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We present a general approach to measurement-based quantum feedback that employs propor-
tional and quantum state-based (PaQS) feedback components to obtain locally optimal protocols.
To demonstrate the power of the method, we first show that it reproduces many known feedback
protocols, and then apply it to generation of multipartite entanglement with an emphasis on re-
mote entanglement, which requires spatially local feedback Hamiltonians. The symmetry of both
measurement and feedback operators is found to be essential for construction of effective protocols.
We show that under perfect measurement efficiency, entangled states can be reached with fidelity
approaching unity under non-Markovian feedback control protocols, while Markovian protocols re-
sulting from optimizing the feedback unitaries on ensemble averaged states still yield fidelities above
94%. Application of the PaQS approach to generation of N-qubit W, general Dicke and GHZ states
shows that such entangled states can be efficiently generated with high fidelity, for up to N = 100
in some cases.

Entanglement is a crucial resource for quantum in-
formation science, with applications in secure cryptog-
raphy [1], long-range quantum state transfer [2], quan-
tum computation [3], quantum-enhanced sensors [4–6]
and quantum simulation [7]. Many applications, partic-
ularly large-scale quantum information processing, will
require modular quantum devices that are able to talk to
each other [8, 9]. However, the objects that we would
like to entangle often have little or no direct interac-
tion to enable entanglement generation, either because
they are separated by significant distances, or because
of intrinsically weak physical interactions. The former
is the case in most quantum networking applications, as
well as in nitrogen vacancy centers, for which large inter-
qubit spacing is necessary to maintain coherence proper-
ties [10]. The latter is the case for dilute neutral atoms,
which have received considerable interest for generation
of spin-squeezed states involving large numbers of entan-
gled atoms [11, 12].

When no direct interaction is available, joint measure-
ment on all parties offers a practical method to project
the total system into a desired entangled state. This has
been demonstrated by interfering spontaneously emit-
ted optical photons emitted from (artificial) atomic sys-
tems [13–16], and also by performing cavity-QED-based
joint measurements on superconducting qubits [17] or
cold neutral atoms [18].

However, often the stochastic nature of a quantum
measurement prevents such an approach from succeeding
with unit probability target [19]. In order to improve the
probability of reaching an entangled state, or to obtain it
deterministically, one can then add control via feedback
unitary operations. Several experimental and theoreti-
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cal works have shown that this approach can yield de-
terministic remote entanglement generation between two
qubits [20–22]. Multi-partite entanglement generation
has been experimentally demonstrated in Ref. [12], with
a feedback strategy for deterministically preparing an en-
semble of atoms near the maximally spin-squeezed sub-
space. Generation of multi-spin states has also been dis-
cussed in the theoretical control literature in the context
of state stabilization [23–25]. Refs. [26], [11], and [27]
have proposed state-based i.e., non-Markovian protocols
for deterministic preparation of Dicke states. In the con-
clusion of Ref. [11], the authors emphasize both the
experimental difficulty of implementing non-Markovian
protocols and the importance of constructive methods to
derive feedback control laws, but leave these issues as
open problems for future research.

In the current work, we address both of these issues
with a general method for constructing locally optimal
measurement-based feedback protocols. Measurement-
based feedback protocols rely on the fact that realistic
measurements acquire only partial information over a fi-
nite time interval. Such protocols can in principle be
applied to any system in which the measurement signal
is collected with high efficiency, and have proven partic-
ularly useful in recent years for superconducting qubits
[17, 22, 28–31]. In these systems, the finite time interval
is taken to be small enough that the measurements may
be regarded as continuous and feedback consists of ap-
plying additional control unitary operations conditional
on the outcome of the continuous measurement.

Our approach to design locally optimal protocols is
based on the introduction of time-dependent feedback
unitaries composed of two independently varying compo-
nents, one of which depends linearly on the measurement
outcome with a state-dependent coefficient, while the
other depends only on the quantum state. We term this
approach “Proportional and Quantum State” (PaQS)
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feedback, to emphasize the increased flexibility offered
by these two independent feedback components. We also
show how this construction can be modified to guaran-
tee Markovianity, meaning that each feedback operation
only depends on the immediately proceeding measure-
ment outcome, which greatly simplifies experimental im-
plementation. We demonstrate this formalism by first us-
ing it to reproduce several well-established measurement-
based feedback protocols, and then giving a systematic
treatment of entanglement generation in three-qubit sys-
tems and beyond, emphasizing the crucial role that sym-
metry plays in the protocols in order to achieve high
fidelities. We consider generation of both the N -qubit
GHZ states and the full range of N -qubit symmetric
Dicke states, from W states to the half-filled states, which
are maximally spin-squeezed. Our protocols are charac-
terized by a high degree of symmetry and are derived
using general analytic techniques that allow us study up
to 100 qubits. These advantages also confer remark-
ably simple experimental implementations of the feed-
back controller.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
section I, we first summarize the evolution of a general
quantum state under continuous measurement and feed-
back as described by the stochastic master equations, and
then present our PaQS formalism for efficiently comput-
ing locally optimal protocols in the context of a general
measurement-based feedback system.

In sections II and III we apply the PaQS formalism
to the task of generating entangled many-qubit states,
considering specifically Dicke states and GHZ states. In
section III B we then show that the PaQS formulation of
section I can be extended to systems undergoing multiple
distinct measurements and commuting feedback Hamil-
tonians, and use this to obtain a second protocol for GHZ
states. A third protocol for GHZ states that is based on
optimizing an entanglement measure rather than a target
state fidelity is presented in appendix C. Section IV shows
how under certain conditions the feedback can be chosen
to eliminate the randomness introduced by the “quantum
noise” inherent to the measurement process. We intro-
duce a strict condition for deterministic evolution, given
fixed measurement and feedback operators and show that
this provides a simple tool for finding solutions to propor-
tional feedback master equations in general. Section V
provides a summary of the results and an outlook for fu-
ture work. Key calculational details and supplementary
materials are presented in the Appendices.

I. CONTINUOUS MEASUREMENT WITH
LOCALLY OPTIMAL FEEDBACK

A. Continuous measurement and feedback

We consider a joint measurement that is realized by an
indirect simultaneous measurement on multiple qubits.
Such measurements are routinely made for superconduct-
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FIG. 1: A diagrammatic picture illustrating what
happens during a measurement-feedback cycle over time

dt.

ing qubits in the dispersive regime, using homodyne de-
tection of cavity transmission [17, 22, 30, 32]. The read-
out voltage of the signal is given by

dV = 〈X〉(t)dt+
dW√
8ηk

(1)

where X is the measurement operator which will be spec-
ified in detail below, 〈·〉 denotes the trace average of this,
dW is a Wiener increment satisfying dW (t)dW (t′) =
δ(t − t′)dt that represents the quantum uncertainty in
the homodyne detection (represented by white Gaussian
noise in the continuous limit [33, 34]), η is the measure-
ment efficiency, and k is the measurement strength.

The evolution of the quantum state conditioned on this
measurement signal is given by a stochastic master equa-
tion (SME), given by

dρ = − i
~

[HS , ρ]dt+2kD[X]ρ(t)dt+
√

2kηH[X]ρdW. (2)

Here HS is the system Hamiltonian which is not rele-
vant to this analysis and will henceforth be set to 0,
D[X]ρ = XρX† − 1

2 (X†Xρ + ρX†X), and H[X]ρ =

Xρ+ ρX†−〈X +X†〉ρ. The second, deterministic, term
of order dt describes the dephasing effect of the measure-
ment and is just the usual dissipator term in the Marko-
vian master equation. It describes the unconditioned dy-
namics of an open system coupled to an external bath,
i.e., the dynamics after averaging over all possible mea-
surement records. The third, stochastic, term of order
dW continuously updates ρ based on knowledge gained
from the measurement.

As the qubits are assumed to be too remote to allow
direct interactions, we construct a unitary feedback op-
erator in the form of local operations on each of the N
qubits,

UF =

N⊗
i=1

Ui. (3)
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In the first instance we shall employ

Ui = e−iθiHi/~, (4)

with Hi = 1
2 n̂ · ~σ, where (θi, n̂i) are rotation angle pa-

rameters for the ith qubit. The single qubit unitaries
are then simply rotation operators on a single qubit,

Ui = e−i
θ
2 n̂·~σ/~, with ~σ = (σx, σy, σz) denoting the usual

Pauli operators. These rotation angles will be determined
based on the measurement result. For simplicity, we as-
sume that these rotations are realized instantaneously.

After adding the feedback, the complete evolution of
the qubits over a single infinitesimal cycle of measure-
ment and feedback (see Fig. 1) is described by the fol-
lowing:

ρct+dt = UF ρ
M
t+dtU

†
F = UF (ρt + dρ)U†F (5)

where dρ is taken from Eq. (2), the superscript M indi-
cates it is the conditioned state resulting from the mea-
surement, and the superscript c indicates that this state
is obtained after the feedback control.

