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In this paper, we consider the problem of open-loop control of a qubit that is coupled to an
unknown fully quantum non-Markovian noise (either bosonic or fermionic). A graybox model
that is empirically obtained from measurement data is employed to approximately represent
the unknown quantum noise. The estimated model is then used to calculate the open-loop
control pulses under constraints on the pulse amplitude and timing. For the control pulse
optimization, we explore the use of gradient descent and genetic optimization methods. We
consider the effect of finite sampling on estimating expectation values of observables and
show results for single- and multi-axis control of a qubit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The importance of quantum control as an engineering task is increasing with the rapid devel-
opment of quantum technologies, particularly quantum computing. The setting is a quantum
system, such as a qubit, whose evolution can be steered by modulating some external controls.
The objective is to find the optimal controls to achieve a desired target (such as a state or a
gate). Many techniques have been developed for this purpose such as gradient-based methods
[1–7] where the fidelity between the target and the system is optimized with respect to the con-
trols. The drawback of such methods is that they require knowledge of a complete mathematical
model that describes the relation between the system inputs and outputs, except perhaps for
some parameters of the model that may need to be estimated from empirical data. Many of the
physical models used are based on assumptions or approximations related to the noise (such as
Markovianity) and the control (such as infinite bandwidth). We refer to the standard practice
of fitting such models (i.e., finding the appropriate model parameters) given experimental data
as a “whitebox” approach.

Finding an accurate model can be a challenging task especially for open quantum systems
where the system has undesired interaction with its environment and this environment is not
a priori known. Therefore the task of identifying the system and its environment becomes a
challenge on its own. Due to the difficulty of this task, unconventional methods have been
developed such as machine learning (ML) methods. One ML approach is supervised learning
[8–10], where the common practice is to use abstract structures such as neural networks to
model the map between a set of inputs and outputs. Another method is reinforcement learning,
which is based on the idea of an agent navigating an unknown environment. The agent is
rewarded if it approaches a target, and penalized if it hits an obstacle. This does not require
prior information about the environment as the agent learns it during its operation. This is
useful for quantum control applications [11–13], where the open system dynamics are treated
as a blackbox, and the agent (controller) navigates through the state space to reach the control
target. Both ML methods do not require knowing anything about the environment and do not
give a set of physical dynamical equations, and thus they are considered “blackbox” methods.

In situations where some physical insights are available, or the quantity of interest that is
required for performing the control task is inaccessible experimentally, a hybrid approach is
needed. We refer to this as a “graybox” approach. Part of the model uses blackbox structures
such as neural networks, while other parts uses whitebox structures such as calculating a unitary
given a Hamiltonian. This approach has been developed to model and control static (time-
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independent) unitary quantum photonic systems [14, 15] as well as open quantum systems
subjected to classical environments [16, 17]. It was also utilized for the characterization of
superconducting qubits [18] as well as geometric quantum gate synthesis [19]. In this paper,
we consider the optimization of open-loop controls for single qubit gate synthesis when the a
qubit that is in contact with an a priori unknown non-Markovian quantum environment (which
is not a quantum white noise process), and analyze its performance. In order to obtain the
controls, a graybox model based on an ML model proposed in [16] is used to approximate the
unknown quantum noise. This graybox model is empirically identified based on measurement
data collected from the qubit. It is then used as proxy for the unknown quantum noise and
control pulses for the gate synthesis are optimized based on this model.

Quantum non-Markovian dynamics can be obtained by embedding them into a larger Marko-
vian dynamics [20]. This work considers non-Markovian environment models that can be em-
bedded in a larger Markovian model containing an auxiliary system and a quantum white noise
(or Markovian) bath. Such an embedding approach is well-known and has a long history in stud-
ies of classical (non-quantum) non-Markovian processes, see, e.g, [21]. In the quantum setting,
a bosonic non-Markovian Gaussian bath with a non-flat spectral density can be approximated
arbitrarily closely by coupling the system to a number of fictitious single mode quantum har-
monic oscillators that are each in turn coupled to a bosonic Markovian bath and possess a
Lorentzian spectral density [22]. In a generalization of this basic idea, the fictitious quantum
harmonic oscillators are often referred to as pseudo-modes [23, 24]. It was recently put forward
that general Gaussian bosonic baths with an arbitrary spectral density can be approximated
by linear coupling to a (possibly infinite) number of quantum harmonic oscillators [25]. A sim-
ilar result has also been established for non-Markovian fermionic baths with arbitrary spectral
densities in [26] in which the bath can be approximated by coupling to a number of fermionic

modes ak satisfying the anti-commutation relations {ak, a†k} = 1 to Markovian fermionic baths.

After tracing out the white noise bath, the joint reduced density of the qubit and auxiliary
system undergoes an evolution according to a Lindblad master equation that can be simulated
using standard software packages. Tracing out the auxiliary Hilbert space from the joint density
operator gives an evolution of the system density operator alone that no longer obeys a Lindblad
master equation, as would be expected of a system coupled to a non-Markovian quantum noise.
We use this method to simulate a qubit coupled to a non-Markovian noise source and generate a
dataset with which to train the ML models. We then show the results of using these empirically
identified models to obtain the optimal control pulses for a set of targets using local and global
optimization methods. We investigate both single axis and multi-axis control of the qubit.

