arXiv:2302.11450v2 [quant-ph] 2 Aug 2023

Prediction-retrodiction measurements for teleportation and conditional state transfer
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Regular measurements allow predicting the future and retrodicting the past of quantum systems.
Time-non-local measurements can leave the future and the past uncertain, yet establish a relation
between them. We show that continuous time-non-local measurements can be used to transfer
a quantum state via teleportation or direct transmission. Considering two oscillators probed by
traveling fields, we analytically identify strategies for performing the state transfer perfectly across
a wide range of linear oscillator-field interactions beyond the pure beamsplitter and two-mode-

squeezing types.

Classically, specifying the parameters of a closed sys-
tem at one time allows inferring their values in the past
and the future. No information can be added by making
new measurements at later times or revealing the out-
comes of measurements made before. In quantum me-
chanics, successive observations of a system completely
specified at one time can nevertheless add new informa-
tion [1]. Such situations were first considered in the con-
text of relativistic quantum theory [1, 2], where it was
argued that the notion of a quantum state has to be
extended in order to logically describe systems between
measurements, and, to this end, multi-time states were
introduced [3, 4]. Later, these ideas were extended to
open systems, and became instrumental in deriving the
general statistical theory of past observations [5-8]. Re-
cently, these theories were applied to optical homodyne
records for improving the signal-to-noise ratio in sens-
ing [9, 10], and verifying quantum trajectories [11].

To date, the analysis of prediction and retrodic-
tion, whether involving multi-time [3] or past quantum
states [7], concentrated on the statistics of outcomes
during the measurement interval, [0,7]. Here, we con-
sider their preparative aspects, i.e., effects on monitored
systems that measurements leave beyond the measure-
ment interval. As illustrated in Fig. la-b, prediction pre-
pares usual forward-evolving quantum states |¢);—r, for
which the future is determined and the past is unknown,
whereas retrodiction prepares backward-evolving states
(@|t=0, for which the past is known, but the future is
not [3]. When states of both types are prepared by a
single sequence of measurements, they form a product
two-time state |[)i—7 (d|i=0 [4]- Yet another possibil-
ity, shown in Fig. 1c, is the preparation of superpositions
of initial and final states—superposition two-time states
J Wa)i=r (¢ali=o dov [4]. We will refer to measurements
that accomplish this as pretrodiction.

The concept of pretrodiction measurements enables
new analytical insights into the problem of conditional
state transfer between quantum systems. We demon-
strate this for localized harmonic oscillators continuously
probed by traveling electromagnetic fields, deriving re-
sults that go beyond and complement those of previous
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FIG. 1. a-c) Preparations based on measurement records m(t)
of a) a forward-evolving quantum state by prediction measure-
ment, b) a backward-evolving state by retrodiction measure-
ment, and ¢) a two-time state by pretrodiction measurement.
d-e) The interaction configurations considered in this work,
d) sequential and e) parallel. Traveling electromagnetic fields
(red lines) interact with localized oscillators 1 and 2 (red dots)
via Hamiltonians (5), and result in homodyne measurement
currents m(t) and mi,2(¢). LO: local oscillator. All beam-
splitters are 50:50. f) The localized oscillators in the schemes
can be realized by mechanical resonators, optical cavities, col-
lective spins, etc.

analyses based on temporal modes [12-16], Kalman fil-
tering [17, 18], and path integrals [19]. We consider gen-
eral linear interactions between the oscillators and fields,
thereby encompassing optical cavities, optomechanical
devices, macroscopic spin ensembles, and microwave res-
onances in superconducting circuits. In the first configu-
ration, shown in Fig. 1d, one field interacts sequentially
with two oscillators over the time ¢ € [0,7] and is mea-
sured by a homodyne detector. In the second configu-
ration, shown in Fig. le, two independent fields interact
with two oscillators in parallel, are combined on a 50:50
beamsplitter, and then measured by two homodyne de-
tectors. The measurements are much slower than the
oscillation period in both cases, and the homodyne local
oscillators have the same carrier frequency as the driving
field, meaning that the signals on the photodetectors are
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concentrated around the common resonance frequency 2.

The state transfer from oscillator 2 to 1 can in both
setups be accomplished via teleportation, i.e., in spite of
no quantum field traveling from 2 to 1. In the sequential
scheme in Fig. 1d, it is also possible to transfer a state
from 1 to 2 via direct transmission, which can be condi-
tional on the homodyne measurements. We find that all
these types of transfer can be realized perfectly for a wide
range of field-oscillator interactions, even when the input
traveling fields have non-zero thermal population. The
latter fact generalizes a known result for electromagnetic
cavities [20-24].

Teleportation wvia time-non-local measurements —
The teleportation of a quantum state [25-27] is tradition-
ally seen as a stepwise protocol of first creating entangle-
ment between Alice and Bob (corresponding to the inter-
action between the traveling field and oscillator 1 in our
schemes), then measuring the states of Alice and Charlie
in the EPR basis (the interaction of the field with oscil-
lator 2 followed by homodyne detection in our schemes),
and finally applying feedback to the system of Bob. Vaid-
man was the first to notice the relation of teleportation
to time-non-local measurements [26]. We formulate the
task of teleportation of an oscillator state from Charlie
to Bob using a procedure that spans the time from 0 to
T as the measurement of the time-non-local observables

Z=xzp(T)—zc(0) and p=pp(T)—pc(0), (1)

and then performing feedback on Bob’s oscillator at
t = T. Alice (the traveling field) is merely the meter
in this process. A measurement of Z and p does not con-
dition a well-defined usual quantum state belonging to
H = Hep=o0 ® Hp =1, the direct product of spaces of
ket vectors of Charlie at ¢ = 0 and Bob at t = T, be-
cause the operators corresponding to & and p on H do
not commute. Instead, it conditions a two-time state ¥
belonging to H' = Hg,t:o ® Hp =T [3, 4], where HI}’,t:O
is the space of Charlie’s bra vectors (our two-time states
are conjugate compared to the original definition [1, 3]).
The operators corresponding to Z and p on H' do com-
mute.

To find an explicit expression for ¥, we calculate the
product of two time-non-local projectors II enforcing

Egs. (1),
W (1)~ (0)=5 W (1) —pe (0)=p < ¥ U, (2)

where

HacB(T)fzc(O):fE = / (|£E + 'i‘> <.1‘ + j|)B7T (‘CL’> <x|)C,O dl‘,
(3)

and the expression for II, , (7)_p (0)=p 1S analogous. This
calculation yields the two-time state

U = /eim|x + ) =7 (Z|C =0 dz, (4)

which acts as a quantum channel mapping the initial
state of Charlie on the final state of Bob (see SI, Sec. 1).

