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Abstract

We start with the simplest quantum system (a two-level system, i.e., a qubit) and discuss a one-
to-one mapping of the quantum state in a two-dimensional Hilbert space to a vector in an eight
dimensional probability space (probability simplex). We then show how the usual transformations
of the quantum state, specifically the Hadamard gate and the single-qubit phase gate, can be
accomplished with appropriate transformations of the mapped vector in the probability simplex.
One key defining feature of both the mapping to the simplex and the transformations in the simplex
is that they are not linear. These results show that both the initial state and the time evolution of a
qubit can be fully captured in an eight dimensional probability simplex (or equivalently using three
classical probabilistic bits). We then discuss multi-partite quantum systems and their mapping to
the probability simplex. Here, the key tool is the identical tensor product structure of combining
multiple quantum systems as well as multiple probability spaces. Specifically, we explicitly show
how to implement an analog of the two-qubit controlled-not (CNOT) gate in the simplex. We
leave it an open problem how much the quantum dynamics of N qubits can be captured in a
probability simplex with 3N classical probabilistic bits. Finally, we also discuss the equivalent of
the Schrodinger’s equation for the wavefunction (in a Hilbert space of arbitrary dimension), which

dictates the time evolution of the vectors in the simplex.

PACS numbers:



I. INTRODUCTION

The birth of quantum mechanics has fundamentally changed our understanding and in-
terpretation of the natural laws of the microscopic world. The mathematical structure and
the experimental predictions of the theory have been quite clear; yet, there has been a wide-
ranging and still ongoing rigorous debate regarding the precise meaning and interpretation of
various key components of the theory, such as the wavefunction and the measurement [I, 2].
According to the traditional Copenhagen interpretation, the evolution of the quantum wave-
function is described by the Schrodinger’s equation, which is deterministic. However, when
a measurement is performed, the deterministic evolution comes to an abrupt end with prob-
abilities entering the picture. The experimenter observes probabilistic outcomes, with the
likelihood of each outcome determined by the overlap of the wavefunction (at the time of
the measurement) with the eigenstates of the basis that the measurement is performed at.

This probabilistic nature of the quantum theory is now very well understood, and has been
confirmed by countless experiments. Yet, the mathematical structure of quantum mechanics
is quite different compared to a traditional theory of probability. This has been emphasized
in detail by the recent pioneering work of Fuchs and colleagues [2]. Specifically, quantum
mechanics invokes the mathematical structure of wavefunctions with complex coefficients
that live in a Hilbert space. A key question is whether this unique mathematical structure
is strictly necessary. Can quantum mechanics be interpreted under the general umbrella
of classical probabilistic theories? This question is not only important from a foundational
point of view, but also has practical implications. Recent achievements in quantum comput-
ing and quantum information science have shown us that quantum devices have the potential
to make a large impact on society [3H8]. However, to be able to understand the true power of
quantum devices, we need to better understand the boundary between quantum mechanics,
classical physics, and traditional probabilistic theories [0-H12]. To answer this great need,
over the last two decades, there has been an impressive body of research that has investi-
gated the relationship between quantum mechanics and classical probabilistic theories. One
line of research has argued for a completely subjective interpretation of the wavefunction
[2,13]. One of the main tools in these investigations is fine-tuned operator classes that allow
Symmetric Informationally Complete (SIC) measurements |14, [I5]. Other related research

has tried to place quantum mechanics under the umbrella of probability theories that are



more general than classical, sometimes referred to as post-classical theories of probability
[T6H-20]. This research has identified a rich landscape and the goal is to place quantum
mechanics properly in this landscape in order to better understand its unique properties.

The main goal of this paper is to point out another direction in investigating the relation-
ship between quantum mechanics and classical probabilistic theories: maps from the Hilbert
space to a probability space and transformations in the same space, with the unique feature
that the maps and transformations are not necessarily linear. In this work, we focus on
capturing the initial state and the time evolution of quantum systems in a classical proba-
bility space (i.e., we will not consider the measurement aspect of quantum systems [21] 22]).
Specifically, we start with the simplest quantum system (a two-level system, i.e., a qubit)
and discuss a mapping of the quantum state to a vector in a probability space (Fig. 1).
The mapping is one-to-one and preserves all the information encoded in the wavefunction.
Not surprisingly, to be able to store all the information encoded in the complex coefficients,
we need to increase the dimension of the system: the mapping is to an eight dimensional
probabilistic space (from the two dimensional Hilbert space).

Once a quantum state is mapped, the next key question is whether the evolution of the
state can be captured in the probability simplex. It is well known that an arbitrary evolution
of a single qubit can be achieved using combinations of Hadamard gates and phase rotations
[B]. We will show how these two main operations can be implemented with appropriate
transformations of the mapped vector in the probability space. The transformations in the
simplex are affine, but not linear.

These results show that both the initial state and the time evolution of a single qubit can
be captured in an eight dimensional probability space (or equivalently using three classical
probabilistic bits). We then investigate this mapping for multiple qubits. Here, the key
tool is the identical tensor product structure of combining multiple quantum systems and
combining multiple probability spaces. Specifically, we will explicitly discuss how to imple-
ment an analog of the two-qubit controlled-not (CNOT) gate in the simplex. Within our
formulation, N qubits will map to a tensor product of N 8-dimensional probability spaces
(i.e., a Hilbert space of dimension 2V will map to a probability simplex of dimension 8V).
We leave it as an open question how much of the dynamics of N qubits can be captured in
the simplex with 3N classical probabilistic bits. Finally, we will also discuss an analogue of

the Schrodinger’s equation for the wavefunction which lives in a Hilbert space of arbitrary



dimension. This is a continuous differential equation that describes the evolution of the
simplex vector under an effective “Hamiltonian”.

Our work has been heavily influenced by the recent investigations of quantum mechanics
within the operational framework of probability theories; in particular the pioneering work
of Hardy [16] and Barrett [I7]. There is also a relation of this work to a large body of litera-
ture who have attempted to derive some features of quantum mechanics using classical “toy”
theories. A good summary of various toy theories is discussed in, for example, Ref. [23].
This work is also related to the mapping of quantum states to probability-like distribu-
tions, typically referred to as quasiprobabilities [24H31]. The most well-known example of a
quasiprobability distribution is the Wigner function. It is well-known that quasi-probabilities
can have negative values; in fact, the true quantum mechanical nature of the wavefunction
is expressed in these negative regions. We argue that when one allows for maps and trans-
formations that are not necessarily linear, one can capture a quantum state (as well as its’
evolution) using only probabilities (i.e., negative values are not needed). We will comment

on these connections more thoroughly below, in Section XIV of the paper.

