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We analyze dynamics of the Rabi model describing interactions of a qubit with a single soft-mode
oscillator. We show that the model with a slightly violated parity generates symmetric Schrödinger
cat states of the oscillator, which suddenly perish in a spontaneous unitary process similar to the
measurement-induced wave-function collapse. The effect is sufficiently robust to be tested experi-
mentally, e.g., with trapped ions, macroscopic mechanical oscillators or superconducting circuits.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most magical achievements of quantum
theory is the birth of Schrödinger’s cat—the prediction
of genuinely quantum states that simultaneously exhibit
two contradictory classical features [1]. A cat described

by a quantum superposition |ψ⟩ = (|dead⟩+ |alive⟩)/
√
2

is neither dead, nor alive, but somehow both dead and
alive simultaneously, giving rise to a new ontological cat-
egory of reality. We know that in case of real macroscopic
cats, the ubiquitous decoherence processes would surely
prevent formation of true superposition states, but the
creation of such states with smaller pieces of matter in
the laboratory scale became a common subject of top
fundamental and applied research, see, e.g., Refs. [2–10].
An even more intriguing problem follows from the

question how Schrödinger’s cat dies. This is a metaphor
for the so far not fully understood problem of the
quantum-to-classical transition, and particularly for the
issue of quantum measurement [11, 12]. In sharp con-
trast to the spontaneous evolution of a quantum sys-
tem, which is smooth and deterministic, the measure-
ment process is rendered as probabilistic sudden reduc-
tion (collapse) of the system’s state to the one that actu-
ally happened to appear in the measurement. Many the-
ories and interpretations have been developed to bridge
the gap between these contradictory concepts of quan-
tum dynamics. Some approaches propose to interpret
the sudden process of quantum state reduction as just
an effective description of the unitary measurement pro-
cess involving quantum entanglement with the measur-
ing agent or an uncontrollable environment—see, e.g.,
Refs. [13–18]. Some other approaches consider the col-
lapse to be a spontaneous real physical process resulting
from various extensions of the present understanding of
quantum dynamics—see, e.g., Refs. [19–24].
This article shows that even a purely quantum system,

whose unitary dynamics produces Schrödinger-cat states
(in fact, similar systems are used to generate these states
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in practice), may also spontaneously (without interac-
tions with an external probe or environment) cause their
sudden collapse. Almost discontinuous changes that ap-
pear in the dynamics of our model governed solely by the
Schrödinger equation can be interpreted as abrupt trans-
formations of Schrödinger’s cat from the state with equal
probabilities of dead and alive components to a state in
which one of the alternatives prevails, in analogy to the
true measurement-induced reduction of the cat state. We
do not claim to develop yet another solution to the quan-
tum measurement problem; no such solution is actually
delivered! We just intend to demonstrate that even con-
tinuous unitary dynamics of a simple system, which is by
no means exotic or pathological, may result in phenom-
ena strongly resembling real measurement processes.

II. DYNAMICAL PARITY VIOLATION

The effect we are going to discuss relies on a small vi-
olation of parity of the system used to generate the cat
state. Its essence can be explained on a single parti-
cle moving in a slightly asymmetric double-well poten-
tial, see Fig. 1(a). The difference between the left and
right wells is so marginal that the parity is almost con-
served. The particle in a pure state with a fixed par-
ity is put on the top of the central barrier separating
both wells. Any positive- or negative-parity wave func-
tion ψ(x)= |ψ(x)| eiφ(x) yields zero expectation value of
momentum, ⟨ψ|p̂|ψ⟩ =

∫
dxφ′(x)|ψ(x)|2, where φ′(x) is

the derivative of phase (we set ℏ = 1). Hence the ini-
tial wave packet splits symmetrically into the parts lo-
cated in both wells. Each of the split parts propagates
to the other side of the respective well and back to the
origin. As the wells are not exactly the same, the par-
ity of the evolving state is being slowly but progressively
violated, affecting particularly the coordinate-dependent
phase differences between the corresponding parts of the
wave function. However, the probabilities of detecting
the particle in the left and right wells remain the same,
similarly as probabilities of the dead and alive states of
Schrödinger’s cat. This lasts until the travel through
both wells is completed and all components of the wave
function merge together around the origin. Then the ac-
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FIG. 1. A sketch of (a) the parity-violating double well system
(see the text) and (b) its optical analog. In panel (b), a single
photon passing through the interferometer is in a symmetric
cat-like state |ψ⟩ = (|L⟩+ |R⟩)/

√
2 after the beam splitter A.

