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Evolution Dynamics Toward the Limit Cycle of a Quantum Self-Sustained Oscillator
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The dynamics of a quantum self-sustained oscillator as it evolves toward its limit cycle may
be useful in solving related problems like those in quantum synchronization, yet is inadequately
studied. Here we investigate the evolution of a quantum Rayleigh-van der Pol (RvdP) oscillator,
the simplest form of a self-sustained oscillator exhibiting a quasiharmonic limit cycle, starting from
Fock, thermal, and coherent states. We find that the phase-space dynamics significantly differ
depending on the initial state—one evolution toward the limit cycle may take much longer than
another and a least-time parameter may be present. We describe the resulting dynamics in terms
of the coherence decay and the redistribution of eigenstate occupation.

When subjected to a sufficiently weak, uni- or bi-
directional coupling to one another, two or more os-
cillators may progressively match their rhythms to be-
come synchronized—being under either frequency or
phase entrainment [1, 2]. Synchronization is ubiqui-
tous in nature—the circadian rhythm driven by exter-
nal light [3, 4], flashing of bioluminescent insects [5, 6],
a Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction under light pulses [7],
and a laser network [8], to name a few—and it serves
as a key mechanism in establishing order out of dis-
order in complex systems [9-11]. For synchronization
to occur, an oscillator must have its own rhythm—the
self-sustaining property is necessary for synchronization.
A self-sustained oscillator is characterized by at least
one source of energy dissipation (damping) and energy
pump, such that there is a dynamical equilibrium be-
tween the opposing forces. This requires nonlinearities
to be present in the system. In the phase space repre-
sentation of the oscillator, the equilibrium corresponds
to a limit cycle to which an arbitrary phase point is al-
ways attracted [1, 2]. The form of the limit cycle depends
on the mathematical description of the system [12, 13].
Multiple limit cycles can exist for a more complex sys-
tem [14]. Additional examples of self-sustaining oscilla-
tors include wall clocks, electronic systems [15], circa-
dian rhythms [16, 17], chemical reactions [18, 19], and
predator-and-prey systems [20].

The quantum version of self-sustained oscillators has
been gaining interest in recent years. One distinct fea-
ture of quantum self-sustained oscillators is the smear-
ing of the limit cycle due to quantum noise [21]. Typical
mathematical descriptions use the Lindblad master equa-
tion [22-39], although different formalism is possible [40].
Recent research involving quantum self-sustained oscilla-
tors is mostly concerned with quantum synchronization,
such as quantum synchronization under external driv-
ing [25-30, 38], squeezing [30, 31], and coupling to other
oscillators [32-39]. Intriguing results were found about

quantum frequency or phase entrainment, quantum fluc-
tuations [27, 34], critical response [28], information mea-
sures [30], classicality [30, 31, 35], entanglement [33], and
amplitude death or oscillation collapse [36-38]. Several
studies also proposed quantifying the degree of quan-
tum synchronization [41-44]. Furthermore, research has
been done to speed up synchronization via drive engineer-
ing [45]. Apart from quantum synchronization, quan-
tum limit cycles also play an important role in heat en-
gines [22, 23] and single-electron transistors [24].

Similar to quantum synchronization, prior studies on
the dynamics of quantum self-sustained oscillators are
mainly concerned with the steady-state dynamics—the
limit cycles—apart from the foundational work of quan-
tizing the equations of motion [21, 26]. The full dynamics
toward the quantum limit cycle are much less explored.
Unlike the classical case, the motion of the phase point
attracted to the limit cycle is not the only information to
obtain. In the quantum case, the expected phase point
does not contain all the information about the motion
we may extract from the phase-space representation. It
is also interesting to track how quantum features, such
as quantum coherence, change along the evolution. Such
information might be useful in solving related problems
like those in quantum synchronization. This motivates us
to study how a quantum self-sustained oscillator evolves
from a given initial state toward its limit cycle, and how
the processes in the system affect the dynamics.

In this Letter, we study the dynamics of the simplest
form of a quantum self-sustained oscillator: the quantum
Rayleigh-van der Pol (RvdP) oscillator. The simplicity
lies in the fact that its limit cycle is circular, making
it quasiharmonic. Despite its simplicity, the system can
be physically realized with a cavity optomechanical sys-
tem [25, 32] and trapped ions [34]. We study the system’s
evolution starting as a Fock state, a thermal state, and a
coherent state. We observe that the evolution is similar
for the Fock and thermal states, but largely different for



the coherent state. In particular, we find that for a given
Fock state and thermal state, there is a set of parame-
ters for which the limit cycle is reached with the least
amount of time. In addition to that, we observe that the
limit cycle is reached in a much longer time when the
oscillator evolves from the coherent state. This may be
attributed to the longer time it takes for the coherence
between neighboring eigenstates of the system to vanish.

