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Density operators allow for representing ambiguity abouéetor representation, both in quantum
theory and in distributional natural language meaningntadly equivalently, they allow for discard-
ing part of the description of a composite system, where wesider the discarded part to be the
context. We introduce dual density operators, which allomtivo independent notions of context.
We demonstrate the use of dual density operators withinramatical-compositional distributional
framework for natural language meaning. We show that duaditieoperators can be used to simul-
taneously represent: (i) ambiguity about word meaningg (pieen as a person vs. queen as a band),
and (ii) lexical entailment (e.g. tiges mammal). We provide a proof-of-concept example.

1 Introduction

In [20] von Neumann introducedensity operatorin order to give a description of quantum systems for
which we don't have perfect knowledge about their state ratiter, there is a probability distribution
describing the likeliness to be in a each state. The resulbti standard probability distribution, but
one that also accounts for the ‘probabilistic distanceiveen vectors as given by the Born-rule, i.e. the
square-modulus of the inner-product [15].

However, vectors are not only used to represent the statgsasitum systems. In natural language
processing (NLP) they are also used to represent the mesaoingprds [19] 24], and (some function of)
the inner-product is typically taken to be a similarity maas However, the meanings of many words are
ambiguous, that is, the same word is used to describe vegratit things: “gueen” can be a monarch,
a rock band, a bee, or a chess piece. Also in this case it isnatyal to use density operators in order
to allow for a lack of knowledge on which meaning (i.e. whiactor) is intended [17, 21, 22]. Since
density operators admit ‘mixing’, we can now mix the vect@presenting the distinct meanings of an
ambiguous word into a density operator representing thaiguous word:

queen :=; (queen-monarch + queen-bee + queen-band + queen-chess)

Besides accounting for similarity of words, a vector reprgation of word meanings also allows for
compositional reasoning: given the grammatical structdra phrase or a sentence and the meanings
of the words therein, one can compute the meaning of thasploasentencé [18, 16,]18]. The crux to
doing so is the fact that vectors inhabit a category of a sirecdhat matches the structure of grammar
[9], resulting in meanings of words being ‘teleported’ thgh a sentencél[7].

Moreover, this algorithm for computing phrase and senteneanings from word meanings carries
over to density operators, since via Selinger's CPM-cotittn [25] these also inhabit a category of the
appropriate structure. Itis indeed an important featureframework of[[1B] that it is not attached to
a particular representation of word-meanings. The padsagensity operators also allows for retaining
standard empirical methods, hence resulting in data{giavel grammar-driven compositional reasoning
about ambiguous words [22]. This allows one, for examplebgerve how the ambiguity (measured by
e.g. von Neumann entropy) vanishes thanks to the disantbiguale other words play in the sentence.
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2 Dual Density Operators and Natural Language Meaning

Now, ambiguity is not the only feature of natural languagat tls not captured by a plain vector
representation. Many pairs of words have a clear entaikredationship, for example:

tiger = big cat= mammal=- vertebrate=- animal

While plain vectors living in a vector space do not come witl kind of structure that can capture these
entailment-relationships, density operators can beggrordered|[10] 4, 27], and this partial order can
then be interpreted as lexical entailment([3| 2@4$ince the space of density operators embeds in a
vector space, we can rely on sums in order to construct gemeignings from more specific ones e.g.:

big cat := (lion + tiger + cheetah + leopard +...)

This brings up a dilemma: should we either use density operdd express ambiguity, or, lexical
entailment? We resolve this dilemma by introducohgal density operators These are mathematical
entities which admit ‘two independent dimensions’ of bemglensity operator. Moreover, just like
ordinary density operators, these dual density operatrabit a category of the appropriate structure
for composing meanings, which is obtained by twice applyiregyCPM-construction. Hence they allow
for data-driven and grammar-driven compositional reasp@ibout meanings of sentences, accounting
for ambiguity as well as lexical entailment.

In the following section, we provide a direct constructidndaal density operators, using standard
Dirac notation. In Section] 3, we provide the correspondiatggorical construction. Then, we provide
an example encoding of meanings both involving ambiguity larical entailment, and in the following
section we compose these meanings. Finally, in Selction Gxmenatise categories resulting from twice
applying the CPM-construction, exposing two contexts ammdorresponding discarding operations.

