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Abstract

We discuss a new approach to simulate quantum algorithms using classical probabilistic bits

and circuits. Each qubit (a two-level quantum system) is initially mapped to a vector in an eight

dimensional probability space (equivalently, to a classical random variable with eight probabilistic

outcomes). The key idea in this mapping is to store both the amplitude and phase information

of the complex coefficients that describe the qubit state in the probabilities. Due to the identical

tensor product structure of combining multiple quantum systems as well as multiple probability

spaces, n qubits are then mapped to a tensor product of n 8-dimensional probabilistic vectors

(i.e., the Hilbert space of dimension 2n is mapped to a probability space of dimension 8n). After

this initial mapping, we show how to implement the analogs of single-qubit and two-qubit gates

in the probability space using correlation-inducing operations on these classical random variables.

The key defining feature of both the mapping to the probability space and the transformations in

this space (i.e., operations on the random variables) is that they are not linear, but instead affine.

Using this architecture, the evolution of the 2n complex coefficients of the quantum system can be

tracked in the joint fully-correlated probabilities of the polynomial number of random variables.

We then give specific procedures for implementing (1) the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm, and (2) the

Quantum Fourier Transform in the probability space. Identical to the Quantum case, simulating

the Quantum Fourier Transform in the probability space requires O(n) probabilistic bits and O(n2)

(i.e., quadratic in the number of quantum bits) operations.

PACS numbers:
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing has generated much enthusiasm over the last three decades due to

the possibility of solving difficult computational problems more efficiently than any conceiv-

able classical computer [1–6]. One of the main reasons for this enthusiasm is the discovery

of Shor’s factoring algorithm, which is a polynomial-time algorithm for finding the prime

factors of large numbers, of which no efficient classical algorithm is known. A key component

of Shor’s factoring algorithm is the Quantum Fourier Transform, which achieves the discrete

Fourier transform operation on an exponentially large state space with a polynomial num-

ber qubits and operations [7]. It is now understood that, in addition to factoring, quantum

algorithms can be used for solving a variety of problems [8], including efficient data search

[9], and finding eigenvalues and eigenvectors of large matrices [10].

Since its inception, there has also been a rigorous debate regarding what constitutes the

key ingredient of the computational speed up in quantum algorithms [11–14]. It is clear that

exponentially large dimension of the Hilbert space is one of the key ingredients; yet it is also

clear that some degree of entanglement and high fidelity of the gates is also essential [15–

17]. How much entanglement is needed has been the subject of a rigorous debate [16, 17].

To understand the true power of quantum computers, we need to better understand how

exactly they differ from their classical counter-parts. Much recent research also indicates

that the first truly useful quantum computers will likely use a hybrid approach, where at

least some part of the computation is performed classically, using, for example, classical

post-processing of quantum measurement outcomes [18–20]. If at least certain sections of

the quantum computation can be replaced with classical algorithms, this may significantly

improve the practical applications and the impact of quantum computers. Furthermore,

such classical algorithms may be useful in their own right, since they may provide more

efficient means of simulating quantum many body systems.

In this paper, we will discuss a new approach for simulating quantum algorithms using

classical probabilistic random variables and correlation-inducing operations on these vari-

ables (i.e., circuits). The approach builds on our recent work that map quantum systems

to classical probabilistic random variables [21]. In this recent work, we started with the

simplest quantum system (a two-level system, i.e., a qubit) and discussed a mapping of

the quantum state to a vector in a probability space (Fig. 1). The mapping is one-to-one
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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 (i.e., to a physical classical random variable with eight

probabilistic outcomes).

Once a single-qubit quantum state is mapped, the next key question is whether the

evolution of the state can be captured in the probability space. It is well known that an

arbitrary evolution of a single qubit wavefunction can be achieved using combinations of

Hadamard gates and phase rotations [1]. We showed how these two main operations can

be implemented with appropriate transformations of the mapped vector in the probability

space (i.e., using appropriate operations on the classical random variable). One key feature

of the transformations in the probability space is that they are affine, but not linear. In

our recent manuscript, we also introduced 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 vector in the probability space under

an effective “Hamiltonian”.

In the current work, we use this recently suggested mapping of quantum systems to prob-

ability spaces, and discuss how one can simulate quantum algorithms using classical random

variables and correlation-inducing operations on these random variables. As we discussed

above, each qubit is initially mapped to a classical random variable with eight probabilistic

outcomes (or, to three probabilistic bits, p-bits [22, 23], since three bits are sufficient to

produce eight possibilities). Due to the identical tensor product structure of combining mul-

tiple quantum systems as well as multiple probability spaces, n qubits are then mapped to a

tensor product of n 8-dimensional probabilistic vectors (i.e., the Hilbert space of dimension

2n is mapped to a probability space of dimension 8n). After this initial mapping, we show

how to implement analogs of single-qubit and two-qubit gates in the probability space using

operations on the classical random variables (in other words transformations of the probabil-

ity state vector). The key defining feature of both the mapping to the probability space and

the transformations in this space is that they are not linear, but instead affine. After this

general construction, we give specific procedures for implementing (1) the Deutsch-Jozsa

algorithm [8] and (2) the Quantum Fourier transform [7] in the probability space. Identi-

cal to the Quantum case, simulating Quantum Fourier Transform in the probability space
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using classical random variables requires O(n2) operations (i.e., quadratic in the number of

quantum bits). Remarkably, using this architecture, the evolution of an exponential number

of complex coefficients that define the n-qubit quantum wavefunction can be tracked in the

fully-correlated joint probabilities of the classical random variables. The probabilities con-

tain the information of both the real and the imaginary parts of the complex coefficients.

We also show that at the end of the quantum evolution, when a measurement is performed

on a Hermitian observable, its’ measurement outcomes can be calculated using the same

joint probabilities.

The mapping and the simulation that we discuss use classical random variables, and

operations on these variables, with a number that scale polynomially with the number of

qubits. However, we will not make a statement regarding the true computational efficiency of

our simulator. This is because: (1) There may be an exponentially scaling physical resource

that is hiding in a certain aspect of our formalism. (2) To evaluate the true computational

efficiency of the simulation, a detailed study of noise and error correction is critical. (3)

While the measurement outcomes of the quantum system (at the end of the evolution) can

be calculated using the joint probability distribution of the classical random variables, it is

not clear if this calculation can be performed efficiently under the presence of noise (this is

because of the exponentially small probabilities in the joint probability distribution). We

will comment on these issues in more detail in the conclusions section below.

Our work has been heavily influenced by the recent investigations of quantum mechanics

within the operational framework of probability theories; in particular the pioneering works

of Fuchs and colleagues [24], Hardy [25], and Barrett [26]. One of the main tools in these

investigations is fine-tuned operator classes that allow Symmetric Informationally Complete

(SIC) measurements [27–29]. 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 [25, 26, 30–32]. 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.

In other related prior work, we note the extensive literature that 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. [33]. Several prominent examples

of these are due to Spekkens [34], Bell [35], Beltrametti-Bugajski [36], Kochen-Specker [37],
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Aaronson [38], and Aerts [39]. Of particular importance to this work is Aaronson’s model

[38], 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, when only

represented as a vector of projected probabilities, such a matrix inevitably depends on the

initial state of the wavefunction, which is very different from the approach that we consider

here.

This work is also related to the mapping of quantum states to probability-like distribu-

tions, typically referred to as quasiprobabilities [40–47]. 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 commented on

these connections more thoroughly in our recent manuscript [21]. In the current paper, we

will focus specifically on simulating quantum algorithms using this approach, such as the

Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm and the Quantum Fourier Transform.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In traditional formulation of quantum mechanics, a quantum state is described by a

complex wavefunction, ∣ψ⟩, in a Hilbert space, H. This state will evolve according to

Schrodinger’s equation, which conserves the norm of the wavefunction. This time evolu-

tion of the quantum state can be described using an appropriate unitary matrix, Û , that

satisfies, Û †Û = Û Û † = Î. With this evolution, the state is mapped to ∣ψ⟩ Ð→ Û ∣ψ⟩.

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

0 < si < 1, and furthermore, the entries need to sum to unity, ∑i si = 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 [48]. Similar to a quantum state, such a probabilistic vector

can also evolve in time (for example, because of a change in the experimental conditions).

We can view such evolution as mapping a vector in space S, to another vector. We will
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denote such mapping with T ∶ S Ð→ S. Usually, such evolution is described by multiplying

the vector s⃗ with a Stochastic matrix, M̃, i.e., T (s⃗) = M̃ ⋅ s⃗. 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. Throughout this paper, all quantum mechanical operators

will be presented by a hat (for example Û), whereas all the transformations of the simplex

vectors will be presented by a tilde (for example, M̃).

The probabilistic vectors can also undergo affine transformations of the form T (s⃗) =

a⃗ + M̃ ⋅ s⃗. Here, the constant “offset” vector a⃗ and the matrix M̃ should be chosen such

that the mapped vector T (s⃗) is a valid probability distribution. The conditions for the

matrix M̃ such that T ∶ S Ð→ S is a valid transformation is different from stochasticity. We

will discuss these conditions in detail below. Affine nature of the transformations require

that a statistical mixture of the input vectors should produce the same statistical average

of the transformed vectors. More formally, for any two vectors s⃗ and s⃗′, and two constants

λ and λ′ such that λ + λ′ = 1, we have T (λs⃗ + λ′s⃗′) = λT (s⃗) + λ′T (s⃗′). This type of affine

transformations of probabilistic vectors has not received much attention before, and is one

of the central ideas of this work.

Figure 1 summarizes the key features of our approach. We start with mapping a single

qubit wavefunction to the probability simplex. Not surprisingly, to be able to store all the

information that is encoded in the complex coefficients, we need to increase the dimension of

the system. As shown in Fig. 1(a), the mapping is to an eight dimensional probability space.

In this mapping of the qubit, we have something quite physical in mind: that is, the mapping

is to a physical classical random variable with eight probabilistic outcomes. This can, for

example, be visualised as a “die” with eight faces and the vector s⃗ stores the probabilities in

these eight outcomes. The key is that these 8 probabilities store both the amplitude and the

phase information in the complex qubit wavefunction. When a measurement is made on the

quantum wavefunction, one finds the quantum system to be in one of the two states with

probabilities given by the magnitude square of the complex coefficients. Because the map

stores both the phases and the amplitudes of these complex coefficients, not surprisingly,

by measuring these probabilities (i.e., by repeatedly throwing the die and measuring the

components of the 8-dimensional vector s⃗), one can also uniquely calculate the probabilistic

outcomes of the quantum system.

Throughout this manuscript, we will formulate our approach using these above-mentioned
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FIG. 1: The simplified schematic of the approach that we will study in this work. (a) We start with

a qubit with wavefunction, ∣ψj⟩, and discuss a one-to-one mapping, φ from the Hilbert space H to

a vector s⃗j in an eight dimensional probability space S (which is a real Euclidean space). In this

mapping of the qubit, we have something quite physical in mind: that is, the mapping is to physical

classical random variable with 8 values. This can, for example, be visualised as a “die” with 8 faces;

the vector s⃗ stores the probabilities in these 8 outcomes. (b) The wavefunction for a multi-partite

quantum system is initially mapped to a tensor product of individual simplex vectors. This is due

to the identical tensor product rule of combining multiple quantum systems as well as multiple

probability spaces. (c) With the initial product wavefunction (unentangled state), a quantum

algorithm runs through a sequence of single-qubit and two-qubit gates. Each of these operations

can be mapped to a corresponding affine transformation in the probability space. The end result

is that, the quantum evolution in the Hilbert space of dimension 2n (i.e., an exponentially large

number of complex coefficients), can be smoothly tracked in the probability space of dimension 8n.

At the end of the evolution, the fully-correlated joint probabilities in the s⃗ vectors are measured.

Because these probabilities contain both the amplitude and the phase information in the 2n complex

coefficients of the quantum system, not surprisingly, the measurement outcomes of the quantum

system can be calculated by measuring these joint probabilities.

eight-dimensional probabilistic vectors. However, we note that, our whole scheme can instead

be formulated in terms of classical random variables with only two outcomes such as a coin-

flip (i.e., a probabilistic bit, or a p-bit.) Eight possible outcomes require three p-bits and

7



one can visualize the mapping of the qubit to three physical p-bits (instead of mapping to

a single “die” with eight outcomes).

We will then consider multiple qubit systems. Here, each qubit wavefunction, ∣ψj⟩ is

mapped to an eight-dimensional simplex vector, s⃗j. Due to the identical tensor product

structure of combining multi-partite systems, the combined wavefunction of the initial multi-

qubit system is mapped to a tensor product of simplex vectors (this can be understood intu-

itively as the joint probabilities of several events happening together). This is schematically

shown in Fig. 1(b). In this multi-partite mapping, we again have something quite physical

in mind. n qubits are mapped into n 8-dimensional dice (or equivalently, to 3n probabilistic

bits), and initially, the information in the quantum wavefunction is stored in the tensor

product of probabilities stored in the corresponding s⃗ vectors.

