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Abstract

Many insights into the quantum world can be found by studying it

from amongst more generaloperational theories of physics. In this
thesis, we develop an approach to the study of such theoriesupely in

terms of the behaviour of their processesas described mathematically
through the language ofcategory theory This extends a framework for
guantum processes known agategorical quantum mechanics(CQM)

due to Abramsky and Coecke.

We rst consider categorical frameworks for operational theories. We
introduce a notion of such theory, based on those of Chiribéh, D'Ariano
and Perinotti (CDP), but more general than the probabilisti ¢ ones typ-
ically considered. We establish a correspondence betweehdse and
what we call operational categories using features introduced by Ja-
cobs et al. in e ectus theory, an area of categorical logic to which we
provide an operational interpretation. We then see how to pa&s to a
broader category of super-causal processes, allowing for the powerful
diagrammatic features of CQM.

Next we study operational theories themselves. We survey nmerous
principles that a theory may satisfy, treating them in a basic diagram-
matic setting, and relating notions from probabilistic the ories, CQM
and e ectus theory. Particular focus is paid to the quantum-like fea-
tures of puri cations and superpositions We provide a new description
of superpositions in the category of pure quantum processessing this
to give an abstract construction of the more well-behaved ctegory of
Hilbert spaces and linear maps.

Finally, we reconstruct nite-dimensional quantum theory itself. More
broadly, we give a recipe for recovering a class of generaid quantum
theories, before instantiating it with operational princi ples inspired by
an earlier reconstruction due to CDP. This reconstruction is fully cat-
egorical, not requiring the usual technical assumptions oprobabilistic
theories. Specialising to such theories recovers both staard quantum
theory and that over real Hilbert spaces.
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Introduction

The state of contemporary physics is one of contradiction. @r deepest insights
into nature come from quantum mechanics, yet even a century féer its concep-
tion the underlying reality this theory describes remains deeply mysterious, with
debates over its proper interpretation continuing to this day.

At the same time, quantum theory provides us with experimental predictions
of unprecedented accuracy, and in more recent years it has esrged that quantum
systems can be incrediblyuseful allowing one to quickly perform computations
that may take vastly longer using classical computers.

Together, these facts have encouraged many to take aoperationalist perspec-
tive on physical theories. In this approach, one studies a thory in terms of the
operations it allows one to perform through physical experiments, rather than any
underlying reality that it may describe. Though this could b e seen as a denial that
any such reality exists, the operational approach may simpf be taken as a prac-
tical one, allowing physics to progress in the absence of anguch clear underlying
picture of the world.

Central to the operational perspective is the notion of aprocess between two
physical systems. Examples include the preparation of a sysm into a particular
state, the evolution of a system over time, and the performig of measurements.
The mathematical language of such composable processesdategory theory a
powerful and very general one which can also be used to studynonections between
di erent elds and ideas, and even as a foundation for mathemaics [ML78].

Over the past decade and a half, the categorical perspectivhas led to a new
approach to the study of physical theories purely in terms oftheir process-theoretic
properties. Categories provide an intuitive calculus for easoning about these pro-
cesses using diagrams [Selll], and lie at the heart of new cmttions emerging
between the foundations of physics, quantum information, nathematics and com-
puter science [BD95, AC04, BS10, AT11, CP11].

The greatest successes of the categorical method in physise far have been
in the study of quantum theory itself, and particularly its * pure' processes as cap-
tured by the now well-understood category ofHilbert spaces [Heu09], including
the development of a high-level diagrammatic formalisatimn of quantum computa-
tion [CD11, CK14]. However, in more recent years, categori@ methods relevant
to the study of more general theories, including classical lpysics, have begun to
emerge [Jacl5, CJWW16]. The goal of this thesis is to developuch a categorical
approach to the study of operational theories of physics.



2 Introduction

Categories of processes

Let us now be a bit more precise about the kinds of theories we ilbe considering.
The basic ingredients are physical systems and processestiveen them. We depict
a processf which takes us from a system of typeA to one of type B as a box

Operationally, we might wish to think of a process as a piece foexperimental
apparatus in our laboratory. Like these, processes can be pfjged together and
placed alongside each other, allowing us to forneircuit diagrams like:

It is well-known that such a speci cation of processes corrgponds simply to a
symmetric monoidal category whose objects are systems andmorphisms are the
processes. The use of these diagrammatic methods in physiegms pioneered by
Abramsky and Coecke [ACO4] in a eld of research now known asategorical
guantum mechanics(CQM).

Since categories are very general, more we will be required order for us to
view a given category as being of an “operational' nature. A articular charac-
teristic of the operational perspective is that, given any ystem, we should always
have some process which simpldiscards it, which we may depict as

T

Such symmetric monoidalcategories with discardingprovide a very general frame-
work for reasoning about operational procedures, and will ke the basic setting
throughout this work.

Examples include quantum theory, in which morphisms are gien by so-called
completely positive mapsbetween Hilbert spaces, as well as classical probabilis-
tic or possibilistic physics, and even more exotic theoriesuch as Spekkens toy
model [Spe07, CE12]. In Chapter 1 we introduce this categorical imework more
formally and provide numerous such examples.

Tests and operational theories

Along with the structure of processes, there are further fetures which are typically
included in notions of operational theories. At a basic levk the only way in which
we may actually interact with systems in such a theory is through experimental
tests or measurements. Such a procedure takes a given system andums one
of a range of possibleoutcomes which the experimenter then records, perhaps by



Introduction 3

reading the value of a pointer on some device:

SO

Each possible outcome corresponds to the occurrence of a pigular physical pro-

cess orevent so that a test such as the above is given simply by an indexed

collection of events fromA to B. Imagining that an experimenter should be free

to choose which test to perform next based on outcomes of edl experiments,

however, quickly leads one to realise that tests should morgenerally take the form
0o 1,

Bi

A

i=1

allowing for varying output systems (though this is not always standard, see
e.g. [CDP10, p.12-13)).

Tests should satisfy some basic rules re ecting our interpetation; for example
that like processes we should be allowed to place them sideHside to form new
ones. Moreover, given any test, we may also imagine an experenter choosing to
not care which out of two (or more) of its events, sayf and g, occur, thus merging
them into a new coarse-grained event denoted

B B
|

A A
One may then de ne an operational theory to be a collection of events, given by a
symmetric monoidal category with discarding, along with a $eci cation of tests
and such a partially de ned addition >, satisfying suitable axioms. Examples
include quantum theory, in which tests are given by so-calld quantum instru-
ments [NC10], as well as classical and possibilistic theories.

Now, the typical approach in physics is to only considerprobabilistic such
theories, which come with extra structure explicitly relating tests to probabilistic
experiments, along with technical assumptions ensuring tht the processes of any
given type generate a nite-dimensional real vector space§DP10, Bar07]. In this
thesis we will not use these assumptions, showing that opetianal theories may
in fact be studied in a fully categorical manner, much in the irit of CQM.

As a rst step, it is useful to know that the full structure of a n operational
theory may in fact be studied in terms of the properties of a sngle category. This
may be done by considering itspartial tests, i.e. subsets of tests, which form a
category with discarding in a straightforward manner.

In doing so we gain the ability to represent the features of tsts, their outcomes
and coarse-graining all using categorical features calledoproducts A + B. In
particular, any (partial) test may now be represented as a sigle morphism of the
form

Bi+ + Bn

A

3



4 |Introduction

Conversely, any suitable category with coproducts in fact & nes a whole opera-
tional theory in this way.

The use of these features comes from a categorical formalisior classical, prob-
abilistic and quantum computation known as e ectus theory [CJWW16], which
gains a new operational interpretation from this perspective. The two categorical
formalisms we have mentioned can be compared in terms of themain features as
follows.

Main Feature Description
Formalism ‘ Categorical Logical Operational
CQM And Parallel Processes
E ectus Theory ‘ + Or Tests

In Chapter 2 we properly de ne operational theories and stud their correspon-
dence with certain categories with coproducts which we calbperational categories
along with connections to e ectus theory.

Beyond sub-causal processes

From rst principles we have seen how a physical theory may bedescribed by a
category coming with a partial addition > on its morphisms. The fact that > is
typically only partially de ned relates to the assumption t hat every morphism f

belongs to a test, and so issub-causalmeaning that

B
)= 7
A A A
for some proces®. For example in quantum theory the only maps with a direct
interpretation, satisfying the above, are those which are tace non-increasing.

However, it is often much easier to instead work with atotal addition opera-
tion f + g on morphisms. To do so, we must consider more generaluper-causal
processes. In Chapter 3 we present a general construction,hich given any cat-
egory C with a suitable partial addition operation, constructs a new one T(C)
with a total addition, its totalisation, within which C sits as the sub-category
of sub-causal morphisms. This construction can be seen to noect the e ectus
and CQM formalisms, which typically study sub-causal and syer-causal processes
respectively.

Working with super-causal processes also allows us to codsir powerful extra
diagrammatic features which are central to the CQM approach most notably that
our category is dagger-compact[AC04, Sel07]. In diagrams, this means that we
may " ip pictures upside-down’, made visible through the use of pointed boxes,
and also "bend wires' to exchange inputs and outputs of our niphisms, and so

produce diagrams like
=
\/

In Chapter 3 we introduce and study the T(C) construction, before recalling these
extra diagrammatic features.
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Principles for operational theories

A major benet of the study of generalised physical theoriesis the ability they
provide to isolate particular physical principles, and examine their consequences.
Several surprising aspects of the quantum world, such as thé&amous no-cloning
theorem have been found to in fact hold in all non-classical probalistic theo-
ries [BBLWO7], while others such asgquantum teleportation have been found to be
more special [BBLW12].

For example, a principle which has been shown to lead to many wantum-like
features in the setting of probabilistic theories is the ability to write every process
in terms of those which are “‘maximally informative' in the following sense [CDP10].
We call a morphismf pure when any dilation of it is trivial:

B B - B C B C -
|_[¢ ||
:| 9 |3 [9 | @forsome with b =
| |
A A A A

and we say that puri cation holds when every morphism has a dilation which is
pure. Quantum theory has particularly well-behaved puri c ations given by the
Stinespring dilation of any completely positive map.

In contrast, the following principle is much more general, folding in both the
guantum and classical settings. Firstly, many categories ome with zero mor-
phisms special morphisms 0:A | B with which every morphism composes to
give 0. Such a category then haskernels when every morphismf comes with
another ker(f ), satisfying

== S e
o] - =) (9h) ©

The existence of certain such kernels in fact captures the eential structure of
subspaces found in classical and quantum theory, as histarally treated in the
eld of quantum logic [HJ10].

Many principles, such as puri cation, have typically only b een studied in the
context of probabilistic theories, while others such as kemels only appear in speci ¢
categorical settings. In Chapter 4 we study a range of pringles for operational
theories, seeing that they may in fact be treated in the very @neral setting of
symmetric monoidal categories with discarding. In doing sowe nd close rela-
tions between features that have arisen in the frameworks gbrobabilistic theories,
categorical quantum mechanics and e ectus theory.

Superpositions and phases

In order to move our attention away from general theories andtowards quantum
theory itself, we will require an account of arguably its mog characteristic feature;
the ability to form superpositions of pure processes. The most famous example is
of course Schredinger's cat, which exists in a superpositin of the pure states

( Alive ] * ( Dead J

5



6 Introduction

In fact there is already a well-known categorical descriptbn of superpositions;
abstractly, they are given by an addition operation on morphisms in the category of
Hilbert spaces and linear maps. In turn this arises from the gistence ofbiproducts
H K in this category, which are given concretely by the direct sun of Hilbert
spaces [Sel07]. Indeed states of such a direct sum are pretyssuperpositions of
states of H with those of K.

However, there is a problem. Pure quantum processes are notngply given
by linear maps between Hilbert spaces, since physically we ust identify any two
such maps whenever they are equal up to somglobal phasee , for real-valued

In fact, in the category of pure quantum processe$l K is no longer a biprod-
uct. Nonetheless, it has similar properties which we are aldl to capture using the
new notion of a phased biproduct or more generalphased coproductA + B in a
category. These resemble coproducts, but come with extra @norphisms called
phases In quantum theory their presence re ects the fact that we may equally
have replaced the state of Schredinger's cat with any one ofhe form

) * ¢ Coe)

In Chapter 5 we introduce and study phased coproducts, showig that from
any suitable category C with them we may construct a new one GP(C) with
coproducts from which it arises by quotienting out some “glbal phases' as above.
In particular this lets us recover the category of Hilbert spaces and linear maps
from that of pure quantum processes.

Reconstructing quantum theory

The primary motivation for the study of operational theorie s has always been
to nd new understandings of the quantum world. Just a short time after giv-
ing the rst precise formulation of quantum theory in the lan guage of Hilbert
spaces [VN55], von Neumann himself expressed his dissagisfion with this for-
malism [Red96], and since then there have been many attemp# to reconstruct the
full apparatus of the theory from instead more basic operatbnal statements about
experimental procedures.

Early results were given in terms of quantum logic [BvN75, Pi76, Sol95], and
various versions of the “convex probabilities' framework prsued by Mackey, Lud-
wig and many others [Mac63, Lud85, Gud99, FR81, DL70]. Unfaunately, each
of these results relied on some technicalities which couldat be said to be fully
operational.

The birth of quantum information led to a renewed interest in these questions
and, after a proposal by Fuchs [Fuc02], a goal to understand wantum theory in
terms of information-theoretic principles. The rst form o f such a reconstruction
of nite-dimensional quantum theory was provided by Hardy [Har01], and the rst
entirely operational reconstruction by Chiribella, D'Ari ano and Perinotti [CDP11],
using puri cation as its primary principle. Along with thes e other such reconstruc-
tions have been presented in various frameworks [CBHO3, WO, D* 10, Harl1l,
FS11, MM11, Will7b, Heh17, SSC18, vdW18].

However, these reconstructions all typically rely on the sandard technical as-
sumptions of probabilistic theories. We may wonder whetherthese features are



Introduction 7

integral to the process of recovering quantum theory, or whther instead a purely
process-theoretic reconstruction is possible.

In Chapter 6 we provide such a categorical reconstruction ofjuantum theory.
We show that any suitable category with discarding which is ron-trivial and:

is dagger-compact;
has essentially unique puri cations;
has kernels;

and whosescalars satisfy a basicboundednesgroperty is in fact equivalent to that
of a generalised quantum theoryQuant g over a certain ring S. When our scalars
have an extra feature - the presence of square roots - we nd #t S resembles
either the real or complex numbers. Specialising to proballistic theories we then
immediately obtain either standard quantum theory or more unusually that over
real Hilbert spaces

Recovering quantum theory in this manner provides us with a rew elementary
axiomatization of the theory which will hopefully be of use in the formalisation
of quantum computation, thanks to the many established usef categories from
across computer science [AT11]. More speculatively, it suggsts that future theories
of physics may be formulated in a manner which takes processeas their most
fundamental ingredients.

Prerequisites

Throughout we will assume a very basic knowledge of categortheory, though we
aim to introduce all key de nitions for our purposes, including simple notions such
as coproducts. For later reference, some standard ones wellise are as follows.

In any category a morphismf : A! B ismonic whenf g=f h =) g=h,
epic wheng f = h f =) g= h, and anisomorphism when there exists a
morphismf lwith f f 1=idg andf * f =id . The appropriate notion of
mapping F: C ! D between categories is that of afunctor , and between these
is that of a natural transformation

A pair of functors F: C! D and G: D! C form an equivalence of cate-
goriesC ' D when there are natural isomorphismsG F ' idc andF G' idp,
and anisomorphism when these are strict equalities. Assuming choice, an equiv
alence may also be given simply by a functof=: C ! D which is is full (every
g:F(A)! F(B)hasg= F(f) forsomef:A! B), faithful (F(f)= F(g) =)
f = @), and has that every object of D is isomorphic to one of the formF (A). By
an embedding we will simply mean a faithful functor. Occasionally we will also
mention the concept of anadjunction between categories.

The standard text on category theory is [ML78], while friendlier introductions
are given by [AT11, Leil4] and the physicist-targeted [CP11

Statement of originality All work here is my own, unless otherwise stated. The
results of Section 3.2 are in collaboration with Kenta Cho. This thesis is based on
the papers [Tull6], [Tull8b], [Tull8a] and new material. Duing my DPhil | also
co-authored the articles [HT15, KTW17, Tull7, EMHT18, CST18, GHT18].
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Chapter 1

Categories of Processes

In the process-theoretic approach to physics, we imagine ahysical theory simply
as a speci cation of certain systemsand processesthat may occur between them.
A general process may be depicted

B

0

A

and thought of as a physical occurrence which transforms a sgem of type A into
one of type B. Given another process taking as input the systenB we should be
able to compose them to form a new process

C
|9
Lf

A

which we typically interpret as 'f occurs, and theng occurs'.The formal struc-
ture capturing this notion of composable processes is the lowing. Recall that a
category C consists of:

a collection of objects A;B;C:::;
for each pair of objectsA; B a collection C(A;B) of morphisms f:A! B;

along with a rule for composing any pair of morphismsf : A! B,g:B! Cto
give a morphismg f: Al C. Some basic axioms are also satis ed; composition
is associative, with (h g) f = h (g f), and every object comes with anidentity
morphism ida: A! A satisfyingidg f =f =f idaforalf:A! B.

Along with the notation f: A ! B, morphisms may be drawn just like our
processes above, with identities and composition depicted

A A Cc C
9]

ida| = g f| =

A A A A
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so that the identity and associativity rules become trivial diagrammatically, e.g. for

associativity we have
D D D
= n =
A A A

When interpreting a category physically, it is natural to assume we also have a
“spatial' composition A;B 7! A B, f;g 7! f g allowing us to place objects
(systems) and morphisms (processes) ‘side-by-side' in djeams:

B D B D

b

A C A C
We also often wish to consider processes with "no input'. Thi is expressed by
having some objectl interpreted as “nothing', and depicted by the empty diagram

As is well-known, these features are captured by the followig extra structure on a
category. Recall that amonoidal category (C; ) is a categoryC together with

afunctor :C C! C;
a distinguished object! called the unit object ;

natural coherence isomorphisms
(A B) C-25 A (B ©) Il A 25 A2 A

satisfying some equations [CP11].

The diagrammatic notation above in fact forms a precisegraphical calculus
for reasoning about monoidal categories [Selll], allowingne in practice to avoid
the technicalities of the coherence isomorphisms, and makg many facts about
monoidal categories immediately apparent.

In any monoidal category, we call morphisms : 1! A,e:A! lands: | ! |
states, e ects and scalars respectively. Since (the identity on) | is given by an
empty picture, these are respectively depicted as:

5% e

10
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The scalarss: 1 ! | in any monoidal category form a commutative monoid
under composition. This is surprising from the formal de nition of a monoidal
category, but immediate from the graphical calculus since w have:

® Q)
= OO =
® ®

They also allow us to de ne a scalar multiplication f 7! s f on morphisms by

We may have alternatively chosen to multiply by scalars on the other side. How-
ever, in categories arising from physical theories the ordein which we compose
via is typically unimportant, thanks to the following extra str ucture.
Recall that a symmetric monoidal category is one coming with a natural
‘swap' isomorphism ag: A B' B A satisfying ga ap =ida g, along
with some coherence equations. We depict by crossing wires, so that naturality
and this equation become:

D C D C A B A B
(9] _ _
[ 9]
A B A B A B A B
Categories with discarding

In this work our focus will be on categories with an interpretation as operational
processes one may perform within some domain of physics; $ucategories have
also been calledprocess theories[CK14, Sell7]. A distinguishing feature of this
operational setting is the ability that any agent should have to simply discard or
‘ignore' a sub-system which is no longer of interest. This leds to the following
central notion of this thesis.

De nition 1.1. A category with discarding is a category C with a distin-
guished object| and a chosen morphismss: A ! | for each object A, with

4 =id,. A monoidal category with discarding is one for whichC is monoidal,
with | being the monoidal unit, and such that

>—||.
m —|||

A B
for all objects A;B.

The presence of discarding re ects the perspective of an exgimenter who may
choose to only examine a smaller part of a larger process or sgm, as opposed to
that of the underlying physics of the world which is typically taken to be reversible

11



12 Chapter 1. Categories of Processes

and so lack any such notion of discarding a system. We captureghis idea of
restricting to smaller parts of processes by saying that a mphism f is amarginal

of another morphism g when
B B -
C
A A

and in this case we refer tog as adilation of f.

The existence of a unique way to discard a system has also beéound to be
closely related to notions ofcausality in a physical theory [CDP10, p. 10] [CL13,
Coel4], leading to the following de nition.

De nition 1.2. [CK15] In any category with discarding, a morphismf : A! B
is called causal when it satis es

iB
=
A

> —|||

Intuitively, if f is a causal process it should have no in uence on earlier pro-
cesses and so make no di erence whether we rst discard our stem or rst perform
f and then discard its output.

Lemma 1.3. Let C be a (symmetric) monoidal category with discarding. Then
all coherence isomorphisms; ; , are causal, and the collection of causal mor-
phisms forms a monoidal subcategorf caus.

Proof. Clearly all identities are causal, and iff; g are then soisg f. The coherence
isomorphisms a are all causal by naturality since

O
T

>
— >
>
1

>

Simple naturality argument show that the a.g.c and A are all causal also. Fi-
nally, wheneverf : A! Candg: B! D are causal then soid g, since:

vs)
> —|n
w —|||
>
o]

1.1 Examples

Let's now meet our main examples of symmetric monoidal categries both with
and without discarding.

12



1.1. Examples 13

Deterministic classical physics

1. There is a categorySet whose objects are set#\;B;C ::: and morphisms are
functions f : A ! B. This forms the causal subcategory of the symmetric
monoidal category with discarding PFun whose morphisms are now partial
functions f : A-B between sets. The monoidal structure is given by the Carte-
sian product A B of sets and (partial) functions, with the unit object being
the singleton setl =1 = f?g.

In this category the scalars may be seen as simply 0 and 1. E eston an object
A are found to correspond to subset8 A, while a state of A is either empty
or corresponds to a unique element 2 A. Discarding is given by the unique
function #4: A !'f ?g, so that a morphism is causal precisely when it is total,
i.e. belongs toSet.

Algebraic examples

2. Any commutative monoid (M; ) forms a symmetric monoidal category with
one object ? in which morphisms are elementsm 2 M, with and  being
multiplication in M. Here every morphism is a scalar.

3. Let S be a semi-ring (a ‘ring without subtraction’) which is commutative. There
is a symmetric monoidal categoryMat s whose objects are natural numbers
n 2 N and morphismsM :n ! m arem n matrices M;j; with elements
in S. Such a matrix composes with anotherN : m ! k by standard matrix
multiplication

X1
(M N)ik = Njx Mj;
j=1
using multiplication and addition in the semi-ring S. The identity morphism
onnisthen n matrix with 1 as each diagonal entry and O elsewhere. The
monoidal product is given on objects byn m = n m and on morphisms
by the usual Kronecker product of matrices

0 1
a;s N .0 am N
M N= : ;
with | = 1. The scalars in Mat s correspond to elementss 2 S, while states

and e ects on n are n-tuples of elements ofS, seen as column and row vectors
respectively. Mat s has a choice of discarding given by, = (1;:::1):n! 1,
so that a matrix M is causal whenever each of its columns sum to 1.

Classical probability theory

4. In the category Class the objects are sets and morphism$ : A! B are func-
tions sending each elemena 2 A to a nite “distribution' over elements of B
with values in the positive real numbersR* := fr 2 Rjr 0g. That is, they
are functionsf : A B! R* for which f (a;b) is non-zero only for only nitely
many values ofB, for eacha 2 A.

13



14 Chapter 1. Categories of Processes

Alternatively, we may view such morphismsA ! B as A B matrices', in
which each “column' has nitely many non-zero entries. The omposition of
f:A! Bandg: B! Cisthen that of matrices

X
(9 f)a(=  f(ab g(b(c)

b2 B

This category is symmetric monoidal with1 = f?g, A B=A B andf ¢
de ned as for the Kronecker product of matrices. The scalarshere are given by
the “unnormalised probabilities' R* . Class has discarding given by the unique
map Fa: A I f 29 with #o(a)(?) = 1 for all a 2 A. Then a morphismf is
causal precisely when it sends each elemeat2 A to a probability distribution,
i.e. forall a2 A we have X
f(a)b)=1

b2B
In particular, causal states of an objectA are simply nite probability distri-
butions over A. More broadly, at an operational level we are often interese¢d
in the sub-category Class, of morphismsf : A! B which send each element
to a nite sub-distribution, i.e. foralla2 A

fa)(b 1
b2 B

In Class, the scalars are then probabilitiesp 2 [0; 1], and an e ect on an object
A simply assigns a probability e(a) to each elementa 2 A. Abstractly we
may describeClass and Classy as Kleisli categories, of the R* -multiset and
sub-distribution monad respectively [CIWW16]. More generally, for continuous
probability we can consider the Kleisli categoryKIl (G) of the Giry monad G on
measure spaces [Jacl3, Jacl5].

5. Restricting the above example to nite sets is equivalentto considering the
category FClass := Mat g+, a special case of Example 3. The scalars here
are given by R, and causal morphisms are precisely (transposed) Stochast
matrices.

Quantum theory

6. In the symmetric monoidal category Hilb objects are complex Hilbert spaces
H;K::: and morphisms are bounded linear mapd : H! K . The monoidal
structure is given by the usual tensor productH K of Hilbert spaces, with
unit object | = C. Then states! of an objectH correspond to elements 2 H
by taking = ! (1), and so by taking adjoints so do e ects. In particular the
scalars are given byC.

We write FHilb for the full subcategory given by restricting to nite-dime nsional
Hilbert spaces. Both categories can be seen to describe “miiguantum theory,
which thanks to the no-deleting theorem [PB00] comes with no canonical choice
of discarding.

We may extend this example to include discarding and so desitye more general
guantum operations as follows.

14



1.1. Examples 15

7. In the symmetric monoidal categoryQuant , objects are nite-dimensional com-
plex Hilbert spaces and morphismsH | K are completely positivelinear maps
f:B(H)! B(K) between their spaces of operators. The monoidal structure

is the usual one for such maps, inherited from that of Hilbertspaces, again
with | = C. ScalarsC! C now correspond to elements 2 R*. By Gleason's
Theorem, states and e ects on an objectH now correspond to unnormalised
density matrices 2 B(H).

This category has a canonical choice of discarding withey being the map
sending eacha 2 B(H) to its trace Tr(a) 2 C. Then a morphism f is causal
whenever it is trace-preserving as a completely positive m@ and causal states
are simply density matrices in the usual sense.

From an operational perspective we are often interested in lie subcategory
Quant 4, of trace non-increasing completely positive maps, in which the scalars
are probabilities p 2 [0; 1].

There is a functor FHilb ! Quant which sends each linear mag : H! K to
the induced Kraus map

P=f () f:B(H)! B(K)

Any two linear maps f; g induce the same such map whenever they are equal up
to global phasei.e. whenf = € gfor some 2 [0;2 ). Hence the subcategory
of all such Kraus maps is equivalent to the categoryFHilb  of equivalence
classes f{] of morphisms in FHilb under equality up to global phase. More
broadly we de ne Hilb  to be the category of equivalence classe$ ] of maps
in Hilb up to global phase, in the same way.

8. Extending our previous example to in nite dimensions, ard unifying it with our
classical examples, we may consider the categor@Star °° of unital complex
C*-algebras, where morphismsA ! B are completely positive linear maps
f:B ! A. Note that we work in the opposite category, with maps going te
other way to morphisms.

There are several di erent tensors available for (in nite-dimensional) operator
algebras; we will take as the so-called minimal tensor product of C*-algebras.
Herel = C, so that scalars are given by elements dR™ . States on an objectA
correspond to those! : A! C on the algebra in the usual sense, while e ects
are positive elementse 2 A. Discarding 4 is given by the unique completely
positive map C ! A sending 1 to ln. Then a morphism A ! B is causal
whenever its corresponding completely positive mag : B ! A is unital, with
f(1g) = 1 A. More generally the maps with a direct operational interpretation
are those which aresub-unital, with f (1g) 15, forming the subcategory
CStar 2b.

When working in nite dimensions one often simply takes morphisms to go
in the same direction as maps; we writeFCStar for the category of nite-
dimensional C*-algebras with morphismsA ! B being completely positive
mapsf: A ! B. This is symmetric monoidal just as for CStar °°. Every
nite-dimensional C*-algebra comes with a trace, so that+a: A! C. here is
given by a 7! Tr(a). There is an embeddingFCStar | CStar °° sending trace
non-increasing maps to sub-unital ones.

15



16 Chapter 1. Categories of Processes

CStar °P contains a version of classical probabilistic theory giverby restricting
to the full subcategory of all commutative C*-algebras, with FClass equivalent
to the respective subcategory ofFCStar .

To model quantum theory we can alternatively restrict to tho se algebras given
by the bounded operatorsB (H) of some Hilbert spaceH. In particular this
gives an embeddingQuant | FCStar .

9. A particularly well-behaved class of C*-algebras are thee which arevon Neu-
mann algebras We write VNA °P for the (opposite of) the subcategory of
CStar °P given by all von Neumann algebras andnormal completely positive
maps between them, as studied in depth in [CJWW16]. We are als often
interested in its subcategoryvNA 2P of sub-unital morphisms.

Our main examples of categories with discarding so far are #ier deterministic,
with scalars f 0; 1g, or more generallyprobabilistic, with scalars belonging toR™ . It
is common in the foundations of physics to work only with suchgeneral probabilistic
theories, and to make some extra assumptions. The rst,tomography, ensures that
morphisms are determined entirely by the probabilities they produce:

1
B B
- c8!;e§=) :|jg:|
A A A

This in turn ensures that maps of any given type generate a relavector space
(up to some size issues) [Childa]. Secondly, tomography issumed to be nite ,
meaning that this space is nite-dimensional.

In this thesis we will not make any of these assumptions, aimrig to work in
a purely process-theoretic manner. In particular this allavs us to consider more
general theories whose scalars are not given by probabilds, such as the following.

Possibilistic examples

10. Thereis a categoryRel whose objects are sets and whose morphisris: A! B
are relationsR A B. Compositionof R: A! B andS: B! C isgiven by

S R=Ja;c)j9bsuchthat (a;b) 2 Rand (b;92SK A C

Here s given by the Cartesian product, with | being the singleton setf ?g.
The scalars are the Boolean® := f? ;>g, with states and e ects on an object
A each corresponding to subsets oA. There is a canonical choice of discarding
given by the relation+4: A ! f ?g relating every a2 A with ?. Then a relation
R: A! B is causal when it relates every element oA to some element ofB.

11. The previous example can be greatly generalised. For angategory C which
is regular [BG04] we may similarly de ne a symmetric monoidal categorywith
discarding Rel (C) of internal relations in C in the same way.

For some examplesRel is the special case wher€ = Set. Taking C to be the
category Vec of vector spaces over a eldk gives the categoryRel (Vec) of

16



1.1. Examples 17

linear relations over k, i.e. subspacefR V W. Setting C instead to be the
category Grp of groups leads to relations which are subgroup® G H.

The author explored Rel (C) with Chris Heunen in [HT15], and with Marino
Gran also in [GHT18], applying its diagrammatic features to topics in categor-
ical algebra.

More generally still, any such categoryRel (C) is a special case of dicategory
of relations in the sense of Carboni and Walters [CW87].

12. A physically interesting possibilistic example somewhre in-betweenRel and
guantum theory is provided by Spekkens toy mode[Spe07] . Spekkens origi-
nally presented the theory in terms of its states, which are gbsets of sets of
the form IV ", where IV = f1;2;3;4g, obeying the so-called "knowledge bal-
ance principle'. The theory was then given an inductive catgorical de nition
in [CE12, Edw09].

We write Spek for the smallest symmetric monoidal subcategory oRel closed

under ; , identities, swap maps and relational converse, and containg the
objects| = f?g and IV = f1;2;3;4g, all permutations IV ! [V, and the
relations
17 1122
Vo 1a 2 @2
ERRA Y s 336
v 4 7' (3;4);(4;,3)

Spek contains many similar features to FHilb , closely resemblingstabilizer
guantum mechanics[Pus12, BD16]. In the original paper [Spe07] (which uses
only functional relations as morphisms) quantum features ach as steering and
teleportation are studied in the theory. It may be extended to a category with
discarding MSpek [CE12], de ned to be the smallest monoidal subcategory
of Rel closed under relational converse and containingSpek as well as the
discarding morphisms fromRel .

Morphisms of categories with discarding

At times we will also consider mappings between categories.By a morphism
F:(C;® ! (D;%) of categories with discarding we mean a functo=: C ! D
which preserves discarding in that ¢y is an isomorphism andF (+a) is causal
for all objects A. When C and D are (symmetric) monoidal with discarding we
moreover requireF to be a strong (symmetric) monoidal functor and that its stru c-
ture isomorphism| ' F(l) is causal; from this it follows that those isomorphisms
F(A) F(B)' F(A B) will be causal also, similarly to Lemma 1.3.

In either case a morphismF is an equivalence C ' D when it is full and
faithful, and every object of D is causally isomorphic to one of the formF (A).

17
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Chapter 2

Operational Theories and
Categories

Aside from the categorical structure of processes, there arother features which
are typically included as basic components of an operatiorlatheory of physics.
Most notably, such a theory should also describe multiple-atcome experimental
procedures ortests which we may perform on our systems, along with the outcome
data obtained from these experiments.

A framework combining these features with the categorical pproach is found in
the notion of an “operational-probabilistic theory' due to Chiribella, D'Ariano and
Perinotti [CDP10]. Such a theory is given by a (strict) symmetric monoidal cate-
gory of processes, along with additional structure specifyng which processes form
admissible tests, modelling the use of experimental outcom data, and allowing
one to assign probabilities to these outcomes.

In this chapter, we introduce a similar general notion of sud an operational
theory of physics. We then see how such theories may in fact be preded entirely
categorically, simply through the properties a single catgory which we call an
operational category This provides categorical descriptions of all of the main
features of operational-probabilistic theories, such ashe ability to form convex
combinations of physical events, and allows us to extend thge notions beyond the
probabilistic setting.

In fact the categorical features we will use are not themseks new, being based
on e ectus theory, an area of categorical logic developed by Jacobs and collab
rators for the study of classical, probabilistic and quantum computation [Jacl5,
CIWW16]. We will see a correspondence between basic propés of a theory and
its associated category, in particular providing e ectus theory with an operational
interpretation.

2.1 Operational Theories

2.1.1 Basic operational theories

Let us begin by introducing a basic framework for what may be ascribed as
an operational theory of physics. As outlined in Chapter 1, we will start with a
symmetric monoidal category, whose objects here we callystems and morphisms

19



20 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

f: Al B we call events. As we have seen this means that events may be
composed to form circuit diagrams like

Tests  On top of this category, an operational theory concerns exp@mental pro-
cedures which we calltests. Formally, a test is given by a nite non-empty col-
lection

fi

A—"5B L, (2.2)

of events of the same type. Such a test is to be thought of as arperation we may
perform on a system of typeA, leaving us with a system of typeB, with nitely
many possibleoutcomes indexed by the non-empty setX . On any run of the test
precisely one eventf; will occur, with the outcome i then recorded.

Our theory will specify which nite collections (fi: A! B)i2x form admissible
tests. More generally we call a nite non-empty collection (;)i>x a partial test
when it forms a sub-collection of a test {j);2y, with X Y. We require some
basic properties of tests.

Axiom 1. Tests satisfy the following:
every event belongs to some test;
tests are closed under relabellings of outcomes;

whenever(f;)iox and (g;)j2y are tests, so is

i2X;j 2Y

The latter assumption states that, like events, we may placdests “side-by-side'
to form new ones. Another way we may expect to form new tests iy using
outcome data from earlier ones as input, which we capture asoflows.

Axiom 2 (Basic Control ). Let (fj: A! B)i2x be a test and, for each of its
outcomesi, let (g(i;j ): B! C)j2y, be a test. Then the following is a test:

fi a(isj )

A——=B ——=C iy,

We refer to the above as acontrolled test |, interpreting it as performing the
test (fi)i2x and then depending on the outcomd 2 X choosing which testg(i; )
to perform next. This axiom appears as an optional assumptia in the framework
of [CDP11], which allows for theories without any simple cawsal structure and

hence any such straightforward notion of conditioning.

20



2.1. Operational Theories 21

Coarse-graining A second way in which an agent should be able to make use of
the outcome data from a test is simply to discard it, thus “'meging' several of its
events. Call a collection of events of the same typef(: A! B)j2x compatible
when they form a partial test. An operational theory should come with a rule for
merging any compatible pair of eventsf;g: A! B into a coarse-grained event
f>g: Al B, which we interpret as “eitherf or g occurs'. The partial operation

> should ful Il some basic rules to match this interpretation .

Axiom 3. The operation > satis es the following.
if (f;g;hq;:::hy) isatest,f >gisdenedand (f > g;hy;:::hy) is a test;
f >g=g>f for all compatible (f;g);
(f >g)>h=1f>(g> h) for all compatible (f;g;h);

for all compatible (g; h) and eventsf;k we have

f (g>h)=(f g)>(f h)
(g>h) k=(g k)>(h k)
f (g>h)=(f g>(f h)

Each of the above requirements has a straightforward operabnal interpreta-
tion. For example, the rst of the nal three equations above states that the
events “eitherg or h, then f ' and “either g then f , or h then f ' coincide. Note that
both sides of the equations above are indeed well-de ned th&s to our assump-
tions about tests. These properties allows us to de ne the carse-graining of any
non-empty compatible collection of events by

n
fi=f1> 2> (> 1h)
i=1

It will also be helpful to assume the existence of units 0A ! B for coarse-graining,
which we think of as the unique impossible event between any two systems.
Recall that a category haszero morphisms  when it has a (necessarily unique)
family of morphisms 0 = 0a.5 : A! B satisfying0 f =0= g O for all morphisms
f; g, and in the monoidal setting we also similarly requiref 0=0=0 g.

Axiom 4. The category of events has zero morphisms. Moreover a tuplés;:::fn)
forms atesti (fy;:::;fn;0) does also, and we havé > 0= f for all eventsf.

