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We propose a bottom-up approach, based on Reinforcement Learning, to the design of a chain achieving
efficient excitation-transfer performances. We assume distance-dependent interactions among particles arranged
in a chain under tight-binding conditions. Starting from two particles and a localised excitation, we gradually
increase the number of constitutents of the system so as to improve the transfer probability. We formulate
the problem of finding the optimal locations and numbers of particles as a Markov Decision Process: we use
Proximal Policy Optimization to find the optimal chain-building policies and the optimal chain configurations
under different scenarios. We consider both the case in which the target is a sink connected to the end of the
chain and the case in which the target is the right-most particle in the chain. We address the problem of disorder
in the chain induced by particle positioning errors. We are able to achieve extremely high excitation transfer in
all cases, with different chain configurations and properties depending on the specific conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Studying and optimizing energy, information or state trans-
fer across physical systems are problems of great importance
in a multitude of contexts in physics: the field of quantum
physics, and quantum technologies in particular, is certainly
not an exception. Among the various quantum systems whose
transport properties are of special interest, particle chains play
a special role for quantum technologies, both for their relative
simplicity and for their wide range of applicability. Quantum
communications [1, 2] would obviously benefit from a bet-
ter understanding of transport properties of particle chains to-
gether with better tools to design optimal state transfer across
them. This would also be beneficial for quantum computing
as, for example, particle chains can be used to describe spin-
like systems which might be useful to connect distinct quan-
tum processors and registers. For these reasons, various tech-
niques have been developed to realize transport across these
structures [3].

Designing optimal couplings among the particles in such
chains would allows us to avoid or minimize the control we
have to exert during the system dynamics to achieve effective
transfer. While arbitrary couplings engineering between parti-
cles in a chain can be a difficult task to accomplish for generic
physical systems, some platforms where the couplings can be
distance-dependent, such as ion traps [4], could allow some
degree of control over their design.

One possible way to optimizing such couplings is by mak-
ing use of Reinforcement Learning (RL) [5]. Machine Learn-
ing techniques have been extensively used in recent years to
solve different physical problems with great success [6], even
in the quantum realm [7]. In particular, RL has been proved
especially useful in the context of quantum control, in some
cases even clearly outperforming most commonly used opti-
mal control algorithms [8]. RL has also been applied to realise
fast transfer across particle chains via magnetic fields control
[9]. However, its potential for optimal quantum system design

remains largely unexplored.
In this work, we use a RL approach to design optimal par-

ticle chains for excitation transfer when the particles interac-
tions depend on their relative position in space. We consider
one excitation at maximum in the chain to ease numerical sim-
ulations, and we assume dipole-dipole interactions between
particles. However, the approach can be easily extended be-
yond these conditions, and can, in principle, be directly used
in an experimental setting without the need of simulating the
system dynamics.

Our approach offers multiple advantages compared to most
analytical or numerical optimization approaches. In partic-
ular, we deploy a spatial approach to find the optimal chain
design instead of considering arbitrary couplings, making it
closer to realistic physical problems. We consider the chain
as a fully connected quantum network with distance depen-
dent couplings, hence we do not resort to nearest neighbours
interactions or other approximations. Furhermore, we allow
for a variable number of particles in the chain (instead of fix-
ing it beforehand), while encouraging the use of less nodes if
possible.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we describe
the system of interest and introduce physical problem. In par-
ticular, we propose a spatial, bottom-up approach to build a
particle chain for optimal excitation transfer, which – in or-
der to address it with RL – we formulate as a decision pro-
cess. In Section III, we briefly introduce the RL framework
and we present our RL approach for optimal chain design. In
Section IV we show our numerical study on the effectiveness
of such RL approach, along with our optimal chain solutions
under different conditions. In particular, we consider the sce-
nario where we are not interested in coherence preservation in
Section IV A; we then study the effects of errors and disorder
in Section IV B, where we also introduce a possible adapta-
tion of the original technique to further improve the transfer
in this case. Finally, we address the problem of excitation
transfer without coherence loss in Section IV C. Conclusions
are discussed in Section V, together with future outlooks.
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II. PHYSICAL PROBLEM

Let us consider a system of two particles, A and B, coupled
through the Hamiltonian