With this initial mapping, the next question that we address is if the evolution of the

quantum system can be captured in the probability simplex. For this purpose, we will first

discuss how to implement analogs of single-qubit and two-qubit gates in the probability

simplex. Each gate in the quantum system can be viewed as changing the values of the

complex coefficients in the Hilbert space. What is remarkable is that, these modifications

of the complex coefficients (due to the quantum evolution) can be fully captured using cor-

responding affine transformations acting on single-simplex or two-simplex vectors. These

affine operations can be viewed as physical experimental operations, that change the prob-

abilistic outcomes of a single “die”, or specific operations that induce correlations between

the two “dice”.

With this construction, we will then shift our focus to implementing specific quantum

algorithms. Here, since any quantum algorithm can be implemented using a sequence of

single-qubit and two-qubit gates, we basically track the algorithm in the probability space

using a sequence of affine transformations. The end result is that, the quantum evolu-

tion in the Hilbert space of dimension 2n (i.e., an exponentially large number of complex

coefficients), can be smoothly tracked in the probability space of dimension 8n. This is

schematically shown in Fig. 1(c). We will specifically focus on the Deutsch-Josza algorithm

and the Quantum Fourier Transform (which is the foundation of Shor’s factoring algorithm).
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III. MAPPING OF SINGLE QUBIT WAVEFUNCTION AND ITS’ EVOLUTION

We first discuss mapping of the single-qubit wavefunction and its evolution in the Hilbert

space. This section will follow closely the discussion in our recent manuscript [21], which we

include here for completeness. In the following subsections, we describe the mapping of the

wavefunction from the Hilbert space to the probability space, φ ∣ψ⟩ and also mapping of the

wavefunction evolution under unitary operator Û , M̃[Û].

Mapping of the single-qubit wavefunction

For a single qubit, we can decribe the state ∣ψ⟩ in the logical qubit basis as,

∣ψ⟩ = c0 ∣0⟩ + c1 ∣1⟩ ≡
⎛
⎜
⎝

c0

c1

⎞
⎟
⎠
≡
⎛
⎜
⎝

x0 + iy0
x1 + iy1

⎞
⎟
⎠
= x⃗ + iy⃗ . (1)

Here, the states ∣0⟩ and ∣1⟩ are the logical states, and c0 and c1 are the complex coefficients

satisfying the usual normalization condition, ∣c0∣2 + ∣c1∣2 = 1. In what follows, instead of the

complex coefficients c0, c1, we will work with their real and imaginary parts x⃗, y⃗, which are

two-dimensional vectors defined as:

x⃗ ≡ Re ∣ψ⟩ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

x0

x1

⎞
⎟
⎠

, y⃗ ≡ Im ∣ψ⟩ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

y0

y1

⎞
⎟
⎠

. (2)

We propose the following mapping φ ∶ H ↦ S of the quantum state ∣ψ⟩ in Hilbert space H

to a vector s⃗ in the probability space S:

φ ∣ψ⟩ = φ(x⃗ + iy⃗) = s⃗ = 1

8

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1

1

⋮

1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

+ 1

8

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

≡ 1

8
(u⃗ + p⃗) . (3)

Here, we have defined a vector with uniform entries u⃗ ≡ 1⃗ and also another vector that

stores the deviation of the probabilities from the uniform distribution, p⃗ ≡ 8s⃗ − 1⃗. We note

that the vector s⃗, as defined above, represents a valid probability distribution. That is,
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each of the entries is between 0 and 1 (i.e., 0 < si < 1), and these entries sum up to unity,

∑i si = 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. (3) 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 s⃗).

A key property of the mapping of Eq. (3) is that it is not linear. By inspection, a

superposition of two wavefunctions do not map to the same superposition of their mapped

vectors: φ(a ∣ψ⟩ + b ∣ϕ⟩) ≠ aφ ∣ψ⟩ + bφ ∣ϕ⟩ for ∣ψ⟩ , ∣ϕ⟩ ∈ H;a, b ∈ C. A more explicit expression

for the map, which clearly shows its affine (but not linear) nature, is:

φ ∣ψ⟩ = 1

8
(u⃗ + γ⃗ ⊗Re ∣ψ⟩ + γ⃗′ ⊗ Im ∣ψ⟩) (4)

γ⃗ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1

−1

0

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, γ⃗′ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0

0

1

−1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (5)

We note that the set of states s⃗ defined in the simplex by Eq. (3) form a convex surface.

That is, for two different states s⃗ and s⃗′, and for coefficients λ and λ′ such that λ+λ′ = 1, any

combination λs⃗ + λ′s⃗′ is also an allowed mapped state. This is similar to what is discussed

in Refs. [25, 26]. 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 0⃗) 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, xi → 0, yi → 0, all of the entries for the

vector in the simplex would approach 1
8 , i.e., s⃗→

1
8 u⃗.

When we discuss analogs of two-qubit gates, as well as quantum algorithms below, it will

be useful to use a notation analogous to the logical ∣0⟩ and ∣1⟩ quantum states. For this

purpose, we introduce the simplex vectors, s⃗0 and s⃗1, and correspondingly, p⃗0 and p⃗1. These
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are the vectors that are obtained by mapping the quantum state ∣ψ⟩ = ∣0⟩, and ∣ψ⟩ = ∣1⟩,

respectively. More explicitly, these vectors are:

φ ∣0⟩ = s⃗0 ≡
1

8
(u⃗ + p⃗0), φ ∣1⟩ = s⃗1 ≡

1

8
(u⃗ + p⃗1) ,

p⃗0 ≡

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1

0

−1

0

0

0

0

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, p⃗1 ≡

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0

1

0

−1

0

0

0

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (6)

The above mapped vectors from the logical ∣0⟩ and ∣1⟩ are sufficient when the quantum

algorithm only requires real coefficients in the quantum state (such as the Deutsch-Jozsa

algorithm). However, when imaginary components of the coefficients are necessary, the above

vectors are not sufficient. We, therefore, introduce a more general version of these vectors,

P⃗0 and P⃗1, which will be critical in the discussion of the Quantum Fourier Transform. Unlike

the constant vectors p⃗0 and p⃗1, we allow these more general vectors to be a function of a

complex number, c. For any complex coefficient, c, these two vectors are defined as:

P⃗0(c) ≡

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(c)

0

−Re(c)

0

Im(c)

0

− Im(c)

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, P⃗1(c) ≡

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0

Re(c)

0

−Re(c)

0

Im(c)

0

− Im(c)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (7)

which can be abstractly expressed in one statement as,

P⃗b(c) = [Re(c)γ⃗ + Im(c)γ⃗′] ⊗ ∣b⟩ . (8)
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for a given logical qubit state ∣b⟩ , b ∈ B = {0,1}. These vectors allow us to express the map

for a more general single qubit state, ∣ψ⟩ = c0 ∣0⟩ + c1 ∣1⟩, in the following simplified form:

φ ∣ψ⟩ = s⃗(ψ) ≡ 1

8
[u⃗ + P⃗0(c0) + P⃗1(c1)] =

1

8
[u⃗ +∑

b∈B
P⃗b(cb)] . (9)

We note that P⃗0(1) = p⃗0 and P⃗1(1) = p⃗1, whereas P⃗0(0) = P⃗1(0) = 0⃗. We also have:

P⃗0(reiϕ) = rP⃗0(eiϕ), P⃗1(reiϕ) = rP⃗1(eiϕ) , (10)

and, P⃗0(r) = r p⃗0, P⃗1(r) = r p⃗1, ∀r ∈ R . (11)

We finally note that the map P⃗b ∶ C↦ R8 also satisfies the following additive property:

P⃗b(∑
k

ck) = ∑
k

P⃗b(ck),∀ck ∈ C . (12)

Single qubit transformations in the simplex

The central question is what type of transformations of the probability vector, T ∶ S →

S, should we be looking for. Motivated by the mapping of Eq. (3), we look for affine

transformations of the simplex vector of the form a translation added on linear combinations

of the simplex vector entries. Note that the entries of p⃗ in Eq. (3) sum up to zero; i.e.,

∑i pi = u⃗ ⋅ p⃗ = 0. Furthermore, the Euclidian norm of p⃗ is a constant ∣∣p⃗∣∣ =
√
2, since we have

x20 + y20 + x21 + y21 = 1 (this is because of the normalization of the state ∣ψ⟩). We also note

that the two vectors that form the simplex vector s⃗ are orthogonal to each other, u⃗ ⋅ p⃗ = 0.

As a result, we have ∣∣s⃗∣∣ =
√
∣∣u⃗∣∣2 + ∣∣p⃗∣∣2/8 =

√
10/8, which is also constant. This shows that

s⃗ 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 p⃗, we first view the mapping of the simplex vector s⃗, as instead mapping p⃗ to

another vector. We will call the matrix for this mapping to be M̃[Û] (corresponding to the

unitary quantum evolution Û):

∣ψ⟩ Ð→ Û ∣ψ⟩ ⇐⇒ p⃗Ð→ M̃[Û] ⋅ p⃗ . (13)
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Expressed as T [Û] acting on the full simplex state s⃗, the transformation of Eq. (13) is,

T [Û](s⃗) = 1
8
(u⃗ + M̃[Û] ⋅ p⃗), which gives T [Û](s⃗) = 1

8
[u⃗ + M̃[Û] ⋅ (8s⃗ − u⃗)], or writing it

slightly differently,

T [Û](s⃗) = 1

8
(Ĩ8×8 − M̃[Û]) ⋅ u⃗ + M̃[Û] ⋅ s⃗ . (14)

Here, the quantity Ĩ8×8 is the 8 × 8 identity matrix. Below, we will give explicit general

expressions for the 8 × 8 matrices, M̃[Û], tracking a specific evolution, Û , of the quantum

state. With the matrix M̃ given, Eq. (14) describes the explicit transformation of the

probability vector, with the map T ∶ S Ð→ S in the simplex.

We note that, the first term in the right hand side of Eq. (14) is a translation for each

of the entries of the vector (an offset). Because of this term, the map T ∶ S Ð→ S is not

linear (i.e., the sum of two vectors s⃗ and s⃗′ would not transform as the sum of the individual

transforms). However, T is an affine map. For two vectors, s⃗ and s⃗′, and for coefficients λ

and λ′ such that λ + λ′ = 1, we have T (λs⃗ + λ′s⃗′) = λT (s⃗) + λ′T (s⃗′).

The constraints on the matrix M̃ of above such that T ∶ S Ð→ S is a valid map is different

from stochasticity. Specifically, the two necessary constraints are (1) M̃ should be such that

the norm of the resulting vector is preserved since we need to have: ∣∣M̃ ⋅ p⃗∣∣ =
√
2. Because

of the specific form for the vector p⃗, this norm conservation does not imply orthogonality of

the matrix M̃ . 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., ∑j M̃2
ij = 1 for each row i. (2) The rows of M̃

should be related to each other such that the entries of M̃ ⋅ p⃗ sum up to zero. Specifically,

M̃ ⋅ p⃗ should produce a column vector of the form shown in Eq. (3), with respective entries

having equal amplitude and opposite signs. This assures that the resulting full simplex

vector, 1
8
(u⃗ + M̃ ⋅ p⃗) is a valid probability distribution (i.e., its’ entries add up to unity).

Given a general unitary matrix Û acting on a quantum state vector ∣ψ⟩, we note that the

real and imaginary parts of the wavefunction will transform as:

Û ∣ψ⟩ = [Re(Û) + i Im(Û)] ⋅ (x⃗ + iy⃗) = [Re(Û) ⋅ x⃗ − Im(Û) ⋅ y⃗] + i [Re(Û) ⋅ y⃗ + Im(Û) ⋅ x⃗] .

(15)

Here, the quantities Re(Û) and Im(Û) are the real and imaginary components of the evo-

lution operator Û , respectively. This implies that, under general unitary evolution, the real
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and imaginary parts of the wavefunction will evolve as:

x⃗ Ð→ [Re(Û) ⋅ x⃗ − Im(Û) ⋅ y⃗]

y⃗ Ð→ [Re(Û) ⋅ y⃗ + Im(Û) ⋅ x⃗] . (16)

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

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

p⃗ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

Ð→

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Û) O O Im(Û)

O Re(Û) Im(Û) O

Im(Û) O Re(Û) O

O Im(Û) O Re(Û)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= M̃(Û) ⋅ p⃗ . (17)

We also note that due to the structure of p⃗, the following two transformations are equivalent:

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Û) O O Im(Û)

O Re(Û) Im(Û) O

Im(Û) O Re(Û) O

O Im(Û) O Re(Û)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

=

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

O −Re(Û) O Im(Û)

−Re(Û) O Im(Û) O

Im(Û) O O −Re(Û)

O Im(Û) −Re(Û) O

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

(18)

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

definitions of the transformation M̃[Û], associated to a general evolution of the state:

M̃[Û] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Û) O O Im(Û)

O Re(Û) Im(Û) O

Im(Û) O Re(Û) O

O Im(Û) O Re(Û)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Û) , (19)

or,

M̃[Û] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

O −Re(Û) O Im(Û)

−Re(Û) O Im(Û) O

Im(Û) O O −Re(Û)

O Im(Û) −Re(Û) O

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= −Λ̃2 ⊗Re(Û) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Û) . (20)
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where,

Λ̃ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, Λ̃2 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 1 0 0

1 0 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

(21)

Using the equivalence between Eq. (19) and Eq. (20) we can prove the useful property that

M̃[Û1Û2] and M̃[Û1]M̃[Û2] have the same action over a particular p⃗ state, described in

what follows,

M̃[Û1]M̃[Û2] = (Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û1) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Û1))(Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û2) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Û2))

= Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û1)Re(Û2) + Λ̃⊗ (Re(Û1) Im(Û2) + Im(Û1)Re(Û2)) + Λ̃2 ⊗ (Im(Û1) Im(Û2))

≡ Ĩ4×4 ⊗ (Re(Û1)Re(Û2) − Im(Û1) Im(Û2)) + Λ̃⊗ (Re(Û1) Im(Û2) + Im(Û1)Re(Û2))

≡ Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û1Û2) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Û1Û2) = M̃[Û1Û2] (22)

This identity implies that,

T [Û1] ○ T [Û2] = T [Û1Û2] (23)

which is in direct analogy to compositions of two or more unitary operations on any qubit

state ∣ψ⟩. Moreover, this in turn shows that the transforms T [Û] for any given unitary Û

are reversible as they should be for closed quantum systems: T [Û] ○T [Û †] = T [Û †] ○T [Û] =

T [Î2×2] = identity (i.e., T [Û †] = T −1[Û]).

