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We revisit the theory of dissipative mechanics in RLC circuits, allowing for circuit elements to have
nonlinear constitutive relations, and for the circuit to have arbitrary topology. We systematically
generalize the dissipationless Hamiltonian mechanics of an LC circuit to account for resistors and
incorporate the physical postulate that the resulting RLC circuit thermalizes with its environment
at a constant positive temperature. Our theory explains stochastic fluctuations, or Johnson noise,
which are mandated by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem. Assuming Gaussian Markovian noise,
we obtain exact expressions for multiplicative Johnson noise through nonlinear resistors in circuits
with convenient (parasitic) capacitors and/or inductors. With linear resistors, our formalism is
describable using a Kubo-Martin-Schwinger-invariant Lagrangian formalism for dissipative thermal
systems. Generalizing our technique to quantum circuits could lead to an alternative way to study
decoherence in nonlinear superconducting circuits without the Caldeira-Leggett formalism.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Qubits made out of superconducting circuits [1–6] represent a promising candidate qubit for building a scalable
fault-tolerant quantum computer. Some schemes even exist to use dissipation to assist in error correction [7, 8]. As
with all quantum technologies, one of the important challenges in building robust qubits is protecting them against
decoherence with a thermal environment.

A common way that dissipation with environmental degrees of freedom is modeled in the literature is via the
Caldeira-Leggett model [9], in which a dissipative bath is modeled by a large number of dissipationless degrees of
freedom. This approach is frequently used in the literature on circuit quantization [6, 10–14]. Yet in a quantum setting,
it is rather undesirable to include a very large number of degrees of freedom (which causes enormous computational
overhead) simply to account for the existence of dissipation. In principle, it would be more desirable to simply model
the dissipative dynamics with a Lindblad master equation, describing the open quantum dynamics of only the relevant
circuit degrees of freedom.

Before such a task can be achieved, it is desirable to first develop a thorough understanding of the classical dy-
namics of electrical circuits interacting with a thermal bath, within a framework that is amenable to quantization.
For dissipationless LC circuits, this has recently been achieved in an intriniscally Hamiltonian formulation of circuit
mechanics [15, 16], building on earlier work [17–19]. This Hamiltonian formulation contrasts with the more conven-
tional Lagrangian approach used in much of the superconducting circuit literature [1, 4–6, 12, 20–27]. For dissipative
circuits with linear resistors, [16, 28, 29] have also incorporated the resistors within a classical Hamiltonian formalism
via Rayleigh dissipative functions.

This paper provides an alternative route towards systematically incorporating dissipation into the mechanical theory
of electrical circuits. Following the recent literature on effective theories for thermal systems [30–34], we write down a
dissipative Lagrangian for the dynamics of an RLC circuit with Gaussian white noise. The approach is closely related
to the much older Martin-Siggia-Rose (MSR) Lagrangian [35] for stochastic dynamics. Indeed, a crucial aspect of
our construction is that it necessarily incorporates both dissipation along with stochastic fluctuations, which are
mandated by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem. Indeed, it is not consistent with statistical mechanics to neglect the
presence of noise when modeling a dissipative system. Hence, we must develop a description of circuit dynamics for
circuits in thermal equilibrium at temperature T , ensuring our description is compatible with the laws of statistical
physics. We can accomplish this without needing to worry about the microscopic details of the environment and its
coupling to the relevant circuit degrees of freedom. In our view, this makes our starting point more physically natural
than a Rayleigh dissipative function, although we will ultimately see how to reproduce (and generalize) the physics
of Rayleigh dissipative functions within our framework.

As our formalism necessarily incorporates both dissipative and stochastic physics, it allows us to reproduce the
physics of Johnson noise [36–38], which was an important historical benchmark for testing the fluctuation-dissipation
theorem itself (or, more precisely, testing that physical systems are in thermal equilibrium). When resistors are linear,
we will explain how the MSR theory reproduces the textbook predictions for Johnson noise in complete generality.
However, at least in principle, it is also transparent in our framework how to model nonlinear resistors, which imply
multiplicative Johnson noise. There have been inconsistent predictions in the literature [39, 40] on the correct form
of multiplicative Johnson noise; our formalism gives unambiguous predictions which can be derived transparently. In
particular, for circuits where resistors have suitable “parasitic” capacitors or inductors alongside them, we are able
to give simple analytic expressions for multiplicative Johnson noise, regardless of the global circuit topology. In the
appropriate limiting case, our results agree with [40].

This paper focuses on classical circuits, as the problem is already somewhat involved. Nevertheless, we do expect
that our methods could be a starting point for building intrinsically dissipative descriptions of quantum RLC circuits,
in future work.

2. REVIEW OF STOCHASTIC AND DISSIPATIVE MECHANICS

In a physical setting, the fluctuation-dissipation theorem requires both dissipation and stochastic noise, so it is
sensible to demand that any systematic formalism for modeling dissipative circuit dynamics can account for both. In
this paper, we will focus on modeling circuits that are in thermal equilibrium at finite temperature T , such that the
probability of finding the circuit in configuration ξ in equilibrium is

P (ξ) = Z−1e−βE(ξ). (2.1)

Here E is the combined energy of the capacitive and inductive elements, while β is inverse temperature. Z is a
normalization constant which, as we will see, is not important.
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Our interest is in first–order stochastic differential equations (a.k.a. Langevin equations) with Gaussian white noise:

ẋα = fα(x) +Mαµξµ(t) (2.2)

where ξµ(t) are independent and identically distributed Gaussian random white noise:

⟨ξµ(t)ξν(s)⟩ = 2δµνδ(t− s). (2.3)

We use µν indices to denote the noise variables vs. αβ indices to represent the physical degrees of freedom, because we
may have a smaller number of noise variables than coordinates xα. Here and below we invoke the Einstein summation
convention on repeated indices, unless otherwise stated. If Mαµ is a constant matrix independent of x, then this
Langevin equation is well-defined; otherwise, more care is required [41] to regulate the stochastic equation. We will
explain later how to correctly regularize the problem for systems in thermal equilibrium. Because we will find it useful
to distinguish between constant and non-constant noise, we introduce the following terminology:

Definition 2.1 (Multiplicative noise). Stochastic equation (2.2) has multiplicative noise if Mαµ(x) is not constant.

An important question is what constraints should be placed on (2.2) to ensure that thermal equilibrium (2.1)
describes a statistical steady state to which the stochastic dynamics relaxes. We now describe a few related ways to
achieve this goal.

2.1. The Martin-Siggia-Rose formalism

The first approach we will use to study (2.2) is based on generalizing Lagrangian mechanics to dissipative and
stochastic systems. This approach is inspired by the desire to calculate the transition probability P (xα(t) =
aα|xα(0) = bα) – namely, the probability to go from microstate b to microstate a in time t. One popular way
of trying to evaluate this transition probability (density function) is by using the Martin-Siggia-Rose (MSR) path
integral: [35]

P (xα(t) = aα|xα(0) = bα) =

ˆ

x(t)=a,x(0)=b

DxDξ δ(ẋα − fα(x)−Mαµξµ) exp

[
−1

4

ˆ
dt ξµξµ

]
. (2.4)

The path integral over ξ corresponds to averaging over the random noise, and is subject to appropriate boundary
conditions. If we interpret (2.2) in the Ito formulation (see e.g. [41] for details), then we can perform standard path
integral manipulations to write

P (xα(t) = aα|xα(0) = bα) =

ˆ

x(t)=a,x(0)=b

DxDξDπ exp

[
i

ˆ
dt

(
πα(ẋα − fα(x)−Mαµξµ) +

i

4
ξµξµ

)]
, (2.5)

where π is a Lagrange multiplier enforcing the equation of motion. In the presence of Gaussian noise, we can then
integrate out Gaussian variable ξµ, and we obtain

P (xα(t) = aα|xα(0) = bα) =

ˆ

x(t)=a,x(0)=b

DxDπ exp

[
i

ˆ
dt (πα(ẋα − fα(x)) + iMαµMβµπαπβ)

]
. (2.6)

This transition probability looks exactly like Feynman’s path integral, weighted by exp
[
i
´
dt L

]
. The resulting

Lagrangian is given a name:

Definition 2.2 (MSR Lagrangian). An MSR Lagrangian L(πα, xα) is a complex valued function of the form

L = παẋα −H(πα, xα) (2.7)

such that H(0, xα) = 0 and Im(H) ≤ 0.

In this paper, as in (2.6), H will be at most quadratic in πα, because the noise in the stochastic process is Gaussian.
While the MSR Lagrangian is what appears in the admittedly nonrigorous path integral, in many useful cases, we will
see that it can be a “mnemonic” for a Fokker-Planck equation that is unambiguously defined. We also note that the
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requirement H(0, xα) = 0 is motivated by our path integral derivation of the MSR Lagrangian, while the condition
Im(H) ≤ 0 will ensure the physical requirement that the noise variance is positive.

The utility of the MSR Lagrangian comes from its ability to very beautifully incorporate the assumption that the
system approaches a known steady-state [41], which manifests as a simple symmetry of the MSR Lagrangian. In
this paper, we are interested in systems where this steady state is thermal equilibrium (2.1) [30–34] where, in many
relevant settings, the MSR Lagrangian can be shown to be time-reversal symmetric:1

Definition 2.3 (Time-reversal symmetry). Given a desired thermal steady state (2.1), MSR Lagrangian L is time-
reversal symmetric if H, defined in (2.7), obeys

H(πα(t), xα(t)) = H(−ηα(πα(−t)− iβ∂αE), ηαxα(−t)). (2.8)

for some ηα ∈ {±1} (there is no sum on repeated α index here).

At the (not rigorous) level of path integrals, it is simple [41] to show that time-reversal symmetry implies the
microscopic detailed balance condition

P (xα(t) = aα|xα(0) = bα)e
−βE(bα) = P (xα(t) = ηαbα|xα(0) = ηαaα)e

−βE(ηαaα), (2.9)

as long as E(ηa) = E(a).
In general, (2.6) will certainly not be invariant under (2.8). Indeed, so long as the xα are all defined on the real

line (so that the phase space of the dynamics is topologically trivial), the most general theory we can consider, whose
MSR Lagrangian is quadratic in π and is invariant under (2.8), is [41]

L = παẋα + iKβα(x)πβ(πα − iβ∂αE). (2.10)

This is time-reversal symmetric so long as (no sum on repeated indices):

Kβα = Kαβηαηβ . (2.11)

The MSR Lagrangians above are very useful for both direct comparison to a Langevin equation, as well as to the
Fokker-Planck equation, as we will discuss shortly. However, we will also find it useful when building MSR Lagrangians
for circuits, to put them in a slightly different form, which we will call “dissipative Lagrangians” to remind the reader
of a few technical differences spelled out below. Suppose for simplicity that the matrix K is invertible:

KαβQβγ = Tδαγ , (2.12)

where

T =
1

β
(2.13)

denotes temperature. By making the change of variable

πα = QαβΠβ , (2.14)

we can write (2.10) as

L = iTQβαΠα(Πβ − iβẋβ) +Πα∂αE. (2.15)

With these new variables, we can modify our previous definitions as follows:

Definition 2.4 (Dissipative Lagrangian/time-reversal). A dissipative Lagrangian L(Πα, xα) obeys L(0, xα) = 0,
Im(L) ≥ 0, and (no sum on α):

L(−ηα(Πα(−t)− iβẋα(−t)), ηαxα(−t)) = L̃(Πα, xα) + iβ
dE

dt
. (2.16)

L̃ must also obey L̃(0, xα) = 0 and Im(L̃) ≥ 0. If L̃ = L, the Lagrangian is time-reversal symmetric.