ĤAB = ∆E ∑
i=A,B

|i⟩⟨i|+ VAB(|A⟩⟨B|+ |A⟩⟨B|) (1)

with |i⟩ identifying a state where particle i = A, B is in the ex-
cited state. We have assumed that the coupling originates from
a dipole-dipole-like interaction whose strength scales with the
(dimensionless) distance dAB between them as

VAB = J/d3
AB, (2)

where the coupling constant J is written in units such that VAB
has the dimensions of an energy. This implies that dAB is
rescaled by a typical distance dictated by the specifics of the
implementation of the chain at hand. Note that we assume that
both particles have the same energy ∆E and, for the sake of
simplicity, we focus on the case in which one excitation at a
time is allowed in the whole system.

Let us suppose that A is prepared in the excited state, while
B is initially in its ground state. The unitary evolution of
the system is governed by Equation (1), while we allow for
the incoherent transfer of the excitation from B to a sink S
through an incoherent damping mechanism. Such evolution
is described by a master equation in the Lindblad form

˙̂ρ = −i[ĤAB, ρ̂] + D[L̂]ρ̂ , (3)

where the first term accounts for the unitary evolution while
the second involves the dissipator accounting for the inco-
herent process. The latter is given by D[L̂]ρ̂ ≡ L̂ρ̂L̂† −{

L̂† L̂, ρ̂
}

/2, with the Lindblad operator L̂ ≡ L̂sink =√
Γ|S⟩⟨B| and the damping rate Γ.
Given the distance dAB, the amount of excitation psink(T)

transferred from A to the sink within a given interval of time
T will be determined by the coupling constant J: the stronger
the coupling between the two particles, the higher will be the
population transferred to the sink. A similar behaviour is ob-
served either when one extends the evolution time T while
keeping J and dAB constant, or decreases the distance dAB
while having T and J fixed. Alternatively, one can consider
a second scenario where we are simply interested in the pop-
ulation transfer from A to B. In such a case we do not need
to include the sink S, therefore the system’s dynamics is fully
unitary, and in Equation (3) only the fist term on the right-
hand side appears. In this case there is a coherent excitation
exchange between the two sites, which results in revivals. Re-
gardless of the formulation being chosen, it is natural to cast
the problem in terms of maximum population transferred to B
within the time interval T, i.e. maxt∈[0,T] pB(t). With such
a formulation of the problem, maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) showcases a
monotonic behavior against J [cf. Figure 1]. However, esti-
mating maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) is computationally more demanding
than calculating a sink population at the end of the evolution,
as it requires to track the entire dynamics. Therefore, for the
sake of simplicity, we will focus on the first scenario for most

of this study, while the second scenario will be addressed in
Section IV C.

In both cases, given A and B, our goal is to enhance the
mutual transfer of excitations by designing a suitable particle
chain. For simplicity, we assume the particles to have all the
same ∆E. Hence, the system Hamiltonian is a straightforward
generalisation of Equation (1), i.e.

Ĥ = ∆E ∑
i
|i⟩⟨i|+ ∑

j ̸=i
Vij(|i⟩⟨j|+ |j⟩⟨i|) , (4)

where the sum runs over all the possible particles of the chain,
while the hopping potential is

Vij =
J

|xi − xj|3
. (5)

The coupling constant J is assumed to be equal across the
chain, while xi and xj denote the positions of the i-th and
the j-th particle, respectively. The Hamiltonian in Equa-
tion (4), which straightforwardly generalizes the model in

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. (a) Instance of final excitation transferred to the sink [(b)
Maximum excitation transferred to B] within the evolution time T,
against the coupling constant J (in units of ∆E) in the case of two
particles when the evolution is described by Eq. (1). Here T =
5/∆E, dAB = 1 and Γsink/∆E = 5.



3

FIG. 2. Sketch of the physical problem: two mutually interacting
particles, A and B, undergo excitation-transfer processes from A, ini-
tially prepared in its excited state, to B. The latter is also incoherently
coupled to a sink. We consider this as a starting configuration for the
building up of a network: one by one, we add particles between A
and B and seek for the potential increase of the excitation-transfer
efficiency. The inter-particle interactions depends on their relative
positions.