Furthermore, restricted to the simplex manifold S the transform T [Û] for any unitary Û

is affine, i.e.,

T [Û](λs⃗ + (1 − λ)s⃗′) = λT [Û](s⃗) + (1 − λ)T [Û](s⃗′), 0 ⩽ λ ⩽ 1 (24)

As a specific example, we next discuss how to implement the analog of Hadamard gate on

a single qubit. A Hadamard gate is accomplished by multiplying the state vector ∣ψ⟩ with

the following unitary matrix [1]:

Ĥ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

1√
2

1√
2

1√
2
− 1√

2

⎞
⎟
⎠

. (25)
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The effect of the Hadamard gate on the quantum state, explicitly expressed in terms of the

real and imaginary parts of the complex coefficients, is:

∣ψ⟩ Ð→ Ĥ ∣ψ⟩
⎛
⎜
⎝

x0 + iy0
x1 + iy1

⎞
⎟
⎠
Ð→
⎛
⎜
⎝

1√
2
x0 + 1√

2
x1 + i ( 1√

2
y0 + 1√

2
y1)

1√
2
x0 − 1√

2
x1 + i ( 1√

2
y0 − 1√

2
y1)

⎞
⎟
⎠

. (26)

By inspection, the required 8 × 8 matrix for the transformation of Eq. (26) is:

M̃[Ĥ] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1√
2

1√
2

0 0 0 0 0 0

1√
2
− 1√

2
0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1√
2

1√
2

0 0 0 0

0 0 1√
2
− 1√

2
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1√
2

1√
2

0 0

0 0 0 0 1√
2
− 1√

2
0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1√
2

1√
2

0 0 0 0 0 0 1√
2
− 1√

2

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (27)

With the matrix M̃[Ĥ] given as above, the full transformation of the simplex vector is

given by Eq. (14), i.e., T [Ĥ](s⃗) = 1
8
(Ĩ − M̃[Ĥ])⋅u⃗+M̃[Ĥ]⋅s⃗. As we discussed in detail in our

recent paper [21], the above analysis can be extended to find the transformation matrices

for Rabi rotations as well as the single-qubit phase gate. For completeness, we present these

matrices in Appendix A. Because any arbitrary evolution of the single-qubit wavefunction

can be achieved using a combination of Rabi rotation gate and phase-gates, such evolution

can be fully tracked using corresponding transformations of the corresponding vector s⃗ in

the probability space (see Fig. 8 in Appendix A for more clarity).

Measurements on the single-qubit system

As we mentioned above, the above map of the single-qubit wavefunction stores both

the real and imaginary parts of the complex coefficients in an eight-dimensional vector of

probabilities s⃗. Not surprisingly, there is also a one-to-one correspondence between the

measurement outcomes. That is, by measuring the probabilities of the mapped system
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(i.e., the components of the vector s⃗), we can calculate the probabilistic outcomes of the

measurement of the quantum system.

With the complex coefficients given in the qubit wavefunction, c0 and c1, when a quantum

measurement is performed, the corresponding probabilities of finding the system in state ∣0⟩

and ∣1⟩ are ∣c0∣2 and ∣c1∣2, respectively. These quantities, in turn, can be expressed as the

probability components of the simplex vector:

∣c0∣2 = x20 + y20 = (1 − 8s1)2 + (1 − 8s5)2 ,

∣c1∣2 = x21 + y21 = (1 − 8s2)2 + (1 − 8s6)2 . (28)

More generally, we can also establish a one-to-one correspondence between measurements

of an observable in the quantum system and corresponding measurements in the probability

space. For a given observable Â and a quantum state ∣ψ⟩, the average measured value of Â

when the quantum system is in state ∣ψ⟩ is ⟨Â⟩∣ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩. To establish a corresponding

quantity in the probability space, we first map the operator Â in an identical way to how

we mapped the evolution operator, Û , above:

M̃[Â] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Â) O O Im(Â)

O Re(Â) Im(Â) O

Im(Â) O Re(Â) O

O Im(Â) O Re(Â)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Â) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Â) , (29)

It can then be shown that, the same average measurement value for the quantum observable

can be obtained by the following expression in terms of the mapped observable, M̃[Â], and

mapped quantum state, φ ∣ψ⟩ = s⃗ = (u⃗ + p⃗)/8.

⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = (p⃗T ⋅ M̃[Â] ⋅ p⃗)/2 . (30)

We prove this correspondence in Appendix B. We have found that there is another infor-

mative way to evaluate the average measured value of the quantum observable Â in the

probability space. We can envision to evolve the mapped simplex vector, s⃗, with the trans-

formation matrix of M̃[Â] of above, which we refer to as T [Â](s⃗). We can then estimate

how much this transformed vector has deviated from the initial simplex vector, which we
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denote with ⟨T [Â]⟩s⃗, by taking the dot product of the transformed vector with the initial

one:

⟨T [Â]⟩s⃗ ≡ s⃗T ⋅ T [Â](s⃗) (31)

We can then relate this quantity to the quantum measurement outcome, ⟨Â⟩∣ψ⟩, by noting

that:

s⃗T ⋅T [Â](s⃗) = 1

8
(s⃗T ⋅u⃗+s⃗T ⋅M̃[Â]⋅p⃗) = 1

8
[1+ 1

8
(u⃗T+p⃗T)⋅M̃[Â]⋅p⃗] = 1

8
[1+ 1

8
(p⃗T ⋅M̃[Â]⋅p⃗)] (32)

which then gives:

⟨T [Â]⟩φ∣ψ⟩ =
1

8
(1 + 1

4
⟨Â⟩∣ψ⟩) . (33)

This equation forms a direct correspondence between quantum measurements and measure-

ments performed in the probability space, for any quantum observable Â.

IV. EXTENSION TO MULTIPLE QUBITS

Mapping the wavefunction of two-qubits

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., for two qubits, the state will be of the form:

∣ψ⟩ = ∣ψ1⟩ ⊗ ∣ψ2⟩ . (34)

For probabilistic spaces, we combine multiple vectors in an identical way. This has been

discussed and rigorously proven in Ref. [26]; it is also implicit in the discussion of the

mathematical structure of the probability theory by de Finetti [48]. However, this feature

of combining probability spaces is not widely known. It is usually assumed that the tensor

product is a feature that is special and specific to quantum mechanics.

To map two qubits, we first envision mapping each qubit to a simplex vector, exactly as

defined above with the single qubit map: φ ∣ψ1⟩ = s⃗1 and φ ∣ψ2⟩ = s⃗2. The combined vector

in the simplex will be given by

s⃗′12 = s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2 . (35)
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In this combined vector, we again have something quite physical in mind. Instead of one, we

now have two “dice”, each with eight probabilistic outcomes. The 64 entries of the vector

s⃗′12 stores the joint probability distribution of two “dice” experiment outcomes.

We note that this form of the combined vector is not of the form of the single-qubit

simplex vector as described above by Eq. (3). Specifically, looking at this combined vector

more closely:

s⃗′12 = s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2

= 1

82
(u⃗ + p⃗1) ⊗ (u⃗ + p⃗2)

= 1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + u⃗⊗ p⃗2 + p⃗1 ⊗ u⃗ + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2) . (36)

There are two cross-terms on the right hand side of Eq. (36), u⃗⊗ p⃗2 + p⃗1⊗ u⃗, which prevents

the combined vector s⃗′12, taking the form of the simplex vector as defined by Eq. (3). As will

be clear below, to be able to extend unitary operations for the two-qubits to transformations

in the overall simplex vector (i.e., to extend transformation matrices M̃ to the combined

simplex vector), it is imperative that we retain the form in Eq. (3) for the combined vector.

We require a joint probability distribution, which we define s⃗12, containing information of

the two simplex vectors, of the form,

s⃗12 =
1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2) . (37)

This joint distribution, s⃗12 is of the form Eq. (3), and does not have the cross terms. As

we will discuss below in detail, for this joint distribution, s⃗12, quantum unitary operations

can now be formulated by taking tensor product of operations on p⃗1 and p⃗2 with some final

offset (i.e., affine operations), analogous to the procedure for the transformations mimicking

single-qubit gates that we discussed above.

The procedure for obtaining the combined vector s⃗12 of the desired form is as follows. By

applying appropriate affine transformations to the vectors, s⃗1 and s⃗2, we can also generate a

joint distribution that has the opposite signs of the above-mentioned cross terms. We then

take a statistical mixture of s⃗′12, with its copy that has the cross terms with the opposite
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FIG. 2: Simplified schematic for the affine transformation that generates the s⃗12 state with the

required form, starting with the initial states s⃗1 and s⃗2. The ⊗ symbol represents tensor product of

the corresponding two states and “mean” here implies that we add the resultant tensored vectors

and divide by 2 as in Eq. (41) (i.e., taking a statistical average).

signs. More formally, we use the following bi-affine transformation, τ :

s⃗12 = τ(s⃗1, s⃗2) ≡
1

2
[s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2 +Π(s⃗1) ⊗Π(s⃗2)] (38)

Here, the transformations of the single vectors Π(s⃗1) and Π(s⃗2) are the following:

Π(s⃗1) =
1

8
(u⃗ + Π̃ ⋅ p⃗1) =

1

8
(u⃗ − p⃗1) ,

Π(s⃗2) =
1

8
(u⃗ + Π̃ ⋅ p⃗2) =

1

8
(u⃗ − p⃗2) . (39)

In above, the matrix Π̃ is a projection matrix which shuffles the entries of the p⃗ vector to

map p⃗ → −p⃗. We note that the transformations Π(s⃗) are affine since for any two λ and λ′

such that λ + λ′ = 1, and any two simplex vectors s⃗ and s⃗′, we have Π(λs⃗ + λ′s⃗′) = λΠ(s⃗) +

λ′Π(s⃗′). Because the transformation Π(s⃗) is affine, the transformation of the combined

simplex vector, τ(s⃗1, s⃗2) is also affine in each of its entries. That is, for any two constants λ

and λ′ such that λ + λ′ = 1 and simplex vectors, s⃗1, s⃗′1, and s⃗2, s⃗
′
2, we have:

τ(λs⃗1 + λ′s⃗′1, s⃗2) = λτ(s⃗1, s⃗2) + λ′τ(s⃗′1, s⃗2) ,

τ(s⃗1, λs⃗2 + λ′s⃗′2) = λτ(s⃗1, s⃗2) + λ′τ(s⃗1, s⃗′2) . (40)

The bi-affine transformation of Eq. (38) will be the starting point for mapping and manip-

ulation of multiple qubits and will be used throughout the manuscript continually. Because

of this, we define a new operation which we call ⊗s, which essentially refers to mapping of
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multiple qubits followed by this unique transformation to eliminate the cross terms:

φ2(∣ψ1⟩ ⊗ ∣ψ2⟩) ≡ s⃗1 ⊗s s⃗2 ≡ τ(s⃗1, s⃗2) =
1

2
[s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2 +Π(s⃗1) ⊗Π(s⃗2)] . (41)

Below in Appendix C, we will take a closer look at this bivalent operation; we will define

it more rigorously and show that it is closed and satisfies all the properties of the ordinary

tensor operation.

Below, in all the quantum algorithms that we discuss, an initial system of unentangled

qubits (i.e., with the n-qubit wavefunction in a product state), will initially mapped to a

tensor product of simplex vectors, in exactly the same manner as we described above. We

will then apply a transformation similar to Eq. (41), to transform the overall simplex vector

in a form similar to s⃗12 of Eq. (38) (i.e., in a form which is a constant added to the tensor

product of individual p⃗ vectors). We will then show how a sequence of single-qubit and two-

qubit gates that evolve the wavefunction can be mimicked in the probability space, with the

overall simplex vector smoothly following the wavefunction.

