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Several important dynamical systems are in R2, defined by (x′, y′) = (f(x, y), g(x, y)). A question
of fundamental importance is how such systems might behave quantum mechanically. In developing
quantum theory, Dirac and others realized that classical Hamiltonian systems can be mapped to
their quantum counterparts via canonical quantization. The resulting quantum dynamics is always
physical, characterized by completely-positive and trace-preserving evolutions in the Schrödinger
picture. However, whether non-Hamiltonian systems can be quantized systematically while respect-
ing the same physical requirements has remained a long-standing problem. Here we resolve this
question when f(x, y) and g(x, y) are arbitrary polynomials. By leveraging open-systems theory, we
prove constructively that every polynomial system admits a physical generator of time evolution in
the form of a Lindbladian. We refer to our method as cascade quantization, and demonstrate its
power by analyzing several paradigmatic examples of nonlinear dynamics such as bifurcations, noise-
activated spiking, and Liénard systems. In effect, any classical system whose f(x, y) and g(x, y) are
analytic functions can be quantized with arbitrary precision. Crucially, our method is exact. Being
free from any approximations, cascade quantization dispenses with simplifying assumptions such as
the weakly-nonlinear limit, or semiclassical dynamics in the quantized system—both of which have
been critical in facilitating quantization in the literature. We also highlight the advantages of cas-
cade quantization over the existing proposals, by weighing it against examples from the variational
paradigm using Lagrangians, as well as non-variational approaches.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantization, the process by which we ascribe a
quantum-mechanical description to a given classical the-
ory has enabled profound advances in physics [1–12]. An
interesting and important problem is the quantization
of general classical dynamical systems. That is, how
to sensibly map classical equations of motion to a valid
quantum-mechanical evolution.1

We consider here classical dynamical systems in R2,
specified by

x′ = f(x, y) , y′ = g(x, y) , (1)

where a prime denotes a time derivative, and we have as-
sumed the system to be autonomous for simplicity. Equa-
tion (1) is defined to be a Hamiltonian system when there
exists a real-valued function H(x, y) (called the Hamilto-
nian), such that f(x, y) = ∂H/∂y and g(x, y) = −∂H/∂y

1 This problem should not be confused with the assignment of an
operator to a scalar function on classical phase space, also com-
monly called a quantization problem [13]. An example of such
an assignment from a function to an operator is the Weyl trans-
form, or Weyl quantization [14, 15]. Our problem on the other
hand, is to map classical dynamics to some analogous version in
quantum theory.

[16, 17]. A necessary and sufficient condition for (1) to
be a Hamiltonian system is [17]

∂f

∂x
+

∂g

∂y
= 0 . (2)

Condition (2) also defines a system whose phase-space
area remains constant under (1). Such systems are called
conservative. Hence, Hamiltonian systems are equiva-
lent to conservative systems. For us, the most important
attribute of Hamiltonian systems is that they may be
quantized effectively by first finding H(x, y), and then

turning it into a self-adjoint operator Ĥ. This approach
is predicated on the structural similarities between quan-
tum theory and the variational formulation of mechanics
by the likes of Lagrange and Hamilton [18–20]. As such,
it came to be known as canonical quantization, and is
now a staple in the armory of most physicists [21].

However, most often, dynamical systems are not
Hamiltonian, which prevents canonical quantization from
being applicable. If the system is also nonlinear, as is gen-
erally the case [16], quantization becomes highly nontriv-
ial. In this work we tackle the quantization of systems
that are both nonlinear and non-Hamiltonian. Despite
the abundance of such systems, their quantization has
hitherto been an open problem. It is not known how, or
if it is even possible, to engineer analytically a quantum-
mechanical generator of time evolution given an arbitrary
nonlinear non-Hamiltonian system. Here we solve this
problem for the system in (1) with f(x, y), g(x, y) ∈ Pm,
where Pm is the set of all bivariate polynomials of degree
m. Numerous important dynamical systems are of this
form, such as those featuring limit cycles [22], excitability
[23], and a range of bifurcations [16, 17]. It also includes
chaotic systems when (1) becomes non-autonomous, as
in the case of driven nonlinear oscillators [24]. In fact,
any system whose f(x, y) and g(x, y) are analytic can be
quantized arbitrarily precisely by truncating the power-
series representation of f(x, y) and g(x, y) at arbitrarily
high orders.

To define a quantum generator of time evolution corre-
sponding to (1), we first turn x and y into operators x̂ and

ŷ satisfying [x̂, ŷ] = i1̂, where we have set ℏ = 1. Under
any suitable choice of operator ordering between x̂ and ŷ,
the functions f(x, y) and g(x, y) can then be mapped to
their quantum analogues, say f̄(x̂, ŷ) and ḡ(x̂, ŷ).2 We
can then generalize (1) to quantum mechanics by de-
manding its evolution be mimicked in expectation values
(a generalized Ehrenfest theorem):

⟨x̂⟩′ = ⟨f̄(x̂, ŷ)⟩ , ⟨ŷ⟩′ = ⟨ḡ(x̂, ŷ)⟩ , (3)

2 We require f̄(x̂, ŷ) and ḡ(x̂, ŷ) to have any suitable operator or-
dering as opposed to simply any ordering because they should
be Hermitian. For example, if f(x, y) = xy2, then f̄(x̂, ŷ) =
(x̂ŷ2 + ŷ2x̂)/2 and f̄(x̂, ŷ) = (x̂ŷ2 + ŷx̂ŷ + ŷ2x̂)/3 are both suit-
able mappings of f(x, y) (the latter being Weyl ordering [14, 15]),
but not f̄(x̂, ŷ) = x̂ŷ2.
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where angle brackets denote quantum-mechanical expec-
tation values. Hence to quantize (1) exactly, it is nec-
essary that we find a generator of quantum dynamics
consistent with (3). However, (3) is not sufficient. Addi-
tional constraints on the quantum generator are required
for it to be physically valid, and these are discussed
briefly below and in detail in Sec. II B. Note also that
f̄(x̂, ŷ) and ḡ(x̂, ŷ) are operator polynomials of degree m
since they are defined in terms of f(x, y) and g(x, y). Our
main result here is a systematic procedure for quantizing
any polynomial system in the form of (1) even when (2)
is not satisfied.3

The lack of a general quantization method in the litera-
ture by no means reflect a lack of effort [25–32]. Existing
proposals for quantization may be broadly classified by
whether a method uses variational principles or not. In
essence, the variational approach attempts to restore the
applicability of canonical quantization. Its roots can be
traced back to a paper due to Bateman in 1931, in which
he derived phenomenologically the position evolution of
a damped harmonic oscillator from the Euler–Lagrange
equation [33]. The caveat Bateman noticed, was that an
extra fictitious oscillator had to be introduced. Though
this means the underlying Lagrangian is for two oscilla-
tors, one can still derive a Hamiltonian from it, which
in turn can be used for quantization. The variational
approach has since become the most intensely studied
quantization method for non-Hamiltonian systems [34–
45]. A more thorough but still inexhaustive literature
review of the variational paradigm is contained in Ap-
pendix A. The aim of this appendix is to help the reader
better contextualize our main result.

In this work, we abandon the variational approach al-
together. Instead, we adopt an open-systems approach
by mapping (1) directly to a quantum master equation
[46–48]. Master equations operate in the Schrödinger pic-
ture of quantum dynamics, and have as its generator of
time evolution, a linear superoperator L. It is common to
abbreviate master equations as ρ′ = Lρ with ρ being the
state of the system (a density operator). For Hamilto-

nian systems, L is simply determined by Lρ = −i [Ĥ, ρ]

where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian operator. In general how-
ever, L permits non-Hamiltonian processes. The ques-
tion as to how L should be parameterized in the more
general case received an answer in the 1970s. It was
shown that if the dynamics of ρ is to be physically valid,
defined formally by complete positivity and trace invari-
ance, then L must have a particular parameterization in
terms of non-Hermitian operators and real-valued scalars
known as the Lindblad form (or the Gorini-Kossakowski-

3 Our method works for any sign of ∂f/∂x+∂g/∂y. However, due
to the omnipresence of damping forces in practice, the literature
has focused mostly on dissipative systems, which are defined by
∂f/∂x+∂g/∂y < 0. Aside from designing realistic models, dissi-
pative effects also play an essential role in stabilizing dynamical
systems.

Sudarshan–Lindblad form) [49, 50].4 We will call an L
in the Lindblad form a Lindbladian for short.

In principle, one can now quantize non-Hamiltonian
systems by searching for an effective Lindbladian con-
sistent with (3). This constitutes an inverse problem.
However, such problems are generally difficult to solve.
Essentially the same problem arises for Lagrangians in
variational mechanics [51–56]. In the case of Lindbla-
dians, the problem is compounded by the noncommuta-
tive algebra of the operators that parameterize it, and
by having L depend nonlinearly on them. These issues
make finding Lindbladians rather nontrivial in practice.

A map which takes (1) directly to L is extremely valu-
able as it dispenses with a first-principles approach to
quantization.5 In the vast majority of cases, the actual
microscopic physics giving rise to a non-Hamiltonian pro-
cess is either unattainable, or simply unnecessary. This
makes an effective quantization method especially suit-
able for non-Hamiltonian systems. The importance of
this point is difficult to overstate as it has motivated
much of the quantization literature on dissipative sys-
tems. To provide some context, and to drive this point
home, we cite a few examples from the literature here.
We find from Riewe [59]:

The most realistic approach is to include
the microscopic details of the dissipation di-
rectly in the Lagrangian or Hamiltonian. ...
However, it is not intended to be a general
method of introducing friction into classical
Lagrangian mechanics. It can be complex
in practice and does not allow the functional
form of the frictional force to be chosen arbi-
trarily.

From Katz and Gossiaux, in motivating the so-called
Schrödinger–Langevin equation (abbreviated as SLE in
the following quote) [60]:

Thanks to its straightforward formulation—
in principle only two ‘classical’ parameters
need to be known: the friction coefficient A
and the bath temperature Tbath—and its nu-
merical simplicity, the SLE can be consid-
ered as a solid candidate for effective descrip-
tion of open quantum systems hardly acces-
sible to quantum master equations. Indeed,

4 See Sec. II B for a more precise statement of the Lindblad form.
5 Historically, quantum master equations grew out of the varia-
tional literature and were developed from first principles (see
Appendix A). In this approach one starts with a Hamiltonian
that prescribes how the system interacts with a bath (another
system with an infinite number of degrees of freedom, but whose
dynamics are not of interest) [57, 58]. Then by invoking the
rotating-wave and Born–Markov approximations, a physically
valid equation of motion for the system’s state is derived. These
steps now constitute the so-called microscopic derivation of mas-
ter equations in open-systems theory [46, 47].
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in a number of complex applications, defining
the bath/interaction Hamiltonian and calcu-
lating the Lindblad operators without too
many approximations is rather complicated,
and some effective approaches—possibly of
the Langevin type—are unavoidable.

And finally we note from Blacker and Tilbrook [43]:

Another class of approaches involve coupling
an undamped oscillator to a loss mecha-
nism, including through a spin-boson model
or a Lindbladian master equation formalism.
While these approaches have proved success-
ful, they require a model of how the dissipa-
tion occurs. However, such an approach is
not often practical, for example when char-
acterizing superconducting quantum circuits,
which rely on experimentally determined es-
timations of the damping conditions.

An effective quantization method, especially one based
on master equations, is also well suited to a number of
fields in quantum science and technology such as optome-
chanics [61, 62], quantum optics [63–66], circuit quan-
tum electrodynamics [10–12, 67], and chemical physics
[68, 69]. In addition, master equations play an important
role in the theory of continuous quantum measurements
and control [70–74]. These disciplines already employ
master equations, but in most cases, their applications
have been restricted to processes with rotational symme-
try, such as linear damping.

It should also be mentioned that our quantization
method arose from previous works where we considered
the van der Pol oscillator [75] (and a variant of it [76]).
The classical van der Pol model is a paradigm for relax-
ation oscillations which first appeared in the context of
electrical circuits [77, 78].6 It is now a textbook example
for nonlinear oscillations [16, 17, 82, 83], and not surpris-
ingly, others have also sought to quantize the van der Pol
oscillator. One approach uses Bateman’s idea [37], but
fails to produce bounded phase-space trajectories. Other
authors have instead turned to a Lindbladian, but only
an approximate quantization was attempted [84]. To our
knowledge, Ref. [75] has been the only physically valid
and exact quantization of the van der Pol oscillator. We
will come back to this point about exactness and the is-
sues that make an exact quantization difficult in Secs. III
and VII.

Without further delay, we now outline the contents of
our paper and how to navigate through it. A precise for-
mulation of quantization as an inverse problem for Lind-
bladians is given in Sec. II. No prior knowledge about
master equations and the Lindblad form is assumed.

6 Relaxation oscillations are characterized by the occurrence of two
widely separated timescales within a single cycle [16]. See also
Refs. [79–81] for a historical account.

Readers familiar with these may skip Sec. II B. This is
all that is required to read our constructive proof that a
Lindbladian L always exists for any polynomial system,
i.e. a system in the form of (1) for f(x, y), g(x, y) ∈ Pm.
However, it is not particularly useful to dive directly into
the construction of L for Pm at the outset. In practice,
P3, i.e. third-degree polynomials, already cover several
systems of interest in the literature. Therefore we first
provide an efficient means to quantize degree-three sys-
tems in Sec. III (see Fig. 1) and highlight some desir-
able features of our quantization method. To illustrate
its usage, we show how common bifurcations appear in
quantum theory in Sec. IV. Examples include the saddle-
node, transcritical, pitchfork, Hopf, and infinite-period
bifurcations. Then in Sec. V, we consider stochastic sys-
tems where we quantize the Fitzhugh–Nagumo model
driven by classical white noise. The stochastic quan-
tum dynamics is seen to exhibit a resonance phenomenon
akin to coherence resonance, but outside the so-called ex-
citable regime of the quantum Fitzhugh–Nagumo model
[23]. The Fitzhugh–Nagumo model is a toy model of a
neuron—a prime example of an excitable system. Pre-
vious attempts to take such a system into the quantum
realm has relied on a circuit realization for the neuron
[85, 86]. In contrast, we do not require such a blueprint
for how the model can be realized in order to quantize
it. We then consider the well-known Liénard class of
systems that lead to limit cycles in Sec. VI. As a final
illustration of the power of our method, we compare it
to the existing literature in Sec. VII. While variational
techniques are most certainly included in this assessment,
we also comment on some non-variational results which
share a similar spirit to our work (insofar as aiming to
quantize a general dynamical system). To make this com-
parison complete and self-contained, peripheral but new
results related to variational quantization have been in-
cluded in Appendix B. Our comparison to the literature
in Sec. VII, along with Appendix A, should help clarify
the context of our main result. This finally brings us
to the general construction of Lindbladians for arbitrary
polynomial systems. In Sec. VIII we sketch a strategy for
quantizing systems in Pm for any m—a method that we
call cascade quantization. In essence, we show how Pm+1

can be quantized provided that we know how to quantize
Pm. The explicit construction of such a Lindbladian is
then stated directly, with the detailed proof given in Ap-
pendix C. We then illustrate how cascade quantization
works explicitly in Sec. IX for P3 before finally conclud-
ing in Sec. X.7

7 For the reader who prefers to see how general polynomial sys-
tems can be quantized immediately after a formal statement of
our problem, Secs. VIII and IX can be read independently of
Secs. III–VII.
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II. INVERSE PROBLEM FOR LINDBLADIANS

A. Complex coordinates

We stated in (3) what it means to quantize (1) ex-
actly in terms of the real variables (x, y). In particular,
we mapped these coordinates to the Hermitian operators
(x̂, ŷ) which satisfy [x̂, ŷ] = i 1̂. However, physicists often
like to view quantum processes as quantal exchanges. It
then becomes more natural to use the annihilation and
creation operators (â, â†), which satisfy [â, â†] = 1̂, and
which are related to (x̂, ŷ) by

â =
1√
2

(x̂ + iŷ) , â† =
1√
2

(x̂− iŷ) . (4)

For this reason it helps to rewrite (1) in terms of the
complex variables

α ≡ 1√
2

(x + i y) , α∗ ≡ 1√
2

(x− i y) . (5)

This gives

α′ = h(α, α∗) (6)

≡ f
(
x(α, α∗), y(α, α∗)

)
√

2
+ i

g
(
x(α, α∗), y

(
α, α∗)

)
√

2
.

We then define, without loss of generality, the quantum
analogue to (6) in terms of the normally-ordered expec-
tation value (see also Sec. III B 1 with regards to operator
ordering),

⟨â⟩′ = ⟨ :h(â, â†) : ⟩ . (7)

The colons on each side of h(â, â†) in (7) effect normal
ordering. For a simple product of annihilation and cre-
ation operators, normal ordering symbolically rearranges
all creation operators to stand on the left of all annihi-
lation operators. Note that h(â, â†) is derived by simply
letting α −→ â and α∗ −→ â† in h(α, α∗). For exam-
ple, if h(α, α∗) = α2α∗, then h(â, â†) = â2â†. Assum-
ing f(x, y), g(x, y) ∈ Pm, implies that h(α, α∗) ∈ Pm

(treating α and α∗ as independent variables). For a gen-
eral polynomial, the process of normal ordering is defined
term wise. For example, if m = 3,

h(α, α∗) = c0,0 + c1,0 α + c1,1 α
∗ (8)

+ c2,0 α
2 + c2,1 αα∗ + c2,2 α

∗2

+ c3,0 α
3 + c3,1 α

2α∗ + c3,2 αα∗2 + c3,3 α
∗3 .

Normal ordering of h(â, â†) is then defined by8

:h(â, â†) : = c0,0 + c1,0 : â : + c1,1 : â† :

+ c2,0 : â2 : + c2,1 : â â† : + c2,2 : â†2 :

+ c3,0 : â3 : + c3,1 : â2â† :

+ c3,2 : â â†2 : + c3,3 : â†3 : (9)

= c0,0 + c1,0 â + c1,1 â
†

+ c2,0 â
2 + c2,1 â

†â + c2,2 â
†2

+ c3,0 â
3 + c3,1 â

†â2 + c3,2 â
†2 â + c3,3 â

†3 .

Quantization then entails finding a physically valid
generator of time evolution consistent with (7). Since
(7) is picture independent, and the density operator ρ(t)
contains all the information one can extract about the
system, it makes sense to define what it means for quan-
tum dynamics to be physical in the Schrödinger picture.
This leads us to the Lindbladian.

B. Formal statement

Let us denote the generator of time evolution by a
linear superoperator L. The state of the system then
evolves according to ρ′(t) = Lρ(t). We have assumed
L to be time independent for simplicity, but it can be
made time dependent if necessary (e.g. if the system is
driven, or if some parameters acquire time dependence).
It is actually more intuitive to define a physically valid
quantum evolution by thinking directly in terms ρ(t), as
opposed to ρ′(t). Hence we consider the map generated
by L,

N (t) ≡ eL t , (10)

for which ρ(t) = N (t)ρ(0). In mathematics, the set
{N (t) | t ≥ 0} is called a one-parameter semigroup, be-
cause it satisfies the semigroup property [46]

N (t)N (s) = N (t + s) , ∀ t, s ≥ 0 . (11)

We now define a valid quantization of (7) to be any linear
superoperator L such that, for any t ≥ 0,

(i) ⟨â⟩′t = Tr
[
âL ρ(t)

]
= ⟨ :h(â, â†) : ⟩t ,

(ii) N (t) ρ(0) ∈ V(H) , ∀ ρ(0) ∈ V(H) ,

(iii) N (t) is completely positive .

8 Normal ordering is an ambiguous operation unless it is specified
explicitly. In particular, it is not a linear operation as can be seen
by considering ââ†. By definition, : ââ† : = â†â. But since ââ† =
1̂ + â†â, we also have : ââ† : = : 1̂ + â†â : . If normal ordering is
linear, and defining : 1̂ : = 1̂, we then get : ââ† : = 1̂ + â†â ̸= â†â.
Equation (9) is therefore necessary for (7) to be well defined. We
can also define :h(â, â†) : by first writing every α∗ to the left of
α in h(α, α∗), and then letting α −→ â and α∗ −→ â†.
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Here V(H) denotes the set of density operators on the
system Hilbert space H that are Hermitian, positive, and
trace one (i.e. the set of valid states for the system). Con-
dition (i) simply expresses (7) in the Schrödinger picture.
Condition (ii) demands that L is such that N (t) maps a
valid initial state at t = 0 to a valid state at t > 0. It
turns out that (ii) is insufficient for N (t) to produce valid
states if the quantized system appears as part of a larger
system, as will be the case here if we are to account for
non-Hamiltonian dynamics. Condition (iii) then ensures
that N (t) maps valid states to valid states for the larger
system are as well. For this larger system we define what-
ever that is not part of the system to be the ancilla, and
denote its Hilbert space as HA. The map N (t) is then
completely positive if and only if N (t) ⊗ 1A maps pos-
itive density operators to positive density operators on
H ⊗HA, where 1A is the identity superoperator for the
ancilla [46]. Note that the conditions of positivity and
Hermiticity in (ii) are implied by (iii), but not trace in-
variance [46]. It is therefore conventional to call a map
satisfying both (ii) and (iii) completely positive and trace
preserving.

While the quantization problem defined by conditions
(i)–(iii) is precise, it only constrains the form of L implic-
itly. To make the problem more approachable, we lever-
age a powerful theorem from open-systems theory due
to Lindblad [49], Gorini, Kossakowski, and Sudarshan
[50]. It states that (10) forms a semigroup of completely-
positive trace-preserving maps if and only if L has the
form,

L = −i [Ĥ, · ] +

N∑

s=1

ηs D[L̂s] , (12)

for some Hamiltonian operator Ĥ, N arbitrary opera-
tors L̂1, L̂2, . . . , L̂N , and an associated set of non-negative
constants η1, η2, . . . , ηN . We have defined in (12) the dis-

sipator (another superoperator parameterized by L̂),

D[L̂ ] ≡ L̂ · L̂† − 1

2
L̂† L̂ ·− 1

2
· L̂† L̂ . (13)

Note that we are now using a dot to denote where an in-
put operator appears when it is acted on by a superoper-
ator. For example, if Â and B̂ are any two operators, and
if S = Â · Â†, then SB̂ = ÂB̂Â†. As advertised in Sec. I,
we call a generator in the form of (12) a Lindbladian.

We will also refer to L̂1, L̂2, . . . , L̂N and η1, η2, . . . , ηN
respectively as Lindblad operators and coefficients. Note
that (12) includes, as its first term, the Schrödinger equa-
tion. Dissipators therefore represent non-Hamiltonian
processes. They tend to introduce noise into a quan-
tum system, the effect of which broadens the system’s
quasiprobability distribution in quantum phase space.
Dissipators can also be difficult to interpret, except for
sufficiently simple systems, such as those described by
D[â] and D[â†] (e.g. the damped harmonic oscillator or a
linear amplifier [87]). However, if the Lindblad operator

is nonlinear, even a seemingly simple dissipator can be
nontrivial to interpret. One such example is D[â†2]. Al-
though superficially it can be understood as generalizing
one-photon gain to two photons, the noise introduced by
D[â†2] was shown to be genuinely quantum [88–90].

We have now defined an inverse problem for Lind-
bladians by (7) and (12). It is not obvious whether a
valid quantization exists for a classical system defined
by h(α, α∗) ∈ Pm for any m > 0. Furthermore, know-
ing the existence of a valid quantization does not imply
knowledge of its construction. Our problem is analogous
to the inverse problem for Lagrangians in classical me-
chanics where one asks if there exists a Lagrangian whose
Euler–Lagrange equation returns,

x′′ = q(x, x′) , (14)

where q(x, x′) is given. The answer to this quesion is
given by the Helmholtz conditions, which provide the
necessary and sufficient criteria for such a Lagrangian
to exist [51, 52, 55, 91]. However, to construct the ap-
propriate Lagrangian from q(x, x′) is another question,
one that is at least equally important if not more (see
e.g. Refs. [92–97] and the papers therein). In Sec. VIII
we prove that the inverse problem for Lindbladians has a
solution for all h(α, α∗) ∈ Pm, and every m > 0. We do
so constructively, using a strategy that we call cascade
quantization (derived in detail in Appendix C).

