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Quantum state transfer (QST) describes the coherent passage of quantum information from one
node in a network to another. Experiments on QST span a diverse set of platforms and currently
report transport across up to tens of nodes in times of several hundred nanoseconds with fidelities
that can approach 90% or more. Theoretical studies examine both the lossless time evolution asso-
ciated with a given (Hermitian) lattice Hamiltonian and methods based on the master equation that
allows for losses. In this paper, we describe Monte Carlo techniques which enable the discovery of
a Hamiltonian that gives high-fidelity QST. We benchmark our approach in geometries appropriate
to coupled optical cavity-emitter arrays and discuss connections to condensed matter Hamiltonians
of localized orbitals coupled to conduction bands. The resulting Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard and
periodic Anderson models can, in principle, be engineered in appropriate hardware to give efficient
QST.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given a Hamiltonian Ĥ, the time evolution of a
quantum mechanical system from an initial wave func-
tion |ψ(0)⟩ is governed by the unitary map |ψ(t)⟩ =

Û(t)|ψ(0)⟩ = e−iĤt|ψ(0)⟩ [1]. One expects, generically,
that wave functions spread with time since their initial
state encodes uncertainty in momentum as well as posi-
tion. The most simple example is that of a free particle
in one dimension where, if |ψ(0)⟩ is spatially localized
with uncertainty (∆x)(0)2 = σ2

x, the subsequent devel-
opment will be such that (∆x)(t)2 = σ2

x

[
1 + ℏt/2mσ2

x

]
.

At long times t the position uncertainty is proportional
to

√
t, reflecting the analogy between the diffusion and

the (imaginary time) Schrödinger equations. As a con-
sequence, achieving “high-fidelity Quantum State Trans-
fer,” (QST) [2] in which an excitation is transported from
one particular spatial location to another without spread-
ing, requires special engineering. Solving this problem for
appropriate hardware is essential to a host of potential
applications in quantum computing [3–5].

At the experimental level, QST is being explored in
a variety of realizations: from atom-photon coupling
in optical cavities [6], Yb atoms connected by opti-
cal fibers [7], optical cavities connected by waveguides
[8], a chain of superconducting qubits with tunable
nearest-neighbor couplings [9], and the implementation
of phonon-mediated QST [10]. Theoretical studies of
QST encompass a similar goal – to determine a Hamil-
tonian Ĥ that evades the usual wave packet spreading.
This program inverts the more usual quantum mechani-
cal problem of solving for the time evolution operator Û
of a given Ĥ, to the determination of an appropriate Ĥ
which leads to a desired Û .
One illustration of this process is the prescription of

Christandl et al. [11] who showed that a one-dimensional
hopping Hamiltonian with link-dependent hybridization

Ji = J0
√
i (N − i) exhibits perfect QST of a state ini-

tially localized at site i = 1 to arrival with unit proba-
bility to site i = N at a time t = π/(2J0). Here { Ji }
for i = 1, 2, . . . , (N − 1) are the hoppings from site i
to site i + 1 and N is the chain length. Many existing
schemes for QST [12–14], like that of Christandl, focus
on single excitations (or multiple, non-interacting exci-
tations) in one dimension. However, experiments have
begun to probe many-body effects in QST [15, 16], as
well as higher dimensions [17]. Naturally, the theoretical
determination of a Hamiltonian that incorporates corre-
lations between several particles is a challenging task. In
this paper, we describe a general Monte Carlo method to
compute Hamiltonians which result in high-fidelity QST.

Our paper is outlined as follows: Section II describes
the class of model Hamiltonians that define the space over
which our Monte Carlo searches and the method itself.
Here we emphasize an analogy between coupled cavity
arrays and the periodic Anderson model (PAM) of con-
densed matter physics. Section III then provides some
initial illustrations of how our approach works, demon-
strating that it can reproduce solutions to the single exci-
tation systems discussed in Ref. [11]. It also benchmarks
how the number of Monte Carlo steps scales with target
fidelity and system chain length.

Section IV turns to the main focus of the paper – the
unsolved problem of achieving high-fidelity QST with
multiple interacting excitations. Here, in the Jaynes-
Cummings-Hubbard (JCH) model, the mixed bosonic
and fermionic statistics of photons and emitters, respec-
tively, induce many-body effects. In the case of the PAM,
it is the on-site repulsion that introduces correlations,
and one must constrain the Monte Carlo search to pre-
vent the simulation from finding trivial, non-interacting
solutions. As we advance, Sec. V considers what happens
when we try to achieve high fidelity QST between mul-
tiple pairs of initial and final states [18]. Lastly, Sec. VI
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summarizes our results and describes the outlook for re-
lated calculations.

II. MODELS AND METHODOLOGY

In this section, we will describe the systems we consider
and define their Hamiltonians. We will also characterize
the computational methods we use to tune coupling rates
to achieve high-fidelity QST.

