











dρt =−i[H0 +H1 +H2u(2),ρt ]dt +ΓAD [A]ρtdt

+
√

ηAΓAH [A]ρtdWA,

dyt = dWA +
√

ηAΓATr
[

(A+A†)ρt

]

dt.

(5)

We first define the following distance function:

V (ρ) = 1−Tr2(ρρd), (6)

and the following sets with a positive real number α:























Sα = {ρ ∈ S : V (ρ) = α} ,
S>α = {ρ ∈ S : α <V (ρ)≤ 1} ,
S≥α = {ρ ∈ S : α ≤V (ρ)≤ 1} ,
S<α = {ρ ∈ S : 0 ≤V (ρ)< α} ,
S≤α = {ρ ∈ S : 0 ≤V (ρ)≤ α} .

(7)

The proposed control strategy includes two steps. In the first
step, we choose a special state as the intermediate target
state that the system will converge to. In the second step,
we drive the system state to the given target state.

The state 1
n
In has a special form that can simplify our calcu-

lation, and the distances between any states in (3) and this

special state are the same. Hence, it is used as the inter-
mediate target state in this paper. For this task, we define a
Lyapunov function that has the form

V1(ρ) = Tr

[

(

ρ − 1

n
In

)2
]

. (8)

When the control law is designed to be constant, we have
a deterministic evolution equation from (5) by taking ρ̄t =
E{ρt} as follows

˙̄ρt =−i[H0 +H1 + u(2)H2, ρ̄t ]+ΓAD [A]ρ̄t . (9)

Calculating the derivative of the Lyapunov function in (8)

based on (9), we design the constant control law u(2) =
1 such that this derivative is non-positive (for details, see
[Liu et al. (2017)]).

The system state might leave from this state ρ = 1
n
In af-

ter it converges because of the randomness caused by mea-
surement. To deal with this problem, we define a set S<1−γ

containing this intermediate target state, i.e., 0 ≤ V ( 1
n
In) <

1− γ,0 ≤ γ < 1
n2 . When the system state converges to ρ =

1
n
In it accordingly enters this set. Thus, we divide the state

space into S<1−γ and S≥1−γ , which simultaneously separates
the target state with other entangled states; i.e., V (ρd) =
0 ∈ S<1−γ and V (ρt) = 1 ∈ S≥1−γ for other GHZ entangled
states.

The second step is that when the system state converges to

ρ = 1
n
In or remains in the set S<1−γ , we design a control law

that will drive the system to the target state. Therefore we use
(6) as the Lyapunov function and calculate its infinitesimal
generator:

LV (ρt) = 2Tr(ρdρt)Tr
(

i
[

H0 +H1 +H2u(2),ρt

]

ρd

)

−ηAΓATr2(H [A]ρtρd).
(10)

In order to design a control law that ensures LV (ρt) ≤ 0,
we give a first condition that the control Hamiltonian H1

should satisfy; i.e., [H0 +H1,ρd ] = 0. Therefore the term
2Tr(ρdρt)Tr(i[H0 +H1,ρt ]ρd) disappears for any ρt and
(10) is simplified as:

L V (ρt) = 2Tr(ρdρt)Tr(i [H2,ρt ]ρd)u(2)

−ηAΓATr2(H [A]ρtρd).
(11)

Since the second term −ηAΓATr2(H [A]ρtρd) in (11) re-
mains non-positive during the whole evolution, we choose

u(2) = 0 to ensure LV (ρt)≤ 0.

In consideration of the randomness caused by measurement,
we design a switching control law as follows:
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1) If ρt−τ ∈ S≥1− γ
2

or ρt−τ enters S≥1−γ ∩ S<1− γ
2

from

S≥1− γ
2
, we use the control law u(2) = 1;

2) If ρt−τ ∈ S<1−γ or ρt−τ enters S≥1−γ ∩ S<1− γ
2

from

S<1−γ , we use the control law u(2) = 0;

3) If the initial state is in S≥1−γ ∩S<1− γ
2
, u(2) = 1.