Finally we will require the operational ability to discard systems as well as
outcome data. The presence of such discarding maps will alsallow us to specify
tests in terms of partial tests.

Axiom 5 (Causality ). The category of events has discarding, and a partial test
(fi)i2x is a test precisely when it satis es
i

o

2.2)

F fi=
i2X

21



22 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

Intuitively, a test should be a partial test which always returns some outcome,
as a whole being causal in our earlier sense. Note that in padular the above
tells us that 4 is the unique e ect on any system which forms a test on its own.
As remarked in Chapter 1, this is indeed closely related to ntions of causality in
probabilistic theories [CDP11].

De nition 2.1. A basic operational theory consists of a symmetric monoidal
category Event  with discarding, a choice of tests, and coarse-graining opations
> satisfying Axioms 1-5.

Remark 2.2. Alternatively, one may instead de ne such a theory in terms o par-
tial tests and coarse-graining, then de ning tests as thosesatisfying (2.2). However
we view tests as a more primitive notion so have used them as owtarting point.

Many of our motivating examples of operational theories wil be probabilistic,
here meaning that their scalars are given by probabilitiesp 2 [0; 1], with p> q:=
p + g being de ned whenever this value is 1. This is assumed in frameworks
such as [CDP10].

More generally scalars in a theory behave much like probakties, forming a
commutative monoid with a similar partial addition >. For example, we may call
a test consisting of scalars i§: | ! 1)L, adistribution , by analogy with nite
probability distributions. Given any collection of n eventsf;: A! B we may then
consider their convex combination

0 1

o) (14

which is well-de ned thanks to the control axiom. One may go o to de he many
typical notions from the study of probabilistic theories such as “‘completely mixed'
states, reasoning much like in [CDP10].

| n

i=1

2.1.2 Extending the notion of test

So far we have taken the common approach of de ning tests as tiections of events
of the same type €i: A! B)i2x, as in e.g. [CDP10, GS18]. However, there are
standard operational procedures which cannot immediatelybe described in this
manner (typically requiring extra structure to do so [CDP10, Remark, p.12-13]).

For example consider an agent who rst performs such a test ad then, de-
pending on the outcomei, chooses between performing one of several tests having
di erent output systems C;. A simple case would be, conditioned on the outcome
of a coin ip, preparing some state! of a systemA or of another systemB:

N , |
I headg/I ! A : | tails | B

To account for such procedures, we must allow tests to have # general form

fi

A B, (2.3)

i2X

for nite sets X, now with varying output systems.

22



2.1. Operational Theories 23

Operational theories of this new sort may be de ned just as peviously. As
before, such a theory speci es a category of events, certainollections of which
form tests or partial tests. We now include the empty collecion as a partial test
of any given type.

Coarse-grainingf > g should still only be de ned on events of the same type
f;g: A! B which belong to some test, whose other events may have di erén
types. More generally a collection of events of the same typéf;: A! B)l, are
again calledcompatible when they form a partial test, and their coarse-graining
will be de nable as before, with that of the empty partial test now set to 0. To
include the procedures discussed above we now require a stiger control axiom.

Axiom 6 (Control). Let (fi: A! Bj)iax be a test and, for each of its outcomes
i,let (g(i;j): B! Cjj)j2v, be atest. Then the following is a test:

fi g(isj )

A Bi Ci; i2X;j 2
The rest of our earlier axioms were carefully worded to applyimmediately to

theories of this new form, which we refer to simply as follows

De nition 2.3.  An operational theory is given by a symmetric monoidal
category with discarding Event  along with a speci cation of tests of the form
of (2.3), and operations> satisfying Axioms 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

To distinguish these from basic theories, we sometimes calluch theoriesproper
operational theories. Because of the common practice of talkg tests the form 2.1,
in this chapter we will consider both kinds of theories. Desjfte their name, the
axioms of proper operational theories are in some sense weakthan those of basic
ones, by the following.

Lemma 2.4. Letf:A! B be an eventin a theory of either kind.
1. In an operational theory f belongs to a test(f;e) for somee: A! 1I.

2. In a basic operational theoryf belongs to a test of the form(f;g: A ! B),
and every object has a causal state.

Proof. 1. Any f belongs to some test{: A ] B;gi: A! Cyg:iii;on: Al Cy).

Then using control (f;e) is a test wheree= [, £ g.

2. Here by assumptionf belongs to some testf{;g1;:::;0,) witheach g : A'!
B. Theng= ., g is well-de ned and (f;g) is a test. For the second statement
take f to be the zero state. O

2.1.3 Examples

Many of our examples of categories from Chapter 1 extend to fon operational
theories. In each case these also form basic operational thiges by restricting to
tests of the form (2.1) and excluding objects such as or 0 which lack causal states.

1. The theory ClassDetof deterministic classical physics has category of events
PFun . Here a collection of partial functions (fi: A! Bj)i2x form a test when
their domains are disjoint and partition A, with > being disjoint union.
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24 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

2. The classical probabilistic theoryClassProbnstead has category of event€lass,.
Tests are collections {;: A! Bj)i2x satisfying

X X
fi(@(b) =1
i2X b2B;

for all a2 A, with > being element-wise addition.

3. Finite-dimensional quantum theory Quanthas category of eventQuant g, with
events given by trace non-increasing completely positive aps. Tests are collec-
tions (f;: H!' K ;)i2x whose sum is trace-preserving. When th&; do not vary
these are also known agjuantum instruments [NC10]. Here> is the usual ad-
dition of such maps. More broadly this extends to a theoryCStarwith category
of events CStar I, with tests being collections of maps whose sum is unital.

4. The possibilistic classical theoryRel has category of eventsRel. Here any
collection of relations (Rj: A! Bj)i2x form a partial test, making the coarse-
graining operational total, and we setR > S = R _ S. More generally, one may
take unions of relations in any regular categoryC which is coherent [Joh02],
and then Rel (C) extends to an operational theory Re(C) in the same way.

5. For any unital commutative semi-ring S, we de ne a theory Mats whose cate-
gory of eventsMat ¢ : is the subcategory ofMat s consisting of those matrices
with values inthe setS 1 := fa2 Sj(9b2 S) a+ b=1g. A collection of
such matrices forms a test when their sum is causal iMat s, with > given by
such addition of matrices. The scalars in this theory areS !; for example in
Mat; they are simply the integersZ.

2.2 Operational Categories

The full de nition of a (basic) operational theory can be quite unwieldy, requiring
the extra speci cation of both tests and coarse-graining rdes. In fact the essential
structure of these kinds of theory can be captured internaly to a single category.

De nition 2.5. Let be an operational theory. We de ne a symmetric monoidal
category with discarding PTest () as follows:

objects are nite indexed collections (Aj)i>x of systems of ;

morphisms M : (Aj)iax ! (Bj)j2y are collections, indexed byi 2 X, of
partial tests (M (i;j ): Aj ! Bj)jav.

Such morphisms may be thought of as matrices of events for wbih each column
is a partial test. Composition is, via coarse-graining, tha of matrices:

|
(N M)(k) = N@ k) M(ij) (2.4)
j2y

We take as unit objectl := (1) and de ne (Ai)izx (Bj)j2y = (Ai Bj)gj)zex v,
on morphisms being given by the Kronecker product

M NI DG k) = M@Ej)  N(I k) (2.5)
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2.2. Operational Categories 25

Finally on an object A = (Aj)i2x We setFa = (Fa,)i2x -

For any basic operational theory we de ne a category PTest () in just
the same way, but instead take objects to be only nite hon-enpty indexed copies
(A)i2x of a xed system A. One may instead denote such objects by a pairA; X ),
so that morphismsM : (A; X) ! (B;Y) are again X -indexed collections of partial
tests, each now having the form M (i;j ): A! B)jay.

Lemma 2.6. Let be a (basic or proper) operational theory. ThenPTest () is
a well-de ned symmetric monoidal category with discarding

Proof. For any composable morphismsM;N , the coarse-graining (2.4) is well-
de ned since (N (k) M (i;j))j2v is a partial test by (basic) control. Then and

are well-de ned by Axioms 1 and 3. Each objectA = (Aj)i2x has an identity
morphism with id A (i;j ) given by ida, if i = j, and O otherwise. O

2.2.1 From theories to categories

The main features of any (basic or proper) theory may all be described within
the categoryC := PTest (). Firstly, systems and events may be viewed as objects
A = (A) and morphismsf : A! B of C, respectively.

Next, the impossible events extend to a family of zero arrow€D: A ! B in
C. In the case of a proper theory, the empty collection 0 := () nav forms a zero
object in C. This means that it is initial , with every object having a unique
morphism !: 0! A, and terminal meaning there is a unigue morphism !'A! 0.
Any such object always provides zero morphisms via

OA;B :(A! 0! B)

Interestingly, tests may also be captured internally. Firstly, note that we may
now represent each outcome set as an objet :=(1);2x of C. For each outcome
i there is a corresponding state and e ect

(
X . o
5 N (A
X i ] 0 i6]
Each object of the form (A)i2x is then isomorphic to A X. For eachi 2 X it

comes with a morphism
A X A X

ﬁ, - D (2.6)

A A
More generally, in the case of a proper theory each objedh = (Aj)i2x comes with
a morphism : A; ! A corresponding to the test

(0;:::;0;ida;;0;:::50) (2.7)

for eachi 2 X.
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26 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

Coproducts and Copowers We can use these maps to characterise each object
A = (A))i2x, as follows. Thanks to control, they have the property that for any

collection of morphisms

A B
fori 2 X, there is a uniqgue morphismf : A! B with f i=fiforali2X.
In categorical language, this states thatA forms a coproduct of the objects A;
with coprojections ;.

A coproduct of (Aj)L, is often denoted by A; + + A,. In fact to have
coproducts of all nite collections of objects is equivalen to the presence of an
initial object and binary coproducts A + B of all objects A; B . Explicitly, binary
coproducts have the property that for all f; g as below there is a uniqgue morphism
[f; g] making the following diagram commute:

A—2sA+B+«+«> B
C

When considering these we writef1 + f>: A; + Ao ! By + By for the unique
morphism with (f1+ f,) = ; fifori=1;2.

Now in particular, each (A)i2x in PTest () forms a coproduct of the form

z’ J_{
X A=A+ +A
which is called anX -ary copower of the object A. As a special case each object
X forms a copowerX |. We will also write n A := X A wherejXj=n.

The coprojections ; described above are given by indexed collections of (total)
tests, of the form 2.7, rather than merely partial ones. Thismakes these coproducts
and copowerscausal, meaning that each coprojection ; is causal.

By our de nition of the tensor  in (2.5), it is also respected by these coprod-
ucts as follows. In a symmetric monoidal categoryC we say that coproducts are
distributive  when each morphism

ida asids ¢l

A B+A C

A (B+C)

is an isomorphism. Similarly nite copowers are calleddistributive  when each
canonical morphismX (A B)! A (X B)is an isomorphism.

Usefully, thanks to the presence of zero arrows we may de nefor any nite
coproduct (or copower), “projection' morphisms

(
At tAy A by . g= 4 TE]
1 n i Y i 0 i6]
fori =1;:::;n. Note that each morphism.; is not typically causal. Distributivity
in PTest () ensures that each object n A' A n,wheren:=n |, has
A A
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2.2. Operational Categories 27

We'll see that for each coproduct or copower the set of morplems. ; can be used to
pick out the events of corresponding partial tests, and so tky arejointly monic ,

meaning that for all morphismsf;g: B! A+ + Ap with .; f =.; gforall

i, we havef = g.

Operational Categories For a (basic or proper) operational theory we can
summarise the properties ofPTest () as follows.

De nition 2.7. 1 A (basic) operational category is a symmetric monoidal cat-
egory with discarding (C; ;+), with zero morphisms and nite causal distributive
coproducts (resp. non-empty copowers) such that:

1. For each coproduct (resp. copower) the morphisms; are jointly monic;

2. For everyf: A! B there is some causal morphisng of type A! B + |
(resp.A! B+ B)with f=.1; g

For the rst condition it in fact su ces to have causal coprod ucts A + B for
which .1;.2: A+ Al A are jointly monic [CJWW16, Lemma 5]. As remarked
above in the case of coproducts the initial object O is then irfact a zero object.

Lemma 2.8. Let be a (basic) operational theory. ThenC = PTest () is a
(basic) operational category.

Proof. We have explained all but condition 2, which follow from Lemma 2.4. O

2.2.2 From categories to theories

Let us now see in detail how the categorical properties o€ = PTest () may be
used to describe the theory . Firstly, general partial tests (f;: A! Bj)iL; inour
theory correspond to morphisms

Af*>81+ + B, (2.8)

with individual events f; = .; f. Such a collection is a test whenevef is causal.
In particular partial tests of the kind (fi: A'! B){L; appearing in a basic
operational theory correspond to morphisms

A—"sB+ +B=nB (2.9)

with f; := .; f for all i, or equivalently as morphisms

B n B B n
with =
A A A
for all i. The coarse-graining of such a partial test may then be desdred in terms
of copowers by

fi= A——n B —°,8B (2.10)

In the original pre-print [Tul16] we instead used the term "o perational category' for what here
we later call a “test category'.
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28 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

where we deneO by O  =idg for all i, or in diagrams by simply discarding

the outcomes:
B B =
n
=
i=1
A A

In fact, these ideas allow us to de ne the full structure of a theory from any
operational category.

Theorem 2.9. Let C be a (basic) operational category. TherC forms the category
of events of a (resp. basic) operational theory denotedT(C) (resp. OTg(C))
de ned as follows.

A collection (f;){L; forms a test i there is a causal morphismf as in (2.8)
(resp. (2.9)) with .; f = f; for all i.

Wheneverf;g: A! B are compatible there is then a uniquén: A! B+ B
with ., h=f and., h= g, and we denef >g= 0O h.

This de nition of a partial addition comes from Jacobs et. al [Jacl5, Chol5].

Proof. The condition 2 in De nition 2.7 gives that every event belongs to a test.
Distributivity ensures that tests are closed under , and control follows from the
de nition of a coproduct (resp. copower) as above. Coarsefgining behaves as
expected thanks to basic properties of these and distributiity.

For zero morphisms, note that given any test ¢;)L, corresponding to a mor-
phismf:A! B whereB = By + + B,, we may compose it with the copro-

jection B! B + Bp+1 to obtain the test (fq1;:::;f;0), and the case of copowers
is similar. Moreover we getf > 0 = f for all eventsf : A'! B by considering
1 f:A!l B+ B. Causality is immediate from the de nition. O

2.2.3 Representable theories

The theories which arise from either kinds of operational ceegory come with sys-
tems encoding the outcome types of tests, characterised aselliows.

De nition 2.10.  An operational theory is representable when for every nite
indexed collection of system A;j)i2x there is a systemA and test

(it Al Ajiax (2.11)

such that for each partial test (fi: B! Aj)j2x there is a unique eventf : B! A
with .; f = f; forall i.

Similarly a basic operational theory is representable when the same holds
with respect to nite non-empty collections of the form (A);2x, now in terms of
partial tests (fi: B! A)izx.

Lemma 2.11. A (basic) operational theory s representable i Event has
nite coproducts (resp. non-empty copowers) for which the naps .; are jointly
monic and form a test.
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2.2. Operational Categories 29

Proof. We prove the result for operational theories, the basic caséeing similar.
Fix a collection (Aj)i2x . Suppose that is representable, and letA be asin (2.11).

Dene :A;! Atobetheuniqugeventwith.; ;=0fori6 jand.; ;=id,.
Then thanks to control the event  ,4 i .i is well-de ned and
i i
i ( T (-j i i) = j
i2X i2X

so that by uniguenessiitis equal to i¢y. Then for any collection of eventsg; : A; ! B,
fori2 X,ifg:A! B hasg ;=g forall i we have

9=9 ( i.i) = g i

Hence this de nes the unique suchg, making A a coproduct.
Conversely, ifEvent  has such coproducts they satisfy the properties of (2.11).

Indeed for any partial test (fi: B ! Aj)i2x the eventf = ., (i fi)is well-
de ned by control, and satises .; f = f; forall i 2 X, being unique by joint
monicity. O

Theorem 2.12. There is a one-to-one correspondence between:
(basic) operational categoriesC;
representable (basic) operational theories ;

via the assignmentsC 7! OT(C) (resp. OTg(C)) and 7! Event

Proof. Again we give a proof for operational theories and the basicase is similar.

For any such C, the theory OT(C) is representable by Lemma 2.11. Con-
versely let be a representable theory. By Lemma 2.11 again,Event has nite
coproducts with . being jointly monic and forming a test. This ensures that the
coprojections ; are causal. Condition 2 of an operational category followsiace
these coproducts have the property of De nition 2.10.

We now check distributivity. Using control and that tests ar e closed under
one may verify that the event

(da .g)>(@da .c)

A (B+C) A B+A C

is well-de ned, and thanks to the coarse-graining equatioms is inverse to the canon-

ical morphism in the opposite direction. HenceEvent is an operational category.
Finally we need to check that = OT(Event ). By Lemma 2.11 the nite

coproducts inEvent  are such that partial tests (f;)[L; correspond to morphisms

f:Al Bi+ +Bpj. Moreover, for any compatible pairf;g letting h: A! B+B

with .1 h=f and., h= g, we have

O h=0 (1 .1> 2 .2) h=f>g

and so coarse-graining in also coincides with that in OT(Event ). O

29



30 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

In particular any (basic) theory may thus be “completed' to a representable one
T = OT(PTest ())

In fact if is already representable, this leaves it unalter ed, as we now show.

By a morphism ! O (resp. equivalence " 9 of theories we mean one
F:Event ! Event o of symmetric monoidal categories with discarding such
that (F(f;))i2x is a test if (resp. if and only if) (f;)i2x is, and with F(0) =0 and
F(f >g) = F(f)> F(g) for all events f;g.

Lemma 2.13. Let be a (basic) operational theory. Then is representable i
there is an equivalence of theories ' *.

Proof. We prove the case of a proper operational theory, the basic & being
similar. If ' * then since ™ is representable so is . Conversely, suppose
that is representable, and consider the assignment

PTest () ! Event
(Ai)inzl 7' Al + + An
M:ADL ! (BLy) 70 MO

whereM Yis the unique eventwith.; M® = M(i;j) forall i;j . Itis straightfor-

ward to check that this de nes an equivalence of symmetric mooidal categories
with discarding, preserving coproducts. Hence these are edyalent operational
categories, and so Theorem 2.12 gives an equivalence of thies * ' . O

2.2.4 Examples

Most of our examples of theories are already representableas a theory of ei-
ther kind, and hence determined entirely by their categoryEvent ' PTest ()
which forms an operational category, as well as a basic opdianal category after
excluding zero objects.

1. The theories ClassDet ClassProband Rel are representable. HencePFun ,
Classp and Rel are operational categories, with coproducts in each givenyb
disjoint union of sets. Similarly so isRel (C) wheneverC is coherent.

2. For any unital semi-ring S, Mats is representable. ThenMat 5 : has nite
coproducts given by addition n+ m of natural numbers which make it a (basic)
operational category. Here every objechn is an n-ary copowern |.

3. CStaris presentable, makingCStar 38 an operational category. Here coproducts
are given by the direct sumA B of C*-algebras. In particular copowers arise
from the presence of classical system¥ | = CIXI,

4. In contrast Quantis not representable as a theory of either kind, withQuant ¢,
containing no such classical systems or coproducts.

Its completion to a representable basic theory is equivalento the sub-theory
of CStar given by restricting to algebras which may be written as a tersor
B(H) C" of a (nite-dimensional) quantum and classical algebra, fo some
n 1, via the correspondenceld;X) 7! B(H) CI*I,
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2.2. Operational Categories 31

Its completion instead to a representable proper theory is pecisely the full
sub-theory FCStarof CStar given by the nite-dimensional C*-algebras, via the
assignment M
(Hi)izx 7! B(Hi)

i2X
Indeed it is well-known that every nite dimensional C*-alg ebra is of this form
(see [Bra72] and [HKS14, Example 3.4]).

2.2.5 Functoriality

The correspondence between operational theories and categes can itself be made
categorical, by considering maps between such categoriesidtheories.

Let us write OT for the category of operational theories and their morphisns.
There is a full subcategoryOT * given by the representable theories. Next we write
OCat for the category whose objects are operational categoriesnd morphisms
F:C ! D are those of symmetric monoidal categories with discardingvhich
preserve nite coproducts (+;0).

Theorem 2.14. Theorem 2.12 extends to an isomorphism of categories

oT( )

OCat ' oT *

Event ()

Proof. Since the initial object is a zero object, any functor preseving this preserves
zero morphisms and vice versa. In a representable theory tesand coproducts may
each be de ned in terms of each other using De nition 2.10 andL.emma 2.11, and
so both notions of morphism may be seen to be identical. O

Representability can also be made functorial. We de ne a caégory OT ;'mct just
like OT *, but now consider theories for which each collection4;)i>x comes with
a speci ed representing objectA andtest (.i: A! Aj)i2x, and require morphisms
F to preserve these strictly.

Theorem 2.15. The assignment 7! * extends to an adjunction

()

S T
oT \?/ oT ;trict
U
where U is the forgetful functor.
Proof. For any theory , * has a speci ed representation of each indexed col-

lection of objects ((Aj)j2v,)i2x given by the object (Aj)i2x;j 2v,. For any similar
theory © any morphismF: 7! 9may be seen to have a unique extension to
oneP: *1  %nOTZ...
In detail, we set Ib((Ai)izx) to be the representing system of the collection
(F(Ai))izx in 9 and for each morphismM : (Aj)i2x ! (Bj)j2y dene B(M) to

be unique with . Fb(M) i = M(i;j) forall i;j . O
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32 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

A similar result can be given without requiring strictness, simply in terms of
OT * itself, using the language of2-categories However we will not pursue this
here. The corresponding results for basic operational the@es are functorial in just
the same way.

2.2.6 Interlude: theories as multicategories

There is another perspective on operational theories whictsheds light on their
relationship with categories. Let us draw a (partial) test (fi: A! Bj)L; as

B
B
A o2
Bn

with its single input system A and each of itsn outcomes corresponding to an
output system B;. Thanks to control we can “plug in' any other (partial) test with
input By, for somek, to make a new (partial) test:

A general mathematical structure containing such composale “multi-arrows' is
that of a multicategory [Lei04, Chapter 2]. These are usually de ned like categorig,
except with arrows allowing multiple inputs : Aq;:::;An ! B, with a common
example being where the are the operations of a (multi-sorted) algebraic theory.
To treat operational theories however it is natural to instead ip this picture and
think of multi-arrows as having multiple outputs f : A! Bq;:::;Bp as above.

Now our basic assumptions about (partial) tests mean that they form a special
kind of multicategory. Firstly, we can always relabel our oucomes, making the
multicategory symmetric [LeiO4, p. 54], with swap maps

B B1

= By 7! : Bi+1
B, 1A f >,

: B,

Bn

which allow us to perform any permutation on outputs. Next, by inserting impos-
sible events 0:A! Bp+1 we can always add extra redundant outputs:

B1 Bl
A : 7! A :
Bn Bn

O—— Bns1

and the operation of coarse-graining> allows us to merge any two outputs of the
same type, which we may depict as:

B1

f e

Bn
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2.3. Further Axioms for Theories 33

Together, these features make the multicategory of partialtests Cartesian [Pis14,
4.1]. Hence an operational theory may be equivalently de nd as a Cartesian mul-
ticategory with extra features, namely a ‘'monoidal’ structure  on multi-arrows,
as well as discardingra and zero multi-arrows, satisfying certain properties.

Representablility The correspondence between representable operational the
ories and operational categories can be readily understooi this context.
In general any monoidal category C; ) de nes a multicategory M(C) whose

multi-arrows f : Al Byq;:::;Bp are morphismsf : A! B Bn in C [Lei04,
p. 36]. Conversely, a multicategory M arises in this way precisely when it is
representable meaning that for every tuple Bj;:::;By it has an object B and
multi-arrow

B1

B :

Bn
such that for every multi-arrow f: A! Bg;:::;Bp there is a uniqueg: A! B
with

B

and moreover that these multi-arrows ? are closed under composition [Her00].
Then the category M ¢ of multi-arrows in M of the form f : A! B has a monoidal
structure  and there is an equivalenceM ' M(M ) [Lei04, Theorem 3.3.4].
Moreover whenM is a Cartesian multicategory M ¢ then has nite (co)products,
and these provide its monoidal structureA B = A+ B [Pisl4, 4.9].

In fact by unravelling the de nitions one sees that an operatonal theory is
representable in our earlier sense precisely when its muttategory M of partial
tests is representable (in a way compatible withsa), with Mg then being an
operational category.

Remark 2.16. Beyond multicategories, there has been much study ofeneralised

more general structures [Lei04, Chapter 4], and representdlity has been consid-
ered also in this setting [CS10].

These should allow one to include basic operational theorgeand their repre-
sentability in the same picture, by taking multi-arrows to b e of the formA ! (B;n)
for some objectB and n 2 N. More generally, one may hope to describe more
complex notions of operational theory, for example those inluding tests with in-
nitely many outcomes (f : A! Bj)L,, or outcomes as subsets oR, modelling
continuous measurements.

2.3 Further Axioms for Theories

There are several more basic assumptions which we may have pected to form a
part of our de nition of an operational theory, and which are often automatic in

other frameworks such as [CDP10, CJWW16]. We rst list seveal of these, before
examining their categorical consequences.
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34 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

2.3.1 Positivity

Our rst new property re ects our interpretation of + and coarse-graining.

De nition 2.17.  We call a (basic) operational theory positive when it satis es

for all eventsf;g.

This is a natural assumption to make; intuitively, if either of T occurs and
then the system is discarded' or f or g occurs' are impossible, then so if .

Lemma 2.18. A (basic) operational theory is positive i in * we have that

£+ f=0=) f =0 forall eventsf.

Proof. From the de nitign of ™ this is equivalent to requiring that any partial
test (fi)i2x in  with ox T fi=0hasf; =0forall i 2 X. Thanks to the
properties of > this is equivalent to positivity of . O

2.3.2 Complements

The next property ts the interpretation of e ects as outcome s of binary tests.

De nition 2.19.  An operational theory is complemented when for every e ect
e there is a unique e ect €’ for which (e; € ) is a test.?

We call the e ect €’ the complement of e, thinking of it as simply stating
that “e did not occur'. In general such an e ect €’ exists but is not necessarily
unique. Note that complementation in fact automatically ensures causality of a
theory.

Lemma 2.20. Let satisfy all the conditions of an operational theory aside fom
Axiom 5, and be complemented in the above sense. Then satis es causality i
(id,) and ( |) form tests.

Proof. The conditions hold in any operational theory by Axiom 5 and Lemma 1.3.
Conversely, for any objectA dene £4 = (0: A! 1)?, so that %4 is the unique
e ect for which (F4) is a test. Since tests are closed under , by the above
assumptions Event ;<) then forms a category with discarding.

Now by Axiom 4 any partial test (f;){L, forms a testi the unique e ect e for

this holds i the right-hand sum is equal to , as in Axiom 5. O

2In [Tul16] we originally only considered complemented operational theories, calling them
‘operational theories with control'.
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2.3. Further Axioms for Theories 35

2.3.3 Algebraicity

We have seen two approaches to axiomatizing operational phsjcal theories, based
on allowing tests to have events with either varying or non-arying output systems.
In fact in most examples the choice is inconsequential, thaks to the following
properties which may hold in a theory of either form.

De nition 2.21. A (basic) operational theory:

has that observations determine tests  if any suitable collection of events
(fi)i2x forms a partial test whenever & f;)i>x does;

is strongly algebraic when both hold.

These may all be seen as "no restriction' properties, statig that any collection
of events which might plausibly form a partial test in fact do.

Lemma 2.22. A (basic) operational theory is strongly algebraic precisely when
observations determine tests in *.

Proof. Suppose rstthat is strongly algebraic, and consider a collection of events
(fL::::f")in  * for which (£ fj)j”=l is a partial test in *. Without loss of
generality we may suppose that each event! is a partial test (fij)izx,- in . Then
so is the following i i
( il = )
i12X1 in2Xn

o

+

as required.

Conversely, if observations determine tests in * then clearly they also do in .
Now suppose that § > g;hy;:::;hy) is a partial test in , for some f;g: A! B.
Thenin * the following is a partial test

wherek: A! B+ B is the unigue morphismwith.; k= f and., k= g. Hence
in * sois k;hy;:::;hy). Composing with the morphisms. 1;. , it follows that
(f;g;hq;:::5hy) is a partial test also. O

PCMs In an algebraic theory of either form, coarse-graining> provides each
collection of eventsEvent (A;B) with the following well-behaved structure. For
two expressionse;, e, referring to a partial operation we write e; ' e to mean
that e; is de ned precisely whene, is, and that in this case both are equal.

De nition 2.23. A partial commutative monoid (PCM) [FB94] is a set M
together with a partial binary operation > and element 0 satisfying

a>(b>c¢c)' (a>h>c a>b' b>a a>0' a

for all a;b;c2 M. We often write  [_; & for the expressiona; > (a2 > (:::an)).
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36 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

Indeed in any theory coarse-graining automatically satises all but the rst
condition of a PCM, which now follows from algebraicity. Since coarse-graining is
respected by composition thanks to Axiom 3, this makes eachategory Event
enriched in partial commutative monoids.

In fact in the presence of (strong) algebraicity this PCM structure su ces to
determine the rest of the theory, removing the need for much @tinction between
proper and basic such operational theories. In a strongly gebraic theory of either
form we simply have that a suitable collection ;: A! B)Y, or (fi: A! Bj)L,
forms a partial test precisely when the sum

n
T fi
i=1
is de ned, and a test when this is equal toFa. Hence we may equivalently de ne a
strongly algebraic theory as symmetric monoidal category \ith discarding (C; ;¥)
which is enriched in PCMs and satis es some mild conditions;we return to this
and make it precise in Section 3.2.1 of the next chapter.

Remark 2.24 (D-Test Spaces ). In [DP94], Dvureenskij and Pulmannowa in-
troduced the notion of a D-test space generalising a similar concept due to Foulis
and Randall [FR72]. Such a structure consists of a collectio T of (here nite)
indexed setst = (x;){L; called D-tests, whose elements are calledutcomes such
that whenever s;t 2 T and t extendss then s = t.

It is easy to see that any systemA of a complemented, positive operational
theory de nes a D-test space

T:=f Tests(g: A! 1), jeache is non-zerg
as well as a broader one
S:=f Tests (fi: A! Bj)iL; j eachf; is non-zerq

ignoring size issues from the fact thatS may not strictly be a set. Whenever

is algebraic, each of these are then D-algebraic in the sense of [DP94, 5.1],
and in fact such special D-Test spaces correspond te ect algebras, well-known
structures from quantum logic; see [DP94, 6.1], [FB94] andHaul4]. We thank a
referee of [Tull6] for suggesting this connection.

2.3.4 Examples

The theories ClassDet ClassProb Quant and CStar are all positive and comple-
mented, with their operation > being cancellativeinthat f >g=f>h =) g=nh
for all eventsf; g; h. The same holds for any causal probabilistic theory in the sese
of [CDP11]. Moreover:

1. Each theory Re(C) is positive, and in particular so is Rel However it is not
complemented, since here any system comes with testsF) and (+;0).

2. Each theory Matg is positive whenever @+ b=0 =) a= b=0)in R, and
complemented whenevergd+ b=1= a+c¢c =) b=c¢in R.

All of these examples are strongly algebraic; we leave opemé¢ problem of nding
a theory which is not algebraic.
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2.4. Categories of Tests 37

2.4 Categories of Tests

We have seen that an operational theory may be described, upotrepresentability,
by its (category of) partial tests. In fact any complemented theory has yet another
presentation in terms of its tests alone, and which ts well into more traditional

approaches from categorical logic.

De nition 2.25.  For any operational theory we de ne the category
Test () := PTest () caus

so that morphismsM : (Aj)i2x ! (Bj)j2y here areX -indexed collections of tests
in , under matrix composition.

Now B = Test () is symmetric monoidal with nite coproducts in just the
same way asPTest (). Moreover, since all morphisms are causal every objectA
here has a unique morphism !'A! |, making | = (1) a terminal object, denoted
1. These features are related by the following rule. Considea test

(fi: B! Agpiinfp:B! Age: B )

in corresponding to an arrow g: B! A+1in B, where A = (A;j)lL,. When
(fi)L, is already a test it corresponds to a unique arrowf : B ! A in B, with
gthen equal to 1 f. When has complemgnts this holds i e= %° =0, or
equivalently when the morphisms (1+!) f =( L, & fi;e)and 1 !=(50g)
are equal:

A+l ——1 +1

Categorically this states that the lower-right square is apullback in B [ML78,
p.71]. We can summarise the properties oB as follows.

De nition 2.26. A (plain) test category is a categoryB with nite coproducts
(+;0) and a terminal object 1 such that:

1. The following pair of morphisms are jointly monic:

[.1; 2]
(A+A)+1 ———tA+1
[.2; 2]

where we dene.;=[ 1; 2 'land.>=[ 2 !; jJoftype A+ Al A+1;

2. Diagrams of the following form are pullbacks:

A1 1

:| |

A+l ——1+1
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38 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

A monoidal test category is one which is symmetric monoidal B; ) with | =1
and for which nite coproducts are distributive. Unless otherwise indicated by use
of the word “plain’, by “test category' we always mean a monalal one.

Theorem 2.27. Let be a complemented operational theory. Thefest () is a
test category.

Proof. It only remains to verify condition 1, which we turn to shortl y. O

To complete this proof we will rst need to see how the broadercategory
C = PTest () can be dened in terms of B = Test (). For this, note that
in any complemented theory we may de ne events or more genetgartial tests
(fi: Al Bj)iL, as special kinds of tests. Indeed any such partial test corsponds
uniquely to a test of the form

(f1: Al Byiifa: Al Bpjet Al D)

by taking e=( L, ¥ fi)”.

In this way arrows A'! B in C correspond to arrowsA ! B +1in B. This
situation of a “partial' category associated to a “total' ore has been studied already
by Cho [Chol5] and Jacobs et al. [CIWW16] and we borrow their pproach here.

2.4.1 The category PanB)

For any category B with nite coproducts (+ ;0) and a terminal object 1, by a
partial arrow f : Alo B we mean an arrowf : A! B +1in B. These partial
arrows form a categoryPar(B) under composition:

A—sB-9sc = A-fyB+1 9 cyg

which we denote bygef, with id o given by the morphism ;: A! A+1in B.
There is an identity-on-objects functor p g: B! Par(B) de ned by

A-RYB = A" .B_1,B+1

Abstractly, Par(B) is described as the Kleisli category of thdlift monad ( )+ 1
on B [Chol5]. It inherits nice properties in general:

the initial object 0 of B forms a zero object inPar(B), with O a5 : Al B given
by the arrow > !': A! B +1 of B;

each coproductA + B in B is again a coproduct inPar(B), with coprojections
pig Al A+ B andp g Ble A+ B, giving Par(B) nite coproducts;

when B is symmetric monoidal with distributive coproducts so is Par(B). Here
A B isthe same as inB, satisfyingf q pgg= @ ggand with all coherence
isomorphisms coming fromB;;

when | is also terminal in B, Par(B) has discarding with 54 : Ale | given by
1 1Al 1+1in B.
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We can now understand the property 1 of a test categoryB: it simply asserts
the joint monicity of the maps .1;.2: A+ Alo A in the category C = Par(B).
When B = Test () for a complemented theory we indeed have C ' PTest ()
as expected, and we saw that this condition simply correspated to partial tests
being determined by their individual events. In fact, the other properties of an
operational category also hold, along with the following.

De nition 2.28.  An operational category C is complemented when every mor-
phismf:A! B hasf =.; g foraunique causal morphismg: A! B + 1.

Theorem 2.29. There is a one-to-one correspondence between:
test categoriesB;;
complemented operational categorie€;

given byB 7! Par(B) and C 7! C aus

Proof. For any test category B, as outlined abovePar(B) is an operational cate-
gory. In particular, for condition 2, note that any morphism f : Ale B in Par(B),
given by somef : Al B+1in B, hasthat (f gis causal inPar(B) with f = .1 e f g
Next we claim that causal morphismsA - B in Par(B) correspond precisely
to morphismsf : A! B in B viaf 7! f g Indeed, by the de nition of Par(B), a
morphismg: A lo B here is causal precisely when i the morphismg: A! B+1
makes the outer rectangle below commute. But theng= ; f for some unique
f: Al B, since the lower square is a pullback. Equivalentlyg = @ qin Par(B).

For complementation, note that the de nition of Par(B) gives thats for any
f:Ale B in Par(B), given by somef: A ! B +1in B, a causal morphism
g= thghasf = .1egi @Fq= phg Equivalently, f = hin B. Henceg = ( qis
the unique such morphism.

Conversely, for any complemented operational categoryC, the theory =
OT(C) is complemented and we haveC ' PTest (). Hence Ccas' Test (),
which we've seen is a test category.

For the correspondence, we have just shown above that eachrsynetric monoidal
functor p g B ! Par(B)caus is full and faithful, and so an isomorphism of cat-
egories. By complementation each symmetric monoidal funar Par(Ccays) ! C
sendingf:A! B+ I)to(.1 f:A! B)isanisomorphism also. O

In fact this assignment can be made functorial. De ne a categry TestCat
whose objects are test categories and morphisnis: B | BCare strong symmetric
monoidal functors preserving nite coproducts (+;0). Let us write OCat comp for
the full subcategory of OCat given by the complemented operational categories.
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40 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

Theorem 2.30. The above assignments extend to an equivalence of categories

Par( )
TestCat ' 'OCat comp

( )caus

Proof. Any morphism of test categoriesF : B ! BOpreserves + and 1 and so is
easily seen to extend to a morphisnPar(F): Par(B) ! Par(BY. Conversely any
morphism G: C ! D in OCat ¢omp preserves discarding and hence restricts to a
morphism Geaus: Ccaus ! Decauss These functors form an equivalence just as in
Theorem 2.29. O

Hence we may study any complemented operational theory equvalently in
terms of the test categoryB = Test () or its “partial form' C = PTest (). This
second perspective is useful when working with test categ@s, as in the following.

