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Quantum Reservoir Computing (QRC) leverages quantum systems to perform complex computa-
tional tasks with exceptional efficiency and reduced energy consumption. We introduce a minimal-
istic QRC framework utilizing only a few two-level atoms in a single-mode optical cavity, combined
with continuous quantum measurements. To achieve high computational expressivity with minimal
hardware, we include two critical elements: reservoir feedback and polynomial regression. Reservoir
feedback modifies the reservoir’s dynamics without altering its hardware, while polynomial regres-
sion enhances output resolution by nonlinearly extending expressions. We evaluate QRC’s memory
retention and nonlinear data processing through two tasks: predicting chaotic time-series data via
the Mackey-Glass task and classifying sine-square waveforms. Our results demonstrate significant
QRC performance with minimal reservoirs containing as few as five atoms, further enhanced by feed-
back mechanisms and polynomial regression. This framework fulfills QRC’s objectives to minimize
hardware size and energy consumption, marking a significant advancement in integrating quantum
physics with machine learning technology.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum reservoir computing (QRC) has emerged as a
groundbreaking machine learning framework, capable of
addressing intricate tasks with remarkable efficiency and
minimal energy consumption [1–18]. Some of these tasks
fall into well-established categories in machine learning,
such as time series analysis [1, 4, 5] and computer vi-
sion [18], providing a clear benchmark for comparing
the performance of QRC against classical reservoir com-
puting (CRC) [19–24]. In addition, various QRC ap-
proaches have been employed to tackle tasks in the field
of quantum research, such as recognizing quantum en-
tanglements [25], measuring dispersive currents [22], and
predicting molecular structures [26], often referred to
as quantum random kitchen sinks or quantum extreme
learning machines [27].

Proposals for implementing quantum reservoirs have
been advanced using various platforms, including cou-
pled networks of qubits [1–3, 9, 10, 14, 26, 28], fermions
[25], harmonic oscillators [8], Kerr nonlinear oscillators
[22], Rydberg atoms [6], and optical pulses [15]. Increas-
ing the number of physical sites, such as qubits, oscil-
lators, or atoms, within a quantum network can dra-
matically expand the Hilbert space by exponentially in-
creasing the number of quantum basis states. Each of
these basis states functions as a node within the quan-
tum neural network, mirroring the role of a node in a
classical neural network [1] or an optical neural network
[29, 30]. The exponential scaling of basis states plays
a critical role in making the system’s dynamics nonlin-
ear and complex. To ensure QRC performance, tens of
physical sites are typically necessary for constructing a
quantum reservoir [18]. However, a significant challenge
in scaling up a quantum reservoir is the considerable dif-

ficulty of establishing connections between each newly
added site and all existing sites within a quantum net-
work. To extract information from quantum reservoirs,
the observable readouts have been proposed through vari-
ous methods, including measuring probabilities on quan-
tum basis states [4], excitations of qubits [1], occupa-
tions on lattice sites [25], and energies of oscillators [22].
However, these conventional measurement techniques of-
ten require quantum tomography, which necessitates the
complete destruction of the quantum reservoir to obtain
readouts at each time step. This process demands a sub-
stantial number of repeated time evolutions, incurring a
considerable overhead.

In this paper, we present a minimalistic quantum reser-
voir made of up to five atoms and a single-mode cavity
field, where the input is practically embedded in exter-
nal coherent laser driving. The connections among atoms
can be more conveniently constructed compared to prior
proposals, since newly added atoms automatically couple
to existing atoms through their mutual connections with
the cavity field.

In small hardware systems, maximizing computational
expressivity is imperative. To achieve this, we adopt two
main strategies: adjustable feedback and polynomial re-
gression. First, we introduce a feedback mechanism that
feeds observable readouts back into the reservoir as in-
put. This approach is related to the feedback formal-
ism in classical echo state networks (ESNs) [31] and bi-
ological systems [32]. This mechanism provides an ex-
cellent solution: it allows us to modify the reservoir’s
overall dynamics and significantly enhance its computa-
tional expressivity without altering its internal hardware
details. Second, we utilize polynomial combinations of
readouts to enrich the complexity of the output, lead-
ing to another significant performance boost. The ob-
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servable readouts in our scheme are practically obtained
through a continuous quantum measurement, where the
cavity field provides two readouts linked to two photonic
quadratures, and each atom provides two readouts linked
to two atomic spin channels [33–39]. By adopting a con-
tinuous measurement scheme that accounts for measure-
ment back-action on the reservoir, we eliminate the need
for the costly tomography measurements used in previous
methods. Our proposed approach, implemented on min-
imalistic quantum hardware, combines a feedback mech-
anism, polynomial regression, and continuous measure-
ment. Together, these elements aim to achieve highly
efficient QRC with minimal energy consumption.

We evaluate the QRC performance on two time-series
tasks: the Mackey-Glass forecasting task [1], which de-
mands long-term memory for predicting the future trend
of an input function while providing the fading memory
property simultaneously, and the sine-square waveform
classification task [4, 16], which requires nonlinearity of
the reservoir to capture sudden, high-frequency shifts in a
linearly inseparable input dataset. The significant perfor-
mance enhancement associated with the increased num-
ber of atoms, the feedback mechanism, and the polyno-
mial regression are demonstrated by the diminishing gaps
between the actual and target outputs in the two tasks.

