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Abstract
One of the crucial tasks in quantum systems is to reduce the effects of decoher-
ence due to the unavoidable interactions between a system and its environment.
Many protection schemes have been proposed recently, among them the weak
measurement quantum measurement reversal (WMQMR), weak measurement-
based quantum feedback control (QFBC) and quantum feed-forward control
(QFFC) are reviewed in this paper. By considering weak measurement, the
aim is to find a balance between information gain and disturbance of the
system caused by the measurement. We classify different types of measure-
ment and give the definition of noise sources and their effects on the state
of the system. Finally, we compare and analyze the performance of the dis-
cussed protection schemes for different noise sources by numerical simulations.

Keywords: Weak measurement, Decoherence, Quantum feedback control, Quantum
feedforward control, Quantum state protection

1 Introduction
The control of a system is trying to reach some objective. The objective can be reach-
ing a special state at a given time or making the system behave in a certain way. In
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2 Comparison of quantum state protection against decoherence, a survey

quantum state protection, the control strategies use some rules to protect the state
from environmental noise [1–6]. In realistic situations, the system is not isolated and
affected by the environment inevitably, which disturbs the coherence of the system
[7–10]. Therefore it is fundamentally important to study the protection of the quan-
tum state from environmental noise. In classical systems, one can protect the state
from noise by taking complete record of the state before noise. However, in quantum
systems one can not gain information about the system without disturbing it [11–
14]. An essential feature of quantum measurements is the disturbance to the system
caused by measurement which is the so-called quantum back-action [15, 16]. The
traditional von Neumann orthogonal projection measurement is irreversible since it
collapses the state of the system completely to its eigenstate. While weak measure-
ment (WM) can decrease the disturbance of the system by weakening the interaction
responsible for the measurement [17–21]. There is a tradeoff between information
gain and disturbance of the system in quantum WM. The weaker measurement gives
less information about the system and disturbs it less [22, 23]. By using quantum
WM, quantum control strategies are available that exceed schemes based on classical
concepts. Hence, WM has been widely used in protection of quantum states against
decoherence [24–28].

There are many types of decoherence, while phase damping (PD) and amplitude
damping (AD) are typical decoherence mechanisms, which occurs in many practical
quantum systems and has aroused wide concern [29–31]. In the PD channel, the
decoherence happens as some random phase shifts of the system which is caused by
its interaction with the environment. In the AD channel, the initial state will gradually
decay to a steady state related to the temperature of the environment.

A number of methods have been proposed to protect the state from decoherence,
such as: the so-called decoherence-free subspace [32–34]; however, it requires the
interaction Hamiltonian to have an appropriate symmetry, which might not always
be present. Another method doing quantum state protection is referred to as quantum
error correction [35–37]. However, it needs redundant abstract information to encode
the physical system to help states get through the noise without being affected which
needs more resource cost.

Another interesting method is weak measurement and quantum measurement
reversal (WMQMR) which can protect the state of the system without additional
resources [38? –40]. Before the decoherence process, by applying the WM the state
is transferred to a more robust state to resist the decoherence. After the decoher-
ence, the quantum measurement reversal (QMR) is applied to reverse back the state
to its initial one. These schemes are probabilistic due to the probability rate of the
WM. Moreover, there are two major techniques to protect the quantum state against
decoherence: quantum feedback control (QFBC) [41, 42] and quantum feed-forward
control (QFFC) [43, 44]. In QFBC, after the state passes through the noise channel
a measurement is applied to find some information about the effects of the noise and
the state of the system. Then, according to the result of the measurement a control
operation is applied to recover the state. While in QFFC, firstly the quantum state is
transferred to a more robust state to resist the decoherence. After the decoherence,
the state is brought back to the original state by reversal operations.
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In most papers the QFBC is used to overcome the effects of PD noise while QFFC
and WMQMR are applied to protect the state from AD. Here the question arises as
to what would be the effects of each protection scheme in occurrence of different
noise sources. To answer this question, we compare the performance of QFFC and
QFBC in presence of AD and PD by numerical simulations. To do the comparison,
we assume that the initial state and noise are fully characteristic and known.

The state protection schemes have applications in entanglement protection to
improve the entanglement in presence of noise. Quantum entanglement is an essen-
tial resource for quantum information processing including quantum computation
[45, 46] and quantum communication [47, 48]. However, in realistic implementa-
tions, noise is affecting the entangled state due to irreversible interactions with the
environment, and in some cases, leads to entanglement sudden death (ESD) in which
entanglement is completely lost before its subsystem is fully decohered [49, 50]. The
state protection schemes can protect the entanglement as well and avoid ESD.

