
Gradient Ascent Pulse Engineering with Feedback

Riccardo Porotti,1, 2, ∗ Vittorio Peano,1 and Florian Marquardt1, 2

1Max Planck Institute for the Science of Light, Erlangen, Germany
2Department of Physics, Friedrich-Alexander Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg, Germany

(Dated: May 9, 2023)

Efficient approaches to quantum control and feedback are essential for quantum technologies, from
sensing to quantum computation. Open-loop control tasks have been successfully solved using opti-
mization techniques, including methods like gradient-ascent pulse engineering (GRAPE) , relying on
a differentiable model of the quantum dynamics. For feedback tasks, such methods are not directly
applicable, since the aim is to discover strategies conditioned on measurement outcomes. In this
work, we introduce feedback-GRAPE, which borrows some concepts from model-free reinforcement
learning to incorporate the response to strong stochastic (discrete or continuous) measurements,
while still performing direct gradient ascent through the quantum dynamics. We illustrate its
power considering various scenarios based on cavity QED setups. Our method yields interpretable
feedback strategies for state preparation and stabilization in the presence of noise. Our approach
could be employed for discovering strategies in a wide range of feedback tasks, from calibration
of multi-qubit devices to linear-optics quantum computation strategies, quantum-enhanced sensing
with adaptive measurements, and quantum error correction.

I. INTRODUCTION

The application of optimal-control techniques to quan-
tum systems [1, 2] forms a cornerstone of modern quan-
tum technologies, ranging from the tailoring of laser
pulses acting on molecules to the synthesis of unitaries in
multi-qubit systems as part of the “compilation” of quan-
tum algorithms for specific hardware platforms. Since
the equations of quantum dynamics are explicitly known
and even differentiable, one can exploit this knowledge
and specifically make use of powerful gradient-based
techniques. The most prominent approach is “gradient-
ascent pulse engineering” (GRAPE)[3, 4], with its effi-
cient evaluation of gradients, together with its variants.
GRAPE is the state of the art method for quantum opti-
mal control and is extremely widely employed. In fact, it
has been used to find optimal control sequences for spin
systems [3, 5, 6], coupled qubits [7, 8], an implementation
of the Jaynes-Cummings model [9], and qubit-cavity lat-
tices [10], among many other examples. It has also been
used to optimize open dynamics [11, 12], has been turned
into an adaptive approach to cope with parameter uncer-
tainties [13–16], and has been extended to second-order
optimization techniques [17]. Other efficient gradient-
based optimal control approaches have also been pre-
sented recently (e.g. [18]).

However, there is one crucial extension that is not eas-
ily addressed by such gradient-based techniques: feed-
back. Conditioning the control sequence based on the
stochastic outcomes of quantum measurements is an im-
portant component of many more challenging tasks [19].
It allows to remove entropy from the system and is there-
fore essential in applications like state preparation and
stabilization in the presence of noise [20–24], adaptive
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measurements [25], or quantum error correction with its
syndrome extraction (e.g. [26–29]). Unfortunately, dis-
covering feedback strategies is a formidable challenge.
These strategies live in a space that is combinatorially
larger than that of open-loop control strategies, since ev-
ery sequence of measurement outcomes may require a
different response. Beyond that general difficulty, it is
unclear a priori how to take gradients through strong
stochastic quantum measurement events.

In principle, there is a set of techniques from machine
learning that can discover feedback strategies without
taking gradients through quantum dynamics: so-called
model-free reinforcement learning (RL)[30] approaches
(for a brief review, see Appendix A). During the last few
years, a number of groups have demonstrated numeri-
cally the promise of model-free RL for quantum physics.
This included both open-loop control tasks (e.g. [31–
34], also in an experiment [35]), but in particular the
more challenging quantum real-time feedback tasks that
rely on adaptive responses to measurement outcomes [36–
39], recently showcased in first experiments [40, 41]. In
model-free RL, the quantum device is treated as a black
box, which can be an advantage in applications to exper-
imental setups with unknown parameters [35, 38, 40, 41].
On the other hand, much of the training time is there-
fore spent in learning implicitly a model of the dynamics
while simultaneously attempting to find good feedback
strategies. This can make learning inefficient, leading to
longer training times and/or suboptimal strategies.

It would therefore seem desirable to find a way to in-
corporate feedback based on arbitrary quantum measure-
ments into a direct gradient-based optimal control tech-
nique like GRAPE, making efficient use of our knowledge
of the differentiable quantum dynamics.

In this work, we present such a technique, which we
refer to as ’feedback-GRAPE’. In the language of RL, it
would be classified as a model-based technique [42]. On
the one hand, it keeps the ability of GRAPE to exploit
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gradients through the quantum dynamics, making the
learning more efficient. On the the other hand, similar to
model-free RL, it provides a flexible approach to incorpo-
rate feedback, even in the presence of strong stochastic
measurements, and to do this efficiently using Monte-
Carlo simulations.

Overall, the technique we introduce here, feedback-
GRAPE, is conceptually simple: GRAPE-type gradient
ascent for the continuous control parts, possibly imple-
mented using automatic differentiation for convenience
[43–48], and in any case exploiting modern gradient op-
timizers, supplemented with stochastic sampling of mea-
surement outcomes.

We show that introducing Monte-Carlo sampling in
the framework of gradient-based feedback optimization
requires the addition of an important correction term
to the overall reward function, for discrete measure-
ment outcomes, or a “reparametrization” of the measure-
ment probability density, for continuous measurement
outcomes. This innovation allows us to optimize any dif-
ferentiable reward over long sequences of measurements,
both discrete and continuous.

In this way, feedback-GRAPE is able to go significantly
beyond existing gradient-based optimization methods for
feedback. These are typically limited to greedy optimiza-
tion over one or, at most, a few measurements [21]. Oth-
erwise, for non-greedy optimization, they are limited to
optimal control problems that can be mapped onto so-
called classical linear-quadratic-Gaussian control prob-
lems, or to a special linear ansatz for the feedback pro-
tocol as in so-called Markovian quantum feedback meth-
ods [19, 49]. The special limiting case of weak Gaussian-
distributed measurements, which does not yet require the
mathematical treatment that we will introduce, has re-
cently been considered by [50], which can thus be consid-
ered an important first step towards the general method
we are going to discuss here. Another important aspect
of our method is that, in contrast to so-called Bayesian
quantum feedback approaches [19, 22, 51], it does not
require to simulate the system dynamics during deploy-
ment in an experiment, as the controller is only provided
with the measurement outcomes. This feature is impor-
tant both for real-time control at fast time scales and the
scalability to more complex systems.

We illustrate the power of feedback-GRAPE in a se-
ries of different tasks, considering different experimental
setups relevant for modern quantum computing employ-
ing cavity modes [52]. Although our method is general,
we have focused on feedback sequences with a modu-
lar structure, i.e. where building blocks like unitaries
and measurements are combined in discrete time steps.
These are useful scenarios, since they can make it easier
to interpret the resulting strategies.

In the following, we will first present the general
method, then analyze the numerical examples, discuss as-
pects of the optimization landscape and scalability, and
finally present further extensions.
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FIG. 1. Quantum feedback control with strong measure-
ments. (a) Such feedback tasks combine smooth, differen-
tiable dynamics in Hilbert space with measurement-induced
jumps. (b) This work integrates model-based techniques re-
lying on gradients and feedback to strong stochastic measure-
ments. (c) Schematic decision-tree representation of a feed-
back strategy for discrete measurement outcomes. Intervals of
differentiable evolution with optimizable control functions F jθ
depend on the sequence of outcomes m1, . . . ,mj . In general,
the evolution can be dissipative.

II. FEEDBACK-GRAPE METHOD

We consider a general dissipative quantum system with
feedback (for an overview of the scheme, see Fig. 1). Sup-
pose measurements are performed at times t1, t2, . . . , tN ,
and the evolution is controlled – in a manner to be
optimized – based on the corresponding measurement
outcomes mj . Specifically, the control parameter F jθ
(which might be a vector) applied during the time in-
terval [tj , tj+1] is a function of all previous measurement
results mj = (m1, . . . ,mj−1,mj). Below, we refer to the

set of controls {F jθ (mj)} for all possible measurement
outcomes as a feedback strategy or simply strategy, see
Fig. 1(c). Here, we anticipated that the feedback-control

functions F jθ (mj) are parametrized, depending on train-
able parameters θ that will be optimized via gradient
ascent (θ is typically a high-dimensional vector). We as-

sume F jθ to be differentiable with respect to θ. Ulti-

mately, the value of F jθ will be provided by a neural net-
work, or, alternatively, a lookup table: we comment on
these different approaches further below, but the present
considerations are independent of this aspect. In prac-
tice, the control vector F jθ might enter a Hamiltonian or
directly a parametrized unitary gate. On a minor note,
in some scenarios, during the first time interval [0, t1],
one might apply a control F 0 that does not depend on
any previous measurement outcomes but can still be op-
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timized.
With this notation in place, the time evolution of the

system’s density matrix, for a particular measurement
sequence m = (m1,m2, . . .), can be written in the general
form

ρ̂(T |m) = Φ(m)(FNθ , F
N−1
θ , . . . , F 0

θ )[ρ̂(0)] (1)

where Φ(m) is the map that depends on the control pa-
rameters and implements the quantum-dissipative time
evolution throughout the whole time interval [0, T ], con-
ditioned on the given fixed sequence m of measurement
outcomes. Note that our definition implies that Φ(m) it-
self is not a completely positive (CP) map, because it
contains the renormalization of the quantum state re-
quired after each measurement (it implements a “quan-
tum instrument”), which introduces a nonlinear depen-
dence on the initial state. To obtain the unconditional
average quantum state, the average 〈. . .〉m of this ex-
pression may be taken over all possible measurement se-
quences, weighted with their respective probabilities.

Eq. (1) is valid formally even if the overall evolution
is non-Markovian. It can be simplified in the important
Markovian case. Then, evolution proceeds step-wise. Let
us denote by Φj the CP map for the continuous evolution
during the time interval [t+j , t

−
j+1], where t− is shorthand

for a time point just prior to the measurement at t, and
correspondingly t+ is right after the measurement. Then
we have ρ̂(t−j+1) = Φj(F

j
θ (mj))[ρ̂(t+j )]. In the special case

of unitary dynamics, the evolution itself simplifies fur-
ther to ρ̂(t−j+1) = Ûj(F

j
θ (mj))ρ̂(t+j )Ûj(F

j
θ (mj))

†. Here

ρ̂(t−j+1) is understood to be the quantum state at time
tj+1 for a fixed sequence m1, . . . ,mj of previous measure-
ment outcomes, just prior to the next positive-operator-
valued measure (POVM) measurement implemented at
tj+1.

This measurement is described by some
POVM element that can be written in the form
M̂(m′)†M̂(m′), with the POVM normalization condi-

tion
∑
m′ M̂(m′)†M̂(m′) = 1 and M̂ ≡ M̂j+1 depending

on the physics of the measurement. It will yield
a particular outcome mj+1 ≡ m′ with probability

P (m′) = tr[M̂(m′)†M̂(m′)ρ̂(t−j+1)] and an updated state

ρ̂(t+j+1) = M̂(m′)ρ̂(t−j+1)M̂(m′)†/P (m′).
Our goal is to maximize some overall cumulative re-

ward R, which is called “return” in the nomencla-
ture of reinforcement learning. For example, in a
state-preparation task this might be the final fidelity
with respect to some target state σ̂. For a given
sequence m of outcomes, we would define R(m) =(

tr
√√

σ̂ρ̂(T |m)
√
σ̂

)2

. This would be averaged even-

tually over all possible measurement outcome sequences
to yield R̄ = 〈R(m)〉m. The return R could also involve
penalties for suppressing larger control amplitudes etc.
These additional contributions depend on the specific se-
quence m as well, via the controls F jθ (mj).

It might now seem straightforward to employ auto-
matic differentiation for optimizing R̄ via gradient as-

cent, updating δθ = η ∂R̄∂θ , with some learning rate η and
with all the trainable parameters combined in a vector θ.

The crucial observation to be made at this stage is that
the introduction of stochastic measurement results into
this scheme requires some extra care. The following con-
siderations constitute the main conceptual steps needed
to enable the discovery of feedback-based quantum con-
trol strategies based on gradient ascent.

We have to distinguish between discrete and continu-
ous measurement outcomes, which require substantially
different treatment.

For the particularly interesting discrete case (e.g.
strong projective qubit measurements), the essential in-
sight is that the probabilities P for obtaining the different
measurement outcomes themselves depend on all the con-
trols F jθ applied during previous time intervals, simply
because the quantum state itself carries this dependence.
This has to be taken care of during the evaluation of gra-
dients with respect to θ. Illustrating this in the case of a
single measurement m at time t1 ∈ [0, T ], we have

〈R〉m =
∑
m

P (m|ρ̂(t−1 ))R(m) (2)

Here P (m|ρ̂) is the probability for measurement outcome
m given state ρ̂. As we take the gradient with respect to
the trainable parameters θ, we observe that the derivative
acts not only on the return R based on the time-evolved
state Φ1(F 1

θ (m))[ρ̂(t+1 )] (the second factor inside the
sum) but also on the probability P (m) itself, due to its
dependence on the initial control, ρ̂(t−1 ) = Φ0(F 0

θ )[ρ̂(0)].
Generalizing this observation, we cannot simply im-

plement gradients of the measurement-averaged return
R̄ = 〈R(m)〉m by averaging the gradient of the
sequence-specific return, 〈∂R(m)/∂θ〉m. Rather, ob-
serve 〈R(m)〉m =

∑
m P (m)R(m). Thus, when eval-

uating ∂〈R(m)〉m/∂θ, we will get two contributions:
∂[R(m)P (m)]/∂θ = P (m)∂R(m)/∂θ+R(m)∂P (m)/∂θ.
To enable stochastic sampling of the second term, we
rewrite it using ∂P (m)/∂θ = P (m)∂ lnP (m)/∂θ. This
then leads to:

∂ 〈R(m)〉m
∂θ

=

〈
∂R(m)

∂θ

〉
m

+

〈
R(m)

∂ lnPθ(m)

∂θ

〉
m

.

(3)
Here we displayed explicitly the parameter-dependence
of Pθ(m), which represents the probability of the full se-
quence of outcomes m = (m1,m2, . . .), given the param-
eters θ that determined the shape of the control functions
F jθ .

The mathematics for the extra term appearing here,
with the gradient of the log-likelihood, is well known from
policy-gradient-based approaches in model-free reinforce-
ment learning. However, there this term appears for a
different reason. It arises due to the deliberate choice of
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Û(F)[ ]N
b

cumulative reward R = ∑
j

rj

(and )∑
j

ln Pj

initial state

measurement

co
nt

ro
l F

m
sm

t 
m

FIG. 2. Quantum feedback sequences considered within
feedback-GRAPE, set up for automatic differentiation. (a)
The measurement samples a stochastic outcome mt, adopt-
ing a different method depending on whether the outcome is
continuous or discrete. In both cases, the probability distribu-
tion depends in a differentiable way on the trainable parame-
ters θ, via the preceding unitary controls that have generated
the present quantum state ρθ. Depending on the measure-
ment outcome, a learnable control F is applied that may be
implemented either via a neural network or a lookup table.
(b) Full sequence. This consists of repeated application of
the blocks depicted in (a), plus subsequent implementation of
unitary controls depending on F , potentially with decay and
decoherence included in the model of the system’s evolution.
For discrete measurement outcomes, the logarithmic term (in
brackets) has to be accumulated and is used to evaluate a log-
likelihood correction term when optimizing the overall return
R using gradient ascent, cf Eq. (3). An algorithmic flow chart
representation of the learning pipeline for the case of discrete
measurements is provided in Appendix B.

implementing stochastic controls, in order to avoid any
need to take gradients through the possibly unknown dy-
namics of the system to be controlled. For more details
see Appendix A. In our case, by contrast, we do take
gradients through the known dynamics and the controls
themselves are deterministic when conditioned on a fixed
sequence of measurements. The randomness enters via
the stochastic measurement outcomes (these are obser-
vations of the “environment” in RL language).

