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Abstract: Recent instances of successful application of quantum information techniques to particle physics prob-
lems invite for an analysis of the mathematical details behind such connection. In this paper, we identify the Choi-
Jamiolkowski isomorphism, or state-channel duality, as a theoretical principle enabling the application of the theory of
quantum information to the scattering amplitudes associated with Standard Model processes.

I. QUANTUM INFORMATION THEORY APPLIED TO
HIGH ENERGY SYSTEMS

While the first suggestion to make simulations of Na-
ture quantum mechanical famously dates back to Richard
Feynman1, recent attempts to apply the theory of quantum in-
formation to the study of high energy physics systems have
proven particularly successful. As a paradigmatic example
quantum state tomography, a procedure that allows full re-
construction of the density matrix of a system by perform-
ing a complementary series of measurements on an ensem-
ble of identical copies of the system under scrutiny2, is ide-
ally applicable to colliders, where large numbers of events are
generated3–6, and has been applied to numerical simulation
studies of various high energy particle physics systems4–7.
Quantum algorithms, including quantum machine learning
techniques, have been developed for the recognition of Stan-
dard Model and beyond signatures in data8–10, and for a more
computationally economic simulation of collider events11.

While these results verify the expected agreement between
the two fields of particle physics and quantum information
(being that the Standard Model is based on quantum field
theory, which is a quantum theory), the mathematical details
behind such connection could be further exploited, leading to
novel insights into both fields. In this paper, we identify the
Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism12, or state-channel duality,
as a theoretical principle enabling a systematic application
of the theory of quantum information to the calculation of
Standard Model scattering amplitudes, and consider it worthy
of the attention of the particle physics community for the
following reasons.

On the one hand, the utility of this approach lies in point-
ing to a mathematical relation in the form of an isomorphism
to establish a rigorous dictionary connecting Standard Model
scattering amplitudes and the outputs of quantum channels.
The existence of such dictionary allows one to better ex-
ploit techniques from quantum information theory in particle
physics processes which could be experimentally observed at
working and near-term colliders, hence providing a mathemat-
ical framework that has the potential to address the following
problems:

(i) testing the foundations of quantum mechanics in particle
physics colliders, by identifying the collider itself as a natural
quantum-information processing machine provided that
quantum mechanics holds. In this paper, we address this
problem by providing, as an example, a tree-level process
which shows how the presented framework allows us to test
this assumption;

(ii) performing tests of basic quantum predictions such as
entanglement and quantum state and process tomography in
high energy regimes (cf. refs.3,6,7);

(iii) expanding theoretical modelling into regions where the
Standard Model theory is difficult to calculate perturbatively,
and where phenomenological models are currently employed,
by having an alternative method for performing calculations.

On the other hand, the scope of our approach does not
overlap with other quantum computing protocols currently
applied to nuclear and particle physics, such as quantum
Hamiltonian evolution simulations13–16, where the full
dynamics of the particle physics system is simulated with the
aim of observing non-perturbative effects. Resorting only to
the knowledge of initial and final state density matrices, our
approach allows us to establish whether a quantum channel
which is equivalent to a given S-matrix can be constructed.
This makes it possible reliably to use quantum information
tools to learn about the Hamiltonian underlying the channel,
and can potentially reveal evidence of new physics beyond
the Standard Model.

The present paper is organised as follows: in Section II, we
assess the conditions for Standard Model scattering processes
to be suitable systems for the theoretical and experimental
study of quantum information, satisfying the general condi-
tions for successful quantum computing implementation2. In
Section III, by applying state-channel duality we show that
Standard Model scattering amplitudes can be calculated as
quantum channels. In Section IV we present an example
model to illustrate how helicity matrix elements associated
with tree-level electroweak interaction Feynman diagrams can
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be reproduced by means of simple quantum channels. In Sec-
tion V, we introduce a dictionary connecting some selected
particle physics processes and quantum channels. Section VI
is dedicated to the extension of state-channel duality to higher-
order corrections. Finally, in Section VII we comment on
some possible applications of the present work.