Another application of protection schemes is in discrimination and protection
of nonorthogonal states. When a system is prepared in one of several nonorthogo-
nal states, no measurement can determine which preparation occurred with certainty
[51]. Hence, protecting nonorthogonal states from noise is a big challenge. The
nonorthogonal qubit states are particularly important in the well-known B92 quantum
key distribution protocol [52–54].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we present different definitions of
noise sources and the measurement and control operators, which are used in quantum
state protection schemes. Sec. 3 is the review of the WMQMR scheme, and Sec. 4 is
the review of the protection schemes based on QFBC. In Sec. 5 we review the QFFC
protection schemes. Finally, the comparison between QFBC and QFFC protection
schemes is given in Sec. 6 followed by the conclusion in Sec. 7.

2 Mathematical concepts
In this section, we give different definitions of two most important noise sources: AD
and PD. Then, we present the measurement and control operators, which are used in
quantum state protection schemes against decoherence. The operators may be named
differently in different papers, but the definitions are all the same. Therefore, we will
frequently use these defined operators in the following sections.

2.1 Quantum phase damping and amplitude damping
The unwanted interactions with the environment in real quantum systems show up
as noise. To protect the state of the quantum system against environmental noise
sources, first we need to know their characteristics. In this subsection, we present the
definition and effects of two typical noise sources: PD and AD.

The PD noise can be defined by a quantum operation that acts on a single-qubit
density matrix ρ as:

εr(ρ) = r(ZρZ)+(1− r)ρ (1)
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where Z =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
is the Pauli operator, and r the damping probability that is

known and without loss of generality in the range 0 ≤ r ≤ 0.5 . According to Eq.
(1), the PD noise leaves the system unchanged with probability (1− r) and applies a
phase flip Z to the system with probability r.

The PD noise can also be defined as a rotation with quantum operation:

ελ (ρ) = sin2(λ
/

2)(ZρZ)+ cos2(λ
/

2)ρ (2)
where λ is the kicking angle applied by PD noise. Hence, the PD noise is considered
as “kicking” the state of the qubit in one direction or the other ±λ on the Bloch
sphere. This quantum operation is equivalent to Eq. (1) with r = sin2(λ

/
2).

The PD noise can also be written as a map:

ρ → εPD (ρ) = A0ρA†
0 +A1ρA†

1 (3)

with A0 and A1, the Kraus operators of the PD noise given by

A0 =

(
1 0
0
√

1− r

)
, A1 =

(
0 0
0
√

r

)
(4)

To better understand the effect of PD noise on the state of the system, consider
the state of a two-level quantum system in density matrix form as:

ρ =

[
ρ11 ρ12
ρ21 ρ22

]
=

1
2

[
1+ z x+ i∗ y

x− i∗ y 1− z

]
(5)

in which x, y, z are the Cartesian coordinates of a qubit. The relation between
Cartesian coordinates and the elements of the state density matrix are:

x = 2∗ real (ρ12) ; y = 2∗ imag(ρ12) ; z = 2∗ρ11−1; (6)

For the general single qubit state ρ in Eq. (5), the state of the system after being
affected by PD according to Eq. (3) can be described as [55]:

ρe = A0 ρ A†
0 +A1 ρ A†

1 =

[
ρ11

√
1− r ∗ ρ12√

1− r ∗ ρ21 ρ22

]
(7)

As one can see from Eq. (6) and Eq. (7), PD changes the value of x and y com-
ponents of the quantum state but leaves the value of z component unchanged. Hence,
the effect of the phase damping is to spoil the off-diagonal elements of the density
matrix, or to shorten the x and y component of the Bloch vector for any state. There-
fore, the effect of PD noise on the Bloch vector is to shorten the length of the Bloch
vector (making the state less pure), and change the angle between the Bloch vector
and one of the planes of the Bloch sphere (depending on the initial state).

Another important type of decoherence which is related to many practical qubit
systems is AD, which can happen to a photon qubit in a leaky cavity, or atomic qubit
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subjected to spontaneous decay, or a superconduction qubit with zero-temperature
energy relaxation [56]. Single-qubit AD can be mathematically described by the
following mappings [29, 57]:

|0〉S|0〉E → |0〉S|0〉E
|1〉S|0〉E →

√
1− r|1〉S|0〉E +

√
r|0〉S|1〉E

(8)

where r ∈ [0,1] is the possibility of decaying the excited state, and S(E) denotes the
system (environment). Within the Weisskopf–Wigner approximation, the probability
of finding the atom in the excited state decreases exponentially with time, and we
have

√
1− r = e−Γt with Γ being the spontaneous decay rate of the atom.