B. General locally optimal control protocol with
PaQS

Now we are ready to state the locally optimal control
problem in complete generality and to find the solution.
Suppose we have a state ρt at time t, and that we ul-
timately wish to reach some target state |ψT 〉. In this
work we shall focus primarily on the fidelity with respect
to the target state as the cost function, whose optimiza-
tion determines the parameter of the feedback operator.
(Appendix C presents optimization under an alternative,
non-linear cost function given by an entanglement mea-
sure.) For the entangled states of interest in later sec-
tions, i.e., Dicke and GHZ states, we shall take all values
of θi to be equal, to ensure that the permutation sym-
metry of the state is maintained by the feedback oper-
ations (sections II and III) although we shall relax this
assumption when considering feedback with multiple, si-
multaneous measurements (section III B). Our feedback
unitary is then

UF (θ) = e−iθHF /~. (6)

For the time being, we place no constraints on HF , al-
though for practical settings it will often be useful to
take this to be separable. The fidelity after a feedback
operation is given by

Ft+dt(θ) = 〈ψT |ρc(θ)|ψT 〉, (7)

ρc(θ) ≡ U(θ)(ρ+ dρ)U†(θ).

For convenience, we shall set ~ = 1 from now on. Our
local optimality condition is given by

G ≡ ∂Ft+dt(θ)
∂θ

= 〈ψT |
[
U ′F (θ)(ρt + dρ)U†F (θ) + h.c.

]
|ψT 〉

(8)

= −i〈ψT |[HF , ρ
c]|ψT 〉 = 0

with U ′F the derivative of UF .

Using the fact that dρ is infinitesimal, we can derive
an analytical expression for the optimal rotation angle θ,
which we denote θ∗. Assuming that ρt is already opti-
mized from the previous time step, then typically θ∗ will
also be O(dρ) (we deal with possible exceptions below).
We can therefore parameterize the rotation angle as

θ∗ = A1(t)dW +A2(t)dt. (9)

Expanding UF to second order in dW and making use of
Ito’s lemma [34] yields

U ≡ I − iA1HF dW − (iA2HF +
1

2
A2

1H
2
F )dt. (10)

Expanding Eq. (5) and using the measurement stochas-
tic master equation Eq. (2) for dρ, together with this
second order expansion, yields the master equation

dρc = D[Y ]ρdt+H[Y ]ρdW − i(A1dW +A2dt)[HF , ρ]

+A2
1D[HF ]ρdt− i√ηA1[HF , Y ρ+ ρY †]dt, (11)

where we have defined Y =
√

2kX to suppress k in the
result. Employing ρc in Eq. (8) leads to the following
explicit form for G:

G =− i〈ψT |[HF , ρt]|ψT 〉 − i〈ψT |[HF ,D[Y ]ρtdt+
√
ηH[Y ]ρtdW ]|ψT 〉 −A1〈ψT |[HF , [HF , ρt]]|ψT 〉dW (12)

− iA2
1〈ψT |[HF ,D[HF ]ρt]|ψT 〉dt− 〈ψT |[HF , [HF ,

√
ηA1H[Y ]ρt +A2ρt]]|ψT 〉dt,

We now solve Eq. (12) order by order in dW . Despite the
large number of terms, it is nevertheless possible to solve
for A1 and A2 in complete generality. The assumption

that the optimal rotation was applied at the immedi-
ately preceding time step implies that ∂Ft(θ)/∂θ|θ=0 =
−i〈ψT |[HF , ρt]|ψT 〉 = 0, so that the first term in Eq. (12)
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may be dropped. Terms proportional to dW yield a lin-
ear equation in A1, which is easily solved. Once A1 is

known, terms proportional to dW 2 = dt are gathered to
yield another linear equation, this time for A2. The final
result in full form is

A1 =
−i〈ψT |[HF ,

√
η(Y ρt + ρtY

†)]|ψT 〉
〈ψT |[HF , [HF , ρt]]|ψT 〉

(13)

A2 =
−〈ψT |[HF , iD[Y ]ρt +

√
ηA1[HF , Y ρt + ρtY

†] + iA2
1D[HF ]ρt]|ψT 〉

〈ψT |[HF , [HF , ρt]]|ψT 〉
.

Using Eq. (1) and (9), the locally optimal feedback rota-
tion can also be written as

θ∗ =
√

8ηkA1dV + (A2 − 2A1〈Y 〉)dt, (14)

from which we see that A1 can be identified with a pro-
portional feedback term, while the second term - depen-
dent on A1, A2, and the state at time t - can be identi-
fied with an additional time dependent effective Hamil-
tonian drive. These two terms motivate the designation
of “PaQS”.

Note that as A2 only appears in Eq. (11) to first order,
∂(dF)/∂A2 is not a function of A2, so then the naive
method of computing the locally optimal protocol by
maximizing dF ≡ 〈ψT |dρ|ψT 〉 with respect to A2 would
not yield Eq. (13).

So far, we have assumed that the optimal angle is in-
finitesimal. However, Eq. (13) only guarantees that the
solution θ∗ is a local extremum and does not guarantee
that it is necessarily a maximum. A sufficient condition
for θ∗ to be a local maximum is that the second derivative
of the fidelity function evaluated at θ∗ be negative:

∂2Ft+dt(θ)
∂θ2

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

= −〈ψT |[HF , [HF , ρ
c]]|ψT 〉

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

< 0.

(15)
Failure of this test, i.e., when the second derivative is
positive, suggests the presence of a local minimum from
the infinitesimal solution. Then we will need a large (i.e.,
non-infinitesimal) rotation, which we compute by maxi-
mizing the fidelity over the entire angular range.

It should be noted that A1 and A2 can in principle
become singular. However as ρct−dt|θ∗ = ρt, the denomi-
nator diverges only when the second derivative test failed
at the previous time step (compare Eq. (15) to the de-
nominator of Eq. (13)). Thus this divergence is typically
prevented by the global search described above. A spe-
cial case is [HF , ρt] = 0, in which case feedback has no
effect on the state, so that we may simply set θ∗ = 0.

To simulate this form of feedback in practice, we as-
sume that the controller chooses the rotation angle θ∗

that ensures a global maximum of Ft=0 at the initial time
step. During evolution of the state, the above protocol
typically continues to pick θ∗ as the global maximum of

FIG. 2: (a) Schematic of a non-Markovian feedback
protocol. The number of possible states, and hence the

number of potentially distinct feedback operations
needed in response scale exponentially in time. We refer
to this as the trajectory ensemble approach (TEA). (b)
Schematic of the average state locally optimal (ASLO)

feedback protocol, which applies controls that are
determined using only the average time-evolved state

and the most recent measurement outcome [20]. This is
the behavior of a “forgetful” or Markovian controller.

Ft and thus maintains the system on a locally (time-
)optimal trajectory. However even if Eq. (15) remains
negative, it is possible that the nearest local maximum
of Ft(θ) can fail to be the global maximum. The only
way to catch such instances is to occasionally undertake
a brute force maximization of F over the full range of θ
and to thereby check whether the local maximum iden-
tified by Eq. (13) is also a global maximum. In practice,
such global maximization procedures are often unneces-
sary. Table I shows many combinations of measurement
operators X and feedback Hamiltonians HF that allow
Eqs. (13) and (15) to reproduce the indicated feedback
protocols established in the control literature. Global
searches are only required when indicated by Eq. (15).
We shall see examples of this in the following section.

The functions A1 and A2 are dependent on both the
initial and target states, as well as on the state at time t.
Dependence on the current state implies implicit depen-
dence on the full measurement record, yielding a poten-
tially non-Markovian feedback protocol in general. In ex-
perimental situations, non-Markovian protocols are sig-
nificantly more difficult to implement than Markovian
protocols. The feedback controller must either calculate
ρ(t) in real time, which is both challenging and time-
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Feedback Measurement Feedback Target state
protocol operator (X) Hamiltonian (HF ) (|ψT 〉)

Adaptive phase σ σz (Heisenberg (|0〉+ i|1〉)/
√

2
measurement [35]∗ picture)

Rapid qubit σz σy (|g〉+ |e〉)/
√

2
purification [36]∗

Half-parity Bell σz,1 + σz,2 σy,1 + σy,2 (|eg〉+ |ge〉)/
√

2
state preparation [20]∗

Full-parity Bell state σz,1σz,2 σx,1 (|gg〉+ i|eg〉
preparation [21, 37]∗ +i|eg〉+ |ee〉)/2
N-qubit Dicke states

∑
i σz,i

∑
i σy,i N-qubit Dicke state

[11, 26, 27]† with n excitations
N-qubit GHZ

∑
i6=j σz,iσz,j

∑
i σx,i N -qubit GHZ state

states†

N-qubit GHZ σz,i − σz,j σy,i − σy,j N -qubit GHZ state
states∗† for all i, j for all i, j

Hong-Ou-Mandel i(σ1 + σ2), σx,1 + σx,2 (|gg〉+ |ee〉)/
√

2
Bell state [38]∗ σ1 − σ2 σy,1 − σy,2

TABLE I: Summary of some measurement-based feedback protocols that may be derived from Eq. (13) or its
generalization to multiple measurement and feedback operators in section III. † denotes this work. Protocols in

which perfect noise cancellation (cancellation of dW terms, see discussion in section IV) can occur are marked with
an asterisk. Note that for N -qubit GHZ states, noise cancellation occurs only for the multiple measurement operator

protocol with N = 2 and N = 3.

consuming, or else perform an exponential amount of pre-
computation to determine the optimal action for all pos-
sible measurement records. This is illustrated schemati-
cally in Fig. 2a. However we can also use the feedback
master equation to simulate a memoryless controller,
which ensures that all realizations have the same feed-
back, regardless of the individual measurement records.
This is the average state locally optimal (ASLO) protocol
of Ref. [20]. The basic concept is illustrated in Fig. 2b.

