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Feedback control of open quantum systems is of fundamental importance for practical applications in vari-
ous contexts, ranging from quantum computation to quantum error correction and quantum metrology. Its use
in the context of thermodynamics further enables the study of the interplay between information and energy.
However, deriving optimal feedback control strategies is highly challenging, as it involves the optimal control
of open quantum systems, the stochastic nature of quantum measurement, and the inclusion of policies that
maximize a long-term time- and trajectory-averaged goal. In this work, we employ a reinforcement learning
approach to automate and capture the role of a quantum Maxwell’s demon: the agent takes the literal role
of discovering optimal feedback control strategies in qubit-based systems that maximize a trade-off between
measurement-powered cooling and measurement efficiency. Considering weak or projective quantum mea-
surements, we explore different regimes based on the ordering between the thermalization, the measurement,
and the unitary feedback timescales, finding different and highly non-intuitive, yet interpretable, strategies.
In the thermalization-dominated regime, we find strategies with elaborate finite-time thermalization protocols
conditioned on measurement outcomes. In the measurement-dominated regime, we find that optimal strate-
gies involve adaptively measuring different qubit observables reflecting the acquired information, and repeating
multiple weak measurements until the quantum state is “sufficiently pure”, leading to random walks in state
space. Finally, we study the case when all timescales are comparable, finding new feedback control strategies
that considerably outperform more intuitive ones. We discuss a two-qubit example where we explore the role of
entanglement and conclude discussing the scaling of our results to quantum many-body systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen remarkable progress in the real-
ization and control of various quantum technological plat-
forms, ranging from superconducting qubits [1–4] to ultra-
cold trapped ion [5, 6] and quantum dots [7–9]. A key in-
gredient in achieving this feat is feedback control, whereby
a set of operations is performed depending on the informa-
tion acquired through measurements about the controlled sys-
tem [10–12]. Crucially, as demonstrated by Maxwell’s demon
thought-experiment [13, 14] and Szilard’s engine [15], feed-
back control represents the arch-stone bridging information
theory, statistical mechanics and thermodynamics. Indeed, a
Maxwell’s demon is an agent that can extract work from a
thermalized system solely by acquiring information about it,
leading to an apparent violation of the second law of ther-
modynamics. This apparent contradiction was later solved
by Landauer [16] and Bennett [17], who accounted for the
minimum cost of erasing the classical information acquired
about the system, given by Landauer’s limit [18]. For a ran-
dom bit of information, this minimum work cost amounts on
average to kBT ln 2, kB being Boltzmann’s constant, and T
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of a quantum Maxwell’s demon.
Based on previous measurement outcomes, the demon can decide
whether to (partially) thermalize the quantum system, perform fur-
ther measurements, or perform unitary feedback. The goal is to opti-
mize the trade-off between cooling power and the cost of measuring
the system. In this manuscript, we consider a reinforcement learning
agent an actual Maxwell’s demon.

the temperature. Although of fundamental importance, this
limit notoriously represents a very loose estimate since many-
body or macroscopic systems dissipate several orders of mag-
nitude more. However, Maxwell’s demon has recently at-
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tracted great renewed interest due to technological leaps in
miniaturization and control. Several state of the art experi-
ments have successfully managed to probe Landauer’s limit
on classical platforms, including colloidal particles [19–22],
nano-magnets [23–25], superconducting flux logic cells [26]
and underdamped micro-mechanical oscillators [27, 28]. This
has opened the door to the investigation of thermodynamics
of nano-scale quantum thermal machines [7, 29–38], and in
particular to the impact of quantum information and feedback
control on them [39–46]. Understanding this cost is hence
crucial to optimize current and next-generation quantum de-
vices [47–70] and ultimately minimizing their energetic foot-
print [71].

The role of information is even more fundamental in quan-
tum systems, as it becomes inseparable from the measurement
procedure necessary to acquire and manipulate it. In contrast
to classical machines, measurements intrinsically and neces-
sarily alter the state and the energy content of quantum sys-
tems [12, 39–41, 72, 73]. All these factors paint a very rich
and complex landscape, where determining the control strate-
gies that give the optimal trade-off between power and effi-
ciency becomes a difficult task, even for very simple models.

The effect of measurement and feedback in the context of
quantum systems and the idea of a quantum Maxwell’s demon
have been studied in Refs. [39–41, 72–83]. However, their
finite-time analysis and systematic optimization, crucial for
actual quantum technologies, has yet to be carried out. Finite-
time thermodynamic optimization of quantum systems is a no-
toriously complex problem, even in the absence of measure-
ments and feedback, due to the out-of-equilibrium quantum
dynamics of the system, the large optimization space given
by all possible drivings, and the existence of trade-offs, e.g.,
between power and efficiency [84–106]. Whenever quantum
measurements and feedback are taken into account, the prob-
lem becomes even richer, as the goal shifts from finding the
best (fixed) protocol to finding the best feedback control strat-
egy, i.e., the policy which, based on the information gathered
about the system, selects a specific optimal sequence of op-
erations that maximize a target figure of merit. Notice that
this optimization is further complicated by the stochastic na-
ture of quantum measurement, which gives rise to stochastic
trajectories, and the optimization goal is the long-term time-
and trajectory-average of the figure of merit. Crucially, if we
choose as figure of merit the cooling power from a single ther-
mal reservoir, the optimization goal evidently coincides with
the prototypical behavior a Maxwell’s demon, i.e., an agent
that acquires information about a system to lower its tem-
perature, and its thermodynamic cost is characterized by the
above-mentioned Landauer’s limit.

Changing gear for a moment, recent years have witnessed
the rise of machine learning methods applied across all sci-
entific fields [107], including quantum mechanics [108–110].
Among these, reinforcement learning (RL) has emerged as a
powerful tool to prepare quantum states [111–117], including
feedback control [118, 119], to discover efficient implementa-
tions of quantum gates [120, 121], and for quantum error cor-
rection [122]. Recently, it has been applied in the context of
quantum thermodynamics to design optimal time-dependent

cycles and protocols [123–128]. However, the full potential
of RL as a tool to discover optimal feedback control strategies
for quantum thermodynamic applications has not yet been ex-
plored.

In this work, we take a radical step in bringing together
all the above ideas – quantum feedback control, methods of
reinforcement learning, and quantum thermodynamics – in
an entirely fresh fashion: in our approach, we take the RL
agent literally as a Maxwell’s demon-like entity that, at every
time-step, can decide to acquire information about a quan-
tum system and to act on it accordingly. In this way, we
give the agent in RL an ontological meaning and a thermo-
dynamic interpretation. Concretely, we employ RL to per-
form a systematic and comprehensive study to discover op-
timal feedback control strategies to maximize the long-term
time-average and trajectory-averaged heat extracted from a
single thermal bath, thus finding the “best artificially intel-
ligent quantum Maxwell’s demon” without any prior knowl-
edge about quantum mechanics, nor of thermodynamics.

As depicted in Fig. 1 the agent, acting effectively as a
quantum Maxwell’s demon, has to choose at every time step
whether it should perform a (partial) thermalization [129] of
the system with a heat bath (orange line), measure the quan-
tum system (blue line), or apply unitary feedback (green line).
Additionally, it must learn the value of some continuous time-
dependent control governing the dynamics of the system. The
aim is to maximize the long-term average extracted power, or
equivalently, the cooling power, i.e., the heat extraction from
the thermal bath, exploiting invasive quantum measurements
and feedback while also minimizing the thermodynamic cost
of measuring the system. Notice that, without measurements,
it would not be thermodynamically possible to cool a single
thermal bath.

There are three timescales that are relevant in our analysis:
(1) the thermalization timescale τt > 0, representing the typ-
ical timescale for the quantum system to thermalize with the
thermal bath, (2) the measurement timescale τm > 0, repre-
senting the typical timescale required to perform an approxi-
mately projective measurement, and (3) the unitary timescale
τu > 0, representing the typical timescale required to im-
plement a rotation on the quantum system while decoupled
from the thermal bath. Depending on the ordering between
these timescales, we can be in completely different regimes
that describe different physics and are thus characterized by
profoundly different control strategies. In general, this regime
will be dictated by the experimental details of the device.

In this work, we wish to strike a balance between the com-
plexity of a realistic description of the dynamics of the system
and the interpretability of our results. We thus proceed in-
crementally: first, we consider the limiting case where only
one timescale among τt, τm and τu is relevant, the other two
being much faster. This allows us to obtain interesting yet in-
terpretable results from which we can learn general strategies.
We then showcase the effectiveness of our method applying it
to more complicated scenarios where multiple timescales are
finite. In such cases, we find complicated control strategies
that provably outperform intuitive strategies. For concrete-
ness, we will consider one and two-qubit systems coupled to
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a thermal bath.
In Sec. II, we introduce the model and the optimization ob-

jectives. In Sec. III, we frame the optimization of the quan-
tum Maxwell’s demon performance as an RL task. In the fol-
lowing sections, we apply our method to different physical
regimes, namely:

• Thermalization dominated regime. In Sec. IV, we con-
sider a thermalization timescale, modeled with Lind-
blad dynamics, that is much slower than the other ones,
i.e., τt ≫ τm, τu. While the strategy is simple when we
are only interested in maximizing the cooling power, we
find elaborate yet intuitive finite-time control strategies
when we are interested in a trade-off between cooling
power and measurement efficiency. The duration of the
control sequence becomes gradually slower and slower
as we are more interested in efficiency. We also com-
pare our results with a more intuitive strategy inspired
by the RL results, finding that the RL control performs
better than a standard Maxwell’s demon.

• Measurement dominated. In Sec. V, we consider the
measurement timescale to be much slower than the
other ones, i.e., τm ≫ τt, τu. We model the finiteness of
τm considering weak measurements, both discrete and
continuous, and we consider both a fixed and learnable
measurement basis. Here, we find elaborate yet inter-
pretable control strategies, characterized by multiple re-
peated measurements, that vary abruptly depending on
the measurement strength, shedding light on the relation
between the generation of coherence during the mea-
surement process, the measurement strength, the mea-
sured observable, and the performance of the Maxwell’s
demon. We further find that adaptively changing the
measured observable outperforms a fixed observable.

• Measurement and thermalization dominated regime. In
Sec. VI, we consider comparable thermalization and
measurement timescales that are much slower than the
unitary timescale, i.e., τm ∼ τt ≫ τu. The RL agent
learns to perform thermalization strokes whose dura-
tion and line-shape adaptively depend on the level of
quantum purity reached during the previous quantum
measurements.

• Two qubit setup: all timescales are finite. In Sec.VII,
we consider a two-qubit setup where all timescales are
finite and comparable, i.e., τt ∼ τm ∼ τu. Here,
we model finite-time thermalization and unitary dy-
namics using the Lindblad equation. For the measure-
ment, we couple the main qubit to an additional aux-
iliary qubit that acts as a measurement probe that is
then projectively measured. This can be considered as
an explicit and finite-time modelization of a positive-
operator-valued measure (POVM). We consider both
the case with and without counter-rotating terms in the
qubit-qubit interaction. Here, we rigorously show that
the strategies learned by the RL agent outperform in-
tuitive control strategies, and we analyze the entangle-
ment generated between the two qubits.

II. QUANTUM MAXWELL’S DEMON

To realize a quantum Maxwell’s demon gedankenexperi-
ment, we consider the setup sketched in Fig. 1. It consists
of a quantum system, a thermal bath, a measurement probe,
and time-dependent controls on the quantum system. We dis-
cretize time in steps ti = i∆t, where ∆t is the duration of
each time step. In each time step, we assume that the quan-
tum system can either undergo (partial) thermalization with
the thermal bath, a quantum measurement, or unitary feed-
back at discretion of the Maxwell’s demon. Because of this,
strictly speaking all three steps can be considered feedback;
however rotations and Hamiltonian dynamics that pertain to
unitary feedback are kept distinct for consistency.