Due to the sequential nature of the control procedure,
the log-likelihood term can be rewritten as a sum of con-
tributions, lnPθ(m) =

∑
j lnPθ(mj |mj−1). Thus, dur-

ing the individual time evolution trajectory, this term
may be easily accumulated step by step, since the condi-
tional probabilities are known (these are just the POVM
measurement probabilities). The gradients of Eq. (3) can
then be taken for such an individual trajectory or a batch,
substituting stochastic sampling for an exact average over
m. The whole approach, with its calculational pipeline,
is illustrated schematically in Fig. 2. Additionally, a more
detailed algorithmic flow-chart representation is given in
Appendix B.

The Monte-Carlo evaluation of the average reward

〈R(m)〉m =
∑

m P (m)R(m) is a crucial ingredient to
tackle long sequences of stochastic measurements, as it
allows to focus only on the most likely measurement out-
comes among the exponentially large set of such out-
comes. Only for very short sequences would it be feasible
to instead explicitly evaluate the sum over all possible
measurement outcomes, producing less noisy gradients.

The evaluation of the gradients of the return with re-
spect to the trainable parameters θ can proceed in two
different ways, using either automatic differentiation (see
below) or exploiting analytical approaches to obtain ex-
plicit expressions for the gradients that can then be eval-
uated numerically. In the latter case, one can either set
up evolution equations for the parameter-gradient of the
quantum state, ∂θρ̂ or, in the suitable scenario, directly
apply a modified version of the original GRAPE tech-
nique to efficiently evaluate the gradients. We describe
both of these procedures in detail in Appendix C. In the
language of current machine learning concepts, taking
the gradient through the continuous-evolution intervals
would be generally speaking an example of the concept
of neural ordinary differential equations, a rather recent
development [53].

Alternatively, and sometimes more conveniently, the
whole evolution pipeline described above can straight-
forwardly be implemented in an automatic differentia-
tion framework, such as TensorFlow [54], PyTorch, JAX,
or others. Gradients of the resulting overall return and
of the log-probability can then be obtained using that
framework without extra effort. The sequence of discrete
measurement outcomes of a given trajectory is consid-
ered fixed when taking the gradient in this manner. The
automatic-differentiation approach is particularly help-
ful and efficient in cases where the whole time evolu-
tion can be split into many building blocks (parametrized
gates, i.e. unitaries, acting during fixed time intervals),
as is common practice for many quantum control tasks
in present quantum computing platforms. Whenever this
latter situation is encountered, it also aids interpretabil-
ity, as we will see in the numerical examples.

As we remarked at the beginning, the central quantity
of our approach are the measurement-dependent controls
F jθ (mj). For accessing those, one can simply adopt a
lookup table, at least for the case of discrete measure-
ments discussed up to now and when the total number
of measurements during the full time evolution is not too
large. The table for F jθ needs M j entries, if there are M
possible outcomes for each measurement, corresponding
to the exponentially many possible sequences. In that
case, the entries of this table would directly represent
the trainable parameters θ. Alternatively, the controls
F jθ (mj) can be implemented via a neural network that
takes measurement results as input and maps those to
the current control vector. Since the number of available
measurement results is different for each time step j, one
may choose to set up a different network at each j. How-
ever, training efficiency and generalization ability can be
improved by constructing a single recurrent network, i.e.
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a network with memory that is employed in sequence
processing tasks [55]. It takes the temporal sequence of
measurements as input, one step at a time, producing a
control vector at each such time step. This approach can
possibly generalize to infinitely long feedback control se-
quences, for example during state stabilization tasks. In
the course of our numerical experiments, to be detailed
later, we observed both scenarios where the neural net-
work outperformed the lookup table but also the reverse.

We note in passing that both the look-up table and
recurrent NN approaches do not require a Bayesian esti-
mate of the state during deployment in an experiment:
they operate purely on the measurement outcomes. For
the sake of comparison, however, we also considered a
Bayesian quantum feedback approach [51] in which a
fully connected NN is provided with the quantum state
before each time step. This approach suffers problems
with scalability, because it can be deployed in an exper-
iment only in combination with real-time simulations of
a stochastic master equation [51] to update the quantum
state based on the measurement outcomes. We will see
later that our numerical results indicate that the knowl-
edge of the full quantum state does not appear to provide
any substantial learning advantage compared to our non-
Bayesian approaches.

Continuous measurement outcomes can be treated in
exactly the same way as discrete ones. However, for that
scenario there also exists an alternative, which obviates
the need for the logarithmic-likelihood correction term:
we can adopt a general version of what is known as the
’reparametrization trick’ in stochastic neural networks
(e.g. in variational autoencoders). The idea is that we
can generate a stochastic variable z according to some
fixed probability density and then transform this into the
required measurement probability density p(m|ρ̂), which
does depend on control parameters (via the state ρ̂, as
explained above) and must be subjected to gradients.
This parameter-dependent transformation can be imple-
mented in a differentiable way, as we now show. We
first obtain the cumulative distribution function f(m) =∫m
−∞ p(m′|ρ̂)dm′, by discretizing p as a vector on a lattice

and using a cumulative sum for an Euler approximation
of the integral (this operation exists in frameworks like
TensorFlow). We then draw a random uniformly dis-
tributed z ∈ [0, 1] and invert f(m). The last step also
needs to be performed in a differentiable way. One option
is to set m = f−1(z) ≈ ∑n m̃nH(z − zn)H(zn+1 − z).
Here zn = f(mn) defines the lattice version of f , H is the
Heaviside step function, the sum ranges over the lattice
points, and m̃n solves the piecewise linearized approx-
imation of m = f−1(z) associated with the interval n:
m̃n = (mn+1 −mn)(z − zn)/(zn+1 − zn) + mn. The set
of measure zero where the gradient is undefined can be
ignored, as is common practice in using activation func-
tions like rectified linear units in neural networks.

In this way, one can implement, within the automatic
differentiation framework, for example measurements of
discrete variables with continuous outcomes. A typical

case would be a qubit measurement with m = σ + ξ,
where σ = ±1 is the qubit state and ξ some measure-
ment noise of density q(ξ). Formally, p(m|ρ̂) =

∑
σ q(m−

σ)ρσσ, and M̂(m) =
∑
σ

√
q(m− σ) |σ〉 〈σ|. One can

also perform measurements on continuous variables, e.g.
a weak measurement of position, p(m|ρ̂) =

∫
dxq(m −

x)ρ(x, x), with M̂(m) =
∫
dx
√
q(m− x) |x〉 〈x|. The

dependence of the probability density p in each case
on the parameters determining the control functions at
earlier times will be correctly taken into account, and
one can now use the straightforward formula ∂R̄/∂θ =
〈∂R(m)/∂θ〉m for stochastic sampling of the gradient.
Note that the discrete-outcome case (above) and the
continuous-outcome case can also be easily combined in
our approach.

Our reparametrization trick allows to switch from any
arbitrary state-dependent probability density p(m|ρ̂) to
an easy-to-sample fixed probability density, allowing to
obviate the need for the log-likelihood term that was re-
quired in the case of discrete outcomes discussed earlier.
There is a special limiting case in which an even simpler
linear reparametrization achieves the same goal. We are
referring to the case in which p(m|ρ̂) is a Gaussian which
depends on the state of the system only via its mean value
m̄, p(m|ρ̂) = N (m̄(σ̂), 1). In this case, one can switch
to a fixed (easy-to-sample) Gaussian probability density
with the reparametrization z = m − m̄(σ̂) ∼ N (0, 1).
This reparametrization has the advantage that it can be
trivially inverted. This kind of description automatically
arises in the well-known quantum trajectories approach
applied to homodyne detection [49] of light emerging
from a cavity. In that setting, the observable m of inter-
est is the observed homodyne detection current, appro-
priately rescaled and integrated over a time window ∆t
much smaller than the typical system decay time. Its dis-
tribution depends on the state of the system only via its

mean value m̄ = ε tr
(
Ôρ̂
)

where Ô is the system observ-

able that couple to the bath and ε ∝
√

∆t. In the frame-
work of this quantum trajectory approach, one can, thus,
find feedback strategies conditioned on the homodyne
current by differentiating through the system dynamics
without introducing our more flexible reparametrization
of p(m|ρ̂) or our additional log-likelihood term. This ap-
proach has been pursued recently by Schäfer et al. [50].

So far, controls have been continuous and represented
via functions (differentiable with respect to parameters)
depending on previous measurement results. However,
sometimes one might want to also take discrete actions,
e.g. deciding whether some measurement should be per-
formed at all or not, or whether some fixed qubit gate
should be applied. This can be incorporated without
any substantial changes to the approach discussed here,
borrowing from policy-gradient model-free reinforcement
learning, by introducing stochastic actions a, in contrast
to the deterministic continuous actions discussed so far:
use a network or a lookup-table to calculate the proba-
bility Pθ(aj |mj ,aj−1) of taking a discrete action aj at
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FIG. 3. State preparation from the ground state (open-loop
control). a) Schematic of the Jaynes-Cummings system. b)
Sequence of parametrized controls during a time-evolution
trajectory. Each trajectory comprises N time steps. A time
step consists in a qubit drive gate followed by a qubit-cavity
interaction gate. c,d) Fidelity as a function of the number
of trajectories sampled during training (here, that number is
equal to the number of gradient ascent iterations). The target
state is indicated. Model-free RL performs very poorly, while
the direct gradient-based approach used as the basis for our
method converges well even when long sequences are required
(N = 20 for the four-components kitten state).

step j given the previous measurement record mj and
actions aj−1 = (aj−1, . . . , a2, a1) and then sample from
all actions accordingly. Then, the same form for the
gradient for the reward applies as in Eq. (3) but now
with both the reward R and the probability Pθ depend-
ing not only on the measurement history m but also
on the history of all the actions taken throughout the
trajectory, a = (a1, a2, . . .). As before, the probabil-
ity in Eq. (3) can be replaced by Monte Carlo sam-
pling while the log-likelihood term can be accumulated
according to lnPθ(m,a) =

∑
j lnPθ(mj |mj−1,aj−1) +

lnPθ(aj |mj ,aj−1).

III. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We now turn to an illustration of the feedback-GRAPE
method by solving several different challenging quan-
tum feedback control tasks. We will consider five sepa-
rate tasks of increasing difficulty: starting with noiseless
state preparation (an open-loop control task) as a base-
line benchmark for GRAPE-type control in this scenario,
then moving to purification (a task that already benefits
from feedback, i.e. adaptive measurements), to feedback-
based state preparation in the presence of noisy control
parameters or out of a thermal state, and feedback-based
state stabilization. Along the way, we will explore a
handful of different experimental scenarios.

A. State preparation with Jaynes-Cummings
controls

As a preliminary step, we consider state preparation
of a target state starting from a pure state. In addi-
tion, we assume that any coupling to an external envi-
ronment is negligible and that the parametrized controls
can be implemented perfectly. In this setting, the prepa-
ration of a quantum state does not require any feedback
and, thus, we will not yet be able to test our feedback
extension of GRAPE. Instead, the purpose of this sec-
tion is to provide a compelling motivation for our ap-
proach, showing that, even before feedback is introduced,
(GRAPE-type) model-based optimal-control approaches
outperform, some times dramatically, their model-free
counterparts.

As a first example, we consider the state preparation
of a cavity resonantly coupled to an externally driven
qubit, cf Fig. 3a. This scenario is modelled by the well-
known Jaynes-Cummings Hamiltonian [56]. It is the first
and simplest light-matter coupling scenario that emerged
in quantum optics [56, 57] but is nowadays of practi-
cal relevance for modern quantum-computing platforms
[52]. In those, it is employed both for qubit readout
and for qubit-enabled nonlinear manipulation of cavity
states. Here, we will consider a particular sequence of
parametrized unitary gates originally introduced by Law
and Eberly [58]. The sequence consists in a series of
two interleaved gates, cf Fig.3b. In the first gate, the
qubit is driven externally to implement an arbitrary ro-
tation about an equatorial axis, implementing the uni-
tary gate Ûq(α) = exp

[
−i
(
ασ̂c+ + α∗σ̂c−

)
/2
]
. Here we

introduced the qubit raising (lowering) operator σ̂c+ (σ̂c−),
and |α| is the rotation angle while arg(α/|α|) is the az-
imuthal angle of the rotation axis. In the second gate,
the qubit and cavity mode with ladder operator â can
be coupled for a variable duration, exchanging excita-
tions, Ûqc(β) = exp

[
−i
(
βâσ̂c+ + β∗â†σ̂c−

)
/2
]
. Here, |β|

is proportional to the interaction time, see Appendix D.
Depending on the target state, the control parameters α
and β can be chosen to be complex or real. In the latter
case, the control vector F j defined in Section II is simply
F j = (αj , βj).

In their groundbreaking work [58], Law and Eberly
showed that any arbitrary superposition of Fock states
with maximal excitation number N can be prepared out
of the ground state in a sequence of N such interleaved
gates, providing also an algorithm to find the correct an-
gles and interaction durations (see Appendix D). This
solution has been used to remarkable effect in experi-
ments with superconducting qubits [59]. Here, we use it
as a benchmark to test different RL approaches.

With the goal of recovering the strategies predicted
by Law and Eberly, we set the return R equal to the
state fidelity at the final time step, prescribing a fixed
number of time steps equal to the maximum number of
excitations in the target state, e.g. for the state∝ |1〉+|3〉
we set N = 3.
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Somewhat surprisingly, state-of-the-art model-free re-
inforcement learning is not able to cope well with this
challenge. We employed proximal-policy optimization
(PPO) [60], a powerful and widely used modern general-
purpose advantage actor-critic approach to optimize the
continuous controls. It performs well only for the very
simple task of preparing Fock state |1〉, while getting
stuck at bad final overlaps for higher Fock states, cf
Fig. 3c. This statement holds even after training for
many episodes and varying the hyperparameters, and
even for other modern general model-free RL algorithms
that we tried, see Appendix E.

In contrast, direct gradient ascent through the uni-
tary evolution, using the control parameters as learning
parameters, θ = {F j = (αj , βj)}, allows to find opti-
mal state preparation strategies performing as well as the
known Law-Eberly algorithm for a broad range of states.
As examples, we have prepared Fock states with excita-
tions numbers up to n = 10, and superpositions of two
Fock states, cf Fig. 3d. For all these states, convergence
of the training protocol has been obtained in a single run
and the infidelity can be decreased up to the numerical
precision of the algorithm.

In addition, we have also considered a much more chal-
lenging four-component kitten state built from four co-
herent states, |ψKit4

α̃ 〉 ∝ ∑3
j=0 |ijα̃〉. Here, we consider

α̃ = 3, corresponding to the average photon number
n̄ ≈ |α̃|2 = 9. We attempt to prepare this state using
a long sequence of 20 time steps. In this case, we see
that the infidelity tends to decrease step-wise during the
training, cf Fig. 3d. In Appendix F, we show that the
detailed evolution of the fidelity during training depends
strongly on the initialization. On the other hand, the
height of the steps is an intrinsic feature of the target
state. Interestingly, each step can be associated to a par-
ticular intermediate state that can be reached using a
large number of different strategies. Each such strategy
corresponds to a saddle point of the optimization land-
scape. The training becomes particularly slow close to
these saddle points because the curvature of the opti-
mization landscape in the direction of increasing fidelity
is zero, giving rise to a narrow valley. This can cause the
training to stall on a suboptimal solution. Nevertheless,
if the preparation sequences are made longer (larger N),
good solutions can be found in any training run. For
more details see Appendix F.

Physically, the presence of a large number of narrow
valleys and plateaus in the optimization landscape is due
to the fact that in the Law and Eberly protocol the exci-
tations can only be added one by one, first exciting the
qubit and then transferring them to the oscillator. They
are present even for simple tasks such as the preparation
of a simple Fock state with excitation number n prepared
in N = n time steps (as in Fig. 3c,d). In this case, it is
enough that a single control parameter (βj or αj for any
j) is zero for the fidelity and its gradient to vanish. If
two or more parameters are small also the Hessian is zero,
leading to a plateau. In the model-based approach this

N
M̂(γj, δj)]
measurement

[

a c

b
b

d

probabilities
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ri
tie
s

Time steps

FIG. 4. Purification of a thermal state. a) Sketch of the
experimental set up. The cavity is coupled dispersively to
an ancilla qubit. b) Sequence of parameterized controls dur-
ing a time-evolution trajectory. Each time step consists in
a parameterized measurement. c) Purification of a thermal
state (here, with n̄ = 2). An adaptive strategy (found us-
ing feedback-GRAPE) clearly outperforms other approaches.
e) Extracted purification strategy visualized in a decision
tree. The purple boxes display the measurement parameters
(γ/π|δ/π).

leads to a slow convergence for large n, cf Fig. 3d). On
the other hand, lack of direct access to the gradient in a
model-free approach prevents convergence even for small
values of n, cf Fig. 3d.

