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Abstract. We address the problem of automatic synchronisation of the spintronic os-
cillator (STO) by means of reinforcement learning (RL). A numerical solution of the
macrospin Landau-Lifschitz-Gilbert-Slonczewski equation is used to simulate the STO
and we train the two types of RL agents to synchronise with a target frequency within a
fixed number of steps. We explore modifications to this base task and show an improve-
ment in both convergence and energy efficiency of the synchronisation that can be easily
achieved in the simulated environment.

1 Introduction
Spintronic oscillators (STO) [1] come in many forms and shapes and appear in a number of interesting
technical applications, such as magnetic field sensors [2], or in wireless communication [3]. More recently,
a greater focus has been placed on neuromorphic applications that employ multiple oscillators, usually
electrically connected [4, 5, 6]. Many of the aforementioned uses of STOs are based on the consistent
fabrication of oscillators and tuning of the mutual frequencies using current, and some even require real-
time control. In the wake of rapidly arising interest in reinforcement learning (RL) applications, one
avenue is to pretrain an RL controller (an agent) on a simulated environment, then tune it and deploy in
a real environment. This approach, using the actor-critic model, has been demonstrated to work well in
some physical applications, such as plasma control [7, 8]. From an experimental point of view, the main
advantage is that, in a simulation, an RL agent can observe more unique events on a shorter time scale
for a wide range of parameters.

This study addresses the challenge of adapting control inputs to a magnetic tunnel junction (MTJ)
optimised for STO operation to reach the desired frequency efficiently, starting from randomly chosen
magnetic parameters. To achieve that, we apply two RL algorithms and train the models to converge to
a desired target frequency in a smooth fashion. The advantage of using RL, compared to conventional
methods known from control theory, such as proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers, is that
an RL agent can implicitly learn the complex dependency of device parameters on the frequency spectra
and, once trained, operates on devices with a wide parameter spread without the need for re-tuning. In
addition, RL frameworks provide versatility in the design of a reward system, facilitating an intuitive
definition of the optimisation objective, which is also investigated in this study.

2 Theoretical background
We employ a numerical solution of the Landau-Lifschitz-Gilbert-Slonczewski (LLGS) macrospin equation
using the Runge-Kutta 4th order method as the main basis of our simulation [9, 10, 11, 12]. This approach
enables time-series analysis which is close to what can be expected in the experimental setup. We define
an operator M̃ acting on some effective field term Heff :

M̃(Heff , η1, η2) = η1m×Heff + η2m×m×Heff (1)
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where m is the magnetisation at time t, and η1, η2 are field-like and damping-like weighting terms re-
spectively. The magnetisation dynamics is then described by the LLGS equation of the following form:

dm

dt
=

−γ0
1 + α2

G

[M̃(Heff , 1, αG) + M̃(σ,−ηFL, ηDL)] (2)

where σ denotes the fixed polarisation vector that depends on the MTJ configuration, αG is Gilbert’s
damping term, ηDL = ajϵ is the damping-like torque, and ηFL = βηDL is the field-like torque. aj is
defined as:

aj =
h̄je

eµ0MstFM
(3)

and ϵ is:

ϵ =
Pλ2

λ2 + 1 + (λ2 − 1)(m · σ)
(4)

where je is the current density, µ0Ms is the magnetisation saturation, h̄ is Planck’s constant, e is the
electron charge, tFM is the thickness of the ferromagnetic layer, P is the spin current polarisation efficiency,
λ is the angular parameter. β is used as a scaling term for the field-like torque.

In our simulations, we assume that fixed layer polarisation is a unit vector along the x axis, that is,
σ = êx. In the effective field Heff term we account for the external, applied magnetic field, Hext, the
anisotropy field, Hanis, and the demagnetizing field, Hdemag:

Heff = Hext +Hanis +Hdemag (5)

Details on the implementation of the effective field contributions can be found in [13]. Training successful
RL agents requires many iterations and therefore the speed of the simulation is important, hence we use
macrospin models from the cmtj library [13], although the steps described here can also be reproduced
with micromagnetic packages, for example mumax3 [14].

3 Environment design
Often, the key part of constructing a successful RL system lies in the design of the environment. In our
basic setting, we mimic an experimental measurement setup of an STO, as pictured in Fig.1a). A trilayer
CoFeB/MgO/CoFeB-like MTJ is placed in an external magnetic field generated by an electromagnet. An
adjustable direct current (DC) source is connected to the MTJ via the inductive terminal of the bias tee.
The spin torque exerted on the free layer via the STT effect induces the precession of the free layer m,
which in turn leads to the oscillating voltage signal picked up on the capacitive terminal of the bias tee.
Both the direction and the magnitude of the external magnetic field as well as the magnitude of the DC
supply are assumed to be controlled by a black-box controller.