II. CONSTRUCTING A QUANTUM INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF STANDARD MODEL SCATTERING
AMPLITUDES

A general formulation2 of the conditions for a system to
successfully implement quantum computation requires that it
must be possible to:

a. Robustly represent quantum information;

b. Perform a universal family of unitary
transformations;

c. Prepare a fiducial initial state;

d. Measure the output result;

where ‘successful implementation’ means that the system can
be manipulated in such a way as to correspond to a given
quantum circuit. It is also worth clarifying that particle
physics scattering processes described by quantum field the-
ory and observed at colliders can be considered to implement
quantum computation, albeit in a passive way. In fact, while
candidate systems for the construction of physical quantum
computers (e.g. optical systems2) should in general allow for
an easy and more extensive manipulation of the system’s pa-
rameters, the experimenters’ possibility of intervention at col-
liders is limited to the possible use of polarised beams and
in determining other limited experimental settings. However,
constructing a rigorous quantum information description of
Standard Model scattering amplitudes is possible because the
four conditions outlined above are fulfilled. We consider each
condition in the subsections below.

A. Robustly representing quantum information: the choice
of basis

Condition a. rests on being able to encode particle physics
observables such as spin states into qudits (i.e. quantum me-
chanical d-dimensional bits of information2). This is verified
by considering that in quantum information theory it is com-
monplace to represent the state of a qudit, a d-dimensional
system described by a d ×d density matrix, in vectorial form
(Bloch vector). Since the space of matrices is a vector space, it
is possible to find bases matrices to decompose any matrix17.

As an example, in the generalized Gell-Mann matrix basis,
the matrices correspond to the standard SU(N) generators
(d = N), and induces a Bloch vector with real components,
which can readily be interpreted as expectation values of

measurable quantities (even though the SU(d) generators
do not necessarily correspond to any physical state, com-
bining them with the Identity operator can result in a linear
combination which can represent a physical state density
operator). Considering a 2-dimensional state as an example,
the Pauli operators offer a complete Hermitian operator
basis to parametrise the one qubit space, and correspond
to the Pauli group used to describe physical observables
of spin- 1

2 particles18–20. Because particle physics systems’
observables such as spin can also be described according to
some group-theoretic structure, it follows that they can easily
be connected to quantum state’s Bloch vector ‘robustly’,
making them very interesting qudit implementations.

It is worth noting that while spin is a particle physics ob-
servable that can in principle be regarded as a good candi-
date for encoding quantum information, having a both a phys-
ical interpretation and unitary representation, alternative basis
choices may prove more useful when trying to connect the
processes observed at colliders with a quantum information
description (as an example, cf. Appendix A for a detailed ex-
planation of the helicity basis used in Section IV).

B. Performing a universal family of unitary transformations

Because the Standard Model of particle physics is a quan-
tum field theory and is constructed on the unitary product
group SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1), and qubit quantum computers
generally implement unitary operations, it is expected that an
interpretation of the Standard model in terms of quantum in-
formation is achievable (thus satisfying Condition b.).

As we will show in the following section, state-channel
duality can be used to prove a related point: even at the
lowest perturbation order such translation is achievable and
hence quantum information machinery and tests (e.g. Bell in-
equalities violation tests) can be rigorously applied to particle
physics processes and give meaningful results.

C. Preparing a fiducial initial state

Condition c. is satisfied by the proposal5 that accelerators,
especially those that allow for spin polarised beams, can be
used to study quantum information processes. On the quan-
tum information side, as mentioned above, the choice of ba-
sis needs to be made carefully, eigenstates of unitary opera-
tors corresponding to physical observables are the preferred
choice.

D. Measuring the output result

Finally, colliders fulfill Condition d. by construction, be-
ing designed and engineered for the purpose of precise and
reliable energy and momentum measurements. We can take
the past history of successful measurements carried out at col-
liders as proof of this. In addition, as explained in section IV
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below, specific particle physics processes (e.g. tt̄ quarks lep-
tonic decays) provide particularly good candidates for quan-
tum information applications, allowing for reliable access to
spin states.

III. STATE-CHANNEL DUALITY APPLIED TO
STANDARD MODEL SCATTERING AMPLITUDES

In quantum information theory, the initial and final states
of a qudit are connected through operations called quantum
channels. The question we address in this section is whether
we can find quantum channels connecting the density matri-
ces describing the initial and final states of particle physics
processes. Our proposal is that the Choi-Jamiolkowski iso-
morphism, also known as state-channel duality, allows us to
give an affirmative answer and to apply systematically many
more quantum information procedures to particle scattering
(cf. Sections V-VII below).