II. RESULTS

A. Quantum Reservoir Computing Setup

We consider a QRC framework with a feedback mech-
anism, as illustrated in Fig. 1. In this setup, input sam-
ples are encoded in a classical function fk, where k is the
time-series index. The input is processed by the quan-
tum reservoir, and the corresponding readouts xkn are ac-
quired through continuous quantum measurement, with
n representing the index of the readout channel. The
feedback mechanism is implemented by using a subset of
the readouts, denoted as xknf

, to modify the input as

f̃k = fk +
∑

nf

xknf
Vnf

, (1)

where nf indexes the feedback channels. The read-
outs are then linked to the output to perform a time-
series forecasting or classification task via polynomial
regression, where the associated weights are denoted as
Wn. The machine-learning parameters Vnf

and Wn are
trained using global optimization and pseudoinverse re-
gression, respectively, to optimize the QRC performance.

We employ a quantum optical system encompassing
Natom two-level atoms inside a single-mode optical cavity
[40, 41] as the quantum reservoir. The time-independent

part of the Hamiltonian is expressed as

H0 = ωcc
†c+

∑

i

ωiσ
†
iσi +

∑

i

gi

(
c†σi + cσ†

i

)
, (2)

where c represents the photon annihilation operator, σi =
|g⟩ ⟨e|i denotes the lowering operator of the i-th atom
with |g⟩ (|e⟩) representing the ground (excited) state, ωc

(ωi) describes the detuning between the coherent driving
and the cavity (atomic) frequencies, and gi is the electric-
dipole coupling strength between the i-th atom and the
cavity mode. For QRC, it is essential to select either
various detuning ωi or various coupling strength gi to
prompt the atoms to produce non-identical memories,
thus enhancing their overall capability. This model can
be practically implemented using cold atoms in an optical
cavity [42, 43], where optical tweezers can be used to
trap and measure individual atoms at different positions
[44, 45]. Alternatively, quantum dots can also be utilized
to induce random positioning, detuning, and coupling
[46].

The feedback-modified input f̃k is encoded into the
time-dependent coherent laser driving as

H1 (tk ⩽ t < tk+1) = iϵf̃k
(
c− c†

)
, (3)

where ϵ denotes the driving strength. Time is discretized
as tk = k∆t, with ∆t representing the time step. During
the time interval from tk to tk+1, the input driving to the
quantum reservoir remains constant.

The readouts xkn are determined through continuous
measurement of quantum observables. The observables
of the cavity field stem from the homodyne detection of
two orthogonal quadratures [33, 34, 47]

Q = c+ c†, (4)

P = i
(
c− c†

)
, (5)

and the observables of the atomic spontaneous emission
are associated with the Pauli operators [48]

σx,i = σi + σ†
i , (6)

σy,i = i
(
σi − σ†

i

)
. (7)

It has been demonstrated that these observables of the
cavity and atoms can be simultaneously measured [35–
38]. By averaging over a large number of measurement
trajectories, the readouts are correlated with the expec-
tation values as xk1 = ⟨Q⟩k, xk2 = ⟨P ⟩k, xk3 = ⟨σx,1⟩k,
xk4 = ⟨σy,1⟩k, and so forth. This leads to Nreadouts =
2Natom + 2, where Nreadouts is the number of available
readout channels and Natom is the number of atoms. The
expectation values are calculated as ⟨Q⟩k = Tr [ρ (tk)Q],
for instance, where ρ (tk) represents the density operator
at time tk, which evolves according to the dynamics of
the reservoir simulated by the quantum master equation.
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FIG. 1: Setup of quantum optical reservoir computing with feedback. The input function is coherently integrated into the
driving field of an optical cavity. The reservoir consists of atoms inside the cavity, exhibiting diverse detunings and coupling
strengths across various spatial positions. Readouts are obtained via continuous measurements of photonic quadratures and
atomic spin channels, denoted by xkn with n the index of the readout channel. The feedback mechanism is implemented by
modifying the input using several readouts, xknf , where nf indexes the readouts used for feedback. The parameter Vnf controls
the strength of the nf -th feedback channel. A polynomial regression is then applied to map the readouts to the output with
weights Wn. The parameters Vnf and Wn are trained through a machine learning process to enhance the performance of QRC.

The dynamics of the quantum reservoir with continuous
quantum measurement are elaborated in the "Methods"
section.

To implement the feedback mechanism, a subset of
readouts, denoted as xknf

, is selected to serve as feed-
back. These readouts are combined with the original in-
put fk to generate the modified input f̃k, as described in
Eq. (1). At time tk, the modified input enters the quan-
tum reservoir in terms of the coherent driving shown in
Eq. (3). The evolution of the quantum reservoir from tk
to tk+1, simulated by the master equation, produces the
readouts xk+1,nf

at time tk+1, which are then used to
modify the input f̃k+1 for the next feedback cycle.

After completing all feedback cycles, polynomial re-
gression is employed by incorporating both the linear and
quadratic terms of the observable expectation values into
the readouts, resulting in Nreadouts = 2N2

atom+7Natom+
5. The terms encompassed in polynomial regression are
exemplified in the grey box in Fig. 1. The mapping from
the readouts to the output is given by

yk =
∑

n

xknWn, (8)

where Wn are the regression coefficients to be trained.
In regular linear regression, the regressors xkn include
only the linear terms of the expectation-value measure-
ments, while in polynomial regression, they include both
the linear and quadratic terms.

