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QUADRATIC-EXPONENTIAL COHERENT FEEDBACK CONTROL OF LINEAR

QUANTUM STOCHASTIC SYSTEMS∗

IGOR G. VLADIMIROV†, IAN R. PETERSEN†

Abstract. This paper considers a risk-sensitive optimal control problem for a field-mediated interconnection of a quantum
plant with a coherent (measurement-free) quantum controller. The plant and the controller are multimode open quantum harmonic
oscillators governed by linear quantum stochastic differential equations, which are coupled to each other and driven by multichannel
quantum Wiener processes modelling the external bosonic fields. The control objective is to internally stabilize the closed-loop
system and minimize the infinite-horizon asymptotic growth rate of a quadratic-exponential functional which penalizes the plant
variables and the controller output. We obtain first-order necessary conditions of optimality for this problem by computing the
partial Frechet derivatives of the cost functional with respect to the energy and coupling matrices of the controller in frequency
domain and state space. An infinitesimal equivalence between the risk-sensitive and weighted coherent quantum LQG control
problems is also established. In addition to variational methods, we employ spectral factorizations and infinite cascades of auxiliary
classical systems. Their truncations are applicable to numerical optimization algorithms (such as the gradient descent) for coherent
quantum risk-sensitive feedback synthesis.
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1. Introduction. Models of open quantum dynamics, which extend isolated quantum mechanical systems
towards interaction with environment (including other quantum or classical systems, such as measuring devices,
and quantum fields [7, 13]) often use the Hudson-Parthasarathy quantum stochastic calculus [18, 40, 43]. Such
models employ quantum stochastic differential equations (QSDEs) for the time evolution of dynamic variables in
the form of (in general, noncommuting) operators on a Hilbert space driven by quantum Wiener processes. The
latter are noncommutative analogues of the classical Brownian motion [26] and represent the external bosonic
fields by time-varying operators on a symmetric Fock space [42]. These QSDEs reflect the unitarity of the
augmented system-field evolution and have a specific structure involving a system Hamiltonian and operators of
coupling between the system and the external fields, which specify the energetics of the system-field interaction.
The dependence of the Hamiltonian and coupling operators on the system variables and the commutation
properties of the latter lead to a particular form of the resulting QSDEs and thus affect their tractability.

An important class of tractable models is provided by linear QSDEs for open quantum harmonic oscillators
(OQHOs). Their Hamiltonian and coupling operators are, respectively, quadratic and linear functions of the
system variables which are organized as quantum mechanical positions and momenta satisfying the canonical
commutation relations (CCRs) [31, 47]. The coefficients of the linear QSDE depend on the energy and coupling
matrices (parameterizing the Hamiltonian and coupling operators) in a specific fashion and are constrained
by physical realizability (PR) conditions which reflect, in particular, the preservation of the CCRs over the
course of time [24, 49]. Due to the linearity of the governing QSDEs, the dynamic properties of OQHOs
are similar in certain respects to those of classical linear stochastic systems, including the preservation of the
Gaussian nature of quantum system states [41] in the case of vacuum input fields [40]. This and other useful
properties (such as the fact that cascading and feedback interconnection [14, 23] of OQHOs lead to augmented
OQHOs) makes OQHOs efficient building blocks in linear quantum systems theory [38, 45, 69]. The latter
is concerned with performance analysis and synthesis of linear quantum stochastic systems subject to given
specifications, which include stability, robustness with respect to unmodelled dynamics and optimality in the
sense of performance criteria, such as minimization of cost functionals. In particular, similarly to classical
linear quadratic Gaussian (LQG) control and Kolmogorov-Wiener-Hopf-Kalman filtering [29], mean square cost
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functionals, based on second-order moments of system variables, are used in quantum LQG control and filtering
problems [3, 6, 10, 30, 33, 37, 67, 70] for interconnections of a quantum plant with a measurement-based classical
or coherent (that is, measurement-free) quantum controller or observer.

As in the classical case, the actual properties of physical systems (and quantum states) may differ from
their nominal models postulated by the mean square optimal approaches, which makes the issue of robustness
particularly important for applications, such as quantum information processing and quantum optics [36, 63].
In regard to parametric uncertainties, this issue is addressed, for example, in the H∞, guaranteed cost LQG
quantum control and robust state generation settings [24, 48, 58], while robustness to quantum statistical
uncertainties is one of the main features of quantum risk-sensitive control and filtering. The latter approach
employs time-ordered exponentials [21, 22, 8] or the usual operator exponentials [1, 5, 68, 56] of quadratic
functions of relevant quantum variables, which leads to quadratic-exponential functionals (QEFs) as costs to
be minimized. More precisely, similarly to its classical risk-sensitive control predecessors [4, 20, 64, 65], the
QEF is organized as an exponential moment of the integral of a positive semi-definite quadratic form of the
quantum system variables over a bounded time interval. The minimization of the QEF improves the upper
bound [57] for the worst-case mean square costs in the presence of quantum statistical uncertainty, when the
actual system-field state deviates from its nominal (for example, vacuum field state) model and this deviation
does not exceed a certain threshold in terms of the quantum relative entropy [36, 39, 68]. A similar role is
played by the QEF minimization for the upper bounds on the tail probability distribution [56] for the quantum
trajectories. Although the above properties resemble the links between the classical risk-sensitive criteria and
minimax LQG control [9, 44, 46], they are obtained in the noncommutative quantum case using quantum
probabilistic considerations [16, 19, 32].

Because of the noncommutativity, the computation of the QEF (in a Gaussian state of an OQHO over a
bounded time interval) is substantially more complicated in comparison with the classical case. As summarized
along with complete proofs in [60], it involves a quantum Karhunen-Loeve expansion of the system variables,
the randomization over an auxiliary classical Gaussian process, and a Girsanov type representation, leading to a
different frequency-domain formula for the infinite-horizon asymptotic growth rate of the logarithm of the QEF
for invariant Gaussian states of stable OQHOs with vacuum input fields. This relation expresses the QEF growth
rate in terms of an integral (over the frequency) of the log-determinant and trigonometric functions composed
with the matrix-valued Fourier transforms of the real and imaginary parts of the invariant quantum covariance
kernel of the system variables, thus making it less tractable than the corresponding classical H∞-entropy
integral [2, 34]. Nevertheless, this frequency-domain formula has already found a preliminary application to
optimality conditions for measurement-based feedback control with QEF criteria [59]. Furthermore, a method
for computing the QEF rate in state space has recently been developed in [62] based on a novel spectral
factorization with nonrational transfer functions using infinite cascades of auxiliary classical linear time invariant
(LTI) systems and a “system transposition” technique for rearranging mixed products of such systems with
their duals. This rearrangement resembles the Wick ordering [25, 66] known for the annihilation and creation
operators in quantum mechanics.

The present paper aims to extend the quadratic-exponential approach from performance analysis and
measurement-based control design in frequency domain to coherent quantum control synthesis in state space.
More precisely, we use the QEF rate as a robust performance criterion in a coherent quantum risk-sensitive con-
trol problem for a field-mediated feedback interconnection of a quantum plant and a quantum controller. Both
of them are modelled as multimode OQHOs governed by linear QSDEs, which are coupled to each other and
driven by multichannel quantum Wiener processes of the external bosonic fields, so that the closed-loop system
is an augmented OQHO. The control objective is to internally stabilize the closed-loop system and minimize
the QEF rate as a cost functional which penalizes the plant variables and the controller output forming a “cri-
terion” process. This minimization (subject to the stability constraint) is over the energy and coupling matrices
which parameterize the coherent quantum controller. In order to obtain the first-order necessary conditions of
optimality for this problem, we compute the partial Frechet derivatives of the cost with respect to the controller
parameters both in frequency domain and in state space. This computation combines the frequency-domain
representation of the QEF rate [60], mentioned above, with variational techniques [54, 55, 59] and is reduced to
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that of a core matrix, which encodes the Frechet derivatives of the QEF rate over the state-space matrices of the
closed-loop system as if the latter were independent variables. It is through the core matrix that a particular
form of the cost enters the first-order optimality conditions. Moreover, we use the core matrix for showing that
the coherent quantum risk-sensitive control problem is infinitesimally equivalent (at the level of the first-order
optimality conditions) to a weighted version of the coherent quantum LQG (CQLQG) control problem [37]. In
view of the key role of the core matrix, we develop its state-space computation using spectral factorizations in
terms of infinite cascades of auxiliary classical LTI systems, building on the results of [62]. With appropriate
truncations of the cascades, this variational approach is applicable to numerical optimization algorithms (such
as the gradient descent in [50]) for coherent quantum risk-sensitive feedback synthesis. The resulting iterative
procedures can be initialized with an optimal CQLQG controller.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the coherent quantum feedback interconnection of
a plant and a controller being considered. Section 3 discusses the two-point commutation structure of the
plant and controller variables and specifies a criterion process along with their statistical properties in the
invariant Gaussian state. Section 4 uses this process in order to formulate the coherent quantum risk-sensitive
control problem with the QEF rate as a cost functional. Section 5 establishes first-order necessary conditions of
optimality for this problem in the frequency domain using the core matrix. Section 6 discusses the infinitesimal
equivalence of the coherent quantum risk-sensitive control problem to a weighted CQLQG control problem.
Section 7 outlines a state-space computation of the core matrix using spectral factorizations and an infinite
cascade of classical linear systems. Section 8 makes concluding remarks. Appendices A and B provide a
subsidiary material on differentiation of functions of matrices and state-space computation of mixed moments
of transfer functions.

2. Quantum plant with a coherent quantum feedback. We consider a quantum plant, which is
affected by an external quantum noise w and coupled to the output field η of a quantum controller. In turn,
the controller is driven by another quantum noise ω and coupled to the output field y of the plant. These
multichannel quantum fields are organized into column-vectors

(2.1) w := (wk)16k6m1
, ω := (ωk)16k6m2

, W :=

[
w
ω

]
, y := (yk)16k6p1

, η := (ηk)16k6p2

consisting of even numbers m1, m2, m := m1 + m2, p1, p2 of time-varying self-adjoint operators (with time
arguments omitted for brevity) specified below. The resulting field-mediated coherent quantum feedback inter-
connection is shown in Fig. 1. The plant and the controller are open quantum harmonic oscillators (OQHOs)

quantum
plant

quantum
controller

✲ ✛
✲

✛
w

y

ω

η

Fig. 1. The fully quantum closed-loop system with a field-mediated interconnection of the quantum plant and the coherent
quantum controller. It interacts with the external input bosonic fields modelled by the quantum Wiener processes w, ω driving
the QSDEs (2.5), (2.6). The plant-controller interaction is mediated by the bosonic fields of the plant output y and the controller
output η.

with even numbers n, ν of dynamic variables x1, . . . , xn and ξ1, . . . , ξν (for example, consisting of conjugate
quantum mechanical position-momentum pairs [47], so that n

2 ,
ν
2 count the corresponding degrees of freedom).

These plant and controller variables are time-varying self-adjoint operators on (dense domains of) a complex
separable Hilbert space H, assembled into vectors

(2.2) x := (xk)16k6n, ξ := (ξk)16k6ν , X :=

[
x
ξ

]
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and satisfying the one-point Weyl canonical commutation relations (CCRs) [11] in the infinitesimal Heisenberg
form

(2.3) [x, xT] = 2iΘ1, [ξ, ξT] = 2iΘ2, [x, ξT] = 0, [X,XT] = 2iΘ, Θ =

[
Θ1 0
0 Θ2

]

(where all the quantum variables are considered at the same moment of time). Here, the commutator [α, β] :=
αβ − βα of linear operators extends to the commutator matrix [α, βT] := ([αj , βk])16j6r,16k6s for vectors
α := (αj)16j6r and β := (βk)16k6s of operators, i :=

√
−1 is the imaginary unit, and Θ1 ∈ An, Θ2 ∈ Aν ,

Θ ∈ An+ν are constant matrices (with Ar the space of real antisymmetric matrices of order r), which are
identified with their tensor products Θk ⊗ IH, Θ ⊗ IH with the identity operator IH on H. For what follows,
the CCR matrices Θ1, Θ2 are assumed to be nonsingular, and hence,

(2.4) detΘ 6= 0.