A. Models

The Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard model [19] describes
the coupling of photons and atom-like emitters in a lattice
of optical cavities. Photons can move between nearest-
neighbor cavities, and within each cavity, they can be
absorbed or emitted by atoms in that cavity. In this pa-
per, we focus on one-dimensional lattices and on systems
in which every cavity contains exactly one emitter. With
these constraints, the JCH Hamiltonian is

ĤJCH =

N∑
i=1

Ωi â
†
i âi +

N−1∑
i=1

Ji
(
â†i+1âi + â†i âi+1

)
+

N∑
i=1

ωi σ̂
+
i σ̂

−
i + gi

(
â†i σ̂

−
i + σ̂+

i âi
)
. (1)

We define the length of the system, N , as the number of

cavities. â†i
(
âi
)
are photon creation (annihilation) opera-

tors in cavity i and σ̂+
i

(
σ̂−
i

)
are excitation (de-excitation)

operators for the emitter in cavity i. The model is param-
eterized by cavity energies Ωi, inter-cavity photon hop-
ping rates Ji, emitter energy levels ωi and photon-emitter
coupling rates gi. The geometry of such a system can be
seen in Figure 1 (top). Initial studies of time evolution
in the JCH model in the single-excitation sector have
recently been presented in [20]. We will consider both
situations in which the couplings are constrained to be
symmetric about the chain center and ones in which they
vary freely. It is important to note that we treat Ji, gi
as experimentally tunable parameters, but assume that
Ωi, ωi remain fixed. As might be expected, this choice can
be important depending on whether the states between
which the QST is occurring obey the same symmetry.

To solve the JCH model (1), and the associated time

evolution operator Û , one can employ exact diagonaliza-
tion. Since ĤJCH conserves the total number of excita-
tions, Nexc ≡ ∑

i⟨
(
â†i âi + σ̂+

i σ̂
−
i

)
⟩, the matrix for ĤJCH

is block diagonal, and we can consider each excitation
number subspace individually. For the N = 4 geometry
illustrated in Fig. 1(top), the Hilbert space dimension is
D = 8 when Nexc = 1, since the single excitation can be a
photon in any of the cavities or an excited atom. D = 32
when Nexc = 2 since there are four states with two pho-
tons in a single cavity and 8·7

2 = 28 states with either two

photons in different cavities, two excited atoms, or one
photon and one excited atom. Similar enumerations can
be made for other lattice sizes N and numbers of excita-
tions Nexc. The dimension D grows very rapidly with N
and Nexc.
In one dimension, there are close analogies between

quantum spin-1/2 models and fermionic tight-binding
models as emphasized by the Jordan-Wigner transfor-
mation [21]. Indeed, the XX spin-1/2 Hamiltonian in the
sector of total spin Sz = −N/2+1 (one up spin in a back-
ground of down spins), and the boson and fermion tight
binding models in the one-particle sector, have identical
single-particle eigenvalues. These connections persist in
higher numbers of excitations, with the only distinction
being in the allowed occupations of the single-particle
levels.
However, in the JCH model, the fact that photon oc-

cupations can exceed one, but the emitters are strictly
two-level systems negates these connections by mixing
spin-1/2 and bosonic operators. An important conse-
quence is that the eigenvalues of the JCH model in the
two-excitation sector are not simply combinations of the
single excitation eigenvalues. In this way, the JCH model,
despite appearing “quadratic” in its operators, poses a
non-trivial many-body problem in the same way as the
periodic Anderson model below, where explicit quartic
interaction terms are present. A more detailed discus-
sion of the many-particle eigenvalue structure of bosonic,
fermions, and “mixed” operator Hamiltonians is pre-
sented in Appendix A.
The central structure of the JCH model, the coupling

of one “mobile” collection of quantum degrees of free-
dom to a set of localized modes is reminiscent of the
Kondo [22] and periodic Anderson models [23, 24] used
to describe conduction electrons interacting with local
magnetic orbitals. The Hamiltonian of the PAM is

ĤPAM = −
∑
i,σ

ti
(
ĉ†i+1,σ ĉiσ + ĉ†iσ ĉi+1,σ

)
+ (2)

∑
i,σ

vi
(
d̂†iσ ĉiσ + ĉ†iσd̂iσ

)
+

N∑
i=1

U c n̂ci↑n̂
c
i↓ + Ud n̂di↑n̂

d
i↓ .

Similar to the JCH model, the length of the system,

N , is the number of conduction sites. ĉ†iσ
(
ĉiσ

)
are con-

duction electron creation (annihilation) operators at site

i and spin σ, d̂†iσ
(
d̂iσ

)
are creation (annihilation) op-

erators of localized electrons at site i and spin σ, and
n̂ci↑, n̂

c
i↓, n̂

d
i↑, n̂

d
i↓ are the associated number operators.

The model is parameterized by conduction electron
hopping ti, inter-orbital hybridizations vi, and on-site
repulsions U c and Ud. The geometry of the PAM is il-
lustrated in Fig. 1 (bottom). The structure in the top
and bottom panels emphasizes the geometric similarities
between the JCH model and the PAM but obscures the
fact that the PAM has two spin species of fermionic con-
duction electrons, whereas the JCH model has a single
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FIG. 1. Top: Geometry of the one-dimensional Jaynes-
Cummings-Hubbard Model with N = 4 cavities each contain-
ing one emitter. Photons can “hop” between adjacent cavities
(squares) i and i+1 via the coupling rates Ji. Within cavity i
a photon can be absorbed and excite emitter i+N (circles) via
the coupling rates gi. The same process can be reversed, trav-
eling from emitter to cavity via gi. The numbers indicate our
convention for labeling the states in the Hilbert space, i.e. the
rows of our matrix in the single excitation sector. Bottom:
Geometry of the Periodic Anderson Model with N = 4 sites.
Spin up and spin down electrons can “hop” between adjacent
conduction orbitals i and i + 1 via the hybridizations ti and
between a conduction orbital i and localized orbital i + N
via the hybridizations vi, but not between adjacent localized
orbitals. When two electrons occupy the same conduction or
localized orbital, they have an on-site repulsion, Uc, Ud, re-
spectively.

species of mobile bosons. Similarly, the localized orbital
accommodates spin-up and spin-down electrons, unlike
the single excitation of the atoms in the JCH. These dif-
ferences become manifest when Nexc > 1.