Depending on how the equation of motion is quan-
tized, the resulting quantum equation of motion of a self-
sustained oscillator may deviate from the classical coun-
terpart when some parameters are not small [21]. With
more careful consideration, an exact but more compli-
cated quantum model may be obtained [26]. Our math-
ematical model adopts the one used by Ben Arosh et
al. [21] and is given by the following dimensionless Lind-
blad’s master equation (with i = 1):

p=—ila%a,p] + D [a'] p+nDla] p + 72D [a°] p,
(1)

where @ = (& + ip)/v/2 and D{Oﬂp = 0pOt —

(1/2) {OTO,p}. In Eq. (1), the time is measured in
units of the oscillator’s natural frequency wy (making the
simple harmonic period 27), mass is in terms of the os-
cillator’s mass m, and length is in units of \/h/mwyg.
Contrary to what it is usually called [25, 28, 31-37, 39],
this equation does not describe the van der Pol (vdP)
oscillator since its steady-state Wigner function has
a parameter-independent radial symmetry—a feature
not present in a vdP oscillator [21]. There are three
sources of non-conservative mechanisms responsible for
the self-sustaining property: k; parameterizes the rate
of one-quantum pump, v, parameterizes the rate of one-
quantum dissipation, and 7, parameterizes the rate of
two-quantum dissipation.

We provide a brief overview of properties described
by Ben Arosh et al. [21] that are useful in our analysis.
Equation (1) approximates the classical counterpart:

i+z— [k —m—7@+i%)]i=0, (2)

with an error O ((k1 — 71)?), meaning that the oscillator
is not an exact quantization of the RvdP oscillator. The
steady-state Wigner function describing the limit cycle
takes the form of a ring uniformly smeared out around a
circle centered at the origin, with radius \/(k1 — v1)/72-
The radial symmetry of the steady-state Wigner function
implies that the steady-state density matrix—obtained
by setting the left-hand side of Eq. (1) to zero—is diag-
onal. This means that the system always evolves toward
being a statistical mixture, losing all of its quantum co-
herence. Lastly, it is more convenient to analyze the
system’s evolution by considering the evolution of the el-
ements along each “off-diagonal” (not in the usual sense

of the word—we drop the quotation marks for the re-
mainder of this text) of the density matrix. We use the
following transformation:

—imt
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where m 4+ n > 0. The quantity o, defines the element
indexed n along the mth off-diagonal. Taking the evo-
lution of the density matrix elements p;; from Eq. (1),
then applying this transformation, we obtain

1
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Equation (4) shows that a given density matrix element
is only coupled to the others in the same off-diagonal.
Since the steady-state density matrix is diagonal, we can
deduce that all m # 0 off-diagonals undergo decay, while
the diagonal elements redistribute themselves.

The radial symmetry of the quantum limit cycle—
represented by the steady-state Wigner function—means
that the expected position and momentum of the system
are zero. However, the quantum limit cycle indeed con-
tains information about these quantities [26], albeit only
qualitatively due to the quasi-probabilistic nature of the
Wigner function. The peak of the quantum limit cycle,
which coincides with the classical limit cycle, gives the
most probable limit cycle of the system. Meanwhile, the
smearing around the circle represents other limit cycles
deviating from the classical case, that may be observed
with lower probabilities.

We numerically simulate the system’s evolution from a
Fock, thermal, and coherent state. These states are cho-
sen due to their simplicity and peculiarities: the Fock
state is the energy eigenstate; the thermal state is a
mixed state corresponding to thermal equilibrium; and
the coherent state is a pure state that behaves simi-
larly to a classical oscillator. Since the evolution involves
pumping and dissipation of quanta of energy, we choose
the initial states with the same initial values for the ex-
pected number (n) = (a'a) of excitation, which we de-
note (n), herein. We study the evolution of the Wigner
function [46]
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to provide a direct comparison to the classical phase
space motion. Since the peak of a coherent state moves in
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FIG. 1. Wigner function evolution snapshots of the quantum
RvdP oscillator for different initial states in the weakly non-
linear regime with x1 = 0.1,y1 = 0.09,v2 = 0.001. The same
color values correspond to different Wigner function values
between the plots—this is done to emphasize the maximum
of the Wigner functions. Negative Wigner function values
(only at the central region of the top-left plot) are colored
pale red. The snapshots showcase significant stages of the
evolution toward the limit cycle, with the bottom row show-
ing the Wigner functions reaching their steady states. The
yellow circle is the classical limit cycle while the red point in
the plots for the coherent state is the classical phase point at
the given time. The initial states have (n) = 1. One simple
harmonic period is 27 under the specified unit system.

the same way a classical phase point moves in the phase
space, we additionally track the motion of the peak of the
Wigner function for the coherent state case and simulate
Eq. (2) starting at the initial expected phase point of the
quantum states. The simulation is done for the weakly
nonlinear and the strongly nonlinear case. We keep the
parameter difference (k1 — 1) small so that the system
describes an RvdP oscillator as closely as possible.