The current state of the system usually cannot be obtained
immediately due to the delay time in calculating the filter
state. Hence, the delayed system state ρt−τ is used to switch
the control law. The Lyapunov method gives a way to design
control laws such that the derivative of the Lyapunov func-
tion remains non-positive, while the stability of the whole
system should be proved by consideration of proper control
Hamiltonians H1 and H2. In the next subsection, we con-
struct the control Hamiltonians by analysing the stability in
each set separately.

3.2 Construction of the control Hamiltonians

When the system state converges to ρ = 1
n
In or remains in

S<1−γ , the infinitesimal generator of the Lyapunov function

(6) with the control law u(2) = 0 satisfies:

LV (ρt) =−ηAΓATr2(H [A]ρtρd)≤ 0. (12)

The stochastic LaSalle invariant principle [Kushner (1967)]
implies that the system state will converge to the invariant
set contained in {ρ : L V (ρt) = 0}. Since the measurement
efficiency and strength are normally not zero, we obtain

Tr(H [A]ρtρd) = 0. (13)

That is

Tr(H [A]ρtρd) = 2(λd −Tr(Aρt))Tr(ρdρt) = 0. (14)

Equation (14) means λd = Tr(Aρt) or Tr(ρdρt) = 0. Since
ρt is in S<1−γ , the former holds, which means Tr(Aρt) is a
constant in this process. We calculate dTr(Aρt) as:

dTr(Aρt) =−iTr(A[H0 +H1,ρt ])dt

+ 2
√

ηAΓA(Tr(A2ρt)−Tr2(Aρt))dWA

≡ 0.

(15)

That means −iTr(A[H0 +H1,ρt ]) = 0 and

Tr(A2ρt)−Tr2(Aρt) = 0. (16)

Equation (16) holds if and only if the system state converges
to the λd-related eigenspace of A based on Theorem 1 in
[Liu et al. (2017)]. In this eigenspace, the density operator
has a special form, where all the elements in the density
operator except ρ11, ρnn, ρ1n and ρn1 are zero. Moreover,

in this eigenspace we have D [A]ρt = 0 and H [A]ρt = 0.
Hence, the evolution of the system state becomes:

dρt =−i[H0 +H1,ρt ]dt. (17)

We then construct the control Hamiltonian H1 by guaran-
teeing that the target state ρd is the only equilibrium of (17)
(for details, see Appendix A in [Liu et al. (2017)]). After
constructing H1, we construct H2 by a similar way in the
following.

In the first control step, we use the control law u(2) = 1 to

stabilise the intermediate target state ρ = 1
n
In. In this case,

the evolution equation of the average states ρ̄t becomes

dρ̄t =−i[H0 +H1 +H2,ρt ]dt +ΓAD [A]ρ̄tdt. (18)

The time derivative of the Lyapunov function (8) is

V̇1(ρ̄t) = −ΓA ‖[A, ρ̄t ]‖2
F ≤ 0. According to the LaSalle

invariant principle [Dynkin (1965)], the average sys-
tem state finally converges to the set M contained
in

{

ρ : V̇1(ρ̄) = 0
}

= {ρ̄ : [A, ρ̄] = 0}. In the set M,

D [A]ρ̄M
t = 0, and (18) can be simplified as:

dρ̄M
t =−i[H0 +H1 +H2, ρ̄

M
t ]dt. (19)

Similarly, we can construct the control Hamiltonian H2 by

guaranteeing that the intermediate target ρ̄ = 1
n
In is the only

equilibrium point of (19) (for details, see Appendix B in
[Liu et al. (2017)]).

3.3 Stability analysis

The following theorem illustrates the stability of the stochas-
tic system with the proposed time delay control strategy.

Theorem 1 For the stochastic quantum system (5) with a
constant delay time τ , suppose the target state is as in (3).
The measured observable A is given in (4), and the control
Hamiltonians H1 and H2 are constructed such that (17) and
(19) have the only equilibrium points ρ = ρd and ρ = 1

n
In,

respectively. Then the following control law guarantees that
the system state converges to the target state ρd with prob-
ability 1:

1. u(2) = 1 if ρt−τ ∈ S≥1− γ
2
, or ρt−τ enters S<1− γ

2
∩S≥1−γ

from S≥1− γ
2
;

2. u(2) = 0 if ρt−τ ∈ S<1−γ , or ρt−τ enters S<1− γ
2
∩S≥1−γ

from S<1−γ;

3. u(2) = 1 if the initial state is in S<1− γ
2
∩S≥1−γ .

