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We introduce Super Quantum Mechanics (SQM) as a theory that considers states in Hilbert space
subject to multiple quadratic constraints. Traditional quantum mechanics corresponds to a single
quadratic constraint of wavefunction normalization. In its simplest form, SQM considers states in the
form of unitary operators, where the quadratic constraints are conditions of unitarity. In this case,
the stationary SQM problem is a quantum inverse problem with multiple applications in machine
learning and artificial intelligence. The SQM stationary problem is equivalent to a new algebraic
problem that we address in this paper. The SQM non-stationary problem considers the evolution of a
quantum system, distinct from the explicit time dependence of the Hamiltonian, H(t). Several options
for the SQM dynamic equation are considered, and quantum circuits of 2D type are introduced, which
transform one quantum system into another. Although no known physical process currently describes
such dynamics, this approach naturally bridges direct and inverse quantum mechanics problems,
allowing for the development of a new type of computer algorithm. Beyond computer modeling,
the developed theory could be directly applied if or when a physical process capable of solving an
inverse quantum problem in a single measurement act (analogous to wavefunction measurement in
traditional quantum mechanics) is discovered in the future.

Dedicated to the memory of Iya Pavlovna Ipatova.

I. INTRODUCTION

Traditional quantum mechanics[1, 2] involves the time
evolution of a wavefunction |ψ⟩ (a unit-length vector) in
Hilbert space.

iℏ
∂ψ

∂t
= Hψ (1)

A generalization of this dynamics defines a quantum chan-
nel [3, 4], which is considered as a trace-preserving positive
map [5–8]. The simplest example of such a channel is a
unitary mapping.

AOUT = UAINU† (2)
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For the Schrödinger equation (1), the unitary operator U

U = exp

[
−i t

ℏ
H

]
(3)∣∣∣ψ(t)

〉
=

∣∣∣U ∣∣∣ψ(0)
〉

(4)

defines a quantum channel (2) that describes the time
evolution of the initial state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉
, this can be expressed

by setting U = U and AIN =
∣∣ψ(0)

〉 〈
ψ(0)

∣∣. The most com-
monly studied quantum channel is the one that describes
the evolution of a quantum system between t and t+ τ .
If the system has a time-independent Hamiltonian H, the
evolution over a finite time can be obtained through mul-
tiple applications of the quantum channel that describes
the time evolution over a small interval τ . The time de-
pendence of this quantum channel may arise solely from
the explicit time dependence of the Hamiltonian, H(t).

In this work, we generalize the system state from a
unit-length vector |ψ⟩ to a unitary operator U , or, in the
case of a mixed state, from a density matrix ρ to a mixed
unitary channel Υ (50). We assume that the quantum
channel can exhibit its own dynamics, possibly described
by a non-stationary equation, with a solution in the form
of a time-dependent unitary operator that generates a
time-dependent quantum channel. While no known physi-
cal process is currently described by such dynamics, this
approach naturally bridges direct and inverse quantum
mechanics problems and provides valuable insights into
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machine learning and artificial intelligence [9, 10]. Aside
from computer modeling, the developed theory will have
direct applications if a physical process capable of solving
an inverse quantum problem is discovered in the future.

The first step in approaching this problem is to intro-
duce a stationary Schrödinger-like equation that describes
a quantum inverse problem. In “Appendix D: A Numerical
Solution to Quadratic Form Maximization Problem in
Unitary Matrix Space” of Ref. [11] we formulated and
later solved [12, 13] the quantum inverse problem. For a
given sequence of observations l = 1 . . .M , of pure (5) or
mixed states (6) mapping,

ψ(l) → ϕ(l) (5)

ϱ(l) → ρ(l) (6)

the goal is to reconstruct the unitary operator U (2)
that optimally maps AIN =

∣∣ψ(l)
〉 〈
ψ(l)

∣∣ to AOUT =∣∣ϕ(l)〉 〈ϕ(l)∣∣, or for mixed states, AIN = ρ(l) to AOUT =

ϱ(l) for all l = 1 . . .M . By interpreting l as time t (where
l → l + 1 corresponds to t → t+ τ), the time evolution
of a quantum system, ψ(l) → ψ(l+1), or, for mixed states,
ρ(l) → ρ(l+1), can be described by setting ϕ(l) = ψ(l+1) or
ϱ(l) = ρ(l+1), respectively. This reconstruction can then be
used to obtain the Hamiltonian by taking the logarithm
of the unitary matrix U [14]. There is no unique solution
to Eq. (7); many different Hamiltonians can be used to
implement a quantum gate U [15].

H = i
ℏ
τ
lnU (7)

Our approach is applicable when the objective function
F (typically the total fidelity [3, 4] of the mapping) can be
represented as a quadratic form1 in the unitary operator
U .

F =

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k,k′=0

U∗
jkSjk;j′k′Uj′k′ (8)

This is especially simple for pure state mappings, when
(assuming, for now, that all ω(l) = 1),

F =

M∑
l=1

ω(l)
∣∣∣〈ϕ(l) ∣∣∣U ∣∣∣ψ(l)

〉∣∣∣2 (9)

is a quadratic function of U , which gives a simple expres-
sion.

Sjk;j′k′ =

M∑
l=1

ω(l)ϕ
(l)∗
j ϕ

(l)
j′ ψ

(l)∗
k ψ

(l)
k′ (10)

1 In this work, we changed the notation used in [12, 13] from
⟨a | b⟩ =

∑
j ajb

∗
j to the common one in traditional quantum

mechanics, ⟨a | b⟩ =
∑
j a

∗
j bj .

For mixed state mappings (6), the expression for the total
fidelity F involves

Sjk;j′k′ =

M∑
l=1

ω(l)ϱ̃
(l)∗
jj′ ρ̃

(l)∗
kk′ (11)

where ϱ̃ and ρ̃ are simple functions of ϱ and ρ. For example,
to obtain the fidelity of mixed state unitary mapping, one
needs to consider the mapping √

ρ → √
ϱ, since for a

unitary quantum channel (2), the same quantum channel
transforms both ρ and √

ρ [13].

For a dynamic system where ϱ(l) = ρ(l+1), the calcula-
tion of Sjk;j′k′ is effectively reduced to an autocorrelation
with a delay of τ .

Sjk;j′k′ =

M∑
l=1

ω(l)ρ̃
(l+1)∗
jj′ ρ̃

(l)∗
kk′ (12)

If it were a classical system, this calculation would be
equivalent to computing a time-average. In quantum sys-
tems, however, the situation is more complex since the
measurement of ρ(l) destroys the state, making ρ(l+1) at
the next step potentially unavailable. Recently, new ap-
proaches have been developed that allow for the measure-
ment of even multiple-time autocorrelations in quantum
systems[16]. This way, the Sjk;j′k′ is obtained from the
single-time density matrix autocorrelation by continuous
observation of the system state.

Alternatively, instead of continuous observation of the
system state, one can obtain the Sjk;j′k′ using a process
typical for quantum computations. In quantum computa-
tions, an initial state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

is prepared in a specific state
of qubits. Then, a unitary transformation corresponding
to the required quantum circuit is applied, and the result
is measured. Similarly, we can create

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

randomly and
measure the result

∣∣ψ(τ)
〉

of the system’s evolution. In
this approach, instead of continuous observation of the
system, we randomly create the initial state M times
and measure the result of its evolution. This process may
be easier to implement than continuous observation of a
quantum system’s state. It is also simpler than the process
of quantum computation, as

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

is taken randomly and
does not need to be prepared in a specific state.