2 Direct construction

Given a set of normalised vectofgp;) } in a finite-dimensional inner-product spadeand a probability
distribution{p;} we form adensity operator for Has follows:

({I¢0}.Am}) = Poperatori=" piléi) (¢l

That is, first we replace each vector by the pair consistinghefvector (a.k.a ‘ket’) and its adjoint
(a.k.a ‘bra’), which together form a rank 1 operator. Thewe, wake a weighted sum. Alternatively,
instead of taking the adjoint of the vector, we could takedsjugate, and instead of an operator obtain
a two-system vector:

({Ig0}.{p}) = [o):=Y pildi)]d) @

One big advantage afensity vectors for Hhs compared to density operators, is that density vectidirs st
live in a vector spacel ® H, whereH is the conjugate spa@so that we can simply repeat construction
(d). Doing so we obtain:

{lp)}.{pi}) Zp’klmm )

1in the first two of these papers, the ordering is taken to bearger for the sake of simplicity, with the induced equinake
classes corresponding to the lattice of closed subspaeeguantum logic[[5]. In the case of the partial orders|of 4,
guantum logic embeds within the ordering of density opesato

2For simplicity, one could takel to be self-dual so thail = H. However, some of the categorical constructions are djrect
guided by distinguishing between these two spaces.
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We will follow the convention that conjugation of a stateHn® H also swaps the states:

lp1)|P2) = [P2) |P1
and hence chaining@](1) and (2) together we obtain:

({Idu)} {pck {p}) Zpk (Z Pik| $i) [ Bic) ) (Z Pik|®jic) !¢Jk>> &)

So, we obtain a vector iHQH®H QH:
® = Z Pik Pik Pk Bik ) [ Bik) | D k) [ @ ) (4)
]

As is obvious from the form in the RHS dfl(3), the vectbrcan be seen as a density vector for
H @ H. However, if we swap the 2nd and 4th vectordin (4), we obtatteer density vector fad @ H:

> PPyl 931911930 ) = 3 Pcpic (181857 ) (16103 (5)

Hence, the vecto can be thought of in two manners as a density vectoHferH, and hence, can be
thought of in two manners as a density operatoHop H.

We will refer to vectors irH @ H ® H ® H of the form [4) adDual density operators for HSince to
any dual density operatap correspond two density vectors fire H:

®1:= 3 pupibk (10)10w)) (190018))  ®2i= 3 Pipick (1801039 (10161
1 1)

and hence two density operators férz H, all features of density operators apply in two-fold to dual
density operators. For example, there are two notions @ameegrtors, two notions of spectrum, two
notions of entropy, two notions of (im)purity, and so on.

3 Categorical construction

The direct construction of density vectors from vectorsrisirsstance of a general category-theoretic
construction, called th€PM-construction which not only applies to inner-product spaces, but to any
structure that can be organised in a so-called dagger cdrojfused category [25]. Moreover, in the
case of inner-product spaces, it doesn't just generatetgearestors in that case, but also completely
positive maps. In general, we again obtain a dagger comfmsect category, so we can apply the CPM-
construction as many times as we wish.

What this construction does is most easily seen in termsefltagrammatic language of dagger
compact closed categories [ﬁi]ln this language, inner-product spaces are representedrbg,vand
linear maps by boxes:

3please seé&[11] for a tutorial.



4 Dual Density Operators and Natural Language Meaning

Vectors inH, when represented as linear maps from the vector spaceéigdden as a one-dimensional
inner-product space) intd, correspond to boxes without inputs, which in general weasgnt by tri-
angles. Conjugation is represented by horizontal refleaifdhese boxes, and we will make use of one
special linear map with two inputs, and no outputs, i.eefect which we represent by a cap:

[\ HOH =K [9)[0) — (¢'|9)

The CPM-construction boils down to passing from generakbdr those of the form:

B © c |B
L f f
|A |A

When comparing this diagrams to the forim (2), the cup comedp to the summation, the ty@eto
the set of indices, and the probabilities are absorbed nvité boxes. In fact, the vectors that we
obtain in this manner are not normalised, and if we want toioct$o normalised ones, we require ‘trace
preservation’:

f ] =M
l l
The CPM2-constructionmeans applying the CPM-construction twice, yielding boodethe form:

b e o i

B
ot Pl ro
A A A (A
and the dual density operatafsare then of the form:
B b c(5|B [Bipc NeVo [B

S e e S

The density operatab; is obtained by bending two wires down:

é z
:
:
§
p
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Note also that from the above it is obvious that the two dgrsieratorsb; and®d, exist on ‘equal
footing’. More specifically, there is an isomorphism whielkes the density operators of the fodm to
those of the formib,, which is realised by swapping the SW wire and the NE wire.

Moreover, it also becomes clear that the two notions of (urijp are independent, in the cased®f
depending on the ‘size’ dD, while in the case ofp, it depends on the size @, since it are wires of
these respective types that connect the inputs and thetsuiptine respective density operators.