Equation (1), represents a tight binding-model where the
states {|i⟩} are associated with some spatial degrees of free-
dom, i.e. the system is found in the state |i⟩ when the excita-
tion is located in the particle in site i while ∆E is the site en-
ergy resulting from the presence of such excitation. We stress
that, in our model, all particles interact with each other, mak-
ing the chain a fully connected quantum network.

Designing an optimal chain is equivalent to finding the best
number and relative positions of its elements. To achieve this
goal, we propose a bottom-up approach: we start with a chain
composed of A and B only. Then, for a certain number of
steps, we decide if and where to add individual sites to the
chain and see how the population transfer is improved [cf.
Figure 2]. We are interested in the cumulative improvement,
i.e. in the final or maximal population transfer accomplished
at the very end of the building process.

Having formulated the problem of chain design as a deci-
sion process, the next natural step is the search of its optimal
working point through RL.

III. REINFORCEMENT LEARNING APPROACH

RL problems are characterized by an agent observing and
interacting with its environment while being assigned with a
specific task. The performance of the agent with respect to
the given task must be expressible via a numerical feedback,
called reward, received as results of its interactions with the
environment. The purpose of the agent is to learn how to in-
teract optimally with the environment by trial and error, trying
to maximize its (long term) reward.

Such agent-environment, interactions-feedback process can
be formalized as a Markov decision process (MDP) [5]: at
each interaction step, the agent observe the state of the en-
vironment Si and performs an action Ai based on the current
observation. As a result, the environment state is changed (the
next observation will be Si+1) and the agent receives a reward
Ri+1 [cf. Figure 3 (a)]. Here we consider an episodic task
in which the environment is reset after a certain number of

interactions, an episode, or after reaching a terminal state.
The behaviour of the agent can be expressed by the agent’s

policy π(Ai = a|Si = s), which is the probability of per-
forming an action a at step i conditioned on the observa-
tion of state s. The agent’s goal will be to find the policy
πopt(Ai = a|Si = s) that maximizes the return function

Gi = Ri+1 + γRi+2 + γ2Ri+3 + . . . , (6)

where the discount factor γ ∈ [0, 1] (γ = 1 being included
only in episodic tasks) expresses how much we want to weight
immediate and long term rewards.

RL provides numerous ways of approaching such prob-
lems. One possibility consists in parametrizing the policy
πθ(Ai = a|Si = s), usually via a Neural Network, and
optimizing the expectation value of G, or an estimate of it,
with respect to the parameters θ, e.g. via gradient ascent. To
perform such optimization, data needs to be gathered by ob-
serving the MDP. This can also be done in various ways and
multiple algorithms have been proposed. In our work we used
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [10], which is one of the
most successful and widespread algorithms today.

Regardless of the particular algorithm being chosen, a RL
approach to our problem requires the definition of the corre-
sponding MDP, i.e. to define Observations, Actions and Re-
wards. This can be done straightforwardly in our case: at
each step, the Observation will be the spatial configuration of
the chain, i.e. the relative positions of the particles; the Action
will be the absence/presence, and the position, of the next par-
ticle to be added to the system; the Reward will be the change
in the sink population at time T, psink(T)i+1 − psink(T)i. Al-
ternatively, in the unitary case, the latter is given by the change
in the maximum probability to occupy site B within the time
interval T, i.e. maxt∈[0,T] pB(t)i+1 − maxt∈[0,T] pB(t)i.

To describe the physical positions of the particles, we dis-
cretize the space between A and B by considering Ncells
equally spaced cells, all of the same width, so that the state
of the environment is described by a binary string of 0s and
1s describing the absence or presence of a particle in the re-
spective cell. The Action will be the index of the next cell to
populate with a particle, while no particle will be added if a
cell is already populated [cf. Figure 3 (b) for an illustration
of the process]. Although such discretization is not strictly
required, its use resulted in a better performance of the pre-
liminary numerical experiments that we have performed and,
in general, allows us to provide a simplified description of the
approach we have taken.

We introduce an upper bound νsteps to the number of steps
before ending an episode. Needless to say, this sets a con-
straint to the maximum number of particles that could be al-
located in the chain. We set a second strong constraint by im-
posing the end of an episode whenever the population being
transferred from A to B exceeds 0.99. Both conditions serve
the purpose of limiting the physical resources used to build
the chain, and can be modified or removed altogether, should
it be needed.