We note that the map that is shown in Eq. (41) can also be extended to initial non-

separable two-qubit states. A general two-qubit state wavefunction can be written as a

linear combination of separable tensor product states: ∣ψ⟩ = ∑j,k ∣ψj⟩⊗ ∣ψk⟩. With each state

∣ψj⟩ producing coefficients in the simplex vector p⃗j, and since the map φ2 is linear for the p⃗

vectors we can define,

φ2(∑
j,k

∣ψj⟩ ⊗ ∣ψk⟩) ≡
1

82
(u⃗⊗2 +∑

j,k

p⃗j ⊗ p⃗k) . (42)

One interesting property of the map of Eq. (3) is that, the absolute phase of the quantum

wavefunction matters. That is, the quantum states ∣ψ⟩ and exp{iϕ} ∣ψ⟩ are mapped to dif-

ferent vectors s⃗ in the probability space. A consequence of this is that, when multiple qubits

are mapped, the absolute phases of each qubit wavefunction cannot be trivially combined,

and the ordering of these phases become important. Such ordering of the phases will be

important in the Quantum Fourier Transform discussion of below and we will also discuss

it more thoroughly in Appendix D.
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Implementing two-qubit gates

In this section, we discuss the implementation of operations on the two qubits using ap-

propriate transformations of the mapped and transformed simplex vector, s⃗12. There are two

types of operations that we will consider: (1) separable operations where two independent

single-qubit gates are applied to each qubit, and (2) non-separable operations such as the

entangling two-qubit controlled-not (CNOT) gate.

We start with separable operations on the two qubits of the form Û = Û1⊗ Û2, where the

first qubit and second qubit each evolve under operators Û1 and Û2, respectively. In simplex

space, we define the tensor product of operations on each of the individual simplex vectors:

M̃2[Û] ≡ M̃[Û1]⊗M̃[Û2]. More explicitly, M̃2[Û] is 64×64 matrix, which is a tensor product

of two 8 × 8 single simplex vector transformation matrices as we discussed above:

M̃2[Û1⊗Û2] ≐

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Û1) O O Im(Û1)

O Re(Û1) Im(Û1) O

Im(Û1) O Re(Û1) O

O Im(Û1) O Re(Û1)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Û2) O O Im(Û2)

O Re(Û2) Im(Û2) O

Im(Û2) O Re(Û2) O

O Im(Û2) O Re(Û2)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

(43)

We apply the transformation matrix of above, to the combined simplex vector, s⃗12 exactly

in the same manner as the single simplex vector transformations:

T2[Û](s⃗12) ≡
1

82
(Ĩ64×64 − M̃2[Û]) ⋅ u⃗⊗ u⃗ + M̃2[Û] ⋅ s⃗12 . (44)

Because the form of the combined simplex vector, s⃗12, is identical to the single simplex vector

of Eq. (3), the above transformation of s⃗12 results in appropriate linear transformations of

the corresponding p⃗ vectors. More explicitly, we have

T2[Û](s⃗12) =
1

82
(Ĩ64×64 − M̃[Û]) ⋅ u⃗⊗ u⃗ +

1

82
M̃[Û] ⋅ (u⃗⊗ u⃗ + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2) (45)

= 1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + M̃[Û1] ⋅ p⃗1 ⊗ M̃[Û2] ⋅ p⃗2) (46)

We note that, when M̃2[Û] ≡ M̃[Û1] ⊗ M̃[Û2] of Eq. (43) is explicitly evaluated, the final

matrix would contain terms with all four product combinations of the real and imaginary

parts of the individual evolution operators, i.e., Re(Û1)⊗Re(Û2), Re(Û1)⊗Im(Û2), Im(Û1)⊗
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Re(Û2), and Im(Û1)⊗ Im(Û2). As a result, we cannot express M̃[Û1]⊗ M̃[Û2] just in terms

of Re(Û1 ⊗ Û2) and Im(Û1 ⊗ Û2). Hence we have the following important inequality:

M̃[Û1 ⊗ Û2] ≠ Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Û1 ⊗ Û2) +Λ⊗ Im(Û1 ⊗ Û2) . (47)

We, therefore, conclude that the definition of M̃ (single qubit operator map) is different

from M̃2 (two qubit operator map). As we will discuss below, for multiple qubit separable

operations Û = ⊗n
k=1 Ûk the map is analogously defined as M̃n[Û] ≡ ⊗n

k=1 M̃[Ûk].

We now move to non-separable, entangling operations, such as the CNOT gate. A general

two qubit controlled unitary operation ĈU can be decomposed as:

ĈÛ = P̂0 ⊗ Î2×2 + P̂1 ⊗ Û , P0 = ∣0⟩⟨0∣ , P1 = ∣1⟩⟨1∣ (48)

Here, the first qubit is the control qubit, and the second qubit is the target qubit, respectively.

The above unitary operation ĈÛ applies identity operator to the target qubit, when the

control qubit is in state ∣0⟩. When the control qubit is in state ∣1⟩, the target qubit evolves

under unitary operator Û . Based on the above unitary controlled quantum operation, we

define its simplex analog M̃2[ĈÛ] as,

M̃2[ĈÛ] ≡ P̃0 ⊗ Ĩ8×8 + P̃1 ⊗ M̃[Û] (49)

where the two “projection” matrices, P̃0 and P̃1, acting on the first simplex vector are

P̃0 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

P̃1 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (50)

With the transformation matrix, M̃2[ĈÛ] described by Eq. (49), we transform the combined
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FIG. 3: The circuit for creating a Bell state in the probability space. The dashed line marked as

τ indicates the application of the bi-affine map τ (see Eq. (38)) to the initial state, i.e. the state

after the dashed line in this case will be: τ(s⃗0, s⃗0) = s⃗00 as defined in Eq. (51).

simplex vector s⃗12 exactly in the manner described by Eq. (33): s⃗12 Ð→ 1
82 (Ĩ64×64−M̃2[ĈÛ]) ⋅

u⃗⊗u⃗+M̃2[ĈÛ]⋅ s⃗12. We note that this transformation is a valid transformation of the simplex

vector since (1) the operation ĈÛ is unitary as a whole implying that T2[ĈÛ] is affine and

conserves probability under transformations, (2) we can explicitly prove that M̃2[ĈÛ] ⋅ P⃗

from some valid P⃗ always has the form such that it is orthogonal to u⃗⊗ u⃗ as was suggested

earlier in Eq. (2). Let P⃗ = ∑jk p⃗j ⊗ p⃗k, then,

u⃗T ⊗ u⃗T ⋅ (M̃[ĈÛ] ⋅ P⃗ ) = ∑
j,k

(u⃗T ⊗ u⃗T ⋅ (P̃0 ⊗ Ĩ8×8) ⋅ (p⃗j ⊗ p⃗k) + u⃗T ⊗ u⃗T ⋅ (P̃1 ⊗ M̃(Û)) ⋅ (p⃗j ⊗ p⃗k))

= ∑
j,k

⎛
⎝
(u⃗T ⋅ P̃0 ⋅ p⃗j)�����:0

(u⃗T ⋅ p⃗k) + (u⃗T ⋅ P̃1 ⋅ p⃗j)���������:0
(u⃗T ⋅ M̃[Û] ⋅ p⃗k)

⎞
⎠
= 0

In order to make these ideas more concrete, we next consider the creation of the simplex ver-

sion s⃗(Φ+) of the two-qubit entangled Bell state ∣Φ+⟩. The simplex circuit that accomplishes

this is shown schematically in Fig. 3. Here, we start with the s⃗0⊗ s⃗0 state (exactly mimicking

a two-qubit quantum system starting in the ∣00⟩ state) and use the above introduced map

τ to produce the s⃗00 state,

s⃗00 ≡ s⃗0 ⊗s s⃗0 = τ(s⃗0, s⃗0) =
1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗0) . (51)

We then apply the analog of the Hadamard gate to the first simplex vector transforming
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that vector into:

s⃗′ = T2[Ĥ ⊗ Î](s⃗00) =
1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + M̃[Ĥ] ⋅ p⃗0 ⊗ Ĩ8×8 ⋅ p⃗0) (52)

= 1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + (p⃗0(1/

√
2) + p⃗1(1/

√
2)) ⊗ p⃗0] (53)

= 1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + 1√

2
(p⃗0 + p⃗1) ⊗ p⃗0] =

1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + 1√

2
(p⃗00 + p⃗10)] . (54)

Here, we have introduced the following useful notation, which we will use extensively

throughout the manuscript

p⃗00 ≡ p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗0 , p⃗01 ≡ p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗1 ,

p⃗10 ≡ p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗0 , p⃗11 ≡ p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗1 . (55)

More generally, for n qubits, we will use an extended version of this notation:

n

⊗
i=1
p⃗qi ≡ p⃗q, q = (q1, . . . , qn) ∈ Bn . (56)

After the equivalent of the Hadamard gate on the first vector, we next apply the analog of

the CNOT gate to obtain the Bell-state in the probability space:

s⃗(Φ+) = T [CX̂](s⃗′) =
1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + M̃2[ĈX̂] ⋅

1√
2
(p⃗00 + p⃗10)] (57)

= 1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + 1√

2
(P̃0 ⊗ Ĩ8×8 + P̃1 ⊗ M̃2[X̂]) ⋅ (p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗0 + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗0)] (58)

= 1

82
[u⃗⊗ u⃗ + 1√

2
(p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗0 + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗1)] (59)

= 1

82
(u⃗⊗ u⃗ + 1√

2
(p⃗00 + p⃗11)) (60)

hence we see that the state s⃗(Φ+) has the form that exactly mimicks the quantum system

being in a two-qubit entangled Bell state of the form, ∣ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(∣00⟩ + ∣11⟩).

Mapping states and operators for more than two qubits

Extending the map for more than two qubits is straightforward. We first view each qubit

to be mapped to a corresponding eight dimensional s⃗ vector, exactly in the manner described
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FIG. 4: Simplified schematic for the operations involved in the recursive application of the bi-affine

map τ as defined in Eq. (62) (cf. Fig. 2 and refer to Appendix C for details). At each stage we

generate a new distribution using the bi-affine map τ and propagate that distribution to the next

stage. After n stages, the circuit produces a combined simplex state s⃗1,n corresponding to the n

qubit state. From this diagram it is clear that the runtime/time complexity of φn grows linearly

with n because there are only n-stages required with each costing a constant overhead.

by Eq. (3). The tensor product of the qubit wavefunctions would then map to the tensor

product of probability vectors, s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2⋯⊗ s⃗n. However, identical to the two-qubit case, this

would produce cross terms in the final resultant vector. We then use the procedure outlined

above and use simplex tensor operation ⊗s to obtain

φn (
n

⊗
k=1
∣ψk⟩) ≡ s⃗1 ⊗s s⃗2⋯ ⊗s s⃗n =

1

8n
(u⃗⊗n +

n

⊗
k=1

p⃗k) = s⃗1,n . (61)

This can be achieved by recursive application of the affine map τ introduced earlier, in the

following manner:

φn (
n

⊗
k=1
∣ψk⟩) ≡ τ(s⃗1, τ(s⃗2, . . . τ(s⃗n−1, s⃗n) . . . )) . (62)

We provide a schematic for the circuit that achieves the recursive application of this affine

map in Fig. 4. The overall map φn is as before also affine for each of the simplex state

vectors. We note that since the action of each bi-affine transformation τ can be applied in

constant time and memory, we can implement the map φn (i.e, the circuit that is shown

in Fig. 4) for any large n in O(n) time and memory. For non-separable states the map is
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defined based on Eq. (42) as,

φn (∑
j

n

⊗
i=1
∣ψji⟩) =

1

8n
(u⃗⊗n +∑

j

n

⊗
i=1
p⃗ji) (63)

where, each p⃗ji correspond to the p-state of each φ ∣ψji⟩. For mapping unitary evolution,

first we consider separable (non-entangling) operators of the form ⊗n
i=1 Ûi, which is a tensor

product of evolution of each qubit by operator Ûi, respectively. Following exactly the same

strategy as we discussed above for two-qubits, we define the map of this tensor product as

a tensor product of individual mapped operators:

M̃n[
n

⊗
i=1
Ûi] ≡

n

⊗
i=1
M̃[Ûi] . (64)

Here, the map for each unitary operator acting on qubit i, Ûi, is exactly as defined above:

M̃[Ûi] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Ûi) O O Im(Ûi)

O Re(Ûi) Im(Ûi) O

Im(Ûi) O Re(Ûi) O

O Im(Ûi) O Re(Ûi)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= Ĩ4×4 ⊗Re(Ûi) + Λ̃⊗ Im(Ûi) . (65)

More generally, entangling (non-separable) operations can be expressed as a sum of separable

operations of the form ∑j⊗n
i=1 Ûji , and their map to the probability space is:

M̃n[∑
j

n

⊗
i=1
Ûji] ≡ ∑

j

n

⊗
i=1
M̃[Ûji] . (66)

The transformation of the overall simplex vector with this mapped evolution is:

Tn[∑
j

n

⊗
i=1
Ûji](S⃗) =

1

8n
(Ĩ8n×8n − M̃n[∑

j

n

⊗
i=1
Ûji]) ⋅ u⃗⊗

n + M̃n[∑
j

n

⊗
i=1
Ûji] ⋅ S⃗ (67)

= 1

8n
(Ĩ8n×8n −∑

j

n

⊗
i=1
M̃[Ûji]) ⋅ u⃗⊗

n +∑
j

n

⊗
i=1
M̃[Ûji] ⋅ S⃗ , (68)

for some given mapped n-qubit simplex state vector S⃗.
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Measurements on the n-qubit system

The map defined above for n qubits stores the real and imaginary parts of the complex

coefficients in the corresponding probabilities of the s⃗ vector. Identical to the single qubit

maps that we discussed above, because the real and imaginary parts are stored in the mapped

simplex vector, there is one-to-one correspondence between the measurement probabilities

of the quantum wavefunction and the measured individual entries (i.e., probabilities) of the

simplex vector. Following the strategy introduced for single qubit measurements, for a given

n-qubit total wavefunction ∣ψtot⟩, the corresponding mapped simplex vector s⃗tot = φn ∣ψtot⟩

and the qubit projection operator M̂q = ∣q⟩⟨q∣, the following connection holds (cf. Eq (33)):

s⃗Ttot ⋅ T [M̂q](s⃗tot) = ⟨T [M̂q]⟩s⃗tot =
1

8n
(1 + 1

4n
∣ ⟨q∣ψtot⟩ ∣2), q ∈ Bn . (69)

To give a specific example, consider that at the end of the quantum evolution, we are

interested in finding the probability that the qubit system is in the state ∣000...0⟩ after

a measurement in that basis. This probability is ∣ ⟨000...0∣ψtot⟩ ∣2, and can be calculated

directly from the components of the simplex vector s⃗tot:

∣ ⟨000...0∣ψtot⟩ ∣2 = (1 − 8nstot,1)2 + (1 − 8nstot,5)2 . (70)

Furthermore, we note that in a quantum system, the outcomes of measurements do not

depend on the absolute phase of the wavefunction. As we mentioned above, different absolute

phases for the quantum wavefunction result in different maps in the simplex. A critical point

of consideration is whether the measurements we make in the simplex are independent of

the phase ordering we choose for a particular state or not? It can in fact be proven that

the phase ordering operations do not affect the measurements we make in the logical basis

(see Appendix E for the proof) establishing the consistency of the phase ordering operations

that we introduce in Appendix D.