In order to further substantiate that model-based
GRAPE-type optimal control approaches are more ef-
ficient than their model-free counterparts, we analyze
the state preparation of a so-called Gottesman-Kitaev-
Preskill state [61] using the same set of universal controls
recently adopted by Sivak et al. [38] to demonstrate their
model-free quantum control approach. Direct compari-
son of our results, reported in Appendix G, with those of
Ref. [38] shows the following: in this setting with more
powerful controls, in which model-free RL performs al-
ready well, a GRAPE-type approach performs even bet-
ter. In particular, it allows to explore much larger pa-
rameter spaces and, thus, obtain better quality solutions
using only a small fraction (about one percent) of simu-
lated training trajectories.

Regardless of these detailed observations, these ex-
amples indicate that model-based gradient ascent ap-
proaches can outperform model-free generic methods for
optimizing quantum control in settings relevant for quan-
tum technologies. Given the large performance difference
already in the open-loop control scenario we focused en-
tirely on the feedback-GRAPE approach in the subse-
quent exploration of the more advanced challenges that
do include feedback.
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B. State purification with qubit-mediated
measurement

Next, we move to a first example of a situation that
requires feedback. We will now imagine that the cavity
is initially in a mixed state. The goal will be to purify
the cavity’s state, i.e. the reward is determined by the
purity trρ̂2

cav of the cavity state at the final time. Pu-
rification can be achieved by applying repeated quantum
measurements, which remove entropy from the quantum
system.

In the following, we consider an adaptive measurement
scheme originally proposed in [62] and demonstrated in a
series of experiments on Rydberg atoms interacting with
microwave cavities [21, 63–65]. In this scheme, the cavity
is coupled to an ancilla qubit, which can then be read out
to update our knowledge of the cavity’s quantum state,
cf sketch in Fig. 4a.

The measurement comprises several steps, which we
will list individually before summarizing their combined
effect on the cavity state. In a first step, the ancilla qubit
with Pauli operators σ̂ai=x,y,z is prepared in the +x eigen-
state. Subsequently it is coupled dispersively to the cav-
ity for a variable amount of time. The dispersive coupling
in experiments is linear in the photon number to a very
good approximation in the low-photon regime, and is de-
scribed by a unitary of the form: Û(γ) = exp

(
−iγσ̂az â†â

)
with parameter γ depending linearly on the interaction
time. This means the qubit precesses by an angle that
depends linearly on the number of photons inside the cav-
ity. In the next, final step, the ancilla qubit is projected
along some selected axis σ̂ax cos δ+ σ̂ay sin δ, yielding a dis-
crete result m ∈ {−1,+1}. The combined effect of these
operations is to perform a POVM on the cavity, with
outcome probability P (m) = tr[M̂(m)†M̂(m)ρ̂] and an

updated state M̂(m)ρ̂M̂(m)†/P (m). Here ρ̂ is the state
of the qubit-cavity system, excluding the measurement
qubit which has been eliminated in this description. The
measurement operator M̂(m) is given by

M̂(m = +1) = cos(γâ†â+ δ/2) , (4)

and likewise for m = −1, with cos replaced by sin. This
formula indicates that after the measurement the prob-
abilities of the different cavity Fock states |n〉 will be
multiplied by a sinusoidal “mask”, where the period is
determined by 1/γ and the phase shift is set by both
δ and the measurement outcome m. This helps to pin-
point the state of the cavity, especially when multiple
such measurements are carried out with suitably chosen
periodicities [62] and phase shifts [65].

Fig. 4c shows the results of applying the feedback-
GRAPE method to this problem (labeled ’Adaptive’).
We employ a recurrent neural network to produce the
controls F j = (γj , δj) when provided with the measure-
ment outcome sequence (more details on numerical pa-
rameters can be found in appendices D,E). As we see,
the impurity quickly decreases with the number of al-
lowed measurements, and it does so significantly better

than in a non-adaptive scheme, where the sequence of
measurement controls δj and γj is still optimized, but
where these controls are not allowed to depend on previ-
ous measurement outcomes. To visualize and analyze the
numerically obtained strategy, we introduce in Fig. 4d a
decision tree. This is extracted via an automated numer-
ical procedure, by running many trajectories and noting
in each case the controls suggested by the adaptive strat-
egy. The controls are a deterministic function of previous
measurement outcomes.

Such a decision tree will contain all information about
the adaptive strategy learned by the NN and can pos-
sibly allow the user to give it a physical interpretation
and extrapolate analytical solutions for larger numbers
of control steps. This might require to leverage any avail-
able physical understanding of the control operations,
e.g. identifying physically significant values of the con-
trol parameters. Using our understanding of the model’s
physics, we can choose to (analytically) interpret the con-
trols, e.g. trying to represent them in terms of fractional
multiples of π. This kind of analysis is optional, and
independent of our method, but it nicely demonstrates
what can be usefully done in settings with discrete mea-
surements, generating additional insights after running
the general-purpose algorithm. For example, here, we
were able to take inspiration from the decision tree for
four measurements and a specific value of the tempera-
ture to extrapolate the optimal purification strategy for
any temperature and any number of measurements, see
appendix J.

C. State preparation from a thermal state with
Jaynes-Cummings controls

We now turn to a task that involves both feedback and
control simultaneously. Specifically, we consider state
preparation out of a thermal state, for target states that
are selected as arbitrary superpositions of the first few
Fock states. For this purpose, we consider the setup
shown in Fig. 5a, comprising both an ancilla and a con-
trol qubit to combine the parameterized measurements
introduced in Section III B with the Jaynes-Cummings
control gates introduced in Section III A. The resulting
sequence of parameterized controls is shown in Fig. 5b.

Results for the state (|1〉 + |2〉 + |3〉)/
√

3 and a four-

component kitten state |ψKit4
α̃ 〉 with α̃ =

√
2, are shown

in Fig. 5c,d. Feedback-GRAPE converges in about 1000
gradient-ascent steps (each operating on a batch of 10
sampled trajectories). We ran the method several times,
starting with different initial random configurations of
the trainable parameters θ, demonstrating that conver-
gence is robust, despite the usual absence of a guarantee
for such a non-convex optimization problem. For more
details see Appendix I.

It is interesting to analyze in some more detail the con-
vergence behaviour. As one noteworthy observation, de-
spite the overall very good performance, we sometimes
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FIG. 5. State preparation from a thermal state (with average occupation n̄ = 1), employing feedback. a) Schematic of the
Jaynes-Cummings system with an additional ancilla qubit used for the measurement. b) Sequence of parameterized controls.
Each trajectory corresponds to N time steps. Each time step consists in a parameterized measurement, followed by two unitary
gates. c) Gradient-ascent progress for two target states (the curves are smoothed with a moving average), and d) final infidelity
vs total number of time steps. In (d), each point is the best out of 30 training runs. The statistics of the final infidelity for
random training initialization is analyzed in Appendix I. is analyzed in Appendix I. e) Evolution of reduced qubit and cavity
state (probability as color) for one trajectory of the converged strategy (target |1〉+|2〉+|3〉); time points of measurements (with
results) and controls are indicated as in (b). f) Corresponding decision tree, for the most probable sequences of measurement
outcomes. The red boxes show (α/π|β/π), and “no meas” means the parameters γ, δ are such that no measurement takes place.
g,h) Gradient-ascent progress (for the same state and number of steps as in e,f) with and without memory and for different
values of the learning rate (see legend).

find that the algorithm may get stuck at suboptimal
solutions if we increase the total number of time steps
available for the feedback sequence (Fig. 5d). Ideally, an
increased number of steps should always lead to an im-
provement (in the present scenario), but apparently the
larger space of control variables then becomes challeng-
ing. This can be mitigated to some extent by running the
gradient ascent repeatedly from random starting condi-
tions. We discuss other possible solutions to this general
problem in Section IV.

One motivation for the use of a neural network in-
stead of a lookup table is that the number of parameters
needed for a tree-type table grows exponentially, while
a neural network could in principle make use of a much
smaller number of parameters. Also, it may be expected
that the strategy of a network generalizes to situations
with a number of time steps larger than the one it was
trained on. Despite these obvious advantages of neural
networks, we found (to our surprise) that lookup tables
often converge to better fidelities than recurrent NNs, in
the present example scenario with feedback, cf the red
and green lines in Fig. 5c,d. Another important observa-
tion is that both look-up table and recurrent NN methods
fare at least equally well if not better than a quantum-
state-aware NN controller (pink line in Fig. 5c,d). As

mentioned above, these methods are preferrable as they
do not require any real-time simulations during deploy-
ment in an experiment. The reasons for these observa-
tions are still unclear and merit future investigation.

What is the nature of the feedback strategies that the
algorithm discovers? Naively, we might expect the follow-
ing strategy: an optimized adaptive purification phase,
of the kind discussed above, leading to some Fock state
|n〉, followed by state preparation that is derived from
the Law-Eberly protocol (e.g. going back down to the
ground state and then building up the arbitrary target
state from there). However, the actual strategies discov-
ered by feedback-GRAPE are significantly more efficient.
They interleave adaptive measurements and controls al-
ready in the first stage of the process. This can be seen
in Fig. 5e,f, where the goal was to prepare the equal su-
perposition (|1〉 + |2〉 + |3〉)/

√
3. Again, it is possible

to obtain more information about the full strategy (as
opposed to a single trajectory), by extracting a decision
tree (Fig. 5f). There, we observe that measurements are
sometimes deliberately performed in such a way that cer-
tain Fock states are completely ruled out (their probabil-
ity is set to 0), which requires certain choices of measure-
ment control parameters. Simultaneously, qubit-cavity
interaction cycles are employed to reduce the excitation
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FIG. 6. State stabilization with Jaynes-Cummings controls.
a) Sketch of the feedback control sequence, including also
physical decay of the cavity. We assume that multiple control
substeps can be applied after each measurement. Each sub-
step comprises a qubit driving gate followed by a qubit-cavity
interaction gate. The decay with rate κ is incorporated by
interleaving the parameterized controls with dissipative evo-
lution of fixed durations tM and tc before a measurement
and control substep, respectively. See Appendix H for more
details. b) Trajectories after optimization. We show the evo-
lution of the oscillator Wigner function during one step of
the feedback control sequence stabilizing a four-legged kitten
state with average photon number n̄ = 9. Indicated are also
the probabilities P of each measurement outcome as well as
the fidelity F after the decay and control steps. c) Perfor-
mance of the strategy found by feedback-GRAPE. We show
the final fidelity for various target states and number of steps
N . After each decay and measurement, a single control se-
quence (i.e. only one choice of α and β) is applied. The
four columns represents different numbers of decay steps ex-
perienced by the state (here: N=1, 2, 3 and 4). The bars
with lower values show the bare decay of the fidelity (here
for κtM = 0.05 and tc = 0), when no feedback strategy is
employed. d) For sufficiently low dissipation (small tc), the
fidelity can be increased by applying more control substeps.
We show the fidelity as a function of the number of substeps
for N = 1, κtM = 0.1 and three different decay durations
tc, κtc = 0, 1 × 10−4, 2 × 10−4. e) Stabilization of a Fock
state (here |5〉) for an arbitrarily long time, employing the
generalization ability of a recurrent neural network (RNN).

number of the cavity.

D. State stabilization in a noisy environment with
Jaynes-Cummings controls

Quantum state stabilization in a noisy environment
represents another challenging task that can be solved
using feedback-GRAPE.

In this scenario, the interaction with the environment
induces decay and decoherence of the quantum state.
Both these effects can be suppressed by probing the sys-
tem with an appropriate stream of quantum measure-
ments interleaved with unitary gates, leading to the long-
term stabilization of the quantum state.

We use the same Jaynes-Cummings feedback control
scheme as in the previous section, allowing for multi-
ple control substeps. Each substep comprises a qubit
drive and a qubit-oscillator interaction gate. In addi-
tion, we model physical decay of the cavity with decay
rate κ, interleaving the substeps of the feedback control
sequence with intervals of dissipative evolution of fixed
durations tM and tc, cf Fig. 6(a). These could be in-
terpreted as waiting times before applying instantaneous
measurement and control gates, respectively, but more
realistically they can effectively incorporate the decay
and decoherence that has occured during finite-duration
operations. For this approximation to work the decay
needs to be weak, which is the case for our scenario.

As an illustrative example, we show the two possi-
ble trajectories for a circuit comprising a single step of
the feedback control sequence and optimized to stabi-
lized a four-legged kitten state |ψKit4

α̃ 〉 with average pho-
ton number n̄ ≈ 9, cf Fig. 6(b). The learning algo-
rithm selects the measurement parameters δ = 0, and
γ = π/2. This seems a natural choice because in this

case M̂(m = 1)|ψKit4
α̃ 〉 = |ψKit4

α̃ 〉. This implies that the
measurement leaves invariant the target Kitten state. In
addition, a measurement outcome m = −1 postselects
an orthogonal state. The latter outcome is verified, for
example, if a single-photon leaks out of the cavity and
occurs with 30% probability after the dissipative evolu-
tion of duration κtM = 0.05. The fidelity recovers up to
91% after a single Jaynes-Cummings control sequence is
applied. This is a good result considering the limited ex-
pressivity of our control scheme. The fidelity can be mod-
erately increased by allowing more steps provided that
the decay during the control protocol is not too large, cf.
Fig. 6(d).

The fidelity for several quantum states, including Fock
states and superpositions thereof, for a varying number
of time steps (up to 4) is shown in Fig. 6(c). As a com-
parison, the bare decay in the absence of any control is
also displayed. These results demonstrate the ability of
feedback GRAPE to discover strategies to mitigate the
effect of dissipation for a variety of quantum states.

As we explained above, lookup tables often perform
surprisingly well. We now briefly demonstrate, in the
context of state stabilization, one example where the
power of a neural network is clearly helpful (Fig. 6e).
We first train a RNN on sequences of 20 steps, with the



11

goal to stabilize a given Fock state for an arbitrarily long
time. For this example, the cumulative reward of a tra-
jectory is not only the final fidelity, but the sum of fideli-
ties at all time steps. After training, we test on a 40 times
longer simulation, and we see that the strategy learned
by the RNN generalizes well even for longer sequences.
We note how the strategy can recover, even when some
“unlucky” measurement outcomes significantly perturb
the quantum state.

E. State stabilization with SNAP gates and
displacement gates

Using feedback-GRAPE applied to the Jaynes-
Cummings scenario has allowed us to discover strategies
extending the lifetime of a range of quantum states. How-
ever, for more complex quantum states like kitten states
the infidelity becomes significant after just a few dissipa-
tive evolution steps in spite of the feedback, cf. Fig. 6(c).
This raises the question whether the limited quality of
the stabilization is to be attributed to a failure of our
feedback-GRAPE learning algorithm to properly explore
the control parameters landscape or rather due to the
limited expressivity of the controls. With the goal of
addressing this question, we test our method on the
state stabilization task using a more expressive control
scheme. Specifically, we use a universal control scheme
originally proposed in [66]. This consists in a sequence of
interleaved Selective Number-dependent Arbitrary Phase
(SNAP) gates Ŝ({ϕn})) =

∑
n e

iϕn |n〉〈n| and displace-

ment gates D̂(α) = exp
[
αâ† − α∗â

]
. This is the same

control scheme adopted by Sivak et al [38] to demon-
strate their model-free optimal-control approach for state
preparation and, as mentioned above, we have also used it
to demonstrate the preparation of a so-called Gottesman-
Kitaev-Preskill state [61] with open-loop controls, see
Appendix G. We now go one step further and employ
these powerful controls inside a feedback-based state sta-
bilization scheme, optimized via feedback-GRAPE.

