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Abstract—The non-commutative nature of quantum mechanics
imposes fundamental constraints on system dynamics, which, in
the linear realm, are manifested through the physical realizability
conditions on system matrices. These restrictions give system
matrices a unique structure. This paper aims to study this
structure by investigating the zeros and poles of linear quantum
systems. Firstly, it is shown that —so is a transmission zero if
and only if so is a pole of the transfer function, and —so is
an invariant zero if and only if so is an eigenvalue of the A-
matrix, of a linear quantum system. Moreover, sy is an output-
decoupling zero if and only if —so is an input-decoupling zero.
Secondly, based on these zero-pole correspondences and inspired
by a recent work on the stable inversion of classical linear systems
[1], we show that a linear quantum system must be Hurwitz
unstable if it is strongly asymptotically left invertible. Two types
of stable input observers are constructed for unstable linear
quantum systems. Finally, the sensitivity of a coherent feedback
network is investigated; in particular, the fundamental tradeoff
between ideal input squeezing and system robustness is studied
on the basis of system sensitivity analysis.

Index Terms—Linear quantum systems, poles, zeros, input
observer, sensitivity, robustness

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, significant advancements have been made
in both theoretical understanding and experimental demon-
strations of quantum control. Quantum control plays a key
role in a variety of quantum information technologies, such
as quantum communication, quantum computation, quantum
cryptography, quantum ultra-precision metrology, and nano-
electronics [2]-[6]. Analogous to classical control systems
theory, linear quantum systems hold great importance in
the field of quantum control. Linear quantum systems are
mathematical models that describe the behavior of quantum
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harmonic oscillators. In this context, “linear” refers to the
linearity of the Heisenberg equations of motion for quadrature
operators in the quantum system. This linearity often leads to
simplifications that facilitate the analysis and control of these
systems [7]-[9]. Consequently, linear quantum systems can
be effectively studied using powerful mathematical techniques
derived from linear systems theory. A wide range of quantum-
mechanical systems can be suitably modeled as linear quantum
systems; for instance, quantum optical systems [3[], [4], [[10]-
[18], circuit quantum electro-dynamical (circuit QED) systems
[19]-[22], cavity QED systems [23]-[25]], quantum opto-
mechanical systems [7], [26]-[37], atomic ensembles [31]],
[34], [38]-[40], and quantum memories [41[]-[45].

Although formally similar to linear classical systems, linear
quantum systems possess a unique structure due to the non-
commutative nature of quantum mechanics. The system matri-
ces of a linear quantum system have a very special structure,
which endows linear quantum systems with distinct properties
compared to their classical counterparts. For instances, it is
shown in [46] and [3l Ch. 6] that detectability is equivalent
to stabilizability. For linear quantum passive systems, control-
lability is equivalent to observability and they imply Hurwitz
stability [47, Lem. 3.1]. In fact, later it is proved in [48, Lem.
2 and Thm. 2] that controllability, observability and Hurwitz
stability are all equivalent for linear quantum passive systems.
For general linear quantum systems (not necessarily passive),
controllability and observability are equivalent [48, Prop. 1].
Moreover, if a linear quantum system is Hurwitz stable, then
it is both controllable and observable [49, Thm. 3.1]. Finally,
it is shown in [50] that the controllable and unobservable
(“c0”) subsystem and the uncontrollable and observable (“co”)
subsystem coexist or vanish simultaneously.

In systems and control theory, zeros and poles are important
concepts which play a significant role in the dynamics and
control design of linear dynamical systems. There is a wide
range of definitions of system zeros, including decoupling
zero [51f], blocking zero [52]-[56], transmission zero and
invariant zero [57]-[61]]. Roughly speaking, transmission zeros
represent the frequencies at which the system’s output is zero,
regardless of its input. In other words, transmission zeros
are the frequencies at which the system’s transfer function
becomes zero. Non-minimum phase (namely zeros in the
right-half plane) and unstable poles often pose fundamental
performance limitations in control system design [61]-[65].
System zeros also play a key role in the system inversion
theory, which aims to estimate/reconstruct the input of a
system based on its output. Simply speaking, if a linear system
is minimum phase, then under mild conditions the system has a



stable inverse so that the input can be estimated/reconstructed
from its output [1], [66]-[72]. Recently, strong left-invertibility
of linear systems is characterized by means of invariant zeros
[1]], [[73[], and constructive procedures for input reconstruction
are proposed.

It is very plausible to speculate that poles and zeros are
important also in linear quantum systems theory [8]], [44] and
are closely related to fundamental performance limitations of
linear quantum systems. It fact it has been shown in [74] that
these concepts are fundamental to understanding the behavior
of linear quantum systems. The purpose of this paper is to
delve into the intricacies of invariant zeros, transmission zeros,
invertibility, and sensitivity of linear quantum systems, eluci-
dating their roles, relationships, and implications in quantum
control theory. Firstly, we prove that —sg is a transmission
zero if and only if sy is a pole of the transfer function of a
linear quantum system, and in analog —s is an invariant zero
if and only if sq is an eigenvalue of the A-matrix of a linear
quantum system. Moreover, —sg is an output-decoupling zero
if and only if sg is an input-decoupling zero. Secondly, based
on these zero-pole correspondences, we show that a linear
quantum system must be Hurwitz unstable if it is strongly
asymptotically left invertible. Moreover, two different types
of stable input observers are constructed for unstable linear
quantum systems. The first type of stable input observers is a
classical one, but is different from the recently constructed one
[1]. The second type is of a quantum-mechanical one, but it
functions in the average dynamics sense. Finally, the relation
between quantum squeezing and robustness of a coherent
feedback network is investigated.

Some of the results of this article were presented in the
conference paper [75] recently accepted. The following are
the most notable comparisons.

o In Section Corollary [3.2] Proposition [3.3] and The-
orem [3.3] are Propositions 3.1, 3.2 and Theorem 3.1 in
[73]], respectively. However, Propositions and
Corollaries and Theorems and and
Examples [3.1] and [3.2] in this paper are new results;

o In Section Lemma [4.1] is Theorem 4.1 in [75]].
However, Theorem 4.1} Corollary #.I} and Subsections
and in this paper are new results.

o In Section[V] the ideal input squeezing through a coherent
feedback network carried out in Subsections [V-Al and
is a much more comprehensive extension of those
in Section V of [75]]. Moreover, Subsection [V-C| in this
paper is new.

e Section expands on the conclusion in [75] by giving
a more detailed discussion on input reconstruction and
sensitivity analysis for linear quantum systems.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Linear quan-
tum systems and their poles and zeros are briefly introduced in
Section [lIl The special structural properties of linear quantum
systems in terms of their zeros and poles are investigated in
Section [[TI] Section [IV] discusses left invertibility of linear
quantum systems by means of invariant zeros. Tradeoffs be-
tween squeezing and system robustness of a coherent feedback
network is studied in Section [Vl Section concludes this

paper.

Notation. ©+ = +/—1 denotes the imaginary unit. For a
vector of complex numbers or operators X = [x1,...,7,]"
the complex conjugate of X or its adjoint operator is de-
noted by X# = [z%,...,2%]". Denote X = (X#)T and
X = [XT X1T. I is the identity matrix of dimension

>

k. Let J, = diag{ly,—Ix}, Jr = OI I(;“ } define
—1k
the b-adjoint of X € C2*?" by X’ = J.XTJ,. For

two matrices U,V € Ck*7 define the doubled-up matrix

u Vv
A(Ua V) = V# U#
function, (¢ — r) is the Dirac delta function, ® represents
the tensor product. Finally, in this paper the reduced Planck
constant £ is set to 1.

. 9,1, denotes the Kronecker delta

II. LINEAR QUANTUM SYSTEMS
A. The mathematical model

In this paper, a linear quantum system model composed
of n quantum harmonic oscillators interacting with m in-
put boson fields is considered. The jth quantum harmonic
oscillator is described by an annihilation operator a; and
its adjoint (creation operator) a’; they satisfy the canonical
commutation relations [a;,a}] = k., j,k = 1,2,...,n.
Define a = [ay,. .. 7an]T. The jth input field is represented
by an annihilation operator b;y, ;(t) and its adjoint bf, ;(?),
which enjoy the following singular commutation relations

[bin,;j (1), biy, 1 (7)] = 010 (t—7), Vi, bk =1,2,...,m, t,r € R.