This paper is structured as follows. In section II we describe the system of interest and
the setting of the control problem that is considered, give details of the non-Markovian noise
model adopted and of the graybox ML model assumed for the unknown system, and how the
ML model is trained and tested based on data. In section III we present the results of training
the adopted non-Markovian model to the system of interest and the application of open-loop
control designed based on the trained model based on the actual system. Finally, in section IV
we give a conclusion for this paper.

II. METHODS

A. System Dynamics

The expectation of any observable O for a closed quantum system initialized in the state
ρ(0) evolves over the time [0, T ] according to

E{O(T )}ρ = tr
(
Uctrl(T )ρ(0)Uctrl(T )†O

)
, (1)
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where the control unitary Uctrl is given by the time-ordered evolution of the (generally time-
dependent) system Hamiltonian Hctrl,

Uctrl(T ) = T+e−i
∫ T
0 Hctrl(s)ds, (2)

where T+ denotes the time-ordering operator. For example, a qubit with a drift evolution along
the Z-axis, and a control along the X- and Y - direction will have the Hamiltonian in the form

Hctrl(t) =
1

2
Ωσz +

1

2
fx(t)σx +

1

2
fy(t)σy, (3)

where Ω is the qubit energy gap, σj is the Pauli operators along the jth direction, and fj(t) is the
corresponding control pulse. We are interested in a qubit that is coupled to some non-Markovian
noise that is in principle unknown. To explore the efficacy of the proposed ML based control
method, we consider an environment quantum noise model that can be simulated by solving
a Lindblad master equation, the details of the modeling are given by in the next subsection.
The non-Markovian noise model consists of an auxiliary quantum system that is coupled to a
quantum white noise bath. The qubit, auxiliary and quantum white noise bath undergo a joint
unitary evolution. By tracing out the white noise bath, the joint density operator of the qubit
and auxiliary then evolve according to a master equation. The density operator for the qubit
alone is then obtained by tracing out the auxiliary.

If we are only interested in the observables of the system, then we can utilize the approach
in [16] and write down the expectation of any observables for the system as

E{O(T )}ρ = tr
(
VO(T )Uctrl(T )ρ(0)Uctrl(T )†O

)
. (4)

The operator VO(T ) captures all the information about the environment and how it affects the
evolution of the system, and is given by

VO(T ) = 〈O−1Ũ †I (T )OŨI(T )〉 , (5)

with the expectation 〈·〉 = trenv (·ρenv), with ρenv being the initial state of the bath. ŨI is a
modified interaction picture unitary that is defined in terms of the total unitary of system and
bath U(t) as

U(t) = ŨI(t)Uctrl(t). (6)

The advantage of this formulation, is that it encodes all the relevant effects of the quantum
environment (which is hard to simulate) in just one system operator, VO(T ). It is independent
of the noise bath model whether it is a classical bath, or a fermionic or bosonic bath, or even
a combination of those. Additionally, with this structure, we can construct ML models that
could be trained on actual experimental data, and used to estimate those noise operators and
consequently do quantum control.

B. Non-Markovian quantum noise models

We now detail the bosonic and fermionic non-Markovian noise models that are described
by single mode bosonic or fermionic operators which are coupled to a Markovian bosonic or
fermionic bath, respectively; see Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: A qubit coupled to (a) a bosonic non-Markovian bath and (b) a fermionic
non-Markovian bath. Each non-Markovian bath is modeled as an auxiliary system that is

coupled to two Markovian baths.

1. Qubit coupled to a Gaussian bosonic noise

We begin by describing a qubit coupled to a non-Markovian bosonic Gaussian bath (we
will use the word quantum bath and quantum noise interchangeably). Let Hctrl(t) be the
(generally) time-dependent Hamiltonian of a qubit (as the system) and let a be the annihilation
operator of a quantum harmonic oscillator as an auxiliary system, satisfying the commutation
relation [a, a†] = 1. The qubit is coupled to the quantum harmonic oscillator via the coupling

Hsa = V σ+a + V ∗σ−a
†, where σ+ = |1〉〈0| is the qubit raising operator and σ− = σ†+ is the

qubit lowering operator and V is some complex coupling constant. The auxiliary is taken to
have the Hamiltonian Ha = ωda

†a and is in turn coupled to two Markovian baths in the vacuum
state via the coupling (or jump) operators L0 =

√
γ0a and L1 =

√
γ1a
†. The joint evolution of

the combined qubit-auxiliary-bosonic noise is given by a unitary propagator U(t) given as the
solution of the Hudson-Parthasarathy quantum stochastic differential equation (QSDE) [27, 28]
(see also [29] for a physics-oriented introduction):

dU(t) =
(

(−i(Hctrl(t) +Ha +Hsa)− (1/2)L†0L0 − (1/2)L†1L1)dt+ L0dB
†
0,t + L1dB

†
1,t

−L†0dB0,t − L†1dB1,t

)
U(t), U(0) = I.

In the above Bj,t =
∫ t
0 bj,sds and B†j,t =

∫ t
0 b
†
j,sds are the annihilation and creation operators

of bosonic bath j (j = 0, 1), and bj,t is a bosonic quantum white noise process satisfying the

commutation relation [bj,t, b
†
k,τ ] = δjkδ(t−τ) for j, k = 0, 1. When the bosonic Markovian baths

is in a vacuum (or coherent state), the infinitesimal increments dBj,t = bj,tdt and dB†j,t = bj,tdt

satisfy the product rule [27, 28] dBj,tdB
†
k,t = δjkdt with all other products of dBj,t and dB†k,t

with itself or with the other being equal to 0 for j, k = 0, 1. The qubit and auxiliary is initialised
in the product state ρsa,0 = ρs,0 ⊗ ρa,0, where ρs,0 is the initial state of the qubit and ρa,0 the
initial state of the auxiliary.