If we only consider the state evolution of the atom, the amplitude damping
process is described by a map from an input state ρin to an output state ρAD [58]:

ρin→ ρ
AD = A0ρinA†

0 +A1ρinA†
1 (9)

where the AD Kraus operators are given by

A0 =

(
1 0
0
√

1− r

)
, A1 =

(
0
√

r
0 0

)
(10)

To consider the AD, there is the mathematical trick of unraveling [40]. That is,
the qubit trajectories through the AD are considered as two parts, the jump one (A1)
and no jump one(A0). The state of the system after each part is given as

ρno jump =

(
ρ11 ρ12

√
1− r

ρ21
√

1− r ρ22(1− r)

)
, ρ jump =

(
rρ22 0

0 0

)
(11)

As Eq. (11) depicted, the state of the system will jump to state ρ jump ≈ |0〉〈0|
with probability rρ22 and no jump to state ρno jump with probability (1− r).

2.2 The measurement and control operators
To gain information about the state of the system one needs to use quantum measure-
ment. In most protection schemes a family of positive operator-valued measurement
(POVM) consists of two operators given by Em = M†

mMmis used. The measurement
operators Mm among different axes of the Bloch sphere are as follow:

Mx± (θ) = cos(θ/2) |±〉〈±|+ sin(θ/2) |∓〉〈∓|
My± (θ) = cos(θ/2) |±i〉〈±i|+ sin(θ/2) |∓i〉〈∓i|
Mz+ (θ) = cos(θ/2) |0〉〈0|+ sin(θ/2) |1〉〈1|
Mz− (θ) = sin(θ/2) |1〉〈1|+ cos(θ/2) |0〉〈0|

(12)

whereθ ∈ [0,π/2], |±〉= 1√
2
(|0〉± |1〉) and |±i〉= 1√

2
(|0〉± i|1〉). Mx± (θ) are mea-

surement operators along the x-axis, My± (θ) along the y-axis and Mz± (θ) along the



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

6 Comparison of quantum state protection against decoherence, a survey

z-axis. θ . When θ = π
/
2, the strength of the measurement is zero and we call it as

: ”no measurement” (NM) scheme. For θ = 0, the strength of the measurement is
maximum and is called “projective measurement” (PM), in a way that the state of
the system is projected onto its eigenstates. When 0 < θ < π

/
2 , we call it the “weak

measurement” (WM) scheme. Hence, the strength of the measurement is adjustable
for the trade-off between the information gain and disturbance of the system because
of measurement.

The experimental realization of the WM is discussed theoretically in [59] where
the WM can be realized by coupling the system to a meter and performing the
usual projective measurements on the meter only. Also, the experimental implemen-
tation is realized in a photonic architecture [43]. A measurement of this kind can
also be realized in nuclear magnetic resonance by means of coupling the spin under
consideration to one of its neighbors [60].

After gaining information about the state of the system, one needs to apply the
control operations. Most protection schemes use rotation as control operation. The
unitary rotations along different axes of the Bloch sphere are defined as

Rx (±η) =

[
cos(η/2) ∓i∗ sin(η/2)
±i∗sin(η/2) cos(η/2)

]
Ry (±η) =

[
cos(η/2) ∓sin(η/2)
±sin(η/2) cos(η/2)

]
Rz (±η) = eiηZ/2 =

[
e± i η

2 0
0 e∓i η

2

] (13)

where η is the rotation angle in the range 0 ≤ η ≤ π
/

2, Rx (±η) represents the
rotation along the x-axis, Ry (±η) along the y-axis and Rz (±η) along the z-axis [61].

2.3 Performance evaluation
Fidelity is an important measure, which is used to evaluate the performance of the
protection schemes. Fidelity between the initial state ρin and the final state of the
system after the whole protection schemeρ f is given as:

Fid = Tr
√√

ρinρ f
√

ρin (14)

Fidelity Fid ∈ [0,1] measures how much two states overlap each other. A fidelity
of 1 means the states are identical, whereas the fidelity of 0 means the states are
orthogonal. The aim of protection schemes is to bring the final state as close as
possible to the initial state, which means gaining complete fidelity close to 1.

In case of entanglement protection, the degree of entanglement is described by
the so-called concurrence to quantify the effect of protection [62]. Concurrence of
the state ρ is defined by

C (ρ) = max{0,λ1−λ2−λ3−λ4} (15)
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where λi’s are, in decreasing order, the nonnegative square roots of the eigenvalues
of the matrix ρρ̃ . Here ρ̃ is the matrix given by

ρ̃ ≡ (σy⊗σy)ρ
∗ (σy⊗σy) (16)

where ρ∗ denotes the complex conjugate.