FIG. 1: The schematic of the basic idea that we will study in this work. We start with a qubit
with wavefunction, [¢), and discuss a one-to-one mapping, ¢ from the Hilbert space H to a vector
$in an eight dimensional probability space S (which is a real Euclidean space). The vectors § have
their values add up to unity (i.e., they are valid probability distributions), and therefore lie on a
hypersurface (the simplex). We then show how various elementary gates that are applied to the
wavefunction, [¢), can be mimicked in the probability simplex (i.e., not just the initial quantum
state, but also its evolution can be mapped to the simplex).

We note that there is nothing new in the idea that a quantum state can be represented as



a vector of probabilities. Consider a specific set-of basis states, |¢1), |p2), [@3), ... Given an
initial wavefunction |0}, we can view the measurement outcomes in the mentioned basis as a
probabilistic vector of the form, ([{(¢1[)[?, [(@2[¥)]*, (@ali)[?,...). When the quantum state
evolves, these probability values would change, and we can always view this as mapping
the initial probability vector to another output probability vector (by multiplying with an
appropriate matrix, for example). Such straightforward mapping, however, always results in
matrices that depend on the initial wavefunction |¢)). This is, for example, clearly discussed
in the ontological model of Aaronson, in Ref. [32]

What we will be discussing is something quite different. We will encode both the am-
plitude and phase information of the complex wavefunction in probabilities. The analogs
of the quantum gates in the probability space (for example the Hadamard gate and the
single-qubit phase gate), will involve affine transformations, with constant translations and
constant matrices (that will be independent of the initial input state). This essentially means
that all the interferences in the complex coefficients can be captured in the probability space.
To further emphasize the analogy, consider a single qubit that evolves through any number
of gates: for example, a Hadamard gate, followed by a phase-gate, followed by 7/3 Rabi
rotation, and so forth. One can construct circuits that would perform exact analogs of these
gates in the probability simplex, and exactly track the quantum evolution in the simplex.
Once the circuits are fixed, if the initial condition for the quantum state changes, one only

needs to modify the initial condition for the simplex vector.

II. PRELIMINARIES

As we mentioned above, in traditional formulation of quantum mechanics, a quantum
state is described by a complex wavefunction, |¢), in a Hilbert space, H. This state will
evolve according to Schrodinger’s equation, which conserves the norm of the wavefunction.
This time evolution of the quantum state can be described using an appropriate unitary
matrix, U, that satisfies, UTU = UUT = I. With this evolution, the state is mapped to
) — Ul).

In any classical probabilistic experiment, we will have a set of probabilities, which we
can also think of as constituting a vector, in a probabilistic space, S. We will denote such a

probabilistic vector with s. Each of the entries of this vector has to be between 0 and 1, i.e.,



0 < s; < 1, and furthermore, the entries need to sum to unity, ¥, s; = 1. Because the entries
add up to unity, such a vector lies on certain surface in the probabilistic space, and this
surface is called the simplex [33]. Similar to a quantum state, such a probabilistic vector
can also evolve in time (perhaps the experimental conditions change, or our knowledge of
the experiment evolves). We can view such evolution as mapping a vector in space S, to
another vector. We will denote such mapping with T": S — S. Usually, such evolution is
described by multiplying the vector § with a Stochastic matrix, M, i.e., T(3) = M -3. A
stochastic matrix is a matrix whose columns sum up to 1. This assures that the resultant
vector also is normalized; i.e., its’ components add up to unity. As we will discuss below in
detail, probabilistic vectors can also transform using maps that are not linear, but instead
affine. Throughout this paper, all quantum mechanical operators will be presented by a hat
(for example U ), whereas all the transformations in the simplex will be presented by a tilde

(for example, M).

III. TWO-LEVEL QUANTUM SYSTEM (QUBIT) AND MAPPING

We now specifically focus on a single qubit wavefunction |ib) = ¢y|0) + ¢;|1). Here, the
states |0) and |1) are the logical states, and ¢y and ¢; are the complex coefficients satisfying
the usual normalization condition, |co|? + |¢1]? = 1. The quantum state can be represented as

a vector in the logical state basis:

Co To + 1Yo

) = (1)

1 T+ 1y
Here, we have defined the real and imaginary parts of each complex coefficient, i.e., ¢y =
To + 1Yo and c¢; = x1 +1y;. In what follows, instead of the complex coefficients, we will work
with these real and imaginary parts. This is necessary since the probabilities are real and
positive, and therefore, components of a vector in the probability simplex must only contain
real coefficients.

We propose the following mapping of the quantum state [¢)) (in Hilbert space H) to a



vector s in the probability space, p: H - S :

1+ 2z
1+ 2
1-x

1| 1-m2
T1 + 1 8 1+
L+
L-yo

I-y

We note that the vector s represents a valid probability distribution. That is, each
of the entries is between 0 and 1 (i. e., 0 < s; < 1), and these entries sum up to unity,
>.;8; = 1. The fact that we need to increase the dimension from 2 to 8 is intuitive. For
each complex coefficient, we need to store two real numbers, the real part and the imaginary
part. Furthermore, for each real number, we need to store the quantity with both signs.
This is because, in order to map the transformations of the quantum state, we will need
access to both signs of these coefficients. Hence, the factor of 4 increase in the dimension.
The map is injective (i.e., one-to-one), but not surjective. The main insight in the mapping
of Eq. (2) is that the phase and the amplitude information (for the real and imaginary parts
of the complex coefficients) can be stored in how much the probabilities deviate from purely
random quantity (hence the initial “1” in all the entries of §).

A key property of the mapping of Eq. (2) is that it is not linear. By inspection, a
superposition of two wavefunctions do not map to the same superposition of their mapped
vectors: @(a i) +b[p)) # ap(|ih)) +be(|@)) for i), [¢) € Ha,beC.