The reduced density operator of the qubit + auxiliary, after tracing out the bosonic bath,
ρsa(t) is given by ρsa(t) = trHB

(U(t)†ρsa,0|0〉B〈0|U(t)), where |0〉B〈0| is the vacuum state of the
Markovian bath and trHB

denotes partial tracing over the Markovian bath, and satisfies the
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Lindblad master equation,

ρ̇sa(t) = i[ρsa(t), Hctrl(t) +Ha +Hsa] + Lρsa(t)L
† − 1

2
[L†L, ρsa(t)].

The reduced density operator equation for the qubit itself, ρs(t) is given by tracing out the
auxiliary from ρsa(t), i.e., ρs(t) = trHA

(ρsa(t)) where trHA
is a partial trace over the auxiliary,

would not in general satisfy a Markovian master equation but some non-Markovian master
equation.

2. Qubit coupled to a fermionic noise

We now describe the non-Markovian noise model that describes a fermionic quantum envi-
ronment. Here we have a quantum dot as an auxiliary system that is coupled to two Markovian
fermionic baths, a left ohmic bath and a right ohmic bath [30, 31]. The left bath is at zero
temperature with energy less than its chemical potential, so the channel is initially fully occu-
pied with average electron number Ne = 1. The right bath is also at zero temperature and has
energy larger than its chemical potential, thus Ne = 0.

The quantum dot has fermionic annihilation and creation operators c and c†, respectively,
satisfying the canonical anti-commutation relation {c, c†} = 1. The Hamiltonian of the quantum
dot is Ha = ωdc

†c and it is coupled to the qubit via the coupling Hamiltonian

Hsa = V σ+c+ V ∗σ−c
†,

where V is a complex coupling constant. The joint evolution of the qubit, auxiliary (i.e.,
quantum dot) and the left and right baths are given by the fermionic Hudson-Parthasarathy
fermionic QSDE [32] given by:

dU(t) =
(

(−i(Hctrl(t) +Ha +Hsa)− (1/2)L†0L0 − (1/2)L†1L1)dt

+dB†0,tL0 − L†0dB0,t + dB†1,tL1 − L†1dB1,t

)
U(t), U(0) = I

where L0 =
√
γRc and L1 =

√
γLc
† are the coupling operators of the quantum dot to the left and

right Markovian fermionic baths for some positive real coupling rates γR and γL, respectively.
Here Bj,t =

∫ t
0 bj,sds and B†j,t =

∫ t
0 b
†
j,sds are the annihilation and creation operators for the

left bath (j = 1) and right bath (j = 0), and bj,t is fermionic white noise process satisfying the

canonical anti-commutation relations {bj,t, b†k,s} = δj,kδ(t− s).
The reduced density operator of the system and auxiliary, ρsa(t), as in the bosonic case is

given by ρsa(t) = trHB
(U(t)†ρsa,0|0〉B〈0|U(t)), where |0〉B〈0| is the joint vacuum (zero temper-

ature) state of the Markovian left and right fermionic baths, and trHB
denotes partial tracing

over the Markovian fermionic baths. It satisfies the quantum master equation,

ρ̇sa(t) = i[ρsa(t), Hctrl(t)+Ha+Hsa]+L0ρsa(t)L
†
0−

1

2
[L†0L0, ρsa(t)]+L1ρsa(t)L

†
1−

1

2
[L†1L1, ρsa(t)].

Remark 1. More generally, one could have a non-Markovian bath that is composed of both
bosonic and fermionic non-Markovian baths, with a simultaneous coupling to both bosonic and
fermionic auxiliary systems [31, 33].

C. Machine Learning Model

We are interested in constructing an ML model that maps the control pulses acting on a
quantum system to a set of expectation values of some system observables. Eq. (4) provides the
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necessary mathematical relation. We assume we do not know anything about the environment.
In this case, as described earlier, the use of a whitebox approach for characterizing a quantum
system has its limitations. It is difficult to express the noise operator VO(T ) analytically without
an approximation or a strong assumption that may not reflect the physical reality. On the other
hand, using a fully blackbox approach to fit the measurement outcomes directly as a function
of the controls could potentially provide accurate models, however, it might not be suitable
for quantum control. The reason behind this is that optimal control will require accessing the
noise operators VO(T ). These are not accessible quantities in an experiment, so we cannot
provide them as part of a dataset that an ML algorithm can directly learn. We can only
provide a dataset of expectations of observables. A fully blackbox model would only predict
these observables by learning an abstract representation that is only suitable for a “machine”.
Therefore, we utilize the graybox approach to take the advantage of both methods [14–17]. Fig.
2 shows the general structure of this model that implements eq. (4). The inputs are the control
pulses that we apply to the system, and the output would be the expectation of the system
observables. Particularly, we choose an informationally-complete set of observables, such as the
Pauli operators measured for all sets of Pauli eigenstates as initial states of the system. There
are six possible eigenstates and three observables so this is a total of 18 outputs of the model.
The “black” part of the graybox model is used to learn the parameters of the VO operators
for each of the three observables as a function of the control pulses. These do not depend on
the initial of the system. For this, we use two layers of Gated Recurrent Units (GRU) with
100 hidden nodes in each of them. The first layer takes the control pulses as an input. The
second layer is then followed by a neural layer that generates the parameters of the matrix
representation of each of the VO(T ) operators. We do not care about the exact representation
of the operators, we only need to be able to compute them, hence the use of abstract ML layers.
Finally, a custom layer reconstructs the VO(T ) operators given the parameters. The remaining
parts of eq. (4) are known, and thus they are hard coded as the “white” part of the model.
This includes the calculation of the closed-evolution unitary Uctrl(T ) as a function of the control
pulses, the system evolution, and finally the measurement. This graybox structure solves the
issue of a fully blackbox model. The outputs of the model are the expectations of observables
which are accessible in experiment, and at the same time we have internal layers that could
estimate the VO(T ) operators. All the trainable parameters exist in those layers only. Therefore,
for the model to be consistent with a dataset during training, the “black” part of the model is
enforced to represent the VO(T ) operators using the same representation of eq. (4).