However, before we proceed to show how it is applied to
particle physics, it is worth noticing that the expression “Choi-
Jamiolkowski isomorphism” is often indistinctly used to re-
fer to three distinct isomorphisms: between a general map
and a general operator; between a positive map and a posi-
tive operator; and finally between a completely positive map
and a positive operator12. The latter is the most used and
explored isomorphism, and establishes that any channel, by
which we mean one or more quantum operations (i.e. B(H )
is the bounded operator B on Hilbert space H ) correspond-
ing to a linear, completely positive, trace preserving map
E : B(H ) → B (H ′), connecting an input state space H
of dimension d and an output state space H ′ of dimension
d′ corresponds to a bipartite state of the tensor product of the
two.

To show this, we follow the exposition in ref.21. First, we
pick d2-many basis matrices |i⟩⟨ j| of B(H ), where i, j ∈
{1,2 . . . ,d} and use them to characterise the density operator
ρ̂ on which the channel E acts:

E (ρ̂) = E

(
∑
i j

ρ̂i j|i⟩⟨ j|

)
= ∑

i
ρ̂i jE (|i⟩⟨ j|). (1)

We then tabulate all the possible (d′×d′) matrices E (|i⟩⟨ j|)
in H ′ by constructing the (dd′×dd′) block matrix H ⊗H ′,
which is called the Choi matrix Ẽ :

Ẽ =
1
d


E (|0⟩⟨0|) E (|0⟩⟨1|) E (|0⟩⟨2|) · · ·
E (|1⟩⟨0|) E (|1⟩⟨1|) E (|1⟩⟨0|) · · ·
E (|2⟩⟨0|) E (|2⟩⟨1|) E (|2⟩⟨2|) · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 (2)

The above matrix Ẽ is just an equivalent representation of the
quantum channel E : B(H )→ B (H ′).

In quantum computing, state channel duality is mainly used
to assess whether a given channel is physically realisable by

considering whether the system’s Choi matrix is a density ma-
trix (i.e. positive: E (ρ) ⩾ 0 whenever ρ ⩾ 0 and trace pre-
serving: trE (ρ) = trρ for all ρ). It is worth noting, how-
ever, that because the operator-sum (Kraus) representation of
a given channel is not unique21, different channels can lead
to the same density matrix. Hence, the state-channel duality
allows one to ascertain whether a given channel can be phys-
ically implemented, but it does not imply that this will be the
only possible implementation of a given density matrix.

Our suggestion is to apply this to high energy scattering
processes by making the reverse use of the duality: because
through quantum state tomography6,7 it is possible to recon-
struct the density matrix of a given process, which will also
automatically fulfil the formal characteristics required for it to
correspond to a physical process, such as positivity22 (ρ ⩾ 0),
we conclude that it is in principle possible to construct a
quantum channel connecting the initial and final state density
matrices.

IV. AN EXAMPLE MODEL: e+e− → tt̄ ELECTROWEAK
PROCESS WITH POLARISED BEAMS

In this section we present the process of electron-positron
annihilation producing a top quark and its anti-quark with po-
larised beams as an example model to illustrate how state-
channel duality may be applied to simulate helicity states den-
sity matrices.

This process is particularly interesting because the leptonic
decays of the t and t̄ (anti-) quarks effectively induce a mea-
surement of spin along the axis of the emitted lepton4, thus
allowing access to the spin states of the tt̄ system and making
the quantum-computing simulated density matrix amenable
to experimental verification. Hence, it allows us to test the
assumption that colliders can be identified as privileged ob-
servatories for quantum information processing (cf. Section
I, point (i)). Other Standard Model processes for which spin
tomography is possible include the decay of W bosons (e.g.
produced from Higgs boson decays) to leptons7.

FIG. 1. The e+e− → tt̄ electroweak process viewed in the centre-
of-mass frame (top-left), corresponding lowest-order Feynman dia-
gram (top-right), and four of the 16 possible helicity combinations
(adapted from ref.23)
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A. Notes on polarisation choices

Our example process e+e− → tt̄ contains two spin- 1
2 par-

ticles in the incoming state, and two spin- 1
2 particles in the

outgoing state. Thus both the initial and final state are natu-
rally represented by two-qubit systems, and the Hilbert state
for the initial state (and similarly that for the final state) is
therefore of dimension 22 = 4. The density operators on each
of those Hilbert spaces are 4× 4 matrices, and the full Choi
matrix, which maps the initial to the final state (eq. 6), is of
dimension 16×16.

