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I describe the engineered decoherence of a qubit state by means of an environment formed out of
a neurally architected material. Such a material is a material that can adjust its inner properties in
the same way a neural network is adjusting its weights, subject to a built-in cost function. Such a
material is naturally found in biological structures (like a brain) but can in principle be engineered
at a microscopic level. If such a material is used as an environment for a Nakajima-Zwanzig equation
describing the controlled decoherence of a quantum state, we obtain a modified decoherence that
allows for correlated states to exist longer or even to become robust. Such a neural material can
also be architected to implement certain quantum gate operations on the encapsulated qubit.

INTRODUCTION

Among the properties of various materials existing in
nature, the learning capacity is often overlooked, and
that with a good reason. Most materials we encounter in
everyday life have only a tiny learning capacity, due to
their dynamics being mostly non-neuronal. A crystallin
structure would have a very hard time learning as it can
hardly adapt its inner properties to some over-arching
cost function. The same thing happens with most of
the molecular materials and most of the other nano- or
micro- structured materials. However, there exist cellu-
lar (or other engineered) materials that have an intrinsic
neural structure [1-3], and for which learning comes eas-
ier. One is of course the neural tissue existing in all our
brains. Such an environment may become an engineered
bath for a quantum state that goes through a decoherence
process through it. This process implies adding specific
degrees of freedom to our quantum system to enable the
determination in the environment of properties that were
previously undefined, allowing for superposed states to be
observed and ultimately perfectly and unambiguously de-
termined. However, the key of engineered environments
is to control precisely this addition of degrees of freedom
in order to maintain some inner properties undetermined
(hence in superposed states) for as long as possible [4-7].
It seems like an engineered neural network environment
can naturally, by means of its dynamics, do exactly that.
This would massively extend the level at which quantum
superposed states can be achieved and maintained in oth-
erwise unfavourable conditions (due to temperature, etc.)
A physical implementation of a classical neural network
is a physical system in which the dynamics of a classical
neural network is performed by a medium that is to some
extent decoherent. Such decoherence results in the ap-
parently classical behaviour of the neurons (nodes) and
of the signalling through the dendrites. The input and
output signals of the neural network may be highly deco-
herent states from a quantum perspective. However, the
inner dynamics of the neural network allows for enough
superposition of states, and even of non-separability that
entangled qubit states may be formed. It is important
to observe that a ”classical” physical neural network is

not a purely classical neural network, for example as it
would be implemented on a computer, but instead a deco-
herent state in which the complex phase, while existent,
is hard to measure in interference observations. There-
fore, I assume that no system is purely classical, but only
asymptotically classical, and that inner mechanisms can
amplify the coherence effects of apparently classical input
states.

This must be mentioned in order to avoid a usual con-
fusion between ”emergence” of quantum mechanics from
an underlying classical system, an idea I do not sup-
port here, and the transition towards a coherent state
by means of the inner dynamics of a neural network, a
point I am defending here, starting from a quantum, yet
highly decoherent (therefore cvasiclassical) state.

The general prescription for the emergence of asymp-
totically classical states is based on the phenomenon of
decoherence, which by definition implies the partial cu-
mulative entanglement of the system with its environ-
ment. Therefore, we notice that the quantum phase be-
comes undetectable because of a series of quantum phe-
nomena that allow for information about the system to
be measured within its environment. As such, there is no
purely classical dynamics, only quantum dynamics that
looks in certain limits very similar to what we would
imagine to be classical.

However, the type of interaction of our quantum
(qubit) system with the environment is essential and can
in fact be engineered such that certain properties of the
qubit are not detectable by measuring the products of
the interaction with the environment. Moreover, the in-
teraction with the environment can also be engineered
such that, after a series of interactions and after a cer-
tain amount of time passes, the outcome of a desired
computation can be simply read by measuring the envi-
ronment.

The interactions with the environment can be designed
such that they implement certain quantum operations on
the qubits encoded in our system. This is done by the
engineering of Liouville-Lindblad operators and their as-
sociated master equations. Normally, creating systems
capable of doing that is not a simple experimental task.
However, there exists a system that has the desired prop-
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erty of having a highly controlled type of coupling already
implemented. That system is a neural network.

We consider the neural network at different stages in
the computational process implementing different quan-
tum computational requirements. Parts of the neural
network will play the role of a superposed qubit state,
while other parts will play the role of the environment.
As the new ”environment” will be that generated by a
neural network, it can be adapted in order to implement
required quantum operations while mitigating the un-
controlled decay of the inner states. This can be done
by engineering the neural network without taking into
account the decoherence processes that lie at the foun-
dations of its operation. Therefore a cvasiclassical neural
network can be engineered to perform quantum opera-
tions on a superposed, qubit like state maintained in the
inner workings of a neural network or in an alternative
neural network used as a qubit reservoir.