D. Training, Testing, and Control

In order to train and test the ML model, we need to construct datasets. Experimentally, we
start by initializing the system in one of the Pauli eigenstates, apply a random pulse sequence,
and then measure the three Pauli observables after system evolution. This is repeated for all
the initial states of the system. The pair of a control pulse sequence and the set of observables
constitute one example of our training dataset. We can then repeat the whole procedure, each
time randomizing the control sequence, to construct the full dataset for training. The choice of
the pulse shapes is usually dependent on the experimental setup as well as the quantum system
itself. Practically, it will be constrained by some engineering limitations such as maximum
power or bandwidth. Thus, it is convenient to parameterize the waveform in a way that makes
it easy to express such constraints. For example, the waveform of a train of Np Gaussian pulses
of finite width can be expressed as

f(t) =

Np∑
i=1

Aie
−(t−µi)2/σ2

, (7)



7

Figure 2: A schematic of the graybox model used in this paper. The inputs are the control
pulses, and the outputs are the set of Pauli observables. Internally, a blackbox formed of

Gated-Recurrent Units and Neural Networks estimates the parameters of the noise operators
VO(T ). The remaining layers are whitebox layers that computes the other physical quantities.

We have computation of the Hamiltonian and unitary given the control pulses, the noise
operators given their parameterization, and finally the expectations of observables given all

other quantities.

where Ai and µi are the amplitude and location of each pulse. If the waveform has finite power,
then Ai ∈ [Amin, Amax]. This is will be important when it comes to performing quantum control.

Once we have this dataset, we can use the it to train the graybox model, where the trainable
parameters of the model are optimized to minimize a loss function that measures the error
between the model prediction and the actual output from the dataset. In this paper, we use
the standard mean square error (MSE) averaged over the training set as a loss function, and
we use the gradient-descent based ADAM optimizer [34] for the training. At each iteration,
we monitor the value of the loss function to see how well the model is performing in terms of
prediction accuracy. The MSE curve versus the iteration number is referred to as the learning
curve.

One important desirable behaviour of any ML algorithm is to ensure that it does not overfit,
i.e., memorize the training set and not be able to predict outputs for new inputs. To assess
this performance, we construct a “testing” dataset similar to the training dataset, and evaluate
the MSE averaged over the testing set at each iteration. These testing examples do not affect
the training procedure, they are only used for monitoring. A good model that does not overfit
would have both its learning and testing curves close to each other, both converging to arbitrary
small values. A related aspect is the generalization performance. In general, an ML algorithm
will only generalize (i.e. predict outputs accurately) if tested against examples that are “close”
to the training set. In our case, the model is expected to predict output of controls that have
the same pulse shape as the training set. For example, a model trained with square pulses is
expected to have good predictions for square pulses but not for Gaussian shaped pulses. While
this could be a general limitation of the ML paradigm, in practical scenarios it is might not
be of concern. Usually, the pulse shape is fixed from the beginning in an experimental setup.
Thus, we do not need to obtain a model that generalizes to every possible input waveform. In a
situation where we are interested to work with multiple waveform shapes, the training set has
to include a balanced number of examples representing each of the pulse shapes of interest.

Once the model is trained, we can then use it to completely replace the system and act as a
simulator for its dynamics. We can then use it as a part of an optimization loop to find optimal
control in order to achieve a target. In this paper, we focus on implementing quantum gates,
so there are two objectives: First to cancel the noise, which is equivalent to having VO(T )→ I,
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where I is the identity operator acting on the system. The second objective is to have the closed
evolution unitary Uctrl(T ) → G, where G is the target quantum gate. When we achieve this
target, the expectation value of a system observable O is given by E{O(T )}ρ = tr

(
Gρ(0)G†O

)
.