To more simply illustrate the principles we consider a re-
duced subset of the Choi matrix elements relating particular
polarisation choices of the initial and final states. We restrict
our attention to those initial- and final-state density matrices
that can be represented by polarisation (Bloch) vectors that
point along the momentum direction of each particle, which
is equivalent to saying that the states that are diagonal in the
helicity basis. Since the density matrices are diagonal in the
helicity basis the Choi matrix elements representing them are
also diagonal.

This restriction should not be interpreted as meaning that
the other Choi elements, those that are off-diagonal in the he-
licity basis, are necessarily inaccessible. For the final state,
techniques have been developed5,6 that can reconstruct the full
bipartite density matrix for a pair of top quarks, so all possible
densities in the final-state Hilbert space can be accessed and
measured experimentally. For the initial state, technologies
exist (see e.g. ref.24–26) that allow us to polarise high-energy
electron beams in both the longitudinal direction (i.e. with the
spin polarisation vector (anti-)parallel to the beam) and in the
transverse direction, thus each beam having an arbitrary Bloch
vector. The beams are not entangled, so the density matrices
of the bipartite initial state which are experimentally accessi-
ble are those that can be represented by the product state

ρ = ρA ⊗ρB (3)

for some ρA and ρB representing the density matrices of the
two beams respectively.

In what follows, we restrict our attention to only those Choi
matrix elements that are diagonal in the helicity basis in order
to more compactly illustrate the technique. For compactness,
we report these values in a 4× 4 matrix, with the initial state
polarisations represented by rows and the final-state polarisa-
tions represented by columns.

B. Example model illustration

Following the traditional quantum field theoretical ap-
proach (cf. ref.23 for full steps), the process cross-section σ at
leading order in the electroweak coupling constants is propor-
tional to

σ ∝ |M |2 =
∣∣Mγ +MZ

∣∣2 (4)

where Mγ and MZ are the density matrices related to the
Z boson and photon, γ , exchange Feynman diagrams (Fig.
1). Since our points are sufficiently illustrated by considering
separately the cases of the photon and Z boson propagators,
we neglect in what follows the interference term 2

∣∣MγMZ
∗∣∣.

Adding that term is a straight-forward modification, but it
adds to the complexity of the expression and is not required
for our illustrative purposes.

Let us first consider the individually electromagnetic pro-
cess associated with Mγ , which is given by

Mγ =− e2

q2 gµv [v̄(p2)γ
µ u(p1)] [ū(p3)γ

ν v(p4)]

=−e2

s
je · jt ,

(5)

where v̄(p2), u(p1), ū(p3), v(p4) are the helicity spinors
associated with the initial-state positron, initial-state elec-
tron, final-state top quark and final-state antitop quark respec-
tively, γµ are the Dirac–Pauli representation of the γ-matrices,
e2/4π is the electromagnetic fine-structure constant, gµv is
the Minkowski metric, q is the four-momentum of the pho-
ton propagator, je and jt are the four-vector electron-postron
and top-antitop currents respectively, and the centre-of-mass
energy

√
s = 2Ebeam is equal to twice the beam energy.

Because we do not wish to average over spin degrees of
freedom, we need to obtain and multiply together the electron-
positron and top-antitop currents for every one of the possible
16 helicity combinations (e.g. t↑t̄↓ = jt,RL =

(
j0
t , j1

t , j2
t , j3

t
)
)

without using spin trace techniques. We thus construct the
matrix

∣∣Mγ

∣∣2 ∝


|MRL→RL|2 |MRL→RR|2 |MRL→LL|2 |MRL→LR|2

|MRR→RL|2 |MRR→RR|2 |MRR→LL|2 |MRR→LR|2

|MLL→RL|2 |MLL→RR|2 |MLL→LL|2 |MLL→LR|2

|MLR→RL|2 |MLR→RR|2 |MLR→LL|2 |MLR→LR|2

 .
(6)

Disregarding any pre-factors, we obtain the following matrix

∣∣Mγ

∣∣2 ∝


(1+ cosθ)2 0 0 (1− cosθ)2

(sinθ)2 0 0 (sinθ)2

(sinθ)2 0 0 (sinθ)2

(1− cosθ)2 0 0 (1+ cosθ)2

 . (7)