The Heisenberg dynamics of the plant and controller variables in (2.2) are described by Hudson-Parthasarathy
[18, 40] linear quantum stochastic differential equations (QSDEs)

dx = Axdt +Bdw + Edη, dy = Cxdt+Ddw,(2.5)

dξ = aξdt+ bdω + edy, dη = cξdt+ ddω,(2.6)

with constant coefficients comprising appropriately dimensioned matrices A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m1 , C ∈ Rp1×n,
D ∈ Rp1×m1 , E ∈ Rn×p2 and a ∈ Rν×ν , b ∈ Rν×m2 , c ∈ Rp2×ν , d ∈ Rp2×m2 , e ∈ Rν×p1 . The plant dynamics
(2.5) are driven by the quantumWiener process w from (2.1) on a symmetric Fock space [40] F1 and the quantum
Ito process η of the controller output fields on the space H. In a similar fashion, the controller dynamics (2.6)
are driven by the quantum Wiener process ω from (2.1) on another symmetric Fock space F2 and the quantum
Ito process y of the plant output fields on the space H. Accordingly, H is the system-field tensor-product space
given by

(2.7) H := H0 ⊗ F, H0 := H1 ⊗ H2, F := F1 ⊗ F2,

where H1, H2 are Hilbert spaces for the initial plant and controller variables in x(0), ξ(0). The fact that the
latter act on different spaces explains the commutativity [x(0), ξ(0)T] = 0 which is preserved in time as described
by the third equality in (2.3). The space H0 in (2.7) is the initial space for the closed-loop system variables
in (2.2), so that the n+ ν entries of X(0) act on H0. The composite Fock space F in (2.7) accommodates the
augmented quantum Wiener process W in (2.1), which is formed from those of the plant and the controller and
has a block diagonal quantum Ito matrix Ω:

(2.8) dWdWT = Ωdt, Ω =

[
Ω1 0
0 Ω2

]
= Im + iJ, Ωk := Imk

+ iJk,

where Ir is the identity matrix of order r, and Ω1, Ω2 are the Ito matrices of the quantum Wiener processes w,
ω of the plant and the controller. The imaginary parts J ∈ Am, J1 ∈ Am1

, J2 ∈ Am2
, given by

(2.9) J := ImΩ =

[
J1 0
0 J2

]
= Im ⊗ J, Jk := ImΩk = Imk

⊗ J, J :=

[
0 1
−1 0

]

(with J spanning the space A2), specify the two-point CCRs for the quantum Wiener processes:

(2.10) [W (s),W (t)T] = 2imin(s, t)J, s, t > 0.

The future-pointing Ito increments of the quantum Wiener processW (and hence, its subvectors w, ω) commute
with any adapted quantum process ζ considered at the same or an earlier moment of time:

(2.11) [dW (t), ζ(s)T] = 0, t > s > 0,
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with the adaptedness being understood with respect to the filtration (Ht)t>0 of the system-field space H in (2.7)
given by

(2.12) Ht := H0 ⊗ Ft,

where Ft is the Fock subspace associated with the time interval [0, t]. The QSDEs (2.5), (2.6) are combined
into one QSDE for the quantum process X in (2.2) driven by the external bosonic field W in (2.1):

(2.13) dX = AXdt+ BdW, A :=

[
A Ec
eC a

]
, B :=

[
B Ed
eD b

]
,

where the closed-loop system matrices A ∈ R(n+ν)×(n+ν), B ∈ R(n+ν)×m are computed similarly to the classical
case. However, since the plant and the controller are OQHOs, their matrices are not arbitrary and, in accordance
with the physical realisability (PR) conditions [24, 49] and the field-mediated coupling, are parameterized as

A = 2Θ1(R1 +MT
1 J1M1 + LT

1 J̃2L1), B = 2Θ1M
T
1 , C = 2DJ1M1, E = 2Θ1L

T
1 ,(2.14)

a = 2Θ2(R2 +MT
2 J2M2 + LT

2 J̃1L2), b = 2Θ2M
T
2 , c = 2dJ2M2, e = 2Θ2L

T
2 .(2.15)

Also, the feedthrough matrices D, d in (2.5), (2.6) are formed from conjugate pairs of rows of permutation

matrices of orders m1, m2, so that p1 6 m1, p2 6 m2, and, similarly to (2.9), (2.10), the matrices J̃1 :=

DJ1D
T = Ip1/2⊗J and J̃2 := dJ2d

T = Ip2/2⊗J are the CCR matrices for the plant and controller output fields
y, η. Here, R1 ∈ Sn, R2 ∈ Sν (with Sr the space of real symmetric matrices of order r) are energy matrices of
the plant and the controller which specify their individual Hamiltonians 1

2x
TR1x,

1
2ξ

TR2ξ. Also, M1 ∈ Rm1×n,
L1 ∈ Rp2×n are the matrices of coupling of the plant to the external input field w and the controller output η,

with

[
M1

L1

]
x the vector of coupling operators. Similarly,M2 ∈ Rm2×ν , L2 ∈ Rp1×ν are the matrices of coupling of

the controller to the external input field ω and the plant output y, with

[
M2

L2

]
ξ the vector of coupling operators.

The QSDE in (2.13) describes an OQHO whose matrices are parameterized as

(2.16) A = 2Θ(R+MTJM), B = 2ΘMT

(with Θ, J the CCR matrices from (2.3), (2.9)) by the energy matrix R ∈ Sn+ν , which specifies the Hamiltonian
1
2X

TRX of the closed-loop system, and the matrix M ∈ Rm×(n+ν) of coupling between the system and the
external input field W in (2.1), giving rise to the vector MX of system-field coupling operators. These energy
and coupling matrices R, M are computed by substituting the parameterizations (2.14), (2.15) into (2.13),
which leads to

(2.17) R =

[
R1

1
2 (L

T
1 c+ CTL2)

1
2 (c

TL1 + LT
2 C) R2

]
, M =

[
M1 DTL2

dTL1 M2

]
.

The relations (2.17) describe the influence of the controller parameters R2, M2, L2 on the energetics (and hence,
the dynamics (2.13)) of the closed-loop system, with the feedthrough matrix d (which specifies the “amount” of
the quantum noise ω in the controller output field η) being fixed. Due to the specific structure (2.16) (including
the symmetry of the energy matrix R and the antisymmetry of the CCR matrices Θ, J from (2.3), (2.9)), the
matrices A, B satisfy

(2.18) AΘ+ΘAT + ℧ = 0, ℧ := BJBT,

which is one of the PR conditions mentioned above and pertaining to the preservation of the CCRs (2.3).
The one-point CCR matrix Θ is completely specified by the commutation structure of the initial plant and
controller variables and does not depend on the energy and coupling matrices of the controller. However, the
latter affect not only the closed-loop system energetics through (2.17), but also the two-point CCRs of the plant
and controller variables.
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3. Two-point commutations, criterion process and invariant system state. As a solution of the
linear QSDE in (2.13), the quantum process X in (2.2) satisfies X(t) = e(t−s)AX(s) +

∫ t

s e
(t−τ)ABdW (τ) for

all t > s > 0, which, together with the commutativity (2.11), leads to the following two-point CCRs (see, for
example, [56, Eqs. (46), (47)]):

(3.1) [X(s), X(t)T] = 2iV (s− t), s, t > 0, V (τ) :=

{
eτAΘ if τ > 0

Θe−τAT

if τ < 0
= (Vjk(τ))16j,k62 ,

with the one-point CCRs (2.3) being a particular case since V (0) = Θ. Here, the two-point commutator
kernel V satisfies V (τ) = −V (−τ)T for any time difference τ ∈ R and is partitioned into four blocks V11(τ) =
−V11(−τ)T ∈ Rn×n, V12(τ) = −V21(−τ)T ∈ Rn×ν , V22(τ) = −V22(−τ)T ∈ Rν×ν . The first block-column of V
is computed as

(3.2) V•1(τ) := (Vj1(τ))16j62 = eτA
[
Θ1

0

]
= (eτA)•1Θ1, τ > 0,

where use is made of the corresponding block-columns of eτA and the block diagonal matrix Θ from (2.3). In
combination with the structure of the matrix A in (2.13), the relation (3.2) leads to the one-sided time derivative
V̇21(0+) = eCΘ1 which depends on e. Furthermore, the two-point CCR kernel V11 of the plant variables in
(3.1) satisfies V̈11(0+) = (A2)11Θ1 = (A2 + EceC)Θ1 and is also affected by the controller matrices.

The dependence of the two-point commutation structure of the plant and controller variables on the con-
troller parameters plays a role in the risk-sensitive optimal control problem for the closed-loop system formulated
in Section 4 in terms of a “criterion” process Z, which consists of r time-varying self-adjoint quantum variables
defined by

(3.3) Z := NX +KU = CX, U := cξ, C :=
[
N Kc

]
.

Here, N ∈ Rr×n, K ∈ Rr×p2 are given weighting matrices, which specify control design preferences in regard to
relative importance of the system variables and are free from PR constraints. Also, U is an auxiliary quantum
process which is the drift of the controller output QSDE in (2.6), corresponding to (though different from)
the classical actuator signal. Accordingly, the matrix C ∈ Rr×(n+ν) in (3.3) depends affinely on the controller
matrix c from (2.15). In view of (3.1), the criterion process Z has the following two-point CCRs:

(3.4) [Z(s), Z(t)T] = 2iΛ(s− t), s, t > 0, Λ(τ) := CV (τ)CT.

The two-point CCR function Λ satisfies Λ(τ) = −Λ(−τ)T for any τ ∈ R (similarly to V ) and, for any given time
horizon T > 0, specifies a compact skew self-adjoint operator LT on the Hilbert space L2([0, T ],Cr) of square
integrable Cr-valued functions on the time interval [0, T ] as

(3.5) LT (f)(s) :=
∫ T

0

Λ(s− t)f(t)dt, 0 6 s 6 T,

which will be used in Section 4. Note that the commutation structure (3.1) of the plant and controller variables
(and also (3.4) for the process Z) does not depend on the system-field quantum state.

In what follows, we will be concerned with the case of vacuum input fields, so that the underlying density
operator ρ on the system-field space H in (2.7) is given by ρ := ρ0 ⊗ υ, where ρ0 is the initial quantum state of
the closed-loop system on H0, and υ is the vacuum field state [40] on the Fock space F. Then, by the results
of [56] applied to the closed-loop system with any stabilizing controller (which makes the matrix A in (2.13)
Hurwitz), the plant and controller variables have a unique invariant multipoint zero-mean Gaussian quantum
state. Assuming that the system is initialized at the invariant state (and hence, retains it over the course of
time), X is a zero-mean stationary Gaussian quantum process. These properties are inherited from X by the
process Z in (3.3), and its two-point quantum covariance function takes the form

(3.6) E(Z(s)Z(t)T) = P (s− t) + iΛ(s− t), s, t > 0,
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where Eζ := Tr(ρζ) is the quantum expectation over the density operator ρ. While the imaginary part Λ is
given by (3.4) irrespective of the quantum state, the real part P is associated with the invariant Gaussian state:

(3.7) P (τ) =

{ CeτAPCT if τ > 0

CPe−τATCT if τ < 0
= P (−τ)T, τ ∈ R.

Here, the matrix P ∈ S
+
n+ν (with S+r the set of real positive semi-definite symmetric matrices of order r) describes

the invariant one-point covariances of the plant and controller variables and coincides with the controllability
Gramian [28] of the pair (A,B), which is the unique solution

(3.8) P := ReE(XXT) =

∫ +∞

0

etABBTetA
T

dt =: LA(BBT)

of the algebraic Lyapunov equation (ALE) AP + PAT + BBT = 0 and depends on BBT through the linear
operator LA. Moreover, P + iΛ in (3.6) is a positive semi-definite Hermitian kernel, whose Fourier transform

∫

R

e−iλt(P (t) + iΛ(t))dt = Φ(λ) + iΨ(λ) = F (iλ)ΩF (iλ)∗ < 0, λ ∈ R,(3.9)

takes values in the set H+
r of positive semi-definite matrices in the space Hr = Sr + iAr of complex Hermitian

matrices of order r and plays the role of a “quantum spectral density” of the stationary Gaussian quantum

process Z. Here, (·)∗ := (·)T is the complex conjugate transpose, and use is made of the quantum Ito matrix Ω
from (2.8) along with

(3.10) Φ(λ) :=

∫

R

e−iλtP (t)dt = F (iλ)F (iλ)∗, Ψ(λ) :=

∫

R

e−iλtΛ(t)dt = F (iλ)JF (iλ)∗,

where J is the matrix from (2.9). The right-hand sides of (3.9), (3.10) are factorized in terms of a strictly proper
rational transfer function F with the state-space realization triple (A,B, C) for the closed-loop system (2.13),
(3.3) from the incremented quantum Wiener process W to the process Z:

(3.11) F (s) := CG(s)B, G(s) := (sIn+ν −A)−1, s ∈ C,

where G coincides with the negative of the resolvent for the matrix A. Note that Φ(λ) ∈ H+
r in (3.10), while

Ψ(λ) is skew Hermitian at any frequency λ ∈ R.

4. Quadratic-exponential performance criterion. The risk-sensitive control setting considered below
starts from describing the coherent quantum feedback performance over a finite time horizon T > 0 in terms of
the quadratic-exponential functional (QEF)

(4.1) Ξθ,T := Ee
θ

2
QT .

Here, θ > 0 is a risk sensitivity parameter specifying the exponential penalty on the following positive semi-
definite self-adjoint quantum variable on the subspace HT in (2.12):

(4.2) QT :=

∫ T

0

Z(t)TZ(t)dt =

∫ T

0

X(t)TCTCX(t)dt.