Each arm of the interferometer contains a loop (with control-
lable mirrors) in which the photon cycles n times, and in the
left arm each cycle induces a small phase shift δφ. After pass-
ing the half-reflecting mirror B, the photon is in a generally
non-symmetric state |ψ′⟩ ∝ (cosα)|L′⟩+ (sinα)|R′⟩, where
α = (n δφ+ π

2
)/2.

cumulated phases are such that the momentum average
is no more zero, which makes the next splitting of the
wave function into both wells asymmetric. The parity is
apparently violated, which in some cases leads to a full
collapse of the cat state to only one of the alternatives.

The phenomenon pictured above is rooted in the grad-
ual increase of the asymmetry of the cat wave function,
which for long remains hidden mostly in phases and only
after the merge of the wave-function components gener-
ates a large apparent change of probabilities for further
evolution. A similar effect can be achieved in a variety
of different ways, e.g., using purely linear optics (with
coherent or single-photon states) in the simple device
sketched in Fig. 1(b). Here, the photon beam splits sym-
metrically into components propagating in two arms of
an interferometer. The phase in one of the arms is shifted
n times by a small angle δφ, which leads to apparent
asymmetry on the exit. The asymmetry is maximal for
n δφ = (2k+1)π2 , when all photons appear in the left or
right exit for k odd or even integer, respectively.

III. QUBIT-OSCILLATOR SYSTEM

In the following, we will analyze this effect using an
extended Rabi model [25–27] interpreted as a model de-
scribing a single qubit coupled to a single soft-mode
scalar field (an oscillator) [28]. Laboratory realizations
of this system with the aid of trapped ions, macroscopic
mechanical oscillators or superconducting circuits make
it possible to generate Schrödinger-cat states and provide
workable ingredients for quantum technologies [29–45].

If b̂† and b̂ are creation and annihilation operators of the
bosonic oscillator quanta and σ̂± = σ̂x ± iσ̂y, σ̂0 = σ̂z are
Pauli matrices in the qubit space, a general Rabi Hamil-

tonian in energy units ω of the oscillator quantum reads

Ĥ ≡ Ĥ

ω
= b̂†b̂+

R

2
σ̂0 + λ

√
R

[
1+δ

2

(
b̂†σ̂−+b̂σ̂+

)
(1)

+
1−δ
2

(
b̂†σ̂++b̂σ̂−

)]
+ µ

√
R
(
b̂†+b̂

)
(σ̂0+1).

Here λ and µ are strengths of two independent in-
teraction terms, while δ ∈ [−1,+1] changes the char-
acter of the first interaction between Janes-Cummings
(δ = +1), Dicke (δ = 0) and anti-Janes-Cummings
(δ = −1) regimes [26, 27]. We assume that self-energies
of qubit states ±ω0/2 are much larger than ω, so
R = ω0/ω ≫ 1. The dimensionless quantity R, which
represents a size parameter of the system [46], enters
both interaction terms to ensure their proportional scal-
ing with respect to the free Hamiltonian [28].

We adopt the spin notation for the qubit states,
with relations σ̂0|↑⟩ = +|↑⟩, σ̂0|↓⟩ = −|↓⟩, and the oc-
cupation number representation of the oscillator states,

b̂†b̂ |n⟩ = n|n⟩ with n = 0, 1, 2, .... The quantum evolu-
tion of the whole system is then written in the form

|Ψ(t)⟩=e−iĤt|↓⟩|0⟩ =
∑
n

[
α↓n(t)|↓⟩+α↑n(t)|↑⟩

]
|n⟩, (2)

where |↓⟩|0⟩ = |Ψ(0)⟩ is the factorized initial state, the
ground state of the free Hamiltonian in Eq. (1), and α’s
are normalized time-dependent amplitudes to be deter-
mined in a numerical solution. State (2) for t > 0 is gen-
erally entangled in the qubit and oscillator components.
The oscillator density matrix is obtained by partial trac-
ing over the qubit space, which yields