On the other hand, in the limit where chiral and helicity
states are essentially the same (ultra-relativistic), MZ can be
directly derived in a similar manner to (7) above, but intro-
ducing the couplings between the Z boson and the fermions
involved, and noticing that some helicity combinations give
zero matrix elements. One finds

|MZ |2 ∝


(ce

Rct
R)

2 (1+ cosθ)2 0 0 (ce
Rct

L)
2 (1− cosθ)2

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

(ce
Lct

R)
2 (1− cosθ)2 0 0 (ce

Lct
L)

2 (1+ cosθ)2


(8)
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where cL and cR are the coupling constants of the left-chiral
and right-chiral fermions respectively. These calculations al-
ready remind one of the construction of a Choi matrix (eq.
2), and we can easily check that the obtained matrices sat-
isfy the conditions to be implemented through quantum chan-
nels (cf. Section III). In fact, using the IBM Quantum Lab
(https://quantum-computing.ibm.com/), we constructed quan-
tum channels that were able to reproduce them, which is the
subject of the next section.

C. CONSTRUCTING THE QUANTUM CHANNELS

When constructing a quantum channel (Fig. 2), we
translate observable values R, L to the Boolean computational
basis given by {0,1}. We can characterise each possible
initial-final helicity state by a string of four digits, the first
two corresponding to the helicity of the initial-state electron
and positron, and the last two corresponding to the helicity of
the final-state quarks. The first application of the Hadamard
gate (H) creates an equal superposition of all the 16 possible
combinations of initial-final helicity states. Then through
the quantum interference introduced by the action of phase
and C-NOT gates we enhance the probability amplitudes of
selected states. The final Hadamard gates ‘close’ the superpo-
sition and precede the measurement gates. It is worth noting
that quantum channels can approximate a result with as much
precision as needed, at the cost of increasing the number of
computational steps (cf. Solovay-Kitaev theorem2).

FIG. 2. Schematic representation of a quantum channel comprising
n qubits, Hadamard (H), C-NOT (+), Phase (P), and measurement
gates.

Considering the experimental measurements of the e+e− →
qq̄ (where q and q̄ are a quark and its anti-quark respectively)
cross section from LEP close to and above Z resonance (from
LEP and SLD Collaborations27, we see that the contribution to
the cross section from the QED process alone (eq. 7) presents
an evident backward-forward symmetry in the angular distri-
bution that is lost above the Z resonance as a consequence of
the parity violation which characterises the weak interaction
(eq. 8), that is manifested via different couplings for the left-
and right-chiral fermions. Figures 3-4 illustrate a simple ex-
ample of how quantum circuits can be used to compute ansatz
leading-order matrix elements for |Mγ |2 and |MZ |2, which
respect the observed angular distributions (a)symmetries.

FIG. 3. Quantum channel simulating |Mγ |2 (eq. 7) and related his-
tograms showing a parity preserving process (simulated using the
IMB Quantum Lab (https://quantum-computing.ibm.com).

FIG. 4. Quantum channel simulating |MZ |2 (eq. 8) and related his-
tograms showing a parity violating process (simulated using the IMB
Quantum Lab (https://quantum-computing.ibm.com).

Consider, for example, how the histogram in Fig. 3 is asso-
ciated with the elements in matrix (7). A given combination
of 0’s and 1’s determines a unique matrix element according
to matrix (6) (as an example, the top-left matrix element
|MRL→RL|2 is associated with the combination "0101"), while
the associated probability amplitude gives the corresponding
value according to matrix (7). The parity preserving nature
of the electric interaction (eq. 7) can be seen in Fig. 3 by
the fact that, by substituting each 0 with a 1 and vice-versa
in each string, the same graph would be obtained. On the
other hand, in the weak interaction (eq. 8) parity violation
manifests itself via the unequal values of the chiral couplings
cL and cR. It follows that, by comparing matrix (8) with
matrix (7), we expect that matrix elements that had equal
values in the former, will be unequal in the latter. This is what
we observe in Fig. 4, where we also notice that substituting



6

each 0 with a 1 and vice-versa in each string would not lead
to the same graph. Adding the interference term 2

∣∣MγMZ
∗∣∣

would similarly lead to parity violation at and above the Z0

boson resonance.

