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Abstract

This paper initiates the study of a class of entangled games, mono-state games, denoted
by (G, ), where G is a two-player one-round game and 1) is a bipartite state independent of
the game G. In the mono-state game (G, 1), the players are only allowed to share arbitrary
copies of ¥. This paper provides a doubly exponential upper bound on the copies of ¢ for
the players to approximate the value of the game to an arbitrarily small constant precision
for any mono-state binary game (G, ), if ¥ is a noisy EPR state, which is a two-qubit state
with completely mixed states as marginals and maximal correlation less than 1. In particular,
it includes (1 — €) |¥)(¥| + e22 ® L2, an EPR state with an arbitrary depolarizing noise
€ > 0. The structure of the proofs is built on the recent framework about the decidability

of the non-interactive simulations of joint distributions [GKS16, [DMNI8| [GKRI8] with
significant extension, which is completely different from all previous optimization-based

approaches [KRT10, NPAQS|] or "Tsirelson’s problem'-based approaches [Fril2)
[STo16, [SIo19]. The paper develops a series of new techniques about the Fourier analysis on
matrix spaces and proves a quantum invariance principle and a hypercontractive inequality
for random operators. This novel approach provides a new angle to study the decidability
of the complexity class MIP*, a longstanding open problem in quantum complexity theory.
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1 Introduction

The concept of interactive proof systems is nowadays fundamental to the theory of comput-
ing. It was first proposed by Babai [Bab85] and Goldwasser, Micali and Rackoff |[GMRS5]
and later extended to the multi-prover setting in [BOGKWSS|. The study of the interactive
proof systems from different lens is at the heart of theory of computing, including the elegant
characterizations IP = PSPACE [Sha92| [She92] for single-prover interactive proof systems and
MIP = NEXP [BEL91] for multiprover interactive proof systems. The later one has further led
to the celebrated PCP theorem |[ALMT™98, [ASOg].

The study on the power of interactive proof systems in the context of quantum computing
also has a rich history. The model of single-prover quantum interactive proof systems was
first studied by Watrous [Wat99], followed by a series of work [KWO00, MWO05, (GW07, [TUW09],
finally led to the seminar result QIP = PSPACE [JJUW11]. Quantum multiprover interactive
proof systems are more complicated. A key assumption on the classical multiprover interactive
proof systems is that the provers are not allowed to communicate, which means that their only
distributed resource is the shared randomness. In quantum multiprover interactive proof systems,
this assumption is relaxed and allow the provers to share entanglement with the corresponding
complexity class MIP* [CHTWO04]. Surprisingly, understanding the power of MIP* turns out to
be extremely difficult. A trivial lower bound on MIP* is IP, or equivalently PSPACE, which can
be easily seen by ignoring all but one provers. By extending the techniques in [BEL91] to the
quantum setting, Ito and Vidick proved the containment of NEXP in MIP* [IV12]. If the gap
between the completeness and the soundness is exponentially small, then the lower bound can be
improved to QMAgxp, a quantum computational complexity class analog to NEXP, and further
to NEEXP, the class of nondeterministic double-exponential time by Ji [Jil6} [Jil7]. Surprisingly,
in a very recent work [NW19], Natarajan and Wright proved that NEEXP C MIP*. Namely,
the class still contains NEEXP even if the gap between the completeness and the soundness is
constant. In contrast, little is known about the upper bound on MIP*. In his breakthrough
results, Slofstra proved that it is undecidable to determine whether a multiprover interactive
proof system has an entangled strategy that is accepted with probability 1 [Slol6, [Slo19]. His
proof was later simplified by Dykema, Paulsen, and Prakash in [DPP19] and Fitzsimons, Ji,
Vidick and Yuen in [EJVY19].

This paper concerns two-player one-round games, a core model precisely capturing the power
of multiprover interactive proof systems. A two-player one-round game G = (X, Y, A, B, u, V),
where X, Y, A, B are finite sets, u is a distribution over X x Y and V: X x Y x A x B — {0,1}
is a predicate and all of these are public, is run by three parties: a 'referee" and two non-
communicating players. The referee samples a pair of questions (x,y) according to u, and sends
x and y to the two players, separately. The two players have to provide an answer each to the
referee from A and B, respectively, say (a,b). The referee accepts the answers he receives if and
only if V (x,y,a,b) = 1. The only restriction to the players’ strategies is that the players are
not allowed to exchange any information once the game has started. In the classical setting, the
value of the game w (G), the highest probability that the referee accept the game, is

O.)(G): max Z:u‘(xay)V($7y7hA(x)7hB<y))

Ay Ty
It is NP-hard to approximate w(G) within a multiplicative constant thanks to the PCP theo-
rem |[ALMT98| [ASO8]. The entangled games, which are same as the classical games except that
the players are allowed to share arbitrary entangled states before they receive the questions,
were first introduced by Cleve, Hoyer, Toner and Watrous [CHTWO04] with the entangled value
of a game, which is the highest probability that the referee accepts in a game when the players



share entanglement, denoted by w* (G). It can be expressed as

w'(G) = lim  max ;u(w,y)%:V(w,y,a,b)Tr (P @ QY) bas, (1)
iYoo), ¢

where D, is the set of n-dimensional density operators, {P2}, and {Qj }, are POVM for any
z € X,y € Y, respectively. Namely, Y ,cq P¥ =1, Y e Q) =1, P¥ > 0 and Q} > 0.