ρ̂osc(t) =
∑
n,n′

[
α↓n(t)α

∗
↓n′(t)+α↑n(t)α

∗
↑n′(t)

]
|n⟩⟨n′|. (3)

If R is sufficiently large, the average number of bosons
in state (3) is likely to satisfy ⟨n̂⟩ ≫ 1 and the oscilla-
tor can be treated quasi-classically. The qubit plus in-
teraction terms of Hamiltonian (1) are cast in the form
∝ −B · σ̂, where the vector B is treated as an external
magnetic field depending on the oscillator expectation

values ⟨b̂†⟩ and ⟨b̂⟩ [28]. This field varies as the oscillator
state evolves, so B ≡ B(t). If |Ψ(0)⟩ does not strongly
overlap with eigenstates of the total Hamiltonian at
very high energies (∼ Rω), the approximate qubit state
|ψqub(t)⟩ = |↑B(t)⟩ corresponds to spin pointing in the
direction of B(t). Hence the system becomes effectively
factorized, α•n(t) ≈ β•(t)γn(t) (where • =↑, ↓), the new
β, γ amplitudes describing separately the approximate
qubit and oscillator states |ψqub(t)⟩ = β↓(t)|↓⟩+β↑(t)|↑⟩
and |ψosc(t)⟩ =

∑
n γn(t)|n⟩. If |Ψ(0)⟩ overlaps also with

high-energy eigenstate of Ĥ, the orthogonal spin compo-
nent | ↓B(t)⟩ opposite to B(t) becomes relevant and the
factorization assumption fails.

Hamiltonian (1) with µ = 0 conserves the Z2 symmetry
whose parity operator is defined by

Π̂ = (−1)b̂
†b̂+(σ̂0+1)/2. (4)
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This becomes explicit in the above-described approxima-
tion of the R≫ 1 dynamics, when the spin is set parallel
with B and the effective Hamiltonian Heff(x, p) of the
system becomes a function of the oscillator coordinate
and momentum

x =
1√
2R

(
⟨b̂†⟩+ ⟨b̂⟩

)
, p =

i√
2R

(
⟨b̂†⟩ − ⟨b̂⟩

)
, (5)

see Ref. [28]. For µ = 0, the effective Hamiltonian has a
single- or double-well form symmetric under the x↔ −x
reflection. The point (x, p) = (0, 0), which in the semi-
classical case corresponds to the oscillator initial state |0⟩,
represents the single-well minimum (for λ ≤ 1

2 ) or a sta-

tionary point (saddle point for 1
2 < λ ≤ 1

2|δ| or local max-

imum for λ > 1
2|δ| ) separating both x < 0 and x > 0 wells

of Heff(x, p). For µ ̸= 0, the structure of Heff(x, p) is gen-
erally more complicated, but if |µ| < 1

2 , the double-well

form (for λ > 1
2 ) remains valid, just with more or less

damaged reflection symmetry. For more details see Ap-
pendix A.

IV. SCHRÖDINGER-CAT STATE DYNAMICS

Figure 2 shows an evolving state of the oscillator in
the form of its Wigner quasiprobability distribution in
the phase space [47, 48],

Wosc(x, p, t) =
1

π

∫ +∞

−∞
dξ⟨x+ξ|ρ̂osc(t)|x−ξ⟩e−2ipξ, (6)

and the corresponding probability distribution of the co-
ordinate,

Posc(x, t) = ⟨x|ρ̂osc(t)|x⟩ =
∫
dpWosc(x, p, t). (7)