As a test example we consider the feedback-based sta-
bilization of a kitten state built from two coherent states,
|ψKit2
α̃ 〉 ∝ |α̃〉 + | − α̃〉 with α̃ = 2, corresponding to an

average photon number of n̄ ≈ |α̃|2 = 4. This state has

even parity P̂ |ψKit2
α̃ 〉 = |ψKit2

α̃ 〉 with P̂ = exp
[
iπâ†â

]
.

After an excitation leaks out of the cavity, it decays into
an odd cat state with the same α̃, cf Fig. 7(b). Thus,
we can detect these decay processes using repeated par-
ity measurements. After such a process, an optimized
control step can transform the odd kitten state back into
the target kitten state with high fidelity, Fig. 7(b). These
considerations motivate us to use the feedback control se-
quence shown in Fig. 7(a). We use as control parameters
the real and imaginary part of the phase-space displace-
ments αj together with the phases ϕjn for the first NSNAP

Fock states (the remaining phases are set to zero).
We have trained several NNs using as a reward the

time-averaged fidelitiy, R =
∑N
j Fj/N with Fj calcu-

lated after applying the block of unitary gates. We have
considered two different durations Nt of the quantum tra-
jectories seen during training. We have also considered
two different scenarios for our description of the dissipa-
tive evolution. In a first scenario, the dissipative evolu-
tion is concentrated before the measurement, tc = 0 and
κtM = 0.01. In a second scenario, the dissipative evo-
lution is subdivided into two intervals before and after
the measurement, κtM = κtc = 0.005. Finally, we have
tested the NNs performance in stabilizing the kitten state
for Ni = 200 time-steps. This is much larger than the
number of time-steps seen during training, Nt = 2 or
Nt = 10, and the typical decoherence time td for our kit-
ten state, κtd = n̄−1 ≈ 1/4 corresponding to ≈ 25 time
steps, Fig. 7(c-d).

Our results obtained using the best performing NNs
for each of the four scenarios discussed above are sum-
marized in Fig. 7(c-d). Panel (d) shows the infidelity
as a function of time, averaged over a representative set
of trajectories. The infidelity is plotted as a solid line
in the time interval seen during training (and dashed
thereafter). As a comparison, the infidelity without any
stabilization (gray line) and the infidelity after a single
interval of dissipative evolution of duration (tc + tM )/2
(the lower-edge of the blue-shaded region) are also shown.
The latter represents a theoretical lower bound for the
infidelity in the scenario with tc = td (as the effects of
dissipation after the last measurement can not be cor-
rected). Panel (c) shows a histogram for the distribution
of the time-averaged infidelity 1− R for single quantum
trajectories.

From these results, we can generally conclude that the
feedback strategies discovered using feedback-GRAPE
allow to maintain a low infidelity for measurement se-
quences much longer than those seen during training,
demonstrating a remarkable power of generalization. For
the scenario with dissipation injected after the measure-
ment (blue lines), the fidelity remains just above the the-
oretical lower bound for much of the time-evolution. In
both dissipation scenarios, the NNs trained on longer
measurement sequences perform better. This tendency
is most evident in the dissipative scenario with tc = 0.
In this case, the NN trained on sequences of just two mea-
surements performs very well on a similar time horizon.
However, its ability to generalize the feedback strategy
to a longer time evolution is poorer.

In order to better understand this behavior, we plot
the time evolution of the infidelity for two typical tra-
jectories (one for each NN), showing also the infidelity
after each substep (decay, measurement, or control), cf
Fig. 7(e). From these results, one can see that the strate-
gies learned by the two NNs are qualitatively different:
The NN trained on shorter measurement sequences pur-
sues a greedy strategy that decreases the infidelity af-
ter each block of unitary gates (top). In contrast, the
NN trained on a longer measurement sequence learns
a non-greedy strategy which increases the infidelity af-
ter even parity measurements (bottom). Another obvi-
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FIG. 7. State stabilization with more expressive controls. a) Sketch of the feedback control sequence. A time-evolution step
consists in a parity measurement, interleaved between two dissipative evolution substeps and a block of unitary gates comprising
two phase-space displacement gates interleaved with a SNAP gate. b) Evolution for an even kitten state. The decay of a single
excitation induces the transition to an odd kitten state. An optimized feedback sequence can transform this state back into
the original kitten state with high fidelity. c) Histograms showing the probability distribution for the time-averaged infidelities
of single quantum trajectories for Ni = 200 time steps during inference, while training runs only had Nt = 10 time steps. The
histogram colors identify two different dissipation scenarios. The durations tc and tm of the dissipative evolution substeps are
displayed in d. The underlying feedback strategies are predicted by two different NNs, chosen as the best performing out of 5
training runs. d) Infidelities as a function of time, averaged over a representative set of trajectories. We consider two dissipation
scenarios (color) and two values of Nt. The curves are plotted as solid lines in the time interval seen during training. The
NNs used to predict the feedback strategies are the best performing out of 5 training runs. Also shown is the infidelity in the
absence of any control (gray) and after dissipative evolution for a duration (tc + tM )/2 (edge of blue-shaded region) e) Time
evolution of the infidelity for two typical inference trajectories, predicted using NNs trained on trajectories of duration Nt = 2
(top) and Nt = 10 (bottom). Here, we show also the infidelity after each substep. The first dissipative substep/measurement
is marked as a yellow/green dot. Also shown are the Wigner functions after the first odd parity measurement and at the end
of the time evolution.

ous difference between the two strategies is that the lat-
ter triggers more often odd parity measurements, which
are imprinted in the infidelity as peaks of unit height
cf Fig. 7(e). This is a good sign because it indicates
that the parity measurements are able to extract more
of the entropy injected during the dissipative part of the
dynamics or, equivalently, better suppress decoherence.
This is also reflected in the clear interference fringes in
the Wigner function of the state after 200 time steps, 8
times larger than the typical decoherence time, cf inset
of Fig. 7(e).

This example highlights the importance of training on
long measurement sequences to develop more robust sta-
bilization strategies.

Overall, we conclude that expressive controls like the
well-established SNAP gate allow feedback-GRAPE to
discover excellent feedback strategies in an efficient man-
ner, and that strategies discovered for shorter training
sequences generalize nicely to much longer sequences. To
the best of our knowledge, the level of state stabilization
performance demonstrated here has not been achieved
with any other method, despite this being an area of
active research in the context of quantum devices and
quantum error correction.

F. State preparation in the presence of model
uncertainty

Until now we have assumed that a model for the
stochastic dynamics of our quantum system is known

without any uncertainty. However, in practice, the model
parameters are known only with a finite precision, they
might deviate from theoretical predictions because of dis-
order and be difficult to measure precisely. Moreover,
they might even be subject to slow drifts because of
environment-induced changes in the quantum device. For
all these reasons, an important direction of research in
optimal control focusses on improving model-based meth-
ods to better perform in the presence of model uncertain-
ties [13–16]. Our goal in the present section is to explore
how feedback-GRAPE can contribute to this challenge.
At the same time, this will also allow us to study the
optimization landscape in a manageable example.

There are two fundamentally different approaches to
deal with model uncertainties in a coherent control set-
ting. In the first, “data-driven” approach experimental
data are used during training. In the second “fluctuation-
model-based” approach, the model parameters are sam-
pled from a probability distribution during training.
The resulting parameter fluctuations reflect an imperfect
knowledge of the model parameters, and the strategy is
optimized for being resilient against these fluctuations.

Several extensions of GRAPE have been proposed to
incorporate uncertainty in the model parameters follow-
ing either the “data-driven” approach [13, 14, 16] or the
“fluctuation-model-based” approach [15]. However, we
emphasize that none of these extensions include feedback.

Our feedback-GRAPE method can also be extended
to account for parameter uncertainties, both by using a
“data-driven” or a “fluctuation-model-based” approach.
For the “data-driven” approach, one could follow a simi-
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FIG. 8. State preparation with parameter uncertainty. (a) Sketch of the feedback control sequence consisting of N pulses
of duration τi interleaved with projective measurements. We also show the corresponding dynamics of an (inhomogeneous)
ensemble of qubits represented as spins on the Bloch sphere. The goal of the feedback strategy is to prepare as many spins as
possible in the “up” state. (b) The coupling g to the driving field is assumed to be a random Gaussian variable of width σ. (c)
Optimization landscape for the case N = 1 and σ/ḡ = 0.2 (solid line) and σ = 0 (dashed line). (d) Three 2D cuts of the 3D
optimization landscape for the case N = 2 and σ/ḡ = 0.2. The 1D projection of each 2D cut into the other cuts is marked as a
line of the same color as the frame. Also shown (on all cuts) are the evolutions of the three learning parameters during training
for 26 different training runs. Each run is represented by 200 snapshots which in turn are represented by dots of varying
size and transparency, to represent the distance from the 2D plane and the time at which they where recorded. (e) Infidelity
1−〈FN (g)〉m as a function of the coupling g for four strategies. Also shown is the distribution of the coupling g. The underlying
control parameters are marked by the arrows of the same color in (d). f) Evolution of the control parameters during training.
Shown are the durations τj of the j-th pulse, conditional on the qubit being in the groundstate for all previous measurements,
τj ≡ τj(mj−1) with mj−1 = (1, . . . , 1), for 0 ≤ j ≤ N − 1. Several training runs are depicted, running feedback-GRAPE with
random initialization (red lines, one run with N = 7 and one run with N = 6), an initialization close to the intuitive feedback
strategy with durations ḡτj ≈ π and zero otherwise (blue lines; five runs with N = 4), or the constrained optimization protocol
(green thick lines, 1 run with N = 4). g) Infidelity 1− 〈〈FN (g)〉m〉g as a function of the number of time steps N for the three
different optimization protocols (for the first two protocols, five runs for each N are shown). Also shown is the infidelity for the
intuitive feedback strategy ḡτj ≈ π. h) Same as (e), here, for the optimal strategy without feedback (red), the optimal (blue)
and intuitive (gray dashed) feedback strategies with N = 8.

lar approach as d-GRAPE [14] and c-GRAPE [16], mod-
ifying the analytical formula for the learning gradient
(see Appendix C) to incorporate also operators esti-
mated in quantum tomography experiments. Alterna-
tively, feedback-GRAPE could be used in combination
with model-free RL with both methods sharing the same
controller in the form of a recurrent NN. In this setting,
feedback-GRAPE would be used for the initial training
of the controller allowing to explore higher-dimensional
control parameter spaces. Afterwards, the controller will
be trained on experimental data using a model-free ap-
proach to obtain a more accurate feedback strategy.

In the following, we demonstrate instead in more de-
tail the “fluctuation-model-based” approach. This ap-
proach is not only more straightforward to implement. It
is also best suited to a scenario with feedback: Since the
measurement statistics depends on the model parame-
ters, the measurement outcomes carry information about
the underlying model parameters. At the same time, the
strategies are conditional on the measurement outcomes
and, thus, can be adapted to the most likely underly-

ing model parameters. This approach is so powerful that
it is sometimes worth to adopt it even in a model-free
RL approach to forgo costly training on experimental
data. A prominent example of this is the control of toka-
mak plasma where zero-shot transfer from simulations to
hardware with imprecisely known parameters has been
demonstrated [67].

We consider a simple toy model in which an inhomoge-
neous ensemble of qubits initially in the ground state are
subject to a series of N pulses interleaved with projective
measurements on their computational basis, cf Fig. 8a.
The duration of the pulses {τj} can be controlled but the
coupling g of a qubit to the driving field is a random vari-
able distributed according to a Gaussian distribution of
average ḡ and standard deviation σ, cf Fig. 8b. As a con-
sequence, the Bloch sphere rotation angles αj = gτj will
also be Gaussian random variables, now with standard
deviations τjσ, cf Fig. 8a.

Our goal is to maximize the number of qubits correctly
flipped to their excited state or, equivalently, the fidelity
averaged over the measurement outcomes and the cou-
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pling g, 〈〈FN 〉m∼P (m|g)〉g∼P (g). In this case, we are in-
terested in the optimal solution for a fixed number of
pulses N .

Before discussing this problem in general, let us con-
sider the limiting case of only one time step, N = 1. In
this case, the pulse duration τ0 is the only control param-
eter and there is no feedback by any previous measure-
ment. The average fidelity as a function of this parameter
is shown in Fig. 8c. In the limiting case without fluctu-
ations, a single π-pulse of duration τ0 = π/g or any of
its odd integer multiples will achieve zero infidelity, cf
dashed line in Fig. 8c. Once parameter fluctuations are
introduced, one might still expect τ0 = π/ḡ and any of its
odd integer multiple to be optimal. In this way, the spins
with coupling g = ḡ, corresponding to the peak of the
parameter distribution P (g), would be flipped with unit
probability. However, we observe that in reality shorter
pulses are favored because they give rise to a narrower
distribution P (α0) of the rotation angles α0 = gτ0. This
physics leads to a single optimal pulse of duration slightly
shorter than τ = π/ḡ and a series of suboptimal pulse
durations corresponding to local minima of the average
fidelity, see Fig. 8c.

Next, we consider the simplest scenario with feedback,
which corresponds to N = 2 time steps, i.e. feedback on a
single measurement. In this case, the control parameters
are the first pulse duration τ0 and the two conditional du-
rations of the second pulse, τ1(m0 = 1) and τ1(m0 = −1).
If we use our look-up table approach to directly optimize
these control parameters, the underlying optimization
landscape is a 3D function. In Fig. 8d, we show three 2D
cuts of the optimization landscape along with the evolu-
tion of the training parameters for 26 feedback-GRAPE
training runs, starting from random initial conditions.
If we view as equivalent strategies that are connected
by transformations of the control parameters that leave
invariant the fidelity 〈FN (g)〉m, we can associate most
runs to just four final feedback strategies, see Appendix
K for more details. Their coupling-dependent infidelity
1 − 〈FN (g)〉m is displayed in Fig. 8e. A plurality of the
training runs (10 out of 26 runs) converges to the optimal
strategy which consists in the combination of a pulse of
duration slightly shorter than π/ḡ followed or preceded
by a slightly longer pulse. This leads to a small infidelity
over the full width of the coupling distribution P (g), cf
blue continuous line in Fig. 8e. However, for a significant
number of runs (9 out of 26) the duration τ0 of the first
pulse converged asymptotically to zero during training,
cf rightmost cut in Fig. 8d. In other words, the first pulse
is switched off, effectively reducing the number of time
steps to N = 1. The resulting infidelity is small on a
much narrower band, cf top of Fig. 8e. The training can
lead to this type of solutions because isolated attractors
for N = 1 optimization landscape are promoted into 1D
manifolds of attractors in the N = 2 optimization land-
scape, cf the middle and right-hand cuts in Fig. 8d with
Fig. 8c.

The insight on the learning dynamics gained for the

case with N = 2 time steps can be transferred to the
general case of an arbitrary number of time steps N . For
a typical run, one or more pulses are switched off, effec-
tively reducing the number of time steps, cf red lines in
Fig. 8f. This leads to many runs ending up in suboptimal
solutions, cf the red diamonds in Fig. 8g. We note in pass-
ing that we have observed a similar learning dynamics for
the state preparation of complex superposition of Fock
states using the Jaynes-Cummings controls. Also in that
case, a large number of local extrema for an optimization
task with N time steps could be constructed adding idle
time steps to the optimal solution for a smaller number
of time steps, see Appendix F. We expect the same type
of local extrema to appear in many optimal control tasks
that take as ansatz a quantum circuit comprising a finite
sequence of parametrized building blocks, irrespective of
whether measurements are present or not.

The challenge posed by the local minima can be ad-
dressed by taking a physically motivated initialization
of the control parameters, e.g. τj(mj−1) ≈ π/ḡ if
mj−1 = (1, . . . , 1) and τj(mj−1) = 0 otherwise. This
is close to a π-pulse for g ≈ ḡ if no previous measure-
ment with outcome m = −1 indicated that the spin has
flipped. With this approach, we consistently reach the
optimal solution for N ≤ 6, cf blue squared in Fig. 8
g. For even larger N , we reach a regime in which for
a typical batch of trajectories used to calculate the gra-
dient all spins have flipped. This leads to a very noisy
gradient making it difficult to distinguish between many
available feedback strategies with low infidelity. We elim-
inate this problem taking the ansatz τj(mj−1) = 0 if
mj−1 6= (1, . . . , 1) for the feedback protocol. In this way,
the feedback task is reduced to the optimization ofN con-
trol parameters τj ≡ τj(mj−1) with mj−1 = (1, . . . , 1).
At the same time, the number of possible measurement
outcomes is also reduced to the same value. This reduc-
tion of the decision tree to only N branches makes it
efficient to evaluate the sum in Eq. (2) without resorting
to measurement sampling, reducing the gradient fluctua-
tions. In addition, it eliminates the basin of attraction of
the suboptimal strategies with a reduced effective num-
ber of pulses. Overall, it leads to very robust learning
even for large values of N , cf green lines in Fig. 8fg.