In order to make some aspects of the discussion even
clearer, we mention that a neural network simulation of
a classical computer will be purely classical. In such
a context we do not implement a quantum phase, so
the system is not decoherent, but in fact purely classi-
cal. Such a simulated neural network would be of no
use in the discussion of this article, as such an object
would by definition have no complex phase and would be
purely classical. In order to compute the effects I men-
tion here, therefore, I will rely on a Hamilton-Jacobi type
description of a neural network, combined with a proper
description of its inner dynamics, without performing a
simulation on a classical computer. This approach is ca-
pable of showing the theoretical underpinnings of this
method and to prove that it would function as stated,
but in order to experimentally verify it, one should use a
physically implemented neural network. In order to sim-
ulate such a system one should either take a dynamical
approach using Hamilton Jacobi type equations, or con-
struct a simulation of a quantum, yet decoherent, neural
network. The first approach is surely feasible, while the
second one would obviously require significant computa-
tional capabilities, beyond my current possibilities.

The construction of robust qubit states is particularly
important for the creation of reliable and scalable quan-
tum computers. Indeed, applying quantum operations
on single or multiple qubit states is a practically difficult
operation that must consider a series of experimentally
intensive insulation and cooling procedures. This must
be done in order to avoid producing a full determina-
tion of the inner state by the addition of new degrees of
freedom to the system. Such an effect would lead to a
change of the initial system that truly had some unde-
termined properties (say the projection of a qubit state)
into one that fully determines the property of that state
(say, the z projection of the qubit state) by means of
environmental degrees of freedom. Keeping the state of
a qubit in an undetermined state, allowing it to have

all possible orientations as superpositions, for example,
as described by its wavefunction implies some form of
insulation from the environment. Such a robust repre-
sentation could be achieved due to the inner workings of
a physical neural network. Let us consider for example
the input as a dynamical sequence of states provided to
the neural network. Each neuron will fire according to
its threshold (activation function), if the input is higher
than a given threshold. The shape of the output of each
neuron will also be determined by the activation func-
tion, leading to a signal emerging from the neuron and
encoding some of the non-linearity of the activation func-
tion. The implementation of such functions in a quan-
tum setting has been discussed in ref [10]. This signal
will be distributed to a first, second, etc. layers of neu-
rons, each adjusting its dynamics according to their ac-
tivation function and to the signals they receive. They
will receive multiple signals at each level, amounting to
an inner superposition of the signals received by the pre-
vious layers. After each batch of data, a backwards op-
timisation process is started, and the inner parameters
of the network are being optimised according to an ex-
tremum condition. While this creates a non-local, possi-
bly non-separable state, the optimisation procedure can
be adjusted such that the resulting outcome represents
a robust combination of all initial states. If the input
batch contains two electric signals (or two photon sig-
nals), the transfer of information into the neural network
will provide us with an inner state of the network that
can hold both input states (say spin up and spin down)
in a superposition state, with a phase (or factor of the
two ket vectors, for example) given by the various ex-
tremal configurations compatible with the cost function.
Another way of saying would be that we transition from
a single valued input, to a multiple valued result lying
inside the neural network. A measurement of the out-
come would amount to the extraction of an output of the
neural network. However, this action is not required, and
while the quantum computation is in process, not even
desired. Keeping the network from providing an out-
put state while keeping the dynamical state inside the
network active amounts to keeping a robust qubit state
inside the network. On this state we can then operate by
means of modifications of the neural configuration that
would maintain the initial non-determination. The final
measurement would destroy the coherent state and would
amount to providing an output of the network.

As a final comment to this introduction, it is inter-
esting to note that even an apparently decoherent neu-
ral network may be capable of quantum computations,
albeit not at the same level of efficiency as a quantum
neural network itself, however, at temperature and envi-
ronment conditions that would be deadly for a quantum
neural network with all its inner components designed to
remain quantum coherent. This makes it not impossi-
ble that highly dense, or even biological neural networks
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behave at least in some approximation as quantum com-
puter emulators.

INNER DYNAMICS OF NEURAL NETWORKS
AND QUANTUM COHERENCE

There is usually assumed that the same inner param-
eters of a neural network will face a sequence of inputs
that will form a batch, leading to some optimisation that
would adjust the parameters. This is usually insufficient
when considering actual physical neural networks. In
fact, in the best possible scenario, a neural network will
have an inner dynamics and each input data will be pre-
sented with an inner structure of the neural network that
is changed, both in terms of connectivity and in terms of
weights, compared to what was presented to the first in-
put. Such models are dynamical, and their dynamics al-
lows to create interior superposed states corresponding to
various input distributions. Such models present an inner
dynamics that can adapt to various inputs. If one consid-
ers different inputs with slightly different properties and
hence different computational needs, one performs the in-
ference with different dynamical architectures adapted to
each sample. This type of network can be used to dynam-
ically re-route input data associated to different elements
of the input distribution via multiple possible paths, pre-
serving input state information across the network. This
phenomenon leads to a multi-branch structure in which
the path selection produces the phase structure we desire
[11].