The calculation follows the exact dynamics of the oscil-
lator state (3) for R = 102. Parameters λ and δ are cho-
sen so that the effective Hamiltonian has the double-well
form with (x, p) = (0, 0) being a saddle point. Parameter
µ is set so that the x↔ −x symmetry is slightly violated.
The initial state from Eq. (2) has positive parity and the

average energy ⟨Ĥ⟩ = −R
2 equal to the energy of the sad-

dle point. The figure demonstrates a spontaneous birth
of the Schrödinger-cat state with the Wigner and prob-
ability distribution spit to two equal-weight components
traveling in both wells, in analogy to the recent exper-
iment [9]. The coherence of the superposition is mani-
fested by a pattern of alternating positive and negative
values of Wosc(x, p, t) and by the oscillatory dependence
of Posc(x, t). When the cat components merge again in
the region around the origin, the accumulated parity vi-
olations make the next splitting apparently asymmetric,
testifying the death of the Schrödinger-cat state. We
note that a similar effect is observed for any |δ| < 1 with
λ such that Heff(x, p) has the double-well form with a
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FIG. 2. Six snapshots (at times indicated in each panel) of
the oscillator Wigner distribution Wosc(x, p, t) and the cor-
responding coordinate distribution Posc(x, t) evolving by the
Rabi Hamiltonian (1) with R = 102, λ = 0.75, δ = 0.5, and
µ = 1.3 · 10−3. The initial state | ↓⟩|0⟩ located around the
(x, p) = (0, 0) saddle point (panel a) splits symmetrically into
two parts traveling in both wells (panels b–d) until they re-
union at the origin. The subsequent new splitting to both
wells (panels e–f) is strongly asymmetric.

saddle point at the origin. In contrast, for µ = 0 the
splitting is always symmetric [28].

The suddenness of the death event is studied in Fig. 3.
Here we compare evolutions of the average coordinate

⟨x̂(t)⟩ =
Tr

[
(b̂†+b̂) ρ̂osc(t)

]
√
2R

=

∫∫
dx dp xWosc(x, p, t)

(8)
from the value ⟨x̂(0)⟩ = 0 corresponding to the initial
state in Eq. (2) for different values of parameter R. Since
the variation of R modifies the time scale of evolution
and the size of parity violation, the time t′ and param-
eter µ were scaled with R to ensure a maximal overlap
of individual curves. In all cases, we see a relatively flat
dependence ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ ≈ 0 during the first cycle of the split
wave packet in both wells. The little lowering of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩
observed in this time domain for smaller values of R is
due to the asymmetry of both wells. This peaceful de-
velopment ends when both Schrödinger-cat components
merge after the first cycle in both wells (in Fig. 2 this
happens between ωt = 10 and 15). In the correspond-
ing narrow time interval we observe a small temporary
increase of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ to positive values followed by a sharp
drop to deep negative values. Let us point out that a very
similar parity-violating effect, just with the opposite sign,
is observed in the qubit expectation value ⟨σ̂x(t)⟩.
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FIG. 3. Average oscillator coordinate ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ (panel a) and its
time derivative (panel b) as a function of a rescaled time t′ for
evolution (2) with several values of R (individual curves). The
main plots depict the evolution over about 3 cycles of the split
wave function in both wells; the inset expands the first cycle.
Scaling t′ = t/s (with s = 1, 1.23, 1.46 for R = 102, 103, 104,
respectively) is set so that the main minima of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ coincide.
Parameters: λ = 0.75, δ = 0.5, µ = 0.13/R.

The rescaling of time t′ = t/s in Fig. 3 reflects the ef-
fect of localization of the initial state near the stationary
point (x, p) = (0, 0). The localization increases with R,
which prolongs the time needed for splitting the wave
function into two parts and their reunion after the first
cycle. The stability analysis of dynamics near the sta-
tionary point outlined in Appendix B results in the ex-

pression s = 1 + A ln R′

R , where A is a positive constant
and values R′ and R correspond to time scales t′ and t,
respectively. If watched in the rescaled time, the parity-
breaking effect becomes sharper with increasing R. This
is verified by studying the rescaled-time derivatives of
⟨x̂(t′)⟩ in Fig. 3(b).
Also worth mentioning is the observation of tiny os-

cillations of some of the curves with smaller values of
R in Fig. 3. These are due to the presence of a low-
amplitude component containing the opposite spin ori-
entation | ↓B(t)⟩ in the full state |Ψ(t)⟩. The oscillator
state associated with this spin orientation is evolved by
a different (single-well) effective Hamiltonian H′

eff(x, p)
[28] and yields faster dynamics (speeding up with increas-
ing R) than the dominant component with | ↑B(t)⟩. The
small size of these oscillations confirms the approximate
validity of the above factorization assumption. We see
that the oscillations fade away for very large R.
Figure 4 maps the evolving expectation value ⟨x̂(t)⟩

within the time interval of approximately 3.7 full cycles
of the split wave function for the parity-breaking param-
eter taking values µ ∈ [10−4, 0.2]. Parameters R, λ and δ
are the same as in Fig. 2. The picture for µ < 0 would be
obtained by performing simultaneous inversions µ→ −µ
and ⟨x̂(t)⟩ → −⟨x̂(t)⟩. For µ ≲ 10−4, no abrupt effect
after the merge of both Schrödinger-cat components oc-
curs, while for µ ≳ 10−1 the parity violation becomes

