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The Coherent Ising Machine (CIM) is a quantum network of optical parametric oscillators (OPOs)
intended to find ground states of the Ising model. This is an NP-hard problem, related to several im-
portant minimization problems, including the max-cut graph problem, and many similar problems.
In order to enhance its potential performance, we analyze the coherent coupling strategy for the
CIM in a highly quantum regime. To explore this limit we employ accurate numerical simulations.
Due to the inherent complexity of the system, the maximum network size is limited. While master
equation methods can be used, their scalability diminishes rapidly for larger systems. Instead, we
use Monte Carlo wave-function methods, which scale as the wave-function dimension, and use large
numbers of samples. These simulations involve Hilbert spaces exceeding $10^{7}$ dimensions. To
evaluate success probabilities, we use quadrature probabilities. We demonstrate the potential for
quantum computational advantage through improved simulation times and success rates in a low-
dissipation regime, by using quantum superpositions and time varying couplings to give enhanced
quantum effects.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computational advantage has been an im-
portant motivation for quantum computing researchers
[1, 2]. The goal is to build a quantum device that solves
problems faster than digital hardware. There are many
recent experiments motivated by this goal [3–7]. How-
ever, the resulting data errors raise the issue that the
device may not solve the original problem [8]. Addition-
ally, a quantum computer with broadly useful applica-
tions is still not realized [9]. Here we study quantum
advantage in practical optimization problems. We use
the coherent Ising machine (CIM) as the computing ar-
chitecture, since it targets such problems.

The CIM is intended to solve the Ising model ground
state, initially developed to model phase transitions in
magnetic materials [10]. The Ising model is a network
of discrete spins σk = ±1 with nearest-neighbor inter-
actions. More generally, we take into account arbitrary
couplings Jij and an external magnetic field hj , at each
site. The energy function of the model has the form,

E(σ) = −
∑
i,j

Jijσiσj −
∑
j

hjσj . (1)

This has many applications to optimization prob-
lems across various fields, including computer science,
medicine, logistics, finance, telecommunication and ma-
chine learning [11–13]. On mapping NP-hard and NP-
complete problems to the Ising Hamiltonian [14, 15], one
finds that the ground state corresponds to the optimal
solution for these problems. Conventional computers
face significant challenges in solving such complex opti-
mization problems due to their exponential time com-
plexity. In our study, the Ising model is mapped onto
a quantum optical system, namely the coherent Ising
Machine (CIM).

This computing architecture is inspired by the Ising
model. It uses quantum mechanics to potentially over-

come these computational limitations, although it is not
a universal, gate-based architecture. The CIM model
comprises a network of Degenerate Optical Parametric
Oscillators (DOPOs), where each DOPO element cor-
responds to an Ising spin. Coherent coupling between
the DOPO elements is achieved using an optical delay
line scheme [16]. In this scheme, DOPO pulses circulate
within an optical ring cavity, with each pulse represent-
ing an Ising spin. The phase of the pulse determines
whether it is in the spin-up or spin-down state.

To implement the Jij coupling between DOPO pulses,
a portion of each pulse in the optical ring is picked
off and fed through an optical phase-sensitive amplifier
(PSA), followed by delay lines equipped with intensity
and phase modulators. This setup allows for arbitrary
coupling between any two pulses within the system,
determined by the coupling coefficient Jji. A small-
scale DOPO network was first experimentally realized
by Marandi et al. [17], using a time-division multiplex-
ing scheme within a single ring resonator, with spin-spin
interactions implemented through mutual injections of
DOPO pulses using delay interferometers. Since then,
large-scale networks comprising over 104 DOPOs [18–
20] have been investigated, although these use an inco-
herent measurement feedback (MFB) strategy.

To simulate the quantum dynamics of such paramet-
ric systems, master equation methods could be used [21],
but these scale quadratically in the Hilbert space dimen-
sion, making them rapidly impractical for larger systems
with many coupled oscillators. Positive-P phase-space
methods [22, 23] are useful for the present experimen-
tal parameters, and are scalable, but this method has
challenges in highly quantum regimes due to sampling
errors. A third approach used for MFB simulations [24],
the Gaussian approximation, is inapplicable when there
are non-Gaussian quantum superposition states. In this
study, we employ Monte Carlo wave-function (MCWF)
methods [25], which scale linearly in the Hilbert space
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dimension, and can treat any quantum state. We re-
port on simulations that exceed 107 Hilbert dimensions.
Although our simulations are still in the small mode
limit of M < 6, they are beyond the reach of master
equations, and can treat extreme quantum regimes.