Denote the integrated annihilation and creation operators by

t t
Bu(t) = [ bu(ndr, Biw = [ b
where Biy () = Bin1(t), - - ., Bin,m(t)]T. It is convenient to
characterize linear quantum systems by the (S, L, H) formal-
ism ( [8], [76], [77]). Here, S is a scattering operator satisfying
StS =SSt = I,,,, the coupling operators between the system
and the input fields are denoted by L = [ c_. C; ]é,
where C_, C; € C™*"™, and the intrinsic system Hamiltonian
H = Ja'Qa, where Q = A(Q_,Q,) is Hermitian with
Q_,Q4 € C™™. In this paper we assume that S = I (the
identity operator) for simplicity. The temporal evolution of
a linear quantum system is governed by a unitary operator
U(¢,0), which satisfies the following I6 quantum stochastic
differential equation (QSDE)

dU(t,0) = [ (—zH - ;LTL) dt
()
+dB! ()L — L} dBin(t)} U(t,0),

with the initial condition U(0,0) = I. In the Heisenberg pic-
ture, the evolution of a system operator X(t) = U (¢,0)(X ®
INU(t,0) can be expressed by the QSDE

dX(t) =La(X(t))dt + dBI (#)[X(t), L(t)]

L), X(8)dBua (1), @



where the superoperator
La(X(1)) = — oX(0), H(#)] + SL (OIX(0), L(1)]

1
+ 5L, XOL().
The input-output relation is given by
dBout (t) = L(t)dt + dBiy(t). 3)

More discussion of open quantum systems can be found in,
e.g. [3[, [8], [L1], [12], [16], [76] and references therein.

Based on Egs. (2)-(3), the Heisenberg equation of motion of
a linear quantum system in the annihilation-creation operator
representation can be described by

a(t) = Aa(t) + Bbiy(t),

. ) ) 4)
bout(t) = Ca(t) + Dby (t),
where the complex-domain system matrices are
C=A(C_,Cy), B=-C"D,
®)

1
A== Q= 5C°C, D = Doy,
The corresponding transfer function matrix
G(s)=D+C(s[ —A)'B (6)

is assumed to be irreducible, i.e., each element of the matrix
G(s) is irreducible with the same polynomial in s, that is,
there are no hidden modes.

Taking the expectation on both sides of Eq. @) with respect
to the joint system-field initial state we get a classical linear
system of the form

AED) :
G A0} + Blbu(0),

(bout (1)) =C(a(t)) + D(bin(t)).
Thus, we can define controllability, observability, and Hurwitz
stability for the quantum linear system (@) in terms of those
for the classical linear system (7).

Definition 2.1: ( [48], Def. 1], [8, Def. 3.1]) The linear quan-
tum system (@) is said to be Hurwitz stable (resp. controllable,
observable) if the corresponding linear classical system is
Hurwitz stable (resp. controllable, observable).

(7

B. The Kalman canonical form

Based on the controllability and observability defined in
Definition a special real-quadrature operator representa-
tion of the linear quantum system (@) has been proposed in [50,
Thm. 4.4] via the Kalman canonical decomposition, which is

x(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t),
y(t) = Cx(t) + Du(t),

where the coordinate transformations [50, Lem. 4.8]

®)
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Fig. 1.
Fig. 2].

The Kalman canonical form of a linear quantum system; see [50,

with the unitary matrix

_ Ll L L +
Vk[—sz ’LI/C:|’ keZ",

and the coordinate transformation matrix 7' being orthogonal
and block-wise symplectic. The system matrices are

A=T'AT, B=T'BV}, C=V,CT, D=V, DV} =1.

(10)

In the sequel, we denote the transfer function matrix of
system (B) by G(s). Clearly,

G(s) = VinG(s)V, (11)

which satisfies

G(—s*)'G(s) = G(s)G(—s*)* =1, (12)
where G(s)! £ —J,,G(5)1J,n; see, e.g., [48], [78]l, [79].

As given in [50, Eq. (67)], the real system matrices A B,C
in Eq. (I0) are of block-wise structure, corresponding to the
partition of system variables in Eq. (9)

A}lll Aéz Ao | Ass By,

- 0 A 0 0 = 0

A= b , B=|——|,
0 A21 Aco 0 Bco (13)
0 Az | 0 | Az 0

C=[0 Cy|Cul|0], D=1

The physical realizability conditions for the linear quantum
system (§) are ( [49], [50])
AT, +3,A7 + BI,BT = 0,

B = J,C"I.,

where the block-wise symplectic matrix

- Jns 0 0
J, & 0 J, O (14)
0 0 Jn,

More discussion of the quantum Kalman canonical form of
linear quantum systems can be found in [50], [49]], [8Q].



C. Probability amplitude transitions

The transfer function matrix G(s) in Eq. (TIT) of the linear
quantum system (8) can be re-written as

Y1 Gn Gim u
3 T )
Ym Gml Gmm Uy,
where u; = [qm,g Pin ]] and Yi = [qout,j poutg] Let

G denote the transfer function matrix in Eq. (T3). Then
we have G = TGT' for the permutation matrix T =
(€1 em41 €2 emi2 - €m €], Where e; is a column vector
whole jth entry is 1 and all others are zero, j = 1,...,2m.

Let J =T"J,,T = diag{J1, -~ ,J1}. According to Eq. (12),
we have . .
Iy, = — JG(=s")'JG
am = = J6(=s")11G(s), 6
[27n = - ( )JG( 5*) J

Define G(s)! £ —J,,G(s)!J,,. Then, Eq. (T) can be rewrit-
ten as

IQm = G(

—5")'G(s) = G(s)G(~s5")",

@ml(*S*)ﬁ } |:
@n”wn(—-;*)n
G11(—s")F

S () H Gra(—e”
Brmm () Gy (—s™)

a7

@1771(5) }
Grmm ()
8)
Cpp1 (—s*)F

which are

Gr1(—s*)

Iom = [ .
Gim (—s*)¥

G11(s)

Tom = [ .
@ml(s)

G11(s)

Byt ()

Grmm (—s*)#
(19)

According to Eq. (I8)), for each j =1,...,m,
Z Gj(—5")'Gu;(s) = I, (20)

which means that each input u; must generate some output(s).
Similarly, according to Eq. (T9), for each k =1,...,m

Z Guj(s

which means that each output y; must come from some
inputs(s). In this sense, Eq. may be regarded as a quantum
version of the doubly stochastic matrix in probability theory
[81]].

)Grj(—s*) = I, Q1)

D. Poles, invariant zeros and transmission zeros

In this subsection, the zeros and poles of linear quantum
systems are defined. Like Hurwitz stability, controllability
and observability defined in Definition [2.1] they are natural
generalizations of their classical counterparts.

Definition 2.2: ( 60, Definition 3.16]) The invariant zeros
of the linear quantum system realization are the complex
numbers sg, which satisfy the inequality

rank P(sg) < normalrank P(s), (22)

where _
A—sI

P(s) £ [ o (23)

o o

Remark 2.1: Tt is worth pointing out that
normalrank P(s) = 2(n+m)
always holds for the open linear quantum system (8 due to
D = Iy,.
As given in [60, Lemma 3.31], let sy be an invariant zero,
then there exist vectors 0 # x € C?" and u € C*™ such that

reo 1] [

If further v = 0, then sg is a non-observable mode (also called
output-decoupling zero). On the other hand, there exist vectors
0 # y € C? and v € C?>™ such that

[y" vP(s0) = [yT(A—sol) +v'C y'B+v'D] =0. (25)

=0. (24)

If further v = 0, then sy is a non-controllable mode (also
called input-decoupling zero).

The matrix function P(s) defined in Eq. Z3) can be re-
written in the observability decomposition form

~ Ao - §12n—r _ 0 Bio
P(S) = 40 As — sl Bj , (26)
Co 0 D

where by the quantum Kalman form (8) with system matrices
(13), we know that

1 [ Aco A21 A Ailzl A13
AO__ 0 A%L2:|7 AO_|: 0 A )
[ A A7 ~

| 0 As;
D, [ Bco Do Bh
n-[ %) a-[4]
Clearly, the observable and unobservable eigenvalues are the
eigenvalues of A, and Aj, respectively.

Thus, the invariant zeros of the linear quantum system
realization (8) consist of the eigenvalues of the matrix A; and
the invariant zeros of the observable subsystem realization or
equivalently

PO<S> _ Ao 5012n_7 BDO

In control theory, the eigenvalues of the A-matrix are called
the poles of the associated state-space realization.