Unitary feedback: The system undergoes evolution in the
absence of the bath and the measurement probe. We consider
two different cases of unitary evolution: 1) unitary rotation of
a qubit around the Bloch sphere given by

Uϕ⃗ = e−iϕ⃗·σ⃗/2, (1)

where σ⃗ = {σx, σy, σz} are Pauli matrices and ϕ⃗ =
{ϕx, ϕy, ϕz} are a set of tunable angles, and 2) Hamiltonian
dynamics of the system given by

ρ̇(t) = − i
ℏ
[HU[u(t)], ρ(t)], (2)

where HU[u(t)] is the family of Hamiltonians of the quantum
system that depends on the time-dependent controls t 7→ u(t)
(henceforth denoted by u(t) for simplicity), ρ(t) is the re-
duced density matrix of the quantum system, and ℏ is Planck’s
reduced constant. The former case describes the regime where
unitary dynamics is the fastest timescale, whereas the latter
describes finite-time unitary dynamics induced by Hamilto-
nian dynamics.

Thermalization: When the system is coupled to a thermal
bath with inverse temperature β = 1/(kBT ), we describe its
dynamics by the Lindblad master equation [130, 131]

ρ̇(t) = − i
ℏ
[HT[u(t)], ρ(t)] +D[ρ(t)], (3)

where HT[u(t)] describes the family of Hamiltonians of the
system during thermalization (that, in principle, can be dif-
ferent from the family of Hamiltonians HU[u(t)] describing
the unitary evolution), andD[·] is the dissipator describing the
coupling of the system to the thermal bath. It can be expressed
as

D[ρ] =
∑
k

γk,u(t)

×
(
Ak,u(t)ρA

†
k,u(t) −

1

2

{
ρ,A†

k,u(t)Ak,u(t)

})
, (4)

where Ak,u(t) are the jump operators (possibly u(t)-
dependent), and γk,u(t) are the corresponding transition rates.
We employ the global master equation to guarantee thermody-
namic consistency [132]. Further, we consider a bosonic heat
bath with flat spectral density.
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Measurement: We consider both discrete and continuous,
as well as strong and weak quantum measurements. All such
scenarios can be encompassed in the general framework of
POVMs, i.e., a set of Kraus operators Mk – one for each mea-
surement outcome – satisfying

∑
kM

†
kMk = I for discrete

measurements, and
∫
dkM†

kMk = I for continuous measure-
ments [133, 134]. The probability (probability density in the
continuous case) of measuring outcome k at time t is given by

pk(t) = Tr
[
ρ(t)M†

kMk

]
. (5)

The post-measurement state ρk(t + ∆t), conditioned on the
observation k is given by

ρk(t+∆t) =
Mkρ(t)M

†
k

Tr
[
ρ(t)M†

kMk

] , (6)

where we account for finite measurement time ∆t. When
studying a qubit system, we consider quantum measurements
of the observable σθ = cos θσz + sin θσx, where θ ∈ [0, 2π).
Weak discrete quantum measurement are then described by
the two Kraus operators {M+,M−} given by [134]

M± =
1

2

(√
κ+
√
1− κ

)
I2 ±

1

2

(√
κ−
√
1− κ

)
σθ, (7)

where I2 is the 2× 2 identity, and κ ∈ [1/2, 1] is an indicator
of the strength of the discrete measurement [12, 135, 136].
The κ → 1 limits describe strong (projective) measurements,
where the demon acquires maximum information about the
system, whereas κ→ 1/2 describes the opposite limit, where
no information is acquired. Intermediate values of κ describe
the transition from strong to weak measurements.

In the case of continuous measurements, we have a contin-
uum of Kraus operators {Mk}k where k is now a continuous
measurement outcome. They are given by [12]

Mk =

(
∆t

2πτm

) 1
4

exp

{
−∆t (kI2 − σθ)2

4τm

}
, (8)

for the measurement of σθ. Crucially τm, which is the char-
acteristic measurement timescale, can be seen as the inverse
of the measurement strength [12, 134, 137] and is the time re-
quired to achieve unit measurement signal to noise ratio [137].
When ∆t/τm is large (small), the measurement is referred to
as strong (weak). Following Eq. (8), the measurement read-
out is described by two Gaussian distributions with variance
τm/∆t and mean +1 (associated with the σθ = +1 measure-
ment outcome) and −1 (associated with the σθ = −1 mea-
surement outcome).

A. Demon’s optimization goals

Let P (t) be the instantaneous cooling power, i.e., the heat
flux flowing out of the thermal bath. It will be zero when we
measure or evolve unitarily. When thermalizing, it is given by
[138, 139]

P (t) = Tr[D[ρ(t)]HT [u(t)]]. (9)

Notice that such quantity depends on the specific trajectory,
i.e., on the stochasticity of the measurement outcome and
(eventually) on the stochasticity of the choice of the feed-
back. Since we are interested in the average long-term perfor-
mance of the demon, we define the “average long-term cool-
ing power” ⟨P ⟩ as

⟨P ⟩ := E

[
1

T

∫ ∞

t0

e−(t−t0)/TP (t) dt

]
, (10)

where t0 is an arbitrary initial time,E[·] represents the average
over all trajectories, and the time integral is an exponentially
weighted time average with typical timescale T. Notice that,
by taking such an average over all trajectories, ⟨O⟩ does not
depend on t0. Ideally, we are interested in the limit T → ∞,
i.e., T≫ τu, τt, τm.

To quantify the “cost of measuring”, we consider the so-
lution proposed by Bennett to the Maxwell’s demon’s para-
dox. When the demon measures the quantum system, it stores
the measurement outcome as classical information. Landauer
showed that the minimum work necessary to erase such infor-
mation is given by

W [{pk(t)}k] =
1

β
S[{pk(t)}k], (11)

where S[{pk}k] is the Shannon entropy of the probability dis-
tribution pk, and pk(t) is the distribution of measurement out-
comes if we measure at time t, given by Eq. (5). Since the
measurement outcomes are stored in a classical memory by
the demon, the entropy of the classical memory will corre-
spond to the entropy of the pk(t) distribution. We thus define
as “instantaneous dissipation rate”, the quantity

D(t) =
∑
i

W [{pk(t̃i)}k] · δ(t− t̃i), (12)

where t̃i are the (stochastic) times at which we perform a mea-
surement. As we did for the cooling power, we define the
long-term average dissipation as

⟨D⟩ := E

[
1

T

∫ ∞

t0

e−(t−t0)/TD(t) dt

]
. (13)

Applying the second law of thermodynamics to the thermal
bath, the quantum system, and the heat dissipated by Landauer
erasure of the classical memories and averaging over time and
trajectories, we find

−βT ⟨P ⟩+ βT ⟨D⟩+ ⟨∆S⟩ ≥ 0, (14)

where the first term represents the entropy change of the ther-
mal bath, the second term is the (minimum) entropy dissipated
by Landauer erasure, and the third term is the entropy change
of the quantum system. Notice that, thanks to the long-time
average and the average over trajectories, the entropy change
of the quantum system will be zero in expectation. This leads
to

η :=
⟨P ⟩
⟨D⟩ ≤ 1, (15)
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where we define η > 0 as the measurement efficiency. Indeed,
if η = 1, we are converting into cooling power all of the heat
that we dissipate by Landauer erasure. In this sense, we are
making optimal use of all the classical information acquired
about the system; if instead η < 1, we have irreversibilities.

Interestingly, one cannot simultaneously optimize the av-
erage cooling power ⟨P ⟩ and dissipation ⟨D⟩. Indeed, zero
dissipation implies a vanishingly small cooling power (since
the overall transformation must be reversible), while a high
cooling power can be achieved through many measurements
and high dissipation. We thus perform a multi-objective
optimization searching for the Pareto-optimal trade-off be-
tween the two quantities. These are feedback control schemes
where one objective ( ⟨D⟩ or ⟨P ⟩) cannot be further improved
without sacrificing the other one [127]. The collection of
( ⟨D⟩ , ⟨P ⟩) points delivered by all Pareto-optimal feedback
control schemes is known as the Pareto front. If the Pareto
front is convex, it can be found by maximizing the figure of
merit

⟨Fc⟩ := c ⟨P ⟩ − (1− c) ⟨D⟩ (16)

with respect to all possible feedback control schemes and re-
peating such an optimization for all values of c ∈ [0, 1]. Solu-
tions found for c = 1 correspond to maximum cooling power,
whereas solutions for c = 0 correspond to minimum dissipa-
tion (notice the minus sign in front of ⟨D⟩). For intermediate
values of c, we will find different trade-offs between the two
objectives. Using the linearity of the expectation value, no-
tice that we can interpret Eq. (16) as the trajectory and time
average of the instantaneous quantity

Fc(t) := c P (t)− (1− c)D(t). (17)

III. REINFORCEMENT LEARNING FORMULATION

Reinforcement learning is a general optimization frame-
work based on Markov decision processes [140], which con-
sists of learning how to maximize a long-term goal by re-
peated interactions between an agent and an environment. As
shown in Fig. 2, interactions between the agent (blue box)
and the environment (green box) occur at every time-step ti.
We choose as the environment a quantum system that can
be coupled to a thermal bath, measured, and controlled by
unitary evolution (green box). At each time-step ti = i∆t,
the agent chooses an action ai to perform on the environ-
ment (lower orange box) according to the policy function
π(ai|si), which represents the probability of choosing action
ai, given that the environment is in state si. We choose as
ai = {di, ui} a combination of a discrete di and continuous
ui action. As discrete action, we choose the three possibilities
di ∈ {Unitary, Thermalize, Measure} described in Sec. II,
corresponding respectively to performing unitary feedback, a
(partial) thermalization, or a measurement. As continuous ac-
tion ui we choose the value of the control u(ti), assumed to be
constant in each time-interval [ti, ti+1], corresponding either
to the value of a Hamiltonian parameter or to a rotation angle
of the qubit state. The environment then returns as feedback

Action:

𝑎𝑖 = ቊ
𝑢 𝑡𝑖 :  Continuous controls;

𝑑 𝑡𝑖 :  Thermalize, Measure, Unitary .

Reward:

𝑟𝑖+1 = instantaneous cooling 

power and dissipation tradeoff 

State:
 𝑠𝑖+1 = state conditioned on the 

measurement outcome

Open Quantum SystemRL Agent (Maxwell’s demon)

Process
Feedback

Optimal 
Control

Quantum 
Measurement

System 
Controls

…

Hot Quantum
System

Aim: 
determine 𝜋 𝑎 𝑠  that 

maximizes 𝐺 = 𝐸[σ𝑖 𝛾𝑖𝑟𝑖]

Cooling

FIG. 2. Schematic representation of the RL method learning to act
as an optimal quantum Maxwell’s demon. At every small time-step
ti = i∆t, the RL agent (blue box) interacts with an open quan-
tum system (green box) performing actions ai (lower orange box)
consisting of a discrete choice (whether to thermalize, measure, or
evolve unitarily), and a continuous action (representing some time-
dependent control). After the quantum state has evolved for a time-
step ∆t, the agent receives as feedback the state of the environment
si+1, given by the density matrix of the quantum system conditioned
on the measurement outcome, and a reward ri+1 representing the op-
timization goal (upper orange boxes). The computer agent must learn
an optimal policy π∗(a|s) that maximizes the long-term and trajec-
tory averaged trade-off between cooling power and cost of measure-
ment. Through the trial and error attempt, the computer agent learns
a gradually better and better policy until convergence.

what is the state si+1 at the next time-step ti+1, and a scalar
quantity ri+1, known as the reward.

Crucially, we choose as a state of the environment si =
ρ(ti), i.e., the reduced density matrix of the quantum system
conditioned on the measurement outcomes. Since ρ(ti) en-
codes all information previously acquired by measuring the
state, and since actions are chosen based on the state of the
environment, this allows the agent to learn feedback control
strategies π(ai|ρ(ti)) that make use of all previous measure-
ment outcomes.