III. SOLUTION TO THE INVERSE PROBLEM
FOR LINDBLADIANS

A. Efficient cascade quantization

We now give an explicit solution to the inverse prob-
lem for Lindbladians that is simple to use. The solution
is presented in the form of a table in Fig. 1. It quantizes
the set of all degree-three polynomial systems, for which
several important models belong to. In Fig. 1 we have
written h(α, α∗), which defines the classical system to be
quantized, inside yellow boxes on the left. The corre-
sponding Lindbladian (indicated by a red brace), is then
given in terms of its Hamiltonian, and if necessary, the
associated Lindblad coefficients and operators according
to (12). Here, and for the remainder of our paper, the
real and imaginary parts of a complex number z are writ-
ten as ℜ[z] and ℑ[z] respectively, while its polar angle is
denoted by arg(z). That is,

z = ℜ[z] + iℑ[z] = |z| ei arg(z) . (15)

We have also used the Heaviside step function defined by

θ(x) =

{
0, x ≤ 0

1, x > 0
. (16)

To use our quantization table, one just needs to sum
the various parts of the Lindbladian appropriately. That



7

<latexit sha1_base64="Z/u1B6mGmw5OiHymWKOEgd8UO3g=">AAACC3icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmaBFaKSURqW6EghuXFewDmlgm00kzdDIJMxOhhu7d+CtuXCji1h9w5984bSNo64HLPZxzLzP3eDGjUlnWl7G0vLK6tp7byG9ube/smnv7LRklApMmjlgkOh6ShFFOmooqRjqxICj0GGl7w8uJ374jQtKI36hRTNwQDTj1KUZKSz2zEJQcxOIAVWbt9rgML+A9dCrwR+iZRatqTQEXiZ2RIsjQ6JmfTj/CSUi4wgxJ2bWtWLkpEopiRsZ5J5EkRniIBqSrKUchkW46vWUMj7TSh34kdHEFp+rvjRSFUo5CT0+GSAVy3puI/3ndRPnnbkp5nCjC8ewhP2FQRXASDOxTQbBiI00QFlT/FeIACYSVji+vQ7DnT14krZOqXavWrk+L9XIWRw4cggIoARucgTq4Ag3QBBg8gCfwAl6NR+PZeDPeZ6NLRrZzAP7A+PgGmEqYyw==</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z ↵⇤
<latexit sha1_base64="ZNdlvYE5EOz6FeGOswPnGCxRdsI="></latexit>

Ĥ = � i

2
(z⇤â2 � z â†2)

Hamiltonian

<latexit sha1_base64="4KKLl5tqDu5xxov4AcSZzXc5u04=">AAACCXicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsAitlJKIVDdCwY3LCvYBTSyT6aQZOpmEmYlQQ7du/BU3LhRx6x+482+cNllo64HLPZxzLzP3eDGjUlnWt7G0vLK6tl7YKG5ube/smnv7bRklApMWjlgkuh6ShFFOWooqRrqxICj0GOl4o6up37knQtKI36pxTNwQDTn1KUZKS30TBmUHsThA1azdnVTgJXyAThVmQt8sWTVrBrhI7JyUQI5m3/xyBhFOQsIVZkjKnm3Fyk2RUBQzMik6iSQxwiM0JD1NOQqJdNPZJRN4rJUB9COhiys4U39vpCiUchx6ejJEKpDz3lT8z+slyr9wU8rjRBGOs4f8hEEVwWkscEAFwYqNNUFYUP1XiAMkEFY6vKIOwZ4/eZG0T2t2vVa/OSs1KnkcBXAIjkAZ2OAcNMA1aIIWwOARPINX8GY8GS/Gu/GRjS4Z+c4B+APj8wdqlZgv</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z ↵

<latexit sha1_base64="2Ku83xFDp0CKZjOyC/N+Mr0Sg3g=">AAACEXicbVC7SgNBFJ2NrxhfUUubwSBE0LArEm2EgE3sIpgH7K7h7uwkGTL7YGZWiEt+wcZfsbFQxNbOzr9xkmyh0QMXzpxzL3Pv8WLOpDLNLyO3sLi0vJJfLaytb2xuFbd3WjJKBKFNEvFIdDyQlLOQNhVTnHZiQSHwOG17w8uJ376jQrIovFGjmLoB9EPWYwSUlrrFsjMAldbH+AIfY+cqsO9d52iqwfjW8aGPs0e3WDIr5hT4L7EyUkIZGt3ip+NHJAloqAgHKW3LjJWbglCMcDouOImkMZAh9KmtaQgBlW46vWiMD7Ti414kdIUKT9WfEykEUo4CT3cGoAZy3puI/3l2onrnbsrCOFE0JLOPegnHKsKTeLDPBCWKjzQBIpjeFZMBCCBKh1jQIVjzJ/8lrZOKVa1Ur09LtcMsjjzaQ/uojCx0hmqojhqoiQh6QE/oBb0aj8az8Wa8z1pzRjazi37B+PgGF1qchg==</latexit>

Ĥ = �=[z] â†â

Hamiltonian

<latexit sha1_base64="4hXs8OVb/9i2/QLHzvCxgjhbWH0=">AAACEnicbVDLSgNBEJz1bXxFPXoZDEICJuwGiSIIghePKiYRdpdldtIxQ2YfzPQKMfgNXvwVLx4U8erJm3/j5HHQxIKGoqqb7q4wlUKjbX9bM7Nz8wuLS8u5ldW19Y385lZDJ5niUOeJTNRNyDRIEUMdBUq4SRWwKJTQDLtnA795B0qLJL7GXgp+xG5j0RacoZGCfMkDZIFDT2iZVqm3T70rcO996h1TDzvGK5ZHSinIF+yKPQSdJs6YFMgYF0H+y2slPIsgRi6Z1q5jp+j3mULBJTzkvExDyniX3YJraMwi0H5/+NID3TNKi7YTZSpGOlR/T/RZpHUvCk1nxLCjJ72B+J/nZtg+8vsiTjOEmI8WtTNJMaGDfGhLKOAoe4YwroS5lfIOU4yjSTFnQnAmX54mjWrFqVVqlweF09I4jiWyQ3ZJkTjkkJySc3JB6oSTR/JMXsmb9WS9WO/Wx6h1xhrPbJM/sD5/AOPimnE=</latexit>

⌘1 = �2<[z] ✓(�<[z])
<latexit sha1_base64="rA/YVSplQjlycYjgRNw1f3pYmg8=">AAAB/HicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6i3bpZrAIuimJSHUjFNy4cFHBXqANYTKdtEMnF2YmQgjxVdy4UMStD+LOt3GaZqGtPwx8/OcczpnfizmTyrK+jZXVtfWNzcpWdXtnd2/fPDjsyigRhHZIxCPR97CknIW0o5jitB8LigOP0543vZnVe49USBaFDyqNqRPgcch8RrDSlmvWhhOssrvctdE1Khjnrlm3GlYhtAx2CXUo1XbNr+EoIklAQ0U4lnJgW7FyMiwUI5zm1WEiaYzJFI/pQGOIAyqdrDg+RyfaGSE/EvqFChXu74kMB1Kmgac7A6wmcrE2M/+rDRLlXzkZC+NE0ZDMF/kJRypCsyTQiAlKFE81YCKYvhWRCRaYKJ1XVYdgL355GbrnDbvZaN5f1FtnZRwVOIJjOAUbLqEFt9CGDhBI4Rle4c14Ml6Md+Nj3rpilDM1+CPj8wfhAJQ3</latexit>

L̂1 = â
<latexit sha1_base64="juGYAZUch9FMizpKp7G9RhLSN90=">AAACAXicbZC7SgNBFIZn4y3GW9RGsBkMgjZhN0i0EQI2FhYRzAWSuJydnSRDZmeXmVkhLGvjq9hYKGLrW9j5Nk42KTTxh4GP/5zDmfN7EWdK2/a3lVtaXlldy68XNja3tneKu3tNFcaS0AYJeSjbHijKmaANzTSn7UhSCDxOW97oalJvPVCpWCju9DiivQAGgvUZAW0st3jQHYJOblK3gi9xxpDed30YuMWSXbYz4UVwZlBCM9Xd4lfXD0kcUKEJB6U6jh3pXgJSM8JpWujGikZARjCgHYMCAqp6SXZBio+N4+N+KM0TGmfu74kEAqXGgWc6A9BDNV+bmP/VOrHuX/QSJqJYU0Gmi/oxxzrEkziwzyQlmo8NAJHM/BWTIUgg2oRWMCE48ycvQrNSdqrl6u1ZqXY6iyOPDtEROkEOOkc1dI3qqIEIekTP6BW9WU/Wi/VufUxbc9ZsZh/9kfX5A6M/llA=</latexit>

L̂2 = â†<latexit sha1_base64="Nh39U4tpyKrlmbSKvU6AmRfbWkM=">AAACD3icbZDJSgNBEIZ7XGPcoh69NAYlAQkzQaIXIeDFYxSzQGYIPZ1K0qRnobtGiCFv4MVX8eJBEa9evfk2dpaDJhY0fPx/FdX1+7EUGm3721paXlldW09tpDe3tnd2M3v7NR0likOVRzJSDZ9pkCKEKgqU0IgVsMCXUPf7V2O/fg9Kiyi8w0EMXsC6oegIztBIrcyJC8haRXpJi9Q9pe4tNB+8CWHPOLmpkG9lsnbBnhRdBGcGWTKrSivz5bYjngQQIpdM66Zjx+gNmULBJYzSbqIhZrzPutA0GLIAtDec3DOix0Zp006kzAuRTtTfE0MWaD0IfNMZMOzpeW8s/uc1E+xceEMRxglCyKeLOomkGNFxOLQtFHCUAwOMK2H+SnmPKcbRRJg2ITjzJy9CrVhwSoXSzVm2nJ/FkSKH5IjkiEPOSZlckwqpEk4eyTN5JW/Wk/VivVsf09YlazZzQP6U9fkDjZKZzA==</latexit>

⌘2 = 2<[z] ✓(<[z])

Lindblad coefficients Lindblad operators
<latexit sha1_base64="BVKM9b2pEuxw5AtvH17Sq9Cp6DE=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBahvZSkSPUiFLx4kgqmLbShbLabdulmE3Y3Qgn9DV48KOLVH+TNf+OmzUFbHww83pthZp4fc6a0bX9bhY3Nre2d4m5pb//g8Kh8fNJRUSIJdUnEI9nzsaKcCepqpjntxZLi0Oe0609vM7/7RKVikXjUs5h6IR4LFjCCtZHc6v1NozYsV+y6vQBaJ05OKpCjPSx/DUYRSUIqNOFYqb5jx9pLsdSMcDovDRJFY0ymeEz7hgocUuWli2Pn6MIoIxRE0pTQaKH+nkhxqNQs9E1niPVErXqZ+J/XT3Rw7aVMxImmgiwXBQlHOkLZ52jEJCWazwzBRDJzKyITLDHRJp+SCcFZfXmddBp1p1lvPlxWWrU8jiKcwTlUwYEraMEdtMEFAgye4RXeLGG9WO/Wx7K1YOUzp/AH1ucPW46NrA==</latexit>

(N = 2)

<latexit sha1_base64="SXcehO87lZqIy51zvK4q9fFGtYg=">AAACC3icbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUZduQovQipQZlepGKLhxWcE+oDMtmTTThmYyQ5IR6tC9G3/FjQtF3PoD7vwb03YQbT0QcnLOvdzc40WMSmVZX0ZmaXlldS27ntvY3NreMXf3GjKMBSZ1HLJQtDwkCaOc1BVVjLQiQVDgMdL0hlcTv3lHhKQhv1WjiLgB6nPqU4yUlrpmflB0EIsG6Hh2dY5Kl/fOzyMZd067ZsEqW1PARWKnpABS1Lrmp9MLcRwQrjBDUrZtK1JugoSimJFxzokliRAeoj5pa8pRQKSbTHcZw0Ot9KAfCn24glP1d0eCAilHgacrA6QGct6biP957Vj5F25CeRQrwvFskB8zqEI4CQb2qCBYsZEmCAuq/wrxAAmElY4vp0Ow51deJI2Tsl0pV27OCtVSGkcWHIA8KAIbnIMquAY1UAcYPIAn8AJejUfj2Xgz3melGSPt2Qd/YHx8AzVmmdQ=</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z ↵⇤3
Hamiltonian

<latexit sha1_base64="Dn3lCkkWPsnYlCyQ/XUtVKjOGGA="></latexit>

Ĥ = � i

4
(z⇤â4 � z â†4)

<latexit sha1_base64="LMq28V+mjxkqGiouDeQAYUguD6k=">AAAB/3icbVDLSgMxFL1TX7W+RgU3boJFaEXKjEh1IxTcuKxgH9COJZNmOqGZB0lGqGMX/oobF4q49Tfc+Tem7Sy0euByD+fcS26OG3MmlWV9GbmFxaXllfxqYW19Y3PL3N5pyigRhDZIxCPRdrGknIW0oZjitB0LigOX05Y7vJz4rTsqJIvCGzWKqRPgQcg8RrDSUs/c80tdzGMfH8/a7VEZXaD7nlm0KtYU6C+xM1KEDPWe+dntRyQJaKgIx1J2bCtWToqFYoTTcaGbSBpjMsQD2tE0xAGVTjq9f4wOtdJHXiR0hQpN1Z8bKQ6kHAWungyw8uW8NxH/8zqJ8s6dlIVxomhIZg95CUcqQpMwUJ8JShQfaYKJYPpWRHwsMFE6soIOwZ7/8l/SPKnY1Ur1+rRYK2dx5GEfDqAENpxBDa6gDg0g8ABP8AKvxqPxbLwZ77PRnJHt7MIvGB/f1wiUoQ==</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z
Hamiltonian

<latexit sha1_base64="ol72aKjhW7/uWVP5qdWyOGOEITc=">AAACHHicbZDLSgMxFIYzXmu9VV26CRahFS0zKtWNUHDTZQV7gU5bzqRpG5q5kGSEduiDuPFV3LhQxI0Lwbcxnc5CW38I/PnOOSTndwLOpDLNb2NpeWV1bT21kd7c2t7Zzezt16QfCkKrxOe+aDggKWcerSqmOG0EgoLrcFp3hrfTev2BCsl8716NAtpyoe+xHiOgNOpkLuwBqKg8wTf4DDNsn+LcuH2CYwoTzcZTllzbdhf6ON/JZM2CGQsvGisxWZSo0sl82l2fhC71FOEgZdMyA9WKQChGOJ2k7VDSAMgQ+rSprQcula0oXm6CjzXp4p4v9PEUjunviQhcKUeuoztdUAM5X5vC/2rNUPWuWxHzglBRj8we6oUcKx9Pk8JdJihRfKQNEMH0XzEZgACidJ5pHYI1v/KiqZ0XrGKheHeZLeWTOFLoEB2hHLLQFSqhMqqgKiLoET2jV/RmPBkvxrvxMWtdMpKZA/RHxtcPfOmeew==</latexit>

Ĥ = �i (z⇤â � z â†)

<latexit sha1_base64="8uqf1RLPgmN0Vsj+0P6X0fsIbNI="></latexit>

Ĥ = � i

3
(z⇤â3 � z â†3)

Hamiltonian
<latexit sha1_base64="rxy+utuw4BGLAdF2yoFfcdOFF9Y=">AAACC3icbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUZduQovQipSZItWNUHDjsoJ9QGdaMmmmDc1khiQj1KF7N/6KGxeKuPUH3Pk3pu0g2nog5OSce7m5x4sYlcqyvozMyura+kZ2M7e1vbO7Z+4fNGUYC0waOGShaHtIEkY5aSiqGGlHgqDAY6Tlja6mfuuOCElDfqvGEXEDNODUpxgpLfXM/LDoIBYN0en86p6ULu+dn0cy6VZ6ZsEqWzPAZWKnpABS1Hvmp9MPcRwQrjBDUnZsK1JugoSimJFJzokliRAeoQHpaMpRQKSbzHaZwGOt9KEfCn24gjP1d0eCAinHgacrA6SGctGbiv95nVj5F25CeRQrwvF8kB8zqEI4DQb2qSBYsbEmCAuq/wrxEAmElY4vp0OwF1deJs1K2a6WqzdnhVopjSMLjkAeFIENzkENXIM6aAAMHsATeAGvxqPxbLwZ7/PSjJH2HII/MD6+ATPimdM=</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z ↵⇤2

Lindblad coefficients Lindblad operators

Hamiltonian

<latexit sha1_base64="Rqg6imTiY338YFq+8bTlSAvMKKI=">AAACAXicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUTeCm2ARfECZKVLdCAU3LivYB7TjkEkzbWjmQXJHqG3d+CtuXCji1r9w59+YtrPQ1gOXezjnXpJ7vFhwBZb1bWQWFpeWV7KrubX1jc0tc3unpqJEUlalkYhkwyOKCR6yKnAQrBFLRgJPsLrXuxr79XsmFY/CW+jHzAlIJ+Q+pwS05Jp7LQbEtfElHhbxg2vfneBT3YtD18xbBWsCPE/slORRioprfrXaEU0CFgIVRKmmbcXgDIgETgUb5VqJYjGhPdJhTU1DEjDlDCYXjPChVtrYj6SuEPBE/b0xIIFS/cDTkwGBrpr1xuJ/XjMB/8IZ8DBOgIV0+pCfCAwRHseB21wyCqKvCaGS679i2iWSUNCh5XQI9uzJ86RWLNilQunmLF8+TuPIon10gI6Qjc5RGV2jCqoiih7RM3pFb8aT8WK8Gx/T0YyR7uyiPzA+fwDWMZSC</latexit>

⌘1 = |2z⇤1 + z2|
<latexit sha1_base64="/karaG845fDjBl08vSm/joHGhvA="></latexit>

L̂1 = â†â + ei arg(2z⇤
1+z2) â†

<latexit sha1_base64="mKW+nn0OX9eanGfLPXUxHl3UdxE=">AAAB7HicbVBNSwMxEJ3Ur1q/qh69BIvQXsquSPUiFLx4kgquLbRLyabZNjSbXZKsUJb+Bi8eFPHqD/LmvzFt96CtDwYe780wMy9IBNfGcb5RYW19Y3OruF3a2d3bPygfHj3qOFWUeTQWseoERDPBJfMMN4J1EsVIFAjWDsY3M7/9xJTmsXwwk4T5ERlKHnJKjJW86t21W+uXK07dmQOvEjcnFcjR6pe/eoOYphGThgqiddd1EuNnRBlOBZuWeqlmCaFjMmRdSyWJmPaz+bFTfGaVAQ5jZUsaPFd/T2Qk0noSBbYzImakl72Z+J/XTU145WdcJqlhki4WhanAJsazz/GAK0aNmFhCqOL2VkxHRBFqbD4lG4K7/PIqeTyvu4164/6i0qzlcRThBE6hCi5cQhNuoQUeUODwDK/whiR6Qe/oY9FaQPnMMfwB+vwBWgmNqw==</latexit>

(N = 1)

<latexit sha1_base64="PHB9frYOVdyFFxA8s08mIyVPhzA="></latexit>

Ĥ = � i

2

⇥
(2 z1 + z⇤2) â � (2z⇤1 + z2) â†⇤� i

2
(z⇤2 â†â2 � z2 â†2â)

<latexit sha1_base64="4gcUs8PiJIqMjTsERchUD/PnaZo=">AAACInicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUZdugkVotZSZIlUXQsGNywr2AZ1xyKSZNjTzIMkI7dBvceOvuHGhqCvBjzFtp6DVAyEn557LzT1uxKiQhvGpZZaWV1bXsuu5jc2t7R19d68pwphj0sAhC3nbRYIwGpCGpJKRdsQJ8l1GWu7galJv3RMuaBjcymFEbB/1AupRjKSSHP2iX7AQi/qoNLvujouXI8e05s8KPIEjpwKtEpwbUuLoeaNsTAH/EjMleZCi7ujvVjfEsU8CiRkSomMakbQTxCXFjIxzVixIhPAA9UhH0QD5RNjJdMUxPFJKF3ohVyeQcKr+7EiQL8TQd5XTR7IvFmsT8b9aJ5beuZ3QIIolCfBskBczKEM4yQt2KSdYsqEiCHOq/gpxH3GEpUo1p0IwF1f+S5qVslktV29O87ViGkcWHIBDUAAmOAM1cA3qoAEweABP4AW8ao/as/amfcysGS3t2Qe/oH19AwzVoXM=</latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z1 ↵
2 + z2 ↵

⇤↵

<latexit sha1_base64="TVKcBUKQ/8KZ7Gee1p+6/wuUQzU="></latexit>

h(↵,↵⇤) = z1 ↵
3 + z2 ↵

⇤2↵ + z3 ↵
⇤↵2

<latexit sha1_base64="8twb9HLcVWXlimQMbGWJiO3tkDs="></latexit>

L̂1 = â†â +
1

2
ei arg(3z⇤

1+z2) â†2
<latexit sha1_base64="o6fYx8kzb3oM+cHC5fm3WeRHrQA=">AAAB/HicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgA0pSpboRCm5cVrAPaGOYTCft0MkkzEyENK2/4saFIm79EHf+jdM2C60euHA4517uvceLGJXKsr6M3NLyyupafr2wsbm1vWPu7jVlGAtMGjhkoWh7SBJGOWkoqhhpR4KgwGOk5Q2vp37rgQhJQ36nkog4Aepz6lOMlJZcs9glCrn21fhs5Nr3J6cjtzJ2zZJVtmaAf4mdkRLIUHfNz24vxHFAuMIMSdmxrUg5KRKKYkYmhW4sSYTwEPVJR1OOAiKddHb8BB5qpQf9UOjiCs7UnxMpCqRMAk93BkgN5KI3Ff/zOrHyL52U8ihWhOP5Ij9mUIVwmgTsUUGwYokmCAuqb4V4gATCSudV0CHYiy//Jc1K2a6Wq7fnpdpxFkce7IMDcARscAFq4AbUQQNgkIAn8AJejUfj2Xgz3uetOSObKYJfMD6+AROOk7E=</latexit>

⌘1 = |3z⇤1 + z2|
<latexit sha1_base64="Lq0awj0dH4thpddKPICWQrLlcaY="></latexit>

⌘2 =

✓
<[z3] �

1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2|

◆
✓

✓
<[z3] �

1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2|

◆

<latexit sha1_base64="++qzvRB3v4PVyuxnBO8FhXnz8UQ="></latexit>

⌘3 =

✓
1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2| �<[z3]

◆
✓

✓
1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2| �<[z3]

◆

<latexit sha1_base64="BasFM4gSlovuSxyg3kA7lENxUFY="></latexit>

⌘4 = 4

✓
<[z3] �

1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2|

◆
✓

✓
<[z3] �

1

4
|3z⇤1 + z2|

◆
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FIG. 1. Efficient cascade quantization for α′ = h(α, α∗) ∈ P3. The full solution for Pm with m arbitrary is deferred to
Sec. VIII, with details provided in Appendix C. Arbitrary complex coefficients are denoted by the letter z (differentiated with
subscripts when more than one such coefficient appear). We have also used the step function defined by θ(x) = 0 for x ≤ 0,
and θ(x) = 1 for x > 0. For each h(α, α∗), the corresponding Hamiltonian and Lindblad terms are indicated respectively in
the green and blue boxes on the right. By linearity of the Lindbladian, the contributions for each monomial of h(α, α∗) ∈ Pm

are simply summed together to obtain the full Lindbladian.
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is, if LA quantizes α′ = hA(α, α∗), and if LB quan-
tizes α′ = hB(α, α∗), then L = LA + LB quantizes
α′ = hA(α, α∗) + hB(α, α∗). This is simply because the
Lindbladian is a linear superoperator. For example, to
quantize α′ = λ1 α+λ2 α

2 for any λ1, λ2 ∈ C, we simply
look at our table for h(α, α∗) = z α (with z = λ1), and
h(α, α∗) = z1 α

2 + z2 α
∗α (with z1 = λ2, and z2 = 0).

Then by inspection, the appropriate Lindbladian is

L = − i [Ĥ, · ] + 2 |λ2| D
[
â†â + ei arg(2λ

∗
2)â†

]
(17)

− 2ℜ[λ1] θ(−ℜ[λ1])D
[
â
]

+ 2ℜ[λ1] θ(ℜ[λ1])D
[
â†
]
,

where we have noted that |λ∗
2| = |λ2|, and

Ĥ = −ℑ[λ1] â†â− i (λ2 â− λ∗
2 â

†) . (18)

Note the step function ensures that only one of the dissi-
pators in the second line of (17) will survive for a given
z1.

We have provided the quantization table without proof
as one may simply verify that our prescribed L satisfies
condition (i) for the given h(α, α∗). What is unclear is
why we have broken up the quantization of a third-degree
polynomial as shown in Fig. 1. The complete answer
requires Secs. VIII and IX, so here we provide only a
brief explanation: The Lindbladian inverse problem, like
the Lagrangian inverse problem, has no unique solution.
Therefore our table in Fig. 1 is not the only way to quan-
tize degree-three systems. But this also does not mean
that one should regard all valid quantizations of a clas-
sical system as being equal. We mentioned underneath
(13) that dissipators in the Lindbladian introduce noise.
Such noise in quantum systems tend to wash out their
quantumness by the process of decoherence [98, 99]. So
while dissipators are a necessary element of quantization,
it is preferable to keep them to a minimum. The quan-
tization table we have presented here tries to do this—
introduce as few dissipators as possible for degree-three
systems. We arrived at the table in Fig. 1 by fine-tuning
the m = 3 case in Sec. IX. This is the sense in which
Fig. 1 is an efficient version of cascade quantization.

B. Generalizations and advantages

The most significant aspect of our quantization method
is its exactness. This is so even when we compare our
method to other proposals taking an open-systems ap-
proach. The literature typically makes one or more ap-
proximations to make quantization possible. One such
example is to consider the semiclassical limit [84] (or as-
sumptions to the same effect [100]), whereby ⟨h(â, â†)⟩
is replaced by h(⟨â⟩, ⟨â†⟩). Another example is taking a
perturbative limit, such as assuming a vanishing nonlin-
earity [100–102], or vanishing quantumness [103]. Our
method does not resort to any such approximations, tak-
ing only the classical model (x′, y′) =

(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
as

input. Below we highlight some difficulties and general-
izations that can be handled by our quantization method.

1. Arbitrary operator orderings and time-dependent systems

Although we have defined the quantum analogue of
h(α, α∗) by a normally-ordered h(â, â†), this does not
restrict the applicability of our method by any means.
Given an h(â, â†) for which â and â† are ordered arbi-

trarily, we can always use [â, â†] = 1̂ to rewrite h(â, â†)
in normal order. Thus, if we can quantize h(α, α∗) cor-
responding to normal order, i.e. find an L such that
⟨â⟩′ = ⟨ :h(â, â†) : ⟩, then we are able to quantize h(α, α∗)
corresponding to any order of â and â†. Hence, no loss
of generality has incurred by imposing normal ordering
in (7).

We have so far assumed the Lindbladian to be time in-
dependent. This means that only classical systems which
are time independent can be quantized. However, the
theorem leading to (12) can actually be generalized to
allow for time-dependent systems. In this case (10) is
generalized to the time-ordered exponential,

N (t, t0) = T◁

{
exp

[ˆ t

t0

dτ L(τ)

]}
, (19)

where T◁ is defined to be a linear operation such that for
any two time-dependent superoperators A and B,

T◁

{
A(t1)B(t2)

}
=

{
A(t1)B(t2) , t1 > t2 ,

B(t2)A(t1) , t2 > t1 .
(20)

The semigroup property in (11) is then replaced by the
divisibility condition, defined for any t > t1 > t0, by

N (t, t1)N (t1, t0) = N (t, t0) . (21)

One may then show that an L(t) is the generator of a
divisible set of completely-positive and trace-preserving
maps if and only if [47, 104],

L(t) = −i [Ĥ(t), · ] +

N∑

s=1

ηs(t)D[L̂s(t)] . (22)

This has the same structure as (12) and the same con-
ditions are placed on the parameterizing operators and
coefficients as before, but now for all times. In particular,
every Lindblad coefficient must now be non-negative for
all times, i.e. ηs(t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ t0 and s = 1, 2, . . . , N .

The generalization to time-dependent systems allows
us to probe how quantum nonlinear systems respond to
external forcing. Most often, the external force is given
by a simple sinusoidal function, or some other periodic
system. However, there is nothing that forbids one to
consider an external drive that is stochastic. This means
that our quantization method also applies to nonlinear
models driven by noise. We will explore such a case in
Sec. V by quantizing a classical nonlinear system with
white noise. However, in doing so, the master equation
for the density operator becomes a stochastic differential
equation, and the question of how one should interpret
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such an equation arises (Itô versus Stratonovich) [105–
107]. Since we have derived our quantization method by
assuming normal calculus, the resulting evolution with
white noise must be interpreted as a Stratonovich equa-
tion. Or stated differently, our quantization rules are
derived assuming that L dt is of order dt, which can only
be consistent with a Stratonovich interpretation.

2. First-order systems

A significant drawback of the variational approach to
quantization is that it relies on Hamiltonians derived
from Lagrangians (see Appendix A). This is problematic
because a Lagrangian, through the Euler–Lagrange equa-
tion, is designed to produce (14), not (1). Lindbladians
on the other hand, do not have this defect.

At the core of this problem is the inequivalence be-
tween a system defined by a second-order differential
equation, and a system defined by a pair of first-order
differential equations: Given x′′ = q(x, x′), it is always
possible to find an f(x, y) and g(x, y) so as to express the
second-order equation as a pair of first-order ones. We
denote this property as

x′′ = q(x, x′) =⇒ (x′, y′) =
(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
. (23)

All one has to do is let f(x, y) = y and g(x, y) = q(x, y).
However, the converse is not true:

x′′ = q(x, x′) /⇐= (x′, y′) =
(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
. (24)

That is to say, not every first-order system of equations
can be written in closed form as x′′ = q(x, x′), or as
y′′ = p(y, y′) for some p(y, y′). Furthermore, a given
second-order equation may correspond to more than one
set of first-order equations. It is possible to find a
(x′, y′) =

(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
and (x′, y′) =

(
r(x, y), s(x, y)

)

both satisfying x′′ = q(x, x′), but for which

(
r(x, y), s(x, y)

)
̸=

(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
. (25)

We can illustrate this point with a simple example. Con-
sider the system

x′ = f(x, y) = y , y′ = g(x, y) = −x . (26)

This is simply a linear oscillator rotating in phase space
in the clockwise direction with constant angular speed.
Similarly, a linear oscillator rotating in the counterclock-
wise direction is given by

x′ = r(x, y) = −y , y′ = s(x, y) = x . (27)

It is trivial to see that both (26) and (27) satisfies x′′ =
−x, but clearly f(x, y) ̸= r(x, y) and g(x, y) ̸= s(x, y).