The following result is recalled to prepare for the definition
of transmission zeros of linear quantum systems.

Lemma 2.1: ( [82, Thm. 2.3]) Let G(s) be a rational matrix
function of normal rank ¢. Then G(s) may be transformed
by a series of elementary row and column operations into a
pseudo-diagonal rational matrix M (s) of the form

— dia ai(s) as(s) ay(s)
M(s)=d g{ﬁl(s)’gz(s)’ * Ba(s)

in which the monic polynomials {a;(s),
foreach i =1,...

(28)

,07"' 70}7 (29)

Bi(s)} are coprime
, ¢ and satisfy the divisibility properties

ai(s)|air1(s), Bir1(s)|Bi(s), i=1,...,4—1. (30)

In the control literature, M (s) is commonly referred to as the
Smith-McMillan form of G(s); [51], [60], [82].



In Lemma the Smith-McMillan form M (s) is derived
by a series of elementary row and column operations on the
transfer matrix G(s), which can also be equivalently written
as M(s) = U(s)G(s)V(s), where U(s), V (s) are unimodular
polynomial matrices in s.

There are various definitions of transmission zeros in the
literature; see for example [S7]-[60]. In this paper, we adopt
the definition of transmission zeros used in [60].

Definition 2.3: ( [60, Definition 3.14]) The transmission
zeros of the transfer function matrix G(s) are the roots of
any one of the numerator polynomials of the Smith-McMillan
form given in Lemma Moreover, sq is called a blocking
zero if aq(sp) = 0, [56]. In this case, M(so) = 0.

The poles of a transfer function are defined as follows.

Definition 2.4: ( |60, Definition 3.13]) A complex number
so € C is called a pole of the transfer function matrix G(s) if
it is a root of any one of the polynomials 3;(s) in the Smith-
McMillan form of G(s).

Remark 2.2: By definition, transmission zeros are defined in
terms of transfer functions, while invariant zeros are defined in
terms of state-space realizations. However, by [60, Corollary
3.35] a transmission zero must be an invariant zero. Moreover,
by [60, Thm. 3.34] the transmission zeros and invariant zeros
are identical for minimal system realizations.

The following lemma, which immediately follows Lemma
presents a useful criterion for s € C being a transmission
zero if it is not a pole.

Lemma 2.2: ( [60, Corollary 3.30]) Let G(s) be a proper
square transfer function matrix such that det[G(s)] # O.
Suppose sg € C is not a pole of G(s). Then sy € C is a
transmission zero of G(s) if and only if det[G(sg)] = 0.

Remark 2.3: Clearly, for open linear quantum systems,
det[G(s)] # 0 always holds as D = I,.

III. ZEROS AND POLES OF LINEAR QUANTUM SYSTEMS

In this section, we study the relation between zeros and
poles of linear quantum systems.

A. Output-decoupling zeros and input-decoupling zeros

Proposition 3.1: sg is an output-decoupling zero of the
linear quantum system realization (§) if and only if —sq is
an input-decoupling zero.

Proof. Let sg be an output-decoupling zero of the linear
quantum system realization (8). Then clearly sf is also an
output-decoupling zero. Let the associated vector be z. That
is,

Then
J.Hz = sz, Cx=0.

Define y = J,,x, we have yTB =21CT], =0 and

—soyt = —s021]] = —(2TAN]] =2TH = yTA.

n —

Thus, —sp is an input-decoupling zero. The converse can be
established in a similar way. [J

Noticing that s} is an eigenvalue of AT if sq is an eigen-
value of A, the following is an immediate consequence of
Proposition

Corollary 3.1: sq is an output-decoupling zero of the linear
quantum system realization if and only if —s{ is an input-
decoupling zero.

B. Transmission zeros and poles

We begin with the following result.

Proposition 3.2: s is a pole of the transfer function G(s)
if and only if —sj is a transmission zero of G(s).

Proof. By [60, Lemma 3.26], G(s) can be transformed to
its Smith-McMillan form

a1(s) aa(s)

lﬂﬁ©@ﬂ%$=ﬂﬂ$=dmg{ ”M“qn

Bi(s) 7 Ba(s) T B2m(8)
(€1))

so being a pole of G(s) implies that there exists at least
a polynomial 5;(s) satisfying B;(sg) = 0. Thus sp is a
transmission zero of G(s)*l; see e.g., [60, Lemma 3.38]. From
Eq. (3I) we have

V(="' G(—s" U (=s")t = M(~s")!

S
g5 ag(s)
= d +1 e, =2 ,
mg{ﬁa+ﬂsﬂ S (—5")

aj(=s")  an(=s7)
f(=s7)" T Bn(=s") |

By Eq. (12), G(s)~! = G(—s*)% Consequently, sq is also
a transmission zero of G(—s*)* and therefore there must be
a polynomial o (—s5) = 0 and thus a;(—sf) = 0 in Eg.
(B2). As a result, —sj is a transmission zero. The converse
statement can be established in a similar way. [

Noticing that s is a pole of G(s) if and only if sq is a pole
of G(s), Proposition [3.2] can be re-stated as follows.

Theorem 3.1: sq is a pole of the transfer function G(s) if
and only if —sg is a transmission zero of G(s).

For the transfer function G(s) defined in Eq. (6) in the
complex domain, we have the following result. As the proof
is similar to that of Proposition it is omitted.

Corollary 3.2: sy is a pole of the transfer function G(s) if
and only if —s{ is a transmission zero of G(s).

Remark 3.1: According to Proposition the number of
transmission zeros equals that of poles of a transfer function.

Remark 3.2: According to Proposition a purely imag-
inary pole is also a purely imaginary transmission zero of a
linear quantum transfer function matrix and vice versa.

Example 3.1: Consider a linear classical system with system
matrices A = B = C = D = I,. Then the transfer function
G(s) = 5l Clearly, the pole of G(s) is 1, while its
transmission zero is 0. Thus, Theorem [3.1] in general does
not hold for linear classical systems.

The following example demonstrates that the correspon-
dence between transmission zeros and poles given in Theorem

cannot be used to determine whether a system is quantum

or not.



Example 3.2: Consider a linear system with transfer function
matrix

(33)

which satisfies Theorem [3.1] However, it can be verified
that Eq. (IZ) does not hold for this G(s). Thus, the non-
commutativity of a linear quantum system gives rise to the
correspondence between system poles and zeros as character-
ized by Theorem but on the other hand, not all systems
having such properties are valid quantum-mechanical systems.

C. Invariant zeros and poles

The relations between invariant zeros and poles for linear
quantum systems are studied in this subsection.

Proposition 3.3: sg is an eigenvalue of A if and only if —s§
is an invariant zero of the linear quantum system realization
(4.

Proof. sp is an eigenvalue of A if and only if s§ is an
eigenvalue of A'. Notice that

det [sé[ - Ab} = det [sj] — J, AT J,] = det [s51 — AT] = 0.

(34)

Thus s} is also an eigenvalue of A”. Since D is unitary, it is
easy to verify that the following identity holds

A—sI B I 0] [A-sI+CC B
¢ D -D7lc 1|~ 0 D |’
(35)
where the physical realizability condition of linear quantum

systems B = —C°D has been used in the derivation. By (33),

det[P(s)] = det [A —sl+ CbC}
1 (36)
= det [—SI — 1, + 2CbC} = det [SI—F Ab] .

Let s = —sg in Eq. (36), by Eq. (34) we have det[P(—s§)] =
0, which means that —sj must be an invariant zero of the
linear quantum system realization (@). Conversely, if so is an
invariant zero of the linear quantum system realization (@),
then by Eq. det[P(sp)] = 0 implies s is an eigenvalue
of —A". Thus, —sg is an eigenvalue of A. [

For the linear quantum system realization in the real
domain, we have the following result, whose proof is omitted.

Theorem 3.2: sqg is an eigenvalue of the matrix A if and
only if —sq is an invariant zero of the linear quantum system
realization ().

Example 3.3: Consider a classical linear system with system

. 10 10 B
matrices A = 0 2 , B=C= 0 O],andDIQ.
It can be calculated that tksle Smith-McMillan form oflthe trans-

H _ s—1 : _ s—1
fer matrix G(s) = o 1| M(s) = 0 s

Thus, the pole and transmission zero of this system are 1 and 0,
respectively. Theorem [3.1does not hold for this linear classical
system. Moreover, the eigenvalues of A are 1 and 2, while it
is found that the invariant zeros of this system realization are
0 and 2. Thus, Theorem [3.2)in general does not hold for linear
classical systems.