The goal of training is to optimize the parameters Vnf

and Wn to minimize the normalized root mean square
error (NRMSE). We adopt various global optimization
methods to train Vnf

and the Moore-Penrose pseudoin-
verse method to train Wn. The definition of NRMSE
and the specific training methods are detailed in the
"Methods" section. During the testing phase, the trained
weights Vnf

and Wn are treated as fixed, and the NRMSE
is computed to evaluate the QRC performance.

B. Mackey-Glass Task

The Mackey-Glass task serves as a test for long-term
memory, demanding the reservoir to retain past informa-
tion from the input function to forecast its future behav-
ior. The input function is generated from the Mackey-
Glass equation

df (t)

dt
=

βf (t− τM )

1 + f10 (t− τM )
− γf (t) , (9)

where the parameters β = 0.2, γ = 0.1, and τM = 17 are
commonly accepted standard values in the chaotic regime
[1, 4, 7]. We apply a buffer by discarding the first 1000
time units in Eq. (9), thus considering the discretized
function fk = f (t+ 1000) as the original input, with
discretized time t = k∆t, as depicted in Fig. 2(a). The
time series is sampled with a time step of ∆t = 1. The
actual input, f̃k, is modified by the feedback system in
each time step, as described by Eq. (1). The target out-
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FIG. 2: Input and readouts for the Mackey-Glass task utiliz-
ing a single-atom reservoir with ω1 = 20 and g1 = 30. (a)
The input function to be processed, fk, divided into memory
fading, training, and testing regions. (b) The actual input ap-
plied to the reservoir, f̃k, modified by the feedback mechanism
using all the 4 available readouts as feedback channels. (c)-(f)
The corresponding 4 readouts from photonic quadratures and
atomic spin channels. The green shaded regions highlight the
distinct responses of the reservoir to different waveforms in
the input signal. Parameters: Delay = 20, κ = 10, ωc = 40,
and ϵ = 20.

put, ȳk, predicting the future of the input function with
a time Delay, is constructed as ȳk = fk+Delay. The read-
outs of observables illustrated in Fig. 2(c)-(f) show that
the reservoir exhibits discernible responses to various in-
put waveforms, which are exemplified by the green shad-
ows corresponding to two different input waveforms. The
time series is divided into three intervals for the purposes
of memory fading, training and testing. The memory fad-
ing phase guarantees that during training and testing, the
readouts depend solely on the input function rather than
the initial state of the master equation.

The scale of QRC is determined by four factors: (i)
the number of basis states spanning the Hilbert space,
which scales as Nc2

Natom , where Nc is the number of in-
volved photon Fock states and Natom is the total number
of "measured" and "unmeasured" atoms; (ii) the num-
ber of readouts, analogous to the number of neurons in
CRC, which is determined by the number of "measured"
atoms, with a maximum availability of 2Natom + 2; (iii)
the number of feedbacks, which is decided by the number
of readouts that are used to modify the input through
the feedback mechanism; and (iv) the implementation
of polynomial regression, which incorporates both linear
and quadratic terms of the readouts.

The performance enhancement on account of the scala-
bility of QRC is illustrated in Fig. 3. Increasing the num-
ber of atoms boosts the performance by expanding both
the size of the Hilbert space and the number of available
readouts. Figures 3(a)(b) show the results when the num-
ber of atoms is increased from 1 to 5, utilizing all available
readout channels from the cavity field and all the atoms,
with gi and ωi fixed, respectively. This leads to a cor-
responding increase in the number of readouts (neurons)
from 4 to 12. The remarkable performance enhancement
associated with the feedback mechanism is depicted by
the blue (2 feedbacks) and green (4 feedbacks) lines in
Figs. 3(a)(b), while the results from polynomial regres-
sion are shown by the dashed lines. The feedback param-
eters Vnf

have been trained using three global optimiza-
tion methods, with the test results compared in Fig. 3(h)
and details provided in the "Methods" section. Addition-
ally, the NRMSE in the space of feedback parameters Vnf

is illustrated in the "Supplemental Information", where
high-frequency oscillations in the readouts, related to a
limit-cycle-like behavior, are observed in certain param-
eter regions. A comparison between two extreme cases,
one-atom QRC without feedback finished by linear re-
gression and three-atom QRC with 4 feedbacks finished
by polynomial regression, is illustrated in Figs. 3(d)(e).
This comparison demonstrates a substantial performance
improvement resulting from the combination of all the
scalable factors.

For CRC based on classical echo state networks (ESN),
performance enhancement resulting from the increased
number of neurons is plotted by the red solid lines in
Figs. 3(a)(b), with details discussed in the "Supplemen-
tal Information". The advantage of QRC over CRC lies
in the exponentially increased number of quantum ba-
sis states that span a large QRC Hilbert space, which
underlies a relatively small number of measured neurons.