We note that the set of states s defined in the simplex by Eq. (2) form a convex surface.
That is, for two different states § and s’; and for coefficients A\ and A’ such that A+ X\ =1, any
combination As+ A'S’ is also an allowed mapped state. This is similar to what is discussed
in Refs. [10, 7). We also note, however, that, differing from the prior work, the simplex
vector with all of its’ entries equal to 0 (which we can denote by 0) is not a valid mapped
vector. Even if we were to include not-normalized quantum states (where the probabilities

leek out of the system, for example), in the limit, z; - 0,y; — 0, all of the entries for the



vector in the simplex would approach %, ie., §—

IV. TRANSFORMATIONS IN THE SIMPLEX

As we mentioned above, prior work has focused on linear transformations of probability
vectors of the form M - 3, using a stochastic matrix M. There is an important reason for
the consideration of only linear transformations in earlier work (for example, in Refs. [16]
and [I7]. From the construction of the probability space, these authors included the null
vector, 0, in their allowed states and further posed the constraint that a reasonable map, f,
should leave the null vector unchanged, i.e., f (ﬁ) - 0. However, as we discussed above, the
null vector, 0, in the probability simplex is not a valid mapped vector in our formalism.

Furthermore, operations of probabilities that are not linear are encountered frequently
and we do not see an apriori reason to exclude such maps. One well-known example is the
nonlinearity due to the logical OR operation. Consider two independent events, A and B,
with event probabilities, p(A) and p(B), respectively. The probability of A OR B would be
given by, p(Av B) =p(A) +p(B)-p(AAB) =p(A) +p(B) - p(A)p(B), which is a nonlinear
function in each of the event probabilities.

The central question is what type of maps, T : S — S, that we should be looking for.
Motivated by the mapping of Eq. (2), we look for affine transformations of the simplex vector
of the form a translation added on linear combinations of the simplex vector entries. A key
insight of this work is that the mapped vectors [described by Eq.(2)] can be written in the

following form, which makes the correspondence with the Hilbert space more clear.
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Here, we have defined another 8-dimensional vector, § = 85 — 1. Note that the entries of p
sum up to zero; i.e., ¥, p; = 0. Furthermore, the Euclidian norm of j is a constant ||| = v/2,
since we have z3 + y2 + 2% + y? = 1 (this is because of the normalization of the wavefunction).
We also note that the two vectors that form the simplex vector s are orthogonal to each
other, 1-5=0. As a result, we have [|3]| = \/||1||2 + ||7]|?/8 = V/10/8, which is also constant.
This shows that s lies on the intersection of a seven-dimensional hypersphere, with four
seven-dimensional hyperplanes, resulting in a three dimensional hypersurface S.

As it will be clear below, because the quantum gates form linear combinations of the
entries of p, we first view the mapping of the simplex vector s, as instead mapping p to

another vector. We will call the matrix for this mapping to be M:
p—M-p . (4)
Expressed as acting on the full simplex state §, the transformation of Eq. (4) is, T'(8) =

% (i + M -]3), which gives T'(5) = % [i + M- (8§— I)], or writing it slightly differently,

T()==(I-M)-1+M-5 . (5)

ool =

Here, the quantity Tis8x8 identity matrix. Below, we will give explicit expressions for the
8 x 8 matrices, M, for specific evolution of the quantum state, such as the application of the

Hadamard gate. With the matrix M given, Eq. (5) describes the explicit transformation of



the probability vector, with the map 7': S — S in the simplex.

We note that, the first term in the right hand side of Eq. (5) is a translation for each
of the entries of the vector (an offset). Because of this term, the map 7': S — S is not
linear (i.e., the sum of two vectors 5 and s’ would not transform as the sum of the individual
transforms). However, T is an affine map. For two vectors, § and §, and for coefficients A
and A such that A+ X =1, we have T(AS+ \'&") = A\T'(3) + N'T'(5").

The constraints on the matrix M of above such that 7': S — 9 is a valid map is different
from stochasticity. Specifically, the two necessary constraints are (1) M should be such that
the norm of the resulting vector is preserved since we need to have: |[M - || = v/2. Because
of the specific form for the vector p, this norm conservation does not imply orthogonality of
the matrix M. By inspection, the necessary constraint is that the sum of the squares of the
entries in each row must add up to unity: i.e., }; ij =1 for each row 7. (2) The rows of M
should be related to each other such that the entries of M - sum up to zero. Specifically,
M - p should produce a column vector of the form shown in Eq. (2), with respective entries
having equal amplitude and opposite signs. This assures that the resulting full simplex
vector, % (i + M- ]3) is a valid probability distribution (i.e., its’ entries add up to unity).

We next discuss how using the above affine transformations, one can find the equivalents
of the Hadamard gate, Rabi rotations, and the single-qubit phase gate in the probabilistic

simplex.

V. HADAMARD GATE

The Quantum Mechanical Hadamard gate on a single qubit is accomplished by multiply-
ing the state vector 1)) with the following unitary matrix [3]:

Un = (6)

S-S
S-S

Note that as required by unitarity, we have UIT{U n = 1. The effect of the Hadamard gate

on the quantum state, explicitly expressed in terms of the real and imaginary parts of the
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complex coefficients, is:

1 1 .
. —= ——= To + 1Yo
Unly) = \f \{5 .
E ﬁ 1 +1Y1
1 1 - 1 1
_ ﬁ%‘%xl”(%%‘ﬁyl) , (7)
%l’o+%$1+i(%yo+%yl)

We, therefore, have the following transformation of the quantum state as a result of the

Hadamard gate:

) — UHW))
To + 1Yo . %ﬁo—%flﬂ%(%y _%yl) (8)

L

.T1+iy1 ﬂ$0+%$1+i(%yo+%yl)

The central question is if a similar transformation can be accomplished in the simplex, using
an appropriate matrix, which we will denote with M ((7 1). Specifically, we are looking for

the following transformation:

p— M(Uy) 7
W) [ ()
al | ()
—20 —(%xo— %xl)
I N (%xo - %xl) _ 9)
Yo (%yo - %yl)
o | | (e o)
~Yo - (%yo - %yl)
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By inspection, the required 8 x 8 matrix for the transformation of Eq. (9) is:

%00%0000
55 0 000 00
0 %55 0 0 0 0 0
H(0) = 00 557 0 0 0 0 (10)
000 0 0 5 0 0 %
0000%%00
00000%%0
000 0 0 0 0 o5

With the matrix M(Uy) given as above, the full transformation of the simplex vector is

given by Eq. (5), i.e., Ty, (3) = g [1- M(UH)] T+ M(Uy)-5.