For measurements more general than just a projection operator, a connection that is

identical to the single qubit case presented in Eq. (33) holds. That is, for any given quantum

observable Â, quantum state ∣ψtot⟩ and the corresponding simplex state s⃗tot = φn ∣ψtot⟩ (note

here that the phase order has not been specified because of its irrelevance), we have the

following connection between the quantum measurement and the simplex measurement (see
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Appendix E for the proof):

s⃗Ttot ⋅ T [Â](s⃗tot) = ⟨T [Â]⟩s⃗tot =
1

8n
(1 + 1

4n
⟨Â⟩∣ψtot⟩) . (71)

V: THE DEUTSCH-JOZSA ALGORITHM

In the Deutsch - Jozsa problem [8], we are given a black box quantum computer known

as an oracle that implements some function f . The function f takes n-bit binary values as

input and produces either a 0 or a 1 as output for each such value. We are promised that the

function is either constant (0 on all inputs or 1 on all inputs) or balanced (0 for exactly half

of the input domain and 1 for the other half). The task then is to determine if f is constant

or balanced by using the oracle. For a classical deterministic algorithm, an exponential

number of evaluations of the function are required. For a quantum algorithm, only a single

quarry to the function f is sufficient. The Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm is critically important

in the history of quantum computation, since it was the first algorithm to explicitly show

that there can be an exponential speed-up if quantum computing is used.

One thing to note is that in the Deutsch - Jozsa quantum algorithm, complex values

for the coefficients are not needed; i.e., only the real values and the signs are important.

Because of that, for the mapping of each qubit, we need the components of the simplex

vectors that store only the real parts of the coefficients; i.e., for each mapped qubit only

p⃗0 and p⃗1 vectors introduced above in Section III are sufficient. In our implementation, we

follow quite closely the main steps in the quantum algorithm. We start with n + 1 simplex

vectors. The first n simplex vectors are initialized to their p⃗0 state, while the final vector is

in p⃗1 state. Our initial state is therefore:

1

8n+1

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

u⃗⊗n+1 +
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

n simplex vectors

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
p⃗0 ⊗ p⃗0 ⊗ ...⊗ p⃗0⊗p⃗1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

. (72)
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FIG. 5: Simplex version of the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm. The dashed line marked as τ indicates

recursive application of the bi-affine map τ as shown in Eq. (62). Therefore, the state before the

application of Hadamard gates is as indicated in Eq. (72). The quantum oracle evaluating the

function f can be represented by a unitary evolution, Ûf . This unitary evolution is encoded in the

black box simplex transformation, M̃n+1[Ûf ] such that it has the action as desired on the simplex

states.

We then proceed with applying a Hadamard gate to each of the simplex vectors to obtain:

1

8n+1
[u⃗⊗n+1 + 1√

2n+1
(p⃗0 + p⃗1) ⊗ (p⃗0 + p⃗1) ⊗ ...⊗ (p⃗0 + p⃗1) ⊗ (p⃗0 − p⃗1)] ,

= 1

8n+1
[u⃗⊗n+1 + 1√

2n+1

2n−1
∑
z=0

p⃗z ⊗ (p⃗0 − p⃗1)] . (73)

Now, similar to the quantum case, we have the function f implemented as an oracle. The

oracle maps the state p⃗z ⊗ p⃗y to p⃗z ⊗ p⃗y′ where y′ = y ⊕ f(z) and z denotes the decimal

equivalent of (z)2. Here ⊕ denotes addition modulo 2. Applying this oracle to state above

gives:

1

8n+1
[u⃗⊗n+1 + 1√

2n+1

2n−1
∑
z=0

p⃗z ⊗ (p⃗0′ − p⃗1′)] . (74)

where we have 0′ = 0⊕ f(z) and 1′ = 1⊕ f(z) for the (n+ 1)th bit, respectively. Noting that

for each z, there are only two possibilities for f(z), either 0 or 1. As a result, the above

state actually equals to:

= 1

8n+1
[u⃗⊗n+1 + 1√

2n+1

2n−1
∑
z=0
(−1)f(z)p⃗z ⊗ (p⃗0 − p⃗1)] . (75)

At this point, the (n + 1)th vector is redundant and can be ignored. Focusing on just the
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first n simplex vectors, we have the state:

1

8n
[u⃗⊗n + 1√

2n

2n−1
∑
z=0
(−1)f(z)p⃗z] . (76)

Next, we apply the following n-bit Hadamard transform to the p⃗z vector:

M̃n[Ĥ⊗n] ⋅ p⃗z =
1√
2n

2n−1
∑
k=0
(−1)z⋅kp⃗k . (77)

Here, the quantity z ⋅ k = z1 ⋅k1⊕ z2 ⋅k2⊕ z3 ⋅k3⊕ ...⊕ zn ⋅kn is the sum of the bitwise product

and as above ⊕ denotes addition modulo 2.

Applying the Hadamard transformation of Eq. (77) to the state of Eq. (76), we then get:

1

8n
[u⃗⊗n + 1√

2n

2n−1
∑
z=0
(−1)f(z)M̃n[Ĥ⊗n] ⋅ p⃗z] ,

= 1

8n
[u⃗⊗n + 1√

2n

2n−1
∑
z=0
(−1)f(z) ( 1√

2n

2n−1
∑
k=0
(−1)z⋅kp⃗k)] ,

= 1

8n
[u⃗⊗n + 1

2n

2n−1
∑
k=0

2n−1
∑
z=0
(−1)f(z)(−1)z⋅kp⃗k] . (78)

Now, the basic idea is that if the function f is constant, then the sum ∑2n−1
z=0 (−1)f(z)(−1)z⋅k

is 2n only for k = 0 and zero otherwise. The result which is identical to the quantum case is

now stored in the corresponding p⃗ vector of the final probability distribution; that is if the

function f is constant, the final simplex vector has p⃗k contribution for only k = 0. This is

achieved by a single operation of the oracle function M̃n+1[Ûf ] to the overall simplex vector.

VI: QUANTUM FOURIER TRANSFORM

Quantum Fourier transform is a method to achieve discrete Fourier transform in an

exponentially large Hilbert space using only polynomial number of operations [7]. In this

section, we will first review the main steps in the Quantum Fourier Transform operation and

then discuss its implementation in the probability space. Let’s consider an exponentially

large sequence of numbers, xj, of length L: {0 ⩽ xj ⩽ 1 ∶ j ∈ {0,1, . . . , L − 1}}. The discrete
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Fourier transform of such a sequence is given by the following expression:

yk =
1√
L

L−1
∑
j=0

e2πi jk/Lxj,∀k ∈ {0,1, . . . , L − 1} . (79)

Because this transformation is unitary we can envision a quantum procedure that achieves

the above transformation for the expansion coefficients of the quantum state in a certain

basis. Quantum Fourier Transform, which forms a critical step in Shor’s factoring algorithm,

specifies a method for transformation of the components of the basis states in a manner

identical to Eq. (79). More explicitly, for a sequence of length L = 2n, we design a quantum

unitary evolution matrix Q̂n on n = log2L qubits which has the following action on a given

logical basis state ∣j1, j2, . . . , jn⟩ ≡ ∣j⟩,

Q̂n ∣j1, j2, . . . , jn⟩ = Q̂n ∣j⟩ ≡
1√
2n

2n−1
∑
k=0

e2πi jk/2
n ∣k⟩ . (80)

where each jν , kν ∈ B and j, k are the decimal equivalents of the binary representations:

(j1 j2⋯ jn)2 and (k1 k2⋯kn)2, respectively. Following the definition of above, if we have a

general state,

∣x⟩ =
2n−1
∑
j=0

xj ∣j⟩ (81)

that stores the sequence {0 ⩽ xj ⩽ 1 ∶ j ∈ {0,1, . . . ,2n − 1}}, then the application of the

unitary operator Q̂n to this state provides us with a state that stores the discrete Fourier

transform of the aforementioned sequence of coefficients. This can be seen by noting that:

Q̂n ∣x⟩ =
2n−1

∑
j=0

xjQ̂n ∣j⟩ =
2n−1
∑
j=0

xj
1√
2n

2n−1
∑
k=0

e2πi jk/2
n ∣k⟩ (82)

=
2n−1
∑
k=0

yk

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
1√
2n
(
2n−1
∑
j=0

e2πi jk/2
n

xj) ∣k⟩ =
2n−1
∑
k=0

yk ∣k⟩ = ∣y⟩ , (83)

While the unitary operator, Q̂n is of dimension 2n × 2n and acts on an exponentially large

state space, remarkably, the Quantum Fourier Transform operation can be implemented

using O(n2) single-qubit and two-qubit gates. This can most readily be seen by writing the
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FIG. 6: Circuit for implementing M̃[Q̂′n]. The dashed line marked as τ indicates recursive appli-

cation of the bi-affine map τ as shown in Eq. (62). The expression for the rotation gates R̂k are

provided in Eq. (86). At the end of this circuit, identical to the quantum case, the output bits are

in reverse order. Furthermore, there is also another complication, due to how the absolute phase

of the wavefunction can be distributed (ordered) into individual simplex vectors. To obtain the

Fourier Transform operation identical to the quantum case, post processing involves application of

a phase ordering operations followed by ⌊n/2⌋ SWAP operations (see Fig. 7).

effect of Q̂n on a basis state ∣j⟩ in the following product form:

Q̂n ∣j⟩ =
1

(
√
2)n
(∣0⟩ + e2πi(0.jn)2 ∣1⟩)(∣0⟩ + e2πi(0.jn−1jn)2 ∣1⟩)⋯(∣0⟩ + e2πi(0.j1j2j3...jn)2 ∣1⟩) . (84)

In order to implement the simplex version of the Quantum Fourier Transform, we first write

the above product form in the probability space, in the tensor product of the p⃗ vectors:

M̃[Q̂n]⋅p⃗j1,j2...,jn =
1

(
√
2)n
(p⃗0+P⃗1(e2πi(0.jn)2))⊗(p⃗0+P⃗1(e2πi(0.jn−1jn)2))⊗⋯⊗(p⃗0+P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2j3...jn)2)) .

(85)

There is a well-known procedure for implementing the Quantum Fourier Transform using a

sequence of Hadamard gates and controlled-phase rotations. This procedure is first imple-

mented in a reverse order on the qubits, and then transformed into the desired form by using

a final set of SWAP operations. To implement the simplex analog of the Quantum Fourier

Transform, we follow this procedure gate by gate. We give a circuit diagram in Fig. 6 that

generates the state in Eq. (84) but in reverse order, we call this operation M̃[Q̂′n]. In Fig. 6,

each gate H is a Hadamard gate on that specific simplex vector, and each controlled-rotation

33



gate R̂k is the following matrix:

R̂k ≡
⎛
⎜
⎝

1 0

0 e2πi/2k
⎞
⎟
⎠

. (86)

We now outline the procedure step-by-step as follows. First, we start with the initial product

state of the simplex vectors s⃗j1⊗s⃗j2⊗⋯⊗s⃗jn . This product state is obtained with the identical

procedure that we discussed above, for example, in the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm. Each qubit

is mapped to a simplex vector using the mapping of Eq. (3), ∣ψji⟩ → s⃗ji . We then apply the

recursive bi-affine map τ to get the quantum analogue of the initial product state ∣j⟩ (cf.