The effect of solely increasing the dimension of the
QRC Hilbert space is demonstrated in Fig. 3(c), where
the number of measured readouts is fixed at 4 (includ-
ing 2 from the cavity and 2 from an atom), while addi-
tional unmeasured atoms are added for the only purpose
of increasing the number of basis states. Performance
improvements are observed in both the no-feedback and
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FIG. 3: Performance testing for the Mackey-Glass task. (a)(b) The tested NRMSE plotted against the number of atoms (or
neurons), using all available readouts from the cavity field and all atoms, with no feedback (black), 2 feedbacks via xk1 and
xk2 channels (blue), or 4 feedbacks via xk1 to xk4 channels (green), where regular linear regression (solid lines) or polynomial
regression (dashed lines) is applied. In panel (a), the coupling strength gi = 30 is fixed for all atoms, and the detunings ωi

vary: ωi = 20 for one atom, ωi = [0, 40] for two atoms, ωi = [0, 20, 40] for three atoms, ωi = [0, 10, 30, 40] for four atoms, and
ωi = [0, 10, 20, 30, 40] for five atoms. In panel (b), ωi = 20 is fixed for all atoms, and gi varies: gi = 30 for one atom, gi = [10, 50]
for two atoms, gi = [10, 30, 50] for three atoms, gi = [10, 20, 40, 50] for four atoms, and gi = [10, 20, 30, 40, 50] for five atoms. In
panels (a)(b), classical reservoir computing (CRC) (red solid line) uses all available readouts from all neurons in classical echo
state networks (ESN) (detailed in the "Supplemental Information"). (c) The tested NRMSE as a function of the number of
unmeasured atoms (for QRC) or unmeasured neurons (for CRC), using only the 4 readout channels (taking 4 measurements)
from the cavity field and a particular atom with g = 30 and ω = 20, where the total number of atoms is increased by fixing
either gi (solid lines) or ωi (dashed-dotted lines). (d)(e) Actual (red) and target (blue) outputs from QRC utilizing one atom
with no feedback with linear regression, and three atoms with 4 feedbacks with polynomial regression, corresponding to the
points marked by letters "d" and "e" in panel (b), respectively. (f)(g) The influence of different selections for the 2 feedback
channels out of the 6 readout channels in two-atom QRC (black lines), where (n,m) denotes the feedback channels xkn and xkm

with n < m. The results from one-atom and three-atom QRC using feedback channels xk1 and xk2 (orange lines) are plotted
for reference. Panel (f) fixes gi for all atoms, while panel (g) fixes ωi. (h) Comparison of three methods for training feedback
parameters Vnf : differential evolution, brute force, and brute force plus Nelder Mead, under varying numbers of feedbacks for
one-atom QRC with g1 = 30 and ω1 = 20 using linear regression. Parameters: Delay = 20, κ = 10, ωc = 40, ϵ = 20.
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2-feedback cases, indicating the inherent connections and
collaborations between the measured atom and the added
atoms. The effect tends to saturate in the 4-feedback case
as the use of all the 4 available feedback channels tends to
dominate the performance. The similar effect has been
observed for Ising models of QRC [1, 2]. A reason for
this effect could be that, for the particular tasks consid-
ered, more complex fading memory maps generated by
the QRC as the Hilbert space is increased are able to bet-
ter capture features in the task to be learned. However,
the improvement is expected to eventually plateau for a
high enough dimension of the Hilbert space. In Fig. 3(c),
we also compare the results with the classical ESN. One
of the most striking features of QRC over CRC is that
increasing the number of unmeasured neurons improves
the performance in QRC whereas the CRC does not im-
prove the performance even if we increase the number
of unmeasured neurons. We discuss this further in the
"Supplemental Information".

The QRC performance can also be influenced by the
selection of feedback channels, due to the different origins
of the readouts from the cavity and atoms with distinct
parameters. In the two-atom, 2-feedback cases (corre-
sponding to the second blue dots on the blue solid lines
in Figs. 3(a)(b)), the first 2 readouts, xk1 = ⟨Q⟩ and
xk2 = ⟨P ⟩, are chosen as feedback channels. However,
there are a total of 6 possible feedback options, which
also include xk3 = ⟨σx,1⟩, xk4 = ⟨σy,1⟩, xk5 = ⟨σx,2⟩, and
xk6 = ⟨σy,2⟩. Figures. 3(f)(g) demonstrate the influence
of the different selections for the 2 feedbacks, with gi and
ωi fixed, respectively. A comparison with the one-atom
and three-atom results shows that the choice of feedback
channels has a smaller effect on performance than the
number of atoms, confirming the generality of the result
shown in Figs. 3(a)(b).

The impacts of Delay and the decay rate κ are shown
in Fig. 4. In the Mackey-Glass task, a longer Delay ne-
cessitates a stronger memory for the reservoir to "remem-
ber" more past information from the input in order to
forecast the future output, making the task increasingly
challenging. The decay rate κ characterizes the loss of
quantum memory caused by quantum dissipation, as de-
fine in the stochastic master equation introduced in the
"Methods" section. A larger κ tends to cause the reser-
voir to "forget" input information more quickly due to
photon leakage and atomic spontaneous emission. How-
ever, a larger κ is beneficial for stronger measurements
with reduced uncertainties in readouts. Therefore, se-
lecting a balanced κ could be crucial in practice.