Between two harmonic oscillators, it can be created using
only linear interactions, homodyne measurements, and
input fields in Gaussian states, while it is able to transfer
arbitrary (including non-Gaussian) input states.

Continuous measurements — The time-non-local
measurements of T and p required to perform telepor-
tation (and, more generally, conditional state transfer)
can be implemented via continuous measurements. From
this point on, to make the description more symmetric,
we label the oscillators 1 and 2 instead of Bob and Char-
lie, and consider measurements of the sums rather than
differences of their x and p quadratures, since their com-
mon relative sign is only a matter of convention. We
neglect the detection losses and the intrinsic decoherence
of the oscillators during the interaction.

The oscillators are described by annihilation operators,
131 and 32, and have identical frequencies 2. Each of them
linearly interacts with the field, described by annihilation
operator §, via the Hamiltonian

Hine = (310 + b18) + v(5T01 + 8b), (5)

where p and v are real, non-negative and, in gen-
eral, time-dependent. The field satisfies the commuta-
tor [5(t), 87(¢)] = 6(t — t') and the input-output relation
Sout = Sin — z(,uE + VZ;T); its input state is vacuum or
thermal. The interaction is additionally characterized by
the measurement rate I', the type ¢ € [—1, 1], interpolat-
ing between beamsplitter (¢ = 1), position-measurement
(¢ = 0), and entanglement (¢ = —1) interactions, and
the optical damping rate ~,

(u+v)?

_p=v
5 ¢

r= = ,
ptv

~=2(T. (6)

The Hamiltonian (5) describes a range of physical sys-
tems including optomechanical cavities [28], gravitational
wave detectors, and atomic ensembles [29]. In cavity op-
tomechanics, ( = 0 corresponds to the probe laser tuned
to the cavity resonance, and ¢ =1 ({ = —1) to the laser
red-(blue-)detuned from the resonance by one mechanical
frequency in the sideband-resolved regime. In all cases
mentioned, the measurement rate I' and the damping v
are parametrically controlled by the input optical power.
We therefore limit our consideration to time-dependent
I'(t) [and v(¢)] and time-independent ¢. The time depen-
dence of the measurement rates is a crucial part of our
analysis and can be seen as a means of matching the tem-
poral field modes that interact with the two oscillators.

Measurements on the oscillators are made via homo-
dyne detection of the output fields. In the sequential
configuration (Fig. 1d), the demodulated photocurrent
constitutes the complex measurement record m(t) =
ﬁout (t) eiQtv given by

m(t) = ﬁin(t) €iQt — Fl(t) 8[71@) — 1\ Fg(t) 6[72(15), (7)

where Pin(out) (t) = [~i8in(oury (t) +35] o (£)]/v/2 are the

in(out)

phase quadratures of the input and the output fields, and
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FIG. 2. a) The state-transfer fidelities for teleportation

[Egs. (11) and (12)] and direct transmission [Eq. (15)] for in-
finite measurement strength I''7T — co. b) The minimum er-
ror for teleportation in the sequential configuration [Eq. (11)]
as a function of the measurement strength assuming a vac-
uum input field. The solid lines represent the idealized case
with divergent I's, while the values indicated by triangles
and squares are obtained with I's truncated at a finite value
Pmax = I'2,max/T'1 = 10 and 102, respectively (see SI, Sec. 9).

br; = bje j € {1,2}, are the slowly varying annihi-
lation operators in the interaction picture. The contin-
uous record m(t) contains information that can be ir-
relevant to a given task, and the relevant measurement
outcome M is obtained after applying a filter f(¢) as
M = fOT f(&)m(t)dt. Finding the appropriate f(t) is
part of the task. In the parallel configuration (Fig. le),
measurement records similar to Eq. (7) are obtained and
processed analogously (see SI, Sec. 5).

The value M can correspond to the outcome of a time-
non-local measurement. To see this, we need to express
one of the by ;(t) in Eq. (7) via its initial and the other
via its final condition by integrating their evolution equa-
tions derived from the Hamiltonian (5). Although we are
free to choose either boundary condition when expressing
the evolution of each oscillator, for given I'y 5(¢) and (i 2
at most one choice will allow perfect time-non-local mea-
surements (i.e., with the contribution from the field de-
grees of freedom vanishing as the measurement strength
increases).

Optimal state transfer by pretrodiction — We can de-
termine to what extent a certain time-non-local observ-
able can be measured with the help of variational anal-

ysis. Considering the teleportation of a state from os-
cillator 2 to 1, we express M in terms of b;1(T") and

51,2(0)7
M =¢é— Mby(T) — Mybr2(0), (8)

where M o are the transfer coefficients, and ¢ is an oper-
ator that absorbs all degrees of freedom of the input field,
whose variance determines the measurement error. Both
oscillators can have arbitrary initial states (not chosen
from a restricted family), and therefore we impose the
constraint M; = M, = 1. Under this constraint, M
is related to the pretrodiction observables equivalent to
those in Egs. (1) via M = é — (Z + ip)V/2, where the
relevant positions and momenta are the rotating-frame
quadratures of each oscillator,
&= (br +b})/V2. p=(br = b)) /(iv2).  (9)
The measurement error for either of z and p is given by
(|€]%) = ((2e" + £12)/2), where the averaging is over the
input state of the field. The state-transfer fidelity [29] is
found from this error as F = 1/(1 + (|¢|°)). To find the
maximum fidelity, we analytically perform the nonlinear,
constrained variational minimization
(%) — min, My =M, =1, (10)
over f(t) and T'a(t) (see SI, Sec. 3). The measurement
rate of only one of the oscillators needs to change in time;
we choose I's to be time-dependent, and T'; to be con-
stant.
In the sequential configuration (Fig. 1d) with vacuum
input fields, the minimum error for teleportation is

G
1 —exp(—mT)

<|5|2>seq,2—>1 = (11)
The error depends on the interaction type of the first
oscillator ¢y, but not on that of the second, ;. When-
ever (; < 0, i.e., the interaction of first oscillator is
entanglement-dominated, the teleportation fidelity ap-
proaches one as the measurement strength is increased,
T — oo. In the parallel configuration (Fig. le), the
additional condition (5 = —(; must be satisfied for the
fidelity to approach one as I'yT — oo, in which case the
minimum error is

2G /(1 +¢})

= exp(—mT)’ (12)

(1]%)par2—1 =

The optimum filter function f(¢) is in both cases

\/ITI(Cl + CQ)e’Ylt/Q + (Cl - CQ)e_’Ylt/Q (13)

1) = 2sinh(117/2) ’

and the required time-dependent I's is

Da(t) _ sinh?(7y1t/2) (14)

Iy sinh?(y,T/2) — sinh®(y1t/2)




While T'y(¢) diverges as ¢ — T, it can be truncated at
some finite value. The effect of this is a fidelity reduction
that depends on the truncation point and can be made
negligible (see Fig. 2b and SI, Sec. 9).