In any case, the Sjk;j′k′ of a quantum system, which we
aim to identify, must be measured in one way or another.
The fidelity of this identification with a “probe operator”
U can be expressed in the quadratic form of U , as given
in (8). The goal is to find the operator U that maximizes
the fidelity. In the case of perfect matching, this results
in a fidelity equal to the number of observations in (5),
F =M , when ω(l) = 1.

This paper is accompanied by a software which is avail-
able from Ref. [17]; all references to code in the paper
correspond to this software.

http://www.ioffe.ru/LNEPS/malyshkin/code_polynomials_quadratures.zip
http://www.ioffe.ru/LNEPS/malyshkin/code_polynomials_quadratures.zip
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II. A STATIONARY SCHRÖDINGER-LIKE
EQUATION

In traditional quantum mechanics, a quantum state
(pure state case) is a unit-length vector |ψ⟩ in Hilbert
space. Quantum dynamics describes the time evolution of
this vector within it. The Hilbert space is formally defined
as an infinite-dimensional vector space (with a countable
number of basis vectors) equipped with an inner product.
However, we also refer to finite-dimensional spaces as
Hilbert spaces in this context. The inner product ⟨ψ |ϕ⟩
can be defined as

⟨ψ |ϕ⟩ =
N−1∑
j,k=0

ψ∗
jQjkϕk (13)

with an arbitrary positively definite Hermitian matrix
Qjk. It can be reduced to a familiar form

⟨ψ |ϕ⟩ =
N−1∑
i=0

ψ∗
i ϕi (14)

through a basis linear transformation. Traditional quan-
tum mechanics consists of finding a stationary state |ψ⟩
or its time evolution

∣∣ψ(t)
〉
, where the state is subject to

a single quadratic constraint.

1 =

N−1∑
i=0

|ψi|2 (15)

In our previous works [12, 13] on the inverse problem
in quantum mechanics, states with multiple quadratic
constraints naturally arise. The simplest form of this type
of state is a unitary (or partially unitary) operator U ,
represented by the matrix Ujk, where j = 0 . . . D − 1,
k = 0 . . . n− 1, and D ≤ n, satisfying the constraints.

Gij =

n−1∑
k=0

UikU∗
jk i, j = 0 . . . D − 1 (16)

δij = Gij (17)

The Gram matrix (16), introduced as the partial convo-
lution of Ujk, is a unit matrix for partially unitary Ujk.
When D = n, condition (17) represents the unitarity of
Ujk. In this case, it can equivalently be written in the
form

δkq =

D−1∑
j=0

U∗
jkUjq k, q = 0 . . . n− 1 (18)

but this form cannot be satisfied when D < n. However,
condition (17) allows this case to be studied. The uni-
tary operator U creates a transformation of an arbitrary
operator A, acting as a quantum channel (2).

The constraints in (17) can be conveniently interpreted
as the transformation of the unit matrix AIN into the

unit matrix AOUT using the quantum channel (2). When
D = n, the quantum channel represents a trace-preserving
map, which can describe, for example, the evolution of a
density matrix ρjk for a quantum system. When D < n,
this is a trace-decreasing map, which is typically not
used in the study of quantum systems but may be very
beneficial for exploring numerical algorithms. Below, we
assume the D = n case for all actual quantum dynamics,
while the D < n case is currently used only for testing
numerical algorithms.

Other forms of quadratic constraints[13] arise, for ex-
ample, when considering quantum channels, such as a
general quantum channel[7]

AOUT =

Ns−1∑
s=0

BsA
INB†

s (19)

with a Kraus rank Ns > 1. However, in this work, we
primarily focus on unitary channels (2). Partial unitarity
constraints (17) comprise D conditions for the diagonal
elements to be equal to one and D(D − 1)/2 conditions
for the off-diagonal elements to be equal to zero. The
sum of all diagonal elements is called “simplified” (par-
tial) quadratic constraint being of special importantce to
numerical method[12]2

D =

D−1∑
j=0

n−1∑
k=0

|Ujk|2 (20)

If we were to consider only the partial constraints (20),
this would effectively be the problem (15), with the vector
ψi obtained from the operator Ujk by vectorization, saving
all Uik matrix elements into a single vector, row by row,
to obtain a vector ψi of dimension N = Dn.

The key novel element of this study is the introduction
of “super quantum” states, described by the unitary op-
erator U , instead of representing a state by a vector ψ
as in traditional quantum mechanics. Whereas there is
currently no known physical process that can be described
by a state represented by a vector in Hilbert space subject
to several quadratic constraints (e.g., a unitary opera-
tor U), such processes may be constructed or modeled
in the future. They naturally bridge direct and inverse
quantum mechanics problems, for which we have devel-
oped an efficient algebraic iterative algorithm to find the
global maximum [12, 13]. The quantum states now be-
come unitary operators, and the operators transforming
them become superoperators. The entire theory can be
referred to as Super Quantum Mechanics. We define Su-
per Quantum Mechanics (SQM) as the theory in which

2 The transformation T , which converts an operator U satisfying Eq.
(20) into a unitary operator Ũ = TU satisfying Eq. (17), which
is used in the numerical method and discussed in “Appendix A2.
Adjustment of Operators to Orthogonal” of Ref. [13], corresponds
to TGT † = 1, and since G = UU† is Hermitian, it reduces to the
calculation of the inverse square root of G, T = T † = G−1/2.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert_space
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hilbert_space
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vectorization_(mathematics)


4

quantum states are described by a vector in Hilbert space
subject to several quadratic constraints, such as (17) for
states in the form of unitary operators U . When there
is only a single quadratic constraint, (15) with a vector
of unit norm, we obtain traditional quantum mechanics
as the limiting case. SQM can be viewed as an approach
that considers system states at the intersection of mani-
folds, each being a second-order surface. The number of
surfaces that intersect equals the number of constraints
in (17), and their intersection is not always transversal.
The iterative method developed for finding the global
maximum [12, 13] involves replacing, at each iteration,
the D(D + 1)/2 quadratic constraints (17) with a single
simplified quadratic constraint (20) and D(D + 1)/2− 1
homogeneous linear constraints, which are obtained as tan-
gents to the constraint surfaces at the point of the current
iteration. Traditional quantum mechanics corresponds to
considering states on the unit sphere, greatly simplifying
the matter. Similarly, it is more convenient to develop the
theory in a regular Hilbert space with multiple quadratic
constraints (17), rather than in the space of intersections
of multiple second-order surfaces.

After defining the system state with the unitary op-
erator Ujk, we introduce a quadratic form used in a
Hamiltonian-like manner. In traditional quantum mechan-
ics, with the single constraint (15), this would correspond
to a familiar quadratic expression, where the Hamiltonian
Hij is represented as a Hermitian matrix.