3 Weak measurement and quantum measurement
reversal

The notion of combining WM and QMR is first introduced in [40], where the WM
must have adjusting strength to make the system less disturbed. In other words,
by applying WM the information extracted from a quantum system is deliberately
limited, to avoid the measured system’s state from randomly collapsing towards an
eigenstate. Therefore it would be possible to restore the initial state by applying some
operations [63–68]. In WMQMR protection scheme, a WM and its reversing mea-
surement are introduced before and after the decoherence channel, respectively [40].
The schematic diagram of WMQMR scheme is represented in Fig. 1.

NoiseInitial state
𝜌!"

Final state
𝜌#

Weak 
Measurement 

Reversal
𝑀!"#

Weak 
Measurement

𝑀!"

Fig. 1: schematic diagram of WMQMR scheme.

In this scheme, first, a WM is applied on the qubit to move it toward the ground
state and reduce the weight of the excited state |1〉 (to make it less vulnerable to the
effects of the noise). The corresponding map of the WM with strength p1 on the qubit
in the computational basis {|0〉, |1〉} can be written as

MWM =

(
1 0
0
√

1− p1

)
(17)

After the decoherence the QMR is applied to restore the weight of the excited
state and recover the initial state. The corresponding map of the QMR with strength
p2 in the computational basis can be represented as

MQMR =

(√
1− p2 0

0 1

)
(18)

To perform the WM, a device is needed to monitor the qubit indirectly. When the
device has no signal (called as null result case), the qubit is partially collapsed and
the WM has successfully applied. However, if the device has signals the result must
be discarded [70]. Due to the failure rate of the WM the WMQMR is a probabilistic
scheme with limited success probability. Hence in WMQMR the tradeoff between
success probability and fidelity is unavoidable which depends on the strength of the
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WM. In fact, there is a tradeoff between information gain and reversibility in WM
which is proved in [71–73] and is one of the distinct features of WM. Particularly, the
full trade-off relations among information gain, state disturbance and reversibility of
WMQMR is driven in [74].

The WMQMR has been experimentally implemented for one photonic qubit in
[75, 76] as well as superconducting phase qubits [38, 77] and trapped-ion [78].
Moreover, to protect the entanglement as a vital resource in quantum systems, the
WMQMR is investigated both theoretically [79–82] and experimentally [27]. In [83]
it is assumed that both half of the entangled pair undergo separate decoherence,
which decreases the amount of the entanglement and often causes ESD. It is shown
that it’s enough to apply the WMQMR on one qubit of the entangled pair instead of
both qubits to avoid ESD. In [27], the experimental implementation of entanglement
protection from amplitude-damping decoherence via WMQMR is given. The experi-
mental diagram is demonstrated in Fig. 2 where the initial two-qubit is prepared with
the two-photon polarization state. The WM and QMR are performed using Brewster-
angle glass plates (BPs) and half-wave plates (HWPs); And the AD is implemented
using an interferometer.

Fig. 2: WMQMR experiment diagram [27].

It is shown that the scheme can compensate the effects of decoherenece by
increasing the amount of concurrence. Also, the trade-off relation between the suc-
cess probability, concurrence and WM strength has been studied. For larger WM
strength the amount of concurrence is higher while it gives less success probability.

The WMQMR has been widely applied to various aspects of quantum informa-
tion processing. It can effectively protect quantum entanglement of the single-qubit
[84], two qubit [69, 85],three-qubit [86, 87] and high dimensional systems [88] from
different damping channels. Moreover, the WMQMR has been used in quantum tele-
portation to protect the entangled shared state in damping channels [89–92]. It has
been shown that WMQMR can enhance the teleportation fidelity significantly in



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Comparison of quantum state protection against decoherence, a survey 9

presence of different noise types and correlated decoherence channels compared to
teleportation without any protection [93–98].

4 Quantum feedback control
The idea of using quantum WM and feedback control to protect the quantum state in
the PD channel is put forward in [44]. The initial state is one of two non-orthogonal
states in the x-z plane of the Bloch sphere as:

|ψ±〉= cos(α/2) |+〉± sin(α/2) |−〉 (19)

The PD noise is considered as ”kicking” the state of the qubit in one direction or
the other on the Bloch sphere as given in Eq. (2). The state goes through the PD chan-
nel and then is measured by measurement operators along the y-axis My as given in
Eq. (12), to gain information about the direction of the noise kick. By using quantum
WM they balance a tradeoff between information gain and disturbance caused by the
measurement. In the last step, according to the result of the measurement, the correc-
tion rotation is applied about the z-axis which is Rz in Eq. (13). The whole control
procedure is given by a quantum operation as a completely positive trace-preserving
(CPTP) map:

C(ρe) = (Rz+My+)ρe (Rz+My+)
† +(Rz−My−)ρe (Rz−My−)

† (20)
where ρe is the damped state of the system given in Eq. (3).