0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 5 0
� � � �

0 . 0 0 1

0 . 0 1

0 . 1

� � � �

0

0 . 5

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) ( f )

FIG. 4. Full image of the average oscillator coordinate ⟨x̂(t)⟩
as a function of t and µ for R = 102, λ = 0.75, δ = 0.5. The
red and blue areas mark domains in which Posc(x, t) is located
mostly in the right and left well, respectively. The horizontal
line with dots correspond to snapshots (a)–(f) from Fig. 2.

obvious already before the merge. The studied sudden
parity-violation effect is observed only between these lim-
its, where it shows very sensitive dependence on µ. Even
a tiny change of the value or sign of µ may cause a flip of
the merged state between the left and right exit channels,
i.e., symbolically, alter the collapsed Schrödinger’s cat
between states “dead” and “alive”. This fulfills another
essential requirement (besides the suddenness) set upon
the process of wave-function collapse—the randomness.
Here, of course, the randomness can be only effective,
resulting from imperfect control of parameter µ.

V. ROBUSTNESS AGAINST DISSIPATION

At last, we probe the robustness of the above-described
effect under perturbations induced by interactions with
the surrounding environment. Because of the essential
role of coherence, the effect is supposed to gradually fade
away with increasing coupling to the environment. To
provide at least a basic quantification of this prediction,
we apply the Lindblad formalism [49] with the master
equation containing just a single dissipative term ex-

pressed through the jump operator L̂ = b̂
√
γ/R, where

the constant γ/R represents the environment-induced
damping rate (properly scaled with R). This dissipator
captures the dominant damping effect on the oscillator
[2, 16]. The resulting evolution of the average coordi-
nate is shown in Fig. 5. In agreement with the above
anticipation, the depth of the main minimum of ⟨x̂(t)⟩
decreases with increasing γ. Nevertheless, the sudden
parity breaking effect remains well visible for γ ≲ ω/10,
which provides room for its experimental verification.
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FIG. 5. Evolution of the average oscillator coordinate in pres-
ence of dissipation. The main plot depicts ⟨x̂(t)⟩ obtained

from the Lindblad equation with the jump operator ∝ b̂ for
various damping rates γ/R, the inset shows the depth of the
main minimum as a function of γ. Parameters as in Fig. 3.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have revealed an effect of strong dynamical par-
ity breaking in the unitary evolution of the Schrödinger
cat state governed by a slightly parity-asymmetric Rabi
Hamiltonian. The parity-breaking event is sudden, al-
though not really sharp, and its result is random, al-
though not really indeterministic. We have emphasized
the parallels with the measurement-induced collapse of
wave function. The effect has sufficient resistance against
environmental perturbations, which indicates its experi-
mental testability by means of trapped ions [30], macro-
scopic mechanical oscillators [9] or superconducting cir-
cuits [45].

More generally, the discussed method of qubit-
oscillator coupling with a large value of the energy ra-
tio R represents a promising tool for unitary control of
the infinite-dimensional quantum oscillator by a single
ancillary qubit. This tool can find a plethora of other
applications.
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Appendix A: Effective Hamiltonian

As outlined in the main text, the effective Hamiltonian
of the Rabi model is written in terms of the coordinate
and momentum variables in Eq. (5), defined through the
immediate expectation values of creation and annihila-
tion operators of the oscillator quanta, and by casting the
full Hamiltonian in the form proportional to −B(x, p)·σ̂,
where Pauli matrices σ̂ ≡ (σ̂x, σ̂y, σ̂z) act in the space of
the qubit. The effective Hamiltonian Heff(x, p) associ-
ated with the qubit state | ↑B⟩ for the quantum Hamil-

(a) (b) 

(c) (d) 

FIG. 6. The effective Rabi Hamiltonian (A1) for various
choices of parameters λ and µ, with δ = 0.5.

tonian Ĥ from Eq. (1) reads as follows:

heff(x, p) ≡ Heff(x, p)

R
=
x2 + p2

2
+

√
2µx (A1)

−
√

1

4
+ 2(λ2+µ2)x2 + 2(λδ)2 p2 +

√
2µx.