Proof. The proof includes three steps.

Step 1. When ρt−τ ∈ S≥1− γ
2

or ρt−τ enters S≥1−γ ∩
S<1− γ

2
from S≥1− γ

2
, we use u(2) = 1 such that the system
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state converges to the intermediate target state ρ = 1
n
In. The

infinitesimal generator of the Lyapunov function (8) is non-
positive such that the system state finally converges to the
set M. In this set, the evolution equation of system state
is simplified as (19). The control Hamiltonians H1 and H2

ensure that (19) has unique equilibrium point ρ = 1
n
In, which

means the system state converges to ρ = 1
n
In in probability.

We first present the following conclusion (the detailed proof
is presented in Appendix).

Proposition 2 For the stochastic quantum system (1), as-
sume that the continuous and differentiable function V (ρt)
is a given Lyapunov function, and satisfies 0 ≤ V (ρt) ≤ 1.
Also, assume the target state ρd satisfies V (ρd) = 0. If the
system state converges to the target state ρd in probability,
then it must converge to ρd with probability 1, vice versa.

According to Proposition 2, the system state converges

to ρ = 1
n
In with probability 1; i.e., the system state enters

S<1−γ with probability 1.
Step 2. When ρt−τ ∈ S<1−γ or ρt−τ enters S≥1−γ ∩

S<1− γ
2

from S<1−γ , we apply the control law u(2) = 0. With

the consideration of randomness, the system state that has

converged to ρ = 1
n
In or entered S<1−γ might leave from this

intermediate state or this set. We need to prove that states

under the control law u(2) = 0 finally remain in set S<1− γ
2

with probability 1.

We denote the solution of the system (5) with control u(2)

and initial state ρ = ρ0 as Φ(ρ0,u
(2)). As we consider the

fact that states are in S<1−γ , V (ρ0)< 1− γ holds. Based on
(12), we have [Kushner (1967)]:

P
{

supt≥τV (Φ(ρ0,u
(2)))≥ 1− γ

2

}

≤ 1− γ

1− γ
2

, 1− p.
(20)

In (20), 0 < γ < 1 and 0 < 1− γ
2
< 1− γ . Hence, we have

1− p < 1,0 < p < 1, and (20) means

P

{

supt≥−τV (Φ(ρ0,u
(2)))< 1− γ

2

}

≥ p;

i.e., the system trajectory remains in S<1− γ
2

with the prob-

ability that is greater than or equals to p. According to
the Borel-Centelli lemma [Vu et al. (2012)], the switching
times between S<1− γ

2
and S≥1− γ

2
are finite. Hence, the sys-

tem state remains in S<1− γ
2

with probability 1.

Step 3. The final step is to prove the system states that
remain in S<1− γ

2
will converge to ρd with probability 1 under

the influence of the control law u(2) = 0.
When we apply the control u(2) = 0, the infinitesimal gen-

erator of the Lyapunov function (6) satisfies (12). Then, the
system state will converge to {ρt : LV (ρt) = 0} with prob-
ability 1 according to (15) and (16). In this set, the evolution
equation becomes (17), and ρd is the only stable equilib-
rium point of (17). The stochastic LaSalle invariant princi-
ple ensures that the target state ρd is also attractive; i.e., the

system state converges to ρd with probability 1. �

4 Switching Lyapunov control with time delay

In this section, we propose another control strategy switch-
ing between the constant value 1 and the Lyapunov feedback
control law, which has the potential to speed up convergence
to the target state compared with the bang-bang-like case.