F =

N−1∑
i,j=0

ψ∗
iHijψj (21)

When a quantum state is defined by a unitary matrix Ujk

(e.g., in the quantum inverse problem), the total fidelity
of pure state mapping [12], ψl → ϕl, l = 1 . . .M , which
is defined as (9), is a quadratic function of U and can
therefore be represented as a quadratic form (8).

For mixed state unitary mappings, the fidelity can also
be represented in this form with some Sjk;j′k′ by consid-
ering the √

ρ → √
ϱ mapping [13]. The quadratic form

on Ujk with a Hermitian tensor Sjk;j′k′ = S∗
j′k′;jk is the

most general form of a quadratic real function on Ujk.
Whereas a traditional quantum system is defined by

a Hamiltonian, represented as a Hermitian matrix Hij ,
with states ψi subject to a single quadratic constraint
(15), we propose that a super quantum system is defined
by a “super-Hamiltonian”, now represented as a Hermitian
tensor Sjk;j′k′ . In this case, the states U are unitary opera-
tors represented by the matrices Ujk, which are subject to
the constraints (17). The superoperator Sjk;j′k′ replaces
the Hamiltonian Hij .

The ground state stationary solution of the super quan-
tum system with “super-Hamiltonian” Sjk;j′k′ consists in
finding the global maximum/minimum of (8) with Ujk sub-
ject to (17) constraints. There currently exists an efficient
algebraic-type algorithm [12, 13] capable of solving this
problem for a large enough n. See [13] for an evaluation
of its computational complexity.

Let us reformulate the optimization problem of max-
imizing (8) into an algebraic form. By constructing the
Lagrangian L with the constraints (17) conjugated, and
varying it with respect to Ujk,

L =

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k,k′=0

U∗
jkSjk;j′k′Uj′k′

+

D−1∑
j,j′=0

λjj′

[
δjj′ −

n−1∑
k=0

U∗
jkUj′k

]
−−→
U

max (22)

we derive a novel algebraic problem[11].

SU = λU (23)

The superoperator S is a tensor Sjk;j′k′ , the “eigenvector”
U is a partially unitary operator Ujk, and the “eigenvalue”
λ is a Hermitian D×D matrix of Lagrange multipliers λij ,
an “eigenmatrix” instead of the usual eigenvalue-scalar.
This is a new algebraic problem, and currently, only a
numerical solution is available[12, 13]. For a given fidelity
tensor Sjk;j′k′ (8), the unitary operator Ujk at the global
maximum provides the best solution to the quantum
mechanics inverse problem.

This type of optimization problem can be reduced to
the algebraic problem (23) only when the fidelity, F , is
a quadratic function of U (8). For more general forms of
F , such as higher-order polynomials or the square root of
multiple quadratic terms, the algebraic problem cannot be
formulated. In such cases, numerical algorithms are typi-
cally employed, involving mathematical analysis tools and
techniques such as derivatives, gradients, Hessian matrices,
and others[18]. Our numerical solution [12, 13] represents
a transition from relying on mathematical analysis to
employing algebraic tools, specifically eigenproblem-type
methods, where solving an eigenvalue problem serves as a
building block of our iterative algorithm to the problem
(23). This approach is applicable only when the opti-
mization problem is a QCQP (Quadratically Constrained
Quadratic Program).

III. BASIC PROPERTIES OF THE ALGEBRAIC
PROBLEM SU = λU

The algebraic problem (23) has a number of remarkable
features. It has a number of solutions

SU [s] = λ[s]U [s] (24)

The total number of solutions is up to Dn, s = 0 . . . Dn−1.
For Hermitian tensor Sjk;j′k′ (8), the eigenmatrix λ[s] is
a Hermitian matrix of dimension D × D. The fidelity
F (8) in the state U [s] is equal to the trace F = Trλ[s].
Compare this with a regular eigenproblem, |H|ψ⟩ = λ |ψ⟩,
obtained from (21), where λ[s] is a scalar andF = λ[s]. The
superoperator Sjk;j′k′ can be interpreted as encompassing
many Hamiltonians, where each solution (24) corresponds

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quadratically_constrained_quadratic_program
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to one of them. The Lagrange multiplier matrix λ[s] can
be interpreted as the “Hamiltonian” of a quantum system.
The “ground state” solution, selected from among these
quantum systems, corresponds to the solution with the
maximum Trλ[s].

These “Hamiltonians” λ[s] should be distinguished from
regular Hamiltonians that describe the quantum system
dynamics, which is given by the logarithm of U [s] (7). In
this way, the solution to the algebraic problem, repre-
sented by the pair λ[s],U [s], describes two Hamiltonians.
While the dynamics governed by lnU [s] (7) represent reg-
ular quantum dynamics, the dynamics governed by λ[s]
can be interpreted as the evolution of the quantum chan-
nel itself, possibly describing the time evolution of the
quantum system as a whole. The λ[s] and U [s] are related
as described in Eq. (45).

Orthogonality conditions are somewhat unusual. If we
consider Eq. (24) to hold for all components without
exception for certain projections (see Appendix A below),
we obtain the orthogonality condition. By multiplying
the equation for s by U [s′] and summing, we derive the
orthogonality condition〈

U [s′]
∣∣∣λ[s′] † ∣∣∣U [s]

〉
=

〈
U [s′]

∣∣∣λ[s] ∣∣∣U [s]
〉

(25)

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k=0

(
λ
[s′]
jj′ U

[s′]
j′k

)∗
U [s]
jk =

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k=0

U [s′]∗
jk λ

[s]
jj′U

[s]
j′k

(26)

This is analogous to the familiar orthogonality condition
for eigenvectors δss′ =

〈
ψ[s]

∣∣∣ψ[s′]
〉
. In traditional quan-

tum mechanics, where λ[s] is a scalar (which can be con-
sidered as D = 1), the relation (25) in the non-degenerate
case λ[s] ̸= λ[s

′] leads to a λ-independent orthogonality
condition 0 =

〈
ψ[s]

∣∣∣ψ[s′]
〉
. In contrast, in super quan-

tum mechanics, where λ[s] is a Hermitian matrix and U [s]

is a unitary operator, the orthogonality condition (25)
depends on λ[s].

Consider the matrix of fidelity Fss′ in the basis of the
solutions U [s] (24).

Fss′ =
〈
U [s]

∣∣∣S ∣∣∣U [s′]
〉
=

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k,k′=0

U [s]∗
jk Sjk;j′k′U [s′]

j′k′

(27)

One can directly verify that the orthogonality condition
(25) for Eq. (24) is consistent with the Hermiticity of
Fss′ = F∗

s′s.
The inconvenience of the previous state orthogonality

condition (25) lies in the difficulty of representing the
tensor Sjk;j′k′ as a superposition of contributions from
different U [s]

jk solutions, as well as challenges in numerical
implementation (see Appendix A). In [13], we introduced
a state orthogonality condition in the form

0 = Fss′ =
〈
U [s]

∣∣∣S ∣∣∣U [s′]
〉

(28)

which corresponds to the matrix Fss′ (27) being zero for
s ̸= s′. The condition (28) allows for the tensor Sjk;j′k′

to be represented as

S ≈
Ns−1∑
s=0

1

Fss

∣∣∣S∣∣∣U [s]
〉〈

U [s]
∣∣∣S∣∣∣ (29)

The main advantage of (28) is that the matrix Fss′ (27)
for an approximated S from (29) with the full Ns = Dn
basis is equal to the corresponding matrix with the exact
S. The numerical implementation is also significantly
simplified. The disadvantage of (28) is that, in Eq. (24) for
the solution s in the hierarchy, is not satisfied for certain
projections, the number of which equals the number of
previous states in the hierarchy. However, the relation
Fss = Trλ[s] always holds exactly. This follows from
the construction method of the solutions hierarchy: we
determine U [s]

jk by maximizing F (8), with U [s]
jk subject

to the constraints imposed by the previous states (s′ =
0 . . . s− 1), whether using (28) or (25). This problem does
not arise for a regular eigenproblem (D = 1 and λ[s] is
a scalar), where the conditions (28) and (25) coincide.
For the ground state (s = 0), all projections are always
satisfied, as there are no prior state constraints applied.