We have thus shown that a dynamical system can only
be defined unambiguously by a set of first-order differ-
ential equations. This gives Lindbladians an advantage
over Lagrangians for quantization. In Sec. VII we give

two concrete examples from literature that are problem-
atic for Lagrangians, but not for the Lindbladian. The
examples are the van der Pol oscillator [37], and the so-
called unusual Liénard-type oscillator [108, 109]. The es-
sential point we wish to make here is that the Lagrangian
approach to quantization is flawed at the outset.9

3. Rotationally-asymmetric systems

Even though L is now parameterized by (12) and (13),
one still has to find a Hamiltonian, and N Lindblad op-
erators and coefficients, where N is also unknown. This
task is made nontrivial by the fact that D[ĉ] depends
nonlinearly on ĉ, and the fact that ĉ acts on the system
state from both left and right. Most applications of the
Lindbladian has therefore been restricted to rotationally
symmetric processes. These are processes which satisfy
[110]

h(α e−iθ, α∗ eiθ) = h(α, α∗) e−iθ , (28)

where θ ∈ R is a constant. Such processes can be quan-
tized by dissipators whose Lindblad operator is a function
w(â, â†) such that

D
[
w(âe−iθ, â†eiθ)

]
= D[w(â, â†)] . (29)

Rotationally symmetric processes are often simple
enough that the appropriate Lindblad operator and co-
efficient can be guessed with relative ease.

The simplest rotationally-symmetric processes are lin-
ear dissipation and amplification with rate κ > 0. These
are given by h(α, α∗) = ∓κα, where the negative sign
applies for dissipation, and positive sign for amplifica-
tion. Rotational symmetry means the system is damped
or amplified at equal rates in all directions in phase space.
We find, along x and y,

x′ = ∓κx , y′ = ∓κ y . (30)

Linear dissipation and amplification can be quantized re-
spectively by 2κD[â] and 2κD[â†]. This example pro-
vides another illustration of the inequivalence in defining
a system by first- and second-order differential equations.

9 One possible reason for using a second-order differential equa-
tion to define a system is Newton’s second law. But in nonlinear
models, x and y often represent non-mechanical properties and
have no direct relation to Newton’s second law. For example,
nonlinear oscillator models are commonly realised using electri-
cal circuits. In this case x and y obey the familiar circuit laws for
voltages and currents. Another example is chemical reactions. In
this case one derives the equations of motion for x and y using
the principles of chemical kinetics such as the law of mass action.
The resulting model then describes how the concentration of re-
actant molecules evolve. Even more generally, nonlinear models
are sometimes introduced phenomenologically without appealing
to any physical principles.
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We note that (30) gives the familiar second-order equa-
tion for a linearly-damped system

x′′ = ∓κx′ . (31)

This same second-order equation can also be derived from
the rotationally-asymmetric process h(α, α∗) = (−i ∓
κ)(α− α∗)/2, which is the same as,

x′ = y , y′ = ∓κ y . (32)

The difference between (30) and (32) has been noted in
the context of quantum Brownian motion [26, 111], which
is a linearly-damped system driven by white noise. We
will meet noise-driven systems in Sec. V.

To give at least one example of a rotationally-
symmetric process that is nonlinear, we consider here
h(α, α∗) = − γ α∗α2 with γ > 0. This generalizes (30)
with negative coefficients to radially-dependent dissipa-
tion, which can also be seen from

x′ = −γ

2
(x2 + y2)x , y′ = −γ

2
(x2 + y2) y . (33)

It is straightforward to see that such nonlinear dissipation
is quantized by γD[â2]. We can in fact combine (30)
and (33) with a simple harmonic oscillator to obtain a
rotationally-symmetric system with a limit cycle, known
as the Stuart–Landau oscillator [112]:

α′ = −i α + κα− γ α∗α2 . (34)

Note that we have assumed the free oscillator to have
unit angular frequency, and the strength of linear gain to
be κ > 0. Equation (34) is equivalent to

x′ = y + κx− γ

2
(x2 + y2)x , (35)

y′ = − x + κ y − γ

2
(x2 + y2) y . (36)

The rotational symmetry of the Stuart–Landau oscilla-
tor is manifested in its circularly-shaped limit cycle.10

As an illustration of (24), we note that (35) and (36)
do not decouple to give a single second-order differen-
tial equation in x or y. Since the harmonic oscillator
is quantized by a Hamiltonian, the above knowledge al-
lows us to quantize the Stuart–Landau oscillator exactly
by a Lindbladian. Due to its rotational symmetry, the
quantum Stuart–Landau oscillator has been the basis of

10 One might be tempted to think that a circular limit cycle implies
the existence of rotational symmetry in the system, as in the
case of the Stuart–Landau oscillator. However, this is not the
case. An example of a system with a circular limit cycle but not
rotationally symmetric is x′ = y and y′ = −x+λ y−λ (x2+y2) y
for λ a real positive constant [16]. We will in fact quantize an
example of a circular but rotationally-asymmetric limit cycle in
Sec. IVE. We will then see how such quantum limit cycles are
represented in quantum phase space by Wigner functions.

several results motivated by classical nonlinear dynamics
[101, 102, 113–125]. A spin-based version of the Stuart–
Landau oscillator has also been proposed recently [126].

It helps to compare (34) to a limit cycle without ro-
tational symmetry. Perhaps the most famous such limit-
cycle system is the van der Pol oscillator [16, 78], given
by

α′ = −i α +
µ

2
(α− α∗) − µ

4
(α3 − α∗3 + α∗α2 − α∗2α) ,

(37)

where µ > 0 is called the nonlinearity parameter, and we
have assumed a unit angular frequency when the non-
linearity is absent. The van der Pol oscillator actually
attains the form of a Stuart–Landau model in the limit
of weak nonlinearity, i.e. when µ −→ 0+. For this reason,
(34) is said to produce quasilinear (or quasiharmonic) os-
cillations. On the other hand, (37) is capable of relax-
ation oscillations, which only occur when µ is nonvanish-
ing [16]. Also unlike (34), a second-order equation in x
can be derived from (37). We first express (37) in terms
of its real and imaginary parts,

x′ = y , y′ = −x− µ (x2 − 1) y , (38)

Taking the time derivative of x′ and using y′ we obtain

x′′ = −x− µ (x2 − 1)x′ . (39)

The second term on the right-hand side of (39) can be
understood as a position-dependent friction coefficient
which effects both amplification (when x < 1), and dis-
sipation (when x > 1). Unlike (34), where each term
can be quantized by a Hamiltonian or dissipator, (37) no
longer admits such a simple correspondence. In general,
a given h(α, α∗), even if it has no Hamiltonian terms,
requires a combination of dissipators and Hamiltonians
to quantize. The van der Pol oscillator was first quan-
tized exactly in Ref. [75] by translating (38) to the Weyl-
ordered averages:

⟨x̂⟩′ = ⟨ŷ⟩ , (40)

⟨ŷ⟩′ = − ⟨x̂⟩ − µ ⟨ŷ⟩ +
µ

3
⟨x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2⟩ . (41)

The quantization of the van der Pol oscillator makes
strongly-nonlinear effects accessible to quantum theory
[75, 76]. We will return to the van der Pol oscillator again
in Sec. VII when we compare our method of quantization
to the Lagrangian approach.

IV. BIFURCATIONS

Just as classical bifurcations can be seen to occur in
vastly different fields, one can also find bifurcations in
a variety of quantum systems. For example, in models
motivated by atomic physics (BECs) [127], solid-state
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physics (Jahn–Teller and Bose–Hubbard models) [128–
131], quantum optics (Jaynes–Cummings and Dicke mod-
els) [132, 133], nanomechanical systems [134], supercon-
ducting circuits [135, 136], and recently, in condensed
matter physics (the Kitaev chain) [137]. But unlike the
classical theory of nonlinear dynamics, there has been no
systematic work on quantum bifurcations in the sense of
treating their normal forms due to the lack of a quan-
tization method. Here we take a first step towards this
end.

An essential point to keep in mind here is that unlike
classical systems, quantum systems do not have well-
defined paths in phase space due to the inherent noise
they possess. Thus, to identify bifurcations in quan-
tum systems we rely on the phase-space quasiprobabil-
ity representation of quantum states. Amongst the most
commonly discussed quasiprobability distributions, the
Wigner function is the most favored as it is well-behaved
and acts as a witness to nonclassicality when it becomes
negative. Given a quantum state ρ, the Wigner function
is defined by

W (x, y) =
1

2π

ˆ ∞

−∞
ds ⟨x + s/2| ρ |x− s/2⟩ e−isy . (42)

Thus, long-time properties of a classical system such as
attractors are manifested in the quantized system by the
peaks of its steady-state Wigner function.11 This is in-
tuitive since an attractor draws all initial conditions in
its basin towards it. By the same token, repellers can
be expected to have either zero or relatively low Wigner
density at steady state. Low- and high-velocity regions
of phase space can also be identified, respectively, with
high and low values of the Wigner function. This is be-
cause a classical ensemble of initial conditions tend to
clump more when travelling through phase-space regions
of lower velocity. Bifurcations identified using such a
correspondence between a deterministic system and the
steady-state distributions of their noisy counterparts are
referred to as P-bifurcations in stochastic systems (P be-
ing phenomenological) [138–142]. The same correspon-
dence is used to describe classical noise-induced transi-
tions [143] (bifurcations induced by multiplicative noise
in stochastic differential equations), and very recently, its
quantum analogue [90].

The phenomenological approach can only explain cer-
tain qualitative features of quantum bifurcations. First,
information about the quantized system such as the bi-
furcation point (the parameter value at which the bifur-
cation occurs) cannot be directly inferred from the classi-
cal system. Like classical noise, quantum noise prevents
the quantized system from having a well-defined bifur-
cation point. Of course, it may be possible to formulate

11 The steady-state Wigner function being given by (42) but with
ρ replaced by a steady-state density operator ρss (defined by
Lρss = 0). Alternatively, one may also define it by the long-time
limit of (42) if rho is a time-dependent state.

an appropriate definition of quantum bifurcations, but
that will take us too far from the theme of quantization.
Second, and more interestingly, quantum analogues of
even very simple bifurcations (the saddle-node and tran-
scritical as we shall see) contain negative values in their
Wigner functions. Such features of quantum bifurcations
are unidentifiable in the phenomenological approach.

A. Saddle-node bifurcation

The normal form of a saddle-node bifurcation is given
by [16]

x′ = µ− x2 , y′ = −y , (43)

where µ ∈ R is the bifurcation parameter. The flow
governed by (43) for different values of µ are sketched
in Fig. 2(a)–(c). Equation (43) has no fixed points for
µ < 0 and all phase-space points flow towards the left.
However, as µ −→ 0− a bottleneck region (also called
a ghost region [16]) starts to develop around the origin
which we have symbolized by a ▷▷ pointing against the
flow. Then at precisely µ = 0 the flow comes to a halt,
and two fixed points are created at the origin, as shown
by the half-filled node in Fig. 2(b). The fixed points
subsequently move apart for µ > 0: One being a sad-
dle node, at (−√

µ, 0), and the other, a stable node at
(
√
µ, 0). Note in Fig. 2, and the remainder of this section,

we use dashed lines to denote invariant sets (a subset of
phase space which the system does not leave once inside
it). For the case of Fig. 2(a)–(c), the nullclines of (43)
are invariant lines.

The quantization table of Fig. 1 can now be employed
to study the analogue of (43) in quantum mechanics.
Expressing (43) in terms of complex coordinates we get

α′ =
µ√
2
− 1

2
(α− α∗) − 1

2
√

2
(α2 + 2α∗α + α∗2) .

(44)

Then by inspection of Fig. 1, we find (44) to be quantized
by

L = −i [Ĥ, · ] + D[â] +
√

2D[â†â− â†] , (45)

where

Ĥ = − i
(µ− 1)√

2
(â− â†) − i

4
(â2 − â†2)

+
i

6
√

2
(â3 − â†3) +

i

2
√

2
(â†â2 − â†2â) . (46)

Steady-state Wigner functions generated from different
values of µ in (45) and (46) are shown in Fig. 2(d)–(h).
For ease of comparison we have scaled all our Wigner
functions so that its value falls in [−1, 1]. This will ap-
ply for the remainder of this section. Since for µ < 0,
all trajectories tend towards infinity in the classical the-
ory [Fig. 2(a)], one might not expect the existence of
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FIG. 2. Saddle-node bifurcation. (a)–(c) Phase portraits of (43) as µ varies from a negative to positive value. The bifurcation
occurs at µ = 0. In (a)–(c) horizontal dashed lines denote y nullclines [all (x, y) for which y′ = 0], while vertical dashed lines
indicate x nullclines [all (x, y) for which x′ = 0]. The origin of phase space is placed at the middle of the y nullcline. We
have used the symbol ▷▷ to denote the bottleneck/ghost region around the origin in (a). Note the closer µ is to zero, the
greater the slowdown is in the bottleneck. In (d)–(h) we plot the steady-state Wigner function obtained from (45) and (46) for
different values of µ. We have scaled the Wigner function so that its value is in [−1, 1]. It is clear from inspecting (d) to (h)
that a saddle-node bifurcation has occurred in the quantum system. However, the exact quantum bifurcation point cannot be
inferred from (43), and a more nuanced study is required. Despite the simplicity of (43), the Wigner negativity seen in (g) and
(h) means its quantum analogue exhibits fundamentally different behavior, which cannot be understood even from stochastic
generalizations of (43).

a normalizable steady state in the quantum case. In-
terestingly, the quantum system does have a normaliz-
able steady state as can be seen in Fig. 2(d) and (e), for
which the bottleneck region in Fig. 2(a) is manifested by
a Wigner function peaked near the origin. We also find
this peak to be more concentrated in going from Fig. 2(d)
to (e). This is consistent with the classical intuition that
as µ gets closer and closer to zero, the slow-down near the
origin becomes more and more dramatic. The quantum
saddle-node bifurcation is then revealed in the steady-
state Wigner functions corresponding to µ > 0, shown in
Fig. 2(f)–(h). We have also plotted the fixed points of
(43) as a green diamond (saddle node) and a yellow star
(stable node) in Fig. 2(f)–(h). The quantum analogue to
Fig. 2(c) can now be seen in the Wigner function in terms
of its mode (i.e. peak) moving towards the right, and a
region of zero moving towards the left, as µ increases.
However, as we said above, not all features can be qual-
itatively captured from classical intuition. We find a re-
gion of Wigner negativity starting to develop around the
origin in Fig. 2(g). And as µ is increased, this negativ-
ity becomes stronger, as shown in Fig. 2(h). Note that
such effects cannot be captured by any classical model,
not even stochastic extensions to (43). Thus, we see that
even an extremely simple dynamical system like (43) can
exhibit genuine nonclassicality when quantized.

B. Transcritical bifuration

The normal form of a transcritical bifurcation is

x′ = µx− x2 , y′ = −y . (47)

Flows corresonding to different values of µ in (47) are
shown in Fig. 3(a)–(c). When µ < 0, there are two fixed
points in (47): A stable node at the origin (0, 0), and
a saddle node at (µ, 0). As µ increases the saddle node
moves towards the right, until at µ = 0 the two fixed
points collide at the origin and exchange stabilities. For
µ > 0, we then find (0, 0) to be a saddle, while the fixed
at point at (µ, 0) becomes stable. This exchange of sta-
bilities is known as the transcritical bifurcation. Note
there is always a fixed point at the origin in Fig. 3(a)–
(c), which is marked by an ⊙ next to it.

To consider the transcritical bifurcation in quantum
theory we again rewrite (47) in complex coordinates first,
giving

α′ =
(µ− 1)

2
α +

(µ + 1)

2
α∗ − 1

2
√

2
(α2 + 2α∗α + α∗2) .

(48)

Applying the quantization table in Fig. 1 to (48) then
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FIG. 3. Transcritical bifurcation. (a)–(c) Phase portraits of (47) as µ varies from a negative to positive value. The bifurcation
occurs at µ = 0. In (a)–(c) horizontal dashed lines denote y nullclines [all (x, y) for which y′ = 0], while vertical dashed lines
indicate x nullclines [all (x, y) for which x′ = 0]. We have marked the fixed point at the origin by an ⊙ symbol. In (d)–(h)
we plot the steady-state Wigner function defined by (49) and (50) corresponding to different values of µ. We have scaled the
Wigner function so that its value is in [−1, 1]. While it is clear that a quantum transcritical bifurcation has occurred, the exact
moment at which it happens is not derivable from (47). Particularly interesting are the regions in (g) and (h) where the Wigner
function becomes negative, highlighting again that even extremely simple dynamical systems can have nonclassical features
when quantized.

gives us the appropriate Lindbladian

L = − i [Ĥ, · ] +
√

2D[â†â− â†] (49)

+ (1 − µ) θ(1 − µ)D[â] + (µ− 1) θ(µ− 1)D[â†] ,

where

Ĥ =
i√
2

(â− â†) − i
(µ + 1)

4
(â2 − â†2)

+
i

6
√

2
(â3 − â†3) +

i

2
(â†â2 − â†2â) , (50)

and θ(x) is the Heaviside step function defined in (16).
We then obtain from (49) and (50) steady-state Wigner
functions for different values of µ, shown in Fig. 3(d)–
(h). As before, the Wigner function is peaked near the
classical stable node. We also find a small region of zeros
where the classical saddle node is in Fig. 3(f), with some
negativity developing in the Wigner function in Fig. 3(g)
and (h). Thus, as with the quantum saddle-node bifur-
cation, the quantum transcritical bifurcation cannot be
simulated by any classical stochastic system.

C. Pitchfork bifurcation (supercritical)

The normal form of the supercritical pitchfork bifur-
cation is

x′ = µx− x3 , y′ = −y . (51)

Sketches of the flow for (51) with different values of µ
are shown in Fig. 4(a)–(c). Equation (51) has only one
stable node at the origin for µ < 0. It remains stable as
we increase µ, up till and including µ = 0. The origin
then becomes a saddle for µ > 0 and two new stable
nodes are created, at (−√

µ , 0) and (
√
µ , 0). The two

stable nodes move away from the origin as µ increases.
To quantize (51) we first convert it to complex coordi-

nates,

α′ =
(µ− 1)

2
α +

(µ + 1)

2
α∗

− 1

4

(
α3 + 3α∗2α + 3α∗α2 + α∗3) . (52)

Applying the quantization table in Fig. 1 to (52) then
gives

L = − i [Ĥ, · ] +
9

8
D[â2] +

3

2
D[â†â− â†2/2] (53)

+ (1 − µ) θ(1 − µ)D[â] + (µ− 1) θ(µ− 1)D[â†] ,
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FIG. 4. Pitchfork bifurcation. (a)–(c) Phase portraits of (51) as µ varies from a negative to positive value. The bifurcation
occurs at µ = 0. In (a)–(c) horizontal dashed lines denote y nullclines [all (x, y) for which y′ = 0], while vertical dashed lines
indicate x nullclines [all (x, y) for which x′ = 0]. The origin of phase space is at the center of the y nullcline. In (d)–(h) we plot
the steady-state Wigner function corresponding to (53) and (54) for different values of µ. We have scaled the Wigner function
so that its value is in [−1, 1]. A clear resemblance of the classical pitchfork bifurcation can be seen in the quantized system
where a single peak in the steady-state Wigner function (before the bifurcation) splits into two lobs (after the bifurcation), and
which move apart as µ increases.

where

Ĥ = − i
(µ + 1)

4
(â2 − â†2) +

i

8
(â†â3 − â†3â)

+
i

16
(â4 − â†4) . (54)

The steady-state Wigner function generated by (53) and
(54) for different values of µ are shown in Fig. 4(d)–(h).
The quantum pitchfork bifurcation is qualitatively simi-
lar to the classical pitchfork bifurcation, with the peaks
and troughs of the Wigner function occurring where the
classical stable and saddle nodes are.

The quantum pitchfork bifurcation has cropped up
in different guises elsewhere. For example, in quan-
tum synchronization, where squeezing was shown to en-
hance the synchronization of a Stuart–Landau oscillator
to an external drive [118]. It has also appeared in the
stabilization of Schrödinger cat states, which are useful
for bosonic quantum error correction and fault-tolerant
quantum computing [144].

D. Hopf bifurcation (supercritical)

The supercritical Hopf bifurcation occurs when a sta-
ble fixed point loses its stability, and in the process a
stable limit cycle is created. The literature also refers to
this as the Andronov–Hopf, or Poincaré–Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation. It is the most common way in which stable

limit cycles arise. It has a normal form given by

x′ = − y + µx− (x2 + y2)x , (55)

y′ = x + µ y − (x2 + y2) y , (56)

where we have again assumed the system to have a unit
natural frequency. We illustrate the phase-space flow of
(55) and (56) in Fig. 5(a)–(c). If µ ≤ 0, there is only
one stable node at the origin. When µ > 0, the origin
loses its stability and a circular limit cycle with radius√
µ is born. Note that (55) and (56) have a similar form

as the Stuart–Landau oscillator defined in (35) and (36),
except with all its coefficients positive [whereas µ may
be negative in (55) and (56)], and with γ/2 set to one.12

Thus (55) and (56) corresponds to the Stuart–Landau
oscillator for µ > 0, when the system has a limit cycle.
The only important parameter in this case is the ratio
of linear gain to nonlinear damping, which determines
the radius of the limit cycle. In terms of (35) and (36)

the radius of the limit cycle is simply
√

2κ/γ , which can
be produced just as well from (55) and (56) with the
appropriate choice of µ.

To quantize (55) and (56) we again transform them
into a single equation in terms of complex variables,

α′ = i α + µα− 2 |α|2α . (57)

12 The direction of phase-space rotation is also different—clockwise
in (35), (36), and counterclockwise in (55), (56), but this is a
trivial modification.
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FIG. 5. Hopf bifurcation. (a)–(c) Phase portraits of (55) and (56) as µ varies from a negative to positive value. The bifurcation
occurs at µ = 0. The origin of phase space is at the center, always occupied by a fixed point. Given the rotational symmetry
of (55) and (56), it is actually best to express them in polar coordinates. Doing so gives r′ = µ r− r3 and ϕ′ = 1 for the radial
and phase variables, which are related to the Cartesian coordinates by x = r cosϕ and y = r sinϕ. The radial equation is thus
nothing more than a one-dimensional pitchfork bifurcation with r restricted to be positive. It is then straightforward to see
that only one stable fixed point exists at r = 0 for µ ≤ 0, while there are two fixed points for µ > 0, one being unstable at
the origin, and the other stable at r =

√
µ . In (d)–(h) we plot the steady-state Wigner functions generated from (58) with

different values of µ. We have scaled the Wigner function so that its value is in [−1, 1]. The limit cycle created in passing from
(e) to (f), when the Wigner-function peak starts to dip and a crater starts to form around the orgin.

Then from Fig. 1 we get

L = i [ â†â, ·] + 2D[â2]

+ 2µ θ(µ)D[â†] − 2µ θ(−µ)D[â] , (58)

where we have used Ĥ = −â†â in the Lindbladian. 13

Equation (58) for µ > 0 has been erroneously referred to
as the quantum van der Pol oscillator in recent physics
literature, e.g. in Refs. [101, 102]. Strictly speaking, the
van der Pol oscillator refers exclusively to the dynamical
system in (38).14 Also worth noting is the subcritical fla-
vor of the Hopf bifurcation. Although it is encountered

13 Although the Hamiltonian is unbounded from below, the Lind-
bladian can be physically realized in a suitable rotating frame.

14 Equation (57) describes any limit cycle just after the onset of a
supercritical Hopf bifurcation. Since many nonlinear systems
have limit cycles created from a Hopf bifurcation, including
the van der Pol oscillator, one cannot uniquely associate the
van der Pol oscillator with (57). For this reason, and appro-
priately so, the nonlinear dynamics literature refers to (57) as
the Stuart–Landau oscillator, which is also the terminology used
here. In fact, historically, and as we already hinted in Sec. III B 3
under (37), the van der Pol oscillator is a prototype for relax-
ation oscillations. These oscillations exist far from the Hopf
bifurcation point, and as such, they are non-circular and non-
uniformly traversed orbits in phase space. To set the record

much less frequently, a quantized version of it has ap-
peared in the context of quantum synchronization [150]
(see also Ref. [132]). Figure 5(d)–(h) shows the steady-
state Wigner functions obtained from (58) when µ is var-
ied. A quantum Hopf bifurcation can be seen to occur
when passing from Fig. 5(e) to (f). For µ < 0, the Wigner
function is peaked at the origin, resembling the corre-
sponding classical stable node there. The quantum Hopf
bifurcation then occurs when the Wigner function starts
to dip at the origin and simultaneously develops a ring
around it. This craterlike structure in Fig. 5(f)–(h) re-
sembles the classical limit cycle with an unstable node at
the origin. In fact, a similar craterlike structure can also
be found in the steady-state probability density function
for classical systems with a stochastic Hopf bifurcation
[140, 151–153]. Though not of direct relevance to bifur-
cations, the transient dynamics leading to the limit-cycle

straight, older publications in physics (as far back as the 1960s
to our knowledge) actually considered the difference between the
Stuart–Landau and van der Pol oscillators by refering to the
former as a rotating-wave van der Pol oscillator [145–147]. See
Ref. [148] for a pedagogical account of how the rotating-wave
approximation is used to reduce the van der Pol oscillator to the
Stuart–Landau form. Essentially the same method goes by the
name of Krylov–Bogoliubov time averaging in nonlinear dynam-
ics [149].
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FIG. 6. Infinite-period bifurcation. (a)–(c) Phase portraits of (59) and (60) as µ varies from a positive number less than one
to a value greater than one. The bifurcation occurs at µ = 1. Note that µ can be negative in (59) and (60), so more generally,
the important regimes are |µ| < 1, |µ| = 1 (bifurcation point), and |µ| > 1. The origin of phase space is at the center, always
occupied by an unstable node. As with the Hopf bifurcation, this system is most suitably expressed in polar coordinates, given
by r′ = r − r3, and ϕ′ = µ − r cosϕ, where x = r cosϕ and y = r sinϕ. In the literature the phase equation is often given
as ϕ′ = µ − cosϕ, or ϕ′ = µ − sinϕ, without the extra factor of r in front of the trigonometric function. The additional r in
our phase equation is introduced to simplify the quantization problem, but it is actually inconsequential for the steady-state
behavior of the system. For all µ, there is always an unstable node at r = 0, and a stable invariant circle at r = 1 (shown as
a dashed circle). In addition, we find for 0 ≤ |µ| ≤ 1, a saddle node at r = 1 and ϕ = cos−1 µ, and a stable node at r = 1
and ϕ = 2π − cos−1 µ. Note there are also two invariant lines extending outwards from the origin defined by the angles of the
saddle and stable nodes [shown as straight dashed lines in (a)]. The fixed points then collide at |µ| = 1. When |µ| > 1, the
fixed points disappear and the invariant circle becomes a limit cycle. We have used ▷▷ to indicate where the flow is fastest or
slowest on the limit cycle, as defined by the value of ϕ′ (by having ▷▷ point in the same or opposite direction as the flow). In
(d)–(h) we plot the steady-state Wigner functions obtained from (63) and (64) for different values of µ. The Wigner function
is scaled so that its value falls within [−1, 1]. In (d) and (e) we find the Wigner-function peak to be displaced in accordance
to the motion of the classical stable node as µ increases. The transition to a non-uniform limit cycle is then manifested by a
diffusing Wigner-function peak along the phase direction. This can be seen incrementally when going from (g) to (h).

state in a quantum Stuart–Landau oscillator has been
explored just recently [154].

Not all aspects of the limit cycle produced by a quan-
tum Hopf bifurcation can be explained with classical in-
tuition. One aspect, attributed to quantum fluctuations,
is that it gives birth to a quantum limit cycle whose ra-
dius is larger than the classical value when µ ≲ 1 [155].
Besides fundamental physics, it may also be possible to
exploit the quantum Hopf bifurcation for sensing weak
signals [156].