Remark 3.3: Obviously, the set of poles of a transfer
function is a subset of the eigenvalues of the A-matrix of
a state-space realization, while the set of transmission zeros
of a transfer function is a subset of invariant zeros of a
state-space realization. Loosely speaking, Theorem [3.2] is a
generalization of Theorem [3.1} Thus, in the linear quantum
regime, there exist a one-to-one correspondence between poles
and transmission zeros of a transfer function and another one-
to-one correspondence between eigenvalues of the A-matrix
and invariant zeros of a system realization.

Before going into the main result of this section, Theorem
[3.3] we first present an assumption, which is a necessary
condition for Theorem

Assumption 3.1: For the Kalman canonical form (8), we
assume that the poles of the “h” subsystem and the eigenvalues
of the matrix Agz; are purely imaginary.

Remark 3.4: Clearly, Assumption holds for linear pas-
sive quantum systems, see [49], [S0]. It also holds for systems
that are both controllable and observable, namely minimal
realizations. Moreover, as Hurwitz stability implies both con-
trollability and observability ( [49, Thm. 3.1]), Assumption
holds for stable linear quantum systems. Finally, many
physical systems satisfy Assumption [3.1} see for example
(7], [29], [36]. Nevertheless, there are indeed linear quantum
systems whose “h” subsystems do not satisfy Assumption [3.1
see Example in the next section.

Theorem 3.3: Under Assumption [3.I] the set of invariant
zeros of the linear quantum system realization (@) is the union
of the set of A5 eigenvalues and the set of —A7 eigenvalues.

Proof. By Proposition [3.3] the invariant zeros of the linear
quantum system realization (@) are the eigenvalues of — A,
As the set of eigenvalues of A can be expressed as a union
of the set of observable eigenvalues A\(A,) and the set of
unobservable eigenvalues A(Aj), it can be verified that the
set of eigenvalues of —A° can be also expressed as the
union of —\*(A,) and —\*(A;5) (or equivalently, A(A5) by
Assumption . Thus, the set of invariant zeros of the linear
quantum system realization @) is —\*(A,) U A(A5). O

Corollary 3.3: Under Assumption the set of invariant
zeros of the linear quantum system realization is a union
of the set of A5 eigenvalues and the set of —A, eigenvalues.

Proof. By Theorem s is an invariant zero of the
linear quantum system realization if and only if —sg is
an eigenvalue of A if and only if sy is an eigenvalue of
—A. As A\(—A) = A(—A,) UX(—45), and by Assumption
AM—Az) = MAp), we have \(—A) = A\(—4,) U A\(4p).
The result follows. [J

In what follows, we take a close look at Assumption @
According to Eqgs. (), (@), and (13), the evolutions of the
system variables “Xz5;” and “py” are not affected by the inputs
either directly or indirectly, thus one may wonder whether
they are isolated systems. If so, then they evolve unitarily
and consequently, all the eigenvalues of the matrices Az; and
A?? must be purely imaginary. Then all the eigenvalues of
the matrix A}! are also purely imaginary as A}l = —A%LQT
[49, Lem. 3.1]. That is, Assumption naturally holds.
Unfortunately, the above is not true, and in some instances
the uncontrollable and unobservable (“co”) subsystem and the
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“pp” variable are not isolated systems. We take the “co
subsystem as an example. For the “co” subsystem, from [49,
Lem. 3.3] the matrix Az; indeed contains no contribution
from the input fields; instead, it is completely determined
by the intrinsic system Hamiltonian H. In the annihilation-
creation operator representation, as discussed in Subsection
H = 1af0a, where O = A(Q_,€Q;) is Hermitian
with Q_,Q, € C"*". The existence of the {1} term means
there is energy input (often called pump in quantum optics)
to the system. In other words, in the mathematical modeling,
the contribution of the pump is often modeled as part of the
intrinsic system Hamiltonian H which is represented by the
Q. term, instead an explicit quantum input channel. This is
the so-called semi-classical approximation. Thus in reality,
the presence of 2, in the intrinsic system Hamiltonian H
indicates that the system is not isolated, and thus it does not
evolve unitarily and the eigenvalues of the matrix Az; may
not be purely imaginary. A simple example is a degenerate
parameter amplifier (DPA) commonly used in quantum optics.
A model of a DPA in the annihilation-creation operator form
is as follows ( [L1, pp. 220]):

. 1 _ y
é|: " 6:|é\/gbina

bout = \/E a+ lu)ina

which in the real-quadrature operator representation is

. 1| k—e 0
x——2{ 0 K_’_e]x—\/ﬁu,

y =Vk x+u.

For this system, Q_ =0, Q, = % C_ = /K, and C; = 0.
The parameter € in 2, designates the strength of the pump
field on the DPA. As for the system variable “p;”, Example
1] in the next section shows that it can be unstable.

The following result gives a sufficient condition under which
the eigenvalues of the matrix Ag; are purely imaginary.

Proposition 3.4: Let A be an eigenvalue of Az; and = be
a corresponding eigenvector. If zJz # 0, then ) is purely
imaginary.

Proof. According to Eq. (8),

(37)

Te5 = AssTes + Asipy,. (38)
Integrating both sides of Eq. (38) yields
t
xz5(t) = eteota5(0) +/ e =" Agip, (T)dr.  (39)
0

t
+/ eAEB(t_T)A?’l[ph(T)a wEG(O)T]eA;‘sth
0

t pt
T .
+ [ [ Al (7). )T AT A
0 Jo

o T
— ZeAcot.,]]n2 eAaat’

(40)

where the fact that [p;,(7),p,(r)"] = 0 for all 0 < 7,7 < ¢
is used. As a result,

I= (eAéatan )Ty eAaat)T~

Let A\ be an eigenvalue of the matrix Ag;, clearly it is also
an eigenvalue of the matrix AJ,. Denote x an associated
eigenvector, then pre-multiplying and post-multiplying Eq.({40)
by zf and z respectively yield z1J,,z = e>ReMNigf], o
Consequently, if 1],z # 0, then X is purely imaginary. O]

We end this section with a remark on the eigenvalues of the
“h’” subsystem.

Remark 3.5: By [49, Lem. 3.1], the eigenvalues of the “h”
subsystem are those of the Hermitian matrix

Abo0 ][ -a2t o0 ]
0 A2

0 A2
Clearly, if the matrix A,Qf is skew-symmetric, then all the
eigenvalues of the “h” subsystem are purely imaginary.

(41)

IV. INVARIANT ZEROS AND STRONG LEFT INVERTIBILITY

As an isolated (closed) quantum system evolves unitarily, its
temporal dynamics is revertible. For an open linear quantum
system G, it is shown in [78]], [79] that its inverse G~! al-
ways exists. In the classical (non-quantum mechanical) control
literature, left invertibility is a critical concept in the study
of linear systems as it is quite useful in feedforward control
[1fl, [66]-[71]. Recently, it is proved in [1] that if a linear
system is (asymptotically) strongly left invertible, then there
exists a stable inversion such that the input to the original
system can be (asymptotically) reconstructed from the output.
In this section, we study left invertibility of linear quantum
systems. It is worth noting that feedforward control is quite
useful in the implementation of measurement-based optical
quantum computation [83], [84].

A. Left invertibility of linear quantum systems

We first recall the definitions of left invertibility for linear
systems.
Definition 4.1: ( [1}, Def. 1]) A classical finite-dimensional
linear time-invariant (FDLTI) system
z(t) = Ax(t) + Bul(t),
y(t) = Cx(t) + Du(t)

is said to be left invertible if, for z(0) = 0,

(42)

y(t) =0 for t >0=u(t) =0 for t>0.

Definition 4.2: ( ||1, Def. 5]) The classical finite-dimensional
linear time-invariant (FDLTI) system is said to be:

o strongly-(s.-)left invertible if for any initial condition x(0)

y(t)=0 for t>0 = wu(t)=0 for t>0;

o asymptotically strongly-(a.s.-)left invertible if for any
initial condition z(0)

y(t)=0 for t >0 = u(t)— 0 as t — o0;



o asymptotically strong* (a.s.*-)left invertible if for any
initial condition x(0)

yit) —0ast — o0 =

Remark 4.1: Clearly, strong left invertibility implies left
invertibility. Asymptotic strong-(a.s.-)left invertibility defined
above is equivalent to detectability defined in [69, Def. 2].
And correspondingly, Theorem 14 in [[1] used in the proof of
Lemma @] below is equivalent to [69, Thm. 2].