VI. RABI ROTATIONS

Above in Section V, we discussed the Hadamard gate. However, any arbitrary qubit
rotation in that plane can be accomplished in a similar way: i.e., one can observe “Rabi

flopping” of a single qubit by implementing the following rotation in the simplex:

R cosf —sinf
Uy = . (11)
sinf cosf

Here, the quantity 6 is the Rabi rotation angle. For 6 = 7/4, we recover the Hadamard gate

of above. The effect of this rotation on the quantum state is:

cosf —sinf xo + 1Yo

Usl))

sinf cosf 1+ 1y,

xgcosl —xysinf +1i(yocosh —y; sinf) (12)
xosinf + x1 cosf +1i (yosinf + y; cos ) '

The question again is if a similar transformation can be accomplished in the simplex, using

an appropriate matrix, which we term M (Ug). By inspection, the required 8 x 8 matrix for
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this transformation is:

cosf 0O 0 sinf O 0 0 0
sinf cosf 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 sinf cosf O 0 0 0 0
- . 0 sinf cosf@ O 0 0 0
M(Uy) = (13)
0 0 cosf O 0 sin@

0 sinf cosf 0 0
0 0 sinf cosf 0
0 0 0 sinf cos@

o o o o O

0
0 0
0 0
0 0

With this transformation matrix, the individual entries of the simplex vector would oscil-
late as a function of the rotation angle . An example is shown in Fig. 2. Here we perform
the transformation on the simplex vector, Ty, (3) = § [f — M(Ug)] -1+ M (Uy)-3, with the Rabi
rotation matrix M(Ug) of Eq. (13), with the initial condition of xg = 1,yo = 0,21 = 0,y =0
for the quantum wavefunction (and therefore the simplex amplitudes). As the rotation angle

0 is varied, the first probability component of the simplex vector s; = %(1 +xgcosl—xqsind)

oscillates between the values of 0 and }l.

VII. SINGLE-QUBIT PHASE GATE

The Quantum Mechanical single-qubit phase gate is accomplished by multiplying the

state vector |¢)) with the following unitary matrix:

R 1 0 1 0
Us = - . (14)

0 exp{(ia)} 0 cosa+isina

Note again that as required by unitarity, we have U ;US = 1. The effect of the single-qubit

13
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FIG. 2: “Rabi flopping” in the simplex. Here we apply the Rabi rotation matrix of Eq. (13) to
the initial simplex vector with the initial condition of x¢g =1,y9 =1,21 =0,y = 0 for the quantum
wavefunction (and therefore the simplex amplitudes). As the rotation angle € is varied, the first
probability component of the simplex vector s; = %(1 + xgcosf — x1sinf) oscillates between the
values of 0 and }1.

phase gate on the quantum state is:

1 0 To + iyo

Usly)

0 cosa+isina r1+ 1y

o + Zyo

(z1cosa—yysina) + i (z1sina + y; cos )
By inspection, the required 8 x 8 matrix for this transformation is:

1 0 0 0 O O 0 O
Ocose 0O 0 0O O O sina
0O 0 1 0 0 0 0 o0
A 0 0 O0cosa 0 sinaa 0 0
M(Us) = ) (16)
O 0o 0 o 1 0 o0 O
0 sine O 0O OcosaO O
O 0 0O O o0 0 1 o0

0 0 Osinaa 0O 0 O cosa

14



As we discussed above, with the matrix M (US) given, the full transformation of the
simplex vector which mimics single-qubit phase rotation is Ty (5) = %[IN - MU S)] 1+

M(Us)-3.

VIII. ARBITRARY EVOLUTION OF THE TWO-LEVEL QUANTUM SYSTEM

Above, we argued that one can perform operations identical to the Hadamard gate and
the single-qubit phase gate in the probability simplex. We also note that the transformations
in the simplex rely on forming linear combinations of the vector, p. As a result, a sequence
of quantum gates can be mimicked by cascading the appropriate transformations in the
simplex sequentially. More specifically, consider a quantum state that first evolves according
to the unitary operator U followed by evolution with U,. We would find the corresponding
transformation matrices M(U;) and M (UQ), and map the corresponding vector as p —
M (Uy)M(Uy) - p. We, therefore, have M(U,Uy) = M(Uy)M(Uy). We will provide a more
rigorous proof for this cascading theorem later in Section XII.

Because it is well-known that any arbitrary of evolution of a two-level quantum system
can be accomplished using an appropriate combination of a Hadamard gate and a single-
qubit phase gate [3], we conclude that any arbitrary evolution can be achieved in the simplex.
This result shows that both the initial state and the full evolution dynamics of a single qubit
can be captured by using an 8-dimensional probabilistic simplex (or equivalently, using three
classical probabilistic bits, since the simplex dimension of three classical probabilistic bits is
8).

Below, in Section XII, we will derive the differential equation for the time evolution of
the simplex state §(¢) in time ¢, analogous to the Schrodinger’s equation for the quantum
state |¢(t)). The existence of a time evolution equation in the simplex also points to the
same result; that is, full evolution dynamics of the quantum state can be captured in the

simplex.

IX. SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION FOR A HADAMARD GATE

A detailed discussion of how the above transformations can physically and practically be

accomplished using classical probabilistic bits is beyond the scope of this work. It is likely
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that extensions of the recently demonstrated probabilistic bits (the so-called p-bits) will
be feasible [34] 35]. In this section, we will discuss one specific approach to construct the
Hadamard transformation in the simplex, which is summarized by the matrix of M (U ) of
Eq. (10), with the full simplex transformation given by: Ty (3) = § [I~ - M(UH)] T+M(Upy)-
s. We discuss on the first row of this transformation; other rows can be implemented in a
similar manner. Using this map, the first entry of the simplex vector will need to transform

as:

1 l+a
é(1+:c0) \/_ f Li(1-vV2)| . (17)

We note that this transformation involves a constant offset added to the linear combi-
nation of the first and fourth entries in the initial simplex vector: (1 + o) and (1 -1),
respectively. Let’s denote two random variables, a and b, with event probabilities p(a) and
p(b), respectively. We choose the event probabilities p(a) and p(b) to be exactly these first

and fourth entries of the simplex vector:

3
—~
IS
~
Il

p(b) = c(1-mz1) . (18)

To implement the first row of the Hadamard gate, we need to construct a circuit, which

will have two entries at its input, p(a) and p(b), and produce the following output:

\(/a_) péb_) “(1-V2) . (19)

One way to accomplish this would be to utilize the probability of the logical OR operation.
Note that, the probability of p(a v b) is:

p(avb)=p(a)+p(b) -pland) . (20)
Rewriting Eq. (19) in a slightly different way:

p&@) ij_) S V2) =p(0) +(0) + (5 = Dpla) + (== Dp0) + 5(1-V2) - 2D
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We see that if these two events are chosen to be such that their intersecting set satisfies
planbd) = (1- %)p(a) + (1 - %)p(b) + (V2 - 1), we have p(a v b) giving the correct
transformation. We note that the appearance of the logical OR and logical AND operations
in above is further indication that we do not need to specifically focus on linear maps in the

simplex (since logical operations are inherently nonlinear).