E. Infinite-period bifurcation

While the Hopf bifurcation is the most common path to
a stable limit cycle, it is not the only way. Another path
to a stable limit cycle is provided by an infinite-period
bifurcation, also known as a saddle-node bifurcation on

an invariant circle. The infinite-period bifurcation gives
birth to a rotationally asymmetric limit cycle, and may
be described by

x′ = − µ y + x + x y − (x2 + y2)x , (59)

y′ = µx + y − x2 − (x2 + y2) y . (60)

Sketches of the phase portrait for different values of µ
are shown in Fig. 6(a)–(c). The system always has an
unstable origin surrounded by an invariant circle. As
in previous figures, invariant subspaces are denoted by
dashed lines. If 0 ≤ µ ≤ 1, we find two more fixed
points which lie on the invariant circle, one being a sad-

dle node at (µ,
√

1 − µ2 ), and the other a stable node at

(µ,−
√

1 − µ2 ). As µ is increased, the saddle and sta-
ble nodes move towards each other along the invariant
circle, until at µ = 1 they collide, as shown by the half-
filled node in Fig. 6(b). The invariant circle is thus a



17

homoclinic orbit at µ = 1, which is traversed at a non-
uniform speed. We have again used ▷▷ to indicate where
the flow is notably fast (by having ▷▷ point in the same
direction as the flow lines). For µ > 1 the invariant circle
then turns into a limit cycle, shown by a dashed circle in
dark red in Fig. 6(c). Similar to the usual saddle-node
bifurcation from earlier, the half-filled node in Fig. 6(b)
develops into a bottleneck/ghost region (shown by point-
ing ▷▷ in the opposite direction as the flow lines). Near
the bifurcation (i.e. µ = 1), the limit cycle has a period
given by

T =

ˆ 2π

0

dϕ (µ− cosϕ)−1 ≈
√

2

µ− 1
π , (61)

which tends to infinity as µ −→ 1+ (hence the name
infinite-period bifurcation).

To quantize (59) and (60) we note that they are equiv-
alent to

α′ = i µα + α− i√
2

(α2 + α∗α) − 2 |α|2α . (62)

From Fig. 1 we find that (62) has a valid quantization
given by

L = − i [Ĥ, · ] + 2D[â†] + 2D[â2] +
1√
2
D[â†â + i â†] ,

(63)

where

Ĥ = −µ â†â− 1√
2

(â + â†) +
1

2
√

2
(â†â2 + â†2â) .

(64)

The steady-state Wigner functions obtained from (63)
and (64) are shown in Fig. 6(d)–(h). The classical be-
havior seen in Fig. 6(a) is clearly reflected in Fig. 6(d)
and (e), where the Wigner function can be seen to peak
around the classical stable node. A quantum infinite-
period bifurcation can then be inferred in going from
Fig. 6(e) to (h). Most notably, a non-uniform quantum
limit cycle can be seen in Fig. 6(h), where the Wigner-
function peak tries to wrap around the origin by dif-
fusing along the phase direction. This is in contrast to
Fig. 6(d) and (e), where the Wigner-function peak is sim-
ply displaced. A non-uniform circular limit cycle in clas-
sical mechanics thus translates into an uneven crater for
the steady-state Wigner function in quantum mechan-
ics. Henceforth, we call a steady-state Wigner function
obtained from quantizing a classical non-uniform limit
cycle, such as Fig. 6(h), a non-uniform quantum limit
cycle. A uniform quantum limit cycle would then refer
to a steady-state Wigner function like Fig. 5(h).

We can get an intuitive understanding of why (59) and
(60) contains a non-uniform circular limit cycle by rewrit-
ing them as

x′ = − ω(x) y + x− (x2 + y2)x , (65)

y′ = ω(x)x + y − (x2 + y2) y , (66)

where these equations have the Stuart–Landau form
but with an x-dependent angular frequency, defined by
ω(x) = µ − x. In complex coordinates, the ω(x) terms
translate to the second-degree terms in (62), which are
the only terms that do not satisfy (28) from Sec. III B 3.
We can thus isolate the x-dependent frequency as the sole
source of rotational asymmetry in this system.

V. STOCHASTIC SYSTEMS

We now turn to the quantization of classical stochas-
tic dynamics. That is, we apply cascade quantization to
a classical nonlinear system driven by a random process
Υ(t). Such stochastic models may capture realistic sys-
tems, but also produce nonlinear effects which are inter-
esting in its own right [157–159]. A well-known model in
classical stochastic nonlinear dynamics is the Fitzhugh–
Nagumo model. This model is often used to describe a
neuron and its response to a noisy input [160–163].

A. Noise-free Fitzhugh–Nagumo model

It is instructive to first consider the deterministic,
i.e. noise-free Fitzhugh–Nagumo model [160–163]. This
is given by

x′ = −ε

(
x3

3
− x2

0 x

)
+ y , y′ = −x + µ . (67)

We have included in our Fitzhugh–Nagumo model an ef-
fective nonlinearity parameter ε > 0, and a parameter
x0 which adjusts the shape of the limit cycle. The pa-
rameter µ ∈ R may then be regarded as a bifurcation
parameter for a fixed ε and a fixed x0. The system has
a fixed point given by

x• = µ , y• = ε

(
µ3

3
− µx2

0

)
. (68)

It is straightforward to show that (x•, y•) is stable when
|µ| > x0, and as |µ| decreases, the system undergoes a
supercritical Hopf bifurcation at |µ| = x0. We thus find
a stable limit cycle and an unstable (x•, y•) for |µ| < x0.

It is straightforward to show that (67) may be written
equivalently as,

α′ = i
µ√
2

+

(
ε x2

0

2
− i

)
α +

ε x2
0

2
α∗

− ε

12
(α3 + 3α∗2α + 3α∗α2 + α∗3) . (69)

Looking up Fig. 1 we find the Lindbladian corresponding
to κ = 0 to be

L0 = − i [Ĥ, · ] + ε x2
0 D[â†] +

3 ε

8
D[â2]

+
ε

2
D
[
â†â− â†2/2

]
, (70)



18

<latexit sha1_base64="rc/B7idCmBgsAH93uwgZa2162GY=">AAAB7nicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0hEqheh6MVjBfsBbSib7aZdursJuxuhhP4ILx4U8erv8ea/cdPmoK0PBh7vzTAzL0w408bzvp3S2vrG5lZ5u7Kzu7d/UD08aus4VYS2SMxj1Q2xppxJ2jLMcNpNFMUi5LQTTu5yv/NElWaxfDTThAYCjySLGMHGSp2+SG981x9Ua57rzYFWiV+QGhRoDqpf/WFMUkGlIRxr3fO9xAQZVoYRTmeVfqppgskEj2jPUokF1UE2P3eGzqwyRFGsbEmD5urviQwLracitJ0Cm7Fe9nLxP6+Xmug6yJhMUkMlWSyKUo5MjPLf0ZApSgyfWoKJYvZWRMZYYWJsQhUbgr/88ippX7h+3a0/XNYat0UcZTiBUzgHH66gAffQhBYQmMAzvMKbkzgvzrvzsWgtOcXMMfyB8/kDMa2O1g==</latexit>

µ = 1.1
<latexit sha1_base64="CCojrv5AyQNhmx1TlOX7Rj2vIdU=">AAAB6nicbVA9TwJBEJ3DL8Qv1NJmIzHBhtxRoCXRxhKjfCRwIXvLHGzY27vs7pkQwk+wsdAYW3+Rnf/GBa5Q8CWTvLw3k5l5QSK4Nq777eQ2Nre2d/K7hb39g8Oj4vFJS8epYthksYhVJ6AaBZfYNNwI7CQKaRQIbAfj27nffkKleSwfzSRBP6JDyUPOqLHSQzm47BdLbsVdgKwTLyMlyNDoF796g5ilEUrDBNW667mJ8adUGc4Ezgq9VGNC2ZgOsWuppBFqf7o4dUYurDIgYaxsSUMW6u+JKY20nkSB7YyoGelVby7+53VTE177Uy6T1KBky0VhKoiJyfxvMuAKmRETSyhT3N5K2IgqyoxNp2BD8FZfXietasWrVWr31VL9JosjD2dwDmXw4ArqcAcNaAKDITzDK7w5wnlx3p2PZWvOyWZO4Q+czx+NIo1U</latexit>

(b)
<latexit sha1_base64="BrxZfdpgmUGhsm0zjq6tGV96Q+0=">AAAB7nicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB07Ir0vYiFL14rGA/oF1KNs22oUl2SbJCWfojvHhQxKu/x5v/xrTdg7Y+GHi8N8PMvDDhTBvP+3YKG5tb2zvF3dLe/sHhUfn4pK3jVBHaIjGPVTfEmnImacsww2k3URSLkNNOOLmb+50nqjSL5aOZJjQQeCRZxAg2Vur0RXrjufVBueK53gJonfg5qUCO5qD81R/GJBVUGsKx1j3fS0yQYWUY4XRW6qeaJphM8Ij2LJVYUB1ki3Nn6MIqQxTFypY0aKH+nsiw0HoqQtspsBnrVW8u/uf1UhPVg4zJJDVUkuWiKOXIxGj+OxoyRYnhU0swUczeisgYK0yMTahkQ/BXX14n7SvXr7rVh+tK4zaPowhncA6X4EMNGnAPTWgBgQk8wyu8OYnz4rw7H8vWgpPPnMIfOJ8/OsOO3A==</latexit>

µ = 0.8
<latexit sha1_base64="XYNM+NBacxAEYvEmFThyqImT2yA=">AAAB6nicbVA9TwJBEJ3DL8Qv1NJmIzHBhtxRoCXRxhKjfCRwIXvLHGzY27vs7pkQwk+wsdAYW3+Rnf/GBa5Q8CWTvLw3k5l5QSK4Nq777eQ2Nre2d/K7hb39g8Oj4vFJS8epYthksYhVJ6AaBZfYNNwI7CQKaRQIbAfj27nffkKleSwfzSRBP6JDyUPOqLHSQ5ld9oslt+IuQNaJl5ESZGj0i1+9QczSCKVhgmrd9dzE+FOqDGcCZ4VeqjGhbEyH2LVU0gi1P12cOiMXVhmQMFa2pCEL9ffElEZaT6LAdkbUjPSqNxf/87qpCa/9KZdJalCy5aIwFcTEZP43GXCFzIiJJZQpbm8lbEQVZcamU7AheKsvr5NWteLVKrX7aql+k8WRhzM4hzJ4cAV1uIMGNIHBEJ7hFd4c4bw4787HsjXnZDOn8AfO5w+Op41V</latexit>

(c)
<latexit sha1_base64="5ZQ4gJJCHgbRd6MiivRtkIwb/cY=">AAAB7nicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0hEqheh6MVjBfsBbSib7aZdursJuxuhhP4ILx4U8erv8ea/cdPmoK0PBh7vzTAzL0w408bzvp3S2vrG5lZ5u7Kzu7d/UD08aus4VYS2SMxj1Q2xppxJ2jLMcNpNFMUi5LQTTu5yv/NElWaxfDTThAYCjySLGMHGSp2+SG881x9Ua57rzYFWiV+QGhRoDqpf/WFMUkGlIRxr3fO9xAQZVoYRTmeVfqppgskEj2jPUokF1UE2P3eGzqwyRFGsbEmD5urviQwLracitJ0Cm7Fe9nLxP6+Xmug6yJhMUkMlWSyKUo5MjPLf0ZApSgyfWoKJYvZWRMZYYWJsQhUbgr/88ippX7h+3a0/XNYat0UcZTiBUzgHH66gAffQhBYQmMAzvMKbkzgvzrvzsWgtOcXMMfyB8/kDMCeO1Q==</latexit>

µ = 0.1

CLASSICAL STABLE NODECLASSICAL UNSTABLE NODE CLASSICAL STABLE LIMIT CYCLE

<latexit sha1_base64="sAX68ge/IkDqfKpLPoICgYTSCrc=">AAAB6nicbVA9TwJBEJ3DL8Qv1NJmIzHBhtxRoCXRxhKjfCRwIXvLHGzY27vs7pkQwk+wsdAYW3+Rnf/GBa5Q8CWTvLw3k5l5QSK4Nq777eQ2Nre2d/K7hb39g8Oj4vFJS8epYthksYhVJ6AaBZfYNNwI7CQKaRQIbAfj27nffkKleSwfzSRBP6JDyUPOqLHSQxkv+8WSW3EXIOvEy0gJMjT6xa/eIGZphNIwQbXuem5i/ClVhjOBs0Iv1ZhQNqZD7FoqaYTany5OnZELqwxIGCtb0pCF+ntiSiOtJ1FgOyNqRnrVm4v/ed3UhNf+lMskNSjZclGYCmJiMv+bDLhCZsTEEsoUt7cSNqKKMmPTKdgQvNWX10mrWvFqldp9tVS/yeLIwxmcQxk8uII63EEDmsBgCM/wCm+OcF6cd+dj2ZpzsplT+APn8weRsY1X</latexit>

(e)
<latexit sha1_base64="apMrVaIgdsH71nBj2OolNAqWFpQ=">AAAB6nicbVA9SwNBEJ2LXzF+RS1tFoMQm3CXIloGbSwjmg9IjrC3t5cs2d07dveEcOQn2FgoYusvsvPfuEmu0MQHA4/3ZpiZFyScaeO6305hY3Nre6e4W9rbPzg8Kh+fdHScKkLbJOax6gVYU84kbRtmOO0limIRcNoNJrdzv/tElWaxfDTThPoCjySLGMHGSg/V8HJYrrg1dwG0TrycVCBHa1j+GoQxSQWVhnCsdd9zE+NnWBlGOJ2VBqmmCSYTPKJ9SyUWVPvZ4tQZurBKiKJY2ZIGLdTfExkWWk9FYDsFNmO96s3F/7x+aqJrP2MySQ2VZLkoSjkyMZr/jUKmKDF8agkmitlbERljhYmx6ZRsCN7qy+ukU695jVrjvl5p3uRxFOEMzqEKHlxBE+6gBW0gMIJneIU3hzsvzrvzsWwtOPnMKfyB8/kDkCyNVg==</latexit>

(d)
<latexit sha1_base64="Roer8KFc2mOnGD7KOrgnoCwq3ok=">AAAB7nicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB07IrtnoRil48VrAf0C4lm2bb0CS7JFmhLP0RXjwo4tXf481/Y9ruQVsfDDzem2FmXphwpo3nfTuFtfWNza3idmlnd2//oHx41NJxqghtkpjHqhNiTTmTtGmY4bSTKIpFyGk7HN/N/PYTVZrF8tFMEhoIPJQsYgQbK7V7Ir3x3Gq/XPFcbw60SvycVCBHo1/+6g1ikgoqDeFY667vJSbIsDKMcDot9VJNE0zGeEi7lkosqA6y+blTdGaVAYpiZUsaNFd/T2RYaD0Roe0U2Iz0sjcT//O6qYmug4zJJDVUksWiKOXIxGj2OxowRYnhE0swUczeisgIK0yMTahkQ/CXX14lrQvXr7m1h8tK/TaPowgncArn4MMV1OEeGtAEAmN4hld4cxLnxXl3PhatBSefOYY/cD5/ADY3jtk=</latexit>

µ = 0.5
<latexit sha1_base64="jqOtnWrMH3bRX+iTNlPbsp7mQZs=">AAAB6nicbVA9TwJBEJ3DL8Qv1NJmIzHBhtxRoCXRxhKjfCRwIXvLHGzY27vs7pkQwk+wsdAYW3+Rnf/GBa5Q8CWTvLw3k5l5QSK4Nq777eQ2Nre2d/K7hb39g8Oj4vFJS8epYthksYhVJ6AaBZfYNNwI7CQKaRQIbAfj27nffkKleSwfzSRBP6JDyUPOqLHSQ5le9oslt+IuQNaJl5ESZGj0i1+9QczSCKVhgmrd9dzE+FOqDGcCZ4VeqjGhbEyH2LVU0gi1P12cOiMXVhmQMFa2pCEL9ffElEZaT6LAdkbUjPSqNxf/87qpCa/9KZdJalCy5aIwFcTEZP43GXCFzIiJJZQpbm8lbEQVZcamU7AheKsvr5NWteLVKrX7aql+k8WRhzM4hzJ4cAV1uIMGNIHBEJ7hFd4c4bw4787HsjXnZDOn8AfO5w+LnY1T</latexit>

(a)

<latexit sha1_base64="dMQ2REm6P+W0RlZHjwf9bDMCyVU=">AAAB6HicbZC7SgNBFIbPxltcb1FLm8EgWIVdi2gjBm0sEzAXSEKYnZxNxsxemJkVw5InsLFQxFYfxt5GfBsnl0ITfxj4+P9zmHOOFwuutON8W5ml5ZXVtey6vbG5tb2T292rqSiRDKssEpFseFSh4CFWNdcCG7FEGngC697gapzX71AqHoU3ehhjO6C9kPucUW2syn0nl3cKzkRkEdwZ5C8+7PP4/csud3KfrW7EkgBDzQRVquk6sW6nVGrOBI7sVqIwpmxAe9g0GNIAVTudDDoiR8bpEj+S5oWaTNzfHSkNlBoGnqkMqO6r+Wxs/pc1E+2ftVMexonGkE0/8hNBdETGW5Mul8i0GBqgTHIzK2F9KinT5ja2OYI7v/Ii1E4KbrFQrDj50iVMlYUDOIRjcOEUSnANZagCA4QHeIJn69Z6tF6s12lpxpr17MMfWW8/SWGQRA==</latexit>x

<latexit sha1_base64="PXV/f4Q4X9mMk0LHrwT8fYH6+m0=">AAAB6HicbVDJSgNBEK2JW4xb1KMijUHwFGY8RI9BLx4TMAskQ+jp1CRteha6e4Qw5OjJiwdFvPoV+Q5vfoM/YWc5aOKDgsd7VVTV82LBlbbtLyuzsrq2vpHdzG1t7+zu5fcP6ipKJMMai0Qkmx5VKHiINc21wGYskQaewIY3uJn4jQeUikfhnR7G6Aa0F3KfM6qNVB128gW7aE9BlokzJ4Xy8bj6/XgyrnTyn+1uxJIAQ80EVarl2LF2Uyo1ZwJHuXaiMKZsQHvYMjSkASo3nR46ImdG6RI/kqZCTabq74mUBkoNA890BlT31aI3Ef/zWon2r9yUh3GiMWSzRX4iiI7I5GvS5RKZFkNDKJPc3EpYn0rKtMkmZ0JwFl9eJvWLolMqlqomjWuYIQtHcArn4MAllOEWKlADBghP8AKv1r31bL1Z77PWjDWfOYQ/sD5+ANhOkK8=</latexit>y

<latexit sha1_base64="h308cyshHWoJ5XLmGr7EIRIMGGM=">AAAB7nicbVBNSwMxEJ2tX7V+VT16CRbB07IrpfUiFL14rGA/oF1KNs22oUl2SbJCWfojvHhQxKu/x5v/xrTdg7Y+GHi8N8PMvDDhTBvP+3YKG5tb2zvF3dLe/sHhUfn4pK3jVBHaIjGPVTfEmnImacsww2k3URSLkNNOOLmb+50nqjSL5aOZJjQQeCRZxAg2Vur0RXrju9VBueK53gJonfg5qUCO5qD81R/GJBVUGsKx1j3fS0yQYWUY4XRW6qeaJphM8Ij2LJVYUB1ki3Nn6MIqQxTFypY0aKH+nsiw0HoqQtspsBnrVW8u/uf1UhNdBxmTSWqoJMtFUcqRidH8dzRkihLDp5Zgopi9FZExVpgYm1DJhuCvvrxO2leuX3NrD9VK4zaPowhncA6X4EMdGnAPTWgBgQk8wyu8OYnz4rw7H8vWgpPPnMIfOJ8/NjmO2Q==</latexit>

µ = 1.4

FIG. 7. Steady-state Wigner functions for the quantum Fitzhugh–Nagumo model as defined by (70) and (71) with different
values of µ (shown in the inset) at a fixed ε = 0.1, and a fixed x0 = 1.2.

where

Ĥ = â†â− µ√
2

(â + â†) − i
ε x2
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− i
ε

24
(â†3â− â†â3) + i

ε

48
(â4 − â†4) . (71)

Equations (70) and (71) now define a quantum Fitzhugh–
Nagumo model. Its steady-state Wigner function along-
side the attractors of (67) are plotted in Fig. 7 for dif-
ferent values of µ with ε and x0 held constant. It can
be seen from Fig. 7(a) that, when µ > x0, the steady-
state Wigner function is unimodal, concentrated around
the classical stable fixed point given by (68). If instead
µ < x0, a classical Hopf bifurcation will have occurred,
which is the regime illustrated in Fig. 7(b)–(e). Begin-
ning with Fig. 7(b), we find the steady-state Wigner func-
tion just starting to diffuse around the classical limit cy-
cle when µ is only slightly smaller than x0, i.e. the clas-
sical Hopf bifurcation has only just occurred. Then as
we move progressively from Fig. 7(c) to (e), the Wigner
function starts to dip around the classical unstable fixed
point. This is consistent with the classical fixed point
becoming more unstable the smaller µ is than x0. This
property may be verified by calculating the real part
of the eigenvalue of the Jacobian matrix for (67). The
Wigner function can also be seen to diffuse more as we
transition from Fig. 7(c) to (e). This eventually gives rise
to a second peak as seen in Fig. 7(e). Again, though we
have not shown this, the bimodal nature of the steady-
state Wigner function does correspond to a classical limit
cycle with two opposing sides that move relatively slowly.
This can be shown from (67), e.g. by considering its null-
clines. We will in fact do this later in Sec. VI for a class
of limit-cycle systems (see Fig. 9).

B. Noise-driven Fitzhugh–Nagumo model

To illustrate cascade quantization on a stochastic
model, we add a Gaussian white-noise process Υ(t) to
(67) as follows,

X ′ = −ε

(
X3

3
− x2

0 X

)
+ Y , Y ′ = −X + µ + κΥ ,

(72)

where the stochastic term is assumed to have a strength
of κ. Being white, Υ(t) is defined by

E
[
Υ(s)Υ(t)

]
= δ(s− t) . (73)

Note that we are following the convention of denoting a
stochastic process by an uppercase letter, and its realiza-
tions by the corresponding lowercase letter.

1. Noise-activated spikes and quasi-regular oscillations

The influence of Υ(t) on the quantum Fitzhugh–
Nagumo model can be accounted for by (71) if we simply
let µ −→ µ+κΥ(t). It will then be useful to separate out
the stochastic component of the noise-added Lindbladian
by defining

LΥ(t) = L0 + i
κ√
2

Υ(t) [ â + â†, · ] . (74)

Equation (74) now quantizes the noisy Fitzhugh–Nagumo
model (72), but now LΥ(t) is a stochastic superoperator
that depends on the history of Υ(t), i.e. on the particular
realization of Υ(t). Note that in writing (74), we have
assumed the rules of normal calculus.15 Consequently,
this results in a Stratonovich stochastic differential equa-
tion for the density operator when LΥ(t) is applied to
a quantum state. It is common in stochastic differen-
tial equations to define dW (t) = Υ(t)dt, and write prod-
ucts containing dW using a ◦ for Stratonovich equations
[106, 107]. We thus write, on using (74),

dρΥ = L0 ρΥ dt + i
κ√
2

[â + â†, ρΥ] ◦ dW . (75)

Equation (75) now describes how the noise-driven quan-
tum Fitzhugh–Nagumo system evolves for each realiza-
tion of Υ(t). Its solution ρΥ is now stochastic, condi-
tioned on a realization of the white-noise process Υ(t),
as we have indicated by its subscript.

15 Or in terms of stochastic differential equations, we are assuming
Υ(t) dt to be of order dt in (72) and (74).
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FIG. 8. Inverse normalized standard deviation for Y⋆(t) as a function of κ (log scale). The initial Wigner function WΥ(x, y, 0)
corresponds to a classical limit cycle (yellow dashed line), and is derived from the steady state of L0 with µ = 0.2, ε = 0.1,
and x0 = 1.2. We have biased the bottom right peak of WΥ(x, y, 0) to be slightly higher than its top left peak. Plots of y⋆(t)
[a realization of Y⋆(t)] are shown in (a), (b), and (c) for κ = 0.050, 0.243, and 1.178 respectively. These also correspond to the
data points for 1/σ̄ with the same labels and color code. Note however that each data point for 1/σ̄ is obtained from a much
longer spike train than that shown in (a)–(c).

To illustrate the effect of noise, we simulate (75) for
different values of κ. The results may be visualized by
following the peak of the Wigner function for ρΥ. This
approach is still very much in the spirit of P-bifurcations,
except the Wigner function is no longer at steady state.
The noise-driven Wigner function is a direct generaliza-
tion of the deterministic version with the quantum state
replaced by ρΥ:

WΥ(x, y, t) =
1

2π

ˆ ∞

−∞
ds ⟨x + s/2| ρΥ(t) |x− s/2⟩ e−isy .

(76)

We then track the mode of WΥ(x, y, t) for each t, defined
by

(
X⋆(t), Y⋆(t)

)
= argmax

(x,y)

WΥ(x, y, t) . (77)

Note that X⋆(t) and Y⋆(t) are stochastic processes be-
cause the state ρΥ is stochastic, not because WΥ(x, y, t)
has stochastic arguments [x and y are simply independent
variables that label the Wigner function, which can be
seen from (76)]. The resulting dynamics of Y⋆(t) at low,
moderate, and large values of κ are shown respectively in
Fig. 8(a), (b), and (c) (with the remainder of Fig. 8 to be
explained below). Our initial state is a noise-free steady
state obtained under L0 (see figure caption for parame-
ter values). Its Wigner function WΥ(x, y, 0) is shown in

Fig. 8 (top left), which corresponds to a classical limit
cycle (yellow dashed line). Note WΥ(x, y, 0) is such that
its bottom right peak is slightly higher than the top left
peak. The noise-driven quantum system then shows a
spike train in Y⋆(t). As can be seen in Fig. 8(a), when
the noise intensity is relatively low, there are fewer spikes,
and the spikes are fired at seemingly random times. As
we increase the noise intensity (i.e. κ) to that seen in
Fig. 8(b), the pulsations appear to be much more regular
than in Fig. 8(a). Increasing the noise intensity further
then tends to ruin the regularity of the spike train for
which an example is shown in Fig. 8(c).

To be more precise, a measure of regularity for the
spike train is required. For this we use the normalized
standard deviation of the interspike interval (also called
the coefficient of variation [23]): Consider a sample of
N+1 spikes in a time interval [0, t], occurring at the times
s1, s2, . . . , sN+1. An interspike interval is defined as the
time between two successive spikes. For a sequence of
N + 1 spikes, there are thus N interspike intervals, given
by

zk = sk+1 − sk , k = 1, 2, . . . , N . (78)

For a sufficiently large sample, i.e. large t, and hence
large N , we may estimate the standard deviation of the
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interspike interval σ as

σ =

[
1

N

N∑

k=1

(zk − ν)2

] 1
2

, ν =
1

N

N∑

k=1

zk . (79)

The normalized standard deviation of the interspike in-
terval is then simply

σ̄ =
σ

ν
. (80)

If a spike train is exactly periodic then σ̄ = 0. If it is
instead a Poisson process, then σ̄ = 1. We have com-
puted 1/σ̄ for Y⋆(t) at various values of κ. The results
are shown in Fig. 8 as purple dots [joined for ease of vi-
sualization, and colored differently for (a), (b), and (c)].
The data indicates a resonance effect of Υ(t) on Y⋆(t).
This refers to the existence of an optimal value of κ at
which Y⋆(t) oscillates most regularly. The same can also
be seen in X⋆(t) (the results for which are not shown).
Starting at point (a) (κ = 0.050), the spike train can be
seen to be more and more periodic as κ increases, until
we reach (b) (κ = 0.243) when the period is optimized.
Adding more noise thereafter only reduces the regularity
of the spike train, which can be seen to level off around
point (c) (κ = 1.178).