Similar to Definition [2.I] we say that the linear quantum
system (@) is left invertible (resp. strongly-(s.-)left invert-
ible, asymptotically strongly-(a.s.-)left invertible, asymptoti-
cally strong* (a.s.*-)left invertible) if the corresponding linear
classical system is left invertible (resp. strongly-(s.-)left
invertible, asymptotically strongly-(a.s.-)left invertible, asymp-
totically strong* (a.s.*-)left invertible).

Due to the special structure of linear quantum systems, we
have the following results concerning the relation between
their invariant zeros and left invertibility.

Lemma 4.1: The linear quantum system (8)) under Assump-
tion is a.s.-left invertible if and only if the set of A,
eigenvalues is in the right-half plane.

Proof. By [1I, Thm. 14] and Remark a linear quantum
system is a.s.-left invertible if and only if the subset of
invariant zeros of P(s) that do not belong to the set of (C, A)-
unobservable eigenvalues is in the left-half plane. By Corollary
3.3l the latter is equivalent to the —A, eigenvalues are in the
left-half plane, which means all the eigenvalues of A, are in
the right-half plane. [

Remark 4.2: Suppose that the linear quantum system (8]
under Assumption is a.s.-left invertible. Then by Lemma
4.1 the eigenvalues of A, are all in the right-half plane.
By Eq.(27), the eigenvalues of A, and those of A}? are
all in the right-half plane. As A}? is part of the A-matrix
of the “h” subsystem and by Assumption the poles of
the “h” subsystem are all purely imaginary. We arrived at
an contradiction. Thus Lemma [4.] should be modified as the
following result.

Theorem 4.1: Assume the linear quantum system satis-
fies 1) there is no the “A” subsystem and 2) the eigenvalues
of the matrix Az; are purely imaginary. Then it is a.s.-left
invertible if and only if the set of A., eigenvalues is in the
right-half plane.

Remark 4.3: According to Theorem [4.1} if the controllable
and observable (“‘co”) subsystem of a linear quantum system
is stable, then it is not a.s.-left invertible.

The following example demonstrates that the existence of
the “h” subsystem does cause problems.

Example 4.1: Consider a linear quantum system with A =

[_01 ?}’B:C: 0l ,and D = I5. This quantum

0 0
system is physically realizable since A + A 4+ BB! = 0,
B = —C*D ( [8], [50], [85]), and is actually an “Ah” system
with system Hamiltonian H = %ICTH z and coupling operator
L = o, where # = | ) 01] and T = [0 5 |.
Notice that for this system Assumption does not hold. On
one hand, it is clear that A, = 1 and thus its only eigenvalue

u(t) — 0 as t — oo.

is 1, which is in the right-half plane. On the other hand,
it is straightforward to show that that ys(t) = wuo(t) and
yl(t) = xg(t) + ul(t). If yp =0 for t > 0, then us = 0
for ¢ > 0, which indicates that the second output is a.s.-
left invertible (even s.-left invertible). However, if y; = 0 for
t > 0, then ui(t) = —wa(t) = —e'w2(0), which is divergent
for any nonzero initial state 2:5(0). Thus, this quantum system
is not a.s.-left invertible.

Remark 4.4: Compared with |1, Thm. 14], Theorem is
derived with the aid of the special linear quantum systems
structure. That is, the equivalent condition is not applied to
linear classical systems. Consider a classical system with sys-

1 0 -1
! O],B Llo=11 0]

and D = 1. Clearly, this system has a co subsystem and a “co”
subsystem. Assumption [3.1] holds. The observable eigenvalue
is 1, which satisfies the condition “the set of A., eigenvalues
is in the right-half plane” given in Theorem However,
y = 0 implies that u(t) = —e?*uq (ug is a constant), which
does not converge to zero asymptotically. Thus, this system is
not a.s.-left invertible.

Corollary 4.1: Let the linear quantum system (8) be a
minimal realization. Then it is a.s.-left invertible if and only
if the set of A eigenvalues is in the right-half plane or
equivalently, all its invariant zeros (which are transmission
zeros in this case) are Hurwitz stable.

Remark 4.5: Theorem [.1] and Corollary [4.1] provide con-
ditions for the left invertibility of a linear quantum system
by exploring its inner structure. In Subsection [[V-B| we study
this issue. However, it should be noted that the conclusion in
Theorem and Corollary [.1] is very strong, it means the
“co” system must be unstable in order that the system is left
invertible.

We conclude this subsection with a final remark.

Remark 4.6: By (I, Thm. 15] and Remark 2.1] it is straight-
forward to obtain that the a.s.-left invertibility and a.s.*-left
invertibility are equivalent to each other for linear quantum
systems.

tem matrices A =

B. Stable input observers

In this subsection, on the basis of a.s.-left invertibility of the
linear quantum system () studied in the preceding subsection,
we construct input observers which, as implied by Definition
[.2] asymptotically reconstruct the input from its output. Two
types of input observers are constructed.

For the first type, we follow the construction procedure
proposed in [[1]]. We look at the the “co” subsystem by ignoring
the other modes, which is

Xco(t) = Acoxco(t) + Bcou(t);
V(t) = CeoXeo(t) + u(t),

Notice that the D-matrix is a 2m x 2m identity matrix. By
the procedure given in [1, subsec. IV-C], the observer is

(43)

EO = Aégo + BcoYa
Uy = — cofo +vy,
BeoCloo.

(44)

where A; £ A, —



Remark 4.7: In the input observer constructed in [1, Eq.
(37)], there is a feedback gain matrix Ky, and the resulting
observer is of the Luenberger type, where the matrix K,
guarantees the asymptotic stability of the input observer. For
our linear quantum system (8)), as the number of the outputs
is equal to the number of the inputs, the input observer (44)
has no such matrix K,. In Theorem below we will show
that due to the special nature of the invariant zeros of linear
quantum systems, the input observer constructed above
is actually asymptotically stable.

Define the state estimation error ¢ = £° — X.,. Then we
have

é(t) = Age(t). (45)

and
u(t) — ue(t) = Ceoe(t). (46)

Theorem 4.2: Under the assumptions in Theorem [4.1] if the
linear quantum system (8] is a.s.-left invertible, then it has a
stable input observer (@4).

Proof. Assume the linear quantum system satisfies 1)
there is no the “h” subsystem and 2) the poles of the Az
subsystem are purely imaginary. If the linear quantum system
@]) is a.s.-left invertible, then by Theorem the set of A,
eigenvalues is in the right-half plane. In this case, by Theorem
[3.2] all the invariant zeros of the observable linear quantum
system are in the left-half plane. However,

Ag—sI B, [ I 0] [ A —B,Co—sl B,
{ Co IH—COI]_{ 0 I
As there is no the “h” subsystem, the invariant zeros of the
observable linear quantum system realization are exactly the
eigenvalues of Ay = A., — B.,Cco. Thus, all eigenvalues of
the matrix A, are in the left-half plane, and hence the observer
(#4) is asymptotically stable. [J

Remark 4.8: The stable input observer (#4) may not be a
valid quantum-mechanical system as it may not satisfy the
physical realizability conditions. Nevertheless, it is indeed a
stable input observer if we focus on the average dynamics such
as those given in Eq. (7). In other words, replacing x,y, u by
their mean values (x), (y), (u), then we have (u(t))—u,(t) —
0 exponentially as ¢ — oco. In this case, it is a classical stable
input observer for a linear classical system. However, due to
the absence of the feedback gain matrix Ky, its form is still
different from the one in [|1} Eq. (37)] (see also [86])). Actually,
it is the relation between the invariant zeros and the system
poles of quantum linear systems that guarantees its stability.

In contrast to the stable input observer constructed above
following the procedure in [/1]], next we design another type of
input observers for a.s.-left invertible linear quantum systems
by means of quantum system inversion techniques [78]].

