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This work discusses simple examples how quantum systems are obtained as subsystems of classical
statistical systems. For a single qubit with arbitrary Hamiltonian and for the quantum particle in a
harmonic potential we provide explicitly all steps how these quantum systems follow from an overall
”classical” probability distribution for events at all times. This overall probability distribution is
the analogue of Feynman’s functional integral for quantum mechanics or for the functional integral
defining a quantum field theory. In our case the action and associated weight factor are real,
however, defining a classical probabilistic system. Nevertheless, a unitary time-evolution of wave
functions can be realized for suitable systems, in particular probabilistic automata. Based on these
insights we discuss novel aspects for correlated computing not requiring the extreme isolation of
quantum computers. A simple neuromorphic computer based on neurons in an active or quiet state
within a probabilistic environment can learn the unitary transformations of an entangled two-qubit
system. Our explicit constructions constitute a proof that no-go theorems for the embedding of
quantum mechanics in classical statistics are circumvented. We show in detail how subsystems of
classical statistical systems can explain various “quantum mysteries”. Conceptually our approach
is a straightforward derivation starting from an overall probability distribution without invoking
non-locality, acausality, contextuality, many worlds or other additional concepts. All quantum laws
follow directly from the standard properties of classical probabilities.
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1 The classical and the
quantum world

Why is the world described by quantum mechanics? The
answer to this basic question involves three central ingre-
dients [1]:

(1) The physical description of the universe and its
laws is based on probabilities. One may imagine
one “overall probability distribution” for all possible
events that could happen at different times and loca-
tions in our universe. Given the state of the universe
at a given time, the probability for most particular
events in our rich and complex evolving universe is
neither very close to one nor to zero. Then a physical
description is not predictive. It will not tell us if on
planet earth a certain bee will visit a certain flower
around noon on a certain sunny summer day in a gar-
den in Heidelberg. Nevertheless, the classical statis-
tical laws of probabilities can develop strong predic-
tive power for certain questions. This concerns cor-
relations of events, for example sequences of events.
If a raindrop has been found at different moments
of a time sequence at positions which allow to con-
struct its trajectory and velocity up to a certain time
t, the conditional probability to find it at the next
time step t + ∆t at a given position may be very
close to one or zero. In this case a physicist will pre-
dict the position of the drop at t+∆t and a physical
law for the falling raindrop may be established. The
only assumption that we will use is the description
of the universe by an overall probability distribution
and the standard classical laws for probabilities [2].
Quantum mechanics and its “axioms” follow once the
concept of evolution is introduced and the evolution
is unitary. Probabilistic realism [1] does not view
probabilities as an epistemic description for the lack
of knowledge of an observer about some ontological
deterministic reality. The overall probability distri-
bution is rather the basic conceptual setting for the
description of the universe, similar to the functional
integral for quantum field theory.

(2) The second ingredient is a time structure of the prob-
abilistic system [3]. We assume that a set of “basis
events” can be ordered in some discrete or continu-
ous variable that we call time. The overall proba-
bility distribution assigns probabilities to these basis
events. We further assume ”locality in time” in the
sense that the probability distribution can be written
as a product of time-local factors which each involve
basis events only at two neighboring times. A sim-
ple example is the two-dimensional Ising model [4–
6] with next-neighbor interactions. The basis events
are the configurations of Ising spins on the sites of
a two-dimensional lattice. Ising spins take values
±1 and can be associated with yes/no-decisions or
bits in information theory [7], or occupation numbers
of fermions [8]. We may define sequences of hyper-

surfaces which each divide the two-dimensional lat-
tice into the present (on the hypersurface), the past
and future. The choice of the time-hypersurfaces
is not unique. We take one such that the interac-
tions between the Ising spins only involve spins on
two neighboring hypersurfaces. This implements the
time-locality structure. The time-locality structure
is not a very particular choice but rather common to
many classical statistical systems. One can define a
time-local probabilistic information by a suitable sum
over events in the past and future. Time-locality per-
mits the notion of evolution according to the simple
question: Given the time-local probabilistic informa-
tion at a certain time t, what will be the time-local
probabilistic information at the next time step t+∆t?
Most parts of the quantum formalism, namely wave
functions or the density matrix encoding the time-
local probabilistic information, operators for observ-
ables and the evolution operator emerge from the an-
swer to this question. The non-commutative struc-
tures between operators characteristic for quantum
mechanics are well known for classical statistical sys-
tems once they are investigated by the transfer ma-
trix formalism [9–11].

(3) Within the large family of classical statistical systems
with time locality the specific property which singles
out quantum systems is the unitary evolution. For
many classical statistical systems much of the ini-
tial time-local information is lost as time progresses.
For the example of the Ising model we may spec-
ify the initial time-local probabilistic information at
a given time t0, typically on a boundary. As time
increases (towards the bulk), the time-local proba-
bilistic information will approach an equilibrium dis-
tribution. The rate how fast the more detailed ini-
tial information is lost is given by the correlation
length. In contrast, for classical statistical systems
describing quantum systems the initial information
is never lost. Simple examples for “classical” proba-
bilistic systems of this type are probabilistic cellular
automata. For cellular automata [12–32] the updat-
ing of the bit-configuration in a local cell is influ-
enced only by a few neighboring cells. Probabilistic
cellular automata are defined by a probability distri-
bution over initial configurations. For probabilistic
automata a deterministic updating rule guarantees
that the initial information is not lost. The preserva-
tion of this time-local probabilistic information is the
basis for the unitary evolution in quantum mechan-
ics. The deterministic updating maps the probability
for a given configuration in the next time step to the
probability for the configuration which obtains by the
updating. For any probability distribution over ini-
tial configurations this defines the overall probability
distribution for events at all times. All probabilistic
automata are actually quantum systems. Very often
it is possible to introduce a complex structure, such
that quantum mechanics appears in the familiar form
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with a complex wave function or density matrix.

If physicists want to describe our highly complex uni-
verse, with a rich dynamical evolution of structures seen
everywhere, they better employ an overall probabilistic
distribution with a time-local structure and unitary evo-
lution [33]. Without a unitary evolution most initial prob-
abilistic information would be lost as time progresses, and
physicists could only describe some equilibrium state which
has not much to do with our universe. The need for a uni-
tary evolution is the need for quantum mechanics, answer-
ing the question why we describe the world by quantum
mechanics. It is actually sufficient that a large enough
subsystem follows a unitary evolution. The remaining part
of the time-local probabilistic information can then be seen
as an environment for the subsystem which may approach
some type of equilibrium. The complex evolution of our
world is then described by the subsystem.

In the language of modern quantum field theory we may
give a short answer to the question: what is quantum me-
chanics? The basic description of the world is based on
a euclidean functional integral which involves the overall
probability distribution for fields or configurations of in-
finitely many bits. Quantum physics is the projection to
the part of the local-time subsystem which follows a uni-
tary evolution. This projection is a quantum field theory
in the operator formalism. Quantum mechanics for a few
particles or a few qubits follows for appropriate subsystems
of the local-time subsystem or quantum field theory.

From this general conceptual setting which is explained
in detail in the first part of this work [1], there remains
still a long road to go before one understands the prop-
erties of a quantum particle in a potential. The reason
is that a particle is not a simple object. The historic view
has been that particles are simple basic objects, while com-
plexity can be understood, at least in principle, from the
interactions of particles. Modern quantum field theory has
inverted this view. The quantum field theory for funda-
mental particles describes infinitely many interacting de-
grees of freedom. One first needs to find a vacuum state
which is a highly complex object – a prime example being
the theory of quantum chromodynamics for the strong in-
teractions [34, 35]. Particles are seen as excitations of this
vacuum. Even a single particle involves infinitely many de-
grees of freedom. The particle properties are no longer as-
sumed as fundamental. They rather depend on properties
of the vacuum. A good example is the mass of the electron
which is due to the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs
scalar. Actually, in very early cosmology (before the elec-
troweak phase transition) this expectation value vanishes,
and so does the electron mass. Quite generally, in cosmol-
ogy the vacuum corresponds to the dynamical cosmological
background solution and therefore depends itself on time.

We should therefore not be surprised if no simple clas-
sical statistical system is found for a quantum particle in
a potential, or for a few interacting qubits. The classical
statistical systems describing fully these simple quantum
systems typically involve infinitely many degrees of free-
dom, similar to the particle in quantum field theory. Nev-
ertheless, reduced quantum features can often be found

for classical probability distributions involving only a few
degrees of freedom. An example are the realization of dis-
crete subsets of unitary transformations for a few qubits
by generalized Ising models of a few classical bits or Ising
spins.

The first part of this work [1] has developed the gen-
eral probabilistic view of the world and the concepts of
evolution and time. This leads to the quantum formal-
ism for classical statistics [36]. The local factors describ-
ing the overall probability distribution for systems with a
time-local structure are closely related to the step evolu-
tion operator, which is a normalized version of the transfer
matrix. The overall probability distribution can be seen as
a generalized local chain consisting of a product of local
factors. The particular case of unique jump chains realizes
a unitary evolution. This case corresponds to probabilistic
automata.

In this first part we have developed probabilistic au-
tomata which are equivalent to discretized quantum field
theories for fermions in one time and one space dimen-
sion. For the particular case of free massless fermions the
continuum limit of the discrete formulation can be taken
and corresponds indeed to the standard quantum field the-
ory of massless free Dirac, Weyl or Majorana fermions in
two dimensions. We have established a time- and space-
translation invariant vacuum state which respects particle-
antiparticle symmetry. All excitations of this vacuum have
positive energy, in close analogy to the half-filled Dirac sea
in particle physics.

Our discrete analysis of the probabilistic automaton for
free massless fermions reveals that already the vacuum
state corresponds to a highly non-trivial overall probability
distribution. Single particle excitations can be constructed
by applying fermionic creation and annihilation operators
on this vacuum state. We emphasize that in our approach
the basic simple object is directly the quantum field theory,
while one-particle quantum mechanics is realized for par-
ticular subsystems in a complex setting. This subsystem
involves infinitely many degrees of freedom of the overall
system. Even though the model is very simple, it is striking
how all the concepts of quantum field theory and quantum
mechanics emerge in a very natural way from the overall
probability distribution. All laws and axioms follow from
the standard classical statistical properties of probabilities,
without any further assumptions.

In the first part of this work we also have constructed
rather simple probabilistic cellular automata which are
equivalent to two-dimensional quantum field theories for
fermions with interactions. They correspond to generalized
Thirring or Gross-Neveu models [37–42] in a particular dis-
cretization. In principle, the path to one-particle quantum
mechanics is straightforward to follow. One has to establish
the vacuum state for these models and to investigate the
properties of the one-particle excitations. In practice, this
task is rather complex, however. In the presence of interac-
tions the construction of a particle-antiparticle symmetric
vacuum state for which all excitations have positive energy
is a rather complicated issue. This influences the form of
the possible continuum limit. One expects that important
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renormalization effects from quantum fluctuations distin-
guish the true continuum limit from a “naive continuum
limit”.

In the present part of this work we approach the con-
struction of one-particle quantum mechanics from the op-
posite end, starting with only a few classical bits. We keep
in mind the basic observation that a quantum particle is a
subsystem of a much more complex system, i.e. the quan-
tum field theory. The same holds for the quantum mechan-
ics of a certain number of qubits. Qubits can be seen as
a focus on restricted sets of states of a quantum particle.
Qubits are in turn subsystems of the quantum mechanics
for particles. In principle, we expect that even a single
qubit involves infinitely many degrees of freedom of the
overall system. In this part of our work we approach the
limit of infinitely many degrees of freedom by establishing
fundamental concepts leading to quantum mechanics for
only a small number of classical bits or Ising spins. We
will see how continuous quantum mechanics can emerge in
the limit of infinitely many classical bits.

In more detail, we will start from classical probability
distributions for only a few discrete degrees of freedom or
Ising spins on a given time layer. They can already describe
the quantum mechanics of a single qubit for which only a
restricted set of unitary transformations is allowed. We
will extend this to the full quantum mechanics of a single
qubit. This involves indeed infinitely many “classical Ising
spins”. We discuss entanglement for classical statistical
systems describing two qubits and continue this approach
in the direction of several qubits.

This “bottom-up” approach for a few qubits has two im-
portant advantages. First, the classical statistical systems
are very simple. This allows us to follow very explicitly how
the characteristic quantum properties as non-commuting
operators or entanglement arise for suitable subsystems of
the classical statistical generalized Ising models. The so-
called “quantum paradoxes” find explicit solutions in our
classical statistical setting, demonstrating how no go theo-
rems for the embedding of quantum mechanics in classical
statistics are circumvented.

The second advantage is the direct contact with quan-
tum computing or neuromorphic computing. This high-
lights the crucial importance of correlations for these types
of computing, and points towards more general forms of
“correlated computing”. We will show that for two qubits
classical statistical systems can realize arbitrary unitary
transformations. We demonstrate this by a “model neu-
romorphic computer” based on spiking neurons. It learns
how to perform the complete set of the well known basic
quantum gates. Suitable sequences of these gates result in
arbitrary unitary transformations for the two-qubit quan-
tum subsystem. This demonstrates that the performance
of certain quantum tasks does not need the high degree of
isolation of a quantum system often assumed to be neces-
sary. These tasks could be performed under “human con-
ditions”, for example by our brain. On the other hand,
an extension to full quantum operations for many qubits
requires a highly complex control of correlations. This un-
derlines the great prospects of “real” quantum computers

for which the nature of atoms as quantum objects guar-
antees the correlations necessary for quantum computing.
One may envisage the possibility that intermediate forms
of correlated computing, which do not perform arbitrary
unitary transformations for entangled qubits, could still be
used by macroscopic systems without extreme isolation, as
the human brain.

In summary, quantum mechanics and “classical” prob-
abilistic systems are in a much closer relation than com-
monly realized. In short, quantum systems are particular
types of subsystems of general “classical” probabilistic sys-
tems. The general properties of subsystems and their re-
lation to quantum mechanics are the central topic of this
work. We will see how all the “mysterious” properties of
quantum systems arise in a natural way from the generic
properties of subsystems. The correlations of subsystems
with their environment play an important role in this re-
spect, leading to many features familiar from quantum me-
chanics. These features are not realized for the often con-
sidered uncorrelated subsystems. The presence of various
quantum features in classical statistical systems has been
proposed in different settings in refs. [43–52]. We advocate
here the viewpoint that all quantum features actually arise
from suitable classical probabilistic systems [53–55].

In sect. 2 we discuss a first simple discrete quantum sys-
tem for a single qubit. It is based on a local chain for
three Ising spins at every time-layer t. Already this sim-
ple system shows many features of quantum mechanics,
as the whole formalism and particle-wave duality. We re-
call in this section several key concepts of this work, as
the classical wave function and density matrix, the step
evolution operator, or the status of observables and asso-
ciated operators. These concepts are described in detail in
ref. [1]. We proceed in sect. 3 to entangled systems, both
entangled quantum systems and entangled classical proba-
bilistic systems. Entanglement is not a property particular
to quantum mechanics. We construct explicitly entangled
classical probabilistic systems which lead to entangled two-
qubit quantum subsystems.

In sect. 4 we take the limit of continuous variables for the
description of a classical probabilistic system. It obtains
for an infinite number of Ising spins or yes/no decisions.
All properties follow from the case of discrete variables by
taking a suitable limit. There is no practical difference
between continuous variables and a very large number of
discrete variables. In this respect the continuum descrip-
tion is rather a matter of convenience. Nevertheless, the
continuum limit often shows universal features which lead
to important simplifications. The equivalence of continu-
ous variables with an infinite number of discrete variables
is at the basis of an important property of the one-qubit
quantum system. The quantum system has an infinity of
observables with only two possible measurement values.
These are given by the quantum spin in arbitrary direc-
tions. The yes/no decisions associated to continuous clas-
sical variables can be mapped to the two-level observables
in the quantum subsystem.

In sect. 5 we address continuous quantum mechanics.
We first discuss the dynamics of a single qubit with an



6

arbitrary time-dependent Hamiltonian. It is based on a
classical statistical system with a probability distribution
depending on continuous variables. A continuous set of
yes/no questions is mapped to a continuous set of quantum
observables corresponding to the quantum spin in different
directions. The possible measurement values are discrete,
as given by the eigenvalues of the associated quantum op-
erators. The classical overall probability distribution re-
alizes both sides of quantum mechanics: the continuous
wave function and the discrete observables. As it should
be, the quantum operators for spins in different directions
do not commute. Their expectation values obey the un-
certainty relations of quantum mechanics. This is related
to the presence of ”quantum constraints” for the subsys-
tem which enforce correlations between the spin in different
directions. In this section we also construct a simple prob-
abilistic automaton which describes a quantum particle in
a harmonic potential. It is based on the classical statisti-
cal Liouville equation in phase space for a particle with two
colors. Suitable initial conditions lead to color oscillations
with periods predicted by the equidistant spectrum of the
Hamiltonian of the quantum subsystem. This underlines
the usefulness of the quantum description for the under-
standing of the dynamics of classical statistical systems.

In sect. 6 we turn to a possible use of our setting for com-
puting. Classical and quantum computing are treated in
the same general setting of probabilistic computing as dif-
ferent limiting cases. Many intermediate cases between the
two limits could lead to new powerful computational struc-
tures. In particular, we address artificial neural networks
and neuromorphic computing within our general setting
and ask if computers constructed according to these prin-
ciples, or even biological systems as the human brain, could
perform quantum operations. We provide examples where
this is the case for simple systems of spiking neurons. Since
these systems are “classical”, this demonstrates in a very
direct way that there are no conceptual boundaries between
classical probabilistic systems and quantum systems.

In sect. 7 we turn to the important topic of conditional
probabilities and their relations to sequences of measure-
ments. Most of the questions that humans ask about Na-
ture invoke conditional probabilities, of the type “if an ex-
perimental setting is prepared, what will be the probability
for a certain outcome under this condition”. Conditional
probabilities are closely related to different types of mea-
surements. In particular, one has to think about the notion
of “ideal measurements” for subsystems. The “reduction
of the wave function” turns out to be a convenient mathe-
matical tool for the description of conditional probabilities,
rather than a physical process. The concepts of conditional
probabilities and ideal measurements for subsystems play
an important role for our discussion of the “paradoxes”
of quantum mechanics in sect. 8. There we address Bell’s
inequalities, the Kochen-Specker no-go theorem and the
Einstein-Podolski-Rosen paradox. They all find a natural
explanation in our “classical” probabilistic setting.

We conclude in sect. 9 by a short overview of the embed-
ding of quantum mechanics in classical statistical systems.
In particular, we address a list of often asked questions

about the origin of various aspects of quantum mechan-
ics. We provide short answers how these quantum features
emerge from classical statistics if one focuses on appropri-
ate subsystems.

2 Qubit automaton

Quantum mechanics is realized for local subsystems with
unitary evolution. For a given quantum state, as character-
ized by the quantum density matrix ρ(t), or wave function
ψ(t) for the special case of a pure quantum state, only
the local probabilistic information at t is used. We will
express ρ(t) in terms of the time-local probability distribu-
tion {pτ (t)} for three classical Ising spins. The quantum
subsystem typically does not use all the local information
contained in {pτ (t)}. A few particular expectation values
or classical correlations of the Ising spins sγ(t) specify the
subsystem. The evolution law of the subsystem is inher-
ited from the evolution law of the underlying local chain. It
describes a linear unitary evolution of the density matrix,
such that no information contained in the quantum sub-
system is lost. Our quantum subsystem admits a complex
structure. In the complex formulation the density matrix
is Hermitian and normalized,

ρ†(t) = ρ(t), trρ(t) = 1. (2.0.1)

An important property is the positivity of the density ma-
trix, i.e. the property that all its eigenvalues are positive
or zero.

In the present section we concentrate on quantum me-
chanics for a single qubit. A simple local chain with three
classical Ising spins realizes already many characteristic
features of quantum mechanics, as non-commuting opera-
tors for observables, the quantum rule for the computation
of expectation values, discrete measurement values corre-
sponding to the spectrum of operators, the uncertainty
principle, unitary evolution and complex structure.

2.1 Discrete qubit chain

Let us consider a simple automaton for three classical
bits or Ising spins sk = ±1. With probabilistic initial con-
ditions the overall probability distribution is given by a lo-
cal chain with three Ising spins sk(t) or sk(m), k = 1, 2, 3,
at every discrete position m. The discrete qubit chain is
a unique jump chain for which each orthogonal step evo-
lution operator maps sk = sk(m) to s′k = sk(m + 1). The
order of these operators in the chain is left arbitrary. We
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employ six basis operators and products thereof,

T12 : s′1 = s2, s′2 = −s1,
T23 : s′2 = s3, s′3 = −s2,
T31 : s′3 = s1, s′1 = −s3,
T1 : s′2 = −s2, s′3 = −s3,
T2 : s′1 = −s1, s′3 = −s3,
T3 : s′1 = −s1, s′2 = −s2.

(2.1.1)

The Ising spins not listed explicitly remain invariant. The
first three transformations correspond to π/2 rotations of
the spin sk in different “directions”, where k = 1, 2, 3 may
be associated to three “coordinate directions”, say x, y, z.
The three last transformations are combined reflections of
two spins. We also admit all products of the six trans-
formations (2.1.1). The transformations form a discrete
group.
The unique jump operators Ŝ(m) may differ for different

m. The different transformations do not commute, such
that for Ŝ(m) depending on m the order of the matrices
according to m matters for the overall probability distri-
bution and the expectation values of local observables. A
given sequence of Ŝ(m) could correspond to a deterministic
classical computer with three bits sk. This is realized if the
initial state is a fixed spin configuration. In contrast, we
will consider here probabilistic initial conditions by speci-
fying at some initial m, say m = 0, the probabilities pτ for
each configuration τ . This defines a probabilistic automa-
ton. We will restrict the initial probability distribution to
obey a certain “quantum constraint”. The layers m in the
local chain may be a time sequence, but they could also
label any other sequence, for example an order in space, or
layers in a neural network. We will see that the discrete
qubit chain can also be viewed as an embryonic quantum
computer.

For three bits there are eight classical states, τ = 1, ..., 8,
that we may label by eight different spin configurations,
e.g. in the order (− − −), (− − +), (− + −), (− + +),
(+−−), (+−+), (++−), (+++) for τ from 1 to 8. The
eight time-local probabilities pτ (m) are the probabilities
for these configurations on the layer m. The expectation
values of the three spins follow the basic probabilistic rule

ρk(m) =< sk(m) >=
∑
τ

pτ (m)(Sk)τ , (2.1.2)

with (Sk)τ the value of the spin observable in the state τ ,
e.g.

(S1)τ = (−1,−1,−1,−1, 1, 1, 1, 1),

(S2)τ = (−1,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1, 1),

(S3)τ = (−1, 1,−1, 1,−1, 1,−1, 1).

(2.1.3)

2.2 Classical wave function and step
evolution operator

A convenient formalism for probabilistic automata is
based on the real classical wave function. Its components

qτ (m) obey

pτ (m) = q2τ (m) . (2.2.1)

For arbitrary qτ the probabilities pτ are positive, pτ ≥ 0.
The normalization of the probability distribution is guar-
anteed if qτ are the components of a unit vector. Any
change of the probability distribution with time results in
a simple rotation of this unit vector. The step evolution
operator Ŝ(m) performs this rotation

qτ (m+ 1) = Ŝτρ(m)qρ(m) . (2.2.2)

It is therefore an orthogonal matrix – in our case an 8× 8
matrix.

A classical density matrix ρ′(m) can be constructed as a
bilinear of the classical wave function, with elements

ρ′τρ(m) = qτ (m)qρ(m) . (2.2.3)

We can express the expectation values (2.1.2) in terms of
the classical density matrix ρ′(m), which is a real 8 × 8
matrix, as

ρk(m) = ⟨sk(m)⟩ = tr
(
Ŝkρ

′(m)
)
, (2.2.4)

with diagonal classical spin operators

(Ŝk)τρ = (Sk)τδτρ. (2.2.5)

Only the diagonal elements pτ (m) = ρ′ττ (m) contribute
in this expression. The classical spin operators commute
among themselves, but do not commute with the step evo-
lution operator, except for those spins that remain invari-
ant under a given transformation Ta. A similar expression
in terms of the classical wave function is the analogue of
the quantum law

⟨sk(m)⟩ = qτ (m)
(
Ŝk
)
τρ
qρ(m) . (2.2.6)

The overall probability distribution for probabilistic au-
tomata is rather easily visualized. For each initial configu-
ration τ0 we can construct the trajectory by applying the
updating rule of the automaton. This trajectory is the se-
quence of configurations reached by the updating. Each
point on the trajectory has the same probability, given by
the initial probability pτ0(0). Every configuration of spins
{sk(m)} belongs to a unique trajectory. In this way one
assigns overall probabilities to all configurations {sk(m)}
which can be constructed from the spins at all m. The
step evolution operators (2.2.2) are constructed in order to
realize this overall probability distribution.

For all probabilistic automata the step evolution opera-
tors are unique jump matrices. They have in each row and
column precisely one element equal to one or minus one,
and all other elements zero. For each one of the transfor-
mations (2.1.1) we can construct an associated step evo-
lution operator. This is done by following how each one
of the eight configurations τ is mapped by the operation
of T to a new configuration. We do not need the explicit
form of the step evolution operators Ŝ(m) for the present
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purpose and refer to ref. [1] for their explicit construction
for cellular automata.

The unique jump step operators transform the local
probabilities among themselves as a limiting case of a
Markov chain without loss of information. This transfor-
mation reproduces for the expectation values ρk = ⟨sk⟩
the same transformation as for the spins sk, e.g. for
Ŝ(m) corresponding to T12 one has ρ1(m + 1) = ρ2(m),
ρ2(m + 1) = −ρ1(m), ρ3(m + 1) = ρ3(m). (There should
be no confusion between expectation values ρk(m) and el-
ements of the classical density matrix ρ′τρ(m).) We also do
not need here the explicit form of the overall probability
distribution. It is sufficient to realize that it exists in order
to see that we deal with a classical statistical system. For
a detailed discussion of the realization of the overall proba-
bility distribution as a constrained generalized Ising model
we refer to ref. [1].

2.3 Quantum subsystem

It is a key property of many quantum systems that they
are subsystems of more extended classical probabilistic sys-
tems. The resulting incomplete statistics is the origin of
the uncertainty relation and the non-commuting operator
structure. We discuss the quantum subsystem for the dis-
crete qubit chain here. We could already interpret the dis-
crete qubit chain as a type of discrete quantum mechanics
with real wave functions. This quantum system is some-
what boring since all operators commute and everything
looks as a trivial reformulation of simple classical proper-
ties. We will show that the restriction to a subsystem can
change these properties profoundly, leading to complex dis-
crete quantum mechanics with non-commuting operators
for the spin observables. On the one hand, the map to the
subsystem discards part of the information contained in the
time-local probability distribution {pτ (m)} for the discrete
qubit chain. The information retained for the subsystem
exceeds, however, the one in a classical probability distri-
bution for two or less classical bits. We can still compute
all three expectation values ρk(m) from the information
contained in the subsystem.

Time-local subsystem

The quantum subsystem is based on the three expecta-
tion values ρk(m). For every given m it is a time-local
subsystem. It is also a simple form of a subsystem based
on correlations. (See ref [1] for a general discussion of sub-
systems based on correlations.) The three values ρk(m) are
the only information used by and available to the subsys-
tem. The evolution of the discrete qubit chain transforms
the expectation values among themselves and thus the sub-
system is closed under the evolution. The subsystem uses
only part of the local probabilistic information in the form

of three particular combinations of local probabilities,

ρ1 = −p1 − p2 − p3 − p4 + p5 + p6 + p7 + p8 ,

ρ2 = −p1 − p2 + p3 + p4 − p5 − p6 + p7 + p8 ,

ρ3 = −p1 + p2 − p3 + p4 − p5 + p6 − p7 + p8 .

(2.3.1)

Quantum density matrix and quantum operators

We collect the probabilistic information for the quantum
subsystem in the form of a Hermitian 2× 2 matrix [55]

ρ =
1

2
(1 + ρkτk), ρ† = ρ, tr ρ = 1. (2.3.2)

Hermiticity follows for real ρk from the hermiticity of the
Pauli matrices τk, and tr ρ = 1 follows from tr τk = 0.
This matrix is the quantum density matrix describing the
subsystem, provided that it is a positive matrix, see below
in sect. 2.5.
We introduce three Hermitian quantum operators Sk for

the three “Cartesian directions” of the qubit, given by the
Pauli matrices,

Sk = τk, S†
k = Sk. (2.3.3)

In terms of these quantum operators we can compute for
every m the expectation values of the classical spins from
the density matrix,

⟨sk⟩ = ρk = tr (ρSk). (2.3.4)

This follows from tr(τkτl) = 2δkl, tr τk = 0,

ρk =
1

2
tr {(1 + ρlτl)τk} =

1

2
ρlδlk tr 1. (2.3.5)

We identify the three components of the quantum spin or
qubit with the three classical Ising spins sk,

⟨Sk⟩q = ⟨sk⟩cl. (2.3.6)

Here⟨sk⟩cl is computed according to the classical rule, while
⟨Sk⟩q is computed according to the quantum rule which
associates to every observable A an Hermitian operator and
computes the expectation value from the density matrix

⟨A⟩ = tr(ρA). (2.3.7)

We emphasize that with the identification (2.3.6) the quan-
tum rule (2.3.7) is no independent new rule or axiom. It
follows directly from the classical probabilistic definition of
expectation values.
The classical spin operators Ŝk in eq. (2.2.5) and the

quantum spin operators Sk in eq. (2.3.3) are different ob-
jects. The classical spin operators Sk are real diagonal
8× 8 matrices and commute. The quantum spin operators
Ŝk are Hermitian 2× 2 matrices that do not commute,

[Sk, Sl] = 2iεklmSm. (2.3.8)

For distinction, we use a hat for classical operators and
no hat for quantum operators. The map to the subsystem
maps commuting ”classical” operators to non-commuting
quantum operators [56].
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Particle-wave duality

Already in this very simple form we see the particle-wave
duality of quantum mechanics. The possible measurement
values of the quantum spin components are ±1, as given
by the possible measurement values of the three classical
Ising spins sk. The possible measurement values of the
quantum spin are the eigenvalues of the spin operators Sk.
The quantum rule states that the possible measurement
values of an observable are given by the spectrum of the
associated operator. This is not a new rule or axiom, but
follows from the association with the classical Ising spins.
The discreteness of the possible measurement values is the
“particle side” of particle-wave duality.

The “wave-side” is the continuous character of the time-
local probabilistic information. The probabilities pτ , and
therefore the expectation values ρk in eq.(2.3.1), are con-
tinuous. The density matrix is continuous as well. The
density matrix ρ is a “pure state density matrix” if it obeys
the condition

ρ2 = ρ. (2.3.9)

In this case ρ can be composed as a product of the pure
state wave function ψ and its complex conjugate ψ∗ ac-
cording to

ραβ = ψαψ
∗
β . (2.3.10)

The wave function is a normalized two component vector,
ψ†ψ = 1, which is an element of Hilbert space. The overall
phase of ψ plays no role since it does not appear in the
density matrix (2.3.10). All the wave-aspects of quantum
mechanics are associated to the continuous character of the
local probabilistic information.

For the particular case of a pure quantum state the rule
(2.3.7) for the expectation value of an observable takes the
form familiar from quantum mechanics

⟨A⟩ = tr(ρA) = ρβαAαβ = ψ∗
αAαβψβ . (2.3.11)

It may be written in the conventional bra-ket notation as

⟨A⟩ = ψ†Aψ = ⟨ψ|A |ψ⟩ . (2.3.12)

We see that already for the simple one qubit subsystem the
rules of quantum mechanics emerge in a natural way.

2.4 Incomplete statistics

The operators for the quantum spins do not commute.
This is no accident or result of some particular choice. It
is a direct consequence of the quantum subsystem being
characterized by incomplete statistics [53, 54]. Incomplete
statistics is defined here in the sense that the statistical
information in the subsystem is not sufficient to compute
classical correlation functions for all observables.

Quantum subsystem and environment

The quantum subsystem is characterized by the three ex-
pectation values ⟨sk⟩. All other classical correlation func-
tions of the Ising spins, as ⟨sksl⟩ or ⟨s1s2s3⟩, belong to

⟨s1⟩
⟨s2⟩ ⟨s3⟩⟨s1s2⟩ ⟨s1s3⟩

⟨s2s3⟩

⟨s1s2s3⟩

Figure 1. Schematic embedding of the quantum subsystem
within the classical statistical system in the space of correla-
tion functions. The inner region (red) comprises the quantum
subsystem, and the outer region (green) constitutes the envi-
ronment. In contrast, a “classical subsystem” would eliminate
s1, consisting of the correlations s2, s3 and s2s3. The quantum
subsystem is clearly not of this type.

the “environment”. This is depicted in Fig. 1. The quan-
tum subsystem can be seen as a submanifold in the mani-
fold of all classical correlation functions of Ising spins at a
given m. In terms of the local probabilities pτ the quan-
tum subsystem is a three-dimensional submanifold of the
seven-dimensional manifold of the independent local prob-
abilities, specified by the relations (2.3.1). The other four
independent combinations of pτ specify the environment,
but are not relevant for the quantum subsystem. For a
given (ρ1, ρ2, ρ3) all local probability distributions leading
to the same ρ describe the same quantum subsystem. The
map from the local probability distribution to the quantum
subsystem is not invertible. It “forgets” the probabilistic
information pertaining to the environment.

Classical correlation functions

The classical two-point and three-point correlation func-
tions belong to the environment, and not to the quantum
subsystem. They cannot be computed from the probabilis-
tic information of the quantum subsystem. For example,
one has

⟨s1s2⟩ = p1 + p2 − p3 − p4 − p5 − p6 + p7 + p8. (2.4.1)

This linear combination cannot be expressed in terms of
ρk. Classical correlations are “inaccessible” for the quan-
tum subsystem, since their computation needs information
about the environment beyond the subsystem. This is “in-
complete statistics”. For incomplete statistics the proba-
bilistic information is sufficient for the computation of ex-
pectation values of a certain number of observables, but
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insufficient for the computation of all classical correlation
functions for these observables. For more general systems
of incomplete statistics some of the correlation functions
may belong to the subsystem, but not all of them. We will
encounter this case for two qubits in sect. 3.2.

Incomplete statistics and non commuting operators

For an expression of expectation values by eq. (2.3.7) not
all operators for observables of the incomplete statistical
system can commute. This is the basic origin for the non-
commutativity of the quantum spin operators for the dis-
crete qubit chain.

If two quantum operators A and B commute, [A,B] = 0,
also the product C = AB = BA is a valid quantum opera-
tor that commutes with A and B. The expectation values
of A, B and C are independent real numbers that have
to be part of the probabilistic information in the quantum
subsystem. More precisely, ⟨C⟩ is restricted by the val-
ues of ⟨A⟩ and ⟨B⟩, but not computable in terms of ⟨A⟩
and ⟨B⟩ except for the particular limiting cases ⟨A⟩ = ±1,
⟨B⟩ = ±1. If we associate A with s1 and B with s2 we have
one more quantum observable D associated with s3. Since
⟨D⟩ cannot be expressed in terms of ⟨A⟩,⟨B⟩ and ⟨C⟩, such
a system would need at least the probabilistic information
given by four real numbers. This is more than available by
a 2×2 Hermitian normalized density matrix. The assump-
tion [A,B] = 0 leads to a contradiction. One concludes
that the operators representing the three classical spins sk
in the subsystem cannot commute. This holds for every
pair of quantum operators Sk.
It is interesting to consider for an extended setting the

particular case where the quantum correlation ⟨AB⟩q of
two commuting quantum observables equals the classical
correlation ⟨AB⟩cl for two classical observables A and B
whose expectation values are used for the definition of the
quantum subsystems, i.e. ⟨A⟩q = ⟨A⟩cl, ⟨B⟩q = ⟨B⟩cl.
While this is not the general case, we will discuss in sect. 3.4
an interesting “correlation map” where this is realized. In
this case one has

⟨AB⟩q = tr(ρAB) = ⟨AB⟩cl =
∑
τ

pτAτBτ . (2.4.2)

This identity can hold only for commuting quantum opera-
tors. Indeed, for any two commuting operators there exists
a basis where both are diagonal,

Aαβ = Aαδαβ , Bαβ = Bαδαβ , (2.4.3)

with Aα and Bα given by possible measurement values of
the observables. In this basis one has

⟨AB⟩q =
∑
α

ρααAαBα, (2.4.4)

which corresponds precisely to the classical expectation
value ABcl, provided that the diagonal elements ραα can be
associated with probabilities of a subsystem of the classical
system.

More precisely, for two-level observables A and B with
possible measurement values ±1 the “simultaneous proba-
bility” p++ for finding A = +1 and B = +1 is computable
as an appropriate combination of diagonal elements ραα.
This also holds for the other simultaneous probabilities
p+−, p−+ and p−−. The same simultaneous probabilities
are computable from the classical probabilities pτ . The
relation (2.4.2) requires that all simultaneous probabilities
are the same in the quantum subsystem and the classical
statistical system. On the other hand, simultaneous prob-
abilities are not available for the quantum system if two
associated operators do not commute. (An exception may
be states for which ⟨[A,B]⟩ vanishes.) The two operators
A and B cannot be diagonalized simultaneously. In a ba-
sis where A is diagonal, linear combinations of the positive
semidefinite diagonal elements ραα can be employed to de-
fine the probabilities to find A = 1, or A = −1. Similar
probabilities can be computed for B in a basis where B is
diagonal. There is no way, however, to extract simultane-
ous probabilities.

We conclude the following properties: If the classical cor-
relation function ⟨AB⟩cl is part of the probabilistic infor-
mation of the quantum subsystem, the associated quantum
operators A and B have to commute. Inversely, if A and
B do not commute, the classical correlation function is not
available for the quantum subsystem and therefore belongs
to the environment. If A and B commute, the classical
correlation function can belong to the quantum subsystem
but does not need to. It may also be part of the environ-
ment. This issue depends on the precise implementation of
the quantum subsystem.

2.5 Quantum condition

In order to realize a quantum subsystem the three ex-
pectation values ρk = ⟨sk⟩cl have to obey an inequality∑

k

ρ2k ≤ 1. (2.5.1)

This “quantum constraint” or “quantum condition” arises
from the requirement that the quantum density matrix ρ is
a positive matrix. Pure quantum states require the “pure
state condition”

ρkρk = 1, (2.5.2)

while mixed states obey

ρkρk < 1. (2.5.3)

The quantum subsystem can therefore not be realized for
arbitrary time-local probabilities {pτ (m)}, but only for a
submanifold defined by eq. (2.5.1). We will see that the
quantum constraint is preserved by the evolution. It has
important consequences for the expectation values in the
quantum subsystem.

The quantum constraint arises here as a condition for
the realization of a subsystem with closed time evolution.
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There are some analogues with restricted classical prob-
ability distributions which induce certain quantum fea-
tures [57–62]. Our general idea is that suitable subsystems
are selected by the evolution dynamics of the overall prob-
ability distribution in a context of infinitely many degrees
of freedom, similar to isolated atoms in a quantum field
theory. This dynamical selection can impose the quantum
constraint. For the purpose of our example we simply pos-
tulate the quantum constraint.

Pure state condition

Consider first the pure state condition (2.5.2). For a pure
quantum state one needs the condition (2.3.9). We write
the definition (2.3.2) of the quantum subsystem as

ρ =
1

2
ρµτµ, (2.5.4)

where we employ

τ0 = 1, ρ0 = 1, (2.5.5)

and that the sum over µ extends form zero to three. The
condition ρ2 = ρ amounts to

1

4
(ρµτµ)(ρντν) =

1

8
ρµρν{τµτν} =

1

2
ρµτµ. (2.5.6)

With {τk, τl} = 2δkl, {τk, τ0} = 2τk, {τ0, τ0} = 2 the con-
dition (2.5.6) becomes

1

4
(1 + ρkρk) +

1

2
ρkτk =

1

2
+

1

2
ρkτk, (2.5.7)

which indeed requires the condition (2.5.2). Inversely,
eq. (2.5.2) implies a pure state density matrix ρ2 = ρ.

Positive eigenvalues of density matrix

For a pure quantum state the two eigenvalues of ρ are
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0. In general, the positivity of ρ requires
λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 ≥ 0. From

tr(ρ) = λ1 + λ2 = 1, det(ρ) = λ1λ2, (2.5.8)

we conclude that ρ is a positive matrix if det(ρ) ≥ 0. Com-
puting from eq. (2.5.4)

det(ρ) =
1

4
(1− ρkρk), (2.5.9)

the condition det(ρ) ≥ 0 indeed coincides with the quan-
tum constraint (2.5.1). The boundary value det(ρ) = 0 is
realized for the pure state condition (2.5.2), as appropriate
since one eigenvalue of ρ vanishes. We conclude that mixed
quantum states with positive ρ not obeying ρ2 = ρ require
the inequality (2.5.3).

Bloch sphere

The quantum condition is visualized in Fig. 2. Pure
quantum states are points on the Bloch sphere with ⟨s1⟩2+
⟨s2⟩2 + ⟨s3⟩2 = 1. The mixed quantum states correspond
to points inside the Bloch sphere.

⟨s1⟩ ⟨s2⟩

⟨s3⟩

Figure 2. Quantum condition. For a quantum subsystem the
expectation values sz must be inside or on the Bloch sphere.
Points on the Bloch sphere are pure quantum states. Points
outside the Bloch sphere correspond to classical statistical prob-
ability distributions that do not realize a quantum subsystem.
Corners of the cube have |sk| = 1 for all k and are not compat-
ible with the quantum subsystem. The Bloch sphere touches
the cube at the points indicated at the center of its surfaces.

Uncertainty relation

The most general classical probability distributions for
three Ising spins can realize arbitrary values ⟨sk⟩ in the in-
terval −1 ≤ ⟨sk⟩ ≤ 1. These correspond to all points inside
the cube in Fig. 2. Points inside the cube but outside the
Bloch sphere are valid classical probability distributions,
but the associated probability distributions do not admit
a quantum subsystem. Quantum subsystems can there-
fore be only realized by a subfamily of classical probability
distributions. The non-invertible map from the classical
probability distribution {pτ} to the matrix ρ can be defined
by eq. (2.5.4) for arbitrary {pτ}. Only for a submanifold
of {pτ} the matrix ρ describes a valid positive quantum
density matrix, however.
As an example we consider the limiting classical distri-

bution for which pτ differs from zero only for the partic-
ular state with s1 = s2 = 1, s3 = −1. This translates
to ⟨s1⟩ = ⟨s2⟩ = 1, ⟨s3⟩ = −1 and corresponds to one
of the corners of the cube in Fig. (2). With ρkρk = 3
this classical probability distribution violates the quantum
constraint (2.5.1). Indeed, no valid quantum state can re-
alize simultaneously fixed values for the quantum spin in
all directions.
More generally, the uncertainty relation of quantum me-

chanics follows directly from the quantum constraint. In-
deed, for a positive Hermitian normalized density matrix ρ
the formulation of quantum mechanics can be applied and
induces the uncertainty relation. We can see directly from
the quantum condition (2.5.1) that a sharp value ⟨s1⟩ = ±1
requires a vanishing expectation value for the spins in the
two other Cartesian directions, ⟨s2⟩ = ⟨s3⟩ = 0. Two spins
cannot have simultaneously sharp values, as well known in
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quantum mechanics from the commutation relation (2.3.8)
for the associated operators.

2.6 Unitary evolution

So far we have discussed how to extract a local quantum
density matrix ρ(m) from a classical probability distribu-
tion {pτ (m)} at a given position m in the local chain. We
can identify m with time, t = mε, with ε the time interval
for a discrete formulation of the quantum evolution. For
the discrete qubit chain (2.1.1) the probability distribution
at t is mapped to the probability distribution at t+ ε. In-
deed, the unique jump operation corresponding to one of
the discrete transformations (2.1.1) maps every spin con-
figuration σ at t to precisely one configuration τ(σ) at t+ε.
The probabilities pτ (t+ ε) obtain from pτ (t) by the simple
relation

pτ (t+ ε) = pσ(τ)(t) , (2.6.1)

with σ(τ) the inverse of the map τ(σ). In other words,
the probability of a configuration τ at t + ε equals the
probability for the configuration σ(τ) at t from which it
originates by the updating rule of the automaton. From
{pτ (t+ ε)} we can compute ρ(t+ ε) by eqs. (2.3.2), (2.2.4).

Discrete quantum evolution operator

The question arises if ρ(t + ε) is again a positive quan-
tum density matrix if ρ(t) obeys the quantum constraint,
and if the change from ρ(t) to ρ(t+ ε) follows the unitary
evolution law of quantum mechanics. We will see that both
properties hold. The quantum evolution of a density ma-
trix is given by the unitary quantum evolution operator
U(t+ ε, t)

ρ(t+ ε) = U(t+ ε, t)ρ(t)U†(t+ ε, t). (2.6.2)

For pure states, this is equivalent to the unitary evolution
of the wave function,

ψ(t+ ε) = U(t+ ε, t)ψ(t). (2.6.3)

Any mixed state quantum density matrix can be repre-
sented as a linear combination of pure state density matri-
ces ρ(a)

ρ =
∑
a

waρ
(a), (2.6.4)

with (ρ(a))2 = ρ(a). The pure state density matrices ρ(a)

can be written in terms of wave functions ψα,

ρ
(a)
αβ = ψ(a)

α ψ
(a)∗
β , (2.6.5)

for which the evolution is given by eq. (2.6.2). Since the
evolution equation is linear in ρ(a) it also holds for linear
combinations of ρ(a). The positive coefficients wa ≥ 0 can
be interpreted as probabilities to find a given pure state a.
With eqs. (2.6.4), (2.6.5) eq. (2.6.2) follows from eq. (2.6.3).