In [CHTWO04] Cleve et.al. discovered that the model of entangled games gave a re-interpretation
of Bell’s inequalities [Bel64] and an equivalent formulation CHSH games |[CHSHG69], a central
role in quantum mechanics from all aspects. The CHSH game is a simple two-player one-round
game and the violation of Bell’s inequalities by quantum mechanics implies that the classical
value of CHSH game is strictly smaller than its entangled value. A large body of the subsequent
work has been devoted to boost the gap between w(G) and w*(G) and now we know of games of
which w*(G) = 1 while w*(G) can be arbitrary small [Raz98| [Ara02]. However,the complexity
of computing w*(G) is much more involved same as MIP*. It was shown in [KKM™08, TKM09)
that approximating w*(G) to a inverse-polynomial precision is NP-hard. Later, Vidick proved
that w*(QG) of three players is NP-hard to approximate to a constant factor [Vid16]. Recently,
Ji proved that it is QMAgxp-hard to approximate w*(G) of multiplayer games to a inverse-
exponential precision [Jil6], which is further improved to be NEXP-hard [Jil7, TV12]. Very
recently, Natarajan and Vidick have proved that it is QMA-hard to approximate w*(G) to a con-
stant precision under a randomized reduction [NV18]. Similar to the complexity class MIP*, the
progress on the upper bound on the complexity of w*(G) is much less. For a few known classes
of games, computing w*(G) is easier than computing w(G). Cleve et.al. in [CHTWO04] gave a
polynomial-time algorithm to exactly compute w*(G) of XOR games G building on the work of
Tsirelson [Cir80]. Kempe, Regev and Toner later present a polynomial-time algorithm for unique
games with a factor 6 approximation to 1 —w*(G) [KRT10]. Interestingly, both of the two classes
of games are believed to be NP-hard under certain complexity assumptions [Has01, [Kho02]. To
the best of my knowledge, all the algorithms that compute w*(G) of certain class of games, in-
cluding those mentioned above, are based on semidefinite programs. In particular, a hierarchy of
semidefinite programs was proposed in [NPAOS|, whose optimal values converge to w*(G), while
the speed of the convergence is unknown. On the other hand, Slofstra’s results [Slo16, [Slo19]
imply that determining whether w*(G) = 1 is undecidable. Whether approximating w*(G)
is decidable is still widely open. The main difficulty in computing w*(G) is that there is no
upper bound on the dimension of the preshared entangled states, because if we knew an upper
bound, we could approximate the optimal value by using the e-net over all possible strategies
and then brute force search. On the other hand, It is known that a positive answer to a so-
called "Tsirelson’s problem" (see e.g. [Fril2]) implies the existence of an algorithm approximating
w*(@) of any entangled game, while Tsirelson’s problem is equivalent to Conne’s Embedding
Conjecture [Con76], a longstanding open problem in functional analysis [JNPT11 [(Ozal3].

Our contribution

This paper initiates the study of mono-state games, a new class of entangled games denoted
by (G,1), where G is a two-player one-round game and ) is a bipartite state (possibly mixed)
independent of the game G. In the mono-state game (G, 1), the players are only allowed to share
arbitrary copies the state 1. The value of the game, denoted by w* (G, ), can be expressed as

w* (G,v) = lim max Z,u (x,y) Z V(z,y,a,b)Tr (PY @ QF) =", (2)

n—eo {Paz}z,(w{Qg}y’b Ty ab

where {P7}, and {Q}}, are POVM for any = € X and y € Y, respectively.



To the best of my knowledge, the decidability of mono-state games has not been studied yet.
It is easy to see that the highest probability that the referee accepts is equal to the classical
value if ¢ is a separable state. However, the situation is more involved when 1 is entangled as
the amount entanglement increases and tends to infinity when having more copies of v, which is
potentially helpful for the referee to accept the game with higher probability. Indeed, Mancinska
and Vidick in [MV15] constructed a mono-state game where the referee accepts with probability
tends to 1 when the copies of the shared states tend to infinity, while sharing any bounded
dimensional entanglement, the probability that the referee accepts is bounded away from 1.

This paper takes a step towards understanding the decidability of the mono-state games.
The following is an informal statement of the main result.

Theorem (Main result, informal). Given a mono-state binary game (G, ), where v is a noisy
EPR state and a parameter ¢, there exists an explicitly computable D such that it suffices for
the players to share D copies of ¢ to achieve the probability of winning at least w (G, ) — €.
Hence, the game (G, ) is decidable.

The class of noisy EPR states will be defined later, which includes (1 — ) [U)(¥| +e22 @ L2,
an EPR state with arbitrary small € > 0 depolarizing noise. All the previous works studying the
upper bound on the complexity of entangled games are either via convex optimiation [CHTWO04,
KRT10, NPAO§| or based on Tsirelson’s problem [Fril2 [Slo16, [SIo19]. This paper generalizes
the framework of Fourier analysis on the Boolean functions, a well studied and fruitful topic in
theoretical computer science [O’D13], to matrix spaces, and reduces the problem to quantum
non-interactive simulations of joint distributions. It provides a new angle and novel tools to
study the entangled two-prover one-round games and the complexity class MIP*. Moreover, a
series of results about the Fourier analysis on matrix spaces have been developed in this paper,
which may be useful for other topics such as quantum property testing, quantum machine
learning, etc.

Non-interactive simulations of joint distributions is a fundamental problem in information
theory and communication complexity. Consider two non-communicating players Alice and Bob.
Suppose they are provided a sequence of independent samples (x1,y1), (z2,%2),... from a joint
distribution g on X x Y, where Alice observes x1, s, ... and Bob observes y1, 4o, . ... Without
communicating with each other, what joint distribution v can Alice and Bob jointly simulate?
The research on this problem dates back to the classic works by Gécs and Kérner [GK73] and
Wyner [Wyn75] and Witsenhausen [Wit75], followed by fruitful subsequent work (see, for exam-
ple, [KA16] and the references therein). Recently, Ghazi, Kamath and Sudan in [GKS16] studied
the decidability of the non-interactive simulations of joint joint distributions by introducing a
made partial progress by introducing a framework built on the theory of Fourier analysis on
discrete functions and Hermite analysis on Gaussian space [MOO10}, [Mos10, [0’D13]. With such
a framework, the decidability is settled in subsequent works [DMNI18, [GKR1S].

In quantum universe, it is natural to consider the non-interactive simulations of quantum
states, which is also named the local state transformations. Suppose the two non-communicating
players Alice and Bob are provided arbitrary copies of bipartite quantum states ¥ 4g. Without
communicating with each other, what bipartite quantum state ¢ 4p can Alice and Bob jointly
create? Delgosha and Beigi first studied this problem and gave a criterion for the impossibility
of local state transformation of ¥ 4p to ¢ap exactly [DBI4]. Other than this result, not much
about this problem is known. The proofs of the decidability of the non-interactive simulations
of joint distributions in [GKS16, DMNIS| [GKRI8| heavily use Fourier analysis and Hermite
analysis, which has been intensively studied and has fruitful applications in theoretical computer
science [O’D13]. The hypercontractive inequality, a key component in Fourier analysis and
Hermite analysis, has also been extended to the quantum setting from various aspects resulting



Requirements.
1. 0< fr(P)<Tand 0<g,(Q) <1,
2. Tr PY3" ~ T fo (P)v3" and Tr Quibg" ~ Tr gn (Q) ¥5";
3. T (PoQuiE~Tr (fu(P)®gn(Q) V5.

