arXiv:2201.05835v1 [quant-ph] 15 Jan 2022

Quantum estimation, control and learning: opportunities and challenges ⋆

Daoyi Dong^a, Ian R Petersen^b

aSchool of Engineering and Information Technology, University of New South Wales, Canberra, ACT 2600, Australia

bSchool of Engineering, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 2601, Australia

Abstract

The development of estimation and control theories for quantum systems is a fundamental task for practical quantum technology. This vision article presents a brief introduction to challenging problems and potential opportunities in the emerging areas of quantum estimation, control and learning. The topics cover quantum state estimation, quantum parameter identification, quantum filtering, quantum open-loop control, quantum feedback control, machine learning for estimation and control of quantum systems, and quantum machine learning.

Key words: quantum systems, quantum estimation, quantum control, quantum system identification, quantum sensing, quantum machine learning.

1 Introduction

The establishment of quantum mechanics is one of the greatest achievements in the 20th century. Quantum mechanics provides a framework to help us describe and understand the physical world involving microsystems such as electrons, photons and atoms, and is also crucial to help explain why stars shine and how the Universe formed. The unique characteristics of quantum systems have been found to be useful to provide advantages for developing powerful quantum technologies [30]. Emerging quantum technologies including quantum information technology, quantum sensing and quantum simulation are rapidly developing and various quantum platforms such as quantum optics [4], quantum superconducting systems [121], spin systems [103], [53] have been used to develop quantum technology. Quantum simulation (i.e., simulating quantum mechanics) promises to have wide applications in e.g., condensed-matter physics, atomic physics, and molecular chemistry [10]. Quantum information technology (including quantum communication and quantum computation) has many important potential applications due to its advantages over traditional information technology. Quantum computation can take advantage of the

⋆ This work was supported by the Australian Research Council’s Discovery Projects funding scheme under Projects DP190101566, DP200101938 and DP180101805, and U.S. Office of Naval Research Global under Grant N62909-19-1-2129.

Email addresses: daoyidong@gmail.com (Daoyi Dong), i.r.petersen@gmail.com (Ian R Petersen).

unique quantum effects of entanglement and coherence to efficiently speed up the solutions of some classical problems and can even solve some difficult problems that classical (non-quantum) computers cannot [72], [94]. In quantum sensing, the principles of quantum mechanics can be effectively utilized to achieve highly sensitive sensing beyond the capabilities of classical sensors [20]. The ultimate limit on the accuracy of quantum sensing is set by quantum mechanics, and quantum resources (e.g., quantum entanglement) can be effectively exploited to enhance measurement precision [20].

The great potential of quantum technology to promote economic and technological growth has been highlighted in reports and initiatives of various countries such as the National Quantum Initiative Act (US), “The Quantum Age: technological opportunities” (UK) [100], European Quantum Technologies Roadmap [1], Australia’s Quantum Technology Roadmap [39] and “Quantum information research in China” [137]. In the last several years, quantum computers have made great progress; see, e.g., Google Sycamore (53- qubit quantum processor) [3], Jiuzhang (76-photon photonic quantum processor) [138], IBM Eagle (127-qubit quantum processor) [47]. The progress in quantum technology provides many exciting opportunities for systems and control researchers. For example, developing estimation and control theories for quantum systems is a fundamental task for practical quantum computation and quantum sensing. In this article, we briefly present some challenging open problems and potential opportunities in the emerging areas of quan-

Preprint submitted to Special Section on Estimation and Control of Quantum Systems 19 January 2022 tum estimation, control and learning from the perspective of systems and control [26], [2], [37], [9], [87].

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces quantum state estimation, quantum parameter identification and quantum filtering. Section 3 focuses on quantum control including quantum open-loop control and quantum feedback control. Machine learning for quantum estimation and control, and quantum machine learning are discussed in Section 4. Concluding remarks are presented in Section 5.

2 Estimation, identification and filtering in quantum systems

2.1 Quantum state estimation

Quantum state estimation is often referred to as quantum state tomography in the quantum technology community. The basic aim of quantum state estimation is to reconstruct unknown quantum states. According to the quantum measurement postulate, the measurement on a quantum system usually modifies the state of this system, which makes the state estimation challenging. The state of a quantum system can be described by a density matrix ρ satisfying ρ^† = ρ, ρ ≥ 0 and Tr(ρ) = 1, where Tr(ρ) returns the trace of ρ, and ρ^† is the conjugation (∗) and transpose (T ) of ρ. A pure state can also be described by a unit complex vector |ψ⟩ with ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| where ⟨ψ| = |ψ⟩^† [72]. A mixed state is linear combination of independent pure states, satisfying Tr(ρ^2) < 1. To estimate an unknown quantum state, we usually need to make measurements on many copies of the state. A quantum measurement can be described by a set {P_i} of positive operator valued measurement (POVM) elements, where P_i ≥ 0 and ∑_i P_i = I with I being the identity matrix. When making a measurement, the occurrence probability of the ith outcome can be calculated as p_i = Tr(ρP_i) according to the Born Rule. In quantum state estimation, we need to design a POVM measurement and develop an efficient estimation algorithm to reconstruct an unknown quantum state from measurement data. Various quantum state estimation methods have been developed such as the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) method, the Bayesian mean estimation approach [77] and linear regression estimation (LRE) [85]. In the MLE method, we choose the state estimate that gives the observed results with the highest probability. It is asymptotically optimal in the sense that the estimation error can asymptotically achieve the Cramér- Rao bound. The Bayesian mean estimation approach can always give a unique state estimate, since it constructs a state from an integral averaging over all possible quantum states with proper weights. In the LRE method, the reconstruction problem of a quantum state can first be converted into a parameter-estimation problem of a linear regression model and then the state can be estimated through solving the linear regression model [84]. Among these three approaches, the most popular method is MLE while the most efficient approach is LRE for full reconstruction of quantum states. MLE usually involves solving a large number of nonlinear equations where their solutions are usually difficult to obtain and often not unique. The Bayesian mean estimation method has high computational complexity which limits its application. An advantage of LRE is that we may characterize its computational complexity and obtain a theoretical error upper bound. Another advantage of LRE is that it is suitable for parallel computation [45] and developing an adaptive quantum state estimation method [85].

We use the LRE method as an illustrative example to explain the challenges of quantum state estimation [84], [27]. Consider a quantum system consisting of n-qubits associated with Hilbert space H . Let {Ω_i}^{22n−1}_{i=1} denote a set of Hermitian operators satisfying (i) Tr(Ω_i) = 0 and (ii) Tr(Ω_iΩ_j) = δ_{i j}, where δ_{i j} is the Kronecker function. The quantum state ρ to be reconstructed can be parameterized as

ρ = I 2^n + 2^{2n}−1

∑_{i=1}^θi^Ωi^,

where θ_i = Tr(ρΩ_i). Let Θ = (θ_1,··· ,θ_22n_{−1})^T . Suppose a series of quantum measurements {P^{( j)}}^M_{j=1} is performed. Then each operator P^{( j)} can be parameterized under bases {Ω_i}^{22n−1}_{i=1} as [84]