When the system state is in S≥1−γ , the control law has the
constant value 1 as in the bang-bang-like case. Hence, we
only consider the case where the state is in the S<1−γ in

the following. When the system state converges to ρ = 1
n
In

or remains in the set S<1−γ , the derivative of the Lya-
punov function V (ρ) satisfies (11). For delay-free cases,

the control law is designed as u(2) = −kTr(i[H2,ρt ]ρd)
([Mirrahimi & van Handel (2007)], [Liu et al. (2017)]) to
ensure that the first term 2Tr(ρdρt)Tr(i [H2,ρt ]ρd)u(2) re-
mains non-positive, where k > 0 is the control gain and is

limited by the bound of the control law u(2). However, usu-
ally we need some time to compute the estimate state based
on the filter equation, especially for high-dimensional sys-
tems. This implies that we usually cannot obtain the system
state ρt at current time t as the feedback information to
calculate the control signal. Instead, the system state ρt−τ

is used to design the control law; i.e., we design a control
law as:

u(2) =−kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd). (21)

Similar to the bang-bang-like case, we design a control law
with switching between the constant value 1 and a delayed
Lyapunov feedback control law as follows:

1. u(2) = 1 if ρt−τ ∈ S≥1− γ
2
, or ρt−τ enters S<1− γ

2
∩S≥1−γ

from S≥1− γ
2
;

2. u(2) =−kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) if ρt−τ ∈ S<1−γ , or ρt−τ en-
ters S<1− γ

2
∩S≥1−γ from S<1−γ ;

3. u(2) = 1 if the initial state is in S<1− γ
2
∩S≥1−γ .

The stability proof with the control law u(2) = 1 is the
same as that in the bang-bang-like case. Normally, the de-

lay time τ in the control law u(2) = −kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd)
might cause the first term in (11) to be non-negative, which
cannot always ensure the decrease of the Lyapunov func-
tion V (ρ). Hence, stability with the time-delay control law

u(2) = −kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) needs to be proved. A delay-
dependent criterion for differential stochastic equation has
been proposed in [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)] , which is
described as follows.

Lemma 3 [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)] Let f (·, ·) :Rn×
Rn →Rn, g(·) : Rn →Rn, be polynomials and C a bounded
semi-algebraic set in Rn such that for any initial condition
x̃i ∈Cτ

C
the solution to the delay differential stochastic equa-

tion
dxt = f (xt ,xt−τ)dt + g(xt)dwt

xθ = x̃i(θ ) ∈ C,θ ∈ [−τ,0],
(22)
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does not exit C almost surely. Suppose there exist a poly-
nomial V∗(·) which is positive in C, n-variable polyno-

mials Vi(i = 0,1),S ∈ R2n×n, and positive-definite matri-

ces R,T ∈ Rn×b such that ϒ defined below is negative in
C×C×R2n

F(x,xd) :=

(

∂V0(x)

∂x

)T

f (x,xd)

+
1

2
g(x)T ∂

∂x

(

∂V0(x)

∂x

)T

g(x)

+V1(x)−V1(xd)+V∗(x)+ τ‖g(x)‖2
T

+ 2
[

xT xT
d

]

S(x− xd)+ τ‖ f (x,xd)‖2
R,

ϒ(x,xd ,y) := F(x,xd)+








x

xd

y









T

×









0 S τS

ST −T 0

τST 0 −τR









×









x

xd

y









,

(23)

Then, V∗(xt) converges to 0 almost surely for any initial
condition x̃i ∈Cτ

C
.

Using Lemma 3, we can define the positive polynomial V∗(·)
as a distance function between the system states and the tar-
get state. Then this lemma states a sufficient condition to
ensure that the system state xt converges to the target state if
a semi-algebraic problem is feasible. Semi-algebraic prob-
lems are in general NP-hard and the possible solutions are
not unique. Hence, it seems that it is not easy to give an ana-
lytical solution to this problem. The MATLAB SOS-TOOLS
has been used to check the feasibility for a special spin
system in [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)]. Inspired by the
proof of Lemma 3 in [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)] and
the proof of Proposition 2 in [Kashima & Nishio (2007)],
we provide a theoretical analysis of the stability of a special
two-qubit system as an example in the following sub-section.

4.1 A two-qubit example

We write the density matrix of a two-qubit system as

ρ =















ν1 λ1 − iµ1 λ2 − iµ2 λ3 − iµ3

λ1 + iµ1 ν2 λ4 − iµ4 λ5 − iµ5

λ2 + iµ2 λ4 + iµ4 ν3 λ6 − iµ6

λ3 + iµ3 λ5 + iµ5 λ6 + iµ6 1−ν1 −ν2 −ν3















, (24)

with all νi,λi and µi being real and scalar.