Figures 1 and 2 show selected evolution snapshots for
different initial states with (n), = 1, for the weakly and
strongly nonlinear regimes, respectively. Our analysis
uses the terms “Wigner function” and “occupation prob-
ability distribution” (p;; versus j) frequently, so we shall

FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 but in the strongly nonlinear regime
with k1 = 0.1,71 = 0.09,v2 = 0.1. The plots are zoomed in
for better visibility.

refer to them as “WF” and “OPD” for brevity and clar-
ity. We do not plot the OPD as the information we need
may be straightforwardly extracted from the WF.

For the Fock state case in the weakly nonlinear
regime, the WF approaches a nonnegative distribution
and smears out radially as the OPD gains a finite width.
It then continues to smear as the width of the OPD in-
creases, similar to how a thermal state’s WF is more
smeared out and its OPD’s width becomes larger with
increasing (n). Finally, the WF approaches the steady-
state distribution by losing value at the central region
as the occupations in the first few lowest levels go down.
The WF keeps its radial symmetry all the time as the off-
diagonal elements are always zero. This can be seen from
Eq. (4) for any m # 0, noting that the density matrix is
initially diagonal. In the strongly nonlinear regime, we
observe the WF' clumping radially instead of smearing,
indicating that the OPD shifts toward lower eigenener-
gies due to the strong nonlinear energy dissipation.

A thermal state undergoes a similar evolution, except
without the Fock state case’s first stage since a thermal
state’s WF is nonnegative and its OPD has a finite width,
to begin with. The similarity between these two cases is



to be expected: the density matrix is always diagonal
and only undergoes diagonal element redistribution with
the same set of parameters. Over the late evolution, the
WF in both cases for a given time become closely similar
to each other, as shown in the bottom two rows of the
figures.

A coherent state evolves in a largely different manner,
due to the presence of m # 0 off-diagonal elements and
hence coherence decay, in addition to diagonal element
redistribution. In this case, we observe a rotation of pe-
riod 27 about the origin in the phase space at uniform
speed, similar to the classical case, as the WF radially
approaches the limit cycle radius. However, the classical
phase point at any given time does not always coincide
with the WF maximum as the evolution proceeds. This
can be most easily seen in the third-row plot for the co-
herent state case in Fig. 1. We observe the WF smearing
angularly in addition to smearing radially, which shows
that the system gradually loses its phase. It is notewor-
thy that our observation here does not agree with the
description of Ben Arosh et al. [21] that the Wigner func-
tion reaches the limit cycle first and then starts to lose
its phase. We shall not describe the result for this case
in terms of the OPD since the WF is also influenced by
the m # 0 elements, making the relation between OPD
and the form of the WF more complicated.

The bottom rows of Figs. 1 and 2 show the Wigner
function at approximately the time when the system
reaches the limit cycle. We define the steady-state time
Ty as the time it takes the system to be sufficiently close
to the steady state (i.e. the limit cycle). We use the trace
distance [47] as our distance measure, and our criterion
for Ty is that

e (p(Tas) o) = 5Tl (To) — pusl} < (5)
where |A| = VAT A, for some small € which we choose to
be 1073, We observe that Ty for a given initial state is
smaller in the strongly nonlinear regime. In particular, it
takes significantly longer for the coherent state to reach
the limit cycle than the Fock state and the thermal state.
Intriguingly, for the Fock state and the thermal state,
Ty is approximately the same in the weakly nonlinear
regime but is significantly different in the strongly non-
linear regime. This suggests that the dependence of the
steady-state time on the nonlinearity is not trivial. To
reveal this dependence, we numerically calculate Ty, as a
function of increasing nonlinearities, with several values
of (n), as an additional parameter for comparison.