The brute force methodology for solving ĤPAM is iden-
tical to that for ĤJCH: choose a basis, construct the ma-
trix, and diagonalize. The occupation number states for
the PAM are, of course, different from those for the JCH,
due to the difference in the statistics of the operators and
the presence of an additional spin degree of freedom in
the PAM.

In the absence of the interaction terms, QST in the
PAM with multiple excitations is the same as for a single
excitation – a consequence of the fact that the many-
particle eigenenergies are simple sums of the single par-
ticle excitations when U c = Ud = 0 and all the degrees
of freedom share fermionic statistics. As noted above,
this is not the case for the mixed character of the degrees
of freedom in the JCH model. The effect of interactions
on multi-excitation QST in the Hubbard model has been
considered in [25].

B. Methods

A high-level description of Monte Carlo methods em-
phasizes their flexibility: given a collection of degrees of
freedom {ϕi } and a probability distribution P

(
{ϕi }

)
one defines an appropriate transition matrix T

(
{ϕi } →

{ϕi }′
)
so that, as T is repeatedly invoked to generate

a sequence of configurations, the degrees of freedom are
generated with the desired probability [26].
To accomplish efficient QST, our procedure is then as

follows. We define a target time evolution operator Û t

which, having chosen a basis for our Hilbert space, has
matrix elements U t

ab with a, b labeling the basis vectors

(rows and columns of Û). a and b run from 1 to the
dimension D of the Hilbert space. This time evolution
operator is a function of the parameters of the Hamil-
tonian and of the time, and encodes the desired perfect
QST. If we want to go from a specific basis state |α⟩
(e.g. one which represents excitations initially localized
on particular sites) to another specific state |β⟩ with ex-
citations at some final locations) we require column α of

the matrix for Û to consist entirely of zeros except for
row β.
In order to have our Monte Carlo enforce these matrix

elements we define an “action” that quantifies the differ-
ence between the matrix of our current time evolution
operator and the target:

S ≡ 1

T

∑
a,b

′ (
U t

ab − Uab

)2

. (3)

Here the prime on the sum emphasizes that it runs
only over those matrix elements (columns of U) which
are targeted. If we want to specify perfect QST for only
one pair of initial and final states, the sum in Eq. 3 is only
over one column. Adding requirements for perfect QST
between additional pairs expands the number of terms in
the sum for S. This will be discussed in Sec. V.
The Monte Carlo then proceeds by making changes to

each of the parameters in the Hamiltonian in succession,
and accepting those changes with probability given by
the “heat bath” prescription: p = e−∆S /

(
1 + e−∆S).

Here ∆S is the change in the action induced when the
Hamiltonian parameter is altered. Equation 3 contains
a “temperature” T . To achieve perfect QST, one desires
to converge to S = 0 so that the time evolution oper-
ator exactly matches the target. This would eventually
occur if we set T = 0 to suppress all fluctuations about
the target. The purpose of making T finite is to pre-
vent getting caught in metastable states in the course of
optimizing the Hamiltonian to perfect QST, and also to
allow large Monte Carlo moves to be accepted early in
the simulation. An effective annealing schedule [27] is to
start at a high temperature Tmax and then reduce T log-
arithmically in steps towards a small but finite Tmin. A
procedure which is found empirically to work reasonably
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well is to start at the hoppings Ji = 1 and reduce the
temperature from Tmax ∼ 100 to Tmin ∼ 0.1.

However, this primitive annealing can be improved.
The “dual annealing” method, also called “generalized
simulated annealing,” [28, 29] provides better conver-
gence (a factor of 2-3) [30] and hence is used in the re-
sults which follow. The “dual annealing” method uses
the same main accepting and rejecting protocol as the
primitive Monte Carlo but includes several variations and
additional procedures, as described below. We have im-
plemented some of these changes into our Monte Carlo
algorithms to speed up convergence.

The most potent change is that instead of using a uni-
form distribution to generate random perturbations, it
uses the Cauchy-Lorentz distribution, which was shown
to speed up convergence in [31]. Another key modifica-
tion is that while the temperature globally decreases over
many iterations, it is occasionally “re-annealed,” sending
the temperature higher for a brief period and increasing
the rate of temperature decline. This puts the optimiza-
tion algorithm into alternating periods of frequent, larger
changes, and infrequent, smaller changes. The two fre-
quencies of the temperature annealing process is where
the method “dual annealing” gets its namesake. An im-
portant caveat to this annealing schedule is that the best
position is saved before each re-annealing of the temper-
ature so that if no better solution is found during the
high-activity period, then the program can return to this
last solution and avoid getting sent off track.