Figure 4 shows an example of learning curve for our prob-
lem, where it can be seen how the Agent performance, and
thus the chain’s ability to transfer the excitation, improves
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(a) (b)

FIG. 3. (a) Sketch of a Markov Decision Process. An Agent interacts with its environment with the purpose of performing a given task. At
each interaction step, the Agent observes the state of the environment Si and, based on this observation, performs an action Ai, which in turn
changes the state of the environment and hence the next observation Si+1. Based on its performance relative to the task, the agent receives
feedback in the form of a reward Ri+1. (b) Agent’s operations in the discretized-space configuration. The available spacial cells are illustrated
by the dotted circles and the presence of a particle is represented by a filled area. Following observation Si, the Agent’s action is to decide
which cell (if any) to populate at step i + 1.

episode by episode as a result of the correspondingly improv-
ing Agent’s policy. It is worth noticing that, iif no sources
of errors, disorder or noise affect the dynamics of the chain,
we often would not need to find a fine solution for the RL
problem, as in this case we are not interested in the actual pol-
icy but in the best chain configuration. Such optimum will be
found during the learning process, before an optimal policy is
found.

IV. CASE STUDIES AND RESULTS

In this Section, we present some numerical results and op-
timal solutions, i.e. optimal chain designs under various con-
ditions. Unless otherwise specified, we have set dAB = 1
(in arbitrary units of length), T∆E = 5, Γsink/∆E = 5,
J/∆E = 0.05. For such a choice of physical parameters,
which allow for an effective illustration of the performance of

FIG. 4. Example of learning process. Notice that G0 ≈ psink(T)
if Ri+1 = psink(T)i+1 − psink(T)i and γ ≈ 1. Here dAB = 1,
T∆E = 5, Γsink/∆E = 5, J/∆E = 0.05, while γ/∆E = 0.99.

our protocol, the excitation transfer is close to zero when the
system reduces to a chain only made of particles A and B.
Quantitatively, we find psink(T)0 ≈ 0.005 when the sink is
present, while maxt pB(t)0 ≈ 0.06 when the system dynam-
ics if fully unitary. These results were obtained by discretiz-
ing the space in Ncells = 21 cells, and setting a maximum of
νsteps = 11 steps. Details on the numerical simulations of the
system evolution can be found in Appendix A, whereas PPO
algorithm informations, hyperparameters and Neural Network
architectures can be found in Appendix B.

A. Optimal design

We start by considering the case where the target site is the
sink and the Agent makes no errors in placing the particles in
the desired locations.

As a first test, we applied the approach described in Section
III when J = ∆E, for which the excitation transfer is already
high, as it provides psink(T) ≈ 0.86. With Ncells = 11, we
find psink(T) > 0.99 after applying our RL approach. The
optimum consists in placing a third particle right half-way be-
tween A and B, as it might have been guessed. We also no-
ticed that filling all the cells with particles yields psink(T) ≈
0.97, making the RL solution more effective with noticeably
less resources. For J/∆E = 0.05, the best configuration for
Ncells = 11 turns out to be

Sopt = 10101010101, (7)

where 0 and 1 stand for the absence or presence of a particle
in a cell (including A and B). We thus obtain a configuration
of equally spaced particles, which allows a population transfer
to the sink of psink(T) ≈ 0.98. However, these features are
not general. For instance, by increasing the number of cells
to Ncells = 21 allows us to achieve a population transfer of
psink(T) > 0.99 through the asymmetric configuration

Sopt = 100000100010010010001. (8)
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It is interesting to notice that we only need to add 4 unevenly
distributed particles to realize the ideal chain configuration,
thus raising the performance of excitation transfer – in the
given time – from negligible to nearly perfect. This result
is even more noticeable when compared to the naive decision
to fill all the available cells with particles, which corresponds
to psink(T) ≈ 0.97.

B. Addressing errors and disorder

So far we have consider the ideal case where no source of
disorder is present. Such an assumption can be relaxed to ad-
dress the effects of imperfections in the performance of our
protocol. We thus consider the case in which the positioning
of the particles across the chain is affected by static disorder.
We can thus associate an uncertainty δxj to the position of
the jth element of a chain as determined by the action of the
Agent, who will allocate the particle at position xj ± δxj. We
further assume that

δxj < d/2 , (9)

where d = dAB/(Ncells − 1) is the distance between two ad-
jacent spatial cells, so that we can still assign the particle to
cell j (as the latter is the closest cell). This implies that the
cells are still distinguishable [cf. Figure 5]. These errors will
affect the expected dynamics, but will not change the formu-
lation of the MDP. The observation of the Agent can still be
expressed as a string of dichotomic variables (being either 0
or 1).