The goal of RL in the so-called continuing task is to identify
an optimal policy function π∗(a|ρ) such that, at every time-
step ti, the expectation value of the exponentially weighted
sum of future rewards is maximized, i.e.,

π∗(a|ρ) = argmax
π

E
[
ri+1 + γri+2 + γ2ri+3 + . . .

]
. (18)

The reward ri+1 is a (possibly stochastic) scalar quantity that
only depends on the last state and the last action chosen, i.e.,
on ρ(ti) and ai, whereas γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor
which determines the timescale over which we optimize fu-
ture rewards. The expectation value E[·], as previously, rep-
resents an average over all trajectories. Let us choose as the
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reward function

ri+1 :=

∫ ti+1

ti

Fc(t) dt. (19)

Plugging Eq. (19) into Eq. (18), and using Eq. (17), we see
that, in the limit ∆t→ 0,

π∗(a|ρ) = argmax
π

⟨Fc⟩ , (20)

where we choose

γ := e−1/T. (21)

As we can see, the discount factor γ plays the role of the time-
average timescale, with γ → 1 corresponding to T → ∞.
Identifying the optimal policy π∗(a|ρ) defined in Eq. (20)
is a formidable task. Indeed, in ⟨Fc⟩, we have an expec-
tation value over time, over all possible stochastic measure-
ment outcomes and stochastic actions, and the space of feed-
back schemes increases exponentially with the number of time
steps.

Notice that with this choice of environment, state, and re-
ward, the agent is behaving as an actual Maxwell’s demon,
and identifying the optimal policy precisely corresponds to
discovering the best performing Maxwell’s demon. In this
work, we employ a modification of the soft actor-critic (SAC)
algorithm [141–143] to solve the optimization problem stated
in Eq. (20) with rewards given by Eq. (19). The method, im-
plemented in PyTorch [144], is detailed in App. E (see also
the Code and Data Availability Statement). In practice, we
start from a random policy π(a|ρ), and by interacting many
times with the quantum system, we iteratively improve the
policy until we find a (quasi) optimal policy. We either con-
sider the case of maximum power (c = 1) or repeat the opti-
mization process for many values of c, and for each one, we
compute the corresponding values of the dissipation ⟨D⟩ and
the cooling power ⟨P ⟩. Notably, the RL method naturally
optimizes the sum of the reward averaging over time (with a
timescale determined by γ) and over the trajectories, i.e., over
the stochasticity of the measurement outcome and the policy.
See App. E for details on the RL method and implementation.

IV. THERMALIZATION DOMINATED REGIME

We start by studying the regime where the thermalization
timescale τt is the slowest one, i.e., τt ≫ τm, τu. We show that
the main impact of the thermalization timescale is the emer-
gence of strategies where a single measurement is performed,
followed by a carefully designed and finite-time thermaliza-
tion protocol, conditioned on the last measurement outcome,
whose duration depends on the power-efficiency trade-off (the
more we are interested in the cooling power, the shorter the
thermalization and the higher the dissipation). This regime
can be a realistic scenario in those setups where the coupling
to the thermal baths is engineered to be slow compared to the
other timescales, as in Ref. [145]. We begin for simplicity

with a single qubit, and later we generalize it to a larger sys-
tem. Specifically, we consider a single qubit system described
by the Hamiltonian

HU[u(t)] = HT[u(t)] = u(t)
E0

2
σz, (22)

where E0 is a constant that sets the typical energy gap of the
qubit, and u(t) is a continuous time-dependent control. In the
experiment described in Ref. [145], this would correspond to
a time-dependent gate voltage.

We describe finite-time thermalization using the Lindblad
master equation with characteristic thermalization rate Γ. We
have the following rates and jump operators for k = ± [see
Eq. (4)]

A±,u(t) = σ±, γ±,u(t) = Γ |n(±βu(t))|. (23)

Here σ± = (σx ± iσy)/2, Γ is a constant that depends on
the qubit-bath coupling strength, and n(x) = (exp(x)− 1)−1

is the Bose-Einstein distribution function. We then choose
a value of ∆t that is much smaller than the thermalization
timescale of the qubit. To enforce that τt ≫ τm, we consider
projective measurements in the σz basis that occur in a single
time-step ∆t.

Since the only control is on σz and we only perform mea-
surements of σz, the Lindblad dynamics of the system is fully
characterized by the probability p(t) = Tr[ρ(t) |1⟩ ⟨1|] of be-
ing in the higher eigenstate |1⟩ of σz, and all dependence on
the coherence drops. Mathematically, this is equivalent to a
classical two-level system, which can be regarded as having
no unitary dynamics timescale (τu = 0). Notice that by chang-
ing the sign of u(t), we can exchange the ground and the ex-
cited state of the system; this will be exploited by the agent to
apply conditional feedback to the system.

In Fig. 3(a), we plot the Pareto front between the long-term
average of the cooling power ⟨P ⟩ and of the negative dissi-
pation −⟨D⟩. Each black dot corresponds to a separate opti-
mization performed with a different value of c. In Fig. 3(b),
we plot the same points as in Fig. 3(a), but plotting the Pareto
front between the average cooling power and the measurement
efficiency η. As we can see, we find a class of policies that
trade between high power and high efficiency.

To visualize the type of policies that we find, in Figs. 3(c,d),
we plot an example of the chosen actions along an arbitrary
trajectory as a function of time, respectively, for c = 0.8 and
c = 0.65. The corresponding value on the Pareto front is
shown in Figs. 3(c,d) as an empty black circle. In both cases,
the agent learns the following policy:

• Perform a projective measurement (blue vertical line).

• Perform feedback: if the system is in the ground state,
do nothing; if it is in the excited state, change the sign
of u(t) as to have the system in the ground state.

• Perform a finite-time thermalization of the qubit (or-
ange dots) while ramping the value of u(t) (plotted on
the y-axis). The qubit, being in the ground state, ab-
sorbs heat from the bath, thus cooling it.
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FIG. 3. Maxwell’s demon performance in the thermalization-
dominated regime. Pareto front between the long-term average of
the cooling power ⟨P ⟩ and of the negative measurement dissipation
−⟨D⟩ (a), and between the cooling power ⟨P ⟩ and the measurement
efficiency η (b). Each black dot corresponds to a separate RL opti-
mization for different values of c, whereas the red line corresponds
to the Pareto front of the interpretable policy described in Sec. IV.
Example of actions chosen by the agent along an arbitrary trajectory,
as a function of time, in the c = 0.8 case (c) and c = 0.65 case (d).
The corresponding points on the Pareto front are shown in (a,b) as
empty black circles. The color corresponds to the discrete action (see
legend), and the value shown on the y-axis corresponds to the value
of u(t) during the thermalization step. Measurements are shown as
vertical lines. Parameters: E0 = 5β−1, Γ = 1 (βℏ)−1, u(t) ∈
[−0.8, 0.8], and ∆t = {0.003, 0.02, 0.03, 0.07, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3}Γ−1

for c = {0.95, 0.9, 0.8, 0.7, 0.65, 0.6, 0.58} since the thermaliza-
tion time increases as c decreases.

Feedback conditioned on the last measurement outcome is
clearly visible in Fig. 3(c,d) as changes of sign of the orange
thermalization ramps. Furthermore, as we would intuitively
expect, the agent automatically learns to increase the duration
of the thermalization as we shift our interest from high power
to high efficiency. Indeed, a slow thermalization with a slow
ramping of the control allows for the maximization of the heat
extracted per measurement at the cost of taking a longer time,
thus decreasing the cooling power but increasing the measure-
ment efficiency.

In the c → 1 limit, in which we are only interested in
power, we find that the optimal policy consists of perform-
ing measurements followed by infinitesimally short thermal-
ization. Interestingly, this implies that the optimal duration of
the thermalization [given by the duration of the orange ramps
in Figs. 3(c,d)], is only determined by the value c, i.e., by how
much we are interested in trading power and efficiency. We

also notice that the agent learns to never perform unitary ac-
tions: indeed, in this system, a unitary evolution would not
change the state p(t), nor would it exchange any heat with
the thermal bath, making it always a suboptimal choice. The
slight asymmetry in the thermalization ramps in Fig. 3(d) be-
tween positive and negative values of the control u(t) is likely
due to numerical imperfections in the RL optimization and
hints at the fact that the performance only weakly depends on
the exact shape of the thermalization ramp. We now confirm
this substantially more quantitatively.

Thanks to the intuition gained from analyzing the behav-
ior of the RL agent, we define an “interpretable policy” that
behaves as in the bullets described above, but thermalizes the
qubit while keeping the control u(t) fixed at some value ū for
some time τ̄ . Therefore, we do not perform the smooth ramp-
ing of u(t) shown in Figs. 3(c,d), but we keep it constant. We
numerically optimize its performance for many values of c,
with respect to the two parameters ū and τ̄ , and plot the cor-
responding performance in the Pareto fronts in Figs. 3(a,b) as
a red thin line.

Notably, the interpretable policy captures the main features
of the Pareto front and the increase of τ from 0 (when we
are only interested in power) to a larger and larger value as
we shift our interest from power to efficiency. However, the
non-trivial ramping of the control u(t) discovered by the RL
agent slightly outperforms the interpretable policy in the high-
efficiency regime [see the black dots in Fig. 3(b) that lie above
the red curve for η > 0.5]. This is due to the further reduction
of irreversibilities during the thermalization process thanks to
a smooth ramping of u(t), a phenomenon that was proven an-
alytically in the slow-driving regime and observed experimen-
tally [146].

V. MEASUREMENT DOMINATED REGIME

We now study the regime where the measurement timescale
τm is the slowest one, i.e., τm ≫ τt, τu. We show that optimal
feedback control strategies involve adaptively measuring the
qubit in different bases according to the acquired information.
Furthermore, the main impact of the measurement timescale
is generally the emergence of weak measurements that are re-
peated until the state is sufficiently pure, leading to a random
walk in state space, followed by short unitary and thermal-
ization steps conditioned on the previous outcomes. The use
of continuous or discrete measurements leads to qualitatively
similar feedback control strategies, with the former explor-
ing a larger portion of the state space of the qubit because of
the continuous measurement outcomes. This regime is exper-
imentally relevant since in most superconducting qubit plat-
forms, the time to perform, e.g., a π pulse, i.e., a unitary ro-
tation, is much faster than the timescale for a measurement
readout [147, 148].

Specifically, we consider a single qubit system whose
Hamiltonian is given by Eq. (22). We then proceed incre-
mentally: in Subsec. V A, we consider discrete weak mea-
surements of a fixed observable that may or may not generate
coherence in the Hamiltonian basis. In Subsec. V B, we al-
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low the agent to learn and adaptively change the observable to
measure. In Subsec. V C, we consider continuous weak mea-
surements.

A. Discrete, fixed measurements

We start by considering a fixed measurement basis. In this
section, we model the three discrete actions in the following
way. During thermalization, we keep the qubit’s energy gap
constant at E0 = β−1/2, and we consider a qubit-bath cou-
pling strength of Γ∆t = 0.8, which brings the qubit state
close to a thermal state in a single time-step ∆t. We consider
discrete yet non-projective measurements of σx(z) with mea-
surement strength κ as described by Eq. (7). When perform-
ing the unitary dynamics, in a single time-step ∆t we rotate
the state of qubit about the y-axis of an angle ϕy ∈ [0, 2π] that
the RL agent can choose.

In Fig. 4 we show the results of the RL agent in vari-
ous scenarios: each row represents a different value of the
measurement strength κ, and each column the type of mea-
surement that the agent can perform (either σx, left, or σz,
right). The position of the dots in Fig. 4 represent the states
of the qubit visited while interacting with the RL agent (their
ρz = Tr[ρσz] and ρx = Tr[ρσx] components are plotted, since
ρy = Tr[ρσy] = 0), and the color of the dots represents the
corresponding action chosen by the agent after visiting such
states.

Interestingly, aside from important differences for different
values of κ commented below, the following general and in-
terpretable strategy emerges from all cases.