P^{( j)} = γ^{( j)}_0 2^n + 2^{2n}−1

∑_{i=1}^{γ( j)}i^Ωi^,

where γ^{( j)}_0 = Tr(P^{( j)}) and γ^{( j)}_i = Tr(P^{( j)}Ω_i). Let Γ^{( j)} =

(γ^{( j)}_1 ,··· ,γ^{( j)}_{22n−1})^T . We can obtain the following linear regression equations for j = 1, ··· ,M,

p̂(P^{( j)}) = γ^{( j)}_0 2^n

+ Γ^{( j)T} Θ + e^{( j)}, (1)

where p̂(P^{( j)}) is the estimate of the probability of obtaining the result of P^{( j)}, and e^{( j)} denotes the estimate error which can be taken as noise. Once we obtain the solution Θ, we may reconstruct the quantum state ρ. It is clear that both the dimension and the parameter number for the state to be reconstructed exponentially increase with the system size (i.e., the number of qubits). It is critical to develop efficient estimation algorithms for large-scale or many-body quantum systems. Another challenge is to optimize the estimation precision with limited resources (e.g., a given maximum number of copies, a limited set of measurements). Developing adaptive or learning methods may provide a solution to this problem. There are many other open problems in the area of quantum state estimation. For example, the efficiency of the estimation algorithms may be significantly enhanced when there is prior knowledge on the quantum state to be reconstructed. Different adaptivity criteria and the precision limit of adaptive estimation can be explored for adaptive estimation of quantum states. The capability of state-of-the-art machine learning for quantum state estimation is worth further exploring.

2.2 Quantum parameter identification

Identifying parameters is a fundamental task in science research and engineering applications. In parameter identification, the Cramér-Rao bound is often used to characterize the precision limit. In quantum technology, parameter identification has close connection to and wide applications in quantum sensing and quantum control. As an illustration, assume that a single parameter to be identified x is encoded in the dynamics of a quantum system Φ_x. A probe state ρ_0 is prepared and it evolves to ρ_x under the dynamics Φ_x which can be denoted as ρ_0 Φ_x −→ ρ_x. (2)

The measurement is described by POVM P over N copies of the quantum system. The identification precision can be characterized based on the quantum Fisher information F (ρ_x) through the quantum Cramér-Rao bound [129]

Δx ≥ 1 √ NF (ρ_x) (3) where Δx is the estimation uncertainty,

F (ρ_x) = max_P F(x) (4)

for classical Fisher information F(x). One needs to optimize the Fisher information with respect to all possible POVMs to obtain the quantum Fisher information. The identification precision limit is related to the measurement scheme and the calculation of the quantum Fisher information is usually challenging. A fundamental precision limit in quantum parameter identification is Heisenberg limit and many studies have contributed to design estimation strategies to approach the precision limit (e.g., [44]). Existing results show that entangled probe states and the introduction of proper Hamiltonian control may significantly enhance the identification precision [76]. When multiple parameters to be identified, we need to use the quantum Fisher information matrix to characterize the quantum Cramér-Rao bound and identification precision limit where non-commutative relationships between different parameters and measurements pose new challenges and complexity (see [65] for a review of the quantum Fisher information matrix). Although a lot of work has been presented to investigate the identification problems of a single parameter and multi-parameters in quantum systems, there are still many open questions worth exploring, such as establishing the precision bound when various noises exist, how to balance the requirement of probe states and identification precision, how to design optimal control schemes to approach the precision limit for various systems, how to develop adaptive measurement and control strategies to enhance the identification precision, how to achieve highprecision parameter identification for open quantum systems, how to approach optimal estimate when the resources are limited, and how to implement high-precision parameter identification on various real quantum platforms.

Another fundamental task in quantum systems is to identify the system Hamiltonian H since the Hamiltonian is an essential component to determine the dynamics of quantum systems. For example, the evolution of a closed quantum system can be described by

ρ̇ = − i h̄ (ρH − Hρ) (5)

where i = √ −1, and h̄ is the reduced Planck’s constant. If we can identify the Hamiltonian H and know the initial state ρ_0 of the system, the dynamics can be determined by H and ρ_0. Various methods have been presented to investigate Hamiltonian identification problems. For example, a Hamiltonian identification method using measurement time traces has been proposed based on transfer functions and classical system identification theory [135]. In [107], dynamical decoupling was employed for identifying Hamiltonian parameters and a two-step optimization Hamiltonian identification was presented in [114]. Similar to the quantum state estimation task, a challenge in developing Hamiltonian identification algorithms is that the dimension and the parameter number for the Hamiltonian to be identified usually increase exponentially with the system size. This causes the resource requirement and the computational complexity of identification algorithms to quickly increase with the system size.

The most general quantum parameter identification problem in quantum technology is quantum process identification or quantum process tomography [72], [114]. A quantum process E maps an input state ρ_{in} to an output state ρ_{out} . In Kraus operator-sum representation [72], we have

E (ρ_{in}) = ρ_{out} = ∑ i A_iρ_{in}A^†_i , (6)

where {A_i} is a set of 2^n × 2^n matrices, with ∑_i A^†_i A_i ≤ I. Trace-preserving operations are usually considered, i.e.,

∑_i^{A†}i^Ai^{= I. (7)}

By expanding {A_i} in a fixed family of basis matrices {E_i}, we obtain A_i = ∑_j c_{i j}E_j, and E (ρ_{in}) = ∑_{jk} E_jρ_{in}E^†_k x_{jk}, with x_{jk} = ∑_i c_{i j}c^∗_{ik}. If we take matrix X = [x_{i j}] = C^T C^∗ with C = [c_{i j}]. X is called process matrix [114] which has a oneto-one correspondence with E . Hence, the full characterization of E can be completed by reconstructing X and the completeness constraint (7) corresponds to ∑_{j,k} x_{jk}E^†_k E_j = I. A central issue in quantum process tomography is to design an algorithm to find a physical estimate X̂ close to the true X by observing the output states for given probe states. Maximum likelihood estimation and Bayesian mean estimation can be used to achieve this task while their computational complexity is usually high for high-dimensional quantum systems [114]. Designing more efficient algorithms is still an important open problem in quantum process identification.

Quantum system identification has rapidly developed in recent years [11], [112], [124]. Many challenging problems are waiting for investigation. For example, although several results on identifiability of quantum systems [98], [113] have been presented, the identifiability of more general quantum systems is not investigated. The identifiability of quantum systems has a close connection to characterizing the capability of quantum sensors and may impose new challenges different from classical system identification problems [113], [128]. Adaptive strategies have only been applied to several simple quantum identification tasks (e.g., estimating the Hamiltonian parameter of a two-level system [92]) and more adaptive algorithms need to be developed to enhance the identification precision for quantum systems. Other new directions for future research include exploring distributed identification of quantum networks and enhancing the capability of quantum system identification using entanglement and squeezing.