We investigate several problems, ranging from anti-
ferromagnetic frustrated problems to max-cut graph
problems. We evaluate the success rate through an x-
quadrature measurement of the DOPO outputs. The
success rate is calculated from joint probabilities of
quadratures P (x1,x2, ..., xm), with xi ≥ 0 as positive
spin and xi < 0 as negative spin. We investigate mul-
tiple strategies for initial quantum state, while dynami-
cally changing the coupling strength and other parame-
ters, to improve the success rate of the simulations. We
find a speed up in performance and improved success
rates with nonclassical initial states.

Because an accurate simulation of this type of com-
puter is even harder than the Ising problem, our con-
clusions are only indicative. Small-scale devices that we
can simulate cannot solve large Ising problems. Never-
theless, we can investigate whether quantum superposi-
tions have a potential for quantum advantage. We find
evidence for more rapid convergence to a solution when
quantum superpositions are present. We also show that
a clear limitation of this architecture is decoherence due
to absorption in the spin couplings. This indicates that
other, more coherent couplings may be beneficial.

II. HAMILTONIAN AND MASTER EQUATION

We first consider a single DOPO. This represents a
single Ising spin with spin up or spin down configura-
tions, given by the Hamiltonian [26, 27],

H/ℏ =

2∑
i=1

(
ωia

†
iai + a†iΓi + aiΓ

†
i

)
(2)

+
iḡ

2

(
a2a

†2
1 − a†2a

2
1

)
+ iϵ

(
a†2e

−iω2t − a2e
iω2t

)
.

Here a2 is the pump mode, a1 is the signal/idler mode,
ω2 and ω1 are the pump and signal mode frequencies,
and ḡ is the coupling strength between the optical cav-
ity modes. The first term represents the free evolution
and linear damping of the optical cavity modes, the sec-
ond term is the coupling between the pump and signal
modes, and the third term represents the driving of the
pump mode by an external field of amplitude ϵ with
frequency ω2, .

When the pump mode decay rate is much larger than
the signal mode decay rate (γ2 >> γ1), the pump mode
can be eliminated through adiabatic elimination [28, 29].
The simpler Hamiltonian that results reads,

H = ℏ∆̄a†a+ iℏλ
(
a†2 − a2

)
+ γ

(
a†Γ1 + aΓ†

1

)
+
g2

2

(
a2Γ†

2 + a†2Γ2

)
, (3)

where a is the signal mode of the DOPO and Γ1, Γ2 are
the reservoir modes. Here ∆̄ = ω1 − ω2/2 is the detun-
ing, λ the pump driving strength and g is the dimen-
sionless two-photon dissipation rate and γ single photon
dissipation rate, where:

λ =
|ḡϵ|
γ1γ2

g =

√
ḡ2

2γ1γ2
. (4)

Initially, we set γ = 1 to determine the time-scale,
and define a characteristic coherent amplitude of

α =

√
λ

g
. (5)

The steady state is known exactly [27], and it is ap-
proximately a mixture of coherent states | ± α⟩. This
gives a characteristic photon number scale of nc = |α|2.
Prior to this, the dynamical behavior in highly quan-
tum regimes with g ≳ 1 [30–32] leads to an approximate
transient SchrÃ¶dinger cat state:

|ΨC⟩ = NC [|α⟩+ | − α⟩] , (6)

which later decays to the impure steady state from de-
coherence caused by the single photon decays.