We first considered uniformly distributed errors, i.e. δxj ∈
U ([0, rd/2]), with 0 < r < 1, where U ([α, β]) denotes the
uniform distribution over the interval [α, β]. For r = 0.1,
the optimal chain configuration in Equation (8) already yields
psink(T) > 0.99. This is no longer true if we increase the
maximum error. For r = 0.25, the optimal configuration is

Sopt = 100010001000100010001, (10)

whose Hamming distance with the string in Eq. (8) is 6. For
r = 0.5, we have

Sopt = 100001000010000100001, (11)

which has an Hamming distance 5 with the string in Eq. (8)
and 7 with the string in Eq. (10).

We also considered the case of normally distributed errors,
i.e. δxj ∈ N (0, σ), where N (µ, σ) denotes the normal distri-
bution with mean µ and standard deviation σ. Note that Equa-
tion (9) sets a bound on the maximum extracted values, while
we consider σ such that 5σ = d/2. We found the optimal
configuration to be given by Equation (10). All results are re-
ported in Table I, which show that, for different error distribu-
tions, we are always able to reach higher population transfers
than those obtained by the mere application of Equation (8).
Interestingly, we gather numerical evidence that, as opposed
to case of small or no errors, the best chain configurations for
large error are given by equally spaced particles. Moreover,

δxj Chain ⟨popt⟩ ⟨pδxj=0⟩ ⟨p f illed⟩

U ([0, d/20]) Eq. (8) 0.998 0.998 0.796
U ([0, d/8]) Eq. (10) 0.995 0.989 0.300
U ([0, d/4]) Eq. (11) 0.988 0.943 0.045
N (0, d/10) Eq. (10) 0.979 0.972 0.188

TABLE I. From the left: error probability distribution, optimal chain
found with the RL approach, average psink(T) over 5000 random
chain extractions using the corresponding optimal chain and error
distribution, average psink(T) over 5000 random chain extractions
using the chain given in Equation (8) perturbed by the corresponding
error distribution and average psink(T) over 100 random chain ex-
tractions when all the cells are filled, perturbed by the corresponding
error distribution.

we found that applying either Equation (10) or (11) to the case
of low or no errors leads to worse results than those achieved
through Equation (8), making the equally spaced particles so-
lutions characteristic of the moderate-high disorder scenario.

However, we have not leveraged the full potential of RL
so far, as we were mostly interested in the optimal chain dis-
covered through policy learning, rather than the agent’s pol-
icy itself. This change of perspective leaves room for further
improvement of the excitation transfer, provided that we are
not interested in a single chain configuration that maximizes
the average transfer. Alternatively, we might be interested in
finding a way to optimize each chain configuration adaptively,
taking into account the specific disorder without measuring
the errors in the particle positioning. To this end, we can no-
tice that, even if we do not measure the positions of the par-
ticles, we already gain some information on the errors made
during the particles positioning operations. For the Agent to
receive its reward, we need to measure at each step the target
population psink(T), which is itself implicitly affected by the
positions of the particles in the cells. We replace the 1’s in
the string describing the environment state with a function of
psink(T) for the chain configurations obtained when adding
the particles. Therefore, the Agent can take different actions
depending on such values, which in turn depend on the cur-
rent information available on the disorder. In particular, at
each step, after adding a particle to the chain, we change the
value of the corresponding cell in the string that represents the
environment state from 0 to

η =
1 + psink(T)

2
∈ [1/2, 1]. (12)

This choice yields the desired information more effectively, as
it is still well separated from the case in which a cell in empty.

We apply this approach to the case of δxj ∈ N (0, σ), for
which the previous method was less effective: we obtained
⟨psink(T)⟩ = 0.979 over 5000 simulations. By contrast, us-
ing the whole Agent’s policy learned with the new version of
the environment state, we were able to visibly improve the
excitation transfer, obtaining ⟨psink(T)⟩ = 0.987 over 5000
simulations, with an average of 5 particles in the chain.
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FIG. 5. Error made by the agent in the positioning operation. The
particle is not found exactly at the desired location. However we
assume that the error is not large enough to make the assignation of
the particle to a given spatial cell undecidable.