We are interested here in discrete time steps from t to
t + ε, where the distance ε between two neighboring time
points is always the same. We therefore use the abbreviated
notation

U(t) = U(t+ ε, t), U†(t)U(t) = 1. (2.6.6)

The unitary 2× 2 matrices U(t) are the discrete evolution
operators.

Unitary evolution for discrete qubit chain

Consider as a particular transformation T31, that acts on
the expectation values ρk = ⟨sk⟩ as

ρ3(t+ ε) = ρ1(t), ρ1(t+ ε) = −ρ3(t), ρ2(t+ ε) = ρ2(t).
(2.6.7)

This corresponds to a unitary transformation in the quan-
tum subsystem, given by the unitary matrix

U31 −
1√
2

(
1 1
−1 1

)
. (2.6.8)

Indeed, one verifies

1

2
U31(t)

(
1 + ρ3(t) ρ1(t)− iρ2(t)

ρ1(t) + iρ2(t) 1− ρ3(t)

)
U†
31(t)

=
1

2

(
1 + ρ1(t) −ρ3(t)− iρ2(t)

−ρ3(t) + iρ2(t) 1− ρ1(t)

)
(2.6.9)

=
1

2

(
1 + ρ3(t+ ε) ρ1(t+ ε)− iρ2(t+ ε)

ρ1(t+ ε) + iρ2(t+ ε) 1− ρ3(t+ ε)

)
,

in accordance with eq. (2.6.7). The unique jump operation
T31 acting on the probability distribution for the classical
bits is reflected as a unitary transformation for the qubit.
The other unique jump operators in eq. (2.1.1) also act

as unitary transformations on the quantum density matrix,
with discrete evolution operators given by

U12 =
1√
2

(
1 + i 0
0 1− i

)
, U23 =

1√
2

(
1 i
i 1

)
,

U1 =

(
0 i
i 0

)
, U2 =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
, U3 =

(
i 0
0 −i

)
.

(2.6.10)

The overall phase of U is arbitrary since it drops out
in the transformation (2.6.2). We observe that U23 =
exp(iπτ1/4), U31 = exp(iπτ2/4) and U12 = exp(iπτ3/4)
induce rotations by π/2 for the vector (ρ1, ρ2, ρ3) in the
planes indicated by the indices. The operators Uk = iτk
induce rotations by π around the k-axis for the Cartesian
spin directions, equivalent to simultaneous reflections of
two spin directions.
Not all unique jump operators on the classical proba-

bility distributions lead to unitary transformations for the
quantum subsystem. As an example, consider the unique
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jump operation p1 ↔ p3, p2 ↔ p4. It corresponds to a
conditional change of s2. If s1 = −1 the sign of s2 flips,
s′2 = −s2, while for s1 = 1 the spin s2 remains unchanged.
This transformation leaves ρ1 and ρ3 invariant, while ρ2
changes to ρ′2 = p1 + p2 − p3 − p4 − p5 − p6 + p7 + p8.
The combination ρ′2 cannot be expressed in terms of ρ1,
ρ2, ρ3. For realizing a unitary transformation on the quan-
tum subsystem it is necessary that the density matrix at
t + ε can be expressed in terms of the density matrix at
t. This is not the case for the above conditional spin flip.
Another type of unique jump operation that does not cor-
respond to a unitary quantum evolution is the reflection
of an odd number of classical Ising spins. For example,
s2 → −s2 results in complex conjugation of the quantum
density matrix, ρ→ ρ∗, rather than a unitary transforma-
tion of ρ.

Sequences of unitary evolution steps

For the discrete qubit chain one may choose arbitrary
sequences of unique jump operations (2.1.1). On the level
of the quantum subsystem this is reflected by a sequence
of unitary operations, e.g.

ρ(t+ 3ε) =

Ua(t+ 2ε)Ub(t+ ε)Uc(t)ρ(t)U
†
c (t)U

†
b (t+ ε)U†

a(t+ 2ε) .
(2.6.11)

Such transformations are elements of a discrete group that
is generated by two basis transformations, say T31 and T12.
On the level of unitary transformations of the quantum
subsystem this is the group generated by U31 and U12, with
matrices differing only by an overall phase.

We note the identities

U2
31 = U2 U2

12 = U3, U2
23 = U1, (2.6.12)

which correspond to a sequence of two identical π/2-
rotations producing a π-rotation around the same axis.
The inverse π/2-rotations obey

U13 = −U31U2 = −U2U31 = U†
31,

U21 = −U12U3 = −U3U12 = U†
12,

U32 = −U23U1 = −U1U23 = U†
23. (2.6.13)

We finally observe

U23 = U12U31U21, (2.6.14)

such that two basic transformations induced by U31 and
U12 generate the complete discrete group. The discrete
qubit chains can realize arbitrary sequences of unitary
transformations belonging to this discrete group.

Quantum computing

What is quantum computing? Quantum computing is
based on a stepwise evolution of a quantum system. For
simplicity we consider equidistant time steps t, t+ε, t+2ε

and so on. A given computational step maps the proba-
bilistic information of a quantum system at time t to the
one at time t + ε. The discrete unitary transformations
of the density matrix (2.6.2) are called gates. In case of
pure states the gates U(t) act on the wave function (2.6.3).
We concentrate on the formulation in terms of the density
matrix

ρ(t+ ε) = U(t)ρ(t)U†(t), (2.6.15)

from which eq. (2.6.3) can be derived as a special case. A
quantum computation consists of a sequence of quantum
gates, corresponding to matrix multiplication of unitary
matrices according to eq. (2.6.11). In this way the input
in form of ρ(tin) is transformed to the output in form of
ρ(tf ), where it can be read out by measurements.

The discrete bit chain (2.1.1) can be viewed as a quan-
tum computer. It is a very simple one since it can only
perform a rather limited set of gates, corresponding to the
discrete group discussed above. Nevertheless, it can per-
form a set of quantum operations by simple deterministic
manipulation of classical bits. The discrete subgroup gen-
erated by the π/2-rotations of the vector of classical Ising
spins (s1, s2, s3) are only a small subgroup of the general
deterministic operations for three classical spins. The lat-
ter correspond to the group of permutations for eight ele-
ments, corresponding to the eight states τ .

One may ask what is particular about the quantum op-
erations realized by three classical spins. The particularity
arises from the quantum constraint (2.5.1). The classical
Ising spins or bits do not all have well determined val-
ues sk = ±1, as for classical computing. Only the three
independent probabilities to find the values one or zero
are available for a given bit. The probabilities for the
possible states of three bits, corresponding to pτ , are not
needed. Many probability distributions for the states of
three bits lead to the same expectation values ⟨sk⟩ = ρk.
On the other hand, knowledge of the probability distri-
bution for one spin, say ⟨s1⟩, entails information on the
two other spins. For example, if ⟨s1⟩ = ±1, one knows
⟨s2⟩ = ⟨s3⟩ = 0.

Complete unitary transformations

In quantum computing it is well known that if a system
can perform a suitable set of basis gates it can perform the
complete set of all unitary transformations by a suitable
sequence of the basis gates. For the two basis gates for a
one-qubit system one usually takes the Hadamard gate UH
and the rotation gate UT ,

UH =
1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
UT =

(
1 0
0 eiπ/4

)
. (2.6.16)

For the Hadamard gate one has

UH : ρ1(t+ ε) = ρ3(t), ρ3(t+ ε) = ρ1(t),

ρ2(t+ ε) = −ρ2(t), (2.6.17)
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while the T -gate amounts to

UT : ρ1(t+ ε) =
1√
2
(ρ1(t)− ρ2(t)),

ρ2(t+ ε) =
1√
2
(ρ1(t) + ρ2(t)),

ρ3(t+ ε) = ρ3(t). (2.6.18)

An arbitrary unitary matrix U can be approximated with
any wanted precision by a sequence of factors UH and UT .
The Hadamard gate can be realized by a deterministic

operation on classical bits, s1 ↔ s3, s2 → −s2. The matrix
UH is a product of the rotation matrices discussed above,

UH = −iU31U1. (2.6.19)

It can be realized by the corresponding combination of up-
datings (2.1.1) of the probabilistic automaton. The rota-
tion gate cannot be obtained by unique jump operations.
If we could represent it as a product of the unitary matri-
ces of the discrete group generated by π/2-rotations, these
transformations would generate arbitrary unitary transfor-
mations by suitable products. This is obviously not possi-
ble for the finite discrete group.

General unitary transformations

The rotation gate requires a change of the classical prob-
ability distribution {pτ} that does not correspond to a
unique jump operation. Since every quantum density ma-
trix ρ(t) can be realized by some probability distribution
{pτ (t)} according to eqs. (2.3.1), (2.3.2), suitable changes of
probability distributions that realize the rotation gate do
exist. This extends to arbitrary unitary transformations
of the one-qubit density matrices. Any arbitrary unitary
quantum evolution can be realized by suitable evolutions
of time-local probability distributions. The issue is not a
question of principle, but rather if possible concrete real-
izations of the required changes of probability distributions
are available.

While it is not possible to realize the T -gate by a sim-
ple automaton acting on three classical bits, it is possible
to realize it in more extended classical statistical systems.
The probability distributions for three classical Ising spins
could perhaps be realized by three suitably correlated prob-
abilistic bits (p-bits) [47]. This would permit to perform
transformations of these probability distributions, possibly
conserving automatically the quantum constraint. We will
discuss in sect. 6 artificial neural networks or neuromor-
phic computers that can learn to perform changes of the
classical probability distribution which realize the T -gate.

Unitary evolution and quantum condition

A unitary quantum evolution and the quantum condi-
tion (2.5.1) are in close correspondence. Unitary transfor-
mations act as rotations on the three component vector
(ρ1, ρ2, ρ3). They therefore preserve the “purity”

P = ρkρk. (2.6.20)

In particular, a pure quantum state with P = 1 remains
a pure quantum state after the transformation. More gen-
erally, if ρ(t) obeys the quantum constraint P ≤ 1, this is
also the case for ρ(t+ ε).

On the other hand, the possibility to perform arbitrary
unitary evolution steps requires the quantum condition
(2.5.1). For points outside the Bloch sphere in Fig. 2, for
which P > 1, arbitrary rotated points do not lie within the
cube. In other words, a general rotation of the vector of
expectation values (⟨s1⟩ , ⟨s2⟩ , ⟨s3⟩) is no longer a set of al-
lowed expectation values. Some of the | ⟨sk⟩ | would have to
be larger than one, which is not possible. If the dynamics
is such that arbitrary unitary transformations are possi-
ble for a simple qubit quantum subsystem, the probability
distributions have to obey the quantum condition.

Correlated computing

Even though the discrete qubit chain cannot perform
arbitrary unitary transformations of a single qubit, it real-
izes already a key property of quantum computing, namely
correlated computing. In a quantum computer the differ-
ent Cartesian spin directions are not independent but obey
strong correlations. If one changes one spin direction ⟨sk⟩,
one necessarily influences simultaneously the other two.
This extends to several qubits in an entangled state. Ma-
nipulating one qubit immediately affects the other qubits.
This use of correlations is a key feature of quantum com-
puting which enhances its power as compared to a classical
computer. For a classical computer changing one bit sk
does not necessarily affect other bits.

The reason for this “global effect” of a change in a single
quantity (e.g. single qubit) resides in strong correlations.
Our embryonic quantum computer is a simple model for
the understanding of this “correlated computing”. Indeed,
the probability distributions {pτ (t)} for the classical spins
which are compatible with the quantum constraint (2.5.1)
all describe states with strong correlations between the dif-
ferent spins. Probability distributions for which two (or
three) of the classical spins are uncorrelated can be writ-
ten in a suitable product form. This product form is not
compatible with the quantum constraint. We conclude that
the quantum constraint enforces correlations. Once these
correlations are realized for some initial state they will be
preserved by the unitary evolution.

2.7 Probabilistic observables

The time-local probabilistic information of the quantum
subsystem is given by expectation values ρk(m). The vec-
tor ρk or the associated density matrix specify the state of
the system at a given time t. The transition to the subsys-
tem entails important conceptual changes for the status of
observables.

Observables have no longer fixed values for every state
of the subsystem. They become “probabilistic observables”
for which only probabilities to find a given possible mea-
surement value are given for any state of the subsystem [63–
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72]. This change of character of the observables is not a
fundamental change – the possible measurement values are
not changed by the transition to the subsystem. We only
deal with restricted information available for the observ-
ables in the subsystem. Since realistic quantum systems
are typically subsystems of systems with infinitely many
degrees of freedom it is essential to understand the concept
of probabilistic observables for subsystems. Many quan-
tum features emerge from the map to a subsystem. We
have discussed the concept of probabilistic observables in
detail in the first part of this work [1].

Consider the three Ising spins sk. Within the subsystem
they are time-local system observables whose expectation
values ⟨sk⟩ can be computed from the probabilistic infor-
mation of the subsystem. The latter is given by the three
system variables ρk that define the density matrix. These
system observables have associated local-observable opera-

tors Ŝk = τk. The possible measurement values λ
(k)
± = ±1

correspond to the eigenvalues of the operators Ŝk. To-

gether with the probabilities w
(k)
± to find for sk the value

λ
(k)
± they specify probabilistic observables. These proba-

bilities are given by

w
(k)
± =

1

2
(1± ρk) . (2.7.1)

They are computable from the system variables ρk. Due
to the quantum constraint ρkρk ≤ 1 at most one of the
spins can have a sharp value, however. This requires the
state of the subsystem to be a particular pure quantum
state, namely an eigenstate to the corresponding operator
Ŝk. Thus one has genuinely probabilistic observables which
cannot all take simultaneously sharp values. The quantum
subsystem admits no microstates for which all system ob-
servables have sharp values.

One may question about other possible system observ-
ables. The spin operators in arbitrary directions,

Ŝ(e) = ekτk , ekek = 1 , (2.7.2)

obey the criteria for local-observable operators [1]. The
question is if there are measurement procedures that iden-
tify probabilistic observables s(ek) for which the possible
outcomes are the values ±1, and for which the probabilities
w±(ek) are given by

w±(ek) =
1

2
(1 + ekρk) . (2.7.3)

If yes, these are system observables. We will discuss in
sect. 5.1 a setting for which the observable s(ek) are asso-
ciated to yes/no decisions in a classical statistical setting.
In this case we are guaranteed that they are system ob-
servables of the quantum subsystem.

2.8 Bit-quantum map

A bit-quantum map is a map from the local probabilistic
information for classical Ising spins or bits to the density

{pτ (t1)} {pτ (t2)}

ρ(t1) ρ(t2)

evolution of
time-local subsystem

evolution of
quantum subsystem

bit-quantum
map

Figure 3. Evolution of quantum subsystem induced by evolution
of “classical” time-local subsystem.

matrix for qubits. It maps a “classical” probabilistic sys-
tem to a quantum subsystem. This map is compatible
with the local structure associated to time and evolution.
It maps a time-local subsystem to a quantum subsystem
at the same time t. In general, a bit-quantum map is a
map from the classical density matrix ρ′(t) to a quantum
density matrix ρ(t). In our case it is a map from the time-
local probability distribution {pτ (t)} to the density matrix
of the subsystem. The bit-quantum map can be general-
ized from a finite set of classical Ising spins to continuous
variables.
For the present one-qubit quantum system realized by

the discrete qubit chain the bit-quantum map is given by
eq. (2.3.2), with coefficients ρk(t) expressed in terms of the
probabilities pτ (t) by eq. (2.3.1). This map is “complete”
in the sense that for every quantum density matrix ρ(t)
one can find a local probability distribution {pτ (t)} such
that the bit-quantum map realizes this density matrix. The
bit-quantum map is not an isomorphism. Many different
probability distributions {pτ (t)} realize the same quantum
density matrix ρ(t). For the particular case of a density
matrix for a pure quantum state the bit-quantum map is a
map between the eight classical probabilities and the com-
plex normalized two-component quantum wave function.
A map of this type is also considered in ref. [50].
The bit-quantum map transports the time evolution of

the time-local subsystem to the time evolution of the quan-
tum subsystem. In our case, a time evolution of the prob-
abilities pτ (t) results in a time evolution of ρ(t), as shown
in Fig. 3. This requires the time evolution of the time-local
subsystem to be compatible with the bit-quantum map. If
{pτ (t1)} obeys the quantum constraints, this has to hold
for {pτ (t2)} as well. For the discrete qubit chain as a prob-
abilistic automaton with updatings (2.1.1) the evolution
of the quantum subsystem is indeed unitary, with discrete
evolution operators (2.6.8), (2.6.10).
More generally, a unitary quantum evolution requires

particular properties for the evolution of the probability
distribution {pτ (t)}. Consider two different Hermitian,
normalized, and positive matrices ρ1 and ρ2 that are re-
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lated by a unitary transformation U ,

ρ2 = Uρ1U
†. (2.8.1)

If {pτ (t1)} is mapped to ρ1(t1), and {pτ (t2)} to ρ2(t2), the
unitary quantum evolution operator U(t2, t1) is given by
eq. (2.8.1). An arbitrary evolution of {pτ (t)} defines the
evolution of a hermitean normalized matrix ρ(t) according
to eq. (2.3.2). In the general case, however, ρ(t2) needs not
to be related to ρ(t1) by a unitary transformation (2.8.1).

A necessary condition for a unitary transformation is
that {pτ (t)} obeys the quantum constraint for all t. The
quantum constraint ensures positivity of the associated
density matrix. Since a unitary evolution preserves the
eigenvalues of ρ(t), a violation of the quantum constraint
cannot be compatible with a unitary evolution for which
ρ(t) remains positive for all t. As a sufficient condition for a
unitary evolution of ρ(t) we may state that the evolution of
{pτ (t)} must be such that all eigenvalues of ρ(t) are invari-
ant. Two hermitean matrices with the same eigenvalues
can indeed be related by a unitary transformation (2.8.1).
In particular, if the evolution of the “classical” time-local
subsystem is such that every {pτ (t1)} representing a pure
state density matrix ρ(t1) evolves at t2 to a distribution
representing another (unique) pure state density matrix
ρ(t2), the quantum evolution has to be unitary.
It should be clear by this short discussion that the time

evolution of classical probabilistic systems can generate by
the quantum-bit map an evolution law for the quantum
subsystem that is not unitary. In particular, it can describe
phenomena as decoherence or syncoherence for which pure
quantum states evolve to mixed quantum states and vice
versa. We will discuss in sec. 5.6 the general reason why
Nature selects the unitary quantum evolution among the
many other possible evolution laws.

For a complete bit-quantum map an arbitrary unitary
evolution of the quantum subsystem can be realized by a
suitable evolution of the time-local “classical” subsystem.
For every U in eq. (2.8.1) one obtains from ρ1 a given ρ2, for
which a probability distribution {pτ (t2)} exists by virtue
of completeness. Since {pτ (t2)} realizing ρ2 is not unique,
the “classical evolution law” for {pτ (t)} realizing a given
unitary quantum evolution is not unique.

2.9 Simple quantum system from classical
statistics

In summary of this chapter we have constructed a simple
discrete quantum system from a classical statistical setting.
It is described by a complex Hermitian and positive den-
sity matrix, or by a complex wave function in case of a
pure state. Its time evolution performs a restricted set of
unitary transformations. This quantum system can be re-
garded as a restricted one-qubit quantum computer. On
the formal side the three Cartesian spin observables are
represented by non-commuting quantum operators. This
non-commutativity reflects the incomplete statistics of the
subsystem. The eigenvalues of the quantum operators co-
incide with the possible measurement values. The spin ob-

servables are probabilistic observables which cannot have
simultaneous sharp values. The quantum mechanical un-
certainty is realized. The classical correlation function for
the spin observables is not accessible for the quantum sub-
system. Our classical probabilistic model constitutes a sim-
ple example for the emergence of quantum mechanics from
classical statistics [55].
In our example all these quantum properties arise from

the focus to a subsystem. We should emphasize, however,
that the map to a subsystem is not the only way how in-
complete statistics and non-commutative operators are re-
alized for classical statistical systems. Another origin can
be “statistical observables” which characterize properties
of the probabilistic information and have no definite value
for a given spin configuration. The momentum observable
for probabilistic cellular automata discussed in ref. [1] is a
good example.

3 Entanglement in classical and
quantum statistics

Entanglement describes situations where two parts of a
system are connected and cannot be separated. The prop-
erties in one part depend on the properties of the other
part. The quantitative description of such situations is
given by correlation functions. There is no conceptual dif-
ference between entanglement in classical statistics and in
quantum mechanics [73]. In this chapter we will construct
explicitly probabilistic automata that realize the maxi-
mally entangled state of a two-qubit quantum system.

3.1 Entanglement in classical statistics and
quantum mechanics

A simple example of entanglement in a classical proba-
bilistic system is a system of two Ising spins s1 and s2 for
which the probabilities for equal signs of both spins vanish.
The two spins are maximally anticorrelated. We denote by
p++ the probability for s1 = s2 = 1, and by p−− the one
for the state s1 = s2 = −1. Similarly, we label the prob-
abilities p+− for s1 = 1, s2 = −1 and p−+ for s1 = −1,
s2 = 1. For a probability distribution

p+− = p−+ =
1

2
, p++ = p−− = 0 (3.1.1)

one finds the correlation function

⟨s1s2⟩ = −1, (3.1.2)

while the expectation values for both spins vanish

⟨s1⟩ = 0, ⟨s2⟩ = 0. (3.1.3)

The interpretation is simple: the two spins necessarily
have opposite signs. Assume that a measurement of s1
yields s1 = 1, and the measurement is ideal in the sense
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that it eliminates the possibilities to find s1 = −1 without
affecting the relative probabilities to find s2. The condi-

tional probability p
(c)
+− to find s2 = −1 after a measurement

s1 = 1 equals one in this case, while the conditional prob-

ability p
(c)
++ to find s2 = 1 after a measurement s1 = 1

vanishes. One is certain to find s2 = −1 in a second mea-
surement of s2. We observe, however, that this statement
involves the notion of conditional probabilities and ideal
measurements which may not always be as simple as for
the assumed situation. We will discuss this issue in sect. 7.
There is no need that the measurement of s1 sends any

“signal” to s2. For example, the two spins may be sep-
arated by large distances, such that no light signal can
connect s1 and s2 for the time span relevant for the two
measurements. An example is the cosmic microwave back-
ground where s1 and s2 may correspond to temperatures
above or below the mean in two regions of the sky at largely
different angles. The two temperature differences or Ising
spins are correlated, even though no maximal anticorrela-
tion will be found in this case. No signal can connect the
two regions at the time of the CMB-emission or during the
time span of the two measurements at different angles. At
the time of the CMB-emission the correlations on large rel-
ative angles are non-local. They can be prepared by some
causal physics in the past, however. We will discuss the
issue of causality much later in this work. What is already
clear at this simple level is the central statement: In the
presence of correlations a system cannot be divided into
separate independent parts. The whole is more than the
sum of its parts.
In the concept of probabilistic realism there exists one

real world and the laws are probabilistic. The reality is
given by the probability distribution without particular re-
strictions on its form. One may nevertheless introduce a
restricted concept of reality by calling real only those prop-
erties that occur with probability one or extremely close to
one. This is the approach used by Einstein, Podolski and
Rosen in ref. [74]. If we apply this restricted concept of
reality to the entangled situation above, it is the anticor-
relation between the two spins that is real. In contrast,
the individual spin values are not real in this restricted
sense, since they have the value +1 or −1 with probabil-
ity one half. If one tries to divide the system artificially
into separated parts, and assigns “restricted reality” to the
spin values in each part, one should not be surprised to en-
counter paradoxes. We will discuss the issue in more detail
in sect. 8.
In quantum mechanics the precise quantitative definition

of the notion of entanglement is under debate. An entan-
gled state is typically a state that is not a direct product
state of two single spin states. The main notion is a strong
correlation between two individual spins. Consider a two
qubit system in a basis of eigenstates to the spins in the

3-direction S
(1)
3 and S

(2)
3 . A “maximally entangled state”

is given by

ψen =
1√
2
(|↑⟩ |↓⟩ − |↓⟩ |↑⟩), (3.1.4)

where |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ in the first position denote the spin

S
(1)
3 = 1 or −1 of the first qubit, while the second position

indicates S
(2)
3 = +1, −1. In the state ψen the spins of the

two qubits are maximally anticorrelated in all directions

⟨S(1)
1 S

(2)
1 ⟩ = ⟨S(1)

2 S
(2)
2 ⟩ = ⟨S(1)

3 S
(2)
3 ⟩ = −1, (3.1.5)

while all expectation values of spins vanish.

⟨S(i)
k ⟩ = 0. (3.1.6)

Furthermore, for k ̸= l one has

⟨S(1)
k S

(2)
l ⟩ = 0. (3.1.7)

The problems with the precise definition of entanglement
are connected to the possibility of different choices of ba-
sis. Here we employ a fixed basis, associated to the two
individual quantum spins.
It is often believed that entanglement is a characteristic

feature of quantum systems, not present in classical prob-
abilistic systems. If quantum systems are subsystems of
classical statistical systems, however, all quantum features,
including the notion of entanglement, should be present for
the classical probabilistic systems. We will see that this is
indeed the case.

3.2 Two-qubit quantum systems

We briefly recall here basic notions of two-qubit quantum
systems. This fixes the notation and specifies the relations
that we want to implement by a classical statistical system.

Direct product basis

A system of two quantum spins or qubits is a four-state
system. Its density matrix ρ is a positive Hermitian 4× 4
matrix, normalized by trρ = 1. Correspondingly, for a
pure quantum state the wave function is a complex four-
component vector. We will use a basis of direct product
states of wave functions for single qubits,

ψ =

ψ1

ψ2

ψ3

ψ4

 = ψ1 |↑⟩ |↑⟩+ ψ2 |↑⟩ |↓⟩+ ψ3 |↓⟩ |↑⟩+ ψ4 |↓⟩ |↓⟩ ,

(3.2.1)
with ψ∗

αψα = 1, α = 1...4. A general direct product state
is given by

ψdp = (b1 |↑⟩+ b2 |↓⟩)(c1 |↑⟩+ c2 |↓⟩) , (3.2.2)

or

ψ1 = b1c1 , ψ2 = b1c2 , ψ3 = b2c1 , ψ4 = b2c2 .
(3.2.3)

Pure states that do not obey the relations (3.2.3) are called
entangled. An example is the maximally entangled state
(3.1.4) with

ψ2 = −ψ3 =
1√
2
, ψ1 = ψ4 = 0. (3.2.4)
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Unitary transformations and the CNOT-gate

Unitary transformations can transform direct product
states into entangled states and vice versa. A prominent
example is the CNOT-gate

UC =

(
12 0
0 τ1

)
= U†

C . (3.2.5)

Starting with a direct product state

ψdp =
1√
2
(|↑⟩ − |↓⟩) |↓⟩ = 1√

2
(|↑⟩ |↓⟩ − |↓⟩ |↓⟩)

=
1√
2
(0, 1, 0,−1), (3.2.6)

one obtains the maximally entangled state by multiplica-
tion with UC

ψen = UCψdp =
1√
2
(0, 1,−1, 0). (3.2.7)

In quantum mechanics unitary transformations can be em-
ployed for a change of basis. This demonstrates that the
concept of entanglement needs some type of selection of a
basis that accounts for the notion of direct product states
for individual quantum spins.
Together with the Hadamard gate UH and rotation gate

UT for single qubits, the CNOT-gate UC forms a set of
three basis matrices from which all unitary matrices can be
approximated arbitrarily closely by approximate sequences
of products of basis matrices. If we include CNOT-gates for
arbitrary pairs of qubits this statement generalizes to arbi-
trary unitary matrices for an arbitrary number of qubits.

Density matrix for two qubits

The most general Hermitian 4×4 matrix can be written
in terms of sixteen Hermitian matrices Lµν ,

ρ =
1

4
ρµνLµν , Lµν = τµ ⊗ τν , (3.2.8)

with

τµ = (1, τk), µ, ν = 0...3, k = 1...3. (3.2.9)

The normalization trρ = 1 requires

ρ00 = 1. (3.2.10)

The matrix L00 is the unit matrix, and the other Lµν are
the fifteen generators Lz of SU(4). The relation

tr(LµνLσλ) = 4δµρδσλ (3.2.11)

implies

tr(Lµνρ) = ρµν . (3.2.12)

We observe

L2
µν = 1, (3.2.13)

and the eigenvalues of Lz are +1 and −1.
We further need the quantum constraint which requires

that all eigenvalues λi of ρ obey λi ≥ 0. We first discuss
the condition for pure quantum states, ρ2 = ρ,

1

16
(ρµνLµν)

2 =
1

32
ρµνρσλ{Lµν , Lσλ} =

1

4
ραβLαβ .

(3.2.14)
With

{Lµν , Lσλ} = 2dµν,σλ,αβLαβ , (3.2.15)

the constraint for pure states reads

1

4
dµν,σλ,αβρµνρσλ = ραβ . (3.2.16)

This relation constrains the allowed values of ρµν for which
ρ describes a pure quantum state. In particular, the rela-
tion

trρ2 = trρ = 1 (3.2.17)

implies with eq. (3.2.11) the condition

ρµνρµν = 4. (3.2.18)

With the 15 generators of SO(4) denoted by Lz

L00 = 1, Lµν = Lz for (µν) ̸= (00) (3.2.19)

we can write the density matrix in a way analogous to the
single qubit case

ρ =
1

4
(1 + ρzLz). (3.2.20)

The pure state condition then requires

ρzρz = 3, (3.2.21)

in distinction to the single qubit case where ρzρz = 1. In
this language eq. (3.2.15) reads

{Lz, Ly} = 2δzy + 2dzywLw (3.2.22)

and the pure state condition requires

dzywρzρy = 2ρw, (3.2.23)

in addition to the constraint (3.2.21). From

trLz = 0, L2
z = 1, (3.2.24)

we conclude that the spectrum of each Lz has two eigen-
values +1 and two eigenvalues −1.
The operators for the spin of the first and second qubit

are given by

S
(1)
k = Lk0 = τk ⊗ 1, S

(2)
k = L0k = 1⊗ τk. (3.2.25)

The generators with two indices k, l are products of single
spin operators

Lkl = Lk0L0l. (3.2.26)
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This implies simple relations as (no sums over repeated
indices here)

LklL0l = Lk0, LklLk0 = L0l. (3.2.27)

The operators Lk0 and L0l commute

[Lk0, L0l] = 0. (3.2.28)

For given pairs (k, l) all three generators Lk0, L0l and Lkl
commute.

3.3 Classical probabilistic systems for two
qubits

This section presents explicit time-local classical prob-
ability distributions which are mapped to a two-qubit
quantum subsystem by a bit-quantum map. The im-
plementation of a quantum subsystem for two qubits by
a classical probability distribution for Ising spins is not
unique. Different implementations correspond to different
bit-quantum maps.

Average spin map

A simple bit-quantum map is based on fifteen Ising spins
sz, one corresponding to each generator Lz. With eigen-
values of Lz being ±1 the possible measurement values of
the quantum observables associated to Lz coincide with the
ones for the Ising spins sz. Identifying ρz with the classical
expectation values of sz,

ρz = ⟨sz⟩ , (3.3.1)

defines the bit-quantum map by eq. (3.2.20). Only the
average spins ⟨sz⟩ and no correlations are employed for
this definition of the quantum subsystem.
The “average spin map” (3.3.1) is a complete bit quan-

tum map, since every possible ensemble of eigenvalues ⟨sz⟩
can be realized by suitable classical probability distribu-
tions. As a direct consequence, arbitrary unitary SU(4)-
transformations of the density matrix can be realized by
suitable changes of classical probability distributions.
For the average spin map the CNOT-gate can be realized

by a deterministic unique jump operation. On the level of
the coefficients ρz = ρµν of the density matrix (3.2.8) the
CNOT gate (3.2.5) corresponds to the transformation

ρ10 ↔ ρ11, ρ20 ↔ ρ21, ρ13 ↔ −ρ22,
ρ02 ↔ ρ32, ρ03 ↔ ρ33, ρ23 ↔ ρ12,

ρ30, ρ01, ρ31 invariant. (3.3.2)

It can be realized directly for a probabilistic automaton
by the analogous transformations between the Ising spins
sz = sµν .
We can start with a classical probability distribution

for the 15 Ising spins which realizes the direct product
state (3.2.6) and let the automaton perform the updat-
ing equivalent to the CNOT-gate. This produces a prob-
ability distribution corresponding to the maximally entan-

gled state (3.2.7). Of course, we could also directly con-
struct a probability distribution which realizes the entan-
gled state (3.2.7) for the quantum subsystem. This setting
constitutes a direct explicit example for a classical statisti-
cal system which realizes a maximally entangled quantum
state for a suitable subsystem. Not only general entan-
glement, but also specific quantum entanglement can be
found in classical statistical systems.

General bit-quantum maps

For a general class of bit-quantummaps we consider Ising
spins σµν that are not necessarily independent, and denote
their expectation values by

χµν = ⟨σµν⟩ . (3.3.3)

We define the bit-quantum map by associating the quan-
tum density matrix to these expectation values

ρ =
1

4
χµνLµν , (3.3.4)

where

σ00 = 1, χ00 = 1. (3.3.5)

In this case the parameters ρµν characterizing the subsys-
tem are given by these expectation values

ρµν = χµν = ⟨σµν⟩ . (3.3.6)

(The parameters ρz = ρµν characterizing the subsystem
should not be confounded with the elements ραβ of the
density matrix. In most cases of interest the map from
ρz to ραβ is invertible, such that both sets of parameters
contain equivalently the probabilistic information for the
subsystem. This is the reason why we employ the same
symbol ρ.)
For the average spin map the Ising spins σµν are inde-

pendent spins, σµν = sµν . Since products of Ising spins are
again Ising spins, we can construct different bit-quantum
maps by associating some of the σµν to products of two
or more “fundamental” Ising spins. A particularly impor-
tant bit-quantum map of this type is the correlation map
which employs correlation functions of “fundamental” Ising
spins.

3.4 Correlation map

The correlation map [75] is a bit-quantum map that
maps probability distributions for six classical Ising spins
to a two-qubit quantum subsystem. It is more economical
than the average spin map in the sense that only six Ising
spins are used instead of fifteen. On the other hand, the
probabilistic information of the subsystem does not only
involve the expectation values of classical spins, but also
some of the correlation functions. The correlation map

employs two sets of Cartesian Ising spins s
(1)
k and s

(2)
k ,
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k = 1...3. They will be associated to the Cartesian direc-
tions of the two quantum spins. It defines the quantum
density matrix (3.2.8) by

ρk0 = ⟨s(1)k ⟩ , ρ0k = ⟨s(2)k ⟩ , ρkl = ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ . (3.4.1)

Besides the six expectation values ⟨s(i)k ⟩ it also employs

nine classical correlation functions ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩.

The product s
(1)
k s

(2)
l can only take the values ±1 and

is therefore again an Ising spin. We may consider it as a
composite Ising spin

σkl = s
(1)
k s

(2)
l . (3.4.2)

Using a four-component notation for the independent Ising

spins with s
(i)
0 = 1, s

(i)
µ = (1, s

(i)
k ), we can write

σµν = s(1)µ s(2)ν , χµν = ⟨σµν⟩ = ⟨s(1)µ s(2)ν ⟩ , (3.4.3)

with density matrix given by eq. (3.3.4).

In contrast to the average spin map, σkl = s
(1)
k s

(2)
l is,

however, not an independent spin. Its expectation value
is given by the probability distribution for the six Ising

spins s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k . The expectation values of σkl and sk, sl

are therefore related. They have to obey the restrictions
for classical correlations, as the inequality for all pairs (k, l)

−1 + | ⟨s(1)k ⟩+ ⟨s(2)l ⟩ | ≤ ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ ≤ 1− | ⟨s(1)k ⟩ − ⟨s(2)l ⟩ |.

(3.4.4)
It is therefore not guaranteed a priori that the correlation
map is a complete bit-quantum map for which every pos-
itive density matrix can be realized. We discuss the com-
pleteness of the correlation map for two qubits in sect. 3.8.

For the quantum system the expectation value for the
operator Lkl is given by the quantum correlation function

of the spin operators S
(1)
k and S

(2)
l ,

⟨Lkl⟩q = tr(ρLkl) = tr(ρS
(1)
k S

(2)
l )

= ⟨S(1)
k S

(2)
l ⟩

q
= χkl. (3.4.5)

For this particular set of correlation functions the quantum
correlation and the classical correlation coincide

⟨S(1)
k S

(2)
l ⟩

q
= ⟨s(1)k s

(2)
l ⟩

cl
. (3.4.6)

We observe that the correlation functions ⟨S(1)
k S

(2)
l ⟩

q
only

involve two commuting operators. The correlation func-

tions for non-commuting operators as ⟨S(1)
k S

(1)
l ⟩

q
are not

expressed in terms of classical correlation functions. Also

the classical correlation functions ⟨s(1)k s
(1)
l ⟩

cl
are not part

of the probabilistic information of the quantum subsystem.
They belong to the environment, similar to Fig. 1. Also
the three-point and higher classical correlation functions
belong to the environment.

The subsystem is still characterized by incomplete statis-
tics, since only a small part of the classical correlation
functions is accessible for the subsystem. The probabilistic

information in the subsystem is sufficient for the compu-
tation of the simultaneous or joint probabilities to find for

s
(1)
k and s

(2)
l given pairs of values as (1,−1) etc. It is insuf-

ficient for the computation of joint probabilities for Ising
spins corresponding to different Cartesian directions of a

single given quantum spin, as s
(1)
k and s

(1)
l . We recall that

the association between quantum correlations and classical
correlations is not a general property, but rather depends
on the particular bit-quantum map. No identification of
classical and quantum correlations is present for the aver-
age spin map.
For the correlation map the deterministic operations

on the classical Ising spins are restricted to permutations
among the 64 classical states τ . They can be performed by
operations on the bits of a probabilistic automaton. The
CNOT-gate cannot be realized by these unique jump op-
erations [75]. The unique jump operations can still realize
the unitary transformations (2.6.8),(2.6.10) for each indi-
vidual quantum spin. They are given by (U (1) ⊗ 1) and
(1 ⊗ U (2)) respectively. Here the matrices U (1) and U (2)

can be multiplied by arbitrary phases. Another determin-
istic operation is the exchange between the two quantum
spins, as given by the “swap operation”

US =

1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 . (3.4.7)

It is realized by a simultaneous exchange of the classical

Ising spins s
(1)
k ↔ s

(2)
k .

On the level of classical Ising spins an exchange of ex-
pectation values and correlations

s
(1)
k ↔ s

(1)
k s

(2)
l or s

(2)
k ↔ s

(2)
k s

(1)
l (3.4.8)

can be achieved by a conditional jump: If s
(2)
l = −1,

switch the sign of s
(1)
k , or similar for the second switch

in eq. (3.4.8). It is difficult, however, to construct unitary
quantum transformations with a switch ρk0 → ρkl. The

reason is that other classical correlations, as s
(1)
k s

(2)
l′ for

l′ ̸= l, transform into a three-point function, s
(1)
k s

(2)
l →

s
(1)
k s

(2)
l′ s

(2)
l , which is not part of the probabilistic informa-

tion for the quantum subsystem.

3.5 Classical entanglement

It is not difficult to simultaneously realize the maximal
anticorrelation (3.1.5), the vanishing expectation values
(3.1.6) and the vanishing correlations (3.1.7) for k ̸= l with
a suitable classical probability distribution. For six Ising

spins s
(i)
k , k = 1...3, i = 1, 2, we have 26 = 64 states τ ,

labeled by the configurations for six Ising spins. If pτ van-

ishes for all states for which any pair k of spins (s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k )

has the same signs, the system is maximally anticorrelated
according to eq. (3.1.5). These vanishing probabilities con-
cern 56 out of the 64 configurations. For the remaining
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eight configurations the spins s
(1)
k and s

(2)
k have opposite

signs for each k. If the probabilities for these eight states
are all equal, one infers, in addition, the relations (3.1.6)
and (3.1.7).

Classical probability distributions for maximally
anticorrelated states

For the six Ising spins s
(i)
k we can label the classical states

by τ = (τ1, τ2), where τ1 = 1, ..., 8 labels the eight configu-

rations for the triplet of spins s
(1)
k , and τ2 = 1, ..., 8 the ones

of s
(2)
k . Instead of τ2 we may equivalently use τ̃2 for which

the signs of all spins are switched as compared to τ2. For
example, τ2 = (1, 1,−1) corresponds to τ̃2 = (−1,−1, 1).
The non-vanishing probabilities for a maximally anticorre-
lated state are given by

p(τ1, τ̃2) = p(τ1, τ̃2 = τ1) = p̄(τ1). (3.5.1)

In other words, p(τ1, τ2) differs from zero only if for each

k the value of s
(2)
k is opposite to s

(1)
k . The non-vanishing

probabilities p̄(τ1) are therefore labeled by the eight con-

figurations of the first triplet of Ising spins s
(1)
k . The ex-

pectation values of s
(1)
k only depend on τ1,

⟨s(1)k ⟩ =
∑
τ1,τ2

p(τ1, τ2)s
(1)
k (τ1) =

∑
τ1

p̄(τ1)s
(1)
k (τ1). (3.5.2)

with s
(1)
k (τ1) the value of the Ising spin s

(1)
k in the state τ1.

For every τ1 the second triplet of spins s
(2)
k has opposite

signs to s
(1)
k . We conclude for the maximally anticorrelated

systems that the expectation values of s
(1)
k and s

(2)
k are

opposite

⟨s(2)k ⟩ = −⟨s(1)k ⟩ , (3.5.3)

while the classical correlation functions are the same,

⟨s(2)k s
(2)
l ⟩ = ⟨s(1)k s

(1)
l ⟩ . (3.5.4)

For arbitrary p̄(τ1) the maximal anticorrelation (3.1.5) is
realized by the classical correlations between pairs of dif-
ferent spin triplets in arbitrary Cartesian directions

⟨s(1)k s
(2)
k ⟩ = −1. (3.5.5)

Probability distributions that additionally realize van-
ishing expectation values

⟨s(i)k ⟩ = 0 (3.5.6)

require three conditions on p̄(τ1), namely for each k∑
τ1

p̄(τ1)s
(1)
k (τ1) = 0. (3.5.7)

Together with the normalization one has four constraints
on eight real positive numbers. As an example for two
different classical probability distributions that realize

eqs. (3.1.5),(3.1.6) we first take an equipartition for which

all p̄(τ1) are equal and ⟨s(1)k s
(1)
l ⟩ = 0 for k ̸= l, and second

p̄(1,−1,−1) = p̄(1,−1, 1) = p̄(−1, 1, 1) = 1/4, for which

⟨s(1)1 s
(1)
2 ⟩ = −1.

If we want to realize, in addition, the vanishing correla-
tions (3.1.7) for k ̸= l

⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ = 0 for k ̸= l , (3.5.8)

we need to impose three additional constraints. One has

⟨s(1)1 s
(2)
2 ⟩ = ⟨s(1)2 s

(2)
1 ⟩

= p̄+−+ + p̄+−− + p̄−++ + p̄−+−

− p̄+++ − p̄++− − p̄−−+ − p̄−−− ,

(3.5.9)

⟨s(1)1 s
(2)
3 ⟩ = ⟨s(1)3 s

(2)
1 ⟩

= p̄++− + p̄+−− + p̄−++ + p̄−−+

− p̄+++ − p̄+−+ − p̄−+− − p̄−−− ,

(3.5.10)

and

⟨s(1)2 s
(2)
3 ⟩ = ⟨s(1)3 s

(2)
2 ⟩

= p̄++− + p̄−+− + p̄+−+ + p̄−−+

− p̄+++ − p̄−++ − p̄+−− − p̄−−− ,

(3.5.11)

where p̄+−+ is a shorthand for p̄(1,−1, 1) etc. The gen-
eral family of classical probability distributions that obeys
simultaneously the relations (3.5.5), (3.5.6) and (3.5.8) is
given by

p̄+++ = p̄+−− = p̄−+− = p̄−−+ =
1

8
+∆ ,

p̄−−− = p̄−++ = p̄+−+ = p̄++− =
1

8
−∆ .

(3.5.12)

Thus the classical probability distributions correspond-
ing to the “maximally entangled classical state” (3.5.5),
(3.5.6), (3.5.8) is not unique. It is given by a one parameter
family, with |∆| ≤ 1/8. All classical correlation functions
depend on a single parameter ∆.
In analogy to the two quantum spins we may divide the

system of six classical spins into two parts. The first part

is composed of the triplet s
(1)
k and the second part involves

the three Ising spins s
(2)
k . “Direct product states” are those

for which the probability distribution factorizes,

p(τ1, τ2) = p1(τ1)p2(τ2) . (3.5.13)

Probability distributions for which eq. (3.5.13) is violated,
as the maximally anticorrelated states, may be called en-
tangled. The notion of “entangled states” refers to the
probabilistic information encoded in {pτ}, not to proper-
ties of the spin configurations τ . The double use of the
wording “state” is similar to quantum mechanics, where an
“entangled state” refers to the probabilistic information,
while a “two state system” counts the dimension of the
wave function or the number of independent basis states.
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Similar to quantum mechanics, the notion of entangle-
ment in classical probabilistic systems needs the selection of
a basis. More generally, entanglement is a statement about
relations or correlations between two (or several) parts of
a system. It needs the specification of what the parts are.
We demonstrate this next by instructive examples.