Lemma 2.31. In a test category all coprojections ;: A! A+ B are monic and
diagrams of the following forms are pullbacks:

f !

A— B 0——— A

1l ll ! ll

A+C —B+C B——A+B
f +id 2

Proof. Each coprojection in B is again a coprojection in the broader category

Par(B). But Par(B) has zero morphisms, and so each coprojection; here is split

monic via the morphism . since.; ; =id. This makes them monic in B also.
For the left-hand pullback, suppose that we have a commutingsquare

D—9% .B

hl ll

A+C —B+C
f +id

Letting k =(id+!) h:D! A+1, it'sroutinetocheckthat(+!) k= , !:D!
1+ 1, and so by the pullback in the de nition of an operational category, there is
auniquer: D! Asuchthatk= 1 r. Working in Par(B) we then have

.1 0h=.10k=.170 1eor=r
20oh=.20(f +id) ech= .20 1090=0= .20 j10er

Hence by joint monicity of the .; we haveh= ; r in B. Now in B we have
1 g:(f+|d) 1 r= 1 fr

Since ; is monic, we then haveg = f r, and this r is unique, as required. Finally,
the right-hand pullback is in fact a special case of the lefthand one:

0———A
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O

Examples 2.32. Considering our examples of representable complemented ep
ational theories , with ( Event )caus' Test (), we have that:

1. Set is a test category, with partial form Par(Set) ' PFun . More generally any
extensive category forms a plain test category [CLW93];

2. KI(D) = Classcaus, also known as the Kleisli category of thedistribution
monad, is a test category with partial form Class, [Jacl11],

3. The (opposite of) the category of C*-algebras and completly positive unital
maps CStar P is a test category with partial form CStar 3?. Similarly the
subcategory VNA P of unital maps in vNA °P is a test category, with partial
form consisting of sub-unital such maps.

2.5 E ectuses

The categorical structures we have made use of in this chaptevere rst considered
by Jacobs et al. [Jacl5, JWW15, Chol5] in an approach to the stdy of quantum
computation based on categorical logic callece ectus theory. An introduction to
this area is found in [CIJWW16], the central notion being the following.

De nition 2.33. A (monoidal) e ectus is a plain (resp. monoidal) test category
for which diagrams of the following form are pullbacks:

At 1 A+B ", 1+8
{ (@) \Ll id+!l (b) lm
A+B ——— 1+1 A+l — 5 1+1

Note that the pullback in the de nition of a test category is a special case of (a).

The approach of this chapter can now provide us with an operabnal interpre-
tation of the e ectus axioms; in fact they correspond to the ealier properties we
considered for operational theories.

Let us call a test category B positive when it has that diagrams of the form
(a) are pullbacks.

Proposition 2.34. Let be a complemented operational theory. Then is pos-
itive i  Test () is positive.

Proof. Interpreted in Test (), the pullback (a) tells us that any test of the form
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42 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

Explicitly this means that any such test for which
fm

£ g=0 (2.12)

hasg = 0 for all i. But this is equivalent to stating that any partial test ( g),
satisfying (2.12) hasg = 0 for all i, which is equivalent to positivity of . O

Combining positivity with complements gives some nice catgorical features.
Lemma 2.35. Let B be a positive test category.
1. Any isomorphism in Par(B) is causal.

2. The initial object 0 is strict in B. That is, any morphism f : A! 0is an
isomorphism.

3. Diagrams of the following form are pullbacks inB:

A" B

{ l . (2.13)

A+C ——B+D
f+g

Proof. For the rst two parts, we reason in the theory OT(Par(B)).

1. Letthe eventf : A! B be anisomorphism, and {;e) and (f 1;d) be tests
for (unique) e ects d;e. Then by control (f * f;d f;e)is also a test. But since
f 1 f =ida is causal we havee> (d f)= %7 =0. Hence e = 0 by positivity,
and sof is causal.

2. Iff: Al Oiscausal thenfa = 5 f =0 and so ida = 0 by positivity. It
follows that A' 0 and, since both objects are initial, thatf is an isomorphism.

3. Both the right-hand and outer rectangles in the diagram bdow are pullbacks.

A" B ! 1

d L b

A+C ——B+D — 1+1
f+g 1+

By the well-known "Pullback Lemma’ this means that the left-hand square is
also [Awo10, Lemma 5.10]. O

In this setting discarding morphisms are in fact uniquely dgermined, rather
than having to be stated as extra structure.

Lemma 2.36. Let C be a symmetric monoidal category. Then there is at most one
choice of discarding® making C a positive and complemented operational category.

Proof. Let %+ and+°be two such choices of discarding o€ . Since all isomorphisms
in C are causal by Lemma 2.35, and coproducts are always unique up isomor-
phism, any coproductA + B has causal coprojections with respect to either choice.
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2.5. Eectuses 43

Hence each of the theories de ned by C ;%) and (C;=% have identical partial tests
and coarse-graining. Consider the (unique) e ecta on A such that

= _ =0
TA > a= Tp

Then (a;a) is a partial test and so in the theory de ned by (C;+) extends to a

test (Fa;a;b). Then a>b= %3 = 0and so by positivity a=0, giving $a = 3. O

Finally, the other e ectus axiom corresponds to one of our ealier notions.

Lemma 2.37. Let be a complemented operational theory. Then inTest ()
diagrams of the form (b) are pullbacks i is strongly algebraic.

Proof. Interpreted in Test (), the pullback states that any pair of partial tests
(fi: Al B, and (g :A! Cj)L,; for which

In m
F i, g
i=1 j=1
forms a test have that (fq;:::;fn;01;:::;0m) does also. By appending an extra

e ect to the (g )jm=l and using complementation this implies the same when re-
placing “test' by “partial test'. We now show that the latter condition is equivalent
to strong algebraicity.

Firstly, for any such pair of partial tests, repeatedly applying algebraicity we
seethat & fq1;:::;F ;& 01;:::;F On)is atest, and so by strong algebraicity

To verify strong algebraicity, now suppose that ¢ f;)iL; is a partial test.
Thensois & fi;+ f,) and hence by assumption so isf(;;f>). Similarly since
then (+ (f1> f,);+ f3)is a partial test sois (f1;f;f3). Continuing in this way
we get that (f;){L; is a partial test as required. O

Corollary 2.38. There is a correspondence (up to equivalence) between:
monoidal e ectusesB;

operational theories which are representable, complemented, positive and
have observations determining tests;

given byB 7! OT(Par(B)) and 7! (Event )caus

In this way we can equate monoidal e ectuses with particularly well-behaved
operational theories. More broadly, noting the independege of the and coprod-
ucts throughout this chapter, we may think of a non-monoidal e ectus as the causal
part of an “operational theory without a tensor’; this is spédled out in [Tull6].
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44 Chapter 2. Operational Theories and Categories

The partial form C := Par(B) of an e ectus B has been axiomatized by
Cho [Cho15], who already noted that> makes each homsetC(A;B) a PCM,
as we discussed in Section 2.3.3. Moreover, thanks to comphentation each set of
e ects C(A;1) in fact forms an e ect algebra [FB94], as suggested by RemarR.24,
this being the original motivation for the e ectus axioms [Jacl5, Prop. 4.4].

Beyond their original purpose of capturing classical deteministic, probabilistic
and quantum computation [Jacl15], these results show that e etus theory may be
seen as a logic for computation in very general physical thes.

Examples 2.39. Since their induced theories satisfy the above propertieghe test
categories Set, Kl(D), CStar P, as well asvNA 9P, are all monoidal e ectuses,
being the motivating examples in [CJWW16]. Any extensive cdegory forms an
e ectus [Jacl5]. (Mat z)caus is a test category which is not an e ectus, failing to
be positive.
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Chapter 3

From Sub-causal to
Super-causal Processes

From basic assumptions, we have seen how any operational psigal theory de nes
a category with a partially de ned addition > on its morphisms, and that this
often su ces to determine the theory entirely. In this categ ory we saw that every
morphism f was sub-causalin the sense that+ f > e= + for some e ecte.

In practice, however, it is more typical and simpler to instead work with a
totally de ned addition f + g on morphisms, and thus consider more general ones
which we may callsuper-causal For example this occurs whenever one uses positive
real numbers R* as weightings in place of the probabilistic interval [Q 1], and
indeed each of our main examples from Chapter 2 were rstintoduced in Chapter 1
as the sub-causal part of such a broader category.

In this chapter, we connect both perspectives, constructig for any suitable
category C with a partial addition a new one T(C) with a total addition, of which
it forms the subcategory of sub-causal morphisms. By idenfiying the necessary
conditions for such a broader category to exist, we thus proide a clear operational
interpretation to the common usage of a total addition on processes.

Following this, we'll see that working in the broader super-causal setting allows
us to consider some powerful well-known diagrammatic feattes on our category.

3.1 Addition and Biproducts

De nition 3.1.  Let us say that a categoryC hasaddition when it is enriched in
commutative monoids. That is, it has zero morphisms and eacthomset C(A;B)
comes with a commutative operation + satisfying

f (g+h)=f g+f h (f+g h=f h+g h f+0=f

for all morphismsf; g; h. When C is symmetric monoidal we also requird  0=10
andf (g+h)=f g+ f hforall f;g;h.

In a category with discarding and addition (C;+;+) we think of f + g as the
coarse-graining of the processek and g. Previously we have described this with
a partial operation >, which we will return to shortly, and which often arose from
certain coproducts in our category.
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46 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

The corresponding way to add objects together in the presere of addition is
as follows. Recall that in any category aproduct of objects A;B is given by an
object and morphisms @ A B! B) satisfying the dual conditions to those
of a coproduct.

De nition 3.2. [ML78] In any category C with zero morphisms, abiproduct
of a pair of objectsA; B is another object A B together with morphisms

A B

T T 3.1

A&_/A B&_/B ( )
A B

forwhich ( a; g)and( a; g)makeA B acoproductand product, respectively,
and which satisfy the equations

0 (3.2)
id 5 (3.3)

A A=ida A B
A=0 B

B

As for coproducts, in a category with discarding we call a bipoduct causal when
A and g are causal.

Note that, like the morphisms .; earlier, 5 and g are typically not causal.

More generally, we may de ne a (causal) biproductA; ::: A, of any nite
set of objects similarly. A category in fact has such nite biproducts precisely
when it has binary ones and a zero object. It is well-known th&in the presence
of addition biproducts may also be described entirely equabnally, as follows.

Lemma 3.3. In any category with addition, a collection of morphisms as in(3.1)
forms a biproduct i they satisfy (3.2), (3.3) and

A At B pB=ida B (3.4)

Proof. For any biproduct the morphism 5o a+ B B preserves each of the
(co)projections and so is indeed equal to igd g. Conversely if this holds then for
anyf:A! C;g:B! Cthe morphismh= 5, f+ g ghash ,=f and
h g =g Thismakes ( ao; s)acoproduct, and ( ao; g)is aproductdually. [

The presence of biproducts provides a way to describe addin and matrix-like
features internally to a category. Indeed any category with nite biproducts has a
unique enrichment in commutative monoids, given for morphsmsf;g: A! B by

frg=(A—sA A p, (3.5)
where isdenedby 1 =id A= >

In a monoidal category C we call biproducts distributive  when they are dis-
tributive as coproducts. In this case the addition moreover makes the scalars

S = C(l;1) into a commutative semi-ring, and there is a full monoidal enbedding
Mat s ! C sending each objech to

z—J —{
n il :=1I D
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3.1. Addition and Biproducts 47

In any category with discarding and addition we call a morphism f sub-causal
when it satis es
+ f+e=+%

for some e ect g, writing C for the subcategory of sub-causal morphisms. The
ability to add arbitrary morphisms f + g means that categories with addition
typically contain not only sub-causal morphisms, as in Chaper 2, but more general
ones which we will callsuper-causal .

3.1.1 Examples
All of our examples of biproducts are distributive.

1. Each categoryMat s has nite causal biproducts given on objects byn m =
n+ m, with the induced addition being simply point-wise addition of matrices.

2. Class has nite causal biproducts with A B given by disjoint union of the
setsA; B, with f + g being the point-wise addition of functions. In particular
so doesFClass .

3. Rel also has nite causal biproducts given by disjoint union of ®ts. Here these
induce the addition R+ S := R_S. More generallyRel (C) has nite biproducts
wheneverC is regular and coherent.

4. CStar °°, vNA °° and FCStar all have causal nite biproducts given by the
direct sum A B of algebras, inducing the usual additionf + g of completely
positive maps.

5. Hilb has nite biproducts given by the direct sum H K of Hilbert spaces. In
contrast to the above examples whose biproducts encode caa-graining, here
the addition operation f + g on linear maps describes quantunsuperpositions

6. Quant has addition, given by the usual addition of completely posiive maps,
but does not have biproducts.

For any pair of objects H; K we may consider their biproductH K in Hilb ,
which induces morphismsB (H) B(H K ) B (K) in Quant . However,
this is no longer a biproduct in Quant , where addition is the coarse-graining
of completely positive maps, rather than superposition. Atthe level of Kraus
maps these morphisms have further properties which we studyn Chapter 5.

7. To de ne addition as in (3.5) it in fact su ces to have n-ary bipowers , which
are biproducts of the formn A:= A ::: A. In[GS18] Gogioso and Scandolo
de ne a notion of an R-probabilistic theory, for a given commutative semi-ringR.
Equivalently this is just a symmetric monoidal category C with discarding and
nite distributive causal bipowers, with R then given by the scalarskR = C(l;1 ).
Hence super-causal processes and the mild physical assungots which induce
them, which we discuss shortly, are implicit in this approad.

8. Any category with addition C embeds universally into one with biproductsC
its biproduct completion , de ned as follows [ML78, EX. VIII.2.6]:
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48 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

n;

morphismsM : (Ai)iL; ! (Bj)L, are matrices Mj; : A; ! Bi)i:T;j -, of
morphisms from C, under matrix composition.

Biproducts here are given by concatenation of lists. Moreogr when C is sym-
metric monoidal with discarding soisC , with | = (1), being the Kronecker
product of matrices, and+(a,::.-a,) = (Fa;)it1 -

This construction is analogous to our earlierPTest ( ) construction for those
with a partial addition >, in fact again being a special case of representability

for multicategories [Pis14, 4.16].
In particular for any commutative semi-ring we have Mat s' S . Moreover

Quant ' FCStar

since, as remarked in Example 2.2.4 4, nite-dimensional C*algebras all have
the form —~ [L, B(H;) for some nite-dimensional H;. In fact one may recover
FCStar from Quant without mentioning addition, using a construction on its

‘idempotents’, as the author explored with Coecke and Selbyn [CST18].

3.2 Totalisation

The results of this section are in collaboration with Kenta Cho.

3.2.1 Sub-causal categories

We now wish to understand how such a total addition on morphisns arises from ba-
sic operational assumptions. Earlier, under the mild assumtions of Section 2.3.3,
we saw that a physical theory may be fully described by a categry instead with
a partial addition on morphisms, satisfying the following.

Recall that a partial commutative monoid (PCM) is a set M together with
a suitably associative and commutative partial binary opemtion > with a unit
element 0. We write x? y wheneverx > y is de ned.

De nition 3.4. A sub-causal category C is a category with discarding for
which:

1. C is enriched in PCMs, meaning that it has zero morphisms, that each
homset C (A; B) forms a PCM with unit 0, and that whenever f ? g we have

h f>g=h f>h ¢
(f>g k=f k>g k
andalsof >g) k=f k>g kwhenC is symmetric monoidal;
2. Every morphism is sub-causal;
3. Forallf;g: A! Bwehavesg f?F g =) f ?qg

Here by sub-causality of a morphismf in terms of a partial operation > we
as expected mean thatr f > e = + for some e ect e. All of the categories of
events of the operational theories we met in Chapter 2 are susausal, with our
terminology justi ed by the following.
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3.2. Totalisation 49

Lemma 3.5. Let C be a (symmetric monoidal) category with discarding and ad-
dition. Then Cg is a (symmetric monoidal) sub-causal category.

Proof. We rst check that Cq is indeed a monoidal subcategory ofC. If f;g are
sub-causal via the e ectsd; e respectively, then

+ (g f)+(d f+e=(F g+d) f+e=F f+e=+%

and sog f is sub-causal. Similarly iff : A! C andg: B! D are sub-causal
via e ects d;ethen f g is sub-causal since we have

D @B 00 00" 1+

By Lemma 1.3 all coherence isomorphisms i€ are causal and so restrict toC .
Each e ect +4 and all zero morphisms are clearly sub-causal.

Next, in Cgs. we setf > g to be dened and equal to f + g whenever this
morphism is sub-causal. To see that this makes each homset &M, we just need
to check that if f;g;h, f + gand (f + g) + h are all sub-causal, then so igg+ h.
But this is immediate by associativity. Finally condition 3 holds in Cg. since if
= f +% gis sub-causal then clearly so i + g. O

3.2.2 The T(C) construction

We now wish to provide a converse result, showing that everyh-causal category
arises from one with a total addition.

Our approach is based on the following construction due to Jaobs and Man-
demaker, allowing one to extend any PCM to a commutative mondd [JM12a]. For
any setA we WriteFM (A) for the free commutative monoid onA. Its elements are
nite formal sums in=1 a = ai+ + a, of elements ofA. The monoid operation
+ is formal addition of sums and Oy () is the empty sum.

De nition 3.6  (Totalisation) . [JM12a] Let (M; >;0y ) be a PCM. We de ne a
commutative monoid
TM):=M (M)=

where is the smallest monoid congruence such that \p Or¢wy and for all
X;y 2 M we havex+y x>y wheneverx?yin M.

Now M embeds faithfully into T(M) as f[x] j x 2 Mg. This makes M a
downset of T(M), meaning that if a;b2 T(M) with a+ b2 M then a;b2 M.

Totalisation is characterised by a universal property. Reall that a core ec-
tion is an adjunction F a G for which the left adjoint F is full and faithful, or
equivalently the unit :id! G F is anisomorphism. Write DCM for the cate-
gory of commutative monoids with a speci ed downset andPCM for the category
of PCMs, with suitable morphisms in each case. The assignmérM 7! T(M) is
left adjoint to the functor DCM ! PCM which takes downsets, and moreover
this adjunction is a core ection [JM12a, Theorem 4.1].

The following fact will be useful.
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50 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

Lemma 3.7. [IJM12b, p. 93] LetM be a PCM. If [a; + +ap]=[bin T(M),
for aj;b2 M, then in=1 a; is dened in M and equal tob.

A motivating example is the passage from probabilities to “vnnormalised’ ones.

Example 3.8. Let [0;1] be the unit interval, considered as a PCM with p> ¢
de ned and equal to p+ g whenever thisis 1. Then T([0;1])' R*, the monoid
of positive real numbers under addition.

Let us now extend totalisation to the level of categories.

De nition 3.9  (Totalisation of a category). Let C be a category enriched in
PCMs. We de ne the category T(C) to have the same objects asC, with

T(C)(A;B)= T(C(A;B))

P
That is, morphisms A | B are -equivalence classes [{L; fi] for morphisms
fi: Al B in C. Composition is given by

and we set idy = [id o]. Then T(C) is enriched in commutative monoids, with
+ denedin T(C(A;B)) as before. WhenC is symmetric monoidal, we de ne a
symmetric monoidal structure on T(C) by setting A B to be asinC and

X X0 XX
[ fil [ gl=I fi gl

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

with unit object | and coherence isomorphisms inherited fronC, i.e. ag.c =
[ aBcl A=[ al, A=[ aland ap =[ ag]- When C has discarding so does
T(C) via Fp = [";FA]

By a morphism of sub-causal categories, we mean orke: C ! D of categories
with discarding such that F(0) = 0 and whenever f ? g we haveF (f )? F (g) with

F(f>g)= F(f)> F(g).

Theorem 3.10. Let C be a (symmetric monoidal) sub-causal category. Thef(C)
is a well-de ned (symmetric monoidal) category with discading and addition, and
there is a (symmetric monoidal) isomorphism of sub-causalategoriesC ' T(C)sc.

Proof. One may verify directly that these de nitions of ; and + make T(C) a
well-de ned (symmetric monoidal) category with addition.

Alternatively, this in fact holds for entirely abstract rea sons. By results of
Jacobs and Mandemaker [JM12a, Theorems 3.2, 4.1] totalis&in de nes a strong
monoidal functor T: PCM ! DCM , which is easily seen to be symmetric monoidal
also, and hence in particular de nes such a functor fromPCM to the category
CMon of commutative monoids. By the ‘change of base' for enrichedate-
gories [EK66], this means that it sends categories (monoidly) enriched in PCM
to categories (monoidally) enriched inCMon [Cru08, Theorem 5.7.1].
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3.2. Totalisation 51

When C has discarding it's immediate that this lifts to T(C) as above. From
the de nition we see that there is always a faithful (symmetric monoidal) identity-
on-objects functor C | T(C) given by f 7! [f]. By sub-causality in C, each
morphism [f ] is sub-causal inT(C).

Conversely, letf =[f, + + fyp]: A! B be sub-causal inT(C), via some
eect e=[e + + en]on A. Then

X0
[Fal=Fa=F8 f+e=[ T fi+ ¢g]
i=1 j=1

and so by Lemma 3.7 we have ( L, fi) > ( jmzl g) = ¥ in C. In particular

g= [, fiisdenedin C and so
i
f=0 fil=[ fil=[d]

so that f 2 C. Hence the inclusionC | T(C)sc is an isomorphism of categories,
and it always preserves>. Finally we need that if f 2gin T(C)scthenf?gin C.
But if f + gis sub-causal inT(C), say+ f ++ g+ e= +, then by Lemma 3.7
+ f?+ gin C and sof ?gin C also. O

The universal property of T lifts to the level of categories. LetPar be the
category of sub-causal categories and morphisms betweendm. Let Tot be the
category of categories with addition and discarding, with norphisms being functors
F: C ! D which preserve discarding and satisfyF(0) = 0 and F(f + g) =
F(f)+ F(g) forall f;g. There is a functor ( )s:: Tot ! Par sendingC to Cg.

Theorem 3.11. Totalisation de nes a left adjoint to ( )sc, giving a core ection

T()
/\
? Tot

Par :
v

Proof. Let C and D be objects of Par and Tot respectively, andF: C ! Dy
a morphism in Par. We need to show that F extends to a unique morphism
=R T(C)! D in Tot. Now F de nes a family of PCM-homomorphisms

Fag : C(A;B)! Dsc(F(A);F(B))

with each D g¢(F (A); F (B)) forming a downset of D (F (A); F (B)). By the universal
property of T( ), these each have a unique extensiorbto a monoiq,homomorphnis
Fag i T(C(AB)) | G(F(A);F(B)) given by Byg ([ Ly i) = [y Fag (fi).
It's straightforward to check that this makes F a morphism in Tot . For each
sub-causal categoryC, the unit ¢: C ! T(C)g is precisely the isomorphism of
Theorem 3.10, making this a core ection. O

3.2.3 Examples

Let us now see how each of the categories we met in Chapter 2 farthe sub-causal
part of a category with addition.
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52 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

Sub-causal categoryC | Category with addition T(C)
PFun KI(M n)
Classp Class
Quant g, Quant
CsStar P CsStar P
Rel Rel

1. By de nition the totalisation of PFun is the Kleisli category KI(M ) of the
nite multiset monad. More precisely objects are sets and morphisnfs: A! B
are functions sending eacta 2 A to a nite multiset of elements of b2 B, with
| = f?g and +a being simply that of PFun .

2. Each of our probabilistic examples have totalisations gien by extending their
scalars from [Q1] to R, as we prove shortly in Section 3.2.5.

3. Rel has that every morphism is sub-causal with respect to its toal addition
R _ S, as doesRel (C) wheneverC is coherent. HenceT (Rel (C)) ' Rel (C).

4. Each categoryMat ¢ 1 arises as the sub-causal morphisms d¥lat s; however
in general T(S 1) 6 S and soT(Mat s 1) 6' Mat s.

3.2.4 Totalisation for e ectuses

Let us now make the connection between biproducts and the kids of coproducts
we met in Chapter 2, such as those of an e ectus, more precisenl[Chol5], Cho
de nes a nite partially additive category (FINPAC) to be a category enriched in
PCMs with nite coproducts (+ ;0) for which the maps

A+A A
.2

are jointly monic, and which induce each operation> just as in Section 2.2.2.

Lemma 3.12. If C is a FinPAC then T(C) has nite biproducts. Conversely, if
D is a category with discarding and causal biproducts thel ¢ is a FinPAC with
nite causal coproducts.

Proof. For the rst statement, we claim that each object A+ B in C forms a
biproduct in T(C). Indeed, each morphism

(

A+B 2", (A+B)+(A+B) has 1 (AT BT A A

2 (A+ B)= B
and so the de nition of > in terms of coproducts gives that
ida+s=( A .A)>(8B .B)

Hence since the inclusiorC | T(C) preserves>, the morphisms a; B, A= .a

and g = .pg satisfy (3.4) and so form a biproduct.

For the second statement, note that by (3.4) any causal bipraluct A B in
D hasthat ., = A and.g = g are sub-causal, and they will remain jointly
monic in Dg.. Moreover the ; g again form a coproduct in D s, since [;g] is
sub-causal wheneveff and g are. O
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3.2. Totalisation 53

Our main examples of such categories arise from the “partidorm' of an e ectus
(see Section 2.5), which may be de ned as follows [CIWW16].

De nition 3.13.  An e ectus in partial form or FinPAC with e ects is a
sub-causal category C;+) which is a FinPAC, whose coproducts are causal and
which satis es:

l.a>b=F=a>c =) b= cforall eects a;b;¢g
2.5 f=0=) f =0 forall morphisms f.

There is also a “totalised' version of an e ectus. In [CIJWW16]a grounded
biproduct category is de ned to be a category D with discarding and nite
causal biproducts satisfying the analogous rst condition

atb=F=a+c=) b=c
as well as 2 above. Immediately we have a result from [CIWW16]

Lemma 3.14. Let D be a grounded biproduct category. ThemD 4 is an e ectus
in partial form. Hence D c4ys iS an e ectus.

Proof. Lemmas 3.5 and 3.12. O

We can now show that every e ectus arises in this way. This conmgcts e ectus
theory, which studies sub-causal morphisms, with categogdal quantum mechan-
ics [AC04], which studies super-causal ones.

Corollary 3.15. Let C be an e ectus in partial form. Then T(C) is a grounded
biproduct category withC ' T(C)sc.

Proof. By Theorem 3.10 and Lemma 3.12,T(C) has biproducts and the above
isomorphism holds. Note that in any e ectus in partial form we have

f>g:0:) f:g:O

for all morphisms f;g: A'! B as we saw in Proposition 2.34. Using this and
Lemma 3.7, both properties 1 and 2 immediately lift from C to T(C). O

Examples 3.16. Set , KI(D), and CStar (P are all e ectuses, and we've seen that
their partial forms have totalisations KI(M ), Class, CStar °P respectively.

3.2.5 Totalisation with divisible scalars

In settings such asQuant and Class it is more common to view a gene,gal mor-
phism as a multipler f of a sub-causal one, rather than as a nite sum [, f;
of them. In these settings, there is no loss of information inworking with either
sub-causal morphisms or more general ones.

These facts can be generalised to categories with the follamg feature.

De nition 3.17.  We say that a sub-causal categoryC has paturally divisible

scalars when for everyn 2 N there exists a scalar: with L, 1 =id,.
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54 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

Let us call a category with discarding and addition (D ;5;+) I5,:ausally gener-
ated when every morphism may be written as a nite sumf = L, f; for which
eachf; is sub-causal. By constructionT(C) is causally generated wherC = Cge.

We write Par g and Tot -3 for the full subcategories ofPar and Tot , respec-
tively, given by those categories with naturally divisible scalars in each case, and
which in the latter case are causally generated.

Theorem 3.18. Totalisation restricts to an equivalence of categories

()
— .

(\_/
( Jsc

Par n.g Tot -2

Hence if (D;+;+) has naturally divisible scalars and is causally generatechén
there is an isomorphismD ' T(Dg).

Proof. It is clear that the core ection of Theorem 3.11 restricll_;,s asabovepand so
it su ces to show that the counit "p: T(Dg)! D givenby [ L, fi]7!' L fj
is an isomorphism of categories. By de nition" is surjective on objects, and it is
full since D is causally generated. = =

We now show" is faithful. Suppose that L, fi = I, g with the f; and g

all sub-causal. Then-—L1— is sub-causal and hence

n+m
X A |
fi = 9
n+m .on+m
i=1 j=1
is sub-causal also. This gives that
X0 KM 4 L U] X
[_ fi] = [' o il= [' m— gj]—[_ 9]
i=1 k=1 i=1 k=1 j=1 j=1
as required. O

As a result in this setting we may work with either sub-causalor more general
morphisms, at no extra cost. We also have an alternative desiption of the T
construction.

Theorem 3.19. Let C be a symmetric monoidal sub-causal category with naturally
divisible scalarsM = C(l;1 ), and setR := T(M). Then T(C) is isomorphic to
the category R(C) whose objects are the same a8 and morphismsA ! B are
equivalence classes of pair¢f;r ) for f : Al B in C andr 2 R, under

(f;r) (959

whenevera f = b g for somea;b2 M such thatn a=r andn b= sin R for
somen 2 N. Here we set

[(g;9] [(f;r)=[(g fis r)] ida = [(id a;id,)]
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3.3. Compact and Dagger Categories 55

Proof. Dene F: R(C)! T(C)by A 7' A and [(f;r)] 7! [r] [f]. This is well-
de ned and faithful since

(fir) (x990 af=bg
0 [ [fI=[bl [g] 0 [r] [fF1=1[s] [d]

where for somen 2 N we haven as r andn b= sin R.
Now given any morphismfp= L, fi in T(C) with each f; sub-causal, the
morphismg = %+ f hasg= [, (3 fi)= L, (3 fi) and so is sub-causal

with n g=f in T(C). HenceF ([(g;n)]) = f, making F full. Finally, F respects
composition since

F((g:9) FAFr)D=(@s] @) (r] [fD
=([s r) [g fl=F((g:9] [Fr))

It follows that R(C) is a well-de ned category and F is an isomorphism. O

Examples 3.20. Class , and CStar g} both have naturally divisible scalars [Q 1]
with T([0;1]) = R*. In their totalisations Class and CStar °° morphisms may
thus be viewed as a multiplesr f of sub-causal (i.e. sub-unital) ones, for some
r 2 R, as is standard.

3.3 Compact and Dagger Categories

3.3.1 Compact categories

Working with a category whose morphisms are super-causal picesses, rather than
merely sub-causal ones, allows us to make use of some powédtra categorical
features. In particular, the eld of categorical quantum mechanics has emphasised
the study of categories with the following diagrammatic property [ACO04].

Let A be any object in a monoidal category. We say that an objectA is (right)
dual to A when there exists a state : 1 ! A Aandeect":A A ! |
satisfying the snake equations :

A A A A
% A @ A

We may have similarly considered left duals for objects; hoever in a symmetric
monoidal category any left dual is a right dual and vice versa and from now one
we will ignore either pre x. Dual objects are unique up to unique isomorphism
when they exist, and so we speak of ‘the' dual of an object A.

De nition 3.21. [Kel72, KL80] A symmetric monoidal category (C; ) is com-
pact closed or compact when every object inC has a dual.

There is a helpful graphical notation for compact categoris [Selll]. Firstly,
we distinguish between an objectA and its dual A by drawing their identity
morphisms as upward and downward directed wires, respectaly:

A A A A

A A A A
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56 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

and depict the as a ‘cup' and" as a ‘cap"
A A A A Q
U e

Then the snake equations become simply “yanking wires'":

A A A A

m A m A
In this way compactness can be seen as a relaxation on our grajgal rules, by
allowing us to "bend wires' and so exchange inputs and outpstin our diagrams.

The following shows that it may generally only be consideredoutside of the sub-
causal setting.

Lemma 3.22. Let C be a monoidal e ectus in partial form which is compact
closed. ThenC is trivial, i.e. satises A "' O for all objects A.

Proof. By a result of Houston, any compact closed category with nite coproducts
has nite biproducts [HouO08]. It follows that every coproduct in C is a biproduct,
or equivalently that > is in fact total. But then id | > id, is de ned, and so
id, =id,? =0, giving ida =id o id, =0 for all objects A. O

To give an operational interpretation to compactness, we sbuld relate it to a
condition on sub-causal processes.

Theorem 3.23. Let C be a symmetric monoidal sub-causal category. The follow-
ing are equivalent:

1. T(C) is compact;

2. C' Dy for some compact, causally generated category with discardy and
addition D;

3. For every objectA there exists an objectA and collections of states( )L,
of A A andeects ("), on A A satisfying

fim J

A A I A A
: fism
] e ]
g | OO ) aa g )

Moreover, if C has naturally divisible scalars these hold i for every objet A there
exists an objectA ,astate of A A andaneect” onA A satisfying

(3.6)

2)-0] = 157

for somen 2 N.

(3.7)
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3.3. Compact and Dagger Categories 57

Proof. 1 =) 2: Always we have thatC ' T(C)scand T(C) is causally generated.
2 =) 3: SinceD is compact, every object has a dua”A via some state and
e ecty’ satisfying the ggake equations. Now sinc® is causally generated we have
= [, jand" = j’“:l "; for some collections (j){L; and ("})L; as above.
The snake equations then amounts to

A A A A

xm ) xm )
J and J =
ihj =1 A - A i =1 - A A

Since idy and idy are sub-causal, so are all of the terms in the above sums. Hemc
each sum restricts to one in terms of> in D¢, and so we are done sinc€ ' D
3 =) 1. InT(C) for each objectA the state and e ect

satisfy the snake equations thanks to (3.6).
Now suppose thatC has naturally divisible scalars. If (3.6) holds de ne

Le=rol el ef

Then and " satisfy (3.7) after replacingn by n m. Conversely if (3.7) holds
then (3.6) is satised by setting = fori=1;:::;nandm=21with ";=". O

Remark 3.24. Each equation in (3.7) can be seen as probabilistic teleportation
protocol. For example, in the left-hand equation, Alice andBob share an entangled
state . With probability % Alice can measure its corresponding e ect' and thus
transmit her system to Bob. Similarly, as is well-known, the snake equations can
be seen to describesuperselectedteleportation [AC04].

3.3.2 Dagger categories

Working beyond merely sub-causal processes also allows ws¢onsider the presence
of an extra structure which lets us ‘reverse' any morphism inour category.

De nition 3.25. [Sel07] Adagger category (C;y) is a category C together
with an identity-on-objects contravariant involutive end ofunctor ( )Y. Explicitly,
for every morphismf : A! B in C there is a morphismfY: B ! A such that

f¥=f (g fyY=1Y ¢ (idpa)Y =id A
for all morphisms f;g and objectsA.

Dagger categories come with their own graphical calculus g11]. When work-
ing in a dagger category, we depict morphismg : A! B with pointed boxes:

B

&

A
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58 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

and the dagger is represented by turning pictures upside-den:

A A
h-
B B
In this setting, monoidal or compact structure should respet the dagger as follows.
In a dagger category, aunitary is an isomorphismU with UY = U 1.

De nition 3.26. [Sel07] Adagger (symmetric) monoidal category (C; 1y
is a dagger category with a (symmetric) monoidal structure stisfying

f o¥=f" ¢
for all morphisms f; g, and for which all coherence isomorphisms are unitary.

A dagger compact category is a dagger symmetric monoidal category for
which every object A has adagger dual , i.e. a dual object for which

By a dagger compact category with discarding [CP10] (C; ;y;¥) we mean
one with a choice of discarding such that for all objectsA we have
T o= {1 (3.8)
A A

Explicitly, on each object A the state -5 above denotes, , as standard for dagger
notation. The rule (3.8) thus relates the discarding e ect on A with that on A .

Dagger compactness further relaxes our approach to diagrasy allowing us to
now both bend wires and ip pictures upside-down. In particular any morphism
f: A! B now induces a morphism

B B
::
A A

Notions in dagger categories When working in a dagger category we typically
adapt all categorical notions to be compatible with the daggr. For example we are
usually interested in unitaries rather than mere isomorphsms, and in the following
kinds of monics or biproducts. In any dagger category:

an isometry is a morphismi: A! B with i¥ i =ida;
a dagger biproduct is a biproduct A B with o= AYand g = gY.

Whenever we say a dagger category has addition we mean one sfying (f + g)¥ =
fY+ g forall f;g. As we would expect such an addition is provided by nite dagger
biproducts. In a dagger category zero morphisms automatiddy satisfy 0¥ = 0.

A dagger functor F:C ! D between dagger categories is one satisfying
F(fY) = F(f)Y for all morphisms f . A dagger (symmetric) monoidal functor
also has that all of its structure isomorphisms are unitary. A dagger functor is an
equivalence C ' D when it is full, faithful and for every object B of D there is
a unitary B ' F(A) for some objectA of C.
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3.3. Compact and Dagger Categories 59

3.3.3 Examples

Let us now meet some examples of compact, dagger and daggenquact categories.

1. For any eld k, let Veck be the symmetric monoidal category whose objects
are vector spacesV over k and morphisms arek-linear map f : V! W, with
| = kand being the usual tensor product of vector spaces. Here an ohbjeV
has a dual precisely when it is nite-dimensional as a vectorspace, in this case
being given by its dual space

V =ff:V! kjf islinearg

Choosing any basidfjiigiL; for V, let hij2 V be the unique functional sending

each basic vectorjji to . Then V is indeed a dual object toV via
VoV X m ( ':j
217! hj j ii shj il 3.9
1 i 3 jii (3.9)

i=1

In fact both maps are independent of our choice of basis. Thisnakes the full
subcategory FVec ¢, whose objects are the nite-dimensional spaces, compact.

2. Hilb is dagger symmetric monoidal, withfY: K! H being the adjoint of the
linear mapf : H!K , i.e. the unique map satisfyinghf (v);wi = hv;fY(w)i for
alv2H;w2K.