In an ASLO protocol, instead of using the controlled
state ρct+dt of Eq. (5) to determine the feedback oper-
ation for the next time step, we use an unconditioned
state that is obtained by averaging over the entire mea-
surement record at time t. We express the evolution of
the conditioned state as

ρMt+dt =
ΩdV ρtΩ

†
dV

Tr(ΩdV ρtΩ
†
dV )

, (16)

where ΩdV is the POVM for continuous measurement
with I =

∫
dV Ω†dV ΩdV :1

ΩdV =

(
4k

πdt

) 1
4

exp

[
−2kdt

(
dV

dt
−X

)2
]
. (17)

1 Technically, this POVM is applicable only to an ideal measure-
ment. However, inefficient measurement can be treated as lim-
ited access to multiple ideal measurement channels. The analysis
below can be thereby readily extended to inefficient measure-
ments.

Eqs. (16) and (17) are equivalent to the stochastic master
equation of Eq. 2 with HS = 0. Averaging over the mea-
surement record at time t then gives the unconditioned
state

ρ̄t+dt ≡
∫ ∞
−∞

d(dVt)P (dVt)ρ
c
t+dt, (18)

where P (dVt) = Tr(ΩdV ρ̄tΩ
†
dV ) and ρct+dt is implicitly

dependent on dVt (Eq. (5)). Inspection of Eq. (5) shows
that the averaged state ρ̄t+dt is equal to

ρ̄t+dt =

∫ ∞
−∞

d(dV ) UFΩdV ρ̄tΩ
†
dV U

†
F . (19)

At the end of the next time step t + 2dt, the feedback
controller then computes θ∗ based on this unconditioned
averaged state ρ̄t+dt instead of based on ρt+dt. Iterat-
ing this procedure results in replacing ρ by ρ̄ in Eq. (13).
The state ρ̄t along the evolution is then understood as an
averaged state. It has deterministic dynamics, as can be
seen by averaging over, (i.e., dropping, since 〈dW 〉 = 0)
the terms proportional to dW in the second order ex-
pansion Eq. (11). This allows efficient simulation of an
arbitrary ASLO feedback protocol by a single trajectory.
The feedback protocol is now essentially Markovian, since
the dependence on the previous measurement history has
been removed by the averaging.

The averaging procedure in Eq. (18) is a mathematical
step that corresponds exactly to the averaging over tra-
jectories with different measurement records and hence
over quantum noise histories that is done in an experi-
ment. The feedback unitary characterized by A1(t) and
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A2(t) for the averaged state can then be applied to any
individual realization of the state at each instant. This
provides significant advantages for experimental imple-
mentation, since the functions A1(t) and A2(t) can be
pre-calculated efficiently with the same procedure as for
the TEA approach above but using a single calculated
trajectory for ρ̄(t), and the resulting feedback operation
applied to each experimental trajectory without the need
for real-time state estimation.

Finally, we note that although the general optimization
formalism above has been illustrated using fidelity with
respect to a desired target state as the cost function, it
can straight-forwardly be applied to other cost functions
that are linear in ρ, such as the expectation value of
an operator. In addition, one can also go beyond linear
protocols to consider alternative cost functions based on
entanglement measures.

In the next two sections we apply the PaQS proto-
col to N -qubit Dicke states (section II) and to N -qubit
GHZ states (section III). These two canonical examples
of entangled N -qubit states are simple generalizations of
the 2-qubit Bell states. For simplicity, we shall employ
perfect measurement efficiency, η = 1, in all simulations
throughout the rest of this paper, although the theory
described in this section is valid also for inefficient mea-
surements with η < 1.

II. GENERATION OF DICKE STATES

The Dicke states are defined as

|N, k〉 =
1√(
N
k

)ΣP∈SNP (|0〉⊗(N−k) ⊗ |1〉⊗k) (20)

where P is an operator belonging to the permutation
group SN on N qubits. When k = 1, we have the well-
known W state. When k = N

2 (N even or k = N+1
2 when

N is odd), we have the half-filled Dicke state. |N,n〉 is a
uniform superposition over all states with the same num-
ber of excitations, and is also known as a spin squeezed
state. The Dicke states have been proposed for applica-
tions in a wide range of sensing protocols, including very
long baseline interferometry [39] and Heisenberg-limited
measurement sensitivity [40].

We shall first consider the canonical W state with N =
3, before addressing the generation of general Dicke states
for arbitrary N values.

A. Generation of the N = 3 W state

The N = 3 W state, given by

|W 〉 =
1√
3

(|001〉+ |010〉+ |100〉), (21)

represents a generic type of weak three qubit entangle-
ment that is characterized by zero three-way entangle-
ment but maximal retention of bipartite entanglement

on loss of a qubit [41]. For simplicity, in the rest of this
section we shall refer to the N = 3 state just as the W
state. To prepare this state, we first choose a measure-
ment observable

XW = σz,1 + σz,2 + σz,3, (22)

where σz,i is the Pauli operator along the ẑi axis for qubit
i. Note that this measurement operator has the same
permutation symmetry as the W state. It is also a lin-
ear combination of single-body observables, which is the
easiest form to implement on spatially separated qubits,
in particular, on remote qubits, such as superconducting
qubits in different microwave cavities.

The W state is an eigenstate of XW , with eigenvalue
+1. This implies that for any initial state ρ0, the long
time limit of evolution under continuous measurement of
XW in the absence of feedback will result in projection
onto the W state with probability pW = 〈W |ρ0|W 〉.

To increase this success probability, we apply the
fidelity-optimized protocol of the previous section, choos-
ing the target state as |ψT 〉 = |W 〉. To choose a proper
feedback rotation operator, we generalize the locally op-
timal two-qubit feedback unitary used to generate the
2-qubit W state [|10〉+ |01〉] /

√
2 in Ref. [20], which was

shown to provide a globally optimal protocol for both
maximal fidelity and concurrence [21]. As in that work,
we restrict the evolution of each qubit to lie in the xz
plane (φi = 0, i = {1, 2, 3}), with local rotations around
the y axis having equal angles for each of the three qubits,
i.e., θ1 = θ2 = θ3 = θ. The latter condition is consistent
with the fact that both the target W state and the ob-
servable XW are symmetric with respect to any permu-
tation of the three qubits. For the W state, the rotation
operator in Eq. (6) then takes the following form

UWF (θ) = e−i
θ
2 (σy,1+σy,1+σy,3), (23)

where σy,i are the Pauli operators along the ŷi axis for
qubit i.

Now the permutation symmetry of both measurement
XW and feedback UWF (θ) operators induces a symmetric
subspace HSW that is spanned by

|φ1W 〉 = |000〉

|φ2W 〉 =
1√
3

(|001〉+ |010〉+ |100〉)

|φ3W 〉 =
1√
3

(|011〉+ |101〉+ |110〉)

|φ4W 〉 = |111〉 (24)

Thus, if our initial state is also symmetric to all permu-
tations of the qubits, then the state will only evolve in
the subspace HSW under the action of XW and UWF (θ).
To see this, consider an arbitrary operator P from the
permutation group S3. This clearly commutes with both
XW and UWF (θ) in Eqs. (22) and (23). Then we can use
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FIG. 3: Fidelity of controlled state with respect to the
W state, FW starting from the initial product state
|000〉. The solid red line shows results calculated with

the trajectory ensemble approach (TEA) and the
dashed red line shows results calculated with the ASLO

approach. The dashed blue line shows the results
obtained with measurement alone, i.e., in absence of

feedback, after an initial rotation to the state of
maximum fidelity with the W state that is achievable
by UWF (θ). Over 1000 trajectories were averaged for
TEA, and over 10, 000 trajectories for the ASLO and
zero feedback calculations. The measurement strength
is set to k = 1 MHz, corresponding to realistic values

for superconducting qubits [20, 30], and the time step is
set at ∆t� 1

k .