Fundamental and composite degrees of freedom

In particle physics or condensed matter physics there is
no sharp distinction between fundamental and composite
particles or between fundamental and composite degrees of
freedom. For the theory of strong interactions, the micro-
scopic particles are quarks and gluons, while the observed
propagating particles are mesons and baryons. The field
for the mesons can be represented as a correlation function
for quarks and antiquarks. Fields for baryons are associ-
ated to three point correlations for three quarks. Baryons
are as “real” as quarks, demonstrating in a simple striking
way that sometimes “restricted reality” concerns the corre-
lations, rather than the expectation values of “fundamental
observables”.

The partition function in condensed matter physics can
often be expressed in terms of different degrees of freedom.
A variable transform can switch degrees of freedom, with-
out affecting the functional integral. The notion of what is
“composite” or “fundamental”, what is a correlation or an
expectation value, depends on the choice of the variables
which are associated to “fundamental degrees of freedom”.

Different divisions into parts

As we have seen before the notion of entanglement de-
pends on the specification of parts of the system. These
parts are often associated to different particles. For our
example of quantum entanglement the system consists of
two particles to which the two qubits are associated. For
the classical statistical counterpart the two triplets of Ising

spins s
(1)
k and s

(2)
k have been associated to two different

particles. We call this division the “two-particle basis”.
Entanglement concerns then the correlations between the
different particles i = 1 or 2.
For our classical statistical example with six Ising spins

s
(i)
k we can order the degrees of freedom in a different way.
The Ising spins may be associated to three different parti-
cles, labeled by k. For each particle k the “internal degrees
of freedom” are now labeled by i. We call this assignment
the “three-particle basis”. As compared to the previous
discussion the new assignment exchanges the role of k and
i. In the two-particle basis i labels the two particles, and
k the internal degrees of freedom. In the three-particle
basis the direct product states correspond to probability
distributions with three factors

pτ = p1,σ1
p2,σ2

p3,σ3
, (3.5.14)

where σk = 1 . . . 4 denotes for each k the four states s
(1)
k =

s
(2)
k = 1, s

(1)
k = 1, s

(2)
k = −1, s

(1)
k = −1, s

(2)
k = 1, s

(1)
k =

s
(2)
k = −1. The maximally anticorrelated states (3.5.5)

in the two-state basis can be direct product states in the
three-state basis. Indeed, if for each k one has pk++ =

pk−− = 0, one finds maximal anticorrelation ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
k ⟩ =

−1. For these states one remains with three independent
probabilities pk+−, with pk−+ = 1 − pk+−. They fix the
expectation values

⟨s(1)k ⟩ = pk+− − pk−+ = 2pk+− − 1 = −⟨s(2)k ⟩ . (3.5.15)

Vanishing expectation values (3.5.8) obtain for pk+− =
1/2. The direct product form (3.5.14) implies vanishing
connected correlation functions for each pair of different
“particles”, e.g. for k ̸= l one has

⟨s(i)k s
(j)
l ⟩

c
= ⟨s(i)k s

(j)
l ⟩ − ⟨s(i)k ⟩ ⟨s(j)l ⟩ = 0 . (3.5.16)

For this family of classical probability distributions the re-
lations (3.5.8) follow from eq. (3.5.6). We conclude that
out of the one-parameter family of probability distribu-
tions (3.5.12) for maximally entangled classical states only
the one with ∆ = 0 can be realized as a direct product
state (3.5.14).

On the other hand, direct product states in the two-
particle basis can appear as entangled states in the three-
particle basis. For a direct product state in the two-particle
basis one has

⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ = ⟨s(1)k ⟩ ⟨s(2)l ⟩ , (3.5.17)

whereas a direct product state in the three-particle basis
obeys

⟨s(i)k s
(j)
l ⟩ = ⟨s(i)k ⟩ ⟨s(j)l ⟩ for k ̸= l . (3.5.18)

Consider a direct product state (3.5.13) in the two-particle
basis, with p1(τ1) chosen such that

⟨s(1)1 s
(2)
2 ⟩ = −1, ⟨s(1)1 ⟩ = ⟨s(2)2 ⟩ = 0 , (3.5.19)

and similarly for p2(τ2). The relation (3.5.19) contradicts
eq. (3.5.18), such that this state can only be realized as an
entangled state in the three-particle basis. The notion of
classical entanglement depends on the division into parts
or the basis for direct product states. There is no difference
in this respect from quantum mechanics.

Classical probabilities for quantum dices

The maximally entangled quantum state for two qubits
is sometimes associated with a pair of two dice with mys-
terious properties. Whenever the first dice shows a num-
ber τ , the second dice shows a complementary number τ̄ .
For example, we may take pairs of complementary numbers
(τ, τ̄) = (1, 6), (2, 5) and (3, 4). Otherwise the dice have un-
biased probabilities, e.g. the probability to find a number
τ1 for dice one equals 1/6, and the probability for finding
another number τ2 for dice two is also given by 1/6. No
number is preferred for one of the individual dice. There
is widespread prejudice that this mysterious behavior of
the pair of “quantum dice” is not compatible with classical
probabilistic systems.
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This prejudice is inappropriate. The only thing that can-
not work is a direct product state for the probability distri-
bution of the two dice. The classical states of dice one can
be labeled with τ1, τ1 = 1 . . . 6, and similarly with τ2 for
dice two. The two numbers (τ1, τ2) occur with probabilities
p(τ1, τ2). For a direct product state,

p(τ1, τ2) = p(τ1)p(τ2) , (3.5.20)

unbiased dice correspond to p(τ1) = 1/6 independent of τ1,
and similarly p(τ2) = 1/6. The probability for any given
pair (τ1, τ2) equals 1/36, in contrast to the behaviour of the
quantum dice. We conclude that the classical probability
distribution for the pair of quantum dice has to be entan-
gled, showing strong correlation between the two dice.

Indeed, we can realize the strong correlation by classical
probabilities that vanish whenever τ2 ̸= τ̄1, e.g.

p(τ1, τ2 ̸= τ̄1) = 0 . (3.5.21)

Nonzero probabilities occur only if τ1 + τ2 = 7. The six
non-vanishing probabilities may be assigned by

p̄(τ1) = p(τ1, τ2 = τ̄1) . (3.5.22)

For p̄(τ1) = 1/6 the two dice are unbiased, showing every
number with probability 1/6.

In everyday life unbiased dice in a game will not show the
correlation p(τ1+τ2 ̸= 7) = 0. Even if the correlation would
be prepared by the hands of a gifted player, the stochastic
evolution of the dice once they have left the hands of the
player would destroy the correlation. This is somewhat
analogous to decoherence in quantum mechanics. One may
imagine a different evolution of the pair of correlated dice.
For example, the could perform rotations in vacuum such
that τ1 + τ2 = 7 is conserved.

While the realization of such a system for dice may be
very difficult, many analogous systems can be found in na-
ture. For example, there may be conserved total angular
momentum of two bodies. Assume that a system of two
bodies has initially zero total angular momentum

L
(1)
k + L

(2)
l = 0 , k = 1 . . . 3 , (3.5.23)

and that the subsequent evolution preserves total angular
momentum, such that eq. (3.5.23) holds for all later times
t. This implies for the correlation functions for every k

⟨L(1)
k L

(2)
k ⟩ = −⟨(L(1)

k )2⟩ = −⟨(L(2)
k )2⟩ . (3.5.24)

No particular direction may be preferred by the system,
such that

⟨L(1)
k ⟩ = ⟨L(2)

k ⟩ = 0 , (3.5.25)

as well as

⟨L(1)
k L

(2)
l ⟩ = 0 for k ̸= l . (3.5.26)

If we assume further probability distributions with

⟨(L(1)
k )2⟩ = ⟨(L(2)

k )2⟩ = c2k , ck > 0 , (3.5.27)

we can define

s
(i)
k = L

(i)
k /ck . (3.5.28)

The relations (3.5.24)–(3.5.26) coincide with the relations
(3.5.5), (3.5.6), (3.5.8) in this case. It does not matter
for these properties of correlation functions if we deal with
macroscopic bodies or the microscopic decay of a spinless
particle into a pair of particles with spin. We also note that
we do not require that the angular momentum of individ-
ual bodies or particles is conserved during the evolution.
The conservation of zero total angular momentum during
the evolution is sufficient to guarantee eq. (3.5.24) for ar-
bitrary t, including possible large distances between the
bodies such that the correlation becomes non-local.

Correlation map for maximally entangled quantum
state

Let us define a two-qubit quantum subsystem in terms
of the probability distribution for six classical Ising spins

s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k by the correlation map (3.4.1). In this case the

quantum correlations (3.1.5), (3.1.6), (3.1.7) are directly
given by the classical correlations (3.5.5), (3.5.6), (3.5.8).
The family of classical probability distributions (3.5.12) re-
alises the maximally entangled pure state (3.1.4) for the
quantum subsystem. This demonstrates by direct con-
struction that entanglement is not an obstruction for ob-
taining quantum systems as subsystems of classical proba-
bilistic systems.

Inversely, the probabilistic information contained in the
quantum subsystem for the maximally entangled state is
sufficient to compute the classical correlation functions
(3.5.5), (3.5.6), (3.5.8). It also contains many relations
among other classical functions since all can be computed
in terms of a simple parameter ∆ in eq. (3.5.12). One
may wonder if the maximally entangled quantum state con-
tains information beyond the correlation functions (3.5.5),
(3.5.6), (3.5.8). This is not the case. The maximally entan-
gled correlation functions (3.5.5), (3.5.6), (3.5.8) impose re-
strictions on the possible classical probability distribution
that can realize them. These restrictions lead precisely to
eq. (3.5.12) and the corresponding relations between clas-
sical correlations functions.

3.6 Classical wave function and
entanglement

The classical wave function [76] is a powerful tool for the
discussion of entanglement in classical probabilistic sys-
tems. It provides for classical statistics a formulation in
close analogy to quantum mechanics. This makes the simi-
larity between quantum entanglement and classical entan-
glement particularly apparent.
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Classical wave function and probabilities

We define the classical wave function q as a root of the
probability distribution

pτ = q2τ . (3.6.1)

This determines qτ up to a sign στ ,

qτ = στ
√
pτ , στ = ±1 . (3.6.2)

The normalization of the probabilities
∑
τ pτ = 1 implies

that q is a unit vector,

qτqτ = 1 . (3.6.3)

Transformations of the probability distribution that pre-
serve the normalization are simply rotations of the normal-
ized wave function. This simplicity is an important advan-
tage for many purposes. For an orthogonal step evolution
operator, as realized for probabilistic cellular automata,
the evolution directly performs such rotations. For general
classical statistics a linear evolution law involves a pair of
independent wave functions. The wave function (3.6.1) can
be constructed from this pair as the ”normalized classical
wave functions” [36, 77].

Using the diagonal classical operators,

Âτρ = Aτδτρ , (3.6.4)

one finds for the expectation value a relation similar to
quantum mechanics

⟨A⟩ = qτ Âτρqρ = ⟨q|Â|q⟩ . (3.6.5)

The signs στ drop out for diagonal classical operators.
Eq. (3.6.5) reproduces directly the fundamental definition
of expectation values (2.1.2) in classical statistics∑

τ,ρ

qτ Âqρ =
∑
τ

Aτq
2
τ =

∑
τ

Aτpτ . (3.6.6)

Classical entanglement

In the formalism for classical wave functions we can di-
rectly implement concepts familiar from quantum mechan-
ics as direct product wave functions and entangled wave
functions. As in quantum mechanics, the notions of direct
product and entanglement depend on the definition of parts
of the system and the adapted choice of basis functions.

In the two-particle basis the six classical spin operators

corresponding to the Ising spins s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k are represented

as

Ŝ
(1)
k = Ŝk ⊗ 1 , Ŝ

(2)
k = 1⊗ Ŝk , (3.6.7)

with diagonal 8×8 matrices Ŝk given by eqs. (2.2.5), (2.1.3).
A direct product wave function takes the form

qτ = qτ1τ2 = q(1)τ1 q
(2)
τ2 , (3.6.8)

with 8-component unit vectors q(1) and q(2). For direct
product wave functions one has

pτ = p(1)τ1 p
(2)
τ2 , p(1)τ1 = (q(1)τ1 )2, p(2)τ2 = (q(2)τ2 )2, (3.6.9)

and with eq. (3.6.5)

⟨s(1)k ⟩ = q(1)τ1

(
Ŝk

)
τ1ρ1

q(1)ρ1 ,

⟨s(2)k ⟩ = q(2)τ2

(
Ŝk

)
τ2ρ2

q(2)ρ2 ,

⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ = ⟨s(1)k ⟩ ⟨s(2)l ⟩ .

(3.6.10)

The probability distribution (3.5.12) for the classically en-
tangled state cannot be obtained from a direct product
normalized classical wave function.

A general entangled classical wave function can be rep-
resented as a linear combination of direct product wave
functions

qτ =
∑
a

caq
(a,1)
τ1 q(a,2)τ2 . (3.6.11)

If we chose the direct product wave function orthogonal

q(a,1)τ1 q(b,1)τ1 q(a,2)τ2 q(b,2)τ2 = δab , (3.6.12)

the normalization reads∑
a

c2a = 1 . (3.6.13)

Every probability distribution can be represented in this
way as pτ = q2τ , including the one for the classically en-
tangled state (3.5.12). We observe complete analogy with
entanglement in quantum mechanics.

Three particle basis

Following ref. [75] we can represent the classical entan-
gled state for ∆ = 0 by a direct product classical wave
function. We will generalize the setting and construct a
classical probability distribution for which the correlation
map to the two-qubit quantum subsystem yields a pure
entangled state of the form

ψ =

 0
cos(ϑ)
sin(ϑ)

0

 . (3.6.14)

The maximally entangled quantum state (3.1.4) arises for
ϑ = −π/4. The non-vanishing quantum expectation values
or equivalent classical expectation values and correlations
are given by

ρ30 = −ρ03 = cos2(ϑ)− sin2(ϑ) , ρ33 = −1 ,

ρ11 = ρ22 = 2 cos(ϑ) sin(ϑ) .
(3.6.15)

The construction of a probability distribution realizing
the properties (3.6.15) is most easily done with the classical
wave function in the three particle basis. In the three-
particle basis the classical spin operators are represented
as

Ŝ
(i)
1 = t(i) ⊗ 1⊗ 1 , Ŝ

(i)
2 = 1⊗ t(i) ⊗ 1 ,

Ŝ
(i)
3 = 1⊗ 1⊗ t(i) ,

(3.6.16)
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with diagonal 4× 4 matrices,

t(1) = diag(1, 1,−1,−1) , t(2) = diag(1,−1, 1,−1) .
(3.6.17)

A direct product classical wave function takes the form

qτ = q(1)α q
(2)
β q(3)γ , (3.6.18)

with normalized four-component vectors q
(k)
α q

(k)
α = 1. One

infers the expectation values

ρk0 =
∑
α

t(1)α

(
q(k)α

)2
, ρ0k =

∑
α

t(2)α

(
q(k)α

)2
, (3.6.19)

with t
(i)
α the appropriate eigenvalues of t(i). For the corre-

lations one has

ρkk =
∑
α

t(1)α t(2)α

(
q(k)α

)2
,

ρkl = ρk0ρ0l for k ̸= l .

(3.6.20)

Taking

q(1) = q(2) =

abb
a

 , q(3) =

 0
cos(ϑ)
sin(ϑ)

0

 , (3.6.21)

with

a =
1

2
(cos(ϑ) + sin(ϑ)) , b =

1

2
(cos(ϑ)− sin(ϑ)) ,

(3.6.22)
one realizes the entangled state according to eq. (3.6.15).
These examples demonstrate in a straightforward way the
construction of classical entangled states which are mapped
by the bit-quantum map to entangled quantum states.

3.7 Bell’s inequalities

Bell’s inequalities [78], or the more general form of the
CHSH inequalities [79], are identities for correlation func-
tions in classical probabilistic systems. They become rel-
evant for quantum subsystems if parts of the probabilistic
information contained in the quantum subsystem is given
by classical correlation functions. This is the case for the
correlation map. In contrast, the average spin map employs
no classical correlation functions. In this case the general-
ized Bell’s inequalities only concern the environment. They
are irrelevant for the quantum subsystem.

Generalized Bell’s inequalities and bit-quantum
maps

For the correlation map there is a set of quantum cor-
relations, namely ρkl, that is given by classical correlation
functions. As for any classical correlation function they
have to obey the CHSH inequality. Otherwise the correla-
tion map cannot be a complete bit-quantum map. If there

would exist positive density matrices for which the quan-
tum correlations ρkl violate the CHSH-inequality, this set
of density matrices cannot be obtained from classical prob-
ability distributions. The only assumption for the CHSH-
inequality is the existence of some complete probability dis-
tribution for which simultaneous probabilities for the two
factors in the correlation are available, and that the clas-
sical correlation is computed in the usual way using these
simultaneous probabilities. We will show that the partic-
ular quantum correlations ρkl obey the CHSH-inequality.
No obstruction to the completeness of the correlation map
arises from this side. It is important that the particular
set of quantum correlations ρkl concerns correlations for
commuting quantum operators. There exist other quan-
tum correlations which violate the CHSH-inequality. They
are not related to classical correlation functions, such that
no contradiction arises.

CHSH-inequality

For the relevant CHSH-inequality we employ two sets of
classical Ising spins, namely A,A′ from the triplet of spins

s
(1)
k , and B,B′ from s

(2)
k ,

A = ±s(1)k , A′ = ±s(1)l ,

B = ±s(2)m , B′ = ±s(2)n .
(3.7.1)

We define the combination

C = AB +AB′ +A′B −A′B′

= A (B +B′) +A′ (B −B′) .
(3.7.2)

Since B and B′ are Ising spins with possible values ±1,
one has either B = B′ or B = −B′. For B′ = B one
has C = 2AB, such that C can take the values ±2. For
B′ = −B one finds C = 2A′B. Again C can only take the
values ±2. For any probability distribution the inequality
−2 ≤ ⟨C⟩ ≤ 2, |⟨C⟩| ≤ 2, holds. For a complete classical
probability distribution the classical correlations ⟨AB⟩ etc.
can be computed from the same probability distribution as
used for ⟨C⟩. One concludes the CHSH-inequality

|⟨C⟩| = |⟨AB⟩+ ⟨AB′⟩+ ⟨A′B⟩ − ⟨A′B′⟩| ≤ 2 . (3.7.3)

Bell’s inequalities are special cases of the more general
CHSH inequality. We observe that the completeness of
the probabilistic information plays a central role. For the
incomplete statistics of quantum subsystems this complete-
ness is not given, in general. For this reason, quantum
correlations need not to obey the CHSH-inequality.

CHSH inequality for the correlation map

For two qubits the maximally entangled state is often
believed to lead to a maximal violation of the CHSH in-
equality. One can verify by explicit computation [75] that
the quantum correlations (3.1.5), (3.1.7) obey the CHSH
inequality. We can anticipate this finding since we have
already constructed an explicit classical probability distri-
bution (3.5.12) from which these correlations can be com-
puted as classical correlations. They therefore have to obey
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the CHSH inequality. This extends to the family of entan-
gled state (3.6.14). A general proof that the correlation
map is compatible with the CHSH inequality has to estab-
lish the inequality

|ρkm + ρkn + ρlm − ρln|≤ 2 , (3.7.4)

for all possible density matrices and arbitrary k, l,m, n =
1 . . . 3.

3.8 Completeness of correlation map

The correlation map is a complete bit-quantum map if
for every positive density matrix one can find at least one
classical probability distribution for the two triplets of Ising

spins s
(1)
k and s

(2)
k such that the coefficients ρµν can be

expressed in terms of classical expectation values and cor-
relations χµν in eq. (3.4.3). This requires the inequality
(3.7.4), which involves four correlation functions. Further
inequalities that have to be obeyed for all positive den-
sity matrices arise from the restriction (3.4.4) for classical
correlation functions

−1 + |χk0 + χ0l|≤ χkl ≤ 1− |χk0 − χ0l| . (3.8.1)

We will demonstrate that eq. (3.8.1) indeed holds for arbi-
trary pairs (k, l).

For a given pair (k, l) the quantum operators S
(1)
k and

S
(2)
l commute and can be diagonalized simultaneously. In

the basis where both are diagonal the positive diagonal el-
ements of the density matrix can be associated with prob-
abilities: p++ for the element corresponding to the eigen-

values +1 of S
(1)
k and +1 for S

(2)
l , p+− for the pair of

eigenvalues (+1,−1) and so on. The four probabilities
(p++, p+−, p−+, p−−) form a normalized probability dis-

tribution, from which ⟨S(1)
k ⟩ , ⟨S(2)

l ⟩ and ⟨S(1)
k S

(2)
l ⟩ can be

computed according to the classical rule. As for any classi-
cal correlation function the inequality (3.4.4) holds, which
coincides in this case with eq. (3.8.1). More in detail, one
has

χk0 = p++ + p+− − p−+ − p−− ,

χ0l = p++ − p+− + p−+ − p−− ,

χkl = p++ − p+− − p−+ + p−− ,

(3.8.2)

from which eq. (3.8.1) follows directly. We conclude that
the positivity of the quantum density matrix ensures that
the inequality (3.8.1) is indeed obeyed for arbitrary pairs
(k, l). No obstruction to the completeness of the correla-
tion map arises from this type of inequalities. The pos-
itivity of the density matrix is crucial for this property.
For two different pairs (k, l) the pairs of operators are di-
agonal in two different bases. The probability distribu-
tions (p++, p+−, p−+, p−−) are different. The positivity of
the density matrix guarantees that the diagonal elements
are all positive semidefinite in an arbitrary basis, such
that they constitute indeed normalized probability distri-
butions. The normalization follows from trρ = 1, which is
independent of the choice of basis.

So far we have seen that no obstruction to the com-
pleteness of the correlation map arises from the CHSH-
inequality or from the inequalities (3.8.1). We also have
found explicit classical probability distributions for a fam-
ily of entangled quantum states, including the maximally
entangled state. These findings suggest that the correla-
tion map is complete. They are not a proof, however, since
obstructions on a higher level involving six or more corre-
lation functions could, in principle, exist.
An analytic proof of completeness of the correlation map

is not a simple task. The classification of all possible in-
equalities for classical correlation functions is cumbersome.
We have not yet succeeded to find an analytic expression
for finding a probability distribution for an arbitrary den-
sity matrix. The issue has been settled numerically in
ref. [80]. For a very large set of randomly chosen density
matrices it has always been possible to find an associated
classical wave function (3.6.1), and therefore a probabil-
ity distribution, for the classical time-local subsystem of
six Ising spins. We therefore consider the correlation map
for two qubits as complete. Arbitrary density matrices for
two qubits can be obtained by the correlation map from
a probability distribution for six Ising spins. As a direct
consequence, an arbitrary unitary quantum evolution can
be described by a suitable evolution of probabilities in the
time-local system. Only if we restrict the evolution to the
deterministic updatings of a probabilistic automaton, for
which we are guaranteed that an overall probability distri-
bution exists, the possible unitary transformations will be
a restricted discrete subset.

3.9 Many qubits

The generalization to an arbitrary number Q of qubits
is rather straightforward. The generators of SU(Q) can be
written as a direct product of Q factors

Lµ1µ2...µQ
= τµ1

⊗ τµ2
⊗ τµ3

⊗ ...⊗ τµQ
, (3.9.1)

and a general Hermitian normalized density matrix takes
the form

ρ = 2−Qρµ1µ2...µQ
Lµ1µ2...µQ

, (3.9.2)

with L00...0 = 1, ρ00...0 = 1. The 22Q real numbers ρµ1...µQ

correspond to the 2Q×2Q elements of the matrix ρ. (Since
ρ† = ρ, there are 22Q real independent elements, where one
element is fixed by trρ = 1, corresponding to ρ00...0 = 1.)
A general class of bit-quantum maps expresses the prob-

abilistic information of the quantum system, as encoded
in ρµ1...µQ

, by expectation values of 22Q − 1 Ising spins
σµ1...µQ

ρµ1...µQ
= χµ1...µQ

= ⟨σµ1...µQ
⟩ , (3.9.3)

where σ00...0 = 1. For the average spin map all σµ1...µQ

are independent Ising spins. Already for a rather modest
number of qubits, say Q = 20, this requires a very high
number of ≈ 240 Ising spins.
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The minimal correlation map for Q qubits is much more

economical, involving only 3Q independent Ising spins s
(i)
k ,

k = 1...3, i = 1...Q. Composite spins are formed as prod-
ucts

σµ1µ2...µQ
= s(1)µ1

s(2)µ2
...s(Q)

µQ
. (3.9.4)

With s
(i)
0 = 1 the composite spins with only one index µa

different from zero correspond to the “fundamental” Ising
spins

σ00...k...0 = s
(a)
k , (3.9.5)

where the index k on the l. h. s. is at the position a. Sim-
ilarly, if only two indices µa and µb differ from zero, the
expectation value χ0...ka...kb...0 corresponds to a two-point
correlation function

χ0...ka0...kb0...0 = ⟨s(a)ka s
(b)
kb

⟩ . (3.9.6)

For Q-qubits the density matrix involves n-point functions
of the Ising spins with n up to Q. The price to pay for
the use of only a small number 3Q of Ising spins is the
need for rather high correlation functions for the complete
characterization of the quantum density matrix. For a pure
state density matrix the minimal correlation map expresses
the 2Q-component wave function for Q qubits in terms of
23Q probabilities. A map of this type is also discussed in
ref. [51].

The Cartesian directions of the Q quantum spins S
(i)
k

can be associated directly to the classical Ising spins, with

⟨S(i)
k ⟩

q
= ⟨s(i)k ⟩

cl
. (3.9.7)

This extends to all correlation functions which involve only
different quantum spins

⟨S(i1)
k1

S
(i2)
k2

... S
(in)
kn

⟩
q
= ⟨s(i1)k1

s
(i2)
k2

... s
(in)
kn

⟩
cl
, (3.9.8)

where i1 ̸= i2 ̸= ...in. This can be seen easily from the

form of the operator associated so S
(i)
k ,

Ŝ
(i)
k = 1⊗ 1...⊗ τk ⊗ 1...⊗ 1, (3.9.9)

with τk at the position i. The quantum operators with
different i1 and i2 all commute,[

Ŝ
(i1)
k1

, Ŝ
(i2)
k2

]
= 0 for i1 ̸= i2. (3.9.10)

Concerning completeness of the minimal correlation map
for three qubits ref. [80] has found a small subset of
highly entangled density matrices, in particular the GHZ-
state [81, 82], for which no classical probability distribu-
tions exist which are mapped to these states. The minimal
correlation map is therefore not complete. For an extended
correlation map explicit classical probability distributions
have been constructed which are mapped to the GHZ-state.
It is not known how many classical bits are needed for
a complete bit-quantum map for arbitrary Q. One may

suspect that this number increases faster than linear in
Q. Nevertheless, special purpose “Ising machines” [83–90]
can generate and manipulate probability distributions for
a large number of classical Ising spins. A possible alter-
native could be suitably correlated p-bits [47]. It is an
interesting question for how many qubits general unitary
transformations can be realized by these types of proba-
bilistic computing.
For the minimal correlation map a large number of ob-

servables has the same expectation value in the quantum
system and in the “classical” time-local system – namely all
the correlations (3.9.8). The quantum operators for these
observables do, in general, not commute. More precisely,
two products of spins for which at least one factor for a
given spin has a different Cartesian direction, are repre-
sented by non-commuting quantum operators. For those
pairs of observables the simultaneous probabilities to find
a given combination of their values (++), (+−), (−+) and
(−−) are not available in the quantum subsystem. The
quantum subsystem is again characterized by incomplete
statistics. In particular, it contains no information on n-
point functions with n > Q. The probabilistic information
of the quantum subsystem is given by 22Q − 1 real num-
bers. In contrast, the probability distribution {pτ (t)} for
the time-local system of 3Q Ising spins has 23Q − 1 in-
dependent probabilities. Obviously, only a small part of
this information is available for the quantum subsystem.
The number of classical Ising spins increases for extended
correlation maps [80].
For large Q the complete information about the density

matrix involves a large number of real parameters, namely
22Q−1. This is the reason why rather high correlations are
needed for its full characterization. There is no difference
between the quantum system and the classical system in
this respect. Also for the quantum system 22Q − 1 expec-
tation values of observables are needed for a full character-
ization of the density matrix. As an example one may take
the products of quantum spins in different Cartesian direc-
tions as on the l. h. s. of eq. (3.9.8). In the quantum case,
the number of independent real numbers gets reduced to
2Q − 2 for pure states. Still, it increases very rapidly with
Q.
In practical applications for many qubits the complete

information about the density matrix or the wave function
is neither available nor needed. The question arises which
part of the information actually matters for a given prob-
lem. For example, for certain cases a Gaussian approxima-
tion for the probability distribution may be sufficient

p[s] = exp

{
−1

2
Aijkl(s

(i)
k − χ̃

(i)
k )(s

(j)
l − χ̃

(j)
l )

}
. (3.9.11)

For the minimal correlation map it involves 3Q numbers

χ̃
(i)
k and (3Q)2 coefficients Aijkl. This is much less than the

22Q−1 independent elements of the density matrix. These

elements can be computed for given χ̃
(i)
k and Aijkl. In the

next approximation one may add in the exponent terms
involving three or four Ising spins.
In summary, the extension of our simple bit-quantum

maps for one and two qubits to an arbitrary number Q
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poses problems in two respects. The first concerns the
issue of completeness of the map. The second is the need
to reproduce the high number of independent elements of
the quantum density matrix, either by a high number of
classical bits or high correlations of classical bits. On the
conceptual level it is important to note that there is no
obstruction to the construction of a complete bit-quantum
map for an arbitrary number of Q-bits. An example is the
average spin map which associates to each σµ1µ2...µQ

an
independent classical bit. For an arbitrary density matrix
for Q qubits one can find time-local classical probability
distributions which are mapped to this density matrix.

On the practical side it seems doubtful if an all purpose
quantum computer for many entangled Q-bits can be based
on probabilistic automata or similar concepts. The use of
real quantum particles or atoms as provided by nature as
subsystems of a suitable quantum field theory seems to of-
fer much better chances. An interesting issue remains to be
explored: Are there useful forms of correlated computing
that are not full quantum computations but nevertheless
constrain correlations similar to the quantum constraint?
Does nature use this possibility for life? We briefly turn
back to this question in sect. 6.

4 Continuous classical variables

Most classical probabilistic systems are formulated in
terms of continuous variables. The probability distribu-
tion p(φ) ≥ 0 then depends on points φ of some continuous
manifold. It is normalized by∫

φ

p(φ) = 1, (4.0.1)

where
∫
φ
=
∫
dφ denotes the integration over the mani-

fold, which may be multi-dimensional. As compared to the
previous discussion with Ising spins, the discrete classical
states or spin configurations τ are replaced by the points
φ. Every point φ denotes a classical state. Since a continu-
ous variable can be associated to an infinite set of discrete
variables, the classical statistical systems for continuous
variables can be viewed as a limiting case for discrete vari-
ables. Observables are real functions of φ. The expectation
value of an observable A(φ) is given by

⟨A⟩ =
∫
φ

p(φ)A(φ). (4.0.2)

The use of continuous classical variables brings us closer
to the quantum particle for which we have argued that it
involves an infinite number of degrees of freedom. If we
allow for an arbitrary orthogonal evolution of the classical
wave function we can find a bit-quantum map which maps
this to the evolution of a quantum particle in a potential ac-
cording to the usual Schrödinger equation. This orthogonal
evolution is not a unique jump evolution and therefore can-
not be realized directly by a probabilistic automaton. The
existence of an overall probability distribution for events

at all times is then not guaranteed. This general orthogo-
nal evolution would have to obtain by mapping a quantum
field theory to a suitable one-particle subsystem. For the
particular case of a harmonic potential a probabilistic au-
tomaton which is mapped to the quantum particle will be
presented in sect. 5.5.

4.1 Continuous variables and Ising spins

We begin by a discussion of the relation between contin-
uous variables and Ising spins. This may seem somewhat
trivial and pedantic. In the context of quantum mechan-
ics it encodes, however, a crucial aspect. The Ising spins
provide for discrete observables associated to yes/no deci-
sions of the type: is a particle present in a certain region
of space or not. The discreteness of these observables is
associated to the “particle side” of particle-wave duality.
In the context of quantum spins in arbitrary directions it
explains why the possible measurement values of the spin
in an arbitrary direction are discrete.

The association of classical Ising spins and continuous
classical variables usually proceeds by some type of “bin-
ning”. For example, φ may denote the position of a single
particle. A most efficient binning divides the space into
a finite number of bins that do not overlap and cover the
whole space. The yes/no question associated to an Ising
spin asks if the particle is in a given bin or not. Some of
the Ising spins may be composite, i.e. products of other
Ising spins. We take sj = 1 if the particle is in the bin j,
and sj = −1 if it is not.

Ising spins and most efficient binning of a circle

As an example, we take φ to be a point on a circle or
an angle, −π ≤ φ ≤ π, with endpoints of the interval
identified. A first Ising spin is associated to the question
if a particle is in the right half of the circle, cosφ ≥ 0, or
in the left half of the circle, cosφ ≤ 0. The corresponding
Ising spin observable is

s1(φ) = Θ(cosφ)−Θ(− cosφ). (4.1.1)

(We may define spin variables such that s1(π/2) = 1 and
s1(−π/2) = −1. The precise definition does not matter
for expectation values since the points φ = ±π/2 are of
measure zero in the corresponding integrals.) A second
Ising spin may distinguish between the upper and lower
halves of the circle

s2(φ) = Θ(sinφ)−Θ(sinφ). (4.1.2)

We can employ the two spins to define four bins

I : s1 = 1, s2 = 1 : 0 < φ < π/2

II : s1 = 1, s2 = −1 : −π/2 < φ < 0

III : s1 = −1, s2 = 1 : π/2 < φ < π

IV : s1 = −1, s2 = −1 : −π < φ < −π/2. (4.1.3)

We could further subdivide the bins by additional yes/no
decisions or Ising spins, making the bins narrower and nar-
rower. In the limit of infinitely many Ising spins the size of
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the bins shrinks to zero and a given point φ can be resolved
arbitrarily accurately. This procedure corresponds to the
representation of real numbers in terms of bits on a com-
puter. It is a type of “most efficient binning” sinceM spins
are sufficient for 2M bins. We see the direct association of
the bins with the classical states τ discussed previously.

Overlapping Ising spins on a circle

Another family of Ising spins associates to each angle
ψ a half-circle and asks if φ is within this half circle or
not. This association is employed for the description of a
quantum spin in an arbitrary direction. The corresponding
expression for this family of Ising spin observables s(ψ) is
given by

s(ψ;φ) = Θ(cos(φ− ψ))−Θ(− cos(φ− ψ)). (4.1.4)

Here the range of ψ is restricted to the half-circle

−π/2 < ψ < π/2, (4.1.5)

since the other half-circle is already covered by the oppo-
site value of the spin observable, s(ψ − π;φ) = −s(ψ;φ).
Instead of the angle ψ we may use a two-component unit
vector e = (e1, e2), e

2
1+e

2
2 = 1, and similarly employ a unit

vector f for φ

e1 = cosψ, e2 = sinψ,
f1 = cosφ, f2 = sinφ.

(4.1.6)

With these definitions the Ising spin observables involve
the scalar product ef = ekfk, k = 1, 2,

s(e; f) = Θ(ef)−Θ(−ef). (4.1.7)

The two spins s1 and s2 in eqs. (4.1.1),(4.1.2) belong to
this family for unit vectors e = (1, 0) and e = (0, 1),

s1(f) = s((1, 0); f), s2(f) = s2((0, 1); f). (4.1.8)

Finer binning by using more spins s(e) is less efficient than
the previous case. For example, we may add s+ = s(e =

(1/
√
2, 1/

√
2)) for half- spheres in the direction of a diago-

nal. Using different values of s+ we can subdivide the bins
II and III in eq. (4.1.3), but not the intervals I and IV. This
occurs since the interval 0 < φ < π/2 with s1 = s2 = 1
automatically has s+ = 1. For positive f1(s1 = 1) and

positive f2(s2 = 1) one has (f1+f2)/
√
2 > 0 and therefore

s+ = 1. For subdividing the Intervals I and IV we need
an additional Ising spin associated to e = (1/

√
2)(1,−1)).

For dividing the circle into eight equal bins we therefore
need four Ising spins instead of three for the most efficient
binning. Nevertheless, in the limit of infinitely many spins
every point φ can be resolved arbitrarily accurately. We
will see that the family of Ising spins (4.1.7) is character-
istic for quantum systems.

In contrast to the most effective binning the bins defined
by eq. (4.1.4) overlap. A given point φ can belong to a large
number of bins. A particle at a given φ can be “seen” by

many detectors based on the yes/no decision (4.1.4). For
a precise location of a particle at a given point φ one has
to specify a large number of values of Ising spins, going to
infinity if the precision is to be sharply determined. This
contrasts to the most efficient binning for which a single de-
tector sj can decide if the particle is at the precise position
associated to it.

Ising spins on spheres and Rd

The family of Ising spin observables s(e) in eq. (4.1.7) is
easily extended to unit spheres. In this case e and f become
(d + 1)-component unit vectors. We can also define these
Ising spins for φ ∈ Rd. In this case we replace the unit
vector f by φ, e.g.

s(e;φ) = Θ(eφ)−Θ(−eφ). (4.1.9)

We may equivalently use eq. (4.1.7), with

φk = rfk, r2 = φkφk. (4.1.10)

We observe that this binning only concerns the angular
direction. Each bin still contains points with an arbitrary
value of r. For resolving points on Rd one would need an
additional binning of the radial coordinate r.
For the description of a single qubit we are no longer

restricted to the three Cartesian spins sk. One may use an
infinite number of classical Ising spins s(ek). For a fixed
classical state denoted by φ or fk as a point on the sphere
these Ising spins have values ±1 according to eq. (4.1.9).
One can construct [91] a bit-quantum map from a classical
probability distribution p[φ] to the quantum system for a
single qubit such that the classical spin s(ek) is mapped
to the quantum spin in the direction ek. This entails that
for an arbitrary direction ek the quantum spin can only
have the possible measurement values ±1. One can con-
struct the associated quantum spin operators ŝ(ek) which
have eigenvalues ±1. We will report this construction in
chapter 5.

4.2 Quantum clock system

The quantum clock system is a simple example of a prob-
abilistic automaton or a unique jump local chain for a single
periodic continuous variable φ, with −π < φ < π similar
to sect. 4.1. The step evolution operator is a unique jump
operator

Ŝφ′φ(t) = δφ′,φ+∆α. (4.2.1)

A state φ at t necessarily changes to φ+∆α at t+ε. Corre-
spondingly, one finds for the local probability distributions

p(t+ ε, φ) = p(t, φ−∆α). (4.2.2)

In the continuous limit ε → 0 this yields the evolution
equation

∂tp(t, φ) = −ω∂φp(t, φ), ω =
∆α

ε
. (4.2.3)
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This can be seen as the continuum limit of a discrete au-
tomaton with discrete points φ on a circle and discrete time
steps.

Quantum clocks

For the quantum system of a single qubit the expectation
value of the spin in an arbitrary direction is computable
in terms of the expectation values of the spin in the three
Cartesian directions. The latter fix the density matrix, and
the density matrix determines the expectation values of all
quantum observables. If one wants to construct a classi-
cal system that is mapped by the bit-quantum map to a
one qubit quantum system, it has to share this property
for the relation of expectation values of spins in arbitrary
directions. We will construct a bit-quantum map to the
one-qubit quantum subsystem in chapter 5. Here we de-
velop a somewhat simpler system of a quantum clock for
which expectation values of spins in arbitrary angles can
be computed from the expectation values in two Cartesian
directions.

The probability distribution p(φ) permits the computa-
tion of the expectation value of an arbitrary spin s(ψ) with
an angle ψ. Here we define s(ψ) by the relation (4.1.4), re-
sulting in

⟨s(ψ)⟩ =
∫

dφp(φ)
[
θ
(
cos(φ− ψ)

)
− θ
(
− cos(φ− ψ)

)]
.

(4.2.4)
We will realize an initial value ⟨s(ψ)⟩ = cosψ by a suitable
initial probability distribution p(φ). For later t this can
be followed by the evolution (4.2.2), (4.2.3). Indeed if we
choose at some initial time t = 0 the particular probability
distribution

p(φ) =
1

2
cosφ Θ(cosφ) , (4.2.5)

the expectation value of the Ising spin in the ψ-direction
(4.1.4) is given by

⟨s(ψ)⟩ = cosψ. (4.2.6)

This follows from the simple angular integration

⟨s(ψ)⟩ = 1

2

∫
φ

cos(φ)Θ(cos(φ))

× [Θ(cos(φ− ψ))−Θ(− cos(φ− ψ))]

=
1

2

∫ π
2

−π
2

dφ cos(φ)[Θ(cos(φ− ψ))−Θ(− cos(φ− ψ))]

=
1

2

[∫ π/2

ψ−π/2
dφ cosφ−

∫ ψ−π/2

−π/2
dφ cosφ

]
= cosψ. (4.2.7)

The probability distribution describes an eigenstate of the
spin in the direction ψ = π/2, ⟨s(π/2)⟩ = 1. Eq. (4.2.7) de-
scribes the expectation value of a quantum spin in a direc-
tion that has an angle ψ−π/2 with respect to the direction
of the spin for which the system is in an eigenstate.

A shift of the probability distribution (4.2.5) by a con-
stant angle β,

pβ(φ) =
1

2
cos(φ− β)Θ(cos(φ− β)), (4.2.8)

results by a shift in the angle ψ

⟨s(ψ)⟩β = cos(ψ − β). (4.2.9)

For the evolution equation (4.2.3) one concludes that
p(t, φ) depends only on the combination φ − ωt. For the
initial distribution (4.2.8) one infers the time-local proba-
bility distribution

p(t, φ) =
1

2
cos(φ− ωt− β)Θ(cos(φ− ωt− β)). (4.2.10)

The expectation value of s(ψ) rotates correspondingly

⟨s(t;ψ)⟩β = cos(ψ − ωt− β). (4.2.11)

We conclude that the quantum clock is a probabilistic clock
for which the maximum of the expectation values of the
spins s(ψ) can be used as a pointer. The expectation val-
ues of spins in arbitrary directions are fixed by their angle
to the pointer direction. They rotate together with the
pointer.
Instead of the angles φ, ψ and β we may also use two

component unit vectors f = (f1, f3), e = (e1, e3), ρ =
(ρ1, ρ3),

e1 = cosψ, e3 = sinψ,
f1 = cosφ, f3 = sinφ,
ρ1 = cosβ, ρ3 = sinβ.

(4.2.12)

The initial probability distribution (4.2.8) for t = 0 reads
in this representation

p(ρ; f) =
1

2
(ρf)Θ(ρf), ρkρk = 1 (4.2.13)

the spins are given by

s(e; f) = Θ(ef)−Θ(−(ef)), (4.2.14)

and the expectation values obey

⟨s(e)⟩ρ = (ρe). (4.2.15)

The appearance of the scalar products makes the invariance
under simultaneous rotations of ρ, f and e apparent. For
the time evolution one has

ρ1(t) = cos(β + ωt), ρ3(t) = sin(β + ωt). (4.2.16)

Quantum subsystem

The expectation values of the Cartesian spins s1 = s(e =
(1, 0)) and s3 = s(e = (0, 1)) are given by

⟨s1⟩ = ρ1, ⟨s3⟩ = ρ3. (4.2.17)
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We can define a quantum subsystem based on these two
expectation values, with density matrix

ρ =
1

2
(1 + ρ1τ1 + ρ3τ3). (4.2.18)

This is the density matrix for a two-component quantum
spin. The third spin direction s2 is absent. The density
matrix (4.2.18) is real and symmetric. It is a pure state
density matrix, since ρ21 + ρ23 = 1. The quantum operator
for the spin in the direction e = (e1, e3) is given by

S(e) = e1τ1 + e3τ3. (4.2.19)

The quantum rule,

⟨S(e)⟩ = tr{ρS(e)} = ρ1e1 + ρ3e3, (4.2.20)

yields the same result as eq. (4.2.15). We therefore can
identify the quantum spin in an arbitrary direction e with
the classical spin s(e) in the same direction. The eigen-
values of the operators S(e) are ±1, corresponding to the
possible measurement values of the classical Ising spins.
The expectation values can be evaluated equivalently with
the classical rule or the quantum rule (4.2.20).

In contrast to the quantum subsystem discussed in sect. 2
the identification of quantum spin directions with classical
Ising spins holds for arbitrary spin directions, not only for
the Cartesian spins. This involves the infinitely many clas-
sical Ising spins associated to the continuous variable φ by
eq. (4.2.14).

Unitary evolution

The deterministic unique jump operations (4.2.1) can re-
alize arbitrary rotations in the (1-3)-plane as unitary trans-
formations. On the classical level a rotation on the circle,

φ′ = φ− γ, (4.2.21)

corresponds to

f ′1 = cos γ f1 + sin γ f3

f ′3 = cos γ f3 − sin γ f1. (4.2.22)

A unique jump operation transforms a probability distribu-
tion p(ρ; f) at t to p(ρ; f ′) at t+ε. Using the same variables
at t+ε and t the transformation amounts to p(ρ′; f) at t+ε
with

ρ′1 = cos γ ρ1 − sin γ ρ3

ρ′3 = cos γ ρ3 + sin γ ρ1. (4.2.23)

The expectation values of the Cartesian spins and therefore
the entries of the quantum density matrix are given by
eq. (4.2.23) as well.