A Hilbert space H has a dual inHilb again precisely when itis nite-dimensional,
then being given by its dual spaceH via the morphisms (3.9), which are often
referred to as the (unnormalised)Bell state and Bell e ect on H. In this way

FHilb is dagger compact, and similarly so ig=Hilb

3. Each categoryMat s is compact closed. Here each objeat is self-dual with

n n

Uandy N-Le0

n n

where above we label byi the respective column and row vectors with a value
1 at position i and 0 elsewhere.

Whenever S is involutive , meaning that it comes with an automorphism
s 7! &¥ with s¥Y = sfor all s2 S, this makes Mat s dagger compact with

(MY)ij = M} (3.10)

In particular FClass ' Mat g+ is dagger compact with discarding.

4. More generally whenC is a dagger category with addition thenC has a dagger
as in (3.10) giving it dagger biproducts. Similarly whenC is compact or dagger
compact then so isC ; for any object A = (Aj){L; we take A :=(A;)L; with

8 o A 8 A
A A < Ai A < e s -
SUR'ENRER ([ =, An ’

0 otherwise 0 otherwise
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60 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

10.

. Quant and FCStar are both dagger compact categories with discarding.

IndeedFCStar forms a dagger subcategory dofHilb since each nite-dimensional
C*-algebra is in particular a Hilbert space, with Y again given by the adjoint of
each (completely positive) mapf , and similarly so doesQuant . Then Quant
inherits compactness from its subcategoryHilb , so that FCStar ' Quant

is dagger compact also.

In contrast, the in nite dimensional settings CStar °® and vNA °P lack daggers
or compactness.

. Rel is a dagger compact category with discarding. For any relatbn we de ne

RY: B! A by relational converseRY(b;a) ( R(a;b). Here every objectA
is self-dual via the relations

A A

) 2?7 (a;8) 8a2 A () s(@b7t?ifa=b  (3.11)
A A

More generally so isRel (C) for any regular category, or indeed any bicategory
of relations in the sense of Carboni and Walters [CW87].

. Spek and MSpek are both dagger compact subcategories oRel. Indeed

by de nition both are closed under the dagger, and Spek contains the cups
from (3.11) on each of its objects, which are built from its gaerators ‘¢, 4 by

tensors of the state
v v vV

. A groupoid is a category in which every morphism is an isomorphism [ML78

so that a group is a one-object groupoid. Any groupoid forms alagger category
by setting f¥Y = f 1, so that every morphism is unitary.

For any group G, we may de ne a categoryRep (G) whose objects are ( nite-
dimensional) unitary representations : G ! Aut(V) of G, and morphisms
f:(V;)! (W; ) are intertwiners, i.e. linear mapsf:V ! W satisfying
f( (gv)) = (gf(v)) forall g2 G;v 2 V. One may verify that Rep (G) is
dagger compact, inheriting this structure from FHilb .

Verdon and Vicary have usedRep (G) to study reference frame-independent
guantum protocols, by taking G to be a group of transformations of such
frames [VV16].

Note that, like compactness, the presence of a dagger indeadsually requires

morphisms which are not sub-causal. For example, for any olgict H with orthonor-
mal basisfjiigiL; in Quant we have

and so the state< is not sub-causal.
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3.3. Compact and Dagger Categories 61

3.3.4 The CPM Construction

The notion of dagger compactness provides a new way to gendeaexamples of cat-
egories with discarding, rst introduced by Selinger [Sel@], based on a description
of Quant in terms of FHilb .

De nition 3.27. [Sel07, Coe08] LetA be a dagger compact category. The
category CPM(A) is de ned as having the same objects asA, with morphisms
A'! B being those morphisms inA of the form

B C B

A A

for somef : A! C B. Using the graphical rules for dagger compact categories,
it is straightforward to check that this category is again dagger compact, and has

discarding given by
7 {}
A A A

There is then a dagger monoidal functor(JI ): Al CPM(A) given by “doubling":

B B
| h

B

4
f /7 \Nf|f/
A A A

which generalises sending any linear map ifFHilb  to its Kraus map. This con-
struction also often comes with a notion of coarse-graining

Proposition 3.28. [Sel07, Cor. 5.3] Let A be a dagger compact category with
nite dagger biproducts. Then CPM(A) has addition de ned by

B D B B C DB

VAR

@W 57 - iy 612
A A A A A A

where Hf; gi is the unique morphism with

/IR
ho -t G-

Equivalently, this is just the addition in A induced by its dagger biproducts.

Example 3.29. Motivation for this construction comes from the fact that we have
dagger monoidal equivalences

Quant ' CPM(FHilb )* CPM(FHilb )
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62 Chapter 3. From Sub-causal to Super-causal Processes

To see this, let us rst expand the de nition of CPM(FHilb ). Morphisms H ! K
all take the form

K L K K K " K
X0 (i\
\f [/ = ﬁ] where = (3.13)
H H =1 H H H H

for any orthonormal basis fjiigiL; of L. In particullgr, states of Hilb in this
category may be identi ed with density matrices = [, j jih jj via the corre-

spondence
H H H H H H
i=1 i=1

It is well-known that cgspletely positive maps B(H) ! B(K) are then precisely
maps of the form 7! L, f; f, as in (3.13), with this being known as the
Kraus decomposition of a completely positive map. This provides the equivalence
Quant ' CPM(FHilb ). Since any such map is invariant under multiplying each
fi by a global phase, it follows that CPM(FHilb ) * CPM(FHilb ) also. The
addition in Quant induced as in (3.12) by the dagger biproducts inFHilb is
precisely the usual one of completely positive maps.

Replacing FHilb by other dagger compact categories allows us to consider
varied quantum theories; for example we may de ne a dagger thory Quant © :=
CPM(Rep (G)) modelling quantum processes up to some group of symmetrieG.

The CPM construction will be useful to us in the next chapter as an abgact
treatment of the quantum setting, and we will use it to de ne and study further
such generalised quantum theories in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 4

Principles for Operational
Theories

A common topic of research in the foundations of physics lieén singling out the

consequences of various physical or operational principtewhich a theory may
satisfy (see for instance [Bar07, BBLWO07, PPK 09, BBLW12]). For example,
guantum theory is known to have major operational advantages over the classical
world [DJ92, Sho99], and many have sought to characterise pcisely which of its
properties lie at the source of these bene ts [D 10, HWVE14]. In the strongest
case, combinations of such principles have been used to rewtruct quantum theory

itself from among all nite-dimensional probabilistic the ories (see Chapter 6).

Particular principles have been introduced and studied in avariety of frame-
works for general physical theories, along with probabiliic theories [CDP11], in-
cluding categorical quantum mechanics [Coe08, SC17, CH1&nd e ectus the-
ory [CIWW15, CJWW16]. The categorical approach provides a mw perspective
on many of these principles, whilst also suggesting naturahew ones to consider.

In this chapter we survey a range of principles for operatioal theories, unifying
features which have arisen independently in each of thesedmeworks, and showing
that they may be studied in a very lightweight diagrammatic setting.

To address theories of a quantum-like nature, we will pay paticular atten-
tion to the principle of purication [CDP10] and associated notions ofurity of
morphisms. Later in Chapter 6, we will use principles from ths chapter, such as
puri cation, to provide our own categorical reconstruction of quantum theory.

Setup

Through this chapter, we will typically work in a basic categorical framework,
capable of accommodating either the sub-causal or super-oaal setting. By a
theory we will simply a mean a symmetric monoidal category with disarding
(C; ;%) with zero morphisms, satisfying our earlier rule

B

=) =0 (4.1)
A

o

1]
o

>

for all morphisms f .
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64 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

At times we will also consider when our theory has extra struture. We call
a theory ordered when it is monoidally enriched in partially ordered sets, wth
each zero morphism as a bottom element. That is, each homsef (A;B) has
a partial order  on morphisms which is respected by composition, with each
functionf ( ),( ) f,andf ( ) being monotone, and satisfying

f 0= f=0 (4.2)

for all morphisms f . We will sometimes consider wherC has a partial > or total
+ addition operation on morphisms as in Chapter 3, which in many cases induces
this ordering. We say that an ordered theory isordered by a partial (or total)
addition > when its order is given by

f g g=f > h for someh

For example the addition in each of the theoriesPFun , Class, Quant , vNA °P,
Rel induces an order on them in this way. Finally we will also at times consider
when C has compact, dagger or dagger compact structure. In the lattr cases we
require the rulef g =) fY ¢ for all morphisms f;g and call C a dagger
theory .

4.1 Minimal Dilations

One of the most elementary notions in a theory is that of a dildion of a morphism.
Our rst principle requires each morphism to have a canonicaé ‘smallest' dilation.

De nition 4.1. A minimal dilation  of a morphismf is a dilation

B B =

M (f)

-

A A
such that for all morphisms g we have

B C
B _ B B C
Tc
A A A A

for someh: M (f)! C, and for all morphisms k;| we have

D

B D B D D
k
o - 43)
M) M(f)
A A
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4.1. Minimal Dilations 65

In particular, a minimal dilation of an eect e: A ! 1 is an epimorphism
min(e): A! M (e) with &+ min(e) = esuchthatforall f: A! B with+ f =¢
we have _

A min( e) M (e)
39!9 (4.4)

B

In a compact theory, by bending wires, one may see that for miimal dilations to
exist it su ces to have them for e ects.

f

Lemma 4.2. For any two minimal dilations min(f) and min(f)° of the same
morphism f there is a unique causal isomorphisng with

5 M (f)
B M(f) n
M (f)°
- (4.5)
A A

Proof. Since both morphisms have marginalf , there is a unique morphismg as
above, and dually we obtain a unique morphismh: M (f) ! M (f)2% It follows
from (4.3) that both g and h are causal and inverse to each other. O

4.1.1 Dilations in ordered theories

In the setting of ordered theories minimal dilations typically take on an extra
property. In such a theory let us call a minimal dilation min( f ) an order dilation
when it satis es

C
B

B
RIS
=) [ 9 ] = [min(f)] (4.6)
A A /‘\ ‘

A

for some (unique)h: M (f)! C.
Next, let us say that a theory has disjoint embeddings when for all objects

A; B there is an objectC and morphisms

A B

A__—Ci 8B

A B

satisfying A AzidA, B B =idB, A B =0 and B A =0, and with
A and g causal.

Proposition 4.3. Let C be a theory with disjoint embeddings which is ordered by
either a partial addition > making it a sub-causal category, or a total addition+.
Then in C any minimal dilation is an order dilation.

Proof. We prove the result for a partial addition >, the total case is simpler. Let
min(f ) be a minimal dilation of f : A! B andletg: A! B C satisfy the left-
hand side of (4.6). Then lettinggs : A! B be its marginal we havegs > h = f
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66 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

for someh: A! B. Now consider a disjoint embedding

(03 |
— <
Cch I}I

B D
B D B D
- [ W
A A A
Note that k is well-de ned thanks to condition 3 of De nition 3.4. Then k

is a dilation of f and so factors over min{) by some unigque causal morphism
r-M(f)! D. Finallythen g=(dg ( ¢ r)) min(f). O

and de ne

In the non-monoidal setting with discarding we may de ne minimal and order
dilations for e ects e: A! | just as above, and the same proof holds.

Remark 4.4 (Quotients). Order dilations of e ects were already de ned under a
di erent name in the context of e ectus theory [CIWW15, CJWW16 ], where they
are called quotient maps . and de ned via the complement €’ of an e ect e by
the property:

A — A=e

8f st. = f @& \ lolg

B
Hence quotients coincide with order dilations via the corrspondence
M (e) = A=¢e’ min(e) =
De nition 4.1 allows us to extend this notion to settings where e ects lack com-
plements or any ordering.

Corollary 4.5. An e ectus in partial form C has minimal dilations for e ects i
it has quotients.

Proof. The coproducts inC give it disjoint embeddings. Hence by Proposition 4.3
it has minimal dilations for e ects i it has order dilations, and these coincide with
guotients by the above remark. O

4.1.2 Examples
1. PRun has minimal dilations. For f : A! B we de ne
M(f):=fajf(a)isdenedg A
and min(f): A! B M(f)bya7! (f(a);a) forall a2 A.

Indeed any dilation g of f via some objectC factors over min(f ) by the unique
h:M(f)! C with g(a) =(b;h(a)) forsomeb2 B.

In particular for each eect e: A! | denedon E A we may setM (e) = E
with min(e): A! E given by a7! a whenevera?2 E.

Hence sincePFun is an e ectus in partial form this map it has quotients,
i.e. order dilations, as shown in [CIJWW15].
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4.1. Minimal Dilations 67

2. Class and Class have minimal dilations. For eachf : A! B we set
M(f)=f(asbjf(a)(bp>0g A B
and dene min(f): A! B M(f) by

( f b = aand b= K’

min(f )(@)(bi(a% = | DD 2= aandb=
0 otherwise

Indeed every other dilationg: A! B C factors over min(f ) via the mediating

map h: M(f)! C with h((a;b)(c) = g(a)(b; 9.

In particular for an eect e: A! | we setM(e) = fa2 Aje@ 6 0g and
dene min(e): A! M (e) to be the map sendinga 7! p a wherep = e(a).

Both theories are ordered by their respective (partial, total) coarse-graining op-
erations, making each min€ ) an order dilation by Proposition 4.3, as considered
for Classy in [CJWW15]. Similarly FClass has order dilations.

3. VNA 2P is an e ectus in partial form with quotients, as shown in [CIWW 15],
and so has order dilations for all e ects. Here an eectA ! | corresponds to
a positive elemente 2 A and we have

M(el=p A p:=fp a pja2Ag

where p = dee is a projection in A, satisfying p= p p, and is the least such
with e = p e = e p, often referred to as the support projection of e. Then
min(e) is de ned as the cBmpIeteFBy positive map (in the opposite drection)

M(e)! Agivenbya7' " e a e The proof that this de nes a minimal

dilation is non-trivial, see [WW16], [CJWW15] and [CIWW16, Example 82.4].
VvNA °P has order dilations similarly.

4. Quant and FCStar each have order dilations. Indeed they have them for ef-
fects by restricting the previous example to nite dimensions, and by compact-
ness these extend to arbitrary morphisms. The minimal dilaion of a completely
positive mapf : B(H) ! B(K) is given by a Kraus map, namely its minimal
Stinespring dilation [Sti55, WW17]. Quant g, has order dilations in the same
way.

5. Rel has order dilations. For anyR: A! B we set
M(R)=R A B

and min(R): A! B R torelate ato (b;(a;b) whenever (@;b) 2 R. Then
any dilation S: A! B C of R is equal to min(R) up to the unique relation
h: R! Cwith(a;b cwhenevergrelatesa with ( b; 9, making this a minimal
dilation. Since Rel satis es the requirements of Proposition 4.3 these are then
order dilations.

Rel (C) lacks addition or zero morphisms for a general regular caigory C,
unlessC is coherent (so is not strictly a theory in our sense). Howeweit is still
ordered under the usual orderingR S of subobjects and has order dilations
in the same sense, de ned just as above iRel .
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68 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

6. Let C be an ordered theory satisfying the “sub-causality' rulee =+ for all
e ects e. Then C may be extended to a new such theory with order dilations
for eects E( C):

objects are pairs @; e) consisting of an objectA of C andeect e: A! |;
morphismsf : (A;e) ! (B;d) are thosef : Al BinCwithd f e

We set A;e) (B;d)=(A B;e d)withunit(I;id;)anddenef g,
and - all as in C. Here any e ect d on an object (A;e) must haved e and so
has a minimal dilation given by ida : (A;e) ! (A;d).

There is a forgetful functor U: E( C) ! C which a has full and faithful left
adjoint sending each objectA to (A;5a). Then C has order dilations i this
functor in turn has a left adjoint. An alternative universal characterisation of
quotients in e ectuses was rst given in [CIWW15].

4.2 Kernels

Our next principle has appeared explicitly in categorical sudies of quantum and
classical physics [HJ10, CJWW16], and implicitly in the remnstruction [CDP11].
Moativation comes from the fact that, for any e ect e in either theory, the collection
of states for which e never occurs, withe = 0, forms a new system. A standard
categorical notion extends this idea to arbitrary morphisms [ML78, p. 191].

De nition 4.6.  In any category with zero morphisms, akernel of a morphism
f:A! B is a morphism ker(f) with f ker(f) = 0 such that every morphism
g:C! Awith f g=0hasg=ker(f) h fora uniqgue morphismh.

f
Ker(f) A A ——B
~ 0
9th! f
C

In other words, ker(f ) is an equaliser of the morphismsf; 0: A B.

Dually, a cokernel of f is a coequaliser of this pair of morphisms. That is,
it is a morphism coker(f ) with coker(f) f =0 and for which every morphism g
with g f =0 hasg= h coker(f) for some uniqueh.

f
A——B ke, Coker(f )

We say that a theory (C;+) has (co)kernels when every morphism has a causal
kernel and a cokernel.

In categories with discarding we always consider kernels vith are causal; how-
ever cokernels generally will not be. Any two (causal) kernks k; k° of the same
morphism have k®= k U for a unique (causal) isomorphismU, and so we may
speak of ‘the' kernel of a morphism, and “the' cokernel duafl

The presence of kernels and cokernels introduces another ryeuseful notion.
We de ne the image of a morphismf : A! B by

im(f ) := ker(coker(f))
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4.2. Kernels 69

Then f factors uniquely as

A B

e /im(f)

Im(f )

where the morphisme is zero-epic , meaning thatg e=0 =) g =0. Dually
we de ne the coimage of f by

coker(ker(f))
_—

comf):= A Coim(f)

and havef = m coim(f) where m is a zero-monic , satisfyingm x =0 =)
x = 0. Using these we can identify intrinsically when a morphiam is a kernel.

Lemma 4.7. In a category with kernels and cokernels, a morphisnk is a kernel
i it satises k=im(Kk).

Proof. Let k = ker(f) for somef: A ! B. Then sincef k =0 we havef =
h coker(k) for some morphismh. Now let g: A ! C satisfy cokerk) g = 0.
Thenf g=h coker(k) g=0 and so g factors overk as required. O

It is natural to require kernels to interact well with monoid al structure. In a
monoidal category let us say that kernels are -compatible when they satisfy

7]
[ g ]=0 =) 9 lhsit. |J_'T_L|= 4.7)

In the compact setting this is in fact automatic.
Proposition 4.8. Let C be a compact category with zero morphisms and kernels.
1. C has cokernels of all morphisms.
2. Kernels are -compatible.
3. For all morphisms f;g we haveim(f g)=im(f) im(g).
4. If k and | are kernels then so isk |I.

Proof. 1. Thanks to compactness,C is equivalent to its opposite category C°P,
the category whose arrowsA ! B are given by arrowsB ! A in C. HenceC®P
also has kernels, and s&€ has cokernels.

2. Bending wires we obtain a unique morphismh as below:

(9] =00 @=o @

3. Note that im(f) im(g) is monic. Indeed, by (4.7) each morphism im{) id
is monic as imf ) is a kernel, and similarly so is id im(g).
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70 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Write f =im(f) dandg=im(g) e whered and e are zero epic. Then by
bending wires as in the previous part one sees thatl e is also zero epic. But
then since cokerf @) (f @) =0 this gives that

cokerf g) (im(f) im(g)=0

Hence we have im{) im(g) =im(f @) uforsomeu: Im(f) Im(g)! Im(f Q).
Conversely we have implications:
im(f)

coker®] | _
e 7 [ h |

for some unique morphismh, using (4.7) in the last step. Similarly im(f @) also
factors over id im(g) and hence factors over imf) im(g). By uniqueness it
follows that u is an isomorphism, as required.

4. A morphism k is a kernel i k = im( k) by Lemma 4.7. But then by the
previous part wheneverk and | are kernels so ik | since

k I=im(k) im(l)=im(k 1)

4.2.1 Dagger kernels

In dagger categories we expect kernels to interact well witlthe dagger as follows.

De nition 4.9.  In a dagger category, adagger kernel k is a kernel which is an
isometry, i.e. satises k¥ k =id.

Such a compatible dagger structure makes kernels espechalvell behaved, and
in the context of a dagger category by “kernel' we will alwaysnean “dagger kernel'.
Dagger (co)kernels are always unigue up to unitary isomorptsm. The presence of
dagger kernels provides a canonical choice of cokernel

coker(f ) = ker( f Y)Y

and a zero object given by 0 = Ker(ida) for any object A.

Dagger kernels were rst studied in detail by Heunen and Jacbs [HJ10], where
they were shown to have a surprisingly rich structure, reserling the subspaces of
a Hilbert space and studied extensively in quantum logic [BW75, Pir76].

Recall that a lattice (L; ;0;1) is orthomodular when for every elementa
there is an elementa’ , its (ortho)complement , satisfying

a_a' =1 a*a’=0 a”’=a a b= b a’
as well as theorthomodular law

a b= b=a_(bra’)
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4.2. Kernels 71

In [HJ10], it is shown that in any dagger category with daggerkernels, the col-
lection DKer(A) of (unitary isomorphism classes of) dagger kernelk: K ! A on
any object A form an orthomodular lattice under the ordering

K —X5A
k 1 gmi /
L
where we de ne the complement of a kernek by
k? := coker(k)Y (4.8)

For any dagger kernell we will write | = k? wheneverl belongs to the unitary

isomorphism class of (4.8).
Now, in the dagger compact setting we also obtain the followig. In a monoidal

category with zero morphisms we say thatzero-cancellativity  holds when
f g=0 =) f=0 o g=0
for all morphisms f;g.
Lemma 4.10. In any dagger compact category with dagger kernels:
1. f¥Y f =0 =) f =0 for all morphisms f.
2. For all dagger kernelsk;l on A and m on B we have
k*) m=k m~rl m
in DKer(A B).

3. Suppose that every non-zero objechA has a state : 1 ! A which is an
isometry. Then zero-cancellativity holds.

Proof. 1.[Vicll, Lemma 2.4] Writef =im(f) m where coker(n) =0 and im(f)
is an isometry. ThenfY f =0 =) mY m=0and somY=0 and then m =0.

2. Note that (k~ 1) m is indeed an isometry, and is a kernel by Proposition
4.8. Clearly it factors overk m” 1 m. Conversely, letf : C! A B have
im(f) k mandim(f) | m. Then de ning

A A
C B C B
we have cokerk) g =0 and coker(l) g=0. Henceim(g) im(k)™im(l)= k"I,
so that g factors over k ~ I. Hencef factors over K~ |) idg, say by some
morphism h. Again im(h) id m, and soh factors over id m. Hencef factors

over (k™ 1) m as required.
3. Using compactness we have

oo (@) -
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72 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Let the e ect e be given by bendingg's output to an input as above. If Im(e) ' 0
then since e factors over Im(e) we have e = 0. Otherwise, let be an isometric
state of Im(e). Thenim(e) isanisometryl ! | and hence unitary since scalars
are commutative. So cokerg) = 0 and then by the above we havef = 0. O

4.2.2 Examples

Let us now meet some examples of kernels, cokernels and dagdernels. Note
that in any theory thanks to (4.1) we have

ker(f) = ker(+ f)
for all morphisms f and so it su ces to consider kernels of e ects.

1. PFun has (co)kernels. Each partial functionf : A ! B has a causal kernel
given by the inclusion

fa2 Ajf(a)isnotdened g} A

Indeed, any partial function g: C ! A with f g = 0 has that f (g(c)) is
unde ned for all ¢2 C and so factors over this inclusion. The cokernel of is
given by the partially de ned projection to the subset

fb2Bj@2A f(a)=bg B
so that im(f) is the inclusionff (a) ja2 Ag,! B.
2. Classy and Class have (co)kernels given forf : A1 B by
Ker(f)=fa2 Ajf(a)=0g Coker(f)=fb2B jf(a)(b=0 8a2 Ag

More precisely, the causal map ker{) is given by ker(f )(a)(a) = 1 if a= a°
and is 0 otherwise. Similarly cokerf)(b)(b®) = 1 if b= B’ and is otherwise 0.
Hence im( ) is given by the inclusion

fb2Bj9a2 Ast f(a)b)>0g! B

The dagger-compact sub-theoryFClass has causal dagger kernels in the same
way.

3. Hilb has dagger kernels, being the motivating example in [HJ10].Here each
map f : H! K has a dagger kernel given by the inclusion of the subspace

f 2Hjf( )=0g!H

In particular im( f) } K is then the inclusion of the closure off (H) K [HJ10,
Ex. 23]. FHilb has dagger kernels in the same way, as ddilb  and FHilb

4. Quant has causal dagger kernels inherited fronHilb ; we prove this fact ab-
stractly in Example 7 ahead. As remarked above it su ces to cansider kernels
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4.2. Kernels 73

for e ects. Here any e ect on an object H is of the form Y for some unnor-
malised density matrix 2 B(H). Let us write supg ) H for the support of
as a linear map onH. Then its kernel is given by the orthogonal complement

Ker( %)= supg( )7 H

and ker( Y) is the Kraus map P induced by the inclusioni: supg )? | H

Dually each state has cokernel given by the projection fromH to supg )?,
and we have

Im(" ) = supg( )
with im( ) given by the (Kraus map of) the inclusion supg ) | H
. More broadly vNA °P andvNA 2P have (co)kernels, as shown in detail in [CIWW16,
77.4]. Here we sketch the result briey. Letf: A ! B be a morphism in

VNA ©°P  corresponding to a mapg: B! A between von Neumann algebras in
the opposite direction. Then+ f is given by a unique elemente = g(1) 2 A.

As before letdee 2 A be the support projection ofe, and now letp=im(g) 2 B
be the least projection inB with g(p) = g(1). We then have

Ker(f) = dee’ A dee’ Coker(f)=p° B p’

Here ker(f ): Ker(f) ! A is given by the completely positive map in the op-
posite direction sendinga 2 A to de’e a de’ e, and coker(f ) is given by the
completely positive inclusiondp’ eBdp’ e B. In particular we have

Im(f)=p A p

Similarly, extending Quant , the sub-theory FCStar has causal dagger kernels
in the same way as we show soon in Example 8.

. Rel has causal dagger kernels. For any relatiolR: A'! B its kernel is given
by the inclusion

Ker(R)= fa2 Aj @2 B R(ajbg! A

It follows that im( R) = fb2 B j9a2 AR(a;bg! B. More generally, for any
regular category C which is Boolean, Rel (C) will have dagger kernels [Joh02].

. Let A be a dagger compact category with zero morphisms and daggeeknels.
Then CPM(A) is a dagger theory with causal dagger kernels.

Proof. The zero object and morphisms are easily seen to lift frord to CPM(A).
In order for (4.1) to hold in CPM(A) we require in A that

B C B BC CB
Wlee o W e
A A A A
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74 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

which after bending wires is precisely Lemma 4.10 1. We clainthat a general

morphism as on the left-hand side above has dagger kernéér(f) in CPM(A).
Indeed using (4.9) along with (4.7) we obtain

ECB E A
E A
L
:) =0 :) g/ =
9/
D P D
Al E |a
=) \9][9/ =
D D
for some morphismh, as required. O

In particular as we've seenQuant ' CPM(FHilb ) has dagger kernels.

8. If D is a (dagger) theory with causal (dagger) kernels and additin satisfying
f+g=0 =) f =g=0 forall morphisms f;g then so isD

HenceFCStar ' Quant has causal dagger kernels.

Proof. By assumption+ f+5 g=0 =) f = g=0in D, which ensures (4.1)
in D . It suces to show that each eect e = (g)iL; on someA = (Aj)L,

has a causal (dagger) kernel. But any such e ect has kernel gan by the block
diagonal matrix (Ker(e))iL; ! A whosei-th diagonal entry is ker(e)). O

Remark 4.11 (Comprehensions) Like order dilations, kernels appear under an-
other name in e ectus theory [CIWW15, CJWW16]. Here aneect e: A! | is
said to have acomprehensionmap when there is a morphism ¢ satisfying

8f st. e f=0 l

Hence an e ectus in partial form has kernels i it has comprehesions, via

Ker(e)= fAje’g ker(e) =

e?

The fact that comprehensions are kernels is noted in [CIWW16Lemma 79]. Simi-
larly, cokernels exist in e ectuses with quotients and “imag predicates' [CIWW16,
Lemma 83].

74



4.3. Combining Minimal Dilations and Kernels 75

4.3 Combining Minimal Dilations and Kernels

4.3.1 Compatible dilations and kernels

In theories containing both minimal dilations and (co)kernels it is natural to expect
these features to be related in some way. Indeed for any e ect: A! | insucha
theory we have

+ min(e) ker(e)= e ker(e)=0

so that min(e) ker(e) = 0. Hence there is a unique morphism ¢ making the
following diagram commute:

min( e)

A M (e)
7
coim(e)l /// (4.10)
Coim(e)

In theories of a nite-dimensional nature ¢ can typically be inverted up to a
scalar in the following sense. Let us call a morphisnfi : A! B a p-isomorphism
when there is a morphismg: B ! A and non-zero scalamp such that

g f=pida f g=p ids
When all non-zero scalars are invertible a p-isomorphism isimply an isomorphism.

De nition 4.12. In any theory C having (co)kernels and minimal dilations for
e ects, we say that they are compatible when for each e ect e the morphism
is a p-isomorphism andstrongly compatible  when it is an isomorphism.

Strong compatibility generally requires us to work outside of a sub-causal set-
ting, with suitable non-zero scalars being invertible, by the following. We will
often call an e ect e internal when it is zero-monic, i.e. has ker¢) = 0.

Lemma 4.13. In any theory C with strongly compatible (co)kernels and minimal
dilations:

1. An eect eis internal i min(e) is an isomorphism;

2. Suppose that every non-zero object has a causal state. Thewery zero-monic
scalar r is an isomorphism.

Proof. 1. Since minE€) = ¢ coim(e) for an isomorphism ¢, we have that coim(e)
is an isomorphism i min(e) is. But coim(e) is an isomorphism i ker(e) = 0.

2. Sincer is zero-monic, we may take coim() = id ;. Then by the rst part
ro 1 M (r) is an isomorphism, and it dilatesr. Now let :1 ! M(r) be any
causal state. Thenr is invertible sinceidy =% =% , , 1 =r 1 . O

4.3.2 The internal isomorphism property

Compatibility of dilations and kernels can be derived from another principle stud-
ied by Alex Wilce [Will17b] and found to be characteristic of quantum, classical
and related theories. We state it in two forms, relevant to ether “sub-causal' or
“super-causal' theories.
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76 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

De nition 4.14.  Atheory C satis es the internal (p-)isomorphism property
when every internal e ect e: A! | has a dilation of the formf : A! A which is
a (p-)isomorphism.

In general this mapf : A! A is not unique, since an objectA may have many
causal isomorphismsA ' A. In a compact category by bending wires this property
is equivalent to the similar principle for states

! A A A
%= 0 =) @: 0 =9 (p—)isomorphism s.t. @ = (4.11)
A =

In guantum or classical theory a state of a systemA is zero-epic as above
precisely when it lies in the interior of the positive cone ofstates of A, and indeed
any two such states are related (up to a factor) by a reversitd physical process.
This fact is discussed in depth by Wilce in [Wil17b] who, drawing on a result due
to Koecher [Koe57] and Vinberg [Vin60], uses it to reconstrat the Jordan algebra
structure of quantum and classical physics.

Proposition 4.15. Let C have (co)kernels. The following are equivalent:
1. C satis es the internal isomorphism property;

2. C has strongly compatible minimal dilations for e ects and maeover every
e ect e has a coimage coming with a causal isomorphism

M(e)' Coim(e) (4.12)

Proof. 1 =) 2: Lete: A! | be any eect and c = coim(e): A! C, so that
e= d cfora unique zero-monic e ectd. By assumptiond has a dilationg: C! C
which is an isomorphism.

Then we claim that f := g cis a minimal dilation for e. Sincecis a coequaliser
it is an epimorphism, as is the isomorphismg, and hencef is epic also. By
construction f indeed dilatese. Moreover any other dilation h: A'! B has that

+ h ker(e)= e ker(e)=0
so that h ker(e) =0, giving h = k c for some uniguek. But then
h=k c=k gt f

and so h factors over f. By construction ¢ = g is a p-isomorphism, and ic
provides a causal isomorphismM (e) ' C.

2 =) 1:Lete:A! | beaninternal e ect. Then we may take Coim(e) = A
with coim(e) = id o. By strong compatibility ¢ = min( €) is an isomorphism.
Hence there is a causal isomorphistk: A! M (e). Then | = k 1 min(e) is an
isomorphism with + | = e as desired. O

Non-canonical isomorphisms of the form (4.12) have also beeonsidered in the
context of so-called “quotient-comprehension chains' in ectus theory [CIJWW15].
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Examples 4.16. Our examples of a " nite-dimensional' character satisfy the in-
ternal isomorphism property, providing strongly compatible minimal dilations.

1. In PRun or Rel an eect e is internal precisely whene = &, and hence the

internal isomorphism property holds trivially.

. In Class an eect e: A! | is internal precisely whene(a) > O for all a 2 A.
In this case the dilation f : A1 A with f (a)(a% equal to e(a) when a = a®and
0 otherwise is an isomorphism. Hence&Class and FClass satisfy the internal
isomorphism property, and Class,, the p-isomorphism property similarly.

. Quant satis es the internal isomorphism property. Indeed here aly internal
e ect on an object H is a R" -weighted combination

X] -
e= p Aj

i=1

for some orthonormal basisfjiigiL; of H. Then any completely positive iso-
morphism f on B(H) with Aj f = p; Aj for eachi is a dilation e.

Quant ¢, satis es the internal p-isomorphism property in the same way, and in
fact this property lifts to FCStar also. Indeed this follows from the fact that
FCStar ' Quant , and that any internal e ect on a biproduct is simply given
by an internal e ect on each component. More generally (4.11)is studied for
nite-dimensional Euclidean Jordan algebras in [Wil17b].

. In contrast compatibility of minimal dilations and kerne Is fails in the in nite-
dimensional setting vNA °P.

Proof. Let H = I(N). For eachi 2 N let jii 2 H be the sequence with value 1
at entry i and zero elsewhere. It induces a state; on the algebraA = B(H)
via a 7! hijajii. Now since thejii spanH, the e ect

N
e= g]llhlj 2 A
i=1
is internal. Suppose thatf : B! A is a completely positive isomorphism that
dilates e as a morphismA ! B in VNA °P, so that e = f (1). Then since any
state | of a C*-algebra satis esk! k = ! (1), we have

YD ki f f 1k: k ik _ i(1) _ 1 _oi
ki fk ki fk (i f)2) i(€)
making f 1 unbounded, a contradiction. O

. Generalising the case oR™ in FClass, let S be a commutative semi- eld sat-
isfyingr+s=0 =) r =s=0forall rjs. Then Mat g is a theory with
the internal isomorphism property. Indeed here an eecte=(¢g), :n! | is
internal i € 6 0 for each i, and it has a dilation n! n given by the invertible
diagonal matrix with entries g.
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78 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

4.4 Perfect Distinguishability and Ideal Compressions

The categorical principles we have met so far in fact closelyelate to notions from
the study of generalised probabilistic theories, and whichappear as two major
principles in the CDP quantum reconstruction [CDP11]. In order to treat these,
we will need to consider theories of a more probabilistic-ke nature.

We say that a theory has zero-cancellative scalars when for all scalarsr
and morphismsf we haver f =0 =) r =0or f =0. In any ordered theory
(C;#+; ) with such scalars we may de ne a pre-order on morphisms by

B B B B
|j::| E [s%] 0 O |j::| [s%] for some non-zeror
A A A A

which we call the face pre-order on each homsetC(A;B). In this section let us
call a theory (C;+) suitable when it is ordered, has zero-cancellative scalars, and
hase g Fa foralleects e: A! |.

The above relation is often considered in probabilistic theries with (partial
or total) addition, where states satisfy r  whenever may be given by
mixing with some other state. The face pre-order appears for examplrepeatedly
(implicitly) in [CDP11]. In fact in many settings it coincid es with another naturally
de ned pre-order. For any e ects d; e on the same object let us writed g ewhen

n (d)
F]1=0 = [f]=0 (4.13)

for all morphismsf .

Lemma 4.17. Let C be a suitable theory with (co)kernels and order dilations.
The following are equivalent:

1. Minimal dilations and kernels are compatible;
2. For all eects d;ewe haved g ei d k e

Proof. 1 =) 2: For any e ect e we rst show that + coim(e) ¢ e. Sincee
factors over coim() by an internal e ect, it su ces to assume that e is internal
and show that+, ¢ &

In this case coim@) = id o and so by compatibility min( €) is a p-isomorphism.
Let f be a morphism andr a non-zero scalar withf min(e) = r ida. Then

r +a =+ f min(e) ¢+ min(e)= e

and so+as ¢ e as desired.

Now for any e ects d;e we always haved ¢ e =) d e thanks to
suitability and the rule (4.2). Conversely if d g ethend= ¢ coim(e) for some
e ect c. But then

d=c coim(e) g+ coime e

2 =) 1. Let e be any eect, with e = d coim(e) where ker(d) = 0. Then
+ g dandso¥ ¢ dgivingF coim(e) e Then there is some non-zero scalar
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4.4. Perfect Distinguishability and Ideal Compressions 79

r and morphism f with r coim(e) = f min(e). But then since coim(e) is an
epimorphism and min(e) = ¢ coim(e) we haver id=f .. Finally since ¢is
epic we obtain ¢ f =r id also, making e a p-isomorphism. O

Let us now meet these two principles from the CDP gquantum recastruction.

4.4.1 Perfect distinguishability

Say that a state ! is completely mixed when every state of the same object
has ¢ !. The following is a slight adaptation of [CDP11, Axiom 2].

De nition 4.18. A pair of states ; :1 ! A are said to beperfectly distin-
guishable when there is a pair of e ectsd; e on A satisfying

85 B0 Beof

A suitable theory (C;5) satis es perfect distinguishability when every state
which is not completely mixed is perfectly distinguishable from some non-zero
state.

We view the e ects d; e above as a procedure which determines with maximal
certainty which of the states ; the system has been prepared in.

Lemma 4.19. Let C be a suitable dagger theory with causal dagger kernels and

let be any state. Then any states;  with F and Y = 0 are perfectly
distinguishable via
(@ - () -
Proof. Since g we have coker() g coker( ) = 0. Hence by suitability
=im( ) afor some statea, and by assumption =im( )? bfor someb. Then
d =% im()’ im() a=#% a=% im() a=+#
e =% coker() im() a=0
and in just the samewayd =0ande =% . O

4.4.2 Ideal compressions

The next principle allows us to identify, for any state , the collection of states
satisfying g with a particular system in our theory.