Eq. (5) to obtain

Pρct+dtP = PUWF ρMt+dtU
W†
F P = UWF PρMt+dtPU

W†
F

= UWF (PρtP + PdρP )UW†F

= UWF (ρt + dρ)UW†F

= ρct+dt,

(25)

where to arrive at the final equality, we have used the
assumption that ρt is in the subspace HSW and the fact
that XW commutes with P . Provided that the initial
state ρ(0) is in HSW , this assumption will hold at any
time t. Now we wish to control the evolution so that
the quantum state evolves from the initial state to the
W state, which is |φ2W 〉. Noting that the basis vectors
in Eq. (24) constitute non-degenerate eigenspaces of the
measurement operator XW in the symmetric subspace,
we can then achieve the desired evolution by implement-
ing a feedback protocol in which the control angle θ is de-
termined by a cost function that specifically targets the
state |φ2W 〉 within HSW . The fidelity FW = 〈φ2W |ρt|ψ2

W 〉
is a suitable cost function for this.

Experimentally it is generally easy to prepare qubits
in a product state, so we shall assume without loss of
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FIG. 4: Optimal angle coefficients A1 and A2, evaluated
as a function of time for the ASLO protocol for
generation of the N = 3 W state from the initial

product state |000〉.

generality that the initial state is |000〉. The advantage
of keeping state evolution in the symmetric subspace is
that this will help us rule out many unwanted states.
This makes reaching the target state in the end more
likely as well as finding the optimal angle numerically
more efficient. We shall discuss this role of symmetry
further when developing feedback protocols for the GHZ
state, where it places important physical constraints on
the measurement observable. To numerically test the
PaQS protocol, Eqs. (9) and (13), we start from the
product state |000〉. Before evolving this state, we first
locally rotate it with UWF (θ) to a state with maximum
fidelity. Following this initial rotation, we evolve under
the local optimization protocol, computing the optimal
feedback coefficient at every time step using Eq. (13).

Fig. 3 shows the resulting trajectory ensemble aver-
age (TEA) fidelity (red solid line) with respect to the
W state, obtained by averaging over 1000 trajectories.
The TEA results are seen to saturate at fidelity ∼ 1 at
a time of ∼ 1.5µs. We note that in order to ensure that
the fidelity saturates at 1, it is necessary to occasion-
ally apply non-infinitesimal rotations when the second
derivative test fails (Eq. (15)). Approximately 100 out
of 104 trajectories, i.e., ∼ 1% required at least one non-
infinitesimal rotation angle (for a total of ∼ 105 time
steps). Without feedback, the fidelity remains constant
at the value 0.44 that is obtained after an optimal rota-
tion of θ = 2 arcsin( 1√

3
), which we plot for comparison

with a blue dashed line.

We now compare the TEA-based protocol, which im-
plicitly assumes knowledge of the entire measurement
record for ρ and requires real-time state estimation, with
the more computationally and experimentally efficient
ASLO protocol in which the feedback controls are op-



8

timized based on the average state ρ̄(t), Eq. (18). Fig. 4
shows the evolution of the optimal feedback angle coeffi-
cients A1(t) and A2(t) evaluated by the ASLO protocol.
The coefficient A2(t) determines the average value of θ∗,
while A1(t) determines its variance. It is evident that the
average value is considerably smaller than the variance
at all except the earliest times in the evolution.

Using the optimized ASLO feedback angles, Eq. (14),
with ρt replaced by the unconditioned state ρ̄t to con-
trol the averaged state dynamics gives rise to the fidelity
shown in Fig. 3 by the dashed red line. The same initial
condition is used here as for the TEA protocol, i.e., the
3-qubit product state |000〉. It is apparent that while the
W state is reached with high fidelity within a comparable
time of approximately 600 ns, the ASLO protocol nev-
ertheless saturates slightly below unity, at ∼ 0.98. The
origin of this difference lies in the different sampling of
the density matrix that is enabled by the TEA and ASLO
approaches. Note that while the procedure for generat-
ing the coefficients A1(t) and A2(t) is identical, Eq. (18),
the input density matrices are different, with the TEA
approach sampling these from many trajectories while
the ASLO approach takes just one averaged trajectory.
However, these two approaches can be identical in the
situation where feedback cancels measurement noise ex-
actly, as is the case for two-qubit optimal control [21].

It should be noted that although the ASLO protocol
does not achieve unit fidelity, one can nevertheless still
produce unit-fidelity states by adding a final projective
measurement. As the symmetry reduction has removed
all degeneracy from the measurement operator X, the re-
sulting measurement outcome now uniquely determines
the state. Although the success probability under the
ASLO protocol is less than one, it has been significantly
enhanced by feedback. This argument applies to all pro-
tocols in which the symmetry reduction is made, so that
one may thereby interpret the final ASLO fidelity as a
success probability for perfect state preparation.

B. Generation of general Dicke states

We now consider the general Dicke states of Eq. (20)
with k > 1 and arbitrary N . Several previous works
have demonstrated deterministic Dicke state preparation
with feedback, but these protocols were state-based and
hence non-Markovian[11, 26, 27]. It is interesting to ask
how well a Markovian protocol performs for the same
task, particularly since the dynamical state estimation
required for non-Markovian protocols becomes exponen-
tially more challenging for larger systems. The most
straightforward generalization of our N = 3 qubit proto-
col is to simply add more operator components to XW

and HF

XN
D = σz,1 + σz,2 + · · ·+ σz,N (26)

HN
F = σy,1 + σy,2 + · · ·+ σy,N .

HN
F is still local as required. XN

D can be measured by
placing each qubit in a separate cavity in an extension
of the scheme demonstrated in [17], or by coupling many
qubits dispersively to the same cavity. The latter method
(without continuous feedback) has been applied to gen-
erate spin squeezing in cold neutral atoms coupled to an
optical cavity [12].

Imposing the permutation group symmetry on N
qubits allows the Dicke states to be represented within
the symmetric subspace of dimension N + 1 [42]. Each
state in this subspace is just a Dicke state with k exci-
tations, which is also associated with a non-degenerate
eigenspace of the observable XN

D . In particular, the W
state for N qubits, defined as

|W 〉 =
1√
N

(|10 · · · 0〉N + |01 · · · 0〉N + · · ·+ |00 · · · 1〉N )

(27)
belongs to the eigenspace of XD with eigenvalue (N −
1)− 1 = N − 2. This implies that the computational re-
sources required to compute the feedback protocol scale
only polynomially with the number of qubits, which is a
huge improvement compared to the exponential scaling
of the full Hilbert space dimension. We note that other
than for the smallest case of N = 2 [20, 21], the aver-
age state ρ̄ does not remain pure under ASLO feedback,
so the stochastic terms do not cancel in Eq. (11) and
the unaveraged dynamics (i.e. conditioned on the entire
measurement record) depends on the entire measurement
record.

The results of ASLO calculations with the locally opti-
mal protocol of section I B (see Eq. (11)) for Dicke states
with variable excitation number k for up to N = 48
qubits, are shown in Fig. 5. We see that the final fideli-
ties in Fig. 5 are all above 94% despite the fact that the
system does not take a predictable path through Hilbert
space and hence an ASLO feedback controller does not
know the true state. This is exemplified in the two in-
serts. The lower inset in Fig. 5 shows that the maximum
fidelity for the W state (k = 1) decreases with the number
of qubits N . This is not surprising, given the increased
dimensionality of the system. However it is remarkable
that the fidelity decreases only to ' 0.94 for N = 100,
indicating a strong robustness of the ASLO protocol for
these target states. The upper inset shows how the max-
imum fidelity depends on the excitation number k for
Dicke states of N = 48 qubits. Here the fidelity increases
with k, indicating that the more symmetric states, i.e.,
states that have closer to half of the qubits in |0〉 and
half in |1〉, are more efficiently prepared. Indeed we find
empirically that A2 = 0 for half-filled Dicke states with
even N . The high performance thus appears to be due
in part to the highly symmetric nature of the problem.
The symmetry reduction to |N,n〉 has removed all de-
generacy from the measurement operator XN

D , so that
the measurement outcome now uniquely determines the
state.



9

𝑁 = 48 qubits

Excitation number 𝑘 = 1

A
sy

m
p

to
ti

c 
Fi

d
el

it
y

A
sy

m
p

to
ti

c 
Fi

d
el

it
y

a)
N

b)
k

c)
N

FIG. 5: Fidelity with respect to generalized Dicke states
|N, k〉 under the ASLO protocol with locally optimal

feedback, equations (18) - (19), with UF determined by
the PaQS approach of section I B. Panel a) shows

fidelity as a function of number of qubits N (from 3 to
48, in increments of 3) and excitation number k. The

two right panels show cuts through this
two-dimensional plot for fixed values of N and k. Panel
b): k-dependence of fidelity for N = 48 qubits. Panel c):
N -dependence for states with k = 1 excitation (W

states), extending to N = 100 qubits.