2.3 Quantum filtering and quantum smoothing

When a quantum state or some parameters are dynamically changing, we usually employ the filtering theory to provide an estimate of the state or parameters. The theory of filtering often focuses on the estimation of the system states from noisy signals and/or partial observations. A filter is used to propagate knowledge about the system state given all observations up to the current time and provide an optimal estimate of the state. Quantum filtering theory is extremely useful in developing measurement-based feedback control of quantum systems [118], [89]. An early approach to quantum filtering was presented by Belavkin [6] who employed the framework of continuous nondemolition quantum measurement using the operational formalism. In the physics community, quantum filtering theory (called as quantum trajectory theory) was also independently developed in the early 1990s [12]. Quantum filtering theory can be established based on quantum probability theory. In quantum probability theory, an isomorphic equivalence may be established between a commutative subalgebra of quantum operators on a Hilbert space and a classical (Kolmogorov) probability space through the spectral theorem. Any probabilistic quantum operation within the commutative subalgebra can be associated with its classical counterpart. For example, we consider an n-dimensional complex Hilbert space H . Any self-adjoint operator O on H has a spectral decomposition O = ∑^n_{j=1} o_jP_{o j} with the eigenvalues {o_j} and orthogonal projection operators {P_{o j} } satisfying P_{o j} P_{ok} = δ_{jk}P_{ok} and ∑^n_{j=1} P_{o j} = I. For any continuous function f : R → C , we have f (O) = ∑^n_{j=1} f (o_j)P_{o j} . Thus the set O = {X : X = f (O), f : R → C } forms a commutative ∗−algebra generated by O. P : O → C denotes a mapping satisfying P(X) ≥ 0 if X ≥ 0 and P(I) = 1. There is always a density operator ρ such that P(X) = Tr(ρX), where ρ = ρ^†,Tr(ρ) = 1 and ρ ≥ 0. A commutative ∗−algebra structure is equivalent to a classical probability space. A pair (N ,P) can be defined as a quantum probability space, where N is a ∗−algebra on H (see [8] for more details). Similar to the classical case, the optimal estimate of any observable is given by its quantum expectation conditioned on the history of continuous nondemolition quantum measurements. The quantum filter can be derived in terms of Itô stochastic differential equations using a reference probability method (see, e.g., [8], [33] for more details). Quantum filtering theory has been widely applied in the analysis and control of quantum optical systems. More applications are worth exploring in various quantum systems, especially for the development of measurement-based quantum feedback control schemes. In these potential applications, the commutative ∗−algebra structure needs to be carefully designed to meet specific requirements since the possible noncommutation between different observables and/or between different time points for the same observable must be considered. Several challenging tasks include dimension reduction of quantum filters (especially for continuous variable quantum systems) [34], quantum filter design for quantum systems with both quantum random variables and classical random variables [101], [33], [127], and quantum filtering for on-demand quantum feedback control.

In quantum filtering, the filter estimate at time t is calculated based on the observation records before t. When realtime estimation is not required, we may develop quantum smoothing theory to further improve the estimation performance [15]. In quantum smoothing, the observation records both before (past records) and after time t (future records) are used. Existing results have shown that the estimate based on quantum smoothing using both past and future records is statistically closer to the true values of the quantity under estimation than the filtered estimate [15]. The reason is that quantum smoothing uses more observation information than quantum filtering. As a quantum system’s observables at t may not commute with operators representing measurement results of the system at later time [15], [118], a straightforward application of classical smoothing theory to quantum smoothing problems may lead to nonphysical estimated states. Hence, it is required to develop quantum smoothing theory to accommodate these unique properties different from classical smoothing problems. Several fundamental aspects of quantum smoothing theory have been investigated by considering various cost functions (see, e.g., [15]). Various engineering applications of quantum smoothing theory are worth exploring.

3 Quantum control

3.1 Quantum open-loop control

Feedback is one of the most fundamental concepts in classical systems and control, and closed-loop control is the most popular paradigm in classical control systems. However, the unique characteristics of quantum mechanics (e.g., measurement backaction) introduce new challenges for developing closed-loop and feedback control theory. Open-loop control is still a widely used paradigm in quantum control design. In many practical quantum control applications, it is desired to design a control law to achieve a given objective with optimal performance. Optimal control theory and methods have been widely employed in seeking an optimal control law [18], [116]. In quantum optimal control, the control task is usually formulated as a problem of searching for a set of admissible controls to minimize a cost functional related to practical requirements. The cost functional may be the control time (time-optimal control) [53], [99], the control energy [19], the fidelity of the final state with a given target state, the sensitivity of a quantum sensor [82], or a combination of these requirements. Many useful tools in traditional optimal control, such as the variational method, the Pontryagin minimum principle and gradient algorithms, can be adapted to solving quantum optimal control problems. Optimal control techniques have been widely applied to search for optimal pulses in physical chemistry (for details, see, e.g., [87], [88], [93], [86], [46], [96], [14]) and Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR) experiments [56], [55], [103]. For example, GRadient Ascent Pulse Engineering (GRAPE) algorithms have been developed and applied in many NMR applications [54]. Time optimal control has been investigated for many spin systems theoretically as well as experimentally [106], [36], which is important to achieve fast quantum gate operation in quantum computation to reduce the effect of quantum decoherence [17]. An optimal control algorithm was designed based on the unconventional metric of sensitivity for quantum sensing and experimental results demonstrated that it improves the performance of a nitrogen-vacancy (NV) spin sensor [82]. Another example is quantum ensemble control. A quantum ensemble consists of a large number of (e.g., up to ∼ 10^{23}) single quantum systems (e.g., spin systems) and in practical applications these individual systems in the ensemble could have variations in the parameters that characterize the system dynamics. It is generally impractical to employ different control inputs for individual systems of a quantum ensemble. Hence, it is important to develop the means for designing control fields that can simultaneously steer the ensemble of systems from an initial state to a desired target state when variations exist in the system parameters. A series of theoretical results on controllability of inhomogeneous quantum ensembles and systematic algorithms to achieve optimal control of inhomogeneous ensembles have been presented; e.g., see [60], [63], [62], [61], [108], [109], [102], [16]. This emerging topic originated from quantum control also inspires ensemble control with various interest and applications in both quantum and classical systems and control areas.

Another useful approach for constructing quantum openloop controls is Lyapunov control. The Lyapunov control methodology is a powerful tool for feedback controller design in classical control systems. In quantum control, it is usually difficult to obtain feedback information without affecting the system. In quantum Lyapunov control, we usually first complete the feedback control design by simulation to find a sequence of controls. Then, we may apply the control sequence to the system under consideration in an open-loop form [71], [58], [111]. This provides a method of “feedback design and open-loop control”. The most important tasks in quantum Lyapunov control involve the selection of the Lyapunov function, the determination of the control law and the analysis of asymptotic convergence. For example, we may select the following Lyapunov functions: V_1(t) = 1 2 (1 − |⟨ψ_f |ψ(t)⟩|^2), or V_2(t) = ⟨ψ(t)|Q|ψ(t)⟩, where |ψ_f ⟩ is the target state and Q is a positive semidefinite Hermitian operator. The control function can be determined using the condition V̇ (t) ≤ 0 on the Lyapunov function V (t) and LaSalle’s invariance principle is useful to analyze asymptotic convergence [18]. Lyapunov control techniques provide an intuitive strategy to design control laws for quantum systems with the possibility of guaranteeing asymptotic convergence for the control design algorithm. A limitation is that quantum Lyapunov control may converge slowly which is usually not expected due to fast time scale of quantum dynamics and unavoidable quantum decoherence. Rapid Lyapunov control and Lyapunov control with finite-time convergence are worth investigating following several preliminary results [58], [43], [57]. Another potential limitation of quantum Lyapunov control is that the control law may not be robust against uncertainties and noise since the feedback design process usually assumes that the system model is exactly known.