The dynamical neural network model is taken as the
constructive example here. The neural network will need
a component that will be able to alter the model be-
haviour at test or inference, and for each input given
to the network. This will require an additional compo-
nent traditionally called in the neural network literature
a ”Composer”. Such a component will construct com-
putational architectures in an adaptive way from sub-
modules, given each input provided to the network. The
focus will have to be on intermediate activations where
a controller will be trained by reinforcement learning to
find optimal intermediate activations. The controller pol-
icy itself can be altered at each test time (when input is
provided). This allows us to keep track of several possi-
ble intermediate steps and to adapt the architecture and
computation accordingly. Most importantly however, it
encodes and maintains in the neural network different
alternative representations associated to each of the in-
puts. In this way we obtain a construct in which we can
have neural representations of qubits that are preserved
robustly and encoded in a computationally efficient way.
The robustness of the qubit implementation in a neural
network can be seen by understanding decoherence as
a result of the fact that the quantum system becomes
entangled with its environment. That environment, if

properly engineered, can be made to determine as little
as possible (eventually nothing) about the superposed
inner state, even when interactions exist, as the sole pos-
sible interactions will be non-revealing.
It is important to make it clear here that the neu-

ral network is a physical one, in which some material,
with an inner molecular or atomic structure has intrinsic
quantum properties that may not emerge yet at a macro-
scopical level (it may not be a quantum material of any
sort). The information provided at the input will be en-
coded by means of either electronic or laser pulses. While
they will behave quasi-classical, their quantum compo-
nent (their complex phase) will be existing. The repre-
sentation of subsequent pulses in the neural network will
lead to a superposition of states in the inner workings of
the neural network, and hence inside the neural network
we will have quantum states, not classical representations
of quantum states. This is also mainly why a computer
simulation of a purely classical neural network (as im-
plemented nowadays in many a package) won’t do the
trick.
The process of decoherence implies the fact that the

environment is bringing enough suitable degrees of free-
dom in the system to allow the full determination of the
property we desire to keep in a superposed (hence un-
determined) state. With those degrees of freedom, the
maximal knowledge about the system will fully deter-
mine its state and no superposition state will remain.
We do however need superposed states in order to cre-

ate suitable quantum computing states and to manipu-
late them later on. Therefore various approaches to pre-
serving such superpositions have been implemented. On
one side, the interaction with the environment doesn’t
necessarily destroy quantum coherence. There exist spe-
cific quantum states, depending on the type of interaction
between the environment and the system, that lead to a
conservation of the superposed states by the fact that
the information available by measuring environment de-
grees of freedom after interactions do not reveal much or
anything about the specific property of our system.
Such ”pointer” states can indeed be used to robustly

encode quantum superposition states. Our quantum sys-
tem of interest is a superposed state of a neural network,
that is itself embedded into a larger neural network like
material, making sure that the interactions of our system
with the environment only happens through the neural
material it is embedded into.
In certain finite-dimensional systems it is often possi-

ble for the pointer states to form a preferred basis that
we decide to call a pointer basis. The interaction with
the environment mediated by an interaction hamiltonian
Hint imposes a dynamical filter on the state space, se-
lecting those states that can be robustly prepared and
observed even in the presence of the interactions with
the environment. This mechanism induces an environ-
ment superselection rule. The system therefore will have
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to be defined by a system-focused Hamiltonian HS , an
environment focused Hamiltonian HE and an interaction
focused Hamiltonian Hint. We wish to determine a set
of system states {|si⟩} that remains unaffected by the in-
teraction with the environment. In that sense, the states
described above should remain unentangled with the en-
vironment under the evolution generated by Hint. The
system-environment product state (assumed to be ini-
tially unentangled) will have to remain that way as time
advances

e−iHintt/ℏ |si⟩ |E0⟩ = λ |si⟩ e−iHintt/ℏ |E0⟩ = |si⟩ |Ei(t)⟩
(1)

In the limit in which the interaction part of the Hamil-
tonian is also the dominant part H ∼ Hint, also known
as the quantum measurement limit, those pointer states
are obtained by diagonalising Hint in the subspace of the
system. From an operatorial point of view, we may as
well define a pointer observable