If (2.10) is time-reversal symmetric by Definition 2.3, then (2.15) is time-reversal symmetric by Definition 2.4. Also,
Definition 2.4 can be interpreted as Kubo-Martin-Schwinger symmetry in the Schwinger-Keldysh path integral for
dissipative systems [34].

1 While one could envision an even more general definition of time-reversal symmetry, the one below will suffice for the present paper.
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2.2. Fokker-Planck equation

We will also find it useful to interpret the stochastic equation (2.2) in an alternative way, wherein we solve a partial
differential equation called the Fokker-Planck equation (FPE) for the probability density P (x, t) of finding the system
at microstate x at time t. In the setting where Mαµ is constant in (2.2), the derivation of such a Fokker-Planck
equation is unambiguous and can be found in textbooks [42]:

Proposition 2.5 (Fokker-Planck equation). Given stochastic equation (2.2) with constantMαµ, the probability density
P (x, t) obeys the Fokker-Planck equation:

∂tP = −∂α(fαP ) +
1

2
MαµMβµ∂α∂βP. (2.17)

P (x(t) = a|x(0) = b) is the Green’s function to the Fokker-Planck equation (2.17).

Now, following [41], we will define the following procedure for converting an MSR Lagrangian into a FPE, when
noise is multiplicative:

Definition 2.6 (Fokker-Planck equation for MSR Lagrangian with multiplicative noise). Consider a system with
thermal steady state (2.1) and MSR Lagrangian (2.10). If Kβα is positive definite and invertible, then the Fokker-
Planck equation defining the stochastic process is

∂tP = ∂β (Kβα(x) (∂αP + βP∂αE)) . (2.18)

A solution to this differential equation is the thermal steady state: P (x, t) = exp[−βE(x)].

The reason we define the FPE first via (2.18) is that we are guaranteed to have a thermal steady state. That is
not trivial to achieve for general multiplicative noise, starting from (2.2). In particular, using the Ito regularization
of stochastic equations, which is most commonly employed, one wishes to write

∂tP = ∂α∂β

(
1

2
DαβP

)
− ∂α (fαP ) . (2.19)

Comparing (2.18) and (2.19), we notice that

Dαβ = Kαβ +Kβα, (2.20a)

fα = −βKαβ∂βE + ∂β
Kαβ +Kβα

2
. (2.20b)

The MSR path integral is “formally” defined assuming regularization (2.19), whereas we want (2.18). In practice,
we will always use Definition 2.6 in the presence of multiplicative noise before carrying out any physical calculation,
although we will see that the language of dissipative and MSR Lagrangians makes obtaining this eventual FPE much
more transparent for electrical circuit mechanics.

3. THEORY OF CIRCUIT DYNAMICS

Having reviewed a general formalism for dissipative and stochastic dynamics, we now apply these methods to the
analysis of classical RLC circuits. In this section, we focus on the simplifying problem of linear resistors, which we
will see corresponds to constant (not multiplicative) noise. In this setting we can perform exact manipulations with
dissipative Lagrangians, which cleanly connect to standard expectations about Johnson noise in the literature. The
more subtle problem of nonlinear resistors, which implies multiplicative noise, is the subject of Section 4.

3.1. Overview of circuits

We begin by reviewing a mathematical formalism for describing circuits [43]. Firstly, given any set X, let

D(X) = span (|x⟩ : x ∈ X) . (3.1)

With this notation in mind, it is natural to view a circuit as a directed graph.
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Definition 3.1 (Graphs). Let V denote a set of vertices associated to some graph G. The edge set E ⊂ V × V is an
ordered pair of vertices corresponding to the start and end point of the directed edge.

Definition 3.2 (Loop). A loop l of length n is a special subset of edges of the form

l = {(v1, v2), (v2, v3), . . . , (vn, v1)} ⊆ E . (3.2)

It is also acceptable for some edges in the loop to be backwards, e.g. l = {(v1, v2), (v3, v2), . . .}. We associate a loop
set L to graph G, such that for arbitrary loop l, there exist p ≥ 1 loops m1, . . . ,mp ∈ L such that l ⊆ m1 ∪ · · · ∪mp.

Definition 3.3 (Cut). c ⊆ E is a cut of graph G if and only if there exists a partition of the vertex set V = V1 ∪ V2

(with V1 ∩ V2 = ∅) such that

c = {(u, v) ∈ E : {u, v} ̸⊂ V1 and {u, v} ̸⊂ V2}. (3.3)

In other words, a cut corresponds to the set of edges that cross between the partition V1 and V2.

Definition 3.4 (Boundary maps). The boundary maps of a graph are the following matrices A : D(V) → D(E) and
B : D(E) → D(L):

Aev = ⟨e|A|v⟩ =





1 ∃u such that e = (u, v)

−1 ∃u such that e = (v, u)

0 otherwise

(3.4a)

Ble = ⟨l|B|e⟩ =





1 e and l are oriented alike

−1 e and l are oriented unalike

0 e and l do not intersect.

(3.4b)

Notice that the definition of the loop set L in Definition 3.2 is chosen to ensure that the matrix Ble defined above
provides a map from arbitrary loops to edges. Definition 3.4, among other upcoming definitions, is illustrated in a
simple example in Figure 1. We state without proof the following well known fact from graph theory, which amounts
to the statement that a loop has no boundary:

Proposition 3.5. D(V) A−→ D(E) B−→ D(L) is a short exact sequence over vector spaces, and

Ker(B) = Im(A). (3.5)

We are now ready to define a circuit as a graph with edges of different “flavors”. Obviously, the definition below
is not meant to capture everything that could reasonably called an electrical circuit; instead, it is serves to clearly
delineate the scope of what we will study in this paper.

Definition 3.6 (Circuit). In this paper, we define a circuit to be a graph G with a partition of the edge set E = C∪I∪R,
where these three sets are all disjoint. Physically, this partition of edges into sets R, C, and I will correspond to
resistive, capacitive, and inductive elements of the circuit, respectively. We define projectors on D(E) which restrict
to one of the three types of edges:

PI =
∑

e∈I
|e⟩⟨e|, (3.6a)

PC =
∑

e∈C
|e⟩⟨e|, (3.6b)

PR =
∑

e∈R
|e⟩⟨e|. (3.6c)

For reasons that will be clear as we develop the formalism, we will further partition the set R into the disjoint sets
S and P: R = S ∪ P with S ∩ P = ∅. The sets S and P will, roughly, correspond to resistors that are in series with
a desired element and resistors that are in parallel with a desired element. These “desired” elements will be specific,
useful parasitic elements when we discuss nonlinear circuits in Section 4. The choice of S and P is not unique, and
we defer a detailed discussion of good choices to Algorithm 3.12. Nevertheless, we define PR = PS + PP where

PS =
∑

e∈S
|e⟩⟨e|, (3.7a)
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e1

e2e3

e4

e5

e6

e7

e8

e9

e10

e11

e12

v1 v2 v3

v4

v5 v6

v7

l1

l2l3

l4

l5

l6

l7

(a) A directed graph with V = {v1, v2, v3, v4, v5, v6, v7},
E = {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5, e6, e7, e8, e9, e10, e11, e12}, and

L = {l1, l2, l3, l4, l5, l6, l7}.

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

e7

e8

e9

e10

e11

e12

v1 v2 v3

v4

v5 v6

v7

l1

l2l3
l4

l5

l6

l7

(b) For the circuit at hand, the edges are colored according to
set inclusion. The sets of interest for this diagram are

C = {e1, e6, e12, e9}, I = {e3, e4, e8, e10}, R = E \ (C ∪ I),
S = {e2, e7}, and P = {e5, e11}. The sets S and P are chosen
to be consistent with the algorithm given in Section 3.3.1,

but any choice of S and P such that S ∪ P = R is physically
acceptable.

A =

v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7





-1 1 0 0 0 0 0 e1
0 -1 0 0 1 0 0 e2
1 0 0 0 -1 0 0 e3
-1 0 0 1 0 0 0 e4
0 0 0 -1 1 0 0 e5
0 -1 0 1 0 0 0 e6
0 -1 1 0 0 0 0 e7
0 0 -1 0 0 0 1 e8
0 0 0 0 0 1 -1 e9
0 0 0 0 1 -1 0 e10
0 0 0 0 -1 0 1 e11
0 -1 0 0 0 0 1 e12

B =

e1 e2 e3 e4 e5 e6 e7 e8 e9 e10 e11 e12





-1 0 0 1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 l1
0 -1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 l2
0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 -1 l4
0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 1 l5
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 l6
1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 l7

(c) The matrices A and B for the graph and circuit drawn in (a) and (b).

Capacitor

Inductor Element of P

Element of S

(d) Depicted above is the color scheme that will
be employed in all diagrams in this paper.

FIG. 1: Pictured above are a pair of drawings. The drawing (a) is simply a graph, while (b) is a full–fledged circuit.
Since the boundary maps A and B depend only upon the underlying graph structure of a circuit, A and B may be
read just as easily off of the drawing in (a) as off of the drawing (b). On the other hand, various projectors onto

edge sets may be read only off of the drawing in (b).