The conditional direct transmission of the state from
oscillator 1 to 2 in the sequential configuration (Fig. 1d)
is treated similarly to the teleportation; it does not have a
counterpart in the parallel configuration. The minimum
error,

C1
exp(mT) — 1’

is independent of (5 and realized by the filter function
f(t) and the measurement rate I'y(¢) that are obtained
from Eqs. (13) and (14) by the replacement t — ¢ — T
(see SI, Sec. 4).

When the input field is in a thermal state with a non-
zero population n;,, as in the case of microwave trans-
mission lines [23, 24], the errors in Eqs. (11), (12), and
(15) are multiplied by (2ni,+1). For concreteness, we
will keep assuming ny, = 0, as is typical of optical fields,
when presenting the results.

The performance of our state-transfer protocols is sum-
marized in Fig. 2. Panel a) shows the teleportation and
direct transfer fidelities for I'y7T — oo. The parameter
regions where unit fidelity can be reached for teleporta-
tion, ¢; < 0, and direct transfer, (; > 0, intersect at
(1 = 0. However, this does not permit perfect exchange
of the initial states between the oscillators, because differ-
ent directions of the state transfer require different time
dependencies of the measurement rate. E.g., if an arbi-
trary initial state of oscillator 2 is perfectly teleported
to oscillator 1 by measuring by 1 (T) + br.2(0), the error
for the measurement of by1(0) + br2(T) is infinite. Fig-
ure 2b shows the error for finite I'1T for teleportation in
the sequential configuration. In the regime dominated by
optical anti-damping of oscillator 1, ¢(; = —1, the tele-
portation error decreases exponentially (|£]*) ~ e 117,
whereas in the position-measurement regime, (; ~ 0,
the error decreases inversely proportional to the mea-
surement strength (|é|°) ~ 1/(20,T).

How conditional is the state transfer? — The vari-
ances of the outcomes T and p of perfect pretrodic-
tion measurements with (|£]*) — 0 determine the state-
transfer error if these outcomes were to be discarded. In
this case, the unconditional state-transfer fidelity [29] is
given by Fue = 1 /(14 (JM[?)). This fidelity depends
on the interaction setting and the input state of the trav-
eling field. In the teleportation settings, (|M|?) — oo
and F,. = 0, consistent with the causality principle. In
the direct transfer setting (1 — 2, Fig. 1d), Fyc is gen-
erally non-zero and even reaches one, meaning that the
unconditional state transfer can be perfect. To see this,
in Fig. 3a we compare the unconditional state-transfer
fidelities in the sequential configuration for different in-
teraction types (1,2, infinite measurement strength, and
optimum rates I'y » minimizing the pretrodiction mea-
surement error (this choice generally does not optimize

<|é|2>seq,1—>2 = (15)
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FIG. 3. a) The state-transfer fidelities of unconditional di-
rect transmission for different ¢1,2. b) The minimum added
noise during conditional and unconditional direct state trans-
fer, respectively, as function of the measurement strength for

¢1 = (.

the unconditional performance). We let the measure-
ment rate of the second oscillator I's be constant, and
allow I'q () to change in time (see SI, Sec. 6); in this case
the measurement strength is given by I's7". We find that
Fuc can be above zero when (; 2 > 0, and that F,o =1
when (1 = (3 > 0. In the specific case (; = (o = 1,
which describes, e.g., catching a state leaking from one
electromagnetic cavity with another, our expression for
the time-dependent I'; () converges as I'yT — oo to the
solution obtained in Ref. [20] using a different fidelity
measure (see SI, Sec. 7).

Even though a perfect state transfer may be uncon-
ditional as I'sT — oo, at finite measurement strengths
discarding the outcomes & and p introduces extra er-
ror. This is illustrated in Fig. 3b, where we compare
the conditional and unconditional state-transfer errors
for (3 = (2 > 0, the case in which both go to zero as
I'sT — oo. The figure shows that, as expected, the un-
conditional errors are always higher than the conditional
errors at large measurement strengths. At small mea-
surement strengths, our method of comparison breaks
down. While the unconditional errors cannot be evalu-
ated for arbitrary initial states, the fact that the initial-
state contribution to the error decays over time allows us
to lower-bound it by assuming that the initial states of
both oscillators are vacuum. Such prior knowledge is ab-
sent in the evaluation of the conditional error, whence it
can exceed the unconditional value at small measurement



strengths (see SI, Sec. 6).

Conclusions and  outlook — We introduced
prediction-retrodiction measurements as a new primi-
tive in quantum measurement theory and showed its
application to the problem of state transfer between
localized oscillators. A similar analysis may yield new
insights into discrete-variable protocols. Elements of
such an approach can be found in Ref. [30], where
retrodiction was applied in the Bell-measurement step
of teleportation between two qubits coupled to the
same cavity. To extend this to a pretrodiction analysis
would require incorporating the prediction component
constituted by the entanglement step.

In the settings considered, the state transfer is only
possible one way, from oscillator 1 to 2, or 2 to 1. How-
ever, Vaidman has proposed a two-way teleportation
scheme based on “crossed” time-non-local measurements
that accomplishes exchange of initial states [26]. The
pretrodiction framework may help to find a realization of

this scheme via continuous measurements.