The performance of the scheme is evaluated by fidelity between initial state
and the final state after the whole process of protection as defined in Eq. (14). The
fidelity can be optimized over rotation angle to find the optimum rotation angle
ηopt (α,r,θ) as a function of initial states angle α , damping probability r and mea-
surement angle θ . Moreover, one can find the optimum measurement strength to
achieve the best trade-off between gaining information about the system and disturb-
ing it through measurement back-action by substituting the optimum rotation angle in
fidelity equation. The optimum measurement angle θopt(α,r) is a function of initial
states angle α and damping probability r. Hence, to apply the optimum QFBC, the
initial state and the noise channel must be fully characterized and completely known.
The schematic diagram of QFBC is given in Fig. 3. The term ”feedback” refers to
a subsequent operation (rotation) performed on the same state (the damped state) as
shown in Eq. (20), which is standard in the quantum control literature.

Initial state
Noise

Measurement
𝑀!± 𝜃

Rotation
𝑅#(±𝜂)

Control Scheme

Final state
𝜌#$

𝜌%
𝜌&

Compare

Fig. 3: The schematic diagram of QFBC.
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The experimental realization of the proposed QFBC is given in [43]. Again, the
initial state is one of two non-orthogonal states in the x-z plane, but they use mea-
surement operator along the z-axis Mz± and rotation along the y-axis Ry(±η). Fig. 4
depicts the experimental diagram where a signal qubit which is encoded in the polar-
ization of a single photon, passes through a phase damping channel. The required
variable-strength measurement (including strong and WM) on the signal qubit is real-
ized by entangling it to another meter qubit (photon) using a nondeterministic linear
optic controlled-Z (CZ) gate, and then a full strength projective measurement on the
meter qubit is performed. This implements a measurement on the signal qubit with a
strength determined by the input meter state. Finally, the outcome of the projective
measurement determines the correction rotation on the signal qubit.

Fig. 4: QFBC experimental diagram [43].

To study protecting more general initial states, one can define the initial states as:

|ψ〉= cos(α/2) |+〉+ eiφ sin(α/2) |−〉 (21)

By considering the angle φ , the initial states can lie in any plane of the Bloch
sphere. In [99], protection of these more general initial states, in the presence of
different noise sources such as bit-flip noise, AD noise, PD noise, depolarizing noise
is given. The measurement operators of QFBC are along the z-axis and the rotation
along the y-axis is applied to recover the state. The comparison between QFBC via
WM, do nothing, and projective measurement shows that for some suitable states,
the QFBC using WM could outperform the do nothing and projective measurement
schemes for all typical types of noise sources.

Furthermore, the question arose if the WM used in previous schemes is also the
best one for the protection of general states. Hence an extended scheme is given in
[100], where the initial states are two non-orthogonal states

|ψ±〉= cos(α/2) |+〉± eiφ sin(α/2) |−〉 (22)
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They generalize the scheme by using the new set of measurements to the feedback
control:

M+ (θ) = cos(θ/2) |0〉〈0|+ eiβ sin(θ/2) |1〉〈1|
M− (θ) = eiβ sin(θ/2) |0〉〈0|+ cos(θ/2) |1〉〈1| (23)

The parameter β allows mixing the x- and y- components of the Bloch sphere that
improves the performance of the state protection for protecting more general states
in Eq. (22). It is shown that measurement operators without parameter β are not the
best for protection of general states. The maximum performance of the QFBC with
generalized measurements are for initial states with parameters around α = π

/
4 and

φ = π
/

4 in Eq. (22).
In all the above approaches, Kraus operators are used to stand for noise and the

feedback control is described by a control map. In [101, 102], the QFBC is considered
for an open quantum system where a master equation is derived in the Lindblad form
describing the evolution of the open quantum system subjected to a QFBC. The initial
states are known mixed states composed of two nonorthogonal states. They found
that by using proper QFBC scheme any initial pure or mixed state can effectively
drive into an arbitrary given target pure state. For the initial state prepared in one of
two nonorthogonal states, the optimal feedback with WM is more effective to protect
the system against decoherence than the one with projective measurement and do-
nothing, which is consistent with the results of Ref [43, 44]. They have shown that
if the initial state is known, no matter mixed or pure, the QFBC scheme based on
projective measurement is much better, and if the protected state is not completely
known, the QFBC scheme based on WM is more effective.