X. MULTIPLE SYSTEMS: THE TENSOR PRODUCT

When we have more than one qubit, the Hilbert space is given by the tensor product of
the Hilbert space of the individual qubits; i.e., the wavefunctions will be of the form (for N

qubits):

[V} =) @ ) @ [s)~ @ ) (22)

For probabilistic spaces, we combine multiple vectors in an identical way. This has been
discussed and rigorously proven in Ref. [I7]; it is also implicit in the discussion of the
mathematical structure of the probability theory by de Finetti [33]. However, this feature
of combining probability spaces is not widely known. It is usually assumed that the tensor
product is a feature that is very special and specific to quantum mechanics. For probabilistic

spaces, the combined vector in the simplex is given by:
§=51®5,®53 -5y . (23)

XI. TWO-QUBIT CONTROLLED-NOT (CNOT) GATE

In this section, we discuss how to map the two-qubit controlled-not (CNOT) gate to the
probabilistic simplex. When we have two qubits, the Hilbert space of the quantum system
is spanned by states [00), |01), [10), and |[11). We now have four complex coefficients that

describe the state, i.e., our wavefunction is

1) = cool00) + c1|01) + c10]10) + cp1|11) (24)
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or equivalently in vector notation, we can express the wavefunction as:

The two-qubit CNOT gate maps |00) — |00), [01) - |01), [10) — |11), and |[11) — |10). Here,
the first bit is the control bit and the second bit is the target bit. In matrix notation, the

gate is accomplished using the following unitary matrix:

1000

N 0100

Ucnor = - (26)
0001

0010

Using our formalism, we map each qubit to a simplex of dimension 8: i.e., the corresponding
simplex dimension for the multi-partite system, s = §; ® Sg, is 8 x 8 = 64. To make the

notation analogous to the two-qubit Hilbert space, we write each simplex vector as:

(27)

o O o = o o o o
o = O O O o o o
o O O o o o = O
o O = O O o o o
_ o O o o o o o

o o o o o o o =
o O O o o = O O
o O O o = o o o

Here, both 0; and I, are column vectors with four entries: 0; = (1 +al 1-ah T+yh 1-yi)T/8
stores the real and imaginary parts of the complex coefficient for state |0) for the i’th qubit,
while the vector 1; = (1+ 2% 1 -2t 1 +y 1 - yi)T/8 stores the information for state |1).
Because of the unique way the mapping of Eq. (2) is defined, we need the 8 x 8 “shuffling”
matrix Ssyg in Eq. (27). The complete basis states for the two-qubit Hilbert space mapped
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to the simplex can similarly be written as:

VATl

= 31 ® 3y = Seaxea (28)

Here, we note that each of these entries in the column of Eq. (28) is of dimension 4 x4 = 16,
and the total dimension is, 64, as required. We have found that the new “shuffling” matrix

364><64 can be expressed as:
Seaxes = (Sgxg ® Ssxs) (T2x2 ® Ssug ® Iyns) (29)

Here, the quantities Ioxo and Iy are 2 x 2 and 4 x 4 identity matrices, respectively. The
corresponding matrix that would implement the equivalent of CNOT gate would be a 64 x 64
matrix, acting on vectors with the form of above. In an analogous way to the CNOT gate

of Eq. (26), this 64 x 64 matrix will be:

I~16><16 0 0 0
N 0 ILigae O 0
Menor = ) . (30)
0 0 0 Iiexis6

0 0 ligag O

Here, the quantity Ijgxs is the 16 x 16 identity matrix. With the matrix of Eq. (30),
we can perform an analogous operation on the simplex vector using the transformation,
5 — §64x64MCNOT§ngﬁ4 - 5. We note that differing from the single-qubit discussion of
above, the “two-qubit” transformation of the simplex state is a linear transformation, and
is a stochastic matrix.

We also note that, in general, with an initial separable simplex vector of the form § =
S1 ® S, the transformation § — 564Xﬁ4]\>[oNOT§gjxﬁ4 - §, would produce a simplex vector
that can no longer be written as the tensor product of two individual simplex vectors (i.e.,
§ # 51 ® §5). Mathematically, this is identical to a CNOT gate producing entanglement in a

two-qubit system.
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In this section, we discussed the most straightforward way to map multiple qubits to
the probability space. Each qubit is mapped to an 8-dimensional probabilistic vector, and
the tensor product of qubits is mapped to a tensor product of these 8 dimensional simplex
vectors. For example, as we detailed above, using this approach, two qubits are mapped
to a probability space of dimension 8 x 8 = 64. However, it is clear that this manner of
mapping multiple qubits to the simplex is not efficient. This is because, two qubits form a
Hilbert space of dimension 4 (i.e., we have 4 complex coefficients), and using an extension
of the mapping of Eq. (2), we should need a 4 x 4 = 16 dimensional simplex vector to store
these 4 complex coefficients. Mathematically, this means that while the approach that we
used here is intuitive and has a rigorous theoretical foundation as described in Ref. [17], it
does not formally preserve the map ¢ : H - S, i.e., p(®F, [;)) # ®7,5;. We have found
a more efficient way for combining simplex vectors that resembles the tensor product rule
and simultaneously preserves the map ¢. We will discuss this approach and its’ specific

application to the CNOT gate in Appendices A and B.