A typical application of the (28) hierarchy is that, for
a non-unitary operator V providing some fidelity F =
⟨V |S | V⟩, we can construct a mixed unitary channel (33)
that achieves the same fidelity.

V =

Ns−1∑
s=0

wsU [s] (30)

ws =

〈
V
∣∣S ∣∣U [s]

〉
Fss

(31)

⟨V |S | V⟩ =
Ns−1∑
s=0

|ws|2
〈
U [s]

∣∣∣S ∣∣∣U [s]
〉

(32)

Equation (32) holds exactly only for the full basis Ns =
Dn. Note that the Kraus rank (the minimal number of
terms Ns in (19)) may differ from the mixed unitary
rank (the minimal number of terms Ns in (33)), where
1 =

∑Ns−1
s=0 |ws|2.

AOUT =

Ns−1∑
s=0

|ws|2U [s]AINU [s] † (33)

An important feature of a regular eigenproblem is the
ability to find a unitary transformation that determines
the basis in which the matrix is diagonal. The problem
we consider in this paper is more complex, as there are
multiple solutions to (23), and each solution consists of a
pair of matrices, λ[s]ij ,U

[s]
jk . The hierarchy we constructed

above relates these different solutions. Contrary to the
regular eigenproblem, the selection of a linear constraint
for orthogonality to the previous solution can take differ-
ent forms, such as (28) or (25). Each form creates its own
hierarchy.
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A. The density of states of the solutions hierarchy

Let there be a hierarchy of solutions, λ[s]ij ,U
[s]
jk , and sup-

pose we want to classify them according to some scalar
criteria. In traditional quantum mechanics, this classifi-
cation is based on the Hamiltonian eigenvalues, which
determine the density of states — that is, the number of
eigenvalues within a given energy range. Now, we have a
superoperator Sjk;j′k′ instead of a Hamiltonian and eigen-
matrices λ[s]ij instead of energy levels. Since the fidelity of
U [s]
jk is equal to the trace of the eigenmatrix, F = Trλ[s], a

straightforward way to classify the states based on a scalar
parameter is to classify them according to the solution’s
fidelity. This “density of states” will describe not only
the quantum system (7) corresponding to U [s]

jk , but also
the sample of M observations (5) from which the data
is taken to construct Sjk;j′k′ . For a quantum system H
undergoing Schrödinger equation (1) dynamics, whether
the sample is generated using an initial state ψ(0) with
continuous observation of the system state ψ(t) at equidis-
tant time moments t = lτ , or from M randomly created
initial states ψ(0) with observation of the corresponding
M states ψ(τ), the ground state solution U [0]

jk is precisely
given by (3), and the total fidelity is F [0] = Trλ[0] =M .
But the algebraic problem (23) has a number of other
solutions, U [s]

jk , each with fidelity F [s] ≤ F [0]. The cor-

responding Hamiltonian H [s] can be obtained from U [s]
jk

as in (7). The question is how the H [s] corresponding
to other solutions U [s]

jk relate to the Hamiltonian H used
to generate the sample. The first characteristic to con-
sider is the density of states – the number of solutions in
the interval [F ,F + dF ]. From symmetry considerations,
there should be a single solution (unless the problem is
degenerate) corresponding to the minimal F (such mini-
mal F solutions arise in the study of variational quantum
algorithms[19, 20]). The density of states exhibits one or
more maxima in the intermediate region, and we believe
that this distribution is primarily influenced by the sam-
ple of states (5) used to create Sjk;j′k′ , rather than by the
Hamiltonian H governing the underlying state evolution.
The current numerical implementation[17] has difficulty
obtaining more than a dozen solutions to (23). Thus, the
study of the density of states will be the subject of our
future research.

B. Canonical form of a unitary quantum channel

We considered above the hierarchy of solutions to the
algebraic problem (23). Now, let us construct the transfor-
mation of a given solution into the basis in which it takes
its canonical form. Consider a solution λij ,Ujk of (23) ob-
tained using the algorithm developed in [12]. The matrix
λij is a Hermitian matrix corresponding to a “Hamilto-
nian”, and Ujk is a partially unitary operator that satisfies

(17). We define the canonical form of this solution as the
one in which λij is diagonal and Ujk is the unit matrix.
Theorem: Any λij ,Ujk solution can be transformed to
a canonical basis when D = n.
Proof: The original U can be expressed as

U = U†UUV†V (34)

where U and V are arbitrary unitary operators. Then,

Ũ = UUV† (35)

Ũjk =

D−1∑
i=0

n−1∑
q=0

UjiUiqV
∗
kq (36)

can be considered as U in the new basis. The transfor-
mation (35) preserves unitarity. The wrapping operators
U† and V in (34) are included in S to obtain S̃ in the
new basis determined by chosen U and V. Thus, the si-
multaneous transformation of U to Ũ and S to S̃ is an
identity transformation (34); it can be viewed as a change
of representation in traditional quantum mechanics.

F = ⟨U |S | U⟩ =
〈
Ũ
∣∣∣ S̃ ∣∣∣ Ũ〉 (37)

S̃jk;j′k′ =

D−1∑
i,i′=0

n−1∑
q,q′=0

UjiV
∗
kqSiq;i′q′U

∗
j′i′Vk′q′ (38)

For a given solution λij ,Ujk to (23), the basis transfor-
mation to the canonical form consists of two steps:

• Select U such that λij becomes diagonal. This cor-
responds to Eq. (B8) of Ref. [13], where the uni-
tary operator U is constructed by containing all the
eigenvectors of the matrix λij . This transformation
is possible if D ≤ n.

• Select V in such a way that Ũ (35) becomes diagonal.
Choose

V = UU (39)

Here, U represents the solution in the initial basis,
and the operator U was obtained in the previous
step as the eigenvectors of λij . This transformation
is possible only if D = n, as V is unitary only in
this case.