On the other hand, from the trained model, we can estimate the expectation of observables
given the control pulses as

Ê{O(T )}ρ = tr
(
V̂O(T )Uctrl(T )ρ(0)Uctrl(T )†O

)
, (8)

where V̂O(T ) is the ML prediction of the noise operator given the control pulses. A suitable
cost function for determining the control pulses to implement a desired gate G, which is aligned
with how the model is trained, is taken to be of the form

J =
∑
ρ(0),O

(
tr
(
Gρ(0)G†O

)
− tr

(
V̂O(T )Uctrl(T )ρ(0)Uctrl(T )†O

))2
, (9)

and we try to find an optimal pulse sequence that minimizes J . Notice that control affects
both the unitary and the noise operators. The next step would then optimize J to get the
optimal control. In this paper, we explore two types of optimizers: gradient-descent and genetic
algorithm. The genetic algorithm has an advantage of being more immune to falling in local
minima at the expense of being computationally more expensive. The optimizer also has to
take into consideration the constraints of the control.

III. RESULTS

A. Implementation

In this paper, we performed a numerical study to assess the performance of the graybox ML
model and its use for control on a single qubit system in the presence of a quantum bath. As
discussed in Section II B, we use an auxiliary quantum system to enable the simulation of the
system dynamics under two cases. The first is when we have a fermionic environment, with the
total system+auxiliary Hamiltonian in the form

Hsys + aux(t) =
1

2
ωsσz +

1

2
fx(t)σx +

1

2
fy(t)σy + ωdc

†c+ V σ+c+ V ∗σ−c
†, (10)

where c is the fermionic annihilation operator for the quantum dot. The Lindblad operators
of the auxiliary are {√γLc,

√
γRc

†}. The fermionic creation and annihilation operators can
be simulated by considering the Jordan-Wigner transformation which aims to express those
operators in terms of standard qubit Pauli operators [35]. This means that we can simulate the
combined system as a the evolution of finite number of qubits and thus is exact. Since we are
considering a single-mode only, one qubit is sufficient to model the auxiliary. In this paper, we
set the Hamiltonian parameters to be ωs = 12, ωd = 5, V = 2, γL = γR = 0.7. The initial state
of the auxiliary is a fermionic thermal state with inverse temperature parameter β = 1, and
chemical potential µ = 3.

The other case is for a bosonic bath. In this case the qubit is coupled to a quantum bosonic
cavity with total system+auxiliary Hamiltonian in the form

Hsys + aux(t) =
1

2
ωsσz +

1

2
fx(t)σx +

1

2
fy(t)σy + ωda

†a+ V σ+a+ V ∗σ−a
†, (11)

where a is the annihilation operator of the cavity. The Lindblad operators of the auxiliary are
{√γLa,

√
γRa

†}. These operators are infinite-dimensional, and therefore the Hilbert space of
the cavity has to be truncated to a some finite dimension to allow simulations. The dimension
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is chosen by trial and error where we keep increasing it and monitor the change in the values
of the quantum measurements, until we reach a point where there is no more change. In this
case, we set ωs = 12, ωd = 5, V = 1.3, γL = γR = 0.7. The dimension of the Hilbert space of
the auxiliary is truncated to 20. The initial state of the system is a bosonic thermal state with
average number of photons n = 1.

We consider these single-mode auxiliaries arbitrarily. If we want to simulate a bath with
some properties (such as a particular autocorrelation), then we need to find an optimal auxiliary
system that would give rise to the same statistics. This is out of the scope of this paper, but
we refer as an example to [25, 26] for more details on how to perform this method. Most
importantly, the purpose of these simulations is to create a dataset that simulates a qubit in a
quantum bath. It is not part of the ML algorithm. The use of the graybox architecture together
with the framework of eq. (4) is what enables us to express all the bath interaction as a single
system operator regardless of the environment characteristics. Therefore, in an experimental
setting, we do not need to simulate the evolution of the system, or consider the auxiliary system
or the bath. We just control and measure the system directly in the experiment.

The time evolution is fixed to T = 1, and is discretized into M = 1024 time steps. The
control takes the form of Np = 5 non-overlapping Gaussian pulses with Amax = 25 as in eq.
(7). We fix the pulse width to the value σ = T/(12Np), while randomizing the amplitude and
location of each pulse per each example. We also ensure that these pulses do not overlap with
respect to each other for any given example in the dataset. For the single-axis datasets, we have
pulses in along x-direction only (i.e. fy(t) = 0), while for the multi-axis datasets, we choose the
waveform for each of the x- and y- directions. For the measurement statistics, we consider finite
sampling, so we study three cases: N = 512, N = 1024, and N =∞ which represents the ideal
case. We then construct 9000 examples for training and 1000 for testing for each case (bath
type, number of controls, and number of shots). This gives a total of 12 generated datasets for
this set of experiments.

We used the QuTip Python package [36, 37] to solve the Lindblad master equation for the
combined system and auxiliary Hamiltonians, and then the system observables are evaluated.
In Figs. 3,4, we show the results of simulating the dynamics of the qubit under free evolution
(i.e., in the absence of control) for the fermionic and bosonic baths, respectively. We show the
expectations of the three Pauli observables, taking every Pauli eigenstate as initial state. We
then construct the training and testing datasets as described earlier. After constructing the
datasets, we implement the ML model using the Tensorflow Python package [38, 39]. We train
the graybox model and assess its performance on each of the 12 datasets separately (i.e., we
obtain 12 separate models). Figs. 5, 6 show the results of the training for single-axis control
for fermionic and bosonic baths, while Figs. (7), (8) show that for the multi-axis control. Table
I summarizes the final MSE obtained at the end of the training iterations.