The latter depends in a quadratic fashion on the history of the plant and controller variables in (2.2) over
the time interval [0, T ] through the criterion process Z from (3.3). Accordingly, the usual mean square cost
functionals are a limiting case of (4.1) as

(4.3) lim
θ→0+

Ξθ,T − 1

θ
= lim

θ→0+

ln Ξθ,T

θ
=

1

2
EQT .
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In particular, (4.2) acquires the form QT =
∫ T

0
(X(t)TΠ1X(t) + U(t)TΠ2U(t))dt by letting N :=

[√
Π1

0

]
and

K :=

[
0√
Π2

]
, where Π1 ∈ S+n , Π2 ∈ S+p2

, in which case (4.1) imposes a quadratic-exponential penalty on

the plant variables and the controller output variables in the conventional form of classical risk-sensitive cost
functionals [20, 64]. Alternatively, a quantum risk-sensitive filtering problem is obtained by letting E = 0 (which
decouples the plant dynamics (2.5) from the controller), N :=

√
Π and K := −N , where Π ∈ S+n . In this case,

r = n = p2, and (4.2) takes the form QT =
∫ T

0
(X(t) − U(t))TΠ(X(t) − U(t))dt. Accordingly, the controller

becomes a coherent quantum observer [33, 55], with its output drift U in (3.3) playing the role of an estimator
for the plant variables, so that (4.1) penalizes the resulting “estimation error” process X − U (see also [68] for
measurement-based risk-sensitive filtering formulations).

Returning to the general coherent quantum control setting with arbitrary weighting matrices N , K in (3.3),
suppose the coherent quantum controller is stabilizing, the input fields are in the vacuum state, and the closed-
loop system is in the invariant Gaussian state described in Section 3. Then, by [60, Theorem 8.1] applied to the
stationary Gaussian quantum process Z in (3.3), under the condition that it is “completely noncommutative”
in the sense that the operator LT in (3.5) has no zero eigenvalues,

(4.4) kerLT = {0} for all sufficiently large T > 0,

the infinite-horizon asymptotic behaviour of the QEF Ξθ,T in (4.1) is described by the growth rate

(4.5) Υθ := lim
T→+∞

( 1

T
ln Ξθ,T

)
= − 1

4π

∫

R

ln detDθ(λ)dλ.

Here,

(4.6) Dθ(λ) := cθ(λ)− θΦ(λ)sinc(θΨ(λ)) = cθ(λ) − Φ(λ)Ψ(λ)−1sθ(λ)

(with sincz := sin z
z an entire function extended to sinc0 := 1 by continuity) is a Cr×r-valued function on R

defined using

(4.7) cθ(λ) := cos(θΨ(λ)), sθ(λ) := sin(θΨ(λ))

and the Fourier transforms (3.10) of the covariance and commutator kernels P , Λ from (3.7), (3.4). The limit
in (4.5) holds for all sufficiently small values of the risk sensitivity parameter θ > 0 in (4.1) in the sense that

(4.8) θ sup
λ∈R

λmax(Φ(λ)tanc(θΨ(λ))) < 1,

where λmax(·) is the largest eigenvalue.
As a function of θ (subject to (4.8)), the QEF rate (4.5) can be used for quantifying the large deviations

of quantum trajectories [56] of the closed-loop system (in the form of upper bounds on the tail distributions of
QT in (4.2)) and its robustness to statistical uncertainties with a quantum relative entropy [39] description (see
[57, Section IV] and references therein including [68]). These quantum robustness bounds are similar to those in
minimax LQG control of classical stochastic systems [9, 44, 46] and depend on the QEF rate Υθ in a monotonic
fashion, so that smaller values of Υθ yield stronger bounds. Due to this monotonicity, the minimization of Υθ

over the controller parameters is beneficial for robust performance of the closed-loop system. The resulting
infinite-horizon risk-sensitive control problem is formulated for a given θ > 0 as the minimization

(4.9) Υθ −→ inf

of the QEF rate (4.5) over the energy and coupling matrices R2, M2, L2 of the coherent quantum controller in
(2.6), (2.15) subject to the internal stability (so as to make A in (2.13) Hurwitz) and the spectral constraint
(4.8).
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In comparison with classical risk-sensitive control [4, 20, 64], the controller parameters influence the cost
functional (4.5) not only through the statistical properties of the plant and controller variables, captured by
the function Φ in (3.10), but also through their two-point commutation structure described by Ψ, which enters
(4.5) in view of (4.6).

The development of conditions of optimality for the problem (4.9) in Section 5 employs a spectral density
representation of the QEF rate provided by Lemma 4.1 below. To this end, in view of (4.7), the matrix (4.6) is
expressed in terms of the matrix exponentials cθ(λ)± isθ(λ) = e±iθΨ(λ) ≻ 0 as

(4.10) Dθ = (Ir − θ(Φ− iΨ)φ(2iθΨ))e−iθΨ

(the frequency argument λ ∈ R is omitted for brevity) similarly to [62, Eq. (51)]. Here, φ is an entire function,
given by

(4.11) φ(u) :=
eu − 1

u
=

+∞∑

k=0

φku
k, φk :=

1

(k + 1)!
, u ∈ C

(with φ(0) := 1 by continuity) and taking positive values on the real line: φ(R) ⊂ (0,+∞). In (4.10), the
function φ maps the matrix 2iθΨ(λ) ∈ Hr to a positive definite Hermitian matrix:

(4.12) φ(2iθΨ(λ)) ≻ 0, λ ∈ R.

From (3.10), with the transfer matrices F (s), G(s) in (3.11) evaluated at s := iλ with λ ∈ R as before, it follows
that

(4.13) Φ− iΨ = FΩTF ∗ = FS2F ∗.

Here, the first equality is similar to the second equality in (3.9), and use is made of a square root

(4.14) S :=
√
ΩT =

1√
2
ΩT ∈ H

+
m

of the matrix ΩT = Im − iJ = Ω due to the structure of the quantum Ito matrix Ω in (2.8) and its imaginary
part J in (2.9) (indeed, since J2 = −Im, then (ΩT)2 = Im − J2 − 2iJ = 2ΩT, which also implies that 1

2Ω
T

is idempotent). In view of (4.13), the matrix (Φ − iΨ)φ(2iθΨ) = FS2F ∗φ(2iθΨ) is, up to zero eigenvalues,
isospectral to

(4.15) Σθ := SF ∗φ(2iθΨ)FS

obtained by swapping the factors FS and SF ∗φ(2iθΨ). The resulting function Σθ : R → H+
m has all the

properties of the spectral density of a classical Cm-valued random process. Indeed, the Hermitian property and
positive semi-definiteness of the matrix Σθ(λ) at any frequency λ follow from (4.12) and the Hermitian property
of S in (4.14). The significance of Σθ for computing the QEF rate (4.5) is based on the following lemma, similar
to [62, Lemma 1]. For its formulation, we associate with Σθ a function ∆θ : R→ Hm given by

(4.16) ∆θ := Im − θΣθ.

Note that the fulfillment of the condition (4.8) makes the matrix ∆θ(λ) uniformly positive definite over λ ∈ R

in the sense that its smallest eigenvalue is separated from zero:

(4.17) inf
λ∈R

λmin(∆θ(λ)) > 0.

Therefore, ∆θ is a spectral density function which, due to the decay of Σθ in (4.15) at infinity, satisfies
limλ→∞ ∆θ(λ) = Im.
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Lemma 4.1. Suppose the matrix A of the closed-loop system in (2.13), (3.3), is Hurwitz, and the conditions
(4.4), (4.8) are satisfied. Then the QEF rate (4.5) is represented in terms of (4.16) as

(4.18) Υθ = − 1

4π

∫

R

ln det∆θ(λ)dλ.

Proof. From the isospectrality, up to zero eigenvalues, of (Φ − iΨ)φ(2iθΨ) to Σθ in (4.15), it follows that
Ir − θ(Φ− iΨ)φ(2iθΨ) is isospectral to ∆θ in (4.16) up to unit eigenvalues, and hence,

(4.19) ln det(Im − θ(Φ− iΨ)φ(2iθΨ)) = ln det∆θ.

A combination of (4.19) with the representation (4.10) of the function Dθ in (4.6) and the identity det eµ = eTrµ

for square matrices µ leads to

(4.20) ln detDθ(λ) = ln det∆θ(λ)− iθTrΨ(λ), λ ∈ R.

Since TrΨ is the Fourier transform of TrΛ by (3.10), application of the inverse Fourier transform yields∫
R
TrΨ(λ)dλ = 2πTrΛ(0) = 0 in view of the one-point CCR matrix Λ(0) = CV (0)CT = CΘCT in (3.4) be-

ing traceless (as any antisymmetric matrix). The representation (4.18) is now obtained by integrating both
sides of (4.20) over λ and recalling (4.5). �

Note that the transfer function G (and hence, Ψ in (3.10)) is strictly proper, and φ(0) = 1, whereby
‖Σθ(λ)‖ = O(1/λ2) (for any matrix norm ‖ · ‖) as λ → ∞, thus making Σθ in (4.15) absolutely integrable:∫
R
‖Σθ(λ)‖dλ < +∞. This integrability and the uniform positive definiteness (4.17) under the condition (4.8)

secure the convergence of the integral in (4.18). Moreover, due to these properties, the QEF rate Υθ is a Frechet
differentiable function of the closed-loop system matrices A, B, C. In comparison with the original formula (4.5),
the advantage of the representation (4.18) is that its integrand uses Hermitian matrices, which will simplify the
computation of the Frechet derivatives.

5. First-order necessary conditions of optimality. Since the closed-loop system matrix A in (2.13)
is Hurwitz for any stabilizing coherent quantum controller (2.6), then, in view of the parameterization (2.15),
the cost functional Υθ, defined by (4.5) and endowed with an equivalent representation (4.18) in Lemma 4.1, is
an infinitely differentiable composite function

(5.1) E := Sν × R
m2×ν × R

p1×ν ∋ E := (R2,M2, L2) 7→ (a, b, c, e) 7→ (A,B, C) 7→ Υθ

of the triple E of the energy and coupling matrices of such a controller for any given θ > 0 subject to (4.8).
Those triples E , which specify a stabilizing coherent quantum controller (2.6), (2.15) satisfying (4.4), (4.8), form
an open subset of the space E. Such controllers will be referred to as admissible controllers.

Similarly to the variational approach to quantum control and filtering problems with mean square perfor-
mance criteria [54, 55], the first-order necessary conditions of optimality for the risk-sensitive control problem
(4.9) in the class of admissible controllers can be obtained by equating to zero the partial Frechet derivatives of
the QEF rate Υθ with respect to the energy and coupling matrices R2, M2, L2 of the controller. A frequency-
domain representation of these derivatives is provided by Theorem 5.1 below. For its formulation, the affine
dependence of the closed-loop system matrices A, B, C in (2.13), (3.3) on the controller matrices a, b, c, e in the
QSDEs (2.6), that is, the second intermediate map in (5.1), is represented (similarly to [54, Eqs. (22), (23)]) as

(5.2) Γ :=

[
A B
C 0

]
= Γ0 + Γ1γΓ2, γ :=

[
a b e
c 0 0

]
,

where Γ0 ∈ R(n+ν+r)×(n+ν+m), Γ1 ∈ R(n+ν+r)×(ν+p2), Γ2 ∈ R(ν+m2+p1)×(n+ν+m) are auxiliary matrices given
by

(5.3) Γ0 :=



A 0 B Ed
0 0ν 0 0
S 0 0 0


 , Γ1 :=



0 E
Iν 0
0 K


 , Γ2 :=



0 Iν 0 0
0 0 0 Im2

C 0 D 0


 ,
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with 0s the (s× s)-matrix of zeros (the dimensions of the other blocks are recovered from their surroundings).
In (5.2), the closed-loop system and controller matrices are assembled into the matrices Γ ∈ Tn+ν,m,r and
γ ∈ Tν,m2+p1,p2

in the corresponding subspaces

(5.4) Ts,µ,ρ :=

{[
ϕ σ
τ 0

]
: ϕ ∈ R

s×s, σ ∈ R
s×µ, τ ∈ R

ρ×s

}

of the Hilbert space R(s+ρ)×(s+µ), where s, µ, ρ specify the block dimensions. The operator of projection from
R(s+ρ)×(s+µ) onto the subspace Ts,µ,ρ will be denoted as ks,µ,ρ. Its action

(5.5) ks,µ,ρ

([
ϕ σ
τ ψ

])
:=

[
ϕ σ
τ 0

]

consists in padding the bottom-right (ρ× µ)-block ψ of the matrix with zeros, in accordance with the sparsity
structure in (5.4). The operator ks,µ,ρ and the target subspace Ts,µ,ρ extend to the case of complex matrices
in a natural fashion. In view of the affine dependence of the matrix Γ on γ in (5.2), the corresponding Frechet
derivative can be represented as

(5.6) ∂γΓ = [[[Γ1,Γ2]]].