Thus, without loss of generality, any given stationary so-
lution λij ,Ujk of (23) can be considered with λij being
diagonal and Ujk being the unit matrix. Otherwise, the
described transformations U and V should be applied as
shown in (35) and (38). ■

λij = λiδij (40)
Ujk = δjk (41)

Note: This algorithm transforms only a single given so-
lution to canonical form. We do not have a method for
simultaneously converting several solutions to canonical
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form. The reason we were able to simultaneously satisfy
both (40) and (41) is that for an arbitrary unitary V, the
transformation Ũ = UV, with the corresponding adjust-
ment of S (38), does not change the Lagrange multipliers
λij . This allowed us to first choose U to satisfy (40) and
then V to satisfy (41). See com/polytechnik/kgo/Test
CanonicalForm.java for a unit test that demonstrates
this theorem’s proof. Also note that since λij and Ujk are
both diagonal in the canonical basis, they commute. It
might appear that UU , where U is an arbitrary diagonal
unitary operator (which also commutes with λ), could
be a solution for the same S. However, this is not the
case because the tensor Sjk;j′k′ acts on Ujk as a whole, i.e.
in the canonical basis

∑
i Sjk;ii = λjδjk. The distinction

between tensor and matrix multiplication implies that, in
the canonical basis, UU is not a solution for a diagonal
unitary operator U . For a general non-degenerate Sjk;j′k′ ,
the only available degree of freedom is a common phase
exp(iξ)Ujk.

IV. MEASUREMENT UNIT AND
POST-MEASUREMENT STATE COLLAPSE RULE

In traditional quantum mechanics, any observable cor-
responds to a Hermitian operator R, and its expected
value is determined for a quantum state |ψ⟩ as

Rex = ⟨ψ |R |ψ⟩ (42)

This equation is often interpreted to mean that the actu-
ally observed value corresponds to one of the eigenvalues
of the operator R. However, different realizations (eigen-
states of R) have associated probabilities, and Eq. (42)
provides the expected value. Importantly, the act of mea-
surement destroys the state |ψ⟩: the state |ψ⟩ is reduced to
a single eigenstate of R due to the measurement process,
a so-called wavefunction collapse[21, 22].

Similarly, in super quantum mechanics, we have a Her-
mitian superoperator Rjk;j′k′ and its corresponding ob-
servable scalar value. The expected value Rex of the mea-
surement process in the Ujk pure state and in the Υ mixed
state (51) is given by:

Rex = ⟨U |R | U⟩ =
D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k,k′=0

U∗
jkRjk;j′k′Uj′k′ (43)

Rex = TrΥR =

Ns−1∑
s=0

P [s]
〈
U [s]

∣∣∣R ∣∣∣U [s]
〉

(44)

In traditional quantum mechanics, the state |ψ⟩ is de-
stroyed after the measurement act (42). In contrast, the
measurement (43) involves a quantum channel U as the
state. The measurement process may affect the wave-
function |ψ⟩ and the unitary quantum channel U differ-
ently. For now, we assume that the quantum channel
U is destroyed after the measurement act. However, the
post-measurement destruction rules for wavefunctions and
quantum channels may ultimately differ.

The superoperator nature of our theory introduces
another important aspect of measurement. In tradi-
tional quantum mechanics, the approach of a positive
operator-valued measure (POVM) generalizes the familiar
projection-valued measure [3]. In our theory, the eigen-
value itself can be a matrix. For example, consider the
case where R = S, and U [s] and λ[s] are the solutions
and corresponding eigenmatrices of (24). A traditional
measurement act can be interpreted as determining which
corresponding operator eigenvalue is observed, while the
expected value is given by (42). Similarly, in super quan-
tum mechanics, the measurement act can potentially be in-
terpreted as determining which of its eigenmatrices (when
R = S, the “Hamiltonians” λ that are contained in S) are
actually realized, whereas the expected value of λ in state
U is given by the formula used in the numerical algorithm.

λji = Herm

D−1∑
m=0

n−1∑
k,q=0

U∗
ikSjk;mqUmq (45)

The expected scalar value is then λex = Trλij (43). This
raises the question of what the measurable unit is in super
quantum mechanics: whether it is a scalar (as in tradi-
tional quantum mechanics) or a Hermitian matrix? Since
the corresponding algebraic problem (23) has eigenma-
trices as its spectrum, rather than the usual eigenvalues
(scalars), we are inclined to believe that the measurement
unit is a Hermitian matrix. For example, in traditional
quantum mechanics, the most commonly measured or
calculated value is the minimal eigenvalue of the Hamil-
tonian, the ground state energy level. Similarly, in super
quantum mechanics, the most important characteristic is
the state corresponding to the maximal fidelity (8), which
is obtained as a solution to the inverse quantum problem.
By solving this, we find the Hamiltonian λ[0] that provides
the maximal possible fidelity F = Trλ[0]. This analogy
leads us to believe that the unit that can be measured
at once in super quantum mechanics is a Hermitian ma-
trix. As the eigenproblem (with scalar eigenvalues) lies
at the foundation of traditional quantum mechanics [1],
we believe that the algebraic problem (23), with “eigen-
values” being Hermitian matrices, lies at the foundation
of super quantum mechanics, which describes quantum
channels. For a given tensor Sjk;j′k′ , in the work [12], we
have developed a numerical algorithm that computes the
pair λ[0]ij ,U

[0]
jk . This is analogous to the calculation (from

a given Hamiltonian) of the eigenvalue-eigenvector pair
λ[0], ψ

[0]
j , corresponding to the ground state in traditional

quantum mechanics. As in traditional quantum mechan-
ics, where a physical measurement yields the energy value
λ[s] (a scalar) from the Hamiltonian spectrum, we pro-
pose that in super quantum mechanics, there might exist
a physical measurement process capable of yielding the
“Hamiltonian” λ[s] (a Hermitian matrix) from the spec-
trum of Sjk;j′k′ . This measurement will result in λ[s] with
a probability proportional to F = P [s]Trλ[s], making λ[0]
the most probable outcome if the initial assumption that
P [s] are all equal holds.
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V. A TIME-DEPENDENT SCHRÖDINGER-LIKE
EQUATION FOR THE DYNAMICS OF A

UNITARY OPERATOR

After deriving the stationary Schrödinger-like equation
(23), the next objective is to develop an analogue of the
non-stationary Schrödinger-like equation to describe the
dynamics of a quantum channel defined by a unitary oper-
ator. Whereas the stationary problem has a clear meaning
in the context of the quantum inverse problem, the non-
stationary problem does not. It may be viewed as an
alternative to the time-dependent Hamiltonian method
for constructing a time-dependent quantum channel. Nev-
ertheless, it may be interesting, from a methodological
point of view, to consider alternative sources of time de-
pendence. In [13], we examined the equation

iℏ
∂U
∂t

= SU (46)

The solution becomes a unitary operator U instead of a
vector ψ, and the Hamiltonian H is replaced by a super-
operator S (8). One can formally attempt to write the
solution U (t) as

U (t) = exp

[
−i t

ℏ
S

]
U (0) (47)

by considering the tensor Sjk;j′k′ as a Hermitian matrix
of dimensions Dn×Dn and U as a vector of dimension
Dn. However, the solution U (t) (47) only satisfies the
simplified constraint (20) and fails to satisfy the unitarity
conditions (17).

A general S, which encompasses many different Hamil-
tonians, complicates the problem. In [13], we introduced
a form containing only a single Hamiltonian, λ, typically
corresponding to the ground state, and referred to this S
as the single Hamiltonian approximation.