Suppose that the intrinsic system Hamiltonian H = 0 for the
linear quantum system realization (8)). Then its “co” subsystem
has the system matrices, [49, Lemma 3.3],

_ . Re(Fco}q) Re(rco,p)
Ceo= Vinleo = \[2 Im<Fco7q) Im(Fco}p) ’
B, = n]]nl FIOVJLJT”’ @7
1
Aco = _ZJnlrioJcho/Q = §BCOCCO'

By the Kalman canonical decomposition in [50], we know
that

Xeo = Vo, T4, (48)
where by [50, Lemma 4.3],
Zy 0
Teo = [ 0 Zf’ﬁ } = A(Z4,0) 49)

is a unitary and Bogoliubov matrix, i.e., TCTOTCO = Iy,, (the
dimension of the “co” subsystem is 2n4, as evidenced by Eq.
(T4)) and T}, J, T., = Jn,. Denote ( [49, Remark 3.2])

I‘CO FCO
i) e
and by Eq. @8) we have
|: LI;;L :| - Pcoxco - Fcoan Tjoéco
1 Leog Teop I I oy
NG [ Fﬁ)yq Fﬁ%p } { — Wl }Tcoaw
= :l[Fiﬂdim F$q+d$m}7*$o
\@~ Fﬁovq o ZFCOJ) FC(MI + ZFco,p o
= A(C—7 C+)éco = Ccoéc()a
where
5_::lkgg;é?}&221’ 5;_:Azﬁﬁi%§kﬁﬂzf. (51)

As a result, the minimal linear quantum system (43) in the
annihilation-creation operator form is

éco(t) = Acoéco(t) + BcoBin (t)a

. ) y (52)
bout (t) = Ccoaco(t) + bin (t);
where
. 1
Cco = A(C,, C+)7 Bco = —CZO, Aco = _iczocco- (53)
Because
I1coxco = I—‘covnl éco = Ccoécm (54)
we have
Cco = Fcoan- (55)

Define a linear quantum system P with annihilation operators
a whose intrinsic Hamiltonian H = 0 and coupling operators
are of the form _ B B

L=[C,, C_la. (56)
By Eq. (9), the system matrices of the linear quantum system
P in the annihilation-creation operator representation are

C=ACy,C_) =Ceodn,,

B=—-C"=—J,,CJn =—Jn Jn,Cl J0.,

+ lgs 1o
A= 2CC— 2BC,

(57)

0 I,
I,, O
the annihilation-creation operator form is

a(t) = Aa(t) + Bbous(1),
b(#) = CA(t) + Bous (1),

where jm = } . The linear quantum system P in

(58)



According to [[78]], the linear quantum system P is the inverse

of the system in the sense that in the frequency domain,
P(s)G(s) =1. (59)

Next, we show that the linear quantum system P is Hurwitz
stable. By Eq. (57),

e ]~ 1 ~ ~
A = §BC = _§Jn1 Jnlclanlccanla (60)

which yields that in the position-momentum quadrature oper-
ator representation,
ni1%~co m1 " ny

. 1 - -
Vn1-AV711 = _ivrbl J’mJ cl JnlccoJ Vi

1 ~ ~
= — 5vamJ VIT! J0 TeoVi, J, Vi

ni1¥nq+ co niy nq

1 ~
- §Vn1 Jnl Jnl VJ1JH1 (Jn1PZOVJ1Jn1)

(61)
X Ty Vioy I Vit (Vi Do) Vi T, Vil

1
= - §Jnchoccan1
= - JnlAcanl-

Therefore, if the poles of the “co” subsystem (#3)) of a given
linear quantum system are all in the right-half plane, then the
linear quantum system P is Hurwitz stable. Moreover, P is
actually the inverse of the system (@3), that is, it is a stable
input observer. In conclusion, under the conditions given in
Theorem and that the intrinsic Hamiltonian H = 0, a
stable input observer exists, which is another linear quantum
system with system parameters .

v

Remark 4.9: To get b(t) = bin(t) in the time domain, Eq.
(39) alone is insufficient. We also have to assume zero initial
conditions for 4(0) and a(0). However, they are operators on
infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, and are not zero operators.
Therefore, the zero initial condition should be understood
in the sense of average value. This takes us back to the
mean dynamics case. One possible choice is that the initial
system states for both the system and the observer are the
vacuum states. Being in an initial vacuum state is the quantum
counterpart of the zero initial conditions for linear classical
systems. Thus, the input observer (38) is for left invertible
systems, as defined in Definition instead of for strong left
invertible systems, as defined in Definition

Remark 4.10: The first type of input observer, given in Eq.
(#4), can deal with the plant with nonzero initial state con-
ditions. However, it may not be a valid quantum-mechanical
system. In contrast, the construction of the second type of
input observer, given in Eq. (38), is indeed a valid quantum-
mechanical system. However, the zero initial state condition
is necessary for its functionality.

C. Strong left invertibility

The following result is about the strong left invertibility
defined in Definition 4.2

Proposition 4.1: If a linear quantum system has no the
“co” subsystem and Assumption holds, then it is s.-left
invertible.

Proof. By |1, Thm. 12], the linear quantum system realiza-
tion is s.-left invertible if and only if the set of invariant
zeros of P(s) equals the set of (C, A)-unobservable modes.
On the other hand, by Theorem @] established above, the
set of invariant zeros of P(s) equals the set of eigenvalues
of —A. Thus, the linear quantum system realization (8] is s.-
left invertible if and only if the set of (C, A)-unobservable
modes equals the set of eigenvalues of —A. By Corollary

A(=A) = M\(=A4,) UX(Ap). Since the linear quantum system

has no the “co” subsystem, A(A,) = A(Az), and thus by
[49, Lem. 3.1], A(—A,) = A(—Az) = MAcs) C A(Ap). The
result follows. [

Remark 4.11: If a linear quantum system has no the “co”
subsystem, its transfer function G(s) = I. Thus, it has no
transmission zeros and poles.

Remark 4.12: In |68, Thm. 1.8], a linear system is strongly
observable if and only it has no invariant zeros. In the
linear quantum realm, the non-existence of invariant zeros is
equivalent to the non-existence of of eigenvalues of the A-
matrix. Thus, it means that there is only the D-matrix. In
this case, the conditions of Proposition hold naturally.
Consequently, the system is s.-left invertible. Thus, in the
quantum regime, it seems strongly observability is stronger
than s.-left invertibility. The same is true in the classical
regime; see [1, Thm. 13] and [[68, Thm. 1.8]. Finally, if the
linear quantum system in Theorem [.T] only contains the “co”
subsystem and whose poles are all in the right-half plane, then
it is strong* detectable [68, Def. 1.3] and thus has a strong
observer [68, Thms. 1.5, 1.6 and 1.12].

V. FUNDAMENTAL TRADEOFFS BETWEEN SQUEEZING AND
ROBUSTNESS

In this section, we study another consequence of pole-zero
correspondence of quantum linear systems: tradeoffs between
input squeezing and the robustness of the coherent feedback
network, as shown in Fig.

[ Yq ] 4 Beamsplitter
Yp SEEEE—
—_— > K
Uq e
up
) E—
G :
— @@

Fig. 2. A quantum coherent feedback network composed of two linear
quantum systems G, K, and a beamsplitter.

with real
8 —«

parameters o, 3 satisfying o? + 32 = 1. Assume both the
quantum plant G and controller K are SISO systems, then

Let the beamsplitter be of the form { o B

Uq

the closed-loop transfer function from u = toy =
P
[ Ya } in Fig.is
Yo
T(s) = (I + aG(s)K(s)) " (al + G(s)K(s)). (62)



The squeezing ratio of a quantum input-output system
is given by the ratio between the variance of the output
quadrature and that of the corresponding input quadrature |87}
Sect. 16.3]. If the initial joint system-field state is the vacuum
state, then the squeezing ratio of the amplitude quadrature of
the coherent feedback network in Fig. [2] at the frequency w

2
23;381;; , and similarly the squeezing ratio of the

(v (w))
ature at d Gy A
zero squeezing ratio is often referred to as ideal squeezing.

is given by

phase quadrature at the frequency w is given by

A. The coherent feedback network

Assume that €2 is purely imaginary and C is real or purely
imaginary for the SISO linear quantum system G. Then its
transfer function matrix associated with the Kalman canonical
form (@) is of a diagonal form

G(s) = diag{G,(s), Gp(s)}- (63)
By Eq. (12), the transfer matrix G(s) satisfies
Gy(s)Gp(—s) = L. (64)

(See also [74L Eq. (11)].) In fact, the transfer matrix G(s) is
of the form
s+zQ+7%Cq(Cp

— et 0
STt e
G(s) = (+Q+J(;2chp sy -ic,e, |0 (69
s—zQ_*_-ﬂ—%(CqCp
where C;, = C_ + C; and C, = C_ — C;. Clearly,

if O, = +3C,C,, then either G,(s) has a zero and si-
multaneously G,(s) has a pole at the origin, or G4(s) has
a pole and simultaneously G,(s) has a zero at the origin.
This means that one output quadrature is not affected by
the input noise and thus realizes ideal input squeezing at the
zero frequency. However, simultaneously the other quadrature
output is unstable and diverges to infinity as the frequency
tends to 0.