C. Sine-square Waveform Classification Task

The objective of the classification task is to determine
whether each input data point belongs to a sine or a
square waveform. The time-dependent input, fk, com-
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FIG. 4: Performance testing for the Mackey-Glass task using
one-atom QRC with various Delay and decay rates κ. (a)
NRMSE as a function of Delay, with no feedback or 4 feed-
backs, for κ = 10. (b)(c) The actual (red) and target (blue)
outputs for Delay = 200 and Delay = 2, corresponding to
the points marked by letters "b" and "c" in panel (a), respec-
tively. (d) NRMSE as a function of κ, with no feedback or 4
feedbacks, for Delay = 20. (e)(f) The actual (red) and target
(blue) outputs for κ = 105 and κ = 10, corresponding to the
points marked by letters "e" and "f" in panel (d), respectively.
Parameters: ω1 = 20, g1 = 30, ωc = 40, ϵ = 20.

prises 110 randomly generated sine and square wave-
forms. Among these, 10 waveforms are allocated for
memory fading, 50 for training, and 50 for testing. Each
waveform is discretized into Nss points, leading to a time
step of ∆t = 2π/ (Nssωss), where ωss denotes the oscil-
lation frequency of the input. Figure 5(a) depicts these
discretized time points (red dots) across the first 10 wave-
forms during the testing phase. The corresponding input
modified by feedback is plotted in Fig. 5(b). The target
output, ȳk, aimed at classifying the input signal, is set to
0 if the input point belongs to a square waveform, and 1
if it belongs to a sine waveform.

The sine-square waveform classification is a nonlinear-
ity task that requires the reservoir to process a linearly
inseparable input dataset containing abrupt changes. In
a linear, closed quantum system, the smoothly evolving
expectation values in readouts, ⟨c⟩ ∝ exp (−iωct) and
⟨σi⟩ ∝ exp (−iωit), are unable to capture these high-
frequency, abrupt shifts. The introduction of nonlinear-
ity, originating from the coherent laser driving and decay
in the open quantum system, enhances the reservoir’s
capability to promptly respond to the abrupt changes in
the input. This is evidenced by the distinct readout mea-
surements in Fig. 5(c)-(f), which correspond one-on-one
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FIG. 5: Input and readouts for the sine-square waveform clas-
sification task. A total of 110 random waveforms are sent as
input, with 10 waveforms allocated for memory fading, 50
waveforms for training, and 50 waveforms for testing. (a) A
segment of the input function, fk, showing the first 10 wave-
forms during the testing phase. (b) The corresponding seg-
ment of the actual input applied to the reservoir, f̃k, modified
by the use of 4 feedback channels. (c)-(f) The correspond-
ing readouts from a single-atom reservoir with ω1 = 20 and
g1 = 30. Parameters: ωc = 40, κ = 10, ϵ = 20, ωss = 10,
Nss = 16.

to the input waveforms in Fig. 5(a).
The performance enhancements resulted from the in-

creased number of atoms, feedback mechanism, and poly-
nomial regression, along with the comparison between
QRC and CRC, are shown in Figs. 6(a)(b). It is ob-
served that the performance associated with polynomial
regression, represented by the dashed lines, tends to sat-
urate at 4 atoms. This performance saturation suggests
that the maximum performance achievable with the cur-
rent sample size, associated with Nss = 16, has been
attained. The enhanced performance is illustrated in
Fig. 6(d), where discrepancies between the actual and

target outputs primarily occur at the first point in each
waveform. These discrepancies characterize the short-
time responses of the quantum reservoir to the abrupt
shifts in the input waveform. The dependence of QRC
performance on various samples sizes Nss and the in-
fluence of abrupt shifts in the input are detailed in the
"Supplemental Information".

III. DISCUSSION

We have introduced a paradigm for minimalistic quan-
tum reservoirs that enhances quantum memory and non-
linear data processing capabilities. This approach incor-
porates a feedback mechanism that modifies the inputs
based on observable readouts. Specifically, the inputs are
encoded into the intensity of the cavity-driving laser, en-
abling a practical implementation of feedback by adjust-
ing the laser’s intensity. To further augment the system,
we employ polynomial regression to append quadratic
combinations of observable expectations to the readouts,
introducing an additional layer of complexity and capa-
bility.

These novel components significantly enhance the per-
formance of QRC for small reservoirs containing just
one to five atoms. To obtain the readouts in prac-
tice, we propose the use of continuous quantum measure-
ments via homodyne detection of cavity quadratures and
atomic spins. This approach allows for the simultane-
ous measurement of non-commuting observables [35–38],
avoiding the need for tomography and making it more
practical than the measurement of probability distribu-
tions in quantum basis states suggested in prior works
[1, 4, 22, 25].

Our proposed quantum optical reservoir offers conve-
nient scalability compared to reservoirs built upon quan-
tum networks like the Ising [1] and Fermi-Hubbard [25]
models. This advantage arises from the practical cou-
pling between atoms and a single-mode cavity field in our
system. Specifically, to scale up the reservoir, we simply
need to add more atoms into the cavity. These atoms
naturally couple with the cavity field, which in turn au-
tomatically couples them with the rest of the atoms in
the reservoir.