Figure 1: Requirements

several interesting applications [BRAWO08, Mon12, [TPK14, Kin14, DB14, [CKMT15]. However,
the understanding of the Fourier analysis on matrix spaces, in particular, the Fourier analysis
on quantum operations is much less compared with the one on Boolean functions or continuous
functions. This paper essentially resolves the decidability of local state transformation when ¥ ap
is a noisy EPR state and ¢ 45 is a classical two-bit distribution, by systematically developing the
Fourier analysis on random matrix spaces. In particular, this paper proves a quantum invariance
principle and a hypercontractive inequality for random operators, successfully generalizing the
framework established in [GKS16, [DMN18,I(GKR18] to the quantum setting. The tools developed
in this paper are interesting on their own right and are believed to have further applications.

1.1 Proof Overview

To explain the ideas of the proof in high level, we start with a pair of measurements performed
by Alice and Bob, denoted by ({P,1 — P},{Q,1 — Q}), respectively, where P,Q € H5" and
0 < P,Q <1 and n copies of noisy EPR states Q,Z)%é. The proof is to construct a universal
bound D, which is independent of the measurements, and a transformation f,, g, : fH?" — H5°,
such that the requirements in Figure [I] are satisfied.

The first item implies that {f, (P),1 — f, (P)} and {g, (Q),1 — ¢, (Q)} are both valid
measurements. The second item imples that the probability that Alice outputs 1 is almost
unchanged under the transformation f,,. Same for the probability that Bob outputs 1. The last
item implies that the probability that both Alice and Bob output 1 is almost unchanged. As
Alice’s and Bob’s outputs are both binary, it concludes that the distribution of the joint output
is almost unchanged.

The construction of the transformations f, and g, are based on the framework introduced
in [GKS16], which, in turn, is built on the results in Fourier analysis and Hermite analysis
developed in [MOO10, Mos10]. Analogously, we choose an orthornormal basis in Mg, which
is of dimension 4, and apply the theory of Fourier analysis to the expansions of P and @ on
this basis. Let B = {Bg, B, Bo, B3} be an orthonormal basis in My with all elements being
Hermitian and By = 1, whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma It is easy to verify that
the set {B, : 0 € {0,1,2,3}"}, where B, o By, @Bgy @...® By, , forms an orthonormal basis
in M5, Let A = {Ag, A1, A2, A3} and B = {Bo, B1, B2, B3} be two orthonormal basis in Ma,
which are speficifed later. The expansions of P and (Q on the basis A and B can be expressed as

P= Y P@A,andQ= > Q(0)B,,

0€{0,1,2,3}" 0€{0,1,2,3}"

which are considered to be the Fourier expansions of P and @, respectively. The construction
of the transformations f,, and g, consists of the following several steps, which are summarized

in the Figure where L? (%?h , ’yt) is a set of random operators defined in Subsection
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Figure 2: Construction of the transformations
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e Smoothing operators. We first convert the operators (P, Q) to low-degree operators via
smoothing operations. Here we borrow the standard techniques in the Fourier analysis on
Boolean functions [O’D13] by applying a noise operator T, for some constant p € (0,1),
whose analog in Gaussian space is also called Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator, to both P and
Q). We obtain

T,P= > P(o)pA, and T,Q = Y Qpl(0) B,

06[4]g0 06[4]20

where |o| = |[{i: 0; # 0}] and [4]>0 = {0,1,2,3}. It is not hard to verify that the item 1
and item 2 of the requirements in Figure [1| are satisfied. To meet the item 3, we need the
notion of quantum maximal correlation, which was introduced by Beigi [Beil3], extending
the maximal correlation coefficients [Hir35) [Geb41, [Rénh9| in classical information theory.
Note that after smoothing the operators, the weights of high-degree part of both P and @,
namely, the part with high |o|, decrease exponentially. Thus, both of the operators can be
approximated by low-degree operators.

e Joint regularity. In this step, we choose a bounded-sized subset of coordinates H such
that all the coordinates not in H are low influential. The influence of a coordinate to
a Hermitian operator is given in Definition 2.1} analogous to the notion of the influence
in the analysis of boolean functions [O’D13|, first introduced by Montanaro in [Mon12].
It, informally speaking, measures how much the coordinate can influence the operator.
This step follows by quantizing a well known result in the classical boolean analysis. For
any bounded function, the total influence, i.e., the summation of the influences of all
coordinates, is upper bounded by the degree of the function. Note that the both operators
can be approximated by low-degree operators after the first step.

e Quantum invariance principle. In this step, we replace all the low-influential coordi-
nates by correlated Gaussian variables, resulting random operators. Prior to the replace-
ment, we need to specify the choices of the basis A and B. It can be shown that there
exist the basis A and B such that

Tr (A; ® Bj) Yap = d;jci,

for 1 =¢y > c1 > cog > c3 >0, where Ag = Bg = 1. Hence

T (PRQUis= Y «P(@)Q0), (3)

06[4]72‘0

where ¢, = ¢4, Cqy " Cq,, for any o € [4]2,. Now we introduce independent joint random
variables {(g; ;. hid)}ogigs,jgéHv where go; =hg; =1and (g;;,h; ;) ~ G, fori >1,j¢ H
and G, is a p-correlated two-dimensional Gaussian distribution. Then we substitute all the
basis outside H in the expansion of P and @ by (g; ;,h; ), accordingly, and obtain the
random operators

P= Z P (U) H giyo'i‘AU'H and Q = ZQ (U) H giyo'i“BO'H' (4)
o i¢H o i¢H

It is easy to verify that the item 2 and item 3 of the requirements in Figure [I] are satisfied

in expectation. However, P and Q are in general not measurement operator at all, which

means that the item 1 of the requirements is violated. To meet item 1, it suffices to show



that both of the random operators are close to measurement operators in ¢y distance in
expectation. To prove it, we establish a hypercontractive inequality for random operators
and quantum invariance principle, which will be explained with more details in the next
subsection.

e Dimension reduction. The random operators in Eq. can be written as
P= Z Poyy (&) Aoy and Q =Y 4oy (h) By, (5)
OH

And
B[00 ] ~ S s 610 )

Applying the dimension reduction for polynomlals of Gaussian variables, proved recently
n [GKRI§| to (poy,qoy), the number of Gaussian random variables are reduced to a
bounded number. Meanwhile, all the items in Figure [1] are still satisfied.

e Smoothing random operators. To replace the Gaussian random variables by the
operators in A and B, we follow the transformation similar to the ones in the previous
steps. Thus, we apply the noise operators again to the both operators to reduce the weight
of the high degree parts.

e Multilinearlization. Note that the degrees of the functions of the Gaussian variables
are unbounded. They may even not be polynomials. Thus, we need the multilinearization
lemma in [GKRI1S§| to reduce the power of the Gaussian random operators to either 0 or 1,
i.e, the polyonomials ps,,’s and ¢, ’s in Eq. are all multilinear.

e Quantum invariance principle and rounding. In the final step, we substitute the
Gaussian variables by the proper chosen basis operators and further round both of the
operators to the measurement operators. Again, we need to apply a quantum invariance
principle to ensure that all the requirements in Figure [1| are satisfied.