The following master equation is applicable to a CIM
of M coherently coupled oscillators [33–35] :

∂ρ

∂t
=

∑
i

{
−∆i

[
a†iai, ρi

]
+
λ

2

[
a†ia

†
i − aiai, ρ

]}
+
∑
i

{
γ
(
2aiρa

†
i − a†iaiρ− ρa†iai

)}
+
∑
i

{
g2

2

(
2a2i ρa

†2
i − a†2i a

2
i ρ− ρa†2i a

2
i

)}
+
∑
i,j

|Jij |
2

(
2LijρL

†
ij − L†

ijLijρ− ρL†
ijLij

)
, (7)

with the usual notation that ai is the annihilation op-
erator for mode i with i = 1, ..,M , ∆i is the detun-
ing for the ith mode (here, we set ∆i = 0), λ is the
pump strength, and γ and g are the one photon and
two photon dissipative rates, respectively. The coher-
ent coupling is given by the last term of the above
equation, where the J matrix describes the coupling
strength between the modes with Jij = Jji and we set
Jii = Jjj = 0. The operators Lij are the Lindblad op-
erators for the couplings, defined as Lij = ai − Jij

|Jij |aj .
If the signs are the same throughout, the sign of Jij
distinguishes the ferromagnetic case (+), in which the
spins are aligned, from the anti-ferromagnetic (-) case.

In the classical limit, the corresponding mean-field
equation is [35, 36]:

α̇i = −γαi+
∑
k

(Jikαk − |Jik|αi)+α
∗
i

(
λ− g2α2

i

)
. (8)
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This is known to provide a route to finding the Ising
ground state, apart from issues with solutions being
trapped in non-extremal states. Here, we consider the
full quantum problem, and investigate conditions for
finding the solution in regimes where the mean-field
equations are no longer applicable, due to strong en-
tanglement and quantum noise effects.

A. Quantum jump method

In this work, we investigate using the Coherent Ising
Machine (CIM) model to solve combinatorial optimiza-
tion problems in highly quantum regimes. Although
algorithms exist that can solve the Ising model with
more than 100 spins [37], conventional computers strug-
gle with larger numbers of spins due to the exponential
time complexity. A CIM model with a quantum archi-
tecture may offer advantages in performance speed and
energy efficiency compared to its classical counterpart
[38]. In this study, we map our Ising model to an opti-
cal quantum system and evaluate the system dynamics
by utilizing the full Hilbert space, except for a number
cut-off. For the system evolution, continuous methods
exist [39–41] as another alternative. Here, we employ
the Monte Carlo Wave Function (MCWF) method in
our numerical simulations of the CIM to assess the sys-
tem dynamics.

Let the wave-function of the system at time t be a
normalized state |ψ(t)⟩. Using the MCWF method,
the system’s evolution is governed by the SchrÃ¶dinger
equation with a non-Hermitian effective Hamiltonian:

Heff = Hsys −
iℏ
2

∑
n

C†
nCn, (9)

where the first term consists of the system’s Hermi-
tian part of the Hamiltonian Eq. 3, Hsys = ℏ∆̄a†a +

iℏλ
2

(
a†2 − a2

)
and the second term represents non-

Hermitian terms(often referred to as Lindblad terms in
other methods), including dissipation and coupling, ex-
pressed by the jump operators Cn.

We then calculate the wave-function |ψ(1)(t+ δt)⟩ by
evolving |ψ(t)⟩ under the above non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonian Heff :

|ψ(1)(t+ δt)⟩ =
(
1− iδt

ℏ
Heff

)
|ψ(t)⟩. (10)

Here δt must be sufficiently small, allowing us to ignore
higher-order terms δt2 and above. We use a slightly
modified version of the original algorithm proposed by
MÃžlmer et al. [42], where time integration is per-
formed using a 4th-order Runge-Kutta method. Next,
we evaluate the square of the norm:

|norm|2 = ⟨ψ(1)(t+ δt)|ψ(1)(t+ δt)⟩

= ⟨ψ(t)|
(
1 +

iδt

ℏ
H†

eff

)(
1− iδt

ℏ
Heff

)
|ψ(t)⟩

= 1− δp. (11)

Since the evolution occurs under a non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian Heff , the norm of the wave-function de-
creases by δp. We integrate the system until a certain
threshold, determined by a uniformly distributed ran-
dom number ϵ, is reached. Once this threshold is met,
a quantum jump occurs, and the system evolves accord-
ing to one of the collapse operators, projecting the state
|ψ(t)⟩using the collapse operator Cn:

|ψ(1)(t+ δt)⟩ = Cn|ψ(t)⟩
⟨ψ(t)|C†

nCn|ψ(t)⟩1/2
. (12)

When multiple collapse operators are present, another
random number r is generated to select which collapse
operator causes the jump. The jump occurs when the
following inequality is satisfied:

n∑
i=1

Pi ≥ r, (13)

where n is the smallest integer that satisfies the inequal-
ity, and Pi = ⟨ψ(t)|C†

nCn|ψ(t)⟩/δp.