Moreover, the number of quantum basis states in our
reservoir scales exponentially with the number of atoms,
following 2Natom . This leads to faster growth compared
to reservoirs not based on quantum networks, such as a
single Kerr nonlinear oscillator [5] or two coupled linear
oscillators [4]. This exponential scaling has been crucial
in demonstrating the advantages of QRC over CRC, as
shown in Figs 3(a)(b) and 6(a)(b).
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FIG. 6: Performance testing for the sine-square waveform classification task with various reservoir scales. (a)(b) Tested NRMSE
plotted against the number of atoms (or neurons), using all available readout channels, 0, 2, or 4 feedback channels, and regular
linear regression (solid lines) or polynomial regression (dashed lines), with a comparison to CRC employing classical ESN (red
solid line), where the parameters ωi and gi align with those in Fig. 3(a)(b). (c)(d) Actual (red) and target (blue) outputs from
QRC utilizing one atom with no feedback with linear regression, and three atoms with 4 feedbacks with polynomial regression,
corresponding to the points marked by "c" and "d" in panel (b), respectively. Parameters: ωc = 40, κ = 10, ϵ = 20, ωss = 10,
and Nss = 16.

IV. METHODS

A. Continuous quantum measurement for
observable readouts

Continuous quantum measurements are simulated for
both the cavity field and individual atoms. For the cavity
field, homodyne detection of two orthogonal quadratures
involves splitting the system’s output beam into two us-
ing a beam-splitter, followed by homodyning each beam
with the same local oscillator, differing by a phase shift
of π/2 [33]. Similarly, for atoms, homodyne detection
is performed for spontaneous emissions [48]. These mea-
surements can be conducted concurrently [35–38]. Conse-
quently, the continuous measurement process is described
by the stochastic master equation [33, 34, 47, 49–52]

dρJ = −i [H0 +H1 (t) , ρJ ] dt (10)

+ 2D [
√
κcc] ρJdt+ 2

∑

i

D [
√
κiσi] ρJdt

+ (dWQH [
√
κcc] + dWPH [i

√
κcc]) ρJ

+
∑

i

(dWx,iH [
√
κiσi] + dWy,iH [i

√
κiσi]) ρJ ,

where the deterministic part is governed by the Lindblad
superoperator D defined as

D [a] ρJ = aρJa
† − 1

2

(
a†aρJ + ρJa

†a
)
, (11)

and the stochastic part is determined by the superoper-
ator H defined as

H [a] ρJ = aρJ + ρJa
† −

〈
a+ a†

〉
J
ρJ (12)

for any stochastic collapse operator a. The continuous
quantum measurements of the observables Q, P , σx,i,
and σy,i are associated with the stochastic collapse op-
erators

√
κcc, i

√
κcc,

√
κiσi, and i

√
κiσi, respectively

[33, 34, 47]. The randomness of the measurement records
is taken into account by the Wiener increments, dWQ(P )

and dWx(y),i, each of which selects a random number
from a Gaussian probability distribution with a width
of dt. The efficiencies of various detection channels are
incorporated into the Wiener increments. Each measure-
ment detects the continuous currents in cavity and atom
channels with noises, with the measurement records given
by ⟨Q (P )⟩J + dWQ(P )/dt and

〈
σx(y),i

〉
J
+ dWx(y),i/dt,

where the expectation values are computed using ρJ from
Eq. (10).

As the number of measurements approaches infinity,
the impacts of the measurement back-actions, dWQ(P )

and dWx(y),i, are averaged out. This idealization is de-
scribed by the deterministic master equation
dρ

dt
= −i [H0 +H1 (t) , ρ]+2D [

√
κcc] ρ+2

∑

i

D [
√
κiσi] ρ,

(13)
accompanied by the averaged measurement records
⟨Q (P )⟩ and

〈
σx(y),i

〉
, where the expectation values are
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computed using ρ from Eq. (13). To maintain a con-
stant total decay rate κ as Natom increases, the de-
cay rate of the cavity or each atom is assumed to be
κc(i) = κ/ (2Natom + 2). A higher κ reduces the uncer-
tainty in the readout measurement, commonly referred to
a strong measurement, while a lower κ corresponds to a
weak measurement [39]. The influence of the magnitude
of κ on QRC performance is demonstrated in Fig. 4.

To investigate the dynamics of QRC under the feed-
back scheme from the time tk to tk+1, the quantum reser-
voir is initialized with the modified input f̃k and ρ (tk)

at the time tk. Here, f̃k is determined by the original in-
put fk and the expectation values calculated using ρ (tk).
The evolution from tk to tk+1 simulated by the master
equation gives rise to ρ (tk+1), which are then utilized
to compute f̃k+1 and initialize the next feedback cycle.
From the time tk to tk+1, the "mesolve" and "smesolve"
methods in the QuTiP library are employed to solve the
stochastic master equation (10) and the deterministic
master equation (13), respectively. In our setup, the two
master equations lead to the roughly same readouts xnk

when the number of averaged stochastic measurement
trajectories in the "smesolve" method reaches 5000.

B. Training quantum reservoir computing with
feedback mechanism

The objective of training is to optimize the parameters
Vnf

and Wn in order to achieve the actual output yk such
that the normalized root mean square error

NRMSE =
1

ȳmax − ȳmin

√√√√
∑
k

(yk − ȳk)
2

L
(14)

is minimized, where L is the number of time steps in the
training period and ȳk represents the target output that
captures some key features of the input.