3.2 Quantum feedback control

In classical control systems, a major aim of introducing feedback is to compensate for the effects of unpredictable disturbances on a system under control, or to make automatic control possible when the initial state of the system is unknown. Feedback control has also been widely investigated for quantum systems. Measurement-based feedback control and coherent feedback control are two main classes of quantum feedback control strategies. In measurement-based feedback control, the information about the state of system is obtained through measurement and then fed back for designing the control law. A challenge is that the process of obtaining feedback information may unavoidably disturb the state of the system. Projective measurement and continuous weak measurement are two main approaches to obtain feedback information and the feedback controller usually consists of a classical system. The early development of quantum feedback control involved Markovian quantum feedback and Bayesian quantum feedback [21], [118]. In Markovian quantum feedback, the measurement record is immediately fed back onto the system to alter the system dynamics and may then be forgotten [117] and the dynamics characterizing the resulting evolution can be described by a Markovian master equation. Bayesian quantum feedback involves two steps of state estimation and feedback control. The estimates of the dynamical variables are obtained continuously from the measurement record, and fed back to control the system dynamics [21]. Bayesian feedback usually has superior performance over Markovian feedback while it is more difficult to implement than Markovian feedback due to the existence of the estimation step [117]. Measurement-based quantum feedback can be used to improve the control performance for e.g., quantum entanglement [126], [125] quantum state preparation in various quantum systems such as quantum optical systems [118], [91], and superconducting quantum systems [104]. The dynamics of quantum feedback control systems are often described by quantum stochastic master equations [83] which can be obtained by quantum filtering theory. It is usually challenging to analyze and numerically simulate such stochastic master equations and characterize the effect of feedback time delay on control performance for complex quantum systems.

Quantum coherent feedback is a unique feedback control paradigm which has no counterpart for classical control systems. In quantum coherent feedback, the feedback controller itself is a quantum system which processes quantum information. Quantum coherent feedback has been widely studied [66], [136]. For example, an H^∞ control method has been used to investigate the robust control problem of linear quantum stochastic systems via quantum coherent feedback [50]. Mabuchi [68] demonstrated an experimental realization of a coherent feedback control system and verified the theory of linear quantum stochastic control in [50]. An LQG optimal control approach has been used to analyze quantum coherent feedback problems [74]. These results mainly focus on linear quantum systems [75]. Linear quantum systems are a class of quantum systems whose dynamics can be described by linear differential equations (usually in the Heisenberg picture) [50], [79], [131], [105]. Many quantum optical systems, quantum superconducting circuits and optomechanical systems can be described or can be approximately characterized as linear quantum systems. Different from classical linear system equations, not every linear differential equation can correspond to a linear quantum system. Only such linear differential equations preserving specific commutation relations can be used to represent physical quantum systems or quantum controllers, which is referred as the problem of physical realizability in quantum control [50], [75]. Various efforts have been made to develop linear quantum system theory; see, e.g., [79], [75], [132], [130], [123]. Another widely used modeling method for quantum coherent feedback is the (S,L,H) method where S is a scattering matrix, L is a vector of coupling operators and H is a Hamiltonian operator [38], [49]. An advantage of using a triple (S,L,H) is that this framework automatically represents a physically realizable quantum system which has been widely used to describe open quantum systems and quantum network systems [38], [122]. For example, robust stability and performance analysis of several classes of uncertain quantum systems have been investigated using the small gain theorem and the Popov approach based on the (S,L,H) framework [51], [81], [122], [80]. Quantum coherent feedback has also been used to control a single qubit in diamond [42], cool a quantum oscillator [40] and analyze quantum networks [133]. The performance of measurementbased feedback control and coherent feedback control has also been compared for different scenarios [48]. A more comprehensive introduction to quantum feedback control can be found in [118] and [134].

4 Learning in quantum systems

4.1 Machine learning for quantum estimation and control

Machine learning has been recognized as a powerful approach for solving many complicated quantum estimation and control problems. Learning control is one of the main control design approaches in quantum control and it has achieved great success in laser control of molecules and various other applications in quantum technology [52], [22], [69], [73]. Existing results of quantum learning control may be roughly classified into two classes: one class is quantum open-loop learning control and the other class is quantum closed-loop learning control. Quantum closed-loop learning control using genetic algorithms (GA) or differential evolution (DE) [28] has achieved great successes in the laser control of laboratory chemical reactions [87], [52]. Closedloop learning control generally involves [87]: (i) a trial laser control input design, (ii) the laboratory generation of the control that is applied to the molecule samples, and (iii) a machine learning algorithm that considers the prior experimental observation and suggests the next control input. The initial trial input may be either a well-designed control pulse or a random control input. The control objective is designed according to the practical requirement, which may be related to various factors such as the system’s state, control energy and control time, and is often mapped to the fitness function in the learning algorithm. In the learning process, a trial input is first applied to some samples and the result is observed. Second, a better control input is learned from a machine learning algorithm based on the prior experimental observation. Third, the “better” control input is applied to new samples. This process is repeatedly implemented until the control objective is achieved or a termination condition is met. Closed-loop learning control is especially useful for quantum control problems where a large number of identical-state samples can be easily produced and the system dynamics are complicated. An example is to control chemical reactions of molecules using ultrafast laser pulses [87] (e.g., fragmentation control of Pr(hfac)_3 [29] and CH_2BrI [28] molecules using femtosecond laser pulses). Closed-loop learning control provides a useful datadriven control method for guiding quantum physicists and quantum chemists to design efficient experiments, and there are many potential opportunities for systems & control scientists and engineers to collaborate with them by developing efficient and robust quantum learning control algorithms.

In quantum open-loop learning control, quantum control tasks are formulated as an optimization problem and a machine learning algorithm may be employed to search for control inputs for solving the optimal control problem. In this method, we usually assume that there is known prior information about the system model and dynamics. Gradient algorithms are often incorporated into the development of quantum open-loop learning control due to their high efficiency [54], [24], [29]. In gradient algorithms, a critical task is to calculate the gradient information which may not be realistic to obtain for many practical applications. Moreover, some complex quantum control problems often have local optima. For these situations, stochastic search algorithms can be employed to search for good control fields with improved performance. For open-loop control, the learned control fields may not be robust enough for a quantum system with uncertainties and noise. Recent results show that it is possible to integrate some ideas from machine learning into the development of quantum control algorithms for achieving robust performance. For example, sampling-based learning control has been presented to achieve robust control design [24] and several variants of GRAPE including a-GRAPE [35], b-GRAPE [120] and d-GRAPE [119] have been proposed to achieve high-precision and robust quantum control.

Machine learning can be used in quantum state estimation and parameter identification, and there are many opportunities to develop this area. For example, the powerful computational capability and generalizability of deep neural networks may provide an alternative solution to reconstructing quantum states and identifying parameters in quantum systems with noise. Machine learning can be integrated into adaptive strategies for achieving high-precision parameter identification. A challenge in quantum state estimation is that the complexity exponentially increases with the number of qubits, which imposes limitations on the applicability of machine learning to full reconstruction of quantum states. Another challenge is to characterize the optimal precision that can be achieved by a learning algorithm.