De nition 4.20. [CDP11, Axiom 3] A suitable theory C is said to haveideal

compressions when for every state : 1 ! A there is an objectF , and a causal
morphism D : F ! A with a left inverse E , i.e. with

E D =id F
and such that everyf : B! A with f g for all states factors overD

B Y9, F
el
A
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80 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

The morphisms D and E are called “decoding' and “encoding' maps for,
respectively; note that E is not unique in general. The original formulation by
CDP is given in a slightly di erent form shown to be equivalent to the above in
their context [CDP11, Lemma 2]. We can now relate both princples to our earlier
categorical features.

Theorem 4.21. Let C be a suitable dagger theory with causal dagger kernels and
order dilations. The following are equivalent:

1. Minimal dilations and kernels are compatible;
2. Perfect distinguishability holds in C.
Moreover in this caseC has ideal compressions.

Proof. 1 =) 2: Applying the dagger we see that perfect distinguishabily is
equivalent to requiring that any eect e: A ! | with ker(e) = 0 has that & is
completely mixed. But by suitability the latter holdsi + ¢ e. Now if ker(e) =0
then coim(e) = id o and so by compatibility e = + ¢ for the p-isomorphism .
Then letting f ¢ = r ida for some morphismf , and non-zero scalar, we have
that

F pr F=+f e FT e=¢€

2 =) 1: Forany e ect g, by construction+ ¢ is internal and so by the (dagger of)

perfect distinguishability we have+ g+ ¢, sothat+ coim(e) ¢ e Then just

as in Lemma 4.17 this ensures that ¢ and ¢ coincide, ensuring compatibility.
Now when these hold we claim that any state has ideal compression scheme

F=Im() D :=im() E =im( )Y

By Lemma 4.17 it su ces to verify the de nition of an ideal com pression replacing
£ by k. Note that each object has a completely mixed statel := —%;.

Firstly, we have im( ) <+  sincef =0 =) f im()=0. Now
suppose thatf <+ x . Then since coker() =0 we have coker() f +=0
and so coker() f =0. Hencef factors over im( ) as desired. O

The fact that the ideal compressions arise from kernels, andhe behaviour
of the (dagger) idempotentsA ! A induced by im( ) and im( )? as picking out
those states in the face of, and perfectly distinguishablerbm , respectively, forms
a major part of the CDP reconstruction [CDP11, Section 11]. @mplementary
projections of this form associated with e ects are also pronnent in Alfsen and
Shultz's axiomatisation of state spaces of C*-algebras [A82, Chapters 7,8].

We may see the use of the maps im() as a reformulation of ideal compression
applicable to in nite dimensions where the conditions of Lemma 4.17 typically fail.
In Section 4.6 we will meet another related principle to peréct distinguishability.

Remark 4.22. Inspecting Theorem 4.21 we see that, without requiring daggrs,
any suitable theory with compatible (co)kernels and order dlations satis es a dual
form of ideal compression. That is, each e ecte: A! | has a universal morphism
coim(e): A! F¢ over which all morphisms with+ f ¢ e factor.
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Examples 4.23. Class , Rel, Quant and FCStar are all suitable, and as we've
seen satisfy (strong) compatibility, making ¢ and g coincide, and have ideal
compressions given by their (co)image maps as above.

PFun lacks a dagger or completely mixed states on arbitrary objes, with
every state being empty or singleton. Nonetheless hereg; k and all coincide,
and perfect distinguishability and ideal compression are atis ed trivially.

4.5 Purication

The principles we have examined so far are equally true of qudum, classical
and more general physical theories. The remainder of this @pter will focus on a
principle characteristic of quantum theory itself.

A major aspect of the quantum world is that every process may le seen to arise,
due to ignorance of certain degrees of freedom, from one of xianal knowledge or
sharpness. In our framework we can characterise such proses as follows.

De nition 4.24.  In any theory we say that a morphismf : A ! B is pure, or
-pure , when eitherf =0 or f satis es

B B _ B C B C

| Te ||
= [ 9] [9]-= for some causal (4.14)
A C

This characterisation of purity was put forward by Giulio Ch iribella [Chil4b],
and we discuss more standard accounts of purity shortly in Saion 4.5.2. In
guantum theory every process arises from such a pure one in ¢following manner.

De nition 4.25.  We say that a theory (C;%) has dilations with respect to a
class of morphismsC, when every morphism has a dilation inC:

B B _
(8f) (992 Cp) s.t. = |J_?_L(|:
A A

and that these dilations areessentially unique when for every pair of morphisms
f,g:A! B Cin Cpwe have

B B B C B

e | e
If‘|=|?|=) = (4.15)
A A A A

for some causal isomorphisnU: C! C with U 2 C,,.

When C has dilations with respect to the classCpyre of -pure morphisms we
say that C satis es puri cation . We sayC hasessentially unique puri cation
when these dilations are essentially unique. In either casave call any -pure
dilation of a morphism f a puri cation  of f .
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82 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Probabilistic theories with a similar form of essentially unique puri cation are
studied by CDP in [CDP10], being shown to share many featuresof quantum
theory, and this forms the central principle of [CDP11]. Puri cation is also the
basis for numerous constructions in categorical quantum mehanics [Coe08, CK14].
In this context we are usually interested in the case whenCpyre is @ monoidal
subcategory ofC, being closed under , and containing all identity morphisms,
as holds in quantum theory and appears as an extra axiom in [CP11].

45.1 Reversible dilations

Several known consequences of essential uniqueness for lgabilistic theories can
be immediately extended to our basic setting. Firstly, essatial uniqgueness extends
to morphisms with di erent types, as in [CDP10, Lemma 21].

Lemma 4.26. Let C be a theory with essentially unique puri cation and -pure
morphisms closed under . Let B; C be objects each possessing a causal pure state.
Then for all pure morphismsf: A! B Candg:A! D C we have

D
B . B - B D B
— —_— V
| ¢ | |DP v |
LfJ=[9] 9 = 7] Wwhere |
I | | ;
(4.16)

for some isomorphismU on B C and state of C which are causal and -pure.

0O—<|I— 0O
1l
[

Proof. Let ; be causal -pure states ofB;C, respectively. Then

B8 C D
B C D
B _ - B _ -
=. =5 =5 =c
10U - U anso - O
A A A A

for some causal -pure isomorphismU onC D. Applying +¢ yields the result. O

Puri cation can be seen to encode the idea of an underlying (pre) physics
which is ultimately reversible, in that any causal process aises via ignorance from
some larger reversible one. More precisely, following [CDED] let us say that a
morphismf : A! B has areversible dilation  when it has a dilation of the form

for some causal -pure state :1 ! D and isomorphismU: A D! B C.
Then as in [CDP10, Thm. 15] we have the following.

Corollary 4.27. Let C be a theory with essentially unique puri cations such that
every non-zero object has a causal pure state. Then every calisnorphism has a
reversible dilation.
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4.5. Purication 83

Proof. Letf: A! B be acausal morphism with some puri cationg: A! B C.
Then sinces ¢= Fa, by Lemma 4.26 we have

B C aA=BC

for some causal pure state of B C and causal isomorphismU onA B C.
But then

providing f with a reversible dilation. O

Whenever Cpyre is closed under composition, reversible dilations are indsl
-pure and hence satisfy the essential uniqueness propersieof (4.15) and (4.16).

4.5.2 Alternative notions of purity

This notion of -purity di ers at rst sight from the typical concept of purit y in
probabilistic theories, used for example in [CDP10], base@n coarse-graining. In
theories with extra structure we may consider purity in this sense, as follows.

De nition 4.28.  We call a morphismf : A! B in a theory with
addition +-pure whenf = g+ h =) g=r f for some scalarr;
an order -pure wheng f =) g=r f for some scalarr.

In a theory ordered by addition both of these notions coincic. In fact they
typically coincide with  -purity, as the following suggests.

Proposition 4.29. Let C be a theory with addition containing a pair of perfectly
distinguishable causal states. Then irC any -pure morphism is + -pure.

Proof. Letf: A! B be -pureand suppose thatf = g+ h for someg;h: A! B.
Let C be any object with a pair of statesj0i, j1i which are perfectly distinguishable
via some e ectsey and e;. De ne

i

Then
B - B - B - B B C B c
C c c
L oG b -t e (- th O
A A A A A A
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for some causal state . But then

80t

and sog is a scalar multiple of f as required. O

Aside from these, several further categorical de nition ofpurity have appeared
in the literature. Our earlier notion of purity coincides with that due to Coecke
and Selby [SC17] whenever all identity morphisms are -pure, so that:

|0 &b

This is called having "no leaks' in [SC17]. A categorical denition of purity has also
been introduced by A. and B. Westerbaan in the context of e ectus theory [WW17,
Wes18].

Elsewhere, Cunningham and Heunen have introduced the folleing notion of
purity which arises in a very general setting and is categogally well-behaved [CH18].
A morphism f 2 C, is called copure when it satis es

D D - b E
L h 7

A C A C

D _ D
, |_IE \

forsomek with [ k | = [ 9 ]
] ]
B C B C

Lemma 4.30. Let C be a theory with essentially unique dilations with respectot
a monoidal subcategoryC,, and suppose that every non-zero object has a causal
state in C,. Then any morphismf 2 C is copure.

Proof. Letf 2 C, and suppose the left hand of (4.18) is satis ed. To establistthe
right-hand side it su ces to consider the case whenh 2 Cy,. Let|: B! D F bea
dilation of gwith | 2 C,. If E or F are zero objects thenh = 0 and g = 0 making
the result trivial. Otherwise let and be causal states ofE;F respectively
belonging to Cp. Then we have
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4.5. Purication 85

and so by essential uniqueness there is some causal isomoiggh U with

Then the morphism abovef on the right-hand side dilates g as required. O

Morphisms satisfying (4.18) are automatically closed unde composition and
, and contain all isomorphisms, and they will be -pure whenever the "no leaks
condition (4.17) is satis ed.

Now in fact if we wish to assume a kind of essentially unique pri cation, for
any notion of purity satisfying some basic features, then tle notion of -purity
is forced upon us, as we now show. Let us say that a class of mdrigms C, is

-complete when it contains all zero morphisms and for all morphismsf and
causal states we have

B

&2cp=) 2cp
A

A

Proposition 4.31. Let C be a theory with essentially unique dilations with respect
to a class of morphismsC, which is closed under and such that every non-zero
object has a causal state inCp,. Suppose further thatC, is -complete. Then a

morphism belongs toCp i itis  -pure. In particular C has puri cation.

Proof. Let f : A! B be non-zero and belong toC,, and suppose thatf has a
dilation g: A! B C. Dilating g if necessary, we may assume thagj 2 C,. Let
be any causal state ofC belonging to C. Then

B = B = = B = B C B c
C C C C
M0 (310 -3 awso (3] -
A A A -
A A

for some causal isomorphisnU, with U then being causal as desired.
Conversely, suppose thaf : A! B is -pure and non-zero. Letg: A! B C
be a dilation of f with g2 C,. Then we have

B C B C
60
A A
for some causal state of C. Hence by assumptionf belongs toC,. O
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In particular asking for such essentially unique dilationswith respect to any of
the other classes of morphisms we've considered is equivateo that in terms of

-purity, as the next result shows.
Lemma 4.32. In any theory in which they may be de ned, the classes of 1) -pure 2)
-complete.
;1 1 C any causal state and suppose
and so for some state

ure morphisms are all
B be non-zero and
dilates f

Proof. Let f: A !
that f belongs to each class in question.
1)If g: Al B D dilatesf theng
B D C B D C B D B D = B D
S0 - OO0 avne (o= 00 = 00
A A A A A
so that g =r f for some
=r f

f

f. Theng
f.
g +h ,sothatg

2) Suppose thatg
scalarr. Then taking marginals givesg=r
3) Suppose thatf = g+ h. Then f =

for some scalarr, again givingg=r f.
4) Suppose the left hand side of (4.18) is satis ed, replacig the label C there
D. Then placing the state to the left of this equation
D E

by F, forsomeg: B F !
yields that
C D E =
C D E D E
@ # L k] L k]
= so that =
W L
A F A F
A F A F
g. But then the morphism above f on the right-hand
O

for somek dilating id ¢
side is a dilation of g as required.
Remark 4.33. To extend the notion outside settings without zero morphisns, we

may instead de ne a morphism to be -pure whenever it satis es (4.14) with the

13

A

state being only required to belocally causalin that

A
If C has a causal state then any such is in fact causal. However we will not

pursue this here.
45.3 Examples

1. Quant has essentially unique puri cation. It is well known that a completely

positive map B(H) ! B (K) is +-pure here precisely when it is a Kraus map
for some linear mapf : H! K . Every completely positive map may be di-
lated to such a map via its Stinespring dilation [Sti55, WW17], and these are
essentially unique as discussed in depth in [CDP10]. HenceyliProposition 4.29
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4.5. Purication 87

essentially unique puri cation indeed holds with  -purity and +-purity coincid-
ing, and in fact they also coincide with copurity [CH18]. Sud pure morphisms
are closed under composition and form the dagger compact sghtegory

(Quant )pure " FHilb
as remarked in Chapter 1.

. Generalising the previous example, each theory of the fan CPM(A) has dila-
tions with respect to the dagger-compact subcategory of almorphisms of the

form
B B
A A
for some morphismf : A! B in A, or equivalently the image)sl of the func-

tor (j ): Al CPM(A). We meet some su cient conditions for this to give
CPM(A) essentially unique puri cation in Chapter 6.

. MSpek has essentially unique puri cation, with a morphism being -pure i
itis -purei it belongs to Spek.

Proof. First we show that a morphism is -purei it belongs to Spek. Firstly,
suppose thatf : A! B is -pure. Then it has some dilationg: A! B C
belonging to Spek. Now from the inductive de nition of Spek it follows that
there is some e ect for which

is non-zero. But then

HOE S N A
G e

A A A

sincef is -pure, giving f 2 Spek. For the converse, by dagger compactness
it su ces to check that each state of Spek is -pure. But by [CE12, Theorem
5.14, 5.29] every non-zero state of IV" in MSpek hasj j 2", while those
in Spek havej j =2". Hence whenever we must have =0or =

Next, let us turn to essential uniqueness. For this we use thiastates in MSpek
can be equivalently represented by theirstabilizer groups [Pus12]. It is known
that a state of IV " belongs toSpek i its stabilizer group is composed of the
minimum possible number of independent generators (see [BD16], particu-
larly x4.3). Disilvestro and Markham have shown that every state inMSpek
has an essentially unique dilation to a state with this propety [DM17, The-
orem 2]. Using compactness, the fact thatSpek satis es the conditions of
Proposition 4.31 now makes the class of such states coincideth the class of
-pure ones, providing essentially unique puri cation. O
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88 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

4. Puri cation in our sense fails in Rel and FClass, and in each theory +-purity,
-purity and  -purity all coincide.
In Rel a morphism is -pure i it it is a singleton relaton R = f(a;bg.
Similarly in FClass a morphismf : A! B is -purei there are unique a2 A
and b2 B for which f (a)(b) is non-zero.

In each of these theories copurity is more well behaved, praging them with an
alternative notion of puri cation [CH18].

4.5.4 Deriving puri cation

Puri cation can in fact to be seen to arise from little more th an the categorical
principles from earlier in this chapter. Let us say that a theory C is -pure when
all of its identity morphisms are, as in (4.17).

Lemma 4.34. In any theory which is -pure so is any: 1) minimal dilation 2) cok-
ernel 3) kernel k satisfying (4.7). Moreover, for any suchk and morphism g, if
k gis -pure then so isg.

Proof. 1) Let min(f): A! B C be the minimal dilation of f : A! B, and let
g be any dilation of min(f ) via some objectD. Then we have implications

B CD
BC. B C B _ . B - BCD
L I £ - I I I h
| d |-|m'“‘(f)|- | d |-|m'“‘(f)| =) \_?_l‘
A A A A A

A

c c cC D cC D

and so : 6

c c c
for some causal state , or h = 0. Hence g splits as desired.
2) Let g be a dilation of c=coker(f): B! C for somef:A! B. Then

C _ C D 1o D
TP c D
[ 9 ] L 9 ] || h
= = O :) = 0 :) g =
7]
A A B B

Then sincec is epic just as in the previous parth is zero or a dilation of idc and
so g splits as desired.

3) Let g be a dilation of k = ker(f): K I A for somef:A! B. Then we
have implications:

C A C
' {
=035 [9]=0= [9g]= [h]
K K K‘
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for some unique morphismh, since kerf idc) =ker(f) idc. Then by uniqueness
h is a dilation of idx and as in the previous parts this yields a splitting for g.

For the nal statementlet f = k g: A! B be -pureandleth:A! K C
be a dilation of g. Then (k idc) his a dilation of f and so for some causal state

we have
B C B C
5.1
= Ii] 6 = [9]
A A A
By assumption k id¢c is monic, and soh splits as desired. O

Corollary 4.35. Let C be any -pure theory with minimal dilations. Then C has
puri cation.

In such a theory each minimal dilation min(f ) forms a puri cation for f. Such
“minimal puri cations' are considered for states in [CDP11, Theorem 4]. Hence we
may then view the presence of minimal dilations as a generaation of (minimal)
puri cations which holds classically. Another extension d purication to this
setting is found in [SC17, SSC18].

This result also gives another means of deriving a form of purcation. Say
that a theory has e ect puri cation when every e ect has a -pure dilation.

Corollary 4.36. Let C be any -pure theory with (co)kernels and satisfying the
internal isomorphism property. Then C has e ect puri cation.

Proof. By Proposition 4.15 and Corollary 4.35. O

We can also consider when minimal dilations satisfy the othenotions of purity
from Section 4.5.2. Let us say that an ordered theoryC is -pure when every
identity morphism is  -pure.

We call a kernelk split whenitis split monic, i.e. there is somef with f k =id.
Dually a cokernel c is split when ¢ g = id for some morphism g. Any dagger
(co)kernel is split by de nition.

Lemma 4.37. Let C be an ordered theory which is -pure. Then so is any split
kernel, split cokernel, or morphismD of an ideal compression scheme.

Proof. Let k = ker(f): K ! A having a splitting |, for somef : A! B. Then if
g:K! Ahasg kthenf g=0andsog=k h forsomeh as below.

k
K =2 A B
| A4
K
Butthen h=1 g | k=idk. Hence for some scalar we haveh = r idx so
that g=r k as required. The result for cokernels follows dually.
Finally if D is as above andg D theng ¢ for all states and sog
factors over D . SinceD is split by de nition it follows again that g=r  for
some scalarr. O
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90 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

In many cases minimal dilations are pure in the other sensesahave considered.
Theorem 4.38. Let C be an ordered theory which is -pure.
1. If C is ordered by a total addition+ then any order dilation is -pure.

2. If C is ordered by some> making it a sub-causal category (Chapter 3) and
which is cancellative on e ects, then any order dilation of an e ectis -pure.

3. If C has strongly compatible split (co)kernels and minimal diltions, any
minimal e ect dilation is  -pure.

Proof. 1. Letmin(f): A! B C be an order dilation of f : A! B and suppose
that g min(f). Then we haveg+ h = min( f) for some morphismh. But now

B = B = B = B
c | [€ | 1€
¢ [n] = [mnd) =
| |
A A A A
and so there are unique morphismg;m: C! C with
C C
B B B C ® 'm
|| L || \_
| E‘J | = [min(f)] | r‘] | = [min(f)]
| |
A A A A

But then by uniqueness property of minimal dilations |+ m =id ¢, so that| idc¢.
Hence for some scalar we havel = r idc and theng=r min(f).

2. Note that every e ect e now has a uniquee’ with e> e’ = %. The proof is
similar to the previous part: for any e ect e, if g min(e) we haveg> h = min( €)
for someh, giving unique morphismsl;m with g=1 min(e) and h = m min(e).
Now we have

(F | min(e)) > (+ m min(e)) =+ (9> h)
+ min(e)

(3 | mine) > (% 1)” min(e))

Hence by assumption and epicness of mief we have & 1)° = # m so that
| > m is de ned. Again by epicness we havd > m =id¢ sothat| = r idc and
g = r min(e) for some non-zero scalar.

3. By strong compatibility for any e ect e we have min€) = . coim(e) for
some isomorphism . By Lemma 4.37 coimg) is -pure and then it easily follows
that min( e) is also. O

Examples 4.39. We've seen that Quant and Quant ¢, are both -pure and
-pure. Hence any kernel, cokernel or minimal dilations in eher is pure. In fact
in Example 4.1.2 4 we already saw that minimal dilations inQuant are given by
minimal Stinespring dilations and in Example 4.2.2 4 that kernels here are induced

from FHilb .
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4.6. Pure Exclusion 91

4.6 Pure Exclusion

In our main theories of interest the pure states of any suitalle system always satisfy
an extra property, namely that they may be excludedby some experimental test.
This provides us with a natural further principle to consider.

Let us call an object A trivial whens5: A! | is an isomorphism, orA is a
zero object, and a theorytrivial when every object is trivial.

De nition 4.40.  Atheory (C;#) satis es pure exclusion when for every -pure
state  of a non-trivial object A there is a non-zero e ecte with

o

Equivalently, no such state is zero-epic. For any such pure state we think
of e as a potentially observable e ect which tells us that the sysem is not currently
in state . In probabilistic theories of the form of [CDP11] it may be seen as a
weaker form of perfect distinguishability. Indeed that principle tells us that any
zero-epic pure state is completely mixed, in this context ensuring triviality of A.

Pure exclusion is particularly natural to consider in theories with kernels and
cokernels, where it corresponds to yet another characteraion of purity for states.

De nition 4.41.  In a theory with (co)kernels we call a state kernel-pure when
Im( ) is trivial. Equivalently if is non-zero we have

6 -0 (4.19)

for some zero-epic scalar. In a compact theory we may more generally call a
morphism f : A! B kernel-pure when the state

(4.20)

Lemma 4.42. Let C be a theory with -compatible (co)kernels. ThenC satis es
pure exclusion i every -pure state is kernel-pure.

is kernel-pure.

Proof. Let :1 ! A be any non-zero -pure state. Now we can write =
im( ) for some state with coker( ) =0. But by Lemma 4.34 is also -pure
and so by pure exclusion Im( ) is trivial, making  kernel-pure.

Conversely suppose the condition holds, and let : I ! A be a zero-epic -
pure state. Thenlet =im( ) r as in (4.19). Since is zero-epic we have
a causal isomorphism of causal kernels im() = ker(0) =id o. Hence im( ) is a
causal isomorphism, makingA trivial. O

In particular pure exclusion tells us that every causal -pure state is a kernel.

We now collect some facts about pure exclusion and kernel-pity. Let us say
that a theory has normalisation when every non-zero state : | ! A is of the
form = r for some causal state and scalarr. For example this certainly
holds when the scalars areR* or the BooleansB.
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92 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Proposition 4.43. Let C be a theory with -compatible (co)kernels.
1. If C has normalisation, any kernel-pure state is -pure.
2. If C has puri cation and pure exclusion it has normalisation.

3. If and are kernel-pure states then so is . Conversely if is
non-zero and kernel-pure then so are and

Proof. 1. Let : I ! A B be adilation of a kernel-pure state : 1! A. Then

and so factors over im( ) idg. But since is kernel-pure we have Im( ) = I,
so that for some state we have

A B A B
= |
5 E O
Now note that =im( ) r forthe scalarr = F4 . Applying ¥ we see that
B = r also. Then by normalisation = r for some state . Finally then
is given by as desired.

2. Thanks to puri cation, it su ces to be able to normalise an y non-zero -
pure state :1 ! A. But any such state is kernel-pure and so we may take
Im( )=1. Then =im( ) r forthe scalarr and causal state im( ).

3. LetA=Im( )andB =Im( ). Then as in Proposition 4.8 we have a causal
isomorphism Im( )' A B. Now supposethat and are kernel-pure. If
or is the zero state then so is . Otherwise we have Im( ) IR R I

making kernel-pure. Conversely if is non-zero and kernel-pure then
A B is trivial, with some causal state which is an isomorphism, and we have

A B A B A - 1B A A
T .
= and so = _ - - = |77 *=
= = Li_J T T B
T \
A B A B A A L—J A L—J A
making A trivial also, and hence is kernel-pure. O

Hence in any compact theory with (co)kernels, kernel-pure rorphisms are
closed under and are -complete. Finally, we note that in the presence of ker-
nels and the puri cation we considered earlier, pure exclu®n has another simple
form.

Lemma 4.44. Let C be a compact theory with -compatible (co)kernels, zero-
cancellative scalars, and puri cation satisfying the properties of Proposition 4.31.
The following are equivalent forC:

1. Pure exclusion holds;
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4.6. Pure Exclusion 93

2. Normalisation holds, and every causal -pure state is a kernel.

Proof. 1 =) 2: Lemma 4.42 and Proposition 4.43.
2 =) 1. Let :1! A beanon-zero -pure state, with = r for some
causal state and scalarr. Now any purication :1! A B of satises

o3 -0h-- e

for any causal -pure state of B. Normalisation implies that every scalar is
-pure, and so by essential uniqueness we have

B
A B A -
U
oth - ¢
for some causal -pure isomorphismU. Letting be the causal -pure state U
we have implications

A A A B A B
@ =0 :) =0 :) =

for some state , since kernels are -compatible and by pure exclusion =im( )

is a kernel. Then applyingsg gives = . Hence is -pure, and then so
is by Lemma 4.32. Then by assumption is a kernel andr is zero-epic so that
im( )=im( )= , making kernel-pure. O

Examples 4.45. Pure exclusion is satis ed in the following theories.

1. Quant satis es pure exclusion. Here any non-trivial H has dimension 2.

Then for any (causal) pure state b induced by some 2 H, any unit vector

orthogonal to  induces a causal pure state® with ¥ b =0. Similarly so
doesFCStar , as may be seen thanks to its equivalence witlQuant

2. More generally letA be dagger-compact with dagger kernels and such that the

-pure morphisms inCPM(A) are precisely those belonging toR. Suppose also

that in A every non-zero state is of the form k r for a dagger kernel state

k: 1! A and zero-epic scalar. Then by Example 4.2.2 7, for any such state,
bis kernel-pure so that CPM(A ) satis es pure exclusion.

3. MSpek satis es pure exclusion. Here an objectlV " is non-trivial i n 1.
By Example 4.5.3 3, every -pure state in MSpek belongs toSpek, with any
non-zero pair of such states related by a unitary. Hence it siwes to show that
for n 1 some such state has non-trivial cokernel. But we always hav

Pl e

4. Class and Rel are easily seen to satisfy pure exclusion. For instance iRel
any non-trivial non-zero object A hasjAj 2. Any pure state is then given by
a singletona 2 A, so that any e ect given by b2 A with b6 ahasb a=0.

where § = f2;4q.
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94 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

4.6.1 Kernel-purity, daggers and orthomodular lattices

In a dagger theory with dagger kernels, several facts relatig to pure exclusion can
surprisingly be re-stated in terms of the orthomodular lattices DKer(A) of dagger
kernels on any xed object A.

Atomicity Firstly, we've often required non-zero systems to have cawd pure
states, which thanks to pure exclusion we then expect to b&ernel states , i.e. dag-
ger kernelsk: I ! A. This translates to the following lattice-theoretic property.

In a lattice, an atom is a minimal non-zero element, and an orthomodular
lattice is atomistic if for all a there is an atombwith b a.

Proposition 4.46. Let C be a dagger monoidal category with dagger kernels.
Then every non-zero object has a kernel state i every latticdDKer( A) is atomistic
with atoms being precisely kernel states.

Atomicity of DKer( A) is also studied in [HJ10, Section 8].

Proof. Suppose that each DKerf\) is atomistic with atoms of this form. Then in
particular whenever A is a non-zero object, DKer@) is non-zero and so contains
a non-zero atom. HenceA has a kernel state.

We now establish the converse. For any non-zero kernéd: K ! A, by as-

sumption K possess a kernel state: 1! K. Then =k is a kernel belowk
in DKer( A). Hence any atom must be given by a kernel state.

Finally we claim that any kernel :1 ! A is indeed an atom in DKer(A).
Suppose thatl: L ! A is a kernel with | ,sothat| = i for some isometry
i:L! I. Thenif | =0 we are done, otherwise let : 1 ! L be any kernel state.
Theni : 1! 1 is an isometry also, and since scalars are commutative is time
unitary, so that i is also. Hencd and are equal as dagger kernels oA. O

Next let us turn to the notion of kernel-purity. It will be hel pful to slightly abuse
our earlier terminology, and in any dagger-compact categgr (without requiring
discarding) call a state kernel-pure when there is aunitary Im( ) ' |, or

=0, and a morphismf : A! B kernel-pure when its induced state onA B
as in (4.20) is. This coincides with De nition 4.41 in theories of interest, and more
generally when+ and y interact well; see Section 4.7.

Now, we've seen often that pure morphisms satisfy the naturbrequirement of
being closed under composition, though this is not immediag from their de nition.
As such it is natural to ask when kernel-pure morphisms have his property. In
fact this corresponds to the following feature of a lattice.

The Covering Law In any lattice we say that an elementb covers an element
aifa banda c¢ b =) c=aorc= b A lattice satis es the covering law
if for every atom a and elementb, eithera bor a_ bcoversh. It can be show
that an atomistic orthomodular lattice satis es the covering law i for every atom
a and elementb we have that

b” (a_ b))

is either an atom or zero [Pir76, Will7a]. To apply this fact the following will be
useful.
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Lemma 4.47. Let C be a dagger category with dagger kernels. Then for all dagger
kernelsk;| on the same object we have

im(k k¥ )=k~ (_k?)

Proof. In [HJ10] it is shown that each DKer(A) has intersections given byk~ | :=
k ker(coker(l) k). Hence for all suchk;| we have

coker(k? _1)=((K? _N?) (def. ?)
=(kn~17)Y (? orthocomp.)

=(k ker(coker(?) k))Y (def. )

=(k ker(lY k)Y (? orthocomp.)

=ker(IY k)Y kY (y a functor)

=coker(k¥Y 1) kY (y a functor)

kA (k? _1)= k ker(coker(k? _1) k) (def. M)
= k ker(coker(k¥Y 1)) (k isometry)

=k im(k¥ D=im(k kY I) (k kernel)

We can now characterise the covering law as follows.

Theorem 4.48. Let C be a dagger compact category with dagger kernels for which
every non-zero object has a kernel state and all identity mphisms are kernel-pure.
The following are equivalent:

1. For every kernel state and cokernelc, the state c is kernel-pure;
2. For every kernel-pure state and cokernelc, ¢ is kernel-pure;

3. The collection of kernel-pure morphisms is closed under coposition.
4. Each lattice DKer(A) satis es the covering law.

Proof. Throughout we use that scalars are zero-cancellative by Lema 4.10.

1 =) 2: Let be a kernel-pure state, say with = k r for some scalarr
and kernel statek, and let = ¢ . Then since scalars are zero-cancellative we
have im( )=im(¢ k r)=im(c k) which is either zero or trivial. Hence is
kernel-pure.

2 =) 1: Any kernel state is kernel-pure.

2 =) 3:Letf:A! B;g:B! C benon-zero kernel-pure morphisms. Since

idg is kernel-pure we have
M- o
B B B B
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96 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

for some dagger cokernet: B B! | and non-zero scalar. Then since kernel-
pure states and cokernels are closed under, and since scalars are cancellative we
have im( ) =im(r ) for all non-zero scalarsr, the morphisms

ey [

are a kernel-pure state and cokernelolm B B C, respectively. Then

A C

B
(9 ¢
/= [U/L9/=

Hence by assumption the right-hand state is kernel-pure, sthat g f is also.
3 =) 2: We claim that all dagger cokernels are kernel-pure, so thathis is a
special case. Letc: A! C be a non-zero dagger cokernel. Then we have that

A C A C

The morphism above\__c on the right-hand side above is a dagger kernel. Now in
general for any kernelk and morphism f , letting f =im(f) e for some zero-epi
e, we have that

Im(k f)=Im(k im(f) e=Im(k im(f))=Im(f)

Hence in particular the state (4.21) has image given by Im(_c). But this is simply
I, since id: is kernel-pure by assumption.

4 2: By Proposition 4.46 each lattice DKer(A) is atomistic with atoms
being the kernel states. Now for any kernel state and kernel k on the same
object we have

imk k¥ )=k~( _Kk?)

by Lemma 4.47. The covering law then states precisely that tis is either zero or
an atom, i.e. that k kY is kernel-pure. But since imk¥ )= kY im(k k¥ )
and cokernels are precisely the morphismk?, this is equivalent to 2. O

The preservation of atoms by projections appears as one of threquirements
in Alfsen and Schult'z reconstruction of Jordan algebra stae spaces from among
lattices, and in that context is shown to be equivalent to the covering law [AS12,
Proposition 9.7].

Examples 4.49. All of the conditions of Theorem 4.48 are satis ed in the following
categories, providing each DKer@) with atomicity and the covering law.

1. In FHilb , every morphism is kernel-pure. Here DKerH) is the lattice of sub-
spaces of the Hilbert spacéd, which is indeed atomistic via the states : | ' H
and satis es the covering law [Pir76].
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4.7. Purication and Daggers 97

2. The same goes foQuant , where all kernels are iﬂduced fromFHilb . More
broadly, in FCStar each lattice DKer(A) on A = ~ L, B(H;) inherits these
properties from eachB (H;), as do those ofFClass similarly.

3. In Rel each DKer(A) is the Boolean lattice of subsets ofA, which satis es these
properties, and indeed atoms here are kernel states, i.e.rgjletonsa 2 A.

4.7 Puri cation and Daggers

In theories containing both puri cation and a dagger on their morphisms it is
natural to expect these features to interact well. A notion d puri cation using the
dagger which applies to both quantum and classical theory isonsidered in [SSC18].
Here we will focus on the behaviour of puri cations in Quant with respect to the
dagger, which are captured by the following notion due to Coeke.

De nition 4.50. [Coe08] LetC be a dagger compact category with discarding.
An environment structure on C is a dagger compact subcategoryC, within
which every morphism ofC has a dilation, and such that all morphismsf : A! B,
g: Al Cin Cy satisfy the CP axiom :

A A
55, 2.8

- o Lf/-= (CP)
E’ r

Examples 4.51. Quant has an environment structure given by its pure subcat-
egory FHilb . More generally any category of the formCPM(A) has an environ-
ment structure given by its subcategory,kl, as in Example 4.5.3 2, see [Coe08].

Crucially, the converse of this example holds; this notion 6 puri cation in
fact captures precisely those categories arising from th€PM construction [Coe08,
Theorem 5.1].

Proposition 4.52. Let C be a dagger compact category with discarding and an
environment structure C,. Then there is an equivalence of dagger monoidal cate-
gories with discarding CPM(Cp) ' C given by

B C B =B
C
A A A

Hence the CP axiom is a powerful and useful one for singling duguantum
theory, with puri cation ensuring that a dagger theory has t he quantum-like form
CPM(A).

4.7.1 Deriving the CP axiom
At rst glance the rule (CP) appears rather ad hoc. Given its usefulness, it would
be desirable to understand how this axiom arises from more riaral principles.
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98 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Firstly, note that it tells us that any causal isomorphism in C, is unitary. In
fact this ensures half of the axiom under some familiar condions. Let us say that
a subcategoryC, of C has causal states when every non-zero object ofC has a
causal isometric state inCy.

Proposition 4.53. Let C be a compact dagger theory with essentially unique
dilations with respect to a dagger compact subcategoi@, which has causal states,
and suppose that all causal isomorphisms i€, are unitary. Then C, satis es the
direction ( = of the CP axiom.

Proof. Letf:A! B andg:A! C belongtoCp,with ¥g f =Fc g. If B or
C are zero objects then/g  f =0 and sof =0 and g = 0 similarly, yielding the
result. Otherwiselet : 1! B and :I! C be causal isometries inC,. Then

B C

; ii °c
éﬂ and so bz
A A

for some unitary U 2 Cp,. SinceU, and are all isometries, composing each
morphism above with its dagger givesfY f = ¢’ g. O

-
A

Homogeneous Kernels In fact we can deduce the presence of both essentially
unique dilations and the CP axiom from some of our earlier pnciples. Beyond
these we will merely need the following weakening of esseatiuniqueness applying
only to kernels and which holds even classically.

De nition 4.54.  We say that a theory C hashomogeneous kernels when it has
causal kernels and for any pair of causal kernels of the samgpe k;1: A! B
there exists a causal isomorphisnJ for which the following commutes:

A—X.B
\l“
B

Examples 4.55. As the name suggests, homogeneity of kernels requires objec
to be suitably “uniform'.

1. Quant has homogeneous kernels. Here we've seen that kernels argoure and
so are homogeneous by essential unigueness.

2. Class and Rel have homogeneous kernels. In either case, any pair of causal
kernelsk;l: K ! A may be seen as injections of the seK into the set A. By
the axiom of choice there then is an isomorphisnJ on A exchangingk and I,
which induces such a causal isomorphism in either case. Silaily FClass has
homogeneous kernels in the same way.

3. Kernels in the quantum-classical theory FCStar are not homogenous. For
example, consider the biproductA = C B(C?) and let be a causal pure
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4.7. Purication and Daggers 99

state of B(C?). The states 1 and » are both kernels by pure exclusion.
But any isomorphism U with U = 1 must send elements oB (C?) to

a mixture of those from both sectors, which is easily seen to éa contradiction

since B (C?) is simple.

Theorem 4.56. Let C be a compact dagger theory with dagger kernels which
are all causal, and a dagger compact subcategoy, containing all isomorphisms
and kernels. Suppose that the internal isomorphism propeytholds and that every
causal morphism inC,, is an isometry.

1. A morphism f belongs toC; i in the commutative diagram

A" B

coim(f )l Tim(f ) (4.22)
Coim(f) B Im(f)

the unique morphismf is an isomorphism.