The effective Hamiltonian H′
eff(x, p) associated with the

opposite qubit state |↓B⟩ differs from the one above just
by the sign in front of the square-root term (+ instead
of −). For any finite R these formulas hold only approx-
imately, but their accuracy increases with R→ ∞.

Contours of heff(x, p) from Eq. (A1) are depicted for
δ = 0.5 (the value set in our analysis) and four choices of
interaction strengths λ and µ in Fig. 6. The upper row
shows the single- and double-well forms of heff(x, p) in
the parity conserving, i.e., (+x↔ −x) symmetric case
(µ = 0). The lower row shows the same in the parity-
violating case (µ ̸= 0). While in panels (a) and (c) the
point (x, p) = (0, 0) represents the global minimum of
heff(x, p), in panels (b) and (d) it is a saddle point. For
λ > 1 (with the above choice of δ), the (x, p) = (0, 0)
point would become a local maximum. We stress that
the value of µ used in panels (c) and (d) is much larger
than the values employed in our analysis of Schrödinger-
cat states—for the employed values of µ the reflection
asymmetry of contours in Fig. 6 would not be visually
observable.

A more comprehensible derivation of the effective
Hamiltonian and a more detailed discussion of its forms
for various choices of parameter can be found in Ref. [28].
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Appendix B: Dynamics near the stationary point
and scaling of time

Classical dynamics near the stationary point (x, p) =
(0, 0) is governed by the linearized Hamilton equation(

ẋ
ṗ

)
≈

(
∂p∂xheff ∂p∂pheff

−∂x∂xheff −∂x∂pheff ,

)∣∣∣∣
(x,p)=(0,0)

(
x
p

)
(B1)

where the dot means the time derivative, and ∂x and ∂p
are partial derivatives with respect to variables x and p.
Stability of dynamics near the stationary point depends
on the eigenvalues of the 2×2 matrix in Eq. (B1): While
real eigenvalues Λ± = ±|Λ|, where |Λ| = |(∂x∂pheff)2 −
(∂x∂xheff)(∂p∂pheff)|1/2, imply unstable dynamics, imag-
inary eigenvalues Λ± = ±i|Λ| lead to stable dynamics
[50, 51]. In the case of the unstable dynamics we ex-
pect that for sufficiently small times t the width σ(t) of
a state initially centered at the stationary point expands
as σ(t) = σ(0) exp(|Λ|t). In the case of stable dynamics,
in contrast, the width σ(t) oscillates around the initial
value σ(0).
Using Eq. (A1), we obtain the following formula for

eigenvalues of the matrix from Eq. (B1):

Λ± = ±
√

(4λ2 − 1)(1− 4λ2δ2). (B2)

This implies that the dynamics near (x, p) = (0, 0) is
unstable for λ ∈ [ 12 ,

1
2|δ| ] and stable elsewhere. The un-

stable case corresponds to the parameter domain where
(x, p) = (0, 0) is a saddle point of heff(x, p), whereas the
stable case is associated with domains where (x, p) =
(0, 0) is the global minimum (λ < 1

2 ) or a local maximum

(λ > 1
2|δ| ) of heff(x, p) [28]. In the analysis presented in

the main text we set λ = 0.75 and δ = 0.5, which means
that the dynamics around the point (x, p) = (0, 0) is un-

stable with eigenvalues Λ± = ±
√
35/8 = ±0.73951.