The manner in which Y⋆(t) changes with noise is rem-
iniscent of coherence resonance in excitable systems [23].
The effect is well known for classical systems [164–168],
but has appeared only relatively recently in quantum sys-
tems [121, 169]. A notable difference between our results
in Fig. 8 and coherence resonance is that we have not
operated the noise-free quantum Fitzhugh–Nagumo sys-
tem in the excitable regime (defined classically by hav-
ing a stable fixed point in the system while being close
to the supercritical Hopf bifurcation). If we define quan-
tum excitability based on the classical theory, then the
excitable regime of the noise-free quantum Fitzhugh–
Nagumo model should look something like Fig. 7(a).
We have in fact calculated σ̄(κ) using such a state for
WΥ(x, y, 0). The resonance effect of Υ(t) on Y⋆(t) is
retained, i.e. we get a similar σ̄−1(κ) as in Fig. 8, but
the mode of WΥ(x, y, t) is also a lot noisier for such a
WΥ(x, y, 0), so the spikes are no longer apparent. A more
careful study is required to understand the noise-driven
quantum Fitzhugh–Nagumo model in this regime. This
is beyond the scope of this paper as our goal here is sim-
ply to illustrate the range of systems amenable to cas-
cade quantization. There is however a separate note to
this end that is worth mentioning, and that is—excitable
systems come in different flavors, depending on the bifur-
cation that gives rise to their excitability. In the case of
the Fitzhugh–Nagumo model, it is a supercritical Hopf
bifurcation that facilitates its excitability. Another com-
monly used mechanism is the infinite-period bifurcation,
an example of which was considered in Sec. IV E (and re-
call that this is the same as a saddle-node bifurcation on
an invariant circle). In this case, (59) and (60) become

excitable for |µ| ≲ 1, i.e. near the onset of the infinite-
period bifurcation. In the classical literature, these two
bifurcations—the Hopf and the infinite period—lead to
substantially different interspike intervals and the two
modes of excitability are classified as type I (saddle-node
on invariant circle) and type II (Hopf) [23]. Therefore
as a byproduct, the Lindbladian in (63) [and (64)] can
also be said to quantize a type-I excitable system for an
appropriate value of µ. This classification also puts the
system in Ref. [121] as type I excitable, but in contrast
to (63), Ref. [121] considers a bistable system instead of
a monostable one. It may thus be interesting to also in-
vestigate how quantum versions of the different excitable
systems respond to noise.

2. Average effect of noise

We can also get an understanding of how Υ(t) affects
the system by considering its effect on average. Suppose
we are interested in how a function s(â, â†) might change.
Then in principle we could use (75) to obtain many runs
of ⟨s(â, â†)⟩Υ = Tr[s(â, â†)ρΥ] and calculate their ensem-
ble average E[⟨s(â, â†)⟩Υ]. This approach works, but is
rather indirect. It does not provide a simple way to cap-
ture the average effect of Υ on the system. Here we
derive an equation that propagates the quantum state of
the noise-driven system while averaging over Υ. That
is, we seek the evolution of a state ρ such that, for any
s(â, â†) and any time,

Tr
{
s(â, â†) ρ

}
= E

[
⟨s(â, â†)⟩Υ

]
. (81)

Such a state can be found by noting that

E
[
⟨s(â, â†)⟩Υ

]
≡
ˆ ∞

−∞
dυ ℘Υ(υ, t) Tr

[
s(â, â†) ρΥ(t)

]

= Tr

[
s(â, â†)

ˆ ∞

−∞
dυ ℘Υ(υ, t) ρΥ(t)

]
,

(82)

where ℘Υ(υ, t) is such that ℘Υ(υ, t)dυ gives the proba-
bility that Υ(t) ∈ [υ, υ + dυ]. Comparing (81) to (82),
we see that

ρ(t) = E[ρΥ(t)] =

ˆ ∞

−∞
dυ ρΥ(t)℘Υ(υ, t) , (83)

Equation (83) implies that an equation of motion for ρ(t)
can be obtained by averaging (75). One way to calculate
the ensemble average of (75) is to convert it to its Itô
equivalent first [107], given by

dρΥ = L0 ρΥ dt +
κ2

2
D[â + â†]ρΥ dt

+ i
κ√
2

[â + â†, ρΥ] dW . (84)

As (84) is now an Itô stochastic differential equation,
it obeys Itô calculus for which dW has zero mean and
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(dW )2 = dt. In particular, dW is independent of ρΥ at
all times, so the average of (84) can be computed easily
using

E[ρΥ dW ] = E[ρΥ] E[dW ] = 0 . (85)

We thus have, using (83) and (84),

ρ′ = L0 ρ +
κ2

2
D[â + â†]ρ . (86)

Equation (86) is again a master equation in Lindblad
form. It shows that averaging over Υ modifies L0 ac-
cording to

L0 −→ Lκ = L0 +
κ2

2
D[â + â†] . (87)

Let us therefore consider the effect of (κ2/2)D[â + â†] =
κ2 D[x̂] on the system. Using only κ2 D[x̂] as the genera-
tor of time evolution, we find the time-dependent means
of x̂ and ŷ to be

⟨x̂⟩t = ⟨x̂⟩0 , ⟨ŷ⟩t = ⟨ŷ⟩0 . (88)

That is, the noise has no effect on the system’s mean mo-
tion. The noise does however introduce diffusion around
the system’s mean trajectory. It is straightforward to
show that κ2D[x̂] gives

⟨(∆x̂)2⟩t = ⟨(∆x̂)2⟩0 , ⟨(∆ŷ)2⟩t = ⟨(∆ŷ)2⟩0 + κ2 t ,
(89)

where we have defined ∆ŝ = ŝ−⟨ŝ⟩ for any ŝ. That is, the
noise introduces a constant variance in the x direction in
phase space, and a linearly increasing variance along y.

VI. LIÉNARD SYSTEMS

A. Liénard’s theorem

A major branch of nonlinear dynamics is the study of
periodic systems, especially systems with a limit cycle.
Such cyclic behavior can be found in a variety of natural
and man-made systems, such as the weather, the beating
heart, or chemical reactions. Limit-cycle oscillators are
also indispensable for the study of synchronization, which
examines how multiple such oscillators behave when cou-
pled [149, 170]. A fundamental question in the theory of
nonlinear oscillators is how stable limit cycles arise. More
precisely, given (x′, y′) =

(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
, how should

one choose f(x, y) and g(x, y) so that a limit cycle can
be obtained? Liénard provided an answer to this ques-
tion with the following theorem [16]. Consider the system
defined by

x′ = y , y′ = −u(x) − v(x) y , (90)

where u(x) and v(x) are continuously differentiable func-
tions for all x. The system (90) then has a unique stable
limit cycle around the origin if

(i) u(x) = −u(−x) ,

(ii) u(x) > 0 , ∀ x > 0 ,

(iii) v(x) = v(−x) ,

and if the antiderivative of v(x), i.e.

V (x) =

ˆ x

0

ds v(s) , (91)

is such that16

(iv) ∃ !x0 > 0 : V (x0) = 0 ,

(v) V (x) < 0 , ∀ x ∈ (0, x0) ,

(vi) V (x2) ≥ V (x1) > 0 , ∀ x2 > x1 > x0 .

B. A family of quantum limit cycles

Liénard’s theorem, coupled with our quantization tech-
nique, now permits us to parameterize a family of quan-
tum limit cycles—namely those obeying (90) and for
which u(x) and v(x) are polynomial functions satisfying
conditions (i)–(vi). Although our quantization method
applies to arbitrary polynomials, we shall continue to fo-
cus on systems of degree three as we have been doing.
One can then check that

u(x) = γ3 x
3 + γ1 x , v(x) = γ2 x

2 − γ0 , (92)

where γ0, γ1, γ2, and γ3 are all positive real numbers, sat-
isfy (i)–(vi). Substituting (92) into (90) and expressing
the resulting model in terms of complex variables we get

α′ =
1

2

[
γ0 − i (γ1 + 1)

]
α− 1

2

[
γ0 + i (γ1 − 1)

]
α∗

− 1

4
(γ2 + i γ3)α3 +

1

4
(γ2 − i 3γ3)α∗2α

− 1

4
(γ2 + i 3γ3)α∗α2 +

1

4
(γ2 − i γ3)α∗3 . (93)

Using our table in Fig. 1, the following Lindbladian there-
fore captures a family of quantum limit cycles,

L = − i [Ĥ, · ] + γ0 D[â†] +
3γ2
8

D[â2]

+
γ2
2

D[â†â− â†2/2] , (94)

where

Ĥ = â†â +
3γ3
8

â†2 â2

+
i

4

[
γ0 − i(γ1 − 1)

]
â2 − i

4

[
γ0 + i(γ1 − 1)

]
â†2

− i

8
(γ2 + i 2γ3) â†â3 +

i

8
(γ2 − i 2γ3) â†3â

− i

16
(γ2 + i γ3) â4 +

i

16
(γ2 − i γ3) â†4 . (95)

16 In words, V (x) is such that it has exactly one positive root x0; is
negative for 0 < x < x0; is positive and monotonically increasing
for x > x0.
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FIG. 9. Steady-state Wigner functions of (94) and (95) for
different values of (γ0, γ1, γ2, γ3) (shown on top of each sub-
plot). Since (93) lacks rotational symmetry [see (28) from
Sec. III B 3], we expect (94) and (95) to generate non-uniform
quantum limit cycles, as can be seen in the peaks of the
steady-state Wigner functions. To better understand the
Wigner functions we have also plotted the x and y nullclines
corresponding to (90) and (92). They are generally useful for
explaining the shape and non-uniformity of the classical limit
cycle [16], and in our case, particularly the y nullcline (see
Fig. 4(b) of Ref. [75]).

An obvious and interesting question is whether there
is a quantum Lienard’s theorem. If we define quantum
limit cycles phenomenologically as we have been doing
(i.e. by matching where the steady-state Wigner func-
tion is peaked to the speed at which the corresponding
classical limit cycle is traversed), then a numerical search
within the parameter space γj ∈ (0, 5] (j = 0, 1, 2, 3)
has not revealed any counterexample for limit cycles
described by degree-three polynomials. Our numerical
search identifies a quantum limit cycle by finding the
peak position of the steady-state Wigner function and
demanding that it has a nonzero distance away from the
phase-space origin. Some examples of quantum limit cy-
cles produced by (94) and (95) are shown in Fig. 9, along
with the nullclines of (90) and (92) [the set of (x, y) such
that x′ = 0 (x nullcline), and y′ = 0 (y nullcline)].

VII. COMPARISON TO LITERATURE

A. Van der Pol oscillator

1. Variational quantization

It is most appropriate to begin comparing our quanti-
zation method against the literature by referring to the
van der Pol oscillator. It was defined in (38), which we
recall here,

x′ = y , y′ = −x− µ (x2 − 1) y , (96)

where µ > 0, is called a nonlinearity parameter. We
introduced the van der Pol oscillator in Sec. III B 3 as
an example of a limit-cycle system without rotational
symmetry, but it is also one of the most iconic mod-
els in all of nonlinear dynamics. An attempt to quan-
tize the van der Pol oscillator was given by Ref. [37],
in which Shah and coworkers generalized Bateman’s
dual-oscillator paradigm to include nonlinear damping.17

That is, they introduced an ancillary oscillator to solve
the Langrangian inverse problem defined by the second-
order equation

x′′ + µ (x2 − 1)x′ + x = 0 . (97)

For reasons that will soon be clear, we dispense with the
term van der Pol oscillator when referring to the variables
x and y. Instead, we use the term primary system. And
to distinguish the ancillary and primary systems, we shall
use, respectively, q and p for the position and momentum
of the ancillary oscillator. And like Bateman’s theory in
Appendix A 1, the ancillary oscillator here also satisfies
an equation analogous to (A5),

q′′ − µ (x2 − 1) q′ + q = 0 . (98)

Hence, the ancillary oscillator is amplified (x2−1 < 0) or
damped (x2 − 1 > 0) when the primary oscillator is cor-
respondingly damped or amplified.18 Most importantly,
one can now derive the following Hamiltonian from the
solution to the Langrangian inverse problem,

H = y p + x q + µ (x2 − 1) q p . (99)

17 The results in Ref. [37] are entirely classical, for which the au-
thors reported the following reasons: (i) Nonlinear and non-
Hamiltonian systems are difficult to quantize, and (ii) a working
Hamiltonian will most likely be required as a first step towards
quantization.

18 We note that (97) and (98) are in fact special cases of the results
in Ref. [37] though this is not important to our critique here.
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This leads to the Hamilton equations

x′ =
∂H

∂y
= p , (100)

y′ = − ∂H

∂x
= −q − 2µx q p , (101)

q′ =
∂H

∂p
= y + µ (x2 − 1) q , (102)

p′ = − ∂H

∂q
= −x− µ (x2 − 1) p . (103)

Comparing these equations to (96), we find the
van der Pol oscillator to be defined by (x, p)—the po-
sition of the primary system, and the momentum of the
ancillary system. The Hamiltonian in (99) has thus em-
bedded the van der Pol oscillator in a four-dimensional
phase space. Of course, there is nothing that forbids one
from defining the van der Pol oscillator using degrees of
freedom from different systems. The fundamental prob-
lem that prevents (99) from being useful for quantization
is that it generates unstable dynamics, for both the pri-
mary and ancillary oscillators. The time-dependent so-
lutions for y and q grow rapidly without bound.19 The
divergence of the two-oscillator dynamics thus ruins any
chance of seeing a limit cycle in a quantum van der Pol
oscillator founded on (99). In Appendix B 1 we show that
symbolically, (99) can still lead to some sensible results
in the Heisenberg picture.

2. Cascade quantization

What we would like is a quantum van der Pol oscillator
based on (96), but free of any instabilities. As we men-
tioned in Sec. III B 3, this problem was solved in Ref. [75]
by the use of a Lindbladian, albeit with a different op-
erator ordering and scaling.20 This permits the paradig-
matic relaxation oscillations and associated limit cycle
to be seen in quantum phase space, via the Wigner func-
tion at steady state [75]. Such steady-state Wigner func-
tions are qualitatively similar to the probability density
of a classical, but stochastic, van der Pol oscillator [171].
However, the quantum van der Pol oscillator derives its
probabilistic nature from quantum mechanics. The clas-
sical stochastic van der Pol oscillator on the other hand,

19 See (14) and the commentary under (17) in Ref. [37] for the
actual time dependence. We have also simulated (100)–(103)
directly to check the unboundedness in y and q.

20 With the hindsight of the present paper, the operator ordering
used to define the quantum van der Pol oscillator in Ref. [75] was
unnecessary: That is, by first imposing Weyl ordering on x̂ and
ŷ [see (40) and (41)], and then rewriting all operator products
in terms of â and â† in normal order with the help of [â, â†] =
1̂. Although this may seem like a natural procedure, it does
not produce anything qualitatively different to the way we have
defined the quantization problem in the present work.

derives its probabilistic nature simply from an external
input that is random.

Here we quantize the van der Pol oscillator as an appli-
cation of our general method. The van der Pol oscillator
(96) is in fact a Liénard system in the form of (90) and
(92), with the following choice of coefficients,

γ0 = γ2 = µ , γ1 = 1 , γ3 = 0 . (104)

Hence we can simply substitute (104) in (94) and (95) to
obtain a valid quantization, given by

L = −i [Ĥ, ·] + µD[â†] +
3µ

8
D[â2] +

µ

2
D[â†â− â†2/2] ,

(105)

where

Ĥ = â†â + i
µ

4
(â2 − â†2) + i

µ

8
(â†3â− â†â3)

− i
µ

16
(â4 − â†4) . (106)

Recall that we also stated the van der Pol oscillator in
terms of complex variables in (37) from Sec. III B 3. As
a consistency check, one can look up Fig. 1 for (37)
and arrive at (105) and (106). We also mentioned in
Sec. III B 3 that the van der Pol oscillator was first quan-
tized in Ref. [75]. Interestingly, soon after the publi-
cation of Ref. [75], an approximate Lindbladian for the
van der Pol oscillator was given by Arosh and collabo-
rators [84]. Their Lindbladian also breaks the rotational
symmetry in quantum phase space (necessary for quan-
tizing the van der Pol oscillator), but is approximate in
that it ignores second-order effects in the nonlinearity.
The approximation can be seen from the steady-state
Wigner functions in Ref. [84] as µ is increased. The ef-
fects of the symmetry-breaking dissipators in Refs. [75]
and [84] have been studied in detail recently by Sudler
and coworkers, especially in the context of quantum syn-
chronization [172].

B. Unusual Liénard oscillator

1. Variational quantization

Another system which has received some attention in
the literature is an oscillator whose position evolution has
the following Liénard structure [108],

x′′ + k xx′ +
k2

9
x3 + x = 0 , (107)

where k denotes the strength of nonlinearity, and we
have again assumed the oscillator to have unit mass
and unit frequency. Chandrasekar and coauthors have
shown that although (107) describes a nonlinear oscil-
lator with position-dependent damping, it contains non-
isolated closed orbits. Such orbits are more commonly
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found in conservative systems. This can be seen by defin-
ing (107) to correspond to [108]

x′ = f(x, y) = y , (108)

y′ = g(x, y) = −x− k x y − k2

9
x3 . (109)

By (2), this system is non-conservative, since

∂f

∂x
+

∂g

∂y
= −k x . (110)

But yet it has only one fixed point at the origin, which
turns out to be a center.21 Furthermore, the non-isolated
orbits around the origin have an amplitude-independent
frequency. For these reasons, (107) as been referred to as
an unusual Liénard-type oscillator [108].

The quantization of (107) was then considered using a
variational approach [109]. A Lagrangian for (107) can
be found, and from it, the following Hamiltonian was
derived [108],

H = − 9

k2

(
1 − 2k

3
y

)1
2

+
1

2
x2 − 3

k
y − k

3
x2 y . (111)

Note that (111) does not follow the Bateman approach
in that it is for a single oscillator, but also not time de-
pendent. However, it is restricted to y < 3/2k. Keeping
this in mind, the Hamilton equations of motion are given
by

x′ =
∂H

∂y
=

3

k

(
1 − 2k

3
y

)− 1
2

− 3

k
− k

3
x2 , (112)

y′ = − ∂H

∂x
= −x +

2k

3
x y . (113)

These can be seen to give (107) after some algebra. The
details are included in Appendix B 2. Variational quan-
tization then proceeds by turning (111) into an operator.
However, as the emphasis of Ref. [109] had been on the
exact solvability of the associated Schrödinger equation,
a rather specialized operator ordering for x̂ and ŷ was
chosen [109, 173, 174]. Hence for completeness, we have
considered the quantum dynamics based on (111) under
the more conventional Weyl (totally symmetric) ordering
in Appendix B 2.

2. Cascade quantization

Ultimately, non-Hamiltonian systems do not yield
to variational techniques. Although (111) is a time-
independent Hamiltonian for a single oscillator, it is re-
stricted to y < 3/2k. Furthermore, the quantized model

21 Nevertheless there is no contradiction between (2) and (108) and
(109), because the origin is only a center locally. That is, not all
phase-space points follow non-isolated closed paths around the
origin. Some in fact tend to infinity. In short, non-conservative
systems, as defined by (2) in Sec. I, need not have attractors.

in Appendix B 2 is an analogue of (112) and (113), not of
(108) and (109). However, the unusual Liénard oscillator,
i.e. (108) and (109), can be quantized by a Lindbladian.
It is straightfoward to show that

α′ = − i (α− α∗) − i
λ√
2

(α + α∗) − k

2
√

2
(α2 − α∗2)

− i
k2

9
√

2
(α3 + 3α∗α2 + 3α∗2α + α∗3) . (114)

Reading off the quantization table in Fig. 1, we find that
(114) may be quantized by the Lindbladian

L = −i [Ĥ, · ] +
k√
2
D[â†â− â†] , (115)

where

Ĥ =

(
1 +

√
2√

2

)
â†â + i

k

2
√

2
(â− â†)

−
(

1 −
√

2

2
√

2

)
(â2 + â†2) − i

k

6
√

2
(â3 − â†3)

+
k2

9
√

2
(â†â3 − â†3â) +

k2

6
√

2
â†2â2

+
k2

36
√

2
(â4 + â†4) . (116)

We have therefore quantized the unusual Liénard-type
oscillator exactly. Furthermore, the generator of time
evolution given by (115) and (116) applies to all regions
of phase space, in contrast to (111).

C. Non-variational approaches

Relative to variational approaches, there are a lot fewer
non-variational techniques, especially ones targeting gen-
eral systems. Our approach in this work has been to
treat the classical model as an open system. This is
natural, and not surprisingly, others have also tried to
quantize nonlinear systems by following an open-systems
approach, though none have prescribed an exact and gen-
eral way of deriving the quantum generator of time evo-
lution [84, 100–103] (recall also Sec. III B). However, one
recent approach applies the framework of operational dy-
namic modeling [175] to search for a Lindbladian consis-
tent with [176],

⟨x̂⟩′ = ⟨G(ŷ)⟩ , ⟨ŷ⟩′ = ⟨F (x̂)⟩ . (117)

The problem defined by (117) is similar to our’s, except
that G and F are functions of one variable.22 In contrast,
our approach outputs an explicit Lindbladian for a wide

22 A similar technique has been used to quantize a system with a
specific ŷ dependence in ⟨ŷ⟩′ [177].



25

class of systems using purely algebraic means (and thus
without the input of any theory in addition to Lindblad’s
theorem).

While the open-systems approach to quantization is
natural, not all non-variational methods follow this path.
Here we discuss one such method due to Tarasov that
tries to map a classical generator of time evolution to its
quantum analogue as a generalized Weyl transform which
permits differential operators [178]. For a general two-
dimensional system given by (x′, y′) =

(
f(x, y), g(x, y)

)
,

we find its generator to be

K = f(x, y)
∂

∂x
+ g(x, y)

∂

∂y
. (118)

That is, the time evolution of an arbitrary function
s(x, y), is described by s′ = K s. Tarasov’s goal is then to
map K to a superoperator K, which governs the dynam-
ics of an arbitrary operator ŝ, i.e. ŝ′ = K ŝ [178]. While
the method appears to be very general, it does not re-
spect fundamental principles. For example, we can show
that Tarasov’s procedure violates the Heisenberg uncer-
tainty principle. To do this, it is sufficient to consider a
simple system. Here we take the example of a damped
harmonic oscillator23

x′ = y , y′ = −x− γ y , (119)

where γ is the friction coefficient. Its generator of time
evolution is thus given by

K = y
∂

∂x
− (x + γ y)

∂

∂y
. (120)

Following Tarasov’s prescription, the quantized version
of K can be found to be (setting ℏ = 1 in Ref. [178]),

K =
i

2
[ŷ2 + x̂2, · ] + i

γ

2

(
ŷ [x̂, · ] + [x̂, · ] ŷ

)
. (121)

Consider now the dynamics of [x̂, ŷ],

[x̂, ŷ]′ = x̂′ŷ + x̂ ŷ′ − ŷ′x̂− ŷ x̂′ (122)

= [x̂′, ŷ] + [x̂, ŷ′] = [Kx̂, ŷ] + [x̂,Kŷ] . (123)

It is simple to see that (121) gives

x̂′ = Kx̂ = ŷ , ŷ′ = Kŷ = −x̂− γ ŷ . (124)

Substituting (124) into (123), we find the evolution of
[x̂, ŷ] as determined by (121) to be

[x̂, ŷ]′ = −γ [x̂, ŷ] . (125)

This gives an exponentially decaying canonical commuta-
tor, which in turn will violate the Heisenberg uncertainty

23 This is the same as (30) of Ref. [178] for n = 1, with (q1, p1) =
(x, y), β111 = 0, and α11 = γ. The quantized generator is there-
fore given by (34) of Ref. [178].

principle. We see that although K produces operator
equations similar to (119), which might have appeared
promising, it is problematic at a more fundamental level.
That K is unable to preserve the canonical commutator
is actually not surprising from an open-systems perspec-
tive because noise operators are missing from (124). Such
noise operators arise from coupling the system to a bath,
and are necessary for maintaining the correct canonical
commutation relation [64, 105] (see also Appendix A 2).

Equation (121) can also be seen to be unphysical if we
interpret it as the generator of an adjoint master equation
[46]. In this interpretation, K† becomes the generator for
the density operator ρ.24 We then find that K† can be
written in terms of â and â† as

K† = −i [Ĥ, · ] +
γ

2
D[â] − γ

2
D[â†] , (126)

where

Ĥ = â†â− i
γ

4
(â2 − â†2) . (127)

Note that K† is nearly of the Lindblad form, except for
the occurrence of a negative Lindblad coefficient in the
last term. Hence (126) is not a physically valid generator
of time evolution. It does however, produce the correct
quantum dynamics corresponding to (119) in expecta-
tion value. In particular, we note that (127) contains a
squeezing Hamiltonian (second term). As we discussed in
Sec. III B 3, this is due to a lack of rotational symmetry
in (119).

VIII. CASCADE QUANTIZATION: FORMULAE

We stated at the very beginning that cascade quantiza-
tion covers arbitrary polynomial systems, though we have
only considered systems of degree three until now. As
promised, this section will provide the most general for-
mulae of cascade quantization, applicable to polynomial
systems of any degree. We first explain the main idea
behind our approach in Sec. VIII A. This also sets up the
notation used in Secs. VIII B and VIII C, where the Lind-
bladian corresponding to an arbitrary polynomial system
is prescribed. The results reported in Secs. VIII B and
VIII C are derived in detail in Appendix C, but we rec-
ommend reading Sec. IX first, where Secs. VIII A–VIII C
are illustrated explicitly.

A. General strategy

We will split the quantization of α′ = h(α, α∗) ∈ Pm

for any m into subproblems that require us to quantize

24 As with operators, given any superoperator K, we define K† by
⟨Â,KB̂⟩ = ⟨K†Â, B̂⟩ for any two operators Â and B̂, and inner

product ⟨Â, B̂⟩. To obtain (126) and (127) we have used the

Hilbert-Schmidt inner product, given by ⟨Â, B̂⟩ = Tr[Â†B̂].
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polynomials with fewer terms than h(α, α∗). To this end,
we write a general polynomial of degree m as

h(α, α∗) =

m∑

n=0

hn(α, α∗) , (128)

where hn(α, α∗) is a homogeneous polynomial of degree
n, i.e. a linear combination of α∗kαn−k for k = 0, 1, . . . , n.
Thus, to quantize a general polynomial system, we only
need to quantize an arbitrary homogeneous polynomial.
To facilitate the quantization of hn(α, α∗) we futher de-
compose it as

hn(α, α∗) = λn α
∗n + (1 − δn,0)

K(n)∑

k=0

hn,k(α, α∗) .

(129)

Note that for n = 0 we have h0(α, α∗) = λ0, while for
n ≥ 1 we have defined,

hn,k(α, α∗) = µn,k α
∗kαn−k + νn,k α

∗n−k−1αk+1 ,
(130)

where λn, µn,k, and νn,k are arbitrary complex constants.
The top limit of the sum in (129) is defined by

K(n) =

{
n
2 − 1 , n even
n−1
2 , n odd

, (131)

It is straightforward to check that all homogeneous poly-
nomials of degree n are encompassed by (129)–(131).