The result that perfect conditional and unconditional
state transfer between oscillators can be realized with a
wide range of linear couplings between oscillators and
fields, i.e., not only with pure beamsplitter or two-mode-
squeezing interaction, can find applications in emergent
optical and microwave quantum information processing.
In particular, the resilience of our protocols to thermal
noise in the input field is a useful trait for microwave
quantum links [23, 24].
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
1. Teleportation as a result of time-non-local measurements

To establish equivalence between teleportation and the result of a time-non-local measurement, we first show how
the teleportation protocol introduced by Bennett, Brassard, Crepeau, Jozsa, Peres, and Wootters (BBCJPW) [25] and
generalized to continuous-variable systems by Vaidman [26] and by Braunstein and Kimble [27] leads to the creation
of a certain multiple-time state [3], which we call the “transfer state”, and then show how this transfer state can be
produced via time-non-local measurements.

a. The multiple-time state created in BBCJPW teleportation

At the outset of the BBCJPW protocol, at the time t;, two oscillators, possessed respectively by Alice and Bob,
are in the EPR state with x4 —zp = 0 and ps + pp = 0, described by the unnormalized expression

. / de 2) a s, |0 B, (S1)

In combination with the initial state of Charlie’s oscillator |¢in)c +,, the input state to be teleported, the (unnormal-
ized) joint state of the entire system is

[¥) aBC,t, = |VEPR) AB.4; [Yin)Cty - (S2)

From t¢; to the final time ¢y all subsystems evolve independently according to their unitary free-evolution operators

Uj(ta,t1) with j € {A, B,C}; in the original formulation of the BBCJPW protocol, the evolution operators are
identities. At time to, the states of Alice and Charlie are projected by a Bell measurement on the state

[YBen) ac,t, = /dl? eI T + T) Aty | Tt (S3)

characterized by the measurement outcomes & = x4 —x¢ and p = —(pa + pc). Applying the corresponding projector

[9Be11) AC.1 (VBell| A1, tO the time-evolved initial state [¢) apc., = Ul(ta, t1)|¥) aBcr, , where Ul(tg, t1) = I1; Uj(ta, t1),
we arrive at the final conditional state of the entire system

V) aBC,t = |UBel) AC,ts (VBelt| A, U (t2,t1)|UEPR) AB 1 [Yin) O\t s (54)

U=

completing the teleportation protocol (up to a coherent displacement of Bob’s state). A similar wave-function expo-
sition of the teleportation protocol including a finite degree of EPR entanglement can be found in Ref. [31].
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The protocol presented above works for an arbitrary input state |1)i,) ¢ 1, , initially in a product state with respect to
Alice and Bob, and, at the final time, leaves Bob’s system in a product state with respect to Alice and Charlie, which
have served their purpose in the protocol (and are now maximally entangled). The transition to the multiple-time
formalism [3] consists in eliminating the meter degree of freedom, Alice, along with Charlie’s initial and final states.
The object that accomplishes this, ¥ in Eq. (S4), is the multiple-time state conditioned by the measurement, which
involves only the systems of Charlie and Bob,

U = (Ygen|ac,t,U(t2,t1)|¥EPR) 4B 1,

— /dmdwl P (py + 7

ailalenlat)oanlonn = [dre™e +apulen. (9

Viewed as an operator (the duality between multiple-time states and operators is discussed in Ref. [4]), ¥ can be
applied to a usual input quantum state of Charlie’s oscillator to conditionally transfer it to Bob’s. An application of
feedback to Bob’s oscillator makes the transfer unconditional by removing the displacements & and p.

b. The creation of transfer states by time-non-local measurements

The two-time states that perform conditional state transfer, including teleportation as seen in the preceding sub-
section,

U= /dxeiﬁ”’|x +Z) 1, (] (56)

are projected upon by the time-non-local measurements of zg(t2) — z¢(t1) and pp(t2) — po(t1) with the outcomes z
and p, respectively. We will now demonstrate this by explicitly comparing the (unnormalized) projector upon ¥,

My = ot = / drydry =) (Jay + &) (@ +2]) (o)) (s7)
yl2

sb1

and the product of the projectors I, (1) -z (t,)=z and 11
of the position and momentum differences, where

Mepi-rems = [ do (ot a)o+al) | (lo)al), . (38)

Wyneny-seiers = [ do(Ip+0p+ol)  (96]),,, (9)

p(ta)—pe (t1)=p Collapsing the state upon the measurements

The product of IL, ; (1,)—ac (t1)=z and Il (1) —pe(t1)=p is found as

ey )-setey=s Dpata)-rety=p = [ dodp (o +a)a+alp+pio+5l),  (IDla)(al) . (610

sb2 sl1

Note that in Eq. (S10) the components of the projectors acting at different times are combined from different sides,
because the multiple-time states that they apply to live in the product of the Hilbert space of Bob and the conjugate
Hilbert space of Charlie Hp+, ® /HIJ,tl [4]. Using the relationship between position and momentum eigenstates

(z|p) = eP* /\/27, Eq. (S10) can be further rewritten to be indeed proportional to Iy [Eq. (S7)],

Iy (1) -z (t) =2 Upps (1) —pe(t)=p = (27) ' Ty (S11)

The proportionality constant is insignificant because the states that we consider were not normalized from the begin-
ning.

2. The Bogoliubov modes of the traveling field and equation of motion for the localized oscillators

To solve the dynamics of oscillators coupled to propagating fields by general linear Hamiltonians, we introduce the
(unnormalized) Bogoliubov operators of the input field ﬁfn,

5,0 = 5 (14 Onlt) + (1= Q3L (1) . (512)



Their two-time commutators are
NG N, f / /
i, (), (a5)) | = €+ ot =), (513)
and their symmetrized correlation functions are
T ’ T
<(a&<w) (1) + i, () (a5, (1) > = (14 ¢¢) (2min +1) 8(t — t). (S14)

Here ny, is the thermal equilibrium occupation of the traveling field. For brevity, we will present the expressions for
the added noise in the state transfer protocols for the case of ny, = 0 (typical of optical implementations), while the
general expressions can always be recovered by multiplying the variance of the errors by (2n;, + 1) (relevant for, e.g.,
microwave implementations).

For arbitrary ¢, the measurement record m(t) obtained by demodulating the photocurrent of a homodyne detector
tuned to detect the phase quadrature of the light, can be expressed via the output Bogoliubov modes [defined
analogously to their input counterparts (S12)] as

1 .A " ; 1 . o

m(t) = 75 (=it (0) + i85 (1)) €% = 55 (<iaGu(0) +i0250)) (S15)
We now turn to the evolution equation governing an individual localized oscillator described by the annihilation

operator b. The free oscillation at the frequency {2 combined with the damping « and fluctuations x §;, and éiTn

induced by the oscillator-field interaction [Eq. (5) in the main text] result in the lab-frame Heisenberg-Langevin

equation of motion

%B(t) S (ZQ n 72”) b(t) — i (u(t)§in(t) + y(t)gjn(t)) . (S16)

The input-output relation for the field is
Soun(8) = 8 () — i (1) b(t) + w(6) B1(1)) (S17)

Introducing the slowly varying annihilation operator Z;I(t) = emtl}(t), as in the main text, the oscillator evolution in
the interaction frame can be described in terms of the above Bogoliubov modes (S12) of the input light field,

Torty = =Wy — iy T@ i, ), (518)

which also uses the parametrization of y = (1 4+ ¢)y/I'/2 and v = (1 — {)4/I'/2 in terms of the measurement rate I’
and the interaction type ¢ as defined in Egs. (6) in the main text.