We conclude this section by commenting on the com-
putational cost and the explored phase space. Regarding
cost, we must re-compute the matrix for Û after each
change in a Hamiltonian parameter. This involves diago-
nalizing and exponentiating the Hamiltonian, operations
that scale with the cube of the Hilbert space dimension
D. As noted earlier, D is a rapidly increasing function
of N and Nexc. For the JCH model with N = 8 and
Nexc = 2 we have D = 128, so a sweep through all 16
parameters { Ji, gi } lattice takes O

(
16·(128)3

)
∼ 107 op-

erations. Doing 104 sweeps would then represent O(1011)
operations and take tens of minutes on a several GHz pro-
cessor workstation. Thus, the time grows rapidly with N
and Nexc. However, the system sizes accessible to the
theory are still of the same order as those being explored
experimentally at present [32].

Regarding the phase space, the JCH and PAM have
2N − 1 and 2N + 1 parameters, respectively, which are
adjusted to optimize for high-fidelity QST. To transfer
each initial and final state pair, there are D constraints
involved in matching U to U t. We can see that as N
and Nexc grow, the number of constraints begins vastly
to exceed the number of adjustable parameters. Thus
there is no a priori guarantee that a good solution will be
found. One of our chief messages is that, despite having
(many) more equations than unknowns, achieving good
QST is still feasible.

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Number of cavities

2 · 102

5 · 102

1 · 103

2 · 103

5 · 103

1 · 104

2 · 104

F
un

ct
io
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lls

A1e
0.14N

A2e
0.1N

A3e
0.1N

0.95 Fidelity

0.98 Fidelity

0.99 Fidelity

Median

Mean

One excitation single transfer convergence

FIG. 2. The distribution of function calls used to reach
target levels of fidelity for one excitation systems of various
sizes. For each number of cavities, our Monte Carlo methods
were run 200 times with different seeds and the numbers of
function calls used at the benchmarks of 0.95 (blue), 0.98
(red), and 0.99 (green) fidelity were recorded. In the plot,
each box represents the range between the 25th percentile and
the 75th percentile of function calls. The black bar marks the
median value and the black diamond marks the mean. Note
that the y axis is on a log scale. The scaling to reach a fixed
fidelity is exponential in N . Each line is fit to Afe

mfN . Here
A1 = 272, A2 = 994, A3 = 2368.

III. QST IN THE SINGLE-EXCITATION
SECTOR

Here we will demonstrate our methods on a problem
with known solutions – QST in the single-excitation sec-
tor of a 1D coupled cavity array. In this case, perfect
QST can be found reliably by utilizing Monte Carlo with
an action that targets “special eigenvalues” found in [20].
However, in the next section, we will see that optimiz-
ing the time-evolution matrix is a much more versatile
method.
When working in these systems, we define our basis

to include the states with a single excitation, either a
photon in one of the cavities or an excitation of one of the
emitters. We define our Monte Carlo’s error as the value
in our time-evolution matrix representing the probability
that a particle will transfer between the leftmost cavity
and the rightmost cavity at a time tp.
We observe that these Monte Carlo methods can re-

liably reach any high fidelity between these two states
given enough Monte Carlo iterations. To benchmark our
methods, we ran independent optimizations many times
with different random seeds and recorded the number
of function calls (i.e., the attempt to update a single
Hamiltonian parameter, recomputing the corresponding
unitary U) required to converge to various fidelity levels
for transfer between the ends of the top row of sites [see
Fig. 1(a)]. These results are displayed in Figure 2.
We observe that the number of necessary function calls
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6

0.5 1 1 0.5 1

0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5

1 0.5 1 0.5 1

1 0.5 1 0.5 1

0.5 1 0.5 0.5 0.5

1 0.5 1 1 0.5

Symmetry Enforced
Maximum Transfer Fidelity

1 2 3 4 5 6
1

2
3

4
5

6

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0.99 1 1

1 1 0.99 1 1

1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 0.99 1

No Symmetry
Maximum Transfer Fidelity

FIG. 3. An N = 3 coupled cavity array with a single exci-
tation. The six possible states are arranged along the x and
y axes. Each square represents a transfer between two states.
The value of each square is the maximum fidelity achieved
after 3000 function calls when optimizing for that transfer
specifically. Left: Each optimization has coupling where sym-
metry is enforced. Right: A repeat of this process without
enforcing symmetry on the couplings.

increases as we demand higher fidelity or increase the sys-
tem’s complexity (distance of propagation). The corre-
lation between the number of cavities and function calls
appears roughly linear on the log scale, implying an ex-
ponential relationship. There also appears to be a small
parity bias favoring systems with an odd number of cavi-
ties. As is typical with stochastic optimization methods,
the variance is quite large. There is no guarantee that a
target fidelity will be reached under any number of func-
tion calls. Note that the computational difficulty in solv-
ing larger systems sizes increases both because the opti-
mization requires more function calls, but also because
each function call becomes more expensive, as adding
more states creates a larger matrix that must be diago-
nalized to obtain U .
Our method is not limited to QST between the top

leftmost and rightmost sites. We can target transfer be-
tween any pair of states by specifying a different target
time-evolution operator. Aside from transfers between
states that violate a conservation or symmetry law, there
are many pairings of states to choose from. In Fig. 3, we
exhaustively demonstrate that all single target transfers
can be achieved in a length N = 3 system with D = 6
total states.