We have written hn(α, α∗) in the form of (129) to limit
our attention to quantizing λn α

∗n and hn,k(α, α∗). It is
straightforward to see that for all n, the Hamiltonian
which quantizes λnα

∗n is

Ĥn = − i

n + 1
(λ∗

n â
n+1 − λn â

†n+1) . (132)

The problem of quantizing a general polynomial system
now boils down to finding a valid quantization Ln,k for
hn,k(α, α∗). Since the Lindbladian is a linear superopera-
tor, we may write a valid quantization of α′ = h(α, α∗) ∈
Pm as

L =

m∑

n=0

Ln , (133)

where Ln quantizes hn(α, α∗), and has the form

Ln = −i [Ĥn, · ] + (1 − δn,0)

K(n)∑

k=0

Ln,k , (134)

assuming Ln,k to quantize hn,k(α, α∗). The construct
Ln,k we first note a general difficulty in constructing
Lindbladians. Given a polynomial system specified by
h(α, α∗), it is not at all straightforward to find a Lind-
bladian which generates exclusively ⟨ :h(â, â†) : ⟩. In gen-
eral it is easier to find a Lindbladian which produces

⟨ :h(â, â†) : ⟩ plus some additional terms. With this in
mind, let us denote by L∈

n,k the Lindbladian which quan-

tizes all the necessary terms in hn,k(α, α∗), but which
also generates unwanted byproduct terms. That is, L∈

n,k
quantizes a system of the form

α′ = hn,k(α, α∗) + h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) , (135)

where h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) are the byproduct terms not in

hn,k(α, α∗). These unwanted terms are always of a lower
degree than hn,k(α, α∗). This will be seen in Sec. IX
for the case of degree-three systems, and proven in Ap-
pendix C for an arbitrary polynomial system. Assuming
that we can quantize these lower-degree polynomials, we
can then cancel them off by adding to L∈

n,k another Lind-

bladian L/∈
n,k, which quantizes

α′ = −h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) . (136)

A valid quantization of hn,k(α, α∗) is thus given by

Ln,k = L∈
n,k + L/∈

n,k . (137)

We can now see a path towards quantizing a system in
Pm for any m: First, we can already quantize P3 with
the table in Fig. 1. Suppose now we want to quantize
P4. This means that we require L∈

4,0 and L∈
4,1. Since we

can quantize P3, L/∈
4,0 and L/∈

4,1 can be assumed to be at
hand. Hence we can quantize P4 provided that we have
L∈
4,0 and L∈

4,1. And if we can quantize P4, then by the

same token we can quantize P5 if we can find L∈
5,0, L∈

5,1,

and L∈
5,2. As with the previous case, having quantized

P4, we can assume to have L/∈
5,0, L/∈

5,1, and L/∈
5,2. Below

we provide the explicit forms of L∈
n,k for all values of n

and k by considering the cases of even and odd n in turn.
We refer to our method as cascade quantization—since

to quantize Pm requires that we know how to quantize
Pm−1, and to quantize Pm−1 we need to know how to
quantize Pm−2, and so forth. Therefore Pm is quantized
successively, by tacking on (or cascading) Lindbladians
from Pm−1.

B. L∈
n,k for even n

We prove in Appendix C 1 that for n ≥ 2 (assumed
even),

L∈
n,k = −i [Ĥn,k, · ] + D[ĉn,k] + κn,k D[b̂n,k] , (138)

where we have defined the Hamiltonian,

Ĥn,k = i
(k + 2)µn,k − (k + 1) ν∗n,k

(n + 2)(k + 1)
â†k+1 ân−k (139)

− i
(k + 2)µ∗

n,k − (k + 1) νn,k

(n + 2)(k + 1)
â†n−k âk+1 ,
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and the Lindblad operators and coefficients,

ĉn,k = â†
n
2 −k−1 âk+1 + σn,k â

n
2 +1 , (140)

b̂n,k = â†
n
2 +1 , κn,k = |σn,k|2 . (141)

We have defined for ease of writing,

σn,k = −
2 [(n− k)µn,k + (k + 1) ν∗n,k]

(n + 2)(k + 1)
. (142)

The explicit form of h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) is provided in Ap-

pendix C 1. The important point is that it has degree
less than n, so it is valid to assume that we have L/∈

n,k.

C. L∈
n,k for odd n

1. 0 ≤ k < K

It is shown in Appendix C 2 a, that for n ≥ 3 (assumed
odd), and k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1,

L∈
n,k = − i [Ĥn,k , · ] + D[ĉn,k]

+ κ−
n,k D[b̂−n,k] + κ+

n,k D[b̂+n,k] , (143)

where we have defined the Hamiltonian,

Ĥn,k = i
(µn,k − ν∗n,k)

n + 1
â†k+1 ân−k

− i
(µ∗

n,k − νn,k)

n + 1
â†n−k âk+1 , (144)

and the Lindblad operators and coefficients,

ĉn,k = â†
n−1
2 −k âk+1 + σn,k â

n+1
2 , (145)

b̂−n,k = â†
n+1
2 , κ−

n,k = − 4

n + 1
θ(−ζn,k) ζn,k , (146)

b̂+n,k = â
n+1
2 , κ+

n,k =
4

n + 1
θ(ζn,k) ζn,k . (147)

Recall for convenience that we defined the Heaviside step
function in (16) as

θ(x) =

{
0, x ≤ 0

1, x > 0
. (148)

We have also defined in (145)–(147) the constants

σn,k = −
2
[
(n− k)µn,k + (k + 1)ν∗n,k

]

(n + 1)(k + 1)
, (149)

ζn,k =
(n− 3) − (n + 1)|σn,k|2

4
− k . (150)

As with the case of even n, we leave the expression for
h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) to Appendix C 2 a and just note here that it

is a polynomial of lower degree than n. This means that
we can again assume to have L/∈

n,k.

2. k = K

Finally, for n ≥ 3 (assumed odd) and k = K = (n −
1)/2, we have from Appendix C 2 b,

L∈
n,K = − i [Ĥn,K , · ] + γ−

n,K D[ĉ−n,K ] + γ+
n,K D[ĉ+n,K ] ,

(151)

where the Hamiltonian is

Ĥn,K = − 2ℑ[ϵn]

n + 1
â†

n+1
2 â

n+1
2 , (152)

and the dissipators are defined by

ĉ−n,K = â
n+1
2 , γ−

n,K = − 4ℜ[ϵn]

n + 1
θ
(
−ℜ[ϵn]

)
, (153)

ĉ+n,K = â†
n+1
2 , γ+

n,K =
4ℜ[ϵn]

n + 1
θ
(
ℜ[ϵn]

)
. (154)

Note in (152)–(154) we have defined

ϵn = µn,K + νn,K , (155)

and recall from (15) that we are using ℜ[z] and ℑ[z] to
denote the real and imaginary parts of an arbitrary com-
plex number z respectively. As Appendix C 2 b shows,
h/∈
n,K(α, α∗) has degree less than n, which allows us to

construct L/∈
n,K .

IX. CASCADE QUANTIZATION: EXAMPLES

We now illustrate how cascade quantization works by
considering the four lowest degree polynomials, i.e. Pm

for m = 0, 1, 2, 3, considering each case successively. One
may also wish to contrast the results here with the table
in Fig. 1.

A. Degree-zero polynomial (m = 0)

Here we have the simplest case of a system defined by
a complex-valued constant

h(α, α∗) = h0(α, α∗) = λ0 . (156)

This corresponds to an arbitrary displacement in quan-
tum phase space which can be generated by a single
Hamiltonian:

Ĥ0 = −i (λ∗
0 â− λ0 â

†) . (157)

The corresponding Lindbladian is simply

L0 = −i [Ĥ0, · ] . (158)
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B. Degree-one polynomial (m = 1)

Since we have quantized λ0, we only need to focus on
a homogeneous polynomial of degree one. Setting n = 1
in (129)–(131) we have,

h1(α, α∗) = λ1 α
∗ + h1,0(α, α∗) , (159)

where

h1,0(α, α∗) = ϵ1 α . (160)

From (134) the quantizing Lindbladian is thus given by

L1 = −i [Ĥ1, · ] + L1,0 , (161)

for which (132) gives

Ĥ1 = − i

2
(λ∗

1 â
2 − λ1 â

†2) . (162)

To find L1,0 we can now use Sec. VIII C 2 with n = 1 and
K = 0. This gives

L∈
1,0 = − i [Ĥ1,0, · ] + γ−

1,0 D[ĉ−1,0] + γ+
1,0 D[ĉ+1,0] . (163)

where

Ĥ1,0 = −ℑ[ϵ1] â†â , (164)

and

ĉ−1,0 = â , γ−
1,0 = −2 θ

(
−ℜ[ϵ1]

)
ℜ[ϵ1] , (165)

ĉ+1,0 = â† , γ+
1,0 = 2 θ

(
ℜ[ϵ1]

)
ℜ[ϵ1] . (166)

Note in this case L/∈
1,0 vanishes so that

L1,0 = L∈
1,0 . (167)

Thus we see that a general degree-one polynomial given
by

h(α, α∗) = h0(α, α∗) + h1(α, α∗) , (168)

is quantized by the Lindbladian

L = L0 + L1 (169)

= − i [Ĥ0 + Ĥ1, · ] − i [Ĥ1,0, · ]

+ γ−
1,0 D[ĉ−1,0] + γ+

1,0 D[ĉ+1,0] . (170)

The usefulness of cascade quantization only becomes ob-
vious when quantizing systems of degree two or higher,
where (137) has a nonvanishing L/∈

n,k.

C. Degree-two polynomial (m = 2)

We now encounter the simplest nonlinear system, given
by a quadratic polynomial. As we have already quantized
a general degree-one system, it is sufficient to quantize a
homogeneous quadratic polynomial here. Setting n = 2
in (129)–(131) gives

h2(α, α∗) = λ2 α
∗ + h2,0(α, α∗) , (171)

with

h2,0(α, α∗) = µ2,0 α
2 + ν2,0 α

∗α . (172)

Using (134) the Lindbladian corresponding to h2(α, α∗)
is thus

L2 = −i [Ĥ2, · ] + L2,0 , (173)

where (132) gives

Ĥ2 = − i

3
(λ∗

2 â
3 − λ2 â

†3) . (174)

In contrast to the previous example of a degree-one poly-
nomial, we now have

L2,0 = L∈
2,0 + L/∈

2,0 . (175)

The form of L∈
2,0 is given by Sec. VIII B with n = 2 and

k = 0 as

L∈
2,0 = −i [Ĥ2,0, · ] + D[ĉ2,0] + κ2,0 D[b̂2,0] , (176)

where

Ĥ2,0 = − i

4

[
(2µ∗

2,0 − ν2,0) â†2â− (2µ2,0 − ν∗2,0) â†â2
]
,

(177)

and

ĉ2,0 = â− 1

2
(2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0) â2 , (178)

b̂2,0 = â†2 , κ2,0 =
1

4
|2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2 . (179)

It is straightforward to see that L∈
2,0 generates

⟨â⟩′ = ⟨ :h2,0(â, â†) : ⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈
2,0(â, â†) : ⟩ (180)

for which

h/∈
2,0(α, α∗) =

1

2

(
|2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2 − 1

)
α . (181)

We can now construct L/∈
2,0 explicitly using the fact that

we know how to quantize any degree-one polynomial. It
is simple to see that

L/∈
2,0 = η−2 D[L̂−

2 ] + η+2 D[L̂+
2 ] , (182)
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where we have defined

L̂−
2 = â† , (183)

η−2 = − θ
(
1 − |2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2

)
(|2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2 − 1) ,

(184)

and

L̂+
2 = â , (185)

η+2 = θ
(
|2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2 − 1

)
(|2µ2,0 + ν∗2,0|2 − 1) .

(186)

This is the simplest nontrivial example of cascade quan-
tization. Combining our previous results, an arbitrary
degree-two system

h(α, α∗) = h0(α, α∗) + h1(α, α∗) + h2(α, α∗) , (187)

can be quantized by

L = L0 + L1 + L2 (188)

= − i [Ĥ0 + Ĥ1 + Ĥ2, · ] − i [Ĥ1,0 + Ĥ2,0, · ]

+ γ−
1,0 D[ĉ−1,0] + γ+

1,0 D[ĉ+1,0] (189)

+ D[ĉ2,0] + κ2,0 D[b̂2,0] + η−2 D[L̂−
2 ] + η+2 D[L̂+

2 ] .

D. Degree-three polynomial (m = 3)

Since we have quantized an arbitrary quadratic system,
we only have to quantize a homogeneous cubic polyno-
mial in order to quantize any degree-three system. Set-
ting n = 3 in (129)–(131) we get

h3(α, α∗) = λ3 α
∗ + h3,0(α, α∗) + h3,1(α, α∗) , (190)

in which

h3,0(α, α∗) = µ3,0 α
3 + ν3,0 α

∗2α , (191)

h3,1(α, α∗) = ϵ3 α
∗ α2 . (192)

The corresponding Lindbladian is thus

L3 = −i [Ĥ3, · ] + L3,0 + L3,1 . (193)

where

Ĥ3 = − i

4
(λ∗

3 â
4 − λ3 â

†4) . (194)

We consider the quantization of h3,0(α, α∗) first. Its
Lindbladian can be written as

L3,0 = L∈
3,0 + L/∈

3,0 . (195)

To find L∈
3,0 we can use Sec. VIII C 1 with n = 3 and

k = 0. This gives

L∈
3,0 = − i [Ĥ3,0 , · ] + D[ĉ3,0] + κ−

3,0 D[b̂−3,0] , (196)

with the Hamiltonian

Ĥ3,0 =
i

4

[
(µ3,0 − ν∗3,0) â†â3 − (µ∗

3,0 − ν3,0) â†3â
]
,

(197)

and the Lindblad operators and coefficients

ĉ3,0 = â†â− 1

2
(3µ3,0 + ν∗3,0) â2 . (198)

b̂−3,0 = â†2 , κ−
3,0 =

1

4
|3µ3,0 + ν∗3,0|2 . (199)

Note that κ+
3,0 = 0 because ζ3,0 is negative definite. It

can be verified directly that L∈
3,0 generates

⟨â⟩′ = ⟨ :h3,0(â, â†) : ⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈
3,0(â, â†) : ⟩ . (200)

where

h/∈
3,0(α, α∗) =

1

2

(
|3µ3,0 + ν∗3,0|2 − 1

)
α . (201)

This now determines the form of L/∈
3,0. Having quantized

an arbitrary linear system, it is simple to see that

L/∈
3,0 = η−3 D[L̂−

3 ] + η+3 D[L̂+
3 ] , (202)

with the Lindblad operators and coefficients given by

L̂−
3 = â† , (203)

η−3 = − θ
(
1 − |3 z3,0 + z∗3,2|2

) (
|3 z3,0 + z∗3,2|2 − 1

)
.

(204)

and

L̂+
3 = â , (205)

η+3 = θ
(
|3 z3,0 + z∗3,2|2 − 1

) (
|3 z3,0 + z∗3,2|2 − 1

)
. (206)

Turning now to h3,1(α, α∗), we find that it may be
quantized by

L3,1 = L∈
3,1 + L/∈

3,1 , (207)

where L∈
3,1 can be found by letting n = 3 and K = 1 in

Sec. VIII C 2. This leads to

L∈
3,1 = − i [Ĥ3,1 , · ] + γ−

3,1 D[ĉ−3,1] + γ+
3,1 D[ĉ+3,1] , (208)

where the Hamiltonian is

Ĥ3,1 = − 1

2
ℑ[ϵ3] â†2 â2 , (209)

and the dissipators are defined by

ĉ−3,1 = â2 , γ−
3,1 = −ℜ[ϵ3] θ

(
−ℜ[ϵ3]

)
, (210)

ĉ+3,1 = â†2 , γ+
3,1 = ℜ[ϵ3] θ

(
ℜ[ϵ3]

)
. (211)

It is then straightforward to show that L∈
3,1 generates

⟨â⟩′ = ⟨ :h3,1(â, â†) : ⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈
3,1(â, â†) : ⟩ (212)
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where

h/∈
3,1(α, α∗) = 2 θ

(
ℜ[ϵ3]

)
α , (213)

We should therefore let L/∈
3,1 be

L/∈
3,1 = η3 D[L̂3] , (214)

with

L̂3 = â , η3 = 4 θ
(
ℜ[ϵ3]

)
ℜ[ϵ3] . (215)

Finally, a general cubic polynomial, given by

h(α, α∗) = h0(α, α∗) + h1(α, α∗) + h2(α, α∗)

+ h3(α, α∗) . (216)

can now be quantized by combining all our results above
to give the Lindbladian,

L = L0 + L1 + L2 + L3

= − i [Ĥ0 + Ĥ1 + Ĥ2 + Ĥ3, · ]

− i [Ĥ1,0 + Ĥ2,0 + Ĥ3,0, · ] − i [Ĥ3,1, · ]

+ γ−
1,0 D[ĉ−1,0] + γ+

1,0 D[ĉ+1,0]

+ D[ĉ2,0] + κ2,0 D[b̂2,0] + η−2 D[L̂−
2 ] + η+2 D[L̂+

2 ]

+ D[ĉ3,0] + κ−
3,0 D[b̂−3,0] + η−3 D[L̂−

3 ] + η+3 D[L̂+
3 ]

+ γ−
3,1 D[ĉ−3,1] + γ+

3,1 D[ĉ+3,1] + η3 D[L̂3] . (217)

Note that several dissipators in (217) can be grouped to-
gether since they have the same Lindblad operator. The
examples above illustrate the essence of cascade quanti-
zation and how it works in practice.

X. SUMMARY, RELATED WORKS, AND
OUTLOOK

Our main result in this paper is a procedure that we
call cascade quantization. It is an exact and effective
means of quantizing nonlinear non-Hamiltonian systems
for which the dynamical equations are arbitrary polyno-
mials. Defined as an inverse problem for Lindbladians
in Sec. II, cascade quantization maps a classical system
directly and explicitly to completely-positive and trace-
preserving evolutions in the Schrödinger picture of quan-
tum theory. To our knowledge, cascade quantization is
the first exact analytic result for quantizing a general
class of systems while respecting physical requirements.
An efficient and user-friendly version of cascade quan-
tization was provided in Sec. III, in the form of a ta-
ble (Fig. 1). There, we also explained the value of cas-
cade quantization by highlighting the issues that make
quantizing a nonlinear non-Hamiltonian system difficult.

We then illustrated the power of cascade quantization in
Secs. IV–VII, before delving into its inner workings in
Secs.VIII, IX, and Appendix C.

For our first application of cascade quantization we
considered the normal forms of some important bifurca-
tions in Sec. IV. Despite being textbook examples, they
have not been quantized until now. Particularly note-
worthy are the saddle-node and transcritical bifurcations
which, though dynamically simple, display Wigner neg-
ativity in their quantized forms. We then considered
the Fitzhugh–Nagumo model and the effects of noise in
Sec. V. Here we saw how a classical white-noise process
can have a resonance effect on the Wigner mode of the
quantum Fitzhugh–Nagumo system. This example illus-
trates how simple classical stochastic systems may be ac-
counted for within cascade quantization. Another inter-
esting class of nonlinear systems are Liénard oscillators.
By utilizing Liénard’s theorem and cascade quantization
we parameterized an entire family of quantum limit cy-
cles in Sec. VI. This now generalizes the earlier results
on the quantum van der Pol and Rayleigh oscillators in
Ref. [75].

A major competitor to cascade quantization is the
variational paradigm reviewed in Appendix A. To high-
light the advantages of cascade quantization over varia-
tional methods, we examined two examples in Sec. VII.
These are the van der Pol and unusual Liénard oscillators.
For completeness, the comparison has also been supple-
mented by some additional calculations in Appendix B.
Section VII also compares cascade quantization to other
non-variational methods, and explained the problems of
these results. Appendix A and Sec. VII help set the con-
text of our main result.

Despite the range of systems amenable to cascade
quantization, its scope is not unlimited. One obvious gen-
eralization of cascade quantization would be to systems
in Rn for n ≥ 3. It is clear from a geometrical perspec-
tive that increasing the phase-space dimension increases
the range of permissible dynamics. For instance, the
Poincaré–Bendixson theorem implies that strange attrac-
tors, which are characteristic of chaotic systems, are only
possible for autonomous systems with n ≥ 3. Thus, such
a generalization could potentially lead to a new paradigm
of quantum chaos. Another useful generalization is to ex-
pand the table for efficient cascade quantization in Fig. 1
to include systems in Pm for m ≥ 4. The subcritical
Hopf bifurcation with bounded phase-space dynamics is
a rotationally-symmetric example of such a higher-degree
system [150]. While the focus of this paper is the quanti-
zation of single-particle dynamics in R2, one can also
generalize this to multiple interacting particles, which
can be entangled. The quantization of nonlinear (and
possibly dissipative) interactions is left as future work.

Other than enlarging the scope of our quantization
method, it would also be interesting to investigate in
more detail nonclassical effects in the quantized mod-
els. It is important to keep in mind that Wigner neg-
ativity is only a sufficient condition on nonclassicality,
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and that even relatively simple dissipators in uncoupled
systems can lead to nonclassical effects [90, 155]. An
intriguing question, which we leave as an open prob-
lem, is to determine the family of classical dynamical
systems whose quantum analogues produce non-classical
steady states. Beyond purely theoretical interests, this
has potential impact on the development of novel quan-
tum technologies. For example, a leading candidate for
bosonic quantum error correction relies on dissipative cat
qubits, in which bosonic cat states are stabilized by non-
linear engineered two-photon dissipation [144, 179, 180].
The corresponding Lindbladian can be derived using our
cascade quantization method. Dissipative cat qubits are
advantageous due to the strong noise bias (where one
type of logical error is exponentially suppressed), which
can significantly reduce the physical overhead of quan-
tum error correction [181, 182]. Dissipative stabilization
of other quantum codes, such as the Gottesman-Kitaev-
Preskill (GKP) code [183], have also been proposed very
recently [184, 185]. In this context, our method pro-
vides a general framework for generating new quantum
codes, motivated by their classical phase-space dynam-
ics. From a physical perspective, another fascinating
application of our method is to study the connection
between quantum bifurcations and dissipative quantum
phase transitions [186, 187]. It is also worth noting that
the quantum models derived from our method, which de-
scribes bosonic systems, can be immediately applied to
spin systems via the Holstein–Primakoff transformation
[188, 189]. In contrast to the infinite-dimensional Hilbert
space of bosonic systems, the Hilbert space of a spin-S
system has 2S + 1 dimensions. The boundedness of the
corresponding phase space, together with nonlinear dis-
sipation, can give rise to interesting physical effects such
as synchronization phase transitions [190].

There has always been a strong curiosity in how con-
cepts in classical nonlinear dynamics would translate
to quantum mechanics. Well known examples of this
are chaos [191, 192], and stochastic resonance (a close
cousin of coherence resonance) [193–200]. Another, and
much more recent example is synchronization [75, 101–
103, 201]. The most direct path to exploring how a
classical nonlinear effect would play out in the quan-
tum world is to quantize a classical model with that ef-
fect. This is in fact how the burgeoning field of quantum
synchronization began [101, 102]. Today we find sev-
eral publications in similar vein, such as the quantum
versions of relaxation oscillations [75, 84, 172], chimera
states of partial synchrony [202], amplitude and oscilla-
tion death [117, 120, 122], Turing instability [123], ag-
ing transition [125], and pure noise-induced transitions
[90]. However, as we discussed in Sec. III B 3, and with
the exception of Refs. [75, 84, 172], all these quantum
generalizations are based on the rotationally symmetric
Stuart–Landau model. Equipped with cascade quantiza-
tion we can now go beyond rotationally-symmetric mod-
els with ease. Moreover, cascade quantization is effective,
i.e. it does not require its user to understand the micro-

scopic derivation of quantum master equations. We thus
hope that cascade quantization will bridge the gap be-
tween quantum dynamicists who are not familiar with
open-systems theory, and those who are.
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Appendix A: Literature

Arguably the most enduring and influential approach
to the quantization of non-Hamiltonian systems is that
inspired by Bateman, who, in 1931, proposed two differ-
ent Lagrangians for the classical damped harmonic oscil-
lator [33]. Assuming the oscillator to have unit mass and
damping coefficient γ, its position x satisfies the second-
order differential equation

x′′ + γ x′ + ω2
0 x = 0 . (A1)

Here ω0 is the undamped (angular) frequency of the os-
cillator. Bateman’s publication of Lagrangians leading to
(A1) seems to have been triggered by a rather innocuous
remark (at least measured by our current knowledge of
open systems), on the impossibility of dissipative dynam-
ical systems to arise from variational principles [203]. He
proposed two Lagrangians that formed the basis of in-
tense discussion. In one version, the Lagrangian involves
an ancillary oscillator, and is commonly referred to as
the Bateman dual-oscillator, or simply time-independent,
model. In the other version, the Lagrangian is time de-
pendent, but does not contain any ancillary system. We
will briefly review both approaches below. Bateman’s
analyses were entirely classical, but spurred a great deal
of interest for the corresponding quantum-mechanical de-
scription.
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1. Origins and early work

a. Bateman, Caldirola, and Kanai

We start with Bateman’s dual-oscillator model. Let us
denote by (x, x′) the variables for the damped harmonic
oscillator, and (q, q′) the variables for the ancillary sys-
tem. Bateman’s dual Lagrangian may then be stated as
L = (1/2)[x′ q′ + γ (x q′ − x′ q)/2 − ω2

0 x q]. The Hamil-
tonian corresponding to this Lagrangian is then defined
by the Legendre transform H = y x′ + p q′ − L, where
y = ∂L/∂x′ and p = ∂L/∂q′ are the canonical momenta
for x and q respectively. These relations are also to be
used to express x′ and q′ as functions of x, y, q, p. This
gives

H = 2 y p +
γ

2
(q p− x y) +

1

2

(
ω2
0 −

γ2

4

)
x y . (A2)

It is then simple to derive Hamilton’s equations from
(A2) and see that they are different to

x′ = y , (A3)

y′ = − γ y − ω2
0 x , (A4)

which are based on Newton’s second law. Despite (A2)
being inconsistent with (A3) and (A4), one may check
that it reproduces (A1). Interestingly, the second-order
equation for the ancillary system shows that it oscillates
with negative damping:

q′′ − γ q′ + ω2
0 q = 0 . (A5)

Thus, the coordinate q behaves as a linear amplifier, ab-
sorbing the energy lost from the damped oscillator. As
is well known, (A1) and (A5) may be derived directly
from the Lagrangian. But since it is the Hamiltonian
that is used for quantization in the literature, and since
we are more interested in the first-order dynamics given
by (x′, y′), our primary focus will be on the Hamiltonian.

The Hamiltonian (A2) was reinvented much later by
Morse and Feshbach [204].25 The quantization of the
damped harmonic oscillator based on (A2) was consid-
ered first by Bopp [206], and then again by Feshbach and
Tikochinsky [205, 207]. However, in the literature it is the
analysis due to Feshbach and Tikochinsky that is most of-
ten discussed. In short, Feshbach and Tikochinsky solved
the time-independent Schrödinger equation governed by
the operator form of H. The eigenvalues of the quan-
tum Hamiltonian turns out to be complex, and has a
real part that is unbounded from below [207]. The asso-
ciated eigenstates are unnormalizable, and thus, not in
the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions. We will

25 See also Ref. [205] which refers to (A2) as Feshbach’s Hamilto-
nian.

come back to these problems again in Sec. A 3 b in light
of recent developments.