1. Let us assume that the qubit is in a thermal state (black
cross in Fig. 4).

2. Perform a measurement of the qubit (blue dots).

3. If the purity of the state reaches a threshold value (green
dots), go to step 4; otherwise, go back to step 2 (blue
dots).

4. Perform a unitary rotation of the qubit to the negative
z-axis (orange dots).

5. Thermalize the qubit, leading us back to step 1.

This strategy can be easily interpreted. While unitary control
cannot change the purity of the state (i.e., the radius of the
state on the Bloch sphere), the measurement process gives us
information about the state of the system and thus tends to
purify the state of the qubit. The RL agent learns to repeat
measurements until the state is pure enough and then rotates
the state such that we are nearest to the ground state of the
qubit (corresponding to ρz = −1). Then, the qubit is allowed
to thermalize, absorbing heat from the bath and consequently
decreasing its purity. The process is then repeated.

As we could expect, for equal measurement strength κ,
measuring along σz and σx leads to similar control strategies,
with the state either moving along the y or x axis (see blue and
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FIG. 4. Actions chosen by the RL agent as a function of qubits
state represented as a point on the Bloch sphere in the measurement-
dominated regime with discrete fixed measurements. The type of
action is represented by the color of a point, and the black cross rep-
resents the thermal state. We allow the RL agent to cool the ther-
mal bath either by σx measurement (left column) or σz measure-
ment (right column). ρx and ρz denote qubit’s x and z coordinates
on the Bloch sphere. Each row represents a different measurement
strength, respectively κ = {0.99, 0.65, 0.55}. Each plot represents a
trajectory using the RL policy for 10,000 time steps with parameters
Γ = 0.8 (βℏ)−1, ∆t = 0.8Γ−1. E0 = 0.5β−1.

green dots in Fig. 4). Measuring along σz displays a small ad-
vantage since we can skip the unitary rotation if the measure-
ment process naturally drives the state near the ground state.
On the contrary, if we measure σx, we always have to rotate
the state since the Hamiltonian and the measurement operator
do not commute.

Notably, the optimal control strategy strongly depends on
the measurement strength κ. For nearly projective measure-
ments (κ = 0.99), shown in Fig. 4(a,b), the RL agent naturally
discovers a known control strategy described in Ref. [134].
This corresponds to the limit where, after a single measure-
ment, we are guaranteed to have a pure state. Therefore, as-
suming we are in a thermal state, it is always sufficient to per-
form one measurement step (single blue dot), then one unitary
step (green dots), followed by a thermalization step (orange
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FIG. 5. Plots of the state component ρx, as a function of time, cor-
responding to the results shown in Fig. 4(a,c,e) relative to the σx

measurement case. An arbitrary trajectory is shown. The colors of
the dots indicate the actions chosen by the RL agent at a given mo-
ment.

dot). As discussed above, the unitary step can be skipped in
the σz-measurement case if the post-measurement state is al-
ready the ground state of the qubit [orange dot in panel (b)].

However, as we move to weaker measurements [see
Fig. 4(c-f)], the agent starts repeating multiple measurements
(blue dots) before performing a unitary rotation (green dots).
In this regime, the state of the qubit experiences a random
walk in state space until it reaches a target purity (which is au-
tomatically learned by the RL agent). This is clearly visible in
Fig. 5, where a trajectory of visited states (represented by ρx)
and corresponding actions (colors) are plotted as a function of
time for the σx-measurement case. As in Fig. 4, every row
corresponds to a different value of κ (qualitatively similar re-
sults are found in the σz case, see App. A). As we can see, the
weaker the measurement, the longer the random walk and the
number of states visited while measuring (compare κ = 0.65
with κ = 0.55 in Figs. 4 and 5).

Another interesting feature is the change of target purity
(measured, e.g., as the norm of the Bloch vector) before ro-
tating the state as κ varies. This can be seen noticing how
the green dots move towards the center in Fig. 4 and towards
ρx = 0 in Fig. 5 as we decrease the measurement strength.
Since reaching a target purity requires more and more time
as the measurement gets weaker, the RL agent learns to “save
time” by choosing a lower and lower target purity at which the
state is rotated and then thermalized.

B. Discrete, adaptive measurements

In this section, we consider the same setup and model as in
the previous subsection. However, we explore the possibility
of learning the best observable to measure instead of fixing it
to either σz or σx. As we will see, the optimal feedback con-
trol strategy involves adaptively changing the measurement
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FIG. 6. Actions chosen by the RL agent as a function of qubits
state represented as a point on the Bloch sphere in the measurement-
dominated regime with discrete, adaptive measurements. The action
is represented by the color of a point (see legend). When a measure-
ment is performed, we allow the RL agent to choose the angle of
discrete measurement (see color bar). The black cross is the thermal
state. Each plot corresponds to a different measurement strength and
corresponds to a trajectory of 10,000 time-steps interacting with the
RL agent. The same parameters were used as in Fig. 4.

basis according to the acquired information. Therefore, dur-
ing each measurement step, we consider a measurement of
σθ [see Eq. (7)] and allow the agent to choose any value of
θ ∈ [0, π]. Furthermore, since the agent chose to rotate the
qubit along the negative z-axis in all previous results, we here
fix the unitary step to be a rotation to the negative z-axis and
remove the freedom of choosing the rotation angle. The ther-
malization step is the same as in Sec. V A.

In Fig. 6, we plot the results we find in the same style as
Fig. 4, but now the measurement action is not plotted as a
blue dot, but as a color between blue and red depending on
the learned angle (see color bar). For κ = 0.99 [Fig. 6(a)], the
RL agent only chooses σz measurements, and thus finds the
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FIG. 7. Comparison of the cooling power for fixed measurements of
σx (red dots), fixed measurements of σz (blue dots), and for learn-
able measurements of σθ (green dots). The inset contains the ratio
between the cooling power ⟨Pθ⟩ with a learnable observable, and the
cooling power ⟨Px⟩ (⟨Pz⟩) with fixed measurement of σx (σz). Ev-
ery dot is computed averaging over 100,000 time steps. The agent
was trained for the same set of parameters as in Fig. 4 and Fig. 6.

same cycle as in Fig. 4(b).
However, as we decrease the measurement strength, we

see the emergence of points whose color interpolates between
blue and red. This implies that the agent is performing differ-
ent measurements based on the conditional state of the qubit.
It is thus not optimal to fix a single measurement basis, but
we can increase the demon’s performance by varying it adap-
tively. To prove that this is indeed the case, in Fig. 7, we
plot the cooling power as a function of κ, fixing σx measure-
ments (red dots), σz measurements (blue dots), and with a
tunable observable (green dots). In the inset, we further plot
the performance improvement ratio ⟨Pθ⟩ / ⟨Pz⟩ ( ⟨Pθ⟩ / ⟨Px⟩)
i.e., the ratio between the power ⟨Pθ⟩ delivered by the agent
with learnable angles, and the power ⟨Pz⟩ ( ⟨Px⟩) fixing the
measurement basis to σz (σx). Indeed, the ratio is greater or
equal to 1 in the majority of the cases, reaching up to 30%
improvements at κ = 0.7 with respect to measurements of
σx. Interestingly, in all cases, the power decreases roughly
linearly with the measurement strength parameter κ.

We notice that the same general feedback control strategy,
detailed as bullet points in Sec. V A, also emerges in this case.
This consists of a series of measurements until a target purity
is reached, followed by a unitary rotation and a thermaliza-
tion step. Also in this case, as the measurement strength de-
creases (i.e., as κ goes from 1 to 1/2), the target purity reached
when performing a unitary rotation (green dots) is progres-
sively smaller and smaller in order to limit the duration of the
measurements.

However, the novelty here is in the choice of the measure-
ment basis. As we can see from Fig. 6(c-f), the agent chooses
a measurement angle θ (blue to red dots) roughly perpendicu-
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FIG. 8. Maxwell’s demon performance in the measurement-
dominated regime with discrete, adaptive measurements. Pareto
front between the average cooling power ⟨P ⟩ and negative dissipa-
tion −⟨D⟩ (a), and between ⟨P ⟩ and the measurement efficiency η
(b). Each dot corresponds to a separate RL optimization for different
values of c. The red (blue) dots correspond to RL strategies that turn
out to only measure σx (σz), and the green dots that include both σx

and σz measurements. We fix κ = 0.9, and the other system param-
eters are as in Fig. 4.

lar to the direction of the conditional qubit’s state on the Bloch
sphere. Indeed, when the state only has a ρz component, we
see red dots corresponding to measurements along σx. As the
state acquires a ρx component, also the measurement angle
changes (purple and blue dots).

This effect can be interpreted in the following way: as
shown in App. B, and as discussed in Refs. [69, 135], the av-
erage post-measurement purity γ̄ of the qubit’s state is given
by

γ̄ = 1− 1

2

(1− l2)(1− |ρ|2)
1− l2|ρ|2 cos2 α , (24)

where l = 2κ − 1, |ρ|2 = ρ2x + ρ2z , and α is the angle be-
tween the state on the Bloch sphere the measurement axis.
As can be easily seen, the average purity γ̄ is maximized
for α = ±π/2, which is indeed the measurement perpen-
dicular to the qubit’s state. Interestingly, the RL agent auto-
matically learns to choose adaptively the measurement strat-
egy that allows to maximize the purification of the state and
thus the cooling power. To visualize this, let us consider
Fig. 6(c). When we are in the thermal state (black cross), the
agent chooses a red action corresponding to a measurement of
σx, which is perpendicular to the qubit state. The state then
stochastically evolves along the red arrows. Then, a blue mea-
surement is performed, corresponding to a σθ measurement,
which is again roughly perpendicular to the qubit state. The
state then evolves stochastically along the blue arrows. Now,
the target purity is high enough, so the agent either decides
to thermalize the state (orange dots and arrows) directly, or to
rotate it (green dots and arrows) and then thermalize it (orange
arrow). For lower values of the measurement strength, we see
that the variation of the state after each measurement becomes
smaller and smaller, and more measurements are performed.
These measurements are roughly perpendicular to the qubit
state, although we find small deviations that actually deliver
marginally higher performance; see App. B for details. The
slight left-right asymmetries observed for some values of κ
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FIG. 9. Actions chosen by the RL agent as a function of qubit’s
state represented as a point on the Bloch sphere in the measurement-
dominated regime with continuous measurements. The type of ac-
tion is represented by the color of a point. The black cross denotes
the thermal state. The measurement is fixed and given by σx (left
column) or σz (right column), and the measurement strength ∆t/τm

is reported on the plot. Each plot is generated by a trajectory with
10,000 time steps. The optimization was performed with parameters
Γ = 0.8 (βℏ)−1, ∆t = 0.8Γ−1, E0 = 0.5β−1.

are attributed to imperfect training of the RL agent.
So far, we have studied the maximization of the power. We

conclude this section by assessing the impact of optimizing
the trade-off between cooling power and measurement effi-
ciency. In Fig. 8, we show the Pareto front describing the
trade-off between the average cooling power and measure-
ment dissipation [panel (a)] and between power and efficiency
[panel (b)] fixing κ = 0.90. The points tend to cluster in
three different regions. It indicates that the RL agent abruptly
changes the control strategy as we shift our interest between
power and efficiency; these strategies are explicitly shown in
App. C. The highest power solutions, corresponding to the
green dots, perform both σz and σx measurements, while so-
lutions which sacrifice power for efficiency only perform σz
(blue dots) or σx measurements (red dots). Therefore, as we
shift our interest from power to efficiency, we observe changes
both in the feedback control strategy and in the measurement
basis.

C. Continuous measurements

We now consider the influence of continuous measurements
instead of discrete measurements. As we will see, we find
similar results as in the discrete case, but because of the con-
tinuous measurement outcomes, many more qubit states are
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FIG. 10. Plots of the x-coordinate of the qubit, as a function of
time, along an arbitrary trajectory considering continuous σx mea-
surements studied in Fig. 9(a,c). The colors of the dots indicate the
discrete action chosen by the RL agent (see legend). Each row cor-
responds to a different measurement strength ∆t/τm.

visited, resulting in a “smoothed” version of the discrete mea-
surement case. Specifically, we model the thermalization and
unitary parts as in the previous section (Sec. V B), and we
model the measurements using the continuous measurement
formalism described in Eq. (8).