In both cases the obtained probabilities are in agreement
with the theoretical predictions of eqs. (4-8). It is worth noting
that, while the data we used to construct the channels in the
presented example model are not experimental, there are no
barriers to using experimental data in this context. Given the
quantity and high precision of data produced at the LHC and
other colliders, this provides an interesting research direction.
The quantum circuits presented could in fact be optimised
by employing, for example, a hybrid quantum-classical varia-
tional approach, where the effect of circuit gates is modified to
match a specific experimental distribution by tunable parame-
ters optimised by classical computing techniques (cf. Section
VII for possible interpretations of a mismatch between exper-
imental and quantum channel simulated distributions). Such
techniques have been successfully applied to data analysis at
colliders: two recent proposals involve using unsupervised
training of generative models to generate synthetic data of
high-energy physics processes9, and the quantum variational
classifier method to recognise signatures from experimental
data from LHC10. These methods share a common structure,
as they consist in repeatedly producing synthetic ansatz den-
sity matrices that are then compared with experimental data
and updated.

In this Section we have illustrated how state-channel duality
can be applied in the context of a simple 2 → 2 particle pro-
cess when considered at the leading order in perturbation the-
ory. In the following Sections we describe how this could be
generalised to additional processes and higher orders in per-
turbation theory.

V. CONSTRUCTING A DICTIONARY

We suggest that some useful quantum channel operations,
such as channel concatenation and factorisation, which follow
as corollaries of state-channel duality28, can be associated
with a physical meaning in the field of particle physics. For
the quantum information nomenclature in this section, we
follow ref.29.

a. Serial concatenation submits the quantum state to
subsequent quantum channels. Let N : B(HA) → B (HB)
and M : B(HB) → B (HC) correspond to the first and
second quantum channels respectively, with the respective
Kraus operators being {Nk} and {Mk}. The output of the first
channel NA→B (ρA) ≡ ∑k NkρAN†

k is submitted to the second
thus giving:

(MB→C ◦NA→B)(ρA)=∑
k

MkNA→B(ρ)M
†
k =∑

k,k′
MkNk′ρAN†

k′M
†
k

(9)

In the context of particle physics, this is applicable to mod-
elling amplitudes for sequential processes such as cascade
decays and jets (cf. eq. 1 in ref.30, and Section VI below)
(Fig. 5-a). Notice that the dimensions of the final states
Hilbert space need not match that of the initial state: an
appending channel can be used to encode the additional
degrees of freedom of decay products (cf. point d. below).

b. Parallel concatenation sends a system A through a chan-
nel N : B(HA)→B (HC) and a system B through a channel
M : B(HB)→ B (HD). Thus, for an input density operator
ρAB ∈ D (HA ⊗HB), we have:

(NA→C ⊗MB→D)(ρAB) = ∑
k,k′

(Nk ⊗Mk′)(ρAB)(Nk ⊗Mk′)
†

(10)
In the context of particle physics this is applicable where
subsystems are present and each subsystem undergoes such a
process that can be regarded as independent of the state of the
other subsystem, i.e. it does not introduce entanglement. As
an example, consider parallel decays (Fig. 5-b).

c. A preparation channel prepares a quantum system A
in a given state ρA ∈ D(HA), and can correspond, for
example, to the state of one of the two incoming beams in
Section IV. In Fig. 3-4 above, the q[0] and q[1] registers,
encoding the helicity states of the incoming electron and
positron respectively, are prepared in an equal superposition
of all initial helicity states by applying an Hadamard gate (H)
on each register (Fig. 5-c).

d. An appending channel is the parallel concatenation
of the identity channel and a preparation channel, and can
correspond, for example, to the state of second of the two
incoming beams in Section IV (Fig. 5-d), as it can be noticed
by the fact that in the simulations leading to Figs. 3 & 4
above each register was individually prepared and appended
to each other.

VI. EXTENSIONS OF THE PRESENT WORK:
HIGHER-ORDER CORRECTIONS

While in the previous sections we applied state-channel du-
ality to amplitudes corresponding to tree-level Feynman di-
agrams, we expect that a mapping is also possible at higher
orders in perturbation theory, where quantum corrections are
included.

Consider the Feynman path integral formulation31, which
relates the quantum field theoretic picture (RHS) to a quantum
mechanical amplitude (LHS)

〈
Φ
(
t f
)
| Φ(ti)

〉
=
∫

D [Φ]eiS [Φ] (11)

where S [Φ] is the action, functionally dependent on field
configurations Φ, and D [Φ] is the measure of integration.
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FIG. 5. Examples from the text of: (a) serial concatenation of chan-
nels, (b) parallel concatenation of channels, (c) a preparation chan-
nel, (d) an appending channels and their suggested interpretation in
terms of particle physics processes.