2. Suppose thatlC has homogeneous kernels and th&t, has causal states. Then
Cp forms an environment structure on C satisfying essential uniqueness.

Proof. 1. By assumption any such morphism belongs taC,. Conversely, a mor-
phism f Dbelongs to C, precisely whenf does, since either morphism may be
obtained from the other by composing with (co)kernels. Hene it su ces to show
that any f 2 C,, which is both a zero-epi and zero-mono is an isomorphism.

Now in this cases+ f is again zero-mono and so by the internal isomorphism
property we have+ f = % g for some automorphismg. Thenf g 12 C,is
causal, and hence an isometry. TheriY f = ¢ g, making f split monic. Dually
f Y is also split monic, makingf an isomorphism.

2. By the internal isomorphism property every e ect has a dilation f coim(e),
for some automorphismf, which belongs to C,. Hence by compactness every
morphism has a dilation in C,. We now verify essential uniqueness.

By compactness it su ces to considerf;g: A! B in C, with + f =% g
In this casef h =0 g h = 0 for all morphisms h and so we may
take ¢ := coim(f) = coim(g). Then writing f = im(f) f ¢ as above, and
g=im(g) g csimilarly, we have

= f C:‘;r|m(f) f c=% f=+ g:—;rgc

and so+ f = & g sincec is epic. By the rst part f is an isomorphism.
ThenU=g f L:Im(f)! Im(g) is a causal isomorphism, and so unitary. Then
im(g) U andim(f) are both dagger kernels of type Imf) ! B, so by homogeneity
and our assumptions there is some unitarytV with V. im(f) =im(g) U. Then
as desired we have/ f = g since the following diagram commutes:

f

/f/;nt

A——C U \%

g Im(g) im(g) B
g
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100 Chapter 4. Principles for Operational Theories

Next let us establish (CP) forall f : A! B andg: A! C in Cp. By assumption
all causal isomorphisms are unitary and so iff f =+ gthenfY f =g ghby
Proposition 4.53. Conversely if this holds then using Lemmad.10

f h=0 hY f¥Y f h=0
0 hY ¢ g h=0 | g h=0

and so again we may takec := coim(f) = coim(g) and write f and g in terms
of f and g as before. It follows immediately that f¥Y f = ¢ g . This makes
U:=g f ?!unitary and so a dagger kernel and hence causal, giving

F g=F im(g) g c
:";F g C
=+ U f c
=+ f c=%f

O

Remark 4.57. The rst part of this result tells us that in such a theory ther e
is essentially one notion of purity closed under compositin and containing all
kernels, provided by (4.22). This bares similarities to Weserbaan's notion of
purity in e ectuses [Wes18, x3.4].

In particular if we consider when C e is the collection of -pure morphisms
ina -pure theory C the above result yields essentially unique puri cation in C.
If we instead assume this principle then we may deduce (CP) bywgimply requiring
causal isomorphisms to respect the dagger, as follows.

Corollary 4.58. Let C be a compact dagger theory with dagger kernels. Suppose
that C satis es the internal isomorphism property, essentially wigue puri cation,
and that Cpyre forms a monoidal subcategory. ThenC pyre forms an environment

structure on C i all causal isomorphisms in C are unitary and all dagger kernels
are causal.

Proof. By assumption the theory C is -pure and hence so are all isomorphisms,
kernels. MoreoverCpyre is straightforwardly seen to be closed under the dagger
and bending wires, making it a dagger-compact subcategoryfcC.

Now the latter conditions are necessary by (CP), and homogesity is implied
by essential uniqueness. Conversely suppose that they aratss ed. Then by
Proposition 4.53 the direction ( = of (CP) is satis ed, making every causal -
pure morphism an isometry. Hence the other direction is sag ed by Theorem 4.56.

]

In closing we observe another quantum-like property of the heory MSpek .

Example 4.59. MSpek has Spek as an environment structure, so that

MSpek ' CPM(Spek)
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Proof. We saw in Example 4.5.3 3 thatMSpek has essentially unique puri cation
with  -pure morphisms being those inSpek. By construction in Spek every non-
zero object has a non-zero state, which is then an isometry.nlthis theory, or Rel
more broadly, any isomorphism is both causal and unitary. Hace Proposition 4.53
ensures the direction ( = of the CP axiom.

Conversely, the direction =) in fact holds for arbitrary morphisms R: A! B
in Rel, since we have
"

A

fa2 Aj9bs.t. R(a;bg

fa2 Ajo9b;cs.t. R(a;b) ™ R(b;9g

A

s
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Chapter 5

Superpositions and Phases

A central feature of the quantum world is the ability to form superpositions of
pure states and processes. If we wish to characterise quamtutheory itself from
among more general operational theories, it will be usefuld be able to describe
these within our framework.

In fact in Chapter 3 we already seemingly met a categorical decription of
superpositions; they are given by an addition operationf + g on morphisms in the
category Hilb , coming from the presence of biproducts

H K

More generally, we saw that biproducts always induce such amaddition operation,
and as a result they have long been used to describe superptisins [AC04, Sel07].

Operationally, however, there is a problem. While Hilb has biproducts, its
guotient Hilb  after identifying global phases does not, and only the latte cate-
gory directly models pure quantum processes. As such, a charterisation of the
object H K in the new setting Hilb  is needed.

In this chapter we provide such an account of superpositionsising our new
notion of a phased biproductor more generalphased coproductA + B. Roughly,
these are coproducts coming with extra structure-presenng phaseisomorphisms

A+B YA +B

In fact these features arise in a very general setting. Supse we have a category
A with nite coproducts and a collection of “trivial' isomorp hisms on each object.
Well-known examples arise from global phases in quantum thary, and from pro-
jective geometry [Cox03]. Then its quotient A= after identifying such maps has
phased coproducts. Conversely, for any suitable categor3 with phased coprod-
ucts we will construct a new oneGP(B) with coproducts from which it arises as
such a quotient.

In particular this allows us to describe the more well-behaed category Hilb
in terms of the operationally motivated one Hilb  via

Hilb * GP(Hilb )

which will be central to reconstructing quantum theory in Ch apter 6.
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104 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

5.1 Phased Coproducts

Our central de nition in this chapter will be the following.

De nition 5.1.  In any category, aphased coproduct of objectsA; B is an object
A + B together with a pair of morphisms Ao:A! A+B and g:B! A+B
satisfying the following. Firstly, for any pair of morphismsf: A! C,g:B! C,
there existsh: A+ B ! C making the following commute:

Secondly, any pair of such morphisms; h® have that h°= h U
h
u C A+B $ C
for some endomorphismU of A + B which satis es

U A= a U B= B (5.1)

We call any endomorphismU of A + B satisfying (5.1) a phase for A + B, and
the morphisms A, g coprojections .

A coproduct is then a phased coproduct whose only phase is th&entity.
Straightforwardly extending the above, a phased coproduct of any collection of
objects (Aj)i2| is de ned as an objectA together with morphisms ( j: Ai ! A)ig)
satisfying the following. Firstly, for any collection of morphisms

fi

Ai — B
there existsf : Al B with f ; = f; forall i. Furthermore, any suchf;f Al B
havef%= f U forsomeU: A! A satisfyingU ;= ; forall i, which we call a
phase. A phased coproduct of nitely many A1;:::;A, is denotedA1+  +A,.

Despite their generality, phased coproducts are surprisigly well-behaved, in
particular being unique up to (non-unique) isomorphism.

Lemma 5.2. Let A and B be phased coproducts of objec{d\;)i2; with respective
coprojections j: Aj! Aand :A;j! B fori 2 1. Then any morphismf for
which each diagram
Aj _
N

AﬁB

commutes is an isomorphism. Conversely, any objec€ with an isomorphism
g: Al C forms a phased coproduct of thed; with coprojections | := g .
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5.1. Phased Coproducts 105

Proof. For the rst statement, let g: B! Awithg = ;foralli. Thenf g
preserves the ; and so there is some phasel on B with f g U =id g. But then
g U f preserves the ; and so there is a phas&/ on A with

g U f V=ida

Henceg U has left and right inverses, making it and hencef both isomorphisms.
For the second statement, given any tuple {ij: Aj ! D),, letf:A! D
satisfyf ;= f;foralli. Thenf g ' ;= f;foralli. Moreover,ifh ; =Kk io
for all i then
h gt i=k gt
for all i and so for some phas&) on A we have thath = k V whereV =g 1 U g.
Finally, V is easily seen to preserve the;. O

Corollary 5.3. Any phase of a phased coproduct is an isomorphism.
Next we observe that phased coproducts are associative in ai¢able sense.

Proposition 5.4 (Associativity) . For any phased coproductA + B, any phased
coproduct (A + B) + C forms a phased coproduct ofA; B; C with coprojections:

A_ a
B—23A+B 22 (A+B)+C
C C
More generally (A1 +A2) +:::) + A, forms a phased coproducdA; +  + Ap.

Proof. We prove the rst case, with the n-ary case being similar.
For any morphismsf;g;h from A;B;C to D respectively, letk: A+ B! D
satisfyk Ao =f andk g = g. Then any morphism

(A+B)+C —'5 D

with t 5,5 = kandt ¢ = h composes with the morphisms above to give
f;g;h respectively. For uniqueness, suppose that® is another such morphism.

Then there is a phaseU on A + B with t© ,. 5=t .5 U. NowletV be

an endomorphism of A + B) + C with

Vi a8 = aws U V. ¢c= ¢
Then immediately we havet V. ,,p =1t ,,gandt V =1t (. So
there is someW preserving 5,5 and ¢ with t =(t V) W. Finally V. W
preserves each of the proposed coprojections as required. O

Let us now consider a phased coproduct of an empty collectiorof objects,
which by de nition is precisely the following. In any category, a phased initial
object is an object 0 for which every objectA has a morphism 0! A, and such
that for any pair of morphisms a;b: 0! A there is an endomorphismU of 0 with
b= a U. Infact this notion typically coincides with a familiar one .
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106 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

Proposition 5.5. In a category with binary phased coproducts, any phased indl
object0is an initial object and each coprojection A: A! A+0 is anisomorphism.

Proof. We rst show that A is an isomorphism. Let

A+0 — 5 A

with f A =ida andf o being any morphism 0! A. Thenf makes a split
monic. Because 0 is phased initial, it has an endomorphism with 5 f 0=
o Z, which is an isomorphism by Lemma 5.2. Next letg be an endomorphism
of AtOwith g A= aandg o= o z ! Thenitmay be readily veri ed
that, by construction, U := 5 f g preserves g and . HenceU is a phase
and so an isomorphism, making a split epic and hence an isomorphism also.
We now show that O is initial. Given a;b: 0! Alet g;h: A+0 ! A with

g o=a h o=b g a=ida=h p
Theng= ,'=handsca=g o=h o=bh O

Corollary 5.6. A category has phased coproducts of all nite collections obbjects
i it has binary phased coproducts and an initial object.

Thanks to this we will often only need to refer to binary phasel coproducts
from now on.

Remark 5.7 (Phased Limits). We may have de ned phased productsA _B and
phased terminal objects by dualising the above de nitions,but coproducts will be
more natural for our familiar monoidal setting.

Products and coproducts are special cases of the notion of ad)limit of a
diagram D:J ! B [ML78]. More generally we may say that such a diagramD
has aphased (co)limit if the category of (co)cones overD has a phased terminal
(resp. initial) object. However we won't consider general hased limits here.

5.1.1 Examples
Our motivating example is the following.

Example 5.8. Recall that Hilb has nite coproducts given for a pair H; K by the
direct sumH K of Hilbert spaces, along with the inclusions 1: H!H K and
2: KIH K
Then Hilb  has nite phased coproducts, given again byH K along with the
equivalence classes [] and [ »] of these maps. Phases on this object are precisely
equivalence classes of unitary operators

_idy 0
US 0 @ idg

forsome 2 [0;2 ]. Indeed, for any pair of morphismsf]: H!L and][g]: K!L

in Hilb , another [h]: H K!L will satisfy [h] [ 1] =[f]and [h] [ 2] =[d]
precisely when inHilb we haveh ,=¢€¢ f andh ,=¢ ° g for some such
. O Itis simple to check that any such h;h®have h] = [h9 [U] for someU as
above.
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5.1. Phased Coproducts 107

In particular, let us consider the qubit C?. Any pair of orthonormal states
jOi;j1i form coprojections making C? a coproduct in Hilb , or phased coproduct
in Hilb . Eects on C?in the latter category correspond in Hilb to weighted
superpositions

r j+s € hyj

wherer;s are positive reals given byr = jOi and s = jdi in Hilb . The
term € makes such superpositions unique only up to unitariet) as above.

Now we can extend this example considerably.

De nition 5.9. By a choice oftrivial isomorphisms  on a categoryA we mean
a choice, for each object\, of a subgroupT A of the group of isomorphismsA! A
such thatforall f: A! B and pg 2 Tg there existspa 2 Ta with

pg f=f pa (5.2)

We call a choice of trivial isomorphismstransitive when, conversely, for all such
morphisms f and everypa 2 Ta we havef pa = pg f for somepg 2 Tg.

With or without transitivity, such a choice de nes a congruence on A given on

morphismsf;g: A! B by

f g if f=g9g pforsomep2 Ta

In fact this congruence su ces to recoverTp asff : A! A jf idag, and so we
often equate a choice of trivial isomorphisms with its conguence.

We write A= for the category whose morphisms are equivalence classdq [
of morphismsf in A under . There is a wide full functor[ ] : A! A= given
by taking equivalence classes.

Lemma 5.10. Let A be a category with nite coproducts and a choice of triv-
ial isomorphisms. Then A= has nite phased coproducts. Moreover[ ] sends
coproducts in A to phased coproducts inA= .

Proof. Any initial objectin A isinitialin A= . Forany[f] : A! C;[g] :B! C,
the morphismh: A+ B! Cwith h Ao =f andh ¢ = g certainly has
[h] [a]l =[f] and[h] [ 8] =[g] . Given any other such hY9 , we have

h® A=f pandh =g qforsomep2 Tao andq2 Tg. Thenh=h U
whereU A= Ao pandU g = g q, with[U] preservingthe[ ] and
[ B] in A= . U

Examples 5.11. The following choices of trivial isomorphisms provide exarples
of categories with phased coproducts.

1. In Hilb choose as trivial isomorphisms orH all maps of the forme  idy for
2 [0;2 ). Then the induced congruence is

f g if f=¢€ ¢ (5.3)

and so the categoryHilo ' Hilb = has nite phased coproducts as we have
seen. Similarly so doeg-Hilb
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108 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

2. Extending the above, inVec ¢ take as trivial isomorphisms onV all linear maps
€ idy for 2[0;2 ). Again Vec ¢ has coproducts given by the direct sum of
vector spaces, and so these become phased coproductsvec = Vec = .

3. Forany eld k, in FVec ¢ choose as trivial isomorphisms oriV all maps idy
for 60, and let Proj , := FVec = . Morphisms here are linear maps up to
an overall scalar . Identifying vectors : k! V with the same span in this
way leads toprojective geometry [Cox03]. Note however thatProj | di ers from
usual projective geometry by including zeroes and non-injetive maps.

4. For an abelian group G, let G-Set be the category of setsA equipped with
a group action a 7! g a, with morphisms being mapsf : A'! B which are
equivariant, i.e. with f (g a) = g f(a) 8g;a Choose as trivial isomorphisms
on A the mapsg ( ): A! A forsomeg?2 G. Then G-Set= identi es maps
f:f Owhenever there is somey 2 G with f(a) = f{g a) for all a2 A. It has
nite phased coproducts given by the coproducts inG-Set, i.e. disjoint union
of sets.

Each of these examples of trivial isomorphisms are transitie, giving their in-
duced phased coproducts a property which will be useful in wat follows. First,
let us say that a morphismf : A+ B! C+D isdiagonal whenf A= ¢ @
and f g = p hforsomeg;h.

De nition 5.12. A category with phased coproducts hastransitive phases
when every diagonal morphismf : A+ B! C+ D and phaseU of A + B has

f U=V f

for some phasev of C +D.

5.2 From Phased Coproducts to Coproducts

We now wish to nd a converse construction to Lemma 5.10, allaving us to exhibit
any suitable category with phased coproducts as a quotientfoone with coproducts.

De nition 5.13. Let B be a category with nite phased coproducts and a dis-
tinguished object | . The category GP(B) is de ned as follows:

objects are phased coproducts of the formrA = A + 1 in B (each including
as data the objectsA; |l and morphisms A, );

morphismsf : A'! B are diagonal morphisms inB with f 1= .

f f

BN

Such diagonal morphisms are straightforwardly checked to b closed under
composition, making GP(B) a well-de ned category with composition and identity
morphisms being the same as irB. Our notation GP stands for ‘global phases',

108



5.2. From Phased Coproducts to Coproducts 109

based on our motivating exampleHilb and which we consider more abstractly in
the next section.

Now a su cient condition on | for GP(B) to have coproducts is the following.
Call a morphismf: A+ B! C phase monic whenf U=f V =) U=V
for all phasesU;V. Similarly a morphism g: C ! A + B is phase epic when
U g=V g=) U=V forphasesU;V.

De nition 5.14. Let B be a category with nite phased coproducts. We say an
object | is a phase generator when:

any O: 1 £1! | with O ;=id; =0 5 is phase monic;
any diagonal monomorphismm: 1 +1 ! A + B is phase epic.

Let us say that phased coproducts or coproducts in a categorare monic
whenever all coprojections are monic. In this case we write [|: GA(B) ! B
for the functor sending A 7! A andf: A ! B tothe unique [f]: A! B with
fa= 8 [f]

Theorem 5.15. Let B be a category with nite monic phased coproducts with tran-
sitive phases and a phase generatdr. Then GP(B) has monic nite coproducts.
Moreover, it has a choice of trivial isomorphisms

Ta:=fU:A! AjUis aphasg
whose congruence induces an equivalence of categories
B' GPB)

Proof. Note that any initial object 0 in B forms an initial object 0 = 0 + 1 in
GP(B). Indeed any morphismf : 0! A preserves the |, but by Proposition 5.5
(.11 0 is an isomorphism, makingf unique.
Now for any pair of objectsA = A+ 1,B = B +1 in GP(B) we claim that
any phased coproductA + B and object

A+B =(A+B)+l

and morphisms A;:A! A+ B and g;:B! A+ B with[ o1]= A and
[ B1]1= 8 forms their coproduct in GPR(B). These morphisms are special kinds
of coprojections by associativity (Proposition 5.4) and soin particular are monic.
We need to show that for all morphismsf; g belonging to GP(B) that in B there
is a unique h making the following commute:

(A+B)+]l

P

A+I7>C+I<—I+B

We start with the existence property. By Proposition 5.4 (A +B) +.| also forms
a phased coproduct ofA + 1 and B via A and g = Bg. So there exists
ki (A+B)+l! C+l withk Ay =fandk pg=9g 5. Then

k =k P = f 1 =49 I
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110 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

also, and sok gy, = g U for some phaseU on B + |. By transitivity there
then is a phaseV with respectto A, g for which g, U=V ;. Then
h=k V !lis easily seen to have the desired properties.

We next verify uniqueness. Suppose that there exist§ g with f Ay = g Al
and f B1 = 0 B . Consider morphismsh;j as in the diagram

VeIl — L (A1) (B +_|€DU

] b7

| ———— (A+B)+l T;c +1
with

A+l = Al j 1= Al [

h  gu = B j 2= B [

Theng h=1f h U for some phaseJ on (A+1)+(l +B). Now h is split epic,
sinceh k is a phase whenevek is a morphism in the opposite direction de ned
via any of the obvious inclusions ofA;B and | into each object. Hence it su ces
to prove that U =id.

Sincej is diagonal we haveU | = V for some phaseV as above. We rst
show that V =id |, ,. Composing with coprojections shows thath j = ;| O for
someOwith O 1=0 5,=id,. Then we have

C+l O:

I 1 O

h |
h U j
hjv=FY ov

and soO= O V. Then sincel is a phase generatoV =id,,,,sothatU j =j.
Now again by associativity of phased coproducts is a coprojection and so is
monic, and then since it is diagonal andl is a phase generator we havé) = id.
For the second statement, note that theserl , are a valid choice of trivial isomor-
phisms, satisfying (5.2) since all morphisms inGP(B) are diagonal inB. Moreover
we indeed have ] =[g] whenever ] =[g] for the functor [ ]: GP(B) ! B.
Hence [ ] restricts along [ ] to an equivalenceGP(Bx="' B. O

5.3 Phases in Monoidal Categories

Our treatment of phased coproducts so far has been more gerarthan needed for
our main examples, which additionally come with a compatibke monoidal structure
which we will see makes theGP construction a natural one.

First, say that a functor F: B ! BPstrongly preserves phased coproducts
if for every phased coproductA + B with coprojections A; g in B, F(A+B)isa
phased coproduct with coprojectionsF( a), F( g) and moreover has that every
phase is of the formF (U) for some phaseU of A + B.
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5.3. Phases in Monoidal Categories 111

Denition 5.16. We say that phased coproducts in a monoidal category are
distributive  when they are strongly preserved by the functordA ( )and( ) A,
for all objects A.

Thanks to Lemma 5.2 the requirement onA () is equivalent to requiring
that some (and hence any) morphism

A B=ida B
f aAc=ida ¢
(5.4)
is an isomorphism, and moreover has that every phase on its daain is of the form
f 1 (ida U) f for some phaseU of B + C. In the case of actual coproducts,
this specialises to the usual notion of distributivity we met in Chapter 2, with the
phase condition redundant.

A B+tA C— A (B+C)  with

Remark 5.17. Our de nition of distributivity, requiring from strong pre servation
that every phase ofA B + A C arises from one ofB + C, may indeed appear
rather strong. However we will nd it to hold in very general g uotient categories,
and in Section 5.5 to be automatic in any compact category.

Now the trivial isomorphisms in our main examples may be de red naturally
using their monoidal structure as follows. In any monoidal @tegory let us call a
scalar s central when we have

B B
o - Mo
A A
for all morphisms f . In a symmetric monoidal category every scalar is central.

De nition 5.18. By a choice of global phases in a monoidal category A we
mean a collection P of invertible, central scalars closed under composition ath
inverses.

Any such global phase groupP determines a choice of trivial isomorphisms on
A by setting Ta := fp ida jp2 Pg. Then T, = P, the induced congruence is

B B B B
E‘g i}] if = é]@ for someu 2 P (5.5)
A A A A

and we write Ap := A= .

Lemma 5.19. Let A be a monoidal category with distributive nite coproducts
and a choice of global phaseB. Then Ap is a monoidal category with distributive
nite phased coproducts with transitive phases.

Proof. Since thep?2 P are centralwe havef h,g k =) f g h k. Hence
restricts from A to Ap, making the latter category monoidal. By Lemma 5.10
coproducts in A become phased coproducts id p. Distributivity is inherited from
A, and transitivity from the factthat( pid) f = pf = f (p id) for all morphisms
f and scalarsp in a monoidal category. O
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112 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

Examples 5.20. Vec ¢ and Hilb are monoidal with distributive nite coproducts,
and our earlier choice of trivial isomorphisms corresponda the global phase group
P=1fe j 2[0;2 )gin both cases. Similarly FVec \ is monoidal and its choice
of trivial isomorphisms comes from the global phase grouf?P=f 2 kj 60g.

We now wish to give a converse to this result, showing thatGP(B) is a monoidal
category with a canonical choice of global phases. WheB is monoidal we'll always
take as chosen object its monoidal unit. To prove monoidality of GP(B) we will
use the following general result from [Koc08, Prop. 2.6, Lema 2.7].

Lemma 5.21. A monoidal structure on a category is equivalent to specifyig:
a bifunctor  and natural isomorphism  satisfying the pentagon equation;

an object| such that every morphismA 1! B | andl A! | Bis
of the form g id,, id; g respectively, for some uniqueg: A! B;

an isomorphism :1 I! .
We will also repeatedly use the following elementary obseation.
Lemma 5.22. Suppose that we have morphisms

A+B — SE +% Cc+D

with f A=0g ¢ handf B=0 p kforsomeh;k. Thenf =g | for
some diagonal morphismil.

Proof. Letm: A+B! C+D havem o= ¢ handm g= p k. Then
f =g m U for some phaseU, giving | = m U as the desired morphism. O

Theorem 5.23. Let B be a monoidal category with distributive monic nite phased
coproducts. ThenGP(B) is a monoidal category, and][ ]: GR(B) ! B is a strict
monoidal functor.

Proof. We de ne a monoidal product * on GP(B) as follows. For each pair of
objects A;B choose some objecA”B = A B+l andcag:A"B! A B
satisfying

Ca:B A B= A B Ca:B 1 =( 1) |1 (5.6)

which we depict as

A"B

Using distributivity, associativity (Proposition 5.4), a nd |, we have isomorphisms

A B' (A B+A 1+(l B+l 1)
" (A"B)+£(A I+l B)
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5.3. Phases in Monoidal Categories 113

making any such morphismca.g a coprojection, and hence monic. Then for
morphismsf: A! C andg:B ! D in GP(B) we de ne f "¢ to be the unique
morphism in B such that

c D c D
O]
A B
f gl _ O
A"B A"B

Indeed such a map exists and belongs t&P(B) by Lemma 5.22 since we have

(f 9 cas aB=Cp co (f] [9)
(f 9 cas 1 1=Cp I

Uniqueness follows from monicity ofcc.p and ensures that " is functorial. We
dene ap.c:(A"B)"C! A”(B"C) to be the unique morphism such that

= AP (5.7)

(A"B)"C (A"B)"C

Existence again follows from Lemma 5.22. For unigueness, stributivity tells us

that each morphism ida  cg.c is again a coprojection sincecg .c is, and hence

is monic. By symmetry there is some R;B .c satisfying the horizontally re ected

version of (5.7), and then thanks to uniqueness this is an irerse to A s .c.
Again using monicity of the ida  cg.c we verify that is natural:

(A"B)"C (A"B)"C (A"B)"C (A"B)"C (A"B)"C (A"B)"C
and that it satis es the pentagon law:

A B CD AB O A BCD A B CD A BCD

(A"B)*C)"D
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AB CD
B | A;B"C;Dl_ | AB"cp| | AB"cp]|
I I

| ascido] [ ascido| | aic’idp|

| | (A"8)"C)"D
For the unit object in GP(B) choose anyl = | +1. Then any morphism :1"| !
| with 1= 1 | and 2 = 2 is an isomorphism belonging toGP(B).

We now show that in GP(B) every morphismf : A”1 I B "™l is of the form

g”id, for a uniqueg: A'! B. Choose anyra, rg in GP(B) with [ra]= A and
[re]= s in B, setting

Al Al B | B 1
— Q W O
7" 7
A A B B
Then the statement is equivalent to requiring that for every diagonalf: A ! B
there is a unigue diagonalg: A ! B with

B 1 B 1
I:;%I B?
Now lete: 1 ! 1 inB with ¢ 1=id; =¢ . Applying coprojections we have

_
for some phasdJ, which is in particular invertible. This makes g unique. We now
show that g exists. Applying coprojections again one may see that

for some phased/ and W. But then

yielding the result with g=f V U. The statement about morphisms| “A !

| *B follows similarly. Hence by Lemma 5.21, (*; ;I; ) extends to a monoidal
structure on GP(B). Finally from their de nitions we quickly see that [ f “g] =

[f1 [al,[ 1= ,and[ ]= ,, and hence by [Koc08, Proposition 3.5] the functor
[ ]is strict monoidal. O
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Lemma 5.24. In the situation of Theorem 5.23, if B is symmetric monoidal then
so are GP(B) and the functor [ ].

Proof. Dene A :A"B ! B ™A to be the unique map such that
AB CaB = Cs:A A:B

again establishing existence with Lemma 5.22. Sincea g is an isomorphism with
inverse g-a, uniqueness forces a.g to be the same. Naturality of is easily
veri ed using monicity of the ca.g and the de nition of ™. We now check the rst
hexagon equation, with the second being shown dually.

B CA B CA BC A BC A B CA

(A"B)"C
B CA B CA
0O

o - ids © A:c

[ Biac| | Biac] [ BiAcC|

id -
IC| AB Mide|| aptide| | A Nidc]

| (A"B")"C

To show next that GP(B) has coproducts, we use the following.

Lemma 5.25. Let B be monoidal with distributive nite phased coproducts. Then
| is a phase generator.

Proof. Let | =1 +1,9¢:1 ! 1 withe 1=9¢ 5 =id, and U be a phase
onl with ¢ U = ¢. We need to show thatU =id,. Let “¢’: 1 ! | | with
o i = i) Lfori=1:2. Applying the ; we see that there are phases

Q;V and W with

ST
oy -8 - - =

and soW =id. Hence U Q=Q W = Q andsoU =

For the next property, let m:1 ! A+B bea dlagonal monomorphism and
U a phase onA + B with U m = m. We need to show thatU =id ,, 5. Let
\Q)ZA‘F_B! (A +B) |With\9) A=(a 1) Aland\g)/ B =

But then
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(8 2) B I Applyingcoprojections and using distributivity we see that there
are phasesv and W on | with

Then we have

But now (¢ id;) ‘¢’ is a phase and so is epic. Hence by the rst part we have
V =id,. Similarly (id 5.5z ¢) ‘¢’ = Q for some phaseQ on A + B, giving
Q U= QandsoU =id. O

Theorem 5.26. Let B be a monoidal category with distributive monic nite phased
coproducts with transitive phases. ThenGP(B) has distributive, monic nite co-
products.

Proof. The monoidal unit | is a phase generator by Lemma 5.25. Hence by Theo-
rem 5.15GP(B) has nite coproducts A + B and these are sent by [ ] to phased
coproducts in B. For distributivity consider the unique f: A”C + B"C !
(A+B)"CinGPB)with f 1= A”"idc andf 5= g "idc. We have

[f1 A c=I[f] [ arcl=[ a%idc]=[ a] [idc]= A idc

and[f] B ¢ = B Idc also. By distributivity in B, [f ] is then an isomorphism.
But since phases are invertible, [ ] re ects isomorphisms, sof is invertible. O

To equip GP(B) with a choice of global phases we will use the following.

Lemma 5.27. In any monoidal category with distributive monic nite coproducts
a scalar s is central i for every object A there is a scalart with s ida =id s t.

Proof. Let A be any object. Suppose thats ida+; = ida+; t for some scalar
t. Then , s = | t and so by monicity of ;| we haves = t. But then
A (s ida)= a (da s)and so by monicity agains ida =ida s. O

Lemma 5.28. Let B be a monoidal category with distributive monic phased co-
products with transitive phases. ThenGP(B) has a canonical choice of global phases

P:=fu:l! | juisaphaseonl in Bg

wherel = | +1 is its monoidal unit. Moreover, phasesU on A = A+ in B are
precisely morphisms inGP(B) of the form u ida for someu 2 P.
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5.4. Phased Biproducts 117

Proof. We begin with the second statement. An endomorphismJ of A in GP(B)
isaphaseomA in B i [ U] =ida. For any u as above, since [] is strict monoidal
we indeed have (i ida]=[u] [ida]=id a, and sou idp is a phase.

Conversely, for any phaseU on A, consider it instead as an automorphism
V of Al in GP(B). Then [V] =ida, and soV is a phase onA 1. Now in
B, by distributivity, A | forms A | +1 | with every phase being of the
form ida  u for some phaseu on I. Moreover, c ;= ca; : A"l ! A | s
then diagonal as a morphism fromA "I into this phased coproduct. Hence by
transitivity ¢ V =(ida u) cfor some phaseu of | . But this states precisely
that in GP(B) we haveV =id o “u or equivalently U = u ida .

Dually, every phase is of the form igh v for somev 2 P. In particular for each
u2 Psoisu ida. Hence by Lemma 5.27 every 2 P is central, making P a valid
choice of global phases. O

Corollary 5.29. There is a one-to-one correspondence, up to monoidal equiva-
lence, between monoidal categories

A with distributive, monic nite coproducts and choice of gldbal phasesP;
B with distributive, monic nite phased coproducts with transitive phases;
given byA 7! Ap and B 7! GR(B).

Proof. The assignments are well-de ned by Theorems 5.23 and 5.26 dnLem-
mas 5.19 and 5.28. Now by Theorem 5.15, [ induces an equivalenc® ' GP(B)=
wheref gwhenf = g U for some phasdJ in B. But now this is strict monoidal
since [ ] is, and by Lemma 5.28 inGP(B) every suchU is of the form id u for
someu 2 P. HenceGPR(B)= = GP(B)p.

Conversely, we must check thatA ' GP(Ap) for such a categoryA. De ne
a functor F: A'! GP(Ap) on objects by F(A) = A+ 1 andforf: A ! B
by setting F(f) = [f +id|]Jp: A+ 1 ! B + |, where [ ]p denotes equivalence
classes under (5.5). By Lemma 5.19 the phased coproducts iip are precisely
the coproducts in A, making F well-de ned. Now every [g]p: F(A) ! F(B) in
GP(Ap) hasg = h+ u for a unique h: A! B and (u:1 ! 1) 2 P. Then
[glp = F(f)i

(f +id;)=v (h+u)=(v h+v u)

for somev 2 P. So [g]p = F (f) for the unique morphismf = u * h, making F full
and faithful. It is essentially surjective on objects by Lemma 5.2, and distributivity
in A ensures thatF is strong monoidal. Clearly F also restricts to an isomorphism
of global phase groups. O

Examples 5.30. We've seen thatVec ¢, Hilb and FVec  satisfy the above prop-
erties of A and so they may be reconstructed from their quotients as

Vecc' GP(Vec ) Hilb ' GP(Hilb ) FVec ' GP(Proj )

5.4 Phased Biproducts

The phased coproducts inHilb  come with extra properties which we capture as
follows. As in Remark 5.7 we de ne aphased product to be an objectA _B with
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118 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

projections o: A _B! Aand g:A _B! B satisfying the dual conditions to
those of a phased coproduct.

De nition 5.31. In a category with zero morphisms, aphased biproduct of
objects A; B is an object A _B together with morphisms

X X
A B
satisfying the equations
A A=ida A =

g =0
B a=0 B =idg
and for which ( o; g)and ( a; g) make A _B a phased coproduct and product,

respectively, such that each have the same phasé$s: A _B! A _B.

We may straightforwardly de ne a phased biproduct A; _  _A,, of any nite
collection of objects similarly, with an empty phased biproduct being simply a zero
object 0. A biproduct is then a phased biproduct whose only plase is the identity.

Lemma 5.32. Let B be a category with a zero object and binary phased biproducts
1. B has nite phased biproducts.
2. Any phased coproductA; + + A, has a unique phased biproduct structure.
3. All phases are transitive.

Proof. 1. We will show that any object (A _B) _C forms a phased biproduct
of A, B and C, with the general case of (A1 _A,) _ )A, being similar. By
Proposition 5.4 and its dual any such object forms a phased groduct and product
with coprojections A g As A B B, and ¢, and projections A A B>
B a_p and c. It'sroutine to check that these satisfy the necessary equions.
It remains to check that any endomorphismU of (A _B) _C preserving these
coprojections then preserves the projections, with the coverse statement then
being dual. In this case we have

as U ¢=0 U A8~ a8 V

for some phase/ onA _B. Butthen , g UandV , g have equal composites
with 5 g and ¢ and so

AB U=V g W

for some phaseW. Butthen , g U=V , g, ensuring that U preserves the
above projections.

2. We show the result for binary phased coproduct®# + B, with the n-ary case
being similar. By Lemma 5.2 any coprojection preserving magphism

A+B —23A _B
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5.4. Phased Biproducts 119

is an isomorphism, and one may then check that » gand g g form projections
making A + B a phased biproduct.

For uniqueness note that for any phased biproduct, anypa: A _B ! A with
pr a=idpaandpa g =0haspa= a Uforsomephasd). But o U= ,
and sopa = a IS unique.

3. For any diagonal morphism

A+B — 5 C+D

with f Ao = ¢ g, by composing with the coprojections, we see that the unique
projections ¢ and A have ¢ f =g a. Then for any phaseU we have

c f U=g A U=g a= c f
and p f U= p f also. Hencef U=V f for some phase/ onC+D. [O

In a category with phased biproducts, by aphase generator let us now mean
an object satisfying the properties of De nition 5.14 alongwith the dual statements
about phased products.

Lemma 5.33. Let B be a category with nite phased biproducts with a phase
generator | . Then GP(B) has nite biproducts. Conversely, if A is a category
with nite biproducts and a transitive choice of trivial iso morphisms thenA= has
nite phased biproducts.

Proof. Since B has phased biproducts, any phased coproducA = A+ | has a
unique phased biproduct structure o:A! A; ;:A! | in B, and so we may
equivalently view the objects of GP(B) as such phased biproducts. ThenGP(B)
has zero morphisms

Oag = A —— 1 ——B

and in particular the initial object 0 =0 +. | has idy =0 and so is a zero object.
Now by Theorem 5.15 for any objectsA;B 2 GP(B), any object and mor-
phisms
A—"A BB

— —
A B

which are sent by [ ] to a phased biproduct structure on A;B in B have that
A and g form a coproduct of A;B in GP(B), and dually A and g form a
product. Then since [ ]re ects zeroesand[g a]=Owehave g A =0a:B,
and o g =0g:.a Similarly. By applying[ ]we also seethat o A = U and
B B = V for some phased) onA andV onB. Then nally A, g, U1 A
andV ! g makeA B a biproductin GP(B).

For the converse statement, we know that biproducts inA form distributive
phased coproducts inA= , and dually they form phased products also. The zero
arrows in A form zero arrows in A= with [f] =0 =) f =0. Hence [ ]
preserves the phased biproduct equations. Now, endomorpéins onA _B in A=
preserving the coprojections are (equivalence classes)@idomorphismsU of A B
in A of the form U = s+t for somes2 Ta andt 2 Tg. But equivalently U = s t
and so they preserve the projections iPA= . O
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120 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

In a monoidal category we say that phased biproducts arealistributive ~ when
they are distributive as phased coproducts.