Figure 3 shows the dependence of Ty on nonlinearity
with the two previous cases as the extremes. Ty is simi-
lar between the Fock and thermal state case for the given
(n),, decreasing with increasing nonlinearity except over
an interval where Ty dips down before going back up.
The nonlinearity at which this dip occurs differs between
the Fock and thermal state cases and tends toward the
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FIG. 3. Time Ty required to reach the steady-state limit cy-
cle as a function of nonlinearity quantified by v2/(k1 — 71),
recorded as the trace distance to the steady-state density ma-
trix falls below 1073, Here x; = 0.1,71 = 0.09. Each plot
shows the simulation result for initial states with different ex-
pected numbers (n), of excitation. In particular, the first and
last points of the lines in the top left panel give the steady-
state time for the evolution depicted in Figs. 1 and 2, re-
spectively. The value for a given initial state with a given
nonlinearity shows no particular trend with increasing (n),—
it may increase, decrease, or fluctuate.

weak-nonlinearity side as (n), increases. Additionally,
we observe a larger dip in the thermal state case. The
presence of these dips shows that there is one set of pa-
rameters that is the most favorable for the Fock/thermal
state with a given (n), to reach the steady-state OPD.
We observe no simple trend with increasing (n),—for a
given v2/(k1 — 1) the calculated Ty for either state may
increase, decrease, or fluctuate with increasing (n),. The
coherent state case generally takes significantly longer to
reach the limit cycle. The Ty behavior is also different
from the other two cases. Here, we observe a steady
decrease in Ty with increasing nonlinearity. We also
observe that Ty increases with (n),. The amount by
which Ty increases gets smaller as the nonlinearity gets
stronger.

Finally, we investigate the reason behind the long T
in the coherent state case. One obvious clue is the pres-
ence of nonzero m # 0 off-diagonal elements. As ob-
served in Figs. 1 and 2, the system takes a large amount



of time to become radially uniform, which means that
the m # 0 off-diagonal terms have not completely de-
cayed. However, it is not obvious whether the OPD is
already stationary at the time. Lead by this, we inves-
tigate the difference in timescale between the coherence
decay and the diagonal-element redistribution by numer-
ically calculating the time it takes for the density matrix
elements to reach their steady-state values, i.e. for the
diagonal elements to reach the steady-state distribution
and the off-diagonal elements to vanish. We numerically
calculate the distance of the mth off-diagonal from its
steady-state value:

dnz = Z

where n+m > 0. We note that it is also valid to use the
transformed elements o,,,, instead of the true elements
Pnntm- As the strength of the nonlinearity does not
qualitatively change the evolution of the system (com-
pare Fig. 1 and Fig. 2), we arbitrarily choose the strongly
nonlinear regime with the same parameters as that re-
sulting in Fig. 2 for the coherent state case. This allows
us to conveniently truncate the Hilbert space dimension
at some low value N, for which |m| < N.

Figure 4 shows our calculation result for 0.1 < t < Tg.
The diagonal elements (labeled “m = 07) reach their
steady-state distribution at approximately the same time
the m = £2 off-diagonals vanishes. At this time, the
m = *1 off-diagonals have not vanished and they are the
last to reach their steady-state values. Thus, the long Ty
may be attributed to the slowness of the decay of the co-
herence between the nth and the (n + 1)th eigenstates.
We further note that the non-diagonal-element decay

Pr,n+m (t) — ng,b}3+m ) (6)

0.8
........................... —_— m=0
o7 e ...... m=+1
N -——= m= =2
0.6 —— m==3
05 m=*4
0001 10° 10! 10%

FIG. 4. Distance between the mth off-diagonal from its steady
state, as defined in Eq. (6). A truncated Hilbert space of
dimension N = 12 is used, meaning that |m| < 12. The
rest of the lines are omitted as they start small and decay
quickly, cluttering the bottom left part of the plot. The cal-
culation is performed in the strongly nonlinear regime with
k1 = 0.1,71 = 0.09,~2 = 0.1, initialized as a coherent state
with (n), = 1.

rate is lower for larger m—the m = 41 off-diagonals
take longer to decay because the initial values are larger.
Based on what we observe in Fig. 4, we predict that
below certain initial values of the off-diagonal elements,
the one to determine Ty will be the time it takes to reach
the steady-state ODP instead. This may be the case for
other initial states that we do not discuss here, such as
some superposition of Fock states.

In conclusion, we have studied the evolution dynamics
of a quantum Rayleigh-van der Pol (RvdP) oscillator ini-
tialized as a Fock, thermal, and coherent state. We have
observed that the evolution is different depending on the
existence of off-diagonal elements of the density matrix.
We have found that for a coherent state, the coherence
between neighboring eigenstates of the system takes a
longer time to completely decay compared to the time it
takes for the diagonal elements to reach the steady-state
distribution, leading to significantly longer steady-state
time compared to a fock and thermal state. We have
also found that for a given Fock or thermal state, there
is a set of oscillator parameters for which it reaches the
limit cycle in the least amount of time. Our findings
contribute to a further understanding of the dynamics of
the RvdP oscillator and might be useful in solving re-
lated problems such as quantum synchronization. For
example, it might be possible to speed up synchroniza-
tion involving coherent states by finding a way to speed
up the coherence decay or to speed up synchronization
involving Fock/thermal states by utilizing the least-time
parameters.
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