3. The sequential case: teleportation

In the sequential configuration [Fig. 1d in the main text], one input field interacts sequentially with two oscillator
modes, by and by (in this order), i.e., the input field for oscillator 2 is the output field from oscillator 1,

a2 () = s ), (S19)

ignoring the time delay due to propagation between the two systems. Using this and the input-output relation (S17),

the oscillator evolution equations (S18) can be stated in terms of Bogoliubov modes ﬁfn of the input field of oscillator
Ne)

16, =357,
Dhray = =205 40— iy @ a2 o), (520)
gi)l@(t) = _72(15) by 2(t) = VT1()T2(t) (G + C2)61,1(t) —1 Fz(t)ﬂfj (t). (S21)

dt 2 ’



Above we have assumed the rotating-wave approximation, valid whenever |Q2| > T';(2ni, +1). The measurement rates
I'; and the optical damping rates 7; are proportional to each other v;(t) = 2(;I';(¢) and generally functions of time
[Egs. (6)]; the (j, characterizing the type of interaction, are assumed constant.

There is one complex measurement record m(t) produced as a result of the homodyne detection of the phase
quadrature of the output light,

m(t) = g (=i () + i, 0) = VIR Db (6) — VEalDbr ) (s22)

as follows from Eq. (S15), with the particular choice { = (3, combined with Eqgs. (S19) and (S17) along with the
definitions (6) from the main text. It is convenient to rescale the regular time ¢ to a dimensionless “interaction” time
variable proportional to the mean accumulated number of drive photons that have impinged on the system up until
time ¢,

nt) = [ . (s23)

Informed by the contribution of Bob’s system to the pretrodiction observable, the equation of motion (S20) for the
first oscillator is solved by backward-evolving the final annihilation operator b;1(T'),

T
by 1(t) = D= O/2h (T) 4 je 1 (1)/2 / e 2 T () S (¢)dt (S24)
t

Dealing with the second oscillator, we first use Eq. (S22) for the measurement record to rewrite Eq. (S21) in a form
that does not explicitly contain the coupling term proportional to by 1,

d s _ @)
dat 2

bra(t) — in/Ta(t)in " (t) + V/T2(8)(C1 + G)m(t), (S25)

where, for oscillator 2, we have introduced the renormalized damping 75 and interaction time 7o,

Fa(t) = —g’h(f)v To(t) = —?27'2@)- (526)

In this representation, the optical noise driving oscillator 2 is the sum of the operator ﬁ;fl, which commutes with
the input noise driving oscillator 1 [see Eq. (S13)], and a classical force proportional to the measurement outcome
m(t). Informed by the contribution of (Charlie’s) oscillator 2 to the pretrodiction observable, the solution at time ¢
is obtained by forward-evolving the initial-time operator 131,2(0) using Eq. (525),

t
6172(75') = 6_%2(”/2[;])2(0) — ie_%z(t)/Q / B%Z(t/)/Q\/ Fg(t/) 11;1(1 (t/)dt/ + (bm(t), (827)
0
where the term
t
¢m(t) _ (Cl Jr42)67'7—2(0/2/ e'?z(t’)/2 Pg(t’) m(tl) dt' (828)
0

is a deterministic displacement after the measurement record is obtained. Inserting Eq. (S27) in Eq. (S22), we see
that the ¢,,(t) contribution can be absorbed in a renormalized measurement record

m(t) =m(t) + v I2(t) om (). (529)

Henceforth, we analyze the time-non-local measurements required for the state transfer by integrating the renormalized
measurement record m(t) with a filter function f(¢), which yields

T
M= / F@)ym(t)dt = é — Myby 1 (T) — Maby 5(0). (S30)
0

The measurement error is set by the (zero-mean) operator £ that only contains optical degrees of freedom. The
explicit expressions that we present below for the elements of Eq. (S30) follow from inserting Egs. (S24) and (S27)
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into Eq. (S22), and then transitioning to the renormalized measurement record m(t) using Eq. (S29). From these
steps, two central quantities emerge, namely the partial (time-dependent) transfer coefficients

t
My(t) = / FE)To1() el -1 2gy (S31a)
0
T
My(t) = / Ft)/Ta(t) el2O-7001/2 gy (S31b)
t

The final (time-independent) transfer coefficients M; and My appearing in Eq. (S30) are given by appropriate end-
point values of the time-dependent M;(t) [Egs. (S31)],

M1 = Ml(T), M2 = MQ(O) (832)

If M; and Ms are equal and normalized to one (M; = Ms = 1), then the results of the measurement of the pretrodiction
observables Z and p are extracted from M (S30) as

T=—V2ReM = &1(T) + 2(0) — &,, p=—V2ImM = py(T) + p2(0) — &, (S33)
and their respective errors are given by the quadrature operators é, = (¢ + &7)/v/2 and &, = (¢ — &1)/(v/2i). The
measurement enables the transfer of an arbitrary state from oscillator 2 to oscillator 1, with a fidelity determined by
the variances of é, ,, by displacing the quadratures of oscillator 1 by —z and —p, respectively. Within the rotating-

wave approximation, assumed throughout this work, the error quadrature operators are uncorrelated and of equal
variance. We will be concerned, therefore, with minimizing the variance of the single-quadrature measurement error

() = (€3) = (€2) = 5 (e&t +1¢) (34)

over all possible filter functions f(t) and time-dependent measurement rates I';(¢) under the constraint
My =My =M =1. (S35)
The error operator € in Eq. (S30) can, via a change of integration order, be expressed in terms of the input fields as
T T
£€=—i /0 By (t)as: (t)dt + i /O Bo(t)a, " (t)dt, (S36)

where the temporal noise modes B;(t) are given in terms of M;(t) [Egs. (S31)] as
_I0,
By (t) = %, + VI Mi(t), (S37a)
Bs(t) = J;(Zl) + /D2 (t) Ma(t). (S37Db)

The variance (S34) of € can be calculated using Egs. (S36) and (S14). When the input optical field is in the vacuum
state, the result is

1-¢¢
2

T T
) = ¢ / [B2(t) + B3(1)] dt + / By (1) — Ba(t))2d. (538)

To make the minimization of this expression more transparent, it can be transformed using the identities (see Sec. 8
for details)

T 1 T B M2 T 1 T 5 MQ
201\ dt — 2 My 2 L[ 7 My
/0 B2 ()t = 4@%/0 P+ 52 /O B2(t)dt — 46/0 P+ 52, (S39)

into

T 2 T
() =5 [ P aar+ 5 [ i) - Bagoae. (540)
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From this expression it is already clear that if (; > 0, the teleportation error cannot be arbitrarily small; this fact
agrees well with the intuition that a good teleportation protocol requires the interaction between Alice (the optical
field) and Bob (oscillator 1) to be predominantly of the two-mode-squeezing rather than beam-splitter type.