From the left side of Fig. 3 we observe that the opti-
mization for each state transfer converged to either 0.5
or to 1. We note that every value on the anti-diagonal
has converged to 1, meaning we can transfer any state
to its “mirror” state with perfect fidelity. Some other
elements can only reach 0.5 due to our symmetry con-
straints. On the right side without such constraints we
see all optimizations reach almost 1. As we primarily fo-
cus on symmetric transfers, we will typically apply sym-
metry constraints to halve the number of optimization
parameters.

IV. MULTIPLE EXCITATIONS

We now move on to the main focus of the paper: QST
with multiple, interacting excitations. This is a difficult
task – when adding a second excitation in either the JCH
or PAM models the basis size is roughly squared, but the
number of tunable hoppings stays the same. Thus it
is no longer feasible to require perfect state transfer for
all system states. Instead we must focus on a smaller
number of state pairings and refined methods.

A. Jaynes-Cummings-Hubbard Model

In the JCH model, the obvious first guess to finding
high fidelity QST in the multiple excitation sector is to
use solutions that worked with one excitation. However,
as shown in Ref. [20], the behavior of a two-excitation
system bears little resemblance to that of a one-excitation
system with the same coupling values and therefore the
one-excitation solution cannot be used.
Another approach that comes to mind is to apply the

eigenvalue targeted optimization method that we used to
find perfect QST in the one-excitation JCH model in [20].
But this requires foreknowledge of the eigenvalues that
lead to perfect QST, which we do not have in the two-
excitation system. In addition, the eigenvalue patterns
in the one excitation system cannot be reached in the
two-excitation case, due to the many differences in their
respective formats discussed in Appendix A.
We therefore turn to our Monte Carlo methods that

target the time-evolution operator. In the JCH system
we will transfer from the state with two (photonic) exci-
tations in the top leftmost cavity to the state with two
excitations in the top rightmost cavity to serve as an ex-
ample of our method. Just as described in Sec. III, we
compute the time evolution matrix at time tp and opti-
mize for our desired values.
While the two-excitation JCH system is significantly

harder to optimize than the one-excitation JCH system
due to its increased basis size and complexity, our Monte
Carlo methods can still achieve high-fidelity QST given
enough iterations. For example, in Fig. 4, we highlight a
solution in an N = 8 JCH model that achieves a fidelity
of 0.994.
Note that the transfer time tp can be engineered to any

desired value by scaling the coupling values. As found in
Ref. [11], and is clear from dimensional analysis, multi-
plying each coupling value by a constant J0 scales the
transfer time by J−1

0 .
It is interesting to note that the evolution of this sys-

tem has several differences from its one-excitation and
cavity-only counterparts. The fidelity over time graph
for cavity-only perfect QST was characterized by a sin-
gle sine wave [11], and the single excitation JCH model
appeared to be a combination of two similar frequencies.
However, the solution in Figure 4 contains an extremely
rapid oscillation between cavity and emitter that is su-
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QST across an 8 length JCH model
with two excitations

Coupling Values

J1, J7 J2, J6 J3, J5 J4

926.29 5124.13 4273.83 9241.97

g1, g8 g2, g7 g3, g6 g4, g5

15384.66 16447.19 16654.13 2055.53

FIG. 4. Demonstration of high-fidelity transfer between
two states in the JCH model with two excitations in N = 8
cavities. We consider transfer beginning with two photons co-
located in the leftmost cavity and transferred to the rightmost
cavity. In the figure, we plot the fidelity of this transfer over
time. The peak fidelity is 0.994. In the top left inset, note
that the system oscillates rapidly between having both parti-
cles in one cavity and having one particle in the cavity and
one in its associated emitter. The period of these oscillations
is approximately 105 times smaller than the principal oscilla-
tion’s period. To illustrate this principal oscillation, the main
plot displays the sum of the probability of these two states.
This sum is close to a sine wave, with small disordered oscil-
lations visible in the lower right inset.

perimposed upon the main oscillatory behavior. Physi-
cally, this means that getting both excitations across the
chain is almost guaranteed, but determining whether the
emitter is excited requires extremely high precision. In
future research, it may be beneficial to create a method
that finds solutions without rapid oscillations.

The transfer time is also significantly larger than in
the cavity-only and single-excitation systems relative to
the scale of the coupling values. In both of those sys-
tems, the transfer time was inversely proportional to the
scale of all the hopping rates. As some of the coupling
rates in the two-excitation system are significantly larger
than in the cavity-only and single-excitation solutions,
one might expect the transfer time to be shorter, but in-
stead, it is nearly two orders of magnitude larger. Since
the two-excitation system has a significantly larger ba-
sis size, the longer transfer time may be because more
frequencies must coincide simultaneously to get perfect
QST. However, the higher coupling values explain the
rapid oscillations between the end cavity and emitter.
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1 · 103
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1 · 104
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Two excitation single transfer convergence

FIG. 5. Distribution of function calls needed to reach
target levels of fidelity for two-excitation systems. In each
system, we target the transfer of two particles localized in
the top left cavity transferring to the top right cavity. Our
Monte Carlo methods were tested in the same manner as
in Fig. 2. Each optimization run was given a maximum
of 400, 000 · (number of independent variables) function calls
before termination. The percentage of runs that reached
the benchmark within the maximum function calls is anno-
tated below each bar when it is not 100% Note that the y
axis is on a log scale. Each line is fit to Afe

mfN . Here
A1 = 657, A2 = 1161, A3 = 610.