A second Lagrangian may be obtained by noting that
the solution of (A5) is related to the solution of (A1) by
q = x eγt. This allows one to arrive at L = exp(γt)(x′2 −
ω2
0x

2)/2, which is time dependent.26 As before, a Legen-
dre transformation gives a time-dependent Hamiltonian

H =
y2

2
e−γ t +

ω2
0 x

2

2
eγ t . (A6)

Despite the explicit time dependence of H (and sub-
sequently Hamilton’s equations), the time-independent
second-order equation (A1) is recovered. The Hamil-
tonian in (A6) was rediscovered by Caldirola [208] and
Kanai [209] in their attempts to quantize the damped
harmonic oscillator. A Hamiltonian of the same form was
also obtained by Stevens to describe the damped oscilla-
tions of electric charges in an LCR circuit [210]. On turn-
ing (A6) into an operator for quantization, we no longer
have a time-independent Schrödinger equation. How-
ever, the general time-dependent Schrödinger equation
can still be solved. Stevens and Kerner independently
obtained a discrete set of solutions known in the liter-
ature as pseudostationary states, which are normalized
for all time [210, 211]. In such a state, the mechanical-

energy operator Ê (representing the sum of kinetic and
potential energies) has the mean

⟨Ê ⟩n =
ℏω2

0√
ω2
0 − (γ/2)2

(
n +

1

2

)
e−γt , (A7)

where n indexes the pseudostationary state, and we have
restored ℏ. As can be seen, the mean energy diverges if
the oscillator becomes critically damped, i.e. when ω2

0 =
γ2/4. Recent work has attempted to remedy this issue
and we will return to this in Sec. A 3 b.

b. Critiques

Aside from the problems already pointed out above,
here we mention two other prominent criticisms asso-
ciated with (A2) and (A6). One major problem is
that both Hamiltonians proposed above fail to respect
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle for position and mo-
mentum. Direct quantum-mechanical calculations have

26 Bateman originally made this observation in L = −x′q′+γ x′q+
ω2
0xq [33], which differs to the version of dual Lagrangian dis-

cussed here by a term containing xq′. The appearance of xq′

then complicates the form of the Lagrangian if we substitute in
q = x exp(γ t). This is not an issue since Lagrangians are non-
unique for a given second-order differential equation. In partic-
ular, the Euler–Lagrange equation does not change if L −→ λL
for λ a constant, or L −→ L+ dF/dt for F an arbitrary function
of x and t.
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shown that (A2) leads to an exponentially decaying un-
certainty product for the position and canonical momen-
tum operators of the damped oscillator, i.e. x̂ and ŷ. If
instead (A6) is used for quantization, then one has to dis-
tinguish between the mechanical energy of the damped
oscillator from the Hamiltonian. If we take the Hamilto-
nian simply as the generator of time evolution (i.e. sim-
ply as a mathematical construct) then the physics of the
system should refer to the mechanical variables [as in
(A7)]. In this case, imposing the canonical commutator

[x̂, ŷ] = i ℏ 1̂ leads to an exponentially decaying commu-
tator for position and mechanical momentum, given by
[x̂, x̂′] = i ℏ exp(−γ t).27 Consequently the uncertainty
product for position and mechanical momentum is also
exponentially damped. This point appears to have been
first highlighted by Brittin a year after Kanai’s publica-
tion of (A6) [212].

The alternative of interpreting the Hamiltonian to be
physical, as the oscillator’s energy, leads to a second cri-
tique in the literature. Greenberger has noted that (A6)
(or rather the Lagrangian from which it originates to be
precise) actually describes an oscillator whose mass is in-
creasing exponentially in time [213]. Classically, (A1) can
be interpreted in two ways—either as an oscillator with
constant mass and damping, or as an oscillator with a
growing mass but no damping. However, Greenberger
has argued that only the time-dependent mass interpre-
tation is correct in quantum theory [213]. The same inter-
pretation of (A6) as a time-dependent mass oscillator was
simultaneously advocated by Ray [214], who also empha-
sized the difference between standard and non-standard
Lagrangians.28

Other issues arising from using (A2) and (A6) for quan-
tization will be deferred to Sec. A 3 b, where they will be
discussed in light of recent developments. For now it
suffices to point out that such problems associated with
(A2) and (A6), and those discussed above, have moti-
vated other phenomenological approaches. A relatively
prominent example is the use of state-dependent poten-
tials first proposed by Kostin, which amounts to an effec-
tive nonlinear Schrödinger equation [216–219]. A similar
result as (A7) was also obtained within this paradigm
[219]. Another approach is based on the observation that
a term proportional to d2nx/dt2n appears in the Euler–
Lagrange equation for the system coordinate x if the La-
grangian has a term proportional to (dnx/dtn)2. Hence,
a velocity-dependent force can be obtained if one were to
naively set n = 1/2. Motivated by this, Riewe has gener-
alized Lagrangian and Hamiltonian mechanics to permit
fractional derivatives [59, 220].

27 This is a simple consequence of the relationship between the
canonical and mechanical momentum already present in the clas-
sical theory, given by x′ = y exp(−γ t) [209].

28 A Lagrangian is standard if it has the form of kinetic energy
minus the potential energy. Note there is also an ensuing critique
of Ray by Kobe and colleagues in Ref. [215].

2. Open systems and related results

What is now known as an open-systems approach to
dissipation was not formulated until the early 1960s. By
an open-systems approach, we mean coupling the system
of interest to infinitely many ancillary degrees of freedom,
collectively called the bath (or reservoir), which are then
to be eliminated from the model later. Thus, a dash of
open-systems thinking was already present in Bateman’s
dual Hamiltonian, if not earlier.

Sticking to the damped harmonic oscillator as a
testbed, Senitzky enunciated how one could arrive at a
quantum master equation in Lindblad form [recall (12)]
by coupling an undamped system to a bath [57, 58]. At
around the same time, and pressing on with circuits,
Stevens proposed a similar idea by coupling an LC-circuit
to a semi-infinite transmission line, which was modelled
by chaining units of inductors and capacitors [221]. An
important contribution to the quantization literature by
Senitzky and Stevens is the preservation of the correct
canonical commutation relation in time. They elucidated
the role of the bath as a source of noise for the sys-
tem, and that it was essential for the harmonic oscillator
to have the right canonical commutator. Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle is thus maintained in their work.
Other than the original publications in Refs. [57, 221],
Stevens has also written a reflective comment on this is-
sue [222].

Given the significance of the Lindblad-form master
equation for non-Hamiltonian systems, it is worth point-
ing out at least one approach in the literature using the
Lagrange–Hamilton framework that has acknowledged it.
Here we refer to the results of Dekker, who showed how
the dynamics of the classical damped harmonic oscilla-
tor [given by (A3) and (A4)] can be generated on adop-
tion of a complex-valued Hamiltonian [223]. To quantize
the damped harmonic oscillator, Dekker then appeals
to the classical Liouville equation, except now with a
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian. To quantize, Dekker turns
the classical Liouville equation into an operator equa-
tion (where the classical phase-space density is regarded
as the classical analogue of the density operator), and
imposing canonical commutation relations. The most
interesting aspect of Dekker’s procedure for us is that
it yields a Lindblad-form equation of motion for the
density operator of the damped oscillator [224].29 De-
spite this, such a phase-space approach to quantization
is not without drawbacks. In view of the results by Sen-
itzky and Stevens, we find Dekker’s equation of motion
for the density operator only reproduces the case of a

29 To preempt our readers who are familiar with quantum-
trajectory theory [63, 225], Dekker’s approach does not corre-
spond to the non-Hermitian evolution prescribed by the jump
trajectories. The evolution under a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
in quantum trajectories is conditioned on null measurements,
and therefore does not have a Lindblad form.
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zero-temperature bath from an open-systems perspec-
tive. Furthermore, this approach is limited to linear sys-
tems [224]. A thorough discussion of noise operators in
Dekker’s approach and its relation to Senitzky’s work has
been explored in Refs. [226, 227].

3. More recent attempts

a. Generalisations of Hamilton’s principle

One suggestion put forth by the more modern ap-
proaches to non-Hamiltonian systems is to modify Hamil-
ton’s principle of stationary action. In Ref. [36], Galley
critiques the subtle pitfall in the conventional formula-
tion of Hamilton’s principle, which assumes fixed end
points for all varied paths in generalized coordinates.
This amounts to imposing boundary conditions on the
dynamical system which are actually solved with initial
conditions. In particular dissipatives systems must be
specified as initial-value problems. Galley thus formu-
lates what he referred to as Hamilton’s principle with ini-
tial data [36]. To do so, the number of generalized coor-
dinates and velocities is doubled. A new action integral is
then introduced, which defines a new Lagrangian (now a
function of the doubled coordinates and velocities). The
end result being new Euler–Lagrange equations contain-
ing nonconservative forces. Equipped with the new for-
malism, Mart́ınez-Pérez and Ramı́rez then considered the
application of Noether’s theorem to dissipative systems
[228]. At around the same time as Galley, a formulation
of Hamilton’s principle as an initial-value problem was
also proposed by Polonyi, but based on ideas from quan-
tum field theory [229]. The Bateman Lagrangian from
Sec. A 1 a can then be shown to be consistent with Gal-
ley’s approach [228]. That is, the Bateman Lagrangian
has the form stipulated by Galley, and not surprisingly,
(A1) and (A5) can also be derived using Galley’s new
Euler–Lagrange equations. Interestingly, Bateman’s dual
Langrangian has motivated another modification of the
principle of stationary action to include multiple degrees
of freedom and nonlinear systems [230].

There has also been an extension of the principle
of least action in Riewe’s fractional-calculus version of
variational mechanics that we mentioned at the end of
Sec. A 1 b. In particular, Lazo and Kumreich fixed cer-
tain mathematical inconsistencies in Riewe’s work and
proposed a new principle of stationary action which gen-
eralizes Riewe’s original version [231].

b. Back to Bateman, Caldirola, and Kanai

Instead of tweaking fundamental principles as above,
other authors have stayed with the programme initiated
by Bateman, Caldirola, and Kanai, where one tries to
find a working Hamiltonian by first finding a Lagrangian.

Some recent work in the latter category has returned to
Bateman’s dual-oscillator model (A2) [232–236].

We said in Sec. A 1 a that the quantum Hamilto-
nian analyzed by Feshbach and Tikochinsky has complex
eigenvalues. A detailed study of the spectral properties
of this Hamiltonian was undertaken by Chruściński and
Jurkowski [237]. It is beyond the scope of our paper to
delve into the mathematics of linear operators on infinite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces, but since a Hermitian opera-
tor with complex eigenvalues might appear paradoxical to
physicists, we need to at least mention that an arbitrary
operator Â has real eigenvalues if and only if it is self-
adjoint, and that self-adjoint operators are only a subset
of Hermitian operators (i.e. self-adjointness implies Her-
miticity but not vice versa) [238].30 The properties of
self-adjointness and Hermiticity are equivalent only for
operators acting on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
(which is not the case here). The eigenvalue problem
solved by Feshbach and Tikochinsky has been revisited
again recently, giving rise to a debate [232–236].31 Using
a Bogoliubov-like transformation of the usual bosonic an-
nihilation and creation operators, Deguchi and coworkers
claim to have found a normalizable vacuum state corre-
sponding to Bateman’s dual-oscillator system [232, 234].
From this, they construct a complete set of number states
for the quantum damped harmonic oscillator by acting
on the new vacuum state with their transformed cre-
ation operator. However, in a counterclaim, Bagarello
and colleagues proved that a nonzero vacuum state for
the transformed annihilation and creation operators of
Refs. [232, 234] cannot exist [233, 235, 236].

The Hamiltonians (A2) and (A6) have also inspired
other new results. By starting with the Bateman dual
Lagrangian, Deguchi and Fujiwara introduced new ancil-
lary variables to the original damped-amplified variables
[42]. From this they obtained a Hamiltonian that had
a similar form as (A6), but time independent. Upon
quantization, the eigenvalues of the oscillator’s mechani-

30 An operator Â is defined by both its domain D(Â), i.e. the set

of states Â is prescribed to act on, in addition to its action on
such states. Hence, two operators Â and B̂ are defined to be
equivalent, written as Â = B̂, if and only if D(Â) = D(B̂), and

provided they act identically on any |ψ⟩ ∈ D(Â). By the same

token, Â = Â†, requires Â and Â† to have same domain and the
same action on their domain. Note the latter condition defines
Â to be Hermitian, and in physics, it is usually taken to be the
same as self-adjointness. But mathematically, self-adjointness is
a stronger condition than Hermiticity (since it also requires Â

and Â† to have the same domain). An example of an operator in
quantum mechanics that is Hermitian but not self-adjoint is the
momentum operator of a particle confined to the interval [0, 1]
by an infinite potential function [238].

31 In a closely related paper, Zhu and Klauder investigated the
occurrence of non-self-adjoint Hamiltonians in the quantization
of nonlinear Hamiltonian systems [239]. By way of case studies,
they examined when a prescribed classical dynamical system will
lead to a self-adjoint quantum Hamiltonian, and if not, whether
it could be made self-adjoint [239].
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cal energy operator Ê were shown to be

En(t) = ℏω0

(
n +

1

2

)
e−γ t , n = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (A8)

This expression should be compared to (A7), where the
classical condition for critical damping, i.e. γ = 2ω0,
leads to infinite energy in the oscillator. This divergence
in energy is avoided in Ref. [42]. Deguchi and Fujiwara
identified a different condition for critical damping in the
quantum oscillator, given by γ = (

√
5 − 1)ω0 [42]. Soon

after, these results were reconsidered by Blacker and
Tilbrook [43]. They proposed a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian but without any ancillary variables. Their model
shares similar features to Ref. [42], such as the energy
(A8), but reproduced the classical condition for critical
damping.

Very recently, Javier Valdez and collaborators re-
examined the Bateman dual-oscillator model using a
semiclassical theory known as momentous quantum me-
chanics [45]. This framework prescribes classical equa-
tions of motion for the moments of phase-space variables
that approximate quantum dynamics. Such equations
were derived for Bateman’s dual-oscillator system and
the resulting physics was compared to the usual Lindbla-
dian approach with a thermal bath [45]. The average en-
ergy of the damped oscillator from momentous quantum
mechanics was shown to be equivalent to that obtained
from the Lindblad equation provided the bath has zero
temperature.

Appendix B: Variational quantization of nonlinear
systems

1. Van der Pol oscillator

a. Classical mechanics

As the variational approach to quantization relies on
classical mechanics, we first recall the dual-oscillator
Hamiltonian for the van der Pol oscillator proposed by
Shah and colleagues in Ref. [37]:

H = y p + x q + µ (x2 − 1) q p , (B1)

where the free-oscillator angular frequency has been set
to one. We shall also find it convenient to recall from the
main text the Hamilton equations generated by (99):

x′ =
∂H

∂y
= p , (B2)

y′ = − ∂H

∂x
= −q − 2µx q p , (B3)

q′ =
∂H

∂p
= y + µ (x2 − 1) q , (B4)

p′ = − ∂H

∂q
= −x− µ (x2 − 1) p . (B5)

Clearly, taking the derivative of (B2) and then using (B5)
we recover

x′′ = −x− µ (x2 − 1)x′ . (B6)

b. Quantum mechanics

To quantize this system we need to first turn H into
a Hermitian operator. This entails that we introduce
the Hilbert spaces Hpri and Hanc for the primary and
ancillary operators respectively. We then turn (x, y) into
(x̂, ŷ), and (q, p) into (q̂, p̂), which are operators acting
on Hpri and Hanc respectively. As (x, y) and (q, p) are
canonically conjugate pairs, we demand that in quantum
theory they satisfy, for ℏ ≡ 1,

[x̂, ŷ] = i 1̂ , [q̂, p̂ ] = i 1̂ , (B7)

while all other commutators vanish,

[x̂, q̂] = [x̂, p̂] = 0 , [ŷ, q̂] = [ŷ, p̂] = 0 . (B8)

The form of (99) then suggests the following Hamiltonian
operator,

Ĥ = ŷ p̂ + x̂ q̂ +
µ

2
(x̂2 − 1̂) (q̂ p̂ + p̂ q̂) . (B9)

To ensure Ĥ is Hermitian, we have symmetrized the
product of q̂ and p̂. We have also omitted the symbol
for tensor products. An operator like x̂⊗ 1̂, or 1̂⊗ q̂, will
respectively be denoted simply as x̂, or q̂. To see that
(B9) makes sense we show that it leads to quantum ana-
logues of (B2)–(B5). Using (B9) we find the following
Heisenberg equations of motion on Hpri ⊗Hanc :

x̂′ = i [Ĥ, x̂] = p̂ , (B10)

ŷ′ = i [Ĥ, ŷ] = −q̂ − µ x̂ ( q̂ p̂ + p̂ q̂) , (B11)

q̂′ = i [Ĥ, q̂] = ŷ + µ (x̂2 − 1̂) q̂ , (B12)

p̂′ = i [Ĥ, p̂] = −x̂− µ (x̂2 − 1̂) p̂ . (B13)

As with the classical formulation, the van der Pol oscilla-
tor is actually captured by (B10) and (B13). Differenti-
ating (B10) and using (B13), we arrive at the quantized
version of x′′ + µ (x2 − 1)x′ + x = 0,

x̂′′ + µ (x̂2 − 1̂) x̂′ + x̂ = 0 . (B14)

Again, this is in fact an operator equation onHpri⊗Hanc.
It can be shown explicitly that (B10)–(B13) preserves
the canonical commutation relations in (B7) and (B8).
Assuming that (B7) and (B8) hold initially at time t,
then an infinitesimal interval dt later, we find

[x̂(t + dt), ŷ(t + dt)] = [x̂(t) + x̂′(t) dt, ŷ(t) + ŷ′(t) dt]
(B15)

= [x̂(t), ŷ(t)] + ([x̂(t), ŷ′(t)] dt

+ [x̂′(t), ŷ(t)] dt , (B16)
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where we have neglected terms on the order of dt2. Using
(B10) and (B11) we find

[x̂′(t), ŷ(t)] = [x̂(t), ŷ′(t)] = 0 , (B17)

since ŷ(t) commutes with p̂(t), and x̂(t) commutes with
q̂(t) and p̂(t). Therefore we have

[x̂(t + dt), ŷ(t + dt)] = [x̂(t), ŷ(t)] = i 1̂ . (B18)

The preservation of [q̂, p̂] = i 1̂ can also be shown in a
similar fashion. Next we consider (B8),

[x̂(t + dt), q̂(t + dt)] = [x̂(t) + x̂′(t) dt, q̂(t) + q̂′(t) dt]
(B19)

= [x̂(t), q̂(t)] + [x̂(t), q̂′(t)] dt

+ [x̂′(t), q̂(t)] dt , (B20)

where we have again dropped terms on the order of dt2.
Substituting in (B10) and (B12), we find

[x̂(t), q̂′(t)] + [x̂′(t), q̂(t)] = [x̂(t), ŷ(t)] + [p̂(t), q̂(t)] = 0 .
(B21)

Hence we have shown

[x̂(t + dt), q̂(t + dt)] = [x̂(t), q̂(t)] = 0 . (B22)

The preservation of the remaining commutators in (B8)
can also be demonstrated by a similar means.

While the above results seem quite sensible, what is
ultimately of interest in quantum mechanics, is how a
given ρ(0) ∈ V(Hpri ⊗ Hanc) would appear at some fu-
ture time t. Recall from Sec. II B that we have defined
V(H) to be the set of all valid density operators on H.
How states evolve in the Schrödinger picture is also an
important practical question, since it is generally diffi-
cult, if not impossible to solve the Heisenberg equations
of motion. Thus we are interested in

ρ(t) = e−iĤt ρ(0) eiĤt . (B23)

However, the instabilities in the original Hamiltonian dis-
cussed in Sec. VII A make simulations of (B23) virtually
impossible. Furthermore, neither the ancillary or pri-
mary systems can be traced out to provide a simpler
description. That is, suppose we only cared about the
position of the van der Pol oscillator. Then only density
operators in V(Hpri) are required. But since such states
are given by a partial trace of (B23) over Hanc, there is
still no possibility of extracting the quantum dynamics
of just one degree of freedom.

2. Unusual Liénard oscillator

a. Classical mechanics

As with the van der Pol oscillator, it helps to first work
out the classical mechanics of the unusual Liénard oscilla-
tor before we quantize it within the variational approach.

Recall the classical Hamiltonian for the Liénard-type os-
cillator was given in (111),

H = − 9

k2
S

1
2 (y) +

1

2
x2 − 3

k
y − k

3
x2 y , (B24)

where for ease of writing we have defined

Sβ(y) =

(
1 − 2k

3
y

)β

. (B25)

The associated Hamilton equations of motion are then,

x′ =
∂H

∂y
=

3

k
S− 1

2 (y) − 3

k
− k

3
x2 , (B26)

y′ = − ∂H

∂x
= −x +

2k

3
x y . (B27)

Note that (B26) and (B27) reproduce harmonic-oscillator
dynamics (i.e. x′ = y and y′ = −x) in the limit of k −→ 0,
as they should. We can also show that (B26) and (B27)
decouple to the correct second-order equation for the un-
usual Liénard oscillator. Differentiating (B26) with re-
spect to time we get

x′′ = S− 3
2 (y) y′ − 2k

3
xx′ . (B28)

We can now use (B26) and (B27) to simplify (B28), giv-
ing

x′′ = − 3xS−
1
2 (y) + 2x +

2k2

9
x3 (B29)

= − 3x

(
1 +

k

3
x′ +

k2

9
x2

)
+ 2x +

2k2

9
x3 (B30)

= − k xx′ − k2

9
x− x . (B31)

b. Quantum mechanics

To obtain the quantum Hamiltonian based on (B24)

we first let (x, y) −→ (x̂, ŷ) where [x̂, ŷ] = i1̂. To ensure
Hermiticity we then impose Weyl ordering on x̂ and ŷ to
arrive at

Ĥ = − 9

k2
S

1
2 (ŷ) +

1

2
x̂2 − 3

k
ŷ

− k

9

(
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2

)
. (B32)

Note that Sβ(ŷ) is defined by letting 1 −→ 1̂ and y −→ ŷ
in (B25). The Heisenberg equation of motion for x̂ is
then

x̂′ = i [Ĥ, x̂] = − i
9

k2
[
S

1
2 (ŷ), x̂

]
− i

3

k

[
ŷ, x̂

]

− i
k

9

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, x̂

]
(B33)
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The first commutator with the square root may be com-
puted by applying

[F (Â), B̂] = [Â, B̂]
dF

dÂ
. (B34)

This identity is valid so long as Â and B̂ are such that[
Â, [Â, B̂]

]
=

[
B̂, [Â, B̂]

]
= 0, and for which F (Â) has a

power series in Â. This gives,

[
S

1
2 (ŷ), x̂

]
= i

k

3
S− 1

2 (ŷ) . (B35)

We also have,

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, x̂

]
= x̂2

[
ŷ, x̂

]
+ x̂

[
ŷ, x̂

]
x̂ +

[
ŷ, x̂

]
x̂2

= − 3 i x̂2 . (B36)

Substituting these into (B33) and simplifying gives

x̂′ =
3

k
S− 1

2 (ŷ) − 3

k
1̂ − k

3
x̂2 . (B37)

Turning now to the Heisenberg equation of motion for ŷ,
we have

ŷ′ = i [Ĥ, ŷ] =
i

2

[
x̂2, ŷ

]
− i

k

9

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, ŷ

]
,

(B38)

where

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, ŷ

]
=

[
x̂2, ŷ

]
ŷ +

[
x̂ ŷ x̂, ŷ

]
+ ŷ

[
x̂2, ŷ

]
.

(B39)

The second commutator in the right-hand side may be
simplified

[
x̂ ŷ x̂, ŷ

]
= x̂ ŷ

[
x̂, ŷ

]
+
[
x̂, ŷ

]
ŷ x̂

= i (x̂ ŷ + ŷ x̂) . (B40)

Then noting that [x̂2, ŷ] = 2 i x̂, we have

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, ŷ

]
= 3 i (x̂ ŷ + ŷ x̂) . (B41)

Equation (B38) then becomes,

ŷ′ = −x̂ +
2k

6
(x̂ ŷ + ŷ x̂) . (B42)

The second-order equation for x̂ is now much more dif-
ficult to derive because of the ambiguity in operator or-
dering. Simply differentiating (B37) with respect to time

and applying the chain rule to (1̂− 2kŷ/3)−1/2 produces
a factor of ŷ′, which does not commute with ŷ. How-
ever, we can still compute x̂′′ by treating x̂′ as a time-
dependent operator in the Heisenberg equation of mo-

tion. Using (B32) and (B37) we get,

x̂′′ = i
[
Ĥ, x̂′] (B43)

= i
3

k

[
S

1
2 (ŷ), x̂2

]
+ i

3

2k

[
x̂2, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]

− i

3

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]

+ i
k2

27

[
x̂2 ŷ + x̂ ŷ x̂ + ŷ x̂2, x̂2

]
+ i

[
ŷ, x̂2

]
(B44)

= i
3

k

{
x̂
[
S

1
2 (ŷ), x̂

]
+
[
S

1
2 (ŷ), x̂

]
x̂
}

(B45)

+ i
3

2k

{
x̂
[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]

+
[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
x̂
}

− i

3
x̂
[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
ŷ − i

3

[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
x̂ ŷ

− i

3
x̂ ŷ

[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
− i

3

[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
ŷ x̂

− i

3
ŷ x̂

[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
− i

3
ŷ
[
x̂, S− 1

2 (ŷ)
]
x̂

+ i
k2

27

(
x̂2

[
ŷ, x̂2

]
+ x̂

[
ŷ, x̂2

]
x̂ +

[
ŷ, x̂2

]
x̂2

)

+ i
[
ŷ, x̂2

]
. (B46)

As before, the commutators involving the square root of
an operator may be simplified using (B34). This time we
also need

[
S− 1

2 (ŷ), x̂
]

= − i
k

3
S− 3

2 (ŷ) . (B47)

Then using (B35) and (B47) in (B45), we have

x̂′′ = − x̂ S− 1
2 (ŷ) − S− 1

2 (ŷ) x̂ (B48)

− 1

2
x̂ S− 3

2 (ŷ) − 1

2
S− 3

2 (ŷ) x̂

+
2k

9
x̂ ŷ S− 3

2 (ŷ) +
2k

9
S− 3

2 (ŷ) ŷ x̂

+
k

9
S− 3

2 (ŷ) x̂ ŷ +
k

9
ŷ x̂ S− 3

2 (ŷ) + 2 x̂ +
2k2

9
x̂3 .

Now using [x̂, ŷ] = i 1̂, we have, for any F (ŷ),

ŷ x̂ F (ŷ) + F (ŷ) x̂ ŷ = x̂ ŷ F (ŷ) + F (ŷ) ŷ x̂ . (B49)

Applying (B49) to (B48) we get

x̂′′ = − x̂ S− 1
2 (ŷ) − S− 1

2 (ŷ) x̂ (B50)

− 1

2
x̂ S− 3

2 (ŷ) − 1

2
S− 3

2 (ŷ) x̂

+
k

3
x̂ ŷ S− 3

2 (ŷ) +
k

3
S− 3

2 (ŷ) ŷ x̂ + 2 x̂ +
2k2

9
x̂3 .
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Now factorizing terms containing S−3/2(ŷ) and simplify-
ing

x̂′′ = − x̂ S− 1
2 (ŷ) − S− 1

2 (ŷ) x̂

− 1

2
x̂ S(ŷ)S− 3

2 (ŷ) − 1

2
S− 3

2 (ŷ)S(ŷ) x̂

+ 2 x̂ +
2k2

9
x̂3 (B51)

= − 3

2
x̂ S− 1

2 (ŷ) − 3

2
S− 1

2 (ŷ) x̂ + 2 x̂ +
2k2

9
x̂3 .