Next, we utilize the trained models to design the optimal control pulses in order implement a
universal set of quantum gates: The identity gate I, the three Pauli gates X,Y, Z, the Hadamard
gate H, and the rotation about X-axis gate RX(π/4). The optimal control pulses are then tested
by simulating the evolution of the pulse-driven system in the quantum bath. We report the
process fidelity in Tables II, III, IV, V, as a metric to assess the performance of our methods.
The evaluation of these metrics requires the calculation of the Choi state at the end of the
evolution time interval [40]. This is done by simulating the evolution of two copies of the
system starting from an EPR initial state, where one half of the pair undergoes the evolution
alongside the auxiliary, while the other half remains unchanged. The evolved state of the system
after tracing out the auxiliary is the Choi state up to a normalization factor. It is important
to note that this simulation requires knowledge of the bath, but it is only used to assess the
algorithm performance. It is not required for the control procedures. In an experimental setting,
we can do process tomography for these six gates to asses the performance. We perform the
control assessment for both the gradient-descent as well as genetic algorithm optimizers.
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Figure 3: The expectations of the Pauli observables of the qubit under free evolution in the
fermionic bath as a function of time. The initial state is one of the Pauli eigenstates. The σx
and σy expectations of the σz± states vanish, while the σz expectation value of the σx± and

σy± states coincide.
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Figure 4: The expectations of the Pauli observables of the qubit under free evolution in the
bosonic bath as a function of time.The initial state is one of the Pauli eigenstates. The σx and
σy expectations of the σz± states vanish, while the σz expectation value of the σx± and σy±

states coincide.

Besides this set of experiments, we also explore the effect of the coupling strength between
the qubit and the auxiliary system (i.e., the strength of coupling to the bath given by V ), on
the performance of the algorithm. For this, we generate 4 more datasets with V = 0.2 and
V = 1 for the fermionic bath, and V = 0.13 and V = 0.65 for the bosonic bath. We compare
against the previous case of V = 2 and V = 1.3 for fermionic and bosonic baths respectively.
We use multi-axis control, fixing the number of shots to N = 1024, and use the gradient-descent
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Figure 5: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for single-axis control applied to
the system in the fermionic bath
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Figure 6: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for single-axis control applied to
the system in the bosonic bath
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Figure 7: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for multi-axis control applied to
the system in the fermionic bath
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Figure 8: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for multi-axis control applied to
the system in the bosonic bath

Fermionic Bosonic

Training Testing Training Testing

Single-axis

N = 512 1.58× 10−3 1.60× 10−3 1.72× 10−3 1.76× 10−3

N = 1024 9.44× 10−4 8.70× 10−4 8.83× 10−4 9.28× 10−4

N =∞ 1.45× 10−4 1.55× 10−4 1.24× 10−4 1.54× 10−4

Multi-axis

N = 512 1.85× 10−3 2.07× 10−3 1.91× 10−3 2.29× 10−3

N = 1024 1.14× 10−3 1.32× 10−3 1.19× 10−3 1.44× 10−3

N =∞ 3.77× 10−4 5.23× 10−4 4.48× 10−4 6.13× 10−4

Table I: The final MSE evaluated for the model training and the testing over the various
datasets
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Gate
Gradient-Descent Genetic Algorithm

N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞ N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞
I 94.81 94.69 94.78 94.39 94.40 94.43

X 80.10 84.82 84.82 81.22 81.39 81.86

Y 90.68 83.56 90.67 86.67 87.51 86.49

Z 36.22 36.64 22.38 41.60 41.10 41.00

H 72.91 76.94 76.93 73.50 73.07 74.34

RX(π/4) 95.09 95.09 95.07 95.03 95.04 95.04

Table II: The results of the process fidelity for single-axis control applied to the system in the
fermionic bath

Gate
Gradient-Descent Genetic Algorithm

N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞ N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞
I 90.83 90.89 90.90 90.78 90.75 90.80

X 83.31 83.31 83.35 80.27 80.94 80.26

Y 88.56 80.58 88.54 85.40 85.56 85.84

Z 51.24 53.11 51.35 46.58 46.79 46.21

H 76.40 76.83 76.83 72.77 72.19 71.75

RX(π/4) 91.29 91.29 91.31 91.26 91.28 91.24

Table III: The results of the process fidelity for single-axis control applied to the system in the
bosonic bath

optimization for pulse design. In Figs. 9 and 10 we show the simulated dynamics of the qubit
state purity under free evolution, varying the coupling strength for the two quantum baths.
The initial state is taken to be the eigenstate of the Pauli operators. In the plot, the states
σx+, σx−, σy+, and σy− result in the same dynamics. However, the σz+ and σz− give rise to
different dynamics. We then run the same steps of the algorithm and we show in Figs. 11 and
12 the results of the model training and validation for the two baths. In table VI, we compare
the process fidelity for the same set of quantum gates.

B. Discussion

In this paper, we explore a quantum control method for open quantum systems in a scenario
where a qubit is coupled to a quantum environment. We study different aspects of the proposed
method such as single- versus multi-axis control, the effect of finite sampling and the choice of
optimization algorithm, and the effect of the coupling strength. This is different from the work in
[16] where the qubit is subjected only to classical stochastic noise. In that work, the focus was on
the characterization of the system and how to construct the graybox model. Control was shown
only for single-axis using the gradient-descent approach, and ideal quantum measurements were
assumed. Moreover, the cost function for the control pulse design in [16] is different from the
one in this work. The problem setting in [14] and [15] is also very different. There, a photonic
system is considered, which is modelled through a static time-independent Hamiltonian with
unknown dependence on control. Moreover, the assumption is that the system of interest is
closed (i.e. only unitary evolution). By performing quantum measurements, the map between
controls and Hamiltonian is learnt, through the graybox, and then utilized to design quantum
gates.