III. GENERATION OF GHZ STATES

The GHZ state

|GHZ〉 =
1√
2

(|000〉+ |111〉) (28)

is the three-qubit state with both maximal multi-particle
entanglement and maximal fragility of three-way entan-
glement [41, 43]. The state

|GHZ〉N =
1√
2

(|00 · · · 0〉N + |11 · · · 1〉N ). (29)

is the extension to N qubits. We shall use the notation
|GHZ〉 to refer specifically to the N = 3 state.

Generation of GHZ states using the above method
poses new challenges. As noted above, measurement op-
erators that are linear combinations of single-body ob-
servables like Z are the easiest to implement in remote
and weakly interacting settings. The GHZ state is an
eigenvector of such operators, with the general form

XG = (a+ b)Z1 − aZ2 − bZ3. (30)

However, such an operator does not satisfy the full per-
mutation symmetry of the target state. Furthermore,
the target state |GHZ〉 is now one of a degenerate set
of eigenstates of XG. As we saw for the W state above,
it is important that the target state constitute a non-
degenerate eigenspace within a subspace that is deter-
mined by a symmetry imposed by the measurement op-
erator. In order to achieve this, we first need to impose

the correct symmetry requirement on the measurement
operator.

We consider here two forms of measurement operators
for the GHZ state. Both of these possess the full S3 per-
mutation symmetry and the additional bit-flip symmetry
that characterizes the GHZ state. The first approach uses
a symmetrized sum of two-qubit operators that imposes
the additional bit flip symmetry of the GHZ state. The
second approach achieves the same symmetries by the ac-
tion of multiple measurement operators with single-qubit
components.

A. Two-qubit measurement operators

To prepare the GHZ state we can use the following
symmetric two-qubit measurement observable

XS
G = σz,1σz,2 + σz,2σz,3 + σz,3σz,1. (31)

XS
G is the lowest order n-qubit observable that possesses

both full permutation symmetry and bit-flip symmetry.
Together, these two symmetries induce a symmetric sub-
space HSG of the full Hilbert space. The basis vectors of
HSG are expressed in the computational basis as

|φ1G〉 =
1√
2

(|000〉+ |111〉) (32)

|φ2G〉 =
1√
6

(|011〉+ |101〉+ |110〉+ |100〉+ |010〉+ |001〉).

(33)

|φiG〉, i = 1, 2 are eigenstates of XS
G with eigenvalues

e1 = +3 and e2 = −1. Within this subspace, the GHZ
state |φ1G〉 is then a non-degenerate eigenstate of the mea-
surement operator XS

G. Thus, restricting the dynamics
governed by Eq. (5) to this subspace and employing a
cost function that is biased towards the state |φ1G〉, will
allow continuous measurement of XS

G together with the
feedback controls to extract the GHZ state. Similarly to
the procedure for the Dicke states in the previous sec-
tion, we achieve this by using the fidelity with the target
state as the cost function, i.e., FG = 〈φ1G|ρt|ψ1

G〉. But in
contrast to the imposition of only permutation symmetry
on the feedback operator in section II, we need to now
impose the full permutation and bit-flip symmetry of XS

G
on the feedback rotation operator UF , to ensure that the
action of this does not take the state out of HSG. There-
fore we define UF here by a single rotation around the x
axis, which is consistent with the bit-flip symmetry, and
set the rotation angles to be equal for all three qubits,
to be consistent with the permutation symmetry. This
yields the rotation operator

UGF (θ) = e−i
θ
2 (σx,1+σx,2+σx,3). (34)

If the initial state is within HSG, then the combined ac-
tion of UGF (θ) and XS

G will ensure that the subsequent
evolution always remains in HSG.
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Similar to the analysis above for the W state, we then
determine the locally optimal angle θ∗ by maximizing the
fidelity at each time step

FG(t+ dt) = 〈GHZ|ρct+dt|GHZ〉, (35)

where ρct+dt is again the output state given by Eq. (5).
When the symmetric feedback operator (34) is used with
the GHZ state target, we can obtain an exact solution
for ∂F/∂θ and ∂2F/∂θ2 and hence find the explicit val-
ues for the optimal angle θ∗. Full details of the solution
are given in appendix B, where we show that the optimal
angle is always either 0 or π/2, with the specific choice
given by the sign of a state-dependent term. Thus there
is no need to use a PaQS protocol based on infinitesimal
rotation angles in this situation. This also means that we
cannot use the SME Eq. (11), which assumes infinitesi-
mal rotations, to simulate the dynamics and instead we
must use the full POVM equation, Eq. (5).

The GHZ state also allows an interesting alternative
optimization approach, deriving from the fact that after
the dynamics are constrained to the symmetric subspace,
the dimension of the Hilbert space is reduced from eight
to two. Consequently, under these constrained dynam-
ics the three-qubit problem can be mapped to a single
qubit problem. This mapping is described explicitly in
appendix B 2, where it is shown that this allows an al-
ternative approach to determination of the optimal angle
that also results in an optimal angle of either 0 or π

2 .
Fig. 6 shows the time dependence of the fidelity of

formation of the GHZ state obtained using the locally
optimal protocol within the ASLO approach, with the
symmetrized measurement XS

G, and using as initial con-
dition the complete superposition state

1(√
2
)3 (|0〉+ |1〉)⊗ (|0〉+ |1〉)⊗ (|0〉+ |1〉) . (36)

We see that in this situation the fidelity under the ASLO
protocol asymptotically approaches unity.

It is instructive to compare the performance of this
protocol with a symmetrized two-body measurement op-
erator, to that obtained from feedback control based on
measurements of an observable not respecting this per-
mutation symmetry. We consider here the one-body ob-
servable of Eq. (30) with a = b = 1, which is permuta-
tion symmetric only with respect to exchange of the last
two qubits. The target state is then contained in a de-
generate eigenspace with eigenvalue zero that is spanned
by 1√

2
(|000〉 ± |111〉). While we can still impose the

symmetry condition on the feedback rotation operator,
the measurement is now unable to distinguish the target
GHZ state from another state ( 1√

2
(|000〉− |111〉)) within

the degenerate eigenspace. We therefore expect that any
feedback protocol based on this measurement will be un-
likely to reach unit fidelity. In fact, the results achieved
with this protocol, shown as the blue line in Fig. 6, are
of very low quality.
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FIG. 6: Fidelity FG(t) of the controlled state with
respect to GHZ state as a function of time, obtained

from the locally optimal ASLO approach. The red line
is the result obtained with the symmetric two-body
measurement operator XS

G. The blue line shows the
result obtained with the non-symmetric one-body

measurement operator XG. All simulations were run
with measurement strength k = 1MHz and time step

∆t� 1
k , starting from the complete superposition state

(see text).
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FIG. 7: Fidelity of four-qubit GHZ state, computed
with the TEA protocol using the complete

superposition as initial state.

We can also generalize our protocol to the GHZ state
of N qubits, which is defined as

|GHZ〉N =
1√
2

(|00 · · · 0〉N + |11 · · · 1〉N ). (37)

The observable we use is still the two-body symmetrized
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observable

XS
G = Σ

i<j
σz,iσz,j . (38)

After imposing both the permutation and bit flip sym-
metry, the corresponding symmetric subspace HSG now
has dimension N+1

2 when N is odd, and dimension N
2 +1

when N is even. Explicitly, the symmetrized basis set is
given by

|φ1G〉 =
1√
2

(|00 · · · 0〉N + |11 · · · 1〉N ) (39)

|φ2G〉 =
1√
2N

ΣP∈SNP (1 + Π)|10 · · · 0〉N (40)

...

|φmG 〉 =
1√

2
(
N
m

)ΣP∈SNP (1 + Π)| 11 · · · 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

0 · · · 0〉N (41)

where Π = X1X2 · · ·XN is the N -qubit bit flip opera-
tor. The index m indicates how many spins are point-
ing downward and runs from 0 to either N−1

2 (N odd)

or N
2 (N even). Note that every basis vector |φmG 〉 is

a non-degenerate eigenstate of the observable XS
G. In

particular, the GHZ state is just |φ1G〉, with eigenvalue(
N
2

)
. Following the same procedure as for N = 3, we

choose the feedback rotation operator to be of the form

UF (θ) =
N⊗
i=1

e−i
θ
2Xi and start from the symmetric initial

state |ψ(0)〉 =
N⊗
i=1

|0〉+|1〉√
2

. The locally optimal rotation

angles are calculated using the same local expansion ap-
proach employed for N = 3 qubits (see appendix B 1).

Results obtained with the trajectory ensemble ap-
proach for generation of the N = 4 GHZ state using
this locally optimal GHZ protocol are shown in Fig. 7.
Undertaking these non-Markovian locally optimal calcu-
lations for the GHZ state is significantly more expensive
than the corresponding calculations for the W state in
section II. While possible in principle, this again moti-
vates the use of the ASLO approach for larger N values,

as was done for the generalized Dicke states for large N
in section II. In the following subsection we address this,
together with the goal of finding a feedback protocol for
GHZ states that also uses only single qubit measurement
and feedback Hamiltonian operators. To do this, we have
to first generalize our PaQS protocol to allow multiple
operators acting on each qubit.