As we did in Fig. 4 for discrete measurements, in Fig. 9,
we plot our results for the continuous measurement case us-
ing the same plotting style. In particular, the states and actions
chosen by the agent are plotted for different values of the mea-
surement strength ∆t/τm by row (larger ∆t/τm corresponds
to stronger measurements), and for the σx and σz cases by col-
umn. In App. D, we consider the case where the RL agent can
choose an arbitrary measurement angle.

Interestingly, we find feedback control strategies similar to
the discrete measurement case, which can thus be understood
and interpreted in a similar way. However, because of the con-
tinuous measurement outcomes, the qubit visits a much larger
range of states. This results in qualitatively similar plots com-
paring Fig. 9 to 4, but the points appear now to be “smeared
out”.

To better visualize the random walk performed by the state
during the measurement process, in Fig. 10, we plot the ρx
component of the state, as a function of time, for the σx mea-
surement case corresponding to Fig. 9(a,c) (see App. D for
the σz measurement case, where qualitatively similar results
are found). For strong measurements [Fig. 10(a)], one single
measurement step is typically sufficient, although there are
some rare cases in which a second consecutive measurement
is necessary to achieve a sufficiently high purity [see, e.g.,
the two consecutive blue points in Fig. 10(a) at t = 12Γ−1].
For weaker measurements [Fig. 10(b)], an average of almost
3 consecutive measurements is observed before performing a
unitary operation and thermalization, resulting in the random-
walk behavior that we previously observed in the discrete
measurement case.
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VI. MEASUREMENT AND THERMALIZATION
DOMINATED REGIME

Here we study the regime where both the measurement and
thermalization timescales are comparable and much slower
than the unitary dynamics, i.e., τt ∼ τm ≫ τu. We combine
the modelization of finite-time thermalization from Sec. IV
with the continuous measurement studied in Sec. V C. As we
show, the RL agent naturally finds solutions that display fea-
tures from these two distinct regimes, i.e., optimized thermal-
ization strokes and multiple measurements, leading to a ran-
dom walk in state space. However, the line-shape and the du-
ration of the thermalization strokes are now conditioned on
the (stochastic) purity reached after various consecutive mea-
surements.

We consider the Hamiltonian of Eq. (22) and describe the
thermalization of the qubit using the same master equation
as in Sec. IV. We recall that the thermalization speed is de-
scribed by the rate Γ and that the agent can arbitrarily tune the
gap of the qubit u(t) during the thermalization. We consider
continuous measurements of σz, as described in Sec. V C; we
recall that the measurement strength is determined by the ra-
tio ∆t/τm. The unitary part consists of evolving the system
according to Eq. (22) but, as in Sec. IV, the coherence of the
qubit is not relevant. Therefore, the unitary evolution can be
considered to be the fastest timescale.

In Fig. 11(a,b), we plot the RL results for ∆t/τm = 5, i.e.,
for rather strong measurements, whereas in Fig. 11(c,d) we
consider ∆t/τm = 1/5 corresponding to a weak measure-
ment. In both cases, we plot an arbitrary trajectory showing
the control u(t) as a function of time in panels (a,c), and the
state ρz, as a function of time, in panels (b,d).

As expected, the control strategy shown in Fig. 11(a), cor-
responding to strong measurements, resembles the results in
Fig. 3(c), where the measurement was projective. Indeed, the
feedback control strategy consists of performing a single mea-
surement, followed by thermalizing the qubit while continu-
ously ramping the gap of the qubit and choosing the correct
sign of u(t) based on the measurement outcome. However,
here we witness rare cases in which a single measurement out-
come is inconclusive, i.e., it does not result in a purification of
the state (see, e.g., the two nearly consecutive blue dots at
t = 0.3Γ−1). In such cases, the agent decides to perform a
second measurement after a single thermalization time-step,
since the measurement did not sufficiently purify the state as
in the other measurements shown.

As we reduce the measurement strength, we observe mul-
tiple repeated measurements, producing a random walks in
state space, that tend to purify the state [blue lines and dots
in Fig. 11(c,d)]. This is followed by smooth thermalization
strokes [orange dots in Fig. 11(c,d)], whose duration and line-
shape depend on the purity reached during the previous mea-
surements. On average, such measurements are repeated con-
secutively 2.5 times. Interestingly, there are also cases in
which the measurement decreases the purity of the state (see,
e.g., at t = 1.8Γ−1, where |ρz| decreases after a blue dot, i.e.,
after a measurement).
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FIG. 11. Qubit gap u(t) during thermalization (a,c) and qubits z
coordinate (b,d) as a function of time along an arbitrary trajectory
in the measurement and thermalization dominated regime. The RL
agent is allowed to thermalize the qubit and perform continuous mea-
surement of σz with strength quantified by the ratio ∆t/τm reported
on the plots. Parameters used to generate the policy: Γ = (βℏ)−1,
∆t = 0.05Γ−1, E0 = 5β−1, u(t) ∈ [−0.8, 0.8].

VII. TWO QUBITS SETUP: ALL TIMESCALES ARE
COMPARABLE

Here we show that our method can also be applied to the
considerably harder problem when all three timescales are
comparable (τt ∼ τm ∼ τu) in a two-qubit setting, allowing
to find interpretable strategies that considerably outperform
more intuitive feedback control strategies. By extending our
quantum system from a one- to two-qubits setup, we allow the
RL agent to explore novel physical effects that can emerge in
larger systems. In particular, the RL agent can now generate
entanglement between the qubits and exploit it to optimize its
performance. We analyze the relation between the Maxwell’s
demon performance, and the generation of entanglement be-
tween the qubits considering both the absence and presence of
counter-rotating terms in the qubit-qubit interaction. To this
end, we adopt the following description.

As in the previous sections, we consider a main (m) qubit
that can be coupled to a thermal bath (see Fig. 12). How-
ever, we model finite-time measurements by considering a
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FIG. 12. Schematic representation of the Maxwell’s demon setup
studied in Sec. VII when all timescales τt ∼ τm ∼ τu are com-
parable. When thermalizing, the main qubit is decoupled from the
auxiliary qubit and put in contact with a thermal bath with inverse
temperature β. During the unitary evolution, the two qubits are cou-
pled together and interact. Projective measurements are performed
only on the auxiliary qubit thus only partial information about the
system is acquired.

second auxiliary (a) qubit that can interact with the main qubit
through finite-time Hamiltonian dynamics and can then be
measured projectively. This can be seen as a finite-time mod-
elization of a non-projective measurement, where correlations
are established between the qubits through unitary dynamics,
and then information about the main qubit is acquired by pro-
jectively measuring the auxiliary qubit.

We model the three discrete actions in the following way:
unitary dynamics is described by the Schrödinger equation
with the following time-dependent Hamiltonian

HU [u(t)] = u(t)
E0

2

(
σ(m)
z + σ(a)

z

)
+ gHint, (25)

which describes two resonant interacting qubits [42]. Here
u(t) is the time-dependent control that we allow the agent to
optimize in a continuous interval [umin, umax], and g represents
the interaction strength. We consider two possible interactions

H (no-counter)
int =

(
σ(m)
+ σ(a)

− + σ(m)
− σ(a)

+

)
, (26)

H (counter)
int = σ(m)

x σ(a)
x . (27)

This corresponds, respectively, to neglecting (H (no-counter)
int ) and

considering (H (counter)
int ) the counter-rotating terms σ(m)

+ σ(a)
+ +

σ(m)
− σ(a)

− . The couplingH (counter)
int , for example, can be obtained

by inductively coupling two superconducting qubits [149].
Further, as shown in Ref. [148], the interaction between the
two qubits can be suitably programmed through the paramet-
ric driving of the qubits. During the thermalization stroke, we
decouple the two qubits, and we describe the thermalization of
the main qubit using the same model as in Sec. IV, where we
recall that the thermalization rate is given by Γ. The measure-
ment stroke is also described as in Sec. IV, i.e., performing
a projective measurement along the z-axis, but here the mea-
surement is only performed on the auxiliary qubit.

Before showing the results using the RL optimization, we
devise an interpretable strategy inspired by the RL results that
we use to benchmark the performance of the RL method. The
Hamiltonian HU [u(t)], with Hint = H (no-counter)

int , has an inter-
esting property: let us assume that the state of the joint system
is given by

ρ = ρ(m) ⊗ |ψ(a)⟩ ⟨ψ(a)| , (28)
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FIG. 13. Performance of the Maxwell’s demon model described
in Sec. VII, when all timescales are finite, and the interaction be-
tween the two qubits is described by H (no-counter)

int . In panels (a,b),
the black dots correspond to the RL results, while the red one cor-
responds to the interpretable strategy described in Sec. VII. The
empty dots in panels (a and b) correspond to the two control strate-
gies plotted respectively in panel (c) (corresponding to c = 1)
and panel (d) (corresponding to c = 0.7). The colors in (c,d)
correspond to the three discrete actions (see legend). Parameters:
E0 = 5β−1, g = β−1, Γ = 1(βℏ)−1, u(t) ∈ [−0.8, 0.8], and
∆t = 0.15Γ−1 for c = {1, 0.95, 0.9, 0.85, 0.8} and ∆t = 0.3Γ−1

for c = {0.75, 0.7, 0.65}.

with |ψ(a)⟩ = |0⟩ or |ψ(a)⟩ = |1⟩. It can be shown analyti-
cally that, after a time

τswap =
π

2g
, (29)

the state of the two qubits exactly swaps up to a global phase.
We, therefore, consider the following “interpretable feedback
control strategy”:

• Perform a measurement of the auxiliary qubit.

• If it is in the ground state, do nothing.

• If it is in the excited state, change the sign of u(t), such
that now it is in the ground state.

• Since the post-measurement state is of the form of
Eq. (28), we perform a unitary stroke of duration τswap
keeping the control u(t) constant at some value ū.

• The main qubit will be in the ground state because of
the swap. We thus let it thermalize with the bath at the
same value of the control ū, for time τ̄ , resulting in heat
extraction from the thermal bath.



14

−0.5

0.0

0.5

u
Therm. Meas. Unit.

−1

0

1

ρ
z

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0

t[Γ−1]

0.00

0.25

0.50

C

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 14. Analysis of the control strategy shown in Fig. 13(c). The
control u(t), the only non-null component ρz of the reduced density
matrix of the main qubit, and the concurrence C between the qubits
are respectively plotted in panels (a,b,c) as a function of time con-
sidering an arbitrary trajectory. The color corresponds to the discrete
action shown in the legend.

This interpretable strategy is then optimized numerically with
respect to ū and τ̄ .

A. Without counter-rotating terms

In Fig. 13, we compare the performance of the RL agent
against the interpretable strategy choosingHint = H (no-counter)

int .
From Fig. 13(a,b), we see that the Pareto front of the RL
strategy (black dots) is visibly better than that of the “intu-
itive strategy” (red dots), both in the high power and high-
efficiency regime.

In Fig. 13(c,d), we show a trajectory of the feedback control
strategy as a function of time, whose performance is shown in
Fig. 13(a,b) as white dots. We notice that it is similar in spirit
to the “intuitive strategy” since we verified that the duration of
the unitary stroke (green dots) is approximately τswap. How-
ever, the RL agent learns again to modulate the gap of the
qubit while thermalizing, and this gives us an advantage that
is substantially larger than the advantage observed in Sec. IV
where we considered the thermalization-dominated regime.
As expected, the thermalization strokes slow down as we shift
our interest from high power [Fig. 13(c)] to high efficiency
[Fig. 13(d)].