Eqs. (61) and (62)):

φn ∣j⟩ =
1

8n
(u⃗⊗n + p⃗j1 ⊗ p⃗j2 ⊗⋯⊗ p⃗jn) =

1

8n
(u⃗⊗n + p⃗j1,j2,...,jn) . (87)

We then transform the first simplex vector, s⃗j1 by a sequence of n − 1 controlled rotation

gates followed by a Hadamard gate [70]. If we track this evolution gate-by-gate, below are

the simplex states that are produced:

• The first Hadamard gate

(M̃[Ĥ] ⋅ p⃗j1) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3,...,jn =
1√
2
(p⃗0 + (−1)j1 p⃗1) ⊗ (p⃗j2,j3,...,jn)

= 1√
2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(eiπj1)) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3...,jn

= 1√
2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1)2)) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3...,jn

• Controlled R̂2 rotation Ĉ
(2,1)
R̂2

:

M̃n[Ĉ(2,1)R̂2
] ⋅ ( 1√

2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1)2)) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3...,jn)

= 1√
2
(M̃[R̂j2

2 ] ⋅ (p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1)2))) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3,...,jn

= 1√
2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi((0.j1)2+j2/2

2))) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3,...,jn =
1√
2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2)2)) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3,...,jn

⋮
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FIG. 7: Post processing after the method M̃[Q̂′n] proposed in Fig. 6. Here we show an example of

making a first phase ordered state. The SWAP operation after the phase ordering operation Γ
(n)
n

will make up a first phase ordered state.

⋮

• By continuing this sequence, after controlled R̂n rotation Ĉ
(n,1)
R̂n

the state will be:

M̃n[Ĉ(n,1)R̂n
] ⋅ ( 1√

2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2...jn−1)2))) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3...,jn)

= 1√
2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2...jn)2)) ⊗ p⃗j2,j3,...,jn

Using a procedure similar to above, we next transform the second simplex state, s⃗j2 , via

n − 2 controlled rotations again starting with a Hadamard gate. For this case, the second

simplex state will be transformed appropriately, producing the following output overall p⃗

vector:
1

(
√
2)2
(p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2...jn)2)) ⊗ (p⃗0 + P⃗1(e2πi(0.j2j3...jn))) ⊗ p⃗j3,...,jn . (88)

As shown in Fig. 6, this procedure is continued until the final simplex state. At the

end of the procedure, the last simplex vector, s⃗jn is evolved by the application of a single

Hadamard gate. The final output p⃗ vector can be rewritten in the same manner as before

giving us the form required in Eq. (84) but in reverse order,

1

(
√
2)n
(p⃗0+ P⃗1(e2πi(0.j1j2j3...jn)2))⊗⋯⊗(p⃗0+ P⃗1(e2πi(0.jn−1jn)2))⊗(p⃗0+ P⃗1(e2πi(0.jn)2)) . (89)
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This form achieves the quantum Fourier transform operation of Eq. (84), but in reverse

order. By applying ⌊n/2⌋ SWAP operation, we would accomplish the quantum Fourier

transform operation of Eq. (84). We next discuss the complication of the overall absolute

phase of the wavefunction has on the simplex vectors. For the case of the quantum algorithm,

because the phases are treated as numerical factors, the expressions in Eqs. (80) and (84)

are equivalent. However the same cannot be said for the corresponding simplex expressions.

Therefore, for post processing we first apply a particular phase ordering operation and then

⌊n/2⌋ SWAP operations. In Fig. 7, we give an example of constructing a specific phase

order for the Fourier transformed states. After application of M̃[Q̂′n], this specific phase

ordering operation adds all the phases and stores it in the last state of all the product states

when expanding the state in Eq. (80). Then the linear ⌊n/2⌋ SWAP operations will reverse

each of the product states in the expansion thereby shifting the position of the phases. The

final state that we produce will be of the following form, which we refer to as the first

phase-ordered state:

1

(
√
2)n
∑
k1∈B
⋯ ∑

kn∈B
P⃗
(1)
k1,...,kn

(e2πi jk/2n) = 1

(
√
2)n
∑
k1∈B
⋯ ∑

kn∈B
P⃗k1(e2πi jk/2

n) ⊗ p⃗k2,...,kn . (90)

From this we can generate other phase ordered states by just applying appropriate order

switching operations. The details of these operations are discussed in Appendix D. Since,

we have the capacity to order phases of the states after performing the Fourier transform

operation, it is important that we explicitly mention this in the operator notation. We do

this by using an additional order subscript σ: M̃[Q̂n]σ, where σ ∈ {1,2, . . . , n} denotes the

final phase ordering of the state after the Fourier transform operation has been performed.

The transform T over the simplex for the Fourier transform operation M̃[Q̂n]σ will be

denoted by T [Q̂(n)σ ].

Finally, we note that T [Q̂(n)σ ] has the desired effect on a general state as well. As before

starting with a general state in some phase order σ [71],

φσn ∣x⟩ = s⃗(σ)(x) ≐
1

8n
(u⃗⊗n +

2n−1
∑
q=0

P⃗
(σ)
q (xq)), q ∈ Bn, q = [q], (91)
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we apply the Fourier transform operation and simplify,

T [Q(n)σ ](s⃗(σ)(x)) =
1

8n
(u⃗⊗n + M̃[Q̂n]σ ⋅ (

2n−1
∑
q=0

P⃗
(σ)
q (xq))) (92)

= 1

8n
(u⃗⊗n + (

2n−1
∑
q=0

M̃[Q̂n]σ ⋅ P⃗ (σ)q (xq))) (93)

= 1

8n
(u⃗⊗n +

2n−1
∑
q=0

1

(
√
2)n

2n−1
∑
k=0

P⃗
(σ)
k (e

2πi qk/2nxq)) , k = [k] (94)

= 1

8n

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

u⃗⊗n +
2n−1
∑
k=0

P⃗
(σ)
k

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

yk

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
1

(
√
2)n

2n−1
∑
q=0

e2πi qk/2
n

xq

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

(95)

= 1

8n
(u⃗⊗n +

2n−1
∑
k=0

P⃗
(σ)
k (yk)) = s⃗

(σ)(y) = φσn ∣y⟩ . (96)

We, therefore, see that the final state indeed stores the Fourier transform of the input

sequence in the same phase order. Note that to go from Eq. (94) to (95) we have used the

additive property from Eq. (12).

VII: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In conclusion, we have discussed a new approach to simulate quantum algorithms using

classical probabilistic bits and circuits. Each qubit (a two-level quantum system) is initially

mapped to a vector in an eight dimensional probability space. Due to the identical tensor

product structure of combining multiple quantum systems as well as multiple probability

spaces, n qubits are then mapped to a tensor product of n 8-dimensional probabilistic vectors

(i.e., the Hilbert space of dimension 2n is mapped to a probability space of dimension 8n).

After this initial mapping, we showed how to implement analogs of single-qubit and two-qubit

gates in the probability simplex. Remarkably, these results show that an exponentially large

number of complex coefficients in the quantum evolution can be tracked in the probability

space with a similar number of operations performed in the probability simplex. We also

discussed how to simulate (1) the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm in the probability space, and

(2) the Quantum Fourier transform in the probability space. Identical to the quantum case,

implementing the Quantum Fourier Transform in the probability space requires a polynomial
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number of gates (in an exponentially large probability space).

Our work shows that the initial state and the evolution of an n-qubit quantum computer

can be captured using a polynomial number of fully-correlated classical random variables

and affine circuits. One exciting future direction is to show if our approach constitutes a

truly efficient simulation of quantum evolution and whether there is an exponential overhead

hiding in a certain aspect of our formalism. As the state of the quantum computer evolves

in the Hilbert space, the entries of the simplex vector (i.e., the specific joint probabilities)

become exponentially small (similar to how the magnitudes of the complex coefficients be-

come exponentially small in a quantum computer). As a result, we believe understanding

how the evolution is affected by noise is critical. To be able to claim efficient simulation,

a detailed study of noise and error correction in probabilistic circuits of the form that we

describe here is essential. This is one clear future research direction. We think it is possible

that error correction is more straightforward with classical random variables in the proba-

bility space, since we are allowed to make a polynomial number of copies of the individual

simplex vectors, and introduce a redundancy.

We also note that the issue of noise and error correction is still an active research area

for quantum computers. It is known that the threshold theorem is not applicable when

there is correlated noise affecting all the qubits simultaneously in the quantum computer

[49–52]. Recent work has shown that such errors can happen when the qubits are coupled

to a common bosonic bath (which, inevitably happens in every quantum computer) [53–55].

We discussed how correlated decay between the qubit levels causes an error on each qubit

that scales with the number of qubits, thereby again violating one of the basic assumptions

of the threshold theorem (the assumption that the gate errors can be assumed to be smaller

than the a certain threshold) [56].

We also note that, another important issue is that while the p⃗ vector tracks the complex

coefficients of the quantum evolution, it is the total simplex vector, s⃗tot, that is physical and

that contains the probabilities (and the final measurements are performed on this vector). In

other words, the quantum evolution is tracked in the deviation of the probabilities from the

uniform distribution, u⃗. As a result, the individual entries of the simplex vector, s⃗tot, always

remain exponentially small. This is different from the quantum case. In quantum systems,

at the end of the evolution, the probability can be concentrated at a certain state. In our

formalism, tracking this evolution, the entries of the p⃗ vector would concentrate at a certain
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state, but this would not happen for the s⃗tot vector (due to the initial uniform distribution in

the definition of the s⃗tot vector). An important open question is if perform measurements on

the final output s⃗tot vector (i.e. if we sample from the final joint distribution), how efficiently

can we simulate the final measurement outcomes of the n-qubit quantum system (keeping

in mind that we are allowed to make a polynomial number of copies of the simplex vector

s⃗tot?)

We believe the approach presented here has practical and fundamental implications. On

the practical side, as mentioned above, our approach may provide a unique way to simulate

quantum systems that may be more efficient than currently possible. 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) [22, 23]. One

near-term future goal would be to observe the analog of the single-qubit Hadamard gate and

“Rabi rotations” in the simplex using an appropriate circuit acting on 3 p-bits. We have

discussed a specific procedure for implementing “Rabi rotations” using classical random

variables and probabilities in our recent work [21]. Another goal would be to implement

the analog two-qubits gates using correlation-inducing operations on multiple p-bits. On

the fundamental side, we have shown that n-qubit state of a quantum computer can be

tracked in the deviations of probabilities from a uniform distribution. For capturing the

initial state and time evolution of a quantum system, the mathematical structure of complex

wavefunctions that live in a Hilbert space is not necessary. We think it is also possible that

progress along the above posed questions will help clarify the quantum/classical boundary

[57–59], as well as the quantummeasurement problem [60, 61]. We also note that, throughout

this paper, we have focused on simulating quantum algorithms using classical probabilistic

bits and circuits. We have not gone into a detailed discussion of concepts of entanglement

[62–64], nonlocality [65], contextuality [66], or the reality of the quantum state [67–69]. A

rigorous discussion of these important concepts is beyond the scope of this work.

We finally note that Quantum Fourier Transform is arguably the most important step

in the celebrated Shor’s factoring algorithm [5, 6]. An exciting future direction is to extend

our analysis and provide the specific procedures for implementing an analog Shor’s factoring

algorithm in the probability simplex.
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APPENDIX A. RABI ROTATIONS AND PHASE GATES IN SIMPLEX SPACE

The unitary operation for a general Rabi rotation with angle θ is given by the following

action on the logical basis states:

Ŷθ ∣0⟩ = cos(
θ

2
) ∣0⟩ + sin(θ

2
) ∣1⟩ , (97)

Ŷθ ∣1⟩ = sin(
θ

2
) ∣0⟩ − cos(θ

2
) ∣1⟩ . (98)

In this logical qubit basis, this operation can be represented by the following 2 × 2 unitary

matrix:

Ŷθ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

cos ( θ2) sin ( θ2)

sin ( θ2) − cos (
θ
2
)

⎞
⎟
⎠

. (99)

Similarly, the single qubit phase gate Ẑϕ has the following action on the logical states:

Ẑϕ ∣0⟩ = ∣0⟩ , Ẑϕ ∣1⟩ = eiϕ ∣1⟩ . (100)

This phase gate, Ẑϕ, can be represented in the same matrix notation as:

Ẑϕ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

1 0

0 eiϕ

⎞
⎟
⎠
=
⎛
⎜
⎝

1 0

0 cosϕ

⎞
⎟
⎠
+ i
⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0

0 sinϕ

⎞
⎟
⎠

. (101)

The actions of these operators in the Bloch sphere picture are shown visually in Fig. 8(a) and

8(b), respectively. Using the linear operator representations in Eq. (99) and Eq. (101), we can

map these operations to their simplex counterparts respectively. The simplex transformation
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FIG. 8: This figure illustrates the action of Rabi rotations Ŷθ and Phase gates Ẑϕ on a qubit state

in the Bloch sphere picture. We note that these two rotations are sufficient to steer the qubit on

the Bloch sphere to any location (θ, ϕ).

matrix for the Rabi rotations is given by (cf. Eq (19)):

M̃[Ŷθ] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cos ( θ2) sin ( θ2) 0 0 0 0 0 0

sin ( θ2) − cos (
θ
2
) 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 cos ( θ2) sin ( θ2) 0 0 0 0

0 0 sin ( θ2) − cos (
θ
2
) 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 cos ( θ2) sin ( θ2) 0 0

0 0 0 0 sin ( θ2) − cos (
θ
2
) 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 cos ( θ2) sin ( θ2)

0 0 0 0 0 0 sin ( θ2) − cos (
θ
2
)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

(102)

From M̃[Ŷθ] we can further define the affine transform T [Ŷθ] that can be applied to a simplex

state to steer the state along the longitude of the Bloch sphere. Similarly, the transformation
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matrix for implementing the phase gate will be (again using Eq. (19)):

M̃[Ẑϕ] =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 cosϕ 0 0 0 0 0 sinϕ

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 cosϕ 0 sinϕ 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 sinϕ 0 0 0 cosϕ 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 sinϕ 0 0 0 cosϕ

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (103)

As before, this provides us with the affine transform T [Ẑϕ] for steering states along the

latitudes of the Bloch sphere. Using these two affine transformations (T [Ŷθ] and T [Ẑϕ]),

we can steer the simplex state as the quantum wavefunction evolves to any corresponding

point (θ, ϕ) on the Bloch sphere.