Here, [[[σ, τ ]]] denotes a “sandwich” operator (playing a role in algebraic Sylvester equations [12, 51]), which is
specified by real or complex matrices σ, τ and acts on an appropriately dimensioned matrix α as

(5.7) [[[σ, τ ]]](α) := σατ.

In a similar fashion, [[[σ1, τ1 | . . . | σs, τs]]] :=
∑s

k=1[[[σk, τk]]] defines a “multisandwich” operator. The operator
∂γΓ in (5.6) provides a concise representation (in fact, makes advantage of the sparsity) of the Jacobian matrix

of the affine map (a, b, c, e) 7→ (A,B, C) in (2.13), (3.3): ∂a,b,c,e(A,B, C) =

[
∂aA 0 ∂cA ∂eA
0 ∂bB 0 ∂eB
0 0 ∂cC 0

]
, which is

computed as if the controller matrices a, b, c, e were independent variables. This Jacobian matrix consists of
linear operators, and its nontrivial entries are the partial Frechet derivatives

∂aA = [[[

[
0
Iν

]
,
[
0 Iν

]
]]], ∂cA = [[[

[
E
0

]
,
[
0 Iν

]
]]], ∂eA = [[[

[
0
Iν

]
,
[
C 0

]
]]],

∂bB = [[[

[
0
Iν

]
,
[
0 Im2

]
]]], ∂eB = [[[

[
0
Iν

]
,
[
D 0

]
]]], ∂cC = [[[K,

[
0 Iν

]
]]],

organized as sandwich operators. Theorem 5.1 will also employ the following functions φθ, ψθ : R→ Cr×m and
̟θ : R→ Hr:

φθ(λ) := φ(2iθΨ(λ))F (iλ)S∆θ(λ)
−1S, ψθ(λ) := ̟θ(λ)F (iλ)J,(5.8)

̟θ(λ) :=

(
φ

([
2iθΨ(λ) 0

F (iλ)S∆θ(λ)
−1SF (iλ)∗ 2iθΨ(λ)

]))

21

, λ ∈ R,(5.9)

defined in terms of (2.9), (3.10), (3.11), (4.11), (4.12), (4.14), (4.16), with (·)21 denoting the bottom left (r× r)-
block of the appropriately partitioned (2r × 2r)-matrix. Also, we will use a matrix

(5.10) χθ :=
1

2π

∫

R

ReP

([
G∗CT
Ir

]
(φθ + 2iθψθ)

[
BTG∗ Im

])
dλ ∈ Tn+ν,m,r,

where, in accordance with (5.4), (5.5), the operator

(5.11) P := kn+ν,m,r

is the projection onto the subspace Tn+ν,m,r of matrices whose bottom right (r ×m)-block vanishes.
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Theorem 5.1. Suppose the controller (2.6), (2.15) is admissible, and the closed-loop system (2.13) is driven
by vacuum fields and is in the invariant Gaussian quantum state. Then the partial Frechet derivatives of the
QEF rate (4.5) for the system with respect to the energy and coupling matrices R2, M2, L2 of the controller can
be computed as

∂R2
Υθ = −2S(Θ2∂aΥθ),(5.12)

∂M2
Υθ = 2(2J2M2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂bΥ

T
θ Θ2 − J2dT∂cΥθ),(5.13)

∂L2
Υθ = 2(2J̃1L2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂eΥ

T
θ Θ2)(5.14)

(with S(µ) := 1
2 (µ + µT) and A(µ) := 1

2 (µ − µT) the symmetrizer and antisymmetrizer of square matrices).
Here, the partial Frechet derivatives of Υθ with respect to the controller matrices a, b, c, e (as independent
variables) are the blocks of the matrix

(5.15) θΓT
1 χθΓ

T
2 =

[
∂aΥθ ∂bΥθ ∂eΥθ

∂cΥθ ∗ ∗

]
,

where the blocks “∗” are irrelevant, and the matrices Γ1, Γ2, χθ are given by (5.3), (5.10).

Proof. In view of the relation δ ln detµ = 〈µ−1, δµ〉 for positive definite Hermitian matrices µ (with 〈α, β〉 :=
Tr(α∗β) the Frobenius inner product [17] of identically dimensioned real or complex matrices α, β), it follows
from (4.18) that, for a given θ, the first variation of the QEF rate with respect to the admissible controller
matrices can be represented as

(5.16) δΥθ =
θ

4π

∫

R

〈∆θ(λ)
−1, δΣθ(λ)〉dλ,

where use is also made of δ∆θ = −θδΣθ due to (4.16). For a fixed but otherwise arbitrary frequency λ ∈ R, the
first variation of the matrix Σθ(λ) in (4.15) is computed as

(5.17) δΣθ = S(F ∗φ(2iθΨ)δF + (δF ∗)φ(2iθΨ)F + F ∗(δφ(2iθΨ))F )S,

since the matrix S in (4.14) is constant. By substituting (5.17) into (5.16), the integrand takes the form

〈∆−1
θ , δΣθ〉 = 〈S∆−1

θ S, F ∗φ(2iθΨ)δF + (δF ∗)φ(2iθΨ)F + F ∗(δφ(2iθΨ))F 〉
= 〈S∆−1

θ S, F ∗φ(2iθΨ)δF + (F ∗φ(2iθΨ)δF )∗〉+ 〈S∆−1
θ S, F ∗(δφ(2iθΨ))F 〉

= 2Re〈S∆−1
θ S, F ∗φ(2iθΨ)δF 〉+ 〈FS∆−1

θ SF ∗, δφ(2iθΨ)〉
= 2Re〈φ(2iθΨ)FS∆−1

θ S, δF 〉+ 〈FS∆−1
θ SF ∗, δφ(2iθΨ)〉

= 2Re〈φθ, δF 〉+ 〈FS∆−1
θ SF ∗, δφ(2iθΨ)〉,(5.18)

where we have used (5.8) and the Hermitian property of the matrices S, ∆θ, φ(2iθΨ). Here, use is also made
of the identity 〈α, σβτ〉 = 〈σ∗ατ∗, β〉 for appropriately dimensioned complex matrices α, β, σ, τ (that is, the
representation

(5.19) [[[σ, τ ]]]† = [[[σ∗, τ∗]]]

for the adjoint of the sandwich operator (5.7)), along with 〈α, β + β∗〉 = 2Re〈α, β〉 in the case when α is
Hermitian. Application of (A.3) from Lemma A.1 (see Appendix A and references therein) to the function φ in
(4.11) on the Hilbert space Hr (with the Frobenius inner product 〈·, ·〉) leads to

(5.20) 〈FS∆−1
θ SF ∗, δφ(2iθΨ)〉 = 2iθ〈∂αφ(α)|α=2iθΨ(FS∆

−1
θ SF ∗), δΨ〉 = 2iθ〈̟θ, δΨ〉,
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where the Frechet derivative ∂αφ(α) of φ is a linear operator acting on the space Hr as

(5.21) ∂αφ(α)(β) =

(
φ

([
α 0
β α

]))

21

∈ Hr, α, β ∈ Hr,

with (·)21 denoting the bottom left (r× r)-block of the (2r× 2r)-matrix. In (5.20), the relation (5.21) is applied
to the matrices α := 2iθΨ and β := FS∆−1

θ SF ∗ (which are both in Hr), thereby leading to the matrix ̟θ in
(5.9). The first variation of Ψ in (3.10) is computed as δΨ = (δF )JF ∗+FJδF ∗, and its substitution into (5.20)
yields

〈FS∆−1
θ SF ∗, δφ(2iθΨ)〉 = 2iθ〈̟θ, (δF )JF

∗ + FJδF ∗〉
= 2iθ〈̟θ, (δF )JF

∗ − ((δF )JF ∗)∗〉 = −4θIm〈̟θ, (δF )JF
∗〉

= 4θIm〈̟θFJ, δF 〉 = 4θIm〈ψθ, δF 〉 = 4θRe〈iψθ, δF 〉,(5.22)

where use is made of (5.8), (5.9), the antisymmetry of the matrix J in (2.9), and the matrix identity 〈α, β−β∗〉 =
2iIm〈α, β〉 with α Hermitian. In turn, the first variation of the transfer matrix F in (3.11) (as a function of the
matrices A, B, C) is represented as

(5.23) δF = CG(δA)GB + CGδB + (δC)GB =
[
CG Ir

]
(δΓ)

[
GB
Im

]
,

due to the relation δG = G(δA)G, which is obtained from the second equality in (3.11) by using the identity
δ(µ−1) = −µ−1(δµ)µ−1 for nonsingular matrices µ. Here,

(5.24) δΓ =

[
δA δB
δC 0

]
,

in accordance with the first equality in (5.2). By combining (5.18) with (5.22) and using (5.23), it follows that

〈∆−1
θ , δΣθ〉 = 2Re〈φθ, δF 〉+ 4θRe〈iψθ, δF 〉 = 2Re〈φθ + 2iθψθ, δF 〉

= 2Re

〈[
G∗CT
Ir

]
(φθ + 2iθψθ)

[
BTG∗ Im

]
, δΓ

〉

= 2

〈
ReP

([
G∗CT
Ir

]
(φθ + 2iθψθ)

[
BTG∗ Im

])
, δΓ

〉
,(5.25)

where P is the operator (5.11), and the matrix identity Re〈α, β〉 = 〈Reα, β〉 with β real is applied to β := δΓ.
Since δΓ in (5.24) does not depend on the frequency λ, then by integrating both sides of (5.25) over λ ∈ R and
using (5.10), the first variation (5.16) acquires the form

(5.26) δΥθ = θ〈χθ, δΓ〉,

which yields the Frechet derivative of the QEF rate with respect to the matrix Γ ∈ Tn+ν,m,r in (5.2):

(5.27) ∂ΓΥθ =

[
∂AΥθ ∂BΥθ

∂CΥθ 0

]
= θχθ.

From the affine dependence of Γ on γ in (5.2), which describes the second map in (5.1), it follows that

(5.28) δΓ = Γ1(δγ)Γ2, δγ =

[
δa δb δe
δc 0 0

]
,
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in accordance with (5.6), with the matrices Γ1, Γ2 given by (5.3). Therefore, by an operator version of the
chain rule for differentiating composite functions, substitution of the first equality from (5.28) into (5.26) yields
δΥθ = θ〈ΓT

1 χθΓ
T
2 , δγ〉 = θ〈kν,m2+p1,p2

(ΓT
1 χθΓ

T
2 ), δγ〉, whereby

(5.29) ∂γΥθ = θkν,m2+p1,p2
(ΓT

1 χθΓ
T
2 )

is the Frechet derivative of Υθ with respect to the matrix γ ∈ Tν,m2+p1,p2
in (5.2). The relation (5.29) allows the

partial Frechet derivatives of Υθ with respect to the controller matrices a, b, c, e (as if they were independent
variables) to be recovered as the corresponding blocks of the matrix (5.15). It now remains to take into account
the first map in (5.1) specified by (2.15). The latter leads to the first variations of the QEF rate Υθ with respect
to the energy and coupling matrices R2, M2, L2 of the controller:

δR2
Υθ = 〈∂aΥθ, 2Θ2δR2〉 = −2〈Θ2∂aΥθ, δR2〉 = −2〈S(Θ2∂aΥθ), δR2〉,(5.30)

δM2
Υθ = 〈∂aΥθ, 2Θ2(M

T
2 J2δM2 + (δMT

2 )J2M2)〉+ 〈∂bΥθ, 2Θ2δM
T
2 〉+ 〈∂cΥθ, 2dJ2δM2〉

= −2〈A(Θ2∂aΥθ),M
T
2 J2δM2 − (MT

2 J2δM2)
T〉 − 2〈∂bΥT

θ , δM2Θ2〉 − 2〈J2dT∂cΥθ, δM2〉
= 2〈2J2M2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂bΥ

T
θ Θ2 − J2dT∂cΥθ, δM2〉,(5.31)

δL2
Υθ = 〈∂aΥθ, 2Θ2(L

T
2 J̃1δL2 + (δLT

2 )J̃1L2)〉+ 〈∂eΥθ, 2Θ2δL
T
2 〉

= 2〈2J̃1L2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂eΥ
T
θ Θ2, δL2〉,(5.32)

where use is also made of the symmetry of R2 and antisymmetry of the CCR matrices Θ2, J2, J̃1 along with
the orthogonality of the subspaces of real symmetric and real antisymmetric matrices. By (5.30)–(5.32), the
corresponding partial Frechet derivatives take the form (5.12)–(5.14). �

The proof of Theorem 5.1 shows that the specific form (4.5) (or (4.18)) of the cost functional Υθ enters
its partial Frechet derivatives (5.12)–(5.15) only through the matrix χθ in (5.10). Indeed, the maps E 7→
(a, b, c, e) 7→ (A,B, C) in (5.1) remain unchanged for different cost functionals using the same criterion process
(3.3). For this reason, the matrix χθ, which, in view of (5.27), captures the Frechet derivatives of the function
(A,B, C) 7→ Υθ, will be referred to as the core matrix for the QEF rate.