Finally, we comment on the robustness to parameter
uncertainty for the feedback strategies obtained using
feedback-GRAPE. The average infidelity 〈〈FN 〉m〉g ob-
tained using the feedback strategy with N = 8 time
steps is of the order ∼ 10−5, cf Fig. 8g. This means
that, in spite of the broad distribution of couplings g,
only one qubit out of every 105 would remain in the
ground state. This compares to approximately 50 with
the intuitive feedback strategy and 104 using the optimal
strategy without feedback. We note that the infidelity
1−〈FN (g)〉m is suppressed in a broad range of couplings
g, remaining below the threshold 10−3 in a broad band of
width ≈ 1.5ḡ, cf Fig. 8h. From this, we can conclude that
the robustness of our strategy to parameter uncertainty
will extend beyond the particular coupling distribution
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used during training.
This example thus has convincingly shown the ability

of feedback-GRAPE to deal with parameter uncertain-
ties, both by finding strategies that properly take into
account the size of the fluctuations and, on top of that,
by exploiting the extra information obtained via mea-
surements.

IV. SCALABILITY AND OPTIMIZATION
LANDSCAPE IN FEEDBACK-GRAPE

As we have seen in the numerous examples presented
so far, feedback-GRAPE performs very well for quantum
feedback tasks in physically relevant scenarios, includ-
ing the preparation and stabilization of rather complex
states. Even though it occasionally got stuck in local
optima, in our examples this could often be remedied
very simply by re-running from different random start-
ing points a number of times. Nevertheless, in the present
section we want to address the aspects of the non-convex
optimization landscape and scaling towards larger quan-
tum systems, like those consisting of many qubits, in a
more general fashion. These challenges are of course by
no means unique to feedback-GRAPE, and we will con-
sequently rely a lot on observations that have been made
in the literature, starting from the original GRAPE and
going towards recent results on variational quantum cir-
cuits.

Already in the original GRAPE article [3] it was rec-
ognized that generally speaking GRAPE is a non-convex
optimization problem, and it was suggested that adding
stochasticity to the gradient update step could help to
jump out of local minima. More refined approaches
would perform simulated annealing, i.e. slowly reducing
the noise strength over time. We note that, in contrast
to GRAPE itself, some form of stochasticity is automat-
ically generated in our case by the random outcomes of
measurements. The noise strength can effectively be re-
duced over time using a learning rate schedule.

Two common approaches to work around local min-
ima are also demonstrated in our own numerical experi-
ments, reported in the present article. The first approach
consists in avoiding the local minima by starting from
a smart initialization of the training parameters. This
could be physically motivated as in Section III F or, as
it is sometimes done in RL, obtained using some form of
pre-training based on supervised learning [68] of an exist-
ing approximate strategy. The second approach consists
in modifying the ansatz for the feedback protocol which
will also modifies the optimization landscape, possibly
eliminating or reducing the problematic local minima. A
better ansatz could be found using physical insight, as in
Section III F, or using some form of derivative-free opti-
mization, e.g. model-free RL as in [69].

Another option for addressing the issue of local optima
is to employ the natural gradient. In [70] it was shown
for variational quantum circuits in systems of up to 40

qubits that this technique, though computationally more
expensive, most successfully avoids local minima when
compared to the more well-known techniques, i.e. direct
adaptive gradient descent or quasi-Newton methods like
the Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno algorithm. Nat-
ural gradient can directly be applied to state preparation
problems by computing the Fubini-Study metric of the
final state based on its dependence on the control param-
eters. Thus, it could be employed to help convergence in
feedback-GRAPE when the technique is applied to larger
qubit numbers.

The examples of feedback-controlled quantum dynam-
ics we have focussed on in this article can be viewed as
a combination of parameterized quantum circuits with
classical measurements and feedback. When dealing with
the question of scalability towards larger qubit num-
bers, the recent literature on variational quantum cir-
cuits (without feedback) suggests that there may arise
another challenge that goes beyond the generic problem
of getting stuck in local optima for non-convex optimiza-
tion tasks. As it has been recognized first in [71] and
subsequently discussed at length in the literature, one
may be stuck in parts of the parameter landscape with
essentially zero gradients, i.e. gradients that are expo-
nentially small in the number of qubits; this is the in-
famous problem of ”barren plateaus”. Fortunately, the
importance of this problem for the quantum computing
community has led to a succession of possible suggested
solutions, all of which could be transferred to an applica-
tion like feedback-GRAPE in case the issue arises when
applying it eventually to systems with larger numbers of
qubits. The proposed solutions comprise (i) smart pa-
rameter initialization [72, 73], e.g. choosing parameters
values that initially lead to unitary blocks equal to the
identity , (ii) being smart in the choice of circuit ansatz
but avoiding overparametrization (too expressible ansatz
structures) [74], (iii) constructing a cost function from lo-
cal observables instead of a global cost function like the
fidelity [75, 76]. Last and most relevant to our work, it
has been recently shown that incorporating in the quan-
tum circuit the same type of stochastic local measure-
ments that are also used in feedback-GRAPE could by
itself induce a phase transition to a regime without bar-
ren plateaus [77]. While in their work the measurements
only introduce decoherence, it would be worthwhile to
explore whether they also help to avoid such plateaus in
true feedback scenarios.

Beyond these aspects of the optimization landscape,
the overall performance of feedback-GRAPE, and hence
its scalability, is also governed by the computational cost
associated with single trajectories. Just like any other
model-based method, our method can deal only with sys-
tems whose time-evolution can be efficiently simulated on
a classical computer. The computational cost of calcu-
lating the gradient through the system dynamics grows
linearly with the number of time steps, just like the cost
of the direct time evolution itself. Furthermore, when ad-
dressing the scalability for multi-qubit systems, it is true



16

that the cost of a simulation will increase with the size
of the Hilbert space and thus rise exponentially with the
number of qubits. However, this scaling is no worse than
in the original GRAPE or for any other model-based RL
method, including those methods that are based on sim-
ulations interacting with a model-free approach. From
experience with numerical simulations of multi-qubit sys-
tems, we deem feedback-GRAPE to be feasible still up to
about 10 qubits when simulating master equations and
maybe 20 qubits when resorting to quantum jump ap-
proaches, evolving pure states. This already covers a lot
of unexplored territory for quantum feedback.

Another important aspect is the number of trajecto-
ries needed for convergence towards the optimal strat-
egy. This is extremely scenario-dependent and therefore
hard to predict in general. However, empirically we have
seen that typically thousands of time-evolution trajecto-
ries are to be evaluated to converge to an optimum. It is
here that the model-based approach of feedback-GRAPE
has a big advantage over model-free approaches, since
the latter have to employ a lot more trajectories just to
implicitly learn the expected behaviour of the quantum
system. Indeed, among our examples we have briefly dis-
cussed the superior performance of GRAPE vs a model-
free RL approach in the case of SNAP-gate-based cavity
state preparation.

We mention in passing another advantage of feedback-
GRAPE: It does not require a real-time Bayesian esti-
mate of the quantum state during deployment in an ex-
periment. In this sense, it is more scalable than other ex-
isting model-based quantum feedback approaches based
on so-called Bayesian quantum feedback.

Finally, another aspect that may affect scaling is gen-
eralizability. Our method, for certain feedback tasks, al-
lows a generalization of the feedback strategy. This is
exemplified by our stabilization of a kitten state for a
long sequence of 200 measurements, 20 times longer than
the sequences seen during training. This generalization
power decreases substantially the computational cost ex-
pended during training.

V. EXTENSIONS

Before concluding our discussion, we outline possible
extensions of the general feedback-GRAPE technique in-
troduced above.

A. Reducing sampling noise by using a value
function

The average of the return over different measurement
outcome sequences is obtained by sampling, which in-
troduces noise into the estimate of the gradients. We
can help suppress the noise by adopting value function
approaches that are known as a general technique in re-
inforcement learning [30].

To start, we need to discuss the structure of the re-
wards more carefully. Above, we introduced the overall
return (cumulative reward) as the quantity to be opti-
mized. We can also assign the rewards more specifically
to individual time steps. For example, during state sta-
bilization we can evaluate the fidelity at each time step
and sum it over time to obtain the return. Likewise, it
is customary in some optimal control settings to punish
large control amplitudes at any given time step. In all

these cases, the return is a sum R =
∑N
j=1 rj of individ-

ual rewards.
More precisely, in the original approach, we had sim-

ply set R = r1(m1|θ) + r2(m2,m1|θ) + . . .. Here
rj(mj ,mj−1, . . . |θ) is the instantaneous reward obtained
after time step j (which consisted of some control, some
measurement yielding mj , and possibly a further control
step before assigning the reward). For any time step j,
this then yields two contributions to the overall gradient
ascent update. For example, at j = 2 we obtain, in a
given trajectory with randomly sampled m1,m2, . . . the
following contributions:

∂θr2(m2,m1|θ) + ∂θ lnP (m2|m1, θ) ·
{r1(m1|θ) + r2(m2,m1|θ) + r3(m3,m2,m1|θ) + . . .} (5)

Adding up these contributions for all j and averaging
over trajectories yields precisely Eq. (3).

This is a Monte-Carlo sampling approach. One con-
cern in any such approach is the sampling noise, i.e. in
our case the fluctuations of the quantity shown above
between different trajectories. We can now take inspira-
tion from the domain of model-free reinforcement learn-
ing and the general theory of reinforcement learning [30],
where approaches have been invented to reduce the vari-
ance in estimations of the gradient update. Recall that
in our case, the variance stems from the stochasticity of
measurements, whereas in model-free RL it stems from
the stochasticity of policy action choices that is encoun-
tered in policy-gradient and actor-critic approaches, plus
any stochasticity of the environment dynamics. Even
though the following steps follow very closely the corre-
sponding tricks known in the model-free RL community,
we display them explicitly here, for our modified scenario.
This should help avoid any confusion and make this pre-
sentation self-contained.

First, when evaluating the gradient above, we need
only include the sum of future rewards, since only those
can be influenced by the present measurement result. In
the example of Eq. (5), this means the term r1(m1|θ) on
the second line may be dropped, as it is independent of
m2, i.e. the new measurement result. Mathematically,
this follows because when we eventually perform the av-
erage over trajectories, we have to multiply Eq. (5) by
P (m2,m1|θ) = P (m2|m1, θ)P (m1|θ). Collecting terms,
the m2-dependency for the r1 contribution ends up in a
sum

∑
m2

∂θP (m2|m1, θ). This sum turns out to be zero
due to the normalization of the conditional probability
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for any value of θ. This insight holds for any j, where
it is used to drop all rk (k < j) when they multiply
∂θ lnP (mj |mj−1, . . . , θ).

Second, to further suppress stochastic fluctuations one
can learn a value function V , which is a function of the
current state and represents the expected future cumu-
lative reward, averaged over all possible future measure-
ment outcomes. Thus V (mj ,mj−1, . . . |θ) is defined to
be

E(rj+1 + rj+2 + . . . |mj ,mj−1, . . . , θ) ,

where the label E stands for the expectation value over
future rewards, conditioned on the preceding measure-
ment results.

Typically, V would be expressed as a neural network,
though a lookup table can also be used in the case of a
(modest) number of discrete measurements. The input
to the value network would be some representation of
the current “state” s. This state could be identified di-
rectly with the sequence of previous measurement results,
as indicated in our notation above, sj = mj ,mj−1, . . .
(which uniquely determines the current state). Alter-
natively, this state could also be represented by some
version of the current quantum state (e.g. the den-
sity matrix), if that proves easier to handle for the net-
work. The value network would be trained to output the
expected (averaged) future cumulative reward, counted
from this state onwards. The value training would pro-
ceed in the fashion known from general reinforcement
learning, i.e. using the Bellman update equation [30]
V new(sj) = V (sj)+α(rj+γV (sj+1)−V (sj)), with α < 1
some update factor and γ ≤ 1 some discount factor to re-
duce the weight of long-term rewards (γ → 1 in the ideal
case discussed up to now). When using a neural net-
work, V new would be the new target value for the value
network during a supervised-learning update. Once an
approximation to the value function has been learned
in this manner, we can proceed as in advantage actor-
critic approaches to model-free RL. This means that in
the gradient ascent procedure of the feedback-GRAPE
approach, one would replace the (future) return by the
advantage Aj = rj + γV (sj+1)− V (sj), which expresses
the improvement over the currently expected future re-
turn. In effect, this reduces the variance of the gradient
estimates by subtracting a convenient baseline, without
changing the average gradient update.

Concretely, Eq. (5), the gradient contribution from
time step j = 2, would be replaced by the following:

∂θr2(m2,m1|θ) + ∂θ lnP (m2|m1, θ) ·
{r2(m2,m1|θ) + γV (m2,m1|θ)− V (m1|θ)} (6)

The first line is unchanged, but in the second line r1

was dropped, as explained before. Moreover, the sum of
r3 +r4 + . . . has been replaced by γV (m2,m1|θ), which is
the expectation of the future return (such that averaging

over m3,m4, . . . has already been carried out, reducing
sampling noise). Finally, V (m1|θ) was subtracted, to re-
duce further the variance by canceling the expected value,
given m1. This is possible for the same reason that we
could drop r1(m1), as explained above. The extension to
arbitrary j 6= 2 is obvious.

In summary, such an enhanced feedback-GRAPE
method would run trajectories with deterministic con-
tinuous controls and stochastic discrete quantum mea-
surements just as before. However, it would learn a
value function to represent expected future returns, and
it would use that value function to modify the gradient
ascent procedure and reduce fluctuations.

B. Multi-target quantum feedback control

Whenever we are employing neural networks to repre-
sent the feedback-based controls, a straightforward but
powerful extension of feedback-GRAPE suggests itself.
We may feed a representation of a variable target state
Ψ (or, in general, the target task, however it is defined)
into the network: Fj(θj ,mj , . . . ; Ψ). The whole feedback-
control strategy is then trained on many different ran-
domly chosen tasks (e.g. many possible target states).

Such approaches have been successful recently for other
control challenges, e.g. they are being investigated in
robotic navigation and the general field of multi-target re-
inforcement learning [78, 79]. Multi-target schemes have
also been recently suggested to improve variational quan-
tum circuits [80]. The benefit is data-efficiency: the net-
work learns to generalize from the training tasks to other
similar tasks, which requires less overall effort than to
retrain a freshly initialized network for each task.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have presented a general scheme for
the direct gradient-based discovery of quantum feedback
strategies. This scheme, which we have labeled feedback-
GRAPE, works for arbitrarily strong (discrete or contin-
uous) nonlinear stochastic measurements, which so far
had been possible only using the less data-efficient ap-
proaches of model-free reinforcement learning.

We observed very good performance, significantly be-
yond the state of the art, when testing the method on a
challenging set of feedback tasks in an important, prac-
tically relevant quantum-optical scenario. Overall, our
method opens a new route towards solving challenging
feedback-based control tasks, including tasks in quantum
communication and quantum error correction on multi-
qubit or qubit-cavity systems. Besides presenting and
analyzing the basic approach, we have also discussed ex-
tensions such as advantage functions (for reducing sam-
pling noise) and training on multiple targets (to increase
data efficiency and exploit transfer learning).
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Appendix A: Brief recap of reinforcement learning

For the reader with a physics or optimal control back-
ground, we very briefly recall some key concepts in rein-
forcement learning (RL). However, these remarks serve
only to provide additional context and are not neces-
sary to understand the feedback-GRAPE technique in-
troduced in the main text.