Corollary 5.34. The assignmentsA 7! Ap and B 7! GP(B) give a one-to-one
correspondence, up to monoidal equivalence, between modal categories

A with nite distributive biproducts and a choice of global plasesP;

B with nite distributive phased biproducts;

Proof. For such a categoryB, | is a phase generator for phased coproducts by
Lemma 5.25 and hence also one for phased biproducts dually.ddce by Lemma 5.33
GP(B) has nite biproducts. The assignment is then well-de ned by Lemma 5.33
and Corollary 5.29. O

Examples 5.35. SinceVec ¢, Hilb and FVec i all have biproducts these become
phased biproducts inVec , Hilb and Proj .

5.5 Phases in Compact Categories

In the setting of a compact category, such as our exampleBVec and FHilb
phased coproducts get several nice properties for free.

Lemma 5.36. Let B be a compact category with nite phased coproducts.

1. Any initial object in B is a zero object.

2. Phased coproducts are distributive and monic irB.
3. GP(B) is compact closed.
4

. Every phaseU on A is of the form U = u ida in GP(B), for some global
phaseu.

Proof. 1. This is well-known; sinceB is self-dual it has a terminal object 1, but
since 0 ( ) preserves products 0 1,andalso0 1' O dually.

2. The presence of zero arrows makes all coprojections splibonic. Now for
any phased coproductB + C, one may use the bijection on morphisms

D A D
$
A B+C B+C

to see thatA (B + C) forms a phased coproduct ofA B and A C with every
phase of the form idy U for a phaseU of B + C, as required.

3. By Theorem 5.23GP(B) is now a monoidal category and the functor [ ] is
strict monoidal. Let A = A +.| be an object ofGP(B), and A be dual to A in B
via the state \, and e ect ~\. For any object A = A + 1 and morphisms ,
in GP(B) with[ 1= and []= ~ we have

2 3
U]
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5.6. Phases in Dagger Categories 121

where the diagram inside [ ] is in GP(B). Similarly the other snake equation also
holds. Then in GP(B) we have

2 154

for some phasedJ;V in B. SinceU and V are invertible, setting

[
. &
A A A A

one may check that and °form a dual pair in GP(B).
4. LetU: A! A be aphaseinB. In GP(B) we have

" # " #
‘ = ‘ ‘ so that : b
J ) O]

for some global phasal. But then U =id o u since
- TP- T o o
_J _J

Corollary 5.37. Let B be a compact closed category with nite phased coproducts
with transitive phases. ThenB has nite phased biproducts.

O

Proof. By Theorem 5.26 and Lemma 5.36,GP(B) is compact closed with dis-
tributive coproducts. But any compact closed category with nite coproducts has
biproducts [Hou08]. Hence so doeB ' GP(B)p by Corollary 5.34. O

We leave open the question of whether compact closure autortiaally ensures
that phases are transitive.

5.6 Phases in Dagger Categories

Our motivating examples Hilb and Hilb  come with the extra structure of a
dagger (see Section 3.3.2). The dagger iHilb usefully allows us to identify global
phases intrinsically, as those scalarg 2 C with z¥ z = 1. The resulting phased
biproducts in Hilb  interact with the dagger as follows.

De nition 5.38.  In any dagger category with zero morphisms, gphased dagger
biproduct is a phased biproductA; _  _A, with ;= iyfor all i.

A dagger biproduct (see Section 3.3.2) is then simply a phaskdagger biproduct
whose only phase is the identity. More general ones are equikently captured as
follows. In a dagger category, we call morphismd : A! B andg:C ! B
orthogonal wheng’ f =0 [HJ10].
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122 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

Lemma 5.39. In any dagger category with zero morphisms, a phased dagger
biproduct A _B is equivalently a phased coproduct for which:

A and g are orthogonal isometries;
wheneverU is a phase so idJY.

Proof. The dagger sends phased coproducts to phased products andcei versa.
The rst point is a restatement of the equations of a biproduct, while the second is
equivalent to the projections and coprojections then havirg the same phases. [

Lemma 5.40. A dagger category has nite phased dagger biproducts i it ha a
zero object and binary phased dagger biproducts.

Proof. We have seen that & _B) _C forms a phased biproduct ofA; B; C with
coprojections 5, g A, a_g B and c. Butthese are isometries whenever
all of the are. Similarly, we obtain phased dagger biproductsA; _  _A,. O

Our motivating source of examples is the following.

Lemma 5.41. Let A be a dagger category with dagger biproducts and a choice of
trivial isomorphisms which is transitive and closed under he dagger. ThenA= is
a dagger category with nite phased dagger biproducts.

Proof. This follows easily from Lemma 5.33, noting that thanks to ou assumptions
wheneverf gthenf¥Y ¢ also, sothatA= is indeed a dagger category. [

Example 5.42. Hilb has nite dagger biproducts, and so by the aboveHilb
has nite phased dagger biproducts.

We now desire versions of our results on th&P construction for dagger cate-
gories. However, a problem arises from the fact that the cammical (non-unique)
isomorphisms from Lemma 5.2 or distributivity (5.4) need na be unitary as canon-
ical isomorphisms in a dagger category should be.

Example 5.43. For each commutative involutive semi-ring S we've seen that
Mat g has distributive dagger biproductsn m := n+ m. Choose as global phases
P all scalarsu 2 S which are unitary, with u¥ u = 1, and suppose thatS has a
unitary element of the form s¥ s 6 1 for some s 2 S; for example we may take
S = C but with trivial involution z¥:= zforall z2 C, and chooses= 1=iY i.
Then the morphism (1;0): 1 ! 2 in Mat s, together with either (0;1) or
(0; s) makes the object 2 a phased dagger biproduct 1.1 in (Mat s)p. But the
endomorphism of 2 inMat g with matrix
10
0 s
which relates these is not unitary, and nor is its induced mophism in (Mat s)p.

We can remedy this with an extra assumption about phased dager biproducts.
In a dagger category a morphisnt : A! A is called positive whenf = ¢ g for
someg: A! B.
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5.6. Phases in Dagger Categories 123

De nition 5.44.  We say that a dagger category with nite phased dagger biprod
ucts haspositive-free phases when any phaseU on A _B which is positive has

Equivalently, any morphism f : A _B ! C for which f A and f g are
orthogonal isometries is itself an isometry. In particular this makes all phases and
canonical and distributivity isomorphisms between ( nite ) phased dagger biprod-
ucts unitary. It also follows that positive phases of any nite phased dagger biprod-
uct Ay _ _ Ay, are trivial.

De nition 5.45.  Let B be a dagger category with phased dagger biproducts and
a distinguished object! . We de ne the category GP/(B) just like GP(B) but with
objects being phased dagger biproducté&, = A _I.

Lemma 5.46. Let B be a category with nite phased dagger biproducts with
positive-free phases and a phase generatér Then GPY/(B) is a dagger category
with nite dagger biproducts, and[ ]: GP/(B) ! B preserves daggers.

Proof. Let B be as above. One may check that any diagonal morphisrh: A ! B
between phased dagger biproducts withf i= j fihasthatfY:B ! A'is
also diagonal withfY ;= ; f;¥. HenceGP/(B) is a dagger category with the
same dagger a8, and [ ]: B! GP/(B) preserves daggers.

Now any lifting (A _B; a; g)ofaphased dagger biproductinB is a biprod-
uct in GPY(B), just as in Lemma 5.33. Moreover each coprojection has that
[A al=[al [al=idandso % A is a phase inB, and hence by
positive-freeness is the identity, making this a dagger bipoduct. O

When B is a dagger monoidal category, inGPY(B) we again setP to be the
morphisms| ! | in GP/(B) which are phases inB. We call a choice of global
phasesP on a dagger monoidal categorypositive-free if wheneverp id, is positive
then it is equal to ida, for any p 2 P and object A.

Corollary 5.47. There is a one-to-one correspondence, up to dagger monoidal
equivalence, between dagger monoidal categories

A with distributive nite dagger biproducts and a positive-fee choice of uni-
tary global phasesP;

B with distributive nite phased dagger biproducts with podive-free phases;
given byA 7! Ap and B 7! GP/(B).

Proof. A p has phased dagger biproducts by Lemma 5.41, and from the deagation
of phases in this category we see that they are positive-free P is positive-free in
A. Conversely, forB as above apply Lemma 5.46 and Corollary 5.34. Thanks to
positive-freeness, every phase is a unitary and hence so aat elements ofP.

We de ne the monoidal structure on GP(B) just as on GP(B). By positive-
freeness the morphisma .g are isometries, and this in turn ensures thatGP/(B)
is dagger monoidal. To show this, we will use the observatiorthat in any dagger
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124 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

category, ifi and j are isometries and the following commutes

A B " A

I
C —5 D—C
gy
then h = f¥, and wheneverg is unitary so is f . Applying this to the situation

AN 9, crp 9 A B

CA;Bl CC;Dl lCA:B
B

A B —C D -——A
f g fy o

usingthat fY ¢ =(f @)Y we see thatfY"g¥ = (f “g)Y also. Similarly, applying
this observation to the de nition of  shows that it is unitary.

Now any morphism : 1”1 ! | as in the proof of Theorem 5.23 is uni-
tary thanks to positive-freeness. The natural isomorphisng in GPY(B) satisfy
AlNidp = (@{da”) A1 . Since the latter is unitary, the dagger respects”,

and the assignmentf 7! f “id, is injective, it follows that A is unitary. Similarly,
SOis a.

Now since [ ] is dagger monoidal so is the equivalenc® ' GP/(B)p. Con-
versely, the equivalenceF : A ! GP/(Ap) preserves daggers by de nition and is
such that every object in GP/(A p) is unitarily isomorphic to F(A), for some A,
making it a dagger equivalence. O

It is also easy to see that whenever either ofA or B is symmetric dagger
monoidal, so is the other and each of the above functors.

Example 5.48. The global phasese in Hilb are positive-free, and so we have
dagger monoidal equivalences

Hilb * GP/(Hilb )  FHilb ' GP/(FHilb )

It follows from our next result that the phased biproducts in Hilb  satisfy
the following condition, strengthening positive-freenes, which will be useful to us
later. Let us say that phased dagger biproducts havepositive cancellation  when
any positive diagonal endomorphisms; qof A _B with p= g U for some phase
U havep=q.

Lemma 5.49. Let B be a dagger monoidal category with distributive nite phasa
dagger biproducts with positive-free phases. Then positiveancellation holds inB
i in GP/(B) we have

[Pl=[d =) p=g4 (5.8)

for all positive morphisms p; g.

Proof. Let p;qbe positive in GPY(B) with [p] =[q]. Thenp= g U for some phase
U, and so when positive cancellation holds we have = q.

Conversely, supposésP’(B) satis es the above and that p; g are positive diago-
nal endomorphisms ofA _B in GP/(B) with [p] =[g] [U] for some phase]in B.
TheninGW(B)wehave[A P A]:[ A Q A]andsoA P A= A q A,
and similarly for B, giving p= g. HenceB has positive cancellation. O
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5.6. Phases in Dagger Categories 125

Example 5.50. Hilb  satis es the condition (5.8). Indeed let p; qbe positive linear
maps with p = € g Thensincep= pY, subtracting p gives that eitherp= q=0
ore = 1. But any positive maps with p+ gq=0 have p= g=0 also.

5.6.1 Phases in dagger compact categories

Let us now consider the case wherB is dagger compact. Although we've seen that
compactness oB ensures thatGPY(B) is compact, to establish dagger compactness
we make an extra assumption; it is an open question whether tis is necessary. In

any dagger monoidal category, let us call a state : 1 | A a local isometry
when
A A
A = (5.9)
A A

For example, any isometric state is a local isometry, as is th state of a zero object.

Proposition 5.51. Let B be dagger compact with phased dagger biproducts with
positive-free phases. Suppose that iB every objectA has a state which is a
local isometry. Then GPY(B) is dagger compact.

Proof. In B, let A and A be dagger dual objects via the state_. Let : 1! A
be as above, and let : 1 ! Aand :I! A “AinGPB)with[ ]= and
[ 1= . Then applying [ ] we see that inGP/(B) we have
A A
= |©
A A

for someu 2 P and

2 3 2 3
A A A A
A

A

by positive-freeness. But then

Then by positive-freeness inGP/(B) we have idy u=id 5 , so that satis es the
rst equation of a dagger dual. The second equation is showndentically. O

Example 5.52. FHilb satis es the above conditions, and indeed-Hilb is dag-
ger compact also.
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126 Chapter 5. Superpositions and Phases

5.6.2 Phases and kernels

In Chapter 4 we met another major feature of Hilbo and Hilb , the existence
of dagger kernels. In the presence of these to have phased deg biproducts it
su ces to have those of a special form, a fact that will be usefll to us later.

Lemma 5.53. Let B be a dagger category with a phased dagger biprodukt_B.

Then A and g are dagger kernels with o = g’

Proof. By de nition both coprojections are isometries. Let us showthat A =
ker( g) for g = %. Suppose thatf:C! A _B has g f =0, and let
g= Ao a f.Then o g= Ao fand g f=0= g f. Hence for some
phaseU we have

f=U g=U Ao A f=a a f
and sof factors over p, as required. O

Proposition 5.54. Let B be a dagger category with dagger kernels and phased
dagger biproductsA _A for all objects A. Then B has nite phased dagger biprod-
ucts i for every pair of objects A;B there is an objectC and orthogonal kernels
k:A! Candl:B! C.

Proof. The condition is necessary by Lemma 5.53. Conversely, ldt: A! C and
I: B! C be orthogonal kernels. Letf be any endomorphism ofC _ C with
f 1= 1 k kKYandf 2= o | Yandleti:=im(f). Then since

coker(f) 1 k=coker(f) f 1 k=0
and similarly for , and |, there are unique A; g making the following commute:

A—r*sc—sc_Cc+«2-Cc+'—_B

" im(f)

We claim that A and g make Im(f) a phased biproduct A _B. To see the

existence property, giveng: A! D andh:B ! D,letj:C _C ! D with

j 1=9g kKYandj ,=h Y. Thenk:=j ihask a=gandk g =h.
We now show the uniqueness property. First, it is straightfaward to show that

fY has the same composites with ; and , asf. ThenfY ; k? =0 and so

sincei =im(f) we havei¥ 1 k? =0. Then since k = im( k) we have

iy 1=iy 1 k kYy=1i¥ i A kY = A kY

Now suppose thatm;p: Im(f) ! D each have the same composites with o
and g. Letg=m Yandr=p Y. Then

q 1=m ¥ 1=m Ao K=p Ao K=r

and similarly for ». Sothereis aphaséJ onC _Cwith gq=r U. Thenm=p u
where
u=i¥ U i (5.10)

126



5.6. Phases in Dagger Categories 127

One may verify from the de nitions of  and g that any such endomorphism
u preserves them, establishing the uniqueness property. Mepover, running the
above argument with p = id shows that any phase on Im(f ) is of the form (5.10).
In particular, since phases onC _C are closed under the dagger, so are those on
Im(f). O

The combination of phased biproducts and kernels will provile us with an
axiomatization of Hilb  in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6

Reconstructing Quantum
Theories

Quantum theory itself has long been the main motivation for the study of opera-
tional theories of physics. Over the years the far from cleaphysical interpretation
of the Hilbert space formalism has led numerous physicistsa an instrumentalist
reading of the theory, and also to ask whether it could insted be derived from
more operational principles. A major goal has thus (implictly) been to answer this
guestion: what conditions ensure that a given category is agivalent to Quant ?

Following the work of Hardy [Har01], the rst fully operatio nal reconstruction
of nite-dimensional quantum theory was provided by by Chiribella, D'Ariano and
Perinotti (CDP) [CDP11, DCP17], and since then many more haw been presented
(see [Harll, Will7b, SSC18] and Refs. in the introduction).However, all of these
results rely on the technical assumptions typical to probabllistic theories; that
scalars are given by probabilities, and that nite tomography holds, making the
vector space generated by each collection of processes aitlimensional.

The approach of this thesis makes it natural to ask whether a econstruction
of a purely process-theoretic nature, without these assumjions, might instead be
possible. Indeed in 2011 Coecke and Lal stated the need for agonstruction in the
categorical framework, and suggested drawing on the CDP ramstruction [CL11].
Now in Chapter 4 we already saw how their principles could beteated in a basic
categorical setting, via the (approximate) correspondene:

CDP Axioms Categorical Features
Causality Discarding +
Atomicity qf cqmposmon Environment structure
Puri cation
Perfect distinguishability Kernels +
Ideal compressions pure exclusion

Essential uniqueness

Motivated by these relations, in this chapter we provide suf a categorical recon-
struction of quantum theory.

We show that any dagger compact category with discarding C ;) with suitable
forms of the above features, along with a mild scalar conditin, is equivalent to
one of the form Quant g for a suitable ring S, generalising the case oQuant
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where S = C. A further scalar condition makes S resemble eitherR or C, so that
specialising to probabilistic theories we immediately obain either Quant or more
unusually the quantum theory Quant g over real Hilbert spaces[Stu60]. Following
this, the results of Chapter 4 allow us to deduce several futier reconstruction
theorems.

Beyond the above principles, our result is in fact based on a ery general
approach to reconstructions, drawing on our treatment of syperpositions in Chap-
ter 5, which we describe rst.

Setup Throughout this chapter, by a (compact) dagger theory  (C; ;FV)
we will simply mean a dagger symmetric monoidal (resp. compat) category with
discarding and zero morphisms. Note that unlike Chapter 4 weno longer require
the rule (4.1), though we will derive it in our main examples. By an embedding

or equivalence of dagger theories we mean one of dagger symmetric monoidal
categories with discarding and which also preserves zero mughisms.

6.1 A Recipe for Reconstructions

Beyond quantum theory itself, our results so far in fact provide us with an ap-
proach to reconstructing a whole class of quantum-like theoes. In Section 3.3.4
we saw how to generalis®Quant using Selinger's constructionCPM(A) for a dag-
ger compact categoryA, motivated by the example

Quant ' CPM(FHilb )" CPM(FHilb ) (6.1)
Noting the equivalenceFHilb ' Mat ¢ suggests a generalisation.

De nition 6.1.  For each commutative involutive semi-ring S we de ne a dagger
theory
Quant g := CPM(Mat g)

Explicitly, objects in this theorypare natural numbers n and morphismsn! m are
S-valued matrices of the form -, M' M, where eachM' is ann m matrix
over S, and (M ")jx = ( Mj';k)y.

Examples 6.2. Standard quantum theory is Quant ' Quant . Another phys-
ically interesting example is provided by the quantum theory Quant z on real
Hilbert spaces [Stu60, HW12]; for more on generalised quanin theories see [Gogl7].
Computational complexity in quantum theories over generalsemi-ringsS has been
studied by de Beaudrap [dB14].

In Section 4.7 we saw that dagger theories ;) arising from the CPM con-
struction were precisely those coming with an environment sucture Cp, general-
ising the puri cations provided by the subcategory FHilb  in Quant , with any
such theory satisfyingC ' CPM(C)).

Now when C, has the features of Chapter 5 we can say much more. Let us
say that a dagger compact categoryB has the superposition properties  when
it has nite phased dagger biproducts satisfying positive @ancellation, and every
object A has a state :1 ! A which is a local isometry, satisfying (5.9).

Firstly, we obtain the following generalisation of (6.1).
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6.2. The Operational Principles 131

Lemma 6.3. Let B be a dagger compact category with the superposition propes.
Then GPY(B) is dagger compact and the functof ]: GP(B)! B extends to an
equivalence of dagger theories

CPM(GP/(B)) ' CPM(B)

Proof. GPY(B) is dagger compact by Proposition 5.51. Since [] is a wide full
dagger symmetric monoidal functor and is surjective on objets up to unitary it
lifts to such a functor CPM(GP(B)) ! CPM(B). For faithfulness we require that

PN PN PN PN
W R e R =R
After bending wires this states precisely that for all positive morphisms p;q 2

GP(B) we havep q =) p= g. But this follows from positive cancellation by
Lemma 5.49. O

This provides a general result for use in reconstructions,dlling us when a given
theory contains a copy of a quantum-like one. For any involutve monoid (S;y), as
in a dagger category we call an elemenpositive when it is of the form s¥ s for
somes 2 S, denoting their collection by SPOs,

Corollary 6.4. Let C be a dagger theory with an environment structureC , which
has the superposition properties. Then there is an embeddingf dagger theories

Quant 5! C
for some commutative involutive semi-ringS with Cp(I;1) " SP° as monoids.

Proof. Since GP(C,) is dagger compact, its biproducts are automatically dis-
tributive and so its scalars S form a commutative involutive semi-ring, giving an
embeddingMat s | GP(C;). Hence we obtain another embedding

CPM(Mat s) — CPM(GP¥(Cp)) —55+ CPM(Cp) —— C

Finally, let R = Cp(l;1). By the CP axiom the map R! RP% sendingr 7! r¥ r
is @ monoid isomorphism, and by Lemma 5.49 so is the map [J: SP°s! RP, [

Example 6.5. Let S be a commutative involutive semi-ring in which every non-
zero element is invertible and for all positive elementgp we havep? =1 =) p=1.
For example we may takeC; R; R* or B = f0; 1g. Then the environment structure
Mat s on Quant s is easily seen to have the superposition properties.

6.2 The Operational Principles

To obtain a full reconstruction it remains to nd further con ditions making the
embeddingQuant g | C an equivalence. As well as this it would be desirable to
use principles of a more operational nature than the superpsition properties. In
fact we already explored several suitable such principlesi Chapter 4.
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132 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Firstly, let us call a pair of e ects d; e of an object A total when they satisfy

bt e &bt

for all f;g: B! A. For example in any operational theory in the sense of Chap-
ter 2 this will be the case wheneverd and e form the outcomes of some binary test
that we may perform on the systemA.

Also, recall that morphisms f; g are said to be orthogonal wherf ¥ g=0. Let
us call a pair of statesj0i;jli orthonormal when they are orthogonal isometries.

6.2.1 The principles

We will consider dagger theories with the following propertes, many of which we
have met already, which we spell out in more detail after the @ nition.

De nition 6.6  (Operational Principles ). A dagger theory (C;+) satis es the
operational principles  when it is non-trivial and satis es the following.

1. Strong Puri cation  : The collection C e Of -pure morphisms form an en-
vironment structure on (C;%). Moreover every non-zero object has a causal
-pure state, and puri cations are essentially unigue.

2. Pure exclusion is satis ed.

3. Kernels : The category C has dagger kernels, and these areausally com-
plemented meaning that for all dagger kernelsk: K ! A the following pair

of e ects is total: _
K TK?
and (6.2)
A

4. Conditioning : For every pair of orthonormal statesjOi;jli of any object A
and states ; of any B there is a morphismf : A! B with

B B B B
= 67 and = 67
Let us go through these principles in detail. From now on we wi call any
-pure morphism simply pure. We already met the various aspects of strong

puri cation in Chapter 4. Recall that it means that every non -zero morphismf
in C has a puri cation:

:ITJE? where L’g_/: \_'h_i/:) \_'h_/: \_19_/67 for some causal

and also that pure morphisms are closed under; , vy, contain all identity mor-
phisms, and satisfy the CP axiom (CP) and essential uniquengs, which here are

> x
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6.2. The Operational Principles 133

together equivalent to the rule

A A B B
[0\ HLEg R
= 2) =g/ =
T VAT y
A A A

for some unitary U on B, for all pure f;g. Note here that all unitaries are pure.
Recall that pure exclusion states that any objectA with a pure state  for which

for all e ects e we have
@— 0 :) C%: 0

is in fact trivial, meaning that A is an isomorphism (or equivalently a unitary)
or A is a zero object. Non-triviality of C means there is some objecA for which
neither is the case. As before the existence of dagger kersemeans that every
morphism f comes with an isometry kerf ) satisfying

v 00 (9!h)|fg?:
[9/

Let us recap some immediate consequences of these principeom Chapter 4.

Proposition 6.7. Let C be a non-trivial compact dagger theory with dagger kernels
satisfying principles 1 and 2. Then the following hold.

1.+ f=0=) f =0 forall morphismsf.
. Zero-cancellativity: f g=0 =) f =0 or g=0, for all morphisms f;g.

. Every dagger kernel inC is pure and causal and is a kernel inC pyre.

. All scalars are pure and satisfyr = rY.

2
3
4. Normalisation: every non-zero state is a scalar multipleof a causal one.
5
6. Every causal pure state is a kernel.

7

. Every non-trivial non-zero object has an orthonormal pai of pure states.

8. There is an object with a pair of causal pure stateg0i;jli with jOi = j1i?.

Proof. 1. Let g be a purication of f. Then+ g=0= + 0. Then since 0 is pure
by de nition we have g= U 0 for some unitaryU. Then g=0 and sof =0 also.

2. By strong puri cation every object has an isometric pure date. Then use
Lemma 4.10 3.

3 holds by both statements of Lemma 4.34 3), with causality okernels following
from the CP axiom. 4 and the rst part of 5 are equivalent statements and hold
by Proposition 4.43 2, and every (pure) scalar hag = rY by the CP axiom. 6
holds by Lemma 4.42.

7. Let A be any non-trivial non-zero object, and any causal pure state ofA.
By pure exclusion, Coker( ) is non-zero and so has a causal pure state. Then

= coker( )Y is also a causal pure state oA and and are orthonormal.
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134 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

8. Let A have a pair of orthonormal pure states o; 1, as in the previous part.
Since the dagger kernels o\ form an orthomodular lattice [HJ10], we may de ne

B=Im( o)_Im( 1)

andi :=im( o) _im( 1):B! A. Then o =1 jOi and 1 =i |1l for
some unique pure isometric stateg0i;jli, which are kernels by pure exclusion.
Furthermore these are orthogonal and by orthomodularity wehavejoi = j1i?. O

Next, let us consider the two new conditions in the operatioral principles.

Firstly, causal completeness of dagger kernels is new her#.is natural if we
imagine that for each kernelk one may perform a test on the systemA with
two outcomes given by the e ects (6.2), which intuitively aims to determine
whether a state belongs to the image ok or of its complementk? .

Conditioning is also a new property, but is an extremely mild one. We may
think of it as asserting the ability to form a conditioned pro cessf which
prepares either state or depending upon receiving inputjOi or jli, much
like the controlled tests from Chapter 2.

In fact, in this setting, conditioning is equivalent simply to the ability to coarse-
grain processes in our earlier sense. Recall that we say th& has addition when it
has an operation + making it dagger monoidally enriched in conmutative monoids.

Proposition 6.8. In the presence of the other operational principlesC satis es
conditioning i it has a unique addition operation. Moreover, in a theory with
addition, causal complementation holds i all dagger kernes k: K ! A are causal
and satisfy

K K?
+ = 7 (6.3)
A A A

Proof. Suppose thatC has addition. Then conditioning follows automatically by

LS
S S

Conversely, suppose thatC satis es the operational principles. By Proposition 6.7 8
it contains an object C with a pair of causal dagger kernel stateg0Oi;jli: 1 ! C
with jOi = j1i?. Now given anyf;g: A ! B, using conditioning and compactness
let h: A! B C be any morphism with

‘ - [% (6.4)
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6.3. Deriving Superpositions 135

We then de ne

+ [g? = (6.5)
A A A

By causal completeness this is independent of our choice &f. Moreover it is
straightforward to verify that it respects ; andy and has unit 0, and so indeed
gives C addition. For example to check thatj (f +g)=j f +j g for all
j: B! C, note that

IR R
O e O

A A A A A A

Let us now note the second statement. Firstly (6.3) is easilyseen to ensure causal
complementation. Conversely, for any kernelk as above letf = k kY + k”
k?:A! A. Then we have

= =
A A A A

and so by causal complementationf is causal. But since all dagger kernels are
causal we haver f =% kY+% k? and so (6.3) holds.
Finally let us show that + as de ned above is unique. Indeed if C comes with
any other addition then by (6.3) for any object C as above we have

PP

It follows that any morphism h satisfying (6.4) will then automatically have marginal
f + g, and so + coincides with our de nition above. In particular + is independent
of our choice ofC. O

T
C

We may thus see conditioning as a convenient diagrammatic wa of encod-
ing coarse-graining, and in place of our pair of new conditins have equivalently
required the presence of such an operation + satisfying (6)3

Examples 6.9. Quant - and Quant g each satisfy the operational principles, as
we will prove in Section 6.4.

6.3 Deriving Superpositions

Let us now begin our reconstruction by using the operationalprinciples to derive
superposition-like features in our theory.
Our rst result strengthens the observation that, by essential uniqueness, any
pair of causal pure states of the same object are related by anitary.
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136 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Lemma 6.10. In any dagger theory satisfying the operational principlesfor any
pairs fj 0i;jlig and fj 09:;j1%g of orthonormal pure states of an objectA, there is
a unitary U on A with U j0i = j0% and U j1i = j19.

Proof. By essential uniqueness there is a unitaryJ on A with U j0i = jo9.
Since every causal pure state is a dagger kernel we may de nerew dagger kernel
k=jo4?:K ! A.

Since unitaries preserve orthogonality, U j 1i is orthogonal to jO%, so that
Uijli=k for the causal pure state = kY U j1i. Similarly we always have
i19 = k for some causal pure state . By essential uniqueness there is then a
unitary V on K with V = ,andinturnaunitary W onA with W k= Kk V.

One may then verify that WY j0% is orthogonal to k and so factors over
k? = jo4?? = jo%. Hence we havewY j0% = j03 =z for some scalarz. Then
sincej0d is an isometry so is the scalarz, and so, since all scalars are pure, by the
CP axiom we havez =id . Finally since W preservesj0 we have that W U is
the desired unitary on A. O

In just the same way one may show that any orthonormal collecions of pure
states of the same sizdj iigl, and fji9gL, are related by a causal isomorphism;
this is called strong symmetry in [BMU14]. The result also allows us to extend
conditioning to pure morphisms as follows.

Lemma 6.11. In any dagger theory satisfying the operational principlesfor any

orthonormal pure statesj0i;jli of an object A and pair of pure states ; of an
object B there is a puref : A! B withf jOi= andf jli=
Proof. If =0thenwe maytakef = 1Y, and similarly if =0 the result is

trivial. Otherwise assume that and are non-zero. Using conditioning, leth be
any morphism satisfying

-vw -vw
\0/ \L/

and let g be any puri cation of h via some objectC. Then since all morphisms
involved are pure it follows that

BAAC B A A C BAAC B A A C
%?h¢@¢%7 %?h@@@@
Y/ Y
for some causal states; b, which must be pure by Lemma 4.32. Then by Lemma 6.10
there is a unitary U with

A Cc A A C A

\ f 4 |
7 - GO
GG Ty

Cc A A C

/:\ P4 |
7 - YO

Cp— >
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6.3. Deriving Superpositions 137

Finally the pure morphism de ned by

then hasf jOi= andf jli= . O
We are now able to show thatC e has a qubit-like object.

Proposition 6.12. Let C satisfy the operational principles. Then Cpye has a
phased dagger biproducB = | _1 for which all phases are unitary.

Proof. Let B be any object with a pair of pure causal stateg0i;j1i with jOi = j1i’
as dagger kernels, as in Proposition 6.7 8. Theji;jli: | ! B satisfy the existence
property of a phased coproduct by Lemma 6.11.

We now establish the uniqueness property. Leto’: B! B B be a pure
morphism with “o’ jii = jii j ii fori=0;1. Then sincej0i = jli? and

2 MO i‘
o/ = 0 we have

\/

along with the similar equation for j1i. Now letf;g: B! A be purewith f jii =
g jii fori=0;1. Iff jOi =0 then sincejli = j0i” wegetf =f j1i j 1iY= g,
and similarly f = gif f j1i =0. So now suppose thatf jii& 0 for i =0;1. By
the above we have

0600 ©.00

and so bending wires and using causal complementation we get

017 -@ L

for some unitary U by essential uniqueness. But then

"G IR %;%;

Hence by zero-cancellativity we havgli¥ U jOi =0andsoU j0Oi = j0i z for
some scalarz. But then z is an isometry and so by the CP axiomz =id,. Hence
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138 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

U preserves the stateg0i, and jli, i.e. is a phase. Now lettinge: B ! | be any
pure eect with ¢ jOi =id, = ¢ j1i we have

9
g _[[/[u
L{?j {# (6.6)

where each of the endomorphisms dB below f;g above are also phases.

Finally note that any phase W is unitary, since we have thatjii¥y WY = jii¥
for i =0;1 and soWY is causal by causal complementation and hence unitary by
essential uniqueness. In particular this makes phases ini#ble, so that by (6.6) f
and g are equal up to phase, makingB a phased coproduct, and closed under the
dagger, so thatB is a phased dagger biproduct by Lemma 5.39. O

Corollary 6.13. Let C satisfy the operational principles. Then Cyye has the
superposition properties.

Proof. By the previous result, C e has a phased dagger biproduct _1. Then
just as in Lemma 5.36 2 by compactnesg& (I _I) is a phased dagger biproduct
A _A, for all objects A. Hence since all kernels inC are also kernels inCpyre,
by Proposition 5.54 to show that C e has phased dagger biproducts it su ces
to show for all objects A, B that there are orthogonal kernelsk: A ! C and
I:B! C.

Now if ether A or B is a zero object the result is trivial. Otherwise let
and be causal pure states ofA; B respectively, and letC be an object with two
orthogonal causal pure statesjOi, jli, such asl _1|. Then these states are all
kernels and so by Proposition 4.8 so are the morphisms

A B C A B C

vy v w

which are indeed orthogonal. HenceC e has nite phased dagger biproducts.
We now verify the positive cancellation property. First consider a pure positive

endomorphismf Y f of A _B whichis diagonal sothatf, .= f aandfg:=f 3
are orthogonal. Letting ca =im(fa)Y and cg = ca? we have

fx fB=0 :) Ca fB=O =) Ca f=CA f A

w< ><

cg f A =coker(fa) fa=0=) cg f=cg f B
using that A and g are dagger kernels by Lemma 5.53. Hence we have
(6.7)
(6.8)

1
r

+ Ca f fA
f fg

o< ><

1
n

T Cp

Now if any other pure diagonal endomorphismg hasfY f = ¢ g U for some
phaseU, dening gn =g aandgs =g p we havethatf) fa= gi 0a,
and the similar equation holds forB. Then by the CP axiom

F fa=F Oa F fg=% o
Sincecg = cp”’, by causal complementation and (6.7), (6.8) we haves f = & g.
Finally f¥Y f = ¢ g by the CP axiom again. O
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6.4. Properties of Pure Morphisms 139

Hence we can conclude that wheneve€ satis es the operational principles it
comes with an embeddingQuant g ! C. However by studying the properties of
Cpure in detail we will be able to say much more.

6.4 Properties of Pure Morphisms

Whenever C is a dagger compact category satisfying the operational priciples,
we can capture the properties ofC yyre and GPY(C pyre) as follows.

De nition 6.14.  Consider dagger compact categories with dagger kernels sst
fying the following:

state habitation : every non-zero object has a non-zero state;

dagger normalisation : every non-zero state : 1! A has = r for
some isometry : 1! A and scalarr;

homogeneity : for all f;g: A! B we have

A A B B
0]
NI :
5/ o/
A
A A A

for some unitary U on B.

A pre-quantum category B is one which furthermore has nite phased dagger
biproducts with positive-free phases, and that id is its only unitary scalar.

Alternatively, a quantum category A is one which satis es the above and
has dagger biproducts.

In fact we will see that any pre-quantum category has the strmger property
of positive-cancellation for phases. Now from the results fothe previous section,
essential unigueness and the CP axiom, we immediately havehe following.

Proposition 6.15. Let C satisfy the operational principles. ThenC e is a pre-
quantum category.

Just as Hilb is typically studied in place of Hilb , we will be able to learn
more by passing fromC e to a category with proper biproducts.

Proposition 6.16. Let B be a pre-quantum category. ThenGP/(B) is a quan-
tum category, with its canonical choice of global phaseB consisting of its unitary
scalars.

Proof. Biproducts in a compact category are distributive by Lemma 536. Hence
by Corollary 5.47 and Proposition 5.51 GP/(B) is dagger compact with dagger
biproducts, and we may identify B with its category GPY(B)p of equivalence classes
[ Junderf g wheneverf = u g for u2 P, with all such u being unitary. In
fact every unitary scalar u in GPY(B) has that [u] is unitary in B and so ] =id |,
giving u 2 P.
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140 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Now since all phases are positive-free we havéy f]=id =) fY f =id
for all morphisms f 2 GPY(B). In particular a morphism f in GP/(B) is an
isometry or unitary i [ f]is in B. This lets one straightforwardly deduce dagger
normalisation and homogeneity inGPY(B) using that they hold in B. Noting that
[f]=0 =) f =0itfollowsthatif[ f]=ker([g]) in B thenf =ker(g) in GPY(B),
and soGPY(B) has dagger kernels. O

Examples 6.17. FHilb is a pre-quantum category, with homogeneity easily
seen to follow from the polar decomposition of a complex maik. Hence by the
previous result FHilb ' GP/(FHilb ) is a quantum category.

Note that in contrast homogeneity fails in Hilb ; for example onl?(N) the shift
operator (ag;az;:::) 7! (0;ap;:::) is an isometry but not unitary.

Quantum categories have a rich structure, generalising thaof FHilb , which
we now explore. Recall that since they have biproducts they ame with an addition
+ on morphisms, generalising the superpositions irHilb . In fact they surprisingly
also come with a notion of subtraction.

Proposition 6.18. In any quantum categoryA, the following hold.

1. Every morphismf has an additive inverse f;

2. Every pair of morphismsf; g have adagger equaliseiin the sense of [Vicll];

3. Every isometry is a kernel,

4. For every kernelk: K ! A the morphism[k;k?]: K K? ! A is unitary;
5. Well-pointedness (f =g 8states ) =) f =g
6

. Every morphismf : A! B has abound in the sense of [Heu09]. a scalas
such that for every state of A we have Y fY f =(¢ s) (Y )+r
for some positive scalarr.