In most previous schemes, the QFBC is considered in y- and z- basis of the Bloch
sphere. While for arbitrary initial states, which can be in any plane of the Bloch
sphere one needs to consider all bases of the Bloch sphere during the control pro-
cedure. In [55], the optimum control parameter for measurement and rotation along
different bases of the Bloch sphere are given. They find that depending on the loca-
tion of the initial state on the Bloch sphere one needs to apply control in different
bases to get the best protection.

Moreover, the QFBC is combined with other protection methods such as MED to
protect two nonorthogonal states against decoherence [103].

5 Quantum feed forward control
In this section, we review the noise protection schemes based on feedforward control.
In most feedback protection schemes, the initial state is known and the optimum
parameters of the control are dependent on the initial state variables. It has been
proved that prior information about the state of the system is essential for optimum
protection [104–106]. In QFFC the focus is not on the initial state, but on the damping
channel. In QFBC the intention of measurement is to acquire information about the
initial state while in QFFC the measurement is done to transfer the state to a desired
target state which is less vulnerable to the effect of the damping channel followed by
flip operation. In fact, the WMQMR and QFFC are following the same strategy, while
in QFFC by adding the flip operations after the WM, the state is certainly transferred
to a less vulnerable state.
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The first idea of QFFC is given by Wang et al. to protect arbitrary unknown states
from AD [41]. Before the state goes through the noise channel, they apply WMs
to get some information about the initial state. The measurement operators in this
scheme are as follows:

M1 =

(√
p 0

0
√

1− p

)
, M2 =

(√
1− p 0
0

√
p

)
(24)

where p is the strength of the measurement. These measurement operators are along
the z-axis and equal to measurement operators Mz± in Eq. (12) with p = cos2

(
θ
/

2
)
.

Then according to the result of the measurement, the feed forward control is
applied to transfer the system to a target state, which is almost immune to the effect
of the noise. The feed forward operators are as follow:

F1 =

(
1 0
0 1

)
, F2 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
(25)

where F1 (or F2) corresponds to the result of measurement operator M1 (or M2). If the
result corresponds to M1is acquired, it means the state is already close to the ground
state and noise does not have much effect on the state. Hence, the feedforward opera-
tion F1 is chosen to be the identity operator. However, when the result corresponding
to the measurement operator M2is acquired, by applying the feed forward operator
F2, the state of the system gets closer to the ground state and robust to the effects of
the AD channel.

After applying the measurement and feedforward operation, the state goes
through the AD channel. Then, to recover the state as close as possible to the initial
state, the reversed feed forward operators are applied which are the same as F1 and
F2 given in Eq. (25).

In the last step of protection, the post-WM is applied using partial WM, Λ=N†
1 N1

and Ξ =W †
1 W1, where N1 and W1 are defined as:

N1 =

(√
1− pu 0

0 1

)
, W1 =

(
1 0
0
√

1− pv

)
(26)

where N1 (or W1) corresponds to the result of measurement operator M1 (or M2)
respectively; and pu, pvare the post-WM strength. The post-WMs are approximately
the reversal of the corresponding pre-WM, M1N1 ∼ I and M2W1 ∼ I. The schematic
diagram of QFFC is given in Fig. 5.

Because of the partial WMs in the last step of the protection scheme, QFFC
becomes a probabilistic scheme with success probability. It can protect two arbitrary
nonorthogonal states with an almost unit fidelity but with the price of low success
probability.

The QFFC is extended to protect the arbitrary state of a two-qubit system [107]. It
is shown that the WM scheme could improve the protection for both pure and mixed
initial states even for intense damping probabilities. In addition, the complete recov-
ery condition and total success probability are independent of initial state, while total
fidelity depends on the initial state variables. The comparison between QFFC and
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Fig. 5: Schematic diagram of QFFC.

a protection scheme based on quantum gates in [108] shows that the QFFC always
has significant improvement in terms of success probability (fidelity) for the given
fidelity (success probability).

In [109] the QFFC is used to realize a better effect of discrimination for any
pair of nonorthogonal states and any degree of amplitude damping. It is shown that
the QFFC discrimination is advantageous over the minimum-error (ME) discrimina-
tion for any two initial nonorthogonal states, any degree of AD noise and any prior
probabilities. In fact, the heavier the AD is, the more superior the QFFC scheme is.

As we mentioned before QFFC can achieve high fidelity at the price of low suc-
cess probability. Therefore, the practical question is: whether there is a quantum state
protection scheme that can obtain high fidelity while avoiding the cost of success
probability. To answer this question, in [110] the QFBC and QFFC are combined to
protect two nonorthogonal states in AD channel. In the last step of QFFC, according
to the result of the post-WM, the feedback control is added as a rotation operation
along the y-axis to recover the state. In fact, the post-WMs in QFFC process are
substituted for the measurement in the QFBC process. The comparison between com-
posite control and previous protection schemes (QFBC and QFFC), shows that the
composite control can achieve the biggest fidelity for given success probability, and
for given fidelity, it has the biggest success probability.