Note that in mono-state games the players adopt different measurement operators for differ-
ent inputs. Thus, we may have the issue of the consistency when applying the transformations
above to mono-state games. Suppose the players’ strategies are ({P,1 — P},{Q,1 — Q}) and
({P,1 - P}, {Q',1 —Q'}) for the pairs of questions (x,y) and (z,y’), respectively. We need
to ensure the resulting measurement operators on Alice’s side must be same in the both cases.
Namely, the transformation for each player should be independent of the other player. Fortu-
nately, the correlation between the two players only occurs when choosing the set H in the step
of regularization, which can be resolved by applying an union bound on the all possible question
pairs.

1.2 Quantum invariance principle and quantum hypercontractive inequality

The main difficulty in this construction is proving the quantum invariance principle, which
is used for the interchanges between the basis operators and the Gaussian random variables.
Let’s recall the classical invariance principle in [MOOI0]. Let f : {0,1}" — R be a low-degree
multilinear polynomial with small influence for all coordinates. The invariance principle asserts
that

W (f ()= E [W(f(g))] (6)

E
x~{0,1}" g~n

for any ¥ : R — R with a constant Lipschitz coefficient.
It was proved via approximating ¥ by a € function, say ¥/, and then applying the Taylor
expansion to the both sides of Eq. @ to reduce the difference between the both sides to the
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norm of third order terms in the Taylor expansion of ¥. Further applying a hypercontractive
inequality for random variables, it can be proved to be small for the functions with all coordinates
being low influential.

Generalizing such a mechanism to quantum operations is not an easy task due to the
non-commutativity of the operators. In this paper, we adopt Fréchet derivatives, a notion
of derivatives in Banach space, for which a similar form of Taylor expansion exists. The
differentiability of the real functions and the one of matrix-functions with respect to Fréchet
derivatives [Sen07] share many properties. We follow the same mechanism by substituting the
basis elements with Gaussian variables and obtain random operators, hybrids of operators and
random variables. The Taylor expansions of matrix-valued functions are in general complicated
again due to the nature of the non-commutativity. Fortunately, it suffices to prove the quantum
invariance principle for €3 function for our purpose. To prove an operator P is close to a
measurement operators, it suffices to show that

¢ (P) ~ 0,
where
(x—12 ifz>1
C(x) =140 ifo<z<l1
x? otherwise.

We introduce a C3 approximation of ¢, denoted by ¢, and show that ¢ (P) is upper bounded
by the 3rd order term in the Taylor expansion of (y, which is, in turn, upper bounded by the
power 3 of its 4-norm.

A following difficulty is to prove a hypercontractive inequality for random random operators,
which is expected to show that the 4-th norm of a low-degree random operator can be upper
bounded by its 2-norm. As a random operator is a hybrid of operators and the Gaussian
variables, the proof is a delicate combination of the hypercontractive inequality for unital qubit
channels due to King [Kin14] and the hypercontractive inequality for Gaussian variables due to

Wolft [Wol(7].

1.3 Organization of the paper

Section [2] summarizes some useful definitions and basic facts on quantum mechanics, the analysis
on Gaussian spaces, matrices spaces and random operators. The main results and the proofs
are stated in Section [3] Further work and some open problems are listed in Section 4 Section
gives the definition of quantum maximal correlation, a key concept in this work, with several
crucial properties. The smoothing operators lemma, joint regularity lemma, hypercontractive
inequality for random operators, quantum invariance principle, dimension reduction for random
operators, smoothing random operators and multilinearization for random operators are proved
in Sections and respectively. Section [§] introduces the notion of Féchet
derivatives. Some basic facts on Féchet derivatives are summarized in Appendix [A] Appendix
presents some useful facts on the analytical properties of the functions f : R® — M.
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2 Preliminaries

For an integer n > 1, let [n] and [n]>o represent the sets {1,...,n} and {0,...,n — 1}, re-
spectively. Given a finite set X and a natural number k, let X* be the set X x --- x X, the
Cartesian product of X, k times. Given a = ay,...,a; and a set S C [k], we write ag to
represent the projection of a to the coordinates specified in S. For any i € [k], a<; represents
ai,...,Q—1. G<i,a>;,a>; are defined similarly. Let p be a probability distribution on X, and
i (x) represent the probability of € X according to u. Let X be a random variable distributed
according to p. We use the same symbol to represent a random variable and its distribution

whenever it is clear from the context. The expectation of a function f on X is defined as

E[f(X)] Y Exox [f(x)] = o Pr[X = 2] - f () = 3, 1t (2) - f (z), where x ~ X represents

that x is drawn according to X. For two distributions p and ¢, the ¢1-distance between p and ¢

. def
is defined to be [[p — g, = X, |p (z) — q (2)].

In this paper, the lower-cased letters in bold x,y, - - - are reserved for random variables. The
capital letters in bold, P, Q, ... are reserved for random operators.