4 Ambiguity and lexical entailment

Dual density operators now provide a natural setting to mcgodate both ambiguity and lexical en-
tailment in natural language. Given a dual density oper@othe first density operatab; accounts
for entailment, while the dual structure, in addition, altoone to express ambiguity. Theoretically, all
meanings and their entailment relationships are encodeérasty operators ol and their partial or-
dering. Here, all meanings are to be conceived as unamtigabuqueen” as monarch and “queen” as
rock band each have their own dedicated density operat@n, Ty constructior {2), we can introduce
ambiguity. For example, let “Beirut” be the ambiguous worithwinambiguous meanings “Beirut city”
and “Beirut band”. The city of Beirut has neighbourhoodsHifefieh”, that we will denote by “A”, and
“Monot”, that we will denote by “M”, while the band has membégach”, denoted by “Z”, and “Paul”,
denoted by “P”. We can use density operators:

“Beirut city” : = AA+ MM “Beirut band” = ZZ + PP
in order to express th#& andM entail “Beirut city” andZ andP entail “Beirut band”, and we obtain the
unambiguous meaning by first turning these in dual densigyaiprs and then adding them:
“Beirut” := (AA+MM)(AA+MM)+ (ZZ+ PP)(ZZ+ PP)
= AAAA -+ AAMM + MMAA + MMMM + ZZZZ + ZZPP + PPZZ + PPPP
Note that we did not add weights in order to keep the notaiimiple.

Remark 4.1. The procedure outlined above is not the only one for buildimganing involving both
ambiguity and lexical entailment. An alternative one issgrged in the first author's MSc thesis [1],
which relates lexical entailment and ambiguity directh@tpand®, respectively:

entailment

ambiguity

The relationship between the alternative encodings isstibp currently ongoing research.

5 Interacting meanings

In [13] a mathematical framework is proposed which allows tfee computation of the meaning of
sentences in terms of their constituents. This framewoifiesntwo orthogonal but complementary
models of meaning.



6 Dual Density Operators and Natural Language Meaning

The first one formalises the grammar of natural languagegxXample, in terms oregroups(P, <
L (=)', (=)") where(P,<,-,1) is a partially ordered monoid—)' and(—)" are unary operations on
P, called the left and right adjoints, satisfying the followiinequalities for alh € P:

d.a<i<a-d a-ad<l<d-a

In what follows, we omit the -” and replace X" by “—". To see how pregroups model grammar, we fix
two basic grammatical type, s}, wheren is the grammatical type faroun andsis the grammatical
type forsentenceCompound types are formed by adjoining and juxtaposinig hgses: a transitive verb
interacts with a subject to its left and an object to its rigbtproduce a sentence that is grammatically
valid. Transitive verbs are therefore assigned the typd, and a transitive sentence reduces to a valid
grammatical sentence as follows:

n(n"si)n= (nrf)s(n'n) = s

The second approach concerns the distributional model ahing, in which words are represented
by vectors in finite-dimensional inner-product spaces. [évtiis model does not account for grammar,
it does provide a reliable meaning for words. The algorithrfil8] exploits the fact that pregroups on
the one hand, when viewed as thin monoidal categories, arat-product spaces and linear maps on
the other hand, are both examples of compact-closed caéegorhen, via a strong monoidal functor
between these two categories, grammatical reductions apped on a linear map:

n'siin—g = —~ |

which then when applied to meaning vectors, gives the mgasfia sentence:

L

Clearly, the use of a category of inner-product spaces ardiimaps is not at all essential; it suffices
to have any compact-closed category, or even more genarategory that matches the structure of the
chosen categorial grammar [9]. Since the CPM-construatiaps a dagger compact closed category
on a dagger compact closed categaryi [25], rather than usintprs, we can use density operators to
represent meanings, or, of course, dual density operators.

Toillustrate this, let us go back to our example involvingrBe We seek to show that the meaning of
ambiguous words ‘collapses’ when enough context is praviéf®r this, we will compute the meanings
of two noun phrases: “Beirut that plays at Beirut”, and “Beithat Beirut plays at”. We expect the
former to be “Beirut band”, and the latter to be “Beirut cityVe already gave the meaning of “Beirut”,
so it suffices to give the meaning of “play-at”. It is a traiv&tverb which we take to be non-ambiguous,
and atomic. Hence, in essence it is described by a vectdr=is® N whereN is the space in which we
describe nouns, namely the one we used to construct “BeantSis the sentence space, which for the
sake of simplicity we choose to Hel , T}, where L stands for “false” and’ for “true”. A natural way
for constructing the meaning of a verb, is to simply take gairobjects and subjects which ‘obey’ that
verb, with a “true”-symbol in the middle. Therefore, for gyt-at” as a vector itN ® S® N we set:

play-atoson :=ZTA+PTA
meaning that Zach and Paul play in neighbourhood Ashrafista dual density operator this gives:

‘play-at’ := (ZTA+PTA)(ZTA+PTA)(ZTA+PTA)/(ZTA+PTA)
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We follow [23] in order to assigh meaning to the relative mron “that”. Diagrammatically, this
boils down to the use of ‘spiders’, and category-theordyicthe use of special commutative Frobenius
algebras. Given an ONB we will make use of:

W :K—>H®H®H::1»—>Z\iii> (L :K—>H::1n—>2\i>

The grammatical type of “that” used as a subject relativenpom isN ® N® S® N, while as an object
relative pronoun it i N®N®N® S, and we set:

N N J)S N N N N J)S
“that”sypj:= “that”op :=

“Beirut that plays at Beirut’= v .. W’ V

So:

“Beirut that Beirut plays at "=

where the use of bold-wires indicates that all meanings aat density operators. A somewhat tedious
direct computation of these diagrams then indeed yields:

“Beirut that plays at Beirut’== “Beirut-band” “Beirut that Beirut plays at "= “Beirut-city”

Both results are consistent with our expectations and atelyrmodel the case where enough context is
provided to disambiguate the meaning of a word. Further @kesrare provided in[1].

6 Axiomatic characterisation

Density operators allow for discarding part of the des@ipbf a composite system, where the discarded
part corresponds to the environment or context. As showi8,iZ], the CPM-construction can be
recast in terms of aanvironment structuren a dagger compact closed categ@rywhich consists of a
designated effect o : A— | for each objecAin C, calleddiscarding obeyingT, =1, Tass= Ta® TB,
and(Ta). = T a-, together with an all-objects-including sub-dagger cochplosed categor€s of pure
morphismswhich is such that for all pure morphisnfisg we have:

I &
i A A A

Applying (6) to the specific case of vectors yields:

W)Wl = 19)(¢] — |¥) = |¢)
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which has been calledreparation-state agreemeif8]. In can then be shown that a dagger compact
closed categorg carrying an environment structure is isomorphi€eM (Cs ), and applying the CPM-
construction to a dagger compact closed cate@owhich satisfies preparation-state agreement induces
an environment structure dn [8}[12].

Similarly, a dual-environment structure on a dagger complased categor consists of two dis-
carding effectsT1a, T2a : A— | for each object of C, together with an all-objects-including sub-
dagger compact closed categ@y. of pure morphismswhich is such that for all pure morphisnfisg

DN [N /E] As 44

K f ] 9 g | | |
l l l l
Now, a dagger compact closed categBryarrying a dual-environment structure is isomorphi€®M?
(Cs2), and applying the CPRAconstruction to a dagger compact closed cate@buyhich satisfies the
preparation-state agreement axiom induces a dual-emé@nnstructure o.
The proof of this fact can be found inl[1], as well as a geneaéibbn to multiple applications of the
CPM-construction, resulting in multiple discarding opi&rnas.

7 Discussion and outlook

Firstly, we applied the CPM-construction twice, in orderamcommodate two linguistic features, but
there is no reason to stop there: more applications wouller@e to accommodate more natural
language features.

Secondly, the same ‘trick’ does not only apply to vectorsimeir-product spaces, but any candidate
model of meaning that can be structured in a dagger compastdicategory. One example of other
models currently being studied inl [6] are based on Gardshéonceptual spaces. [14].

Thirdly, density operators were borrowed from physics ideorto represent ambiguity, perfectly
matching their quantum-theoretical interpretation imtgiof lack of knowledge. When providing them
with a partial ordering in order to represent lexical emt&iht, one actually went beyond the standard
practice in physics, although a subset of the ordering ikHgiff-von Neumann quantum logic. However,
dual density operators are an entirely new kind of matheralagintity that (to our knowledge) have never
been used in physics. This of course does not exclude that itha natural application for them.

Fourthly, of course, we only provided one very simple probtoncept example in support of our
claims. More involved examples as well as empirical evidesre needed to firmly establish dual density
operators as a useful tool for representing natural languaganing.

Finally, many books have been written on density operafeseral things that don’t make sense for
vectors, emerge for density operators, like diagonalisgbspectrum, entropy and so on. Dual density
operators are yet again a new entity, and hence new basiematits needs to be developed.

For example, we know that constructi@m (1) and applicatfdch@CPM-construction to inner-product
spaces yields the same result. However, this isn't entirely anymore for constructiofi](3) and twice
applying the CPM-construction to inner-product spacededu, in ongoing work in collaboration with
Maaike Zwart we have characterised the dual density opsratatained vial(3) as a proper subset of
those that arise from twice applying the CPM-constructibhis is only the beginning, and much more
remains to be discovered, for which we refer to a future altion.
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