(B52)

We can now use (B37) to write

S− 1
2 (ŷ) =

k

3
x̂′ + 1̂ +

k2

9
x̂2 . (B53)

Substituting this into (B51),

x̂′′ = − 3

2
x̂

(
k

3
x̂′ + 1̂ +

k2

9
x̂2

)

− 3

2

(
k

3
x̂′ + 1̂ +

k2

9
x̂2

)
x̂ + 2 x̂ +

2k2

9
x̂3 (B54)

= − k

2

(
x̂ x̂′ + x̂′x̂

)
− 3x̂− k2

3
x̂3 + 2x̂ +

2k2

9
x̂3

(B55)

= − k

2

(
x̂ x̂′ + x̂′x̂

)
− k2

9
x̂3 − x̂ . (B56)

Equation (B56) can now be seen as the quantum analogue
of (B31), with the product x̂x̂′ symmetrized. This is in
contrast to the variational formulation of the van der Pol
oscillator where the nonlinear damping term in (B14) did
not have to be symmetrized because x̂′ was given by the
momentum operator of an ancillary oscillator.

Appendix C: Constructive proof of cascade quantization

For ease of reference, let us recall from Sec. VIII A that our strategy to quantize a system given by α′ = h(α, α∗),
where h(α, α∗) is a polynomial of degree m, is to first write it as a sum of homogeneous polynomials of degree n,

h(α, α∗) =

m∑

n=0

hn(α, α∗) . (C1)

Thus, to quantize a general polynomial system, we only need to quantize an arbitrary homogeneous polynomial. And
to achieve this we futher decompose hn(α, α∗) as

hn(α, α∗) = λn α
∗n + (1 − δn,0)

K(n)∑

k=0

hn,k(α, α∗) , (C2)

where for n ≥ 1 we have defined,

hn,k(α, α∗) = µn,k α
∗kαn−k + νn,k α

∗n−k−1αk+1 , (C3)

with λn, µn,k, and νn,k being arbitrary complex coefficients. We have also defined the top limit of the sum as

K(n) =

{
n
2 − 1 , n even
n−1
2 , n odd

. (C4)

We prove constructively in this Appendix that there is always a Lindbladian L∈
n,k, i.e. for all values of n and k,

such that it quantizes,

α′ = hn,k(α, α∗) + h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) . (C5)

where h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) are byproduct terms not in hn,k(α, α∗), but have lower degree than hn,k(α, α∗). Therefore we can

always construct another Lindbladian L/∈
n,k such that it quanitzes

α′ = −h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) . (C6)

The Lindbladian that quantizes hn,k(α, α∗) is then given by

Ln,k = L∈
n,k + L/∈

n,k . (C7)
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1. L∈
n,k for even n ≥ 2

To make our proof easier to read, we will suppress the subscripts n and k throughout most of our detailed calcu-
lations. The dependence on n and k will be restored at the end of the subsection, when we come to summarize our
results. To begin with, let us assume a Lindbladian of the form

L∈ = −i [Ĥ, ·] + D[ĉ] . (C8)

It is then simple show that the evolution of ⟨â⟩, as generated by (C8), can be written as

⟨â⟩′ = i ⟨ [Ĥ, â] ⟩ +
1

2
⟨ [ĉ†, â] ĉ ⟩ +

1

2
⟨ ĉ†[â, ĉ] ⟩ . (C9)

We then seek an Ĥ and a ĉ such that (C9) evaluates to

⟨â⟩′ = µ ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ + ν ⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ , (C10)

where h/∈(α, α∗) will be determined by our construction of L∈. To this end, we make the ansatz that Ĥ can be put
in the form

Ĥ = χ â†k+1ân−k + χ∗ â†n−kâk+1 , (C11)

while the Lindblad operator ĉ can be written as

ĉ = â†
n
2 −k−1 âk+1 + σ â

n
2 +1 . (C12)

Here χ and σ are constants which depend on µ and ν, and whose forms are to be determined. We now use (C11) and
(C12) to evaluate each term in (C9). First we have

i [Ĥ, â] = i χ [â†k+1ân−k, â] + i χ∗ [â†n−kâk+1, â] (C13)

= i χ [â†k+1, â] ân−k + i χ∗ [â†n−k, â] âk+1 (C14)

= − i χ (k + 1) â†k ân−k − i χ∗ (n− k) â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C15)

Now using (C12),

[ĉ†, â] = [â†k+1, â] â
n
2 −k−1 + σ∗ [â†

n
2 +1, â] = −(k + 1) â†k â

n
2 −k−1 − σ∗

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 . (C16)

Multiplying this on the right by ĉ we get

[ĉ†, â] ĉ = −
[
(k + 1) â†k â

n
2 −k−1 + σ∗

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2

](
â†

n
2 −k−1 âk+1 + σ â

n
2 +1

)
(C17)

= − (k + 1) â†k â
n
2 −k−1 â†

n
2 −k−1 âk+1 − σ (k + 1) â†k â

n
2 −k−1 â

n
2 +1

− σ∗
(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 â†

n
2 −k−1 âk+1 − |σ|2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 â

n
2 +1 . (C18)

Every term in (C18) except the first is already in normal order. We may reorder ân/2−k−1â†n/2−k−1 by using the
identity [240, 241]

ârâ†s =

min{r,s}∑

p=0

(
r
p

)
s!

(s− p)!
â†s−p âr−p , (C19)

where we have used the standard notation for binomial coefficients, defined by

(
r
p

)
=

r!

p! (r − p)!
. (C20)
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Applying this to (C18) we thus obtain

[ĉ†, â] ĉ = − (k + 1) â†k




n
2 −k−1∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 1 − p
]
!
â†

n
2 −k−1−p â

n
2 −k−1−p


 âk+1

− σ (k + 1) â†k ân−k − σ∗
(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 − |σ|2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 â

n
2 +1 . (C21)

Note the first line of (C21) is a polynomial in â and â† of degree n − 1. Thus on multiplying (C21) by one half, it
helps to write the resulting expression as,

1

2
[ĉ†, â] ĉ = −σ

2
(k + 1) â†k ân−k − σ∗

2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 − |σ|2

2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 â

n
2 +1+ :R/∈,1(â, â†) : , (C22)

where we have defined

R/∈,1(α, α∗) = −k + 1

2

n
2 −k−1∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 1 − p
]
!
α∗ n

2 −p−1 α
n
2 −p . (C23)

Since R/∈,1(α, α∗) has degree n− 1, we may assume −R/∈,1(α, α∗) to be quantized. The last term however has degree
n + 1 so its Lindbladian will need to be found explicitly. To do so, consider the Lindblad operator and coefficient

b̂ = â†
n
2 +1 , κ = |σ|2 . (C24)

This gives

κ

2
[b̂†, â] b̂ +

κ

2
b̂†[â, b̂] =

|σ|2
2

â
n
2 +1 [â, â†

n
2 +1] =

|σ|2
2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â

n
2 +1 â†

n
2 . (C25)

We can again use (C19) to reorder ân/2+1 â†n/2, giving,

κ

2
[b̂†, â] b̂ +

κ

2
b̂†[â, b̂] =

|σ|2
2

(
n

2
+ 1

) n
2∑

p=0

(
n
2 + 1
p

)
(n/2)!

[(n/2) − p]!
â†

n
2 −p â

n
2 +1−p (C26)

=
|σ|2

2

(
n

2
+ 1

)
â†

n
2 â

n
2 +1+ :R/∈,2(â, â†) : , (C27)

where we have picked out the p = 0 term in the sum, and defined another polynomial in α and α∗ of degree n− 1,

R/∈,2(α, α∗) =
|σ|2

2

(
n

2
+ 1

) n
2∑

p=1

(
n
2 + 1
p

)
(n/2)!

[(n/2) − p]!
α∗ n

2 −p α
n
2 +1−p . (C28)

As R/∈,2(α, α∗) is also of degree n− 1, we are free to assume −R/∈,2(α, α∗) to be quantized.
The last term in (C9) remains to be evaluated. Using again using (C12), we find

[â, ĉ ] = [â, â†
n
2 −k−1] âk+1 =

(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†

n
2 −k−2 âk+1 . (C29)

Now multiplying this on the left by ĉ†,

ĉ†[â, ĉ] =
(
â†k+1 â

n
2 −k−1 + σ∗ â†

n
2 +1

)(n

2
− k − 1

)
â†

n
2 −k−2 âk+1 (C30)

=

(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†k+1 â

n
2 −k−1 â†

n
2 −k−2 âk+1 + σ∗

(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C31)

Using (C19) on the first term of (C31),

ĉ† [â, ĉ] =

(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†k+1




n
2 −k∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 2 − p
]
!
â†

n
2 −k−2−p â

n
2 −k−1−p


 âk+1

+ σ∗
(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C32)
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The first line here has degree n− 1. Hence we write, on multiplying across by one half,

1

2
ĉ†[â, ĉ] =

σ∗

2

(
n

2
− k − 1

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1+ :R/∈,3(â, â†) : , (C33)

where we have again defined the terms of degree n− 1 by

R/∈,3(α, α∗) =
1

2

(
n

2
− k − 1

) n
2 −k∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 2 − p
]
!
α∗ n

2 −1−p α
n
2 −p . (C34)

We thus have, on using (C15), (C22), (C23), (C33), (C34), (C27), and (C28),

⟨â⟩′ = i ⟨[Ĥ, â]⟩ +
1

2
⟨[ĉ†, â] ĉ⟩ +

1

2
⟨ĉ† [â, ĉ]⟩ +

κ

2
⟨[b̂†, â] b̂⟩ +

κ

2
⟨b̂†[â, b̂]⟩ (C35)

=

(
− i χ− σ

2

)
(k + 1) ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ +

[
− i χ∗ (n− k) − σ∗

2
(k + 2)

]
⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ . (C36)

where

h/∈(α, α∗) = R/∈,1(α, α∗) + R/∈,2(α, α∗) + R/∈,3(α, α∗) . (C37)

Note that (C37) now defines L/∈, which quantizes −h/∈(α, α∗), and which always exists. It now remains for us to
determine a closed form for L∈. To do this, we simply match (C36) to (C10). Recall for convenience that (C10) is
given by

⟨â⟩′ = µ ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ + ν ⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ . (C38)

The appropriate χ and σ that will generate (C38) can thus be found by equating coefficients, giving,

µ = −
(
i χ +

σ

2

)
(k + 1) , ν = −i χ∗ (n− k) − σ∗

2
(k + 2) . (C39)

Solving these gives

χ = i

[
(k + 2)µ− (k + 1)ν∗

]

(n + 2)(k + 1)
, σ = −2

[
(n− k)µ + (k + 1)ν∗

]

(n + 2)(k + 1)
. (C40)

Equation (C40) now determines the ansatz equations (C11), (C12), and (C24) completely.
Let us now summarize our findings with the indices written out explicitly. The system

α′ = hn,k(α, α∗) , n = 2, 4, 6, . . . , k = 0, 1, . . . ,K , (C41)

where K = n/2 − 1, is quantized exactly by

Ln,k = L∈
n,k + L/∈

n,k . (C42)

The Lindbladian L∈
n,k is given by

L∈
n,k = − i [Ĥn,k , · ] + D[ĉn,k] + κn,k D[b̂n,k] . (C43)

From (C11) and (C40) we have

Ĥn,k = χn,k â
†k+1ân−k + χ∗

n,k â
†n−kâk+1 , χn,k = i

[
(k + 2)µn,k − (k + 1)ν∗n,k

]

(n + 2)(k + 1)
, (C44)

while from (C12), (C24), and (C40),

ĉn,k = â†
n
2 −k−1 âk+1 + σn,k â

n
2 +1 , σn,k = −

2
[
(n− k)µn,k + (k + 1)ν∗n,k

]

(n + 2)(k + 1)
(C45)

b̂n,k = â†
n
2 +1 , κn,k = |σn,k|2 . (C46)
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The Lindbladian L/∈
n,k quantizes −h/∈

n,k(α, α∗) and is thus prescribed by the form of h/∈
n,k(α, α∗). Substituting (C23),

(C28), and (C34) into (C37) we get

h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) = − k + 1

2

n
2 −k−1∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 1 − p
]
!
α∗ n

2 −p−1 α
n
2 −p

+
|σn,k|2

2

(
n

2
+ 1

) n
2∑

p=1

(
n
2 + 1
p

)
(n/2)!

[(n/2) − p]!
α∗ n

2 −p α
n
2 +1−p

+
1

2

(
n

2
− k − 1

) n
2 −k∑

p=0

(
n
2 − k − 1

p

) [
(n/2) − k − 1

]
![

(n/2) − k − 2 − p
]
!
α∗ n

2 −1−p α
n
2 −p . (C47)

2. L∈
n,k for odd n ≥ 3

Finding a valid quantization for odd n follows the same steps as even n. We first consider the case of hn,k(α, α∗)
for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 in Appendix C 2 a, followed by hn,K(α, α∗) in Appendix C 2 b.

a. 0 ≤ k < K

We again start by assuming

L∈ = −i [Ĥ, ·] + D[ĉ] , (C48)

and proceed to find an Ĥ and a ĉ such that

⟨â⟩′ = i ⟨[Ĥ, â]⟩ +
1

2
⟨[ĉ†, â] ĉ⟩ +

1

2
⟨ĉ†[â, ĉ]⟩ (C49)

generates

⟨â⟩′ = µ ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ + ν ⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ . (C50)

This can be accomplished using similar ansatz as before. In particular, Ĥ still has the form

Ĥ = χ â†k+1ân−k + χ∗ â†n−kâk+1 , (C51)

but now the Lindblad operator ĉ is

ĉ = â†
n−1
2 −k âk+1 + σ â

n+1
2 . (C52)

Since there is no change in Ĥ we have again, from (C15),

i [Ĥ, â] = − i χ (k + 1) â†k ân−k − i χ∗ (n− k) â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C53)

Now using (C52),

[ĉ†, â] = [â†k+1, â] â
n−1
2 −k − σ∗ [â†

n+1
2 , â] (C54)

= − (k + 1) â†k â
n−1
2 −k − σ∗

(
n + 1

2

)
â†

n−1
2 . (C55)

Multiplying this on the right by ĉ we get

[ĉ†, â] ĉ = −
[
(k + 1) â†k â

n−1
2 −k + σ∗

(
n + 1

2

)
â†

n−1
2

](
â†

n−1
2 −k âk+1 + σ â

n+1
2

)
(C56)

= − (k + 1) â†k â
n−1
2 −k â†

n−1
2 −k âk+1 − σ (k + 1) â†k â

n−1
2 −k â

n+1
2

− σ∗

2
(n + 1) â†

n−1
2 â†

n−1
2 −k âk+1 − |σ|2

2
(n + 1) â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C57)
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Every term except the first is already in normal order. This can be reordered again using (C19) which we recall here
for ease of reference,

ârâ†s =

min{r,s}∑

p=0

(
r
p

)
s!

(s− p)!
â†s−p âr−p ,

(
r
p

)
=

r!

p! (r − p)!
. (C58)

Using the identity (C58),

[ĉ†, â] ĉ = − (k + 1) â†k




n−1
2 −k∑

p=0

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 1)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − k − p
]
!
â†

n−1
2 −k−p â

n−1
2 −k−p


 âk+1

− σ (k + 1) â†k â
n−1
2 −k â

n+1
2 − σ∗

2
(n + 1) â†

n−1
2 â†

n−1
2 −k âk+1 − |σ|2

2
(n + 1) â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C59)

The first line of (C59) comprises of terms with degree n − 2p, while the second line consists of only terms of degree
n. Hence the p = 0 term in the sum in the first line of (C59) has degree n, while every other term in the sum are of
degree n− 2 or less. We thus write,

1

2
[ĉ†, â] ĉ = − k + 1

2
â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 − σ

2
(k + 1) â†k ân−k − σ∗

4
(n + 1) â†n−k−1 âk+1 − |σ|2

4
(n + 1) â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2

+ :R/∈,1(â, â†) : , (C60)

where we have defined,

R/∈,1(α, α∗) = −k + 1

2

n−1
2 −k∑

p=1

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 1)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − k − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p . (C61)

Note that R/∈,1(α, α∗) has only odd-degree terms [i.e. the sum of powers of α and α∗ in (C61) is always odd].
Now applying the same procedure to ĉ†[â, ĉ] gives,

[â, ĉ] = [â, â†
n−1
2 −k] âk+1 =

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†

n−1
2 −k−1 âk+1 . (C62)

Multiplying on the left by ĉ†,

ĉ†[â, ĉ] =
(
â†k+1 â

n−1
2 −k + σ∗ â†

n+1
2

)(n− 1

2
− k

)
â†

n−1
2 −k−1 âk+1 (C63)

=

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†k+1 â

n−1
2 −k â†

n−3
2 −k âk+1 + σ∗

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C64)

Normally ordering the first term in (C64) using (C58) then gives,

ĉ†[â, ĉ] =

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†k+1




n−3
2 −k∑

p=0

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 3)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 3)/2 − k − p
]
!
â†

n−3
2 −k−p â

n−1
2 −k−p


 âk+1

+ σ∗
(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1 . (C65)

As with (C60), we will group terms of degree n− 2 into one operator, writing

1

2
ĉ†[â, ĉ] =

1

2

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 +

σ∗

2

(
n− 1

2
− k

)
â†n−k−1 âk+1+ :R/∈,2(â, â†) : , (C66)

where R/∈,2(α, α∗) has only odd-degree terms, defined by

R/∈,2(α, α∗) =
1

2

(
n− 1

2
− k

) n−3
2 −k∑

p=1

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 3)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 3)/2 − k − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p . (C67)
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Using (C53), (C60), and (C66) in (C49) we thus have

i [Ĥ, â] +
1

2
[ĉ†, â] ĉ +

1

2
ĉ†[â, ĉ] = −

(
i χ +

σ

2

)
(k + 1) â†k ân−k +

[
− i χ∗ (n− k) + σ∗ (k + 1)

2

]
â†n−k−1 âk+1

+

[
n− 3

4
− |σ|2 (n + 1)

4
− k

]
â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 + :R/∈,1(â, â†) + R/∈,2(â, â†) : . (C68)

Note the first term of the second line in (C68) is an unwanted term since it has the wrong powers of â and â† [compared
to (C50)]. We thus need to cancel this term, depending on the sign of

ζ =
(n− 3) − (n + 1)|σ|2

4
− k . (C69)

If ζ > 0 we may consider the Lindblad operator b̂ = â(n+1)/2, with a coefficient κ to be determined:

κ

2
[b̂†, â] b̂ +

κ

2
b̂† [â, b̂] =

κ

2
[â†

n+1
2 , â] â

n+1
2 = −κ

(n + 1)

4
â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C70)

Comparing this to the first term on the second line in (C68) shows that we ought to choose

κ =
4

(n + 1)
ζ , (C71)

If on the other hand, ζ < 0, then we may consider b̂ = â†(n+1)/2, for which

κ

2
[b̂†, â] b̂ +

κ

2
b̂† [â, b̂] =

κ

2
â

n+1
2 [â, â†

n+1
2 ] (C72)

= κ
(n + 1)

4
â

n+1
2 â†

n−1
2 = κ

(n + 1)

4
â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 + : R̂/∈,3(â, â†) : . (C73)

Note that we have used (C58) to normally order (C73), and introduced

R/∈,3(α, α∗) = κ
(n + 1)

4

n−1
2∑

p=1

(
n+1
2
p

) [
(n− 1)/2

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p . (C74)

Our choice of κ in this case is then the negative of (C71):

κ = − 4

(n + 1)
ζ . (C75)

Using (C68) and whichever choice of b̂ above depending on the sign of ζ, we get

⟨â⟩′ = i ⟨[Ĥ, â]⟩ +
1

2
⟨[ĉ†, â] ĉ⟩ +

1

2
⟨ĉ† [â, ĉ]⟩ +

κ

2
⟨[b̂†, â] b̂⟩ +

κ

2
⟨b̂†[â, b̂]⟩ (C76)

= −
(
i χ +

σ

2

)
(k + 1) ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ +

[
− i χ∗ (n− k) + σ∗ (k + 1)

2

]
⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ . (C77)

where

h/∈(α, α∗) = R/∈,1(α, α∗) + R/∈,2(α, α∗) + θ(−ζ)R/∈,3(α, α∗) (C78)

is now a polynomial of degree n− 2. Note that we have used the Heaviside step function for R/∈,3(α, α∗) as it is only
nonzero if ζ < 0. Recall from the main text in (16) that the step function is defined by

θ(x) =

{
0, x ≤ 0

1, x > 1
. (C79)

Equation (C78) now defines L/∈, which quantizes −h/∈(α, α∗), and which can always be constructed. Since we are
trying to replicate

⟨â⟩′ = µ ⟨â†k ân−k⟩ + ν ⟨â†n−k−1 âk+1⟩ , (C80)
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we require

µ = −
(
i χ +

σ

2

)
(k + 1) , ν = −i χ∗ (n− k) + σ∗ (k + 1)

2
. (C81)

Solving these equations simultaneously for χ and σ gives

χ =
i

n + 1
(µ− ν∗) , σ = −2

[
(n− k)µ + (k + 1)ν∗

]

(n + 1)(k + 1)
. (C82)

Substituting (C82) back into (C51) and (C52) then gives us the desired Hamiltonian and Lindblad operator.
Let us now summarize our results with the indices written out explicitly. The system

α′ = hn,k(α, α∗) , n = 3, 5, 7, . . . , k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 , (C83)

where K = (n− 1)/2, is quantized exactly by

Ln,k = L∈
n,k + L/∈

n,k . (C84)

We found L∈
n,k to have the form

L∈
n,k = − i [Ĥn,k , · ] + D[ĉn,k] + κ−

n,k D[b̂−n,k] + κ+
n,k D[b̂+n,k] , (C85)

for which (C51) and (C82) give

Ĥn,k = χn,k â
†k+1 ân−k + χ∗

n,k â
†n−k âk+1 , χn,k = i

(µn,k − ν∗n,k)

n + 1
, (C86)

and which (C52), (C82), give

ĉn,k = â†
n−1
2 −k âk+1 + σn,k â

n+1
2 , σn,k = −

2
[
(n− k)µn,k + (k + 1)ν∗n,k

]

(n + 1)(k + 1)
. (C87)

We also found from (C69)–(C75),

b̂−n,k = â†
n+1
2 , κ−

n,k = − 4

n + 1
θ(−ζn,k) ζn,k , (C88)

b̂+n,k = â
n+1
2 , κ+

n,k =
4

n + 1
θ(ζn,k) ζn,k , (C89)

where

ζn,k =
(n− 3) − (n + 1)|σn,k|2

4
− k . (C90)

The form of L/∈
n,k on the other hand, is determined by h/∈

n,k(α, α∗), as it quantizes −h/∈
n,k(α, α∗). We can now provide

the explicit form of h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) by substituting (C61), (C67), and (C74) in (C78). This gives

h/∈
n,k(α, α∗) = − k + 1

2

n−1
2 −k∑

p=1

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 1)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − k − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p

+
1

2
θ

(
n− 3

2
− k

)(
n− 1

2
− k

) n−3
2 −k∑

p=1

(
n−1
2 − k
p

) [
(n− 3)/2 − k

]
![

(n− 3)/2 − k − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p

− θ(−ζn,k) ζn,k

n−1
2∑

p=1

(
n+1
2
p

) [
(n− 1)/2

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p . (C91)
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b. k = K

As before, we begin with the Lindbladian

L∈ = −i [Ĥ, ·] + γD[ĉ] , (C92)

whose equation of motion for ⟨â⟩ is

⟨â⟩′ = i ⟨[Ĥ, â]⟩ +
γ

2
⟨[ĉ†, â] ĉ⟩ +

γ

2
⟨ĉ†[â, ĉ]⟩ . (C93)

Our goal is then to find an Ĥ and a ĉ so that

⟨â⟩′ = ϵ ⟨â† n−1
2 â

n+1
2 ⟩ + ⟨ :h/∈(â, â†) : ⟩ (C94)

is reproduced for an arbitrary complex constant ϵ. Writing ϵ in terms of its real and imaginary parts we get

⟨â⟩′ = ℜ[ϵ] ⟨â† n−1
2 â

n+1
2 ⟩ + iℑ[ϵ] ⟨â† n−1

2 â
n+1
2 ⟩ . (C95)

We first try to generate the second term in (C95) by using the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = −2ℑ[ϵ]

n + 1
â†

n+1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C96)

This gives

i [Ĥ, â] = − i
2ℑ[ϵ]

n + 1
[â†

n+1
2 , â] â

n+1
2 = iℑ[ϵ] â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C97)

To generate the first term in (C95) we note that the appropriate Lindblad operator and coefficient depends on the
sign of ℜ[ϵ]. If ℜ[ϵ] < 0, we can use

ĉ = â
n+1
2 , γ = − 4ℜ[ϵ]

n + 1
, (C98)

which produces

γ

2
[ĉ†, â] ĉ +

γ

2
ĉ† [â, ĉ] = −2ℜ[ϵ]

n + 1
[â†

n+1
2 , â] â

n+1
2 = ℜ[ϵ] â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 . (C99)

If instead ℜ[ϵ] > 0, then we should use the Lindblad operator and coefficient

ĉ = â†
n+1
2 , γ =

4ℜ[ϵ]

n + 1
. (C100)

This gives

γ

2
[ĉ†, â] ĉ +

γ

2
ĉ† [â, ĉ] =

2ℜ[ϵ]

n + 1
â

n+1
2 [â, â†

n+1
2 ] (C101)

= ℜ[ϵ] â
n+1
2 â†

n−1
2 = ℜ[ϵ] â†

n−1
2 â

n+1
2 + :R/∈(â, â†) : , (C102)

where we have used (C58) and defined

R/∈(α, α∗) = ℜ[ϵ]

n−1
2∑

p=1

(
n+1
2
p

) [
(n− 1)/2

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p , (C103)

which is a polynomial of degree n− 2.
In summary, we are able to quantize exactly

α′ = hn,K(α, α∗) = ϵn α
∗ n−1

2 α
n+1
2 , K =

n− 1

2
, n = 3, 5, 7, . . . . (C104)
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by the Lindbladian

Ln,K = L∈
n,K + L/∈

n,K . (C105)

We found L∈
n,K to be given by

L∈
n,K = −i [Ĥn,K , · ] + γ−

n,K D[ĉ−n,K ] + γ+
n,K D[ĉ+n,K ] . (C106)

where the Hamiltonian has the form given in (C96),

Ĥn,K = −2ℑ[ϵn,K ]

n + 1
â†

n+1
2 â

n+1
2 , (C107)

while from (C98) and (C100), we have

ĉ−n,K = â
n+1
2 , γ−

n,K = − 4ℜ[ϵn]

n + 1
θ(−ℜ[ϵn]) , (C108)

ĉ+n,K = â†
n+1
2 , γ+

n,K =
4ℜ[ϵn]

n + 1
θ(ℜ[ϵn]) . (C109)

Finally, L/∈
n,K is defined by the unwanted terms captured by (C103). As these terms only exist for ℜ[ϵn] > 0, we can

use the step function to define

h/∈
n,K(α, α∗) = θ(ℜ[ϵn])ℜ[ϵn]

n−1
2∑

p=1

(
n+1
2
p

) [
(n− 1)/2

]
![

(n− 1)/2 − p
]
!
α∗ n−1

2 −p α
n+1
2 −p . (C110)

This now conditions the form of L/∈
n,K , which quantizes −h/∈

n,K(α, α∗).
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