The term RL covers a set of techniques for discover-
ing optimal control strategies, typically involving feed-
back [30]. The setting can always be phrased as an
agent, i.e. a controller, interacting with an environment,
where the latter may represent e.g. a device to be con-
trolled. The goal is always to discover a good strat-
egy for the agent, by optimizing some reward – e.g. a
fidelity, in the quantum setting. A first distinction is
between model-based approaches, which require and ex-
ploit a simulation of the environment, and model-free
approaches, where the environment is treated as a black
box and the agent only learns implicitly about the en-
vironment’s behaviour through repeated training runs.
Feedback-GRAPE would be classified under the domain
of model-based approaches, while most general RL algo-
rithms used in machine learning applications nowadays
are model-free. A sub-category, sometimes leading to
confusion, are those cases where model-free algorithms
are used to train an agent in silico, i.e. on simulated
environments.

While we explain feedback-GRAPE in depth in the
main text, here we briefly comment on one of the two
main classes of model-free algorithms, namely policy gra-
dient approaches, since we briefly compare and contrast
some aspects of those against feedback-GRAPE in the
main text. In such approaches, one represents the policy
as a conditional probability to choose an action a given
an observed state s of the environment: πθ(a|s) in stan-
dard notation of the field. Here θ is a set of parameters
that will be updated during training. Training proceeds
by performing gradient ascent on the cumulative reward
R, in the form

δθ = η
∂E[R]

∂θ
= η

∑
t

E[R
∂ lnπθ(at|st)

∂θ
]. (A1)

Here t is the time step, st and at are the sequence of
states and actions in a particular trajectory, R is the cu-
mulative reward for that trajectory, and E denotes the
expectation value over many trajectories. We note in the
main text that the logarithmic derivative appearing here
relates to the probability of the agent’s actions whereas a
superficially similar logarithmic derivative appearing in

Learning Initialization
Set random trainable parameters θ

Apply  Measurement

mj ∼ P(m | ̂ρ(tj−1−))

̂ρ(tj−1+) = M̂(mj) ̂ρ(tj−1−)M̂(mj)†/P(mj | ̂ρ(tj−1−))Update state:

mj → mj ⊕ mj−1
ln P(mj) = ln P(mj−1) + ln P(mj | ̂ρ(tj−1−))

Set train counter r = 0

Time-evolution initialization

Set   as initial state ̂ρ(t0−)
Set time counter j = 0

m0 = [], P(m0) = 1

Sample (batch of) measurement outcome(s):
Update meas. history:
Update log-likelihood:

Apply Control

̂ρ(tj−) = Û(Fj
θ(mj)) ̂ρ(tj−1+)Û†(Fj

θ(mj))Update state:
Evaluate control  Fj

θ(mj)

j = N

Update learning parameters

Use optimizer to update θ
Calculate gradient ∇θ(R + ⟨ln P(mN)⟩batch)

Initialize meas. history and likelihood

Calculate measurement distribution P(m | ̂ρ(tj−1−))

Calculate partial and cumulative rewards  and rj R → R + ⟨rj⟩batch

R = 0

False

False

True
 j → j + 1

 r → r + 1

True Stop condition

Initialize cumumulative reward:

e.g R > Rtg
Terminate

Final    encodes strategyθ

FIG. 9. Algorithmic flow chart representation of Feedback-
GRAPE. The measurement outcome mj at time step j and all
other quantities that depend on it have an additional batch
dimension that is not explicitly indicated. The symbol ⊕
denotes concatenation. Examples of stop conditions include
the reward R to be larger of a target value Rtg, R > Rtg, or
the number of training iterations r having reached a maximum
value rMax, r = rMax. The controls Fθ(mj) can be evaluated
using a recurrent NN or directly read out from a look-up table.

feedback-GRAPE relates to quantum measurement prob-
abilities, i.e. a property of the environment and not the
agent.

Appendix B: Algorithmic flow chart representation
of feedback GRAPE

In Figure 9, we represent the working flow of feedback-
GRAPE for the special case of discrete measurement out-
comes as an algorithmic flow chart. This representation
provides more details than the conceptual representa-
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tions in the main text.

Appendix C: Evaluation of the parameter gradients
of the time-evolving quantum state

In the numerical results in the main text, we have
employed automatic differentiation to evaluate gradients
with respect to the trainable parameter vector θ. This
approach is very convenient using modern machine learn-
ing tools. However, alternatively, it is also possible to
directly work out analytical formulas to evaluate such
gradients, based on our knowledge of the evolution equa-
tions. In a particular scenario, where the entries of the
vector of trainable parameters θ directly correspond to
the controls at different time points, this then produces
a suitable extension of the approach advocated in the
original GRAPE manuscript [3].

In the following formulas, we will assume for simplicity
unitary evolution outside the measurements, but the ex-
tension to (Markovian) dissipative dynamics is compara-
tively straightforward (using a Liouvillian superoperator
instead of the Hamiltonian).

We will first describe a general approach which works
for any arbitrary choice of the parametrization θ. Further
below, we will then specialize to a scenario where the
original GRAPE idea for efficient gradient evaluation can
be applied.

The general task is to obtain the gradient of the quan-
tum state with respect to the trainable parameters θ that
enter the controls (and, likewise, the gradient of the final
probability P (m) of a measurement sequence m).

In modern machine learning language, tracking the
evolution of parameter-gradients in the manner described
in the following is connected to the recent developments
of neural ordinary differential equations [53], where ef-
ficiency is obtained by not using automatic differentia-
tion as a black box but rather evaluating analytically
the form of the equations of motion for the gradients
(and then solving those equations numerically with any
efficient solver available). We can obtain the parameter
gradient of the quantum state by solving the following
evolution equation during measurement-free time inter-
vals:

i∂t∂θρ̂ = [∂θĤ, ρ̂] + [Ĥ, ∂θρ̂], (C1)

where ρ̂ is the solution to the original equation of mo-
tion, i∂tρ̂ = [Ĥ, ρ̂], and the initial condition at time 0
would be ∂θρ̂ = 0 (we have set ~ ≡ 1 for brevity). The
interesting step now happens at a measurement, where
ρ̂(t+) = M̂(m)ρ̂(t−)M̂†(m)/Pm, with the probability for

the measurement outcome, Pm = tr[M̂(m)ρ̂M̂†(m)]. For
brevity we suppress the index j (used in the main text)
that would indicate the number of the measurement in
the sequence. It now follows that we have

∂θρ̂(t+) = M̂(m)∂θρ̂(t−)M̂†(m)/Pm−
ρ̂(t+)tr[M̂(m)∂θρ̂(t−)M̂†(m)]/Pm. (C2)

Here the required ∂θρ̂(t−) is the outcome of solving the
previous continuous evolution equation up until time t.
After this update, the continuous evolution of ∂θρ̂(t) will
proceed. We note, however, that the controls (embed-

ded inside Ĥ in the present setup) will now depend on
the measurement outcome m that was selected. Likewise
for later time intervals, they will depend on the whole
previous sequence, as described in the main text.

At the end, we also need the gradient of the extra
term, the log-likelihood of the whole measurement se-
quence, lnP (m1,m2, . . .). One way to obtain this is to

evolve an unnormalized version of the quantum state, ˜̂ρ,
whose trace will give P , which follows the same evolu-
tion as the quantum state itself, but without the nor-
malization factors that are the probabilities for the in-
dividual measurement outcomes. The θ-gradient of this
unnormalized state again follows an evolution equation
of the form like Eq. C1, just with ˜̂ρ substituted for ρ̂,
during the unitary evolution intervals. However, at a
measurement-induced update, we obtain the simpler rule
˜̂ρ(t+) = M̂(m)˜̂ρ(t−)M̂†(m) and consequently ∂θ ˜̂ρ(t+) =

M̂(m)∂θ ˜̂ρ(t−)M̂†(m).

What we have described here so far uses less assump-
tions than GRAPE, because the vector of trainable pa-
rameters θ can enter the controls in an arbitrary manner.
In GRAPE [3], an additional assumption was used to sim-
plify the gradients further and gain efficiency: The com-
ponents of the vector of trainable parameters θ were sup-
posed to directly correspond to the control values applied
at different time steps. That is, schematically speaking,
we would have θ1, θ2, . . . associated with the controls at
time steps j = 1, 2, . . .. This then leads to a further
simplification in the evaluation of the gradients. Impor-
tantly, if the number of parameters scales with the num-
ber of time steps N , then this approach has a runtime
growing only linearly in N , while the general approach
outlined above would need N2 operations.

Let us briefly recall the GRAPE approach to gradient
evaluation [3], before extending it. In the simplest pos-
sible version, with unitary evolution, let us consider the
fidelity tr(σ̂(T )Û(T, 0)ρ̂(0)Û(0, T )). The derivative with
respect to parameters θ entering the Hamiltonian will
produce a contribution for each time t ∈ (0, T ) in the evo-
lution. Specifically, the contribution from time t will be

an expression of the type tr(σ̂Û(T, t)[−i∂Ĥ∂θ , ρ̂(t)]Û(t, T )).
Using the cyclic property of the trace, this can be

reordered to obtain tr(Û(t, T )σ̂(T )Û(T, t)[−i∂Ĥ∂θ , ρ̂(t)]).
This can now be re-interpreted, namely as the over-
lap between a backward-evolved target state σ̂(t) =

Û(t, T )σ̂(T )Û(T, t) and the perturbation of the forward-

evolved state at time t: tr(σ̂(t)[−i∂Ĥ∂θ , ρ̂(t)]).

In machine learning language, the GRAPE procedure
of obtaining gradients in this way can essentially be
viewed as an analytically derived version of backprop-
agation for this specific case of a quantum-physical evo-
lution. It is very efficient, since the effort scales only
linearly in the number of time steps, even if there is a
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different, independently optimizable parameter θ(t) for
each time step.

The question is how this procedure needs to be modi-
fied in the presence of measurements. Let us imagine we
have a particular trajectory with a given fixed sequence
of measurement outcomes. We find that we can perform
the temporal backpropagation (starting from the final
time T ) in the same manner as reviewed above, until a
point in time t̃ where a measurement has happened (un-
less of course we talk about a time point t later than the
last measurement). At that point t̃, we need to replace

σ̂(t̃) = Û(t̃, T )σ̂Û(T, t̃) by the following expression:

σ̂′(t̃) =
1

P
M̂†σ̂(t̃)M̂ − 1

P 2
M̂†M̂tr(M̂†σ̂(t̃)M̂ρ̂(t̃)) (C3)

Here we have defined, for brevity, the measurement op-
erator M̂ ≡ M̂m̃ at time point t̃, with measurement
outcome m̃, and the associated probability P ≡ Pm̃ =

tr(M̂m̃ρ̂(t̃)M̂†m̃), where ρ̂(t̃) is already conditioned on pre-
vious measurement outcomes, for times less than t̃ and
has been obtained by the forward evolution starting from
time 0 (with measurements and re-normalization of the
state after each measurement).

After this procedure has been implemented for the
measurement at t̃, we would proceed with the backward
evolution of σ̂ until point t, where the derivative is to
be evaluated. There, we employ the same formula as
in the usual GRAPE approach, i.e. we would evaluate

tr(σ̂(t)†[−i∂Ĥ∂θ , ρ̂(t)]).
If there are multiple measurements between t and T ,

the backward evolution will proceed by alternating uni-
tary evolution and applying the formula in Eq. (C3).

If we want to treat the unnormalized quantum state
in the same manner, e.g. for obtaining the log-likelihood
term, we will only need the trace of that unnormalized
state ˜̂ρ at the end of the time evolution (see our discussion
above). Formally, this is as if we were to calculate the
fidelity against a state σ̂(T ) = 1, which is given by the
identity matrix. We can now evolve this state backwards
in the manner discussed above, but in addition, Eq. (C3)
simplifies: One needs to drop the second term and also
formally set P = 1 in the first term.

Finally, we briefly remark how the procedure will
change if we are dealing with continuous measurement
outcomes (strong continuous measurements, as briefly
discussed in the main text, using the ’reparametrization
trick’). In that case, we do not need the log-likelihood
term. However, we now do need to differentiate the mea-
surement outcome m = f−1

ρ̂ (z) which depends on some

random variable z (of a fixed distribution, not dependent
on θ) and the quantum state ρ̂ (that does depend on θ).
As a consequence, Eq. (C3) needs to be modified. We
have to add the following terms to the right-hand-side:

1

P
∂θ(M̂

†σ̂(t̃)M̂)− 1

P 2
tr(M̂†σ̂(t̃)M̂ρ̂(t̃))∂θ(M̂

†M̂) (C4)

Here ∂θ in both parts of this expression is supposed to
act only on the M̂† and M̂ terms. This derivative is to be

|0〉c

|2〉c

|4〉c

|6〉c

|8〉c

|10〉c
Law-Eberly Gradient-ascent

FIG. 10. Comparison between one solution obtained ana-
lytically from the Law-Eberly protocol and a strategy found
by using gradient ascent. The target state is |ψ〉 = (|0〉 +
|5〉 + |10〉)/

√
3. Even though some details look different, we

have verified that the gradient ascent strategy is a valid alter-
native solution for the Law-Eberly equations (which do not
determine the controls uniquely).

applied in the way ∂θM̂(m) = (∂mM̂(m))(∂θm), where
the derivative of m with respect to θ must be evaluated
using the dependence of the inverse cumulative distribu-
tion function on the θ-dependent quantum state at that
time-point.

Appendix D: Law-Eberly algorithm

As a benchmark with an analytical solution (but still
without feedback), we consider the task of preparing an
arbitrary pure cavity state in a cavity-qubit system . This
can be achieved by exploiting the well-known Law-Eberly
protocol [58]. This algorithm relies on the essential as-
sumption that we start from the ground state. We briefly
review it below.
The Hamiltonian that describes the system is a Jaynes-
Cummings model with controllable couplings:

Ĥ(t) = (A(t)σ̂+ +A∗(t)σ̂−) + (B(t)âσ̂+ +B∗(t)â†σ̂−)
(D1)

where the first term corresponds to the qubit drive and
the second to the cavity-qubit interaction. The two com-
plex controls A(t) and B(t) can assume continuous val-
ues.

Law and Eberly uses the particular ansatz A(t) = 0 if
B(t) 6= 0 and vice versa. In this scenario, the dynamics
can be viewed as being subdivided into a discrete num-
ber of steps N , with each step consisting in one qubit
excitation gate, Ûq(αj) = exp

{
−i(αj σ̂+ + α∗j σ̂−)

}
, fol-

lowed by one cavity-qubit interaction gate, Ûqc(βj) =
exp
{
−i(βj âσ̂+ + β∗j â

†σ̂−)
}

. [For given A(t) and B(t), αj
and βj can be easily obtained by integrating over the rel-
evant time-interval.] Since the excitations can be added
only one by one via the qubit drive, one can further re-
fine the ansatz assuming that the number of steps N is
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equal to the maximum number of excitations in the tar-

get state, |ψ〉target =
∑N
n=0 cn |n, g〉. Summarizing, the

goal is to find the parameters {αj} and {βj} that solve

|ψ〉target = Û |0, g〉 , (D2)

with

Û = Ûqc(βN )Ûq(αN )Ûqc(βN−1)Ûq(αN−1)

× . . . Ûqc(β1)Ûq(α1) (D3)

The Law-Eberly idea is to start from the target state
and progressively remove excitations from the cavity un-
til it becomes empty. In other words, one focuses on the
time-reversed time evolution

|0, g〉 = Û† |ψ〉target , (D4)

with

Û† = Û†q (α1)Û†qc(β1) . . . Û†q (αN )Û†qc(βN ). (D5)

and recursively (for decreasing j starting from j = N)
find the βj and αj imposing the conditions 〈j, g|ψj〉 = 0,
and 〈j − 1, e|ψj〉 = 0 with

|ψj〉 = Û†q (αj)Û
†
qc(βj) . . . Û

†
q (αN )Û†qc(βN ) |ψtarget〉

being the state after N + 1 − j time steps of the time-
reversed evolution. These conditions are enforced by the
complex nonlinear equations

〈j, g|ψj+1〉 cos
(
|βj |
√
j
)

(β/|β|)

+i 〈j − 1, e|ψj+1〉 sin
(
|βj |
√
j
)

= 0,

〈j − 1, e| Û†qc(βj) |ψj+1〉 cos(|αj |)(α∗/|α|)
+i 〈j − 1, g| Û†qc(βj) |ψj+1〉 sin(|αj |) = 0,

(D6)

with |ψN+1〉 ≡ |ψtarget〉 for the first iterative step (cor-
responding to j = N).