Sjk;j′k′ ≈ λjj′δkk′ (48)

This is a highly degenerate Sjk;j′k′ . The maximal fidelity
then applies to an arbitrary unitary operator. This form
of S is straightforward to consider and serves as a good
starting point for various approximations, but it lacks a
key feature of the inverse problem — the existence of
multiple solutions to the stationary problem (24), where
each eigenmatrix λ[s] corresponds to a distinct quantum
system with its own fidelity, F = Trλ[s]. However, even in
the single Hamiltonian approximation, the U (t) dynamics
obtained using it does not yield a straightforward station-
ary solution. As discussed at the end of Section III B, for
a general Sjk;j′k′ , only the common phase can change to
preserve the total fidelity F = Trλ in the stationary case.

Another distinction from traditional quantum mechan-
ics lies in the role of superpositions of solutions. If the
initial state U (0) is a superposition of the solutions U [s]

to the stationary problem (24),

U (0) =

Ns−1∑
s=0

asU [s] (49)

then the initial U (0) is not necessarily unitary. The viola-
tion of unitarity arising from the state superposition has
deep physical significance. A superposition of eigenstates
(49) is not a unitary operator and, therefore, does not
represent a physical state. Two possible resolutions exist.

First one involves introducing the density supermatrix
Υ. Similarly to how, in quantum mechanics, the density
matrix is formed as a convex combination of pure states,
we can consider a convex combination of unitary channels
as a mixed state in super quantum mechanics. Note that
not every quantum channel (19) can be represented as a
mixed unitary one[23].

Υ =

Ns−1∑
s=0

P [s]
∣∣∣U [s]

〉〈
U [s]

∣∣∣ (50)

F = TrΥS =

Ns−1∑
s=0

P [s]
〈
U [s]

∣∣∣S ∣∣∣U [s]
〉

(51)

The dynamics in traditional quantum mechanics (4) trans-
form a pure state into another pure state. To model the
time evolution of a quantum system that converts a pure
state into a mixed state, a common approach is to intro-
duce additional terms into the Schrödinger equation, as
exemplified by the GKSL (Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-
Lindblad) equation. The issue with a general Sjk;j′k′ is
that the dynamics associated with it transforms a pure
state into a mixed one without introducing any additional
terms in the dynamic equation. Even if the initial state
U (0) is taken as the ground state U [0], it may still evolve
into a mixed state under (46)-type dynamics. The single-
Hamiltonian approach (48) does not have this issue, but
it is too simplistic to accurately describe a real quantum
channel.

The second option is to consider a non-linear equation
for U . Since the superposition of solutions no longer plays
the same role as in traditional quantum mechanics, the
dynamic equation is no longer required to be first-order.
The simplistic form that correctly satisfies the dynamics
for any stationary solution is

iℏ
∂U
∂t

= ⟨U |S | U⟩ U (52)

It has the solution that any unitary operator evolves as

U (t) = exp

[
−i t

ℏ
F
]
U (0) (53)

with only the common exponent determined by the chan-
nel fidelity F = ⟨U |S | U⟩. This correctly describes the
dynamics of any stationary solution (24), but for a general
U (0), it results in rather simplistic dynamics.

The two most promising candidates for the dynamic
equations are (46) and (52). However, even without ex-
act knowledge of the dynamic equation, we can proceed
with constructing the computational model. In traditional
quantum computation, researchers typically represent a
quantum circuit as a sequence of unitary transformations

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lindbladian
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(4) rather than analyzing the corresponding dynamics (3)
governed by a given Hamiltonian. For example, a simple
quantum circuit transforming the initially prepared state∣∣ψ(0)

〉
can take a form like this

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

0

1

2

3

4

H H

H

S
(54)

Here, the 0 . . . 4 “terminals” of
∣∣ψ(0)

〉
can take different

forms. The most common approach is to consider them as
qubits, with the state itself regarded as a direct (tensor)
product of these qubits. In (54), the state is a product
of m = 5 qubits. One can vectorize this state to convert
a state of tensor product of m qubits to a vector of 2m
complex coefficients.3 Quantum computation is a unitary
transformation of a prepared state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

using a quantum
circuit. A number of unitary transformations proceed from
left to right, and the circuit is represented as a 1D plot of
sequential unitary transformations. The combined unitary
operator U corresponding to the entire quantum circuit is
related to the quantum system Hamiltonian as shown in
(7). The difficulties lie in the creation of both the quantum
system and the initial prepared state required to calculate
the result of the unitary transformation. If, instead of
general computation, we limit our goal to determining the
Hamiltonian ground state, the problem becomes easier
to approach. Techniques such as variational quantum
algorithms[19] and adiabatic quantum computation[24,
25] can then be applied.

Since, in super quantum mechanics, the state is de-
scribed not by a unit vector but by a unitary operator U ,
consider the transformations that preserve the unitarity
of U (partial unitarity if D < n). The transformation of a
unitary operator U that preserves the constraints (17) is

Ũ = UUV† (55)

where U is an arbitrary unitary operator of dimension
D×D, and V is an arbitrary unitary operator of dimension
n × n. It is actually a transformation similar to (35)
that we considered above in the canonical form study.
However, it is no longer an identity for F since there is
no corresponding transformation of S to compensate for
the transformation of U .

3 Note that in [12, 13], we represented |ψ⟩ and U in vectorized
form to simplify the integration of our numerical algorithm with
numerical libraries.

If the constraint (17) is not satisfied for the original
state U , then the Gram matrix is not a unit matrix, and it
is straightforward to write a transformation that preserves
the Gram matrix (16). However, for the time evolution
of the system state U (t), we will consider only states that
satisfy the unitarity constraints (17). Thus, only transfor-
mations of the form (55) should be allowed.

The transformation (55) indicates that any possible
time evolution of Ujk can involve two distinct types of
unitary transformations: U (left) and V (right).

U (t) = U (t) . . . U (1)U (0)V (1)† . . . V (t)† (56)

In contrast, traditional quantum mechanics describes time
evolution using a single unitary operator U

ψ(t) = U (t) . . . U (1)ψ(0) (57)

where U (t) describes the evolution of the quantum system
with Hamiltonian H between t− τ and t, and is obtained
from (3).

The transformation that preserves unitarity is given by
(56), but it is difficult to explicitly express the operators
U and V from a general tensor Sjk;j′k′ . However, if we
consider a simplified form of Sjk;j′k′ , which we shall refer
to as the two-Hamiltonian approximation,

Sjk;j′k′ ≈ λjj′δkk′ + δjj′νkk′ (58)

then the stationary equation becomes

SU = λU + Uν (59)

where both λ and ν are Hermitian matrices. If the system
dynamics is described by Eq. (46), then a time-dependent
solution in the two-Hamiltonian approximation is

U (t) = exp

[
−i t

ℏ
λ

]
U (0) exp

[
−i t

ℏ
ν

]
(60)

It generates both the “left” U and “right” V operators in
(56), similar to the transformation in (57) with unitary
evolution operator from Eq. (3).

The problem, however, lies in the source of the Lagrange
multipliers ν. The conditions (17) and (18) are identical for
D = n, and in this case, the second set of constraints must
be obtained from somewhere else. This approximation
also results in a highly degenerate Sjk;j′k′ . The maximal
fidelity, F = Trλ+ Trν, applies to an arbitrary unitary
operator.