2.1 (Gaussian spaces

For any integer n > 0, let v, represent the standard n-dimensional normal distribution. All
the functions considered in this paper are in L? (C,~,) unless explicitly mentioned. We say
feL?R,y,) if f(x) € R for all 2. We equipped L? (C,~,) with an inner product (f, g>% def
Ex~, {mg (x)} Given p > 1 and f € L?(C,~,), the p-norm of f is defined to be £, o
(Jgn | f(@)]P vn (d:):))% Then (f, f) = ||f||3. The set of Hermite polynomials forms an orthonormal

basis in L? (C,~1) with respect to the inner product (-, -)71. The Hermite polynomial H, : R — R
for r € Z>g is defined as

—1)r dr
Ho (a) = 1 Hi (a) = iy (0) = 2o 0 e, (7)
For any o € (01,...,0n) € Z%, define H, : R" — R as

n

H, (2) € [ Ho, (1) (8)
=1

And |o] %ef > ;0i. It is easy to verify that the set {H(7 10 € Zgo} forms an orthonormal basis

in L% (C,~,). Every function f € L?(C,~,) has an Hermite expansion as

fla)="3 F(o) Hy(a),

GEZ%O

where f(a)’s are the Hermite coefficients of f, which can be obtained by f(a) = (H,, f>'Yn. The

~

degree of f is defined to be deg (f) e nax {\a| : f(o) # 0}. Analogous to Fourier analysis, we

2
have Parseval’s identity, that is , ||f]|3 = Zaezgo ‘f (a)‘ . We say f € L?(C,~,) is multilinear
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if f (o) is non-zero only if ¢ € {0,1}". We need the following basic notions of variance and
influence of a coordinate on a function.

Definition 2.1. Given a function f € L? (C,,), the variance of f is defined to be

var(f] |

X~

foo-Elf[]. 9)

For any set S C [n], the conditional variance Var[f (x) |xg] is defined via

Var(f () fxs] B {[7 60) ~ BL7 G0 b s (10)

X~n

The influence of i-th coordinate on f, denoted by Inf; (f), is defined by

def

Inf; (f) = _E [Var[f (x)|x—i]]- (11)

X~Yn

The total influence of f is defined by

Inf (f) = Zlnfi (f).
i
The following fact summarizes the basic properties of variance and influence. Readers may
refer to [O’D13] for a thorough treatment.

Fact 2.2. [0’D13, MOO10] Given f € L?(C,~,), it holds that
L f(o) eRif f € L (R, 7n);

2. Varlf] = Soon |7 (0]
3. 10fi (f) = X0 |1 (0)

4 ot (f) = 3, 1{i s 05 > 0} | F (0)]
5. Inf (f) < deg (f) Var[f).
Definition 2.3. Given 0 < p < 1 and f € L?(C,~,), we define the Ornstein- Uhlenbeck operator

U, to be
)

2
, and hence for all ¢, Inf; (f) < Var[f];

2

U,f(2) € E

Fact 2.4. [O’D13| Page 338, Proposition 11.37] For any 0 < p < 1 and f € L? (C,~,), it holds
that R
ljpf = j{: j‘QT)phﬂ]i&-

JEZ;O

We will also be working on wvector-valued functions in this paper. A vector-valued function
f=,... fx) :R*" - CFisin L? (Ck,7n> if f; € L?(C,~,) for all 4. It is in L? (Rk,yn) if

fi € L? (R, ~,) for all i. For any f,g € L? (Ck,vn), the inner product (f, g)W def Zle <ft,gt>%.

1
The p-norm of fis || f||, = (Zle HftHg) /p. For any f € L? ((Ck,fyn), the Hermite coefficients

of f are the vectors f (o) o (ﬁ (0),... ,ﬁ(a)). The degree of f is deg(f) ©f hax, deg (f1).
We say f is multilinear if each f; is multilinear. The variance of f is Var|[f] uf > Var[f].

The influence of i-th coordinate on f is Inf; (f) def > Inf; (fy). The total influence of f

10



is Inf (f) = >, Inf; (f). The action of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck opeartor on f is defined to be
def
Upf S (Upfis- - Upfr).

For any vector v € C*, the norm of v is defined to be ||v]|, o VIE L ol
It is easy to verify that Fact and Fact can be generalized to vector-valued functions

by definitions.
Fact 2.5. Given f € L2 ((C’wn) and 0 < p < 1, it holds that

1. f(o) eRFif fe L2 (R’f,%);

2. Varlf] = X || F o)
3. 10fi (f) = Lioy0 | £ (0)]
4 Inf () = 2, l{i 2 01> 0} | 7 (o)
5. Inf (f) < deg (f) Var[f];

6. Upf = Soezn, [ (0) p"1 Ho.

I

2
) and hence for all ¢, Inf; (f) < Var[f];

2
o7

We are also working on the joint distribution p-correlated Gaussian distribution (R x R, 3G,).
This is a 2-dimensional Gaussian distribution (X,Y’), where X and Y are marginal distributed
according to 1 with E[XY] = p.

2.2 Quantum mechanics

We briefly review the formalism of quantum mechanics over a finite dimensional system. For a
more thorough treatment, readers may refer to [NCO0, [Wat18]. For a quantum system A, we
associate a finite dimensional Hilbert space, which, by abuse of notation, is also denoted by A.
We denote by M (A) and H (A) the set of all linear operators and the set of Hermitian operators
in the space, respectively. The identity operator in A is denoted by 1 4. If the dimension of A
is d, then we write M (A) = My, H (A) = Hy and 14 = 14. The subscripts may be dropped
whenever it is clear from the context. A quantum state in the quantum system A is represent
by a density operator pa, a positive semi-definite operator over the Hilbert space A with unit
trace. We denote by D (A) the set of all density operators in A. A quantum state is pure if the
density operator is a rank-one projector |¢)(1)|, which is also represented by |v¢) for convenience.
Composite quantum systems are associated with the (Kronecker) tensor product space of the
underlying spaces, i.e., for quantum systems A and B, the composition of the two systems
are represented by A ® B with the sets of linear operators, Hermitian operators and density
operators denoted by M (A ® B), H(A® B) and D (A ® B), respectively. We sometimes use
the shorthand AB for A ® B. The sets of the linear operators and the Hermitian operators in
the composition of n d-dimensional Hilbert spaces are denoted by M?" and J—C?", respectively.
With slight abuse of notations, we assume that M?" = C and }C?" =R whenn = 0. A quantum
channel from the input system A to the output system B is represented by a completely positive,
trace-preserving linear map (CPTP map). The set of all quantum channels from a system A to
a system B is denoted L (A, B). A quantum operator on A is a channel acting A. The set of
quantum operators on A is denoted £ (A). An important operation on a composite system A® B
is the partial trace Trppap which effectively derives the marginal state of the subsystem A from
the quantum state pap. The partial trace is given by Trgppan o Y (1a® (i]) pap (14 ® |i))
where {]i)} is an orthonormal basis for B. The partial trace is a valid quantum channel in
L (A ® B, A) Note that the action is independent of the choices of the basis chosen to represent
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it , so we unambiguously write py = Trppap. In this paper, we may also apply the partial
trace to an arbitrary operator in M (A ® B). A pure state evolution on system A with state
|1) is represented by a unitary operator U4, denoted by U4 |1)). An evolution of register B
of a state |¢) ,5 under the action of a unitary UP is represented by (]lA ® UB) |¢) 45- The
superscripts and the subscripts might be dropped whenever it is clear from the context. A
quantum measurement is represented by a positive-operator valued measure (POVM), which is a
set of positive semi-definite operators {M;};" | satisfying > ; M; = 1, where n is the number
of possible measurement outcomes. Suppose the state of the quantum system is p. Applying
the measurement {A;}" |, the probability that outputs ¢ is TrM;p.
In this paper, we need the following fact.