Suppose the free Hamiltonian is H0 = diag[1,−1,−1,1], and
the target state is the following Bell state

ρd =
1

2

[

1 0 0 1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
1 0 0 1

]

. (25)

According to (4) and the conditions that control Hamilto-
nians should satisfy, we choose the observable operator as
A = σz ⊗σz = diag[1,−1,−1,1], and control Hamiltonians
as

H1 = I⊗σx −σx ⊗ I =

[

0 1 −1 0
1 0 0 −1
−1 0 0 1
0 −1 1 0

]

,

H2 = σz⊗ I = diag[1,1,−1,−1]. Substituting these two con-
trol Hamiltonians into (17) and (19), it can be verified that
ρ = ρd and ρ = 1

n
In are the only equilibrium points of (17)

and (19), respectively.

Substituting the control Hamiltonians H1 and H2 into (5)
and doing straightforward calculations, we may write the
dynamical equation for µ3 as:

dµ3(t) = (λ1(t)−λ2(t)+λ5(t)−λ6(t)+ 2λ3(t)u
(2))dt

+ 4µ3(t)(ν2(t)+ν3(t))dWt .
(26)

The control law is designed as u(2) =−kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) =
−2kµ3(t−τ). With this control law, the stability of this time-
delay stochastic system is then described by the following
theorem.

Theorem 4 For a given delay time τ ≥ 0, suppose that there
exists a feedback gain k > 0 such that the following inequal-
ity has solution for r,q,ε > 0,S ∈ R3×1:

[

M+SS̃ S τS

ST −ε 0

τST 0 −τr

]

< 0, (27)

M =

[

q+τε −2k 0
−2k −q 0

0 0 τr

]

, S̃ =
[

2 −2 0

]

.

Then the following switching control law globally stabilises
the target state ρd:

1. u(2) = 1 if ρt−τ ∈ S≥1− γ
2
, or ρt−τ enters S<1− γ

2
∩S≥1−γ

from S≥1− γ
2
;

2. u(2) =−kTr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) if ρt−τ ∈ S<1−γ , or ρt−τ en-
ters S<1− γ

2
∩S≥1−γ from S<1−γ;

3. u(2) = 1 if the initial state is in S<1− γ
2
∩S≥1−γ .

Proof. Compared with the stability proof in the bang-bang-
like case, the only difference here is that we cannot ensure
that (11) is always non-positive due to the delay-dependent
term −2kTr(ρtρd)Tr(i[H2,ρt ]ρd)Tr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd). Hence,
we need to find conditions such that (11) remains non-
positive under this delay control law in the following proof.
Once these conditions are satisfied, the proof of bang-bang-
like case carries over directly.

We use the notation: ˜(·)t(θ ) = (·)(t +θ ),θ ∈ [−2τ,0] here-

after, and denote λ1(t)−λ2(t)+λ5(t)−λ6(t)+2λ3(t)u
(2) =

f (t) and µ3(t)(4ν2(t)+ 4ν3(t)) = g(t). For simplicity, we
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also write µ3(t) and µ3(t − τ) as µ̃t(0) and µ̃t(−τ), respec-
tively. Also, suppose the initial conditions are chosen with-

out loss of generality as ft = 0, and µt =− 1
k

for t ∈ [−τ,0).

Since 1−Tr(ρtρd) =
1
2
ν̃2(0)+

1
2
ν̃3(0)− λ̃3(0)+

1
2
, we con-

struct a Lyapunov function with positive q,r and ε as fol-
lows:

V2 =
1

2
ν̃2(0)+

1

2
ν̃3(0)− λ̃3(0)+

1

2

+ q

∫ 0

−τ
|µ̃(0)|2ds+

∫ 0

−τ

∫ 0

s
{r| f̃ (v)|2 + 16ε|µ̃(v)|2}dvds.