It can be shown that if the only decoherence channel for the localized oscillators is the traveling field eventually
measured by our detectors, as assumed throughout this work, making both measurement rates time-dependent is
actually never required. This is because we can always consider the dynamics in the interaction time frame 7; of one
of the oscillators (in which its rate appears constant); we therefore fix I'y (and hence the optical damping 1) to be
time-independent (in the interval [0, T]) without loss of generality.

To find the minimum teleportation error, the expression (S40) subject to the constraints (S35) can be variationally
optimized. Instead of approaching it with the regular procedure, we here present a simpler argument consisting of two
steps. First, we minimize only the first term (1/2) fOT f2(t)dt under the constraint M; = 1 using variational calculus.
This is an easily solvable problem, because this term does not depend on the measurement rates I';, and the result is

Py Cl\/ I —v1t/2

t) = — Y1 __emt/2, S41
fa-(t) sinh(’le/2)e (541)
Second, we observe that if for f(t) = fo_,1(t) there exists a Iy(t) such that the third term in Eq. (S40) reaches the
smallest value allowed mathematically, namely zero (recall that B;(t) € R and ¢; € [—1,1]), while My = 1 is fulfilled,
then this must be the desired minimum. Indeed this turns out to be the case, as we will now demonstrate by finding

the time-dependent measurement rate I'y(¢) such that for all ¢ € [0, T

Bi(t) = Ba(t) < /T1My(t) = /Ta(t) Ma(t), (542)

where the equivalence follows from Eqs. (S37) and the present assumption of I';(¢) = I';. Taking the time derivative
of Eq. (S42) and using Egs. (S31) results in the following non-linear differential equation for I's(¢)/T';

()5 e

} coth(y1t/2). (S43)

The particular solution to this differential equation that satisfies Eq. (542) is

La(t) sinh?(y1t/2)
Fl B Sinh2 (fle/Q) _ Sinh2 (’Ylt/Q) . (844)

That this is indeed the desired particular solution can be verified, e.g., by confirming that Eq. (S42) is satisfied at

the endpoint ¢ =T (seeing as I'a (1) 27, 50 and M, (T) = 0, 'Hopital’s rule must be invoked). Finally, we note that
Egs. (S42) and (S39) imply M3 = M} and, in view of M; > 0 as follows from Eqgs. (S31), we have Ms = 1; thus the
combination of f(t) and T'y(t) we have arrived at provides the global minimum of the error variance (S40) subject to
the constraints (S35). The corresponding minimum error variance is given by

G

1—e T’

(| )20 = (S45)
which, remarkably, is independent of (5 that characterizes the interaction type of Charlie’s oscillator. Using this
variance, we define the state-transfer fidelity as

F=1/1+ (€, (S46)

which coincides with the state-overlap fidelity for an arbitrary coherent input state [29].

As was mentioned before, these results are easily generalized to the case when the input optical field is in the
thermal state with photon occupancy ni,. In this case, the error given by Eq. (S40) has to be multiplied by the
constant (2n;, + 1), which leaves the minimization procedure outlined above completely unchanged. The found

optimum filter f(¢) and the time dependence of the drive T'5(¢) are valid for any nj,. The minimum error is given by
()21 = @i +1) G/ (1 — 7). )

As a concluding remark, the optimum filter f(¢) is applied to the renormalized measurement r~ecord m(t), which
may not be convenient from a practical perspective. By inverting the renormalization that led to f(t), we can obtain
the filtering function f(¢) that can be applied to the raw measurement record m(t) to the same effect, fOT f@) m(t)dt =
fOT f(&)m(t)dt. The inversion is done via

F(t) = f(t) + (G + &) VT2 (t) Ma(t), (547)
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and using the expression from Eq. (S41) along with Eq. (542), we find

vIT

Jasa(t) = Tsinh(1T)/2)

((Cl +G)e P 4 (G - C2)€_71t/2> : (S48)

4. The sequential case: conditional direct transfer

Reversing the direction of the state transfer in the sequential case from 2 — 1 to 1 — 2 requires only minor
modifications to the steps taken to solve the 2 — 1 teleportation problem; the crucial difference is that now the

relevant pretrodiction observable is 13171(0) + 13172(T). The measurement record is again renormalized according to
Eq. (S29), but this time with ¢,,(t) given by

T
bm(t) = —(C1 + Co)e~™D/2 / ™2 Dot m(t) dt. (S49)

t

The measurement record is processed by a filter function f (t) to extract the pretrodiction measurement result,

M / f dt—e’:‘—Mlb] 1( ) M26172(T). (850)

Again, £ is the optical error operator. The partial (time-dependent) transfer coefficients for conditional direct transfer
are given by [cf. Eqgs. (S31)]

/ F(t)/Tr{) el O-n)/2gy1 (S51a)
/ f( el =722 gy (S51b)

in terms of which the final transfer coefficients M; and My are now given by [cf. Egs. (S32)]

M1 = 1\41(0)7 M2 = MQ(T) (852)
As previously, the error operator € is expressed in the form (S36), but this time with new temporal noise modes B;(t),
f
2G1

The expression for the single-quadrature variance of the error in Eq. (S38) remains valid, now in terms of the new
B,(t) [Egs. (S53)], however the identities that transform the variance of the error to a simplified form analogous to
Eq. (S40) are different (see Sec. 8 for details),

T 1 /T _% T Y T M2
/O 2()dt = 4@/ F2(t)dt 2 /()BZ(t)dt_4C12/() Pode = 52 (S54)

The simplified form itself is different from Eq. (S40) only by the sign of (3,

Bu(t) = T (M (1), By(t) = 2(;) VTR Ma(t). (553)

T _ /2 T
= %/0 ]?Q(t)dt - Cl]\/[2 + 12<1/0 [B1(t) — Bz(t)th, (555)

Hence, the optimization procedure presented in Sec. 3 carries over to the present case.
The optimum filter for the direct transfer that can be applied to the renormalized measurement record is

SRANTRSRYC e

fioa(t) = me ) (S56)

and the filter for the bare measurement record is found using

f(t) = f(t) = (G + &) V/Ta(t) Ma(t), (S57)
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to be