B. Success Rate measurement

We wish to evaluate the success rate, which represents
the probability of measuring the system in the optimal
solution. This requires calculating the joint probabil-
ities P (x1, x2, ...xM ) of the quadrature measurements,
where xi ≥ 0 corresponds to spin-up and xi < 0 corre-
sponds to spin-down for the ith mode, with M modes.

First, we consider the simulation to be described by
the single-mode density matrix ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. The density
matrix can also be expanded in the number basis as:

ρ =
∑
n,m

ρnm|n⟩⟨m|. (14)

The x-quadrature probability distribution can be com-
puted from the density matrix ρ, expanded in the num-
ber state basis, as:

⟨x|ρ|x⟩ =
∑
n,m

ρnm⟨x|n⟩⟨m|x⟩. (15)

Similarly, if we expand the density matrix in terms of
the wave-function ψ, we get:

|⟨ψ|x⟩|2 =
∑
n,m

ψnm|n⟩⟨m|, (16)

where ψnm = Ψn ⊗Ψm are the coefficients of the num-
ber state expansion, with a photon cutoff of N . By
plotting the diagonal elements of ⟨x|ρ|x⟩, we can eval-
uate the probability density P (x) of the x-quadrature
measurement .

Next, we calculate the joint probability distribution
for the quadrature measurement of a DOPO with M
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modes as:

P (x1, x2...xM ) = |⟨ψ|x1, x2...xM ⟩|2

=
∑
m

∑
m′

ψm,m′

M∏
i=1

⟨mi|xi⟩⟨xi|m′
i⟩. (17)

Here m = [m1,m2, ..,mM ] and m′ =
[m′

1,m
′
2, ..,m

′
M ]. To evaluate the success rate from the

joint probabilities P (x1, x2...xM ), we integrate over the
quadratures:ˆ

x1

ˆ
x2

...

ˆ
xM

P (x1, x2...xM )dx1dx2...dxM . (18)

This can be written as:∑
m

∑
m′

ψm,m′

M∏
i=1

ˆ
xi

⟨mi|xi⟩⟨xi|m′
i⟩dxi

=
∑
m

∑
m′

ψm,m′Λ(σ1)(m1,m
′
1)⊗ Λ(σ2)(m2,m

′
2)... (19)

⊗ Λ(σM )(mM ,m
′
M ). (20)

In this expression„ Λ(mi,m
′
i) are the Hermite inte-

grals for the ith mode, evaluated analytically as:

Λ(mi,m
′
i) =

ˆ
Hmi(x)Hm′

i
(x)dxi, (21)

where σi represents the spin for the ith mode. On
binning the quadrature measurements for two possible
spins, we have σi = {+,−} depending on the spin of
each mode. Hence,

Λ+(mi,m
′
i) =

∞̂

0

Hmi
(xi)Hm′

i
(xi)dxi,

Λ−(mi,m
′
i) =

0ˆ

−∞

Hmi
(xi)Hm′

i
(xi)dxi. (22)

We evaluate these integrals using standard Gaussian
integrals:

ˆ ∞

0

xne−x2

dx =
Γ(n+1

2 )

2ˆ 0

−∞
xne−x2

= (−1)n
Γ(n+1

2 )

2
(23)

The Gamma function Γ(n+1
2 ) can be expressed in

terms of factorials as:

Γ(
2n+ 1

2
) =

(2n)!

4nn!

√
π (24)

Thus, the Hermite integrals Λ±(mi,m
′
i) can be rewrit-

ten in the form:

mi!m
′
i!

2

⌊mi
2 ⌋∑

p,l=0

(±)m+n−2p−2l(−1)p+l

p!(mi − 2p)!l!(m′
i − 2l)!

(mi +m′
i − 2p− 2l)!

(
mi+m′

i−2p−2l

2 )!