Example 5.1: ( [88]) Consider a degenerate parametric
amplifier (DPA) in Eq. (37). It can be directly calculated that
the transfer matrix function is given by

= 0
P
s+5—% )

s+5+%5
In the limit ¢ = =k, the origin is both a zero and a pole.
When € = k, G,(s) = 0 and thus the ideal input squeezing of
the p quadrature is realized at the zero frequency. However,
in this case, G4(s) = oo which means that the noise in the
q quadrature is infinitely amplified. Similar analysis can be
carried out for the case € = —k.

Let ', C’ be the parameters of the quantum controller K,
respectively, where ' is purely imaginary and C’ is real or
purely imaginary. Then K is of the form as G. In this case,
the closed-loop transfer function becomes

1= "4 2l ]

(S
ho|%

vl

G(s) = (66)

o vl

0 Tp(s)
a 4Gy (s)Kq (s) 0 (67)
_ | THFaG,(5)K,(s)
l 0 a+Gp(s)Kp(s) ‘|
T+aG, (3K, (5)

It can be verified that T,(s)T,(—s) = 1, which means that
the structure in Eq. is preserved in this coherent feedback
network; see also [74].

B. Ideal input squeezing

In this subsection, we study how to realize the ideal input
squeezing using the coherent feedback network in Fig. 2]

To realize ideal input squeezing, we need T; — 0, j = g or
p, which means that either a+G;K; — 0 or 14-aG;K; — oo.
However, 1 + aG;K; — oo is equivalent to G;K; — oo and
a # 0, which means T; — % 2 0. Thus, in the sequel, we
focus on a + G;K; — 0, j = ¢,p, to achieve ideal input
squeezing.

Take the ¢ quadrature, for example, we need T, = 0.
Suppose that a + G,K, = 0 in Eq. (67), then from Egs.

(63) and we have
s+ — 3C,Cp s +20y — 3CC) —0

s+ + 3C,Cp s+, + 5C/C)

o+ (68)
If T,(s) has a zero at the origin, then by Eq. we get
1
(1+a) <4Cq<cp<c;<c; - Q+Q’+>

—(1-a) (%(chpm + %C’qq,m) —0.

(69)

Similarly, it can be verified that T, (s) producing ideal input
squeezing at the zero frequency requires that

(1+a) (icq@pc;c; - Q+Q’+)
, , (70)
+(1-a) (icqcpsz; + gc’qq,m) =0.
As a result, the coherent feedback network can realize ideal
input squeezing at s = 0 under the condition (69) or (70),
even if the original plant G cannot, i.e., Q4 # :I:%(Cq(Cp; cf.
Eq. (63).

Remark 5.1: Notice that both the linear quantum systems
G(s) and T(s) realize quantum BAE measurements. Thus,
such systems can achieve perfect squeezing at the zeros of
their transfer functions. But to achieve squeezing at a nonzero
frequency, conditions are needed on system parameters. More
discussions will be given in subsection [V-C|

The following two examples demonstrate that the coherent
feedback network can realize the ideal input squeezing at the
zero frequency by means of a passive controller or an active
controller.

Example 5.2: We first look at the setup in [89], [90], where
K is 1. The constraints in Eqs. (69) and reduce to

1—

ch(cp Fou(l+a)y =0,

5 (71)

which indicates that if o = —%, then the coherent
feedback network in Fig. [2|realizes ideal iII{put squeezing of the
¢ quadrature at the zero frequency T,(0) = 0, and the noise
in the p quadrature is infinitely amplified T}, (0) = co. Similar

analysis on the ideal input squeezing of the p quadrature at the
121 +5C4Cp

zero frequency can be obtained by setting o = — . —ic,c,



Example 5.3: If the designed controller K has the same
system parameter C as the plant G, that is, C;, = C, and
C], = C,, then the constraints in Egs. and reduce to

1 1—
(72)
which yields the system parameter of K
1 2(1 — a)if2
Q) = F1CCp (1 4+ )CoCp F 2(1 — a)uf2y (73)

2 (1-a)C,ChF2(1 + )y’
Thus, the coherent feedback network including controller K
with the same system parameter C as the plant G and the pump
Y, given by Eq. can realize ideal input squeezing at the
zero frequency.

According to the ideal input squeezing condition given in
Example[5.2] the beamsplitter parameter « can be solved based
on the original plant parameters. However, if the calculated
value of « is not in the interval [—1,1], then the coherent
feedback network cannot realize ideal input squeezing at the
zero frequency with the aid of the beamsplitter itself. Thus,
an active controller proposed in Example [5.3] is needed to
realize ideal input squeezing at the zero frequency, which is
independent of a.

C. Squeezing and sensitivity

In this subsection, we study the tradeoff between ideal
input squeezing and closed-loop robustness withe respect to
parameter variations in the quantum plant G.

For the coherent feedback network in Fig. [2| we define

A dlogT;
e = 74
= qlog G, q,p, (74)
which in fact S is of the form
— Sq 0
=% 5]
B2G K, 0 (75)
(14+aGKy) (a+G¢Ky)
0 B2G,pK,
(14+aGpKp) (a+GpKp)

By definition, S describes the sensitivity of the input-output
relation T with respect to the parameter variations in the
quantum system under control. In this sense, in this paper we
still call S the sensitivity function. In fact, this is the original
definition of the sensitivity function in the classical control
theory ( [62) Ch. 4], [91, Sect. 3.4], [61, Eq. (2.24)], [92}
Ch. 12]). However, as T in Fig. ] is not the complementary
sensitivity function commonly used in classical control theory
(namely, the transfer function from the reference input signal
to system output, see, e.g., [64, Fig. 1] and [92, Fig. 12.9]),
the well-known complementarity constraint S(s) + T(s) = 1
no longer applies any more. However, since T characterizes
the input-output squeezing and S characterizes the sensitivity
of T with respect to uncertainties in the quantum plant G, it
is still meaningful to investigate S(s) + T(s) as it reveals the
tradeoff between squeezing and sensitivity.
Re-write the sensitivity matrix function S in Eq. as

_ GK 1-T?
“1-(GKZ T °

S (76)

provided that GK # +1. According to Egs. and (73),
a®I + (1 +2a — a?)GK + (GK)?

S+T= 77
* (I + aGK)(al + GK) 7
Noticing
o+ (1 4+ 2a — a?)GK + (GK)?
1+2a—a?, (1+4a—a?)(1-a?)
(GK + ———) 1 :
we have
GK 1+20—a2\2 _ (I1+4a—a?)(1-0?)
syr= EKF ) . . (1)

(I + aGK)(al + GK)

(Notice that G, K, S, and T in Eqs. (76)-(78) are all 2-
by-2 diagonal matrices. Thus all these equations should be
understood as diagonal matrix equations. For example, Eq.
is in fact diag{(S+ T)4, (S+ T),}), where
(G, + Lr2g=etyz _ Qde—an(ien) 79
(1+OlGjKj)(Oé+GjKj) ( )
for j = q,p. We will use this convention in the following
discussions.)

If the coherent feedback network in Fig. [2] is designed to
realize ideal input squeezing at the frequency sg for the input
quadrature j = ¢ or p, then we need a+G;(s0)K;(s¢) = 0in
Eq. (67), but by Eq. this implies the corresponding sen-
sitivity function S;(s¢) = oco. Thus, if the coherent feedback
network is designed to realize ideal input squeezing, then it
will be extremely sensitive to the parameter variations in the
quantum plant G. This reveals a fundamental tradeoff between
squeezing and system robustness posed by the zeros of the
coherent feedback network in Fig. [2| More discussions are
given below.