B. Multiple measurement and multiple feedback
Hamiltonian operators

The extension of PaQS to handle multiple simultane-
ous measurement operators and feedback Hamiltonians
is straightforward so long as the feedback Hamiltonians
commute. In what follows, we extend PaQS to cover
these cases. The result also turns out to hold for non-
commuting Hamiltonians under certain conditions [38].
We then show that with this generalization it is possi-
ble satisfy the permutation symmetry of the GHZ state,
while also restricting the measurements to the experi-
mentally more accessible linear combinations of single-
body observations. We start by noting that the GHZ
state is also an eigenstate of the following operators

Mij =
σz,i − σz,j

2
, i, j = 1 · · ·N, i 6= j. (42)

These resemble the half-parity measurement operators
of Table I, with the crucial difference that Mij now give
identical outcomes on the states |00〉, |11〉 rather than
on the states |01〉, |10〉 of each i, j pair of qubits. The
action of this set of measurement operators imposes both
permutation and bit flip symmetry on the corresponding
set of terms in the SME, Eq. (2).

To find the locally optimal protocol, we need to gener-
alize the expression for θopt. to handle multiple simultane-
ous measurements Mi and multiple feedback operations
Hj . In general there is no preferred pairing between the
measurement and feedback operations in these groups,
so that the ith measurement outcome may affect how we
apply the jth feedback Hamiltonian. This forces us to
rederive the feedback master equation with a more gen-
eral feedback unitary,

U = exp

−i∑
j

Hjθj

 (43)

= I − i
∑
ij

AijHjdWi −

i∑
j

BjHj +
1

2

∑
ijk

AijAikHjHk

 dt
θj = Bjdt+

∑
i

AijdWi,

where Aij and Bi are analogous to A1 and A2 respec- tively, and our goal is now to find the locally optimal
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values of all {Aij} and {Bi}. The presence of cross terms in Eq. (43) modifies the resulting feedback master equa-
tion

ρ(t+ dt) = ρ− i
∑
j

Bj [Hj , ρ]dt+
∑
i

[
2kD[Mi]ρ dt+

√
ηi2kH[Mi]ρ dWi − i

∑
j

Aij [Hj , ρ]dWi

−i
∑
j

√
ηiAij [Hj ,

√
2k(Miρ+ ρM†i )]dt+

∑
jk

AijAik[HkρHj −
1

2
(HjHkρ+ ρHjHk)]dt

]
(44)

In contrast to Eq. (11), the last term is not in Lind-
blad form due to the presence of cross terms, though it
may be cast into Lindblad form by defining the modified
feedback operators H̃i =

∑
j AijHj . For simplicity, we

assume that the control Hamiltonians commute pairwise,
although the end result is essentially unmodified if one
relaxes this assumption [38].2 The locally optimal feed-
back coefficients must satisfy 〈ψT |[Hα, dρ]|ψT 〉 = 0, this
time for all α. Dealing first with the dW terms, we find

∑
i

[∑
j

−iAij 〈ψT |[Hα, [Hj , ρ]]|ψT 〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
cjα

(45)

+
√
ηi〈ψT |[Hα,

√
2k(Miρ+ ρM†i )]|ψT 〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
aiα

]
dWi = 0

The solution is evident if we rewrite the expression in
matrix form with the help of a and c, which are state-
dependent

−iAc+ a = 0 =⇒ A = −iac−1. (46)

In general, one should use the Moore-Penrose pseudoin-
verse to handle the case in which c is not invertible[38].
With a solution for A in hand, we can solve for
the B coefficients by collecting O(dt) terms from
〈ψT |[Hα, dρ]|ψT 〉 = 0

bα ≡ 〈ψT |[Hα,
∑
i

[
D[Mi]ρ− i

∑
j

√
ηiAij [Hj ,

√
2k(Miρ+ ρM†i )]

(47)

+
∑
jk

AijAik[HkρHj −
1

2
(HjHkρ+ ρHjHk)]

]
]|ψT 〉

− i
∑
i

Biciα + bα = 0 =⇒ ~B = −i~bc−1

treating ~b and ~B as row vectors. Eqs. (46) and (47)
generalize Eq. (13).

2 In general, one must have that the Hi form a Lie algebra i.e.,
that the vector space formed by Hi is closed under commutation.

Now we have a locally optimal solution for general mea-
surements and feedback. To generate the GHZ states,
we will set the measurement operators Mi to be Mij as
given in Eq. (42), which ensures that the measurement
term in the SME Eq. (44) satisfies both permutation and
bit-flip symmetries. Then we still need to choose a set
of feedback operators. For simplicity, we limit ourselves
to local σy rotations. c can fail to be invertible if there
are to many His, and we have learned the importance
of symmetry, so some care is required in choosing them.
One obvious choice of Hamiltonian basis is Hi = σy,i,
one for each qubit. However, this basis does not enforce
the |11...1〉 ↔ |00...0〉 bit flip symmetry of the GHZ state
and the Mij operators. A better choice would be a set
orthogonal to

∑
i σy,i, such as

Hi =
σy,i − σy,i+1

2
, i = 1...N − 1 (48)

where N is the number of qubits. Although this basis ap-
pears to break permutation symmetry, any Hamiltonian
of the form

Hij =
σy,i − σy,j

2
(49)

can be written as a linear combination of the set of Hi.
Thus the locally optimal solution can retain permutation
symmetry.

The time dependence of GHZ state generation un-
der ASLO feedback is plotted in Fig. 8. The 2-qubit
case reproduces the half-parity measurement of Refs. [17]
and [20] under the transformation σz,2 ↔ −σz,2, while
the remaining results N = 3 through N = 8 are novel.
Although we use Eq. (48) as our feedback Hamiltonians,
the locally optimal protocol takes linear combinations of
the form Eq. (49), so that each Hij is paired with its
corresponding Mij . We speed up the numerics by tak-
ing this observation into account, so that many terms
in Eq. (44) may be set to zero. Perhaps most interest-
ingly, the N = 3 case reaches exactly unit fidelity, and
the purity of the average state remains 1 throughout the
feedback process, as in the example at the beginning of
this section. One can derive an analytic solution in this
case.
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FIG. 8: Fidelity and purity of the controlled state under the multiple measurement and multiple feedback operator
protocol for generation of N qubit GHZ states, in the ASLO implementation. For N = 2 and N = 3 the purity

remains exactly 1 for all time.

C. Feedback protocols for GHZ states based on
non-fidelity measures

As noted in section I B above, it is also possible to con-
struct feedback protocols based on cost functions provid-
ing a direct measure of entanglement, rather using as cost
function the fidelity with a specific target state. While,
as seen above, the latter choice simplifies many calcula-
tions, it does however require that a single specific target
state is singled out. This ignores the possibility that one
might be able to do better by targeting a different target
state that is nevertheless locally equivalent to the desired
target state. In appendix C we present a method for de-
riving locally optimal protocols based on entanglement
measures, and apply it to directly optimize the three-
tangle, a measure of entanglement for three qubits that
achieves its maximal unit value for a GHZ state and all
locally equivalent states.

IV. CONDITIONS FOR DETERMINISTIC
EVOLUTION UNDER MEASUREMENT-BASED

FEEDBACK CONTROL

This work has revealed a number of intriguing exam-
ples in which feedback perfectly eliminates the random-
ness of the measurement process. These cases are high-
lighted with asterisks in table I. All of these specific pro-
tocols can be shown to be globally optimal for the task
at hand, except for the 3-qubit GHZ protocol that we
conjecture to also be optimal. These examples also yield
analytic solutions in all cases, further indicating that they
belong to a natural class of protocols in continuous mea-
surement. Ref. [21] provides detailed analysis of this for
the half- and full-parity Bell state measurements in table
I.