We allow the field to vary between 50 and 1200 kA/m, and both polar (θ) and azimuthal (ϕ) lie in the
(0, π/2) range. The controller can adjust the current density je between ∼ 1010-1011A/m2 [16]. Together,
they form an action tuple (je, Hext, θ, ϕ) and are passed to an RL algorithm in a normalised way, with
values bounded [−1, 1]. The MTJ itself is modelled magnetically primarily using two parameters: the
magnetic perpendicular anisotropy constant Ku and the magnetisation saturation µ0Ms. Given an action,
i.e. the input from the controller, we can configure a simulation with corresponding current density and
magnetic field values. To ensure rapid training, we set the integration time at 1 ps and the simulation
time at about 10 ns, which are sufficiently large to have a good resolution of the resonance spectrum for
this system. For more complicated systems, a smaller integration step is required. In this example, the
simulation solves the LLGS model (2) with preset STT parameters (λ = 0.69, β = αG, P = 1), because
the device will operate in a subswitching regime [10]. At each step, the magnetisation of the agent is
first reset to the same initial, semi-stable condition to avoid numerical issues, specifically non-harmonic
oscillations in the spectrum resulting from sudden change of the input. In principle, the simulation can
be extended and a couple of initial nanoseconds of the run can be discarded to approximate a stable
state, but that would increase the cost and time of the simulation, without much added generality. In
the experiment, the pause between actions provides enough relaxation time, so the concept of restarting
the initial conditions does not exist.

Another component of the RL setup is the observation space. As illustrated in Fig.1a), in the exper-
iment we can only observe the oscillating magnetisation m indirectly through a resistance measurement.
In our setup, we rely on tunnelling magnetoresistance (TMR) calculation, as per formula [17]:

R(m,σ) = RP +
1

2
(RAP −RP)(1−m · σ) (6)



Figure 1: System schematics and training results. (a) The design of a synchronisation task setup which
corresponds to a typical experimental setup used for spintronic oscillators [15]. Green solenoids represent
an electromagnet producing the external magnetic field, in which the sample can be rotated. In the
simulation we rotated the field instead of the sample, but those two designs are equivalent. The con-
troller manipulates the sample (field) rotation, the field magnitude and the magnitude of the current fed
into the sample. A typical experimental structure consists of a trilayer stack CoFeB(1-2 nm)/MgO(1-2
nn)/CoFeB(2-3 nm). (b) Success rate for a SAC and TD3 agent for the oscillator tuning environment,
averaged across 8 runs. After reaching about 1500 evaluation steps the agents achieve almost 100%
success rate of synchronising a randomly sampled MTJ to a desired frequency within limited number of
steps. The imperfect score results derive from synchronisation achieved beyond the designated number
of steps and the boundary target frequency sampling.

where RP denotes the resistance in the parallel state and RAP denotes the resistance in the anti-parallel
state. From the measured time series of the resistance, we extract its frequency spectrum with FFT,
after allowing first 1− 2ns for relaxation to avoid aharmonic frequencies in the output spectrum. Thus,
the observation feature consists of the peak frequency of STO, fmax, the difference between the target
frequency and the peak frequency: ε∗ = |fmax − f∗|, the difference between the peak frequency in the
previous step (t− 1) and the current step t, fdiff = f t−1

max − f t
max, the rate of change of the frequency with

respect to the current, fdiff/dj, and with respect to the field, fdiff/dh, or any of the field angles, fdiff/dθ,
fdiff/dϕ. In the end, similarly to the action input, the observation feature is normalised to [−1, 1], using
some sensible limiting values, such as the maximum possible frequency of oscillation given the magnetic
parameters. Normalisation of the action and the observation space is critical to the proper operation of
network-based algorithms, as spurious inputs result in likewise spurious gradients, which worsen both the
convergence and the stability of training.

4 Simulation results
In our tests, the best results were given by the twin delayed deep-deterministic gradient (TD3) [18] and
soft actor-critic (SAC) [19] algorithms. The baseline reward engineering assumes a fixed small negative
reward for each step where the STO frequency is not sufficiently close to the target frequency, that is,
ε∗ > ε0. If ε∗ < ε0, a large positive reward, R̂sync, is ascribed and the episode is terminated. Each
episode is capped with a maximum number of steps; in our case, we set it to either 50 or 100 attempts at
synchronisation. Fig.1b) presents the average of 8 runs in TD3 and SAC for the baseline simulation. At
the beginning of each episode, we randomly sample the device (µ0Ms,Ku) and the target frequency f∗

such that the frequency target falls within the achievable frequency range under specified action limits.
In our experiments, we generally used a constant learning rate of about 0.002, the discount factor of 0.98,
and small actor feedforward networks [64, 64], where 64 is the number of hidden units per layer.