Later in [111] the authors use the same scheme as QFFC but without post-WM
to protect quantum Fisher information of N-qubit GHz state. Before the AD channel,
the same measurements and operators as QFFC are applied but after the AD chan-
nel, they only use the reversed operators to recover the state. They call the scheme
as WM with pre- and post-flips (WMPPF). Since there are no partial measurements
in the protection scheme, the WMPPF always has the probability of 1. This scheme
is compared with WM and quantum measurement reversal (WMQMR) protection
scheme. The comparison result shows that the WMPPF can reduce the effect of dis-
sipation on the average QFI of the phase or the frequency for GHZ state and some
generalized GHZ states, and the WMQMR can reduce the effect of dissipation on the
average fidelity for GHZ state and generalized GHZ states in AD channel. Compar-
ing QFI with fidelity for WMPPF or for WMQMR, a scheme protecting the average
fidelity does not necessarily protect the average QFI, even with the same parameters,
and vice versa.

In [42], instead of using post-partial measurements the rotation operators are used
to protect the unknown N-qubit state. This scheme can highly improve the effect of
state protection compared with the earlier scheme in [41] and is extended to protect
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the state of N-qubit system. It has been shown that by increasing the number of qubits,
the behavior of total fidelity improves.

The QFFC can also be used to protect the nonlocality of the Bell and GHZ
states against dissipation [112]. Quantum nonlocality refers to the property that the
correlation of measurement results between two distant systems violates the local
hidden-variable (LHV) theory [113, 114]. Quantum nonlocality in two-partite case
is usually characterized by the Bell inequality, which is used in a wide range of pro-
tocols for quantum information processing [115–118]. The QFFC protection scheme
can increase the noise threshold from 0.5 to 0.98 for Bell state, and for GHZ state
from 0.29 to 0.96. In addition, it can protect entanglement relatively easier than
nonlocality.

6 Comparison between QFBC and QFFC
The analytical comparison between QFBC and QFFC for protection of the state
against different types of noise sources: AD noise, PD noise, bit-flip noise, and depo-
larizing noise, has been done in Ref [105, 106, 119]. It has been mathematically
proved that without knowledge about the initial state, one can not suppress the noise
effectively with only QFBC and feedforward operations are essential to protect the
unknown initial state.

As it has been shown in [41], the QFFC outperforms the WMQMR even for
intense decaying rates. Hence, in this section we only consider the comparison
between QFFC and QFBC. We compare the performance of QFBC and QFFC for
protection against both AD and PD by numerical simulations. Here we assume that
the initial state and damping channel are completely known. We find the optimal
QFBC and QFFC to protect completely known initial states through characterized
PD and AD noise channels.

To quantify the difference of performance between QFBC and QFFC, we define
the measure of difference as

Fdi f f = Fopt
QFBC−Fopt

QFFC (27)

where Fopt
QFBC is the optimum fidelity of the QFBC scheme and Fopt

QFFC is the opti-
mum fidelity of QFFC protection scheme. In fact, we apply the QFBC and QFFC
for protection of the known state from both AD and PD separately. Then we find
the difference of their optimal performances as Eq. (27) to compare them with each
other. Here, QFBC refers to the protection scheme in [61] where both AD and PD
are considered; and QFFC denotes the scheme in [42].

We perform the numerical simulations for Fdi f f by changing the initial state angle
α from 0 to π

/
2 in Eq. (21) and also damping probability p uniformly varies between

0 and 1 in Eqs. (4) and (10) identify PD and AD noise, respectively. To find the
optimum fidelity for each amount of initial state angle and damping probability we
grid the range of measurement angle and rotation angle between 0 and π

/
2 with

steps of π
/

60. We emphasize that we do not use the optimum mathematical formula
for control parameters which is given in different schemes, but we find the optimum
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fidelity by considering all possible control parameters. The results for fixed amount
of φ=0, π

/
4 andπ

/
2 are given in Fig. 6.
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Fig. 6: Fdi f f as a function of initial state angel α and damping probability r (PD and
AD noise) for fixed amount of φ = 0, π

4 ,
π

2 . The blue planes indicate the difference
of the optimal performance of QFBC and QFFC for protection against PD and red

planes are the difference of the optimal performance of QFBC and QFFC for
protection against AD.