VI

hoal) = S 172)

((Cl + G)en D2 4 (¢ — 42)6_71“_:0/2) . (S58)

The optimum time-dependent I'y(¢), which is found from the condition By (t) = Ba(t), obeys the differential equation

i () =5 [ 5ot .
and is given by
Do(t) sinh? ([T — t]/2)

Ty sinh®(T/2) — sinh® ([T — ¢]/2) (S60)

5. The parallel case: teleportation

In the parallel configuration, two oscillators interact with two independent input optical fields, described by their
Bogoliubov operators uC1 1 and um 5. The state transfer problem is symmetric with respect to the direction, 2 — 1
or 1 — 2, and the state tranbfer is accomphbhed via teleportation in both cases. We choose the direction 2 — 1, and

restrict ourselves to the case when (o = —(;. It can be shown that perfect teleportation is impossible in the parallel
configuration if (5 # —(;. The equations of motion in the frame rotating with the frequency 2 are
d t ,
Thratt) = —”2( g t) — i/ TR0 2,4 ), (s61)
d; _ ( );
bra(t) = by o (t) — in/Ta(t) 52 5(1), (562)

After having interacted with the oscillators, the two fields are combined on a 50:50 beamsplitter and homodyne
detected with two independent local oscillators. One homodyne is set to detect the amplitude quadrature, and the
other to detect the phase quadrature of the field. The two photocurrents are demodulated at the oscillator frequency
Q to produce two complex measurement records, my(t) and mq(t), which are then combined into the more convenient
variables m_ and m4 given by

1 i 1/ . G . .
m(t)= o (m1<t> - szm) = 50 (Cia 0 + S 0) — VII@hra() - VEWba(), (563

a0 = 5 (ma(0)+ Fmal0)) = 5 (<08, + 050 (s64)

The measurement records are integrated over the interval [0, 7], the first one weighted using the filter function f(t)
and the second one with g(¢), and added together to provide the pretrodiction measurement result M,

M = / fE)m_(t)dt + /OTg(t)m+(t)dt =& — Myby1(T) — Maby 5(0), (S65)

where the final transfer coefficients M; and the functions M (t) they derive from are given by Egs. (S32) and (S31), as
in the sequential teleportation case [note that the present assumption (o = —(; implies 2 (t) = Y2(t) and T2 (t) = 72(t),
see Egs. (526)]. The measurement error is given by

T
b i / By (t)as), (H)dt + i / Bo(t)a % (t)dt + / @<—z’af;2(t)+ia;f{(t))dt, (S66)
0o 2G ’ ’

where the B;(t) are defined as in Eqs. (S37). The variance of the error is found to be

T 2 (T _ 2 2 2
() = 12&1/ [B2(t) + BA() dt+“;<1/0 [(g(g—héfal(t)) +<~‘;(Ct1) 1+232( )) ]dt. (567)

This variance is to be minimized over f(t), g(t), and I'y(¢t) under the constraints M; = My = 1. For given f(t)

and T'5(t), the minimum over g(¢), which is unconstrained, is straightforwardly found to be achieved when 92(—;1) =
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%w. Inserting this in Eq. (S67) and using that the identities (S39) also hold in the parallel case (see
1

Sec. 8 for details), we find

N B SV IRV NS (Yo Ly >

In view of the similarity of Eq. (S68) to the analogous Eq. (540) for the sequential teleportation case, including
the definitions of M; and B;(t), we can employ the same optimization strategy as in Sec. 3. It follows that the
optimal filter f(t) equals that of the sequential teleportation case, f(t) = fgﬁl(t) [Eq. (S41)], and that the optimal
time-dependent measurement rate of the second oscillator I'y(¢) is given by Eq. (S44). Invoking again By (t) = Ba(t)
along with the constraint My = My = M, it is clear from comparison of Egs. (S68) and (540) that the minimized
noise variance in the parallel case equals that of the sequential case times a factor of 2/(1 + (%),

2
(€[ par = 72?1(33:&1). (S69)

6. The unconditional direct state transfer

To find the error of the unconditional state transfer from oscillator 1 to oscillator 2, we return to Egs. (S20) and
(S21) describing the evolution of the two oscillators sequentially coupled to a field, and solve their unconditional
evolution. The coupling term that enables unconditional transfer is the 2nd term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S21)
— exactly the term that we found it convenient to eliminate by renormalization in the optimization of the conditional
sequential schemes. The rotating-frame annihilation operator of oscillator 2 is expressed at the final time as the
function of the input light field and the initial annihilation operators of both oscillators. The unconditional state
transfer error is defined by

éuc = BI,Q(T) + 81,1(0); (870)

note that, as a matter of convention, we are here considering the transfer of 713[71(0) into ?)172(T). Without using
the measurement record, there is no way to completely eliminate the information about the initial states of the two
oscillators from £,.. To circumvent this complication, we assume that oscillators 2 and 1 both are in the vacuum
state in the beginning. This is a meaningful way of lower-bounding the variance of € compared to any bigger family
of initial states (including the infinite families assumed in optimizing the conditional protocols). The contributions of
the initial states decay as the interaction time increases, so our assumptions are inconsequential for the limits of the
error variance as T' — 0.
The rotating-frame annihilation operator of the first oscillator is found by solving Eq. (S20) forward in time,

t

bra(t) = e /20, (0) — e /2 [ om()/2 /Ty 48 (¢ dt S71

r1(t) 1,1(0) () agy (1) (S71)
0

Plugging this into Eq. (S21) for the annihilation operator of the second oscillator and solving for the final time, we
find

by o(T) = Kobr2(0) — K1br1(0) —i /0 ' Co(t) a8 (t)dt + i /0 ' Cy () aSk(t)dt, (S72)

where, in terms of 7;(t) [Eq. (523)], we have introduced

Ky =e 2(1)/2 (S73)

b

T
Ky = ({1 + G) / el @) =m2(TN/2 T (o () e~ ™) 2dt (S74)
0
Oy (t) = elm2O=m=(DI/2 /7, (1), (S75)
T
C1(t) = (C1 + G2)e™ /2T () / el (=2 T ()T () e () 2a (S76)
t

The total error (S70) can now be expressed from Eq. (S72) as a sum of contributions from the optical field, the initial
state of oscillator 1, and the initial state of oscillator 2,

éuc = éo + ébl + éb27 (877)
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where the optical contribution is given by