(S—FT)J‘ =

@) In the limit o« — +1, we have S — 0, T — =1, and
S+ T — 4I. In this case, the output is the input
or the input with an additional phase 7. This is the
trivial case.
(ii)  In the limit @« — 0, we have S+ T — I + GK. This
is the open-loop case.
(iii) In the limit o + G;K; — 0, j = gq,p, this is
the ideal input squeezing at the zero frequency case
given in Eq. (69) for ¢ quadrature or Eq. for p
quadrature, respectively. In this case, we have either
S(0) — > and T(0) — 0 or
S(0) — o and T(0) — o ol In
both cases, S(0) + T(0) — oo.
(iv)  In the limit I + oG;K; — 0, 7 = ¢,p, we have
. 00 00
either S(0) — { ~ ] and T(0) — [ 0 ]
or S(0) — | andT(O)—>[0 OO].
In both cases, S(0) + T(0) — oo.

W) (A broader frequency range of S + T.) If GK —

—L2a-0® ‘then by Eq.
1+ 4a — o?

S+T — Gl

(80)



which indicates that S+ T can be a function in terms
of o by choosing proper system parameters, rather
than the fixed identity S + T = I in linear classical
systems. In this case, there is no ideal input squeez-
ing at any frequencies for either ¢ or p quadrature.
Since o € (—1,1), we have S + T € (—o0,0).
Finally, when o = 2 — /b, there is a scalar Sg such
that S(so) + T(so) = 0.

(vi) If a® + (1 + 2a — a?)GK + (GK)? — 0, namely,

a? —2a—1+./(1+4a —a?)(1 - a?)

GK — 5

(81)
then S+ T = 0.

The above items hold for ¢ quadrature and p quadrature
separately. In what follows, we derive the statements given in
items (iv)-(vi) above.

According to Eq. (78), S+T is a function of the beamsplitter
parameter «. For example, in the g-quadrature let

GKq = f(a), (82)
which implies that
aps® + ays +ag = 0, (83)
with
az =f(a) — 1,
a1 =(f(e) = 1) (1824 + )
@+ DGES+3TE). o

1 1
ap :f(a)(zQ+ + §(Cq(cp)(ZQ/_‘_ + 5((:;((:;)

1 1
— (24 = 5C,C,) (8, - 5C,C).

First, we analyze item (iv) above. 1 + aG,K, = 0 implies
that G K, = —é. Thus, inserting f(«) = —é into Eq. (84),
we have

1+ 1
a0 = — —— (=042 + 7C,C,C,C))
l—a 1 7 (85)
— (§Q+(C;(C;, + imcq(‘cp).
Normally, 1 + aG4,K,; = 0 has a root s = 0 when ay =

0. In this case, S;(0) = oo, the transfer function Ty(s) has
a pole at the origin, while the transfer function T (s) must
have a zero at the origin, i.e., T,(0) = 0 and by Eq. (70),
Sp(0) = oo. Consequently, there is ideal input squeezing in
the p-quadrature. The case of 1+aG,K,;, = 0 can be analyzed
similarly.

Next, we analyze item (v) above. In this case, f(a) =
2

—Li2a-a® By Fq. (84), we have

a? —20—3

a2 :#a
2 _ _
ay :$(19+ +8Y,)
(@—1)2 1 1
T(icqccp + 5@;@;), (86)
o —2a—1 1 1
ao :f(ZQJF + §(Cq(Cp)(ZQI+ + 5@;@;)

1 1

Since o = —1, to realize ideal input squeezing at a frequency
s¢ in the ¢ quadrature, we need a+G(s0)K,(s9) — 0. Com-
bined with the given condition G, (s¢)K,(s0) — —%,
yields o = £1. In both cases, Ty(so) = =1, which indicates
that there is no ideal input squeezing under the assumption
of case (v). Since o € (—1,1), % € (—o0,00).
Moreover, for any given « € (—1, 1), Eq. always has a
solution. Consequently, by Eq. (78), S;+ T, € (—o0,00). The
p-quadrature case can be studied similarly.

Finally, we analyze item (vi) above, which indicates that
S+T — 0. As « # £1, inserting f(«) given by Eq. (81) into
Eq. (84), and ag = 0 yields that

(1-a)?+ /(1 +4a—a?)(1 - a?)
a? —2a -3+ /(1+4a —a?)(1 - a?)
:2Q+Q’+ - 3C,C,C,C;,
12, CIC, +19,C,C,

q

87)

Obviously, S+ T — 0 can be realized at the zero frequency
by tuning the system parameters in Eq. (87).
The following remark presents the coherent feedback con-
trol design comparison between Examples [5.2] and [5.3]
Remark 5.2: In Example Eq. reduces to

Gq(s) = f(a). (88)
As f(a) # 1, Eq. (88) implies that
_ 14 (1— () — 5CCp(1 + f(a))
— ; (89)
fla) =1
which may fail to achieve ideal input squeezing at the zero

frequency.
Example 5.4: If G in Fig. 2| is the DPA studied in Example
[ and K =1, then

e

e (1+a?) [(S¥§)2—%]+2a[(s$§)2+%]7

(+a)(sF5)—(1-a)5

. = 5 = 5 90
T lraGFy) 0w S0 00
Set 1
—
p— 1
€ :|:1+ali, 1)

the ideal input squeezing of the coherent feedback network
can be realized in the ¢ quadrature or p quadrature at the



zero frequency, while the coherent feedback network will be
extremely sensitive to parameter variations.
Remark 5.3: By the ideal input squeezing realization condi-

tion (91)), in p quadrature we have € = L‘_—z/{. The beamsplitter
parameter can be solved as a = {7¢, which is exactly

the critical value «.;; of the feedback-enhanced squeezing

scenario given in [89, Eq. (39)].

Example 5.5: Assume that the plant G and the controller X
are two DPAs with parameters €;, x;, ¢ = 1,2, respectively.
Then the closed-loop transfer function matrix of the coherent
feedback network can be calculated as

R1k2

. At [cF P)eF )+ 2] - - [H
Tt eF PreF P AR 0 - [

s

and the sensitivity function matrix is given in Eq. (93), j = ¢,

p. Set )
+a
1_ a(ﬁlliz + 6162).

The ideal input squeezing of the coherent feedback network
can also be realized in the ¢ or p quadrature at zero frequency,
while it can be readily shown that the sensitivity of the
coherent feedback network will be extremely high to parameter
variations.

K1€2 + Ko€1 = F 94

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we investigated the zeros and poles of linear
quantum systems. We proved that a linear quantum system
is necessarily non-minimum phase if it is Hurwitz stable.
We derived necessary and sufficient conditions for the strong
left invertibility of linear quantum systems based on their
invariant zeros and also constructed stable input observers.
Moreover, we examined fundamental trade-offs between input-
output squeezing and sensitivity for linear coherent feedback
networks. We acknowledge that the research carried out so
far in this paper is still preliminary. The following discussions
point toward two possible future research directions.

o The proposed two types of stable input observers were
constructed on the basis of the pole-zero correspondence
for linear quantum systems, which in general does not
hold for linear classical systems. In other words, their
construction is based on quantum mechanics. However,
they should be understood as input observers for average
dynamics. Thus, an open question is how to construct a
stable input observer for linear quantum systems instead
of their average dynamics. Notice that the system vari-
ables, input and output variables are operators on infinite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces, instead of ordinary functions.
Moreover, the initial system variables are operators on
an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, which is different
from the one for the initial input field operators. Due to
this, the well-known results for linear classical systems
may not be applicable. For example, according to [60,
Cor. 3.37], given a transfer function matrix G(s) and
a minimal realization (A, B,C, D) of a classical linear
system, let z; be a transmission zero, but not a pole. For
any nonzero vector vg of compatible dimension, construct
the initial state 2:(0) = (20 — A)~!Buvg and the input
u(t) = vpe*?, then the output y(t) = G(z9)vpe*! = 0
for all ¢ > 0. This simply does not apply to linear

quantum systems, as x(0) = (zol — A)~!Buvy does
not make sense in the linear quantum regime due to
the fact that the initial system variables and the initial
input field operators are on different infinite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces.

o The squeezing and sensitivity analysis conducted thus far
in this paper is preliminary too, as the coherent feedback
network studied in this paper consists of a SISO quantum
plant and a SISO quantum controller. A comprehensive
understanding of squeezing and sensitivity analysis and
their applications in the design of quantum coherent
feedback networks is one of our major future research
goals.
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