On the level of the quantum density matrix the unitary
transformation

ρ′ = exp

(
iγτ2
2

)
ρ exp

(
− iγτ2

2

)
(4.2.24)

rotates by an angle γ in the 1-3 plane and realizes
eq. (4.2.23)

ρ′1 = cos γρ1 − sin γρ3 = cos(β + γ),

ρ′3 = cos γρ3 + sin γρ1 = sin(β + γ). (4.2.25)

The evolution (4.2.16),

ρ(t) =
1

2
(1 + ρ1(t)τ1 + ρ3(t)τ3)

= U(t)ρ(0)U†(t)

= U(t)(
1

2
(1 + cosβτ1 + sinβτ3))U

†(t, ) (4.2.26)

is realized by

U(t) = exp

(
iωt

2
τ2

)
. (4.2.27)

The quantum subsystem obeys a unitary evolution law.
In particular, we can consider infinitesimal time steps ε→
0. In this case one finds the von Neumann equation

∂tρ = ∂tUU
†ρ+ ρU∂tU

† = −i[H, ρ], (4.2.28)

with hermitean Hamiltonian

H = −1

2
ωτ2. (4.2.29)

This remains a real evolution equation since −iH is a real
antisymmetric matrix, and U therefore an orthogonal ma-
trix. With

ρ1(t) = cosβ(t), ρ3(t) = sinβ(t), (4.2.30)

the solution of the von-Neumann equation (4.2.28) reads
indeed

β(t) = β0 + ωt. (4.2.31)

In summary, we have mapped the classical statistical
quantum clock system for a continuous classical variable
φ and associated classical Ising spins s(ψ) to a quantum
subsystem which corresponds to a type of two-dimensional
qubit. The unitary transformation of the quantum subsys-
tem form the abelian group U(1) or SO(2). We encounter
a particular case of “real quantum mechanics” with a real
symmetric density matrix. A complex formulation could be
realized by doubling the degrees of freedom. We will gen-
eralize in sect. 5 this system to a full qubit with unitary
transformations forming the group SU(2). This will au-
tomatically induce the usual complex formulation of quan-
tum mechanics. We emphasize that the quantum clock sys-
tem does not only realize the unitary evolution of the den-
sity matrix which is rather easy to achieve. It also relates
the discrete possible measurement values of the quantum
spin in an arbitrary direction to a yes/no question of the
classical statistical system. The quantum rule for possible
measurement values finds a direct root in the properties of
classical observables. This aspect of particle-wave duality
is directly realized.
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General probability distributions for quantum
clocks

The realization of the quantum clock system by the
unique jump operation (4.2.1) with initial classical prob-
ability distribution (4.2.8) belongs to a wide class of possi-
ble classical probabilistic systems. The probability distri-
butions may depend on additional variables, p(t;φ; y). It
is sufficient that for every t these distributions obey∫

y

p(t;φ; y) = pβ(t)(φ), (4.2.32)

with pβ(t) given by eq. (4.2.8) for suitable β(t). Since the
classical Ising spins s(e) depend on φ and are independent
of y, the relation (4.2.9) holds, with β(t) defining ρ(t) in
eqs. (4.2.13), (4.2.15). If the relation (4.2.32) holds for
t = 0, many different unique jump operations can ensure
this relation for arbitrary t. As a particular example, the
unique jump operation may be given by eq. (4.2.1) with
y left invariant. General β(t) correspond to time depen-
dent ω(t) = ∂tβ(t). As a particular case we may consider
continuous variables φ ∈ R2, with φk = rfk. The Ising
spins are independent of r, which can be associated with
the additional variable y.

4.3 Deterministic evolution with
continuous variables

The concept of probabilistic automata can be taken over
directly to continuous classical variables. This can be seen
as the limit of infinitely many classical bits. For a given
discrete time step ε the updating describes an invertible
map among the continuous variables φ. One often can
take the continuous limit ε → 0. For the time-local prob-
ability distribution this results in a first order non-linear
differential evolution equation. It involves the derivatives
of the probability distribution with respect to φ in linear
order. The Liouville equation for the probability distribu-
tion in phase space for a classical particle in a potential
can be described in this way. We discuss a generalization
that can describe a quantum particle in a potential as a
suitable subsystem. For a harmonic potential this can be
realized by a probabilistic automaton.

Unique jump operations for continuous variables

Unique jump operations map every variable φ at t to a
unique variable φ′ = f(φ; t) at t+ε. This is a deterministic
evolution in the space of variables, that we may denote as

φ(t+ ε) = f(φ; t). (4.3.1)

It translates directly to the t-dependence of the time-local
probability distributions,

p(t+ ε; f(φ; t)) = p(t;φ) . (4.3.2)

We will consider invertible transformations f(φ) here, such
that

p(t+ ε;φ) = p(t; f−1(φ; t)) . (4.3.3)

The corresponding step evolution operator reads

Ŝ(t;φ′, φ) = δ(φ′, f(φ; t)). (4.3.4)

Differential evolution equations with classical
variables

The deterministic evolution equation (4.3.1) admits a
continuum limit if the transformation f(φ) is sufficiently
smooth. In this case it turns to a differential equation

∂tφ(t) =
1

2ε
(φ(t+ ε)− φ(t− ε))

=
1

2ε
[f(φ(t); t)− f−1(φ(t); t− ε)]

= D(φ(t); t), (4.3.5)

with D(φ(t); t) a suitable operator defined by the second
line. For ε→ 0 and smooth f one finds that D is simply a
function of φ. In particular, for

f(φ(t); t) = φ(t) + εg(φ(t); t),

f−1(φ(t); t) = φ(t)− εg(φ(t); t), (4.3.6)

one has

D(φ(t), t) =
1

2
[g(φ(t); t) + g(φ(t); t− ε)]. (4.3.7)

If the t-dependence of g is smooth, one can identify
D(φ(t); t) = g(φ(t); t).
The generalization to a multi-component classical con-

tinuous φk is straightforward. The evolution equation

∂tφk = Dk(φ; t) (4.3.8)

is a first order differential equation that is, in general, not
linear. It is local in time since only φ(t) appears on the
r.h.s, such that for given D one can compute φ(t+ ε) from
φ(t) without any additional information. This is the situ-
ation encountered in many classical deterministic systems
with continuous variables.
The resulting time evolution of the time-local probability

distribution follows from eq. (4.3.3),

∂tp(t;φ) = −Dk(φ)
∂

∂φk
p(t;φ). (4.3.9)

Here we employ for the definition of Dk a notation where
φ can be a multi-component vector

∂tp(t;φ) =
1

2ε
[p(t+ ε;φ)− p(t− ε;φ)]

=
1

2ε
[p(t; f−1(φ; t))− p(t; f(φ; t− ε))]

=
1

2ε
[p(t;φ− εg(φ, t))− p(t;φ+ εg(φ; t− ε))]

= −1

2
(g(φ; t) + g(φ; t− ε))∂φp(t;φ). (4.3.10)

For sufficiently smooth g we take the continuum
limit (4.3.7) for which Dk(φ) becomes a function of φ. The
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evolution equation (4.3.9) holds for all differentiable local
probability distributions. It constitutes a non-linear partial
differential equation for the time evolution of the time-local
probability distribution.

We recall that all classical statistical systems with con-
tinuous variables of this type can be considered as prob-
abilistic cellular automata. The overall probability distri-
bution as a fundamental quantity for the description of a
probabilistic world for all times is therefore well defined.

Liouville equation

As an example, we may consider a simple classical parti-
cle in a potential. The variables are points in phase space,
φ = (xk, pk), k = 1...3. The deterministic equations of
motion are Newton’s equation, such that eq. (4.3.8) reads

∂txk =
pk
m
, ∂tpk = − ∂V

∂xk
, (4.3.11)

where V (x) is the potential andm is the particle mass. The
resulting evolution equation for the time-local probability
distribution w(x⃗, p⃗),

∂tw = −pk
m

∂w

∂xk
+
∂V

∂xk

∂w

∂pk
, (4.3.12)

is the Liouville equation for free particles in a potential.
For a δ-distribution of w(x⃗, p⃗) one recovers Newton’s equa-
tions (4.3.11). For more general w(x⃗, p⃗) one observes a
broadening of wave packets similar to quantum mechan-
ics [76, 92].

4.4 Classical wave function and quantum
particles

One may introduce a classical wave function ϕc(x⃗, p⃗)

w(x⃗, p⃗) = ϕ2c(x⃗, p⃗) . (4.4.1)

Due to the particular structure of the Liouville operator
it obeys the same differential equation as the probability
distribution [76, 93, 94],

∂tϕc(x, p) = −L̂ϕc(x, p), L̂ =
p

m
∂x −

∂V

∂x
∂p . (4.4.2)

The description in terms of a classical wave function
shares important features with the Hilbert space formula-
tion of classical mechanics by Koopman [95] and von Neu-
mann [96]. This probabilistic view on classical mechanics
has triggered many interesting formal developments [97–
101], with connection to the work of Wigner [102] and
Moyal [103].

There is no need that the evolution equation for the clas-
sical wave function in phase space and associated probabil-
ity distribution is given precisely by eq. (4.4.2), (4.3.12).
We have discussed this in the introduction or ref. [1]
for the example of rain drops. Interesting experiments
show quantum features in the statistical motion of classical

droplets [104, 105]. For a suitable modification of the r. h. s.
of eq. (4.4.2) one obtains the precise probabilistic motion of
quantum particles in a potential, including phenomena as
tunneling [76, 93, 94]. One can also obtain zwitters [106] –
particles between classical particles and quantum particles.

For the evolution of a classical wave function ϕc and as-
sociated probability distribution in phase space w which
can be mapped to the evolution of a quantum particle
according to the Schrödinger equation, the operator L̂ in
eq. (4.4.2) is replaced [76, 94] by L̂W

L̂W =
p

m
∂x + iV

(
x+

i

2
∂p

)
− iV

(
x− i

2
∂p

)
. (4.4.3)

We note that L̂W is a real operator despite the complex
formulation. An appropriate coarse graining by taking a
subtrace of the classical density matrix constructed from
ϕc yields a subsystem for which the complex wave func-
tion obeys the Schrödinger equation [93] for the potential
V . This coarse graining defines the bit-quantum map to
a subsystem for a quantum particle. It associates to a
classical probability distribution w(x⃗, p⃗) a complex density
matrix ρ(x, x′) or a complex wave function ψ(x).

The generator L̂W induces a rotation of the classical
wave function, such that no information is lost by the evo-
lution

∂tϕc = −L̂Wϕc . (4.4.4)

We have seen in eq. (4.3.9), however, that the deterministic
updating of a probabilistic automaton results in a genera-
tor that is linear in the derivatives ∂/∂xk and ∂/∂pk. For
a potential V (x) which involves more than two powers of

x this is not the case for L̂W in eq. (4.4.3). We conclude
that eq. (4.4.4) describes a rotation of ϕc which induces a
corresponding change in w(x⃗, p⃗). This rotation is not re-
alized, however, by the simple updating rule (4.3.1). It is
not described by a probabilistic automaton and therefore
the existence of an overall probability distribution is not
guaranteed. Nevertheless, the evolution (4.4.4) describes a
perfectly valid evolution of the time-local probability dis-
tribution w(t; x⃗, p⃗). If this evolution can be obtained for
a suitable subsystem from some overall probability distri-
bution, this overall probability distribution can describe a
quantum particle in an arbitrary potential V (x⃗). If one
has the freedom to use arbitrary orthogonal step evolution
operators for the evolution of the time-local probabilistic
information rather complex quantum field theories can be
described in this way [107, 108].
For the special case of a harmonic potential,

V (x⃗) =
1

2
βklxkxl , (4.4.5)

one has

iV

(
x⃗+

i

2

∂⃗

∂p

)
− iV

(
x⃗− i

2

∂⃗

∂p

)
= βklxl

∂

∂pk
. (4.4.6)

This coincides with the Liouville equation (4.4.2). We con-
clude that a quantum particle in a harmonic potential can
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be described as an appropriate subsystem of a probabilistic
automaton. The particular quantum features as the dis-
crete energy spectrum arise from the quantum constraint
which requires that the density matrix of the quantum sub-
system has to be a positive matrix. We will describe the
quantum particle in a harmonic potential in sect. 5.5.

5 Quantum mechanics

In this section we discuss probabilistic automata that
realize all features of quantum mechanics. We start with
quantum mechanics for a two-state system or a single
qubit. The quantum spin in an arbitrary direction is associ-
ated to a corresponding classical Ising spin. The determin-
istic evolution for the automaton results for the quantum
subsystem in the unitary evolution according to the von-
Neumann equation for the quantum density matrix. Suit-
able updating rules can realize any arbitrary Hamiltonian
for a single qubit. Quantum mechanics for a single qubit is
the extension of the quantum clock system to rotations in
three-dimensional space or on the two-dimensional sphere.

As a second example of a probabilistic automaton which
describes a known quantum system as a subsystem we dis-
cuss the quantum particle in a harmonic potential. Both
for the single qubit system and the quantum particle in a
harmonic potential all rules and properties of quantum me-
chanics follow directly from the classical probability laws.
The key ingredients are the identification of a suitable sub-
system, and constraints on the probability distribution for
the automaton which ensure a positive density matrix for
the subsystem.

5.1 Classical Ising spins and quantum spin

We first consider a given site on the local chain m or
time t. The classical variables φ are points in R3, φ =
(φ1, φ2, φ3). We could restrict φ to be a unit vector. We
keep here an arbitrary length in order to demonstrate that
large classes of different classical probability distributions
can lead to the same quantum subsystem. We define Ising
spin observables in an arbitrary direction e = (e1, e2, e3),
ekek = 1, similar to eq. (4.1.9)

s(e) = Θ(φe)−Θ(−φe). (5.1.1)

They take the value +1 if the scalar product φe = φkek is
positive, and the value −1 otherwise. We also generalize
the family of probability distributions (4.2.13),

p(ρ) = p̄(r)(φρ)Θ(φρ), r2 = φkφk, (5.1.2)

with p̄(r) ≥ 0 arbitrary as long as it obeys the normaliza-
tion condition ∫

d3φp(ρ) = 1. (5.1.3)

The different members of this family are labeled by a unit
vector ρ,

ρkρk = 1. (5.1.4)

While eq. (5.1.2) comprises a large class of different proba-
bility distributions, it remains nevertheless a small sub-
set of the most general time-local probability distribu-
tions. The particular form (5.1.2) realizes the quantum
constraint.

Expectation values of classical Ising spins

For the probability distributions (5.1.2) the expectation
values of the Ising spins obey

⟨s(e)⟩ρ = eρ. (5.1.5)

In order to show this important relation we need to estab-
lish the integral

⟨s(e)⟩ρ =
∫

d3φp̄(r)(ρφ)Θ(ρφ)[Θ(φe)−Θ(−φe)] = ρe.

(5.1.6)
We observe that the integral (5.1.6) is invariant under si-
multaneous rotations of φ, ρ and e, since only invariant
scalar products are involved. Without loss of generality we
can choose

ρ = (1, 0, 0), e = (e1, 0, e3), (5.1.7)

and proof the relation

⟨s(e)⟩ρ =∫
d3φp̄(r)φ1Θ(φ1)[Θ(φ1e1 + φ3e3)−Θ(−φ1e1 − φ3e3)]

= e1. (5.1.8)

We can perform the φ2-integration∫
dφ2p̄(r) = H(R), R2 = φ2

1 + φ2
3. (5.1.9)

The normalization condition (5.1.3) implies∫
dφ1 dφ3H(R)φ1Θ(φ1) = 1. (5.1.10)

With

φ1 = R cosα, φ3 = R sinα, (5.1.11)

this yields ∫
dRR2H(R)

∫
dα cosα Θ(cosα)

= 2

∫
dRR2H(R) = 1, (5.1.12)

in accordance with the normalization (5.1.3).
Using furthermore

e1 = cosψ, e3 = sinψ, (5.1.13)
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the insertion of eqs. (5.1.9), (5.1.12) into eq. (5.1.8) yields
with eq. (4.2.7)

⟨s(e)⟩ρ =
1

2

∫
dα cosαΘ(cosα)[Θ(cos(α− ψ))−Θ(−(cos(α− ψ))]

= cosψ, (5.1.14)

confirming eq. (5.1.8) and therefore establishing eq. (5.1.5).
We observe that the number of components of φk plays no
role in this proof since for k > 3 the l.h.s. of eq. (5.1.9) is
replaced by an integration over all components except φ1

and φ3.

Quantum subsystem

We next define the quantum subsystem as a bit-quantum
map from the family of probability distributions (5.1.2) to
the density matrix for a single qubit [75]. For this purpose
we evaluate the relation (5.1.5) for three “Cartesian spins”

s1 = s(e = (1, 0, 0)), s2 = s(e = (0, 1, 0)),

s3 = s(e = (0, 0, 1)), (5.1.15)

with expectation values

⟨sk⟩ = ρk. (5.1.16)

We employ these expectation values for the definition of
the density matrix ρ of the quantum subsystem

ρ =
1

2
(1 + ρkτk) . (5.1.17)

With eq. (5.1.4) the quantum constraint is obeyed and ρ
is a positive matrix. Since the three components ρk form
a unit vector we actually deal with a pure quantum state
for a single qubit or two-state quantum system. As usual,
one can construct from ρ the complex two-component pure
state wave function ψ.
The quantum spin operators in the direction e are given

by

S(e) = ekτk. (5.1.18)

According to the quantum rule their expectation values
read

⟨S(e)⟩ = tr{ρS(e)} = ekρk. (5.1.19)

This coincides with the expectation values of the classical
Ising spins s(e) according to eq. (5.1.5). We can identify
the classical Ising spins s(e) with the quantum spins S(e)
in the same direction. For both the possible measurement
values are ±1, according to the eigenvalues of the quantum
operators S(e). The expectation value can equivalently be
evaluated with the classical rule (5.1.6) or the quantum
rule (5.1.19).
The information in the quantum subsystem is sufficient

for the computation of all the infinitely many spin observ-
ables in the different directions. These correspond to the

infinitely many classical Ising spins that are defined for
a classical probabilistic system with continuous variables.
None of the classical correlation functions for the Ising
spins is computable from the information of the quantum
subsystem. These classical correlation functions depend
on the specific choice of p̄(r). They cannot be expressed in
terms of the three numbers ρk that characterize the quan-
tum subsystem.

5.2 Unitary evolution for one-qubit
quantum system

We next define updatings of the probabilistic automa-
ton which realize unitary transformations for the quantum
subsystem. We consider finite time steps ε, for which a de-
terministic updating of the continuous classical variables is
given by

φk → φk + εgk . (5.2.1)

We want to find out which gk lead to a unitary transfor-
mation of the quantum subsystem. For this purpose we
establish that an SO(3)-rotation in the space of the con-
tinuous variables φ, namely

φk → Rklφl , RTR = 1 , detR = 1 , (5.2.2)

induces a unitary evolution of the quantum subsystem. We
may start with a rotation in the (1-3) plane between the
variables φ1 and φ3, keeping φ2 fixed,

φ′
1 = cos γφ1 + sin γφ3

φ′
3 = cos γφ3 − sin γφ1. (5.2.3)

The probability distribution (5.1.2) is transformed to a new
member of this family, according to

p(t+ ε, φ′; ρ) = p(t, φ; ρ) = p(t+ ε, φ, ρ′) (5.2.4)

with ρ′ defined by

ρφ′ = ρ′φ = ρRφ . (5.2.5)

For the transformation (5.2.4) this results for ρ in the trans-
formation (4.2.23). On the level of the quantum density
matrix for the subsystem we recover the unitary transfor-
mation (4.2.24). Indeed, rotations around a given axis form
a quantum clock system. The component ρ2 remains in-
variant under rotations around the 2-axis.

Rotations around one of the other Cartesian axes re-
places τ2 in eq. (4.2.21) by τ1 or τ3. More generally, a rota-
tion by γ around an arbitrary axis with direction given by
a unit vector b results for the quantum subsystem in the
unitary transformation

U(b) = exp

{
iγ

2
(τkbk)

}
. (5.2.6)

We conclude that the updatings (5.2.1) which are com-
patible with the evolution of the subsystem are the ro-
tations (5.2.2) around an arbitrary axis. The probabilis-
tic automaton can be defined by a sequence of rotations
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around different axes. This results for the quantum sub-
system in the corresponding sequence of unitary transfor-
mation. As compared to the discrete qubit chain in sect. 2,
the transition to continuous variables allows us to realize
arbitrary sequences of unitary transformations.

A given discrete rotation and associated unitary trans-
formation can be described for the quantum subsystem by
a Hamiltonian that is constant between t and t+ ε,

U(b) = exp
(
− iεH(b)

)
, (5.2.7)

with

H(b) = −ω
2
τkbk , ω =

γ

ε
. (5.2.8)

If b and γ change only smoothly with time we can take
the continuum limit ε→ 0. The discrete evolution equation
turns then to the von Neumann equation for the density
matrix

i∂tρ =
[
H, ρ

]
. (5.2.9)

For a pure state this yields for the associated complex wave
function ψ the Schrödinger equation

i∂tψ = Hψ . (5.2.10)

Here both ω and bk can depend on t, such that the most
general time evolution of single qubit quantum mechanics
can be implemented by a suitable updating prescription for
a probabilistic automaton.

Taking things together, we have found a classical prob-
abilistic system for which a suitable subsystem realizes all
features of quantummechanics for a two-state system. This
is an example for the embedding of quantum mechanics in
a classical probabilistic setting. More in detail, the over-
all probability distribution is the one for a probabilistic
automaton. The map from the overall probability distri-
bution to the quantum subsystem proceeds in two steps.
One first defines the time-local subsystem for the automa-
ton, as characterized by the classical wave function or the
associated time-local probability distribution. From there
the bit-quantum map maps a suitable family of time-local
probability distributions (5.1.2) to the quantum subsystem.
Our construction can be verified numerically by initializing
a probabilistic automaton with a probability distribution
over the states φ obeying the quantum constraint. The
automaton performs the rotations (5.2.2). One can de-
termine the expectation values ⟨s(e)⟩ of the classical Ising
spins (5.1.1) at any time t from the time-local probabil-
ity distribution for the automaton. One the quantum side
one constructs the initial density matrix (5.1.17) from the
initial probability distribution of the automaton. One per-
forms the unitary transformation (5.2.6) corresponding to
the rotations (5.2.2) of the automaton. The expectation
values of the quantum spin with operator S(e) given by
eq. (5.1.18) can be evaluated for any t by the usual quan-
tum rule (5.1.19). They will coincide with the expectation
values ⟨s(e)⟩ of the corresponding classical Ising spins.

5.3 Time reversal and complex conjuga-
tion

If we revert the time direction the l.h.s. of the von-
Neumann equation,

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ], (5.3.1)

changes sign. In the time reverted system the positive di-
rection points from the site m to the site m − 1 on the
local chain. In other words, the time reversal transforms
the von-Neumann equation and the Hamiltonian according
to

T : ∂tρ = i[H, ρ], H → −H. (5.3.2)

The von-Neumann equation is a complex equation and we
can take its complex conjugate:

C : ∂tρ
∗ = i[H∗, ρ∗], H → −H∗. (5.3.3)

For the second expression in eqs. (5.3.2), (5.3.3) we perform
the transformation by a transformation of the Hamiltonian,
keeping the structure (5.3.1) of the von-Neumann equation
fixed. We observe that for H → −H∗ the term ∼ b2 is
invariant. This reflects that the evolution for rotations in
the (1-3)-plane involves only real quantities.

Finally, a reflection at the (1-3) plane changes the sign
of ρ2, such that ρ is replaced by ρ̃ with opposite sign of ρ2.
Keeping the form of the von Neumann equation fixed this
changes H → H̃, where H̃ obtains from H by changing the
sign of b2.

P2 : ∂tρ̃ = −i[H, ρ̃], H → H̃. (5.3.4)

From eq. (5.2.8) we conclude

H̃ = H∗. (5.3.5)

As a result, one finds for the combination CP2

CP2 : H → −H. (5.3.6)

This is the same as for time reversal. The von-Neumann
equation is invariant under the combined transformation
CP2T .
The transformation C is the analogue of charge conju-

gation in particle physics which involves a complex con-
jugation. Similarly, the transformation P2 is a particular
version of the parity transformation. We may define parity
as the reflection P = P1P2P3, with P1 a reflection at the
(2-3) plane, and P3 a reflection at the (1-2) plane. Act-
ing on ρk the three reflections commute. The combination
P1P3, i.e. ρ1 → −ρ1, ρ3 → −ρ3 is a rotation in the (1-3)
plane. Thus P2 is equivalent to P up to a rotation. We
conclude that the quantum subsystem is invariant under
a type of CPT-transformation, similar to the situation in
particle physics. Complex conjugation is directly linked to
the discrete transformation P2T . This reveals a relation
between the complex structure in quantum mechanics and
discrete reflections in time.
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5.4 Quantum mechanics in continuous
time

So far we have mainly described discrete quantum me-
chanics for which the evolution is described in discrete time
steps. A unitary step evolution operator maps wave func-
tion and density matrix at time t to a subsequent time
t+ ε. In general, we use quantum mechanics in a continu-
ous version, with dynamics described by the Schrödinger-
or von-Neumann-equation. This corresponds to the con-
tinuum limit ε → 0 at fixed time intervals ∆t. We have
taken this continuum limit for the examples of the preced-
ing sections and generalize it here.

Hamilton operator

Discrete quantum mechanics is formulated with discrete
evolution steps between t and t + ε, given by a unitary
matrix U(t). This can be translated to a Hamiltonian for-
mulation which can be employed for a possible continuum
limit for ε → 0. The evolution is then described by the
continuous Schrödinger equation

i∂tψ(t) = H(t)ψ(t). (5.4.1)

For the definition of the Hamiltonian one uses

U(t) = e−iεH(t) , H(t) =
i

ε
lnU(t), H† = H . (5.4.2)

For the definition (5.4.2) even a real (e.g. orthogonal) evo-
lution operator can yield a complex matrix −iH, such that
a complex wave function is needed [30]. The solution of
eq. (5.4.2) may not be unique and require sometimes some
effort to be found [29, 31, 109–115].

Since the direct construction (5.4.2) of the Hamiltonian
H can sometimes be cumbersome in practice, one may de-
fine an approximation H̄ which coincides with H in the
continuum limit. For this purpose one defines for the dis-
crete evolution the operator G(t),

G(t) =
i

2ε
[U(t)− U†(t− ε)] . (5.4.3)

It results in a discrete Schrödinger equation for the quan-
tum wave function

i

2ε
[ψ(t+ ε)− ψ(t− ε)] = G(t)ψ(t). (5.4.4)

Splitting G into an Hermitian and anti-Hermitian part
(H̄† = H̄, J† = J),

G(t) = H̄(t) + iJ(t), (5.4.5)

yields

H̄(t) =
i

4ε
[U(t) + U(t− ε)− U†(t)− U†(t− ε)], (5.4.6)

and

J(t) =
1

4ε
[U(t)− U(t− ε) + U†(t)− U†(t− ε)]. (5.4.7)

A consistent continuum limit for ε → 0 requires that J(t)
vanishes in this limit.
In the continuum limit H̄(t) and H(t) coincide, as can

be seen by expanding

U(t) = 1− iεH(t)− ε2

2
H2(t) + ..., (5.4.8)

for which one finds

H(t) =
1

2
[H(t) +H(t− ε)] +O(ε2),

J(t) = −ε
4
[H2(t)−H2(t− ε)] +O(ε3).

(5.4.9)

In the continuum limit we can write

H(t) = i∂tU(t)U†(t). (5.4.10)

Quantum systems from motion in internal space

In the continuum limit both the quantum clock system in
sect. 4.2 and the one qubit quantum mechanics in sect. 5.1,
5.2 can be associated to the motion in an appropriate ge-
ometry. We may associate this geometry to some type of
”internal space”. A quantum particle with spin would then
be described by its motion in ordinary (external) space plus
a motion in internal space. The focus on the spin leading
to qubits forgets about the motion in external space and
only retains the motion in internal space. This motion
uses a probabilistic description by a Liouville-type equa-
tion that can be associated to a very simple deterministic
Newton-type equation. For particular choices of the prob-
ability distributions solving the Liouville-type equation the
probabilistic information has the properties which allow a
reduction to a simple quantum subsystem.
The quantum clock system can be associated to the mo-

tion on a circle with constant velocity. For a particle at
a sharp position on the circle or at a sharp angle β the
deterministic motion is simply

β(t) = β0 + ωt. (5.4.11)

The probability distribution associated to a particle cen-
tered around β is given by pβ(φ). It could be realized by a
probabilistic distribution of initial conditions for sharp par-
ticles, but there is actually no need for this in our genuinely
probabilistic description of the world. The evolution of the
probability distribution obeys the Liouville-type equation
(4.2.3)

∂tpβ(φ) = −ω∂φpβ(φ). (5.4.12)

For this particularly simple motion no phase-space descrip-
tion with momentum is needed as for the usual Liouville
equation – the evolution of pβ(φ) is closed.
The general solution of eq. (5.4.12) reads

pβ(φ; t) = pβ(φ− ωt). (5.4.13)

For an initial condition for which pβ(φ; t0) depends only
on φ− β0 this yields

pβ(φ; t) = pβ(φ− β(t)) (5.4.14)
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with β(t) given by eq. (5.4.11). If the initial condition is
given more specifically by the particular form (4.2.8),

pβ(φ; t) =
1

2
cos(φ− β0)Θ(cos(φ− β0)), (5.4.15)

the probabilistic information allows for a map to a quan-
tum subsystem from which all expectation values of the
Ising spins (4.1.4) in different directions can be computed.
The quantum subsystem provides for a conceptually much
simpler description of the time evolution of the expectation
values of Ising spins. Instead of following the evolution of
a whole function p(φ; t), it is now sufficient to investigate
the evolution of a real two component wave function ψ(t)
or real 2× 2 density matrix (4.2.28) with the Hamiltonian
(4.2.29). We emphasize that the map to the simple quan-
tum subsystem is only possible for the particular initial
condition (5.4.15).

The one-qubit quantum system corresponds to the time
evolution of the probability distribution for a particle mov-
ing on a sphere. For a given constant unit vector b the
probability distribution differs from zero for a rotating half-
sphere whose direction is perpendicular to b. This half-
sphere rotates with angular frequency ω around the axis
b. We can imagine particles on this half-sphere with tra-
jectories rotating around the axis b. The corresponding
Liouville-type equation describes the associated rotation
of the probability distribution. Again, a particular initial
condition for this probability distribution is needed in or-
der to allow for the construction of a quantum subsystem.
If γ and ω depend on t, the direction and frequency of the
rotations of all particles change with t. As compared with
the classical Liouville-type evolution of probability distri-
butions for particles on a sphere, the quantum evolution
with a arbitrary Hamiltonian H(t) is an important simpli-
fication. Still the Liouville-type probabilistic description
of “classical particles” is useful for an understanding of the
origin of the quantum rules from the basic rules of “classi-
cal statistics”.

The “internal space” and the particular form of the prob-
ability distribution which obeys the quantum constraint
may not appear very natural. We do not consider these
constructions as fundamental. On the fundamental side a
particle is an excitation of the vacuum of a quantum field
theory, and a qubit is a subsystem of a particle. Our con-
structions should rather serve as concrete examples that
it is possible to obtain quantum subsystems from a classi-
cal probabilistic setting. Any direct explicit construction
demonstrates that ”no go theorems” for the embedding of
quantum mechanics in classical statistics are circumvented.
The main reason is the incomplete statistics of the quan-
tum subsystem for which classical correlation functions are
not accessible. In addition, our construction highlights an
important point, namely that even the quantum mechan-
ics of a single qubit needs infinitely many classical bits or
classical continuous variables. The central reason is that a
quantum spin in an arbitrary direction involves infinitely
many observables with a discrete spectrum, corresponding
to the infinity of possible directions.

Single fermion

The one-qubit quantum system can also describe a sin-
gle fermionic excitation. A single fermion is a two-level
quantum system, the two states corresponding to the oc-
cupation number one or zero. It can therefore be described
by a qubit. For the wave function of a pure state we can
employ a basis of an empty and an occupied state,

|1⟩ =
(
1
0

)
, |0⟩ =

(
0
1

)
. (5.4.16)

For γ = (0, 0,−1) the Hamiltonian,

H =
ω

2

(
1 0
0 −1

)
= ω

(
n− 1

2

)
, (5.4.17)

can be expressed in terms of the occupation number oper-
ator n,

n =

(
1 0
0 0

)
. (5.4.18)

We may introduce fermionic annihilation and creation
operators

a =

(
0 0
1 0

)
, a† =

(
0 1
0 0

)
, (5.4.19)

with

a |0⟩ = 0, a |1⟩ = |0⟩ , a† |0⟩ = |1⟩ , a† |1⟩ = 0,
(5.4.20)

and

n = a†a, {a†, a} = 1. (5.4.21)

The Hermitian linear combinations of a and a† are ex-
pressed by the quantum spin operators

a+ a† = S1 = τ1, i(a− a†) = S2 = τ2. (5.4.22)

For a given initial state the evolution of their expecta-
tion values can be computed from the Schrödinger or von-
Neumann equation.

5.5 Quantum particle in harmonic
potential

In this section we construct a probabilistic automaton
which realizes a quantum subsystem for a quantum particle
in a harmonic potential. Our starting point is the Liouville
equation for a classical particle in a harmonic potential.
The evolution is given by a unique jump step evolution op-
erator. The overall probability distribution exists as for all
probabilistic automata. The subsystem is described by a
complex wave function which obeys the Schrödinger equa-
tion for a quantum particle in the same potential as the one
for the classical particle. We express the quantum observ-
ables which are represented by the familiar non-commuting
quantum operators for position, momentum and energy as
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observables for the classical probabilistic automaton. For
energy and momentum these are statistical observables.

The harmonic potential is special since particles with ar-
bitrary initial conditions oscillate with the same frequency
ω =

√
c/m. We therefore expect periodicity in the evolu-

tion of the probability distribution with frequency ω. The
map to the quantum subsystem will reveal that suitable
initial probability distributions lead to a periodic evolution
with frequencies nω for every integer n. This corresponds
to the equidistant energy spectrum of the quantum Hamil-
tonian. We will also discuss briefly the Liouville equation
for an anharmonic potential. The quantum formulation
again predicts the existence of periodic evolution for suit-
able initial probability distributions.

Liouville equation for the classical wave function

Let us consider a probabilistic classical particle in a har-
monic potential,

V =
c

2
zkzk . (5.5.1)

We can describe the time evolution of the probability in
phase space w(z, p) in terms of the Liouville equation for
the classical wave function ϕc(z, p)

∂tϕc = − L̂ϕc , w(z, p) = ϕ2c(z, p) ,

L̂ =
pk
m

∂

∂zk
− czk

∂

∂pk
. (5.5.2)

(As compared to eq. (4.2.14) we have replaced x⃗ → z⃗ and
use the specific potential (5.5.1).) The formulation in terms
of the classical wave function allows us to perform a Fourier
transform to a ”double position basis”, with z = (x+y)/2,

ψ̃c(x, y) =

∫
p

eip(x−y)ϕc

(
x+ y

2
, p

)
= ψ̃∗

c (y, x) . (5.5.3)

In this basis the time evolution equation (5.5.2) takes the
form

∂tψ̃c = − i(HQ − H̃Q)ψ̃c ,

HQ = − 1

2m

∂

∂xk

∂

∂xk
+
c

2
xkxk ,

H̃Q = − 1

2m

∂

∂yk

∂

∂yk
+
c

2
ykyk . (5.5.4)

This is already suggestive for the quantum particle in a
harmonic potential.

Quantum subsystem

We next restrict the classical wave function ψ̃c to a direct
product form

ψ̃c(x, y) = ψQ(x)ψ
∗
Q(y) . (5.5.5)

This restriction encodes the quantum constraint which will
allow the map to a quantum subsystem. The direct product

form is consistent with the evolution if ψQ(t, x) obeys the
Schrödinger equation

i∂tψQ(t, x) = HQψQ(t, x) . (5.5.6)

The normalization of ψ̃c(x, y) is guaranteed by∫
x

ψ∗
Q(x)ψQ(x) = 1 . (5.5.7)

For ψ̃c obeying the quantum constraint (5.5.5) we can per-
form the map to a quantum subsystem by “integrating”
over the y-position. For this purpose one defines the clas-
sical density matrix for the pure state classical wave func-
tion (5.5.3)

ρc(x, y;x
′, y′) = ψ̃c(x, y)ψ̃

∗
c (x

′, y′) . (5.5.8)

The coarse graining

ρQ(x, x
′) =

∫
y

ρc(x, y;x
′, y) , (5.5.9)

leads for the quantum constraint (5.5.5) to the pure state
quantum density matrix

ρQ(x, x
′) = ψQ(x)ψ

∗
Q(x

′) . (5.5.10)

We recognize ψQ(t, x) as the complex wave function of the
quantum subsystem. With eqs. (5.5.6), (5.5.4) its evolution
equation is the Schrödinger equation for a quantum particle
in the harmonic potential (5.5.1).

To summarize, the classical probabilistic Liouville equa-
tion for a classical particle in a harmonic potential is
mapped to a quantum subsystem for a quantum particle in
the same harmonic potential. This map requires as a con-
dition or quantum constraint the factorized form (5.5.5) of
the classical wave function. We may translate the quan-
tum condition (5.5.5) to the equivalent condition for the
classical wave function in phase space (r = x− y)

ϕc(z, p) =

∫
r

e−iprψQ

(
z +

r

2

)
ψ∗
Q

(
z − r

2

)
. (5.5.11)

The associated classical probability distribution w(z, p) fol-
lows by w(z, p) = ϕ2c(z, p). This family of probability dis-
tributions covers only a part of the most general w(z, p).
It is parameterized by the quantum wave function ψQ(x).
One can now take over all results for a quantum particle

in a harmonic potential, as the discrete equidistant spec-
trum of a quantum energy observable associated to the
operator HQ, the conserved quantum angular momentum
and so on. Every result for the quantum wave function
ψQ(x) can be taken over to the corresponding probability
distribution w(z, p) by use of eq. (5.5.11). The equivalence
can be verified directly by following the evolution of w(z, p)
according to the Liouville equation.
In summary, we have here a simple example how a rather

standard evolution of a classical probability distribution
can describe the unitary quantum evolution of an appropri-
ate subsystem. This phenomenon has been observed first
in the investigation of the evolution of correlation functions
in simple classical field theories [116].
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Quantum operators as statistical observables in
classical statistical systems

We may also employ the quantum position and momen-
tum operators

X̂Q,k = xkδ(x− x′) , P̂Q,k = −i ∂

∂xk
δ(x− x′) . (5.5.12)

They obey the usual commutation relation,[
X̂Q,k, P̂Q,l

]
= iδkl , (5.5.13)

and

HQ =
1

2m
P̂Q,kP̂Q,k +

c

2
X̂Q,kX̂Q,k . (5.5.14)

The action on the classical wave function ϕc(z, p) is given
by

X̂Q,kϕc(z, p) =

(
zk +

i

2

∂

∂pk

)
ϕc(z, p) ,

P̂Q,kϕc(z, p) =

(
pk −

i

2

∂

∂zk

)
ϕc(z, p) . (5.5.15)

For a real classical wave function they are not well defined.
In order to have observables associated to X̂Q and P̂Q

we can extend our model by adding a discrete property
to the particle. For example, the particle may be red or
green. This remains a perfectly valid setting for a prob-
abilistic classical particle. The probability distribution in
phase space has now an additional index, wi(z, p), with
i = 1 for the green particle and i = 2 for the red one.
The same holds for the classical wave function ϕc,i(z, p).
The Liouville equation does not affect the internal index i.
This setting allows for the introduction of a simple complex
structure defined by the complex wave function

ϕc(z, p) = ϕc,1(z, p) + iϕc,i(z, p) . (5.5.16)

The steps to the quantum subsystem can be done in a sim-
ilar way as before. In eq. (5.5.3) ψ̃c(x, y) is no longer auto-

matically identified with ψ̃∗
c (y, x). The quantum constraint

can now be extended to a larger class

ψ̃c(x, y) = ψQ(x)ψ̃
∗
Q(y) , (5.5.17)

where ψ̃Q(y) is any normalized solution of the Schrödinger
equation,

i∂tψ̃Q(t, y) = H̃Qψ̃Q(t, y) , (5.5.18)

and no longer related to ψQ(y). The complex wave function
ϕc(z, p) which obeys the quantum constraint replaces in

eq. (5.5.11) the last factor ψ∗
Q

(
z − r

2

)
by ψ̃∗

Q

(
z − r

2

)
.

For a complex classical wave function the operator ex-
pressions (5.5.15) have a well defined meaning. We can
evaluate mean values as

⟨XQ,k⟩ =
∫
z,p

ϕ∗c(z, p)

(
zk +

i

2

∂

∂pk

)
ϕc(z, p) . (5.5.19)

The expectation value of XQ evaluated from the classical
wave function in phase space by eq. (5.5.19) agrees with
the one evaluated from the quantum subsystem, provided
that ϕc(z, p) obeys the quantum constraint (5.5.17). We
observe that XQ differs from the classical position observ-
able for which the piece (i/2)(∂/∂pk) is absent. Due to the
momentum derivative it has no fixed value for the points
(z, p) in phase space. It is rather a statistical observable
which reflects in parts properties of the probabilistic infor-
mation.
The expectation values of arbitrary functions of XQ and

PQ, defined by Hermitian functions of the associated op-

erators, F̂ (X̂Q, P̂Q) = F̂ †(X̂Q, P̂Q), can be evaluated from
the classical wave function

⟨F̂ (X̂Q, P̂Q)⟩ =
∫
z,p

ϕ∗c(z, p)F̂ (X̂Q, P̂Q)ϕc(z, p) . (5.5.20)

In particular, this concerns the quantum energy operator
HQ,

HQ =
1

2m

(
pkpk −

1

4

∂

∂zk

∂

∂zk
− ipk

∂

∂zk

)
+
c

2

(
zkzk −

1

4

∂

∂pk

∂

∂pk
+ izk

∂

∂pk

)
. (5.5.21)

This operator commutes with the Liouville operator (5.5.2)[
L̂,HQ

]
= 0 . (5.5.22)

This concludes the construction of an embedding of the
quantum subsystem for a quantum particle in a harmonic
potential into a classical statistical model.

Quantum results for classical statistical system

One may ask if in turn the existence of the quantum
subsystem can be useful for the understanding of the prob-
abilistic evolution of a classical particle with two colors.
The answer is positive. The quantum subsystem allows us
to identify particular initial probability distributions which
follow periodic oscillations between the red and green par-
ticle. This periodicity is a typical quantum feature not
present for general classical statistical systems. For the
harmonic potential the new features concern the oscilla-
tions with frequencies nω, n > 1.
Another important point is the discovery of new con-

served observables as the quantum energy HQ. The ob-
servable (5.5.21) is defined for arbitrary complex classical
wave functions ϕc(z, p). The commutation relation (5.5.22)
does not involve the quantum constraint. Thus HQ is a
conserved quantity for arbitrary complex ϕc, and similar
for H̃Q. For classical wave functions obeying the quan-
tum constraint the possible measurement values of HQ ex-
hibit the familiar discrete equidistant spectrum. Similar
remarks apply to the quantum angular momentum. One
easily constructs complex classical wave functions ϕc which
are eigenfunctions for these observables. They follow from
the eigenfunctions in the quantum system by eq. (5.5.11).
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The corresponding periodic evolution in time for the classi-
cal probabilities wi(t, z, p) may not easily be guessed with-
out the insight of the quantum subsystem.

Let us focus on complex classical wave functions which
obey the quantum constraint, with ψQ an eigenstate of HQ

with energy En, and ψ̃Q and eigenstate of H̃Q with energy

Ẽn′ ,

ψQ =ψn(x) exp
(
− iEnt

)
, ψ̃Q = ψn′(y) exp

(
− iẼn′t

)
,

En =

(
n+

1

2

)
ω , Ẽn′ =

(
n′ +

1

2

)
ω , ω2 =

c

m
.

(5.5.23)

These classical wave functions show a periodic evolution

ϕc(z, p) =∫
r

e−iprψn

(
z +

r

2

)
ψ∗
n′

(
z − r

2

)
exp {−iω(n− n′)t} .

(5.5.24)

This periodicity is taken over to the classical probability
distribution in phase space wi(z, p). One can explicitly
start with a probability distribution in phase space at t = 0

according to eq. (5.5.24), with w1(z, p) =
(
Reϕc(z, p)

)2
,

w2(z, p) =
(
Imϕc(z, p)

)2
and follow the evolution accord-

ing to the Liouville equation. This will reveal periodic os-
cillations between the two colors, reflecting the properties
of the quantum subsystem.

One may ask more generally if the local-time probability
distribution for the two-color classical particle in a har-
monic potential admits solutions with a periodic time evo-
lution. For this purpose we write the Liouville equation for
the complex wave function ϕc(z, p) in a Hamiltonian form

i∂tϕc(t; z, p) =HLϕc(t; z, p) ,

HL = − iL̂ = −ipk
m

∂

∂zk
+ iczk

∂

∂pk
= H†

L .