Fact 2.6. Given registers A, B, operators P € H (A),Q € H (B) and a bipartite state ¥ 4p, it
holds that

1. TI“(P X ]lB) Yap = TrPyYy.

2. |Tr (P ® Q) tap| < (TrPpa)" - (TrQ%yp) /.

2.3 Matrix analysis and matrix spaces

Given an m x n matrix M, abs (M) represents the matrix obtained by substituting each entry
of M by its absolute value. for 1 < p < oo the pnorm of M is defined to be [|M], 3

1
(Z;mrll{m ) Z(M)p) /p, where (s1 (M),sa(M),...) are the singular values of M sorted in

a non-increasing order. ||M| = et M|, = s1 (M) when p = oo It is easy to verify that

|M][, < [[M]], if p > q. For M € Mg, |M| ©F V/MTM. The normalized p-norm of M is defined

as 1], 2 (35 s 0)?) """ and [|M]) % 0l = s1(M). We have ||M], > 1M,
if p>¢q. For any M € Hg, (M1 (M),..., \q(M)) represents the eigenvalues of M in a non-
increasing order. Given two matrices A, B of the same dimension, the Hadamard product of A
and B is Ao B, where (Ao B) (i,7) < A(i,)- B (i, §).

Given P, Q) € My, we define

>def 1

(P,Q)= STr PIQ. (12)

Fact 2.7. (-,-) is an inner product. Then ((-,-),My) forms a Hilbert space of dimension d2. For
any M € My, [|M]l; = (M, M).

We say {Bo,...,Bs_1} is a standard orthonormal basis in My. if it is an orthonormal basis
with all elements being Hermitian and By = 14.

Fact 2.8. Given a standard orthonormal basis { By, ..., Bs_1}, the set {36, .. ,8&2_1} is also
a standard orthonormal basis in My if and only if B), = 14 and there exists a (d* — 1) x (d? — 1)
orthogonal matrix U such that B} = Zd2 L Ui jBj for all 1 <i<d?—1.

Fact 2.9. Let {Bi}fial be a standard orthonormal basis in My, then

{B & on B, } i,

is a standard orthonormal basis in M?“.

The following lemma guarantees the existence of the standard orthonormal basis.

12



Lemma 2.10. For any integer d > 2, there exists a standard orthonormal basis in M.

Proof. 1t is easy to verify that the set

Va it Va0 + m} of V4721 - - 1Ry |

0<j<k<d—1 0<j<k<d—1
forms an orthonormal basis in My. Let’s denote it by {A1,...,Agz}. Suppose

d2

]ld = Z xifl

i=1
Then x = (x1,...,242) is a unit vector in R, Let (:c(o) (d2_1)) be a set of orthonormal
vectors in R” with (0 = z. Define B; = Z 17 z)fl Then {Bi}y<;<s2_; is a standard
orthonormal basis in My by Fact 2.8 O

2_1 . .
Given a standard orthonormal basis B = {fBi}fzol in My, every matrix M € M$" has a
Fourier expansion with respect to the basis B given by

M= Y M(o)B,

ae[dQ]go

where Z/\Z(U):S\ are the Fourier coefficients of M with respect to the basis B, which can be
obtained as M (o) = (B,, M). The basic properties of M (o) are summarized in the following
fact, which follow from the orthonormality of {B,} oeld]n, -

Fact 2.11. Given a standard orthonormal basis {Bi}ial in My and M, N € My, it holds that
1. M (o) is real if M is Hermitian;

2. (M,N) = (1, MIN) = (MN,1) =5, M (0)N (0);
3 IMIIE = (M, 0) = (MM, 1) = (1, MTM) = 52, | M (o)
4. (1, M) = M (0).

The variance of a matrix M € My is defined to be Var[M] & (M,M)— (M,1)(1,M). The
following lemma is easily verified.

Lemma 2.12. Given a standard orthonormal basis {Bi}ial i Mg and M € My, it holds that
— 2
Var[M] = ¥, 4| M (0)] -

In this paper, we will be working on a particular basis in Mo, Pauli basis, defined as

def def def (0 1 def (0 —1 def (1 0
9’—{9’0—12,?1— (1 0>,9’2— (z O)fys— (O _1>}7

which is the set of Heisenberg- Weyl operators in Ms.
Fact 2.13. The set of Pauli basis P is a standard orthonormal basis in M.

Definition 2.14. Let B = {Bi}ial be a standard orthonormal basis in Mg, P,Q € M5"™ and
a subset S C [n].
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1. The degree of P is defined to be deg P © max {|a\ P (o) # 0} . where |o| represents the
number of nonzeros in o.
2. For any S C [n], Ps def ﬁTrscP;

def

3. For any S C [n], (P,Q)g = -&Trs P1Q.

FIEl
4. For any S C [n], Varg[P] = (PTP)SC — (Pse)T (Pge). If S = {i}, we use Var;[P] in short.
5. For any i € [n], Inf; (P) < (1, Var,[P]) .

6. Inf (P) & 3. Inf; (P).

With the notion of degree, we define the low degree part and the high degree part of an
operator.

Definition 2.15. Given integers d,t > 0, a standard orthonormal basis B = {Bi}ial in My
and P € Mf?”, we define
pst 3 Z P (0) By;
0€[d2]20:|0|§t
prE N P(o)sB,
o€[d?]L:lo| =t

and R
p=t &t Z P (o) B,;

oe[d2]30:|a|=t
where P (¢)’s are the Fourier coefficients of P with respect to the basis B.

Lemma 2.16. The degree of P is independent of the choices of the basis. Moreover, P<t, P2t
and P=' are also independent of the choices of the basis.