= —z/ Colt dt—H/ Ci (t (S78)

and the other two by

ép1 = (1 — K1)br,1(0), €2 = Kaby 2(0). (S79)
The variance of the optical error is
. 1+¢ (" 1+¢ (7 T
(|67 = 242 / C3(t)dt + 2C1 / Ci(t)dt — (1 + C1C2)/ C1(t)Co(t)dt. (S80)
0 0 0
Using the identities (see Sec. 8 for details)
T T
K2
/ a3 (1-K3), | cxwa= 72 [T amenmi- 5t (81)
2@ 0 G Jo 2G1°
the variance of the optical error is re-expressed as
. 1+¢ 1+¢f (1- —-G)
&%) = 2 (1-K3) - LK? + / C1(t)Ca( S82
(o) = T2 (- g) - Sy B20)C A (582)

In the main text, the error of the unconditional state transfer is evaluated for the time-dependent readout rate
realizing the conditional optimum (hence, we do not attempt an optimization of the unconditional scheme). As a
matter of convenience, we chose to fix I'y(¢) = I's and vary T'y(¢), which is then given by

B sinh? (¢ at)
() =T sinh?((,0oT) — sinh?(¢1Tat) (583)

In the limit 7" — oo for 'y (¢) given by Eq. (S83) and for (3 2 > 0, we have K3 — 0 and K; — 1. The variance of the
full error of the unconditional state transfer in this case is

.2 G —G(1-G¢ 1-¢ [T
{[Euc ) 700 = > < 506 5 /O Cl(t)CQ(t)dt> . (S84)

When (3 = (o > 0, the unconditional error is zero at T — oo. To show that K7 — 1 for T — oo, we calculate the
interaction time of the first oscillator,

t sinh[(1 T (T + t)]
t)= [ 24T (t)dt = -2 Dot + tanh (G271
n(t) /o alile) It + tanh (G 1T) In <Smh[C1F2( )]) (885)
In the limit 7' — oo, we find that /' (¢t) Tee™™ (1)/2 py 9T g1 12T sinh({;T9t), and therefore
T
~2(C) + Cp)e” (rFeIleT / %22t sinh (¢, Tot)Tadt — 1. (S86)
0

7. Comparison of direct state transfer analysis with Ref. [20]

In Ref. [20], the authors solved the problem of perfectly catching a wavepacket that leaks out of one optical cavity
by another in a situation when the reflectivity of the transmitting mirror of the first cavity can be time-dependent.
The optimum time-dependence of the coupling rate of the first cavity was found to be

Ty (t) =T, / (62F2<T*t) - 1) . (S87)

The situation is also covered by our analysis and corresponds to the case when (; = (2 = 1. The optimum time
dependence of T'; given by Eq. (S87) agrees with our result in Eq. (S83) in the limit of large interaction strength,
when ¢t — T and I'>T > 1, in which case both of them can be approximated as I'1(t) &~ 1/(2(T —t)). At finite
interaction strengths, the two expressions are not exactly the same because of the different definitions of the state
transfer fidelity that were used to obtain them.
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8. Identities linking mode function integrals and transfer coefficients based on unitarity

In analyzing the various state transfer schemes, the calculations were simplified by using certain identities linking
integrals over temporal mode functions with the final transfer coefficients. In the conditional schemes, the identi-

ties (S39) and (S54) linked fOT B3 (t)dt and fOT F2(t)dt to M?, whereas in the unconditional scheme, the identities (S81)

linked fOT Ci(t)C;(t)dt to K. In the present section, we indicate how these can be derived from unitarity.

To derive the identities for the conditional schemes, two key observations are that the quadratures of the mea-
surement operator M commute [M + MT, M — MT] = 0 & [M, M| = 0, as follows from Eq. (S15), and that
initial-time annihilation operators by ;(0) for the localized oscillators commute with all input field operators @S, (¢)
whereas final-time operators by ;(T') commute with all output operators @S, (t).

Considering here the sequential teleportation case as an example, we rewrite the measurement operator (S30) using
Eq. (S36) so as to group the initial- and final-time annihilation operators with the field operators with which they
commute,

T T
M+ Myby 1(T) = —Maby 5(0) — i / By ()aS! (t)dt + i / By (t)a () dt. (S88)
0 0

We now calculate the commutator [0, O] twice where O is either the left- or right-hand side of Eq. (S88); using the

observations above along with Eq. (S13) and the bosonic same-time commutation relation [IA)I’]- (1), E;] (t)] = 1, this
results in the identity

T
M2 = M2+ 2 / [B2(t) — BA(t)dt. (S89)

The desired identities (S39) for the individual oscillators follow from Eq. (S89) by evaluating it for either I'; = 0 or
I’y = 0 while recalling the definitions (S31) and (S37). Applying the same procedure to the conditional direct transfer
results in Eq. (S89) with the M7, terms swapped, seeing as the role of initial- and final-time states for oscillators 1
and 2 is now inverted; accordingly, this entails the identities (S54) for the individual oscillators in which the signs of
M 1272 are flipped relative to the analogous teleportation expressions (S39).

Turning now to the unconditional calculation, the key observation is the conservation of the commutation relation
[b1,2(T),b} ,(T)] = 1. Evaluating [by»(T), b} ,(T)]r,—0 = 1 using Eq. (S72) yields the first of Eqs. (S81), while the

evaluation of [by,5(T), b} ,(T)] — [br 2(T),b} o(T)]r,—0 = 0 yields the second.

9. The effect of finite measurement rate

The expressions for the optimum variations of the measurement rates given by Eqs. (S44) and (S60) diverge as ¢ — T
and t — 0, respectively. In a practical implementation of the state transfer protocols, the measurement rates would
need to stay below a maximum value, dictated by the experimental limitations, and the requirement to stay within
the validity region of the rotating wave approximation. To show the effect that a limitation on the measurement rate
would have, in Fig. 2b of the main manuscript we evaluated the added noise in the sequential teleportation protocol
for a non-diverging drive of the second oscillator. We choose the expression for the drive to be a truncated version of
the optimum expression in Egs. (S44), given by

r inh?(al' ¢
20) _ i |, Shlalul), o | (890)
Iy sinh*(al'1T'/2) — sinh”(al'1t/2) ’

where (7 additionally was replaced with a free parameter «, which is adjusted to satisfy the requirement M; = M.
The value of « is close to ¢;. The truncation point is characterized by the ratio rmax = I'smax/I'1 in Fig. 2b.
The expression in Eq. (S90), in general, is not optimal, which means that further optimization of the state transfer
protocols is possible provided the experimental constraints (see [20, 32] for the discussion of a similar issue with direct
unconditional transfer).
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