In the limit, as θ → 0+, the functions (4.16), (5.8) reduce to ∆0 = Im, φ0 = FΩT, ψ0 = 1
2FΩ

TF ∗FJ ,
whose substitution into (5.10) at θ = 0 yields the matrix

(5.33) χ0 =
1

2π

∫

R

ReP

([
G∗CT
Ir

]
FΩT

[
BTG∗ Im

])
dλ

(note that S2 = ΩT in view of (4.14)). Similarly to (5.27), the matrix χ0 can be represented as

(5.34) χ0 = ∂ΓΥ∗ =

[
∂AΥ∗ ∂BΥ∗

∂CΥ∗ 0

]
=

[
H QB
CP 0

]

and plays the role of a core matrix associated with the following mean square cost for the same criterion process
(3.3) of the closed-loop system in the invariant Gaussian state:

(5.35) Υ∗ :=
1

2
E(Z(0)TZ(0)) = lim

θ→0+

Υθ

θ
=

1

2T
EQT ,

which holds for any T > 0 (in the invariant state) and is the growth rate for the right-hand side of (4.3). The
last equality in (5.34) employs the Hankelian H := QP of the system (see, for example, [54, Lemma 2] or
[53, Lemma 7 of Appendix B]) associated with the controllability Gramian P from (3.8) and the observability
Gramian Q = LAT(Π) of the pair (A, C) satisfying the ALE ATQ + QA + Π = 0, where use is made of an
auxiliary matrix

(5.36) Π := CTC ∈ S
+
n+ν .
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The right-hand side of (5.34) can also be obtained directly by evaluating (5.33) through the Plancherel theorem
applied to the transfer functions (3.11) and their complex conjugate transpose.

We will now return to the general case of θ > 0. In combination with (5.3), (5.8)–(5.10), (5.15) (with the
closed-loop system matrices A, B, C being computed according to (2.13), (3.3) and the parameterization (2.15)
of the controller matrices), the equations

S(Θ2∂aΥθ) = 0,(5.37)

2J2M2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂bΥ
T
θ Θ2 − J2dT∂cΥθ = 0,(5.38)

2J̃1L2A(Θ2∂aΥθ) + ∂eΥ
T
θ Θ2 = 0,(5.39)

obtained by equating the partial Frechet derivatives (5.12)–(5.14) to zero, provide first-order necessary conditions
of optimality in frequency domain for the quantum risk-sensitive control problem (4.9) in the class of admissible
coherent quantum controllers (2.6), (2.15) for the quantum plant (2.5). The equations (5.37)–(5.39) can be
solved numerically by using the Frechet derivatives for a gradient descent iterative algorithm in the space E

of the matrix triples E from (5.1), similarly to [50] for the coherent quantum LQG (CQLQG) control problem
Υ∗ → inf with the mean square cost (5.35). Such an algorithm can be initialized, for example, at a solution of
the CQLQG control problem, which involves the corresponding core matrix χ0 from (5.33), (5.34) and can also
be obtained by using the homotopy and discounting ideas [61]. At every step, the gradient descent requires the
evaluation of the core matrix χθ in (5.10), which is the crucial part of this approach. To this end, Section 7 will
outline a state-space computation of χθ using spectral factorizations and an infinite cascade of classical linear
systems. In addition to the role for numerical optimization, the general structure of the core matrix χθ in (5.10)
(and its limiting case χ0 in (5.33)) suggests a link between the risk-sensitive and CQLQG control problems,
which is discussed in the next section.

6. Infinitesimal equivalence to a weighted CQLQG control problem. From (5.8), (5.9), it follows
that, at any given frequency λ ∈ R, the intermediate factor φθ+2iθψθ of the integrand in the core matrix (5.10)
can be represented as the image

(6.1) φθ(λ) + 2iθψθ(λ) = Mθ,F (F (iλ))

of the closed-loop system transfer matrix F (iλ) in (3.11) under a multisandwich operator on Cr×m:

(6.2) Mθ,F := [[[φ(2iθΨ(λ)), S∆θ(λ)
−1S | ̟θ(λ), 2iθJ ]]],

whose dependence on λ is omitted for brevity. In view of (5.19), the operator Mθ,F is self-adjoint since all the
four matrices, which specify it, are Hermitian. Note that the operator Mθ,F itself depends on F through Ψ,
∆θ, ̟θ.

Now, consider a generalized version of the CQLQG control problem with a weighted quadratic cost functional

(6.3) V :=
1

4π

∫

R

〈F,M(F )〉dλ→ inf

for the same criterion process (3.3). Here, M is a given frequency-dependent self-adjoint operator on the Hilbert
space Cr×m (with the Frobenius inner product). In order to guarantee the convergence of the integral in (6.3)
for strictly proper stable transfer functions F , we assume that the operator norm of M is bounded uniformly
over the frequency:

(6.4) |||M||| := sup
λ∈R

‖M‖ < +∞,

so that |V | 6 1
2 |||M|||‖F‖22 < +∞, where ‖F‖2 :=

√
1
2π

∫
R
‖F (iλ)‖2Fdλ is the norm of F in the Hardy space H2

defined in terms of the Frobenius norm ‖ · ‖F :=
√
〈·, ·〉 of matrices.
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Lemma 6.1. For a given frequency-dependent self-adjoint operator M on Cr×m satisfying (6.4), the weighted
CQLQG control problem (6.3) over stabilizing coherent quantum controllers (2.6), (2.15) has the core matrix

(6.5) χ := ∂ΓV =

[
∂AV ∂BV
∂CV 0

]
=

1

2π

∫

R

ReP

([
G∗CT
Ir

]
M(F )

[
BTG∗ Im

])
dλ,

where P is the projection operator in (5.11), and use is made of the closed-loop system matrices A, B, C from
(2.13), (3.3) assembled into the matrix Γ in (5.2), along with the transfer function G from (3.11).

Proof. Since the operator M itself does not depend on the transfer function F , then at any frequency λ ∈ R,
the first variation of the integrand in (6.3) with respect to F is computed as

(6.6) δ〈F,M(F )〉 = 〈F,M(δF )〉 + 〈δF,M(F )〉 = 〈M(F ), δF 〉+ 〈M(F ), δF 〉 = 2Re〈M(F ), δF 〉

due to the self-adjointness of M. By (6.6), the first variation of the cost functional V takes the form

(6.7) δV =
1

4π

∫

R

δ〈F,M(F )〉dλ =
1

2π

∫

R

Re〈M(F ), δF 〉dλ.

Similarly to (5.25), substitution of (5.23), (5.24) into the last integrand in (6.7) leads to Re〈M(F ), δF 〉 =〈
ReP

([
G∗CT
Ir

]
M(F )

[
BTG∗ Im

])
, δΓ

〉
. Hence, δV = 〈χ, δΓ〉, with the matrix χ in (6.5) indeed being the

core matrix associated with the cost functional V . �

The following theorem, which is a corollary of Lemma 6.1, establishes a connection between the coherent
quantum risk-sensitive control problem (4.9) and the weighted CQLQG control problem (6.3) at the level of the
first-order necessary conditions of optimality.

Theorem 6.2. For a given θ > 0, suppose F∗ is the transfer function of the closed-loop system with an
admissible controller (2.6), (2.15), and the operator

(6.8) M := Mθ,F∗

is associated with F∗ as in (6.2) and fixed. Then the controller is a stationary point of the coherent quantum
risk-sensitive control problem (4.9) in the sense of (5.37)–(5.39) if and only if it is so for the weighted CQLQG
control problem (6.3) with the weighting operator (6.8).

Proof. Substitution of (6.1) into (5.10) shows that the resulting core matrix χθ of the problem (4.9), com-
puted for the closed-loop system F∗, coincides with the core matrix χ in (6.5) for the problem (6.3) with the
weighting operator M in (6.8). The relation χθ = χ implies the equality ∂EΥθ = ∂EV for the corresponding
Frechet derivatives ∂E(·) := (∂R2

(·), ∂M2
(·), ∂L2

(·)) of the cost functionals Υθ, V with respect to the triple E
from (5.1) at such a controller. Hence, the latter satisfies the stationarity condition ∂EΥθ = 0 if and only if it
does ∂EV = 0. The boundedness of the operator (6.8) is addressed in Lemma 6.3. �

In the context of the problem (6.3), the above proof is completed by the following lemma which clarifies
the correctness of the right-hand side of (6.8) as a bounded operator.

Lemma 6.3. For any given θ > 0 and an admissible controller (2.6), (2.15), the operator Mθ,F associated
with the corresponding closed-loop system transfer function F by (6.2), has a finite norm (6.4):

(6.9) |||Mθ,F ||| 6
2ϑr(2θ‖F‖2∞)

infλ∈R λmin(∆θ(λ))
, ϑr(u) := φ(u) +

√
rφ′(u)u,

where φ′ is the derivative of the function φ from (4.11), and ‖F‖∞ = supλ∈R
‖F (iλ)‖ is the H∞-norm of F .
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Proof. At any frequency λ ∈ R, the operator norm of the multisandwich operator (6.2) admits an upper
bound

‖Mθ,F‖ 6 ‖[[[φ(2iθΨ(λ)), S∆θ(λ)
−1S]]]‖+ ‖[[[̟θ(λ), 2iθJ ]]]‖

6 ‖φ(2iθΨ(λ))‖‖S∆θ(λ)
−1S‖+ ‖̟θ(λ)‖‖2iθJ‖

6 φ(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖)λmax(S∆θ(λ)
−1S) + 2θ‖̟θ(λ)‖‖J‖

6 φ(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖) λmax(S
2)

λmin(∆θ(λ))
+ 2θ‖̟θ(λ)‖ =

2φ(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖)
λmin(∆θ(λ))

+ 2θ‖̟θ(λ)‖,(6.10)

where use is made of (A.9) and positivity of the coefficients φk in the expansion of φ in (4.11) along with the
unitarity of the matrix J in (2.9) (whereby ‖J‖ = 1). Also, we have employed (4.14), the fact that λmax(Ω

T) = 2,
and the relation (4.17). A combination of the inequalities ‖N‖ 6 ‖N‖F 6

√
r‖N‖ for the operator and Frobenius

norms of any matrix N ∈ Cr×r with the norm bound (A.11) applied to the Frechet derivative in (5.9) leads to

‖̟θ(λ)‖ 6 ‖̟θ(λ)‖F 6 ‖∂αφ(α)|α=2iθΨ(λ)‖‖F (iλ)S∆θ(λ)
−1SF (iλ)∗‖F

6
√
rφ′(‖2iθΨ(λ)‖)‖F (iλ)S∆θ(λ)

−1SF (iλ)∗‖

6
√
rφ′(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖)λmax(F (iλ)Ω

TF (iλ)∗)

λmin(∆θ(λ))
6 2
√
rφ′(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖) ‖F (iλ)‖

2

λmin(∆θ(λ))
.(6.11)

By substituting (6.11) into (6.10) and taking the supremum over λ ∈ R, it follows that

|||Mθ,F ||| 6 2 sup
λ∈R

φ(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖) + 2θ
√
rφ′(2θ‖Ψ(λ)‖)‖F (iλ)‖2

λmin(∆θ(λ))
,

which leads to (6.9) in view of (4.17), the inequality ‖Ψ(λ)‖ 6 ‖J‖‖F (iλ)‖ 6 ‖F‖2∞ for the function Ψ in (3.10),
and the property that both φ(u) and φ′(u) are increasing functions of u > 0. �

The assertion of Theorem 6.2 can be interpreted as “infinitesimal equivalence” between the coherent quan-
tum control problems with the QEF and weighted quadratic performance criteria. Furthermore, if there is an
efficient way of solving the class of weighted CQLQG control problems (6.3) through finding their stationary
points, then these solutions can be used at every step of an iterative procedure for solving the coherent quantum
risk-sensitive control problem (4.9), which starts from an initial approximation F0 and produces a sequence of
closed-loop system transfer functions F1, F2, F3, . . .. More precisely, the kth step of this procedure solves the
weighted CQLQG control problem

(6.12) Vk :=
1

4π

∫

R

〈F,Mθ,Fk−1
(F )〉dλ→ inf, k > 1,

over the closed-loop system transfer functions F resulting from stabilizing coherent quantum controllers (2.6),
(2.15), where a fixed weighting operator M := Mθ,Fk−1

is specified by the transfer function Fk−1 obtained at
the previous step. Accordingly, a solution Fk := F of (6.12) provides the next element of the sequence. If the

parameter triples Ek := (R
(k)
2 ,M

(k)
2 , L

(k)
2 ) of the corresponding controllers have a limit E∗ := limk→+∞ Ek which

describes an admissible controller, with the closed-loop system transfer function F∗ being an appropriate limit
of (Fk)k>0, then E∗ belongs to the set of stationary points of the weighted CQLQG control problem (6.3) with
the “frozen” weighting operator (6.8). On the other hand, in view of by Theorem 6.2, this set coincides with
that of stationary points of the coherent quantum risk-sensitive control problem (4.9).