(28)
By defining this Lyapunov function, we are setting V0 =
1
2
ν̃2(0)+

1
2
ν̃3(0)− λ̃3(0)+

1
2
,V1 = |µ̃t(0)|2,‖ f (x̃(θ ), x̃(−τ+

θ ))‖2
R = | f̃ (θ )|2 and ‖g(x̃(θ ))‖2

T = |µ̃t(θ )|2 in the proof of
Theorem 1 in [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)]. It should be
noted that Lemma 3 only gives sufficient conditions, where
R and T in this two-qubit example can be chosen as semi-
positive as long as one can ensure the Lyapunov function
in (28) is non-negative. We may calculate the infinitesimal
generator of V2 as

LV2(t, ρ̃) =−4kµ̃(0)µ̃(−τ)+ q{µ̃(0)2 − µ̃(−τ)2}
+ τ

[

r| f̃t (0)|2 + 16 · ε|µ̃(0)|2
]

−
∫ 0

−τ
{r| f̃ (s)|2 + 16 · ε|µ̃(s)|2}ds.

(29)

With e =
[

µ̃(0) µ̃(−τ) f̃ (0)
]T

and ξ̃ (s) =
[

eT f̃ (s)
]T

, we

have the following inequalities [Kashima & Yamamoto (2009)]

0 ≤ τeT Xe−
∫ 0

−τ
eT Xeds,∀X ≥ 0, (30)

0 = (2− 2)eT S

{

µ̃(0)− µ̃(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃ (s)ds

}

≤ 2eT S (µ̃(0)− µ̃(−τ))−
∫ 0

−τ
2eT S f̃ (s)ds+ eT Sε−1ST e

+ ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

µ̃(0)− µ̃(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃ (s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

.

(31)
Hence, we obtain

LV2(t, ρ̃)+ 0+ 0+ 16 ·
∫ 0

−τ
ε|µ̃(s)|2ds−

ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

µ̃(0)− µ̃(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃ (s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ eT
{

M+ τX + SS̃+ Sε−1ST
}

e−
∫ 0

−τ
ξ̃ (s)T

[

X S

ST r

]

ξ̃ (s)ds,

(32)

where M =

[

q+τε −2k 0
−2k −q 0

0 0 τr

]

.

For a given delay time τ , if there exists a feedback gain
k such that we can find proper q,r,ε and S satisfying
M+ τX + SS̃+ Sε−1ST < 0 and take X = r−1SST to ensure
[

X S
ST r

]

is non-positive. We then have the following inequal-

ity with a positive β being the smallest singular value of M
[Kashima & Nishio (2007)]

LV2(t, ρ̃)≤−β µ̃t(0)
2 − 16ε

∫ 0

−τ
|µ̃t(s)|2ds

+ ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

µ̃t(0)− µ̃t(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃t (s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

.

(33)

We consider the positive term ε
∣

∣

∣
µ̃t(0)− µ̃t(−τ)− ∫ 0

−τ f̃t(s)ds

∣

∣

∣

2

in (33). When t ≥ τ , by the dynamics of µ̃t(0) = µ3(t) in
(26) and Itô isometry we have

E

∣

∣

∣

∣

µ̃t(0)− µ̃t(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃t(s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

= E

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 0

−τ
f̃t(s)ds+

∫ 0

−τ
g̃(s)dWs −

∫ 0

−τ
f̃t (s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ E

{

∫ 0

−τ
g̃t(s)

2ds

}

≤ 16 ·E
{

∫ 0

−τ
µ̃t(s)

2ds

}

.

(34)

Substituting (34) into (33), we have

EL V1 ≤−βEµ̃t(0)
2. (35)

When t ∈ [0,τ),

E

∣

∣

∣

∣

µ̃t(0)− µ̃t(−τ)−
∫ 0

−τ
f̃t(s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

= E

∣

∣

∣

∣

µt − µ0 −
∫ 0

−t
f̃t(s)ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+ |µ0 − µt−τ |2

≤ 16 ·E
∫ 0

−t
µ̃t(s)

2ds+ |µ0 − µt−τ |2 .

(36)

Substituting (36) into (33), we have

EL V1 ≤−βEµ̃t(0)
2 − 16 · ε1

∫ 0

−τ
|µ̃t(s)|2ds

+ ε1

(

16 ·E
∫ 0

−t
µ̃t(s)

2ds+ |µ0 − µt−τ |2
)

≤ ε1.