Proof. Let {Ba}ae[d2}20
Fact there exists a (d> — 1) x (d? — 1) orthogonal matrix U satisfying that B, = thll Up B,
for any o € [d? — 1]. Suppose P = P~ with respect to the basis {Bo}yepa),- BY linearity, we
may assume that P = B, = @} B,, without loss of generality. It is easy to verify that each

and {‘Bg}ge[dzbo be two standard orthonormal basis in My. From

2
term in the expansion of P in terms of the basis {3;}?:01 is of degree |o]. O

Lemma 2.17. Given P € M§" a standard orthonormal basis B = {Bi}‘iigl in My and a subset
S C [n], it holds that

1 Ps = {1, P)ge = Spupgeco P (0) Bog. |1P5I| < [P and [|Psll, < [Pl
2. (Lse. Vars[Pl) = X pipso [P ()]

8. Tf; (P) = g0 [P (0)]

4 f(P) = %, o] [P (o) < deg P || P2

Proof. 1. Pg= —t: 3, P(0) TrgeB, = RHS.
For the second inequality, it suffices to show that ||P_;|| < ||P|| for any i € [n]. Without
loss of generality, we may assume ¢ = 1. For any unit vector |v)

@1 Palo) = 4 (o] (Try P) o) =P (@ ool ) < 1P,
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where the last inequality is from the fact that |TrPQ| < || P ||Q]l; -
For the last inequality,

17512 = Y |B@)] <[P0 =PI

o:0gc=0

where the equalities are both from Fact item 3.
2. From the item 1,

(PIP), =D P(@)P(0) (BoBo)sc = Y. P(0)P(0)) Bose By,

Meanwhile,
(Pse)! (Pse) = > P(0)P(0") Bos By,
0,0":05=0%=0
Therefore,
~ 2
(Lge, Varg[P]) = > [P (o),

0:057#0

3. It follows from the item 2 and the definition of Inf; (-).

4. Tt follows by a direct calculation.
O

Definition 2.18. (Efron-Stein decomposition) Given integers n,d > 0, an operator P €
M5™, a standard orthonormal basis {Bi}?ial and S C [n], set P[S] o 2 oeld]?  supp(o) =5 P (0) B,
where supp (o) o {i € [n] : 0; > 0}. The Efron-Stein decompostion of P is P = 3 gc, P[S].
Again, the definition of P[S] is independent of the choices of the basis {fBi}fial, followed by
the same argument for Lemma [2.16
The following proposition follows from the orthogonality of B;’s.

Proposition 2.19. Given integers d,n > 0, S # T C [n] and P,Q € ME", it holds that
(P[S],Q[T7]) = 0.

Proposition 2.20. Given integers d,n >0, P € M§" and S,T C [n],S € T, it holds that

TI'TC P[S] =0.
Proof.
Trpe P[S] = Trpe ( S P(o) BU) =0,
o:supp(o)=S
where the second equality is because S N T° # (). O

Lemma 2.21. Given Y ap with 14 = ]ld%‘ and Yp = ]%’f, where d4 and dg are the dimensions

of A and B, respectively, there exist standard orthonormal basis {xa}ae[di]m and {yﬁ}ﬁe[d%bo
in M (A) and M (B), respectively, such that R B

Tr (Xo ® Yg) ap = 0,

whenever a # 3.
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Proof. Let {Aq} o€l and {Bg} Beld2]50 be arbitrary standard orthonormal basis in Mg, and

Mg, , respectively. Define (M, ) . where M, 3 = Tr (Aq ® Bg)Yap, is a d% x d%

a€ldd]>o0,0€[dE]>
real matrix. Then
1 0 ... 0

0

mM=|: M (13)

0

Let M’ = UtDVT be a singular eigenvalue decomposition of M’ where U,V are both orthogonal
matrices and D is a diagonal matrix. For any a € [d4]>0 and 8 € [d%]>0 set

d4—1 . dz—1 .
X, & {Zof:l Vaarbar a0 gy def {Z/f:l Ve sBg  if B#0

14, otherwise, 14, otherwise.

2
-1

2
From Fact {Xa}ty and {Y 5}gi 01 are standard orthonormal basis in M (A) and M (B),

respectively. Then

(UM/V)a,B =0a,6Daa ifa,8>0
(0,0),(c,8) otherwise.

Tr (Xo ® Yp) Yap = {

2.4 Random operators

From the previous subsections, we see that the matrix space M?" and Gaussian space L? (C,v,)
are both Hilbert spaces. In this subsection, we unify both spaces by random operators. In
this paper, we only concern the case that the dimension d = 2. However, the results in this
subsection can be extended to arbitrary dimension d directly.

Definition 2.22. Given integers h,n > 0, we say P is a random operator if it is expressed as

P = Z po(g)‘Bm (14)

06[4]20

where {Bi}?zo is a standard orthonormal basis in Mg, p, € L?(C,~,) for all ¢ € [4]%0 and

g~ v, PeL? (M?h,'yn) if p, € L% (C,y,) for all o € [4]%0. Moreover, P € L? <ﬂ{§®”,fyn> if

po € L? (R,7,). Define a vector-valued function p def (ps) ‘R — CY". We say p is the

06[4]};0
associated vector-valued function of P under the basis {Bi}?:()-

The following is a generalization of p-norm in L? (M?h, fyn).

Definition 2.23. Given integers n,h > 0 and P € L? (M%Qh, 'yn), for p > 1, the normalized p-

1
norm of P is N, (P) def g [|HP|||Z] . The degree of P, denoted by deg (P), is max, cqn deg (ps ).

We say P is multilinear if p, () is multilinear for all o € [4]’%0.

'To clarify the potential ambiguity, we consider ||P|| , to be a random variable and use N, (-) to represent the
normalized p-norm of a random operator.
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Lemma 2.24. Given integers n,h > 0 let P € L? (Mégm,’yh) with the associated vector-valued
function p. It holds that No (P) = ||p|l, -

Proof. Consider

N (P)? = E[||P|I2] = > Ipe @] = Inl2.

g~n
oe [4]20

where the second equality is from Fact 2.11] item 3. O

Lemma 2.25. Given a multilinear random operator P € L? (M?h,’yn) with degree d and the
associated vector-valued function p under a standard orthonormal basis, it holds that

Inf (p) < deg (P) N, (P)?%.