XII. INFINITESIMAL EVOLUTION: THE SCHRODINGER’S EQUATION FOR A
SINGLE QUBIT

To derive the Schrodinger’s equation for infinitesimal evolution in the probability space,
we will re-express both the mapping and transformations in a more compact form. We first
rewrite the mapping ¢ of Eq. (2) explicitly in terms of the real and imaginary components

of the wavefunction. Defining Z = Re{|¢)} and ¢ = Im{|¢) }:

1 x
1 -T -
Ah=eirip=s=gl gl T f=gden (31)
-y
and in algebraic form,
p(19)) = 51 +7 8 Re(l0)} +7® Im{ju)}), (32)

where, 7=(1 =100)T andi=(001 —-1)7.
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Given a general unitary matrix U acting on a quantum state vector [¢)), we note that the

real and imaginary parts of the wavefunction will transform as:
U i) = [Re(U) +iIm(U)] (7 +ig) = [Re(U)z - Im(U)g] +i[Re(U)g + Im(U)z] . (33)

Here, the quantities Re(U) and Im(U) are the real and imaginary components of the evo-
lution operator U , respectively. This implies that, under general unitary evolution, the real

and imaginary parts of the wavefunction will evolve as:

)

— [Re(0)7 - Im(U)y]
— [Re(0)g +Im(U)z] . (34)

<

For the mapped vector s in the simplex, the above evolution of the real and imaginary parts

of the wavefunction implies the following transformation of the vector p:

A~

Re(U) O O Im(D)
p| O ROy O Gy (35)
() O Re(l) O

O Im(U) O Re@))\ -3

ST

<

We also note that due to the structure of the p vector, the following two transformations

are equivalent:

Re(U) O O Im(0) 7 O -Re(U) O  Im(U) i
O Re(U) Im(U) O -2 | [ -Re(@) O  Im(0) O -
m(0) O Re(l) O il | m@ o 0  —Re( || 3
O Im(U) O Re)]\ -3 O  Im(U) -Re(U) O —jj

(36)

As a result of the above equivalence, we consider both of the matrices to be equivalent

definitions of the transformation M (U) which is associated with a general evolution of the
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wavefunction by the operator U:

~

Re(U) O O Im(D)
O Re(U) Im(U) O

M(U) = ) ; =RRe(U)+ZeIm(U) |, (37)
Im(U) O Re(U) O
O Im(U) O Re)
O -Re(U) O  Im(U)

sy <| ReW 0 )0 R+ Tem(T) . (39)

Im(U) O O  -Re(U)
O  Im(U) -Re(U) O

Above we have used two 4 x 4 matrices R and Z to simplify the notation:

1000 0001

N 0100 ~ 0010

R = Ixa = 7I: : (39)
0010 1000
0001 0100

We note again that, given the transformation matrix associated with arbitrary evolution
of the quantum state, M (U ), the full transformation of the simplex vector is given by
Ty (38) = %[IN— M(U)] .1+ M(U) -3 We now rigorously prove the cascading theorem as

follows:

M(U2)M(Uy) = [R®Re(Us) +Z & Im(U) ][R @ Re(U1) + Z ® Im(U)]

=R @ Re(Us) Re(U:) +Z ® (Re(Us) Im(U ) + Im(Us) Re(U)) + Z2 ® Im(Us ) Im (U3 )
=R ® (Re(Us) Re(Uy) - Im(Us) Im(U1,)) + Z ® (Re(Us) Im(Uy) + Im(Us) Re(U1))

=R @ Re(ULUy) +Z © Im(U,U1) = M(ULUY) . (40)

In this derivation, we have used the equivalence established above in Eqs. (37) and (38).
In order to derive the analogue of Schrodinger’s equation in the simplex, we follow the

above formalism for infinitesimal evolution of the quantum state |¢)(¢)), under the pres-
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ence of some general Hamiltonian H (t). The time evolution of the wavefunction, which is

determined by the Schrodinger’s equation, is:

s W) = O W) (a1)

The transformation of the state from [¢)(t)) to [¢(t + dt)) is due to the action of the differen-
tial unitary operator 6U = exp[—z'ﬁ (t)/h (5t]. Correspondingly the differential transformation
M (6U) must act on the vector j(t), to produce a vector p(t + 0t):

lt-+6t) = NI(5D) - (t) = ML~ (@)/Rot)- (1) = p(6) - SIGHD) 5(1) . (42)

We then evaluate M(iH (t)) in Eq. (42) using Eq. (35) and take the 6t - 0 limit to obtain
the following differential equation for p(t):

hd@iﬂ = [RoIm(H(t)) - T ® Re(H(1))]-(t) = Heps (1) - (1) (43)

Here, we have defined H,;;(t) = R ® Im(H (t)) -Z ® Re(H(t)), which can be viewed as the
effective “Hamiltonian” operator in the simplex. We next use Eq. (43), to find the differential
equation for the full simplex vector, §(¢). Using §(t) = %[1 +ﬁ(t)], we have § = %ﬁ for the
time derivative of the full simplex vector. Using this time derivative in Eq. (43), we finally
arrive at:

ds(t)

h — =ﬁeff(t)-(§—%1) . (44)

XIII. SCHRODINGER’S EQUATION FOR A GENERAL QUANTUM STATE OF
DIMENSION K

Equation (44) is valid for the explicit mapping of a single qubit to an 8 dimensional
probability simplex of Eq. (2). We note that it is straightforward to generalize this result.
For a Hilbert space of dimension K, we would have K complex coefficients to describe an
any wavefunction that lies in this space. We can then map the real and imaginary parts of
these coefficients to a probability simplex of dimension 4K.

Specifically, for a wavefunction of dimension K, we can define its’ real and imaginary
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parts in exactly the same manner Zx = Re{|))} and gk = Im{|¢))}. The map ¢(|¢)) is then

given by a similar expression as Eq. (31) of above:

1 Tx
1 1 1 -Tg 1 -
= T U :#:— _— :—1 D . 45
o([V)) = p(Zx +iyg) = 3 K| IR i 4K(K+p) (45)
~JK

Following the identical steps outlined above in Section XII, we can then derive the time
evolution equation for the 4K dimensional simplex state:

ds(t) - 1

= H, (3 - —

ig) . (46)

We note that the time evolution of Eq. (46) preserves the probabilistic norm of the simplex
vector, that is 3, s;(¢) = 1 at all times. This can be proven using:
ds 1 dp -p ds 1 - dp 1 - -
—=—— L. == 1. == — 1L . H,;;-p=0
Y o e S T o TV o e LA
d
%(Z 5i(t)) =0 = Zsi(t) = Zs,-(O) =1 . (47)

XIV. RELATION TO PRIOR WORK

Since the inception of quantum mechanics, the precise meaning of the wavefunction [¢))
has been a source of constant debate. Does the wavefunction correspond to something real
(the ontological interpretation) [36-38], or is it simply a tool to summarize an observer’s
incomplete information about a system (the epistemological interpretation) [39]. This work
firmly supports the epistemological interpretation of the wavefunction. We have shown that
the initial state and the dynamics of a single qubit can be completely captured using an 8-
dimensional probabilistic simplex. It is the thesis of this work the traditional mathematical
formulation of quantum theory, i.e., complex vectors that live in a Hilbert space, is not
needed. The problem can instead be formulated as a real vector in a probability space
and traditional features of quantum theory, such as interference of complex amplitudes, can
be captured in this space. As also discussed by other authors [I7], the identical nature of

the tensor product for combining separate systems, also strongly favors the epistemological
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interpretation.