We can benchmark the number of function calls re-
quired to reach high-fidelity transfer in the two-excitation
case as well. This is recorded in Fig. 5 using the same
methods as the convergence plot for the one-excitation
case in Fig. 2. While the exponential dependence on the
number of cavities persists, the prefactor mf in the ex-
ponential is typically much larger, rendering much more
costly annealing. This indicates that the landscape of
solutions that minimize S is shallower and that the num-
ber of solutions that reach the target fidelity is reduced
– this is characteristic of increasingly quantum chaotic
systems.

B. Periodic Anderson Model

We now move on to the Periodic Anderson Model.
In this model, adding a second excitation (of opposite
spin) will introduce correlations due to the interaction
constants U c, Ud in the Hamiltonian. Without such in-
teractions, the system is identical to two separate one-
excitation systems, and the solution is unchanged.
In Ref. [25], it was found that in the single-band Hub-

bard model, near-perfect QST could be achieved using
the single excitation solution and certain optimal values
of the interaction U . This prompted us to search for simi-
lar values in the PAM. We begin with the solved coupling
values for the single-excitation system and manually
search for special U c, Ud values that exhibit high-fidelity
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QST with two excitations. We applied this method for
an N = 3 length system, but we see that even for such a
small case, we do not find nontrivial U c, Ud that allow a
one-excitation solution to work with two interacting ex-
citations. In a sweep of both U c and Ud from 0 to three
times the average coupling value, the highest nontrivial
solution had fidelity 0.229 when transferring one up and
one down electron together across the top chain and 0.817
when swapping the positions of a top and down electron
placed at opposite ends of the top chain. Thus, it is clear
that we must find entirely new solutions.

We move on to applying our time-evolution matrix tar-
geting Monte Carlo methods to the PAM systems. These
methods are implemented in a similar way as the JCH
system; we vary our coupling values, create and diago-
nalize the Hamiltonian, and compute the error from the
time evolution matrix. We find that our prescription can
still find high fidelity QST in the PAM system, as demon-
strated in Fig. 6. In this solution, we achieve fidelity of
0.996.

The behavior of this system over time appears to fol-
low a sinusoidal path with an additional oscillation of
higher frequency. In contrast to the JCH model, we see
much lower amplitude rapid oscillations in the transfer
fidelity. This oscillation is between the target state with
both fermions in the top right site and a equal super-
position of the two states with one fermion in the top
right site and one in the rightmost offshoot site (conduc-
tion and localized orbitals). A benefit to this is that any
measurements will be less impacted by imprecision at the
measurement time. The transfer time is of a similar order
of magnitude to the two-excitation JCH solution.

One difficulty we encounter when searching for solu-
tions in the PAM system is that we must avoid the “triv-
ial solution.” When both U c = Ud = 0 the system is
effectively interactionless and the one-excitation solution
reemerges. To counteract this, we placed bounds on how
small the interaction coupling values can be. In our algo-
rithms, we discouraged the trivial solution by increasing
the calculated error of proposed coupling values if either
of the on-site interactions were less than 0.1 times the
average strength of the coupling values.

In terms of convergence, although our optimization
method is the same as for the JCH model, between a
PAM system and a JCH system of equal length, the PAM
system will be more computationally expensive to opti-
mize, assuming the two excitations have opposite spin.
In that case, the excitations in the PAM model are dis-
tinguishable, and the basis will be roughly twice as large,
meaning eight times more difficult to diagonalize. In ad-
dition, the PAM has two more independent variables that
must be optimized, namely the interaction constants U c,
Ud.

Ultimately we conclude that we can find high-fidelity
solutions for the PAM with multiple interacting parti-
cles. We found high-fidelity transfers for multiple pairs
of states in PAM systems with two electrons and up to 10
total sites. This further shows the efficacy of this method

0.0 0.4 0.79 1.19 1.58 1.98 2.37
Time

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

P
robability

Both particles in
the last cavity

1.562 1.567 1.572 1.577
0.96

0.97
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0.99
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1.5698 1.5717
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QST across an 4 length PAM model
with one up and one down excitation

Coupling and interaction values

t1, t3 t2 v1, v4 v2, v3 Uc Ud

419.87 1188.11 478.51 1292.36 13683.6 4014.55

FIG. 6. High-fidelity transfer between two states in the
N = 4 PAM with one spin-up fermion and one spin-down
fermion. We used our Monte Carlo algorithms to target trans-
fer between the state corresponding to both fermions localized
in the top left site and the state corresponding to both in the
top right site. This transfer is challenging as the on-site repul-
sion components of the Hamiltonian tend to discourage the
particles from localizing in the same site. It is important to
note that although the optimization algorithm can tune these
repulsion constants, the final result does not minimize these
values. The system reaches a peak fidelity of 0.996.

in optimizing QST in a large variety of challenging mod-
els.