OS =
∑
i

oi |si⟩ ⟨si| (2)

in the form of a linear combination of pointer state pro-
jectors Πi = |si⟩ ⟨si|. Because each pointer state is an
eigenstate of the interaction hamiltonian it follows that

[OS , Hint] = 0 (3)

We have already a good measure for what a robust state
would look like, at least from the perspective of a sim-
ply implemented quantum state. What has to be shown
is that if the input of a physically implemented neural
network is a quantum state, due to the dynamics of the
neural network, it will turn into a pointer state of the
neural network hamiltonian, given the types of interac-
tions allowed between the neural network and the envi-
ronment. There will be a topological component to the
state encoded via a neural network, that results on how
the signals are being transmitted. However, the way in
which decoherence is mitigated by a neural network in-
duced superposition will play an interesting role in un-
derstanding the interaction between a neural system and
its environment. Basically, if interactions with the envi-
ronment of the neural network are considered to occur
through the neural network boundary, the encoding of
the quantum states within the neural network will have
the properties required for the states to be robust with
respect to Hint.
Therefore, neural networks will allow for a robust en-

coding of quantum information. With this, we may con-
struct a neural network that, while being decoherent at
the level of the signal transmission, has a dynamics (the
usual dynamics of a neural network) leading to an envi-
ronment that minimises decoherence and moreover, al-
lows the reading of the outcome of the quantum compu-
tation via the neural network seen as an environment.

In this sense, the neural network constitutes a type of
advanced environment engineering, in which the quan-
tum operations are performed on the input by the inner
workings of the network, and the result is read in the
environment that is made out of the neural network. In
this way I propose an engineering of the environment
that, as opposed to ref [1] is this time dynamical, obey-
ing the dynamical laws of a neural network. Reading out
the result of the computation is done within the neural
network time register with a classical probability that
depends inversely proportional on the total time steps of
the register.
This type of neuronal aided quantum computing, in

which the environment engineering becomes dynamical
and encoded via a neural network is fundamentally new,
but can indeed be practically realised due to the recent
advancements in creating neural materials, that is, mate-
rials that have their microscopic constituents engineered
such that they can perform the functions of a neural net-
work also known as learning materials [2].
From a mathematical standpoint, decoherence is en-

coded by means of a master equation which is given by
a density matrix dependent master operator that obeys
a Liouvillian type equation in Lindblad form

L(ρ) =
∑
k

LkρL
†
k − 1

2
{L†

kLk, ρ}+ (4)

We need to find such a master equation where the oper-
ators Lk act locally, and the equation has a steady state
ρ0 that is unique and attainable in a polynomial time.
The neural network receives a series of electric or light

pulses as inputs, but the neural network is itself seen as
a decohered system from the point of view of its inner
connections, albeit not from the point of view of the dy-
namics of the signals. Can such a neural environment
(that is for all practical purposes classical) be used to
not only maintain the robustness of the quantum input
information, but also to amplify its quantum nature and
to robustly process it and retrieve computational results?
I believe the answer is yes.

QUANTUM COMPUTING

In the previous section I showed that a dynamical neu-
ral network can adaptively maintain different alternative
paths providing an actual superposition of states, simi-
lar to that of a qubit. However the system still looks at
least semi-classical as it remains highly decoherent and
while the system does hold different paths, the proper-
ties of each path can be ultimately perfectly determined,
hence the system will not be able to provide coherent
operations. This however would be the case if the input
signal was strictly classical. However, in a physical neu-
ral network, the input is never truly classical, and the



5

quantum phase will always exist, even if it wouldn’t ini-
tially have a clear visible quantum property. We have to
consider therefore each path created by the composer as
taking a decoherent input, and via a series of optimisa-
tion tools provided by the combination of the dynamics of
the composer and the controller, we will obtain an ampli-
fication of the coherence of the input on each trajectory.
The result would be that of a quantum coherent state
in which a quantum coherent superposition of states will
emerge. This is not a classical to quantum transition,
but rather an amplification of the quantum nature by a
series of optimisations provided by the neural network
and its components. Following Feynman’s construction
of a quantum simulator, we will represent the time as an
auxiliary register given by the quantum states {|t⟩}Tt=0

and the Lindblad operators will be

Li = |0⟩i ⟨1| × |0⟩t ⟨0| (5)

and in terms of time development

Lt = Ut × |t+ 1⟩ ⟨t|+ U†
t × |t⟩ ⟨t+ 1| (6)

The two indices count i = 1...N and t = 0...T . The
neural network will be encoded in the form of the Liou-
ville operator which basically will contain the coupling
terms of various layers of neurons as linear combinations
of terms and coupling parameters associated with the
interactions between neurons in a layer. The neural net-
work dynamics involving both its geometry and topology
will be manifest in the dynamical reorganisation of the
Liouville operator as time advances. That will lead to po-
tentially several steady states corresponding to different
geometries and inner network configurations.