To train the parameters Wn, a pseudoinverse method
is sufficient in the regression analysis, since NRMSE2,
being a quadratic function of Wn, only has a global min-
imum but no local minima. The readouts, xkn, along
with the constant bias term xk0 = 1, are arranged in an
L× (Nreadouts + 1) matrix X. The target output, ȳk, is
organized in an L × 1 column vector Ȳ. The weights,
Wn, are arranged in a (Nreadouts + 1)× 1 column vector
W. The optimized weight W that minimizes NRMSE is
therefore determined by [5, 53]

W = X+Ȳ, (15)

where the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse

X+ =
(
XTX+ δI

)−1
XT, (16)

with I being the identity square matrix, and δ = 10−10 is
a ridge-regression parameter used to prevent overfitting.

After the optimization regarding Wn for any given Vnf
,

NRMSE can be regarded as a function of Vnf
. To opti-

mize the parameter Vnf
, we adopt three global optimiza-

tion methods in the SciPy library: differential evolution,
brute force, and brute force plus Nelder Mead. In any of
these three global optimization methods with any num-
ber of readouts and feedbacks, the searching boundaries
are set to Vnf

∈ [−3, 3] for each feedback channel to
ensure a fair comparison between various cases. In the
differential evolution method, maximum number of iter-
ations is set to 1000 and the lowest NRMSE is selected
from three batch results due to the stochastic nature of
this method. In the brute force method, the space of Vnf

is sliced with the step size 0.5, and the site that leads
to the lowest NRMSE is selected as the optimized Vnf

.
In the brute force plus Nelder Mead method, the local
optimization method Nelder Mead is additional applied
to further search for a local minimum around the global
minimum resulted from the basic brute force. The three
global optimization methods lead to similar results shown
in Fig. 3(h).

∗ Electronic address: chuanzhouzhu@arizona.edu
† Electronic address: danielsoh@arizona.edu
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1 Influence of Feedback Parameters on QRC
Performance

As elaborated in the “Methods” section, for the purposes of training, the NRMSE
can be regarded as a function of the feedback parameters Vnf

after the optimized Wn

have been obtained for each value of Vnf
. For a single-atom QRC, 4 readouts can be

obtained from the measurement of expectation values as xk1 = ⟨Q⟩k, xk2 = ⟨P ⟩k,
xk3 = ⟨σx,1⟩k, xk4 = ⟨σy,1⟩k. The maximal utilization of these 4 readouts as feedback
channels lead the NRMSE to be a function of the feedback coefficients V1, V2, V3 and
V4. The global minimum in this 4-dimensional space gives a tested NRMSE right below
0.06, according to leftmost green dot in Fig. 3(a) in the main text, with the modified
input and reservoir dynamics shown in Fig. 2 in the main text. The cross section of
the NRMSE along each of the 4 axes is illustrated here in Figs. S1(a)-(d), where the
NRMSE is significantly higher in some parameter regions. In these higher-NRMSE
regions, as plotted in Figs. S1(f)(g), we observe high-frequency oscillations in the
modified input and readouts, which can be regarded as a limit cycle like behavior. In
the lower-NRMSE regions, as depicted in Figs. S1(h)(i), the high-frequency oscillations
disappear and the reservoir dynamics are more similar to the optimized result shown
in Fig. 2 in the main text.
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Figure S1 Influence of various feedback parameters Vnf for the Mackey-Glass task utilizing a single-
atom reservoir with ω1 = 20 and g1 = 30. (a)-(d) NRMSE as a function of the single feedback
parameter, V1, V2, V3 or V4, with only one feedback channel, xk1, xk2, xk3, or xk4, turned on and the
rest three feedback channels turned off, where the parameters Wn have been trained for each specified
Vnf using regular linear regression and all the four available readouts. (e) The Mackey-Glass input

fk. (f)(h) The actual input applied to the reservoir, f̃k, modified by the feedback mechanism using
V1 = 2.5 and V1 = −2.5, respectively. (g)(i) The corresponding readout xk1 = ⟨Q⟩k for V1 = 2.5 and
V1 = −2.5, respectively. The feedback parameters for (f)(g) and (h)(i) are marked by the pink circles
in panel (a). Parameters: Delay = 20, κ = 10, ωc = 40, and ϵ = 20.

2 Classical Reservoir Computing on Echo State
Networks

For the classical reservoir computing (CRC) results, we use echo state networks (ESNs)
described by

xk+1 = ReLU(Axk +Buk), (S1)

yk = WTxk + C, (S2)

where xk is the vector-valued readout of the ESN at time step k with length Nreadouts,
uk is the input,W and C are fitting parameters obtained through optimization, and yk
is the output at k. The activation function we use is the rectified linear unit ReLU(z) =
max(0, z) for a scalar z, and for vector arguments x the function is applied to each
element of the vector so that (ReLU(x))i = ReLU(xi) = max(0, xi). An individual
ESN is defined by the choice of the matrix A and the vector B.
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Figure S2 Tested NRMSE for the Mackey-Glass task using classical ESNs by averaging 1000 ran-
dom trajectories (1000 random A and B matrices), with the error bars and the best and worst
performances plotted in account of the randomness. (a) The number of measured neurons used for
training and testing is fixed at 4, while the number of unmeasured neurons increases from 0 to 8,
with the corresponding dimensions of A and B matrices increasing from 4 to 12. (b) The number of
measured neurons is fixed at 1. (c)(d) All neurons are measured for training and testing, with off-
diagonal elements in the A matrix turned on in (c) and turned off in (d). The red lines in panel (a)
and (c) correspond to the red lines for classical ESN in Figs. 3(a)(b) and Fig. 3(c) in the main text,
respectively.