4.2 Quantum machine learning

Quantum machine learning explores how to design and implement quantum software to speed up machine learning and make it faster and more efficient than its counterpart on classical computers. Quantum machine learning usually makes use of quantum algorithms as part of its implementation and has the potential to outperform relevant classical machine learning algorithms for specific problems [7]. Various quantum machine learning algorithms such as quantum reinforcement learning, quantum principal component analysis, quantum support vector machines, and quantum neural networks have been presented (see, e.g., the survey papers [7], [31] for more progress). Existing results show that there are quantum machine learning algorithms that exhibit quantum speedups. An example of quantum machine learning is quantum reinforcement learning where a quantum agent interacts with an environment and receives rewards for its actions [23]. The states and actions are represented by quantum superposition states and the reinforcement strategy can be designed based on quantum measurement and Grover operation. It has been theoretically proven that quantum reinforcement learning may achieve quadratic speedup over its classical counterpart [32], [78]. A quantum speedup of the learning time for an agent by a quantum communication channel with the environment has been experimentally demonstrated [90], and quantum reinforcement learning has also been used to explain human decision-making process [59]. A quantum algorithm for solving a linear set of equations over 2^n-dimensional vector spaces in time that is polynomial in n has been presented (also called the HHL algorithm), which implements exponentially faster than its best known classical counterparts [41], [7]. The key idea behind this algorithm is that the quantum state of n qubits is a vector in a 2^n-dimensional complex vector space and quantum mechanics is all about matrix operations on vectors in high-dimensional vector spaces [7]. HHL has been employed as a subroutine to develop various quantum machine learning algorithms such as Bayesian inference, quantum principal component analysis [67] and quantum support vector machines. Another promising quantum machine learning approach involves quantum neural networks which aim to develop quantum counterparts of neural networks and deep learning. Quantum information processing provides new models and features (e.g., quantum entanglement, quantum coherence) for developing novel quantum deep learning which may be more efficient than classical deep learning. For example, quantum coherence can quadratically reduce the number of samples needed to learn a desired task when training a quantum Boltzmann machine [7]. As another recent progress, variational quantum algorithms are widely investigated for achieving quantum advantage using near-term quantum computers where a task is usually encoded into a parameterized cost function which is evaluated using a quantum computer, and the parameters are trained by a classical optimizer [13]. The framework of variational quantum algorithms has also been employed for developing quantum machine learning applications. The development of quantum machine learning is still at its early stage and there are many opportunities to make contributions to this emerging area. Several challenging examples include how to characterize the cost of inputs and the complexity of quantum gates for a quantum machine learning algorithm, how to benchmark the performance of a quantum machine learning algorithm against its classical counterpart, and how to implement various quantum machine learning algorithms on an experimental quantum system. Besides these opportunities of further developing quantum machine learning algorithms and quantum learning theory, there are plenty of opportunities to explore the possibility and potential of using quantum machine learning to efficiently solve some challenging estimation and control problems in traditional systems and control community, and to develop quantum machine learning solutions to challenging quantum state estimation, parameter identification and control design problems.

5 Concluding remarks

Estimation, control and learning of quantum systems have become critical drives to facilitate the emerging area of quantum technology, which present many new challenging problems different from classical systems and also provide a lot of exciting opportunities for researchers in the area of systems and control. Although some results have been presented, many topics of quantum systems and control are worth further exploring. For example, robustness and reliability are two key requirements for practical quantum technology, and quantum robust control methods such as H^∞ control [50], noise filtering [97], sliding mode control [25], and fault-tolerant control [110], [64] should be further developed. Adaptive and optimal control strategies could be further investigated to enhance the sensitivity of emerging quantum sensors [5] and the precision of quantum parameter identification and quantum detector tomography [115]. The applicability of quantum observability theory [70] and its difference from classical observability theory could be further explored. Efficient estimation and control algorithms need to be further developed for high-dimensional quantum systems, quantum networks and attosecond dynamical systems [95]. It needs the collaborative efforts of researchers from various areas of systems and control, quantum physics, quantum engineering, physical chemistry and quantum information to systematically solve these challenging problems and accelerate the development of quantum technology.

References

References

[1] A. Acín, I. Bloch, H. Buhrman, T. Calarco, C. Eichler, J. Eisert, et al., “The quantum technologies roadmap: a European community view,” New Journal of Physics, vol. 20, p. 080201, 2018.

[2] C. Altafini and F. Ticozzi, “Modeling and control of quantum systems: An introduction,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 57, no. 8, pp. 1898-1917, 2012.

[3] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, D. Bacon, J. C. Bardin, R. Barends, et al., “Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor”, Nature, vol. 574, pp. 505-510, 2019.

[4] H.A. Bachor, and T. C. Ralph, A Guide to Experiments in Quantum Optics, (Wiley-VCH, 2019, 3rd edn).

[5] L. Bao, B. Qi, and D. Dong. “Exponentially-enhanced quantum non- Hermitian sensing via optimized coherent drive,” Physical Review Applied, in press, quant-ph, arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.04040 [6] V. P. Belavkin. “Quantum stochastic calculus and quantum nonlinear filtering,” Journal of Multivariate Analysis, vol. 42, pp. 171-201, 1992.

[7] J. Biamonte, P. Wittek, N. Pancotti, P. Rebentrost, N. Wiebe, and S.

Lloyd, “Quantum machine learning”, Nature, vol. 549, pp. 195-202, 2017.

[8] L. Bouten, R. van Handel and M. R. James, “An introduction to quantum filtering,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 46, no. 6, pp. 2199-2241, 2007.

[9] C. Brif, R. Chakrabarti and H. Rabitz, “Control of quantum phenomena: past, present and future,” New Journal of Physics, vol. 12, p. 075008, 2010.

[10] I. Buluta, F. Nori, “Quantum simulators”, Science, vol. 326, no.

5949, pp. 108-111, 2009.

[11] D. Burgarth and K. Yuasa, “Quantum system identification,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 108, no. 8, p. 080502, 2012.

[12] H. J. Carmichael, “Quantum trajectory theory for cascaded open systems,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 70, pp. 2273-2276, 1993.

[13] M. Cerezo, A. Arrasmith, R. Babbush, S. C. Benjamin, S. Endo, K.

Fujii, J. R. McClean, K. Mitarai, X. Yuan, L. Cincio and P. J. Coles, “Variational quantum algorithms,” Nature Reviews Physics, vol. 3, p. 625-644, 2021.

[14] R. Chakrabarti and H. Rabitz, “Quantum control landscapes,” International Reviews in Physical Chemistry, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 671- 735, 2007.

[15] A. Chantasri, I. Guevara, K. T. Laverick and H. M. Wiseman, “Unifying theory of quantum state estimation using past and future information,” Physics Reports, vol. 930, pp. 1-40, 2021.

[16] C. Chen, D. Dong, R. Long, I.R. Petersen and H. Rabitz, “Samplingbased learning control of inhomogeneous quantum ensembles”, Physical Review A, vol. 89, p. 023402, 2014.

[17] W. Cui, Z. R. Xi, Y. Pan. “Optimal decoherence control in non- Markovian open dissipative quantum systems,” Physical Review A, vol. 77, p. 032117, 2008.

[18] D. D’Alessandro, Introduction to Quantum Control and Dynamics, Chapman & Hall/CRC, 2007.

[19] D. D’Alessandro, and M. Dahleh, “Optimal control of two-level quantum systems”, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 46, pp. 866-876, 2001.

[20] C. L. Degen, F. Reinhard and P. Cappellaro, “Quantum sensing,” Reviews of Modern Physics, vol. 89, p. 035002, 2017.

[21] A.C. Doherty, and K. Jacobs, “Feedback control of quantum systems using continuous state estimation,” Physical Review A, vol. 60, pp. 2700-2711, 1999.

[22] Dong D. “Learning control of quantum systems”. In Encyclopedia of Systems and Control, J. Baillieul, T. Samad (eds.), Springer- Verlag London Ltd, 2020, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-5102-9 100161-1 [23] D. Dong, C. Chen, H. Li and T. J. Tarn, “Quantum reinforcement learning,” IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part B: Cybernetics, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. 1207-1220, 2008.

[24] D. Dong, M. A. Mabrok, I. R. Petersen, B. Qi, C. Chen, and H.

Rabitz, “Sampling-based learing control for quantum systems with uncertainties,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 23, no. 6, pp. 2155-2166, 2015.

[25] D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “Sliding mode control of two-level quantum systems”, Automatica, vol. 48, pp. 725-735, 2012.