To further interpret the RL results, in Fig. 14, we have plot-
ted, respectively, the control u(t) (a), the only non-null com-
ponent ρz of the Bloch vector of the main qubit tracing out
the auxiliary qubit (b), and the concurrence C (c) between the
two qubits in the maximum power case (c = 1) shown in
Fig. 13(c). This plot sheds light on the cooling mechanism
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FIG. 15. Performance of the Maxwell’s demon model considered in
Fig. 13, but including the counter-rotating terms in the interactions,
i.e., using H (count)

int instead of H (no-count)
int . Plotting style and parameters

are the same as in Fig. 13, except for the choice of ∆t give by ∆t =
0.15Γ−1 for c = {1, 0.95, 0.9}; ∆t = 0.2Γ−1 for c = 0.85; ∆t =
0.3Γ−1 for c = {0.8, 0.75, 0.7}; and ∆t = 0.4Γ−1 for c = 0.65.

and allows us to interpret what the RL agent is doing. As
we see in panel (b), during the unitary strokes (green dots),
the purity of the qubit’s state 1 increases, almost reaching 1.
During this process, entanglement is developed between the
qubits, as seen in panel (c). Once the purity is high enough,
the agent thermalizes the qubit, cooling the heat bath and de-
stroying entanglement between the qubits. The auxiliary qubit
is then measured again, and the process is repeated. Interest-
ingly, based on the outcome of the measurement process, the
control u(t) may change sign, leading to a different trajectory
also of the state, and to a different amount of entanglement
between the qubits.

B. Including counter-rotating terms

We now consider the effect of the presence of the counter-
rotating terms in the coupling between the two qubits, i.e.,
we consider the interacting Hamiltonian given by H (counter)

int in
Eq. (27). In Fig. 15, we plot the results for this case in the
same style as Fig. 13. Because of the counter-rotating terms,
the interaction between the qubits will not perfectly swap the
qubit states, making this a harder optimization problem. As
we can see from Fig. 15(a,b), the RL strategy produces a sub-
stantially higher power and higher efficiency than the inter-
pretable strategy. As expected, the thermalization timescale
increases as we shift our interest from high power [15(c)] to
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FIG. 16. Analysis of the control strategy shown in Fig. 15(c) plotted
in the same style as Fig. 14.

high efficiency [15(d)], and the RL agent learns a non-intuitive
unitary stroke to purify the state of the main qubit (green dots).

Interestingly, comparing Fig. 15(b) with Fig. 13(b), we see
that the best performance curve of the demon using RL, i.e.,
its Pareto front, is roughly the same with and without counter-
rotating terms. Conversely, the performance of the inter-
pretable strategy is decreased by the presence of the counter-
rotating terms since they do not allow a perfect swap of the
qubit states.

To conclude, we analyze the effect of the RL control strat-
egy in the maximum power case (c = 1) in Fig. 16, as we did
in Fig. 14 for the case without counter-rotating terms. Inter-
estingly, the cooling mechanism seems quite similar regard-
less of the presence of counter-rotating terms. Indeed, af-
ter measuring the auxiliary qubit, the agent purifies the state
[green dots in 16(b)], and entanglement is generated during
this process [green dots in 16(c)]. Once the state is pure
enough, the agent thermalizes the main qubit, extracting heat
from the bath and making sure that the main qubit is in the
ground state (by choosing appropriately the sign of u based on
the measurement outcome). However, based on the measure-
ment outcome, the amount of entanglement generated during
the unitary feedback can be lower than in the case without
counter-rotating terms [compare the green dots in Fig. 14(c)
and Fig. 16(c)].

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have introduced a RL-based framework
to discover optimal feedback control strategies in open quan-
tum systems, such that the RL agent operates as an actual
Maxwell’s demon.

This compelling feature, on the one hand, allows us to lit-

erally regard the agent in RL as a Maxwell’s demon that ac-
quires thermodynamically relevant information about the sys-
tem, given it an ontological interpretation, providing an ap-
pealing picture.

On the other hand, this approach serves as a tool to come
up with strategies that seem hardly possible to identify with
conventional tools. The approach taken allows us to sys-
tematically maximize the multi-objective performance of a
finite-time quantum Maxwell’s demon, which aims to max-
imize the information-induced average cooling power while
minimizing the measurement cost. We study different phys-
ical regimes characterized by a different ordering between
the measurement timescale, the unitary feedback timescale,
and the thermalization timescale. Our framework optimizes
the system’s long-term time-averaged and trajectory-averaged
performance. We find feedback control strategies that are in-
terpretable yet outperform more intuitive strategies, shedding
light on important aspects that should be considered when de-
signing a quantum Maxwell’s demon.

When the thermalization timescale is the slowest, the RL
optimization results in non-trivial control strategies that out-
perform more intuitive ones. Moreover, we show that the du-
ration of the thermalization stroke is dictated by the trade-off
between cooling power and measurement post.

When the measurement timescale is the slowest, we found
that the RL method first purifies the state through repeated
measurements, leading to a random walk in the qubit’s state
space. In this process, we consider both discrete and continu-
ous weak measurements. This is followed by unitary feedback
and thermalization. Notably, we show that adaptively choos-
ing different measurement observables leads to a performance
enhancement with respect to fixing the measurement. We fur-
ther showed significant changes in the optimal measurement
observable as we shifted our interest from high cooling power
to low measurement cost.

We then consider the case when thermalization and mea-
surement timescales are comparable and slower than the uni-
tary feedback timescale. After performing multiple measure-
ments, the RL agent learns carefully modulated thermalization
ramps whose line-shape and duration depends on the purity
reached during the previous measurements.

Finally, we have demonstrated that our method can be ap-
plied to a considerably more complex problem of two qubits
when all three timescales are comparable, and that we can sub-
stantially outperforms more intuitive strategies. To this end,
we considered two interacting qubits: one acting as the main
qubit that can thermalize with the bath but not be measured,
and the other one acting as an auxiliary qubit that we can mea-
sure and that indirectly provides us with information about the
main qubit through finite-time interactions. We find intrigu-
ing and highly counter-intuitive feedback control strategies,
where entanglement between the qubits is generated and then
destroyed by measurements and thermalizations.

The introduction of RL methods to discover feedback con-
trol strategies in quantum thermodynamics paves the way for
numerous future research directions. The impact of measure-
ments and feedback on the performance of driven quantum
heat engines and refrigerators operating between two differ-
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ent temperatures can be rigorously assessed, potentially re-
vealing performance enhancements induced by quantum mea-
surements. The impact of such feedback control schemes on
power fluctuations can also be assessed and compared to re-
cent results on the thermodynamic uncertainty relations [150].
Building on our two-qubit example, many-body interacting
systems could also be optimized using this approach, reveal-
ing the impact that local or global measurements on many-
body systems could have on the thermodynamic performance
of such systems.

Finally, the use of advanced neural network architectures,
such as the one proposed in Ref. [126], could allow the RL
agent to learn how to act as an optimal quantum Maxwell’s de-
mon by interacting directly with an experimental device with-
out even knowing the exact model describing the dynamics of
the system. This relies on using the time-series of chosen ac-
tions, rather than the quantum state, as state for the RL agent.
While the size of the Hilbert space scales exponentially with
the system size, this approach only scales with the number of
controls, therefore scaling favorably in the system size, en-
abling also the theoretical optimization of substantially larger
systems.
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publicly available respectively on a GitHub repository and
on Figshare upon publication of the manuscript on a peer-
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[5] H. Häffner, C. F. Roos, and R. Blatt, Quantum computing with
trapped ions, Phys. Rep. 469, 155 (2008).

[6] C. Schneider, D. Porras, and T. Schaetz, Experimental quan-
tum simulations of many-body physics with trapped ions, Rep.
Prog. Phys. 75, 024401 (2012).

[7] M. Josefsson, A. Svilans, A. M. Burke, E. A. Hoffmann,
S. Fahlvik, C. Thelander, M. Leijnse, and H. Linke, A
quantum-dot heat engine operating close to the thermody-
namic efficiency limits, Nature Nanotech. 13, 920 (2018).

[8] D. Prete, P. A. Erdman, V. Demontis, V. Zannier, D. Ercolani,
L. Sorba, F. Beltram, F. Rossella, F. Taddei, and S. Roddaro,
Thermoelectric conversion at 30 k in inas/inp nanowire quan-
tum dots, Nano Lett. 19, 3033 (2019).

[9] B. Sothmann, R. Sánchez, and A. N. Jordan, Thermoelec-
tric energy harvesting with quantum dots, Nanotechnology 26,

032001 (2014).
[10] J. C. Doyle, B. A. Francis, and A. R. Tannenbaum, Feedback

control theory (Dover Publications, New York, 2013).
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[15] L. Szilard, Über die Entropieverminderung in einem thermo-
dynamischen System bei Eingriffen intelligenter Wesen, Z.
Physik 53, 840 (1929).

[16] R. Landauer, Spatial variation of currents and fields due to lo-
calized scatterers in metallic conduction, IBM J. Res. Dev. 1,
223 (1957).

[17] C. H. Bennett, The thermodynamics of computation—a re-
view, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 21, 905 (1982).

[18] R. Landauer, Irreversibility and heat generation in the comput-
ing process, IBM J. Res. Dev. 5, 183 (1961).

[19] A. Bérut, A. Arakelyan, A. Petrosyan, S. Ciliberto, R. Dil-
lenschneider, and E. Lutz, Experimental verification of Lan-
dauer’s principle linking information and thermodynamics,
Nature 483, 187 (2012).

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12539
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031119-050605
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031119-050605
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11505
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13559
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2008.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/2/024401
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/2/024401
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41565-018-0200-5
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.9b00276
https://doi.org/10.1088/0957-4484/26/3/032001
https://doi.org/10.1088/0957-4484/26/3/032001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-85460-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-85460-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400828739
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400828739
https://www.cambridge.org/us/universitypress/subjects/physics/quantum-physics-quantum-information-and-quantum-computation/quantum-measurement-theory-and-practice?format=HB&isbn=9781009100069
https://www.cambridge.org/us/universitypress/subjects/physics/quantum-physics-quantum-information-and-quantum-computation/quantum-measurement-theory-and-practice?format=HB&isbn=9781009100069
https://doi.org/10.1080/00107510010018916
https://doi.org/10.1080/00107510010018916
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.1
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01341281
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01341281
https://doi.org/10.1147/rd.13.0223
https://doi.org/10.1147/rd.13.0223
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF0208415
https://doi.org/10.1147/rd.53.0183
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10872


17

[20] A. Bérut, A. Petrosyan, and S. Ciliberto, Information and ther-
modynamics: experimental verification of landauer’s erasure
principle, J. Stat. Mech. 2015, P06015 (2015).

[21] Y. Jun, M. Gavrilov, and J. Bechhoefer, High-precision test of
Landauer’s principle in a feedback trap, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113,
190601 (2014).

[22] M. Gavrilov, Erasure without work in an asymmetric, double-
well potential (Springer, Berlin, 2017) p. 83.

[23] J. Hong, B. Lambson, S. Dhuey, and J. Bokor, Experimental
test of Landauer’s principle in single-bit operations on nano-
magnetic memory bits, Science Adv. 2, e1501492 (2016).

[24] L. Martini, M. Pancaldi, M. Madami, P. Vavassori, G. Gub-
biotti, S. Tacchi, F. Hartmann, M. Emmerling, S. Höfling,
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K. Donatella, K. A. Nicoli, P. Stornati, R. Koch,
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Appendix A: Measurement dominated regime: Discrete σz

measurements

In this appendix we show additional results for the model
and regime studied in Sec. V A, i.e., the measurement domi-
nated regime where discrete measurements in a fixed basis are
performed. While Fig. 5 in the main text shows a trajectory of
visited states and corresponding actions as a function of time
for the σx-measurement case, in Fig. 17 we show the same
plot, but for the σz measurement case. Each row corresponds
to a different value of κ, and here the state is represented by
the ρz component of the qubit state. As we can see, the σx-
and σz-measurement cases display qualitatively similar fea-
tures.

Appendix B: Measurement dominated regime: Discrete
adaptive measurements. Role of the measurement basis.