(5.5.25)

A periodic evolution is realized for eigenstates of HL. With
eq. (5.5.4)

HL = HQ − H̃Q , (5.5.26)

the spectrum of eigenvalues EL of HL follows from the
discrete spectrum of the quantum Hamiltonian,

EL(n, n
′) = ω(n− n′) . (5.5.27)

Thus the periods of the possible oscillations are fixed by
the eigenvalues of the quantum energy operator. The cor-
responding oscillating probability distributions are deter-
mined by the quantum eigenstates (5.5.23), (5.5.24). The
quantum subsystem is central for identifying and under-
standing the periodic probability distributions!

Quantum system for Liouville equation with
anharmonic potential

The Liouville equation for arbitrary potentials consti-
tutes a probabilistic automaton and describes therefore a

quantum system. In general, this quantum system may dif-
fer from the one of a quantum particle in a potential. Still,
there exists a Hamiltonian with a spectrum of eigenvalues.
The corresponding eigenfunctions will evolve periodically.
We demonstrate this for simplicity for one space dimen-

sion, with Liouville equation

∂tϕc = −L̂ϕc =
(
− p

m
∂z + (cz + bz3)∂p

)
ϕc . (5.5.28)

Performing the Fourier transformation (5.5.3) one arrives
at

i∂tψ̃c =HLψ̃c ,

HL = − 1

2m
(∂2x − ∂2y) +

c

2
(x2 − y2)

+
b

8
(x2 − y2)(x+ y)2 . (5.5.29)

The Hamiltonian HL is unbounded, similar to the har-
monic potential. It can, however, no longer be decomposed
into two pieces involving only the coordinates x or y, re-
spectively. The anharmonic piece ∼ b couples the motion
in the x- and y-directions. Determining the spectrum of
HL and its eigenfunctions will reveal periodic probability
distributions.

5.6 Dynamical selection of quantum
subsystems

Quantum systems are ubiquitous in Nature. All what
we observe is governed by quantum mechanics. In our con-
cept of a probabilistic world quantum systems are partic-
ular subsystems of more general “classical” probabilistic
systems. This raises the question: “what singles out quan-
tum systems?”. Is the formulation of quantum systems
just a particular choice of structures between observables
that we use for the description of the world, and the as-
sociated choice of an overall probability distribution? Or
are quantum systems singled out dynamically by the time
evolution over many time steps, even if some initial time-
local probability distribution does not describe a quantum
system? In this section we argue that quantum systems
are indeed selected by the dynamical evolution in the large
time limit. If initial conditions are set in the infinite past,
the distance to the present involves infinite time. Only
quantum systems “survive” in this limit.
Our setting of a probabilistic world not only contains

the possibility of quantum systems. It could give a fun-
damental explanation why our world is described by quan-
tum physics. “Classical” probabilistic systems describe the
overall probabilistic system of the whole Universe. The
time-local subsystem at “finite time”, separated from the
initial time in the infinite past by an infinite time interval,
contains a quantum subsystem for which the probabilistic
information is preserved. All relevant dynamics is related
to the probabilistic information of this quantum subsystem.
A possible environment of the quantum subsystem plays
no longer a role. In turn, time-local quantum systems can
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have subsystems for which the probabilistic information in
the subsystem is not conserved. Such subsystems are not
quantum systems, but more general probabilistic systems.
The notions of quantum systems and “classical” probabilis-
tic systems are intrinsically related. Which aspect matters
depends on the subsystem under consideration.

Conservation of information

General quantum systems have the property that they
are time-local subsystems for which the initial probabilistic
information is preserved. This corresponds to an orthog-
onal step evolution operator. In the presence of an ap-
propriate complex structure the evolution is unitary. This
property of an unitary or orthogonal evolution does not
have to hold for the complete time-local subsystem. It is
sufficient that it holds for an appropriate closed subsystem.

Consider the evolution of time-local subsystems with a
step evolution operator that is not orthogonal. The step
evolution operator may have a set of maximal eigenvalues
|λi| = 1, and another set of eigenvalues λj with |λj | < 1.
Expanding the classical wave function in eigenfunctions of
the step evolution operator, all eigenfunctions to eigenval-
ues |λj | < 1 will approach zero as time progresses. Only the
eigenfunctions to the maximal eigenvalues survive for infi-
nite time. This reduces the time-local system to a subsys-
tem for which the step evolution operator becomes orthog-
onal. The dynamics therefore selects systems for which the
information in the classical wave functions is preserved [1].

This dynamical selection leads to a subsystem for which
all eigenvalues of the step evolution operator obey |λi| = 1.
There are two possible outcomes. Either one has λi = 1
for all eigenvalues. In this case the time-local subsystem
approaches some type of equilibrium state which is static
in the sense that the classical wave functions and density
matrix become independent of t. The evolution stops suf-
ficiently far away from the boundaries. For boundaries in
the infinite past and future this leads to a world without
evolution. For the second alternative some of the eigenval-
ues differ from one, λ ̸= 1, while |λi| = 1. The eigenvalues
are characterized by non-trivial phases, λi = eiαi . In this
case one observes a non-trivial evolution even arbitrarily
far away from the boundaries. At this point we may for-
mulate a simple postulate: The presence of our world is
characterized by evolution. This is meant in the sense of
a non-trivial evolution, with some phases αi ̸= 0. Strictly
speaking, this is not a postulate about the structure of a
probabilistic description of the world. Since we know that
structures among observables and associated overall proba-
bility distributions with a non-trivial evolution of the time-
local subsystem exist, the postulate is rather a decision for
the choice of these structures for an efficient description of
the world.

Quantum systems and general information
preserving systems

Our postulate selects for the present world time-local
subsystems for which the local probabilistic information
in the classical wave functions and density matrix is pre-

served. These subsystems follow an orthogonal evolution.
There are many such systems that we may not immedi-
ately associate with quantum systems. All unique jump
step evolution operators have this property. This includes
all discrete cellular automata and all systems characterized
by deterministic evolution equations for a classical particle
in the phase space of position and momentum. In fact,
all those systems can be viewed as discrete quantum sub-
systems in a real formulation. If, in addition, a complex
structure exists which is compatible with the evolution, the
usual complex formulation of quantum mechanics can be
implemented. The unitary transformation guarantees the
existence of a Hermitian Hamiltonian, even though it may
sometimes be difficult to find its explicit form. Further-
more, some of these discrete quantum systems may not
admit a smooth continuum limit.

Nothing prevents us from choosing a description of the
world with step evolution operators that are unique jump
operators. For such a description the evolution is deter-
ministic. The probabilistic aspects enter only through the
probabilistic boundary condition. All eigenvalues of the
step evolution operator obey λi = eiαi , and we choose sys-
tems with some αi ̸= 0. For our description of a continu-
ous clock system or a classical probabilistic system for the
one-qubit quantum systems arbitrary time-local probabil-
ity distributions p(φ; t) obey our postulate and follow an
orthogonal evolution. The question is then raised if there
exists some dynamical selection process that leads for a
subsystem to the particular shape of pβ(φ; t) or p(φ, ρ; t)
given by eq. (4.2.8) or eq. (5.1.2), that allows for the for-
mulation of simple quantum subsystems.

As a first important observation we notice that every
deterministic or unitary evolution formally preserves the
initial information completely, while in practice part of the
information is lost. An example is the approach to a ther-
mal equilibrium state for a system of a great number of
interacting classical particles. The preserved information
is shuffled to n-point functions with very high n, while the
n-point functions with low n all reach their thermal equi-
librium values. We may sharpen our postulate in the sense
that we focus on overall probability distributions for which
the present shows a non-trivial evolution of expectation val-
ues, propagators, or n-point correlation functions with low
n. This restriction favors a dynamical selection of quan-
tum subsystems in the common sense for which periodic
behavior becomes, in principle, observable.

Dynamical selection of atoms

For the bottom-up approach followed in this part of our
investigation the simple question “why do we observe iden-
tical atoms following a quantum evolution” remains an
open issue. A possible answer by dynamical selection would
have to be on the level of subsystems for individual atoms.
We believe that the answer to this question is of a more
global nature by the dynamical selection of a quantum field
theory. The fact that the parameters for all atoms, as the
fine structure constant or the ratio of electron to proton
mass, are precisely the same for all atoms, and all atoms
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in a given quantum state are identical, points to the global
answer in terms of a quantum field theory. If a quantum
field theory and a corresponding vacuum are selected by the
evolution from the infinite past to the present, all excita-
tions as elementary particles or atoms are indeed identical.

At the end, our proposal for an explanation of the ubiq-
uitous quantum systems in our world states that quantum
field theories are well suited for the organization of the
probabilistic information in our world. They are robust
due to universal properties of their long-distance behav-
ior [117]. Quantum field theories contain as subsystems
identical single atoms, or the single quantum spins.

5.7 Particle-wave duality

In the beginning of quantummechanics particle-wave du-
ality was considered as a great mystery. Light from a very
distant star passes through the lenses of a telescope accord-
ing to the laws of wave propagation. If the intensity is very
low, single photons can be counted as hits of particles in
light-detectors. How can an object be simultaneously a dis-
crete particle and a continuous wave? In our probabilistic
description of the world the answer is very simple. Many
observables correspond to discrete yes/no-decisions. Does
a particle detector fire or not? Such two-level observables
or Ising spins have discrete possible measurement values:
yes or no, +1 or −1. This is the particle side of events.

On the other hand, dynamics and evolution are described
by the propagation of probabilistic information. This al-
lows one to compute at every time the probabilities to find
+1 or −1 for a two-level observable. The probabilistic in-
formation is encoded in the form of classical or quantum
wave functions, the density matrix or the probability dis-
tribution. All these objects are continuous, given by real
or complex numbers that depend on t. Furthermore, the
wave function and the density matrix obey a linear evo-
lution law. This holds both for classical and for quantum
wave functions, and the corresponding classical or quantum
density matrices. For a linear evolution law the superposi-
tion principle for possible solutions holds, as typical for the
propagation of waves. Particle-wave duality deals with dis-
crete possible outcomes of observations whose probabilities
can be predicted by a linear evolution law for continuous
probability waves. The probability waves are probability
amplitudes, with probabilities given by a quadratic expres-
sion of the amplitudes.

We may recall at this occasion the one-qubit quantum
system of sect. 5.1, 5.2. The quantum spins in different di-
rections correspond to discrete yes/no decisions if an event
belongs to the associated hemisphere or not. The evolution
of the probabilistic information is given by the Schrödinger
equation for a continuous wave function.

Our probabilistic setting addresses also another apparent
“mystery”. Particles may be located in small space regions.
A very high resolution photon detector either detects a par-
ticle or not. On the other hand, waves are typically much
more extended objects. Already the wave propagation in-
side the telescope involves characteristic length scales of the

size of the telescope, for example for interference. In our
picture there is no contradiction between very localized ob-
servables (particles) and a much more extended character
of the probabilistic information and its evolution (waves).

6 Correlated computing

Computing consists of a sequence of computational
steps. Discrete time steps transform the state of the sys-
tem at t to the state of the system at t+ ε. The formalism
described in the present work is suitable for a general de-
scription of computing. “Time” orders here the sequence
of computation steps and needs not to be identified with
physical time. Each step performs a particular operation
on the state of the system, which consists of a particular
configuration for a sequence of bits or qubits. Since we de-
scribe here qubits in terms of classical bits we can develop
a unified approach to classical and quantum computing.

As we have emphasized already, the crucial feature of
quantum computing is the large amount of correlations
between the associated classical bits. These correlations
result from the quantum constraint of positivity of the den-
sity matrix for the quantum subsystem. There may exist
intermediate forms of correlated computing which impose
constraints on the probabilistic information of the time-
local subsystem leading to correlations among the classical
bits. These constraints may be weaker than the full quan-
tum constraint. As a result, such an intermediate system
will not be able to perform the most general quantum op-
erations on many qubits. We explore here systems that
only can perform parts of the quantum operations or only
quantum operations for a few qubits. On the other hand,
our systems do not involve a very large number of classical
bits.

In particular, we are interested in the question if classical
probabilistic systems which are not under the extreme con-
ditions of isolation of a quantum computer, as for example
artificial neural networks, neuromorphic computers or the
brain, can learn the changes of classical probability dis-
tributions needed for the performance of certain quantum
tasks. In this case we no longer deal with simple probabilis-
tic automata. For probabilistic automata the deterministic
updating of the probabilistic information severely restricts
their capabilities. More general rotations of the classical
wave function beyond unique jump operations offer a large
spectrum of new possibilities. Our results establish that
such a learning is indeed possible.

In order to collect a few first examples for correlated
computing with a not too large number of classical bits we
focus here on systems that perform simple unitary quan-
tum operations. The fact that quantum operations are per-
formed guarantees that the classical bits are indeed highly
correlated. The field of correlated computing for which the
realization of certain constraints enforces correlations for
classical bits is much larger than a restriction to quantum
operations. This is a wide area that needs to be explored!
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6.1 Deterministic and probabilistic
computing

Standard or “classical” computing is deterministic. The
state τ at a given time t corresponds to one specific config-
uration of bits or Ising spins ρ0. Here bits can be identified
with fermionic occupation numbers n taking values one or
zero, and therefore with Ising spins, by n = (s + 1)/2. At
any given t the normalized classical wave function for de-
terministic computation is a δ-function, qρ(t) = δρ,ρ0 . A
deterministic operation changes the bit configuration ρ0 to
a new bit configuration τ0 = τ̄(ρ0). A specific computa-
tional operation corresponds to a specific function τ̄(ρ).
Correspondingly, the normalized wave function after this
computational step becomes qτ (t + ε) = δτ,τ0 = δτ,τ̄(ρ0).

The corresponding step evolution operator Ŝ(t) is a unique
jump operator. This process can be repeated for the next
computational step from t+ ε to t+2ε. Classical comput-
ing corresponds to a deterministic automaton. The formu-
lation with a normalized wave function and step evolution
operator describes the result of a sequence of operations on
arbitrary input states ρ0.

Probabilistic computing

Probabilistic computing arises on two levels. First, the
input state may be given by a probability distribution over
initial configurations. In this case the step evolution oper-
ators Ŝ(t) remain unique jump operators and the sequence
of operations remains the same as for deterministic com-
puting. Only the initial wave function q(tin) is no longer
a δ-function, but rather some general unit vector. This is
the setting that we call a probabilistic automaton.

Second, the computational operations may become prob-
abilistic themselves. In this case the step evolution oper-
ators Ŝ(t) are no longer unique jump operators. We may
distinguish two cases. For the first, the step evolution op-
erator is an orthogonal matrix. In this case, no information
is lost during the evolution. The corresponding maps in the
space of probability distributions are not easy to realize in
practice. In our example, they will be learned by artifi-
cial neural networks or neuromorphic computers. For the
second case where Ŝ is not orthogonal a general formalism
employs the evolution of the classical density matrix ρ′(t),
from which the probabilities for bit configurations at every
step t can be extracted [77]. In this case the information is
at least partly lost during the evolution. In the long time
limit the system is expected to equilibrate at least partly.

Even for non-orthogonal step evolution operators in
many cases the probabilities pτ (t) at t are sufficient for a
determination of the probabilities pτ (t+ε) at the next com-
putation step. In this case the normalized classical wave
function q(t), with q2τ = pτ , is a useful concept for describ-
ing the probabilistic state at every stage of the computa-
tion. It offers the important advantage that a rotation of
q(t) keeps easily control of the normalization of the proba-
bility distribution due to pτ (t) = q2τ (t). The computational
operation from t to t + ε is then specified by an effective
orthogonal step evolution operator. Every step of the cal-

culation rotates the normalized classical wave function q(t).
At first sight, this looks rather similar to an orthogonal step
evolution operator. The important difference is, however,
that the effective step evolution operator can now depend
on the wave function. The linearity of the evolution equa-
tion is lost.

Formulated in terms of the normalized wave function q(t)
the general form of probabilistic computing shares already
many aspects of quantum computing. For general proba-
bilistic computing the evolution law is not always linear,
however. The effective step evolution operator S̃(t), which
transforms q(t+ ε) to q(t),

q(t+ ε) = S̃(t)q(t), S̃T(t)S̃(t) = 1, (6.1.1)

is orthogonal, but it may depend on q(t). This is an im-
portant difference to quantum computing. We will in the
following discuss several interesting cases where quantum
computing is realized as a special case of more general prob-
abilistic computing.

Error propagation

A direct field of application for probabilistic computing
is a systematic description of error propagation in classical
computing. Due to errors, the effective step evolution op-
erator Ŝ(t) is not precisely a unique jump operator. For a
good computer it will produce “wrong” configurations at
t+ε only with small probabilities. This changes the zero el-
ements in the unique jump step evolution operator to small
non-zero entries. Error propagation investigates how such
small entries can produce a substantial cumulative effect by
products of many effective step evolution operators, corre-
sponding to many computational steps. Furthermore, the
input configuration may contain errors. This corresponds
to a deviation of the input wave function q(tin) from a δ-
function.

Quantum computing

Quantum computing [118–121] is a particular form of
probabilistic computing. In this case the density matrix
is a positive Hermitian matrix, and the step evolution op-
erator Ŝ(t) is replaced by the unitary evolution operator
U(t + ε, t), that we denote here by U(t). These are the
only particular features.

We will not discuss in this work all the fascinating de-
velopments of performing quantum computing with atoms,
photons or qubits in solids. (For some developments close
to our topic see refs. [122–126].) Since we have understood
how quantum systems can arise as subsystems of general
probabilistic systems, we explore here to what extent the
operations of quantum computing can be performed by the
evolution of “classical” statistical systems. The Ising spins
whose expectation values define the quantum subsystem
can now be macroscopic two-level observables, as neurons
in an active or quiet state. There is no need for small iso-
lated subsystems or low temperatures. On the conceptual
side, the realization of quantum operations by classical sta-
tistical systems will shed additional light on the embedding
of quantum systems within general probabilistic systems.
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6.2 Quantum computing by probabilistic
automata

We have seen in sect. 2 that certain unitary quantum
operations can be realized as deterministic operations on
classical spin configurations. This typically concerns a dis-
crete subgroup of the general unitary transformations. For
the example in sect. 2 the discrete qubit chain employs an
automaton consisting of three Ising spins. It realizes a dis-
crete subgroup of the SU(2)-transformations for one-qubit
quantum system. As we have discussed in sect. 2.6 this
subgroup can be associated to π/2-rotations around the
Cartesian axes.

Correlations between Ising spins

The quantum aspects of this simple “quantum com-
puter” are due to the quantum constraint

∑
k ρ

2
k ≤ 1,

ρk = ⟨sk⟩. This forbids a deterministic initial state. For
any specific spin configuration the expectation values for
a sharp state coincide with the values of the spins in this
configuration, and therefore

∑
k ρ

2
k = 3. This contradicts

the quantum constraint. States respecting the quantum
constraint are necessarily probabilistic. We therefore deal
with probabilistic automata. At first sight the probabilis-
tic input state may only look as a loss of precision of the
computation. What is new, however, are the correlations
between the three classical Ising spins. Given expectation
values of two of the spins constrain the possible expectation
value of the third spin.

Consider an initial state which is a pure quantum state,∑
k ρ

2
k = 1. This will remain a pure state for all steps

of the computation. If some algorithm leads to ρ1(t) =
ρ2(t) = 0 at some step in the evolution, one automatically
knows ρ3(t) = ±1. This type of correlation enables one to
influence the state of all spins by acting only on a subset
of spins. Such a behavior is a characteristic of quantum
computations.

Icosahedron

One may ask which other non-abelian subgroups of the
unitary SU(2)-transformations for a single qubit can be re-
alized by a probabilistic automaton. The maximal discrete
subgroup of SU(2) is the symmetry group of the icosahe-
dron. It can be realized by six classical bits labeled here by
s±k . Their expectation values generate the quantum density
matrix by

⟨s1±⟩ = aρ1 ± bρ3,

⟨s2±⟩ = aρ2 ± bρ1,

⟨s3±⟩ = aρ3 ± bρ2,

(6.2.1)

where

a =

(
1 +

√
5

2
√
5

) 1
2

, b =

(
2

5 +
√
5

) 1
2

(6.2.2)

with

a2 + b2 = 1, b =
2a

1 +
√
5
. (6.2.3)

The expectation values of the six classical Ising spins sk±
coincide with the expectation values of quantum spins Sk±
in particular directions, namely

S1± = (a, 0,±b),
S2± = (±b, a, 0),
S3± = (0,±b, a).

(6.2.4)

The associated operators are

Ŝk± = aτk ± bτ̃k, (6.2.5)

where τ̃3 = τ2, τ̃2 = τ1, τ̃1 = τ3. Six quantum spins (6.2.4)
correspond to six corners of the icosahedron on the Bloch
sphere, the other six corners being given by the opposite
values of these spins. The twelve corners of the icosahedron
give already a reasonable approximation of the sphere.
The particular feature of quantum computing consists

again in the correlations between the spins. Besides the
constraint

∑
k ρ

2
k = 1, there are additional quantum con-

straints since six expectation values are given by three
numbers ρk. For example, the relation

ρ1 =
1

2a
(⟨s1+⟩+ ⟨s1−⟩) =

1

2b
(⟨s2+⟩ − ⟨s2−⟩) (6.2.6)

implies the constraint

⟨s2+⟩ − ⟨s2−⟩ =
2

1 +
√
5
(⟨s1+⟩+ ⟨s1−⟩) . (6.2.7)

With two similar constraints for the differences ⟨s1+⟩ −
⟨s1−⟩ and ⟨s3+⟩ − ⟨s3−⟩, any change of the expectation
value of one of the classical Ising spins is necessarily ac-
companied by changes for other spins.
The operations of the probabilistic automaton realizing

the icosahedron subgroup of the unitary quantum trans-
formations of the density matrix ρ are permutations of the
classical bits or Ising spins. Only those are permitted that
respect the quantum constraint. These are precisely the
2π/5 rotations around appropriate axes which leave the
icosahedron invariant, and compositions thereof. The cor-
responding unitary transformations of the quantum den-
sity matrix can be performed by simple bit permutations
of a classical computer. If an algorithm aims at exploiting
the correlations due to the quantum constraints, the initial
state has to be prepared in order to obey these constraints.
For the following computational steps the constraints will
be preserved automatically.
Already for a single qubit we observe the general ten-

dency: A more dense subgroup of the unitary transforma-
tion can be realized by a larger number of classical Ising
spins. In turn, the system has to be initialized with a larger
number of quantum constraints.
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Two qubits

For a quantum system with two qubits the relevant group
of transformations is SU(4). Similar to the case of a single
qubit, one may investigate which permutations of classical
bit configurations can realize an appropriate non-abelian
discrete subgroup of SU(4). It is not known to us which
subgroups realize the CNOT-transformation. This is not
crucial, however, since other discrete transformations can
transform direct product states into entangled states. For
the case of two qubits the construction of discrete sub-
groups of SU(4) which can be realized by a finite number
of classical spins is already rather complex.

The six-dimensional manifold spanned by the wave func-
tions for pure two-qubit quantum states corresponds to
SU(4)/SU(3)×U(1) [127]. (The four complex components
of the two-qubit wave function correspond to eight real
numbers. The normalization imposes a first constraint,
and the overall phase is irrelevant, leaving six independent
real numbers.) For an arbitrary pure state a particular
triplet (σ1, σ2, σ3) of commuting observables with eigenval-
ues ±1 has sharp values, with σ3 = σ1σ2. For example, in

the state q0 = (1, 0, 0, 0) one has σ
(0)
1 = S

(1)
3 , σ

(0)
2 = S

(2)
3 ,

σ
(0)
3 = S

(1)
3 S

(2)
3 , with ⟨σ(0)

k ⟩ = 1. After an SU(4) trans-
formation, q = Uq0, the two-level observables with sharp

values σk = 1 in the state q are σk = Uσ
(0)
k U†.

The manifold of all two-level quantum observ-
ables is the eight dimensional homogeneous space
SU(4)/SU(2)×SU(2)×U(1). It corresponds to the unitary

transformations of a particular spin operator, say Ŝ
(1)
3 . Out

of the spin-operators associated to these two-level observ-
ables a given pure state selects two commuting ones cor-
responding to σ1 and σ2, with σ3 the product of the two.
These three have a sharp value +1. The six-dimensional
manifold of pure states corresponds therefore to the pos-
sible embeddings of the three sharp observables σ1, σ2,
σ3 into the eight-dimensional manifold of two-level observ-
ables. The transformations of the discrete subgroup of
SU(4) act both in the eight-dimensional space of possible
two-level observables and in the six-dimensional space of
possible embeddings of (σ1, σ2, σ3). In other words, the ac-
tion of SU(4) in the eight-dimensional space of observables
is such that each triplet of commuting sharp observables is
mapped to a new triplet of commuting sharp observables.

Probabilistic automata for two qubits

We want to know which discrete subgroups of SU(4) can
be realized by unique jump operations for classical spins.
This will depend on the number of independent classical
spins used, or on the bit-quantum map employed. We have
already seen that the CNOT-gate (3.3.2) can be realized
by the average spin map, but not by the correlation map.

A possible strategy for realizing discrete quantum rota-
tions by permutations of classical Ising spins selects first
a discrete subgroup of SU(4). The action of its elements

on the quantum spin operator Ŝ
(1)
3 produces a discrete set

of two-level quantum observables. One associates to each
point of this set a classical Ising spin. Here, a change of sign

is not counted as a new variable, but rather as a change
of the value of the two-level observable. The action of
the unitary quantum transformation of the discrete sub-
group of SU(4) can then be realized by the corresponding
permutations of classical bits. If all the classical bits are
independent this corresponds to the average spin map. If
some of the spins can be represented as products of other
spins, as for the correlation map, this induces additional
relations. These relations may or may not be compatible
with the chosen subgroup of SU(4).

The association between classical Ising spins and quan-
tum spins is possible provided that the expectation values
of the classical Ising spins coincide with the expectation
values of the associated quantum spins. This constitutes
the quantum constraint. In a pure state all expectation
values of the discrete set of quantum spins generated by
the discrete subgroup of SU(4) are fixed in terms of the
six parameters characterizing the pure state wave function.
The pure state quantum constraint requires for the classical
probability distribution that all expectation values of the
associated Ising spins take the same value. It is sufficient to
realize this quantum constraint for the probability distri-
bution of the initial state. It is then preserved by the Ising
spin permutations that correspond to the discrete unitary
transformation. Similar to the case of the icosahedron for
a single qubit, the quantum constraint induces many cor-
relations between the classical Ising spins.

A unitary quantum operation transforms the expectation
values of two-level quantum observables with associated
quantum operators

⟨A′⟩ = tr
{
Âρ(t+ ε)

}
= tr

{
ÂUρ(t)U−1

}
= tr

{
ÂH(t)ρ(t)

}
,

(6.2.8)

with unitary evolution operator U = U(t+ε, t), and Heisen-
berg operator

ÂH(t) = U−1ÂU. (6.2.9)

If all classical expectation values ρµν = χµν of Ising spins,
that are used for the definition of the quantum density
matrix (3.3.4), are transformed in the same way as the
transformation from ⟨A⟩ = ⟨A(t)⟩ to ⟨A′⟩ = ⟨A(t+ ε)⟩
in eq. (6.2.8), the corresponding U can be realized by a
change of the time-local probability distribution. For a
deterministic change it has to be realized by a map between
bit configurations τ → τ ′.

As an example, let us consider the unitary transforma-
tion

UD3 =

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

 , U2
D3 = 1. (6.2.10)

It leaves the quantum spin operators S
(1)
3 and S

(2)
3 invari-

ant. Its action on S
(1),(2)
1,2 produces products of spin oper-
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ators

U†
D3S

(1)
1 UD3 = −S(1)

1 S
(2)
3 , U†

D3S
(1)
2 UD3 = −S(1)

2 S
(2)
3 ,

U†
D3S

(2)
1 UD3 = S

(2)
1 S

(1)
3 , U†

D3S
(2)
2 UD3 = S

(2)
2 S

(1)
3 .

(6.2.11)

The corresponding changes of classical spin expectation
values are

ρ10 ↔ −ρ13, ρ20 ↔ −ρ23,
ρ01 ↔ ρ31, ρ02 ↔ ρ32.

(6.2.12)

The remaining four quantities defining the density matrix,
namely ρ11, ρ12, ρ21 and ρ22, correspond to the quan-
tum expectation values of the product of commuting quan-

tum spin operators ⟨S(1)
1 S

(2)
1 ⟩, ⟨S(1)

1 S
(2)
2 ⟩, ⟨S(1)

2 S
(2)
1 ⟩ and

⟨S(1)
2 S

(2)
2 ⟩, respectively. They transform under the D3-

transformation as

U†
D3S

(1)
1 S

(2)
1 UD3 = −S(1)

2 S
(2)
2 ,

U†
D3S

(1)
1 S

(2)
2 UD3 = S

(1)
2 S

(2)
1 ,

(6.2.13)

corresponding to the map

ρ11 ↔ −ρ22, ρ12 ↔ ρ21. (6.2.14)

Average spin map

The map (6.2.12), (6.2.14), with invariant ρ30, ρ03, ρ33,
can be performed by spin exchanges and changes of sign for
the fifteen spins of the average spin map (3.3.1). In con-
trast, it cannot be performed by the correlation map. For

the correlation map with six classical spins s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k , and

correlations ρkl = ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩, the transformation (6.2.12)

can be achieved by conditional jumps. Also the trans-
formation (6.2.13) is achieved by a simple spin exchange

s
(1)
1 → −s(1)2 , s

(1)
2 → s

(1)
1 , s

(2)
1 → s

(2)
2 , s

(2)
2 → −s(2)1 . This

would, however, further change the quantities appearing
in eq. (6.2.12). There seems to be no transformation of
Ising spin configurations which realizes both eq. (6.2.12)
and (6.2.14) simultaneously, such that the unitary trans-
formation (6.2.10) cannot be performed by deterministic
operations for the correlation map. The situation is simi-
lar to the CNOT gate (3.3.2).
We can employ the π-rotation around the 3-axis of spin

one for realizing

U = diag(1, 1,−1,−1) = τ3⊗1 = −i
(
U

(1)
3 ⊗ 1

)
. (6.2.15)

The overall phase of a transformation acting on a single
spin does not matter, such that single spin operations are
also represented by eiφU (1) ⊗ 1 and eiφ1⊗U (2), with arbi-
trary phases. The π-rotation around the three-axis of spin
two realizes

U = diag(1,−1, 1,−1) = 1⊗τ3 = −i
(
1⊗ U

(2)
3

)
, (6.2.16)

and the combination of π-rotations around the three-axis
for both spins gives

U = diag(1,−1,−1, 1) = τ3 ⊗ τ3. (6.2.17)

For the average spin map such transformations can be com-
bined with the transformation D3 in eq. (6.2.10). Together
with a free overall phase of the unitary matrices, arbitrary
diagonal U with elements ±1 can be realized by determin-
istic maps of spins.
Already at this state it becomes clear that the average

spin map can realize a rather dense set of unitary trans-
formations of the two-qubit quantum system by the simple
deterministic updating of a probabilistic automaton.

Phases in quantum computing

Phases in quantum wave functions or in unitary opera-
tions play an important role in quantum computing. If one
wants to implement operations of quantum computing by
changes of probability distributions for classical bits one
has to account for these phases. It is instructive to see how
different phases in unitary quantum operators correspond
to different unique jump classical operators for the average
spin map. Let us consider the matrix

U† =

0 a 0 0
0 0 0 b
c 0 0 0
0 0 d 0

 , U =

 0 0 c∗ 0
a∗ 0 0 0
0 0 0 d∗

0 b∗ 0 0

 . (6.2.18)

For |a| = |b| = |c| = |d| = 1 this is a unitary matrix,
U†U = 1. One has

(
U†)2 =

 0 0 0 ab
0 0 bd 0
0 ac 0 0
cd 0 0 0

 ,
(
U†)4 = abcd 14, (6.2.19)

such that U4 is unity up to an irrelevant overall phase. We
have chosen this matrix such that it rotates for arbitrary
phases a, b, c, d the three-components of the two quantum
spins(
Ŝ
(1)
3

)′
= U†Ŝ

(1)
3 U = Ŝ

(2)
3 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
3

)′
= U†Ŝ

(2)
3 U = −Ŝ(1)

3 .

(6.2.20)
For the other spins one finds

(
Ŝ
(1)
1

)′
= U†Ŝ

(1)
1 U =

 0 ab∗ 0 0
a∗b 0 0 0
0 0 0 cd∗

0 0 c∗d 0

 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2

)′
= U†Ŝ

(1)
2 U =

 0 −iab∗ 0 0
ia∗b 0 0 0
0 0 0 −icd∗
0 0 ic∗d 0

 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
1

)′
= U†Ŝ

(2)
1 U =

 0 0 ac∗ 0
0 0 0 bd∗

a∗c 0 0 0
0 b∗d 0 0

 , (6.2.21)

(
Ŝ
(2)
2

)′
= U†Ŝ

(2)
2 U =

 0 0 iac∗ 0
0 0 0 ibd∗

−ia∗c 0 0 0
0 −ib∗d 0 0

 .
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By the choice of different phases a, b, c, d we can realize
different transformations. For a = b = c = d = 1 one has(

Ŝ
(1)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(2)
1 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2

)′
= Ŝ

(2)
2 ,(

Ŝ
(2)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
1 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
2

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

2 .
(6.2.22)

On the other hand, for a = 1, b = i, c = 1, d = i one finds(
Ŝ
(1)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(2)
2 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2

)′
= −Ŝ(2)

1 ,(
Ŝ
(2)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
1 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
2

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

2 .
(6.2.23)

A different type of transformation is realized for a =
b = c = 1, d = −1. Quantum spins transform now into
correlation functions,(

Ŝ
(1)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(2)
1 Ŝ

(1)
3 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2

)′
= Ŝ

(2)
2 Ŝ

(1)
3 ,(

Ŝ
(2)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
1 Ŝ

(2)
3 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
2

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

2 Ŝ
(2)
3 .

(6.2.24)

Correspondingly, these correlations transform as(
Ŝ
(2)
1 Ŝ

(1)
3

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
1 ,

(
Ŝ
(2)
2 Ŝ

(1)
3

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

2 ,(
Ŝ
(1)
1 Ŝ

(2)
3

)′
= −Ŝ(2)

1 ,
(
Ŝ
(1)
2 Ŝ

(2)
3

)′
= −Ŝ(2)

2 .
(6.2.25)

The other five correlation functions employed in the corre-
lation map transform as(

Ŝ
(1)
3 Ŝ

(2)
3

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

3 Ŝ
(2)
3 , (6.2.26)

and(
Ŝ
(1)
1 Ŝ

(2)
1

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
2 Ŝ

(2)
2 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2 Ŝ

(2)
2

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

1 Ŝ
(2)
1 ,(

Ŝ
(1)
1 Ŝ

(2)
2

)′
= Ŝ

(1)
1 Ŝ

(2)
2 ,

(
Ŝ
(1)
2 Ŝ

(2)
1

)′
= −Ŝ(1)

2 Ŝ
(2)
1 .

(6.2.27)

All these transformations are realized for the average
spin map by simple exchanges and sign changes of spins.
Different phases of the quantum operator (6.2.18) clearly
correspond to different deterministic classical operations.
This is a simple demonstration that there is no contradic-
tion between the importance of phases in quantum comput-
ing and implementations of quantum computing by ma-
nipulations of classical bits or the associated probability
distributions.

Density of unitary transformations

For the average spin map with fifteen classical bits the
covering of SU(4)/SU(2)×SU(2)×U(1) by fifteen discrete
points remains rather sparse. Nevertheless, quite a sub-
stantial number of discrete SU(4)-transformations can be
performed by products of the unitary matrices discussed
so far, including the CNOT gate (3.3.2). These transfor-
mations can transform direct product states to entangled

states and vice versa. The correlation map uses less spins,
but also permits for far less deterministic operations realiz-
ing unitary quantum changes. For all other unitary trans-
formations one has to employ truly probabilistic changes
of the probability distribution for the classical Ising spins.

If one aims for a dense set of discrete unitary quantum
transformations performed by deterministic bit operations
one is interested in the other direction, by using more clas-
sical spins, similar to the icosahedron for the single qubit
case. The issue of the most dense subset of unitary trans-
formations is related to the topic of maximal non-abelian
discrete subgroups of SU(4) [128].

Many qubits

For a larger number Q of qubits rather large non-abelian
subgroups of SU(2Q) exist and can be realized by the de-
terministic operations of probabilistic cellular automata.
The prize to pay is a rapidly increasing number of classical
bits. For the average spin map one employs 22Q − 1 Ising
spins, one for each independent ρµ1...µQ

characterizing the

density matrix. Even denser discrete subgroups of SU(2Q)
employ even more Ising spins. These numbers increase very
rapidly with Q. For practical computations one will have
to make a compromise between the density of deterministic
operations realizing quantum operations, and the number
of necessary classical bits. Nevertheless, an investigation
of the non-abelian discrete subgroups for large Q would be
interesting from the conceptual side.

Restricted unitary computing

The possibility to realize a discrete subgroup of unitary
transformations for a certain number of qubits by the deter-
ministic updating of classical bits may be called “restricted
unitary computing”. In contrast to classical computing it
is a form of probabilistic computing. One has to prepare
an initial probability distribution for the configurations of
classical bits. This initial probability distribution has to
realize the “quantum constraints” which ensure the neces-
sary correlations between the classical bits. We therefore
deal with a form of correlated computing. The terrain of
possible algorithms which could solve computational tasks
by use of restricted unitary transformations, in particular
the use of entanglement, is essentially unexplored. (See
refs. [129–137] for related ideas.)

The prize to pay for the use of correlations for computa-
tional tasks is the preparation of an initial probability dis-
tribution. A straightforward way could run repeatedly or in
parallel over many initial bit-configurations, and evaluate
expectation values for observables at the end by sampling
with weights given by the initial probability distribution
{pτ (t0)}. Acceptable {pτ (t0)} should all obey the quan-
tum constraints. Still there will be many different {pτ (t0)}
compatible with these constraints.

A typical algorithm could construct a two-level observ-
able A(tf ) with possible values A(tf ) = ±1. At the final
step of the computation its expectation value will be ei-
ther positive or negative, depending on the initial {pτ (t0)}.
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The determination of the expectation value ⟨A(tf )⟩ needs
the sampling over initial bit-configurations. The outcome
⟨A(tf )⟩ can decide between two classes of initial proba-
bility distributions. Generalizing to several A(tf ) can be
employed for classification problems.

6.3 Artificial neural networks

Unitary quantum operations can be performed with a
much smaller number of classical bits if one employs gen-
uinely probabilistic updating instead of probabilistic au-
tomata. We have argued that for two qubits the correla-
tion map is complete. Suitable changes of the probability
distribution p(t) to p(t+ ε) can therefore induce any arbi-
trary unitary transformation U(t) of the density matrix for
the two-qubit the quantum subsystem. The question arises
how to find the required changes of the probability distri-
bution in practice. We pursue here the idea that a system
can learn the required change of the probability distribu-
tion, and explore the possibility of quantum computation
by artificial neural networks or neuromorphic computing.
Several ideas for realizing aspects of quantum computa-
tions by artificial neural networks (ANN) can be found in
refs. [138–147]. Our focus here is a complete quantum com-
putation by ANN. We want to know if a classical ANN (not
a quantum neural network) can learn quantum operations.
Our positive answer raises the question if the deep neu-
ral networks used for artificial intelligence [148–151] could
possibly make use of this capacity.

We investigate the “learning of quantum operations”
in two steps. The first step concerns the learning of the
change of expectation values required for a unitary quan-
tum transformation. At this stage there is no difference
between the average spin map or the correlation map, since
we do not specify if the expectation values concern basic
Ising spins or include correlations as expectation values of
composite Ising spins. For two qubits we treat the fifteen
quantities ρµν simply as real numbers whose change has to
be learned. For the second step we focus on the correlation
map. In this step the ρµν are realized as expectation values
and correlations of Ising spins in some stochastic process.
This second step is discussed in sect. 6.4. In the present
section we concentrate on the first, following ref. [152].

It is our aim to construct an ANN which learns the three
basis gates for two qubits, namely the Hadamard gate, the
rotation gate and the CNOT-gate. After the training the
connections of the network are optimized such that it can
perform these three tasks for an arbitrary initial density
matrix. Subsequently, we can employ these learned trans-
formations in order to realize arbitrary unitary transforma-
tions by sequences of the basis gates. No new learning is
necessary for performing arbitrary sequences. In this sense
the ANN realizes after the learning part important aspects
of a two-qubit quantum computer. It can transform den-
sity matrices, but it does not yet realize the connection
between elements of the density matrix and expectation
values of classical spins. From the view of particle-wave
duality it realizes the continuous wave aspects of the prob-

abilistic information, but not the particle aspects. A full
two-qubit quantum computer which also realizes the par-
ticle aspects of quantum mechanics will be constructed in
the next section.

Quantumness gate

As a first requirement, the neural network has to learn
that it deals with a quantum system expressed by a density
matrix ρ(t). In particular, it has to learn the quantum
constraints that guarantee the positivity of ρ(t). We may
call the process that establishes a density matrix ρ(t0) as
an initial state for a quantum operation a “quantumness
gate”.
There are different ways to realize quantumness gates.

We describe here the setting in ref. [152] for two qubits. It
works with an artificial neural network (ANN), for which
64 real artificial neurons in a layer can be ordered such
that they represent a real 8 × 8-matrix. The input 8 × 8
matrix A(tin) is arbitrary, i.e. the input is 64 arbitrary
real numbers. The task of the quantumness gate consists
of transforming A(t) to a representation of a positive Her-
mitian 4×4 density matrix ρ(t) for two qubits. In this way
the quantumness gate prepares the quantum constraints.
Every complex 4 × 4 matrix C = CR + iCI , with real

4× 4 matrices CR and CI , has a real representation given
by the real 8× 8 matrix C̄,

C̄ =

(
CR −CI
CI CR

)
= 12 ⊗ CR + I2 ⊗ CI , (6.3.1)

with I2 = −iτ2. The real matrix product C̄1C̄2 is isomor-
phic to the complex matrix product C1C2. The first step
associates to a given input matrix A a representation C̄ of
a complex matrix by

Ã = −IAI , I =

(
0 −14
14 0

)
, (6.3.2)

and

C̄ =
1

2

(
A+ Ã

)
. (6.3.3)

The matrix C̄ has the structure (6.3.1), and we can asso-
ciate to it a complex matrix C.
The second step constructs from the complex 4×4 matrix

C a positive Hermitian normalized density matrix

ρ =
CC†

tr {CC†}
= ρR + iρI . (6.3.4)

The associated real representation is the 8× 8 matrix

ρ̄ = 12 ⊗ ρR + I2 ⊗ ρI . (6.3.5)

It can again be represented by particular values of the 64
real neurons. Taking things together, the quantumness
gate learns how to map every input matrix A(tin) to an
input density matrix ρ̄(tin). This can be used as an initial
state for a sequence of quantum operations. A quantum-
ness gate is required if the quantum computation consists
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Figure 4. Learning the CNOT-gate for two qubits. Loss func-
tion Cl after 1000, 3000 and 10 000 epochs of training. The plot
as a function of bottleneck dimension m shows that the ANN
can learn the unitary transformation of the CNOT-gate only
for m ≥ 15. The number m = 15 corresponds to the number of
independent elements of the density matrix for two qubits. The
figure is taken from ref. [152].

in processing the initial information stored in an initial
density matrix. Different “preparations” of initial density
matrices are conceivable. In our construction the 64 real
numbers specifying A(tin) are mapped to 15 real numbers
specifying ρ(tin). There could also be quantum algorithms
that start by a fixed density matrix, and provide the in-
formation to be processed by a number of “initial gates”
acting on this fixed density matrix. In this case no quan-
tumness gate is necessary.

Constructing an ANN that learns the quantumness gate
for the initialization of the computation is not a very hard
task. We may shortcut this by performing analytically the
map from A(tin) to ρ̄(tin). Our main emphasis is the pro-
cessing of the information in ρ̄(tin).

Learning unitary transformations

Arbitrary unitary transformations for two qubits can be
composed of three basis gates: the Hadamard gate UH
and the rotation gate UT in eq. (2.6.16) acting on a simple
qubit, and the CNOT-gate UC in eq. (3.2.5) connecting the
two qubits. If the ANN can learn to perform these three
basis gates, it can perform arbitrary unitary transforma-
tions by suitable sequences of these gates. A given gate
transforms

ρ(t+ ε) = U(t)ρ(t)U†(t) , ρ̄(t+ ε) = Ū(t)ρ̄(t)Ū−1(t) ,
(6.3.6)

with ρ̄(t) and ρ̄(t + ε) the real representations of ρ(t) and
ρ(t + ε). The task for the ANN is therefore to learn how
to transform ρ̄(t) by the unitary transformations UH , UT
and UC .
Ref. [152] uses a small ANN consisting of three layers.