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF MEASUREMENT CORRESPONDENCE

The measurement correspondence that we aim to prove is:

⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = (p⃗T ⋅ M̃[Â] ⋅ p⃗)/2 . (104)

To prove this statement we expand the left hand side and the right hand side into their real

and imaginary components. Again writing the wavefunction ∣ψ⟩ as:

∣ψ⟩ ≡ x⃗ + iy⃗ (105)

where, x⃗ ≡ Re ∣ψ⟩, y⃗ ≡ Im ∣ψ⟩ and, Â = Re(Â) + i Im(Â) the left hand side then can be

expanded as follows:

⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = (x⃗T − iy⃗T) ⋅ (Re(Â) + i Im(Â)) ⋅ (x⃗ + iy⃗)

= (x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − x⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗)

+ i(x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + x⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − y⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ + y⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗) . (106)
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If Â is an observable then it is a Hermitian operator, implying that Re(Â) is symmetric and

Im(Â) is anti-symmetric. As a result:

x⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ = y⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗ = 0 (107)

and,

x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗ = (x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗)T = y⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ . (108)

Hence, the imaginary part of the right hand side of Eq. (106) is identically equal to zero

because of the Hermiticity of Â, which reduces the left hand side of Eq. (104) to:

⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − x⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ . (109)

The right hand side of Eq. (104) can be evaluated by explicitly writing p⃗ and M̃[Â] according

to the definitions in Section III:

1

2
(p⃗T ⋅ M̃[Â] ⋅ p⃗) = 1

2
( x⃗T −x⃗T y⃗T −y⃗T )

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Â) O O Im(Â)

O Re(Â) Im(Â) O

Im(Â) O Re(Â) O

O Im(Â) O Re(Â)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

x⃗

−x⃗

y⃗

−y⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= 1

2
( x⃗T −x⃗T y⃗T −y⃗T )

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗

−(Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗)

Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ +Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗

−(Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ +Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

= x⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ x⃗ − x⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅Re(Â) ⋅ y⃗ + y⃗T ⋅ Im(Â) ⋅ x⃗ . (110)

This expression is exactly equal to the reduced left hand side in Eq. (109) proving the original

expression written in Eq. (104).

44



APPENDIX C. THE SIMPLEX TENSOR OPERATION

We start with the definition of the bivalent simplex tensor operation ⊗s, which was defined

above in Section IV:

s⃗12 = s⃗1 ⊗s s⃗2 =
1

2
(s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗2 +Π(s⃗1) ⊗Π(s⃗2)) =

1

82
(u⃗⊗2 + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2) . (111)

As we discussed above, the main idea behind this operation is that it is an equal statistical

mixture of s⃗1⊗ s⃗2 and Π(s⃗1)⊗Π(s⃗2), so that the above mentioned cross terms are eliminated

producing a combined vector with the desired form, s⃗12. We note that it is evident from

above that this operation is closed for two vectors, since the final state vector s⃗12 has the

same form of deviations over uniform distribution. Next we must show that the operation

⊗s remains closed even for more than two state vectors. We prove this by induction. We

know that the operation is closed for n = 2 and taking it to be true for n = r−1 we can show

that it holds true for n = r. The form of the state vector for n = r − 1 will be

s⃗1,r−1 =
1

8r
(u⃗⊗r−1 +

r−1
⊗
k=1

p⃗k) . (112)

We next combine the vector s⃗1,r−1 with s⃗r, by explicitly evaluating each of the two compo-

nents:

s⃗1,r−1 ⊗ s⃗r =
1

8r
(u⃗⊗r−1 +

r−1
⊗
k=1

p⃗k) ⊗ (u⃗ + p⃗r) =
1

8r
(u⃗⊗r + u⃗⊗r−1 ⊗ p⃗r +

r−1
⊗
k=1

p⃗k ⊗ u⃗ +
r

⊗
k=1

p⃗k) (113)

and,

Π(s⃗1,r−1)⊗Π(s⃗r) =
1

8r
(u⃗⊗r−1 −

r−1
⊗
k=1

p⃗k)⊗(u⃗− p⃗r) =
1

8r
(u⃗⊗r − u⃗⊗r−1⊗ p⃗r−

r−1
⊗
k=1

p⃗k⊗ u⃗+
r

⊗
k=1

p⃗k) (114)

We then use the definition of ⊗s operation, which is an equal statistical mixture of the above

evaluated two terms:

s⃗1r = s⃗1,r−1 ⊗s s⃗r =
1

2
(s⃗1,r−1 ⊗ s⃗r +Π(s⃗1,r−1) ⊗Π(s⃗r)) =

1

8r
(u⃗⊗r +

r

⊗
k=1

p⃗k) . (115)
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This completes the proof since the vector s⃗1r has the desired form. Now that we have

established closure we next prove associativity. For three state vectors, the combinations

can be made in any sequence such that we maintain the overall order of the state vectors,

to show this we expand the two sequences:

(s⃗1 ⊗s s⃗2) ⊗s s⃗3 = s⃗12 ⊗s s⃗3 =
1

83
(u⃗⊗3 + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2 ⊗ p⃗3) (116)

this is can be seen by substituting r = 3 in Eq. (115). The other sequence is,

s⃗1 ⊗s (s⃗2 ⊗s s⃗3) = s⃗1 ⊗s s⃗23 =
1

2
(s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗23 +Π(s⃗1) ⊗Π(s⃗23)) (117)

where,

s⃗1 ⊗ s⃗23 =
1

83
(u⃗ + p⃗1) ⊗ (u⃗⊗2 + p⃗2 ⊗ p⃗3) =

1

83
(u⃗⊗3 + u⃗⊗ p⃗2 ⊗ p⃗3 + p⃗1 ⊗ u⃗⊗2 + p⃗1 ⊗ p⃗2 ⊗ p⃗3) (118)

and,

Π(s⃗1)⊗Π(s⃗23) =
1

83
(u⃗− p⃗1)⊗(u⃗⊗2− p⃗2⊗ p⃗3) =

1

83
(u⃗⊗3−u⃗⊗ p⃗2⊗ p⃗3− p⃗1⊗u⃗⊗2+ p⃗1⊗ p⃗2⊗ p⃗3) (119)

proving that the sequence of combination does not matter. Lastly, we end this Appendix

by noting that the simplex tensor operation ⊗s is inherently distributive as it derives its

definition form a bi-affine map τ introduced in the main text Eq. (38).

APPENDIX D. ORDERING OF PHASES

We first utilize the notation introduced in the main manuscript to understand ordering

of phases and then introduce the ordering operators next. In the most general case, note

that a single qubit state ∣ψ⟩ = c0 ∣0⟩ + c1 ∣1⟩ is mapped as follows,

φ ∣ψ⟩ = s⃗(ψ) ≐ 1

8
(u⃗ + P⃗0(c0) + P⃗1(c1)) =

1

8
(u⃗ +∑

b∈B
P⃗b(cb)), (120)

where,

P⃗b(c) = γ⃗ ⊗Re(c ∣b⟩) + γ⃗′ ⊗ Im(c ∣b⟩) = (Re(c)γ⃗ + Im(c)γ⃗′) ⊗ ∣b⟩ (121)
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such that P⃗b(1) = p⃗b, P⃗b(0) = 0⃗.

We start by considering the mapping of two qubits in logical states ∣b⟩ and ∣b′⟩, respec-

tively. Let’s associate two absolute phases, ϕ and ϕ′, with these logical states. When we

consider mapping of this system to the probability space, using the above notation, we would

have:

reiϕ ∣b⟩ ⊗ r′eiϕ′ ∣b′⟩ = rr′ei(ϕ+ϕ′) ∣bb′⟩ Ð→ P⃗b(reiϕ) ⊗ P⃗b′(r′eiϕ
′) = rr′P⃗b(eiϕ) ⊗ P⃗b′(eiϕ

′) . (122)

We note that, although the phases that each state carry in the quantum case commute and

can be associated to any state, the same for the corresponding states in the simplex version

is not true. More explicitly, for the quantum case, all the below three expressions refer to

exactly the same quantum state of the two-qubit wavefunction:

eiϕ ∣b⟩ ⊗ eiϕ′ ∣b′⟩ = eiϕ′ ∣b⟩ ⊗ eiϕ ∣b′⟩ = ei(ϕ+ϕ′) ∣bb′⟩ . (123)

When this state is mapped to the probability space, due to an additional redundancy in the

mapping, the following simplex vectors are not equivalent to each other:

P⃗b(eiϕ) ⊗ P⃗b′(eiϕ
′) ≠ P⃗b(eiϕ

′) ⊗ P⃗b′(eiϕ) ≠ P⃗b(ei(ϕ+ϕ
′)) ⊗ p⃗b′ ≠ p⃗b ⊗ P⃗b′(ei(ϕ+ϕ

′)) . (124)

Each permutation of the phase in the simplex version can be defined as a different ordering

of phases. We call each specific ordering of the phases by σ. The operations on the simplex

vectors can be defined so as to follow the transformation in the quantum case for each

permutation in Eq. (124). The only difference will be the way we store the absolute phase

information of the quantum state in the simplex vectors. Each distinct ordering (σ, the

specific permutation of phases) will define a different set of intermediate states of the simplex

vectors under the same set of operations. The orderings that provide set of intermediate

states that are equivalent to how quantum states transform are the ones in which we collect

all the phases in a single overall phase. We refer to these specific orderings for the two qubit
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case as σ = 1 and σ = 2, respectively, defined as:

σ = 1 ∶ P⃗
(1)
bb′ (e

i(ϕ+ϕ′)) = P⃗b(ei(ϕ+ϕ
′)) ⊗ p⃗b′ (125)

and, σ = 2 ∶ P⃗
(2)
bb′ (e

i(ϕ+ϕ′)) = p⃗b ⊗ P⃗b′(ei(ϕ+ϕ
′)) (126)

Importantly, as we will prove below, the final measurement outcomes for the simplex states

do not depend on which specific phase ordering that we choose. This is similar to the

quantum case where the measurements of any observable for a given quantum state do not

depend on the absolute phase of the wavefunction. We believe it is interesting that the

absolute phase information of the quantum wavefunction can be stored in different phase

orderings of the simplex vectors. We leave a detailed study of full implications of this for

future work. For the subsequent sections we will only be concerned with the phase orderings

σ = 1 and σ = 2 as described above where all the absolute phases are combined in a single

overall phase factor. Moreover, in the following subsection we specify linear operations Γ
(n)
σ

and Ω
(n)
σ that would allow us to achieve and switch between these different ordered states.