As Fig. 6 demonstrates, Fdi f f always has positive values, which means that QFBC
performs better than QFFC for all states and damping probabilities for protection
against both AD and PD. For initial states with φ = 0, the difference of optimum
fidelities becomes smaller when α gets closer to π

/
2. For φ = π

/
4and π

/
2, by

increasing the damping probability the amount of Fdi f f increases to 0.5. Hence the
QFBC has almost 50% better performance for higher damping probabilities than
QFFC. Once more, we note that here we assume the initial state and damping chan-
nel are completely known. In addition, to find the optimum fidelity we did not use
the optimum formula of control parameters given in different schemes, but we find it
by numerical simulations over all possible measurement and rotation angles for each
damping probability and initial state.

7 Conclusion
We demonstrated different definitions of the two most important types of noise
sources: AD and PD, to better understand the effect of noise on the state of the
system. PD noise makes the state rotate in one or other direction in Bloch Sphere
representation. Hence, in the control procedure, first one needs to gain information
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about the direction of the rotation and then apply rotation to bring the state back to its
initial one. While AD noise has less effects on states close to ground of the system;
therefore, by applying WM and flip operations before the noise channel, the state
goes closer to the ground state to become less vulnerable and after the noise channel
the reversed operations are applied to recover the state. We reviewed three different
measurement base protection schemes: WMQMR, QFBC and QFFC. In WMQMR a
WM and QMR are applied before and after decoherence, respectively. While QFFC
adds flip operations to make the initial state less vulnerable to the effects of the noise.
The behind physics is to project the initial state to a more robust state by applying
WM in WMQMR and WM+flip operations in QFFC. However, QFBC follows a dif-
ferent strategy, it measures the state after the decoherenece and applies the correction
operations to recover the initial state.

We compared the QFBC and QFFC in the case that the initial states and damping
channels are completely characterized and known. The comparison results demon-
strate that QFBC outperforms the QFFC if the initial state and damping channel are
completely known.

Acknowledgments. This work was partially supported by the NationalNatural Sci-
ence Foundation of China under Grant 61973290 and Grant 61720106009. The
research of J. J. Nieto has been partially supported by the Agencia Estatal de
Investigacion (AEI) of Spain, project PID2020-113275GB-I00, co-financed by the
European Fund for Regional Development (FEDER); and by Xunta de Galicia under
grant ED431C 2019/02.

References
[1] Zhang, J., Liu, Y., Wu, R.-B., Jacobs, K., Nori, F.: Quan-

tum feedback: theory, experiments, and applications. (2014).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2017.02.003.

[2] Breuer, H.-P., Petruccione, F.: The theory of open quantum systems. Oxford
University Press: Oxford (2002).

[3] Tombesi, P., Giovannetti, V., Vitali, D.: Quantum state protection using all-
optical feedback. In: Directions in Quantum Optics. pp. 204–213. Springer
(2001)

[4] Carvalho, A.R.R., Milman, P., de Matos Filho, R.L., Davidovich, L.: Deco-
herence, pointer engineering and quantum state protection. In: Modern
Challenges in Quantum Optics. pp. 65–79. Springer (2001)

[5] Zeng, X., Ge, G.-Q., Zubairy, M.S.: Quantum state protection in finite-
temperature environment via quantum gates. Opt. Express. 27, 25789–25801
(2019)

[6] Huang, Z., Situ, H.: Optimal protection of quantum coherence in noisy
environment. Int. J. Theor. Phys. 56, 503–513 (2017)



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Comparison of quantum state protection against decoherence, a survey 17

[7] Cong, S.: Control of Quantum Systems: Theory and Methods. John Wiley &
Sons (2014).

[8] Joos, E.: Elements of environmental decoherence. In: Decoherence: Theoreti-
cal, experimental, and conceptual problems. pp. 1–17. Springer (2000)

[9] Schlosshauer, M.: Quantum decoherence. Phys. Rep. 831, 1–57 (2019)

[10] Beau, M., Kiukas, J., Egusquiza, I.L., Del Campo, A.: Nonexponential quan-
tum decay under environmental decoherence. Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 130401
(2017)

[11] Harraz, S., Yang, J., Li, K., Cong, S.: Quantum state transfer control based on
the optimal measurement. Optim. Control Appl. Methods. (2016).

[12] Wiseman, H.M., Milburn, G.J.: Quantum measurement and control. Cam-
bridge university press (2009)

[13] Busch, P., Heinonen, T., Lahti, P.: Noise and disturbance in quantum measure-
ment. Phys. Lett. A. 320, 261–270 (2004)

[14] Sciarrino, F., Ricci, M., De Martini, F., Filip, R., Mišta Jr, L.: Realization of a
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