Notice that the LHS of eq. 11 above is a quantum mechanical
amplitude, which makes it suitable for the application of
state-channel duality. We hence expect, within the limits of
applicability of eq. 11, to be able to find an equivalent unitary
operator (or collection thereof) corresponding to a quantum
channel.

We can identify such operator(s) by considering the equiv-
alent S-matrix formulation. Following the exposition in the
classical ref.32, according to this formulation the transition
amplitude between input and output states of definite momen-
tum is given by

out ⟨p1p2 · · · | kA kB⟩in ≡ ⟨p1p2 · · · |S|kA kB⟩ (12)

where S is a unitary operator, i.e. S†S = 1. It is worth noting
that in quantum field theory, S is also limiting unitary, which
means that it can be decomposed in such a way that ‘in and
out states are related by the limit of a sequence of unitary
operators’32.

Following a standard procedure (cf. ref.32, Section 4.5, and
specifically eq. 4.73 therein), it is possible to see that this
condition remains valid at any order in perturbation theory. S
can in fact be decomposed into

S = 1+ iT (13)

where the T matrix encodes the interactions and is propor-
tional to the unitary operator

U (t, t0) = T
{

exp
[
−i
∫ t

t0
dt ′HI

(
t ′
)]}

(14)

where HI is the interacting Hamiltonian proportional to
a small coupling constant. Higher-order corrections in
perturbation theory are calculated through the power series
expansion of the T operator, and amplitudes at each order
tolerate an error that is proportional to the related power in
the coupling constant.

Because of the unitarity of the S matrix, the sum of all the
relevant contributions associated with it (eq. 12 corresponds
to the sum over all connected, amputated Feynman diagrams
with the specified number of fields and vertices) up to a given
order in perturbation theory has the form of a quantum me-
chanical amplitude, and can thus be interpreted as a quantum
channel. Also notice that because it includes all the possible
processes, this is the relevant amplitude when performing
unitarity tests (cf. section VII below for discussion).

Let us illustrate the above points by considering the radia-
tive corrections in Fig. 6.

FIG. 6. Feynman diagrams displaying vertex, external leg and vac-
uum polarisation corrections respectively (adapted from ref.32).

FIG. 7. Bremsstrahlung diagrams (adapted from ref.32)

While we refer to the classical ref32 (Sections 7.2-3) for a
detailed calculation of each contribution, for the purpose
of the present argument it suffices to notice that the inclu-
sion of all the relevant corrections (fig. 6-7) preserves the
quantum-mechanical amplitude nature of the S-matrix (cf. eq.
12), since ultraviolet divergences cancel out of expressions
for observable quantities such as cross sections, and the
infrared divergences associated to the diagrams in Fig. 6
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are cancelled out by adding the contributions due to the soft
Bremsstrahlung (fig. 7), thus allowing for the application of
state-channel duality to the amplitude corresponding to the
sum of all the relevant corrections.

Additionally, there exist cases when the application of state-
channel duality to specific corrections is also possible. As an
example, in cases where the correction corresponds to the in-
clusion of an additional final-state particle, and calculations
allow for the factorisation of the tree-level result, the chan-
nel composition rules from Section V can applied. As a
concrete example, consider the amplitude associated to the
Bremsstrahlung process (fig. 7):

iM = ū
(

p′
)[

M0
(

p′, p
)]

u(p) ·
[

e
(

p′ · ε∗

p′ · k
− p · ε∗

p · k

)]
, (15)

which is the amplitude for tree-level elastic scattering mul-
tiplied by an extra factor accounting for the emission of
the photon (where k and ε∗ are the photon momentum and
polarisation vector respectively) (cf. Section 6.1 of ref.32, and
specifically eq. 6.22 therein). On the quantum computing
side, this could be modelled as a quantum channel corre-
sponding to the amplitude for tree-level elastic scattering,
followed by the application, through serial concatenation,
of an ‘amplitude damping’ channel, that accounts for the
extra factor. This operation effectively embeds the density
matrix associated to the lower-order Feynman diagram into
that of the higher-order one by rescaling the relevant degrees
of freedom (thus ‘damping it’) to account for the additional
final-state degrees of freedom. Notice this preserves the
unitarity of the overall process once the degrees of freedom of
the additional final-state photon are also taken into account,
and has elsewhere33 been used to model spontaneous emis-
sion processes.