Proof. 1. It sucesto nd a scalar t with t+id, =0, since then for all f we have
f+(t f)=(d, +t) f =0. Asis standard we write hag;axi: 1 ! | | for the
unique state with | hag;axi = a fori =1;2. Now let

= hd| ;id| i

| ————— 1 |
have = s for some scalars and isometric state . By homogeneity there is
aunitary Uwith U 1= . Thenletha;bi = U 5. SinceU 5, is an isometry

we haveay a+ P b=id, and also
a+b= Y U ,
=(¢ 1 V) (U »)
=¢ (1 2)=0
Thent=3a b+ b ais the required scalar since

id+t=a a+b b+a b+bP a
=(a+ b’ (a+b=0
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6.4. Properties of Pure Morphisms 141

2. This follows immediately with f;g having dagger equaliser keri{ Q).

3. Thanks to 1 a morphismm is monic i ker( m) = 0. But then any isometry
i hasi =im(i) e with coker(e) =0, and so dually e is an epimorphism. But since
i and im(i) are isometries, so ise, making it unitary and i a kernel.

4. i =[k;k?]is an isometry sincek and k” are orthogonal isometries. But if
f i=0thenf k=0andf k7 =0, sothatim(f)=0giving f =0. Hence as
in the previous part i is epic, and so unitary.

5. Suppose thatf =g for all states . Thenh=(f g) hash =0
and so coimp) =0 for all states . Butif Coim( h) is non-zero then it possesses
a non-zero state , and then coim(h) coim(h)Y = 6 0, a contradiction. Hence

coim(h)=0sothat h=0and f = g.

6. Thanks to dagger normalisation it su ces to consider when is an isometry
and hence a kernel. Then lettingc = coker( ), by Proposition 6.18 4 we have
ida = Y+ & csothat:

5 & o
B BB

since the right-hand scalar is positive, we may take as the left-hand side scalar.
]

Remark 6.19 (Hilbert Categories). Properties 2, 3 and 6 and the presence of
dagger biproducts make any quantum category aHilbert category in the sense of
Heunen [Heu09]. By well-pointedness and [Heu09, Theorem 4his means that
when A is locally small and has that its ring of scalarsS is a eld of at most
continuum cardinality, there is a lax dagger monoidal embedling

A ] Hilb

up to some isomorphism ofS. We will not rely on this result explicitly, but it would
be interesting to further explore connections between our eésults and Heunen's.

We can now in fact precisely characterise theorie€ satisfying the operational
principles in terms of quantum categories. Call a pre-quarmim or quantum cate-
gory non-trivial ~ when it has id, 6 0.

Proposition 6.20. Let A be a non-trivial quantum category. ThenCPM(A) forms
a dagger theory satisfying the operational principles.

Proof. By Examples 4.2.2 7 and 4.5.3 ZPM(A ) has dagger kernels and essentially
unique dilations with respect to its environment structure R, within which every
object has a causal state by state habitation and dagger normlisation in A. To
show that CPM(A) has strong puri cation, we need to show that a morphism
belongs toR i it is pure.

By Proposition 4.31 and compactness it suces to show in CPM(A) that,
for any non-zero state and causal state , that if 2 R then so does .
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142 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

So suppose that this holds. It follows from well-pointednes in A and the rule
fY f =0 =) f =0thatthereissomeeect 2 A forwhich

L5

is non-zero. Now by dagger normalisation and Proposition 8.8 3 in A every state
is kernel-pure, i.e. of the formk s for some dagger kernel stat&k and scalars. So

then in CPM(A)
LG

SinceR is again a kernel inCPM(A) it follows from zero-cancellativity thatim( ) =

R, and so = R t for some scalart. Then dagger normalisation in A states that

every scalar inCPM(A) belongs toR. In particular so doest and hence so does
, as required. HenceCPM(A) has strong puri cation.

In particular we've just seen that all scalars are pure, and 8 CPM(A) has
normalisation, and by the CP axiom and Proposition 6.18 3 evey causal pure
state is a kernel. Hence by Lemma 4.44 pure exclusion holdssal.

Next we show that non-triviality of A ensures non-triviality of the dagger
theory CPM(A). Let A=1 | in A. Then if 4 is an isomorphism inCPM(A) it
is pure and hence unitary, giving aunitary =[a;b:1 1! | in A. But being
an isometry is equivalent toa and b being unitary scalars inA with @ b= 0. But
then a= b=0 and so id, = 0, a contradiction.

Finally, by Proposition 3.28 the addition in A provides CPM(A ) with addition
also. Moreover by Proposition 6.18 4 inA all dagger kernelsk: K ! A satisfy

A
|
A
which translates precisely to (6.3) inCPM(A). Hence by Proposition 6.8CPM(A)
satis es the remaining operational principles. O

A

Theorem 6.21. There are one-to-one correspondences between non-trivial:
guantum categoriesA ;
pre-quantum categoriesB;;
dagger theoriesC satisfying the operational principles;

up to equivalence, viaA = GP/(B), B = Cpye, C = CPM(A). Moreover, the
equivalenceC ' CPM(A) preserves addition.

Proof. The assignments are well-de ned by Propositions 6.15, 6.16nd 6.20 along

with the observation that if such a category B is non-trivial then so is GP/(B).
First let A be a quantum category, and choose as global phasé&sall of its

unitary scalars, writing f  gwhenf = u gfor someu 2 P. Then by Corollary 5.47
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6.4. Properties of Pure Morphisms 143

we have A ' GP/(Ap). On the other hand by homogeneity we in fact have
=g (¢ f gsince:

WWWW" t’@ ok @7

for some unitary scalaru. But as in the proof of Proposition 6.20 we haveR =
CPM(A )pure, giving an equivalenceAp ' CPM(A )pure. Hence we obtain a dagger
monoidal equivalenceA ' GFP'(CPM(A )pure)-

Next, let B be a pre-quantum category and consider the quantum category
A = GP/(B). Then as aboveB ' Ap' CPM(A)pue as required. In particu-
lar by Corollary 6.13 any pre-quantum category B has the strong superposition
properties.

Now if C satis es the operational principles, by Lemma 6.3 the funcbr [ ]
extends to an equivalence of dagger theorie€PM(GP'(Cpye)) ' C.

Finally we check that this equivalence preserves addition.Since we've seen that
all kernels in CPM(A) are of the form R for a kernelk in A, one may check that the
addition in CPM(A) from Proposition 3.28 satis es (6.3) by Proposition 6.18 4
Hence since this makes the operation unique by Proposition.8 it is preserved by
any equivalence of dagger theories. O

This is a strong result, since for generalC with an environment structure there
may be many A with C' CPM(A).
6.4.1 The extended scalars

Our characterisation of theories satisfying the operatioral principles motivates
further study of the scalars in a quantum categoryA , which we describe as follows.

De nition 6.22. A phased ring is a commutative involutive ring (S;y) which is
an integral domain (with a b=0 =) a=0 or b=0) such that 8a;b

& a+b b= c
for somec 2 S, with any such c havinga= c dand b= c efor somed;e2 S.
Examples 6.23. C forms a phased ring, as doe® under the trivial involution.
Proposition 6.24. Let A be a quantum category. ThemA (I;1 ) is a phased ring.

Proof. S = A(l;l ) forms a commutative semi-ring sinceA has dagger biproducts,
and S is a ring by Proposition 6.18 1 and an integral domain by Lemma4.10 3.

Now givena;b2 Slet =ha;b: 1! | |. Using normalisation let = c
where is an isometry. Then

dc= Y =a a+b b
Furthermore d = 2 Shasa= ; = ¢ d, and similarly c divides b.
Moreover any othere 2 S with & e= ¢ chase= c u for a unitary u by
homogeneity, and so also divides and b. O
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144 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Phased rings provide us at last with our main examples of quatum categories.
By a phased eld we mean a phased ring which is also a eld.

Example 6.25. Let S be a phased eld. ThenMat s is a quantum category. In
particular so are Mat ¢ and Mat g.

Hence, for any suchS, the dagger theory Quant g satis es the operational
principles, as doQuant - and Quant g.

Proof. We've seen thatMat s is always dagger compact with dagger biproducts.
We now establish dagger normalisation. For any state = (&)L, : 1! n, since
S is a phased ring we have

X
Yy = a a=2a a
i=1

for somea2 S. Thenif 60alsoa60andso = (%)L, isan isometry with
= a. We now show that Mat s has dagger kernels. Note that the states on
any objectn 2 N form the vector spaceS" and also come with the “inner product'

h: i:= VY

for ; :1! n. SinceS is a phased ring this satisesh; i =0 =) =0.

Now for any morphismM : n! m, the setf |jM = 0g is a subspace of
S" and so has a nite basisf ;g_; for somer n. Using the well-known Gram-
Schmidt algorithm (see e.g. [CK09, p.544]) we may replace i8 by another basis
f igl—; which is orthonormal in that h Jy il = . Thenk:=( {)i;:r! nin
Mat s is an isometry with k = ker(M).

Next we verify homogeneity. LetM;N :n! m satisfy MY M = NY N.
It follows that coim( M) = coim(N) and so after restricting along these we may
assume that kerM ) = ker( N) = 0. Now de ne a modi ed “inner product' by

h: i%=hv1 M i=hN N i
Again this satises h; i°=0 =) = 0. Hence we may again apply the Gram-
Schmidt algorithm to nd an orthonormal basis fegl, with respectto h ;i 0

ThenfM egl; andfN egl, are each orthonormal collections of states ofn
and so may be extended to orthonormal base$ g, and f g, respectively.
Finally, any matrix U: m ! m with U i =  for all i is unitary and satis es
U M =N. ]

From the de nition, we see that the positive elements R = SP° of a phased
ring are always closed under addition, forming a sub-semiing of S, and have nice
properties: they have characteristic 0, and thata is divisible by a+ b for all a;b,
hence coming with an embeddingQ* ! R of the positive rationals.

Under one extra assumption we obtain a converse to the aboveesult, telling
us when a quantum categoryA arises as such a matrix category. Call a semi-ring
R bounded when no elementr has that for all n 2 N there is somer,, 2 R with
r = n+r,. ForexampleR* and Q* are certainly bounded. Boundedness is similar
to the Archimedean property for totally ordered groups [Spr].
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6.4. Properties of Pure Morphisms 145

Lemma 6.26. Let A be a quantum category ands its ring of scalars. If SP°S is
bounded thenA ' Mat s.

Proof. Consider the full embeddingMat s ! A given by n 7! n . We now
show that any object A has a unitary A" n | for somen 2 N. If A is a zero

object we are done, otherwise there is an isometry : | ! A, which is a kernel by
Proposition 6.18. Then by the same result, lettingB = coker( 1) the morphism
[ ?; 1:B | ' Aisunitary. Setting B; = B and proceeding similarly we get a

sequenceBq;Bo;::: with A' B, n | for eachn. Then if B, ' 0 for somen
we are done. Otherwise for alln 2 N

(o= (O o @X“@

contradicting boundedness. O

Towards real or complex structure Under another condition we can show
that a phased ring S resembles one of our motivating examples dR or C.

First, note that the semi-ring R = SP° may be freely extended to a ringD (R),
the di erence ring of R. Formally D (R) consists of pairs @;b) of elements of
R after identifying

(&b=(cd (0 a+d=b+c

Addition and multiplication are de ned in the obvious way wh en interpreting (a;b)
as a b. For example D(R*) = R. Next, for any ring S we write S[i] for the
involutive ring with elements of the form

a+bi

fora;b2 S, where 1= i2=1i i¥,andwe denea’ = aforall a2 S. Now say
that a semi-ring R hassquare roots when everya 2 R hasa = b for someb2 R.

Lemma 6.27. Let S be a phased ring for whichR = SP° has square roots.
1. Every non-zeros 2 S hass=r u for a uniquer 2 R and unitary u 2 S.
2. R is totally ordered undera b whenevera+ c= bfor somec?2 R.

3. D(R)" S5®:=fs2Sjs = sg.

4. Either S = S52 with trivial involution, or S has square roots andS = S5¥i].

Proof. 1. For uniqueness, suppose thap u =1 v for p;I 2 R and u;v unitary.
Thenp=1 wwherew=v u !is unitary. So
| wW=p'=p=1w

SinceS is an integral domain, multiplication is cancellative sow = wY and w? = 1.
If w=1 we are done, otherwisew = 1 and sop+ 1 =0. Butthen p=1=0
by the de nition of a phased ring. For existence, givens2 Sletr = ¥ s2 SP%,
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146 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

SinceSP% has square rootsy = t2 for somet 2 SP%. Thens’ s=1tY t,sos=1t u
for someu, which is easily seen to be unitary.

2. Let s 2 S5 be non-zero withs =t u as above. Thent u=1t uY and so
u= uYgivingu= 1. Hence eithers2 Ror s2 R. Then 8a;b2 R either

a b2R o b a2R

making R totally ordered in the above manner.

3. We may identify D (R) with the set of elementsa b2 S for a;b2 R. Then
D(R) Ss?always, but by the previous part S D (R).

4. Suppose thatS 6 S2. We will show that S has square roots using techniques
adapted from Vicary [Vicll, Thm. 4.2]. Thanks to the rst par t it su ces to nd
a unitary square root of any unitary u 2 S. Fix some unitary u. Suppose that for
all s2 Swe haves+ u s¥Y=0. Then putting s =1 shows that u= 1, and so
S = S%4 a contradiction. Hence there iss 2 S such that

X:=s+u s60

Then x¥ = u¥ x. Letting x = r v foraunitary vandr 2 R we haver v =r v U,
and sovw’ = v uY and hencev? = u as desired. In particular, 1 has a unitary
square rooti. Finally note that 2 is divisible in R thanks to the embedding
Q o! R. Then forany s2 S de ning elements of S5 by

R(s) := % (s+ ¢) I(s) := i—z(sy S)
we haves = R(s)+ i I(s) so that S = S59i]. O

Phased elds To close in on our examples oR and C further, we may wonder
when a phased ringS is in fact a eld. Indeed in any phased ring S every element
of the form 1+ s¥ s is invertible, and it is only for elds S that we showed that
Quant g satis es our principles.

We leave open the question of determining a phased ring which is not a
eld, or proving that none such exists, but note the following su cient conditions
for S to be one. Recall that in any category asub-objectof an object B is an
(isomorphism class of a) monian: A B.

Lemma 6.28. Let A be a quantum categoryS its ring of scalars and R = SP%,
The following are equivalent:

1. R is a semi- eld;
2. Sis a eld;
3. In A the only sub-objects of are f0;1g.

Proof. 1 () 2: R Sandanelements2 Sisinvertiblei ¢ sis.

2 =) 3:Letm:A | bemonic. Thenifr := m mYis zero thenm =0 by
Lemma 4.10 1. Otherwiser is invertible and hence so ism.

3 =) 2: Thanks to zero-cancellativity, every non-zero scalar has ker() = 0.
Since A has negatives by Proposition 6.18, this makes monic and hence an
isomorphism by assumption. O
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6.5. Reconstruction 147

Let us say that an ordered semi-ringR has no in nitesimals if whenever
a &forall n2 N we havea=0.

Lemma 6.29. Let S be a phased ring and suppose th&P°s is totally ordered and
has no in nitesimals. Then S is a eld.

Proof. From the de nition of a phased ring, we have fora; b2 SP°S that whenever
a bthen ais divisible by b. If a 6 0 then, by assumption on SP°5, 1 a n for
somen 2 N. This makesa n invertible and hencea also. Hence everys 2 S is
invertible since ¥ s is. O

6.5 Reconstruction

Let us now spell out our main result.

Theorem 6.30. Let C be a dagger theory satisfying the operational principles ah
R = C(I;1). Then there is an embedding of dagger theories

Quant ¢! C (6.9)

which preserves addition, for some phased ring with R ' SP% as semi-rings.
Moreover if R is bounded this is an equivalence of theorie€ ' Quant s.

Proof. By Theorem 6.21 there is an addition-preserving equivaleneC ' CPM(A)
whereA is a quantum category, so it su ces to assume thatC is of this form. But
now S = A(l;1) is a phased ring, and by dagger normalisation inA we always
have CPM(A)(I;1) ' SPos,

The embeddingMat s ! A is an equivalence wherR is bounded thanks to
Lemma 6.26, and it induces the respective embedding or equalence (6.9). Since
the former preserves biproducts, the latter preserves adtion. O

We can often furthermore give the theory Quant g structure resembling real
or complex quantum theory.

Corollary 6.31. Let C be a dagger theory satisfying the operational principles
whose scalarsR have square roots and are bounded. The@ is equivalent to

Quant p(ry Or Quant p Ry
Proof. Theorem 6.30 and Lemma 6.27. O

Having reached this general categorical result, let us nowansider the typical
physical setting in which scalars correspond to (unnormabed) probabilities.

De nition 6.32. A dagger theory with addition C is probabilistic ~when it comes
with an isomorphism of semi-ringsC(l;1)' R™.

Note that this is a weaker de nition than typical in the liter ature (such as [Bar07,
CDP11]) since we have not made any assumptions relating to tmography, nite-
dimensionality or topological closure. One may in fact idetify such theories intrin-
sically, as in the following observation for which we thank bhn van de Wetering.
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148 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Lemma 6.33. Let C be a dagger theory satisfying the operational principles. Tén
C is probabilistici R = C(l;1) has square roots, no in nitesimals, and that every
bounded increasing sequence has a supremum.

Proof. Clearly R* satis es these properties. Conversely if they hold then, by
Lemmas 6.27 and 6.29D (R) is a totally ordered Archimedean eld [Halll] with
R as its positive elements. Let kn)i_;, be any bounded monotonic sequence in
D(R). Then for somer 2 R andt = 1, the bounded sequencetX, + r)l_; is
increasing and belongs taR, and so converges there. Hencexg)i_, also converges
in D(R), making the latter monotone complete. But then by [Halll, Theorem
3.11] there is an isomorphismD (R) ' R and henceR' R™. O

Now immediately our earlier reconstruction yields one for pobabilistic theories.

Corollary 6.34. Any dagger theory which satis es the operational principle and
is probabilistic is equivalent toQuant g or Quant .

Proof. By Corollary 6.31, sinceD(R*)' R and R[i]' C. O

To distinguish between real and complex quantum theory one Isould add an
extra principle. An example which is known to be satis ed by Quant - but not
Quant g is local tomography which asserts that any pair of bipartite states may
be separated by product e ects [HW12]:

%Aﬁiﬁ%:*\ﬁiﬁ% ga;bX =) @=@

Note that for a compact theory this is simply equivalent to well-pointedness. Al-
ternatively we may identify complex quantum theory without any tomography
assumptions by postulating that in C e every phase of a phased biproduct has a
square root. It would also be desirable to nd a more generic ategorical property
separating these theories.

Recovering Quant i is a pleasing consequence of our tomography-free ap-
proach, with most reconstructions ruling it out from the out set by assuming local
tomography; an example of a probabilistic reconstruction vhich does recover both
theories is [Hah17].

6.6 Further Reconstructions

The operational principles were chosen to be as broad as pdkske while allowing
for our main result to hold. The results of this thesis allow us to now also deduce
some alternative sets of axioms for reconstructions.

6.6.1 Using coarse-graining

We saw that the operational principles provide a “coarse-gtining' addition opera-
tion f + g on morphisms. In fact this is surprisingly well-behaved.

Proposition 6.35. In any dagger theory C satisfying the operational principles,
the following hold for all morphismsf; g;h:
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f+g=f+h=) g=h
f g=f h=) f=0o0org=h.

Proof. We have C ' CPM(A) for a quantum category A. But the de nition of
addition in CPM(A) is simply addition in A. Since A has negatives f for all
morphismsf it satis es both properties. O

Under even milder assumptions we obtain another property otoarse-graining.

Lemma 6.36. In any non-trivial compact dagger theory with addition and dayger
kernels satisfying strong puri cation and pure exclusion,all morphismsf; g satisfy

f+g:0:) f:g:O

Proof. By Proposition 6.7 all kernels are pure isometries and causaand any non-
trivial object C has an orthonormal pair of pure statesj0i;jli. Now suppose that
f;g: A! B havef + g=0. Then

B C B C B C B -
= 6(7 + [gbd? has =0
A A A A
and soh = 0 by the same proposition. But then applying jOi we obtain f = 0,
and similarly g = 0 also. O

If we instead take the operation + as primitive, as is typical in the study of
operational theories (see Chapters 2 and 3), several of ourinciples follow almost
automatically. Recall that here the physically meaningful morphismsf are those
which are sub-causal, with+= f + e= + for some e ecte.

Lemma 6.37. Let C be a dagger theory with addition satisfying
F+e=F =) e=0 (6.10)
d+e=0=) d=e=0 (6.11)

for all e ects d;e. Then all kernels satisfy (6.3) i all kernels and cokernels are
sub-causal. Hence in this case they are causally complemedt

Proof. The equation (6.3) makes all cokernels sub-causal, and cormping with any
kernel k shows that it is causal. Conversely letk: K | A be a kernel with

oo Bea

for some e ectsa;b. Then sincek is an isometry we obtain¥x = Fx + b k+ a
and sob k =0=0. Hence all kernels are causal. It follows thatc= k? has

T T
K A

Fk» c=Fa ¢ cC (c causal)
=b ¢ ¢ (c k=0)
=b (b k=0)
as required. The nal statement is from Proposition 6.8. O
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150 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

Next, pure exclusion can also be deduced easily.

Lemma 6.38. Let C be a compact dagger theory with strong puri cation, dagger
kernels, normalisation, and addition satisfying

v O ) ©® =0 (6.12)

for all scalars r. Suppose also that Y is sub-causal for every causal pure state.
Then C satis es pure exclusion.

Proof. By Lemma 4.44 it remains to show that every causal pure state : 1 ! A
is a kernel. It su ces to assume coker( ) = 0 and show that is unitary. Then
there is an e ect e for which

$+®: andso ' | + =
A A

since is a causal isometry. Hence =0and soe=0giving Y= Fa. But
then by essential uniqueness Y is unitary, making  unitary also. O

We can now present our principles in a new equivalent mannern terms of
coarse-graining.

Theorem 6.39. A non-trivial dagger theory C satis es the operational principles
i it has the properties of Lemma 6.38 and that every dagger ckernel is sub-causal.

Proof. If C satis es the principles then (6.12) holds by Corollary 6.35 normal-
isation by Lemma 4.44, and ifk is a kernel then kY is sub-causal by (6.3). In
particular if  is a causal pure state then Y is sub-causal.

Conversely, if these hold then by Lemma 6.38 pure exclusiondids and by
Proposition 6.7 all kernels are causal. Hence by Lemmas 6.3thd 6.37 it remains

to check (6.10) for all e ects e. Butif ++ e= +thene =0 for any causal state

. In particular, since kernels are causal, for any causal puwr state  of Coim(e) we
havee coim(e)Y =0andsocoimE? =0giving =0. Hence Coim(e)=0
and soe=0. O

This result lets us deduce a simpler reconstruction than Coollary 6.34 for
probabilistic theories with coarse-graining.

Corollary 6.40. Let C be a compact dagger theory with addition and which is
probabilistic. Suppose thatC has strong puri cation, dagger kernels, and thatf Y
is sub-causal for every dagger kernel or causal pure state Then C is equivalent
to Quant g or Quant .

6.6.2 Alternative notions of purity

Rather than using -purity, one may wish to instead consider the more typical
notion of puri cation in terms of morphisms which are +-pure , as for example used
when the principle was introduced in [CDP10].
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In fact by Proposition 4.31 and Lemma 4.32 for any dagger thexy (with addi-
tion) C it is equivalent to consider puri cations satisfying the pr operties of Prin-
ciple 1 with respect to morphisms which are -pure, +-pure, or meet any of the
other notions of purity we met in Chapter 4. Moreover, in any theory satisfying
the operational principles, all of these in fact coincide.

Lemma 6.41. In any dagger theory C satisfying the operational principles the
classes of -pure, +-pure, copure and kernel-pure morphisms all coincide.

Proof.  -purity coincides with copurity by Lemma 4.30, with kernel-purity by
Lemma 4.42 and Proposition 4.43 1, and by Proposition 4.29 an -pure morphism
is +-pure. Finally we show that any +-pure morphism is kernel-pure. Bending
wires it su ces to consider the case of a +-pure eecte: A! |.

Let p: A! B be a purication of e. If Im(p) is a zero object thenp =0 and so
e = 0. Otherwise it has some causal pure state . Then :=im(p) is a causal
pure state with Y p 6 0. Now since is a kernel, by (6.3) we in particular have

Y+ d = g for some e ectd. But then

G50 e - b

for some scalarr, sincee is +-pure. Then since p and is pure,r eis also pure
and hence kernel-pure. But by zero-cancellativity we have Gim(r €) = Coim( €)
and so ifr e is kernel-pure then so ise. O
6.6.3 Principles on kernels

One of the less clearly operationally motivated of our prindgples is the CP ax-
iom (CP), which it would be desirable to replace with more physical assumptions.
Indeed we explored this earlier in Section 4.7, where we sawotv to derive (CP)
instead from the internal isomorphism property, along with homogeneity of kernels.

We can use these to give alternative reconstruction princites, making no ref-
erence to the CP axiom or even puri cation. Several of these & in a ‘quantum
logic style', referring to kernels and their associated othomodular lattices.

De nition 6.42  (Kernel Principles ). We say that a compact dagger theoryC
satis es the kernel principles when it satis es the following.

1) C has dagger kernels which are causal, homogeneous and calysaomple-
mented.

2) Every non-zero object has a state which is a dagger kernel.
3) The internal isomorphism property holds.

4) Conditioning holds.

5) Every causal morphism has a dilation which is a dagger keral.

6) Every identity morphism is -pure.
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152 Chapter 6. Reconstructing Quantum Theories

7) Each lattice DKer(A) satis es the covering law.
Alternatively, we'll see that one may replace the nal condition by the following:
7") Whenever f;g are -pure morphisms then soisg f.
Example 6.43. Quant ¢ satis es the kernel principles, for any phased eldS.

Proof. By Example 6.25 and the next result it su ces to verify the int ernal iso-
morphism property. Since all kernels are pure, it is then su cient to show that
every morphismf in Mat s with coker(f ) = 0 and ker(f) = 0 is an isomorphism,
which follows from standard linear algebra. O

Theorem 6.44. For any compact dagger theoryC, the following are equivalent:
1. The kernel principles;
2. The kernel principles, replacing condition 7) with 7°);
3. The operational principles along with the internal isomophism property.

Moreover, when these hold andC(l;1 ) is bounded we hav&€ ' Quant g for some
phased eldS.

Proof. 1 () 2: Suppose thatC satis es principles 1) { 5). Then every non-
zero scalarr is invertible, since by zero-cancellativity (Lemma 4.10 3)we have
coker(r) = ker(r) = 0, and so by the internal isomorphism property r is an iso-
morphism. Hence in particular C has normalisation.

Then by Proposition 4.43 any kernel-pure morphism is -pure. Conversely,
we claim that any -pure morphism is kernel-pure. Thanks to normalisation, it
su ces to show that any causal -pure state is kernel-pure. But since has
a kernel dilation this follows from Proposition 4.43 3. Hene by Theorem 4.48
conditions 7" and 7) are equivalent.

2 =) 3: We've just seen that a morphism is -pure i it is kernel-pure, in
particular making pure exclusion hold and all pure morphisns closed under
Since every identity is -pure, so is every dagger (co)kernel.

Finally by Theorem 4.56 to deduce strong puri cation it suc es to show that
every -pure causal morphismf : Al B is an isometry. But sincef has a kernel
dilation, for some causal state we have that f is a dagger kernel. Since every
dagger kernel is kernel-pure, then so is by Proposition 4.43 3. But then s a
dagger kernel and so an isometry, and then it follows thatf is also.

3 =) 2. If C satises the operational principles then since all identity
morphisms and kernels are -pure, homogeneity of kernels is a special case of
essential uniqueness of puri cation. Moreover as in Coroliry 4.27 every causal
morphism has a reversible dilation which is in particular a kernel since every causal

-pure state is.

The nal statement follows from Theorem 6.30 and Lemma 6.28 &ng with

the above fact that C(I;1 ) is a semi- eld. O

Using the relations between the various principles we gathed in Chapter 4, it
will be possible to put together numerous other reconstrudions in a similar vein.
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Outlook

The aim of this project was to develop a categorical approachto the study of
operational theories of physics. In particular we wished toshow that many of
the features typically associated with general probabilitic theories may in fact be
treated and understood in this elementary categorical franework, without requir-
ing any of the usual technical assumptions relating to ordeed vector spaces.

We saw how the framework of operational theories can be capted by basic
categorical properties (Chapter 2) and related these with he usual formalism
of categorical quantum mechanics (Chapter 3). Numerous priciples considered
in the study of probabilistic theories were found to treatable categorically and
typically even in the basic language of diagrams (Chapter 4)along with a more
novel account of superpositions (Chapter 5).

Most convincingly, we were able to use these to provide a reostruction of
( nite-dimensional) quantum theory itself (Chapter 6), wi th principles and proof
both given in the basic setting of dagger compact categoriesvith discarding. To
our knowledge this is the rst quantum reconstruction which does not rely on any
vector space assumptions from the outset. Other comparableesults are due to
Soler [Sol95], who reconstructs in nite-dimensional Hilkert space from its lattice of
subspaces but does not include any compositional or measurent-based features,
and Heunen who axiomatizesHilb [HeuQ9] but in terms of its own features rather
than those of more “operational' categories such allilb  or Quant .

Our results suggest many new potential avenues of research the categorical
study of operational theories; let us close by discussing atv.

Extending the notion of operational theory

As mentioned there, it would be interesting to extend our appoach in Chapter 2
beyond tests simply having nitely many outcomes, to allow for tests of various
types, such as real-valued ones with in nitely many outcomes. At risk of a high
level of abstraction, we suggested that this could be possie by viewing tests as
arrows in some form of generalised multicategory. This shdd at least allow us to
unify our two approaches to tests based on varyingf(i;: A! Bj)i2x or non-varying
(fi: A! B)iax output systems.

Categorifying probabilistic results

Combining the results of Chapters 2 and 4 it should be possile to adapt many
existing results and proofs about probabilistic theories nto simple categorical
ones. Though we did not go into this in detail, it is routine to translate most
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arguments from e.g. [CDP10, CDP11] into the setting of Chaper 2 or of more
general categories with discarding. There has been a histprof such simpli ed
categorical proofs in the literature, such as the categorial form [BC16] of the
‘No-Broadcasting' theorem [BBLWO07, BCF* 96].

Superpositions in operational theories

We introduced phased coproducts mainly to allow us to de ne te categoryGP(C)
for use in our reconstructions in Chapter 6. Their applications to the study of
superpositions in physical theories are promising and remia to be explored fully.

From a mathematical perspective, we did not yet nd many well-motivated ex-
amples of non-monoidal categories with phased coproductsf, these can be found
then the one-to-one correspondence between phased copradisi and coproducts
from Corollary 5.29 should be extended to this setting. It wauld also be in-
teresting to compare them with other weak notions of limit, such as those in
2-categories [Lac10].

Reconstruction principles

The principles used in our reconstruction were chosen to besaweak as possible
while allowing for the result. It should be possible to nd a smaller and more

natural, though potentially stronger, set of assumptions & we began exploring at
the end of Chapter 6.

Including classical systems

The notion of puri cation we have considered applies only tocategories likeQuant
which are -pure in our sense, with all identity morphisms being -pure, ruling
out the inclusion of classical systems and biproducts. Evemally we should extend
our approach to include such systems, and so potentially redn a reconstruction
of (some generalisation of)JFCStar , recovering our current reconstruction by re-
stricting to such “pure' objects.

Notions of puri cation which hold classically can be found in our concept of
minimal dilations, the de nition of purity due to Cunningha m and Heunen [CH18],
and in Selby, Scandolo and Coecke's reconstruction [SSC18]

Purifying objects

Related to the previous goal, it would be interesting to extend puri cation to
objects. Given a ( nite-dimensional) C*-algebra ~ ; %(Hi) this would return
its smallest extension to a purely quantum algebraB( [, H;). Rather than
using phased coproducts we could then simply describB (H K ) by purifying the
algebraB(H) B(K).

Removing daggers

The most signi cant open area left from our reconstruction lies in its extensive use
of the dagger inQuant . Though the dagger has a direct operational meaning on
pure states, it lacks one for more general mixed states and presses, and this is
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re ected in its failure to exist in in nite dimensions. For o ur reconstruction to be
as truly operational as those of e.g. [CDP11, Harl1] it show thus not require the
dagger from the outset, instead being given simply in the laguage of monoidal
categories with discarding. This could be achieved in at lest two ways.

1. Avoiding any use of the dagger in our theoryC itself, and merely establishing
its existence in the extended ring of scalarsS. This would still allow us to
de ne Quant g and its embedding into C.

2. Deriving the presence of the dagger from other more operainal principles.
Equipped with a suitable characterisation of the dagger on pre states, it
should be possible to use puri cation and compactness to exnd the dagger
to all morphisms. Alternatively, we could aim to nd conditi ons on a sub-
causal categoryC which ensure that its totalisation T(C) has a dagger, as
we found for compactness in Theorem 3.23.

Towards in nite dimensions

As well as the dagger, it should in fact be possible to derive ampactness itself
from principles such as puri cation. An ideal reconstruction would apply simply
to monoidal categories which come with discarding and also distinguished “max-
imally mixed' state on each object, from which the cup statesarise by (minimal)
puri cation:

j_ Purify U
Avoiding compactness from the outset in this way should alsacallow for a recon-
struction involving only the physically meaningful sub-causal processes, applicable
for example to e ectuses.

Finally, no longer assuming the presence of such maximally ired states should
yield axioms which hold even in in nite-dimensional settings such asCStar °P
and vNA °P. Drawing on results such as our own, developments from e ects
theory [CIWW16], and Heunen's axiomatization of Hilb [Heu09], one day we can
hope to arrive at such a reconstruction in in nite dimensions. This would be a
major success for the categorical framework, being the rssuch result of this kind
even under the usual assumptions of general probabilistichteories.

Ultimately, such totally new results will be necessary to denonstrate that cat-
egorical methods have a role to play in the physics of tomorne.
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Index of Categories

Notation  Description Page
Class Sets andR" -distributions 13
Classp Sets and sub-distributions 14
CStar °°  C*-algebras and completely positive maps (opposite diredbn) 15
CStar ¥  Subcategory of sub-unital morphisms inCStar °P 15
CStar )  Subcategory of unital morphismsCStar °P 41
DCM Commutative monoids with speci ed downset 49
FClass R* -valued matrices ( nite classical physics) 14
FCStar Finite-dimensional C*-algebras and completely positive naps 15
FHilb Finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and linear maps 14
FHilb FHilb modulo global phases 15
FVec Finite-dimensional vector spaces ovek 59
Hilb Hilbert spaces and continuous linear maps 14
Hilb Hilbo modulo global phases 15
KI(D) Kleisli category of distribution monad 41
KI(M n) Kleisli category of multiset monad 52
Mat g Matrices over semi-ring S 13
Mat g »  Matrices with values in S 1 24
(M)Spek Spekkens toy model (resp. including mixtures) 17
OCat Operational categories 31
oT® (Representable) operational theories 31
PCM Partial commutative monoids 49
Par Sub-causal categories 51
PFun Sets and partial functions 13
Proj k-Vector spaces modulo global non-zero scalars 108
Quant Finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and completely positie maps 15
Quant ¢, F.d. Hilbert spaces and trace non-increasing c.p. maps 15
Quant ¢ Quantum theory over involutive semi-ring S 130
Rel Sets and relations 16
Rel (C) Relations in regular category C 16
Rep (G) Unitary representations of G and intertwiners 60
Set Sets and functions 13
TestCat Test categories 39
Tot Categories with addition and discarding 51
Vec Vector spaces ovelk and linear maps 59
Vec Vec ¢ modulo global phases 108
VNA ©P von Neumann algebras, normal c.p. maps (opposite direction 16
vNA 2P Subcategory ofvNA °P of sub-unital morphisms 16
VNA ©oP Subcategory ofvNA °P of unital morphisms 41
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Index of Notation

C;D :::, categories, 9

A;B;C:::, objects, 9

f:A! B, morphism, 9

C ' D equivalence of categories, 7

, monoidal tensor, 10
|, monoidal unit, 10
D , coherence morphisms, 10, 11
+, discarding e ect, 11
Ccaus: Causal subcategory ,12
(fi)i2x , partial test, 20, 22
0: A! B, zero morphism, 21
Event , category of events, 22
0, initial or zero object, 25
1, terminal object, 25
1: 0! A, initial object morphism, 25
I: Al 1, terminal object morphism, 25
f > g, coarse-graining, 21, 23
f > g, PCM addition, 35, 48
X A,n A, copower, 26, 46
A + B, coproduct, 26
[f; g], cotuple, 26
f + g, diagonal morphism, 26
f + g, addition of morphisms, 45
i, coprojection, 26, 104
.i, projection from coproduct, 26
PTest (), category of partial tests, 24
Test (), category of tests, 37
*, representable completion, 30
e’ , complement of e ect e, 34
k?, complement of dagger kernel, 71
f:Ale B, morphism in Par(B), 38
A B, biproduct, 46
i, projection, 46, 118
C , biproduct completion, 47
Cso Sub-causal subcategory, 47
?, summable elements of PCM, 48
T(C), totalisation of category, 50
A , dual object, 55
", dual pair, 56
y, dagger, 57

y, involution of monoid, semi-ring, 59
<+, dagger of discarding, 58
CPM(C), CPM construction, 61
€, “doubled' CPM subcategory, 61, 87
, order in ordered theory, 64
min(f ), minimal dilation, 64
ker(f ), kernel, 68
coker(f ), cokernel, 68
im(f ), image, 68
coim(f ), coimage, 69
DKer, dagger kernels, 71
r, face pre-order, 78
Kk , pre-order of kernel inclusion, 78
F ,E , D, ideal compression, 79
Cp, class of morphisms, 81,
Cyp, environment structure, 97
C pure, pure morphisms, 81
A + B, phased coproduct, 104
A _B, phased product, 106
Ta, group of trivial isomorphisms, 107
[f] , equivalence class, 107
A=, quotient category, 107
GP(B), GP construction, 109
GP/(B), dagger GP construction, 123
A;B;:::, objects in GP(B), 109
P, global phase group, 111
A p, quotient by global phases, 111
A _B, phased biproduct, 118
SPOS, positive elements, 131
Ssa self-adjoint elements, 145
D(R), di erence ring, 145
R[i], adjoin elementi to ring R, 145
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