[26] D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “Quantum control theory and applications: A survey,” IET Control Theory & Applications, vol. 4, pp. 2651-2671, 2010.

[27] D. Dong and Y. Wang. “Several recent developments in estimation and robust control of quantum systems”. Proceedings of the 2017 Australian and New Zealand Control Conference, pp.190-195, Gold Coast, Australia, December 17-20, 2017.

[28] D. Dong, X. Xing, H. Ma, C. Chen, Z. Liu, and H. Rabitz, “Learning-based quantum robust control: algorithm, applications, and experiments”. IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 50, pp. 3581- 3593, 2020.

[29] D. Dong, C.-C. Shu, J. Chen, X. Xing, H. Ma, Y. Guo, and H.

Rabitz, “Learning control of quantum systems using frequencydomain optimization algorithms”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 1791-1798, 2021.

[30] J. P. Dowling and G. J. Milburn, “Quantum technology: the second quantum revolution,” Philosophical Transactions of The Royal Society A, vol. 361, pp.1655-1674, 2003.

[31] V. Dunjko and H. J. Briegel, “Machine learning & artificial intelligence in the quantum domain: a review of recent progress”, Reports on Progress in Physics, vol. 81, no. 7, p. 074001, 2018.

[32] V. Dunjko, J. M. Taylor and H. J. Briegel, “Quantum-enhanced machine learning,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 117, p. 130501, 2016.

[33] Q. Gao, D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “Fault tolerant filtering and fault detection for quantum systems,” Automatica, vol. 71, pp.125- 134, 2016.

[34] Q. Gao, G. Zhang and I. R. Petersen, “An improved quantum projection filter,” Automatica, vol. 112, p. 108716, 2020.

[35] X. Ge, H. Ding, H. Rabitz and R. Wu, “Robust quantum control in games: An adversarial learning approach,” Physical Review A, vol. 101, p. 052317, 2020.

[36] J. Geng, Y. Wu, X. Wang, K. Xu, F. Shi, Y. Xie, X. Rong, and J.

Du, “Experimental time-optimal universal control of spin qubits in solids,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 117, p. 170501, 2016.

[37] S. J. Glaser, U. Boscain, T. Calarco, C. P. Koch, W. Köckenberger, R. Kosloff, I. Kuprov, B. Luy, S. Schirmer, T. Schulte-Herbrüggen, D. Sugny and F. K. Wilhelm, “Training Schrödinger’s cat: quantum optimal control,” The European Physical Journal D, vol. 69, p. 279, 2015.

[38] J. Gough and M. R. James, “The series product and its application to quantum feedforward and feedback networks,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 54, pp. 2530–2544, 2009.

[39] Growing Australia’s Quantum Technology Industry, CSIRO, https://www.csiro.au/en/work-with-us/services/consultancystrategic-advice-services/csiro-futures/futures-reports/quantum, 2020.

[40] R. Hamerly and H. Mabuchi, “Advantages of coherent feedback for cooling quantum oscillators,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 109, p. 173602, 2012.

[41] A. W. Harrow, A. Hassidim and S. Lloyd, “Quantum algorithm for linear systems of equations,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 103, p. 150502, 2009.

[42] M. Hirose and P. Cappellaro, “Coherent feedback control of a single qubit in diamond,” Nature, vol. 532, pp. 77-80, 2016.

[43] S. C. Hou, M.A. Khan, X. X. Yi, D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “Optimal Lyapunov-based quantum control for quantum systems,” Physical Review A, vol. 86, no. 2, p. 022321, 2012.

[44] Z. Hou, Y. Jin, H. Chen, J.-F. Tang, C.-J. Huang, H. Yuan, G.-Y.

Xiang, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, “‘Super-Heisenberg’ and Heisenberg scalings achieved simultaneously in the estimation of a rotating field”, Physical Review Letters, vol. 126, p. 070503, 2021.

[45] Z. Hou, H.-S. Zhong, Y. Tian, D. Dong, B. Qi, L. Li, Y. Wang, F.

Nori, G.-Y. Xiang, C.-F. Li and G.-C. Guo, “Full reconstruction of a 14-qubit state within four hours,” New Journal of Physics, vol. 18, p. 083036, 2016.

[46] S.-Y. Huang and H.-S. Goan, “Optimal control for fast and highfidelity quantum gates in coupled superconducting flux qubits,” Physical Review A, vol. 90, no. 1, p. 012318, 2014.

[47] “IBM Unveils Breakthrough 127-Qubit Quantum Processor”. IBM Newsroom. Retrieved 4 January 2022.

[48] K. Jacobs, X. Wang, and H. M. Wiseman, “Coherent feedback that beats all measurement-based feedback protocols”, New Journal of Physics, vol. 16, p. 073036, 2014.

[49] M. R. James and J. E. Gough. “Quantum dissipative systems and feedback control design by interconnection,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 55 pp. 1806 –1821, 2010.

[50] M. R. James, H. I. Nurdin and I. R. Petersen,“H^∞ control of linear quantum stochastic systems”, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 53, pp. 1787-1803, 2008.

[51] M. R. James, I. R. Petersen, and V. Ugrinovskii, “A Popov stability condition for uncertain linear quantum systems,” in Proceedings of 2013 American Control Conference, pp. 2551-2555, Washington, DC, USA, June 17-19, 2013.

[52] R. S. Judson, and H. Rabitz, “Teaching lasers to control molecules,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 68, pp. 1500-1503, 1992.

[53] N. Khaneja, R. Brockett and S. J. Glaser, “Time optimal control in spin systems”, Physical Review A, vol. 63, p. 032308, 2001.

[54] N. Khaneja, T. Reiss, C. Kehlet, T. Schulte-Herbrüggen and S. J.

Glaser, “Optimal control of coupled spin dynamics: design of NMR pulse sequences by gradient ascent algorithms”, Journal of Magnetic Resonance, vol. 172, no. 2, pp. 296-305, 2005.

[55] N. Khaneja, C. Kehlet, B. Luy, and S.J. Glaser, “Broadband relaxation optimized polarization transfer in magnetic resonance,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, vol. 101, pp. 14742-14747, 2003.

[56] N. Khaneja, T. Reiss, B. Luy, and S.J. Glaser, “Optimal control of spin dynamics in the presence of relaxation”, Journal of Magnetic Resonance, vol. 162, pp. 311-319, 2003.

[57] S. Kuang, X. Guan, and D. Dong, “Finite-time stabilization control of quantum systems,” Automatica, vol. 123, p. 109327, 2021.

[58] S. Kuang, D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “Rapid Lyapunov control of finite-dimensional quantum systems,” Automatica, vol. 81, pp. 164- 175, 2017.

[59] J.-A. Li, D. Dong, Z. Wei, Y. Liu, Y. Pan, F. Nori and X. Zhang, “Quantum reinforcement learning during human decision-making”, Nature Human Behaviour, vol. 4, p. 294, 2020.

[60] J.-S. Li, N. Khaneja, “Control of inhomogeneous quantum ensembles”, Physical Review A, vol. 73, p. 030302, 2006.

[61] J.-S. Li and N. Khaneja, “Ensemble control of finite-dimensional time-varying linear systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 345-357, 2011.

[62] J.-S. Li and N. Khaneja, “Ensemble control of Bloch equations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 54, no. 3, pp. 528- 536, 2009.

[63] J.S. Li, J. Ruths, T. Y. Yu, H. Arthanari, G. Wagner, “Optimal pulse design in quantum control: A unified computational method,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, vol. 108, pp. 1879-1884, 2011.