(25)

where
⌊
mi

2

⌋
indicates the floor function, rounding down

the value of mi

2 . When measuring the success rate of
our simulations using Eq. 19, we utilize the tensor
identity (A⊗B ⊗ ...) = (A⊗ I ⊗ ...) (I ⊗B ⊗ ...) ..., al-
lowing the algorithm to scale efficiently with the wave-
function. To implement the simulations, we developed
two separate codes to allow cross-checking. One is in
MATLAB using the xSPDE4 library [43], and another
in Python utilizing the QuTiP library [44, 45].

C. Purity Calculation

We can calculate the quantum purity in our simula-
tion as a means of determining the effects of decoherence
of the initial quantum state. The sampled purity of the
conditional density matrix ρ can be evaluated from the
sampled trajectory wave-functions |ψi⟩, as given by:

ρ =
1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

|ψi⟩⟨ψi|, (26)

where Nt is the number of trajectories. The squared
density matrix ρ2 is:

ρ2 =
1

N2
t

Nt∑
i,j=1

|ψi⟩⟨ψi|ψj⟩⟨ψj |, (27)

Defining |ψi⟩⟨ψi| =
∑
n,m

ρ
(i)
nm|n⟩⟨m|, the purity is given

by the trace of ρ2 , expressed as:

Tr(ρ2) =
1

N2
t

Nt∑
i,j=1

NM
c∑

n,m=1

ρ(i)nmρ
(j)
mn. (28)

Here Nc is the cut off, M is the number of modes and
ρ
(i)
nm are the i-th density matrix elements. In evaluating

the summation in Tr(ρ2), the indices n and m run over
n = m = 1, 2, ...NM

c .

III. FIXED PARAMETER SIMULATIONS

In the simulations, we consider the detuning ∆̄ to be
negligible and initially set the linear dissipation coeffi-
cient γ to unity. This allows us to scale all parameters
with respect to the signal mode single-photon decay rate
γ, which gives a dimensionless simulation time-scale γt.
In this section, we focus on simulations with fixed pa-
rameters. The following section investigates dynamical,
time-varying parameters which can vary throughout the
passage to the final, measured state.

A. Initial quantum states

The initial state of our simulation should ideally en-
compass all possible solutions, meaning that at the be-
ginning, for a system with M modes and a particular
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Figure 1: Ising spin diagram of M = 3, M = 4 and
M = 5 spin arrangements with nearest neighbor
interactions only, with uniform interaction strength
(Jij = −1, where i and j are nearest neighbor modes),
with the sign of the J12 interaction flipped
(J12 = J21 = 1). .

spin configuration, the success rate would be ∼ 1
2M

. An
important issue is the cut-off Nc > nc, which largely
determines how many modes can be treated. For good
accuracy, this must be large enough so that errors due
to number truncation are negligible. Yet, if the average
photon number nc is too low, the quantum noise causes
prohibitive errors in detecting the output quadrature
sign.

A vacuum state in all modes ψvac = |0⟩⊗M is the
simplest to generate experimentally. This can evolve to
any solution at later times. It is also the most classical
state that we study, which serves as a benchmark in our
simulations. One of the ways we investigate the influ-
ence of quantum effects is by initializing the simulation
with a more non-classical state. The motivation is to
explore whether such a state can influence the simula-
tion’s performance. In particular, we treat highly entan-
gled initial cat states, under the assumption that these
extremely non-classical states may provide evidence of
any quantum advantage.

We consider two alternative initial quantum states:
the first is an outer product of cat states equivalent to
all 2M spin states,

ψsup = NM
c (|α⟩+ | − α⟩)⊗M (29)

with coherent amplitude α. The second state is an M -
partite entangled state:

ψent = NM {(|α⟩+ | − α⟩)1 |0⟩2..|.0⟩M
+ |0⟩1 (|α⟩+ | − α⟩)2 ..|.0⟩M + ...

+|0⟩1|0⟩2... (|α⟩+ | − α⟩)M} (30)

where NM is the normalization factor. This is a quan-
tum superposition, but with only one mode initialized
to a cat state. The rationale for using ψsup and ψent,
is to investigate whether introducing quantum superpo-
sition and entanglement at the start of the simulation
improves the CIM performance compared to the classi-
cal vacuum state ψvac.