ρ0k =
1

T + 1

∑
t

|ψt⟩ ⟨ψt| × |t⟩ ⟨t| (7)

where L(ρ0k) = 0. Each such state is unique for a given
configuration, but can be altered by modifying the neu-
ral network. Indeed, as shown above, the composer will
construct different neural architectures adaptively, given
each input provided to the network, allowing for inter-
mediate activations by a controller that will find optimal
intermediate activations. Therefore we will control sev-
eral superposed states at the same time, as well as the
possibility of coupling the inner neural states to differ-
ent layers of the neural network in controlled ways. In
general we can regard the Lindblad equation as

d |ρ⟩
dt

= L |ρ⟩ (8)

which we can expand in the form of

dρ

dt
= −i[H, ρ] +

∑
k

(LkρL
†
k − 1

2
{L†

kLk, ρ}) (9)

where the summation is over all possible channels of en-
vironmental interaction. Those channels will form the

dynamics of the neural network encoding the inner dy-
namics, including superpositions, interactions and prop-
agation inside the neural network.

L = −iI⊗H+iH⊗I+
∑
k

L∗
k⊗Lk−

1

2
I⊗(L†

kLk)−
1

2
LT
k L

∗
k⊗I

(10)
The Lindbladian above can be used to generate the time
propagation as in

|ρ(t)⟩ = eLt |ρ(0)⟩ (11)

The evolution of the off diagonal elements of the density
matrix will encode the quantum coherence and its van-
ishing into the environment. In order to encode this in
the case of a neural network environment (or the pro-
cess of decoherence in a learning material) we encode
the learning dynamics of the neural network by means
of a series of activation functions acting on the impulses
received by each layer. Having a dynamical neural net-
work that preserves several paths for the states at the
same time, the superposition will be considered among
those states. The activation dynamics is governed in this
example by a hyperbolic tangent function which will be
applied as the dynamical part of the construction of the
Lindblad operator. The interaction hamiltonian will be
of the form encoding nearest neighbours interaction, as
a connection between signals from different layers. The
Lindbladian can be written as an operator that imple-
ments the transformations produced by a neural network
given a decoherent input. As opposed to the usual ap-
plications of the Lindblad operators, a neural network
would consist in a non-Markovian model which is char-
acterised by extensive memory effects. This amounts to
a system with strong couplings to the environment, cor-
relation and entanglement in the initial state, and even
the equivalent of interactions with the environment at
low temperatures.
The general approach to such systems is the projec-

tion operator technique in which we use projection su-
peroperators P acting on states of the total system in-
cluding the environment. This superoperator represents
the elimination of certain degrees of freedom form the
complete description of the states of the total system.
If ρ describes the full composite system, the projection
Pρ represents an approximation of ρ leading to a sim-
plified effective description of ρ which leads to a simpli-
fied effective description of the dynamics given a reduced
set of variables. This projection is called the relevant
part of the density matrix. It defines a closed set of dy-
namical equations for the relevant part of the density
matrix. The resulting equation is a Nakajima-Zwanzig
equation, an integro-differential equation with a kernel
containing retarded memory effects. A simplification is
a time-convolutionless master equation which is a time-
local differential equation of first order involving a time-
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dependent generator. From one of these equations we
then arrive at effective master equations by various tools,
mainly expanding in a perturbative series with respect
to the system-environment coupling. In non-Markovian
processes, one usually searches for the form of the pro-
jected density matrix as a separable product of the sys-
tem matrix and the fixed initial environment

Pρ = ρS ⊗ ρ0 (12)

with ρS = trEρ the reduced matrix of the open system.
This system does take the correlations with the environ-
ment only in a perturbative way into account. This is
sufficient in many situations, but it cannot be enough if
the environment is a learning material. This is precisely
because a learning material has memory as a defining
property, allowing a very specific type of adaptation to
previous input, and hence playing the role of a strongly
correlated channel. Therefore we need a superoperator
that acts like

Pρ = TrE(Aiρ)⊗Bi (13)

with the same definitions as above. The operators Ai

and Bi satisfy

trE{BiAj} (14)

and ∑
i

(trEBi)Ai = IE (15)

as well as ∑
i

AT
i ⊗Bi ≥ 0 (16)

In general there are many different sorts of operators Ai

and Bi that represent a given superoperator P. If we
have a particular set of such operators then we can rep-
resent the same projection by transforming

A′
i =

∑
j uijAj

B′
i =

∑
j vijBj

(17)

where the matrices u and v are real non-singular matrices
satisfying uT v = I. Given a projection superoperator we
may define the relevant states as being those in the range
of P for which the relation