However, similarly to the circuit (54) for the wavefunc-
tion

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

transformation, one can write a circuit for the
unitary operator U (0) transformation. This new circuit
now involves time along both the horizontal and vertical
axes. The horizontally directed gates define a sequence
of unitary gates U (l), while the vertically directed gates
define a sequence of unitary gates V (l). These U (l) and
V (l) can be arbitrary unitary gates, as in (56), and are
not necessarily in the simplistic form (60) of the two-
Hamiltonian approximation. For a general 2D circuit, the
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U -terminals may also be understood as qubits, similar to
those in (54) for the state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉
.

U (0)

0

1

2

3

4

H H

H

S

0 1 2 3 4

H
H

H S

H

(61)
Whereas a 1D circuit (54) converts a quantum state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

into another quantum state |ψ⟩, the 2D circuit (61) con-
verts a quantum system U (0) into another quantum sys-
tem U . This raises a question about the selection of the
initial quantum system U (0). In regular quantum compu-
tations, the known low-entropy initial state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉

is often
considered the system’s ground state, typically prepared
using a cooling technique such as natural or laser cooling.
Similarly, in super quantum computations, the “ground
state” U [0] can be used as the initial state U (0). The re-
sult of the 2D computation is a new quantum system
U , and the outcome of the computation is obtained by
performing a measurement on the operator U . Note that
the post-measurement destruction rules for wavefunctions
and quantum systems likely differ, as the measurement
of a quantum state and the identification of a quantum
system are two fundamentally different problems.

However, while the unitary operator corresponding to
the 1D circuit (54) directly defines a quantum system
with the Hamiltonian (7) (which provides the dynamics
required for the calculations to be performed at a physical
level), the 2D circuit (61), despite defining the combined
left U and right V unitary operators, cannot be directly
mapped to a super quantum system with some Sjk;j′k′

that would enable this type of computation at a physi-
cal level. This limitation primarily confines 2D circuits
to the realm of computer modeling, where a variety of
intriguing 2D algorithms can be developed. This is par-
ticularly notable when considering the more expressive
result representation as a unitary operator, compared to
unit vectors in regular quantum mechanics. The different
measurement state destruction rules in this context also
attract special interest.

For this reason, we believe that the first step in the

roadmap for super quantum computations would involve
solving the stationary problem of maximizing the fidelity
(8). In this context, we may hope to identify a physical pro-
cess that, for a specially constructed Sjk;j′k′ , could yield
the λ[0]ij ,U

[0]
jk pair in a single measurement act (thereby

solving the quantum inverse problem at a physical level),
as discussed in Section IV.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we developed a Super Quantum Mechanics
(SQM) framework that considers states in Hilbert space
subject to multiple quadratic constraints. Traditional
quantum mechanics corresponds to states on a unit sphere,
which represents a single quadratic constraint imposed by
the wavefunction’s unit norm. A type of SQM considered
in this paper involves the state being a unitary operator.
The stationary problem in SQM then corresponds to a
quantum inverse problem — identifying a quantum sys-
tem given a sample (an information-complete[26] one) of
observed states. This problem is equivalent to a new alge-
braic problem (23), for which an efficient computational
algorithm was developed in our previous works [12, 13];
the numerical algorithm for obtaining multiple solutions
to the algebraic problem requires further research, as dis-
cussed in Appendix A. In this work, the mathematical
properties of the new algebraic problem have been studied,
and important results such as the canonical form represen-
tation (40) and the eigenmatrix-dependent orthogonality
conditions (25), have been obtained. The stationary prob-
lem has a clear physical meaning as a quantum inverse
problem, which has numerous practical applications in
machine learning and artificial intelligence[9, 10].

The non-stationary problem in SQM, in its simplest
form, is a dynamical map that transforms one unitary
operator into another. Since the unitary mapping corre-
sponds to a quantum system with the Hamiltonian (7),
the non-stationary problem can be interpreted as the evo-
lution of the quantum system itself. This evolution differs
from that caused by the explicit time dependence of the
Hamiltonian, H(t). We proposed two equations, (46) and
(52), as potential dynamic equations in SQM. While the
exact form of the dynamic equation remains a subject of
future research, the condition of unitarity preservation
enables the construction of a super quantum computation
framework. This framework consists of unitary transforma-
tions of the initial state U (0) (61), which is typically taken
as the ground state solution U [0] of the SQM stationary
problem. In contrast to regular 1D quantum computations
(54), which transform the state

∣∣ψ(0)
〉
, 2D super quantum

computations (61) transform the quantum system itself,
allowing for the development of a variety of intriguing
2D algorithms. Although no known physical process cur-
rently describes such dynamics, this approach naturally
bridges direct and inverse quantum mechanics problems.
Beyond computer modeling, the developed theory could
be directly applied if or when a physical process capable
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TABLE I.

Quantum Mechanics Super Quantum Mechanics (SQM)

The state is described by Vector ψj Unitary operator Ujk

Constraints on state 1 =
∑
j |ψj |

2 δij =
∑
k UikU

∗
jk

The system is defined by Hamiltonian Hij , Hermitian matrix. Hermitian tensor Sjk;j′k′ = S∗
j′k′;jk

Stationary states Eigenproblem Hψ = λψ, where
eigenvalue-scalar λ is energy level.

Algebraic problem SU = λU , where eigenma-
trix λij is a Hermitian matrix, fidelity F = Trλ.

Dynamic equation iℏ∂ψ
∂t

= Hψ iℏ∂U
∂t

= SU or iℏ∂U
∂t

= ⟨U |S | U⟩ U , subject
to future research.

Possible time-evolution ψ(t) = U (t) . . . U (1)ψ(0), Eq. (54) U (t) = U (t) . . . U (1)U (0)V (1)† . . . V (t)†, Eq. (61)

Pure and mixed states Vector |ψ⟩ and density matrix ρ. Unitary operator U and mixed unitary channel
Υ, Eq. (50).

Time evolution of station-
ary solutions superposi-
tion a|ψ[0]⟩+b|ψ[1]⟩.

a exp[−i t
ℏλ

[0]]|ψ[0]⟩+b exp[−i t
ℏλ

[1]]|ψ[1]⟩,
where λ[0,1] are scalars.

A linear superposition of eigenstates U [s] may
not describe a physically meaningful state.

Where arises Physical processes in the universe. Inverse quantum problem, machine learning,
computer modelling, physical processes?

A single measurement act
in a physical process.

A scalar equal to an eigenvalue of
R, with an expected value Rex =
⟨ψ |R |ψ⟩, where R is a known Her-
mitian matrix. The wavefunction |ψ⟩
collapses to an eigenstate of R after
the measurement act.

The fundamental question is whether a phys-
ical process exists that is capable of solving
an inverse quantum problem in a single mea-
surement act, analogous to wavefunction mea-
surement in traditional quantum mechanics.
The post-measurement state collapse rules for
a quantum channel U are an open question.

of solving an inverse quantum problem in a single mea-
surement act (analogous to wavefunction measurement
in traditional quantum mechanics) is discovered in the
future. The comparison of traditional quantum mechanics
and Super Quantum Mechanics is presented in Table I.
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Appendix A: Constructing a Hierarchy of Stationary
Solutions

In a regular eigenproblem,∣∣∣H∣∣∣ψ[s]
〉
= λ[s]

∣∣∣ψ[s]
〉

(A1)

the eigenvectors can be obtained by solving a hierarchy
of optimization problems subject to the constraints (A3).