VII. FINAL REMARKS

State-channel duality may prove to be a useful instrument
for foundational tests of quantum mechanics at colliders as
it allows us to tackle rarely explored features of high energy
physics systems by analysing their corresponding quantum
channels. By directing our attention not only to a given den-
sity matrix, but also to the corresponding quantum channels,
we may be able to systematically search for properties such
as entanglement, rotation invariant quantities and symme-
tries. As an example, separability considerations related to
state-channel duality34 could be applied to probe the quantum
mechanics features in particle physics problems, even at
leading order (cf., e.g., ref.35). In fact, since "bipartite states
are well classified according to correlations therein36–38, we
may classify channels by translating the classifications in bi-
partite states with the mediation of channel-state duality and
investigate the conditions for channels in order to generate
corresponding states with certain correlation structures."12.

In addition, it is worth noting that effective field theories
that respect the limiting unitarity condition outlined in Sec-
tion VI can be modelled as quantum channels though ‘oracle
operators’2 connecting input to output states. This may have
an application, where physics beyond the Standard Model is
expected to be observed, as experimentally probing all ma-
trix elements through polarisation choices (cf. Section IV-A)
would allow one to construct a theory-independent quantum
channel, from which it could nonetheless be possible to ex-
tract information on the underlying theory such as chirality
structure and various forms of symmetry violation. In fact,
since state-channel duality establishes a mapping between the
quantum channel and the S-matrix, and not directly the Hamil-
tonian, the quantum channel formulation can be agnostic to
the underlying full particle physics Hamiltonian while out-
putting a result that is nonetheless compatible with the un-
derlying dynamics.

Finally, notice that when an experimentally measured
density matrix cannot be turned into a quantum channel,
this might be taken to suggest that it cannot be produced
by unitary dynamics alone and, if the traditional quantum
mechanics picture is complete and the perturbative approach
applicable at given energy level, then additional interactions
(e.g. with a subsystem) may be present.

For these reasons, we are hopeful the presented framework
will prove to be a useful tool for the particle physics commu-
nity, and provide an interesting addition to the quantum com-
puting methods applied to particle physics problems9,10,39.
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Appendix A: Choice of basis example: helicity

As an example of choice of basis, the particle (eq. 1) and
antiparticle (eq. 2) right (R) and left (L) handed chiral Dirac
spinors satisfying

γ
5uR =+uR, γ

5uL =−uL, (A1)

and

γ
5vR =−vR, γ

5vL =+vL, (A2)

being eigenstates of the unitary matrix

γ
5 ≡ iγ0

γ
1
γ

2
γ

3 =

 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0

=

(
0 I
I 0

)
(A3)

provide a good alternative for representing relativistic spin-
1
2 fermions, as any such state can be prepared on a quan-
tum circuit. We note that generally qubit quantum comput-
ers implement unitary operations, e.g. within IBM Quantum
lab40, any unitary matrix can be turned into a unitary gate
with UnitaryGate() (cf., as a possible protocol, initial-
ising eigenstates of γ5, introducing relative phase differences
though phase gates corresponding to relative amplitudes, ap-
plying a depolarising channel to set all amplitudes to zero,
thus obtaining a unitary quantum channel that, when run in
reverse, outputs the desired state; cf., for example, ref.28).

However, because chirality does not have a straightforward
physical interpretation, helicity spinors, which we used in the
example model presented in Section IV,

u↑(p)=N


c

seiφ
p

E+m c
p

E+m seiφ

 ,u↓(p)=N


−s
ceiφ

p
E+m s

− p
E+m ceiφ

 , (A4)

v↑(p) = N


p

E+m s
− p

E+m ceiφ

−s
ceiφ

 ,v↓(p) = N


p

E+m c
p

E+m seiφ

c
seiφ

 , (A5)

(where p is particle’s 3-momentum, N =
√

E +m is a normal-
ization factor with E and m being particle’s energy and mass
respectively, s = sin θ

2 , c = cos θ

2 with azimuthal angle θ de-
fined as in Fig.1 and polar angle φ ), provide an even more
useful basis. The helicity operator commutes with the Dirac
Hamiltonian, has the straightforward physical interpretation
of normalised spin along particle flight direction, and in the
ultra-relativistic (i.e. massless) limit it is equivalent to chiral-
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