PP =
∑

e∈P
|e⟩⟨e|. (3.7b)

The dynamical degrees of freedom of a circuit are a subset of flux variables ϕv defined at each vertex of a graph,
and charge variables ql defined on each loop in a graph. More abstractly we could think of |ϕ⟩ ∈ D(V) and |q⟩ ∈ D(L).
For each edge e ∈ I or e ∈ C, we define an energy

Ee =





EI
e

(∑

v

Aevϕv

)
e ∈ I

EC
e

(∑

l

qlBle

)
e ∈ C

. (3.8)

R =
∑

e∈R
Re|e⟩⟨e|. (3.9)

As a slight abuse of notation, we will write

R−1 =
∑

e∈R

1

Re
|e⟩⟨e|. (3.10)
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While R−1 is not precisely the inverse of R, it satisfies RR−1 = R−1R = PR, and in our formalism R will never
appear without PR. To build our formalism for dissipative circuits, we need to make one further assumption:

Assumption 3.7 (Thermal equilibrium). (2.1) describes the statistical steady state of the circuit, where

E =
∑

e∈I∪C
Ee. (3.11)

The circuit is in thermal equilibrium, with energy stored in inductors and capacitors.

3.2. The dissipative Lagrangian

We are now ready to write down a locally valid dissipative Lagrangian (Definition 2.4) for general RLC circuits,
as defined in the previous subsection. As has been discussed previously [15, 16, 44], it is possible that there are
global singularities which require care to resolve, and we do not focus on resolving all such possible singularities in
the present paper. We now introduce a summary of the notation we will use in what follows:

Definition 3.8 (Dissipative Lagrangian for RLC circuit). The physical degrees of freedom in a circuit are

|X⟩ =
(∑

v ϕv|v⟩∑
l ql|l⟩⟩

)
=

(
|ϕ⟩
|q⟩

)
, (3.12)

and we define “noise variables”

|Π⟩ =
(∑

v πv|v⟩∑
l σl|l⟩⟩

)
=

(
|π⟩
|q⟩

)
(3.13)

for each. The following matrices will also appear frequently:

Λ =

(
A 0
0 B⊺

)
(3.14a)

Γ =

(
PPR

−1 PS + PC

PP + PI PSR

)
(3.14b)

K = Λ⊺ΓΛ (3.14c)

K± =
1

2
(K ±K⊺). (3.14d)

Intuitively: Λ plays the role of a boundary map on the phase space (whose coordinates are captured by |X⟩). With this
notation, the dissipative Lagrangian for an RLC circuit is

L = ⟨Π|K|Ẋ⟩+ iT ⟨Π|K+|Π⟩+ ⟨Π|h⟩, (3.15)

where we have defined |h⟩ to be the gradients of the nondissipative energy:

|h⟩ =




∑

v

∂E

∂ϕv
|v⟩

∑

l

∂E

∂ql
|l⟩.


 (3.16)

The definiton above serves as one of the main results of the paper. It is, in a very precise sense, the correct Lagrangian
for a dissipative circuit. As we will see, it encodes the correct fluctuation-dissipation theorem (i.e. Johnson noise)
for resistors, as well as incorporating the physical assumptions of Kirchoff’s current and voltage laws. In Section 3.6,
we will see that our results reduce to those based on Rayleigh dissipative functions when stochastic fluctuations are
neglected. We now explain that:

Observation 3.9. The Euler-Lagrange equations for ϕ̇v and q̇l associated with (3.15) are only satisfied if Kirchoff’s
current and voltage laws for a circuit are obeyed, with each element of the circuit obeying the correct constitutive
relations.
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To justify Observation 3.9, first notice that the equations of motion for ϕ̇v and q̇l are:

0 =
δS

δπv
=
(
⟨v| 0

) [
K|Ẋ⟩+ 2iTK+|Π⟩+ |h⟩

]

= ⟨v|A⊺PPR
−1A|ϕ̇⟩+ ⟨v|A⊺PSB

⊺|q̇⟩+ ⟨v|A⊺PCB
⊺|q̇⟩+ ∂E

∂ϕv
+ 2iT ⟨v|A⊺PPR

−1A|π⟩

=
∑

e

Aev

[
I[e ∈ P ]

1

Re

(
ϕ̇e + 2iTπe

)
+ I[e ∈ S]q̇e + I[e ∈ C]q̇e + I[e ∈ I]∂Ee

∂ϕe

]
(3.17a)

0 =
δS

δσl
=
(
0 ⟨l|

) [
K|Ẋ⟩+ 2iTK+|Π⟩+ |h⟩

]

= ⟨l|B(PP + PI)A|ϕ̇⟩+ ⟨l|BPSRB
⊺|q̇⟩+ ∂E

∂ql
+ 2iT ⟨l|BPSB

⊺|σ⟩

=
∑

e

Ble

[
I[e ∈ P ]ϕ̇e + I[e ∈ I]ϕ̇e + I[e ∈ S]Re (q̇e + 2iTσe) + I[e ∈ C]∂Ee

∂qe

]
(3.17b)

While these equations are not in the “standard form” of a Langevin equation presented in (2.2), they are actually in
a highly amenable form to explain how they encode stochastic Kirchoff’s laws. Indeed, recall that

PP + PS + PC + PI = I, (3.18a)

BA = 0. (3.18b)

As these two facts imply, e.g.,

B(PP + PI)A = −B(PS + PC)A, (3.19)

we then write

0 =
δS

δπv
=
∑

e∈P
Aev

[
1

Re
(ϕ̇e + 2iTπe)− q̇e

]
+
∑

e∈I
Aev

[
∂E

∂ϕe
− q̇e

]
(3.20a)

0 =
δS

δσl
=
∑

e∈S
Ble

[
Re(q̇e + 2iTσe)− ϕ̇e

]
+
∑

e∈C
Ble

[
∂E

∂qe
− ϕ̇e

]
. (3.20b)

Since we have demanded that the deterministic, energetic part of the Lagrangian depends on ql only as
∑

l qlBle and
ϕv only as

∑
v Aevϕv, we have written

∂E

∂ϕv
=
∑

e∈I
Aev

∂E

∂ϕe
. (3.21)

We have made a similar observation for the derivative of E with respect to ql. Notice that if each term in brackets in
(3.20) vanished separately, then Kirchoff’s current and voltage laws would all be obeyed. To see that this is indeed
the case, we prove:

Proposition 3.10 (Gauge symmetry). The equations of motion (3.20), and the dissipative Lagrangian (3.15), are
both invariant under the following gauge symmetries (redundancies in coordinate descriptions):

• Given any |l⟩ ∈ D(L) such that (PP + PI)B
T|l⟩ = BT|l⟩, for arbitrary function f(t), L is invariant under

|q⟩ → |q⟩+ f(t)|l⟩. (3.22)

In other words, each loop in P ∪ I removes one ql degree of freedom.

• Given any |u⟩ ∈ D(V) such that (PS + PC)A|u⟩ = A|u⟩, L is invariant under

|ϕ⟩ → |ϕ⟩+ f(t)|u⟩. (3.23)

In other words, each cut in S ∪ C removes one ϕv degree of freedom.

Therefore, the constitutive relations in (3.20) hold on each edge of the circuit.
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Proof. The first line of (3.20) may be read as

0 =
∑

e

A⊺(PI + PP )|γ⟩ (3.24)

with |γ⟩ =
∑

e γe|e⟩ taking on the values

γe =





1

Re
(ϕ̇e − 2iTπe)− q̇e e ∈ P

∂E

∂ϕe
− q̇e e ∈ I

. (3.25)

We now invoke the following useful fact, stated without proof:

Proposition 3.11 ([43], Corollary B.5). If |γ⟩ ≠ 0 satisfies (3.24), there exists some vector |ψ⟩ such that

(PI + PP )|γ⟩ = B⊺|ψ⟩. (3.26)

Likewise, if |γ′⟩ ≠ 0 satisfies

0 = B(PI + PP )|γ′⟩ (3.27)

then there exists some vector |φ⟩ such that

(PI + PP )|γ′⟩ = A|φ⟩. (3.28)

For the case (3.24), we can now use (3.26) to conclude that |γ⟩ ≠ 0 only if (3.22) is obeyed for some loop contained
in P ∪ I, as stated in the proposition. Such a loop modifies (3.20a) to

δS

δπv
=
∑

e∈P

Aev

[
1

Re
(ϕ̇e + 2iTπe)− q̇e

]
+
∑

e∈I
Aev

[
∂E

∂ϕe
− q̇e

]
−
∑

e∈P∪I
ḟ(t)ψlBleAev (3.29)

for some coefficients ψl ∈ {0,±1} that encode the particular loop in P ∪ I. Since the loop by construction has edges
entirely within P ∪ I, we can use BA = 0 to show that the last term above vanishes. Therefore, we are free to take
the solution where γe = 0, and the constitutive relations hold.
The result that the constitutive relation for resistors in S and capacitors holds is acquired very similarly, and we

do not present it explicitly.
Lastly we confirm that (3.15) is invariant. By construction of K in (3.14), notice that the two gauge transformations

(when packaged into |X⟩) are right null vectors of K. The gauge transformation (3.22) cannot change the q variables
on any element of C, since the loop is contained entirely in P ∪ I; hence, |h⟩ is independent of (3.22).2 A similar
argument holds for flux gauge transformations.

Since the constitutive relations for circuit elements are always obeyed, it follows that circuits are physically equiv-
alent to their simplified (via ordinary addition of circuit elements in series and parallel) versions. While the simpli-
fication of networks via constitutive relations is certainly well understood, it it not necessarily transparent from the
dissipative Lagrangian alone how this arises. We will see how to achieve this in Section 3.3.3.

3.3. Removing constraints

In many approaches to dissipative circuit mechanics [16–19], Kirchhoff’s laws are incorporated into a theory in the
form of constraints, generalized forces, etc. Indeed, as will describe in detail, the dissipative Lagrangian (3.15) itself is
generically subject to constraints – not all degrees of freedom are independent. A systematic removal of constrained
degrees of freedom played a crucial role in finding an efficient algorithm for finding the Hamiltonian formulation of
circuit mechanics, and ultimately circuit quantization of an equal number of charges and flux degrees of freedom.
Clearly in general, (3.15) need not have an equal number of ϕv and ql degrees of freedom. We therefore endeavor to
find a complete classification, and systematic prescription to remove, all constrained variables in a transparent way.

2 This is easy to see by picking |l⟩ in (3.22) as a basis vector in L, which implies that Ee
C must all be independent of ql = ⟨q|l⟩.
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In our framework, which will closely follow [15, 43], one motivation for the importance of removing constraints can
be more concretely seen as follows. Lagrangians of the form (3.15) are not in the MSR form (2.10). In order to study
fully nonlinear stochastic circuit dynamics, it is essential to obtain a theory of the form (2.10) so that we may invoke
Definition 2.6. Naively, all that is required to massage a quadratic (in noise variables) dissipative Lagrangian into a
quadratic MSR Lagrangian is the ability to invert K. However, K is singular. Nonetheless, if K were of the form

K =

(
K̃ 0
0 0

)
(3.30)

in some basis with K̃ invertible, we have hope of obtaining (2.10) by treating the lower block of |Π⟩ and |X⟩ as
Lagrange multipliers that enforce constraints on this set of degrees of freedom, rendering them not independent. By
enforcing such constraints, we could then reduce the degrees of freedom to those in the block where K̃ is invertible.
Happily, this task may be accomplished in some level of generality.