Within this context, perhaps the closest relation to our work is the “toy” theory of
Spekkens, which captures some features of a quantum two-level system using four epistemo-
logical states, based on the knowledge balance principle [39]. Ontological, hidden variable
theories of quantum mechanics has also been widely discussed [23]. Several prominent exam-
ples of these are due to Bell [40], Beltrametti-Bugajski [41], Kochen-Specker [42], Aaronson
[32], and Aerts [43]. Of particular importance to this work is Aaronson’s model [32], which
discusses representing the quantum state as a vector of probabilities, and mapping this
vector to another set of probabilities using an appropriate matrix. However, as we men-
tioned above, when only represented as a vector of projected probabilities, such a matrix
inevitably depends on the initial state of the wavefunction. We emphasize again that this
is very different from our approach and our results. The analogs of the quantum gates that
we have discussed in the probability space, such as the Hadamard gate of Eq. (10) and the
single-qubit phase gate of Eq. (16), involve constant translations and constant matrices (i.e.,
the information about the initial state, zo,yo, z1,y1 does not appear in these matrices). We
believe this is crucial for the approach presented here. Consider a quantum system that
evolves through any number of gates. One can construct probabilistic circuits that would
perform exact analogs of these gates in the probability simplex, and exactly track the quan-
tum evolution in the simplex. Once the circuits are fixed, if the initial condition for the
quantum state changes, one only needs to correspondingly modify the initial simplex vector.

We also note that our work has connection to the work of Fuchs and colleagues, who has
argued for a completely subjective interpretation of the quantum wavefunction [2 13|, [14].
In this approach, the key ingredient is a set of projection operators, which are called SICs
(abbreviation for Symmetic Informationally Complete). These operators have a number
of fine-tuned properties. Of particular importance, when one expresses the density matrix
operator for a quantum system as a summation of SICs, the expansion coefficients explicitly
have the measurement outcome probabilities. As a result, these operators allow for a smooth
relation between the measurement outcome probabilities and the density matrix. There
are no other operator classes that allow such a simple and explicit connection between
measurement probabilities and the density matrix for a quantum system.

We note that here are several key differences between our work and the approach of

SIC operators. (1) The SIC approach focuses on the measurement outcomes of a quantum
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mechanical system. As we mentioned above, our manuscript focuses on capturing the initial
state and the dynamics of a quantum system. (2) To our knowledge, our approach is unique,
in the sense that it allows storing both the amplitude and phase information of the complex
coefficients of a quantum system. This is critical for capturing the single-qubit and two-
qubit gates in the probability simplex, as well as finding the equivalent of the Schrodinger’s
equation in the probability space.

Our work also has an important connection to the large body of literature that have
studied mapping of quantum states to quasiprobability distributions. The most famous
of these is the Wigner function which is in the continuous phase space. Recent work has
focused on negativity of these quasiprobability distributions, their studies in discrete phase
spaces, as well as their relationship to quantum contextuality [24-31]. It is known that
such quasiprobability distributions can have negative values, and the amount of negativity
is typically viewed as the “quantumness” of the system. The key difference of our work is
that we have discussed that if one considers appropriate maps, then mapping to a classical
probabilistic space is possible (i.e., negative values are not needed).

We also note that in this work, we have focused on the initial state and the time evolution
of quantum systems and how we can capture these in the probability space: i.e., we have
not considered the measurement aspect of quantum systems. More specifically, the focus of
the current work is on capturing the initial quantum states and the gates, largely within
the context of an N-qubit quantum computer. One key reason for this focus is that when
one analyzes a quantum algorithm in detail (for example, Shor factoring algorithm [3]), the
key advantage is in the interference of complex amplitudes in an exponentially large Hilbert
space (i.e., the key advantage is not in the measurement; the measurement in the end is more
like an afterthought). We also have not gone into a detailed discussion of entanglement [1],
nonlocality [44], or contextuality [45]. A rigorous discussion of these important concepts is

beyond the scope of this work.

XV. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In conclusion, we have discussed mapping of the initial state and time evolution of a
qubit to the probability simplex. We have discussed analogs of the single-qubit Hadamard
and phase gates, as well as two-qubit CNOT gate in the probabilistic simplex. We have also
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discussed how multi-partite quantum systems can be mapped, as well as the analog of the
Schrodinger’s equation which dictates the time evolution of the simplex vector.

It is well known that the quantum gates that we have discussed here (single-qubit
Hadamard gate, single-qubit phase rotation, and the two-qubit CNOT gate) form a uni-
versal gate set [3]. That is, arbitrary evolution of an N qubit quantum computer can be
approximated with these gates. Due to the similar nature of the mathematical formalism,
perhaps a similar result can be expected for N simplex vectors: but this is an open question.

We believe that the approach presented here may provide a unique way to simulate
quantum systems that are more efficient than currently possible. For example, for an N-
qubit quantum computer, the initial state at the beginning of a computation would be an
unentangled product state of the individual qubits. We would then map each qubit to an
8-dimensional probabilistic vector, s. This could be any 8-dimensional probabilistic system,
whose probabilities (individual entries in the vector) have appropriate values so that the
initial state of each qubit is accurately mapped. The tensor product of N qubits would
then map to a tensor product of N 8-dimensional probabilistic vectors. The evolution of
the quantum computer would proceed as a sequence of single qubit and two-qubit gates.
The simulation that we envision then is to implement the analogs of these gates in the
probabilistic system, using the appropriate transformations in the simplex that we have
described above. It is an open question how much N simplex vectors (forming a probability
space of dimension 8V) can efficiently simulate an N qubit quantum computer (a Hilbert
space of dimension 2V).