(37)

From (35) and (37), we have

ELV1 ≤
{

ε1, t ∈ [0,τ)

−βEµ̃t(0)
2, t ≥ τ.

(38)

According to Lemma 1 in [Kashima & Nishio (2007)], µt

converges to 0 with probability 1. With these system param-
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eters and based on (11), we have

L V (ρt) =−4kµ̃t(0)µ̃t(−τ)−ηAΓA
2 (H [A]ρtρd) . (39)

Since µt converges to 0 with probability 1 when t → ∞,
we have L V (ρt)≤−ηAΓA

2 (H [A]ρtρd)≤ 0, which means
(12) holds. This completes the proof.�

Remark 5 The stability criterion for this two-qubit sys-
tem has been given in the form of LMIs, which en-
ables us to systematically search for a feedback gain
for a given delay time such that the target state is
globally stabilised. For two-qubit quantum systems,
we assume that the dephasing noise is described as
∆(t) = β (t)(σz × σz), where β (t) represents a stochastic
process [Young & Whaley (2012)]. We obtain the infinitesi-
mal generator of the Lyapunov function V (ρ) as LV (ρt) =

2Tr(ρtρd)Tr(i[H2,ρt ]ρd)u
(2) − ηAΓATr2(H [A]ρtρd) since

Tr(i[∆(t),ρt ]ρd) = 0. Hence, the proposed switching Lya-
punov control law has good robustness in terms of dephas-
ing noise for two-qubits systems.

5 Numerical examples

Now, we present numerical results on a two-qubit system
for two different control strategies. The system parameters
of this two-qubit system are the same as in Section 4.1.

Suppose the delay time is τ = 0.2 (in unit with h̄= 1), and the

target state is as in (25). We consider two initial states ρ
(1)
0 =

diag[0,1,0,0] ∈ S≥1− γ
2

and ρ
(2)
0 = diag[1,0,0,0] ∈ S<1−γ ,

and set the measurement strength and efficiency as ηA = 1
and ΓA = 1, respectively. We choose γ = 0.06 and feedback
gain as k = 1. Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 show the results of two

different control strategies with the same initial state ρ
(1)
0 .

We have repeated 30 simulations for each control strategy,
and only show the average evolution curves (black and solid
lines) and two special samples for clarity.

From Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, we can see that the distances between
the system state and the target state (for every single sample
and the average result) converge to zero, which means that
the system state converges to the target state. In these two
figures, the initial state lies in S≥1− γ

2
. Hence, both the control

laws start from the constant value u(2) = 1.

Theoretically, the proposed two control strategies also work
for the cases of imperfect measurement; i.e., η < 1, and
dephasing noise. The results for η = 0.8 are shown in Fig.
3, and the results for dephasing noise ∆(t) = β (t)(σz ⊗σz)
are presented in Fig. 4, where the initial state is taken as

ρ
(2)
0 . Similarly, we only show the average results over 30

repetitions and two specific samples for clarity. The results
show that the control laws designed using the two control
strategies can stabilise the target state effectively even when

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Time (a.u.)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

(a)

sample1
sample2
sample average

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

0

0.5

1

(b)

sample1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Time (a.u.)

0

0.5

1
sample2

1.2 1.205 1.21 1.215 1.22 1.225

0.998

1

Fig. 1. (a) The evolution curve of the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd)
between the system state and the target state with bang-bang-like

control for initial state ρ
(1)
0 and τ = 0.2, and (b) the evolution

curves of the control field u(2).

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
Time (a.u.)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

(a)

sample1
sample2
sample average

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
-1

0

1
(b)

sample1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
Time (a.u.)

-1

0

1
sample2

Fig. 2. (a) The evolution curve of the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd)
between the system state and the target state with switching Lya-

punov control for initial state ρ
(1)
0 and τ = 0.2, and (b) the evolu-

tion curves of the control field u(2).

the measurement efficiency is less than one, or there exists
dephasing noise.