It is straightforward to introduce a strict necessary
condition for whether or not deterministic evolution is
possible, given fixed measurement and feedback opera-
tors. This condition also provides a simple tool for find-
ing solutions to the general proportional feedback master
equation, supposing that we apply proportional feedback
of the form U = exp(−iH(Pdr + cdt)), where H is the
feedback operator, P and c are time-dependent scalars,
and dr =

√
η〈M +M†〉+ dW is the incremental output

signal for the measurement operator M .3 Applying U to
the stochastic Schrödinger equation yields a pure-state
equation of motion for |ψ〉 valid for η = 1

|ψ(t+ dt)〉 =
[
I + (M −m− iPH)dW − 1

2
(M†M − 2Mm+m2 + P 2H2)dt (50)

− iH(P (M +m) + c)dt
]
|ψ(t)〉

3 Note that we have absorbed the measurement strength into M here.
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where m ≡ 〈M+M†〉/2. We should allow for the solution
to be deterministic up to a global phase, so we make the
substitution

H → H + V0. (51)

For a deterministic solution, the dW terms of the stochas-

tic Schrödinger equation must cancel, i.e.,

[M −m− iPH − iPV0]|ψ〉 = 0. (52)

This is a nonlinear constraint on |ψ〉, since the expec-
tation value m depends on the state. It can only be
satisfied if |ψ〉 is a right eigenvector of M − iPH. To see
that this necessary condition is also sufficient, compute
the corresponding eigenvalue λ by taking an expectation
value

〈ψ|[M − iPH]|ψ〉 = λ = 〈M〉 − iP 〈H〉 (53)

and then compute the left-hand side of (52)

[M −m− iPH − iPV0]|ψ〉 =
[
〈M〉 − iP 〈H〉 − 〈M +M†〉

2
− iPV0

]
|ψ〉 (54)

=
[ 〈M† −M〉

2
− iP 〈H〉 − iPV0

]
|ψ〉

As 〈M† −M〉 is purely imaginary, we can always find a
V0 such that the above expression is zero. Thus feedback
can exactly cancel the measurement-induced noise on |ψ〉
if and only if |ψ(t)〉 is a right eigenvector of M − iPH.
As P is a free parameter, we can check if this condition
is possible for any value of it.

With the stochastic terms cancelled, the next step is
to see if the deterministic part of the equations of mo-
tion can maintain the above condition for a finite time
interval. Given the above result, we can search for such

solutions within each eigenspace of M − iPH separately
(the eigenspaces will typically evolve continuously as a
function of P ). Let {|vi(P (t))〉} be a set of orthonormal
eigenvectors associated with a chosen eigenspace. To ob-
tain a deterministic solution, we must have

|ψ(t)〉 =
∑
i

ci(t)|vi〉. (55)

Now consider the deterministic part of the equation of
motion. Using the above expansion, we have

d|ψ〉
dt

=
∑
i

ċi(t)|vi〉+ ci(t)
dP

dt

d|vi〉
dP

(56)

=

[
1

2
(M†M − 2Mm+m2 + P 2H2)dt− iH(P (M +m) + c)dt

]
|ψ(t)〉.

As m = Re(λ) and λ(t) is fixed by working within a fixed
eigenspace, the above equation of motion is linear in |ψ〉,
which significantly simplifies the finding of a solution.
One can use the above procedure to identify candidate
solutions, which appear to be plentiful and relatively un-
explored. For example, the multiple measurement, mul-
tiple feedback operator GHZ state protocol in section 1
yields an analytic solution for N = 2 and N = 3 under
the above procedure.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a general, analytic construction of
locally optimal measurement-based feedback protocols,
termed PaQS, in which the feedback unitary has two in-
dependently varying components, one having dependence
on the measurement outcome and the other having de-
pendence only on the quantum state. We showed that the
resulting protocol can be modified to generate an aver-
age state locally optimal (ASLO), or Markovian protocol
that can be efficiently implemented.

In this work we demonstrated the effectiveness of PaQS
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feedback by applying it to the generation of W, general
Dicke and GHZ states for N = 3 − 100 qubits, high-
lighting the utility of symmetry constraints. The ASLO
versions of these protocols reach target state fidelities
above 94%, despite the significant constraints imposed by
Markovianity. This shows that a simple Markovian-type
feedback strategy exists to prepare any of these maxi-
mally spin-squeezed states deterministically.

While we have focused on application to entanglement
generalization, the full scope of Eqs. (44)-(47) extends
to virtually any application of measurement-based feed-
back. The ability of these equations to reproduce all
existing feedback protocols that we have tried them on
(see table I) and the ease with which they generate new
protocols suggests that there is much more to be gained
from them. One immediate extension of this work would
be to study the behavior under non-ideal measurement
conditions, i.e., for η < 1.

Several interesting challenges remain regarding sys-
tematization of this PaQS feedback approach. Although
we have so far only considered specific target states, one
may ask more generally which classes of quantum states
may be generated under constraints on the measurement
and feedback operators. Similar questions have been suc-
cessfully answered in the context of Markovian stabiliza-
tion [44, 45] and it would be natural to apply and ex-
tend these questions to non-Markovian situations. An-
other important direction for future applied work would
be to classify what states can be prepared determinis-
tically (under a suitable definition) using local feedback
and measurement operators that are linear combinations
of local observables. Alternatively, one could ask the
converse question of how to efficiently determine suitable
measurement and feedback operators given a desired tar-
get state. Finally, questions of state stabilization and ro-
bustness leave important directions for future work. Re-
cent work has shown that global exponential stabilization
of two-level systems is possible using a quantum state and

proportional control method similar to that introduced
here [46]. Whether PaQS yields global or exponential
stabilization for higher dimensional quantum systems is
an important question for further work.
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Appendix A: Second Derivative Test for Local
Optimal Control

In this appendix we discuss the situation when the in-
finitesimal solution Eq. (9) with Eq. (13) fails to pass the
second derivative condition, Eq. (15). Using the same
expansion as in section I B, we have

〈ψT |[H, [H, ρc]]|ψT 〉 = 〈ψT |[H, [H, ρ]]|ψT 〉+ 〈ψT |[H, [H,
√
η(Y ρ+ ρY †)]]− iA1[H, [H, [H, ρ]]]|ψT 〉dW (A1)

+ 〈ψT |[H, [H,D[Y ]ρ]] +A2
1[H, [H,D[H]ρ]]− i[H, [H, [H,√ηA1(Y ρ+ ρY †) +A2ρ]]]|ψT 〉dt > 0

(A2)

We can see that due to the stochastic nature of dW , there will always be some non-zero probability that this
condition is violated. Specifically, when

|dW | >
∣∣∣∣ 〈ψT |[H, [H, ρ]]|ψT 〉+ 〈ψT |[H, [H,D[Y ]ρ]] +A2

1[H, [H,D[H]ρ]]− i[H, [H, [H,√ηA1(Y ρ+ ρY †) +A2ρ]]]|ψT 〉dt
〈ψT |[H, [H,

√
η(Y ρ+ ρY †)]]− iA1[H, [H, [H, ρ]]]|ψT 〉

∣∣∣∣
(A3)

the infinitesimal solution will give a local mini- mum instead of a maximum. As long as the term
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〈ψT |[H, [H, ρ]]|ψT 〉 is not zero (note that this term is al-
ways non-negative if the fidelity of ρ is assumed to be
locally maximal), in the limit that dt goes to zero, the
violation probability will be small for sufficiently small
dt.

Appendix B: Optimal Angle for GHZ State with
Two-body Observable

1. Local Expansion Method

We can also use the calculus method of local expansion
employed in section I in order to find the optimal angle
for the GHZ state. Using Eq. (8), we have an explicit
expression of G proportional to sin(2θ) provided the input
state is an extremal state. So the optimal angle would be
either 0 or π

2 . However, an extremal state can be either
a local maximum or minimum. To determine which of
these will be generated at time t + dt, we look again at
the second derivative of the fidelity function (Eq. (15)):

d2F
dθ2

= cos(2θ)[
3− 6ρ11 − 2

√
3ρ12

2
(B1)

+ 4
√

2kdW (6ρ211 −
√

3ρ12 + 2ρ11(−3 +
√

3ρ12))

+ 16
√

3kρ12dt].

It is then evident that the optimal choices of angle to
ensure that the sign of the second derivative is negative
are θ∗ = 0 or θ∗ = π/2, depending on the sign of the
state-dependent term in parentheses.

2. Mapping of N = 3 GHZ state to a single qubit
state

Since the symmetric subspace obtained by imposing
the S3 permutation symmetry on three qubits, has di-
mension two, we can map the three-qubit problem into
an effective single-qubit representation. The geometric
meaning of the resulting control protocol will become
clear below.

In order to ensure that the state stays in the symmetric
subspace, we have to apply a symmetric rotation around
the qubit x axes:

UF = e−i
θ
2 (σx,1+σx,2+σx,3). (B2)

Then the symmetric subspace within which the dynamics
takes place is spanned by

|0̃〉 =
1√
2

(|000〉+ |111〉) (B3)

|1̃〉 =
1√
6

(|100〉+ |010〉+ |001〉+ |011〉+ |101〉+ |110〉)

(B4)

|0⟩

|1⟩

ො𝑛

ො𝑥

ො𝑦

Ƹ𝑧

|𝜓⟩

FIG. 9: Bloch sphere illustrating the geometric meaning
of the locally optimal control protocol for the GHZ

state. The blue vector n̂ = (
√
3
2 , 0,

1
2 ) is the rotation

axis. Initially, our state is located exactly along this
direction. Note that the measurement will always keep
the state in the xoz plane, where o denotes the origin.
Suppose that after a measurement, the state is one of

the two red dashed vectors. The feedback operator will
rotate this vector along the yellow circle around the n̂
axis. To maximize the fidelity with respect to the |0̃〉
state, we should always rotate it to the upper position
labeled by |ψ〉. This means that the rotation angle θ
should be 0 or π

2 , depending on whether the state is
above or below n̂ after the measurement. The green

circle at constant z is drawn for reference as a visual aid.