Pρrel = ρrel (18)

holds. These states are of the form

ρrel =
∑
i

ρ⊗Bi (19)

with ρi being positive matrices such that
∑

i trSρi = 1.
The manifold of the relevant states is determined by the

operator Bi. In terms of observables we may write that
a hermitian operator Orel on the total state space is rel-
evant if

tr{Orel(Pρ)} = tr{Orelρ} (20)

for all ρ. The expectation value of a relevant observable
in any state of the composite system is left unchanged by
the superoperator. Given the adjoint projection operator
this means

P†Orel = Orel (21)

hence the relevant observables are invariant under adjoint
projection, but given

Pρ =
∑
i

trE{Aiρ} ⊗Bi (22)

we obtain

P†O =
∑
i

trE{BiO} ⊗Ai (23)

and hence the relevant observables must be

Orel =
∑
i

Oi
S ⊗Ai (24)

which means that the structure of the relevant observ-
ables is determined by Ai. If we denote the unitary time
evolution operator by U(t) then we can write

ρ(t) = U(t)ρ(0)U†(t) (25)

as describing the dynamics of the state. But this we
may restrict by means of the projector superoperator to
relevant sates and the associated operators. Due to the
operator nature of the density and it being characterised
by the Ai operators we will write the dynamical variables
as

ρi(t)trE{Aiρ(t)} (26)

and by using the positivity of those variables as well as
the normalisation trEBi = 1 we obtain the reduced den-
sity matrix of the system as

ρS(t) =
∑
i

ρi(t) (27)

The state of the reduced system is determined by a cer-
tain set of unnormalised density matrices ρi(t). If the
initial state belongs to the manifold of relevant states

ρ(0) = Pρ(0) =
∑
i

ρi ⊗Bi (28)

then the Nakajima-Zwanzig equaton has no inhomo-
geneity although the initial state is one that has state-
environment correlations. The dynamics will then lead
to

ρi(t) =
∑
j

trE{AiU(t)ρj(0)⊗BjU
†(t)} (29)
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We bring those dynamical variables into a vector

η = (ρ1, ρ2, ..., ρn) (30)

and then define the dynamical transformation

Vt : η(0) → η(t) (31)

This is a one-parameter family of maps reproducing the
dynamics of the system, where V0 is the identity map.
This map is not an operation on the space of reduced
systems, but a map on the space of vectors η. The tran-
sition η(0) → ρS(0) =

∑
i ρi(0) comes with a loss of

information on the initial correlations and therefore if we
know ρS(0) we cannot derive the dynamical behaviour
in general. There is no prescription that assigns to each
ρS(0) a unique ρS(t). The description of you open sys-
tem will now be described by means of a closed dynamic
equation governing the relevant projected total density
matrix

d

dt
Pρ(t) = Kt(Pρ(t)) (32)

where Kt is a linear generator. Given

Pρ =
∑
i

trE{Aiρ} ⊗Bi (33)

we obtain a system of equations

d

dt
ρi = Kt

i(ρ1, ..., ρn) (34)

for i = 1, 2, ..., n. The generator is explicitly time depen-
dent and each one depends linearly on the input dynam-
ical arguments ρi.
The process described up to now relies on the construc-

tion of the Nakajima-Zwanwig equation where a projec-
tion operator P was used on the state space of the total
system, having the property of decomposing the system
into a relevant part of the total density matrix described
by Pρ which obeys some equations of motion and cor-
responds to the slowly fluctuating memory kernel part,
and a so called irrelevant or rapidly fluctuating part. The
memory function of the Nakajima-Zwanwig equation is
determined by the Mori-Zwanwig equation and combined
with the fast fluctuating part provides a full description
of the system.

The situation becomes interesting if we embed our
quantum state (say a qubit) into an environment that
is basically an engineered bath that has all the proper-
ties of a classical neural network. This behaviour gives its
bath the properties of microscopically architected neural
networks. Such a material is one that has its microscopic
components designed to perform learning and optimisa-
tion tasks at the level of its fundamental constituents.
Such materials are capable of changing their inner prop-
erties in the way in which artificial neural network tune

their weights according to in-built cost functions. While
designing such materials may be complicated, we know of
various biological materials that behave in quite a similar
fashion. In any case, if the environment of our quantum
state is designed to play the role of such a material, hence
we have an engineered bath that obeys the dynamics of a
neural network, being therefore a highly non-markovian
construct, we have to write the master equations with
specific components for the generator terms.
The dynamical equation is expected to preserve the

positivity of all components ρi. We introduce an aux-
iliary Hilbert space and an orthonormal basis {|i⟩} on
this space. We expand our vector η to be defined on this
extended space as

η =
∑
i

ρi ⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i| (35)