The first layer contains 64 real neurons and represents the
input matrix ρ̄(t). The intermediate layer with m real neu-
rons, typically m much smaller than 64, constitutes a “bot-
tleneck”. The third layer has again 64 real neurons that
parametrize the output matrix B(t+ε). Without learning,
the output matrix B(t+ε) is an arbitrary real 8×8 matrix.
The learning consists in adapting the connections between
the neurons in the different layers such that the output
matrix B(t + ε) equals ρ̄(t + ε). The loss function to be
minimized employs the Frobenius norm ||B(t+ε)−ρ̄(t+ε)||.
The ANN is trained by a sample of N arbitrarily chosen

input matrices ρ̄i(t), for which Bi(t + ε) results as a map
involving parameters specifying the connections between
neurons. For each ρ̄i(t) the matrix ρ̄i(t + ε) is computed
analytically for the particular unitary transformation to be
learned. The loss function is defined as

Cl =
1

N

N∑
i=1

||Bi(t+ ε)− ρ̄i(t+ ε)||2 . (6.3.7)

It depends on the parameters specifying the connections
between neurons for a given step in the training. At the
next training step the procedure is repeated with different
parameters specifying the connections. By comparison of
the resulting loss, the connection parameters are adapted
in order to minimize the loss function. (For details see
ref. [152].)
Fig. 4 shows the loss function for different numbers of

training steps (epochs) [152]. The result is plotted as a
function of the bottleneck dimension m. One observes suc-
cessful training for m ≥ 15. We could use this result in
order to establish the minimal number of real quantities
needed to store the necessary information. The number
fifteen coincides with the number of real parameters spec-
ifying the density matrix for two qubits. The ANN can
learn how to combine 64 real numbers into 15 numbers
containing the relevant information for the given task.

Sequence of unitary transformations

The training is stopped after a certain number of epochs.
The parameters of the connections between neurons, that
specify the map ρ̄(t) → B(t+ ε), are now kept at the fixed
values that have been learned in order to bring B(t + ε)
close to ρ̄(t + ε). For a given unitary gate the resulting
approximation to the map ρ̄(t) → Ū(t)ρ̄(t)Ū−1(t) can now
be applied to arbitrary input density matrices ρ̄(t). After
having learned the three parameter sets for UH , UT and
UC , the trained system should be able to perform sequences
of unitary transformations. For this purpose, the output
matrix B(t+ε) is used as the input density matrix ρ̄′(t+ε)
for the next computational step from t+ ε to t+ 2ε, with
B(t+2ε) = Ū(t+ε)ρ̄(t+ε)Ū−1(t+ε). Since B(t+ε) is not
exactly equal to ρ̄(t+ ε) there will be a small error in the
matrix product U(t + ε)U(t). A typical computation uses
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Figure 5. Iteration of unitary gates. An alternating sequence
of CNOT-gates and a combination of Hadamard and rotation
gates is applied to an initial density matrix after the ANN has
learned these operations. We plot the mean square error be-
tween the final numerically computed and the analytic density
matrix after n steps of iteration. The error remains modest
even after 104 iterations. For this high number of iterations the
unitary SU(4)-transformations are already covered very densely.
The figure is taken from ref. [152].

different gates U(t+ ε) and U(t). Different basis gates do
not commute. The process can be repeated for an arbitrary
sequence of unitary transformations.

As a quantitative test for the quality of the learned uni-
tary transformations one can perform some given sequence
of n unitary transformations. On the one hand one com-
putes ρ̄(t+nε) analytically for this sequence. On the other
hand the ANN for a sequence of learned unitary transfor-
mations produces B(t+nε). Comparison of B(t+nε) and
ρ̄(t + nε) allows one to quantify the error of n computa-
tional steps.

Fig. 5 shows the mean square error after n computational
steps or layers [152]. Even after more than 104 layers the
error remains small. The specific sequence used alternates
the CNOT-gate with a combination of Hadamard and ro-
tation gates

U = UCUHR , UHR = UH1UR2 , (6.3.8)

where

UH1 = UH ⊗ 1 , UR2 = 1⊗ UT . (6.3.9)

Repeating U many times explores the SU(4)-
transformations very densely. One of the products
Un for n between 1 and 215 comes very close to any
arbitrary SU(4)-matrix. This demonstrates that after
learning the three basis gates the ANN can perform
arbitrary unitary transformations for two qubits.

6.4 Neuromorphic computing

In the preceding sect. 6.3 we have demonstrated how
arbitrary unitary quantum transformations could be per-
formed by suitable changes of expectation values. In the
present section we realize these expectation values in suit-
able classical probabilistic systems. The classical bits or
Ising spins are given by “neurons” in an active or quiet
state of a small neuromorphic computer, which mimics
in a rough way the dynamics of real neurons in a brain.
The probability distribution for the configurations of these
neurons is implemented by some stochastic time evolution.
This permits us to compute expectation values for the Ising
spins by taking time averages over this stochastic time evo-
lution. We discuss here the implementation of ref. [80] –
for related approaches see refs. [153–155].

A subset of six expectation values of Ising spins defines
the density matrix for the quantum subsystem by the cor-
relation map. Learning consists in adapting the connec-
tions between the neurons. We train the system to learn
initially the quantum correlations by a quantumness gate.
Subsequently, it learns how to perform unitary transfor-
mations for the two-qubit quantum system. This classical
probabilistic system can therefore be regarded as a small
quantum computer for two qubits. It realizes both aspects
of particle-wave duality of quantum mechanics. The par-
ticle side of discrete observables is realized by the neurons
which can be observed to be in an active state or not. The
wave side corresponds to the continuous probability distri-
bution for the configurations of neurons.

This system learns how to perform the changes of these
probability distributions which preserve the information
without being unique jump operations. The step evolu-
tion operator is orthogonal without being a unique jump
matrix. More precisely, the system has a subsystem for
which the step evolution is orthogonal, and this subsystem
is mapped to the two-qubit quantum system. Albeit rather
simple, this two-qubit quantum computer demonstrates
that quantum operations can be performed by classical
probabilistic systems. No extreme isolation preventing the
qubits from decoherence is needed. Our brain could learn
the simple two-qubit quantum operations if they would be
of use for performing certain tasks. Our system has not
been implemented by hardware and remains so far a theo-
retical neuromorphic quantum computer. There seems to
be no major obstacle for a hardware implementation.

In ref. [80] the correlation map for two qubits has been
implemented in neuromorphic computing [156–164]. The

six classical Ising spins s
(1)
k , s

(2)
k correspond to active

(s = 1) or silent (s = −1) stages of six particular, but
randomly chosen neurons. These neurons are embedded
in an environment of many other neurons that provide for
stochastic dynamics in the time evolution of the six selected

neurons. The Ising spins s
(i)
k are “macroscopic two-level ob-

servables” that “measure” at any time τ if a given neuron
is active or silent.

The detailed stochastic dynamics used for the results
below can be found in ref. [80]. What is important for
the present summary is only that the neuron j = (k, i)



52

takes the value sj(τ) = 1 for some part of the time τ+j
during a “measurement” period T . For the rest of the
time, τ−j = T − τ+j , it assumes the value sj(τ) = −1.
Expectation values can be determined by time averages

⟨sj⟩ =
1

T

∫ T

0

dτ sj(τ) =
τ+j − τ−j

T

=
2τ+j
T

− 1 . (6.4.1)

With τ++
jl the time interval when sj(τ) = sl(τ) = 1, τ+−

jl

the interval with sj(τ) = 1, sl(τ) = −1, and similarly for
τ−+
jl with opposite sign, and τ−−

jl for both signs negative,
the correlations are given by

⟨sjsl⟩ =
1

T

∫ T

0

dτ sj(τ)sl(τ)

=
2
(
τ++
jl + τ−−

jl

)
T

− 1 . (6.4.2)

Thus the expectation values and correlations needed for
the construction of the density matrix by the correlation
map can be measured directly.

Denoting the relevant expectation values by σµν ,

σk0 = ⟨s(1)k ⟩ , σ0k = ⟨s(2)k ⟩ , σkl = ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
l ⟩ , (6.4.3)

and identifying for the density matrix by ρµν = σµν ,

ρ =
1

4
σµνLµν , (6.4.4)

where ρ00 = σ00 = 1, the stochastic evolution during the
measurement time T defines a quantum density matrix if
the expectation values σµν obey the quantum constraints.
This construction applies for many stochastic systems. The
neurons may be the ones in a neuromorphic computer or
in a biological system as our brain. The neurons can also
be used as abstract quantities for suitable two-level observ-
ables in many other stochastic systems.

A given measurement period corresponds to a given step
t in the computation. This defines the expectation values
σµν(t) and the density matrix ρ(t). For the next step at t+ε
one may change the parameters determining the stochastic
evolution and do again measurements for a time period
T . This defines σµν(t+ ε) and ρ(t+ ε). The change of the
parameters of the stochastic evolution can again be done by
learning. Thus the parameters defining the map form ρ(t)
to B(t+ ε) in sect. 6.3 are replaced here by the parameters
of the stochastic evolution. One may construct the same
neural network as in sect. 6.3 and use the same training for
the learning of the basis gates for unitary transformations
of the quantum density matrix.

We present here only a simple task for the learning pro-
cess, namely how the stochastic dynamics can learn the
density matrix for a given quantum state. The learning
consists in adapting the parameters of the stochastic evo-
lution such that the expectation values (6.4.3) yield by
eq. (6.4.4) the quantum density matrix which is the goal

Figure 6. Learning density matrices by a stochastic state of
neurons. We plot the fidelity F (ρ, σ) by comparing the density
matrix ρ extracted from the expectation values and correlations
of two-level neurons to a given density matrix σ that is to be
learned. The fidelity monitors the progress after a given number
of training epochs. We compare two density matrices: a maxi-
mally entangled one (ψ+) and a random one (ρ). The figure is
taken from ref. [80].

for the learning. This step can be viewed as a quantum-
ness gate preparing the initial density matrix for following
computational steps.
Fig. 6 demonstrates the learning of two particular density

matrices [80]. The precision of the agreement of the matrix
obtained as a result of a given number of learning steps
(epochs) with the wanted density matrix is measured by the
“fidelity”, a concept generally used to measure precision in
quantum computations. The fidelity compares two density
matrices ρ and σ. It is defined by

F (ρ, σ) =

(
tr

{√√
ρσ

√
ρ

})2

. (6.4.5)

We demonstrate the learning of the probability distribution
which realizes the density matrix of the pure maximally
entangled state with wave function

ψ+ =
1√
2
(|↑↑⟩+ |↓↓⟩), (6.4.6)

as well as the one for a randomly generated density matrix
ρ. Both can be learned after a sufficient number of epochs,
where we observe that the learning of a highly entangled
state stakes somewhat longer.
Once the stochastic dynamics realizing a given density

matrix has been learned, one can measure all correlations
of the six Ising spins and construct the probability distri-
bution. In Fig. 7 we display the probabilities for the 64
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configurations of the six Ising spins that result from this
learning. We do this for both the state ψ+ and the ran-

Figure 7. Classical probabilities for quantum states. In part
A we plot the probability distributions which are mapped
to the density matrix of the maximally entangled pure state
ψ+ = 1√

2
(|00⟩+ |11⟩) (blue) and for a randomly chosen density

matrix (green). In part B we display the probability distribu-
tions corresponding to the density matrices which are obtained
from the ones of part A by applying the CNOT-gate. The la-
bels 0 . . . 63 refer to the configurations of six classical Ising spins

s
(i)
k , i = 1, 2, k = 1 . . . 3. They can be though as binary num-
bers constructed from the bits associated to Ising spins. For
example the label three corresponds to the spin configuration
(−1,−1,−1,−1, 1, 1). This figure demonstrates that entangled
quantum states can be realized by classical probability distri-
butions, and quantum gates by changes of these probability
distributions. The figure is taken from ref. [80].

domly chosen density matrix. We also perform the learn-
ing of the density matrices which obtain by applying the
CNOT-gate to ψ+ and the randomly chosen ρ. The result
is also shown in Fig. 7. This demonstrates that the sys-
tem can learn the density matrices that obtain by applying
basis quantum gates to a given density matrix.

Fig. 8 displays the expectation values and correlations
used for the quantum density matrix. They can directly be
extracted from measurement. On the other hand, we can
equivalently compute them from the classical probability
distributions shown in Fig. 7. This can be used as a check
that the probability distributions found are indeed correct.
We emphasize that the probability distributions for the 64
configurations realizing a given quantum density matrix
are not unique. Only 15 linear combinations of the 64
probabilities enter the density matrix. Therefore a different
training typically finds a different probability distribution
for the configurations realizing a given quantum density
matrix.

If the system would have to learn how to perform the
basic quantum gates for arbitrary probability distributions
realizing a given quantum density matrix, it has to learn
how to update the parameters of the stochastic dynamics

Figure 8. Expectation values and correlations of classical Ising
spins which are used for the quantum density matrix. The first

row indicates the three expectation values ⟨s(1)k ⟩, while the first

column indicates ⟨s(2)k ⟩. The remaining 3 × 3 matrices display

the correlations ⟨s(1)k s
(2)
k ⟩. We display the expectation values

and correlations learned by the neuromorphic stochastic sys-
tem for the pure entangled quantum state in part A, and for a
randomly chosen density matrix in part B. The parts C and D
display the results for density matrices that obtain from A and
B by applying the CNOT gate. Similar results obtain by ana-
lytic computation from the probability distributions in Fig. 7.
The figure is taken from ref. [80].

for arbitrary probability distributions realizing a given den-
sity matrix. Such a procedure would learn a large amount
of redundant information. For learning a given quantum
gate it is sufficient that a map between stochastic param-
eter sets for two consecutive time periods is learned such
that the 15 expectation values and correlations are changed
according to the unitary transformation. This task is simi-
lar to the one discussed in the preceding section. The other
63−15 = 48 correlations for the six Ising spins simply play
no role. Together with the neurons not used for the quan-
tum density matrix they constitute the environment for the
quantum subsystem.
Already the implementation of the quantumness gate can

be used to answer a computational question which is not
easily accessible otherwise: Is the minimal correlation map
a complete bit-quantum map or not? The answer is posi-
tive for two qubits and negative for three or more qubits.
Completeness of the correlation map means that arbitrary
quantum density matrices can be realized for suitable prob-
ability distributions of the classical bits. For this purpose
one investigates a very large number of randomly chosen
density matrices. For two qubits the learning of the asso-
ciated stochastic dynamics and corresponding probability
distribution has always been successful. Without being a
formal proof this constitutes a rather strong argument for
completeness. For three qubits we have found no success-
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ful learning for a certain class of density matrices. This is
again not a formal proof of incompleteness of the minimal
correlation map. In principle, it could be a shortcoming
of the learning algorithm. Having the indication of in-
completeness it was possible, however, to find analytically
obstructions for the minimal correlation map to work for
GHZ-states [80].

Outlook on correlated computing

We have presented several examples for correlated com-
puting. They are necessarily based on some type of proba-
bilistic computing since only non-trivial probability distri-
butions can realize the necessary correlations between two-
level observables. Quantum computation by real atoms or
photons implement these correlations by the very nature of
quantum systems. For example, the correlations between
different directions of the quantum spin, which may be
regarded as independent two-level observables, follow au-
tomatically from the uncertainty relations or similar prop-
erties of the quantum formalism. In our example the two-
level observables are represented by some type of classical
bits, as neurons in two different possible states. Then the
quantum correlations have to be prepared by the initializa-
tion through a quantumness gate. It seems very unlikely
that the high precision of quantum correlations for suffi-
ciently isolated real quantum particles can be reached by
the classical spins. Also the extension to many entangled
qubits is, in principle, straightforward for real quantum
particles, while it is far from obvious for classical bits. This
points to a clear superiority of real quantum computers as
compared to realizations by classical bits.

What is then the point of our very simple correlated
computers realized by classical bits? It is the demonstra-
tion that the performance of tasks by correlated computing
does not need the extreme isolation of microscopic qubits.
The Ising spins can be macroscopic observables, and the
issue of decoherence does not seem to play an important
role. This implies that correlated computing may be used
in practice by nature for performing certain tasks. The
evolution may have taught animals to employ correlations
between the states of neurons in order to recognize patterns
or to store memory. In the same way deep artificial neural
networks may learn to employ correlations between differ-
ent building blocks. Our simple examples demonstrate that
the presence of probabilities needs not to reduce the com-
putational power. In contrast, probabilities open the door
to the use of correlations. Much more information can be
stored in correlations between configurations of Ising spins
than in the sharp independent configurations. And, most
important, for a correlated system the manipulation of one
observable can simultaneously affect many other observ-
ables as well.

7 Conditional probabilities and
measurements

Probabilistic realism [1] is based on the concept of an
overall probability distribution, describing the whole Uni-
verse from the infinite past to the infinite future. In prac-
tice, one is often interested, however, in subsystems that
are local in time and space. A typical physicists question
asks: If I have prepared certain initial experimental con-
ditions, what will be the outcome? This type of questions
concerns conditional probabilities.

Conditional probabilities are the key concept for under-
standing the outcomes of sequences of measurements. One
needs the conditional probabilities (wAa )

B
b to find for an

observable A(t2) the value a under the condition that an-
other observable B(t1) has been found previously to have
the value b. They determine the correlations found in se-
quences of measurements – the measurement correlations.
Conditional probabilities and measurement correlations are
not unique – they depend on the details how measurements
are performed. Conditional probabilities cannot be com-
puted from the probabilistic information for a subsystem.
They involve the specification of additional input on the
circumstances how a sequence of two measurements for the
subsystem is performed. We define criteria for ideal mea-
surements for subsystems. For ideal measurements in typi-
cal subsystems the measurement correlations do not corre-
spond to the classical correlations in the overall probabilis-
tic system. This is particularly apparent for the continuum
limit of time-local subsystems. The classical correlation
functions depend on precise details of the environment and
measurement apparatus, as well as on details of averag-
ing procedures. They do not correspond to ideal measure-
ments. In contrast, there exist other robust measurement
correlations obeying the criteria for ideal measurements.
They are based on operator products in our formalism for
time-local subsystems.

We discuss the connection between ideal measurements
and conditional probabilities in detail since many miscon-
ceptions for measurements in quantum mechanics arise
from an insufficient consideration of conditional probabil-
ities. In particular, the reduction of the wave function is
nothing else than an appropriate formalism for the descrip-
tion of conditional probabilities for decoherent ideal mea-
surements. There is no need to relate the reduction of the
wave function to a non-unitary physical process or to a
“many world interpretation” of quantum mechanics. We
will find that for most cases the classical correlation func-
tion is not an acceptable measurement correlation for ideal
measurements in subsystems. Confounding measurement
correlations and classical correlations is at the root of some
other “paradoxes of quantum mechanics” and “no-go the-
orems” that we will discuss in sect. 8.
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7.1 Conditional probabilities

Conditional probabilities concern sequences of events or
observations. These are typically time sequences, but not
necessarily so. Consider two Ising spins A and B. One
wants to make statements about the probability for the
event A = 1, given that the event B = 1 has happened. For
a corresponding sequence of two measurements the ques-
tion asks for the conditional probability (wA+)

B
+ to find for

A the value +1 if B is measured to be B = 1. Similarly, the
conditional probability to find A = +1 given that B = −1
is denoted by (wA+)

B
− and so on. For an Ising spin A either

A = 1 or A = −1 has to happen independently of the out-
come of the measurement of B, such that the conditional
probabilities obey the rule

(wA+)
B
+ + (wA−)

B
+ = 1 , (wA+)

B
− + (wA−)

B
− = 1 . (7.1.1)

The generalization of conditional probabilities to observ-
ables with more than two possible measurement values is
straightforward.

Most statements in physics concern conditional proba-
bilities, rather than the probabilities for events A or B.
Imagine that a person holds a pen between two fingers one
meter above the floor and opens the hand. A physicist
would predict that after some time the probability for the
pen to be on the floor in a radius of 20m around this per-
son (A = 1) is close to one if the hand is open (B = 1),
while the probability that the pen is not on the floor at
this location (A = −1) is almost zero. This is a statement
about conditional probabilities, (wA+)

B
+ ≈ 1, (wA−)

B
+ ≈ 0.

In contrast, from the point of view of the overall proba-
bility distribution for the whole Universe the probability
for a pen to be on the floor at the given time and place
wA+ = w(A = 1) is almost zero. Given initial conditions
at the time of the emission CMB fluctuations the pen on
the floor requires 1) that a galaxy has formed in the vicin-
ity of the position x on the floor, 2) that a star with a
planet is there, 3) that a civilization with pens has devel-
oped and so on. If A = 1 is the event that there is a pen
in some interval of time and space around t and x, the
probability w(A = 1) is extremely close to zero, in con-
trast to the conditional probability (wA+)

B
+ which is very

close to one. It is rather obvious from this simple example
that the interest lies in the conditional probabilities, not in
the probabilities themselves. For most practical purposes
one uses conditional probabilities without naming them in
this way. The condition that certain initial conditions have
been prepared is not mentioned explicitly.

It is important to distinguish between the conditional

probabilities (wA+)
B
+ and the probabilities w

(AB)
++ to find the

events A = 1, B = 1 in the overall probabilistic system.

The probability w
(AB)
++ to find a sequence B = 1, A = 1

can be expressed as the product of the probability for the
event B = 1 and the conditional probability to find A = 1
for B = 1 given

w
(AB)
++ = (wA+)

B
+w(B = 1) = (wA+)

B
+w

B
+ . (7.1.2)

While both w(B = 1) = wB+ and w
(AB)
++ may be very small,

the conditional probability (wA+)
B
+ can be large. This is

precisely what happens in our example with the pen. From
the point of view of the whole Universe the probability for
a hand with a pen opening at t1 and x1, e.g. w(B = 1),

is tiny. Also the probability w
(AB)
++ for the two events, a

hand with a pen opening at (t1, x1), (B = 1), and a pen
at (t2, x2), (A = 1), is extremely small. Nevertheless, the
conditional probability, given formally by

(wA+)
B
+ =

w
(AB)
++

wB+
, (7.1.3)

is close to one. We note that conditional probabilities
can be determined by eq. (7.1.3) for arbitrarily small non-
zero wB+ . Eq. (7.1.3) is not meaningful, however, if the
probability for the event B = 1 is precisely zero, e.g.

wB+ = w
(AB)
++ = w

(AB)
−+ = 0.

In the following we will often forget about the overall
probabilistic system and rather concentrate on subsystems
as quantum systems prepared by some experimental con-
ditions. The importance of conditional probabilities for se-
quences of measurements does not change. Only the prob-
abilistic information of the subsystem replaces the overall
probability distribution. We will denote in this case by
wA+ the probability to find the value +1 for the observ-
able A, as computed from the probabilistic information of
the subsystem. The meaning and notation of conditional
probabilities remains the same as before.
Let us consider subsystems with incomplete statistics,

where A and B are system observables but the classical
correlation function ⟨AB⟩cl is not available. The proba-
bilistic information of the subsystem permits the compu-
tation of wA± and wB± , but provides no direct prescription

how to compute w
(AB)
++ etc. At this stage neither w

(AB)
++

nor the conditional probability (wA+)
B
+ is fixed. For sub-

systems with incomplete statistics one needs some type of
independent information that defines the conditional prob-
abilities. In other words, the conditional probabilities are
not simply properties of the probabilistic information of the
subsystem. They need additional input how a sequence of
measurements of A and B is done. This will lead us to the
concept of ideal measurements.

7.2 Sequence of measurements

A conceptual understanding of measurements is a rather
complex issue. From the point of view of the overall proba-
bilistic description of the world, measurements and the hu-
mans or apparatus performing them are part of the world
and included in the overall probability distribution. We do
not aim here for a systematic discussion of the measure-
ment process. We rather highlight a few aspects [55] that
are crucial for the conceptual understanding of a “classical”
probabilistic description.

In particular, we emphasize that the correlations found
in sequences of measurements are not unique. They depend
on the precise way how measurements are performed. Cor-
respondingly, there are many different product structures
of observables that correspond to sequences of measure-
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ments. In general, they do not correspond to the “clas-
sical product” of observables, which is often not available
for a subsystem. The products of observables relevant for
measurements are often non-commutative. The order in a
sequence of measurement matters.

Different types of measurements

Every student in physics learns that the outcome of a
measurement or a sequence of measurements depends on
how the measurement is done. There are good measure-
ments that provide valuable information about a system,
and other measurements that depend on rather random
circumstances of the environment of a system. In the case
of two Ising spins or yes/no decisions A and B, every se-
quence of first measuring B and subsequently A will give
one of the four possible results (++), (+−), (−+), (−−).
Imagine a physics class where each student should perform
the sequence of measurements of A and B with his own
constructed apparatus. An experienced researcher may be
able to estimate the outcomes of the different measure-
ment devices. She may concentrate on the measurements
where the first measurement has found B = 1. Knowing
the physics law behind the experiment, she predicts that
an ideally constructed apparatus will find A = 1. For this
ideal apparatus the conditional probability is (wA+)

B
+ = 1.

For some other apparatus she may judge that the outcome
will be random (wA+)

B
+ = (wA−)

B
+ = 1/2. And still for others

there will be conditional probabilities in between.
The lesson from this simple example is that conditional

probabilities for a sequence of measurements depend on
how the measurement is done. The conditional probabil-
ities do actually not depend on the judgement of the ex-
perienced researcher. In view of a probabilistic description
of the whole process they are properties of the measure-
ment apparatus employed. Only for an ideal measurement
apparatus one has a conditional probability, (wA+)

B
+ = 1, in-

dependently if this has been recognized by the experienced
researcher or not.

Measurement correlation

Depending on the precise way how a measurement is
done one will find different “measurement correlations”.
For the two observables A and B the outcomes depend
on the conditional probabilities. Those depend, in turn,
on the way how the measurements are done. A basic rule
for measurements associates the probabilities w(AB) for the
outcome of a sequence to the conditional probabilities and
the probabilities to find a given value for the first measure-
ment,

w
(AB)
++ = (wA+)

B
+w

B
+ , w

(AB)
+− = (wA+)

B
−w

B
− ,

w
(AB)
−+ = (wA−)

B
+w

B
+ , w

(AB)
−− = (wA−)

B
−w

B
− . (7.2.1)

This can be used in order to define the measurement cor-
relation

⟨AB⟩m = w
(AB)
++ + w

(AB)
−− − w

(AB)
+− − w

(AB)
−+ . (7.2.2)

The measurement correlation is not a universal quantity. It
depends on how the measurement is done, as expressed by
the conditional probabilities. In general, the measurement
correlation is not the classical correlation function or any
other universally defined correlation function. It always
involves the particular realisation of a measurement by a
given apparatus or observation.

By using the same symbol w
(AB)
++ for the probability of

a sequence of events in some time- and space-local subsys-
tem as the one used for the overall probability distribution
of the Universe in eq. (7.1.2) we follow a commonly used
procedure. We treat the subsystem as if it would be the
whole Universe and take it for this particular purpose as
a replacement of the overall probabilistic system. From

the point of view of the whole Universe w
(AB)
++ is related

to some sort of conditional probability, namely under the
condition that a suitable subsystem is realized. This con-
dition is here tacitly assumed, and the context makes the

meaning of w
(AB)
++ clear.

Still, the time- and space-local subsystem associated to
the new overall system can be much larger than the subsys-
tem actually employed for the description of the sequence of
measurements. It may contain an environment which may
influence the outcome of the sequence of measurements.
Typically, the precise details of the measurement appara-
tus are part of this environment. The subsystem for A and
B does not include the probabilistic information related
to these details. Subsystems occur here on different levels.
For example, the quantum subsystem for the observables A
and B is a subsystem of the experiment-subsystem which
includes the measurement apparatus. This in turn is a
subsystem of the overall probabilistic system. We also deal
with classical statistical subsystems of the overall proba-
bilistic system, which have in turn quantum systems as
subsystems.

Different products of observables for different
measurements

Within the subsystem with observables A and B one
can formally define a product of the two observables (A ◦
B)m such that its expectation value is the measurement
correlation,

⟨(A ◦B)m⟩ = ⟨AB⟩m . (7.2.3)

Indeed, for any given apparatus the sequence of measure-
ments of A and B is a new combined observable with pos-
sible measurement values ±1. Different types of apparatus
correspond to different products (A ◦ B)m. We conclude
that for subsystems the product of two observables is not
unique. There exist many different definitions of observable
products C = (A◦B)m, since there are many different ways
to perform measurements. The classical observable prod-
uct in the overall probabilistic system, Cτ = AτBτ , is only
one out of many possibilities. We will see that for many
subsystems, in particular for subsystems with incomplete
statistics, it plays no role.

The product A ◦B is, in general, not commutative. The
order in the sequence of two measurements can matter. It
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makes a difference if A or B are measured first. Thus the
measurement correlation can depend on the order of the
two factors

⟨AB⟩m ̸= ⟨BA⟩m , (7.2.4)

in distinction to the classical correlation. This can be seen
by the different expressions in terms of the conditional
probabilities

⟨BA⟩m = w
(BA)
++ + w

(BA)
−− − w

(BA)
+− − w

(BA)
−+ , (7.2.5)

where

w
(BA)
++ = (wB+)A+w

A
+ , w

(BA)
+− = (wB+)A−w

A
− ,

w
(BA)
−+ = (wB−)A+w

A
+ , w

(BA)
−− = (wB−)A−w

A
− . (7.2.6)

There is no a priori direct relation between w(AB) in
eq. (7.2.1) and w(BA) in eq. (7.2.6). One has to find this
relation for each concrete sequence of two measurements.

The expectation value of the observable that is measured
first does not depend on the conditional probabilities for
the sequence of measurements. Measuring first B(t1) one
has

⟨B(t1)⟩ = ⟨B⟩ = wB+ − wB− , (7.2.7)

where the probabilities wB± to find B = ±1 are part of the
probabilistic information of the subsystem. For the expec-
tation value of the second observable A(t2) the way how
the measurement is performed matters, however. Indeed,
⟨A(t2)⟩ involves the conditional probabilities

⟨A(t2)⟩B = ⟨A⟩B = w
(AB)
++ + w

(AB)
−− − w

(AB)
+− − w

(AB)
−+

=
[
(wA+)

B
+ − (wA−)

B
+

]
wB+ +

[
(wA+)

B
− − (wA−)

B
−
]
wB− .

(7.2.8)

Performing first a measurement of B(t1) can influence
the expectation value for A(t2). The expectation value
⟨A(t2)⟩B can differ from the expectation value obtained
without the measurement of B, i.e.

⟨A(t2)⟩ = wA+ − wA− . (7.2.9)

The expectation value (7.2.9) describes a measurement in
the subsystem which evolves without any disturbance. In
contrast, ⟨A⟩B in eq. (7.2.8) takes into account that the
subsystem may be influenced by the measurement of B(t1).
The measurement brings a subsystem into contact with its
environment. A closed subsystem follows its evolution law,
as formulated in terms of the probabilistic information for
the subsystem, only for the time between measurements.
The interaction with the environment due to the measure-
ment of B at t1 can influence the state of the subsystem
at t1, which serves as initial condition for the evolution at
t > t1. It is this influence that is responsible for a possible
difference between ⟨A(t2)⟩B and ⟨A(t2)⟩.

Conditional probabilities from measurement
correlations

The relation between the conditional probabilities and
the measurement correlation can be inverted. Whenever
⟨AB⟩m, ⟨A⟩B and ⟨B⟩ are known, one can reconstruct the
conditional probabilities if they are defined. With

wB± =
1

2
(1± ⟨B⟩) (7.2.10)

and

w
(AB)
++ =

1

4
(1 + ⟨A⟩B + ⟨B⟩+ ⟨AB⟩m) ,

w
(AB)
+− =

1

4
(1 + ⟨A⟩B − ⟨B⟩ − ⟨AB⟩m) ,

w
(AB)
−+ =

1

4
(1− ⟨A⟩B + ⟨B⟩ − ⟨AB⟩m) ,

w
(AB)
−− =

1

4
(1− ⟨A⟩B − ⟨B⟩+ ⟨AB⟩m) ,

(7.2.11)

the conditional probabilities obtain by inverting the rela-
tions (7.2.1). For the system of two Ising spins we observe
a one to one correspondence between the measurement cor-
relation and expectation values ⟨B⟩, ⟨A⟩B on one side and
the conditional probabilities on the other side.

7.3 Ideal measurements for subsystems

Not all measurements are equivalent – some are bet-
ter than others. Physicists have developed the concept
of “ideal measurements” in order to find out the proper-
ties of subsystems. An ideal measurement apparatus is
one that is best suited to measure the properties of the
subsystem rather than its environment. The concept of an
ideal measurement may single out a particular set of con-
ditional probabilities or a particular measurement correla-
tion among the many possibilities. In turn, it may single
out a specific ideal observable product A ◦ B among the
many possible choices of products (A ◦B)m. (If we discuss
ideal measurements we often will omit the subscript m for
measurement.)
Ideal measurements should be as insensitive as possible

to the state of the environment of a subsystem, and we
develop criteria for this property. An important finding is
that the measurement correlations for ideal measurements
are not given by the classical correlation function. We
distinguish between coherent and decoherent ideal mea-
surements. For the particular case of quantum subsystems
we discuss in detail the different outcomes for correlation
functions for these two types of ideal measurements. For
coherent ideal measurements the measurement correlation
is the quantum correlation as defined by the product of
Heisenberg operators. For decoherent ideal measurements
the state of the quantum subsystem is influenced by the
interaction with the environment during the measurement
process. This is related to the “reduction of the wave func-
tion”.
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Criteria for ideal measurements

Ideal measurements for subsystems should obey five cri-
teria:

1. Measurement of subsystems properties

The measurement should measure properties of the sub-
system, not of its environment. The outcome of a given
ideal measurement should only depend on the probabilis-
tic information of the subsystem. This means that the
conditional probabilities and the measurement correlation
should be computable from the variables characterizing the
subsystem.

2. Independence of environment

In other words, the outcome of an ideal measurement for
a subsystem should not depend on the state of its environ-
ment. This is a type of “common sense criterion” that is
used in practice. The influence of the state of the environ-
ment is considered as “noise” which has to be minimized
for an ideal measurement. The criterion 2 does not state
that the environment plays no role for the measurement.
Only the outcome of the measurement should not depend
on the particular state of the environment.

Typically, the measurement apparatus is part of the en-
vironment of a subsystem. The measurement process nec-
essarily involves an interaction between the subsystem and
the measurement apparatus, and therefore an interaction
between the subsystem and its environment. Nevertheless,
ideal measurements should not introduce additional prob-
abilistic information from the environment into the sub-
system, or at least should restrict such additional informa-
tion to a minimum. Despite the interaction with the en-
vironment during the measurement process and a possible
change of state of the subsystem induced by this interac-
tion, the outcome of the sequences of ideal measurements
should not depend on the state of the measurement appa-
ratus. A possible change of state of the subsystem during
the measurement process should be computable from the
probabilistic information of the subsystem.

3. Non-intrusiveness

The outcome of a sequence of ideal measurements should
be computable with the time evolution of the subsystem
between two measurements. We distinguish coherent and
decoherent ideal measurements. For coherent ideal mea-
surements the first measurement of B(t1) should not alter
the subsystem. The probabilistic information of the sub-
system after the measurement is the same as before the
measurement. This implies, in particular, that ⟨A(t2)⟩ is
the same with or without the measurement of B(t1). If
the probabilistic information in a subsystem is sufficient to
compute for two probabilistic observables A(t2) and B(t1)
the expectation value ⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩, t2 > t1, this corre-
lation should coincide with the measurement correlation
for coherent ideal measurements. For probabilistic observ-
ables ⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩ often differs from the classical correla-
tion function.

For “decoherent ideal measurements” the measurement
of B(t1) may change the state of the subsystem. This

change should be computable from the probabilistic in-
formation of the subsystem. The non-intrusiveness of the
measurement procedure is now limited to the time inbe-
tween measurements.

4. Repetition of identical measurements

If the second observable A(t2) is identical to B(t1) and
t2 → t1, one measures twice the observable B(t1). If the
first measurement finds the value bm, the second measure-
ment should find this value again. In the continuum limit
for time this property should hold if |t2−t1| is much smaller
than the characteristic time for the evolution of the sub-
system.

5. Compatibility with equivalence classes

Probabilistic observables for a subsystem correspond to
equivalence classes of observables of the overall probabilis-
tic system. Many different observables of the overall sys-
tem are mapped to the same probabilistic observable of the
subsystem. They form an equivalence class of observables.
From the point of view of the subsystem the differences
between overall observables belonging to the same equiv-
alence class should be regarded as properties of the envi-
ronment. Ideal measurements in a subsystem should be
compatible with the notion of the equivalence class. The
outcome should only depend on the equivalence class, not
on the specific member. If two observables A and A′ be-
long to the same equivalence class they may still be dif-
ferent observables in the overall system. This difference
concerns properties of the environment of the subsystem.
Ideal measurements in a subsystem should not be sensitive
to this difference. The outcome should be the same for all
members of a given equivalence class.

The five criteria are not independent. They reflect differ-
ent facets of the basic requirement that any ideal measure-
ment in a subsystem should be as independent as possible
from the state of the environment.

Time-local subsystem

For an understanding of time-sequences of measurements
we employ the time-local subsystem as a crucial concept. It
is characterized by the probabilistic information at a given
time t. Time-local subsystems can be defined for every
overall probabilistic system for all events in time and space.
They are discussed in detail in ref. [1]. We summarize here
the results relevant for measurement sequences.
By integrating in the overall probability distribution over

the probabilities for all configurations in the past, t′ < t,
and focusing on a given configuration τ at t, one obtains
the classical wave function q̃(t) with components q̃τ (t). The
wave function q̃(t+ε) at the next time step is determined by
a linear evolution law involving the step evolution operator
Ŝ(t),

q̃τ (t+ ε) = Ŝτρ(t)q̃ρ(t) . (7.3.1)

Similarly, integrating out the future, t′ > t, yields the con-
jugate wave function q̄(t). We concentrate here on orthog-

onal step evolution operators Ŝ(t). In this case one can
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identify q̄(t) = q̃(t) = q(t), once one factors out an overall
transition amplitude [1]. The time-local classical probabil-
ities pτ (t) are then given by the square of the components
of the classical wave function

pτ (t) = q2τ (t) . (7.3.2)

For probabilistic automata we recover the setting of
sect. 2.2. The classical wave function is a probability ampli-
tude. In contrast to the general case for local probabilities
it obeys a linear evolution law (7.3.1). As compared to
the probabilities the classical wave function contains some
redundancy, namely the signs of qτ (t). The correspond-
ing local Z2 gauge symmetry can be fixed by choosing a
sign convention for qτ (t). Due to the linear evolution law
and the possibility of basis changes familiar from quantum
mechanics the classical wave function is more suitable for
the understanding of the time evolution than the classical
time-local probability distribution.

The classical density matrix ρ′(t) is a bilinear of the wave
function

ρ′τρ(t) = qτ (t)qρ(t) . (7.3.3)

It contains more time-local probabilistic information than
the probabilities which are given by its diagonal elements,
pτ (t) = ρττ (t). It obeys again a linear evolution law,

Ŝ−1(t) = ŜT (t),

ρ′(t+ ε) = Ŝ(t)ρ′(t)Ŝ−1(t) . (7.3.4)

This can be extended to an arbitrary time t1 > t

ρ′(t1) = U(t1, t)ρ
′(t)U−1(t1, t) , (7.3.5)

with

U(t1, t) = Ŝ(t1 − ε)Ŝ(t1 − 2ε) . . . Ŝ(t+ ε)Ŝ(t) . (7.3.6)

For a time-local classical observable A(t) the possible
measurement values Aτ (t) depend only on the configura-
tion τ at t. Its expectation value obeys

⟨A(t)⟩ =
∑
τ

pτ (t)Aτ (t) = tr
{
ρ′(t)Â(t)

}
, (7.3.7)

with diagonal operator Âτρ(t) = Aτ (t)δτρ. This generalizes
eq. (2.2.5). The probabilistic information of the density
matrix at t is sufficient for a computation of the expectation
value of a time-local classical observable at t1 different from
t,

⟨A(t1)⟩ =tr
{
Â(t1)ρ

′(t1)
}

=tr
{
Â(t1)U(t1, t)ρ

′(t)U−1(t1, t)
}

=tr
{
ÂH(t1, t)ρ

′(t)
}
, (7.3.8)

where we introduce the Heisenberg operator

ÂH(t1, t) = U(t, t1)Â(t1)U(t1, t) . (7.3.9)

With

U(t, t1) = U−1(t1, t) , U(t, t) = 1 , (7.3.10)

the relation (7.3.8) is valid for arbitrary t1.
Let us consider next two time-local classical observ-

ables A(t2) and B(t1). Their classical correlation function
⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩cl can be computed from the overall probabil-
ity distribution. Equivalently it can be expressed in terms
of the time ordered product of Heisenberg operators

⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩cl = tr
{
ρ′(t)T{ÂH(t2, t)B̂H(t1, t)}

}
,

(7.3.11)
with

T{ÂH(t2, t)B̂H(t1, t)} =

{
ÂH(t2, t)B̂(t1, t) for t2 > t1
B̂H(t1, t)ÂH(t2, t) for t2 < t1 .

(7.3.12)
The time ordering is important since in general the opera-
tors ÂH(t2, t) and B̂(t1, t) do not commute. The time or-
dered product is commutative, as appropriate for the clas-
sical correlation function. We will see that it is precisely
this time ordering that makes the classical correlation inap-
propriate for a measurement correlation in the continuum
limit.

Coherent ideal measurements

The measurement correlation depends on the type of lo-
cal observables. For the sake of simplicity we focus on two-
level observables A,B. The simplest case are Ising spins at
neighboring sites, as A = s(t2), B = s(t1), t2 > t1. In this
case the expectation value ⟨AB⟩ can be computed from the
probabilistic information of the subsystem. For coherent
ideal measurements one has according to the criterion 3

⟨AB⟩m = ⟨s(t2)s(t1)⟩ = tr
{
ρ′(t)ÂH(t2, t)B̂H(t1, t)

}
,

(7.3.13)

with ÂH(t2, t) and B̂H(t1, t) the Heisenberg operators as-
sociated to A = s(t2) and B = s(t1). The density matrix
ρ′ and Heisenberg operators for observables are defined for
the time-local “classical” probabilistic subsystem. Since ρ′

is a symmetric matrix only the symmetric part of the op-
erator product ÂH(t2)B̂H(t1) contributes to ⟨AB⟩m. We
may therefore use equivalently an expression in terms of
the anticommutator {ÂH , B̂H},

⟨AB⟩m =
1

2
tr
(
ρ′(t){ÂH(t2, t), B̂H(t1, t)}

)
, (7.3.14)

where we employ that ÂH and B̂H are symmetric matrices
for orthogonal Ŝ and U .
The expectation value

⟨A(t2)⟩ = tr
{
ρ′(t)ÂH(t2, t)

}
, (7.3.15)

is the same if B is measured or not. The conditional prob-
abilities can be inferred from this measurement correlation
and the expectation values ⟨A(t2)⟩ and ⟨B(t1)⟩ according
to eq. (7.2.11), (7.2.1). For this particular case the mea-
surement correlation (7.3.13) coincides with the classical
correlation in the overall probabilistic system [1].
The prescription for ideal coherent measurements by

Heisenberg operators (7.3.13) can be extended to arbitrary
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observables A(t2) and B(t1). This formulation in terms of

the Heisenberg operators ÂH , B̂H is compatible with the
notion of equivalence classes. Two members of a given
equivalence class are mapped to the same Heisenberg op-
erator. By the criterion 4 the same measurement correla-
tion should hold for all local probabilistic observables A′

and B′ that are represented by the operators ÂH and B̂H ,
respectively. As we have discussed in ref. [1], the classical
correlations in the overall probabilistic system often differ
for different representatives in the same equivalence class.
Thus the relation (7.3.13) for the measurement correlation
implies that, in general, the measurement correlation dif-
fers from the classical correlation. The robust object that
respects the equivalence class is an observable product A◦B
based on the operator product ÂHB̂H . It is typically non-
commutative.

Continuum limit in time

These more formal considerations become particularly
relevant for the continuum limit in time. We will argue
that in this limit the classical correlation function based
on the time-ordered operator product is no longer compat-
ible with the criteria for ideal measurements. The reason is
a clash between time ordering and time averaging. In con-
trast, the operator product without time ordering remains
compatible with an ideal measurement.
In the continuum limit the relevant observables typically

involve an averaging over infinitesimal time steps. In ref. [1]
we have introduced a time-averaged spin observable

σ(t̄) =
∑
t′

a(σ)(t̄+ t′)s(t̄+ t′) , (7.3.16)

with averaging function a(σ) taking a suitable shape such
that only some time-region around t̄ contributes effectively
to the averaged spin. Since σ(t̄) is linear in the spins s(t̄+t′)
we can introduce the associated Heisenberg operator

σ̂H(t̄, t) =
∑
t′

a(σ)(t̄+ t′)U(t, t̄+ t′)ŝ(t̄+ t′)U(t̄+ t′, t)

(7.3.17)
and compute the expectation value as

⟨σ(t̄)⟩ = tr
{
ρ′(t)σ̂H(t̄, t)

}
. (7.3.18)

There is a large family of different averaging functions a(σ)

which lead to the same Heisenberg operator σ̂H(t̄, t). If
this difference cannot be resolved in the continuum limit
for time the corresponding average observables σ(t̄) for this
family should be considered as equivalent.
One can define a possible correlation function for t2 > t1

as

⟨σ(t2)σ(t1)⟩ = tr {ρ′(t)σ̂H(t2, t)σ̂H(t1, t)} . (7.3.19)

This is a good candidate for the measurement correlation
for coherent ideal measurements in the subsystem. It re-
spects the structure of equivalence classes, is compatible
with the time evolution of the subsystem and only uses the

probabilistic information in the subsystem as encoded in
the classical density matrix ρ′(t).
The correlation (7.3.19) is, in general, no longer a clas-

sical correlation function. The classical correlation func-
tion for σ(t2)σ(t1) involves in eq. (7.3.19) the time or-
dered operator T {σ̂H(t2, t)σ̂H(t1, t)} instead of the prod-
uct σ̂H(t2, t)σ̂H(t1, t). The two expressions only coincide
if t2 − t1 is sufficiently large as compared to the interval
used for the averaging ∆t, and the Heisenberg operators
ŝH(t2 + t′, t) and ŝH(t1 + t′, t) in the definition of σ̂H(t2, t)
and σ̂H(t1, t) have no overlapping time region. Whenever
t2− t1 becomes of the order ∆t or smaller the time ordered
product becomes very complicated. It involves microscopic
details not available in the continuum limit. It does not
respect the notion of equivalence classes since different av-
erage procedures that lead to the same operators σ̂H(t2, t)
or σ̂H(t1, t) do not yield the same time ordered products.
Furthermore, no simple time evolution law exists for the
time ordered product.