λ[s] =
⟨ϕ |H |ϕ⟩
⟨ϕ |ϕ⟩

−−→
ϕ

max (A2)

0 =
〈
ϕ
∣∣∣ϕ[s′]〉 s′ < s (A3)

The construction of a hierarchy of solutions for the
algebraic problem (23) is more difficult. There is no issue
for the ground state solution U [0], as this corresponds to
the optimization problem (8) without the condition of a

https://www.ioffe.ru/
https://english.spbstu.ru/
https://english.spbstu.ru/
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previous state solution, these are referred to as external
constraints in [13]. Whereas in the eigenproblem the hier-
archy constraints (A3) are the same for both

〈
ϕ
∣∣∣ϕ[s′]〉

and
〈
ϕ
∣∣∣H ∣∣∣ϕ[s′]〉, in the algebraic problem (23) the cor-

responding linear constraints differ. A few examples of
the constraints that can be used to construct the solution
hierarchy.

0 =
〈
U [s′]

∣∣∣λ[s′] ∣∣∣U〉 (A4)

0 =
〈
U [s′]

∣∣∣U〉 (A5)

0 =
〈
U [s′]

∣∣∣S ∣∣∣U〉 (A6)

The solutions created with (A4), (A5), or (A6) are all dif-
ferent because λ is now a Hermitian matrix. As discussed
in [13], the approach (A6), which corresponds to states
orthogonality condition (28), allows for the separation
of contributions to fidelity (32). However, the difficulty
arises from the fact that, for s > 0, Eq. (24) is not satisfied
exactly. Instead, it only implies that the projections onto
the U -space, which satisfies the external constraints, must
match. For example, even if we impose the constraint
0 =

〈
U [0]

∣∣S ∣∣U [1]
〉

(A6), this does not necessarily lead to
0 =

〈
U [0]

∣∣λ[1] ∣∣U [1]
〉

because SU [0] = λ[0]U [0].
This creates a difficulty in studying dynamics, where

it is convenient for Eq. (24) to hold exactly for all s.
As shown above, to satisfy Eq. (24) exactly, the linear
constraint must take the form (25). Explicitly, in matrix
notation, this is

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k=0

(
λ
[s′]
jj′U

[s′]
j′k

)∗
Ujk =

D−1∑
j,j′=0

n−1∑
k=0

U [s′]∗
jk λ

[s]
jj′Uj′k

(A7)

for s′ < s, where we seek the s-th solution. The difficulty
with Eq. (A7) is that the value of λ[s], which is required for
the constraint, is not yet known. While the constraint (A6)
considered in [13] is a linear function of Ujk with precisely
known coefficients, the constraint (A7) has coefficients
by Ujk that depend on the yet unknown λ[s], which itself
is calculated from Ujk. A trivial solution is to use the
current iteration λ as λ[s] in the constraints, but this
method does not always converge. The major issue with it
is that, assuming λ[s] = λ, the already obtained solutions
s′ = 0 . . . s−1 may again contribute to the sought solution
s. This creates an issue in numerical implementation.
However, to demonstrate the concept, the code from [13]
was modified to support the external constraints (A7),
along with other types; see the class com/polytechnik/
kgo/PreviousSolutionOrthogonalityConditions.ja
va. The demo usage example, com/polytechnik/algori
thms/DemoDMGeneralMappingTest.java, now runs with
all possible types of constraints implemented. All self-
tests are disabled when the constraints (A7) are used, as
convergence may be poor. The current implementation for
(A7) does not converge for all Sjk;j′k′ , but it demonstrates

the correctness of the approach utilizing the λ-dependent
orthogonality condition (25) to construct a hierarchy of
solutions. For example, see a test run: java com/polyt
echnik/algorithms/DemoDMGeneralMappingTest 2>&
1 | grep fdiffSK, where a hierarchy of three solutions
is constructed. For orthogonality (A7), which is denoted
as orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0, the hierarchies
of three solutions for the four different Sjk;j′k′ are:

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=0
fdiffSK=3.766333749746028E-24
Tr lambda0=410.59157706919996 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=1
fdiffSK=1.9896185359584374E-9
Tr lambda1=317.3980075465856 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=2
fdiffSK=2.1065565301784156E-8
Tr lambda2=252.44684491981542 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=0
fdiffSK=7.65025644955303E-25
Tr lambda0=652.4722048564872 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=1
fdiffSK=6.325612650989948E-7
Tr lambda1=506.8243802433262 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=2
fdiffSK=7.907952725589345E-7
Tr lambda2=403.8568961643975 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=0
fdiffSK=3.798582634500135E-25
Tr lambda0=1039.4442877993176 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=1
fdiffSK=71.88802400224358
Tr lambda1=811.5827439382526 flagOK=false

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=2
fdiffSK=172.53103944532708
Tr lambda2=656.7028629629301 flagOK=false

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=0
fdiffSK=2.510130039767752E-25
Tr lambda0=627.044255728697 flagOK=true

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=1
fdiffSK=236.92078517799965
Tr lambda1=503.1963951381101 flagOK=false

orthogonalityType=L1U1U0mU1L0U0 solution#=2
fdiffSK=212.59370321253004
Tr lambda2=500.557762368503 flagOK=false

Here, fdiffSK represents the L2 norm of the vector SU −
λU . For the first two Sjk;j′k′ the algorithm converges and
provides good accuracy, but it fails to converge for the
last two. This issue arises from the more complex form
of the constraint in Eq. (A7) and requires further work
on the numerical implementation. Nonetheless, test runs
clearly demonstrate the correctness of the orthogonality
of solutions in the form of Eq. (25) and the ability to
construct a hierarchy of solutions for the problem in Eq.
(23) with the constraints (A7).
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When it is acceptable for a solution U [s]
jk to have Eq.

(24) that does not satisfy some projections, the hierarchy
(A6), corresponding to the orthogonality condition (28),
is much preferred for reasons of numerical implementation
and the possibility of expansion in (29). A similar run
for orthogonality (A6), which is denoted as orthogonal
ityType=USU, successfully finds the hierarchies of three
solutions for the four different Sjk;j′k′ . ForD = n = 10, no
problems with numerical stability arise when increasing
the number of solutions in the hierarchy up to seven. For
further increases in Ns, the problem of resolving conflicts
between the external constraints (A6) and the adjustment
of U [s]

jk iteration to unitarity requires additional attention
in the numerical implementation [13].

There is another way to create multiple solutions with-
out using explicit orthogonality conditions. In our nu-
merical algorithm [12], in the eigenstate selection step,
selecting the largest µ[s], second largest µ[s], third largest
µ[s], etc., converges to a different solution of the original
problem. This way, we managed to obtain up to a dozen
different solutions. Starting with about the fifth largest
eigenvalue, convergence may not always be observed. This
is an alternative method to obtain several solutions of
(23).

To study various aspects of quantum channel dynamics,
we require multiple solutions of Eq. (23) that resemble
the stationary solutions of the Schrödinger equation. Cur-
rently, we have two distinct methods outlined above for
obtaining these stationary solutions.
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