3.3.1. A good choice of S and P

In our endeavor to remove constraints, it turns out that our freedom to choose S and P according to convenience is
surprisingly powerful. While it is generally true that constraints arising from (3.15) may be solved equivalently with
any choice of S and P, the problem of formally resolving all possible constraints with a generic choice is nontrivial. As
such, we will leverage our freedom of choice and specify an algorithm for choosing S and P that is amenable to both
formal discussion and practical calculation. While eventually we will give an explicit enumeration of all constraints
present in a generic disspative Lagrangian, and prove that they are all solvable, we first present our particular choice
of S and P in the form of an algorithm:

Algorithm 3.12. Order the edges in R such that R = {e1, e2, . . . , e|R|}. Define the set S(0) to include every edge in

R, and define P(0) to be empty. For i = 1 to i = |R|, perform the following recursive operation:

• If ei is in a loop involving only edges in S(i−1) and C, then define

S(i) = S(i−1) \ {ei} (3.31a)

P(i) = P(i−1) ∪ {ei} (3.31b)

• Otherwise, define

S(i) = S(i−1) (3.32a)

P(i) = P(i−1) (3.32b)

Let S = S(|R|) and P = P(|R|).

The following results will make clear the utility of the choice of S and P espoused above.

Proposition 3.13. Let C ⊂ E be a cut of some graph G, and let L ⊂ E be a loop of the same graph. There exists
some natural number n ∈ N such that

|C ∩ L| = 2n. (3.33)

In other words, a loop and a cut cannot have an odd number of edges in common.

Proof. A cut C induced a partition of V into the sets V1 and V2. Define a function f : V → Z2 such that

f(v) =

{
0 v ∈ V1

1 v ∈ V2
. (3.34)

Let the vertices v1, v2, . . . , vk be the vertices traversed by the loop L. If an edge e = (u, v) is in C, then

f(u)− f(v) = 1 mod 2 (3.35)
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since e is an edge that connects V1 to V2. The sum, with v−1 = vk,

k∑

i=1

(f(vi)− f(vi−1)) = 0 mod 2 (3.36)

since it is a telescoping sum. However, (3.36) also counts the number of edges in common between L and C mod 2.
Hence, the number of shared edges must be even if (3.36) holds; this implies (3.33).

Corollary 3.14. If S and P are chosen according to Algorithm 3.12, then:

1. If there is a loop of edges l ⊂ E such that l ∩ (I ∪ P) = ∅, then l ⊆ C.

2. If there is a cut of edges c ⊂ E such that c ∩ (C ∪ S) = ∅, then c ⊆ I.

Proof. Point 1 is satisfied by construction; it is only point 2 which must be demonstrated. Choose a cut c satisfying
the hypothesis of point 2 and suppose |c ∩ P| = n > 0. Every edge in P is in some loop l otherwise consisting only
of edges in C ∪ S. By Prop. 3.13, |c ∪ l| = 0 mod 2. However, there is only one edge in l outside of C ∪ S, so c must
also contain some edge in S ∪ C. The assumption that |C ∩ P| > 0 was a contradiction, hence C ⊆ I.

For the remainder of the paper, we take for granted that we can find such a good partition of R into S and P,
which satisfies the criteria of Corollary 3.14.

3.3.2. Spanning tree coordinates

We now analyze K. Firstly, it is very straightforward to show that K is positive semidefinite. The symmetric part
of K is given by

K+ = Λ⊺

(
PPR

−1 1
2 I

1
2 I PSR

)
Λ. (3.37)

Since

Λ⊺

(
0 I
I 0

)
Λ = 0, (3.38)

we may write

K+ =

(
A⊺R−1PPA 0

0 BPSRB
⊺

)
, (3.39)

which is clearly positive semidefinite provided that R is positive definite (which follows from Re ≥ 0).

Definition 3.15 (Connection matrix). The antisymmetric part of K is related to the connection matrix

M =
1

2
B(PC + PS − PP − PI)A. (3.40)

In particular,

K− =

(
0 M

−M⊺ 0

)
. (3.41)

Using this new definition, we see that Proposition 3.11 shows the left (right) null vectors of M are cycles or cuts of
G that lie entirely within the sets C ∪ S or P ∪ I. This leads us to quote the following important result from [15]:

Theorem 3.16 (Spanning tree coordinates). Consider circuit G with decomposition S and P obeying Corollary 3.14.
Let G′ be the (possibly disconnected) subcircuit of G consisting only of the edges in C ∪ S. Let T = {e1, e2, . . . , ek} be
a spanning tree of G′. Define for each e ∈ T

Φe =
∑

v

Aevϕv. (3.42)
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There exists a matrix ρ such that

F =
1

2

∑

l,v

( ∑

e∈C∪S
−
∑

e∈I∪S

)
qlBleAevϕv =

∑

e∈T
QeΦe (3.43)

with

Qe =
∑

l

ρelql. (3.44)

Proof. Using the fact that

1

2
B(PC + PS − PI − PP )A = B(PC + PS)A, (3.45)

we rewrite

F =
∑

l,v

∑

e∈C∪S
qlBleAevϕv. (3.46)

With our choice of T in hand, we further rewrite

F =
∑

l,v

∑

e∈T
qlBleΦe +

∑

l,v

∑

e ̸∈T

qlBleAevϕv. (3.47)

Since the path between any pair of nodes in a tree is unique, it follows that for each e ∈ (S ∪ C) \ T , there exist some
coefficients λee′ such that

∑

v

Aevϕv =
∑

e′∈T
λee′Φe′ (3.48)

and thus

F =
∑

l,v

∑

e∈T


qlBle +

∑

e′∈(C∪S)\T

qlBle′λe′e


Φe. (3.49)

The object in parentheses defines Qe along with ρ.

Definition 3.17 (Spanning tree variable). Let G be an RLC circuit with dissipative Lagrangian L. Further suppose
that S and P adhere to Corollary 3.14. The variable definitions Q and Φ furnished by Theorem 3.16 will be referred
to as spanning tree variables.

The choice of spanning tree variables for a given circuit need not be unique. Different choices of spanning tree
variables are physically equivalent, and in the discussion that follows we simply choose one set to work with. Notice
that we could have alternatively chosen a spanning tree in P ∪ I, but we have chosen the convention that is most
similar to [15]. For details of these points, we refer the reader to the relevant discussion in [15].

3.3.3. Reducing degrees of freedom in the dissipative Lagrangian

Qualitatively, spanning tree variables are a formally and practically convenient choice of variables because of the
algorithmic nature of their definition. One can always define spanning tree variables for some circuit in a way that
does not demand any creativity, and the Lagrangian for some circuit is always significantly simplified by such a
choice. As a passing remark, the manipulations above are very amenable to automation and could easily be used as a
subroutine in some software, such as [45]. Variables which are not expressible as a linear combination of spanning tree
variables may be integrated out of any circuit Lagrangian provided that null vector constraints are soluble. Unlike
the statements above, the proof that constraints are always soluble provided in earlier works are not applicable to
(3.15), and must be revisited. It is this task to which we now turn our attention.
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Proposition 3.18. Given dissipative Lagrangian (3.15) of some nonsingular circuit that abides by Corollary 3.14, if
|γ⟩ ≠ 0 is a vector such that

K−|γ⟩ = 0, (3.50)

then the equation

0 =
∑

l

⟨l|γ⟩ δS
δσl

+
∑

v

⟨v|γ⟩ δS
δπv

(3.51)

may be used to eliminate one linear combination of physical variables from L by algebraic solution.

Proof. Proposition 3.10 shows that null vectors of K− which are cuts of edges in C ∪ S, and loops of edges in I ∪ P,
are trivial and can be removed. Since Corollary 3.14 forbids from appearing any loop involving both edges in C and
S, or a cut involving edges from I and P, the remaining null vectors of K− are a loop of edges contained entirely in
C, or a cut of edges contained entirely in I. Notice that these latter possibilities are also null vectors of K+.

For a loop l of capacitors, the charge on one capacitor must be determined in terms of the others as is required
to satisfy Kirchhoff’s voltage law. The assumption of nonsingularity is equivalent to the demand that such loop
constraints always have a unique solution. More precisely, notice that in (3.20), the πv equation would not depend
on ql = ⟨q|l⟩, meaning that

0 =
∑

e∈l

Ble

[
∂E

∂qe
− ϕ̇e

]
=
∂E

∂ql
. (3.52)

The sum over ϕ̇e vanishes due to BA = 0 (voltages around a loop vanish), while the second equality above follows
from the relation between ql and qe in (3.20).
The analysis of a cut involving only inductors follows analogously; if the cut partitions V into V1 ∪V2, we find that

0 =
∑

v∈V1

∂E

∂ϕv
=
∑

v∈V2

∂E

∂ϕv
. (3.53)

In either case, (3.52) or (3.53) lead to the fixing of one constrained degree of freedom for each independent such
loop or cut. Although naively there are two constraints in (3.53), upon choosing the first such cut to be V1 = V
(which implies the freedom to pick a grounded node), each additional identified cut only removes one further degree
of freedom [15].

Corollary 3.19. Suppose L is a dissipative Lagrangian with S and P chosen according to Algorithm 3.12. Choose a
spanning tree T ⊂ C ∪ S. L can be written in terms of only spanning tree variables,

Φe =
∑

v

Aevϕv (3.54a)

Ξe =
∑

v

Aevπv (3.54b)

Qe =
∑

l

ρelql (3.54c)

Σe =
∑

l

ρelσl (3.54d)

where ρ is the matrix implicitly defined in Theorem 3.16 and the variables Ξe and Σe are the spanning tree noise
variables. Further, there exist functions h̄, h̃, and E(Q,Φ) such that

⟨Π|h⟩ =
∑

e∈T
Σeh̄e(Qe1 , Qe2 , . . . ) +

∑

e∈T
Ξeh̃e(Φe1 , Φe2 , . . . ) (3.55a)

h̄e =
∂E

∂Qe
(3.55b)

h̃e =
∂E

∂Φe
. (3.55c)
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In terms of these variables, there exists a matrix Y : D(E) → D(P) such that

L =
∑

e∈T

[
Ξe

(
Q̇e +

∂E

∂Φe

)
−Σe

(
Φ̇e −

∂E

∂Qe

)]

+
∑

e,e′∈T ,ϵ∈P

[
ΞeYϵeR

−1
ϵ Yϵe′(Φ̇e′ + iTΞe′)

]
+
∑

e∈S

[
ΣeRe(Q̇e + iTΣe)

]
. (3.56)

Proof. Algorithm 3.12 implies that any loops in C ∪S are subsets of C alone. Hence, we can always choose a spanning
tree T so that S ⊂ T . By Proposition 3.18, after eliminating the nonsingular constrained variables,

L = ⟨Π|K|Ẋ⟩+ iT ⟨Π|K+|Π⟩+ ⟨Π|h⟩

=
∑

e,e′∈T

(
Ξe Σe

)(∑
ϵ∈P YϵeR

−1
ϵ Yϵe′ δee′

−δee′ ReI[e ∈ S]δee′

)(
Φ̇e + iTΞe

Q̇e + iTΣe

)
+
∑

e∈T
Ξe

∂E

∂Φe
+Σe

∂E

∂Qe
, (3.57)

where the matrix

Yϵe = Bl(ϵ)eI[e ∈ S ∪ C] (3.58)

is defined by the fact that for each edge ϵ in P, there is a unique loop l(ϵ) such that l(ϵ) \ (C ∪ S) = {ϵ}.