The auxiliary space is the construction allowing us to
analyse the additional degrees of freedom describing the
statistical correlations induced by the projection super-
operator P. The extended density matrix is a block diag-
onal matrix with the blocks ρi along the main diagonal.
The reduced matrix ρS is obtained by partial trace over
the auxiliary space. The dynamical transformation pre-
serves the block diagonal structure. For this to happen
we need a Lindblad generator on the extended space with
the property that

L(
∑
i

ρi ⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i|) =
∑
i

K⟩(ρ1, ..., ρn)⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i| (36)

The solution of the dynamical equation is then∑
i

ρi(t)⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i| = eLt(
∑
i

ρi(0)⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i|) (37)

This induces a special form for the generators Ki as time
independent

Ki(ρ1, ρ2, ..., ρn) = −i[Hi, ρi]+
∑
jλ

(Sij
λ ρjS

ij†
λ −1

2
{Sij†

λ Sij
λ , η})

(38)
where

H =
∑

iH
i ⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i|

Sij
λ = Rij

λ ⊗ |i⟩ ⟨j|
(39)

The system in contact with its environment will then be
described by a hamiltonian

H = HS +HE + V (40)

where we consider the Hamiltonian of our system to be a
standard two-state system defined by means of lowering
and rising operators

HS = Q · σ+σ− (41)
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The environment must be described in terms of the dy-
namics of a neural network. Such a dynamics allows only
specific channels for information output, in particular, as
a superposition of the initial input states by means of lin-
ear combinations, with weights dynamically adapted to
the cost function of the neural network. Those linear
combinations then are being transferred into an activa-
tion function, which here will be considered to be the Hy-
perbolic tangent. Using the Hamilton Jacobi approach to
the learning dynamics of neural networks, as described in
ref. [8] we divide the learning process into epochs consti-
tuting a certain number of batches leading to an update
of the weights. The observables associated to the neural
networks become functions of time and of the weights

J(t) = J(t, y(t),W (t)) (42)

and the dynamics of the observables has the geometrical
interpretation of a single surface described by the equa-
tion

D(t, y,W,
∂J

∂t
,
∂J

∂y
,
∂J

∂W
) = 0 (43)

If we associate conjugate variables to the weights W
which are themselves becoming dynamical variables, call
thoseM = ∂J

∂Wij
and calling ∆i =

∂J
∂yi

we have the Hamil-

ton Jacobi equation

∂J

∂t
+H(t, y,∆,W,M) = 0 (44)

with J playing the role of the action functional and y(t)
representing the neuron output described by the activa-
tion dynamics in the following form

d

dt
y(t) = F (input(t), y(t),W (t)) (45)

Given a past epoch of length T, we have a recursive
decomposition of the weight functions as

Wij(nT + τ) =Wij((n− 1)T + τ) + ∆W (nT + τ) (46)

with t = n ·T +τ where ∆W is the change in the weights
experienced during an epoch. The Hamiltonian associ-
ated to this decomposition has the form

H =
∑
k

∆k·Fk(t, y, STW )+
1

2ω

∑
k,l

n+1∑
v=0

(SvTM)2kl+E(t, y,W )

(47)

where

Fk =
1

λ
[−yk + fk(

N∑
j=−1

STWkj · yj)] (48)

and

(SvTX)kl(t) = Xkl(t− vT ) (49)
where X = (W,M). The function E(t, y,W ) can be
seen as an associated error function, or a generalised cost
function for the neural material. The function f reflects
the topology of the network and encodes the time con-
stant of a neuron by means of the constant 1

λ . The two
timescales here, will be associated with the weights dy-
namics timescale determined by the activation function
and the learning process across various weights batches
leading to updating the weights to optimise the cost func-
tion. The input of the environment network, from the
inner quantum state is given in a form that combines the
coherent state of the network representation of the qubit
with the engineered form of the environment. The cost
function represents the potential directing the evolution
of the system as it enters in contact with the environ-
ment, and hence its minimisation by means of standard
neural dynamics leads to a robust coherent inner qubit
state. In general this will represent a sequential coupling
of the two qubit states and can be represented here as

V =
1

λ

∑
n1,n2

c(n1, n2)σ+ |n1⟩ ⟨n2|+ h.c. (50)

where the indexes label the two possible regions for the
quantum state.