To compare CRC and QRC performance, we get an average over 1000 ESNs by
choosing A and B randomly, where each element in A and B is randomly chosen
between −1 and 1. Additionally, we rescale A so that its largest singular value is less
than one, which ensures convergence of the ESN. The number of neurons Nneuron in
an ESN corresponds to both the vector length of xk and the dimensions of A and B.
Training of W and C is performed using the same linear regression technique as the
one introduced in ”Methods” for training Wn in QRC.

In the results of Figs. 3(a)(b) and Figs. 6(a)(b) in the main text, all neurons in ESNs
(and therefore all elements in xk) are measured for the training and testing purposes,
meaning that the dimension of W is equal to Nneuron. Performance enhancement is
observed as Nneuron increases from 4 to 12. This result for the Mackey-Glass task is
also reproduced in Fig. S2(c), with the error bars plotted in account of the random A
and B matrices.

In the result of Figs. 3(c) in the main text, the number of measured neurons is fixed
at 4, and therefore only the first 4 elements in the state vector xk are used for training
and testing, meaning that the dimension of W is 4. In this case, as the number of
unmeasured neurons increases from 0 to 8, the corresponding dimensions of A and B
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matrices increase from 4 to 12. The result suggests that the correlations between the
measured neurons and the newly added unmeasured neurons do not contribute to the
performance enhancement. This result is further confirmed by Fig. S2(a)(b) showing
the best and worst performances and the error bars with the number of measured
neurons being 4 and 1, respectively. According to Eq. (S1), the correlations among
neurons in an ESN are characterized by the off-diagonal elements in the A matrix. In
Fig. S2(d), these correlations are turned off by setting all off-diagonal elements in A to
0. The comparison between Fig. S2(c) (with off-diagonal elements in A) and Fig. S2(d)
(without off-diagonal elements in A) supports that the correlations among neurons in
ESNs provide no help to enhance CRC performance.

For classical ESNs with unmeasured neurons from 0 to 8, we also looked into
possible dependencies of the performance on the spectral radius of A, the strength of
the input, and the condition number of the Gram matrix XTX used in training (see
Eq. (16) in the “Methods” section). We found no clear correlation between the average
NRMSE as a function of unmeasured neurons and any of these parameters. Since there
is no practical purpose in training an ESN using some but not all of the readouts, we
have decided not to further pursue the underlying cause of the unchanging NRMSE
as a function of unmeasured nodes.

3 Sample Size in Sine-Square Waveform
Classification Task

The sample size is another critical factor that influences QRC performance. In the
sine-square waveform classification task, the sample size is quantified as the number
of discretized time steps within each period of the sine or square waveform, denoted as
Nss. The comparison between the results for two difference sample sizes, Nss = 16 and
Nss = 8, are given in Fig. S3(a), where QRC schemes with regular linear regression,
polynomial regression, and 4 feedbacks are considered as we increase the number of
atoms by fixing gi and ωi. Generally, QRC performs better forNss = 8, since a triangle-
like waveform, compared to a sine-like waveform, is expected to be more different to
a square waveform in its overall shape. However, the performance enhancement for
Nss = 8 associated with polynomial regression (brown dashed lines) tends to stop
when Natom ≥ 3. This performance limitation is related to the response of a quantum
reservoir to abrupt changes in the input. In this specific region, the tested performance
versus Nss for the five atom, polynomial regression case is plotted in Fig. S3(b), and
the comparisons between actual and target outputs for Nss = 16 and Nss = 64 are
shown in Figs. S3(c)(d). The result indicates that a largerNss, reducing the abruptness
of the shift between two contiguous waveforms, requires a shorter reservoir’s response
time (which is characterized by the narrower pine peak in the actual output), and
leads to better QRC performance.
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Figure S3 Tested performance for the sine-square waveform classification task with various numbers
of sample points, Nss, within each period of the sine or square waveform input. (a) For the sample
sizes Nss = 16 and Nss = 8, NRMSE plotted against the number of atoms, using all available
readouts, no feedback (black and brown lines) or 4 feedbacks (green and cyan lines), and regular
linear regression (solid lines) or polynomial regression (dashed lines), with gi fixed in (a) and ωi fixed
in (b). Note that the results for Nss = 16 correspond to the black and green lines in Fig. 6(a)(b) in
the main text. (b) NRMSE as a function of Nss for two sets of five-atom QRCs with gi = 30 and
ωi = [0, 10, 20, 30, 40] (blue) and with ωi = 20 and gi = [10, 20, 30, 40, 50] (green), utilizing polynomial
regression and no feedback. (c)(d) The actual (red) and target (blue) outputs with Nss = 16 and
Nss = 64, corresponding to the ”c” and ”d” markers in panel (b), respectively. Parameters: ωc = 40,
κ = 10, ϵ = 20, and ωss = 10.
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