The |0̃〉 basis is just the GHZ state we are trying to
generate. Let us see how encoded operations are re-
alized in this subspace. First, the rotation axis Σ ≡
σx,1 + σx,2 + σx,3 is equivalent to

Σ̃ =

(
〈0̃|Σ|0̃〉 〈0̃|Σ|1̃〉
〈1̃|Σ|0̃〉 〈1̃|Σ|1̃〉

)
=

(
0
√

3√
3 2

)
(B5)

= Ĩ +
√

3X̃ − Z̃

where Ĩ, X̃, and Z̃ are the 2 by 2 identity, Pauli X and
Z matrix. We can drop the identity here since it only
gives a global phase. Then we have

Σ̃ =
√

3X̃ − Z̃ = 2n̂ · ~̃σ, (B6)

where n̂ = (
√
3
2 , 0,

1
2 ) is a unit vector lying in the x − z

plane which gives us the rotation axis, and ~̃σ is just the
vector of the effective Pauli matrices. So in the effec-
tive single qubit picture, the rotation operator σ̃ and the
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corresponding rotation angle θ̃ are given by

σ̃ =

√
3

2
X̃ − 1

2
Z̃ (B7)

θ̃ = 2θ (B8)

Note that the rotation angle in the effective single qubit
space is equal to twice that in the original space.

Now let us look at the measurement process, which is
given by the encoded operator

X̃obs ≡
(
〈0̃|Xobs|0̃〉 〈0̃|Xobs|1̃〉
〈1̃|Xobs|0̃〉 〈1̃|Xobs|1̃〉

)
=

(
3 0
0 −1

)
= Ĩ + 2Z̃

(B9)
The evolution equation is given by Eq. (2) of the main
text. In our case, the Hamiltonian is zero, and for the
terms deriving from the measurement, we have

D[Ĩ + 2Z̃] = D[2Z̃] (B10)

H[Ĩ + 2Z̃] = H[2Z̃]. (B11)

Dropping the identity in the measured observable, we
find that the measurement in the effective single qubit
subspace is a measurement along the encoded z axis, with
a four-fold increase in the measurement strength, i.e.,

X̃obs = Z (B12)

k̃ = 4k. (B13)

where k̃ is the effective measurement strength in the sin-
gle qubit space.

It is easy to show that the initial state |ψ〉0 = ( 1√
2
(|0〉+

|1〉))⊗3 becomes

|ψ̃〉0 =
1

2
|0̃〉+

√
3

2
|1̃〉 (B14)

in the effective single qubit space, or in Bloch vector form,

ρ̃0 = |ψ̃〉0〈ψ̃|0 ∼ (

√
3

2
, 0,−1

2
) (B15)

The fidelity with respect to the GHZ state is then given
in terms of this Bloch vector by

f ≡ 〈0̃|ρ|0̃〉 =
1 + z̃

2
, (B16)

where z̃ is the z component of the Bloch vector in the
effective single qubit space. Clearly the rotation angle
has to be equal to either 0 or π

2 , in order to ensure that
this fidelity is optimal at each time step.

Appendix C: Tangle-based protocols

Here we present an alternative locally optimal protocol
for generation of a three-qubit GHZ state that is based
on optimization of the three-tangle τ , which provides a

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

t( s)
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Two-body Observable Tangle
Two-body Observable Fidelity
One-body Observable Tangle

FIG. 10: Time dependence of the three-tangle τ and the
fidelity FG for three qubits with the TEA protocol
using feedback based on direct optimization of the
three-tangle cost function τ (Eq. (C1)). The initial
condition here is the complete superposition state,
Eq. (36). Red solid curve: three-tangle for state

measured with two-body observable, averaged over 1000
trajectories. Red dashed curve: fidelity with respect to
GHZ state, same state evolution as the red solid curve.
Blue solid curve : three-tangle of state measured with
one-body observable, averaged over 100 trajectories.

For all trajectories the measurement strength was k = 1
and time step dt� 1

k .

measure for tripartite entanglement [47, 48]. This proto-
col has the advantage that it not only differentiates be-
tween the two distinct types of tri-partite entanglement
of three-qubit states, but is also invariant under local ro-
tations of the state. Under this measure the GHZ state
reaches the upper bound, with value τ = 1, while all two-
particle entanglements are zero [49, 50]. In the following
we shall maximize the tangle under measurements of the
symmetrized two-body operator XS

G, Eq. (31).
We note first that starting from a pure state, the con-

ditioned state after the weak measurement will still be
pure. So if we avoid averaging the state along the evo-
lution over measurement outcomes, the state will remain
pure at all times. This allows us to use the pure state
definition of the three-tangle [48]

τ = τ(ABC) = τ(A|BC)− τ(A|B)− τ(B|C), (C1)

where the quantities on the right hand side (referred to
as “two-tangles”) are given by squares of the relevant
concurrences [48]. This considerably simplifies the de-
termination of the feedback angles, since computing the
tangle for a mixed state can be very difficult, involving
determination of a convex roof extension [51].

Since the tangle is invariant under our feedback uni-
tary operations, the maximization procedure used for the
fidelity cost function in the main text of the paper does
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(a) Histograms of control angle distribution as a function of
time. 20 snapshots of the angle distribution are taken between
the initial and final times, with the control angle space [0, π]

divided into 50 bins in each snapshot. The count ratio for the
0 angle bin gradually increases to 1, indicating approach to a

steady state.
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(b) Four snapshots of the angular distribution, at times t = 0,
0.1 µs, 0.2 µs, and 1.9 µs. The distribution rapidly becomes

dominant in the first bin, and subsequent rotations of the state
are very small.

FIG. 11: Histograms of control angle distributions
resulting from optimization of the three-tangle at

different times. The total trajectory count is 1000. The
y-axis shows the normalized count in each bin.

not work here. Instead, we determine the optimal angle
by maximizing the expected increase in tangle after mea-
surement. The feedback angle at each infinitesimal time
step is now computed as follows. At time t, the (pure)
input state |ψ〉t is rotated using the feedback control op-
erator UGF (t) (Eq. (34))

|ψ〉ct = UGF (t)|ψ〉t, (C2)

with the rotation angle parameter determined as de-
scribed below. We then make a weak measurement on
the controlled state:

|ψ〉ct+dt =
ΩdV |ψ〉ct
‖ΩdV |ψ〉ct‖

(C3)

=
ΩdV U

G
F (t)|ψ〉t

‖ΩdV UGF (t)|ψ〉t‖
.

Note that we are now controlling the state before the
measurement instead of after measurement: we choose
to do this because a local rotation on a pure state will
not change the value of the tangle for the state, so the
tangle is not affected by the control.

Now the choice of rotation should not be determined by
a particular measurement outcome that occurs after im-
position of the control. Therefore in order to obtain the
optimal rotation angle while avoiding issues of causality,
we may simply average the tangle over all possible mea-
surement outcomes and choose the control rotation as
the value maximizing this average, i.e.,

U∗F (t) = argmax
UF (t)

∫
dV τ(|ψ〉ct+dt). (C4)

This requires sampling values of rotation angle and eval-
uating the average over measurement outcomes for each
case. The state is then evolved forward by acting with
the measurement after the optimal rotation, yielding the
evolution described by Eq. (C4) with UF (t) replaced by
U∗F (t).

Fig. 10 shows that when this tangle-based protocol is
implemented using the two-body measurement observ-
able XS

G, both the value of the three-tangle τ and the
corresponding fidelity FG appear to asymptotically reach
a value of one, although on a slower timescale than the
corresponding fidelity under the fidelity based approach
(compare with Fig. 6). In contrast, when the tangle-
based optimization is used with the non-symmetrized
one-body observable XG for measurement, a signifi-
cantly lower value of the tangle is obtained (not shown),
with an asymptotic value of approximately 0.7 being
reached. It is thus evident again that a protocol based
on symmetrized two-body observable measurements sig-
nificantly outperforms a protocol based on measurement
with a non-fully symmetrized observable.

The three-tangle τ is one of five non-trivial polyno-
mial invariants that characterize normalized three-qubit
states [49, 50]. Our work suggests that optimization of
multiple invariants might be useful for construction of
feedback protocols to systematically generate arbitrar-
ily entangled three-qubit states. For three-qubit states,
τ achieves its maximal value for the GHZ state and all
other invariants automatically reach the boundary value.
In this case, optimizing the tangle alone then guarantees
that the other invariants reach the correct values for the
state. This is not the case for other states in general.
One alternative choice of cost function in more general
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situations is to use the sum of the squared differences be-
tween the invariants of the current state and the target

state, which can act as a measure of the distance between
the two states.
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