It should be noted that the solution of these equations
is not unique. This is why Fig. 10 shows two different
strategies for the same task, although both of them fulfill
the Law-Eberly ansatz.

Appendix E: Model-free reinforcement learning for
the Jaynes-Cummings scenario

It turns out that state-of-the-art model-free RL has
surprising difficulties in addressing a physical scenario
as important and conceptually simple as the Jaynes-
Cummings model. In this subsection we provide some
more details.

We will only consider the (simpler) no-feedback case,
meaning only the controls αj and βj (see main text) are
available. Since model-free RL already has severe prob-
lems in this case, we did not explore further the more
challenging cases.

In our numerical experiments, we relied on the RL li-
brary Stable Baselines [81], which implements many of
the most well-known optimized state-of-the-art RL algo-
rithms. The RL environment (not to be confused with
a “physical” environment) has been implemented in the
following way:

• Action aj : The two continuous controls, αj and βj .

• State sj (i.e. input to the agent): In principle, the
no-feedback task requires no state input. However,
we chose to make it easier for the agent, by sup-
plying the full current quantum state of the system
at time tj . Since the state is pure and the sys-
tem is closed, we simplify the observation by only
using the state vector |ψj〉 (instead of the density
matrix). Since it is complex-valued, we split its
real and imaginary part and so we have a vector of
length 2N , where N is the size of the Hilbert space.

• Reward rj : the fidelity at step tj (in various ver-
sions, see below).

We have used a variety of different approaches to solve
the task of pure state preparation. These included: using
either a sparse final reward (i.e. rj 6= 0 only if j = N)
or else a reward based on the fidelity at each time step,
either discrete (discretized) actions or continuous actions,
and several different optimization algorithms (PPO[60],
A2C[82], HER[83], TRPO[84], DDPG[85]). The results
shown in 3c) are the best results we could manage to
produce among all these approaches. They were obtained
with PPO, continuous actions and sparse rewards and
using the hyperparameters in Table I.

Parameter Value

gamma 0.99

n steps 128

ent coef 0.01

learning rate 0.00025

vf coef 0.5

max grad norm 0.5

lam 0.95

nminibatches 4

noptepochs 4

cliprange 0.2

TABLE I. Hyperparameters table for the PPO model-free RL
optimization algotithm used in Fig.3(c). See also the Stable
Baselines PPO documentation.

Appendix F: Details on learning dynamics using
Jaynes-Cummings open-loop controls

In this Appendix, we give more details on the learning
dynamics of the open-loop control strategy to prepare a
four-component Kitten state, |ψKit4

α̃ 〉 ∝∑3
j=0 |ijα̃〉. This
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FIG. 11. Preparation of a four-components kitten state with
average excitation number n̄ = 9 like in Fig. 3(d) of the
main text. (a) Shows the infidelity as a function of the num-
ber of trajectories seen during training for 10 training runs
with different initial conditions. The Wigner function of the
target state is shown as an inset. (b) Wigner function and
(c) excitation-number distribution after state preparation for
three different control strategies discovered during training.
The fidelity and number of trajectory used during training
are marked in (a) as dots of the same color as the frames in
(b) and (c). In (c), the target distribution is also shown in
green. Seven different training runs leads to approximately
the same fidelity after 1000 training iterations, cf the pink
dot in (a). The corresponding underlying strategies are dis-
played in (d). For each strategy, the controls as a function of
the time step are shown as dots of the same color. Each of
these strategies leads to the preparation of approximately the
same state, displayed in the second row of b and c.

analysis gives useful insight on the optimization land-
scape for the open-loop control preparation of complex
superpositions of Fock states using Jaynes-Cummings
controls.

Our numerical results for α̃ = 3, corresponding to the
average photon number n̄ ≈ |α̃|2 = 9 are summarized

in Figure 11. We preliminary note that the excitation
number of the target state is not bounded in this case.
On the other hand, the Law and Eberly protocol allows
to reach only the first N Fock states in N preparation
steps. Thus, the optimal strategy will project the target
state into the Hilbert space spanned by the first N Fock
states and can be obtained using Law and Eberly algo-
rithm. This procedure allows also to find the smallest
possible infidelity. We choose N = 20 corresponding to
the minimal infidelity F ≈ 6× 10−5.

The fidelity as a function of the number of training it-
erations (or, equivalently, trajectories used during train-
ing) for 10 different training runs is shown in panel a. As
it should be expected given that the control parameters
slide down a rugged learning landscape the lineshape of
the fidelity depends strongly on the initialization. Never-
theless, it displays robust features in the form of a series
of plateaus whose heights do not depend on the intializa-
tion. I turns out that the states ρ̂(tN ) prepared following
strategies obtained in different runs but corresponding to
the same fidelity plateau are also approximately equal.
In panel b and c, we show the Wigner function and exci-
tation number distribution 〈n|ρ̂(tN )|n〉 obtained with a
representative strategy for each plateau in panel a. We
note that the state is approximately the projection of
the target state on a Hilbert space containing the first
Nth Fock states with the threshold excitation numbers
Nth = 8, 12, 16, cf panel c. Importantly, each of these
states are prepared using different strategies in the dif-
ferent training runs, cf panel d. Indeed, it is easy to con-
struct several different strategies to prepare exactly these
states setting 2(N − Nth) controls to zero and choosing
the remaining 2Nth controls to solve the Law and Eberly
equations (D6) for Nth preparation steps. It can also
be shown that such suboptimal strategies correspond to
saddle points of the optimization landscape and that the
curvature of the optimization landscape in the direction
of increasing fidelity is zero, giving rise to a narrow valley.
In this way, we can construct many suboptimal strate-
gies for N preparation steps from an optimal strategy
with Nth ≤ N steps. Each of these suboptimal strate-
gies corresponds to a narrow valley in the optimization
landscape. These valley can cause the training to stall
in a suboptimal solution. In fact, we were not able to
recover an optimal solution in any of 10 training runs
each comprising 1000 training iterations. Nonetheless,
we were able to obtain very good quality solutions. The
best solution we have obtained (in one out of 10 runs)
allows to prepare the oscillator in the target state pro-
jected onto an Hilbert space with cut off Nth = 16 (third
row in panels b and c). This corresponds to the last val-
ley before reaching an optimal solution. We have also
run a set of 10 simulation runs comprising also the same
number of learning iterations but with a larger number
of preparation time steps (N = 28). In this set of run
(not shown), we have reached the fidelity plateau corre-
sponding to Nth = 16 more consistently and could even
reach the plateau for Nth = 20.
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FIG. 12. State preparation (open-loop control) of a grid state
with more powerful controls. a) Sequence of parametrized
controls during a time-evolution trajectory. Each time step
consists of two phase-space displacement gates separated by a
SNAP gate Ŝ({ϕn}). The phases ϕn for 0 ≤ n < NSNAP are
predicted by a recurrent NN that is given the time j as an in-
put (for n ≥ NSNAP ϕn = 0). Shown are also the Wigner func-
tions of the initial state and of the target grid state. b) Mean

value of the two (finite energy) stabilizers Ŝx,∆ and Ŝp,∆ as a
function of the number of trajectories sampled during training
(or, equivalently, the number of training iterations) for four
values of NSNAP (three runs each; the best run is displayed
as a solid line). The target grid state is in the manifold with

〈Ŝx,∆〉 = 〈Ŝp,∆〉 = 1. Plotted is the running average over 100
trajectories. Also shown is the Wigner function after training
for NSNAP = 50 and NSNAP = 130. For small NSNAP the tail
of the Wigner function is distorted, while for larger NSNAP

it is indistinguishable by bare eye from the target Wigner
function. This indicates that the quality of the strategy is
limited by the expressivity of the parametrized control se-
quence. Compared to model-free RL [38], the model-based
approach used here allows to explore a higher-dimensional
parameter manifold (larger values of NSNAP) and, thus, ob-
tain better quality results for large grid states. Parameters:
N = 9 and for the grid state ∆ = 0.15 corresponding to√

var(n) ≈ n̄ ≈ 1/(2∆2) ≈ 22 (The Hilbert space contains
130 Fock states).

In conclusion, our analysis indicates that the optimiza-
tion landscape for the preparation of complex superpo-
sitions of Fock states using open-loop Jaynes-Cummings
controls features a very large number of narrow valleys.
In this setting, it is crucial to have a direct access to the
landscape gradient to be able to slowly but steadily slide
down the optimization landscape. Very good quality so-
lutions can be consistently obtained.

Appendix G: State preparation with SNAP and
displacement gates

In this Appendix, we report our results for the open-
loop control state preparation of an oscillator state us-
ing the universal control scheme based on a set of in-
terleaved Selective Number-dependent Arbitrary Phase
(SNAP) gates Ŝ({ϕn})) =

∑
n e

iϕn |n〉〈n| and displace-

ment gates D̂(α) = exp
[
αâ† − α∗â

]
[66], cf Fig. 12(a).

In this case, the control parameters are the real and
imaginary part of the phase-space displacement αj to-
gether with the phases ϕjn for the first NSNAP Fock states
(the remaining phases are set to zero). This very same
optimization task has been already considered by Sivak
et al [38] to demonstrate their model-free optimal con-
trol approach. This allows an instructive comparison
of our model-based results with results obtained using
a cutting-edge model-free approach. In order to facili-
tate the comparison, we have used a similar controller as
in [38], i.e. a recurrent NN that takes as input the time
step j, cf Table IV.

The authors of [38] found that the main limiting fac-
tor in the way of preparing evermore complex quantum
states using their model-free approach is a trade-off in-
troduced by the choice of the hyperparameter NSNAP:
It is helpful to increase this hyperparameter to improve
the expressivity of the sequence of control gates. At the
same time, the resulting increased dimensionality of the
control parameter space can make the training unstable.
In order to remain in the regime of efficient training they
chose NSNAP = 30 for N = 9 preparation steps. Overall,
this corresponds to a 288-dimensional control parame-
ter space. In their numerical experiments, this trade-
off became apparent during the preparation of large fi-
nite energy grid states, |ψGKP

∆ 〉 = Ê∆

∑
j∈Z D̂(j

√
π)|0x〉

where |0x〉 is a position eigenstate localized in the ori-

gin and Ê∆ = exp
[
−∆2â†â

]
is the envelope operator.

These states have been proposed by Gottesman-Kitaev-
Preskill [61] to encode logical qubit states in an oscilla-
tor Hilbert space. They are eigenstates of the stabilizers
Ŝx,∆ = Ê∆D̂(

√
π)Ê−1

∆ and Ŝp,∆ = Ê∆D̂(i
√
π)Ê−1

∆ with
eigenvalue +1. For small ∆, their Wigner function dis-
plays a very fine structure in phase space in the form
of a large grid of peaks in phase space. The Wigner
function the largest grid state considered in Ref. [38]
(corresponding to ∆ = 0.15) is shown in Fig. 12(a). In
that work, they considered as a figure of merit the stabi-
lizer mean value 〈Ŝx,∆ + Ŝp,∆〉/2 which has optimal value

〈Ŝx,∆ + Ŝp,∆〉/2 = 1. They were able to demonstrate a

best value of 〈Ŝx,∆+Ŝp,∆〉/2 ≈ 0.93 out of 6 training runs
with ∆ = 0.15, which was limited by the expressivity of
their control sequence with NSNAP = 30.

In our GRAPE-type approach, thanks to the direct ac-
cess to the gradient of the reward, our training remains
efficient for much larger values of NSNAP, cf Fig. 12(b).
More precisely, we have considered NSNAP up to 130 with
the same number of preparation time-steps (N = 9) and
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the same type of controller (a recurrent neural network
that takes as input the time-step) as in Ref. [38]. This
corresponds to a 1188-dimensional control space, much
larger than the one that could be handled in the model-
free approach. In spite of this larger control parameter
space, training required only one hundredth of the tra-
jectories. Most importantly, we obtained a better qual-
ity solution as reflected by the best stabilizer value of
〈Ŝx,∆ + Ŝp,∆〉/2 ≈ 0.995 out of three training runs with
∆ = 0.15 and NSNAP = 130.

Appendix H: Details on Feedback-GRAPE
algorithm and on physical simulations

As explained in the main text, in the feedback-GRAPE
approach presented in this manuscript we can produce
the control values (conditioned on previous measurement
results) either with the help of a neural network or with
the help of a lookup table (containing trainable control
values). In this section we present more details on both
of these approaches, as implemented for the specific nu-
merical examples shown in the main text.

In our illustrative physical scenario (the feedback-
controlled Jaynes-Cummings model), there are four con-
trol parameters: αj , βj , γj and δj . In the most general
case, where arbitrary superpositions should be generated,
αj and βj need to be complex. In the scenarios whose re-
sults are displayed in the main text, this was not needed
due to the nature of the target states. However, we have
checked independently that the whole approach works
just as well for complex control parameters.

Neural Network - We first discuss the case when
the controls are computed by means of a neural network.
This network can receive the measurement results so far,
m1,m2, . . . ,mj . Alternatively, we can also supply it with
the quantum state as input, which has been updated ac-
cording to the measurement outcomes. Both techniques
supply the full information content needed to apply the
next control.

For the “state as input” approach, we defined a fully
connected neural network that takes the density ma-
trix of the system as input. Since the density matrix
is complex-valued, we chose to split it into its real and
imaginary parts and to stack it, in such a way that for
a NH × NH density matrix, the input tensor has shape
[NH ×NH, 2].

The fully connected NN has been employed both for
the no-feedback case (pure state preparation), where in
principle no such input would be needed (but can still be
helpful for convergence), and also for the more interesting
feedback cases.

If, on the other hand, we want to supply directly the
measurement results, then we employ a recurrent neural
network (RNN). For our scenario, its input at each time
step is a binary measurement outcome mj ∈ {−1,+1}.
When a RNN network is used, due to the probabilis-
tic outcome of the trajectories during a simulation, it

is useful to feed batches of multiple randomly sampled
trajectories as input to the network.

As already mentioned, both types of neural networks
output real-valued controls αj , βj , γj and δj to be applied
in the next time step. When complex-valued controls are
required, two additional neurons can be added to the
output of the neural networks, and they correspond to
the imaginary parts of αj and βj . In the main text,
we did not use complex controls, because these were not
needed for the tasks considered there.

Our neural networks are implemented using Keras and
their hyperparameters are shown for completeness in Ta-
bles II, III, IV.

Parameter Value

Neurons [[NH ×NH , 2], Flatten, 30, 30, 2 or 4]

Batch size 1

Activation ReLU

Initializer Glorot uniform

Initial bias last layer π

TABLE II. Hyperparameters of the fully connected neural
network.

Parameter Value

Type RNN cells GRU

Neurons [30, 2 or 4]

Batch size 10

Dropout 0.2

Input shape [batch size, 1, 1]

Activation tanh

Recurrent activation Sigmoid

Initializer Glorot uniform

Initial bias last layer π

TABLE III. Hyperparameters of the Recurrent neural net-
work for Figures 5, 15 and 16.

Parameter Value

Type RNN cells GRU

Neurons [30, 30, 30, 2+NSNAP]

Input shape [batch size, 1, 1]

Activation dense layers Relu

Recurrent activation Sigmoid

Initializer Glorot uniform

Initial bias last layer 0.1

TABLE IV. Hyperparameters of the Recurrent neural net-
work used for Figures 7 and 12. The batch size is 16 and 1
for figure 7 and 12, respectively. The hyperparameter NSNAP

is 15 for Figure 7 and varies from 30 to 130 in Fig.12, cf inset.
For figure 12 the input is the time step j, 0 ≤ j < N = 9,
while for Figure 7 is the measurement outcome mj .
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FIG. 13. Sketch of the three alternative types of trainable controls that can be employed in feedback-GRAPE: the first one
is a fully connected neural network which receives the density matrix (quantum state) of the system as input and output the

controls. The second one is a RNN with GRU cells as recurrent neurons. The third one is a lookup table, with
∑N
n=0 2n

entries (when feedback is required and when the measurement outcomes are binary, as shown here), and each entry contains
the controls that need to be applied after observing a particular measurement sequence.