[64] Y. Liu, D. Dong, I. R. Petersen, Q. Gao, S. X. Ding, S. Yokoyama and H. Yonezawa, “Fault-tolerant coherent H_∞ control for linear quantum systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, in press, 2021.

[65] J. Liu, H. Yuan, X. M. Lu and X. Wang. “Quantum Fisher information matrix and multiparameter estimation,” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, vol. 53, p. 023001, 2020.

[66] S. Lloyd, “Coherent quantum feedback”, Physical Review A, vol. 62, p. 022108, 2000.

[67] S. Lloyd, M. Mohseni and P. Rebentrost, “Quantum principal component analysis”, Nature Physics, vol. 10, pp. 631-633, 2014.

[68] H. Mabuchi, “Coherent-feedback quantum control with a dynamic compensator,’ Physical Review A, vol. 78, p. 032323, 2008.

[69] H. Ma and C. Chen, “Several developments in learning control of quantum systems,” IEEE International Conferernce on Systems, Man and Cybernetics, pp. 4165-4172, Toronto, Canada, October 11-14, 2020.

[70] Z. Miao, M. R. James, I. R. Petersen. “Coherent observers for linear quantum stochastic systems,” Automatica, vol. 71, pp. 264-271, 2016.

[71] M. Mirrahimi, P. Rouchon and G. Turinici, “Lyapunov control of bilinear Schrödinger equations”, Automatica, vol. 41, pp. 1987-1994, 2005.

[72] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information, Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[73] M. Y. Niu, S. Boixo, V. N. Smelyanskiy and H. Neven, “Universal quantum control through deep reinforcement learning”, npj Quantum Information, vol. 5, p. 33, 2019.

[74] H. I. Nurdin, M.R. James and I.R. Petersen, “Coherent quantum LQG control”, Automatica, vol. 45, pp. 1837-1846, 2009.

[75] H. I. Nurdin, and N. Yamamoto, Linear Dynamical Quantum Systems, Springer International Publishing, 2017.

[76] S. Pang and A. N. Jordan. “Optimal adaptive control for quantum metrology with time-dependent Hamiltonians,” Nature Communications, vol. 8, p. 14695, 2017.

[77] M. Paris and J. Řeháček, Quantum State Estimation (Lecture Notes in Physics), vol. 649, Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2004.

[78] G. D. Paparo, V. Dunjko, A. Makmal, M. A. Martin-Delgado, and H.

J. Briegel, “Quantum speedup for active learning agents,” Physical Review X, vol. 4, p. 031002, 2014.

[79] I. R. Petersen, “Quantum linear systems theory,” in Proceedings of the 19th International Symposium on Mathematical Theory of Networks and Systems, Budapest, Hungary, July 2010.

[80] I. R. Petersen, “Quantum Popov robust stability analysis of an optical cavity containing a saturated Kerr medium,” Quantum Science and Technology, vol. 2, p. 034009, 2017.

[81] I. R. Petersen, V. Ugrinovskii, and M. R. James, “Robust stability of uncertain linear quantum systems,” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A, vol. 370, no. 1979, pp. 5354-5363, 2012.

[82] F. Poggiali, P. Cappellaro, and N. Fabbri. “Optimal control for onequbit quantum sensing,” Physical Review X, vol. 8, p. 021059, 2018.

[83] B. Qi, “On the quantum master equation under feedback control,” Science in China Series F Information Sciences, vol. 52, pp. 2133- 2139, 2009.

[84] B. Qi, Z. Hou, L. Li, D. Dong, G.-Y. Xiang, G.-C. Guo, “Quantum state tomography via linear regression estimation,” Scientific Reports, vol. 3, no. 3496, 2013.

[85] B. Qi, Z. Hou, Y. Wang, D. Dong, H.-S. Zhong, L. Li, G.-Y. Xiang, H. M. Wiseman, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, “Adaptive quantum state tomography via linear regression estimation: Theory and two-qubit experiment,” npj Quantum Inform., vol. 3, no. 19, 2017.

[86] H. Rabitz, M. Hsieh and C. Rosenthal “Quantum optimally controlled transition landscapes,” Science, vol. 303, pp. 1998-2001, 2004.

[87] H. Rabitz, R. De Vivie-Riedle, M. Motzkus and K. Kompa, “Whither the future of controlling quantum phenomena?” Science, vol. 288, no. 5467, pp. 824-828, 2000.

[88] S. A. Rice, and M. S. Zhao, Optical Control of Molecular Dynamics, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2000, 1st edn.

[89] P. Rouchon and J. F. Ralph, “Efficient quantum filtering for quantum feedback control,” Physical Review A, vol. 91, p. 012118, 2015.

[90] V. Saggio, B. E. Asenbeck, A. Hamann, T. Strömberg, P. Schiansky, V. Dunjko, N. Friis, N. C. Harris, M. Hochberg, D. Englund, S. Wölk, H. J. Briegel and P. Walther, “Experimental quantum speedup in reinforcement learning agents”, Nature, vol. 591, pp. 229-233, 2021.

[91] C. Sayrin, I. Dotsenko, X. Zhou, B. Peaudecerf, T. Rybarczyk, S.

Gleyzes, P. Rouchon, M. Mirrahimi, H. Amini, M. Brune, J.M. Raimond, and S. Haroche, “Real-time quantum feedback prepares and stabilizes photon number states,” Nature, vol. 477, pp. 73-77, 2011.

[92] A. Sergeevich, A. Chandran, J. Combes, S. D. Bartlett, and H. M.

Wiseman, “Characterization of a qubit Hamiltonian using adaptive measurements in a fixed basis,” Physical Review A, vol. 84, no. 5, p. 052315, 2011.

[93] M. Shapiro, and P. Brumer, Principles of the Quantum Control of Molecular Processes, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2003, 1st edn.

[94] P. W. Shor, “Algorithms for quantum computation: discrete logarithms and factoring,” Proceedings of the 35th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, Santa Fe, New Mexico, November 20-22, 1994, pp. 124-134.

[95] C. C. Shu, Y. Guo, K. J. Yuan, D. Dong, and A. D. Bandrauk, “Attosecond all-optical control and visualization of quantum interference between degenerate magnetic states by circularly polarized pulses,” Optics letters, vol. 45, no. 4, pp. 960-963, 2020.

[96] C. C. Shu, T. S. Ho, X. Xing, and H. Rabitz. “Frequency domain quantum optimal control under multiple constraints,” Physical Review A, vol. 93, p. 033417, 2016.

[97] A. Soare, H. Ball, D. Hayes, J. Sastrawan, M. C. Jarratt, J. J.

McLoughlin, Z. Zhen, T. G. Green and M. J. Biercuk, “Experimental noise filtering by quantum control,” Nature Physics, vol. 10, pp. 825-829, 2014.

[98] A. Sone and P. Cappellaro, “Hamiltonian identifiability assisted by a single-probe measurement,” Physical Review A, vol. 95, no. 2, p. 022335, 2017.

[99] D. Sugny, C. Kontz and H. R. Jauslin, “Time-optimal control of a two-level dissipative quantum system”, Physical Review A, vol. 76, p.023419, 2007.

[100] The Quantum Age: Technological Opportunities, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/564946/gs-16-18-quantum-technologies-report.pdf, UK Government Office for Science, Ref: GS/16/18, 2 November 2016.

[101] M. Tsang, “Time-symmetric quantum theory of smoothing”, Physical Review Letters, vol. 102, p. 250403, 2009.