We now introduce affine transformations that allow us to switch between different phase-

ordered states. Let P⃗ be the state where the absolute phase information of each qubit is

stored in the corresponding simplex vector, i.e.,

P⃗ = P⃗b(eiϕ) ⊗ P⃗b′(eiϕ
′) (127)

Using the definitions and notation introduced in Section III, Eq (7) and Eq (8), this state

can be rewritten in the following form:

P⃗ = (cosϕ γ⃗ + sinϕ γ⃗′) ⊗ ∣b⟩ ⊗ (cosϕ′ γ⃗ + sinϕ′ γ⃗′) ⊗ ∣b′⟩ (128)

if ω̃ is a permutation operation with the following action,

ω̃ ⋅ (u⃗2×1 ⊗ v⃗4×1) = v⃗4×1 ⊗ u⃗2×1 (129)
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then P⃗ can be rewritten with the help of ω̃ as,

P⃗ = (I4×4 ⊗
³·µ
ω̃Tω̃ ⊗I2×2) ⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
(cosϕ γ⃗ + sinϕ γ⃗′) ⊗

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
∣b⟩ ⊗ (cosϕ′ γ⃗ + sinϕ′ γ⃗′)⊗ ∣b′⟩

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
(130)

= (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅ [(cosϕ γ⃗ + sinϕ γ⃗′) ⊗ (cosϕ′ γ⃗ + sinϕ′ γ⃗′) ⊗ ∣bb′⟩] (131)

which is equivalent to:

P⃗ = (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

ξ⃗

−ξ⃗

ζ⃗

−ζ⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗ ∣bb′⟩ (132)

where,

ξ⃗ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cosϕ cosϕ′

− cosϕ cosϕ′

cosϕ sinϕ′

− cosϕ sinϕ′

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, ζ⃗ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sinϕ cosϕ′

− sinϕ cosϕ′

sinϕ sinϕ′

− sinϕ sinϕ′

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, (133)

and,

ω̃ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, ω̃T = ω̃2 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

(134)

On the application of the phase ordering operations the resultant states should be of the

form P⃗ (1) = P⃗b(ei(ϕ+ϕ
′)) ⊗ p⃗b′ ,

P⃗ (1) =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cos(ϕ + ϕ′)

− cos(ϕ + ϕ′)

sin(ϕ + ϕ′)

− sin(ϕ + ϕ′)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗ ∣b⟩ ⊗ γ⃗ ⊗ ∣b′⟩ = (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cos(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

− cos(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

sin(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

− sin(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗ ∣bb′⟩ (135)
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and P⃗ (2) = p⃗b ⊗ P⃗b′(ei(ϕ+ϕ
′)),

P⃗ (2) = γ⃗ ⊗ ∣b⟩⊗

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cos(ϕ + ϕ′)

− cos(ϕ + ϕ′)

sin(ϕ + ϕ′)

− sin(ϕ + ϕ′)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗ ∣b′⟩ = (I4×4⊗ ω̃T⊗ I2×2) ⋅ (ι⊗ I4×4) ⋅

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

cos(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

− cos(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

sin(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

− sin(ϕ + ϕ′)γ⃗

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

⊗ ∣bb′⟩

(136)

where, ι̃ is a symmetric permutation matrix and has action like ω̃,

ι̃ ⋅ (u4×1 ⊗ v4×1) = v4×1 ⊗ u4×1, (137)

ι̃ = ι̃T =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

(138)

This implies that to be able to switch between different phase-orderings, we need to form

linear combinations of the components of ξ⃗ and ζ⃗ in P⃗ . This can be done by various linear
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operations, we specify the following for the phase ordering operations,

Γ̃ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

I4×4 O O O O O O O O O O I4×4 O O O O

O I4×4 O O O O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O

O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O O O O O O O O O

O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O O O O O O O O O

O O O O I4×4 O O O O O O O O O O I4×4

O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O O O O I4×4 O

O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O O O O O

O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O O O O O

O O I4×4 O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O O O

O O O I4×4 O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O O

O O O O O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O

O O O O O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4 O O O O

O O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O I4×4 O O O

O O O O O O O I4×4 O O O O O I4×4 O O

O O O O O O O O O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4

O O O O O O O O O O O O O O I4×4 I4×4

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

using this and transforming back we obtain the required ordering operations,

Γ
(2)
1 = (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅ Γ̃ ⋅ (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃ ⊗ I2×2), (139)

Γ
(2)
2 = (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅ (ι⊗ I4×4) ⋅ Γ̃ ⋅ (ι⊗ I4×4) ⋅ (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃ ⊗ I2×2) . (140)

We note that by using the above relations, we can transform between Γ
(2)
1 and Γ

(2)
2 using

FIG. 9: Phase ordering operations Γ
(2)
σ and the order switching operation Ω(2).
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a unique symmetric orthogonal transformation matrix, Ω(2), which we refer to as an order

switching operator for two p⃗ vectors:

Ω(2) = (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃T ⊗ I2×2) ⋅ (ι̃⊗ I4×4) ⋅ (I4×4 ⊗ ω̃ ⊗ I2×2), (141)

Γ
(2)
2 = Ω(2) ⋅ Γ

(2)
1 ⋅Ω(2), Γ

(2)
1 = Ω(2) ⋅ Γ

(2)
2 ⋅Ω(2) . (142)

The diagram that is shown in FIG. 9 summarizes the above operations for transforming

between different phase-orderings when two qubits are mapped to the corresponding simplex

vectors. Finally, the affine transformations corresponding to these operations are denoted

by Γ̃
(2)
σ and Ω̃(2):

Γ̃
(n)
σ = T [Γ(n)σ ], Ω̃

(n)
σ = T [Ω(n)σ ] . (143)

Above we have discussed transformation matrices to switch between different phase-ordered

vectors, when any two qubits are mapped to the probability simplex. When the number

of qubits is larger than two, the required order generating and switching operations can be

obtained from the ones that are used in the two qubit case. As an example let’s consider

the case of four qubits mapped to the probability space. The first order operation in this

case is given by the following expression,

Γ
(4)
1 = (Γ

(2)
1 ⊗ I8×8 ⊗ I8×8) ⋅ (I8×8 ⊗ Γ

(2)
1 ⊗ I8×8) ⋅ (I8×8 ⊗ I8×8 ⊗ Γ

(2)
1 ) (144)

The circuit diagram for producing this operation is shown in FIG. 10. Now that we have the

first order operation we can find all the other ones using three order switching operations

Ω
(4)
1 ,Ω

(4)
2 and Ω

(4)
3 . The commutative diagram in FIG. 11 provides a visual for the action

of the three order switching operations. Therefore, each of the switching operation can be

decomposed as,

Ω
(4)
1 = Ω(2) ⊗ I8×8 ⊗ I8×8 (145)

Ω
(4)
2 = I8×8 ⊗Ω(2) ⊗ I8×8 (146)

Ω
(4)
3 = I8×8 ⊗ I8×8 ⊗Ω(2) (147)
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FIG. 10: A circuit diagram for the application of first phase ordering operation in the case of four

qubits.

FIG. 11: Action of the three order switching operations in the case of four qubit simplex states.

using these we can then obtain all the other phase ordering operations Γ
(4)
σ , σ ≥ 2,

Γ
(4)
2 = Ω

(4)
1 ⋅ Γ

(4)
1 ⋅Ω

(4)
1 (148)

Γ
(4)
3 = Ω

(4)
2 ⋅ Γ

(4)
2 ⋅Ω

(4)
2 (149)

Γ
(4)
4 = Ω

(4)
3 ⋅ Γ

(4)
3 ⋅Ω

(4)
3 . (150)

Finally, we can comment on the mapping of a general n-qubit quantum state. Because we

have the ability to put a state in a definite phase ordering, we additionally define phase

ordered maps φσn that have action as described below. Given some general n-qubit quantum

state in the logical basis:

∣ψ⟩ = ∑
q∈Bn

cq ∣q⟩ (151)

and σ ∈ Zn + 1 = {m∣1 ⩽m ⩽ n,m ∈ Z+},

φσn ∣ψ⟩ = s⃗(σ)(ψ) ≐
1

8n
(u⃗⊗n + ∑

q∈Bn

P⃗
(σ)
q (cq)) (152)
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APPENDIX E. MEASUREMENT INVARIANCE OF PHASE ORDERING

In this Appendix we show that the measurement of an observable in the logical basis is

independent of the phase ordering chosen for the states. Moreover, we also prove that this

allows us to measure states in any choice of basis other than the logical basis.

From the main text we know that for a single-qubit quantum state ∣ψ⟩ = ∑u∈B cu ∣u⟩, its

mapped simplex state:

s⃗ = φ ∣ψ⟩ = 1

8

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

u⃗ +

P⃗

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
∑
u∈B

P⃗u(cu)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

, (153)

and a quantum observable Â, the following connection holds (cf. Eq. (30)):

⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = 1

2
(P⃗T ⋅ M̃[Â] ⋅ P⃗ ) , (154)

We know that the set of Pauli operators and Identity matrix P = {σ̂0 = Î2×2, σ̂1 = X̂, σ̂2 =

Ŷ , σ̂3 = Ẑ} forms a complete and orthogonal basis for any 2 × 2 operator. Hence, for any

2 × 2 quantum observable Â we would have the following decomposition,

Â =
3

∑
i=0
ai σ̂i , (155)

where, each of the coefficients ai are real (because Â is Hermitian) and can be obtained by

the trace formula: ai = Tr(σ̂iÂ). Using this fact and expanding the state ∣ψ⟩ and s⃗ on the

left and right hand side of Eq. (154) we obtain:

∑
u,v∈B2

3

∑
i=0
c∗ucv a

i ⟨u∣ σ̂i ∣v⟩ = ∑
u,v∈B2

3

∑
i=0
c∗u a

iσuvi cv =
1

2

⎛
⎝ ∑u,v∈B2

P⃗T
u (cu) ⋅ M̃[

3

∑
i=0
aiσ̂i] ⋅ P⃗v(cv)

⎞
⎠

,

(156)

from the definition of M̃ operator map we see that:

M̃[
3

∑
i=0
aiσ̂i] =

3

∑
i=0
aiM̃[σ̂i], ∵ ai ∈ R, ∀ i ∈ {0,1,2,3} (157)

as a consequence we can subsequently write the following equivalence for any (u, v) ∈ B2,
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(cu, cv) ∈ C2 and i ∈ {0,1,2,3}:

2 c∗ucvσ
uv
i = P⃗T

u (cu) ⋅ M̃[σ̂i] ⋅ P⃗v(cv) . (158)

With this notation and considerations for the single-qubit case in mind, let’s move on

to the n-qubit case. The quantum state ∣ψ⟩ = ∑q∈Bn cq ∣q⟩ under some phase ordering ω ∈

{1,2, . . . , n} can be mapped to a simplex state as follows:

φωn ∣ψ⟩ = s⃗(ω) =
1

8n

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

u⃗⊗n +

P⃗ (ω)

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
∑
q∈Bn

P⃗
(ω)
q (cq)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (159)

Now for a given 2n × 2n quantum observable Â which we can decompose as:

Â = ∑
µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,η

ω terms

³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
σ̂µ ⊗⋯⊗ σ̂ζ ⊗⋯⊗ σ̂η , (160)

where aµ,...,ζ,...,η ∈ R,∀(µ, . . . , ζ, . . . , η) ∈ {0,1,2,3}n, we follow through the below steps:

1

2n
((P⃗ (ω))T ⋅ M̃n[Â] ⋅ P⃗ (ω)) =

1

2n
⎛
⎝∑q,k
(P⃗ (ω)q (cq))T ⋅ M̃n[Â] ⋅ P⃗ (ω)k (ck)

⎞
⎠

= 1

2n
⎛
⎝∑q,k
(P⃗ (ω)q (cq))T ⋅ M̃n

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣
∑

µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,ησ̂µ ⊗⋯⊗ σ̂ζ ⊗⋯⊗ σ̂η
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
⋅ P⃗ (ω)k (ck)

⎞
⎠

= 1

2n
⎛
⎝∑q,k

∑
µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,η (p⃗Tq1 ⊗⋯⊗ P⃗
T
qω(cq) ⊗⋯⊗ p⃗

T
qn) ⋅ (M̃[σ̂µ] ⊗⋯⊗ M̃[σ̂ζ] ⊗⋯⊗ M̃[σ̂η])⋅

(p⃗k1 ⊗⋯⊗ P⃗kω(ck) ⊗⋯⊗ p⃗kn)) (∵ aµ,...,ζ,...,η ∈ R,∀(µ, . . . , ζ, . . . , η) ∈ {0,1,2,3}n)

= 1

2n
⎛
⎝∑q,k

∑
µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,η (p⃗Tq1 ⋅ M̃[σ̂µ] ⋅ p⃗k1) ⋯ (P⃗
T
qω(cq) ⋅ M̃[σ̂ζ] ⋅ P⃗kω(ck)) ⋯ (p⃗

T
qn ⋅ M̃[σ̂η] ⋅ p⃗kn)

⎞
⎠

= 1

2n
⎛
⎝∑q,k

∑
µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,η (2σq1k1µ ) ⋯ (2 c∗q σ
qωkω
ζ ck) ⋯ (2σqnknη )

⎞
⎠
(cf. Eq. (158))

=
⎛
⎝∑q,k

c∗q ⟨q∣
⎛
⎝ ∑
µ,...,ζ,...,η

aµ,...,ζ,...,η σ̂µ ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ σ̂ζ ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ σ̂η
⎞
⎠
ck ∣k⟩

⎞
⎠
= ⟨ψ∣ Â ∣ψ⟩ = ⟨Â⟩

Therefore, we observe that regardless of the chosen phase order ω we obtain the correct
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quantum measurement value ⟨Â⟩ proving the validity of the premise of this appendix.

We finally note that, in place of the logical basis states let us suppose that we have the

basis set: {∣ϕi⟩ ∣ i ∈ {0,1, . . . ,2n − 1}}, and the operator Φ̂ that links the logical basis to this

new basis of states:

Φ̂ ∣q⟩ = ∣ϕq⟩ , q = [q] ∈ {0,1, . . . ,2n − 1} . (161)

We can then construct a quantum observable Âq = Φ̂M̂qΦ̂† = ∣ϕq⟩⟨ϕq ∣ which measures any

simplex state s⃗ = φn ∣ψ⟩ (note here that the phase order has not been specified because of

its irrelevance) in the new chosen basis set {∣ϕi⟩ ∣ i ∈ {0,1, . . . ,2n − 1}}:

⟨T [Âq]⟩s⃗ = s⃗ ⋅ T [Âq](s⃗) =
1

8n
(1 + 1

4n
∣ ⟨ϕq ∣ψ⟩ ∣2), q = [q] ∈ {0,1, . . . ,2n − 1} (162)
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