The Wigner distributionWosc(x, p, 0) corresponding to
the initial vacuum state of the oscillator is the Gaussian
of a width σ(0) ∝ 1/

√
R centered at (x, p) = (0, 0). Con-

sider two values R and R′ satisfying R < R′ and two ini-
tial states associated with them of widths σ(0) and σ′(0),
respectively. The time ∆t that the narrower Gaussian as-
sociated with R′ needs to expand to the size of the wider
Gaussian associated with R is

∆t =
1

|Λ|
ln
σ(0)

σ′(0)
=

1

2|Λ|
ln
R′

R
. (B3)

After this time, the evolution of both states—in partic-
ular their split into two components and travel around
both wells of the effective Hamiltonian—is roughly the
same. The delay ∆t applies again when both compo-
nents merge after their first revolution and return to the
(x, p) = (0, 0) saddle point. Time relations in the sub-
sequent revolutions basically repeat the scenario of the
first one. Hence the times τ and τ ′ corresponding to the
moment of maximal deviation of the average coordinate

100 1000 10000
−0.35

−0.3

−0.25

−0.2

FIG. 7. The value ∂
∂t′ ⟨x̂(t

′)⟩ of the rescaled-time deriva-
tive at its first extreme (negative minimum) as a function
of the size parameter R. Numerical derivatives for 7 values
of R ∈ [102, 104] are shown by black dots. We see that the
extremal slope (its absolute value) grows logarithmically, the
derivative satisfying ∂

∂t′ ⟨x̂⟩
∣∣
min

≈ −0.049 logR−0.12 (the red
line). Hamiltonian parameters were taken as in the main text:
λ = 0.75, δ = 0.5.

from zero for both values R and R′, i.e., to the first min-
imum of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ in Fig. 3(a), are related by τ ′ = τ + 3∆t,
where the time delay 3∆t counts for two departures from
and one arrival to the stationary point. Therefore, intro-
ducing for R′ a rescaled time t′ = t/s such that the first
minimum of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩ for R′ coincides with the first mini-
mum of ⟨x̂(t)⟩ for R, we obtain the following relation for
the scaling constant:

s =
τ ′

τ
= 1 +

3

2|Λ|τ
ln
R′

R
. (B4)

Now, let us consider the time derivative ∂
∂t of the av-

erage coordinate ⟨x̂(t)⟩ at the instant of the extremal
negative slope of ⟨x̂(t)⟩ after the parity-violating split of
the wave function—see Fig. 3, particularly the first min-
imum of the time derivative in panel (b). Symbolically,
this is the moment when the Schrödinger-cat state dies.
It turns out that the value of the derivative in natural
time t is almost independent of R, so ∂

∂t ⟨x̂(t)⟩
∣∣
min

≈ −v0
with v0 > 0. Transformation t 7→ t′ = t/s together with
formula (B4) leads to

∂

∂t′
⟨x̂(t′)⟩

∣∣∣∣
min

≈ −v0 −
3v0
2|Λ|τ

ln
R′

R
, (B5)

which implies a logarithmic decrease of the minimal
derivative in the rescaled time with R.
This is verified in Fig. 7. The slope of the red line,

which perfectly fits numerical data (the dots), agrees with
formula (B5), where τ and v0 are obtained from the nu-
merical simulation of dynamics for R = 102, and |Λ| takes
the value specified above. This means that the absolute
value of the slope of ⟨x̂(t′)⟩, which quantifies the sharp-
ness of the parity violation effect in the rescaled time,
grows logarithmically with the size parameter of the sys-
tem. In other words, the death of the Schrödinger-cat
state in the rescaled time becomes sudden for R→ ∞.
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chea-Magnani, P. Stránský, S. Lerma-Hernández, L.F.
Santos, and J.G. Hirsch, Positive quantum Lyapunov ex-
ponents in experimental systems with a regular classical
limit, Phys. Rev. E 101, 010202(R) (2020).

[51] M. Tabor, Chaos and integrability in nonlinear dynamics:
An introduction (Wiley, New York,1989) p. 364.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2603-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2603-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-00294-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-00353-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-00353-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.153602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.023602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.023602
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01776-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01776-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.011059
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.011059
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.011008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.021004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.021004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abdfe8
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/abdfe8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(84)90160-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2010.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.010202

	Unitary death of Schrödinger's cat
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Dynamical parity violation
	Qubit-oscillator system
	Schrödinger-cat state dynamics
	Robustness against dissipation
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Effective Hamiltonian
	Dynamics near the stationary point and scaling of time
	References