V. MULTIPLE TRANSFERS

In this section, we will target Hamiltonians which
achieve good QST between several different pairs of ini-
tial and final states, with multiple excitations. As we
have detailed in our methods section, we can select any
number of matrix elements to be optimized in our Monte
Carlo. However, the difficulty of finding a solution in-
creases with the number of constraints. We reliably found
high-fidelity QST when targeting only one pair of states
in Sec. IV, but on the other extreme, our searches indi-
cate that there is no good solution whereby every state is
reflected across the center (although such a “complete”
solution is possible in the single-excitation sector [20]).
We will now investigate how many sets of states we can
transfer with one single set of coupling values.
To test the impact of adding constraints to our Monte

Carlo algorithms, we run a series of optimizations on an
N = 4 JCH system with Nexc = 2. First, we create a list
of all desired pairs of states to transfer between by pair-
ing all states with their mirror image states (ignoring
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FIG. 7. Average convergence of fidelity for different num-
bers of target transfers (NT ) in an N = 4 JCH system. The
x axis is the number of function calls. The average error
along the y axis is one minus the average transfer fidelity,
averaged over one hundred independent optimizations. Note
that these average errors are far above the lowest errors we
can find given enough iterations. Indeed, the best average fi-
delities of our 100 runs for NT transfers one through six were
(1.000, 0.994, 0.991, 0.986, 0.976, 0.972), respectively. So while
it is the case that an optimization with fewer target trans-
fers usually converges more rapidly, we emphasize that we
can eventually achieve high fidelity in the systems with many
target transfers.

self-symmetric ones). Then, we run many independent
optimizations for different numbers of target transfers.
On each run with NT target transfers, we randomly se-
lected NT pairs of states from our set. When calculating
the final error we divide by NT so that the error is one
minus the average fidelity of all transfers. The results of
these optimizations are shown in Fig. 7.

As expected, adding more target transfers (more con-
straints), utilizing the same set of couplings, results in
lower average fidelity. The decrease from NT = 1 to
NT = 2 is the most dramatic, meaning we cannot guar-
antee very high fidelity for anything more than one target
transfer. However, even with six transfers, we can achieve
an average fidelity of eighty percent after just 2·106 func-
tion calls, which is promising. In real-world applications,
the fidelity may be higher than seen here–we have cho-
sen random transfers for this assessment, but the fidelity
is typically much higher when the target transfers are
similar to each other.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have demonstrated the efficacy of a novel Monte
Carlo/dual annealing method at finding high-fidelity
QST in systems with multiple, interacting excitations.
To optimize the fidelity between two states in a system,
we used tailored Monte Carlo algorithms that optimize
our coupling values to produce the time-evolution ma-
trix corresponding to our transfer. In addition, we have

benchmarked the convergence in the JCH model with
and without multiple excitations to quantify the diffi-
culty that interacting excitations have on engineering
good QST. Lastly, we gauged the limits of our optimiza-
tions by solving for increasing numbers of state transfers
in the same system.
We note that one can also perform a Monte Carlo in

the Hamiltonian parameters to minimize the “infidelity”,
1−|⟨ψ(tQST|ψtarget⟩|2, that is, the difference between the
wave function at some QST transfer time and a target
wavefunction [17]. This latter approach has some poten-
tial advantages in scaling with the Hilbert space dimen-
sion, since one can use Lanczos-type algorithms to com-
pute the action of U on the initial wave function rather
than constructing the full matrix of U . Exploration of
the most efficient optimization procedure is an interest-
ing area for future work.
Initial time evolution studies in the Jaynes-Cummings-

Hubbard model in the single-excitation sector are de-
scribed in [20]. There, a different approach to determin-
ing the Hamiltonian was used, one in which minimization
of the action altered the hoppings such that a set of target
eigenvalues was achieved. The method proposed here is
much more powerful for two reasons. Most importantly,
while the eigenvalues that will result in good QST are
known in certain special cases [11], they are not known
generally. The approach described here eschews the need
for preknowledge of the eigenvalues and focuses only on
the actual objective, namely QST. It also has the flexi-
bility to search for different types of evolution (multiple
pairs of initial and final states). Meanwhile, the prac-
ticality of the two methods is comparable. Both involve
multiple diagonalizations of a D dimensional matrix, and
both involve tuning O(N) free parameters in order to

achieve O(D) constraints (a column of Û in the approach

described here, the eigenvalues of Ĥ in the approach of
Ref. [20]).
In recent years, high-fidelity state transfer has been

a central objective of the quantum information science
community, explored experimentally in coupled atoms
and photons [33, 34] using microwave photons [35], quan-
tum dots [36] and with superconducting qubits [17, 37].
In particular, experimental realizations of the JCH

model have progressed in various platforms [32, 38]. As
quantum computers increase in scale, the high-fidelity
transfer of states will be critical to achieving an inter-
connected quantum network. Our Monte Carlo approach
provides a path for optimizing couplings, which is prac-
tical for networks of the same size as those currently
constructed. The work reported here was performed
on a small collection of standard workstations, allowing
the possibility of substantially larger systems using more
powerful hardware, even though the computational cost
scales exponentially.
A reasonable extension that follows from the versatility

of the methods we outlined in this paper is to apply these
methods to other models, for example, the Kondo and
Hubbard Hamiltonians. Another interesting extension is
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the application of the methods developed here to higher
dimensions. Initial work with 2D superconducting qubit
arrays has been undertaken in Ref. [17]. The results re-
ported there point to the generality of using Monte Carlo
to engineer high-fidelity QST between desired states in
higher dimension.
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Appendix A: Eigenvalues of bosonic, fermionic, and
mixed statistics