The above procedure is more complicated than the gradient descent (mentioned in Section 5) for the QEF
rate Υθ as a function of the matrix triple E in (5.1). However, irrespective of their complexity, both approaches
require the computation of the core matrix χθ in (5.10).
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7. Computing the core matrix in state space. The state-space computation of the core matrix χθ

from (5.10) outlined below employs the following spectral factorizations

(7.1) φ(2iθΨ(λ)) = F(iλ)∗HθF(iλ), ∆θ(λ)
−1 = Gθ(iλ)Gθ(iλ)∗, λ ∈ R,

for two of the matrices in the representation (6.1), (6.2) (a factorization of the matrix ̟θ(λ) will also be
discussed in what follows), with φ, Ψ, ∆θ from (4.11), (3.10), (4.16), so that

(7.2) S∆−1
θ S = SGθ(SGθ)∗

in view of S in (4.14) being Hermitian. Here, Hθ ∈ H∞ is an infinite block diagonal complex Hermitian matrix,
and F : C→ C∞×r and Gθ : C → Cm×m are auxiliary transfer functions, analytic in the right half-plane, with
Gθ being invertible on the imaginary axis: detGθ(s) 6= 0 for any s ∈ iR in view of (4.17). Prior to specifying
these factors for (7.1), Lemma 7.1 below provides an insight into the structure of Gθ irrespective of a particular
form of F , Hθ. To this end, we associate with them a transfer function Kθ : C→ C∞×m by

(7.3) Kθ :=

[√
θFFS
G−1
θ

]
,

which also involves the closed-loop system transfer function F and the matrix S from (4.14).

Lemma 7.1. The second factorization in (7.1) is equivalent to the weighted isometry property

(7.4) Kθ(iλ)
∗

[
Hθ 0
0 Im

]
Kθ(iλ) = Im, λ ∈ R,

for the transfer function Kθ in (7.3), associated with the first factorization in (7.1).

Proof. By substituting the first factorization from (7.1) into (4.15), it follows that

(7.5) Σθ = SF ∗F∗HθFFS = (FFS)∗HθFFS.

By a combination of (4.16) with (7.5), (7.3), the second factorization in (7.1) holds if and only if 0 = ∆θ −
(GθG∗θ )−1 = Im−θ(FFS)∗HθFFS−G−∗

θ G−1
θ = Im−K∗

θ

[
Hθ 0

0 Im

]
Kθ (with (·)−∗ := ((·)−1)∗), which is equivalent

to (7.4). �

For specifying the factors F , Hθ in (7.1), which will be completed in Theorem 7.6 using Lemmas 7.2–7.5,
we note that in the series

(7.6) φ(2iθΨ(λ)) =

+∞∑

k=0

φk(2iθΨ(λ))k,

each positive power Ψ(λ)k of the matrix Ψ(λ) from (3.10) is a product of k copies of the transfer matrix G(iλ)
from (3.11) alternating with G(iλ)∗ and constant matrices:

(7.7) Ψk = (CG℧G∗CT)k = CG℧G∗(ΠG℧G∗)k−1CT, k > 1,

where ℧, Π are the matrices from (2.18), (5.36). While the number of such alternations in Ψk is k, it is infinite
in (7.6). In order to arrive at the first factorization in (7.1), the product (7.7) can be rearranged by moving
all the factors G to the right and all the factors G∗ to the left and modifying the constant factors. Despite
the noncommutativity of the matrices G, G∗, ℧, Π, this rearrangement is possible due to the following lemma,
which is an adaptation of the “system transposition” technique from [62, Lemma 2] and can also be obtained
by using the second resolvent identity [27].
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Lemma 7.2. Suppose U ∈ R(n+ν)×(n+ν) is an arbitrary matrix such that the solution V := LA(U) of the
ALE

(7.8) AV + VAT + U = 0,

associated with the Hurwitz matrix A of the internally stable closed-loop system (2.13), is nonsingular. Then
the transfer function G from (3.11) satisfies

(7.9) G(iλ)UG(iλ)∗ = V G(iλ)∗V −1UV −1G(iλ)V, λ ∈ R.

�

In particular, the ALE (7.8) takes the form of the PR condition in (2.18) if Lemma 7.2 is applied to the
matrix U := ℧, thus resulting in the CCR matrix V := Θ = LA(℧) in (2.3), which is nonsingular in view of
(2.4). In this case, (7.9) leads to the rearrangement

(7.10) G℧G∗ = ΘG∗Θ−1
℧Θ−1GΘ

of intermediate factors in

(7.11) Ψ = CG℧G∗CT = CΘG∗Θ−1
℧Θ−1GΘCT.

The fact that, in (7.9) and its particular case (7.10), the factor G is moved to the right while G∗ is moved to the
left, is reminiscent of the Wick ordering [66] for mixed products of quantum mechanical annihilation operators
and their adjoints — creation operators (see also [25, pp. 209–210]).

Lemma 7.5 below uses (7.10) in order to extend (7.11) to arbitrary positive integer powers of Ψ. Its
formulation employs three sequences of matrices αk, βk, γk ∈ R(n+ν)×(n+ν) which are computed recursively
according to a map (αk, βk, γk−1) 7→ (αk+1, βk+1, γk) as

(7.12) αk+1 = γkβk, βk+1 = γ−1
k αkΠ

δk1γk−1γ
−1
k , γk = LA(αkΠ

δk1γk−1), k > 1,

with the initial conditions

(7.13) α1 = γ0 = LA(℧) = Θ, β1 = Θ−1
℧Θ−1.

Here, Πδk1 =

{
Π if k = 1

In+ν otherwise
, where δjk is the Kronecket delta, and Π is the matrix from (5.36). For

convenience, the first equality in (7.12) is extended to k = 0 as α1 = γ0β0 by letting

(7.14) β0 := γ−1
0 α1 = In+ν ,

in accordance with the first equality in (7.13). In order for the recurrence equations (7.12) to be valid for all k,
it is assumed that

(7.15) det γk 6= 0, k > 1.

In particular, by letting k := 1 in the third of the equalities (7.12) and using (7.13), it follows that

(7.16) γ1 = LA(α1Πγ0) = LA(ΘΠΘ).

Therefore, since ΘΠΘ = −ΘCT(ΘCT)T due to (5.36) and the antisymmetry of Θ, the condition det γ1 6= 0 for
the matrix (7.16) is equivalent to the controllability of the pair (A,ΘCT). The following lemma is similar to
[62, Lemma 3] and provides relevant properties of the above matrices.
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Lemma 7.3. The matrices βk, γk, defined by (7.12)–(7.14) subject to (7.15), have the opposite symmetric
properties:

(7.17) βT
k = (−1)kβk, γTk = −(−1)kγk, k > 0.

Furthermore, the matrices βk with even k have an alternating definiteness in the sense that (−1)ℓβ2ℓ ≻ 0 for
any ℓ > 0. �

The following lemma clarifies the role of the sequences of matrices αk, βk, γk in a Wick-like ordering which
will be used in the proof of spectral factorizations in Lemma 7.5.

Lemma 7.4. The matrices αk, βk, γk, defined by (7.12)–(7.14) subject to (7.15), and the function G in
(3.11) satisfy

(7.18)
( k←−∏

j=1

G(iλ)αj

)
ΠG(iλ)℧G(iλ)∗ = γkG(iλ)

∗βk+1

k+1←−∏

j=1

G(iλ)αj , λ ∈ R, k > 1,

where
←−∏
(·) is the leftwards ordered product, and ℧, Π are the matrices from (2.18), (5.36).

Proof. We will prove the relation (7.18) by induction over k > 1. Its validity for k = 1 is verified by

Gα1ΠG℧G
∗ = Gα1ΠΘG

∗

β1︷ ︸︸ ︷
Θ−1

℧Θ−1GΘ = Gα1ΠΘG
∗β1GΘ

= γ1G
∗ γ−1

1 α1ΠΘγ
−1
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

β2

Gγ1β1︸︷︷︸
α2

GΘ = γ1G
∗β2Gα2Gα1,

where the first equality uses (7.10), the second equality applies (7.9) of Lemma 7.2 to Gα1ΠΘG
∗, and use is

also made of the matrices α2, β2, γ1 from (7.12) along with (7.13). Now, if (7.18) is already proved for some
k > 1, then

( k+1←−∏

j=1

Gαj

)
ΠG℧G∗ = Gαk+1

( k←−∏

j=1

Gαj

)
ΠG℧G∗ = Gαk+1γkG

∗βk+1

k+1←−∏

j=1

Gαj

= γk+1G
∗ γ−1

k+1αk+1γkγ
−1
k+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

βk+2

Gγk+1βk+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
αk+2

k+1←−∏

j=1

Gαj = γk+1G
∗βk+2

k+2←−∏

j=1

Gαj ,

where Lemma 7.2 and (7.12) are applied again, proving (7.18) for the next value k + 1 and completing the
induction step. �

The relation (7.18) (and its inductive proof) can be interpreted as “pulling” the factor G∗ leftwards through
the product of the G factors (and constant matrices between them) until G∗ is to the left of all the G factors.
This procedure is used in the proof of the following lemma, which is similar to [62, Theorem 1] and employs a
sequence of transfer functions

(7.19) Gk(s) :=

{
Ir if k = 0(←−∏k

j=1G(s)αj

)
CT if k > 1

, s ∈ C,

defined in terms of G from (3.11) and the matrices αk from (7.12), (7.13) and taking values in C(n+ν)×r for
k > 1.



QUADRATIC-EXPONENTIAL COHERENT QUANTUM CONTROL 21

Lemma 7.5. The powers of the function Ψ in (3.10) are factorized in terms of (7.19) as

(7.20) Ψ(λ)k = (−1)kGk(iλ)
∗βkGk(iλ), λ ∈ R, k > 0,

where βk are the matrices given by (7.12)–(7.14) subject to the condition (7.15).

Proof. While the relation (7.20) holds trivially for k = 0 due to (7.14), (7.19), we will prove it by induction on
k > 1. For k = 1, its validity follows from (7.11), (7.13) as Ψ = CΘG∗Θ−1℧Θ−1GΘCT = −CαT

1G
∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
G∗

1

β1Gα1CT︸ ︷︷ ︸
G1

=

−G∗
1β1G1 in view of (7.19) and the antisymmetry of the CCR matrix Θ in (2.3). Now, suppose (7.20) is already

proved for some k > 1. Then the next power of the matrix Ψ(λ) takes the form

Ψk+1 = ΨkΨ = (−1)kG∗
kβkGkΨ = (−1)kG∗

kβk

( k←−∏

j=1

Gαj

)
ΠG℧G∗CT

= (−1)kG∗
k βkγk︸ ︷︷ ︸
−αT

k+1

G∗βk+1

( k+1←−∏

j=1

Gαj

)
CT = (−1)k+1G∗

k+1βk+1Gk+1,

where (7.18) of Lemma 7.4 is applied along with (7.19), (7.12) and the symmetric properties (7.17), thereby
completing the induction step. �

The following theorem is a corollary of Lemma 7.5 and, similarly to [62, Theorem 2], establishes the first
factorization in (7.1) with the transfer function

(7.21) F :=




G0

G1

G2

G3

...



=




Ir
Gα1CT

Gα2Gα1CT
Gα3Gα2Gα1CT

...



=




A 0 0 . . . α1CT

α2 A 0 . . . 0

0 α3 A . . . 0

.

.

.
.
.
.

.

.

.
. . .

.

.

.

0 0 0 . . . Ir
In+ν 0 0 . . . 0

0 In+ν 0 . . . 0

0 0 In+ν . . . 0

.

.

.
.
.
.

.

.

.
. . .

.

.

.




which uses (7.19) (with the horizontal and vertical lines separating the state-space realization matrices), and
the matrix

(7.22) Hθ := diag(Ir, diag
k>1

((−2iθ)kφkβk)),

defined in terms of the coefficients φk from (4.11) and the matrices βk from (7.12)–(7.14). Note that Hθ in
(7.22) is Hermitian due to the first equality in (7.17) of Lemma 7.3.

Theorem 7.6. Suppose the condition (7.15) is satisfied. Then the transfer function F in (7.21) and the
matrix Hθ in (7.22) deliver the first factorization in (7.1).

Proof. By substituting the factorizations (7.20) into the series (7.6) and using φ0 = 1 along with (7.21),
(7.22), it follows that φ(2iθΨ(λ)) =

∑+∞
k=0 φk(2iθΨ(λ))k =

∑+∞
k=0 φk(−2iθ)kGk(iλ)

∗βkGk(iλ) = F(iλ)∗HθF(iλ)
for any λ ∈ R, thus proving the first equality in (7.1). �

The transfer function F in (7.21), which provides the spectral factorisation in (7.1), is implemented as an
infinite cascade of classical linear time invariant (LTI) systems shown in Fig. 2. This cascaded system has an
Rr-valued input v and an Rr× (R(n+ν))∞-valued output (v, z1, z2, z3, . . .), where zk is the Rn+ν-valued internal
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F
CTα1Gα2Gα3G v✛✛✛✛✛✛✛✛· · ·

· · · vz1z2z3
❄❄❄❄

Fig. 2. An infinite cascade of LTI systems with the common transfer function G from (3.11) (and the matrices CT, αk from
(3.3), (7.12), (7.13) as intermediate static factors) which form a system with the transfer function F in (7.21).

state of the kth subsystem G in this cascade. A similar infinite cascade state-space realization holds for the
transfer function

(7.23) FFS :=




Ir
G1

G2

...