As we will see, (3.56) will be a powerful tool in what follows. As was the case in [15], such spanning tree variables
may be treated as independent, yet it could be possible to further reduce the number of degrees of freedom. As one
example, in the absence of resistors, if E is independent of Φe, then the Euler-Lagrange equations above imply that
Q̇e = 0, so Qe is constant. In this Hamiltonian setting [15], it is always possible to further remove Φe as a degree of
freedom via the method of symplectic reduction. In the dissipative setting, it is slightly more involved: the second
line of (3.56) becomes relevant as well. Regardless, we will not stress this possibility of further reducing the number
of degrees of freedom in the discussion that follows, until Section 5.1 and 5.2. Doing so is a matter of convenience.

Recall from the discussion of the relationship between the MSR path integral and the Fokker-Planck equation that
to write the latter, we need to calculate the inverse of the matrix

K̃ =

(
Y ⊺PPR

−1Y I
−I PSR

)
(3.59)

which appears in (3.56). This is always possible:

Proposition 3.20. The matrix K̃ defined in (3.59) is invertible.

Proof. Since K is positive semidefinite, so too must be K̃. More pointedly, the diagonal blocks of K̃ must be positive
semidefinite, and because the lower two blocks of (3.59) commute, we find that

det K̃ = det
(
Y ⊺PPR

−1Y PRR+ I
)
≥ 1. (3.60)

So, indeed K̃ is invertible.

Proposition 3.20 shows that the problem posed in the discussion around (3.30) always has a solution. With a firm
grasp on the nonsingular submatrix of K we can, in principle, derive the correct nonlinear fluctuation-dissipation
theorem for any dissipative circuit (within the definitions of this paper) of interest. Still, it would be very desirable to

discern a compact and convenient formula for K̃−1 in general. Unfortunately, the problem of inverting K̃ in general
is nontrivial because the block Y ⊺PPR

−1Y can be complicated. We do not expect that a general expression for the
inverse of K̃ is a simple problem because of the following example. Consider a single loop RC circuit consisting of one
resistor and one capacitor in parallel between the vertices u and v. Then attach an arbitrary resistor network across
the vertices u and v. The problem of inverting K̃ amounts to the simplification of the arbitrary resistor network which
is a problem that is known to be difficult [46]. In the case of linear resistors, this problem will not prevent us from
deriving the consequences of the fluctuation-dissipation theorem in Section 3.4, but this problem is an obstruction in
deriving a result of such generality in the case of nonlinear resistors in Section 4, without further restrictions on the
circuit.
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3.3.4. Time-reversal symmetry

Now, we show by direct calculation that the dissipative time–reversal transformation (Definition 2.4) leaves the
dissipative circuit Lagrangian invariant provided that all inductive and capacitive energies are time–reversal invariant.
The relevant time–reversal transformation T is given by

t→ −t, (3.61a)

Qe → Qe, (3.61b)

Φe → −Φe, (3.61c)

Ξe → −Ξe +
i

T
Φ̇e, (3.61d)

Σe → Σe −
i

T
Q̇e. (3.61e)

This transformation acts on the Lagrangian (3.56) as

L→ L′ = TL =
∑

e∈T

[(
−Ξe +

i

T
Φ̇e

)(
−Q̇e + T

∂E

∂Φe

)
−
(
Σe −

i

T
Q̇e

)(
Φ̇e − T

∂E

∂Qe

)]

+
∑

e,e′∈T ,ϵ∈P

[(
−Ξe +

i

T
Φ̇e

)
YϵeR

−1
ϵ Yϵe′

(
Φ̇e′ + iT

(
−Ξe′ +

i

T
Φ̇e

))]

+
∑

e∈S

[(
Σe −

i

T
Q̇e

)
Re

(
−Q̇e + iT

(
Σe −

i

T
Q̇e

))]

=
∑

e∈T

[
Ξe

(
Q̇e − T

∂E

∂Φe

)
−Σe

(
Φ̇e − T

∂E

∂Qe

)]

+
∑

e,e′∈T ,ϵ∈P

[(
iTΞe + Φ̇e

)
YϵeR

−1
ϵ Yϵe′Ξe′

]
+
∑

e∈S

[(
iTΣe + Q̇e

)
ReΣe

]

+
∑

e∈T

[
i

T
Φ̇e

(
−Q̇e + T

∂E

∂Φe

)
+

i

T
Q̇e

(
Φ̇e − T

∂E

∂Qe

)]
.

(3.62)

The last term in (3.62) is a total time derivative of exactly the form required by Definiton 2.4. If

TE = E, (3.63)

then we simply recover (2.16). Note that (3.63) holds if and only if E is invariant under the transformation that takes
each Φe to −Φe at once. We remark that many circuits of practical interest are time–reversal symmetric. Any circuit
made of linear inductors, linear capacitors, Josephson junctions, quantum phase slips, and resistors is time–reversal
symmetric.

3.4. Johnson noise for linear resistors

Let us now show that the MSR path integral reproduces the standard formulas for Johnson noise through linear
resistors [38]; nonlinear resistors are discussed in Section 4. For each edge e ∈ R, define a variable ζe, and

V =
∑

e∈S,l

√
ReσlBleζe +

∑

e∈P,v

1√
Re

ζeAevπv +
∑

e∈R

i

4T
ζ2e . (3.64)

The Lagrangian

L = ⟨Π|K|Ẋ⟩+ ⟨Π|h⟩+ V (3.65)

has a number of useful properties that follow from the definitions above. The first property to note is that, since ζe
appears at only quadratic order, it can be integrated out. The ζ equation of motion is

0 =
δS

δζe
=

{
i

2T ζe +
√
Re

∑
l σlBle e ∈ S

i
2T ζe +

1√
Re

∑
v Aevϕv e ∈ P (3.66)
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After integrating out all ζ variables, we find (3.15).
However, if we refrain from integrating out the ζ variables, it is then possible to derive Langevin equations in a

more transparent form. Define

DΠ =
∏

v∈V
Dπvi

∏

l∈L

Dσl (3.67a)

DX =
∏

v∈V
Dϕv

∏

l∈L

Dql (3.67b)

Dζ =
∏

e∈R
Dζe (3.67c)

δ

(
∂L

∂Π

)
=
∏

v∈V

∏

l∈L

δ

(
∂L

∂πv

)
δ

(
∂L

∂σl

)
. (3.67d)

With these definitions in hand, we can use the standard δ function identity to evaluate the integral with respect to
Π variables, yielding a transition probability (as in (2.4)):

P (X(t)|X(0)) =

ˆ
DΠDXDζexp

[
i

ˆ
dtL

]
=

ˆ
DXDζδ

(
∂L

∂Π

)
e−

1
4T

∑
e∈R

´
ζ2
e . (3.68)

The manipulation above implies that we interpret the resulting stochastic equations in the Ito formalism [41]. The
system of stochastic differential equations is determined by the argument of the δ function:

0 = K|Ẋ⟩+ |h⟩+
∑

l

∂V

∂σl
|l⟩+

∑

v

∂V

∂πv
|v⟩. (3.69)

The Langevin equation (3.69) is sufficient to recover a fluctuation–dissipation theorem for RLC circuits with linear
resistors in general. To show this concretely, notice that (3.69) contains only additive noise, since we have assumed for
this section that each resistance is a constant. In this setting, the Langevin equation (3.69) is unambiguously defined
and we do not need to worry about operator ordering in the FPE. Rescale

ζ̄e =
√
ρeζe (3.70)

with

ρe =

{
Re e ∈ S
1
Re

e ∈ P,
(3.71)

such that ζ̄e has units of current if e is in P and units of voltage if e is in S. Using this rescaling, we may rewrite
(3.69) as

0 =
δS

δπv
= Aev

[∑

e∈P

(
1

Re
ϕ̇e + ζ̄e

)
+
∑

e∈S∪C
q̇e +

∑

e∈I

∂E

∂ϕe

]
, (3.72a)

0 =
δS

δσl
= Ble

[∑

e∈S
(Req̇e + ζ̄e) +

∑

e∈I∪P
ϕ̇e +

∑

e∈C

∂E

∂qe

]
. (3.72b)

where we have again used the notation in (3.21). Upon using (3.68) to calculate expectation values, we find

⟨ζ̄e(t)ζ̄e′(0)⟩ = 2Tρeδee′δ(t). (3.73)

Thus, we can interpret (3.73) as an expression that encodes the variance of both voltage and current fluctuations
across all resistors in a generic LRC circuit (with linear resistors only). It is possible to recover textbook formulas
describing the fluctuations in voltage measured over a small range by performing a Fourier transform and integrating
over some range of frequencies: the power spectrum of voltage fluctuations in a small range of frequencies [−f0, f0] of
a resistor on edge e in S is given by

Se =

f0ˆ

−f0

df

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∞̂

−∞

dt ei2πf0t⟨ζ̄e(t)ζ̄e′(0)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= 4ReT∆f0. (3.74)
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FIG. 2: A circuit drawn with elements colored according to set inclusion. Its dual, constructed by Algorithm 3.23, is
drawn in grey, with labels omitted on both circuits.

3.5. Circuit dualities

Circuit duality is a map defined on drawings of circuits such that the physical observables of one circuit are a
relabeling of the observables of its dual. In classical Hamiltonian systems, duality is a canonical transformation.
In our dissipative formalism, circuit duality will be similarly transparent in the setting of planar graphs (nonplanar
circuit dualities appear to be not fully understood [43]). Note the following definition of a planar circuit:

Definition 3.21 (Planar circuits and faces). A circuit (graph) is planar if it can be embedded (drawn) on the surface
of a two-dimensional sphere without any two edges intersecting (except at a vertex). Given such an embedding, a face
corresponds to a loop which encloses no vertices. We define the loop set L for a planar graph to consist of the set of
all faces, when drawn on a sphere.