B. Case I: Frustrated problems

We first consider a simple case of anti-ferromagnetic
Ising spins (Jij < 0), where neighboring anti-parallel

Figure 2: Success rate variation with varying photon
cut-off N . Simulation parameters are set to λ = 2.4
and g = 0.6. Here the couplings Jij are as in the
M = 3 case in Fig (1), with ψvac as the initial state. .

spins result in the lowest energy with uniform interac-
tion strength |Jij | (the same for all i ̸= j) and Jij = 0
when i = j . We examine three cases as in figure 1. The
first involves spins arranged in a triangle (M = 3), the
second involves spins arranged in a square (M = 4), and
the third involves spins arranged in a pentagon (M = 5).

In the first case, the energy is minimized when each
spin is aligned opposite to its neighbors. We take Jij =
−1, where i and j are nearest neighbor modes. After
the first two spins are aligned oppositely, the third spin
becomes frustrated due to two possible configurations
that provide the same low energy. This simultaneous
minimization with respect to the other two spins leads
to a six-fold degeneracy. In this study, we flip the sign
of J12 (J12 = J21 = 1) interaction , thereby reducing
the degeneracy to two.

We simulate the system starting from the initial vac-
uum state ψvac and, for comparison purposes, bench-
mark it against the initial states ψsup and ψent, as
defined by Eqs. 29 and 30. Throughout our simula-
tions, we fix α = 2.582, which results in a mean pho-
ton number of 6.667 at steady state. Due to computa-
tional memory limitations, we select a photon cutoff of
N = 16, including the state |0⟩. This is appropriate as
it is three standard deviations from the mean photon
number. The suitability of this cutoff is illustrated in
Figure [2], where we vary N in the simulation to assess
information loss, represented here by the success rate.

C. Case II: 4-mode frustrated problem

We next consider a 4-mode coupling matrix

J =

 0 J12 −0.4 −0.2
J21 0 −0.2 −0.1
−0.4 −0.2 0 −0.1
−0.2 −0.1 −0.1 0

 , (31)
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Figure 3: Evolution of the success rate for the
anti-ferromagnetic spin problem for three cases,
M = 3, M = 4 and M = 5 . Three initial states are
compared: the vacuum state ψvac (Black), the coherent
superposition state ψsup (Blue) and the M -partite
entangled state ψent (red). Simulation parameters are
set to λ = 2.4 and g = 0.6, with a total simulation
time of t = 8 and Nsteps = 1200 time steps, averaged
over 104 realizations. Here Jij values are given in1.

where J12 is positive. When J12 is slightly less than 0.3,
a conventional CIM often fails to find the ground state.
Here, we take the specific value J12 = 0.295.

We simulated a 4-mode CIM with the coupling ma-
trix Eq. (31), with the single-photon decay rate γ = 1,
the two-photon decay rate g = 0.75, and a pump am-
plitude λ = 1.125. The total dimensionless simulation

0 1 2 3
0.12

0.13

0.14

0.15

0.16

s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 p

ro
b
a
b
ili

ty

4-mode CIM 

cat product state

vacuum state

0 1 2 3
0

0.5

1

p
u
ri
ty

4-mode CIM

cat product state

vacuum state

Figure 4: The time evolution of the success probability
(top figure) and the purity (bottom figure), for
different initial states, the vacuum state and a cat
product state. The coupling matrix is given by Eq.
(31), with J12 = 0.295. The single-photon decay rate is
γ = 1, the two-photon decay rate is g = 0.75, and a
pump amplitude is λ = 1.125. The total dimensionless
simulation time is T = 3, with 104 samples and 600
time steps. A photon cutoff number of 5 is chosen.
The two lines in each case indicate the sampling error.

time is T = 3, with 104 samples and 600 time steps.
The steady state amplitude |α| is determined by the re-
lation α2 = λ/g2, which is |α| =

√
2 for the parameters

used here. Because of this small |α| amplitude, a small
photon number cutoff of 5 was chosen.

The time evolution of the success rate and purity are
computed for two different initial states, namely the vac-
uum state and a cat product state Eq. (29) with the
number of modes, M = 4. These results are presented
in Fig. 4.