In Fig. 5, we compare the convergence performance between
these two control strategies. The simulation curves in Fig. 5
are the average result over 30 samples starting from the ini-

tial state ρ
(1)
0 . It is clear that the filter-based feedback control

u(2) = −Tr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) can speed up the convergence to
the target state and has improved performance. The compar-

ison for the initial state ρ
(2)
0 has a similar result to Fig. 5.
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Fig. 3. The results with imperfect measurement ηA = 0.8; (a) The
evolution curve for the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd) with switching

Lyapunov control for initial state ρ
(2)
0 and τ = 0.2, (b) The evolu-

tion curve for the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd) with bang-bang-like

control for initial state ρ
(2)
0 and τ = 0.2.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Time (a.u.)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

(a)

Sample 1
Sample 2
Average sample

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Time (a.u.)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

(b)

Sample 1
Sample 2
Average sample

Fig. 4. The results with dephasing noise; (a) The evolution curve
for the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd) with switching Lyapunov control

for initial state ρ
(2)
0 and τ = 0.2, (b) The evolution curve for the

distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd) with bang-bang-like control for initial

state ρ
(2)
0 and τ = 0.2.

6 Conclusions

This paper investigated the problem of the generation of
given entangled states in qubit systems with a constant de-
lay time. Two control strategies have been designed based
on the Lyapunov method to drive the system to a desired tar-
get state from any initial state. The bang-bang-like control
strategy has a simple form with switching between a con-
stant value and zero, while the switching Lyapunov control

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Time (a.u.)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Fig. 5. Comparison of the distance V = 1−Tr2(ρρd) between

u(2) = 0 and u(2) = −Tr(i[H2,ρt−τ ]ρd) for initial state ρ
(1)
0 and

τ = 0.1.

has the potential to speed up the convergence. The stability
of the bang-bang-like control for N-qubit systems has been
proved theoretically, and we obtained the stability of switch-
ing Lyapunov control law in the form of LMIs in a two-qubit
example. Numerical results for a two-qubit system show that
the proposed control strategies can achieve the control task
effectively, and work well for stochastic quantum systems
with different delay time. The robustness for these two con-
trol strategies in terms of dephasing noises have been tested
in simulations, and the results show that the proposed feed-
back control strategies have great potential to generate and
protect quantum entanglement with robust performance. In
future work, the strict proof of the switching Lyapunov con-
trol for N-qubit systems will be considered, and the maximal
accepted delay time, and the case with time-varying or un-
certain delay time are open questions that are worth further
investigating for both two control strategies.

A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. The fact that system state converges to the target
state ρd in probability means:

limt→∞P{‖ρt −ρd‖> ε} = 0,∀ε > 0, (A.1)

where ‖ · ‖ is the Frobenius form.

The continuous function V (ρt) converges to V (ρd) in proba-
bility since the system state ρt converges to ρd in probability
([Gikhman & Skorohod (1996)], pp.60). Hence, we have:

limt→∞P{|V (ρt)−V(ρd)|> ε}= 0,∀ε > 0. (A.2)
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That means:

limt→∞P{V (ρt)> ε} = 0,∀ε > 0. (A.3)

As the Lyapunov function satisfies 0 ≤V (ρt) ≤ 1, we only
need to consider the fact of ε ≤ 1 in (A.2) and (A.3). We
calculate E[V (ρt)] as

E[V (ρt)]≤ ε [1−P{V(ρt)> ε}]+1 ·P{V(ρt)> ε}. (A.4)

Using the sign preserving property of the limit, evaluating
the limit value of the two sides of (A.4) and considering
(A.3), we have

limt→∞E [V (ρt)]≤ ε,∀ε > 0. (A.5)

Equation (A.5) implies:

limt→∞E [V (ρt)] = 0. (A.6)

However, V (ρt) is continuous and bounded. Using the domi-
nated convergence theorem ([Gikhman & Skorohod (1996)],
pp.72), we obtain:

E [limt→∞V (ρt)] = 0. (A.7)

Since the Lyapunov function is non-negative; i.e., V (ρt)≥ 0,
(A.7) implies:

limt→∞V (ρt) = 0. (A.8)

That is, ρt converges to ρd with probability 1.

On the other hand, ρt is a strong Markov process
[Mirrahimi & van Handel (2007)]. According to the con-
vergence of stochastic processes, if the system state con-
verges to ρd with probability 1, it must converge to ρd in
probability. �
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