The choice of our system and environment models as well as the simulation parameters in
this paper showcases non-trivial system dynamics as in Figs. 3 and 4. We see that all the Pauli
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Gate
Gradient-Descent Genetic Algorithm

N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞ N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞
I 95.07 95.35 95.69 94.81 94.63 94.87

X 93.62 93.52 94.22 92.52 92.68 92.23

Y 93.51 93.82 93.60 91.38 92.29 92.22

Z 82.20 88.31 88.64 80.85 80.04 80.37

H 93.86 90.84 92.01 92.65 92.38 92.60

RX(π/4) 94.99 95.52 95.29 95.07 94.95 95.20

Table IV: The results of the process fidelity for multi-axis control applied to the system in the
fermionic bath

Gate
Gradient-Descent Genetic Algorithm

N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞ N = 512 N = 1024 N =∞
I 90.53 92.35 91.98 90.44 90.64 90.34

X 90.41 91.70 91.00 90.40 90.08 90.04

Y 90.56 91.49 91.74 89.47 90.09 90.08

Z 84.54 85.71 81.09 78.78 79.30 79.11

H 90.29 91.45 88.47 87.78 87.55 87.71

RX(π/4) 92.63 93.17 92.79 91.60 91.73 91.57

Table V: The results of the process fidelity for multi-axis control applied to the system in the
bosonic bath

eigenstates are subjected to decoherence but with different dynamics. For example, for the
σz observable, the σz+ and σz− states have different trajectories, which are also different from
the other eigenstates who have similar dynamics. The same classification of different dynamics
exist as well for the evolution of the purity of the system state in Figs. 9 and 10. So, a qubit
initialized to a |0〉 would not remain in a pure state under this kind of quantum bath. This
behaviour is different from the usual single-axis dephasing model which can take, for example,
the form H(t) = Hctrl(t)+β(t)σz, where β(t) is a classical stationary Gaussian random process,
(see e.g, [41] for further details). In that case, the Pauli states σx+, σx−,σy+, and σy− lose
purity over time, but the σz+ and σz− would stay unaffected.

The plots in Figs. 5 and 6 show that the MSE of the training is decreasing with the increase
of the number of iterations, indicating the ability of the model to learn the dataset. The MSE of
the testing dataset also decreases with iterations. Additionally, it almost matches the training
MSE indicating that the model does not overfit, which is an important desired feature of the
model. In other words, the model does not just memorize the training set, but can also predict
new examples without losing accuracy. This is also critical for the controller, since an open-loop
controller will depend on the accuracy of the model.

For the multi-axis datasets in Figs. 7 and 8, we see a similar performance in terms of
training and testing. However, comparing to the single-axis datasets, the single-axis model is
performing better than the multi-axis. This is expected as there are more inputs and so the
model has to learn more information. In this paper, we do not focus on optimizing the hyper-
parameters of the model, but in general the structures could be further optimized to enhance
the performance. Also, increasing the dataset size would enhance the performance, but we limit
it here to a size that can be feasible in terms of data collection time, for an experimental setup
such as a superconducting qubit.

Exploring the results of the controller, we find that multi-axis control outperforms single-
axis control. We would expect this behaviour given the system dynamics we described earlier.
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The behaviour of the system deviates significantly from a unitary evolution and also from a
simple dephasing noise. As a result, we do not expect that with just the drift term along
the Z-axis and a constrained control along the X-axis, we can achieve any arbitrary gate (as
the case with closed quantum systems, or open quantum system with dynamical decoupling).
Having the extra control along the Y-axis improves the performance. Moreover, even though
the single-axis trained models were better performing (lower MSE than multi-axis ones), the
controller performance was actually better in the multi-axis case. This shows that the controller
has some robustness against the errors in model, and that constraints imposed on the control
pulses (such as limited power, bandwidth, and evolution time) affects the control performance
more significantly. For most gates, we get high fidelities around 90% when using the gradient-
descent optimizer. The gradient-descent method and the genetic algorithm performed almost
similarly, with gradient-descent slightly better in most cases. This indicates that even though
the gradient-descent optimization suffers from the possibility of falling into a local minimum,
the performance of the control was not affected when compared to global optimization with
genetic algorithm. In general, the gradient-descent method is more efficient computationally, so
it would be preferable to utilize if there is no significant degradation in performance compared
to genetic optimization. Finally, we note that the performance of these optimization methods
would depend on the various hyperparameters (such as the starting point, the learning rate, the
number of iterations, genetic algorithm operations, etc.) So, an exact comparison is difficult.
However, in an experimental setting with a specific target (rather than a general study), these
hyperparameters would be optimized to acheive the best possible performance compared to the
state-of-the-art method utilized for that platform.