The time step and sampling errors are estimated by
xSPDE4. For the initial vacuum state simulation, the
RMS relative time-step error is less than 3 × 10−4 and
the sampling error is ∼ 4 × 10−3. For the initial cat
product state simulation, the time-step error is about 10
times larger while the sampling error is almost identical.

The results, shown in Fig (4) show that while the suc-
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cess probability is relatively low, which is partially due
to the low photon number and large quantum fluctu-
ations, there is a strong transient enhancement in the
success rate when using a quantum SchrÃ¶dinger cat
initial state. However, the initial purity is degraded.
The pure initial quantum state is rapidly transformed
into a mixture, in a similar way to the decoherence of
SchrÃ¶dinger cat states in a damped harmonic or para-
metric oscillator [30, 46].

We conclude from this that a static parameter ap-
proach is not optimal, for two reasons. Firstly, using
a relatively low photon number in the final readout
state causes large uncertainties in the readout sign, from
quantum noise. Secondly, while some classical damping
is essential in order to obtain a stable final state, it also
leads to a rapid loss in purity owing to the resulting
decoherence.

IV. DYNAMICAL STRATEGIES AND PURITY
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Figure 5: (a) Investigating the impact of initial states
on purity and success rate for M = 3 case in Fig (1),
with varying initial states in the short time scale. Top
Plots: Purity and Bottom Plots: Corresponding
Success rates. Here we consider two settings, Left
Plots: with high–quantum noise setting (g = 0.6, γ = 1
and Jcoef = 1) and Right Plots: low-quantum noise
setting (g = 0.1, γ(t) = t/tmax and
Jcoef (t) = 3t/tmax + 1), with simulation time of
tmax = 0.4 with tsteps = 50 using 103 trajectories.

From Figure 3 , we observe an improvement in per-
formance for all cases (M = 3, M = 4 and M = 5)
, when a non-classical state is used at the start of the
simulation. Although the coherent superposition state
ψsup performs poorly initially, it eventually surpasses
the initial vacuum state ψvac simulation and even the
M -partite entangled state ψent in the M = 4 case. This
suggests that both entanglement and superposition may
contribute to enhancing the performance of the coherent

(a)

(b)

Figure 6: a: Ferromagnetic spin problem with
specialized weights.b: Maximum Success rate for
different J12 in (a).

Ising machine (CIM). For the M = 5 case, in Figure 3 ,
however, the performance improvement is marginal. To
understand this we look at an additional measurement
, which is the purity, introduced in section II (C).

The results presented in Figure 3 are simulated in a
high-quantum-noise regime with large dissipation (g =
0.6 and γ = 1) , where many damping terms contribute
to the master equation Eq. 7. In such a regime, starting
with a highly quantum state is not beneficial as it de-
coheres very quickly. This is evident from the left plots
in Figure 5 where the highly quantum states ψent and
ψsup lose purity at a greater rate compared to starting
with a more classical state like ψvac state.

To preserve the purity for a longer duration, it is
advantageous for starting the highly quantum state in
a low-quantum-noise environment. While the coupling
term in Eq. 7 appears to dampen some modes, increas-
ing the coupling between the DOPOs is more benefi-
cial in the low-quantum-noise setting when starting with
a highly quantum state. We will treat non-decoherent
couplings elsewhere.

However, as shown in bottom right plot in Figure 5,
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Figure 7: a: Time evolution of the success rate for the
special ferromagnetic problem, with alternate
strategies for the interaction coefficient Jcoef .b:
Increasing Jcoef from Jcoef = 1 to Jcoef = 4 using
three different strategies: constant (blue), a linear
increase (green), and a hyperbolic tangent function to
emulate a rapid initial increase (purple).

the improved performance in the low-noise environment
is short-lived. Over longer time scales, quantum noise
becomes essential to stabilize the steady state, even
when starting with a highly quantum state.

Next, we consider a weighted ferromagnetic problem,
as illustrated in Figure 6 , where we flip the sign of J12as
before. Here we vary J12,and observe a reduction in the
maximum success rate when J12 ∼ −0.3, as shown in
Figure 6 (b). We conduct simulations around J12 ∼
−0.3. The reduction in success rate is primarily due to
near-optimal solutions having an Ising energy close to
the optimal solution at J12 ∼ −0.3. At J12 = −0.3, we
observe a fourfold degeneracy; thus, we choose J12 =
−0.295, which reduces the degeneracy to two.