We conclude that the classical correlation function is not
suitable for the measurement correlation for ideal measure-
ments in the classical time-local subsystem. We generalize
these findings by postulating that for two local observables
A(t2), B(t1), t2 > t1 the measurement correlation for co-
herent ideal measurements is given by

⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩m = tr
{
ρ′(t)ÂH(t2, t)B̂H(t1, t)

}
. (7.3.20)

Here ÂH(t2, t) and B̂H(t1, t) are the Heisenberg operators
associated to A(t2) and B(t1). This measurement corre-
lation obeys all criteria for ideal measurements in a sub-
system. It equals suitable classical correlation functions in
certain limiting cases, but is a much more robust object.
If A(t2) and B(t1) are two-level observables, the measure-
ment correlation fixes the conditional probabilities for ideal
measurements. For more general cases also higher order
measurement correlations will be needed for the determi-
nation of the conditional probabilities.

The measurement correlation (7.3.20) in terms of the
operator product does not employ particular properties of
quantum subsystems. It holds for all local-time subsys-
tems, both for quantum systems and more general proba-
bilistic subsystems. The central motivation arises from the
continuum limit for the time-local subsystem. Still, the
measurement correlation (7.3.20) remains a postulate for
coherent ideal measurements. This is necessarily so and
there is no direct way to derive conditional probabilities
from the probability distribution of the subsystem or over-
all system. One has to define what is an ideal measurement
– this is done in the form of a postulate for measurement
correlations. There may be other possible definitions for
ideal measurements in time-local subsystems. What should
be clear at this stage is that the classical correlation func-
tion is not a viable candidate.

It is not always guaranteed that a measurement pro-
cess exists which leaves the probabilistic information of the
time-local subsystem the same before and after the mea-
surement of B(t1). If not, we will have to deal with de-
coherent ideal measurements. We will discuss below such
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decoherent ideal measurements for quantum subsystems,
which are particular local-time subsystems. At the end
it remains an experimental question if a measurement ap-
paratus can be constructed whose results come close to
coherent ideal measurements.

Quantum subsystems and quantum correlation

Quantum subsystems are time-local subsystems with in-
complete statistics. We may therefore try to take over the
measurement correlation (7.3.20) for coherent ideal mea-
surements in time-local subsystems and employ the quan-
tum correlation ⟨AB⟩q,

⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩q = tr
{
ρ(t)ÂH(t2, t)B̂H(t1, t)

}
. (7.3.21)

Here ÂH(t2, t) and B̂H(t1, t) are the Heisenberg operators
in the quantum subsystem associated to the observables
A(t2) and B(t1). In the real formulation U(t2, t1) is an
orthogonal matrix and the density matrix ρ′ is symmet-
ric. In the presence of a complex structure the density
matrix ρ becomes a Hermitian complex matrix, and the
evolution operators U(t2, t1) are unitary matrices. As a re-
sult the quantum correlation has an imaginary part if the
operators ÂH(t2) and B̂H(t1) do not commute. For a real
measurement correlation for coherent ideal measurements
we propose to use the anticommutator

⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩m =
1

2
tr
(
ρ(t){ÂH(t2), B̂H(t1)}

)
, (7.3.22)

similar to eq. (7.3.14) for the real formulation. This corre-
lation is compatible with the notion of equivalence classes
of observables and therefore robust. It obeys all criteria
for ideal measurements. Translated to the real formula-
tion of quantum mechanics it is equivalent to eq. (7.3.13).
Combining the measurement correlation (7.3.22) with the
expectation value as

⟨A(t2)⟩ = tr
{
ÂH(t2, t)ρ(t)

}
, (7.3.23)

one can extract the conditional probabilities for coher-
ent ideal measurements of two-level observables from
eq. (7.2.11). The conditional probabilities for coherent
ideal measurements can also be obtained directly from a
suitable projection of ρ [55].

Decoherent ideal measurements

Not all ideal measurements in quantum subsystems are
coherent ideal measurements. Often a measurement ap-
paratus cannot preserve the coherence of the quantum in-
formation. For this case we define the notion of decoher-
ent ideal measurements. Bell-type experiments typically
assume coherent ideal measurements, while sequences of
Stern-Gerlach type experiments employ decoherent ideal
measurements.
We discuss the concept of decoherent ideal measurements

for one qubit quantum mechanics with A(t2) and B(t1)
having possible measurement values ±1. For a decoherent

ideal measurement the measurement of B(t1) can change
the state of the subsystem. Let us work in a basis where
B̂H(t1, t1) is diagonal, B̂H(t1, t1) = τ3. The complex den-
sity matrix ρ(t1) takes the general form

ρ(t1) =

(
wB+ c
c∗ wB−

)
, (7.3.24)

with wB± the probabilities to find B = ±1 and

⟨B(t1)⟩ = tr
{
ρ(t1)B̂H(t1, t1)

}
= tr {ρ(t1)τ3}

= wB+ − wB− . (7.3.25)

For a pure state one has |c|2 = wB+w
B
− , while an incoherent

mixed state is characterized by c = 0.
A decoherent measurement can change ρ(t1) to ρ

′(t1),

ρ′(t1) =

(
wB+ c′

c′∗ wB−

)
. (7.3.26)

The diagonal elements of ρ′(t1) and ρ(t1) have to be the
same in order to guarantee the criterion (iv) for ideal mea-
surements. For a repetition of the same measurement the
conditional probabilities have to obey

(wB+)B+ = (wB−)B− = 1 , (wB+)B− = (wB−)B+ = 0 . (7.3.27)

This means that for the second measurement of B one has

w′B
+ = (wB+)B+w

B
+ + (wB+)B−w

B
− = wB+ , (7.3.28)

and similarly for w′B
−. The probabilities to find B = ±1

should not change by the first measurement of B. In con-
trast, the off-diagonal elements c′ in ρ′(t1) are not con-
strained by this requirement. They play no role for ⟨B(t1)⟩
or wB± .
For decoherent ideal measurements we assume that the

coherent information is lost by the measurement, as we will
discuss in sect. 7.5 in more detail. After the measurement
of B(t1) the state of the quantum subsystem is described
by the incoherent “reduced density matrix”

ρr(t1) =

(
wB+ 0
0 wB−

)
. (7.3.29)

With ρ+(t1) and ρ−(t1) pure state density matrices for the
eigenstates with B(t1) = ±1,

B̂H(t1, t1)ρ±(t1) = ±ρ±(t1) , (7.3.30)

the reduced density matrix can be written as a linear com-
bination of ρ±,

ρr(t1) = wB+ρ+(t1) + wB−ρ−(t1) . (7.3.31)

The relations (7.3.30), (7.3.31) are independent of the basis
chosen for the quantum subsystem. The subsequent evo-
lution of ρr(t), t > t1 is given by the unitary evolution of
the quantum system

ρr(t) = U(t, t1)ρr(t1)U
†(t, t1) . (7.3.32)
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Criterion 3 for ideal measurements will be obeyed if we
define conditional probabilities in terms of ρr(t).
For decoherent ideal measurements we postulate the con-

ditional probabilities

(wA+)
B
± = tr

{
1

2

(
1 + ÂH(t2, t1)

)
ρ±(t1)

}
, (7.3.33)

and

(wA−)
B
± = tr

{
1

2

(
1− ÂH(t2, t1)

)
ρ±(t1)

}
. (7.3.34)

This implies for the expectation value of A(t2) in the pres-
ence of a first measurement of B(t1) the relation

⟨A(t2)⟩B = (wA+)
B
+w

B
+ + (wA+)

B
−w

B
−

− (wA−)
B
+w

B
+ − (wA−)

B
−w

B
−

= wB+tr
{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρ+(t1)

}
+ wB−tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρ−(t1)

}
= tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρr(t1)

}
. (7.3.35)

In other words, the decoherent ideal measurement assumes
that coherence is lost by the interaction with the appara-
tus at the first measurement. After the measurement the
reduced density matrix ρr evolves according to the von-
Neumann equation without further disturbance by the en-
vironment. At t2 one evaluates ⟨A(t2)⟩ using ρr(t2),

⟨A(t2)⟩B = tr
{
A(t2)ρr(t2)} , (7.3.36)

which coincides with the Heisenberg picture (7.3.35).
For the measurement correlation one finds

⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩m =(wA+)
B
+w

B
+ + (wA−)

B
−w

B
−

− (wA−)
B
+w

B
+ − (wA+)

B
−w

B
−

=wB+tr
{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρ+(t1)

}
− wB−tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρ−(t1)

}
=wB+tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)B̂H(t1, t1)ρ+(t1)

}
+ wB−tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)B̂H(t1, t1)ρ−(t1)

}
=tr

{
ÂH(t2, t1)B̂H(t1, t1)ρr(t1)

}
.

(7.3.37)

In comparison with the expressions (7.3.21), (7.3.23) for
coherent ideal measurements the decoherent ideal measure-
ments replace ρ(t) by ρr(t), and ⟨A⟩ by ⟨A⟩B .
The reduced density matrix ρr(t1) can be computed from

ρ(t1) by an appropriate projection

ρr = P+ρP+ + P−ρP− , (7.3.38)

where

P+ =

(
1 0
0 0

)
, P− =

(
0 0
0 1

)
. (7.3.39)

Thus ρr can be computed from the probabilistic informa-
tion of the subsystem which is contained in ρ(t1). This
extends to the expectation value

⟨B(t1)⟩ = tr
{
B̂H(t1, t1)ρr(t1)

}
, (7.3.40)

as well as ⟨A(t2)⟩B in eq. (7.3.35) and the measurement
correlation (7.3.37). In turn, the conditional probabilities
(7.3.33) are computable from the information in the sub-
system and the criteria 1, 2 for ideal measurements are
obeyed. We observe that for decoherent ideal measure-
ments the measurement affects the subsystem. This hap-
pens, however, in a universal way which does not depend
on the particular state of the environment. One easily ver-
ifies that also the criteria 3–5 for ideal measurement are
obeyed. Decoherent ideal measurements are a reasonable
definition for ideal measurements for cases where decoher-
ence of quantum subsystems plays an important role.

Coherent and decoherent ideal measurements

In contrast to ⟨B(t1)⟩, which does not depend on the par-
ticular type of measurement, the expectation value ⟨A(t2)⟩
for coherent ideal measurements differs from ⟨A(t2)⟩B for
decoherent ideal measurements. This is easily seen in a ba-
sis of eigenstates of B̂H(t1, t1) where ρ(t1) and ρr(t1) are
given by eqs. (7.3.24), (7.3.29). One finds

⟨A⟩ − ⟨A⟩B = tr
{
ÂH(t2, t1)(ρ(t1)− ρr(t1))

}
, (7.3.41)

where ρ(t1) − ρr(t1) involves the off diagonal elements of
ρ(t1)

ρ(t1)− ρr(t1) =

(
0 c
c∗ 0

)
. (7.3.42)

The expression (7.3.41) differs from zero for many cases

where ÂH(t2, t1) has off-diagonal elements, which occur for[
ÂH(t2, t1), B̂H(t1, t1)

]
̸= 0 . (7.3.43)

This is the general case. By the same argument the mea-
surement correlations can differ for coherent and decoher-
ent ideal measurements.

Sequence of three measurements

The difference between coherent and decoherent ideal
measurements can be seen easily for a sequence of mea-
surements of three spin observables. We consider a one
qubit quantum system with an evolution operator

U(t2, t1) = exp {iωτ3(t2 − t1)} , (7.3.44)

and measurements of the spins Sz(0), Sx(π/ω) and

Sz(2π, ω). In a basis where Ŝz,H(0, 0) = τ3 one has

Ŝx,H(π/ω, 0) = τ1 and Ŝz,H(π/2ω, 0) = τ3. We consider
a pure initial state with ρ(0) = ρ+(0). The first measure-
ment of Sz(0) only confirms that at t = 0 the system is
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in an eigenstate of Sz. The probability to find Sz(0) = 1
equals one.

Consider first coherent ideal measurements. In this case
the expectation value of Sz(2π/ω) equals one and one
is certain to find for the third measurement the value
Sz(2π/ω) = 1. For Sx(π/ω) the expectation value van-
ishes,

⟨Sz(0)⟩ = 1 , ⟨Sx(π/ω)⟩ = 0 , ⟨Sz(2π/ω)⟩ = 1 .
(7.3.45)

We denote by w+++ the probabilities to find for the se-
quence of measurements the values (+1,+1,+1), and sim-
ilar for the other combinations. For the coherent ideal mea-
surements one has

w+++ = w+−+ =
1

2
, (7.3.46)

while all other combinations with either Sz(0) = −1 or
Sz(2π/ω) = −1 vanish. The different correlations are eas-
ily obtained from these probabilities.

The outcome differs for a sequence of decoherent ideal
measurements. The first measurement of Sz(0) does not
change the state of the quantum system. The second
measurement of Sx(π/ω) yields with equal probability
Sx(π/ω) = 1 or Sx(π/ω) = −1. After this measurement
the quantum state is characterized by a reduced density
matrix

ρr

(π
ω

)
=

1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
, (7.3.47)

for which the two eigenstates of Sx(π/ω) have equal proba-
bility 1/2. This state does not change by the evolution from
t = π/ω to t = 2π/ω. The expectation value of Sz(2π/ω)
in this state is therefore zero,

⟨Sz(0)⟩ = 1 , ⟨Sx(π/ω)⟩ = 0 , ⟨Sz(2π/ω)⟩ = 0 .
(7.3.48)

The third expectation differs from eq. (7.3.45) for coher-
ent ideal measurements. The non-zero probabilities for se-
quences of different results are now given by

w+++ = w+−+ = w−++ = w−−+ =
1

4
. (7.3.49)

One may realize the sequence of measurements by a se-
ries of Stern-Gerlach apparatus for which beams are split,
going upwards for Sz = 1 and downwards for Sz = −1,
and left for Sx = 1 and right for Sx = −1. The appara-
tus are positioned in all the possible beam directions, and
at distances such that the time sequence of measurements
described above is realized. Coherent ideal measurements
would predict a final outcome of two beams, both going
upwards, one left and one right. Decoherent ideal mea-
surements predict four beams, two up and two down, and
in each pair one left and one right. Experiments will typ-
ically find the latter situation with four beams. We will
discuss in sect. 7.5 why decoherent ideal measurements are
appropriate for this setting.

With a sufficient effort an experimenter may also be able
to perform a sequence of measurements that come close

to coherent ideal measurements. This supposes that she
can limit the loss of quantum correlations by decoherence.
This demonstrates that the issue which type of ideal mea-
surement is realized is not given a priori. The conditional
probabilities for subsystems always require additional in-
formation how measurements are performed. They are not
properties of the subsystem alone, even though for ideal
measurements the outcome can be predicted only based on
the probabilistic information of the subsystem.

7.4 Reduction of the wave function

The “reduction of the wave function” is often consid-
ered as one of the mysteries of quantum mechanics. At
some given time t1 the quantum system is characterized
by a density matrix ρ(t1). Consider a first measurement of
the observable B(t1). The outcome of the measurement is

one of the eigenvalues bm of the operator B̂H(t1, t1). The
“reduction of the wave function” states that after this mea-
surement the quantum system is in a new state, namely a
pure state with wave function ψm(t1), which is an eigen-

state of the operator B̂H(t1, t1) corresponding to the mea-
sured eigenvalue bm. Subsequently, the system will con-
tinue its unitary quantum evolution, now with initial value
ψm(t1). At some later time t2 one can measure another
observable A(t2). The expectation value is then given by

⟨A(t2)⟩m = ⟨ψm(t2)Â(t2, t2)ψm(t2)⟩ , (7.4.1)

where ψm(t2) obtains from ψm(t1) by a unitary evolution,

ψm(t2) = U(t2, t1)ψm(t1) . (7.4.2)

This simple prescription for the computation of ⟨A(t2)⟩
seems to lead to a conceptual problem. The jump from
the density matrix ρ(t1) to the new pure state density ma-
trix ρm(t1), ρm,αβ(t1) = ψm,α(t1)ψ

∗
m,β(t1), is not unitary

if ρ(t1) is not a pure state density matrix. Even if ρ(t1) is
a pure state density matrix, ραβ(t1) = ψα(t1)ψ

∗
β(t1), the

jump from the associated wave function ψ(t1) to ψm(t1)
is discontinuous. Such a jump cannot be accounted for by
the continuous unitary evolution of the quantum subsys-
tem. This has led to many proposals for modifications of
quantum mechanics in order to account for such discontin-
uous jumps.

We will show that the reduction of the wave function is
simply a convenient mathematical identity, or “technical
trick”, for the computation of conditional probabilities for
decoherent ideal measurements. As such it does not need to
correspond to a continuous unitary evolution of the quan-
tum subsystem. Measurements involve the interaction of
the subsystem with the measurement apparatus.

Reduction of wave function for one qubit quantum
subsystem

Let us demonstrate our statement first for a one-qubit
quantum system. We consider two-level observables A(t2)
and B(t1), with possible measurement values ±1 and asso-

ciated Heisenberg operators ÂH(t2, t) and B̂H(t1, t). The
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reduction of the wave function defines conditional proba-
bilities by the rule

(wA±)
B
+ =

1

2
(1± ⟨A⟩B=1) ,

(wA±)
B
− =

1

2

(
1± ⟨A⟩B=−1

)
,

(7.4.3)

such that

⟨A⟩B=1 = (wA+)
B
+ − (wA−)

B
+ ,

⟨A⟩B=−1 = (wA+)
B
− − (wA−)

B
− .

(7.4.4)

The expression

⟨A⟩B=±1 = ⟨ψ±(t2)|ÂH(t2, t2)|ψ±(t2)⟩ (7.4.5)

corresponds to the rule (7.4.1) according to the reduction
of the wave function. It is the expectation value of A(t2)
evaluated in the pure quantum state

ψ±(t2) = U(t2, t1)ψ±(t1) , (7.4.6)

with ψ±(t1) corresponding to the reduced wave functions
obeying

B̂H(t1, t1)ψ±(t1) = ±ψ±(t1) . (7.4.7)

The evolution operator U(t2, t1) describes the evolution of
the quantum subsystem from t1 to t2, without any distur-
bance. We may call ⟨A⟩B=1 the “conditional expectation
value”, i.e. the expectation value of A(t2) under the con-
dition that B(t1) = 1 is found previously, and similarly
for ⟨A⟩B=−1. We will show that the expression (7.4.5) co-
incides with the expression (7.4.4) in terms of conditional
probabilities.

For a proof of this statement we define at t1 the pure
state density matrices ρ±(t1) in terms of the reduced wave
function

ρ±(t1)αβ = ψ±,α(t1)ψ
∗
±,β(t1) , (7.4.8)

such that

⟨A⟩B=±1 = tr
{
ÂH(t2, t1)ρ±(t1)

}
= tr

{
ÂH(t2, t2)ρ±(t2)

}
.

(7.4.9)

Here we employ the standard unitary evolution law for den-
sity matrices

ρ±(t2) = U(t2, t1)ρ±(t1)U
†(t2, t1) , (7.4.10)

in order to establish the equivalence of eqs. (7.4.5) and
(7.4.9). Insertion of eq. (7.4.9) into eq. (7.4.3) establishes
that the conditional probabilities computed from the re-
duction of the wave function equal the conditional proba-
bilities (7.3.33) for decoherent ideal measurements.

The expectation value for B(t1),

⟨B(t1)⟩ = tr{ρ(t1)B̂H(t1, t1)}, (7.4.11)

and the associated probabilities to find B(t1) = 1 or
B(t1) = −1,

wB± =
1

2
(1 + ⟨B(t1)⟩), (7.4.12)

do not depend on the reduction of the wave function and
the way how ideal measurements are defined. These quan-
tities are independent of a possible later measurement of
A(t2) and involve only the probabilistic information in the
local time subsystem at t1. From the conditional probabili-
ties and the probabilities wB± we can compute the probabil-

ities w(AB) according to eq. (7.2.1), and infer the expecta-
tion values ⟨A(t2)⟩ and ⟨AB⟩m from eq. (7.2.2), (7.2.8). All
these quantities are the same if determined from the con-
ditional probabilities for decoherent ideal measurements or
from the reduction of the wave function. In particular, one
has for the measurement correlation ⟨AB⟩m and the ex-
pectation values ⟨A⟩ and ⟨B⟩ for a sequence of decoherent
ideal measurements the simple identities

1± ⟨A⟩+ ⟨B⟩ ± ⟨AB⟩m = (1 + ⟨B⟩)(1± ⟨A⟩B=1),

1± ⟨A⟩ − ⟨B⟩ ∓ ⟨AB⟩m = (1− ⟨B⟩)(1± ⟨A⟩B=−1).

(7.4.13)

The computation of the conditional expectation values
⟨A⟩B=±1 according to the rule (7.4.5) for the reduction
of the wave function is indeed a convenient tool for the
computation of the values on the r. h. s. of eq. (7.4.13).

There is, however, no input from the reduction of the
wave function beyond the rules for conditional probabili-
ties for decoherent ideal measurements. There is no need
to employ the reduction of the wave function. Everything
can be computed from the conditional probabilities (7.4.3).
In particular, no specification of a physical process that
achieves the reduction of the wave function is needed. It is
sufficient that the measurement apparatus performs a deco-
herent ideal measurement, independently of all details how
this is done. We emphasize that the reduction of the wave
function accounts specifically for decoherent ideal measure-
ments. It is not valid for other types of measurements as,
for example, the coherent ideal measurements. It is not a
general property of the evolution of quantum systems but
rather describes a particular type of ideal measurements in
a subsystem.

Reduction of wave function for two and more qubits

For a spin measurement in a one qubit system the reduc-
tion of the wave function is unique. There is a unique eigen-
function to any given eigenvalue of the spin operator. This
does not hold for systems of two or more qubits. The spec-
trum of eigenvalues of a spin operator is now degenerate.
The space of eigenfunctions is therefore multi-dimensional.
There is no unique eigenfunction, such that additional in-
formation is needed in order to specify to which eigenfunc-
tion the wave function should be reduced after the mea-
surement. This is in line with our general argument that
conditional probabilities for a sequence of measurements
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need additional information on how an experiment is per-
formed.

Consider a system of two qubits and spin observables

S
(1)
k and S

(2)
k for the Cartesian spin directions of the two

spins. The spin observable S
(1)
z has the possible measure-

ment values ±1. The corresponding operator Ŝ
(1)
z is a 4×4

matrix with two eigenvalues +1 and two eigenvalues −1. If

S
(1)
z = 1 is measured, the state with respect to the second

spin is not specified. One could have a pure state, say an

eigenstate to one of the spin operators Ŝ
(2)
l . One could also

take a linear superposition of such states, or even a mixed
state with density matrix obeying

Ŝ(1)
z ρ = ρŜ(1)

z = ρ. (7.4.14)

The outcome depends on what happens to the second spin

during the measurement of S
(1)
z . The apparatus could si-

multaneously measure S
(2)
l in some direction given by l.

With a measurement of a complete set of commuting op-
erators the eigenfunction for a given outcome of the mea-
surement would be unique and the reduction of the wave
function unambiguous. The measurement could also not
affect the second spin at all. Then one may suppose that

the measurement of S
(1)
z keeps as much previous informa-

tion on the second spin as possible. For systems with many
quantum spins a simultaneous measurement of all spins is
typically not realistic. A unique reduction of the wave func-
tion is then not given.

One could formulate decoherent ideal measurements for
situations with more than one quantum spin or, more gen-
erally, for incomplete quantum measurements where the
measurement does not determine a maximal set of commut-
ing operators. This is a more basic conceptual framework
from which effective rules similar to the reduction of the
wave function can be derived. A possible rule for decoher-
ent ideal measurements is the generalization of eq. (7.3.38),
where the projectors P± are replaced by projectors on
the possible measurement values of the observable that is
actually measured. For the example of a two-qubit sys-

tem in a basis where Ŝ
(1)
z = diag(1, 1,−1,−1) one has

P+ = diag(1, 1, 0, 0), P− = diag(0, 0, 1, 1). The matrix

ρ̃+ = P+ρP+, Ŝ(1)
z ρ̃+ = ρ̃+Ŝ

(1)
z = ρ̃+, (7.4.15)

can be renormalized by defining

ρ+ =
ρ̃+

tr{ρ̃+}
, trρ+ = 1. (7.4.16)

This generalizes the pure state density matrix ρ+ for the
single qubit system. A projection on ρ+ after the measure-

ment of S
(1)
z with result S

(1)
z = 1 replaces the reduction

of the wave function. It keeps a maximum amount of in-
formation on the second spin since it is insensitive to the
properties of ρ with respect to the second spin. The gener-
alization of the rule for decoherent ideal measurements of a
single observable with possible measurement values ±1, for
which +1 is found after the first measurement, would be a

“reduction of the density matrix”. After the measurement,
the new state of the system is given by ρ+.
In general, ρ+ will not be a pure state density matrix,

however. Let us write a general 4 × 4 density matrix in
terms of 2× 2 matrices ρ̂+, ρ̂−, c as

ρ =

(
ρ̂+ c
c† ρ̂−

)
, ρ̂†± = ρ̂±. (7.4.17)

The density matrix ρ+ reads

ρ+ =
1

tr{ρ̂+}

(
ρ̂+ 0
0 0

)
. (7.4.18)

This is a pure state density matrix only if one of the eigen-
values of ρ̂+ vanishes, which is not the general case.
The conditional probabilities for a sequence of two mea-

surements are again defined by eq. (7.3.33), which does not
assume that ρ± are pure state density matrices. With the
reduced density matrix ρr defined by eq. (7.3.38), one has
again

⟨A(t2)⟩B = tr{ÂH(t2, t1)ρr(t1)},
⟨A(t2)B(t1)⟩m = tr{ÂH(t2, t1)B̂H(t1, t1)ρr(t1)}.

(7.4.19)

This setting is easily generalized to simultaneous measure-
ments of two two-level observables. According to the pos-
sible outcomes (++), (+−), (−+), (−−) one defines pro-
jectors P++ etc., and

ρr = P++ρP++ + P+−ρP+− + P−+ρP−+ + P−−ρP−−.
(7.4.20)

For a simultaneous measurement of a maximal set of com-
muting operators the different pieces in the sum (7.4.20)
are pure state density matrices up to normalization.

7.5 Decoherence and syncoherence

Decoherence and syncoherence are possible properties of
the time evolution of subsystems. Decoherence [165–168]
describes how a pure state can become a mixed state, and
syncoherence [169] accounts for a mixed state evolving to a
pure state. For the full local-time subsystem a pure state
remains a pure state during the evolution. This is a direct
consequence of the evolution laws for the classical density
matrix ρ′. With

ρ′(t+ ε) = Ŝ(t)ρ′(t)Ŝ−1(t) (7.5.1)

the eigenvalues of ρ′(t + ε) are the same as for ρ′(t). The
same properties hold for closed quantum systems. In a
complex formulation they correspond to the replacement
ρ′ → ρ, Ŝ → U . Full local-time subsystems or closed
quantum subsystems do not admit decoherence and synco-
herence.

Decoherence for a two-qubit quantum system

The situation changes if we consider the evolution of
subsystems. We may describe the main issues within a
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two-qubit quantum system in a complex formulation. The
subsystem is given by the first qubit, and the environment,
which is very simple in this case, consists of the second
qubit and its possible correlation with the first qubit. For
a pure quantum state we denote the four complex com-
ponents of the wave function for the two-qubit system by
ψαγ(t), with (α, γ) a double index where α = 1, 2 refers to
the first qubit and γ = 1, 2 to the second qubit. Corre-
spondingly, a density matrix is described by a Hermitian
positive matrix ραγ,βδ(t), with a pure state density matrix
given by ραγ,βδ(t) = ψαγ(t)ψ

∗
βδ(t). The density matrix ρ̄ of

the subsystem for the first qubit obtains by taking a trace
over the degrees of freedom of the environment

ρ̄αβ(t) = ραγ,βδ(t)δ
γδ. (7.5.2)

A pure quantum state of the full system can be a mixed
state of the subsystem. This may be demonstrated by com-
paring two different pure states. The first state is given by

ψ(1) =

(
1
0

)
⊗
(
1
0

)
, ρ(1) =

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 , (7.5.3)

or

ψ11 = 1, ψ12 = ψ21 = ψ22 = 0. (7.5.4)

The second state is an entangled state

ψ(2) =
1√
2

[(
1
0

)
⊗
(
1
0

)
−
(
0
1

)
⊗
(
0
1

)]
,

ψ(2) =
1√
2

 1
0
0
−1

 , ρ(2) =
1

2

 1 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
−1 0 0 1

 , (7.5.5)

or

ψ11 =
1√
2
, ψ12 = ψ21 = 0 , ψ22 = − 1√

2
. (7.5.6)

The density matrix for the subsystem is a pure state density
matrix for ρ(1), and a mixed state density matrix for ρ(2),

ρ̄(1) =

(
1 0
0 0

)
, ρ̄(2) =

1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
. (7.5.7)

We next want to describe a unitary time evolution which
turns a pure state of the subsystem into a mixed state.
For this purpose we consider a unitary evolution of the full
quantum system,

U(t) = exp{iωtT}, T =
1√
2

 1 0 0 −1
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
−1 0 0 −1

 . (7.5.8)

With

T † = T, T 2 = 1, (7.5.9)

we can write

U(t) = cos (ωt) + i sin (ωt)T. (7.5.10)

In particular, for t = π/(2ω) one has

U(
π

2ω
) = iT. (7.5.11)

Let us start at t = 0 with the pure state ψ(1),

ψ(0) = ψ(1), ρ(0) = ρ(1). (7.5.12)

With

Tψ(1) = ψ(2), (7.5.13)

one has

ψ(
π

2ω
) = iψ(2), ρ(

π

2ω
) = ρ(2). (7.5.14)

Correspondingly, the density matrix for the subsystem
evolves from the pure state density matrix ρ̄(1) to the mixed
state density matrix ρ̄(2),

ρ̄(0) = ρ̄(1), ρ̄(
π

ω
) = ρ̄(2). (7.5.15)

This is a simple example of decoherence. Syncoherence, the
change from a mixed state to a pure state, is encountered
for

ρ(0) = ρ(2), ρ(
π

2ω
) = ρ(1). (7.5.16)

Decoherent evolution equation

From the unitary evolution equation for the two-qubit
system

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ], H = −ωT, (7.5.17)

with T given by eq. (7.5.8), and the definition (7.5.2) of the
one-qubit subsystem, one can infer the evolution equation
for the density matrix of the subsystem,

∂tρ̄ = −i[H̄, ρ̄] + F̄ , (7.5.18)

with

H̄ = − ω

2
√
2
τ3. (7.5.19)

The term F̄ involves the properties of the environment

F̄ =

(
A B
B∗ −A

)
, (7.5.20)

where

A = −
√
2ω Im(ρ1122),

B =
iω√
2
(ρ1211 + ρ1222 − ρ1121 − ρ2221).

(7.5.21)
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The evolution equation (7.5.18) is the general evolution
equation for subsystems obtained by taking a subtrace,
with

H̄† = H̄, F̄ † = F̄ , trF̄ = 0. (7.5.22)

The particular form (7.5.19) (7.5.20) (7.5.21) is valid for the
particular unitary evolution with U given by eq.(7.5.8).
For F̄ ̸= 0 the evolution of the subsystem is no longer

closed. It cannot be computed from the probabilistic infor-
mation of the subsystem alone, but also involves properties
of the environment. It is the interaction with the environ-
ment that is responsible for decoherence or syncoherence
in the subsystem. This can be be seen by the evolution of
the purity P , defined by

P = ρkρk, ρ̄αβ =
1

2
(1 + ρk(τk)αβ). (7.5.23)

A pure quantum state of the subsystem has P = 1. In
terms of the matrix elements ρ̄αβ one has

ρ1 = 2Re(ρ̄12), ρ2 = −2 Im(ρ̄12),

ρ3 = ρ̄11 − ρ̄22
(7.5.24)

or

P = 4|ρ̄12|2 + (ρ̄11 − ρ̄22)
2. (7.5.25)

The purity is conserved by a unitary evolution and there-
fore for F̄ = 0. A change of the purity is directly reflecting
the coupling to the environment

∂tP = 4(ρ1Re(B)− ρ2Im(B) + ρ3A). (7.5.26)

Due to the coupling to the environment the purity of
the subsystem can decrease, accounting for decoherence,
or increase, corresponding to syncoherence.We observe that
there are particular states of the subsystem and environ-
ment for which the purity remains constant despite the
coupling to the environment. For example, for ρ3 = 0
and a coupling to the environment with B = 0, the purity
is conserved even for A ̸= 0. This is compatible with a
non-trivial unitary evolution of the subsystem which may
correspond to a rotation in the (ρ1, ρ2)-plane, with ρ3 = 0.

Decoherence for macroscopic environment

Our two-qubit system is a rather extreme case for a sub-
system coupled to its environment. Typically, the environ-
ment may involve many more degrees of freedom, as for the
coupling of the quantum subsystem to a macroscopic mea-
surement apparatus. For the simple two-qubit system the
overall unitary evolution is periodic with period 2π/ω - or
π/ω if we consider the density matrix. Phases of decoher-
ence and syncoherence follow each other. This is a simple
example of “recurrence”. One may separate the character-
istic time scales for the unitary evolution of the subsystem
and for decoherence or syncoherence by adding to H̄ in
eq. (7.5.18) a term with a period much shorter than π/ω.
This is easily done on the level of the two-qubit system by
adding to H in eq. (7.5.17) a piece acting only on the first

qubit. With eigenvalues Ē of H̄ we may consider the limit
of a small ratio ω/Ē. On the time scale of the unitary
evolution given by 1/Ē the decoherence or syncoherence is
very slow. The subsystem almost performs a unitary evo-
lution, with only minor corrections due to the decoherence.
Nevertheless, after a “recurrence time” π/(2ω) decoherence
stops and changes to syncoherence.

Recurrence occurs because the matrix F̄ in eq. (7.5.18)
“remembers” the unitary evolution of the overall system.
For a macroscopic environment this memory is effectively
lost. For an increasing number of degrees of freedom in
the environment the recurrence time becomes rapidly very
long, much longer than the typical time scale of decoher-
ence or syncoherence. In practice, the recurrence time can
be taken to infinity. The subsystem may then undergo de-
coherence until minimal purity P = 0 is reached, or until it
reaches some of the states for which ∂tP = 0 at nonzero P .
If there is no subsequent syncoherence, the state with con-
stant purity is typically reached asymptotically for t→ ∞.
After fast initial decoherence the phenomenon of decoher-
ence can effectively stop. This is analogous to thermal-
ization. The same can hold in the opposite direction for
syncoherence. We note that for an environment with many
degrees of freedom the time reflection symmetry can be ef-
fectively lost for the evolution of the subsystem.

Decoherent ideal measurements

A measurement couples a quantum subsystem to the
measurement apparatus, which is typically a macroscopic
system with many degrees of freedom. We may consider
a one-qubit quantum subsystem and measure the spin ob-
servable in the 3-direction S3. The measurement appa-
ratus is assumed to have two pointer positions B = ±1.
For an ideal measurement one will find B = 1 whenever
S3 = 1, and B = −1 whenever S3 = −1. An example is the
“Schrödinger cat” system, where a decaying nucleus trig-
gers the emission of poison which kills the cat. The decay-
ing nucleus corresponds to S3 = 1, and the non-decaying
nucleus to S3 = −1. For B = 1 the cat is dead, for B = −1
it is alive.

Let us consider some subsystem which contains the prob-
abilistic observables S3 and B. We may call it the “pointer-
probe subsystem”. For definiteness we consider a two-

qubit quantum system, for which S
(1)
3 = S3 corresponds to

the yes/no decision if the nucleus has decayed or not, and

S
(2)
3 = B indicates if the cat is dead or alive. The two-qubit

quantum subsystem contains further observables as S
(1)
1 or

S
(2)
1 that will play no particular role here. The reason

why we have chosen a quantum subsystem is a demonstra-
tion that the decoherent ideal measurement can be fully
described within quantum mechanics. More general prob-
abilistic systems could be used as well. The density matrix
ρ̄ for the pointer-probe subsystem is a Hermitian positive
4× 4 matrix, obeying the evolution law (7.5.18). It is not
a closed subsystem, since the two “pointer states” B = ±1
are connected to many other states of the measurement
apparatus which act as an environment for the subsystem.
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The Hermitian traceless 4× 4 matrix F̄ in eq. (7.5.18) ac-
counts for the coupling to this environment and does not
vanish. The evolution of the pointer-probe systems is not
unitary and can admit decoherence or syncoherence.

An ideal measurement correlates the values of S
(1)
3 and

S
(2)
3 ,

⟨S(1)
3 S

(2)
3 ⟩ = 1. (7.5.27)

This correlation should be achieved during the measure-
ment. Once achieved, it should not change anymore during
the measurement process. If we employ the direct product
basis (3.2.8) for the two-qubit system

ρ̄ =
1

4
(ρµν Lµν), F̄ = fµν Lµν , (7.5.28)

the correlation (7.5.27) is realised for

ρ33 = 1. (7.5.29)

Any ideal measurement has to establish the condition
(7.5.29) in early stages of the measurement when the
pointer adapts its value to the value of the measured ob-
servable. After this initial stage the correlation (7.5.27) has
to remain stable. In the ending stage of the measurement
ρ33 has to be conserved, and the evolution has to obey

[H̄, τ3 ⊗ τ3)] = 0, f33 = 0. (7.5.30)

A second requirement for an ideal measurement is that

the expectation value ⟨S(1)
3 ⟩ is not changed during the mea-

surement. The relative probabilities for the nucleus having
decayed or not should not be affected by the measurement.
In our notation this requires that ρ30 is invariant, and the
time evolution should obey during the whole measurement

[H̄, τ3 ⊗ 1)] = 0, f30 = 0. (7.5.31)

One concludes that during the ending stage of any ideal
measurement both ρ33 and ρ30 should not depend on time.
We have not made any assumption on the time evolution

of ρ03(t). In a basis of eigenstates to S
(1)
3 and S

(2)
3 with

double indices refering to the two qubits, the diagonal ele-
ments of the density matrix during the ending stage of the
measurement are given by

ρ̄11,11 =
1

2
+

1

4

(
ρ30 + ρ03(t)

)
,

ρ̄12,12 = −ρ̄21,21 =
1

4

(
ρ30 − ρ03(t)

)
,

ρ̄22,22 =
1

2
− 1

4

(
ρ30 + ρ03(t)

)
. (7.5.32)

(There should be no confusion between the elements ρ̄αγ ,βδ
of the density matrix and the coefficients ρµν of the expan-
sion (7.5.28).)

Consider now the one-qubit subsystem whose properties

are measured. We denote its density matrix by ρ̄
(1)
αβ . Ac-

cording to eq. (7.5.2) its diagonal elements are given by

ρ̄
(1)
11 = ρ̄1111 + ρ̄1212 =

1

2
(1 + ρ30) ,

ρ̄
(1)
22 = ρ̄2121 + ρ̄2222 =

1

2
(1− ρ30) , (7.5.33)

independently of ρ03(t). This reflects that the expectation

value ⟨S(1)
3 ⟩ is not affected by the measurement. We are

interested in ρ̄(1)(tf ) at the time tf at the end of the mea-
surement.
The difference between coherent and decoherent ideal

measurements concerns the off-diagonal elements ρ̄
(1)
12 and

ρ̄
(1)
21 = (ρ̄

(1)
12 )

∗ at tf . A decoherent ideal measurement as-
sumes that the only probabilistic information in the one-
qubit subsystem at the end of the measurement is given by

< S
(1)
3 >. This amounts to vanishing off-diagonal elements

ρ̄12(tf ) = 0. For a decoherent ideal measurement the one-
qubit subsystem at the end of the measurement is a mixed
state whenever |ρ30| ≠ 1,

ρ̄(1) =
1

2

(
1 + ρ30 0

0 1− ρ30

)
. (7.5.34)

This corresponds to the “reduction of the wave function”
discussed previously. In contrast, for a coherent ideal mea-
surement the off-diagonal elements of ρ̄1(tf ) at the end of
the measurement are the same as the ones before the mea-
surement, ρ̄1(tf ) = ρ̄1(tin).
A rough picture of the evolution corresponding to ideal

measurements can be depicted as follows. Before the mea-
surement the total system of the measured subsystem and
the measurement apparatus is a direct product system, for
which the subsystem and the apparatus follow their sepa-
rate evolution. During the measurement between tin and tf
the interactions between the measured system and the ap-
paratus play a role. This is the range for which eq.(7.5.18)
describes the evolution of the “pointer-probe subsystem”.
After the measurement the probe and the apparatus are
separated and follow again a separate evolution. The mea-
sured one-qubit subsystem follows its own unitary evolu-
tion, starting from ρ̄2(tf ) at the end of the measurement.
A second measurement in a sequence of two measurements
can be performed afterwards at some time t2 > tf .
For an understanding why decoherent ideal measure-

ments are realistic for many macroscopic measurements we
need to investigate the off-diagonal elements of ρ̄(1),

ρ̄
(1)
12 =

(
ρ̄
(1)
21

)∗
= ρ̄1121 + ρ̄1222. (7.5.35)

The part of ρ̄αγ,βδ contributing to the off-diagonal part of

ρ̄
(1)
nd ,

ρ̄
(1)
nd =

(
0 g
g∗ 0

)
, g = ρ̄

(1)
12 , (7.5.36)

is given by

ρ̄nd =
1

2
ρ̄
(1)
nd ⊗ 1 =

1

4
{ρ10(τ1 ⊗ 1) + ρ20(τ2 ⊗ 1)}, (7.5.37)

and involves among the ρµν the coefficients ρ10 and ρ20.
Only off-diagonal elements of the two-qubit density matrix

ρ̄ contribute to ρ̄
(1)
12 .

As every density matrix, the two-qubit density matrix
can be interpreted as a linear combination of pure state
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density matrices ρ̄(i)

ρ̄ =
∑
i

wiρ̄
(i), (7.5.38)

with wi the probabilities to “realise” ρ̄(i), i.e.
∑
i wi =

1, wi ≥ 0. Assume now that the probabilities vanish for all
pure states that do not either have B = 1 or B = −1. In
other words, only eigenstates of B contribute in the sum
(7.5.38). This is the statement that no superposition states
of dead and living cats can be realized. This assumption re-

stricts the possible form of ρ
(i)
τρ = ψ

(i)
τ ψ

(i)
ρ , with ψ(i) taking

the possible forms

ψ
(i)
+ =

a0c
0

 , ψ
(i)
− =

0
b
0
d

 , (7.5.39)

For an ideal measurement in the ending stage of the mea-
surement the probability for eigenstates with opposite val-

ues of S
(1)
3 and S

(2)
3 has to vanish by virtue of eq. (7.5.27).

This implies that only pure states with c = 0, b = 0 can
contribute the sum (7.5.38). As a consequence, the pointer-
probe density matrix in ρ̄(tf ) is diagonal. This translates

to diagonal ρ̄(1)(tf ). The selection of decoherent ideal mea-
surements therefore follows from the vanishing probability
of superposition states with B = 1 and B = −1.
The absence of superposition states for different posi-

tions of the pointer (dead and living cat) is a property of
the apparatus that does not depend on the presence of the
probe to be measured. The interaction between the probe
to be measured and the apparatus is not relevant for this
issue. The formal reason for the absence of the superposi-
tion of the different pointer states resides in the fact that
the pointer subsystem – the one-qubit subsystem corre-

sponding to the observables S
(2)
k – is itself a subsystem of

the macroscopic apparatus. The term F̄ in eq. (7.5.18)
can produce the decoherence of any superposition state.
Even if one would start with a superposition state of the
pointer subsystem it will end in a mixed state after some
characteristic time τdc.
As we have seen above, decoherence in the pointer sub-

system is perfectly compatible with a unitary evolution of
a quantum system for the whole apparatus. The “rest of
the apparatus” is the environment for the pointer subsys-
tem. The decoherence time τdc is typically a property of
the apparatus. There is no need to put the apparatus in
a further environment and to invoke, for example, its in-
teraction with the cosmic microwave radiation or similar
effects. Using a cat as a measurement apparatus, τdc is
typically some “biological time”. Dying is a complex issue
and not instantaneous. The final stage for t≫ τdc is either
dead or alive, however. A rather long biological τdc does
not mean that other superposition states do not decohere
much faster. The decoherence time is not universal - it
depends on the particular selection of a pointer subsystem
used for the measurement.

Whenever the typical time interval for the measurement
∆t = tf − tin is much longer than the decoherence time,

ideal measurements are decoherent ideal measurements. A
coherent ideal measurement could be realised in the oppo-
site limit ∆t ≪ τdc. It needs a pointer subsystem with a
sufficiently long decoherence time.