Within this context, an exciting immediate experimental direction is to experimentally
demonstrate the simplex transformations for a single qubit that we have discussed. It may
be possible to extend the recent experimental work of Datta and colleagues on probabilistic
bits (p-bits) [34, B5]. One key goal would be to observe the “Rabi flopping” behavior of
Fig. 2 in the simplex using an appropriate circuit acting on 3 p-bits.

We think it is also possible that progress along the above posed questions will help clarify
the quantum/classical boundary [46-48], as well as the quantum measurement problem

49, 0]
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APPENDIX A. MULTIPLE SYSTEMS: THE TENSOR PRODUCT REVISITED

Above in Section X, we discussed the most straightforward way to map multiple qubits to
the probability space. Each qubit is mapped to an 8-dimensional probabilistic vector, and
the tensor product of qubits is mapped to a tensor product of these 8 dimensional simplex
vectors. For example, as we detailed above, using this approach, two qubits are mapped to
a probability space of dimension 8 x 8 = 64. However, it is clear that this mapping is not
efficient. This is because, two qubits form a Hilbert space of dimension 4 (i.e., we have 4
complex coefficients), and using an extension of the mapping of Eq. (2), we should need a
4 x4 =16 dimensional simplex vector to store these 4 complex coefficients. Mathematically,
this means while the approach that we used in Section X is intuitive, it does not formally
preserve the map ¢ : H — S, i.e., o(®Y, |1);)) # ®7, ;.

In this section, we discuss an approach to combine multiple simplex vectors that preserves
the map and also closely resembles the tensor product structure. For this purpose, we first
look at the combination scheme of the real and imaginary parts of the quantum states for the
two qubits, [¢1) and [¢)3), since the definition of map ¢ : H - S in Eq. (32) explicitly includes
the real and imaginary components. The real and imaginary parts for the wavefunction of

the tensor product is:
1) ® [1ha) = (T1 +i3j1) ® (T2 +1Y2) = (T1 ® To — §1 ® Y2) +i(T1 @ Yo + 11 ® To) . (48)

Here, we have defined the real and imaginary parts of the wavefunctions for each qubit:
Z1 = Re{|Yn)}, U1 = Im{|¢1)}, Z2 = Re{|t2)}, and g2 = Re{|t)2)}. Using an extension of the
map of Eq. (32), this then implies:

p([Pn) ®[42)) = %6(116 +7 @ [Re{|v1)} ® Re{|¢p2)} - Im{[¢) } ® Im{[1)2) }]
+1® [Re{[vn)} ® Im{Juz)} + Im{Ju1)} @ Re{ly2)}]) . (49)

We note that the above equation is precisely equal to (115 +7 ® Re{|t1) ® [¢2)} +1 ®
Im{|¢1) ® [1)2)}). Hence we introduce a closed operation which we refer to as the “box

product”, ®, over any two 4m (m > 2,m € N) dimensional vectors that have the form of a
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typical p to preserve the map while combining systems,

T T (1 ® T2 — 1 @ Ya)
-7 - —(Z1®T9— 11 Y-
L8P, = 1 2 - ( 1 2~ U1 y2) (50)
1 Uo (Z1 ® P + 11 ® T2)
~1 ~U2 —(f1 ® 1o + U1 ®f2)

We note that this operation is closed because the resultant vector, p; ® ps follows the typical
form of the p vector. We also note that the above defined box product operation remains
closed even if it is extended to the matrices of the usual form M (U) for any unitary operator

U. that acts on the composite quantum system, U=U,®U,. To prove this we start with:
MUy ® Us) (18 2) = M(Uy) ® M(Us) (L8 o) = M(UD)pr & M(Uz)pa . (51)

We then expand the rightmost expression and equate it term by term with the middle term

to obtain the following form for M(Uy) & M (Us):

M(Uy) & M(Uy) =R ® [Re(U7) ® Re(Uz)-Im(U7) ® Im(Us) ]+
Z ® [Re(U)) ® Im(Us) + Im(U) ® Re(Us)]
(52)

The expression in Eq. (52) is exactly equal to M(U; ® Us). This is because Re(U; ® U,) #
Re(U1) ® Re(U), but instead Re(U; ® U,) = Re(U;) ® Re(Us) - Im(U;) ® Im(U). Similarly,
we also have Im(U, ® Us) = Re(Uy) @ Im(Us) +Im (U ) ® Re(Us). Hence, in the above defined

probabilistic simplex space, S, the combined vector in the simplex is given by:

R R ((GETALTASELY N (53)

One important distinctive property of the box product operation versus the tensor product
operation is that it is distributive over addition but not associative (just like the universal

logical operations NAND and NOR).
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APPENDIX B. TWO-QUBIT CONTROLLED-NOT (CNOT) GATE REVISITED

In this section, we will discuss how to map the two-qubit controlled-not gates to the
probability simplex, using the techniques introduced in the previous section, in Appendix A.
As we discussed above, when we have two qubits, the Hilbert space of the quantum system
is of dimension four and it is spanned by states |00), [01), |10), and |11). We can, therefore,
represent the wavefunction as [1)) = Z + iy, where & and ¢ are each of vectors of dimension 4.
In the box product formalism, the dimension of the simplex space would be 4 x 4 = 16 and
in that space the matrix of transformation would be M(UCNOT) =R® UCNOT, since ﬁCNOT

is real,

Uonor O 0) 0]

o o U, O O
M(Ucnor) = ovor . (54)
) O Ucnor O

0] O O  Ucnor

As our next example, we consider a general conditional unitary gate which can be written
as: Cy = Py@I+P ®U. The two-qubit transformation matrix for this gate, M (C’U) is given
by:

M(Cy)=M(Py@I+P oU)=M(PyoI)+M(P,el)
SM(Cy)=R&[Py®I]+R&[P,®Re(U)]+Z [P, ®Im(U)]

SM(OU) 27%®CA(RQ(U) +Z~:®p1 ®Im(U) . (55)

In matrix form this can be represented as:

éRe(U) O O pl ® IIIl(U)
. O Chre P, @ Im(U) O
M(Cy) =] . ) e (56)
P® Im(U) O CRe(U) @)
0] P ® Im(ﬁ) @] éRe(U)
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