We perform simulations while keeping the initial state
fixed as ψvac = |0⟩⊗M and vary the interaction strength
by multiplying Jij by a time-dependent interaction co-
efficient Jcoef (t). Now the master equation in Eq. 7
reads

∂ρ

∂t
=

∑
i

{
−∆i

[
a†iai, ρi

]
+
λ

2

[
a†ia

†
i − aiai, ρ

]}
+
∑
i

{
γ
(
2aiρa

†
i − a†iaiρ− ρa†iai

)}
+
∑
i

{
g2

2

(
2a2i ρa

†2
i − a†2i a

2
i ρ− ρa†2i a

2
i

)}
+
∑
i,j

Jcoef (t)
|Jij |
2

(
2LijρL

†
ij − L†

ijLijρ− ρL†
ijLij

)
,

(32)

The coefficient Jcoef (t) is used to increase the inter-
action strength by four times. Different strategies for
increasing Jcoef (t) are shown in Figure 7(b). Increasing
Jcoef (t) enhances the interaction between the DOPO el-
ements, thereby increasing entanglement in the system.

Figure 8: Spin diagram of a Max-cut graph problem
depicting an optimum max cut where after undergoing
the cut, separate into two partitions S = 1, 4 (blue)
and S̄ = 2, 3, 5 (black). The size of the cut is f(x) = 5
and the spin configuration depicted as
x = {1,−1,−1, 1,−1}.

As a result, increasing the interaction strength fourfold
leads to a speed-up in reaching the maximum success
rate, as depicted in Figure 7(a). We also observe a sur-
prising result: an improvement in the success rate when
Jcoef (t)is increased linearly, as depicted by the green
plot in Figure 7(a).

A. Case II: Max-cut problem

In this section, we explore a five-mode Max Cut prob-
lem. Max Cut problems are often used to solve flow
optimization challenges, where the goal is to calculate
the maximum capacity of a network when transferring
from one side to the other. These problems have many
practical applications [11, 13], ranging from calculating
traffic flow to determining the flow of liquids or gases in
pipes, among others. Each cut represents a line pass-
ing through the network, dividing it into two parts, as
illustrated in Figure 8. The cut capacity is the total
capacity, or weight, of all edges the cut passes through,
calculated by summing the weights of these edges. For
simplicity, in this case, we assume uniform weights.

We can map the Max-Cut problem onto our CIM
model by setting Jij < 0.Here, we fix the initial state as
ψvac and set Jcoef = 1. Instead of varying Jcoef ,we
make the non-linear dissipation g in Eq. 7 time-
dependent and investigate different strategies for g(t).In
this context, we aim to keepαfixed at 2.582. Since the
coherent amplitude α depends on g and λ ( given by
α =

√
λ
g ), we vary the pump strength λ in conjunction

with g, ensuring that α remains constant.
When g ≪ 1,the system experiences weak quantum

noise, remaining in the classical regime. For g ∼ 1,the
system is exposed to sufficiently strong quantum noise,
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Figure 9: Success rate measurement for the 5 mode
Max-cut problem, where we consider differing
strategies for non-linear dissipation g. Here α = 2.582.

pushing it into the non-classical regime. We observe an
improvement in the simulation, specifically an increase
in the maximum success rate, when g is varied from
0.9, ( a higher non-classical regime) to 0.6 (a lower non-

classical regime), as shown in Figure 9.

V. CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated fully quantum simulations of
the Coherent Ising machine, in regimes where quantum
effects cannot be neglected. The use of number-state
cut-offs well above the mean photon number, together
with quantum Monte-Carlo methods, allow careful in-
vestigation of quantum effects. We show that dynamical
strategies with the coupling changing in time from an
initial quantum regime to a final classical regime are
beneficial. There is clear potential for enhanced success
rates in the quantum regime. However, these studies
must be regarded as transitional, in that there are many
other dynamical strategies possible. Further results and
different strategies will be reported elsewhere.
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