FS =




CG
Gα1ΠG

Gα2Gα1ΠG
...


BS =

[
A B

C 0

]
,

which is obtained by combining (3.11) with (7.21), (5.36) and has the state-space matrices

(7.24) A :=




A 0 0 . . .
α1Π A 0 . . .
0 α2 A . . .
...

...
...

. . .


 , B :=




BS
0
0
...


 , C :=




C 0 0 . . .
0 In+ν 0 . . .
0 0 In+ν . . .
...

...
...

. . .


 ,

where B ∈ C∞×m. Now, consider the following algebraic Riccati equation (ARE) with respect to a matrix
Qθ ∈ H∞:

(7.25) ATQθ + QθA+ θCTHθC+ L∗θLθ = 0, Lθ := B∗Qθ,

where Hθ is given by (7.22), and L∗θLθ = QθBB
∗Qθ, with BB∗ = diag(BΩTBT, 0) ∈ H+

∞ in view of the structure
of the matrix B in (7.24) and by (4.14). Its solution Qθ is said to be stabilizing if the spectrum of the infinite
matrix A+ BLθ is in the left half-plane, thus giving rise to a Cm×m-valued transfer function

(7.26) Gθ :=

[
A+ BLθ B

Lθ Im

]
,

analytic in the right-half plane. The state-space realization (7.26) is shown in Fig. 3.

Gθ

FFS

❦+

Lθ

✻

•

❄
✲

✛✛z v

Fig. 3. An implementation of the transfer function Gθ from (7.26) with an input v and output z (both Cm-valued). The
internal state of the system FFS from (7.23) is weighted by a static matrix Lθ ∈ Cm×∞ and enters the system in a mixture with
the input v.

Theorem 7.7. The transfer function Gθ in (7.26), specified by (7.24) and the stabilizing solution Qθ of the
ARE (7.25), satisfies the second factorization in (7.1).
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Proof. From (7.26) (see also Fig. 3), it follows that the inverse transfer matrix G−1
θ has the state-space

realization

(7.27) G−1
θ =

[
A B

−Lθ Im

]
.

Since (7.23) and (7.27) share the input-state dynamics, the transfer function (7.3) is realized as

(7.28) Kθ =




A B√
θC 0
−Lθ Im


 ,

with the solution Qθ of the ARE (7.25) being a weighted observability Gramian for (7.28). For any λ ∈ R, the

transfer matrix Kθ(iλ) =

[√
θC

−Lθ

]
(iλI∞ − A)−1B+

[
0

Im

]
satisfies

Kθ(iλ)
∗

[
Hθ 0
0 Im

]
Kθ(iλ) = −B∗(iλI∞ + AT)−1(θCTHθC+ L∗θLθ)(iλI∞ − A)−1B

+ B∗(iλI∞ + AT)−1L∗θ − Lθ(iλI∞ − A)−1B+ Im

=B∗(iλI∞ + AT)−1(ATQθ + QθA)(iλI∞ − A)−1B+ B∗(iλI∞ + AT)−1L∗θ − Lθ(iλI∞ − A)−1B+ Im

=B∗(iλI∞ + AT)−1(L∗θ − QθB) + (B∗Qθ − Lθ)(iλI∞ − A)−1B+ Im = Im

in view of (7.25), thus leading to (7.4) (here, I∞ is the infinite identity matrix). Therefore, by Lemma 7.1, the
transfer function Gθ in (7.26) delivers the second factorization in (7.1). �

Note that the state-space realization of the factor SGθ in (7.2) can be obtained from (7.26) as

(7.29) SGθ =

[
A+ BLθ B

SLθ S

]
.

In order to complete the state-space representation of the operator Mθ,F in (6.2), consider its third matrix
̟θ(λ) in (5.9). A combination of the second equality from (A.8) with the factorizations (7.20), (7.2) yields

̟θ =

+∞∑

j,k=0

φj+k+1(2iθ)
j+kΨjFS∆−1

θ SF ∗Ψk =

+∞∑

j,k=0

φj+k+1(−2iθ)j+kG∗
jβjGjFS∆

−1
θ SF ∗G∗

kβkGk

=

+∞∑

j,k=0

φj+k+1(−2iθ)j+kG∗
jβjGjFSGθ(GkFSGθ)∗βkGk.(7.30)

Therefore, by substituting (7.1), (7.2), (7.30) into (6.2), (6.1), the core matrix in (5.10) takes the form

χθ =
1

2π

∫

R

ReP
([
G∗CT
Ir

] (
F∗HθFFSGθ(SGθ)∗

−
+∞∑

j,k=0

φj+k+1(−2iθ)j+k+1G∗
jβjGjFSGθ(GkFSGθ)∗βkGkFJ

) [
BTG∗ Im

] )
dλ.(7.31)

Despite the infinite number of terms in (7.31), each of them beyond the zero bottom-right (r×m)-block of the
core matrix (in view of the projection operator P) is the real part of a mixed moment

(7.32) M(F1, . . . , F5) :=
1

2π

∫

R

F ∗
1 F2F

∗
3 F4F

∗
5 dλ
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of proper stable transfer functions F1, . . . , F5 such that at least two of them are strictly proper, thus making the
above integral convergent. Omitting the trailing identity matrices in (7.32) for brevity, so that, for example,

(7.33) M(F1, F2, F3) :=
1

2π

∫

R

F1(iλ)
∗F2(iλ)F3(iλ)

∗dλ = M(F1, F2, F3, I, I)

(where I is an appropriately dimensioned identity matrix), we note that the (1, 1)-block of (7.31) is represented
as

(χθ)11 =Re
(
M(FCG,HθFFSGθ, GBSGθ)

−
+∞∑

j,k=0

φj+k+1(−2iθ)j+k+1M(GjCG, βjGjFSGθ, GkFSGθ, βkGkFJ,GB)
)
.(7.34)

The other nontrivial blocks (χθ)12, (χθ)21 of the core matrix admit similar representations. Since the mixed
products of transfer functions in (7.32) have at most four alternations of stable and antistable factors, these
integrals can be expressed in terms of Gramians as demonstrated in Appendix B. Similarly to [62, Section 7], the
infinite-dimensional systems F , Gθ, SGθ in (7.21), (7.26), (7.29) can be used in practice (including the numerical
solution of the ARE (7.25)) in the form of their truncations up to moderate orders due to the factorially fast
decay of the coefficients φk in (4.11) which are present in the matrix Hθ in (7.22) and the series in (7.31).

8. Conclusion. We have considered a risk-sensitive optimal control problem for a measurement-free coher-
ent quantum feedback interconnection, where both the plant and the controller are OQHOs with field-mediated
coupling. In this setting, the controller has to stabilize the closed-loop system and minimize the infinite-horizon
growth rate of a quadratic-exponential penalty on the plant variables and the controller output variables in
the invariant Gaussian state when the system is subject to vacuum quantum noises. In contrast to classical
risk-sensitive control, the QEF rate (as a cost functional in the quantum control problem) depends not only
on the statistical properties of the criterion process but also on its two-point commutator kernel, which is also
affected by the choice of a coherent quantum controller parameterized by the energy and coupling matrices
due to the PR constraints. We have obtained first-order necessary conditions of optimality in this class of
controllers by computing the partial Frechet derivatives of the cost functional in frequency domain with respect
to the controller parameters. This computation has been reduced to that of the core matrix, through which
a particular form of the cost enters the derivatives. The core matrix has been shown to play a key role in
infinitesimal equivalence of the coherent quantum risk-sensitive and weighted CQLQG control problems. We
have also outlined a state-space calculation of the core matrix using spectral factorizations in terms of infinite
cascades of auxiliary classical systems. In truncated form, they are applicable to a gradient descent algorithm
for numerical controller synthesis initialized with an optimal CQLQG controller.
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[41] K.R.Parthasarathy, What is a Gaussian state? Commun. Stoch. Anal., vol. 4, no. 2, 2010, pp. 143–160.
[42] K.R.Parthasarathy, and K.Schmidt, Positive Definite Kernels, Continuous Tensor Products, and Central Limit Theorems of

Probability Theory, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1972.
[43] K.R.Parthasarathy, Quantum stochastic calculus and quantum Gaussian processes, Indian Journal of Pure and Applied

Mathematics, 2015, vol. 46, no. 6, 2015, pp. 781–807.
[44] I.R.Petersen, Minimax LQG control, Int. J. Appl. Math. Comput. Sci., vol. 16, no. 3, 2006, pp. 309–323.
[45] I.R.Petersen, Quantum linear systems theory, Open Automat. Contr. Syst. J., vol. 8, 2017, pp. 67–93.
[46] I.R.Petersen, M.R.James, and P.Dupuis, Minimax optimal control of stochastic uncertain systems with relative entropy

constraints, IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 45, 2000, pp. 398–412.
[47] J.J.Sakurai, Modern Quantum Mechanics, Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass., 1994.
[48] A.J.Shaiju, I.R.Petersen, and M.R.James, Guaranteed cost LQG control of uncertain linear stochastic quantum systems,

American Control Conference, New York, 9–13 July 2007, pp. 2118–2123.
[49] A.J.Shaiju, and I.R.Petersen, A frequency domain condition for the physical realizability of linear quantum systems, IEEE

Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 57, no. 8, 2012, pp. 2033–2044.
[50] A.Kh.Sichani, I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, A numerical approach to optimal coherent quantum LQG controller design

using gradient descent, Automatica, vol. 85, 2017, pp. 314–326.
[51] R.E.Skelton, T.Iwasaki, and K.M.Grigoriadis, A Unified Algebraic Approach to Linear Control Design, Taylor & Francis,



26 I.G.VLADIMIROV, AND I.R.PETERSEN

London, 1998.
[52] E.Stickel, On the Frechet derivative of matrix functions, Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 91, 1987, pp. 83–88.
[53] I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, Hardy-Schatten norms of systems, output energy cumulants and linear quadro-quartic

Gaussian control, Proc. 19th Int. Symp. Math. Theor. Networks Syst., Budapest, Hungary, 5-9 July 2010, pp. 2383–2390.
[54] I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, A quasi-separation principle and Newton-like scheme for coherent quantum LQG control,

Syst. Contr. Lett., vol. 62, no. 7, 2013, pp. 550–559.
[55] I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, Coherent quantum filtering for physically realizable linear quantum plants, Proc. European

Control Conference, IEEE, Zurich, Switzerland, 17-19 July 2013, pp. 2717–2723.
[56] I.G.Vladimirov, I.R.Petersen, and M.R.James, Multi-point Gaussian states, quadratic–exponential cost functionals, and large

deviations estimates for linear quantum stochastic systems, Appl. Math. Optim., vol. 83, 2021, pp. 83–137 (published 24
July 2018).

[57] I.G.Vladimirov, I.R.Petersen, and M.R.James, Risk-sensitive performance criteria and robustness of quantum systems with
a relative entropy description of state uncertainty, 23rd International Symposium on Mathematical Theory of Networks
and Systems (MTNS 2018), Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Hong Kong, July 16-20, 2018, pp. 482–488.

[58] I.G.Vladimirov, I.R.Petersen, and M.R.James, Effects of parametric uncertainties in cascaded open quantum harmonic oscil-
lators and robust generation of Gaussian invariant states, SIAM J. Control Optim., vol. 57, no. 3, 2019, pp. 1597–1628.

[59] I.G.Vladimirov, M.R.James, and I.R.Petersen, Measurement-based feedback control of linear quantum stochastic systems
with quadratic-exponential criteria, IFAC PapersOnLine, vol. 53, no. 2, 2020, pp. 304–309.

[60] I.G.Vladimirov, I.R.Petersen, and M.R.James, Quadratic-exponential functionals of Gaussian quantum processes, Inf. Dim.
Anal. Quant. Prob. Rel. Top., vol. 24, no. 4, 2021, 2150024.

[61] I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, A homotopy approach to coherent quantum LQG control synthesis using discounted per-
formance criteria, IFAC PapersOnLine, vol. 54, no. 9, 2021, pp. 166–171.

[62] I.G.Vladimirov, and I.R.Petersen, State-space computation of quadratic-exponential functional rates for linear quantum
stochastic systems, Journal of the Franklin Institute, 2022, in press: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfranklin.2022.11.005.