The neural network can also be described in terms of a
Kernel representation as every model learned by gradient
descent is approximately a Kernel Machine [9] therefore
the neural network decoherence environment is amenable
to a kernel description a la Nakajima Zwanzig. In the
most general context we apply the projection operators
P and Q that extract the relevant and irrelevant parts of
the density matrix and hence produce

∂
∂tPρ(t) = P ∂

∂tρ(t) = αPL(t)ρ(t)

∂
∂tQρ(t) = Q ∂

∂tρ(t) = αQL(t)ρ(t)
(51)
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where L is a Liouville operator. We can rewrite the iden- tity operation as I = P +Q and obtain

∂
∂tPρ(t) = αPL(t) · I · ρ(t) = αPL(t)(P +Q)ρ(t) = αPL(t)Pρ(t) + αPL(t)Qρ(t)

∂
∂tQρ(t) = αQL(t) · I · ρ(t) = αQL(t)(P +Q)ρ(t) = αQL(t)Pρ(t) + αQL(t)Qρ(t)

(52)

We search a formal solution corresponding to a given initial density matrix

Qρ(t) = K(t, t0)Qρ(t0) + α

∫ t

t0

dsK(t, s)QL(s)Pρ(s) (53)

where the propagator is

K(t, s) = T exp[α
∫ t

s

ds′QL(s′)] (54)

ordered chronologically. The propagator satisfies the dif-

ferential equation given by

∂

∂t
K(t, s) = αQL(t)K(t, s) (55)

with K(s, s) = I. With this we obtain

∂
∂tPρ(t) = αPL(t)Pρ(t) + αPL(t)[K(t, t0)Qρ(t0) + α

∫ t

t0
dsK(t, s)QL(s)Pρ(s)] =

αPL(t)Pρ(t) + αPL(t)K(t, t0)Qρ(t0) + α2
∫ t

t0
dsK(t, s)QL(s)Pρ(s)

(56)

This projection does not represent a simple product state,
and hence it projects onto correlated states, leaving us
to construct our model assuming strong correlations be-
tween the system S and its environment. With this in
mind, and a Kernel construction as the one provided in
ref [x] via the Hamilton Jacobi equation leads a proper
way in which we can write the environment together with
the correlation between our system and the environment.

I will first analyse the evolution of the density matrix
in the context of a normal Lindblad equation with no ad-
ditional neural structure. To model however the proper
evolution of interacting (coupled) signals the evolution
equation will involve coupling between non-diagonal (co-
herence) matrix elements of one region and the diagonal
(decoherent) elements of the other in the evolution of the
density matrix.

dρij
dt

=
1

2
(ρij(t) + ρij−1(t) + ρi−1j(t)ρij(t) + ρi−1j(t)ρij−1(t)− ρi−1j(t)ρij−1(t)ρij(t)) (57)

This evolution will be compared with the one resulting
from the successive application of the hyperbolic tangent

activation function to the superposition of the next layer
into the equation

dρij
dt

=
1

2
(ρij−1(t) + ρij(t) + tanh(ρij(t) + ρij−1(t) + ρi−1j(t)ρij(t) + ρi−1j(t)ρij−1(t)− ρi−1j(t)ρij−1(t)ρij(t))) (58)
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FIG. 1: evolution of the diagonal and off diagonal
density matrix elements in a non-engineered
environment which is not a learning material

The result of the first evolution is shown in figure 1. We
can observe how the first equation produces off diago-
nal elements that quickly vanish as the system evolves.
When the activation function and additional neural lay-
ers are being implemented, as seen in figure 2, the off-
diagonal terms do not fall off, and we detect a phase
structure relevant for maintaining coherence. Further on,
we investigate also the entanglement of the various states
introduced in the different paths analysed in the neural
network. For that we use an entanglement measure. The
evolution is shown in figure 3. There In the usual Lind-
blad case, we notice a quick decay of the entanglement
of the encoded quantum states. However, if a neural
environment is present, the quantum coherence is main-
tained, and our entangled state is preserved within the
two quantum states. The neural network plays therefore
the role of a dynamical engineered environment that not
only increases the robustness of the quantum states, it
also enhances coherence and is capable of implementing
quantum gate operations.

CONCLUSION

I showed that if a superposed quantum state is in con-
tact with an engineered environment that manifests the
dynamics of a neural material, the coupling with that
environment does not reduce the coherence of the su-
perposed quantum state. This would facilitate not only
the creation of a resource for quantum computation, but
would also allow to operate on the quantum state in or-
der to perform gate-type operations. There are obvious
difficulties: the neural network surrounding the quantum
state would have to be artificially structured at a level
at which the interaction with the superposed inner state
would follow the specific channels of a neural network,
and it would have to be following only those channels.
Also the construction of neural materials having precisely

FIG. 2: evolution of the diagonal and off diagonal
density matrix elements in a neural learning material, a
material capable of implementing a learning dynamics

according to a cost function represented in a
Hamiltonian form

the properties of decoherent (classical) neural networks
is not experimentally simple at this point. However, if
this can be achieved, a physical neural network can play
the role of an engineered environment that could turn a
superposed quantum state into a robust state.
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