We now quote the following simple result from graph theory (see e.g. [43]):

Proposition 3.22. The matrix B has one left null vector, and the matrix A has one right null vector.

The simplest representation of circuit duality is graphical. To take the dual of a planar dissipative circuit, execute
the following algorithm:

Algorithm 3.23. Suppose G is a planar dissipative circuit. To construct G∗, the dual of G,

1. Draw G on the plane with all points at infinity identified such that each l in L is on the boundary of some face
of the drawing of G. For planar circuits, this is always possible [43].

2. In every interior face and on the lone exterior face, draw a vertex. If the loop at the boundary of a face is labeled
l, label the vertex l∗.

3. Every edge e is on the boundary of exactly two faces. If e is in the loops l and l′, draw an edge between l∗ and
(l′)∗ and label it e∗.

4. If e is an inductor (capacitor), make e∗ a capacitor (inductor). If e is a resistor with resistance Re in S (P),
make e∗ a resistor with resistance Re∗ = R−1

e in P (S).

5. Each face in the drawing of G∗ encloses exactly one vertex v in G. Label the loop in G∗ as v∗.

An example of a dual circuit constructed by using Algorithm 3.23 is provided in Figure 2.

Definition 3.24 (Dual circuit). Let G be a dissipative circuit. The dual circuit G∗ has properties defined via

ϕv → (ϕv)
∗ = q′v∗ , (3.75a)

ql → (ql)
∗ = ϕ′l∗ , (3.75b)

πv → (πv)
∗ = σ′

v∗ , (3.75c)

σl → (σl)
∗ = π′

l∗ , (3.75d)

A→ A∗ = (B′)⊺, (3.75e)
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B → B∗ = (A′)⊺, (3.75f)

V → V∗ = L′, (3.75g)

E → E∗ = E ′, (3.75h)

L → L∗ = V ′, (3.75i)

C → C∗ = I ′, (3.75j)

I → I∗ = C′, (3.75k)

S → S∗ = P ′, (3.75l)

P → P∗ = S ′, (3.75m)

Re → (Re)
∗ =

1

R′
e

. (3.75n)

The Lagrangian of the dual circuit is (3.15) expressed in the dual coordinates.

The transformation given in Definition 3.24 is a relabeling transformation. In this sense, it is clear that L∗ is
equivalent to L. Moreover, L∗ is a dissipative Lagrangian that describes the circuit G∗ constructed by means of
Algorithm 3.23. Hence, there is a very transparent generalization of circuit duality in our formalism. In particular,
we notice that the dual of the dual circuit is the original one: G = (G∗)∗, and that the dual circuit obeys all of the
nice properties of the original circuit (such as the existence of spanning tree coordinates), because:

Proposition 3.25. Corollary 3.14, and therefore Theorem 3.16, hold for the dual circuit G∗.

Proof. This result follows immediately from the identification of sets in (3.75), together with (1 ) Proposition 3.22
which guarantees that A∗ and B∗ are valid boundary maps, and (2 ) the fact that a loop and cut are mapped on to
each other under the duality transformation [43].

3.6. Comparison to formalism based on Rayleigh dissipative function

The Rayleigh dissipative function is a construction that may be used to incorporate dissipative terms into Lagrangian
and Hamiltonian mechanics [16, 29, 47, 48]. We now explain that one can “interpret” our approach, at least for linear
resistors, in terms of such a Rayleigh dissipative function. As the discussion below does not rely on any specific details
of circuit mechanics, we will discuss a general Hamiltonian dynamical system with canonical Poisson brackets; the
relation between a Rayleigh system of the form below, and circuit mechanics, can be found in [16, 29, 47, 48].

Definition 3.26 (Rayleigh system). Consider a Lagrangian

L(pα, xα) =
∑

α

ẋαpα − E (3.76)

with E a generic function of xα and pα. Given positive semidefinite matrices M and N , define

R =
∑

α,β

[Mαβ ẋαẋβ +Nαβ ṗαṗβ ] . (3.77)

The pair (L,R) together with the equations of motion

0 =
∂R

∂ẋα
+ ṗα +

∂E

∂xα
(3.78a)

0 = − ∂R

∂ṗα
+ ẋ− ∂E

∂pα
(3.78b)

is called a Rayleigh system.

Observation 3.27. Let (L,R) be a Rayleigh system with R defined in (3.77). The dissipative Lagrangian

L′ =
∑

α,β

(
πα σα

)(Mαβ δαβ
−δαβ Nαβ

)(
ẋβ + iTπβ
ṗβ + iTσβ

)
+
∑

α

[
πα

∂E

∂xα
+ σα

∂E

∂pα

]
(3.79)
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has the property that

0 =
∂L′

∂πα

∣∣∣∣
π=σ=0

=
∂R

∂ẋα
+ ṗα +

∂E

∂xα
(3.80a)

0 =
∂L′

∂σα

∣∣∣∣
π=σ=0

= − ∂R

∂ṗα
+ ẋ− ∂E

∂pα
. (3.80b)

The constraints on M and N in (3.77), together with the relative signs in front of R in (3.78), are imposed in
dissipative Lagrangian L′ transparently, since Im(L′) ≥ 0.

In short, the framework of dissipative Lagrangians is a more physically transparent way of implementing the same
methodology of a Rayleigh dissipation function in Hamiltonian mechanics. We strongly prefer the presentation we
have done above, which emphasizes the deep physical connection betewen the dissipative Lagrangian and statistical
mechanics via the fluctuation-dissipation theorem. We remind the reader that due to the existence of the spanning
tree coordinates, we can systematically map dissipationless circuit mechanics onto the form (3.76).

4. NONLINEAR RESISTORS

We now return to a discussion of nonlinear resistors. A fully general discussion of nonlinear resistors is challenging
without introducing additional degrees of freedom and constraints. As we now explain, for circuits with suitable
parasitic inductors or capacitors, it is possible to exhaustively analyze the dynamics.

Our first task is to make precise statements about what kinds of dissipative circuit elements may be described by
our formalism. In general, resistors are described by a so–called current–voltage curve. For a generic resistor, there
exists some function f(ϕ̇, q̇) such that the relationship between current and voltage is specified by

f(ϕ̇, q̇) = 0. (4.1)

However, some resistors have current–voltage relationships that are poorly behaved. For this reason, it will be useful
for us to restrict our attention to circuits made of elements with special current–voltage relationships.

Definition 4.1 (Current fixed). A dissipative circuit element is called current fixed if there exists some function

I(ϕ̇) such that the current across the element satisfies

q̇ = I(ϕ̇). (4.2)

Definition 4.2 (Voltage fixed). A dissipative circuit element is called voltage fixed if there exists some function
V (q̇) such that the voltage across the element satisfies

ϕ̇ = V (q̇). (4.3)

Of course, a resistor may be both voltage fixed and current fixed. An example of some such circuit element is the
linear resistor, which admits

I(ϕ̇) =
1

R
ϕ̇ (4.4a)

V (q̇) = Rq̇. (4.4b)

Definition 4.3 (Doubly fixed). A dissipative circuit element that is both voltage fixed and current fixed is called
doubly fixed.

For a dissipative circuit element that is either voltage fixed or current fixed, it is possible to define a function R
such that a version of Ohm’s law is made to hold:

R :=





ϕ̇

I(ϕ̇)
e is current fixed

V (q̇)

q̇
e is voltage fixed.

(4.5)

When we refer to nonlinear resistances, this is tentatively the quantity to which we refer, although we will ultimately
see some subtleties related to the fluctuation-dissipation theorem. For circuit elements which are doubly fixed, one is
free to choose to represent R either as a pure function of ϕ̇ or as a pure function of q̇.
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We aim to identify a restricted class of circuit where the matrix K̃ from (3.59) is easy to invert. In order to
proceed, we need to make some additional restrictions on the circuits we study. First, we introduce a few more
relevant definitions.

Definition 4.4 (Parallel/series circuit elements). We say that circuit elements in a circuit G on edges e and e′ are
in parallel (series) if every cut (loop) containing e also contains e′ and vice versa.

Note that this definition precludes us from talking about series/parallel lumped elements, but for the discussion
that follows this restriction is unimportant. With this definition in mind, we observe that:

Proposition 4.5. In a circuit with more than two edges, if e and e′ are in parallel, then neither edge is in series with
any edge. Likewise, if e and e′ are in series, then neither edge is in parallel with any edge.

Proof. Suppose e = (u, v) and e′ are in parallel. Then ⟨e′|A|v⟩ and ⟨e′|A|u⟩ must be nonzero lest there be some cut
involving e but not e′. Thus, either e′ = (u, v) or e′ = (v, u). It follows that the only edge that can be in series with
e is e′, and only if u and v are the only vertices in G. The remainder of the theorem follows analogously.

Corollary 4.6. If e and e′ are edges in series (parallel) then there is a cut (loop) involving only e and e′.

Definition 4.7. A dissipative circuit is called a clean circuit if:

1. Every resistor is current fixed, voltage fixed, or doubly fixed.

2. Every resistor that is current fixed but not voltage fixed is in parallel with a linear capacitor.

3. Every resistor that is voltage fixed but not current fixed is in series with a linear inductor.

4. Every resistor that is doubly fixed is in parallel with a linear capacitor or in series with a linear inductor. By
Corollary 4.6 only one of these possibilities can be realized.

From a physical perspective, we regard our restriction to clean circuits as mild in the sense that it is common
practice to incorporate parasitic inductances and capacitances for resistors, such that they have an effective frequency-
dependent impedance: see e.g. [7, 10–13, 16]. We also remark that our requirement that parasitic elements be linear
is not wholly a matter of convenience. If parasitic capacitances are allowed to be nonlinear, singularity may arise if
∂E/∂q or ∂E/∂ϕ is not invertible. But for the sake of simplicity in the notation (namely to make this inverse simple),
we just stick to parasitic linear elements.