Regarding the effect of statistical noise that occurs as a result of finite sampling, we see
that increasing the number of shots will increase accuracy of the model (lower MSE). As shown
in Table I, this holds for the fermionic and bosonic datasets for both single-and multi-axis
cases. This is an expected behaviour of the ML structure in response to the deviation of the
quantum measurements from their ideal values. With regards to the effect of finite number of
shots on control, Tables II,III,IV, V show comparable performance of the gates utilizing the
different models that were trained on the different datasets. Some gates performed better with
noisier models, and other performed worse. This can be explained by looking back into the
MSE performance of each model. We see that there is large order of difference in MSE when
we increase the number of shots from finite to infinite, almost just one order of magnitude
of enhancement. Thus, with the use of fidelity-based metrics, this enhancement in the MSE
might not be sufficient to show significant change in the performance of different controllers. In
other words, in terms of control, the models corresponding to different number of shots have
almost the same accuracy, even though in terms of MSE they differ. This could be beneficial
as constructing datasets in an experimental setting can be time consuming, especially for large
sizes. If the most important desired aspect is finding optimal control, then a small number
of shots might be sufficient. Finally, note that the performance of the gates was evaluated
utilizing the exact simulator (with no sampling noise) to provide the most accurate picture.
The optimization, however, utilizes the trained models.

For the second set of experiments, where we study the effect of the coupling strength, we see
from Figs. 11 and 12, that with increasing strength parameter, the model accuracy decreases.
This behaviour is expected. When the coupling to the bath is very weak, (i.e. V → 0), the
system acts almost as a closed-system. In this case, the operator VO(T ) is very close to the
system identity operator I almost independent of the control. In this case, the learning task is
relatively easy, because the map between controls and VO(T ) is almost a constant. When we
increase the coupling strength, the map between the control and the VO(T ) operator becomes
non-trivial, and the model has to learn the dynamics of how control affects VO(T ) indirectly
from the data. Since, we are fixing the architecture of the ML model (particularly the number
of hidden nodes in the GRU layers) for the comparison, we see the performance affected by
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Figure 9: The quantum state purity of the qubit under free evolution in the fermionic bath as
a function of time for different values of the coupling strength. The initial state is one of the

Pauli eigenstates.
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Figure 10: The quantum state purity of the qubit under free evolution in the bosonic bath as
a function of time for different values of the coupling strength. The initial state is one of the

Pauli eigenstates.

increasing V . In other words, if we want to maintain the same model accuracy when increasing
V , then we should increase the model complexity accordingly. In practice, V is not known, and
thus the ML model complexity is determined as a part of the design process where we try to
optimize the hyperparameters to maximize model accuracy.

As for the control performance, from Table VI we see that we can obtain high process fidelities
for all gates, but with increasing coupling strength, the fidelities decrease. This can be attributed
to the control constraints (maximum amplitude) relative to the noise strength. An interesting
example is the Pauli Z-gate. While the multi-axis control clearly outperforms the single-axis in
the first set of experiments where V = 2 and V = 1.3 for fermionic and bosonic baths, it is still
significantly lower than other gates. In order to support the idea that this behaviour is related
to the control constraints, we created another dataset with similar simulation parameters but
chose the maximum allowed amplitude for the control pulses Amax = 100 instead of Amax = 25,
and executed all the steps of the algorithm. At a coupling strength of V = 1 and V = 0.65
for the fermionic and bosonic baths respectively, and choosing the number of shots N = 1024,
we found that in the case of multi-axis control we get process fidelities of 96.36% and 95.76%
for the two baths, which is higher than the ones reported in Table VI of 95.82% and 95.54%,
respectively. In conclusion, the stronger the noise is, the more difficult it is to control the system
in the presence of constraints. This demonstrates the importance of studying controllability of
open quantum systems, which still remains an open area of research and is beyond the scope of
this paper.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented a detailed numerical study for an ML approach of controlling
open quantum systems with non-Markovian quantum noise. We showed the success of the
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Figure 11: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for multi-axis control applied to
the system in the fermionic bath when varying the coupling strength. The number of shots is

fixed at N = 1024.
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Figure 12: Evaluation of graybox model training and testing for multi-axis control applied to
the system in the bosonic bath when varying the coupling strength. The number of shots is

fixed at N = 1024.

method for the case when the underlying quantum noise comes from fermionic or bosonic
quantum baths. In order to facilitate the simulation of the bath to create synthetic datasets,
we use an auxiliary system coupled to bosonic or fermionic white noise process as a model
for the non-Markovian quantum noise and consider the reduced dynamics of the qubit. In an
experimental setting, we only need standard prepare-control-measure procedures without the
need of any prior information about the environment. We showed results for both single-axis and
multi-axis control for a set of universal quantum gates. There are many interesting extensions
to this work. This includes extending this approach to continuous-time measurements as well as
continuous-variable systems, and applying and testing this method to an experimental hardware
platform.

Gate
Fermionic Bosonic

V = 0.2 V = 1 V = 2 V = 0.13 V = 0.65 V = 1.3

I 99.89 98.63 95.35 99.87 98.29 92.35

X 99.87 98.13 93.52 99.84 97.69 91.70

Y 99.86 97.83 93.82 99.79 97.55 91.49

Z 99.85 95.82 88.31 99.79 95.54 85.71

H 99.89 96.95 90.84 99.82 97.61 91.45

pi4 99.90 98.78 95.52 99.88 98.47 93.17

Table VI: The performance of the control in terms of process fidelity, when varying the
coupling of the qubit to the auxiliary system, for both fermionic and bosonic baths. In this
experiment, we fix the number of shots to N = 1024, and show results for multi-axis control

using gradient-descent method
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