Prior investigations of Monte Carlo optimization of
QST [20] were centered around the eigenvalues of the
Hamiltonian. This numerical work generalized the dis-
cussion of [11], which found that integer spacing between
the ratios of successive eigenvalues in a one-excitation
system’s Hamiltonian was both a necessary and sufficient
condition for that system to exhibit perfect QST.
While we have emphasized in this paper that targeting

the time-evolution operator Û via Monte Carlo appears
to be the more flexible and general method for achiev-
ing high-fidelity QST, in this Appendix, for additional
insight, we explore two features of the eigenvalue distri-
bution for two-excitation QST: (i) a comparison of the
ratios of the eigenvalues after the Monte Carlo has opti-
mized U to initial random couplings; and (ii) the relation
between two excitation and single excitation eigenvalues
for the JCH model.

1. Eigenvalue properties after optimization of Û

One indication that eigenvalues still remain pertinent
to QST in systems with multiple, interacting excitations
is an analysis of the ratios between successive eigenval-
ues for optimized Hamiltonians and for random ones. As
found by [11], the ratios of spaces between eigenvalues is
critical for QST in the one-excitation sector. We examine
a large sample of independently optimized coupling val-
ues and determine if the ratios between successive eigen-
values follow a different distribution than when the cou-
pling values are chosen randomly. Indeed, we noticed
a distinct difference between the two distributions—this
ratio is close to 1 significantly more often in systems of
optimized couplings than in systems of random couplings.
A deeper analysis of systems optimized for QST using
random matrix theory is done in [17].
Another interesting pattern emerges in certain small

systems. In our optimizations for these systems we find
some some rare solutions with many high fidelity trans-
fers. For instance, in a 6 length system we found a sys-
tem that has 9 unique simultaneous high fidelity transfers
(those being the states where excitations in the cavities
are transferred to their horizontally mirrored states). In
such a system, we would expect that any patterns in the
eigenvalues that relate to QST would be more apparent.

2. Multi-excitation and single-excitation
eigenvalues relationship

It is well known that Hamiltonians which are quadratic
in the creation and destruction operators have a many-
particle spectrum that is obtained trivially from the

single-particle one, E
(1)
α . If the operators are fermionic,
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FIG. 8. This figure highlights the pattern of eigenvalues
in our six-length JCH model solved for many transfers. In
blue, we plot the 12 eigenvalues for our optimized Hamilto-
nian with one excitation. Only the nonnegative eigenvalues
are displayed in the plot, but each eigenvalue comes with a
negative counterpart. Degenerate eigenvalues are plotted to-
gether and labelled with their multiplicity. In red, we plot
the 78 linear combinations of two of the 12 base eigenvalues.
In green, we plot the 72 eigenvalues of the system with two
excitations. Note that the green two-excitation eigenvalues
overlap extremely closely with the red combinations of the
base eigenvalues. This pattern is not typically observed for
systems that do not exhibit QST.

the two-particle eigenvalues are {E(2)} = E
(1)
α + E

(1)
β ,

with α > β, while if the operators are bosonic the same
relation holds with α ≥ β. The fact that α < β is
not counted separately from α > β reflects the indistin-
guishabilty of the quantum particles, while the Pauli ex-
clusion principle removes α = β for fermions. In consid-
ering the spectrum of the JCH model, which is quadratic
but has operators of mixed character (bosonic photons
and fermionic emitters), it is natural to ask if the col-
lection of two excitation eigenvalues {E(2)} nevertheless

have any relationship to E
(1)
α . (It is clear the eigenval-

ues can never be precisely given from single excitation
combinations, as the “blocking” of excitations in emit-
ters reduces the number of possible states, and hence the
number of eigenvalues is different.)

To address this question, we first optimized Û for high-
fidelity QST for an N = 6 JCH system with two ex-
citations, and then computed the resulting eigenvalues.
Next, we computed the eigenvalues for the same system
and the same coupling values but with one excitation. In
this case, we indeed see a high overlap of eigenvalues be-

tween the multiple excitation system and combinations
of the base system eigenvalues. [39].
Despite the fact that the Hamiltonian appears to be

quadratic, the operators from which it is built do not all
share a common set of (bosonic or fermionic) commuta-
tion relations. Thus the many particle eigenenergies and
eigenfunctions cannot be built in a simple way from the
one particle sector, as is the case with a purely bosonic
or fermion quadratic Hamiltonian.
While we have presented data here for the JCH model,

the application of these eigenvalue analyses on the Peri-
odic Anderson Model is a interesting subject for further
study. In the PAM, interactions are introduced through
the on-site interactions U c, Ud. This form of interactions
has the benefit of not changing the basis size, which keeps
the number of eigenvalues unaltered. However, the effect
of the interaction constants U c, Ud on the eigenvalues ap-
pears to be significantly more complex than in the JCH
model, and no patterns associated with high fidelity QST
have been observed during optimization.
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S. R. Bank, and J. Vučković, Design and analysis of pho-
tonic crystal coupled cavity arrays for quantum simula-
tion, Phys. Rev. B 86, 195312 (2012).

[35] P. Kurpiers, P. Magnard, T. Walter, B. Royer, M. Pechal,
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