In this appendix, we first show that a measurement perpen-
dicular to the state on the Bloch sphere is the one that maxi-
mizes the average increase in purity of the state. We then show
how, in fact, the RL agent chooses a measurement angle that
is not exactly perpendicular to the qubit’s state. While this
may seem like an imperfection of the RL method, we show
that this actually leads to a (very small) improvements in the
performance.

We start by proving that the measurements that maximize
the average purity of the state are perpendicular to the qubit
state on the Bloch sphere. Let us consider an arbitrary qubit
state of the form

ρ =
1

2
(I2 + ρxσx + ρzσz) , (B1)
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FIG. 17. Plots of the state component ρz, as a function of time, cor-
responding to the results shown in Fig. 4(b,d,f) relative to the dis-
crete σz measurement case in the measurement dominated regime.
Each row corresponds to a different value of the discrete measure-
ment strength κ. An arbitrary trajectory is shown. The colors of the
dots indicate the actions chosen by the RL agent at a given moment.
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since the measurements and dynamics considered in this
manuscript never drives it onto σy.

Let us consider a weak measurement with measurement an-
gle θ described by the Kraus operators M± defined in Eq. (7).
For later convenience, let us define the vectors

ρ⃗ = ρxx̂+ ρzẑ,

n̂ = sin θx̂+ cos θẑ,
(B2)

where θ is the angle defined below Eq. (6), and n̂ describes
the axis along which we are measuring.

Using Eq. (5) and the properties of the Pauli matrices, the
probability of measuring outcomes ± can be written as

p± = Tr
[
ρM†

±M±

]
=

1

2
[1± (2κ− 1)ρ⃗ · n̂] . (B3)

The post-measurement purity of the state, conditioned on the
measurement outcome, is given by

Tr
[
ρ2±

]
=

1

p2±
Tr

[(
ρM†

±M±

)2
]
, (B4)

where we have used Eq. (6) to compute the post-measurement
state and the cyclic property of the trace. Inserting the explicit
expressions for ρ and M±, we can rewrite it as

Tr
[
ρ2±

]
=

1

4p2±

[
Tr

[
ρ2
]
+ (2κ− 1)2Tr

[
(ρσθ)

2
]

± 2(2κ− 1)Tr
[
ρ2σθ

] ]
. (B5)

Using the properties of the Pauli matrices, we can rewrite the
three traces in Eq. (B5) as

Tr
[
ρ2
]
=

1

2

(
1 + |ρ⃗|2

)
, (B6)

Tr
[
(ρσθ)

2
]
=

1

2

[
1 + (ρ⃗ · n̂)2 − |ρ⃗× n̂|2

]
, (B7)

Tr
[
ρ2σθ

]
= ρ⃗ · n̂. (B8)

Plugging these expressions back into Eq. (B5) leads to

Tr
[
ρ2±

]
=

1

8p2±

[
1 + |ρ⃗|2+

(2κ− 1)2
[
1 + (ρ⃗ · n̂)2 − |ρ⃗× n̂|2

]
± 4(2κ− 1)ρ⃗ · n̂

]
.

(B9)

This leads to the final expression for the average purity γ̄ given
by

γ̄ = p+ Tr
[
ρ2+

]
+ p− Tr

[
ρ2−

]
=

1− 1

2

(1− l2)(1− |ρ⃗|2)
1− l2|ρ⃗|2 cos2 α , (B10)

where we defined l = 2κ − 1, and where α is the angle be-
tween the state on the Bloch sphere and the measurement axis,
explicitly defined by

ρ⃗ · n̂ = |ρ⃗| cosα. (B11)

Since |l|, |ρ⃗| ≤ 1, γ̄ is trivially maximized by minimizing
cos2 α, i.e., when cosα = 0 corresponding to

α = ±π
2
. (B12)

This proves that perpendicular measurements maximize the
average post-measurement purity.

We now show that the RL agent actually decides to perform
measurements that are not exactly perpendicular to the qubit’s
state on the Bloch sphere, and we show that this indeed leads
to a slight performance enhancement.

Let’s consider the policy shown in Fig. 6(c) that can be de-
scribed by the following procedure:

1. Initialize the qubit in the thermal state.

2. Perform σx measurement of the qubit. Determine the
post-measurement state coordinate ρx.

3. If ρx > 0, perform the second measurement of σθ with
θ = θ+, where θ is the measurement angle that enters
the measurement operator in Eq. (7). If ρx < 0, perform
the second measurement of σθ with θ = θ−. The an-
gles θ = θ± can be determined from the analysis of the
RL policies. If the measurement increased the qubit’s
coordinate ρz, proceed to step 4. Otherwise, skip step
4.

4. Perform the unitary feedback, i.e., rotate the qubit to the
negative z-axis.

5. Thermalize the qubit, leading us back to step 2.

Interestingly, the RL method finds the same exact procedure
also for κ = 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, and 0.85. We thus implement nu-
merically the policy above, comparing the resulting expected
cooling power when the angles θ± are chosen to maximize the
post-measurement purity, i.e. perpendicular to the state on the
Bloch sphere, and when the angles are chosen according to
the RL results. Out of symmetry considerations, we assume
|θ+ − π/2| = |θ− − π/2|.

The measurement angles θ(RL)
± in the RL-case are chosen

according to

|θ(RL)
+ − π/2| = E [|θj − π/2|] , (B13)

where the angles θj are collected from the simulations per-
formed by trained RL agents.

In Fig. 18, we plot the ratio between the power ⟨Pθ⟩ us-
ing the RL-chosen measurement angle, and the power ⟨P⊥⟩
found choosing the angle that maximizes the average post
measurement purity, for κ = 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.85. As we can
see, the RL-chosen angles provide a small (< 1%) yet mea-
surable improvement of the cooling power. This indicates that
the choice of measurement angle in step 3 is mainly, but not
exclusively, dictated by the intent of maximizing the average
post-measurement purity of the qubit.
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FIG. 18. Ratio of the cooling powers for the policy given in App. B
when the measurement angle is based on RL ( ⟨Pθ⟩), and when it is
chosen to be perpendicular to the state on the Block sphere ( ⟨P⊥⟩),
i.e. to maximize the average post-measurement purity. The ratio
larger than one indicates a slight advantage of the strategy based on
RL optimization. All system parameters are the same as Fig. 6, ex-
cept for considering a full thermalization during the thermalization
action (corresponding to the Γ∆t ≫ 1 limit).
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FIG. 19. Actions chosen by the RL agent as a function of the qubit’s
state represented as a point on the Bloch sphere in the sames style
as Fig. 6. Each panel corresponds to a representative point along the
Pareto front in Fig. 8 computed with a different value of c shown on
the plot.

Appendix C: Measurement dominated regime: Discrete
adaptive measurements. Power-efficiency trade-off

At the end of Sec. V B, we asses the impact of power-
efficiency trade-offs in the measurement dominated regime
when the RL agent can adaptively choose the measurement
basis. In particular, in Fig. 8 we showed a Pareto-front dis-
playing different power-efficiency trade-offs, and we claim
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FIG. 20. Actions chosen by the RL agent, as a function of qubit’s
state represented as a point on the Bloch sphere, plotted in the same
style and with the same model as Fig. 9, but here the RL agent
can choose the measurement basis (blue to red dots). Each panel
represents a different value of the continuous measurement strength
∆t/τm shown on the plot.

that differently colored points correspond to different mea-
surement strategies.

In Fig. 19 we explicitly show how the optimal strategy
changes as we change the trade-off between power and ef-
ficiency, i.e., as we change the parameter c. Indeed, in
Fig. 19(a) we see that, for c = 1, the agent performs both
σx (red dot) and σz (blue dot) measurements. This corre-
sponds to the green points along the Pareto front of Fig. 8.
In Figs. 19(b,c), corresponding to c = 0.9 and c = 0.65, we
see that the agent only performs σz measurements. This cor-
responds to the blue points along the Pareto front of Fig. 8.
In Fig. 19(d), corresponding to c = 0.6, we see that the RL
agent only performs σx measurements, corresponding to the
red points along the Pareto front of Fig. 8.

Appendix D: Measurement dominated regime: continuous
measurements

In this appendix we show additional results for the model
and regime studied in Sec. V C, i.e., the measurement domi-
nated regime where continuous measurements are performed
in a fixed measurement basis. In particular, we consider the
same model as in Sec. V C, but we additionally discuss the
case where the measurement basis is chosen by the RL agent,
and we show additional plots for the σz-measurement case.

In Fig. 20 we show the results allowing the RL agent the
freedom of choosing the measurement angle, plotted in the
same style as Fig. 9. We observe that the strong measurement
case [Fig. 20(a)] corresponds to the cooling scheme pow-
ered by continuous σz measurement (blue points). Reducing
the measurement strength resulted in the emergence of qubit
states for which the σx measurement is performed, marked by
the red points in Fig. 20(b).
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FIG. 21. Plots of the state component ρz, as a function of time, corre-
sponding to the results shown in Fig. 9(b,d) relative to the σz contin-
uous measurement case. Each row corresponds to a different value of
the continuous measurement strength ∆t/τm. An arbitrary trajectory
is shown. The colors of the dots indicate the actions chosen by the
RL agent at a given moment.

While in Fig. 10 we showed a trajectory in the σx measure-
ment case, in Fig. 21 we additionally show a trajectory of the
ρz component of the state, as a function of time, correspond-
ing to Fig. 9(b,d). As we can see, the results are qualitatively
similar to the σx measurement case.

Appendix E: Reinforcement learning algorithm

In this appendix we provide specific information on the re-
inforcement learning algorithm that was used, and details of
the optimization carried out in the manuscript.

We employ a generalization of the soft actor-critic method,
first introduced in [141–143] for continuous actions only, to
a combination of discrete and continuous actions [124, 126,
152, 153]. In particular, we use the method and code that was
implemented in Ref. [126] but, aside from minor implemen-
tation details that will be described below, we only change the
neural network architectures that describe the policy function
and the value function. Therefore, in the following we pro-
vide an overview of the method, we describe the differences
compared to Ref. [126], but we refer to [126] for a more de-
tailed explanation of the method. Our code is implemented
in PyTorch [144] and is based on numerous modifications of
the SAC implementation provided by Spinning Up from Ope-
nAI [154]. For each of the different physical cases discussed
in this manuscript, we implemented an RL environment that
computes the state evolution based on the chosen action, and
computes the rewards. These calculations were performed us-
ing the QuTiP2 toolbox [151]. For code and data to reproduce
our results, see the Code and Data Availability Statement.

1. Soft actor-critic algorithm

As described in Eq. (18) of the main text, the goal of RL
is to determine the policy function π(a|s) that maximizes the
expected sum of future rewards, i.e.

π∗(a|s) = argmax
π

Eπ
s∼µπ

[ ∞∑
k=0

γk rk+1

∣∣∣s0 = s

]
, (E1)

where Eπ denotes the expectation value over the state evolu-
tion and over the actions chosen according to the policy π, and
s0 = s is sampled from the steady-state distribution of states
µπ visited using π. In the soft actor-critic method, Eq. (E1)
is solved using the idea of policy iteration [140], i.e. iterating
over two steps: the policy evaluation and policy improvement
step. In the policy evaluation step, the quality of the current
policy is evaluate by estimating its value function Qπ(s, a)
(the critic). In the policy improvement step, the value function
is used to improve the policy function (the actor). In practice,
we start from an initially random policy, apply it for some
steps onto the environment, use the collected experience to
perform policy evaluation and policy improvement, then we
collect new observations using the new policy, and so on, un-
til convergence.