C. Unitary case

Our discussion has been hitherto focused only on the the
case in which the excitation in the system is irreversibly trans-
ferred to a sink via spontaneous emission. This results into a
monotonic behaviour of the target (i.e. sink) excitation over
time, as shown in Figure 6 (a). Hence, it makes sense to frame
the problem as the optimization of the target population at a
time T. However, this scenario might be of limited interest
for applications, especially for quantum communication pur-
poses, as the irreversibility of the process causes the system to
lose coherence. To circumvent the coherence loss, we can re-
move the sink and directly consider the population transferred
to B. This choice results into a different time behaviour of the
target excitation: it does not increase monotonically in time,
as shown in Figure 6 (b). Therefore, instead of looking at
the excitation transferred at a time T, it is better to optimize
the maximal excitation transfer within a time interval T, i.e.
maxt∈[0,T] pB(t).

This requires to sample the dynamics at different instants
of time. In our simulations we considered nT = 20 equally
spaced points over the time interval [0, T] to calculate the
maximum population transfer, hence the reward Ri+1 at each
step. Besides the change in the definition of the Agent’s re-
ward, the MDP is identical to the scenario where the target is
the sink. For this case, we assume no errors are made in the
particle positioning operation as in Section IV A. The optimal
chain configuration found during learning is

Sopt = 100010111010111010001, (13)

for which maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) > 0.99.
Notice that in this instance, despite the particles not be-

ing all equally spaced, the chain is symmetrical; furthermore,
compared to the sink scenario, we need a larger number of par-
ticles to realize almost perfect excitation transfer. In this case,
filling all the cells with particles yields maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) ≈
0.3. We also noticed that, using Equation (13) for the sink-
target case, we could still achieve high final excitation trans-
fer (0.991 compared to the optimum 0.998). Conversely, using
Equation (8) in the no-sink scenario, we found the maximum

(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. (a) Final excitation transferred to the sink and (b) maximum
excitation transferred to B within the evolution time T as function
of time when the particle chains are given by the optima found dur-
ing the RL agent’s learning (Equation (8) and Equation (13), respec-
tively).

excitation transfer to be low, i.e. maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) ≈ 0.5.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed a spatial, bottom-up, RL-based ap-
proach to the design of particle chains for optimal excitation
transfer. We studied the effectiveness of such approach under
different conditions. In particular, we considered two differ-
ent scenarios, i.e. with or without a sink attached to the chain.
In the former case, where we we are not interested in pre-
serving coherence, we consider our target to be a sink where
excitation is irreversibly transferred from the end of the chain.
In the latter case, instead, since we want to avoid coherence
loss, our target is the last particle of the chain. We also tested
our approach in the presence of agent’s errors, adapting our
technique to minimize their effects when we build the chain.

We were able to achieve extremely high excitation transfer
in all scenarios, resulting into different particle chain design
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for each case. Our solutions exhibit some interesting proper-
ties. In particular, we found an optimal asymmetrical chain
with a smaller number of particles in the sink scenario, while
the optimal chain found in the no-sink case is symmetrical,
presents a peculiar structure, and it is made of a larger num-
ber of particles. In the presence of moderate or large agent’s
errors (which we studied only in the sink case), we found that,
to maximize the average excitation transfer, the optimal chains
are composed of equally spaced particles, where the spacing
dependent of the amount of errors. If we are willing to re-
nounce to a single chain design for all disorder configurations
from the error distribution, the full potential of RL can be de-
ployed: we can adaptively build the optimal chain without
making additional measurements, further improving the exci-
tation transfer in this case.

Our approach presents multiple advantages compared to
other techniques. In particular, the spatial dependency of the
couplings makes it closer to realistic physical problems and
allows us to go beyond some of the usual approximations (e.g.
the nearest-neighbour approximation), without rendering the
optimization problem extremely complex. Furthermore, when
we rely on RL, we do not need to fix the number of particles
beforehand, though we can limit such number, hence the re-
sources used to build the optimal chain.