Syncoherence

Syncoherence [169] in subsystems is a frequent phe-
nomenon in Nature. We typically find isolated atoms in
a unique pure quantum state, namely the ground state.
This would not happen without syncoherence. If the time
evolution of subsystems would be either unitary or deco-
herent, quantities as the purity could not increase. Once
smaller than one at t1, the purity would have to be smaller
than one for all t2 > t1. There is no need, however, for the
purity to be monotonically decreasing or constant. The
general evolution equation for subsystems (7.5.18) is per-
fectly compatible with increasing purity or syncoherence.

As an example, consider a single atom emitted from a
hot region where it has been in thermal equilibrium. At
the time tin when it leaves the hot region its state is char-
acterized by a thermal density matrix, with energy levels
occupied according to Boltzmann factors. This is a mixed
state. Away from the hot region the atom subsystem fol-
lows a new evolution law for which the thermal environ-
ment does no longer play a role. The time evolution of the
atom subsystem is not closed, however.

The atom still interacts with its environment, e.g. with
the photon states of the vacuum. In a quantum field the-
ory the atom can emit photons, until it reaches its ground
state. The corresponding evolution is characterized by syn-
coherence. The term F̄ in eq. (7.5.18) leads to increasing
purity of the atom subsystem. Starting from a mixed state
at tin, the atom subsystem reaches a pure state for suffi-
ciently large t− tin for many situations.

8 The “paradoxes” of quantum
mechanics

The literature is full of statements that quantum me-
chanics cannot be described by classical probabilistic sys-
tems, that quantum mechanics has to be incomplete, or
that quantum mechanics is not compatible with a single
world. These arguments are based on no-go theorems or
“paradoxes” for quantum mechanics. We have described
quantum mechanics as particular local-time subsystems of
an overall probabilistic description of one single world. Our
description is based only on the fundamental laws for “clas-
sical” probabilities. Our explicit constructions are counter
examples for no-go theorems forbidding the embedding of
quantum mechanics in classical statistics. These no-go the-
orems cannot be complete. Still we should explain why
there is no conflict with no-go theorems, and how the para-
doxes can be understood. As usual, the no-go theorems are
not wrong. Only the assumptions, often implicit, for the
applicability of the no-go theorems do not hold for quantum
subsystems. Most of the time the apparent conflicts and
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paradoxes arise from a too narrow view on subsystems of
probabilistic systems. Key properties such as incomplete-
ness, the equivalence classes of probabilistic observables or
the correct choice of the measurement correlation are often
not taken into account. The structure of possible subsys-
tems is much richer than for simple direct product subsys-
tems. Correlations of the subsystem with its environment
play an important role.

We have argued that for arbitrary quantum systems
there is no obstruction to embed them as appropriate sub-
systems in a probabilistic overall description of the world.
We should therefore find out at what point the assumptions
of specific no-go theorems fail to be realized. We will dis-
cuss Bell’s inequalities in sect. 8.1 and the Kochen-Specker
theorem [170–173] in sect. 8.2. In sect. 8.3 we turn to the
Einstein-Podolski-Rosen (EPR)-paradox. We have already
discussed the reduction of the wave function in sect. 7.4.

8.1 Classical correlation functions and
Bell’s inequalities

Bell’s inequalities are powerful constraints that classical
correlation functions have to obey. Measured correlation
functions in quantum systems are found to violate these
constraints. Statements that this implies the impossibil-
ity to embed quantum mechanics into a classical statistical
system make one important implicit assumption, namely
that the measured correlations are described by classical
correlation functions. As we have seen in sect. 7 this as-
sumption typically does not hold for measurement corre-
lations in quantum subsystems. The classical correlation
functions cannot describe the correlation functions for ideal
measurements in many circumstances. The reasons are the
incomplete statistics of the quantum subsystem and the in-
compatibility of the classical correlations with the structure
of equivalence classes for observables.

In short, classical correlations obey Bell’s inequalities
but are not appropriate for a description of the outcome
of measurements. There exist other correlation functions
describing ideal measurements in subsystems. These are
typically the quantum correlations based on operator prod-
ucts. These “measurement correlations” can violate Bell’s
inequalities.

In the first part of this work [1] we have encountered ob-
servables for which the classical correlation functions sim-
ply do not exist. One example is the momentum observable
for a simple probabilistic automaton describing free mass-
less fermions in two dimensions. It does not take a definite
value for a given configuration of the overall probabilis-
tic system. It rather measures properties of the time-local
probabilistic information. It is a “statistical observable”,
with a status similar to temperature in classical equilibrium
systems. Nevertheless, it is a conserved quantity which is
crucial for the dynamics of particles. Since there are no
simultaneous values for momentum and occupation num-
bers for the overall configurations, a classical correlation for
such pairs of observables does not exist. The energy and
momentum observables for the quantum subsystem for a

particle in a harmonic potential discussed in sect. 5.5 are
of a similar nature.

Another example are the time-derivative observables.
The classical correlation function for the time-derivative
observables has been found to be incompatible with the
continuum limit. This means that whenever a continuum
limit is possible a classical correlation between position and
the time-derivative of the position cannot be defined. Con-
straints on classical correlation functions do not apply for
such cases.

Bell’s inequalities apply, however, also for simple spin
systems. This is where important experiments have been
done. We have to discuss why the classical correlation func-
tions are inappropriate for measurements in such systems.

Bell type inequalities

Bell-type inequalities [78, 79, 174–176] are constraints on
systems of classical correlation functions. By a classical
correlation function for a pair of two observables A and B
we understand for this discussion any correlation function
that can be written in the form

⟨AB⟩cl =
∑
i,j

w
(AB)
ij AiBj , (8.1.1)

where Ai and Bj are the possible measurement values of

the observables A and B, and w
(AB)
ij are the simultaneous

probabilities to find Ai for A and Bj for B. They have to
obey

w
(AB)
ij ≥ 0,

∑
i,j

w
(AB)
ij = 1. (8.1.2)

A system of classical correlations for three observables A,
B, C consists of the classical correlation functions ⟨AB⟩cl,
⟨AC⟩cl, ⟨BC⟩cl, obeying eqs. (8.1.1), (8.1.2). For a system
of classical correlations for three observables we further re-
quire that the simultaneous probabilities to find Ai for A,
Bj for B and Ck for C are defined

w
(ABC)
ijk ≥ 0,

∑
i,j,k

w
(ABC)
ijk = 1. (8.1.3)

The simultaneous probabilities for pairs (8.1.1), (8.1.2) fol-
low by partial summation, e. g.

w
(AB)
ij =

∑
k

w
(ABC)
ijk . (8.1.4)

If these simultaneous probabilities are available we can
define new observables by linear combinations, as B + C
with possible measurement values given by the sums of Bj
and Ck

D = B + C, Dl = D(jk) = Bj + Ck. (8.1.5)

Classical correlations involving D obey

⟨AD⟩cl =
∑
i,l

AiDl w
(AD)
il , (8.1.6)
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where l = (jk),

w
(AD)
il = w

(AD)
i(jk) = w

(ABC)
ijk . (8.1.7)

In case of a degenerate spectrum, where a given Dl can be
reached by more than one combination Bj+Ck, the proba-

bility w
(AD)
il obtains by summing w

(ABC)
ijk over all pairs (jk)

that correspond to a given l. This generalizes to systems
of classical correlations for more than three observables.

Bell type inequalities concern systems of classical corre-
lation functions for three or more observables. A crucial
assumption for these inequalities is the existence of the si-

multaneous probabilities w
(ABC)
ijk . For a subsystem with

complete statistics the probabilities w
(ABC)
ijk are available,

while this is typically not the case for subsystems charac-
terized by incomplete statistics. A central assumption for
these inequalities (that is often not stated) is that all rel-
evant measurement correlations are classical correlations
that obey eqs. (8.1.1) and (8.1.2). Furthermore, it is as-
sumed that the system is characterized by complete statis-

tics for which the simultaneous probabilities w
(ABC)
ijk are

defined. With this assumption Bell type inequalities fol-
low as constraints on combinations of classical correlations
belonging to a system of classical correlations for three or
more observables.

We have already discussed in sect. 3.7 the CHSH-
inequalities [79, 175, 176]. They concern combinations of
correlation functions for a system of classical correlations
for four observables A, A′, B, B′. As a special case they
include Bell’s original inequality if two out of the four ob-
servables are identified. The CHSH-inequalities apply if

the simultaneous probabilities w
(AA′BB′)
ijkl are defined and

used for the definition of the correlation functions. For
comparison with observation one further assumes that the
measurement correlations coincide with the classical corre-
lations of this system.

For complete statistics the assumption for the CHSH-
or Bell-inequalities are obeyed. In turn, if correlations are
found to violate the CHSH-inequalities, complete statistics
are not possible. The issue concerns the existence of simul-

taneous probabilities as w
(ABC)
ijk which could be used for the

prediction of outcomes of ideal measurements. As we have
discussed, they are often not available for measurements
in subsystems. In this case the CHSH-inequalities dot not
need to hold. It may happen that a system of classical
correlations for three or more observables exists, but can-
not be used for ideal measurements in subsystems. In this
case the CHSH-inequalities dot not apply to the measure-
ment correlation found in this type of measurements. If the
CHSH-inequalities are violated by a measurement of corre-
lations, either the corresponding subsystem has incomplete
statistics, or classical correlations cannot be used.

The observation that classical correlation functions may
not be available or not be appropriate for a description
of the outcome of measurements in subsystems does not
constitute a problem. As we have seen in sect. 7, other
correlation functions based on conditional probabilities are
available and well adapted for ideal measurements in sub-

systems. These measurement correlations do not have to
obey Bell’s inequalities. In the following we will work out
in more detail why classical correlation functions are not
appropriate.

Classical correlations of overall probabilistic
systems

For observables that take fixed values for the configura-
tions of the overall probabilistic system the classical cor-
relation function (8.1.1) always exists. The probabilities

w
(AB)
ij obtain by summing the probabilities of all states

for which A takes the value Ai and B takes the value Bj .
They obey the relations (8.1.2). This extends to systems
of classical correlation functions. The simultaneous proba-

bilities w
(ABC)
ijk are all available as sums of the probabilities

for appropriate states. The overall probabilistic system has
complete statistics for all observables that take fixed values
for each given overall configuration.

Often these classical correlations are, however, not the
correlations appearing in ideal measurements for subsys-
tems. For subsystems characterized by incomplete statis-
tics not all simultaneous probabilities are accessible by the
probabilistic information of the subsystem. Typically, clas-
sical correlations depend on properties of the environment
of the subsystem. They take different values for two ob-
servables that belong to the same equivalence class of prob-
abilistic observables for the subsystem, but differ in “envi-
ronment properties”. This excludes a use of classical cor-
relation functions for ideal measurements in a subsystem,
since the latter should not measure properties of the en-
vironment. We have discussed in sect. 7 the measurement
correlations that reflect ideal measurements in a subsys-
tem. They do not need to obey the CHSH-inequalities.

We have also encountered probabilistic observables in
subsystems that do not take fixed values for the configura-
tions of the overall probabilistic system. An example is the
momentum observable. For such observables the classical
correlation functions are not defined at all.

Coherent ideal measurements

For local-time subsystems we have advocated that ideal
measurements should use a measurement correlation based
on the product of associated local operators. This holds,
in different ways, for decoherent and coherent ideal mea-
surements. For experiments testing the CHSH-inequalities
one typically measures two parts of a subsystem, with ob-
servables A, A′ for the first part and B, B′ for the second
part. Since the two sets of operators for these observables
commute with each other,

[Â, B̂] = [Â, B̂′] = [Â′, B̂] = [Â′, B̂′] = 0, (8.1.8)

the precise time sequence of the measurements does not
matter for correlations of the type ⟨AB⟩, ⟨AB′⟩. One typ-
ically tries to measure both observables simultaneously in
order to exclude signals sent from one part of the sub-
system to the other. With eq. (8.1.8) we can extend our
discussion of sequences of ideal measurements to this case.
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The appropriate setting are coherent ideal measurements
since the measurement of B has no influence on the simul-
taneous measurement of A and B.
The measured correlations have been found to violate

Bell’s inequalities. This possibly may be anticipated be-
cause the measurement correlations are not the classical
correlations of the overall probabilistic system, and the
local-time subsystem is characterized by incomplete statis-
tics. It is instructive to understand at which point the logic
leading to CHSH-inequalities does not apply.

Simultaneous probabilities

For the measurement correlation (7.3.13) of coherent
ideal measurements the simultaneous probabilities for the

pairs w
(AB)
ij , w

(AB′)
ij , w

(A′B)
ij and w

(A′B′)
ij can still be com-

puted. This follows from the definition of conditional prob-
abilities and the relations (7.2.6), (7.2.11), which imply the
relations (8.1.2). The assumptions (8.1.1), (8.1.2) for the
derivation of the CHSH-inequalities are therefore obeyed.
This holds independently of the property if the measure-
ment correlations can be associated with classical correla-
tions of the overall system or not. For the correlation map
in sect. 3.4 some of the measurement correlations can be as-
sociated to classical correlations, while this is not the case
for the average spin map (3.3.1). For both bit-quantum
maps the assumptions (8.1.1), (8.1.2) hold, since they are
only based on the relations for conditional probabilities.

The point where a proof of the CHSH-inequalities fails
for general two-level observables represented by operators
Â, Â′, B̂, B̂′ with eigenvalues ±1 is the absence of simul-

taneous probabilities w
(ABB′)
ijk etc. Typically, B̂ and B̂′ do

not commute for the interesting cases, and similarly for Â
and Â′. The violation of the CHSH-inequalities for mea-
surement correlations concerns the case where not all the
four observables are Cartesian spins.

A crucial point in the simple proof of the CHSH-
inequality in sect. 3.7 is the relation

⟨AB⟩+ ⟨AB′⟩+ ⟨A′B⟩ − ⟨A′B′⟩ = ⟨AD+⟩+ ⟨A′D−⟩ ,
(8.1.9)

where

D+ = B +B′, D− = B −B′ (8.1.10)

are observables with possible measurement values ±2, 0.
If B and B′ are represented by non-commuting operators,

[B̂, B̂′] ̸= 0, the simultaneous probabilities w
(ABB′)
ijk are not

available for the quantum subsystem. As a consequence,

simultaneous probabilities as w
(AD±)
il are not available ei-

ther, and a proof of the CHSH-inequality is no longer pos-
sible.

To be more concrete we take B = S
(2)
1 and B′ = S

(2)
3 .

The corresponding local operators are

B̂ = (1⊗ τ1), B̂′ = (1⊗ τ3). (8.1.11)

For the observable D+ there is no associated local-
observable operator, however. The measurement correla-
tion ⟨AD+⟩m is not defined. We can, of course, define the

sums and products of operators, as

D̂+ = B̂ + B̂′ = (1⊗ (τ1 + τ3)). (8.1.12)

This operator has eigenvalues ±
√
2. It is not the local-

observable operator associated to the observableD+, which
has possible measurement values ±2, 0. It is at this point
where the proof of the CHSH-inequalities fails for the mea-
surement correlation based on operator products.

CHSH-inequalities for special cases of
measurement correlations

For general spin observables A, A′, B, B′ the CHSH-
inequalities dot not have to hold for measurement corre-
lations. There are special cases, however, for which these
inequalities can be proven, nevertheless. This holds when-
ever a given system of measurement correlations can be
expressed as an equivalent system of classical correlations.
An example are the Cartesian spin observables in the two-
qubit quantum system. The existence of the correlation
map tells us that the measurement correlations for the
Cartesian spin observables can be associated to a system
of classical correlations computed from a local probabil-
ity distribution. If the correlation map is complete there
exists a probability distribution for every arbitrary quan-
tum state or every density matrix. For arbitrary quantum
states a classical probability distribution can therefore rep-
resent the measurement correlations for Cartesian spins by
a system of classical correlations. As a consequence, the
measurement correlations for Cartesian spins have to obey
the CHSH-inequalities. This is indeed the case. The vio-
lations of the CHSH-inequalities only occur for angles be-
tween spins different from π/2. The proof of the CHSH-
inequalities for Cartesian spins is independent of the fact
if the correlation map is used or not for the definition of
the quantum subsystem. The existence of a complete map
is sufficient. There is also no need that the local probabil-
ity distribution defining the system of classical correlation
functions is unique. Typically, this in not the case.
This argument can be inverted. For any system of mea-

surement correlations that violates the CHSH-inequalities
there cannot be a classical probability distribution such
that all measurement correlations of this system can be
associated to classical correlations.

8.2 Kochen-Specker theorem

The Kochen-Specker no-go theorem [170–173] concerns
the possible associations between quantum operators and
classical observables. It makes the (generally implicit) as-
sumption that one can associate to a quantum operator a
unique “classical observable” whose expectation value can
be computed from a probability distribution according to
the standard rule of classical statistics. With this assump-
tion of uniqueness it establishes contradictions.
For local-time subsystems, including quantum subsys-

tems, we have shown that one can associate to each system
observable an operator, such that its expectation value, as
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defined in the overall probabilistic ensemble, can equiva-
lently be computed by the quantum rule using the associ-
ated operator. The map from system observables to oper-
ators associates to each system observable a unique opera-
tor. The inverse is not given. There are equivalence classes
of system observables for which all members are mapped
to the same operator. Such equivalence classes have more
than a single member. There is therefore no inverse map
from quantum operators to classical observables. The cen-
tral assumption of uniqueness for the Kochen-Specker the-
orem is not obeyed for quantum subsystems.

We briefly describe the Kochen-Specker theorem and
show how the non-uniqueness of the classical observables
which are mapped to a given quantum operator avoids the
applicability of the no-go theorem.

Commuting operators and observables

Let us consider two observables A, B that are repre-
sented by two different commuting quantum operators Â,
B̂. Two such observables may be called “comeasurable”.
For comeasurable observables it is possible to represent the
classical product observable AB by the operator product

ÂB̂. The simultaneous probabilities w
(AB)
ij to find for A

the value Ai, and for B the value Bj , can be part of the
probabilistic information of the quantum subsystem. We
will consider pairs of comeasurable observables for which
the classical observable product AB is mapped to the op-
erator product ÂB̂.
This does not mean that the associative classical prod-

uct of observables is isomorphic to the associative operator
product. As a simple example we consider observables and
operators in a two-qubit system. We associate

A→ Â = (τ1 ⊗ 1), B → B̂ = (τ1 ⊗ τ3),

C → Ĉ = (τ3 ⊗ τ1),
(8.2.1)

where

ÂB̂ = B̂Â = (1⊗ τ3), B̂Ĉ = ĈB̂ = (τ2 ⊗ τ2). (8.2.2)

While
[
Â, B̂

]
= 0,

[
B̂, Ĉ

]
= 0, the operators Â and Ĉ do

not commute,

ÂĈ = −ĈÂ = −i(τ2 ⊗ τ1). (8.2.3)

In contrast, the classical observable product is always com-
mutative.
Let us now assume that the inverse map would exist for

all pairs of commuting operators

Â→ A, B̂ → B, ÂB̂ → AB. (8.2.4)

We define the operator D̂ = ÂB̂, and assume a further
operator Ê that commutes with D̂. With

F̂ = D̂Ê → F = DE, (8.2.5)

this implies

ÂB̂Ê = D̂Ê = F̂ → F = ABE. (8.2.6)

We can in this way construct chains of operators that are
mapped to multiple classical products of observables. This
construction contradicts the non-commuting structure of
operator products, as we will show next.

Complete comeasurable bit chains

Consider a number of Ising spins or bits that are rep-
resented by a set of commuting operators. They form a
“comeasurable bit chain.” For a given number Q of qubits
there are maximally 2Q − 1 mutually commuting two-level
operators. A set of Ising spins that is mapped to a maximal
set of commuting operators is called a “complete comea-
surable bit chain.”
As an example we take a three-qubit quantum system.

Complete comeasurable bit chains consist each of seven
different Ising spins. These seven Ising spins contain
“composite Ising spins” as products of Ising spins. Let us
consider four different complete comeasurable bit chains
that we specify by the commuting sets of operators used:

F-chain:

F̂1 = (τ3 ⊗ 1⊗ 1), F̂2 = (1⊗ τ1 ⊗ 1), F̂3 = (1⊗ 1⊗ τ1),

F̂12 = (τ3 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ 1), F̂13 = (τ3 ⊗ 1⊗ τ1),

F̂23 = (1⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ1), F̂123 = (τ3 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ1),

(8.2.7)

G-chain:

Ĝ1 = (τ1 ⊗ 1⊗ 1), Ĝ2 = (1⊗ τ3 ⊗ 1), Ĝ3 = (1⊗ 1⊗ τ1),

Ĝ12 = (τ1 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ 1), Ĝ13 = (τ1 ⊗ 1⊗ τ1),

Ĝ23 = (1⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ1), Ĝ123 = (τ1 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ1),

(8.2.8)

H-chain:

Ĥ1 = (τ1 ⊗ 1⊗ 1), Ĥ2 = (1⊗ τ1 ⊗ 1), Ĥ3 = (1⊗ 1⊗ τ3),

Ĥ12 = (τ1 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ 1), Ĥ13 = (τ1 ⊗ 1⊗ τ3),

Ĥ23 = (1⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ3), Ĥ123 = (τ1 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ3),

(8.2.9)

Q-chain:

Q̂1 = F̂123 = (τ3 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ1), Q̂2 = Ĝ123 = (τ1 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ1),

Q̂3 = Ĥ123 = (τ1 ⊗ τ1 ⊗ τ3), Q̂12 = (τ2 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ 1),

Q̂13 = (τ2 ⊗ 1⊗ τ2), Q̂23 = (1⊗ τ2 ⊗ τ2),

Q̂123 = −(τ3 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ3),

(8.2.10)

If we can associate to each operator a unique Ising spin,
e. g.

F̂12 = F̂1F̂2 → F12 = F1F2, (8.2.11)

one finds

Q̂123 = F̂123Ĝ123Ĥ123 = F1F2F3G1G2G3H1H2H3.
(8.2.12)
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With

F2 = H2, F3 = G3, G1 = H1, (8.2.13)

one has for Ising spins

F2H2 = 1, F3G3 = 1, G1H1 = 1, (8.2.14)

and therefore the map

Q̂123 → F1G2H3. (8.2.15)

On the other hand we may construct one more complete
comeasurable bit chain:

C-chain:

Ĉ1 = F̂1 = (τ3 ⊗ 1⊗ 1), Ĉ2 = Ĝ2 = (1⊗ τ3 ⊗ 1),

Ĉ3 = Ĥ3 = (1⊗ 1⊗ τ3), Ĉ12 = (τ3 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ 1),

Ĉ13 = (τ3 ⊗ 1⊗ τ3), Ĉ23 = (1⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ3),

Ĉ123 = (τ3 ⊗ τ3 ⊗ τ3).

(8.2.16)

With

Q̂123 = −Ĉ123 (8.2.17)

a unique map from operators to observables implies

Q̂123 → −C1C2C3. (8.2.18)

On the other hand one has

F1 = C1, G2 = C2, H3 = C3, (8.2.19)

such that eq. (8.2.15) reads

Q̂123 → C1C2C3. (8.2.20)

The signs in eqs. (8.2.18) and (8.2.20) contradict each
other. One concludes that no map from quantum oper-
ators to observables is possible. This particular, rather
simple version of the Kochen-Specker theorem follows the
elegant derivation by N. Straumann [173].
The Kochen-Specker no-go theorem has often been mis-

interpreted by stating that it is not possible to associate
quantum operators and classical observables. The correct
interpretation tells us that one can map classical observ-
ables to quantum operators, but that this map is not in-
vertible. Different classical observables in the same equiva-
lence class are mapped to the same quantum operator. The
Kochen-Specker theorem is not applicable and no contra-
diction for the embedding of quantum mechanics in classi-
cal mechanics arises.

Minimal correlation map for three qubits

The minimal correlation map for three qubits maps 9

classical Ising spins s
(i)
k , k = 1..3, i = 1..3, plus 27 prod-

ucts for two different Ising spins s
(i)
k s

(j)
l , i ̸= j, and 27

products of three different Ising spins s
(1)
k s

(2)
l s

(3)
m , to the

corresponding quantum spin operators Ŝ
(i)
k and products

thereof. The expectation values of these 63 classical spin
observables can be equivalently computed as classical ex-
pectation values and correlations or by the quantum rule
with the associated operators, using the density matrix

ρ =
1

8
(⟨sµνρ⟩ τµ ⊗ τν ⊗ τρ), (8.2.21)

with

s000 = 1, sk00 = s
(1)
k , s0k0 = s

(2)
k , s00k = s

(3)
k ,

skl0 = s
(1)
k s

(2)
l , sk0l = s

(1)
k s

(3)
l , s0kl = s

(2)
k s

(3)
l ,

sklm = s
(1)
k s

(2)
l s(3)m .

(8.2.22)

The two level operators

Ŝµνρ = τµ ⊗ τν ⊗ τρ (8.2.23)

are of the type of the operators associated to the com-
plete comeasurable bit chains in eqs. (8.2.7)-(8.2.10). Thus
the minimal correlation map maps the classical spin ob-
servables to quantum operators. This includes products of
spins with different “flavor” i. The correlation map does
not involve classical correlation functions with four or more
factors, or correlations of spins s

(i)
k with different k but

the same i. These quantities are not accessible from the
probabilistic information of the quantum subsystem. The
map from the observables to operators is not invertible.
For example, the product F̂123Ĝ123 = (τ2 ⊗ τ2 ⊗ 1) is not

uniquely associated to the product s
(1)
3 s

(2)
1 s

(1)
1 s

(2)
3 which

would follow from identities of the type (8.2.6) for an in-

vertible map. The classical observable s
(1)
2 s

(2)
2 is mapped to

the operator F̂123Ĝ123, but many other observables, for ex-
ample observables at different times, are typically mapped
to this observable as well. The Kochen-Specker theorem
is not relevant for the correlation map. In particular, it
does not impose restrictions for the completeness of this
bit-quantum map.

8.3 Einstein-Podolski-Rosen paradox

While Bell’s inequalities and the Kochen-Specker theo-
rem have often been invoked for an argument that there
cannot be a “classical probabilistic system” underlying
quantum mechanics, the Einstein-Podolski-Rosen (EPR)
argument [74] tries to show that some extension of quan-
tum mechanics is conceptually necessary. It argues in favor
of some type of “hidden variables” that contain informa-
tion beyond quantum mechanics. Our embedding of quan-
tum systems as subsystems of the overall probabilistic sys-
tem provides for such hidden variables. In our view, the
additional probabilistic information in the overall system
is, however, not necessary to understand the dynamics of
closed quantum subsystems and ideal measurements which
are compatible with these subsystems.
The overall probabilistic system provides for a satisfac-

tory conceptual framework for understanding the origin of
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the rules of quantum mechanics. Once one accepts that
subsystems are characterized by probabilistic observables
and incomplete statistics, and admits the concept of ideal
measurements, the quantum subsystems are self-contained
logical systems without inherent contradictions.

EPR-type experiments

A typical EPR-type experiment considers the decay of
a spinless particle into two fermions with spin. Spin con-
servation requires that the spins of the two decay products
have to be opposite. (We neglect here spin-nonconservation
by a coupling to angular momentum or magnetic fields. We
also omit position or momentum degrees of freedom.) Af-
ter the decay, the two particles are treated as two qubits
in a spin singlet state, with quantum wave function

ψ =
1√
2
(⟨↑↓⟩ − ⟨↓↑⟩) . (8.3.1)

This is the maximally entangled state (3.1.4) discussed in
sect. 3. The spins in all directions are maximally anticorre-
lated. For example, the correlation function for Cartesian
spin directions obey eq. (3.1.5), while the expectation val-

ues ⟨s(i)k ⟩ vanish.
After the decay the two fermions may fly to regions that

are no longer causally connected. No event happening in
the region of the first particle at time t1 can send signals
to the region of the second particle which could influence
the behavior of the second particle in a finite time inter-
val ∆t around t1. Assume that two observers situated in
these causally disconnected regions both measure the spin
S3 of the fermions for a series of decays. If they later come
together and compare their results they will find out that
each observer sees in average as many events with S3 up
or down, corresponding to the vanishing expectation val-

ues ⟨S(i)
3 ⟩ = 0. Whenever for a given decay S

(1)
3 = 1 is

measured by the first observer, the second observer finds

precisely S
(2)
3 = −1, as predicted by the maximal anticor-

relation ⟨S(1)
3 S

(2)
3 ⟩ = −1, or more basically, by the conser-

vation of total spin.

Reality of correlations

The EPR-argument in favor of “incompleteness of quan-
tum mechanics” or the equivalent necessity of additional
information (hidden variables) for a complete description

of physics goes in several steps. (1) Assume that S
(1)
3 = 1

is measured at t1. After the measurement it is certain that

S
(1)
3 has the value one. (2) Whenever some event is certain

a piece of physical reality is associated to it. (This con-
cept of reality concerns the notion of “restricted reality”
discussed in the introduction of ref. [1].) (3) For t > t1 the

value S
(1)
3 is real. (4) It is also certain that a measurement

of S
(2)
3 at t2 > t1, (t2 − t1) < ∆t, will find S

(2)
3 = −1.

(5) For t > t2 the value S
(2)
3 = −1 is real. (6) Since no sig-

nal has affected the region of the second particle, the spin
of the second particle cannot have changed in the interval

t1−∆t/2 < t1 < t1+∆t/2. (7) Therefore S
(2)
3 has with cer-

tainty the value −1 already for some time t < t1. (8) The

value S
(2)
3 = −1 is real for t < t1. (9) This information is

not given by quantum mechanics since without the mea-

surement of S
(1)
3 at t1 the probability to find S

(2)
3 = −1 is

only one half. Quantum mechanics is therefore incomplete.

The shortcoming of this argument is the assignment of
reality to the individual spins. What is certain in this set-
ting, and therefore real, is the maximal anticorrelation be-
tween the spins of the two fermions, not the individual
spins. A possible description of the world predicts for this

situation a probability one half for S
(1)
3 = 1, S

(2)
3 = −1,

and one half for S
(1)
3 = −1, S

(2)
3 = 1. What is certain, and

directly expected by spin conservation with S
(1)
3 +S

(2)
3 = 0,

is the opposite value of the two spins. There is no reason
why certainty or reality should only be attributed to in-
dividual spins. Correlations can be real in the restricted
sense for situations where individual spin values are not
real.

Of course, if one believes in a deterministic world, the

event S
(1)
3 = 1, S

(2)
3 = −1 may be associated with fixed

values of these spins before the measurement. From a
deterministic point of view any probabilistic setting for
subsystems, and in particular quantum mechanics, is in-
complete in the sense that knowledge of the deterministic
full system would contain additional information beyond
the subsystem. There is, however, no necessity for such a
deterministic description. The probabilistic description is
fully self-consistent.

Indivisibility of correlated systems

It is often felt as counter-intuitive that a measurement
in one system can provide information about the state of
another system that is not in causal contact with the first
system. The mistake in this intuition is the consideration
of the two fermions after the decay as separate systems.
They are, however, only parts of a common system. In
the presence of correlations between two parts of a system
these parts of the system cannot be treated as separate
systems, even if no signals can be exchanged between the
parts after some time. The correlation does not disappear
because of the separation in space. The system has always
to be considered as a whole. Any measurement, even if
done only on one of the spins, provides information on the
whole system of the spins for both fermions.

The simple intuition that for total vanishing spin a mea-
surement of one of the spins provides automatically infor-
mation about the other spin having the opposite value is
correct and does not lead to any contradiction. It is only
based on the sum of both spins being zero. Only measure-

ments that change the spin S
(1)
3 could destroy the anticor-

relation between the two spins by introducing spin non-
conservation into the system. Such measurements are not

ideal measurements of S
(1)
3 . Any ideal measurement has

to respect spin conservation and therefore preserves the

correlation ⟨S(1)
3 S

(2)
3 ⟩ = −1. It is actually causality that
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implies that only an ideal measurement of S
(1)
3 which does

not change its value does also not change the anticorre-

lation relation S
(1)
3 + S

(2)
3 = 0, simply because it cannot

influence S
(2)
3 .

In summary, the discussion of the EPR-paradox confirms
an old wisdom: The whole is more than the sum of its
parts.

9 Embedding quantum mechanics
in classical statistics

Numerous statements have asserted that an embedding
of quantum mechanics in classical statistics is not possible.
The present work demonstrates by explicit examples that
this claim is not justified. We have presented a complete
classical statistical description of two simple quantum sys-
tems:

– a single qubit with an arbitrary time-dependent
Hamiltonian,

– a quantum particle in a harmonic potential.

For both systems we have found a family of classical over-
all probability distributions and specified how they are
mapped to the quantum subsystem. We further have de-
scribed how a rather simple “classical” neuromorphic com-
puter can learn to perform unitary transformations for the
entangled states of two qubits. We have indicated an evo-
lution law for classical time-local probability distributions
in phase space which accounts for a quantum particle in an
arbitrary potential as a subsystem. We have argued that
all probabilistic automata with deterministic updating are
actually discrete quantum systems.

It is important to stress that all these examples realize
both sides of quantum mechanics: the dynamics in terms
of a unitary evolution of a continuous wave function and
the realization of observables which may have a discrete
or continuous spectrum of possible measurement values.
For example, every spin direction for single qubit quantum
mechanics corresponds to a classical two-level observable
based on a yes/no decision. Observables are mapped to
operators whose spectrum of eigenvalues coincides with the
possible measurement values. Classical observables have a
well defined value for every configuration of the overall sta-
tistical ensemble. These values coincide with the possible
measurement values of the quantum system. In addition,
we have encountered statistical observables which describe
properties of the probabilistic information without taking
fixed values for the configurations of the overall statistical
ensemble.

Our final goal is the construction of an overall probability
distribution for events at all times and locations which can
describe the dynamics of a realistic model for fundamental
particles and their interactions. This overall probability
distribution is the equivalent to the functional integral for a
quantum field theory, with the important specification that

the (euclidean) action S is real, such that Z−1 exp(−S)
describes a distribution of real positive probabilities.

A unitary evolution of the time-local probabilistic infor-
mation from one time-layer to the next does not need a
complex functional integral. It is possible for a real ac-
tion as well. A simple way – not necessarily the only way –
to realize this unitary evolution are probabilistic automata.
The deterministic updating from one time-layer to the next
guarantees the unitary evolution for which no information
is lost. Probabilistic initial conditions induce the proba-
bilistic aspects crucial for quantum systems. The time-
local probabilistic information is encoded in a continuous
real wave function. The squares of the components of this
wave function are the time-local probabilities. The evo-
lution law for the wave function is linear, such that the
superposition principle holds. In consequence, all proba-
bilistic automata are quantum systems in a discrete and
real formulation. For a suitable complex structure the real
wave function is mapped to a complex wave function. The
standard continuous description of the quantum evolution
in terms of a Schrödinger or von-Neumann equation follows
if a continuum limit exists.

Probabilistic cellular automata with cells associated to
positions in space implement the locality and causality
structures of quantum field theories. Suitable probabilistic
cellular automata for Ising spins describe fermionic quan-
tum field theories in an occupation number basis [177–179],
with occupation numbers and Ising spins in direct corre-
spondence. A large variety of discrete quantum field the-
ories for fermions have been constructed in this way [180–
184]. They include models with local gauge symmetry or
local Lorentz symmetry. A key next issue will be the es-
tablishment of a continuum limit for these models [185].

The present part of this work does not focus on the con-
struction of quantum field theories. It rather supplements
this approach by a complementary “bottom-up” approach
based on simple constructions of quantum systems. The
light that these examples shed on basic questions of an em-
bedding of quantum mechanics in classical statistics may
be summarized by simple answers to a few quantum ques-
tions.

9.1 Short answers to quantum questions

We conclude this part of our work by a list of short an-
swers to questions that are typically asked for the under-
standing of quantum mechanics. While these questions are
certainly not exhaustive, our answers should summarize in
a concise form important lessons from an embedding of
quantum mechanics in a classical probabilistic description
of our world.

1. Can one understand particle-wave duality? The pos-
itive answer is rooted in the probabilistic description
of the world. On the one side observables have often
discrete possible measurement values, as yes-no an-
swers to the question if at a given time a particle is lo-
cated in a certain space interval or not. On the other
side the dynamics describes the evolution of contin-
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uous probabilistic information. This wave aspect is
particularly apparent if one uses classical wave func-
tions in order to encode the time-local probabilistic
information. The classical wave functions are proba-
bility amplitudes which obey a linear evolution law.
This realizes the superposition principle characteris-
tic for waves.

2. Why is the time-local probabilistic information de-
scribed by wave functions? The time-local subsys-
tem “integrates out” the past and the future of the
overall probability distribution. Each one of the two
integrations leaves a wave function, which obeys a lin-
ear evolution law. Time-local probabilities, or more
generally the classical density matrix, are bilinear in
the wave functions since both the past and the future
are integrated out.

3. Does quantum mechanics require a complex func-
tional integral? In Feynman’s approach to quantum
mechanics the functional integral is complex, and
quantum field theories are typically based on com-
plex functional integrals with a Minkowski signature
for the metric. The steps from the functional integral
to wave functions can be done as well for real func-
tional integrals which describe an overall probability
distribution for events at all times. The evolution
of the wave function can nevertheless be unitary. A
real “classical” or “microscopic” action defining the
functional integral can lead under certain conditions
to a unitary time evolution of the wave function. A
simple example are probabilistic automata.

4. Where do the phases of the wave function come from?
Classical wave functions which are computed from
the overall probability distribution or functional inte-
gral with real action are real functions. Nevertheless,
a suitable complex structure is often compatible with
the evolution. This maps the real wave function to a
complex wave function. In this complex formulation
for quantum subsystems the phases play the usual
role. We have given several explicit examples.

5. Where do non-commuting operators come from?
Contrary to widespread prejudice non-commuting
operators play a role in classical statistics. A prime
example is the transfer matrix. It commutes with
operators for observables only for conserved quan-
tities. The basic structure of operators describing
observables arises from the projection of the overall
probability distribution or functional integral to the
time-local subsystem. The issue if operators com-
mute or not in a given subsystem depends on the
completeness of the probabilistic information in the
subsystem. Operators for observables commute if the
simultaneous probabilities for their measurement val-
ues are available in the probabilistic information of
the subsystem. This cannot be realized for statisti-
cal observables. Also for classical observables a given
subsystem can be characterized by incomplete statis-

tics, with a representation of these observables by
non-commuting operators.

6. What is the origin of Planck’s constant ℏ? Actually,
ℏ is only a conversion factor for units. It does not ap-
pear if the units of momentum are inverse length and
the units of energy are inverse time. The role of ℏ in
quantum mechanics reflects the non-commutativity
of operators. It appears in the commutator relations
if other units for momentum or energy are used. We
choose units for which ℏ is set to one.

7. How can one explain the quantum rule for expectation
values of observables? For classical observables these
quantum rules follow directly from the basic classi-
cal law for expectation values in terms of the clas-
sical probabilities of the overall probability distribu-
tion. They are a result of the projection to the time-
local subsystem and involve only the standard laws
for probabilities. The generalization to expectation
values of statistical observables arises from the obser-
vation that for subsystems the statistical observables
are typically represented by operators very similar to
the classical observables. The possible measurement
values of statistical observables correspond to the
eigenvalues of the operators for suitable eigenstates.
These eigenstates correspond to particular forms of
the time-local probabilistic information. Simple ex-
amples are observables for momentum or energy.

8. What is the origin of the quantum mechanical uncer-
tainty? This uncertainty is related to the incomplete
statistics of subsystems. Observables are then rep-
resented by non-commuting operators. Uncertainty
relations follow from the non-vanishing commutator.
The incomplete statistics can be of a basic nature as
for statistical observables. It can also be the result
of the projection to a subsystem. Some subsystems
are possible only if the classical time-local probabil-
ity distribution obeys certain constraints. These con-
straints – the quantum constraints for our examples
– can enforce directly the uncertainty relations.

9. How can the unitary time evolution of quantum me-
chanics be realized in classical probabilistic systems?
For many classical systems the evolution is not uni-
tary, but rather describes the approach to some equi-
librium state. The rate of this approach is given by
some correlation time or length. There exist, how-
ever, classical statistical systems for which the step
evolution operator is orthogonal, or its projection to
a subsystem is orthogonal. This realizes a unitary
evolution for which no information is lost as time pro-
ceeds. A simple example are probabilistic automata.
Here the deterministic updating guarantees the con-
servation of the time-local probabilistic information.

10. Why is the world described by quantum mechanics?
An overall probability distribution which approaches
an equilibrium state as time progresses cannot de-
scribe the complexity of our world. Any realistic de-
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scription of the universe has to be based on an overall
probability distribution for which the step evolution
operator is orthogonal, at least once projected on a
suitable subsystem. This subsystem may have an en-
vironment which equilibrates. The universe is then
described by the subsystem. With an orthogonal step
evolution operator the subsystem is a quantum sys-
tem in a real or complex formulation.

11. Does on expect deviations from quantum mechanics?
Quantum mechanics is exact for subsystems with a
unitary evolution. Possible deviations from quantum
mechanics can only arise from the interaction of the
quantum subsystem with its environment. One the
fundamental level the step evolution operator can
be made block-diagonal in a part with orthogonal
evolution for the subsystem and a part for the en-
vironment. The absolute size of the eigenvalues of
the step evolution operator for the environment is
smaller than one. As time progresses, this erases the
probabilistic information in the environment. Due to
the very long history of the universe in terms of fun-
damental time units – Planck time or smaller – the
probabilistic information in the environment is com-
pletely lost at present time. With an equilibrated
environment only the subsystem remains. On the
fundamental level the quantum laws are exact with-
out any deviations. The situation can be different
for particular quantum subsystems of the time-local
subsystem for the whole world. They may not be
completely decoupled from their environment. For
example, this may happen if quantum constraints are
not obeyed exactly. The effective deviations from
quantum mechanics for such subsystems can be un-
derstood within the exact quantum laws of the overall
exact quantum mechanics for the whole world [186–
188].

12. Does entanglement distinguish quantum mechanics
from classical statistics? No. Entanglement is a
statement about correlations. Correlation functions
are defined for all probabilistic systems. Correlations
between parts imply that the system has to be re-
garded as a whole and cannot be separated into in-
dependent parts.

13. Why are observables probabilistic? For a given state
in quantum mechanics only probabilities are available
for finding one of the possible measurement values
for an observable. This feature typically also occurs
for subsystems in a classical statistical setting. Even
observables which have definite values for the config-
urations of the overall probabilistic system are often
mapped to probabilistic observables for the subsys-
tem. Constraints on the overall probability distri-
bution which can realize a given subsystem may not
allow simultaneously sharp values for all observables
of the subsystem.

14. Can one use the classical correlation function for a
sequence of measurements? In general, the correla-

tions for sequences of measurements are described by
measurement correlations based on conditional prob-
abilities. For particular cases, that may be called
ideal classical measurements, the measurement cor-
relation coincides with the classical correlation func-
tion. In case of incomplete statistics the classical cor-
relation function is not available for arbitrary pairs
of observables. This is the case for statistical ob-
servables for which classical correlation functions are
not defined. It can also happen for subsystems if the
probabilistic information available for the subsystem
does not contain simultaneous probabilities for the
possible measurement values of a pair of observables.
Even if available, the classical correlation function is
often not appropriate for measurements because of a
lack of robustness.

15. Why do Bell’s inequalities not prevent an embed-
ding of quantum mechanics into classical statistics?
Bell’s inequalities concern classical correlation func-
tions. The measurement correlation in quantum sys-
tems has been found experimentally to violate Bell’s
inequalities for certain pairs of observables. The con-
clusion is that classical correlations cannot be used
for the measurement correlations of such pairs of ob-
servables. Since for classical statistical subsystems
the measurement correlation for ideal measurements
often differs from the classical correlation function,
the non-applicability of the classical correlation func-
tion is no argument why quantum mechanics cannot
be embedded in classical statistics. Our examples of
explicit constructions of quantum subsystems from
an overall classical statistical probability distribution
prove that such an embedding is possible.

16. What is the reduction of the wave function? The
reduction of the wave function is a convenient math-
ematical procedure to describe the conditional prob-
abilities for a sequence of incoherent ideal measure-
ments. It does not apply to sequences of arbitrary
measurements. It is also not well defined for quantum
systems of many qubits. No violation of quantum
laws or the unitarity of the evolution are necessary
for the realization of the conditional probabilities of
incoherent ideal measurements.

17. Which classical probability distribution can describe
a quantum particle in an arbitrary potential? One
can formulate a time-evolution law for the time lo-
cal probabilities which describe the quantum particle
as an appropriate subsystem. An overall probability
distribution which realizes this evolution law is not
known at present, with the exception of harmonic po-
tentials. Given the fact that particles are excitations
of a complex vacuum of a quantum field theory, a
final answer to this question may have to follow the
route of a quantum field theory and its vacuum first.

When one comes to more concrete questions as the last
one, one realizes that the way is still long for a quanti-
tative understanding of interesting quantum systems from
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an overall classical probability distribution. The examples
of this part of our work mainly help to clarify conceptual
issues since all steps can be followed explicitly in a sim-
ple way. A promising route to understand real physical
quantum systems from an overall “classical” probability
distribution of the world may proceed by probabilistic cel-
lular automata. They guarantee a unitary time evolution
and implement the locality and causality of quantum field
theories. Suitable probabilistic cellular automata for Ising
spins are equivalent to discretized quantum field theories
for fermions. A key task is the establishment of a contin-
uum limit and an understanding of the vacuum of these
quantum field theories. First advances are described in the

first part of this work [1]. A good part of these tasks still
needs to be done.
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