Let G be a clean circuit with S and P chosen according to Algorithm 3.12. The resistive edges in S are all in series
with an inductor, and the resistive edges in P are all in parallel with a capacitor. Furthermore, all edges in S are
voltage fixed, while all edges in P are current fixed. We may build the dissipative Lagrangian for G according to

L = ⟨Π|K|Ẋ⟩+ iT ⟨Π|K|Π⟩+ T ⟨Π|µ⟩. (4.6)

For every edge e in S, there is some vertex v such that

0 =
δS

δπv
= q̇e + Thv. (4.7)

Moreover, since e ∈ S, it is voltage fixed, and thus has a resistance Re(q̇). Thus, it is possible to use (4.7) to write
Re(−Thv). In other words, the dependence upon the current of the resistance on edge e may be expressed in terms
on only ϕ variables, rather than the naively expected dependence on q̇. Furthermore, in any valid choice of spanning
tree variables, hv is expressible as a function of only spanning tree variables. A similar argument may be used to
show that the resistance of an edge in P may be expressed in terms of only charge spanning tree variables.
Choose a spanning tree T in S ∪ C. Every edge e in P is in parallel with some edge in C. We will use a ˆ symbol

to denote the fact that ê ∈ C is in parallel with e ∈ P. This notation is helpful because spanning tree variables are
indexed by edges in C ∪ S, but we need a compact way to express a sum that runs over P. With this notation and
our chosen spanning tree in mind, the dissipative Lagrangian for a clean circuit may be expressed as

L =
∑

e∈T

[
Ξe

(
Q̇e +

∂E

∂Φe

)
−Σe

(
Φ̇e −

∂E

∂Qe

)]
+
∑

e∈P

1

Re(Q)
Ξê(Φ̇ê + 2iTΞê) +

∑

e∈S
ΣeRe(Φ)(Q̇e + 2iTΣe). (4.8)

With the definitions

|Q⟩ =
∑

e∈T
|e⟩Qe (4.9a)
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|Φ⟩ =
∑

e∈T
|e⟩Φe (4.9b)

|Ξ⟩ =
∑

e∈T
|e⟩Ξe (4.9c)

|Σ⟩ =
∑

e∈T
|e⟩Σe (4.9d)

M1 =
∑

e∈P

1

Re
|ê⟩⟨ê| (4.9e)

M2 =
∑

e∈S
Re|e⟩⟨e|, (4.9f)

we may rewrite (4.8) as a matrix equation in the form

L =
(
⟨Ξ| ⟨Σ|

)(M1 −I
I M2

)(
|Φ̇⟩+ iT |Ξ⟩
|Q̇⟩+ iT |Σ⟩

)
+
∑

i

Ξi
∂E

∂Φi
+Σi

∂E

∂Qi
(4.10)

Since we have demonstrated that the matrix

K̃ =

(
M1 −I
I M2

)
(4.11)

is generally invertible, we may take advantage of the fact that M1M2 = 0, to write

K̃−1 =

(
M2 I
−I M1

)
. (4.12)

Now, by a linear transformation of noise variables by K̃−1,

L =
(
⟨Ξ ′| ⟨Σ′|

)(|Φ̇⟩
|Q̇⟩

)
+ iT

(
⟨Ξ ′| ⟨Σ′|

)(M2 I
−I M1

)(
|Ξ ′⟩ − i|h̃⟩
|Σ′⟩ − i|h̄⟩

)
(4.13)

By inspection, (4.13) is of the standard MSR form (2.10). From this point, a FPE may be derived from (4.13)
according to the prescription given in Sec 2. For e ∈ S, the argument of Re is some linear combination of fluxes
divided by an inductance.

It is not generally the case that Re is a function of only Φe. However, Re must depend upon Φe since Φe is a
spanning tree variable, and the inductor in series with e must only depend upon differences of flux across nodes in
spanning tree. Likewise, for e ∈ P, the argument of Re is a linear combination of spanning tree charges divided by a
capacitance. An example where this linear combination can be nontrivial (i.e. more than one spanning tree variable
in the argument) is given in Section 5.1. Still, if Re3 is a voltage fixed nonlinear resistor, then Re3 may be expressed
as a function only of he2 .

∂tP =
∑

e∈T

(
∂P

∂Φe

∂E

∂Qe
− ∂P

∂Qe

∂E

∂Φe

)
+
∑

e∈S

∂

∂Φe

[
Re(h̃e)

(
T
∂P

∂Φe
+
∂E

∂Φe
P

)]

+
∑

e∈P

∂

∂Qê

[
1

Re(h̄ê)

(
T
∂P

∂Qê
+

∂E

∂Qê
P

)]
(4.14)

In order to read off noise correlations from this FPE, it is necessary to rearrange (4.14) in the form

∂tP =
∑

e∈T

(
∂P

∂Φe

∂E

∂Qe
− ∂P

∂Qe

∂E

∂Φe

)
+
∑

e∈S

(
∂

∂Φe

[(
Re

∂E

∂Φe
− T

∂Re

∂Φe

)
P

]
+ T

∂2

∂Φ2
e

(ReP )

)

+
∑

e∈P

(
∂

∂Qê

[(
R−1

e

∂E

∂Qê
− T

∂R−1
e

∂Qê

)
P

]
+ T

∂2

∂Q2
ê

(R−1
e P )

)
. (4.15)

With the FPE in the form (4.15), we can read off the experimentally observable form of Ohm’s Law. For example,
let us consider a resistor in S, such that the current through the resistor is fixed by its series linear inductor. From
(4.15) we can calculate

∂t⟨Φe⟩ =
ˆ (∏

e

dΦedQe

)
Φe

[
∂

∂Φe

((
∂E

∂Qe
+Re

∂E

∂Φe
− T

∂Re

∂Φe

)
P

)
+ · · ·

]
= −

〈
Re

∂E

∂Φe
− T

∂Re

∂Φe

〉
(4.16)
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ê

e

e′

u v

FIG. 3: A part of a circuit which illustrates the subtleties with extracting the proper form of Ohm’s law for
nonlinear resistors. The box shaded in gray is meant to denote some arbitrary configuration of circuit elements.

Elements explicitly drawn are colored according to set inclusion.

where · · · denote terms in the FPE which will not affect the answer because their derivative motif annihilates Φe upon
integration by parts over all coordinates, and where ⟨· · · ⟩ denotes the average over the noise (e.g. averaging over P ).
To see that (4.16) is an effective Ohm’s law, note that the current across e is − ∂E

∂Φe
. Rearranging terms for clarity,

∂t⟨Φe⟩ =

〈(
Re − T

(
∂E

∂Φe

)−1
∂Re

∂Φe

)(
− ∂E

∂Φe

)〉
. (4.17)

In the case that Re is constant, this reduces to

∂t⟨Φe⟩ = Re

〈
− ∂E

∂Φe

〉
(4.18)

which is the textbook form of Ohm’s law.
On the other hand, for edges e in P, the Ohm’s law takes on a superficially different form due to the asymmetrical

way that our spanning tree construction treats edges in S and P. Explicitly,

Ie =

〈(
R−1

e − T

(
∂E

∂Qê

)−1
∂Re

∂Qê

)
∂E

∂Qê

〉
(4.19)

where (4.19) has been derived in exactly the same manner as (4.16). The left hand side of (4.19) is given by

Ie =

〈
∂E

∂Φê

〉
− ∂t⟨Qê⟩ (4.20)

and may be interpreted as the current through edge e. To understand the difference between (4.19) and (4.16),
consider the colored subcircuit drawn in Figure 3. Since e is an edge in P, and we have restricted our attention to
clean circuits, ê is in our chosen spanning tree, while e is not. Further, since there is a linear capacitor on ê,

∂E

∂Qê
=
Qê

C
, (4.21)

which is the voltage across ê. Since e and ê are in parallel, ∂E
∂Qê

is also the voltage across e. Hence, the quantity ∂E
∂Φê

may be interpreted as the total current flowing from u to v. As a point of contrast, since e′ is in S, Qe′ is a spanning
tree variable, but no terms in E may depend upon Qe′ since e

′ is a resistor. Thus,

∂E

∂Qe′
= 0. (4.22)

Lastly, let us discuss the implications of the positivity condition on Re, again focusing for simplicity on resistors
e ∈ S. It is clear that the positivity condition which ensures that systems are dissipative is that

Re ≥ 0, (4.23)

so that the FPE (4.15) is well-defined and has positive noise variance. In contrast, we can use the chain rule to write
the effective I − V curve measured for the resistor is

Φ̇e = − ∂E

∂Φe
Re + T

∂Re

∂Φe
= Q̇e

(
Re − T

∂Re

∂E

)
. (4.24)
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To see that the second equality holds, note that

∂E

∂Φe
= he =

1

Le

∑

e′

Φe′ (4.25)

and Re is a function of only he. Further,

1

he

∂

∂Φe
Re(he) =

∂

∂E
Re(
√
2Ee/Le)

∣∣∣∣
Ee=Leh2

e/2

. (4.26)

The “ohmic resistance” (i.e. the one that appears in an experimentally measured Ohm’s law) is given by

R̃e =

(
Re − T

∂Re

∂Ee

)∣∣∣∣
Ee=Leh2

e/2

. (4.27)

Notice that while Re ≥ 0 is required by positivity of fluctuations, in contrast we do not require that R̃e ≥ 0.

5. EXAMPLES

We now give a few simple examples of how to apply our formalism to small circuits, to provide concrete illustrations
of the abstract ideas in the sections above.

5.1. An RLC circuit

Consider the circuit drawn in Figure 4. We will begin by constructing a Lagrangian and producing its equations of
motion by direct simplification and identification of unnecessary degrees of freedom. Our convention for choosing S
and P dictates that S = {e3} and P = ∅. From this choice it is straightforward to produce

K =




0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 −1
0 0 0 −1 1
0 −1 1 R −R
0 1 −1 −R R


 (5.1)

and thus

L = (πv2 − πv3)(q̇l1 − q̇l2)− (ϕ̇v2
− ϕ̇v3

)(σl1 − σl2) +R(σl1 − σl2)(q̇l1 − q̇l2 + iT (σl1 − σl2))

+
1

L
(πv3 − πv2)(ϕv3 − ϕv2) +

1

C
(σl1 − σl2)(ql1 − ql2)

= (πv2 − πv3)

[
q̇l1 − q̇l2 +

1

L
(ϕv2 − ϕv3)

]
+ (σl1 − σl2)

[
−(ϕ̇v2 − ϕ̇v3) +R(q̇l1 − q̇l2) + iTR(σl1 − σl2) +

1

C
(ql1 − ql2)

]

= Ξ

(
Q̇+

1

L
Φ

)
−Σ

(
Φ̇− 1

C
Q

)
+ΣR(Q̇+ iTΣ)

(5.2)
with the definitions

Q = ql1 − ql2 (5.3a)

Φ = ϕv2 − ϕv3 (5.3b)

Ξ = πv2 − πv3 (5.3c)

Σ = σl1 − σl2 . (5.3d)

On the other hand, if we use spanning tree variables from the outset, we find

L′ = Ξe1

(
Q̇e1 +

1

L
(Φe1 + Φe3)

)
+Ξe3

(
Q̇e3 +

1

L
(Φe1 + Φe3)

)
−Σe1

(
Φ̇e1 −

1

C
Qe1

)
−Σe3 Φ̇e3

+Σe3R(Q̇e3 + iTΣe3).