Finally, the methodology presented can easily be extended
beyond the scenario considered here, as long as the Hamilto-
nian controlling the interaction between the particles depends
on their relative position in space. In principle, one can in-
troduce some changes without substantially affecting the for-
mulation of the problem in terms of MDP. For instance, we
could change the specific form of the interaction, we could

allow the particles’ local energies depend on their positions,
we could add some environmental effects, or go beyond the
one-excitation approximation. More complex scenarios can
be then addressed with the same technique, as long as we are
able to simulate the system dynamics or measure the amount
of transfer. Its effectiveness for more complex cases is yet to
be ascertained, but, given the widespread success of RL for
complex tasks, it is reasonable to believe that this approach
might still work. It would then be relevant to apply it to a
more realistic model of a technologically relevant quantum
system, maybe in a real experimental setting. It would also be
interesting to extend the use or RL for quantum system design
to solve different physical problems.
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Appendix A: Numerical Simulations

In order to solve the system dynamics, we first vectorise Eq.
3 [11]. This transforms the density matrix as

ρ → r⃗ = (ρ00, ρ01, ..., ρ0K, ρ10, ..., ρKK) (A1)

with K = N + 1 in the presence of the sink, and K = N in
the unitary case. Here, N is the current number of particles in
the chain. The unitary part of the master equation becomes

[H, ρ] → LU⃗r ≡ (I ⊗ H − HT ⊗ I )⃗r, (A2)

while the dissipative one transforms as

LρL† − 1
2
{L†L, ρ} →

LD⃗r =

[
(L†)T ⊗ L − 1

2
(I ⊗ L†L + (L†L)T ⊗ I)

]⃗
r.

(A3)

By defining L = LD +LU , we obtain ˙⃗r = L[⃗r(t)], hence the
state of the system at a time t reads r⃗(t) = e−itL r⃗(0), where
r⃗(0) = (1, 0, ..., 0). To calculate the excitation transfer at a
time t, we project r⃗(t) into the target rt

target = r⃗(t) · r⃗target.
Note that r⃗target is either the N + 1 dimensional vector r⃗S =
(1, 0, ..., 0) in the sink case, or the N dimensional vector
r⃗B = (1, 0, ..., 0) in the no-sink case. Then, in the former
case, we simply have psink(T) = rT

target while in the lat-

ter maxt∈[0,T] pB(t) ≈ max(⃗r(0), ..., rtn
B , rtn+1

B , ..., rT
B), where

we have divided the time interval [0, T] in nT equally spaced
points, as explained in Section IV C.

We performed all our numerical calculations using Python,
in particular the modules NumPy [12] and SciPy [13].

Appendix B: Algorithm hyperparameters and Neural Network
architectures

Throughout this work we used the clipped PPO algorithm
described in Ref. [10] with clipping parameter ϵ = 0.2, 100
agents and 4 epochs of learning with minibatch size 128 in
all cases except for the uniform error distributions in Sec-
tion IV B, where the minibatch size was 64. The number of
episodes considered was always < 1500. We fixed the dis-
count factor γ = 0.99 and the parameter λ = 0.95 for the
generalized advantage estimation, while λ = 0.98 in Sec-
tion IV C.

We used two separate Neural Networks for the Actor and
the Critic. All hidden layers have a ReLu activation function
and the output layer for the Critic has a linear activation func-
tion while the ouptut for the Actor is given by a softmax acti-
vation function. The Actor has 2 hidden layers of 128 neurons
in all cases except for the adaptive error case described at the
end of Section IV B, where the hidden layers are 3. The Critic
has 2 layers of 64 Neurons in all no-error cases and 3 hidden
layers of 128 neurons in all other cases except the adaptive
case, where the hidden layers are 4. The optimizations were
performed using Adam [14] with different learning rates lrA
and lrC for the Actor and the Critic, respectively [cf. Table II
for the values being used in each Section of the paper].

All Neural Networks and their parameters optimization
were implemented using Tensorflow [15] and Keras [16].

Section lrA lrC

Section IV A 3 × 10−4 5 × 10−4

Section IV B 1 × 10−4 1 × 10−4

Section IV C 8 × 10−5 1 × 10−4

TABLE II. Values of the learning rates used for Actor and Critic in
the various case studies reported in the paper.

https://www.tensorflow.org/
https://www.tensorflow.org/
https://keras.io
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