[63] D.F.Walls, and G.J.Milburn, Quantum Optics, 2nd Ed., Springer, Berlin, 2008.
[64] P.Whittle, Risk-sensitive linear/quadratic/Gaussian control, Adv. Appl. Probab., vol. 13, 1981, pp. 764–77.
[65] P.Whittle, Risk-sensitive Optimal Control, Wiley, Chichester, 1990.
[66] G.C.Wick, The evaluation of the collision matrix, Phys. Rev., vol. 80, no. 2, 1950, pp. 268–272.
[67] H.M.Wiseman, and G.J.Milburn, Quantum measurement and control, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.
[68] N.Yamamoto, and L.Bouten, Quantum risk-sensitive estimation and robustness, IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 54, no.

1, 2009, pp. 92–107.
[69] G.Zhang, and Z.Dong, Linear quantum systems: a tutorial, Annual Reviews in Control, vol. 54, 2022, pp. 274–294.
[70] G.Zhang, and M.R.James, Quantum feedback networks and control: a brief survey, Chinese Sci. Bull., vol. 57, no. 18, 2012,

pp. 2200–2214.

Appendix A. Differential identities for functions of matrices. The computation of Frechet
derivatives in Section 5 employs the following lemma, which is similar to [35, Theorem 4.11] (see also [15, Eq.
(3.13)] and [52]) and is provided here for completeness.

Lemma A.1. Suppose f is an analytic function on a domain (of the complex plane C) containing the
spectrum of a matrix α ∈ Cr×r. Then the Gateaux derivative ∂αf(α)(β) := limǫ→0(

1
ǫ (f(α + ǫβ) − f(α)))

in the direction β ∈ Cr×r can be computed as

(A.1) ∂αf(α)(β) = (f(σ))21 ,

with (·)21 denoting the bottom left (r × r)-block of the matrix f(σ) ∈ C2r×2r, where

(A.2) σ :=

[
α 0
β α

]
.

The corresponding first variation δf(α) = ∂αf(α)(δα) of f(α) with respect to α satisfies

(A.3) Tr(τδf(α)) = Tr(∂αf(α)(τ)δα), α, δα, τ ∈ C
r×r.

Proof. The conditions of the lemma secure the Cauchy integral representations for the matrices

f(α) =
1

2πi

∮

C

f(z)(zIr − α)−1dz, f(σ) =
1

2πi

∮

C

f(z)(zI2r − σ)−1dz,(A.4)

where the integration is over a counterclockwise oriented closed contour C, which lies in the analyticity domain
of f and embraces the spectrum of α (and hence, that of the matrix σ in (A.2)). Since ∂α((zIr − α)−1)(β) =

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfranklin.2022.11.005
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(zIr − α)−1β(zIr − α)−1 is the (2, 1)-block of the matrix (zI2r − σ)−1 =
[

(zIr − α)−1 0
(zIr − α)−1β(zIr − α)−1 (zIr − α)−1

]
,

then, in view of the first equality in (A.4),

(A.5) ∂αf(α)(β) =
1

2πi

∮

C

f(z)∂α((zIr − α)−1)(β)dz =
1

2πi

∮

C

f(z)(zIr − α)−1β(zIr − α)−1dz

coincides with the corresponding block of the matrix f(σ) from (A.4), thus establishing (A.1). The relation
(A.5) allows the Frechet derivative ∂αf(α), which is a linear operator on Cr×r, to be represented as an integral
over a parametric family of sandwich operators (5.7):

(A.6) ∂αf(α) =
1

2πi

∮

C

f(z)[[[(zIr − α)−1, (zIr − α)−1]]]dz.

Therefore, the identity (A.3) for the first variation δf(α) = ∂αf(α)(δα) is inherited from sandwich operators
of the form [[[ϕ, ϕ]]] with arbitrary ϕ ∈ Cr×r, since for any such operator, Tr(τ [[[ϕ, ϕ]]](β)) = Tr(τϕβϕ) =
Tr(ϕτϕβ) = Tr([[[ϕ, ϕ]]](τ)β) by the cyclic property of the matrix trace. �

Note that if f is an entire function, with a globally convergent power series expansion

(A.7) f(z) =

+∞∑

k=0

fkz
k, z ∈ C

(where fk are complex coefficients), then the Frechet derivative of f(α) with respect to α ∈ Cr×r admits an
alternative (compared to (A.6)) expansion over the sandwich operators (5.7):

(A.8) ∂αf(α) =

+∞∑

k=1

fk

k−1∑

j=0

[[[αj , αk−1−j ]]] =

+∞∑

j,k=0

fj+k+1[[[α
j , αk]]].

Since the operator norm of (5.7), induced by the Frobenius norm ‖ · ‖F, is expressed as

(A.9) ‖[[[σ, τ ]]]‖ = ‖σ‖‖τ‖

in terms of the operator norms of matrices, then by the submultiplicativity of operator norms, the first equality
in (A.8) implies that

(A.10) ‖∂αf(α)‖ 6
+∞∑

k=1

|fk|
k−1∑

j=0

‖αj‖‖αk−1−j‖ 6
+∞∑

k=1

k|fk|‖α‖k−1.

In particular, if the coefficients, starting from f1, in (A.7) are real and nonnegative (that is, fk > 0 for all
k > 1), then (A.10) leads to

(A.11) ‖∂αf(α)‖ 6
+∞∑

k=1

kfk‖α‖k−1 = f ′(‖α‖),

where the usual derivative f ′ of f (as a function of a complex variable) is evaluated at ‖α‖.
Appendix B. Mixed moments of transfer functions. For the purposes of Section 7, the following

two lemmas demonstrate the computation of some of the mixed product integrals (7.32) in state space. We will
only consider strictly proper transfer functions since any proper one is the sum of its limit value at infinity and
a strictly proper transfer function, thus allowing the mixed moment of proper transfer functions to be expressed
in terms of lower-order moments for strictly proper transfer functions.
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Lemma B.1. Suppose Fk, with k = 1, 2, 3, are strictly proper transfer functions with (in general, complex)
state-space realization matrix triples (Ak, Bk, Ck), where the matrices Ak are Hurwitz. Then their third-order
moment in (7.33) is computed as

(B.1) M(F1, F2, F3) = B∗
1Q12P23C

∗
3 ,

where Q12, P23 are the observability and controllability “cross-Gramians” of the pairs (A1, C1), (A2, C2) and
(A2, B2), (A3, B3), respectively, satisfying the algebraic Sylvester equations (ASEs)

(B.2) A∗
1Q12 +Q12A2 + C∗

1C2 = 0, A2P23 + P23A
∗
3 +B2B

∗
3 = 0.

Proof. The moment (7.33) can be represented in terms of the impulse response functions

(B.3) fk(t) := I+(t)Cke
tAkBk =

1

2π

∫

R

eiλtFk(iλ)dλ, t ∈ R,

with k = 1, 2, 3, as the convolution of the functions g1(t) := f1(−t)∗, g2(t) := f2(t), g3(t) := f3(−t)∗ evaluated
at 0:

(B.4) M(F1, F2, F3) = (g1 ∗ g2 ∗ g3)(0)

(in (B.3), we denote by I+ the indicator function of the set R+ := [0,+∞)). This convolution is computed as

(g1 ∗ g2 ∗ g3)(t) =
∫

R2

f1(u)
∗f2(t+ u+ v)f3(v)

∗dudv

=B∗
1

(
I+(t)

∫

R
2
+

euA
∗

1C12e
(t+u+v)A2B23e

vA∗

3dudv

+ I−(t)

∫

{(u,v)∈R
2
+
:u+v>−t}

euA
∗

1C12e
(t+u+v)A2B23e

vA∗

3dudv
)
C∗

3

=B∗
1

(
I+(t)

∫ +∞

0

euA
∗

1C12e
uA2du

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Q12

etA2

∫ +∞

0

evA2B23e
vA∗

3dv

︸ ︷︷ ︸
P23

+ I−(t)
( ∫ +∞

−t

euA
∗

1C12

( ∫ +∞

0

e(t+u+v)A2B23e
vA∗

3dv
)
du

+

∫ −t

0

euA
∗

1C12

(∫ +∞

−t−u

e(t+u+v)A2B23e
vA∗

3dv
)
du

))
C∗

3

=B∗
1

(
I+(t)Q12e

tA2P23 + I−(t)
(
e−tA∗

1Q12P23 +

∫ −t

0

euA
∗

1C12P23e
(−t−u)A∗

3du
))
C∗

3 , t ∈ R,(B.5)

where I− := 1 − I+ is the indicator function of the set (−∞, 0), and C12 := C∗
1C2, B23 := B2B

∗
3 for brevity.

The matrices Q12, P23 in (B.5) are unique solutions of the corresponding ASEs in (B.2) since the matrices A1,
A2, A3 are Hurwitz. The right-hand side of (B.4) can now be found by letting t = 0 in (B.5), which leads to
(B.1). �

Note that the matrix Q12P23 satisfies the ASE A∗
1Q12P23−Q12P23A

∗
3−Q12B2B

∗
3 +C

∗
1C2P23 = 0, obtained

by right multiplying the first ASE in (B.2) by P23 and left multiplying the second ASE in (B.2) by Q12.

Lemma B.2. Suppose Fk, with k = 1, . . . , 5, are strictly proper transfer functions with state-space realization
triples (Ak, Bk, Ck) and Hurwitz matrices Ak. Then their moment (7.32) is computed as

(B.6) M(F1, . . . , F5) = B∗
1(Q12P25 +Q14P45)C

∗
5
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in terms of the matrices Q14, P25 which are found as the unique solutions of the ASEs

(B.7) A∗
1Q14 +Q14A4 +Q12P23C

∗
3C4 + C∗

1C2P23Q34 = 0, A2P25 + P25A
∗
5 + P23C

∗
3C4P45 = 0.

Here, Q12, P23 are the Gramians from (B.2), and Q34, P45 are the observability and controllability cross-
Gramians for the pairs (A3, C3), (A4, C4) and (A4, B4), (A5, B5), respectively:

(B.8) A∗
3Q34 +Q34A4 + C∗

3C4 = 0, A4P45 + P45A
∗
5 +B4B

∗
5 = 0.

Proof. By using the impulse response functions (B.3) with k = 1, . . . , 5, the moment (7.32) is represented
as the convolution of the functions g1(t) := f1(−t)∗, g2(t) := f2(t), . . ., g5(t) := f1(−t)∗, evaluated at 0:

(B.9) M(F1, . . . , F5) = (g1 ∗ . . . ∗ g5)(0) =
∫

R

(g1 ∗ g2 ∗ g3)(t)(g4 ∗ g5)(−t)dt.

While the convolution g1 ∗ g2 ∗ g3 is found in (B.5), the convolution g4 ∗ g5 is computed as

(g4 ∗ g5)(t) =
∫ +∞

max(0,t)

f4(s)f5(s− t)∗ds = C4

∫ +∞

max(0,t)

esA4B45e
(s−t)A∗

5dsC∗
5

= C4

(
I−(t)

∫ +∞

0

esA4B45e
sA∗

5ds

︸ ︷︷ ︸
P45

e−tA∗

5 + I+(t)

∫ +∞

t

esA4B45e
(s−t)A∗

5ds
)
C∗

5

= C4(I−(t)P45e
−tA∗

5 + I+(t)e
tA4P45)C

∗
5 ,(B.10)

where B45 := B4B
∗
5 for brevity, and P45 is the Gramian from (B.8). Therefore, a combination of (B.5) with

(B.10) leads to

∫

R

(g1 ∗ g2 ∗ g3)(t)(g4 ∗ g5)(−t)dt = B∗
1

(
Q12

∫ +∞

0

etA2P23C34P45e
tA∗

5dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸
P25

+

∫ +∞

0

(
etA

∗

1Q12P23 +

∫ t

0

euA
∗

1C12P23e
(t−u)A∗

3du
)
C34e

tA4dtP45

)
C∗

5

=B∗
1

(
Q12P25 +

( ∫ +∞

0

etA
∗

1Q12P23C34e
tA4dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸
R

+

∫ +∞

0

euA
∗

1C12P23

( ∫ +∞

u

e(t−u)A∗

3C34e
tA4dt

)
du

)
P45

)
C∗

5

=B∗
1

(
Q12P25 +

(
R+

∫ +∞

0

euA
∗

1C12P23

(∫ +∞

0

evA
∗

3C34e
vA4dv

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Q34

)
euA4du

)
P45

)
C∗

5

=B∗
1

(
Q12P25 +

(
R+

∫ +∞

0

euA
∗

1C12P23Q34e
uA4du

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T

)
P45

)
C∗

5 ,(B.11)

where the matrices Q14 := R+T =
∫ +∞

0
euA

∗

1 (Q12P23C34 +C12P23Q34)e
uA4du and P25 satisfy the ASEs (B.7),

and use is made of C34 := C∗
3C4 along with the Gramian Q34 from (B.8). The relation (B.6) is now obtained

by substituting (B.11) into (B.9). �

Note that the third and fifth-order moments of strictly proper stable transfer functions, computed in Lem-
mas B.1, B.2, are used in (7.34).
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