The soft actor-critic method balances exploration and ex-
ploitation [140] using an entropy regularized maximization
objective [141–143], which corresponds to maximizing a
trade-off of the sum of future rewards, and the entropy of the
policy. Since we are dealing both with discrete and continu-
ous actions, we use the formulation detailed in Ref. [126]. We
decompose the policy function π(d, u|s), where a = {d, u}
is a combination of a discrete (d) and continuous (u) action,
using the following identity

π(d, u|s) = πD(d|s) · πC(u|d, s). (E2)

Here πD(d|s) is the marginal probability of choosing the dis-
crete (D) action d, whereas πC(u|d, s) is the conditional prob-
ability of choosing the continuous (C) action u, given that the
discrete action d was chosen. Let us denote as

H[P ] = E
x∼P

[− logP (x)] (E3)

the entropy of a probability function (or probability density
in the continuous case) P (x). Using the decomposition in
Eq. (E2), we can write the entropy of the policy function as

H[π(·|s)] = Hπ
D (s) +Hπ

C (s), (E4)

where

Hπ
D (s) = H[πD(·|s)], Hπ

C (s) =
∑
d

πD(d|s)H[πC(·|d, s)],

(E5)

represent, respectively, the entropy of the discrete actions and
the average (differential) entropy of the continuous action.
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Our aim is now to solve the following equation [126]

π∗ = argmax
π

Eπ
s∼B

[ ∞∑
k=0

γk
(
rk+1 + αDH

π
D (sk)

+ αCH
π
C (sk)

)∣∣∣s0 = s
]
, (E6)

where αC, αD ≥ 0 are two “temperature” parameters that bal-
ance the trade-off between exploration and exploitation. In-
deed, for αC = αD = 0, Eq. (E6) coincides with the standard
RL optimization objective of Eq. (E1). For αC, αD > 0, we
are finding trade-offs between maximizing the rewards, and
increasing respectively the entropy of the continuous and dis-
crete policy. Since the entropy is an indicator of the random-
ness of a probability distribution, the larger are αC and αD,
the more we are incentivizing an explorative behavior of the
agent. Notice that in Eq. (E6) replaced the (unknown) state
distribution µπ with a first-in-first-out replay buffer B that
is populated during training by storing the observed one-step
transitions (si, ai, ri+1, si+1).

The parameters αC and αD are automatically tuned during
training to reach, respectively, a target entropy H̄C and H̄D
of the continuous and discrete policy functions. Then, during
training, we decrease them to switch from a more explorative
to a more deterministic behavior.

Another important function in actor-critic methods is the
value function Qπ(s, a) [140]. As discussed in Ref. [126],
from Eq. (E6) we define the value function as

Qπ(s, a) = Eπ

[
r1 +

∞∑
k=1

γk
(
rk+1 + αDH

π
D (sk)

+ αCH
π
C (sk)

)∣∣∣s0 = s, a0 = a
]
, (E7)

which not only represents the sum of future rewards that we
would obtain starting from state s, performing action a, and
then choosing all future actions according to π, but it also in-
corporates the entropy terms. This function plays the role of
the critic, and gives us a measure of the expected quality of a
given policy π.

In the soft actor-critic method we use neural networks to
parameterize the policy function π(d, u|s) and the value func-
tion Qπ(s, a).

The value function is represented by a neural network
Qϕ(s, a) that depends on a set of trainable parameters
ϕ. As done in Ref. [124], we use a feed-forward neu-
ral network that takes (s, u) as input, and outputs 3 val-
ues corresponding to the value of {Q(s, u, d)}d, for d ∈
{Measure,Thermalize,Unitary}. In particular, we use the
ReLU function as non-linearity, two hidden layers, and a lin-
ear output layer. Since the state s coincides with the density
matrix of the system, we expand the density matrix onto the
computation basis, separate the real and imaginary parts, and
arrange all elements into a vector. Although not strictly neces-
sary, we further concatenate the last chosen continuous action
u to the state vector.

The policy function is described by the two functions
πD,θ(d|s) and πC,θ(u|d, s), where θ is a set of trainable pa-
rameters. In particular, we first choose a discrete action d

according to the discrete distribution πD,θ(d|s), and then we
choose as πC,θ(u|d, s) a squashed Gaussian policy, i.e. the
distribution of the variable

ũ(ξ|d, s) = ua +
ub − ua

2
[1 + tanh (µθ(d, s) + σθ(d, s) · ξ))],

ξ ∼ N (0, 1),
(E8)

where µθ(d, s) and σθ(d, s) represent respectively the mean
and standard deviation of the Gaussian distribution,N (0, 1) is
the normal distribution with zero mean and unit variance, and
u ∈ [ua, ub]. This is the so-called reparameterization trick.
The functions πD(d|s), µθ(d, s) and σθ(d, s) are computed
from a trainable neural network in the following way. We use
a single feed-forward neural network that takes the state as
input (in the same way as described for the value function),
and outputs 9 parameters: {πD(d|s)}d, {µd}d and {md}d for
d ∈ {Measure,Thermalize,Unitary}. More specifically, we
use two hidden layers, the ReLU function as non-linearity, and
then a linear layer to output {µd}d and {md}d, and a soft-max
function to output {πD(d|s)}d. Then µθ(d, s) = µd, and we
compute

σθ(d, s) =
√
m2

d + ϵ, (E9)

where ϵ = 10−8 is a numerical safety parameter, to ensure
that the standard deviation is positive.

To determine the value function Qϕ(s, a), the soft actor-
critic introduces two value functionsQϕ1

(s, a) andQϕ2
(s, a),

and their parameters ϕi, for i = 1, 2, are determined minimiz-
ing the following loss function [126]

LQ(ϕi) = E
(s,a,r,s′)∼B

[
(Qϕi

(s, a)− y(r, s′))2
]
, (E10)

where

y(r, s′) = r+ γ E
a′∼π(·|s′)

[
min
j=1,2

Qϕtarg,j (s
′, a′) +αDHD(s

′)

+ αCHC(s
′)
]
, (E11)

and where ϕtarg,j , for j = 1, 2, are parameters that are not
updated when minimizing the loss function; instead, they are
constant during backpropagation, and then they are updated
according to Polyak averaging, i.e.

ϕtarg,i ← ρpolyakϕtarg,i + (1− ρpolyak)ϕi, (E12)

where ρpolyak is a hyperparameter. The parameters defining
the policy function πθ(a|s) are determined minimizing the
following loss function [126]

Lπ(θ) = E
s∼B

[∑
d

πD,θ(d|s)
(
αD log πD,θ(d|s)+

αC log πC,θ(ũθ(ξ|d, s)|d, s)− min
j=1,2

Qϕj
(s, ũθ(ξ|d, s), d)

)]
,

ξ ∼ N (0, 1).
(E13)
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Finally, to prevent the temperature parameters from becoming
negative, we express them as αD(βD) = eβD and αC(βC) =
eβC , and we determine the βD, βC parameters minimizing the
following loss functions [126]

LD(βD) = αD(βD) E
s∼B

[
−
∑
d

πD(d|s) log πD(d|s)− H̄D

]
,

(E14)
and

LC(βC) = αC(βC)

· E
s∼B

[
−
∑
d

πD(d|s)[log πC(ũθ(ξ|d, s)|d, s)]− H̄C

]
,

ξ ∼ N (0, 1).
(E15)

2. Training details

We now provide additional details on the actual implemen-
tation and training. As mentioned previously, we store all one-
step transitions (sk, ak, rk+1, sk+1) in a first-in-first-out re-
play buffer B of fixed dimension from which batches one one-
step transitions are sampled to estimate the loss functions. In
order to start from an exploratory behavior, as in Ref. [126] we
first choose actions randomly (according to a uniform distri-
bution) for a fixed number of initial time-steps. Furthermore,
for a different number of fixed initial steps, we do not perform
any updates to the value function, the policy function, nor to
the temperature parameters. This is to allow the replay buffer
to have enough transitions before sampling transitions from it.
After this initial phase, we repeat nupdates optimization steps of

all quantities, every nupdates steps such that, overall, the num-
ber of updates and of time-steps coincide. In particular, we
use the ADAM optimizer [155] with default hyperparameters
and learning rate reported in Tables I, II to minimize LQ(ϕi)
Lπ(θ), and stochastic gradient descent with default hyperpa-
rameters and learning rate reported in Tables I, II to minimize
LD(βD) and LC(βC). As mentioned in the previous section,
we transition from an exploratory to a more deterministic be-
haviour during training by scheduling the target entropy terms
H̄D and H̄C as follows

H̄a(nsteps) = H̄a,end

+ (H̄a,start − H̄a,end) exp
(
−nsteps/H̄a,decay

)
, (E16)

where a = C,D, nsteps is the current step number, and
H̄a,start, H̄a,end and H̄a,decay are hyperparameters. Further-
more, in order to have hyperparameters for the target entropy
that do not depend on the size of the continuous action interval
[umin, umax], when computing the entropy of the policy for the
loss functions, we assume that the continuous actions always
lie in the interval [−1, 1].

All hyperparameters used during training are reported in
Tables I and II. Most results were found on the first run, ex-
cept for Figs. 15, 16, 20 where the optimization was some-
times repeated a few times to improve the result. The val-
ues of c used for the multi-objective optimizations are all
reported in Table I, except for Fig. 8, where we have used
c = {1, 0.95, 0.9, . . . , 0.45, 0.4}, and multiplied the cooling
power by a factor 35 and the dissipation term by a factor 4
during the optimization of ⟨Fc⟩. When the continuous control
u(t) ∈ [umin, umax] corresponds to the measurement angle θ,
we found that the RL method converges to better results if we
choose an interval [umin, umax] that is larger than [0, π]. In par-
ticular, we used [−0.2, 3.4] and [−0.3, 3.6] respectively when
optimizing the discrete and continuous measurement case.
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Hyperparameter Fig. 3
c = {0.95, 0.9,
0.8, 0.7, 0.65}

Fig. 3
c = {0.6, 0.58}

Figs. 13,14
c = {1, 0.95, 0.9,
0.85, 0.8, 0.75, 0.7}

Figs. 13,14
c = 0.65

Figs. 15,16
c = {1, 0.9,
0.8, 0.75, 0.7}

Figs. 15,16
c = {0.95,
0.85, 0.65}

Batch size 256 “ “ “ “ “
Training steps 160k 320k 160k “ 320k “
ADAM learning rate 0.001 “ “ “ 0.0003 “
SGD learning rate 0.003 “ “ “ “ “
B size 80k “ “ 160k 80k 180k
ρpolyak 0.995 “ “ “ “ “
Hidden layers size (256, 128) “ “ “ (256, 256) “
Initial random steps 5k “ “ “ “ “
First update at step 1k “ “ “ “ “
nupdates 50 “ “ “ “ “
H̄C,start 0.8 “ “ 0.77 0.74 “
H̄C,end -3 “ “ “ “ “
H̄C,decay 60k “ “ 120k 180k “
H̄D,start ln 3 “ “ “ “ “
H̄D,end 0.01 “ “ “ “ “
H̄D,decay 30k “ “ 60k 90k 140k
γ 0.998 “ “ “ “ “

TABLE I. Training hyperparameters used for each figure reported in the top row. The “ symbol means the same hyperparameter as to its left.

Hyperparameter Figs. 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, 17, 19

Fig. 9(a,c),
Fig. 10

Fig. 9(b,d),
21

Fig. 11 Fig. 20

Batch size 128 256 “ “ “
Training steps 250k “ “ 300k 250k
ADAM learning rate 0.0008 0.0003 “ “ “
SGD learning rate 0.001 “ “ “ “
B size 80k 100k 80k “ “
ρpolyak 0.995 “ “ “ “
Hidden layers size (128, 128) “ “ “ “
Initial random steps 5k “ “ “ “
First update at step 1k “ “ “ “
nupdates 50 “ “ “ “
H̄C,start 0.8 “ “ “ “
H̄C,end -3 “ “ “ “
H̄C,decay 100k “ 80k “ “
H̄D,start ln 3 “ “ “ “
H̄D,end 0.01 “ “ “ “
H̄D,decay 100k “ 80k “ 100k
γ 0.998 “ “ “ “

TABLE II. Training hyperparameters used for each figure reported in the top row. The “ symbol means the same hyperparameter as to its left.
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