Figure 2: The effect of the reward shaping strategies on the sample trajectories. (a) shows the RL agent
with plain frequency reward shaping depending on the ε∗, (c) frequency reward shaping and a punishment
on the magnitude of the action derivative, and (e) presents baseline with a fixed punishment for each
step taken, with no reward signal on neither action derivative magnitude nor ε∗. (b, d, f) show a sample
trajectory from an agent with frequency reward shaping, frequency reward shaping and punishment on
the magnitude of action derivative, and no shaping respectively. Synchronised state is given in the most
opaque colour. As seen in (f), the agent with no shaping is more eager to explore a wider range of
frequencies which may lead to the sample deterioration due to drastic changes in applied field or current.

4.1 Reward shaping
In the following, we describe the influence of different changes to the reward system on the controller’s
ability to smoothly synchronise to a desired frequency. In reward shaping, the punishment applied at
each step when the STO is not synchronised to the desired frequency is proportional to the difference
between the target and the achieved frequency:

Rδf = |ε∗ − ε0| (7)

Secondly, we consider energy optimisation and smoothness of the transition. Drastic changes in the cur-
rent density and field magnitude result in a greater amount of energy being used and may be detrimental
to the devices under test. Thus, it is desirable to reduce the magnitude of the action derivatives taken
at each step as much as possible. We compute the square of the normalised action derivative vector and
assign an additional weighted punishment to the agent proportional to its magnitude:

Rδa = (at − at−1)
2 (8)

where at denotes normalised action taken at time t. The results showing the impact of Rδf and Rδa are
shown in Fig.2. Introducing reward shaping (7) causes smoother exploration of the action space and,
thus, results in less chaotic convergence overall. Punishment on the magnitude of the action derivative
(8) produces even smoother convergence, where each action parameter was slightly tweaked, rather than
being rotated by larger values. Because we limit the action to sensible values, the agent necessarily must
use values of the external field or current density that should not destroy the sample.

Finally, we may wish to synchronise with a greatest possible Q-factor. To that end, we employ the
normalised Q-factor definition:

R̂Q∗ =
Ar

∆f
(9)

where Ar is the amplitude at the oscillating frequency and ∆f is the bandwidth defined as the width
at full width at half maximum. We prefer this definition because it does not promote a behaviour that



Figure 3: The effect of the Q-factor reward shaping, averaged over 8 runs per each variant. (a-b) present
the success rate and Q-factor values over time for SAC with Q factor reward enabled (blue) and disabled
(red). (b) the agent with Q-factor reward does not promote lowering the amplitude when searching
for target frequency, though this may result in longer synchronisation times (a), as more steps may be
required to arrive at the desired state with sufficiently large Q-factor. (c) a sample agent trajectory
with Q-reward, completed in 6 steps. Though the final state is not necessarily the highest Q-factor
among other, unsynchronised states, a relatively large Q-factor is retained in the final state nevertheless.
Sampled device had the following parameters: µ0Ms = 0.98T and Ku = 305.93 kJ/m3. Final control
values are listed in (c).

selects higher oscillating frequencies and instead supports larger amplitudes. In the reward function we
modify the reward on successful synchronisation event by appending a weighted Q∗ value, so that the
final reward has the form of:

R = ζ1Rδf + ζ2Rδa + R̂synch + ζ3R̂Q∗ (10)

with ζ1, ζ2, ζ3 denoting weighting for each of the reward functions. R̂ rewards are applied only on the
synchronisation event. Combined with derivative magnitude shaping, R̂Q∗ has the side effect that the
agent needs a larger number of steps for synchronisation, as seen in Fig.3, but helps in generating higher-
quality oscillations.

5 Outlook
Automatic synchronisation of the STO to a desired frequency poses many challenges revolving around
smooth arrival to the synchronised state or achieving a large, energy-efficient Q-factor. We show that
using relatively straightforward methods, some of those challenges can be addressed in the simulation
setup. It should be noted that the framework presented here can be extended to the control of other
devices such as voltage controlled magnetic anisotropy (VCMA) [20] field sensors [21] where field noise
must be balanced against the sensor sensitivity parameters [22]. In this case, the control parameters are
the applied voltage, controlling the magnitude of the VCMA effect, thus the sensitivity, and the bias
current supplied to the MTJ which affects both the noise magnitude and the sensitivity.
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