Lookup Table - Another way to represent the entire
feedback-based control strategy is to use a lookup table,
which essentially is just a list of optimisable parameters.
In the case of feedback, we have to build a lookup table
that encodes the structure of a decision tree. For binary

measurement outcomes (as used here), this has
∑N
n=0 2n

entries, each of which is the vector of all control param-
eters, i.e. in our scenario (αj , βj , γj , δj). Each column
of this table represents the 2j possible control parameter
vectors at time step j ∈ {0, ...N}. At j = 0, we have only
one set of numbers, which stand for the (only) possible
control vector to apply (not dependent on any previous
measurement; in our case reduced to only the entries con-
trolling the first measurement). At step j = 1, we have
two sets of numbers, and we apply the set of controls
corresponding to the observed measurement, and so on
and so forth. By doing so, we can apply controls condi-
tioned on the “memory” of all previous measurements,
at the cost of keeping an exponentially growing number
of entries in the computer’s memory. Many of those will
likely not be explored at all, if their probabilities are too
small.

In our numerical experiments, we went as far as lookup
tables containing about 221 ∼ 2 · 106 entries, which still
was easily handled. The initial condition for the whole
table was to set each parameter value to a random num-
ber uniformly distributed within (0, π).

For figure 8, we have used a large batch of size 10000
(1000) in the approaches with (without) Monte Carlo
sampling. For the approach with random initialization
the look-up table entries ḡτi(mj−1) were uniformly dis-
tributed within (−2π, 2π). In the approach with smart
initialization, the initial entries are weakly randomized:
For mj−1 = (1, . . . , 1), we have chosen ḡτj(mj−1) =
π + z(mj−1) with z(mj−1) uniformly distributed in the
interval (0, 1). For the remaining measurement outcomes
we set τj(mj−1) = 0.

In several results mentioned in the main text, we use a

lookup table “without memory”. This means that there
is just one control parameter vector for each step j, in-
stead of a tree-type structure with an exponentially grow-
ing number of parameters. Thus, we still optimize the
controls but ignore the result of previous measurements.
This is used both for the “non-adaptive” scheme for the
purification task in Fig. 4c) and in figure 5g).

A sketch of all of the three feedback-based strategies
discussed here and in the main text (neural network with
state as input, recurrent neural network with measure-
ment sequence as input, and a tree-type lookup table) is
shown in Fig. 13.

In any case, in whatever ways we choose to parametrize
our controls, we have a finite number of parameters that
need to be learned. In order to do so, the optimizer
employed for every example is Adam [86], and its hyper-
parameters are shown in table V.

Parameter Value

learning rate 0.01*

beta 1 0.9

beta 2 0.999

epsilon 1E-7

clipnorm 1

clipvalue 0.5
*unless otherwise specified

TABLE V. Adam hyperparameters

Physical Simulations - In the unitary case, we sim-
ply apply the sequence of parametrized unitaries, as ex-
plained in the main text. In the case of decay (in the state
stabilization scenario), we have solved the master equa-
tion for the density matrix during the respective time
intervals (where decay is present). Specifically, we have
simulated the weak Markovian coupling of the oscilla-
tor to a zero temperature bath via the Lindblad master
equation,
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FIG. 14. Purification of a thermal state (with n̄ = 2) like
in Fig. 4c) of the main text. Here, the shaded lines show 10
different strategies found by repeated runs of the algorithm,
from different random starting points. The thick lines repre-
sent the best strategy found.

˙̂ρ = κ

(
âρ̂â† − 1

2

{
â†â, ρ̂

})
. (H1)

We discretize this continuous time-evolution applying the
fourth-order Runge-Kutta method.

We chose the Hilbert-space to have a finite dimension
NH with a cut-off in the Fock states excitation number.
An appropriate choice of the cut-off depends both on the
initial and the target state and ranges from 10 to 130 in
our simulations.

Appendix I: Further numerical results

In this subsection we present a few more numerical re-
sults to illustrate various options or aspects of the tech-
nique.

1. Effect of different initial condition on the
training

In order to assess the variability during the training,
we show in this subsection how the results of Figs. 4 and 5
can change, depending on the choice of different random
initial conditions of the algorithm. As a first example,
we show in Fig. 14 an equivalent plot of Fig. 4c), but in
this case we want to differentiate the distinct strategies
found by feedback-GRAPE. The majority of the adaptive
runs can systematically reach higher purities then the
other strategies (Random and Non-Adaptive). Nonethe-
less, one should be aware of such variability of strategies
at the end of the training.
To further analyse the variability of training, we focus
on the state preparation case from a thermal state, like
in Fig. 5. In Fig. 15, the performance for many different

target state was evaluated, along with the uncertainty
due to different initial condition.

2. Impact of the batch size on generalization

A final analysis that we conducted deals with the effect
of the batch size during training. We want to analyze
both the performance during training and the general-
ization capabilities of the strategy learned. In order to
asses that, we focus on the state preparation case from
thermal state (Fig. 5). We run different trainings with
distinct batch sizes (ranging from 1 to 100). For each
batch size, we run 5 different training. We then post-
select the best one, by computing the average fidelity on
a much larger batch size (i.e. 1000). In 16 we then show
the best performing NN/RNN/Lookup table. Interest-
ingly, even though the training is noisier with a lower
batch size, it seems that feedback-GRAPE can converge
faster and to higher fidelity solution. Also, it seems that
lower batch sizes can generalize well to higher ones. The
better performance of lower batch sizes could be due to
the possibility of the optimizer to escape local minima
more efficiently than larger ones.

Appendix J: Detailed analysis of strategies
discovered by feedback-GRAPE for the

Jaynes-Cummings model scenario

In our work, we chose several different tasks within a
Jaynes-Cummings model to illustrate the performance of
our approach. Despite being only an illustrative physical
example in this context, the model is of sufficient interest
as a paradigm for actual feedback control of quantum-
optical systems. In this section, we describe some of the
insights we were able to extract by closer inspection of
the numerical results obtained by feedback-GRAPE, in
situations with feedback.

In the main text, we show the decision tree for the pu-
rification of a thermal state with initial occupation num-
ber 〈â†â〉 = 2 in four measurements. Here, we want to
show how the insight gained by analyzing the decision
tree for this special case allows to derive an analytical
solution for an optimal purification strategy valid for ar-
bitrary temperature and number of measurements.

We start by reviewing the physics for the building
block measurement, cf Eq. (4). This type of measurement
has been originally proposed in [62] and has been exten-
sively used in quantum optics experiments with flying
Rydberg atoms, e.g. to monitor the occupation number
of a cavity in the presence of very small thermal fluctu-
ations [65] or to prepare a Fock state starting from an
initial coherent state [64]. After each measurement, the
Fock state probability distribution Pj(n) is updated by
multiplying it with a sinusoidal mask,

Pj+1(n) ∝ Pj(n) cos2

[
γin+

δi
2

+ π(1−mj)/4

]
. (J1)
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FIG. 15. State preparation from a thermal state (n̄ = 1), employing feedback, like in Fig. 5). We show the final infidelity
as a function of the number of time steps available for the strategy. The columns represents various final target states, while
the rows shows the three different approaches to obtain the control parameters (NN: neural network being fed the current
quantum state as input; RNN: recurrent neural network obtaining the measurement sequence step-wise; Lookup: a lookup
table as defined in the main text). Each dot represents a different training run with different initial condition. For each number
of steps, 5 runs are shown. Their mean and standard deviation are represented, respectively, as the center and width of the
shaded area. For the Kitten and the |1〉+ |2〉+ |3〉 state we have added as reference the data (plotted as stars) shown in Fig. 5.
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FIG. 16. State preparation from a thermal state (here n̄ = 1) and for target state ψ = (|1〉+|2〉+|3〉)/
√

3, in 6 steps. Each train-
ing was run with a different batch size (encoded in the color), and the performance of the resulting strategy (NN/RNN/Lookup)
was evaluated with a larger batch size (here 1000) to suppress statistical noise. The training curves are plotted with a moving
average of 50 trajectories in order to suppress fluctuations. The number of trajectories (i.e. batch size × number of gradient
optimization steps) for each curve is the same.

To better understand the effects of the measurement it
is important to keep in mind two key insights: (i) If the
measurement strength can be well approximated with a
rational multiple of π, γi = πpi/qi where pi and qi are co-
prime numbers, the denominator qi represents the period
of the mask. Thus, the relative occupations P (n)/P (n′)
of any pair of Fock states that have the same excitation
number modulus qi, (n − n′) mod qi = 0, do not change
after the measurement. (ii) If the phase δi satisfies either
condition

π
pi
qi
ni +

δi
2

= 0 modπ, or = π/2 modπ,

for an integer ni, one measurement outcome (mi = −1
or mi = 1, respectively) rules out the infinite set of Fock
states with excitation numbers n satisfying nmod qi =
ni. We note that if qi is an even number any δi that
satisfies the first condition for ni ≡ ni,−1 satisfies also the
second condition for ni = ni,1 ≡ (ni,−1 + qi/2) mod qi.
In this scenario, each of the two possible measurement
outcomes rules out a (different) infinite set of Fock states,
ni,±1 mod qi for mi = ±1. We note further that there
are infinitely many values of δi satisfying one of the two
conditions in Eq. (J1) for the same ni. All of these values
of δi are rational multiples of π.
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Motivated by the insights (i) and (ii), we have writ-
ten an algorithm that identifies values of γi and δi that
are close to rational multiples of π with small denom-
inators (we allow a deviation of 1% of π) and displays
these rational values (in units of π) in the decision tree
as shown in Fig. 4d. By inspecting this decision tree, one
can immediately observe that the NN tends to use mea-
surement strength γj corresponding to the period qj = 2j

for the j-th measurement. In order to understand this
pattern, we inspect the phases δj selected by the NN.
For the first measurement, the measurement strength is
γ1 = π/2 and the phase δ1 = 0. This corresponds to
n1,−1 = 0 and n1,1 = 1. In other words, the Fock state
0 (1) along with all other even (odd) states are ruled
out by the measurement m1 = −1 (m1 = 1). Thus,
the net effect is that, irrespective of the measurement
outcome, the probability of every second Fock state is
set to zero. Such a measurement extracts exactly 1 bit
of information in the large temperature limit. For the
second measurement, the NN doubles the period of the
sinusoidal mask, q2 = 4, (independent of the outcome of
the first measurement). By inspecting the phases δ2 cho-
sen adaptively by the NN we find out that they always
allow to rule out either of the two most likely states af-
ter the measurement. For example, in the upper branch
(corresponding to m1 = 1) all odd states have been dec-
imated and, thus, the two more likely states are the 0
and 2 Fock states. From the tree we see that δ2 = π/2 in
this branch. This indeed satisfies the two conditions in
Eq. (J1) with ni = n2,−1 = 2 and ni = n2,1 = 0, respec-
tively. In other words, the Fock states with nmod 4 = 0
(nmod 4 = 2) are ruled out by the measurement outcome
m2 = 1 (m2 = −1). Since all odd Fock states had been
already ruled out after the first measurement, the over-
all effect of the first two measurements is to postselect
every fourth Fock state, nmod 4 = 0 (nmod 4 = 2) for
m1 = 1 and m2 = −1 (m1 = m2 = 1). Likewise, the
choice of the phase δ2 = −π/4 in the lower branch allows
to postselect every fourth Fock state, now, nmod4 = 1
and nmod4 = 3 for m2 = 1 and m2 = −1, respectively.
This strategy can be easily generalized for any arbitrar-
ily large number of measurements J : the period qi is
doubled after every measurement, qj = 2j , independent
of the measurement outcomes and appropriate adaptive
phases δj are selected to always rule out either of the two
most likely states. Such a strategy allows to postselect
the Fock states with nmod 2J = ni where ni depends
on the measurement history. More precisely there is a
bijective mapping between 0 ≤ ni < 2J − 1 and the
2J possible measurements outcomes. Indeed, a close in-
spection of the strength γi and phases δi selected by the
NN shows that the NN adopts this strategy for all four
measurements in most (but not all) branches. A notable
exception is the third measurement in the lowest branch
(corresponding to m1 = m2 = −1). This choice results
in an ineffective measurement that does not allow to ex-
clude either of the two most likeliest states. Interestingly,
in this case the NN selects for the fourth measurement

the measurement settings that were expected (according
to the strategy identified above) already for the third
measurement. We believe that this sub-optimal strat-
egy corresponds to a local minimum for the gradient as-
cent. We note that the strategy whose tree is displayed
in Fig. 4(d) has been obtained after selecting the best
gradient ascent training run out of 10 runs with different
random initializations. A tree without any such subopti-
mal measurements could be obtained by performing more
gradient ascent runs or, more efficiently, by increasing the
temperature of the initial mixed state (which will punish
more suboptimal purification strategies).

The same optimal strategy discussed above can be im-
plemented for infinitely many different choices of γj and
δj . In particular, different bijective mappings between
the measurement outcomes and the likeliest state nj af-
ter j measurements can be implemented. To find a simple
analytical solution for the phases γj for one of the imple-
mentations of the optimal strategy, we choose pj = 1
and, thus, γj = π/2j . In addition, we choose nj as the
number whose binary representation is dj−1 . . . d2d1 with
di = (1 −mi)/2, e.g. for m1 = m2 = −1 corresponding
to d1 = d2 = 1 we have n3 = 1 + 2 = 3. This map-
ping is implemented, if the phase δj always allows to rule
out the Fock state with largest probability (or, equiva-
lently, lowest excitation number among the states that
have not yet been decimated by previous measurements)
for the measurement outcome mj = −1. With these
constraints we find a simple analytical solution for the
phases, δj = πnj/2

j .

Appendix K: Symmetry of the optimization
landscape for the spin state preparation with

uncertain parameters

In this Appendix we analyze the symmetries of the op-
timization landscape for the learning of feedback strate-
gies to prepare an ensemble of qubits in the excited state
investigated in Section III F of the main text.

For N = 2 the 3D optimization landscape displayed as
three cuts in Fig. 8(d) is the average 〈〈F2〉m〉g∼P (g) of
the coupling-dependent fidelity

〈F2〉m = sin2[gτ0/2] cos2[gτ1(m0 = −1)/2]

+ cos2[gτ0/2] sin2[gτ1(m0 = 1)/2] (K1)

We note that this function has three mirror planes be-
cause it is invariant under a sign change of τ0, τ1(m0 = 1),
or τ1(m0 = −1). In addition in the plane τ1(m0 = −1) =
0, corresponding to the leftmost cut in Fig. 8(d), it can
be rewritten as

〈F2〉m = sin2[gτ0/2] + sin2[gτ1(m0 = 1)/2]

− sin2[gτ0/2] sin2[gτ1(m0 = 1)/2]. (K2)

From the above expression, it becomes clear that one can
exchange τ0, τ1(m0 = 1) without changing the fidelity.
These symmetries are present for any value of g and, thus,
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also for any weighted average over g and, in particular,
for the optimization landscape 〈〈F2〉m〉g∼P (g). Since the
optimal solutions lie on the plane τ1(m0 = −1) = 0, there
are 8 symmetry-related optimal solutions corresponding
to the same coupling-dependent fidelity 〈F〉m.

This result can be generalized to the case of N mea-
surements. On the hyperplane with τj(mj−1) = 0 for all
mj−1 6= (1, . . . , 1) the coupling-dependent fidelity is the
function

〈FN 〉m =

N−1∑
j=0

sin2[gτj/2]

N−2∏
j′=0

cos2[gτj′/2]. (K3)

with τj = τj(mj−1) with mj−1 = (1, . . . , 1). It is easy to
show that this function is symmetric under permutation
of its N variables τj . This leads to 4×N ! optimal solu-
tions with the same coupling-dependent fidelity 〈F〉m.
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Physical Review A 84, 022305 (2011), publisher: Amer-
ican Physical Society.

[5] F. Dolde, V. Bergholm, Y. Wang, I. Jakobi, B. Nayde-
nov, S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, F. Jelezko, P. Neumann,
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[7] T. Schulte-Herbrüggen, A. Spörl, N. Khaneja, and S. J.
Glaser, Physical Review A 72, 042331 (2005), publisher:
American Physical Society.

[8] A. Spörl, T. Schulte-Herbrüggen, S. J. Glaser,
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S. Kuhr, M. Brune, J.-M. Raimond, and S. Haroche, Na-
ture 448, 889 (2007), tex.copyright: 2007 Nature Pub-
lishing Group.

[65] S. Gleyzes, S. Kuhr, C. Guerlin, J. Bernu, S. Deléglise,
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