[102] G. Turinici, “Stochastic learning control of inhomogeneous quantum ensembles,” Physical Review A, vol. 100, p.053403, 2019.

[103] L. M. K. Vandersypen and I. L. Chuang, “NMR techniques for quantum control and computation,” Reviews of Modern Physics, vol. 76, p. 1037, 2004.

[104] R. Vijay, C. Macklin, D. H. Slichter, S. J. Weber, K. W. Murch, R.

Naik, A. N. Korotkov and I. Siddiqi, “Stabilizing Rabi oscillations in a superconducting qubit using quantum feedback,” Nature, vol. 490, pp. 77-80, 2012.

[105] I. G. Vladimirov, I. R. Petersen, and M. R. James. “Multi-point Gaussian states, quadratic-exponential cost functionals, and large eeviations estimates for linear quantum stochastic systems,” Applied Mathematics & Optimization, vol. 83, pp. 83-137, 2021.

[106] X. Wang, M. Allegra, K. Jacobs, S. Lloyd, C. Lupo, and M.

Mohseni, “Quantum brachistochrone curves as geodesics: obtaining accurate minimum-time protocols for the control of quantum Systems,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 114, p. 170501, 2015.

[107] S. T. Wang, D. L. Deng and L. M. Duan, “Hamiltonian tomography for quantum many-body systems with arbitrary couplings,” New Journal of Physics, vol. 17, no. 9, p. 093017, 2015.

[108] S. Wang, J.-S. Li, “Free-endpoint optimal control of inhomogeneous bilinear ensemble systems,” Automatica, vol. 95, pp. 306-315, 2018.

[109] S. Wang, J.-S. Li, “Fixed-endpoint optimal control of bilinear ensemble systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 55, no. 5, pp. 3039-3065, 2017.

[110] S. Wang and D. Dong, “Fault-tolerant control of linear quantum stochastic systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, Vol. 62, pp. 2929-2935, 2017.

[111] X. Wang and S. G. Schirmer, “Analysis of Lyapunov method for control of quantum states,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 55, pp. 2259-2270, 2010.

[112] Y. Wang, Q. Yin, D. Dong, B. Qi, I. R. Petersen, Z. Hou, H.

Yonezawa and G.-Y. Xiang, “Quantum gate identification: Error analysis, numerical results and optical experiment,” Automatica, vol. 101, pp. 269–279, 2019.

[113] Y. Wang, D. Dong, A. Sone, I. R. Petersen, H. Yonezawa and P. Cappellaro Quantum Hamiltonian identifiability via a similarity transformation approach and beyond. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 65, no. 11, pp.4632 - 4647, 2020.

[114] Y. Wang, D. Dong, B. Qi, J. Zhang, I. R. Petersen and H. Yonezawa, “A quantum Hamiltonian identification algorithm: computational complexity and error analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63, pp. 1388-1403, 2018.

[115] Y. Wang, S. Yokoyama, D. Dong, I. R. Petersen, E. H. Huntington and H. Yonezawa. “Two-stage estimation for quantum detector tomography: error analysis, numerical and experimental results,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 67, no. 4, pp. 2293- 2307, 2021.

[116] J. Werschnik, and E.K.U. Gross, “Quantum optimal control theory”, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics, vol. 40, pp.R175-R211, 2007.

[117] H. M. Wiseman, S. Mancini and J. Wang, “Bayesian feedback versus Markovian feedback in a two-level atom,” Physical Review A, vol. 66, p.013807, 2002.

[118] H. M. Wiseman and G. J. Milburn, Quantum Measurement and Control, Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[119] R. B. Wu, B. Chu, D. H. Owens and H. Rabitz, “Data-driven gradient algorithm for high-precision quantum control,” Physical Review A, vol. 97, p. 042122, 2018.

[120] R.B. Wu, H. Ding, D. Dong and X. Wang, “Learning robust and high-precision quantum controls,” Physical Review A, vol. 99, p. 042327, 2019.

[121] Z.-L. Xiang, S. Ashhab, J. Q. You and F. Nori, “Hybrid quantum circuits: Superconducting circuits interacting with other quantum systems,” Reviews of Modern Physics, vol. 85, pp. 623-653, 2013.

[122] C. Xiang, I. R. Petersen, and D. Dong, “Performance analysis and coherent guaranteed cost control for uncertain quantum systems using small gain and Popov methods,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 62, pp. 1524–1529, 2017.

[123] C. Xiang, I. R. Petersen and D. Dong, “Coherent robust H^∞ control of linear quantum systems with uncertainties in the Hamiltonian and coupling operators,” Automatica, vol. 81, pp. 8-21, 2017.

[124] S. Xue, R. Wu, S. Ma, D. Li, and M. Jiang. “Gradient algorithm for Hamiltonian identification of open quantum systems,” Physical Review A, vol. 103, p. 022604, 2021.

[125] N. Yamamoto, H. I. Nurdin, M. R. James and I. R. Petersen, “Avoiding entanglement sudden death via measurement feedback control in a quantum network,” Physical Review A, vol. 78, p. 042339, 2008.

[126] M. Yanagisawa, “Quantum feedback control for deterministic entangled photon generation,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 97, p. 190201, 2006.

[127] Q. Yu, D. Dong, I. R. Petersen, M. F. Emzir, and Q. Gao. “Filtering for a class of quantum systems with classical stochastic disturbances,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, Vol. 27, pp. 2774-2780, 2019.

[128] Q. Yu, Y. Wang, D. Dong and I. R. Petersen, “On the capability of a class of quantum sensors,” Automatica, vol. 129, p.109612, 2021.

[129] H. Yuan, “Sequential feedback scheme outperforms the parallel scheme for Hamiltonian parameter estimation,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 117, p. 160801, 2016.

[130] G. Zhang, S. Grivopoulos, I. R. Petersen and J. E. Gough, “The Kalman decomposition for linear quantum systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 63, no. 2, pp. 331-346, 2018.

[131] G. Zhang and M. R. James, “Direct and indirect couplings in coherent feedback control of linear quantum systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 57, pp. 1535-1550, 2011.

[132] G. Zhang and M. R. James, “Quantum feedback networks and control: a brief survey,” Chinese Science Bulletin, vol. 57, no. 18, pp. 2200-2214, 2012.

[133] G. Zhang, Y. Pan, “On the dynamics of two photons interacting with a two-qubit coherent feedback network,” Automatica, vol. 117, p. 108978, 2020.

[134] J. Zhang, Y.-x. Liu, R.B. Wu, K. Jacobs, and F. Nori, “Quantum feedback: Theory, experiments, and applications”, Physics Reports, vol. 679, pp. 1-60, 2017.

[135] J. Zhang and M. Sarovar, “Quantum Hamiltonian identification from measurement time traces,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 113, no. 8, p. 080401, 2014.

[136] J. Zhang, R.B. Wu, Y. X. Liu, C. W. Li and T. J. Tarn “Quantum coherent nonlinear feedback with applications to quantum optics on chip,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 57, pp. 1997- 2008, 2012.

[137] Q. Zhang, F. Xu, L. Li, N.-L. Liu and J.-W. Pan. “Quantum information research in China,” Quantum Science and Technology, vol. 4, p. 040503, 2019.

[138] H.-S. Zhong, H. Wang, Y.-H. Deng, M.-C. Chen, L.-C. Peng, Y.- H. Luo, et al., “Quantum computational advantage using photons,” Science, vol. 370, no. 6523, pp. 1460-1463, 2020.