(5.4)
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FIG. 4: A minimal one–loop RLC circuit. Edges are colored according to set inclusion as in Fig. 1.

While (5.2) and (5.4) encode the same physics, there is a notable difference between them. In (5.4), Qe1 and Qe3

are apparently independent, but physically they must be the same since the circuit in Figure 4 has only one loop. In
(5.4), this fact is encoded by the fact that

0 =
δS

δΞe1

− δS

δΞe3

= Q̇e1 − Q̇e3 . (5.5)

A similar manipulation shows that Σe1 = Σe3 , which allows us to rewrite L′ as

L′ = (Ξe1 +Ξe3)

(
Q̇e1 +

1

L
(Φe1 + Φe3)

)
+Σe1

(
Φ̇e1 + Φ̇e3 −

1

C
Qe1

)
+Σe1R(Q̇e1 + iTΣe1) (5.6)

which recovers (5.2) with the identification

Q = Qe1 (5.7a)

Σ = Σe1 (5.7b)

Φ = Φe1 + Φe3 (5.7c)

Ξ = Ξe1 +Ξe3 . (5.7d)

Hence, for a given problem, there are two routes to a maximally simplified Lagrangian. The first is to write down
L according to the definition (3.15) and make variable definitions based on its simplified form after cancelling like
terms. The second is to start with (3.56) and identify any Noether current constraints that are present and redefine
variables after integrating out the constrained degrees of freedom. We emphasize that if one starts from (3.56) as was
done in producing (5.4), one need not integrate out Noether current constraints in order to produce an FPE and any
applicable FDTs. Noether current constraints are exactly analogous to those that arise in [15], and there is one for
each cut consisting only of edges in C ∪ S.

The manipulations of Section 4 applied to (5.4) lead to an FPE

∂tP =
Qe1

C

∂P

∂Φe1

− Φe1 + Φe3

L

∂P

∂Qe1

− Φe1 + Φe3

L

∂P

∂Qe3

+R

[
Φe1 + Φe3

L

∂P

∂Φe3

+ TR
∂2P

∂Φ2
e3

]
. (5.8)

This is superficially different from the FPE determined by (5.2)

∂tP =
Q

C

∂P

∂Φ
− Φ

L

∂P

∂Q
+R

[
Φ

L

∂P

∂Φ
+ TR

∂2P

∂Φ2

]
. (5.9)

Nevertheless, (5.8) encodes the same physics as (5.9), while it also keeps track of a pair of “redundant” degrees of
freedom. To see that this is the case, change variables so that (5.8) is written in terms of

Φ± = Φe1 ± Φe3 . (5.10)

(5.8) may be rewritten as

∂tP =
Qe1

C

(
∂P

∂Φ+
+

∂P

∂Φ−

)
− Φ+

L

∂P

∂Qe1

− Φ+

L

∂P

∂Qe3

+R

[
Φ+

L

(
∂P

∂Φ+
− ∂P

∂Φ−

)
+ TR

(
∂2P

∂Φ2
+

+
∂2P

∂Φ2
−

− 2
∂2P

∂Φ+∂Φ−

)]
. (5.11)
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FIG. 5: A minimal example of a circuit that is not a clean circuit. Note that every circuit consisting of one
dissipative element and one nondissipative element is clean. Edges are colored according to set inclusion.

Given any solution P of (5.11), define

P ′ =

ˆ
dΦ−dQe3P. (5.12)

Direct calculation shows that

∂tP
′ =

Qe1

C

∂P ′

∂Φ+
− Φ+

L

∂P ′

∂Qe1

+R

[
Φ+

L

∂P ′

∂Φ+
+ TR

∂2P ′

∂Φ2
+

]
, (5.13)

namely P ′ is a solution of (5.9). In subsequent examples, we will not belabor the various routes toward simplification
that exist with the understanding that such techniques all lead to the same place.

5.2. An unclean circuit

Consider the circuit drawn in Figure 5. We will show that, although the cleanliness of a circuit guarantees that the
inversion of K̃ in (3.59) is simple, it is nonetheless possible to perform matrix inversion by hand for a circuit that is
not clean. For this circuit

C = {e1} (5.14a)

P = {e2} (5.14b)

S = {e3} (5.14c)

We could have equivalently chosen

S = {e2} (5.15a)

P = {e3}. (5.15b)

Our convention does not specify which of these choices is preferable, even in the case that the resistors at hand are
nonlinear. Our spanning tree construction yields

K̃ =

e1 e3 e1 e3





1
Re2

1
Re2

1 0 e1
1

Re2

1
Re2

0 1 e3
−1 0 0 0 e1
0 −1 0 Re3 e3

(5.16)

which is invertible. Explicitly,

L =
(
Ξe1 Ξe3 Σe1 Σe3

)



1
Re2

1
Re2

1 0
1

Re2

1
Re2

0 1

−1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 Re3







Φ̇e1 + iTΞe1

Φ̇e3 + iTΞe3

Q̇e1 + iTΣe1

Q̇e3 + iTΣe3


+Σe1

Qe1

C
. (5.17)

Once again

0 =
δS

δΞe1

− δS

δΞe3

= Q̇e1 − Q̇e3 , (5.18)
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FIG. 6: A circuit consisting of three edges, colored according to set inclusion. Edge e2 contains a Josephson junction
with E = −EJ cosϕe2 .

and Σe1 = Σe2 follows analogously. Further defining

Φ = Φe1 + Φe3 (5.19a)

Ξ = Ξe1 +Ξe3 (5.19b)

Q = Qe1 = Qe3 (5.19c)

Σ = Σe1 = Σe3 (5.19d)

we write

L =
(
Ξ Σ

)( 1
Re2

1

−1 Re3

)(
Φ̇+ iTΞ

Q̇+ iTΣ

)
+

1

C
ΣQ. (5.20)

Now, the path integral manipulation

ˆ
DΦDΞDΣexp

[
i

ˆ
dt

(
1

Re2

Ξ −Σ

)
Φ̇+

1

Re2

iTΞ2 +ΞQ̇

]
=

ˆ
DΣexp

[
i

ˆ
dtΣRe2(Q̇+ iTΣ)

]
, (5.21)

corresponding to integrating out Ξ, allows us to simplify the dissipative Lagrangian to

L = Σ(Re2 +Re3)(Q̇+ iTΣ) +
1

C
ΣQ. (5.22)

Finally, the resulting FPE is given by

∂tP =
∂

∂Q

1

Re2 +Re3

[
Q

C
P + T

∂P

∂Q

]
. (5.23)

Alternatively, we could forgone the simplification afforded by (5.21) and proceeded to write an FPE directly from
(5.20). Simplifications at the Lagrangian level are generally less difficult than simplifications in the FPE directly.

If one elects to add the resistors on edge e2 and e3 together using constitutive relations, then the resulting simplified
circuit is clean. Hence (4.14) may be invoked to yield

∂tP
′ =

Q

C

∂P ′

∂Φ
+

∂

∂Q

1

Re2 +Re3

[
Q

C
P ′ + T

∂P ′

∂Q

]
. (5.24)

To see that (5.23) and (5.24) are equivalent, we can integrate out Φ, analogously to (5.13).

5.3. A circuit with a nonlinear resistor

Consider the circuit depicted in Figure 6, which we will refer to as G. We suppose that R is current fixed so that

R = R(ϕ̇e3). (5.25)

Since G is a clean circuit, it follows that ϕ̇e3 is expressible in terms of some derivative of E. In terms of spanning tree
variables, we have that

ϕ̇e3 = Φ̇ =
Q

C
. (5.26)
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Thus, we may write

R = R

(
Q

C

)
. (5.27)

We will suppress the dependence of R upon Q henceforth.
One may express the Lagrangian of G in the form (4.8) to produce

L =
(
Ξ Σ

)( 1
Re

1
−1 0

)(
Φ̇+ iTΞ

Q̇+ iTΣ

)
−ΞEJ sin(Φ) +

1

C
ΣQ. (5.28)

Invoking (4.14) immediately yields

∂tP =
Q

C

∂P

∂Φ
+ EJ sin(Φ)

∂P

∂Q
+

∂

∂Q

[
1

R

Q

C
P − T

∂R−1

∂Q
P + T

∂

∂Q

(
1

R
P

)]
(5.29)

which agrees with [40], after a suitable change of variables from R to R̃ as in Section 4. Moreover, it is possible to
read the variance of fluctuations in the Ito formalism

⟨ξ(t)ξ(t′)⟩ = 2T

R
δ(t− t′) (5.30)

where we emphasize once again that R depends upon Q.

6. CONCLUSION

We have revisited the Lagrangian mechanics of dissipative RLC circuits. This subject has an old history [17–19]
which has recently been revisited in the context of superconducting circuit quantization [16]. In this prior literature,
the deep relationship between dissipative Lagrangians and Johnson noise is not transparent, and first and foremost
the purpose of this paper is to remedy this issue. Along the way, we hope that our algorithmic methods for building
dissipative Lagrangians and removing constrained degrees of freedom could be practical.

Our work is rather suggestive of a fruitful path forward for systematically modeling superconducting circuits with
decoherence as open quantum systems, using the KMS-invariant Schwinger-Keldysh path integrals which represent
the natural quantum mechanical analogues [30–34] of the dissipative Lagrangians discussed in this paper. However, as
pointed out in [41], in the presence of multiplicative noise there appear to be subtleties in path integral regularization.

These subtleties are directly related to the two notions of resistance, Re and R̃e, highlighted in Section 4, and we
hope that a careful resolution of such subtleties can enable precision experimental tests of the quantum fluctuation-
dissipation theorem in a superconducting circuit.

Given the issues raised above with the path integral formulation of the quantum problem, a desirable alternative
could be to construct the Lindbladians which manifestly drive the quantum system to thermal equilibrium. For
nonlinear circuits, unfortunately, the challenge of exactly diagonalizing the Hamiltonian renders it difficult to sys-
tematically identify local Lindbladian dynamics that exactly protect a thermal steady state [49]. If it is possible to
nevertheless identify the specific jump operators that generalize (4.15) to an open quantum system, then one may find
a powerful new technique for accurately accounting for the effects of decoherence in superconducting circuit, without
the need for a microscopic model of the environment. Exciting recent progress [50] along these lines suggests that
at least numerically it may be possible to efficiently model dissipative circuits with a thermal steady state, although
a clearer analytical understanding, and physical interpretation, of the appropriate jump operators would be highly
desirable.
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