Proof. Consider
n
Inf (p) = Y Inf; (p) < deg (p) Var[p] < deg (P) [|p|5 = deg (P) N2 (P)?,
i=1

where the first inequality is from Fact item 5; the second equality is from Lemma [2.:24 [

We say a pair of random operators (P, Q) € L? (M?h , fyn) x L? (M?h , ’yn) are joint random

operators if the random variables (g, h) in (P, Q) are drawn from the joint distribution 9?” for
0<p<L

2.5 Miscellaneous

Throughout this paper, any function f : R — R is also viewed as a map f : Hy; — Hy defined
as f(P)=>; f(\i)|vi){vi], where P = 3", A; |v;)(v;] is a spectral decomposition of P.

Given a convex body A C RF, we say a map R : R¥ — RF is the rounding map of A if
for any z € R¥, R (x) is the element in A that is closest to z in ||-||, distance. The following
well-known fact states that the Lipschitz coefficient of a rounding map is at most 1.

Fact 2.26. Let A be a convex set in R* with the rounding map R. It holds that

1R (@) =R (Y)lly < llz = ylla,

for any x,y € RF.
Thus, if A contains the element (0,...,0), then R is a contraction map. Namely, || R (z)]|, <
|||, for any = € RE.

3 Main results

Theorem 3.1. Given 0 < p < 1, € € (0,1), integers n,s > 0, a bipartite state Yap with
Ya =1Yp = % < 1 and the mazximal correlation p = p (Y ap) defined in Deﬁm’tz’on sequences
of possibly repetitive Hermitian operators Py, ..., Ps € fHS@" and Q1,...,Qs € HS" satisfying
0< Py, Qu <1 foranyl <wu <s, there exists an explicitly computable D = D (p,€,8) and maps
frg: HE™ = HEP with P, = f(Py) and Qu = g(Qu) for 1 < u < s, such that the following
holds.

1.0<P, <1 and0<Q,<1.
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2. %Tr Qu — 2%TI“ @u <e
3. ’Tr (P ® Qu) ¥y — Tr (P ®Qu) wgD‘ <e.

In particular, one may choose D = exp (poly (s exp (poly (E, llp))))'

& Tr P, — 55Tr P,

Proof. Let §, T be parameters which are chosen later. The proof is composed of several steps.

e Smoothing operators. For u € [s], we apply Lemma E to operators P, and @, to get

qul) and Qg and d; = 2&?57(%6) for some constant C' satisfying that

0<PM <tando<@V <1

Tr PY = Tr P, and Tr Q) = Tr Q.
1B H < 1Pl and [[QS], < Qull;

e (R ®Qu ) uE - T (P, @Quw B <o
H‘ (PV) >d1 o) >d1

B e

<5.
2

6. If P, = P,, then PY — pM 1t Q, = Q,, then QY = Q.

ot

< 5 and m

e Regularization. For any u € [s], applying Lemma to qul) and Qq(}) with 6 < §, e «
T,d < dyi, we obtain a set H, C [n] of size h, = |H| < @ such that

(Vi ¢ H,) Inf; ((P}Ll))gdl) < 7, and Inf; ((le>)§dl> <7

Set H = U, H,. Then h = |H| < 291 Tt holds that for any u € [s],

1. (Vi ¢ H) Inf; ((stl))<d1) < 7, and Inf; (( &1))<d1> <

2. Tr (P QW) s = Yocip, 0T (Pl © QL) 035,

where (02)3 o are the singular values of the matrix Corr (¢)ap) defined in Definition

and ¢, = Co, * Cgy "+ Cg,, and

chl) = Z p (o) Ay and le) = Z @ (o) Bo,

76[4}72’0:77{:0 TE[4]7ZLO:TH=0'

for standard orthonormal basis {A,-}?ZO and {Bi}?:()'

e Invariance from H5" to L? (ﬂ{?h,'y;;(n_h)). For any u € [s], applying Lemma [10.8| to

Pl(tl) and Qz(}) and H, we obtain degree-d; multilinear joint random operators (sz), Qgg)) €

L? (Mg@h, 73(n,h)) x L? (M?h,%(n,h)) with joint random variables (g;, h; )Z(Ti P 9?3(n_h)
such that,

1. 2"hE [T&« Pﬁf)} —Tr P! and 2" " E [Tr Q&”} Tr QW;
2. Ny (P7) < [P0, and 32 (@) < [[@W]]
3. E[Tr ¢ (PY)] <0 <2h ((3d1 ﬁd1>2/3 + \/S>> and
E[Tr¢(Q)] <0 <2h <(3d1ﬁd1)2/3 + \/3>> , where ¢ (-) is defined in Eq. (Z3);
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4. Tr (PQSI) ® Q&l)) Y&r =E [Tr ((Pq(?) ® Q1(L2)> %?%)} .
5. 1t PV = PV, then PP = PP 11 Q1Y = QIY, then Q) = Q.

e Dimension reduction. For any u € [s], applying Lemma [11.1] to (P&z),Qg)) with
d < 6/2s,d < di,m + 3(n — h),a < 1/4s, and the union bound on the u’s, we obtain
joint random operators (ng), Q&g)) € L? (J—C?h,fyno) x L? (‘J{?h,’yno) with the random
variables drawn from G50 such that for all u € [s] the following holds.

1. ‘IE [Tr PS’)} _E [Tr PSE)H < 62" N, (P&Q)) and ]E [Tr QS”)] _E [Tr Q&P] < 52" N, (Q&Q)) .

2. Ny (P( )) (14 6) Ny (P%)) and Ny (QS’)) < (146N, (QEF)).

3. E[Trg( (3))] §2¢§E[T&~g( )] and E[Trg(Qf’)ﬂ < 2[E[Tr ( )}
Q!

4 E[T (P e Qi) vy - [ (P 2 Qi) uih ]| < on (P7) Mo (QF).

5 PP =PP then PP = PP, 11 Q? = QP, then QY = QY.
O(dq)
Here ng = 43h+4[(i;12 S

e Smoothing random operators. For any u € [s], applying Lemma [12.1| to (P Qu

with h < h,n < ng we obtain joint random operators (Pgl), Q1(L4)) € L? (ﬂ-ﬁ?h,fyno) X
L? (f}{gbh,q/no) such that,

1. deg )) < dy and deg (Q( )) < ds.

(P
T (P)] =E[1r (P7)] and 21 (Q7)] = E[Tr ()],
3. Ny (P(V) < Ny (PEY) and N, (Q1) < N, (QS’))Q.

T ¢ (PY)] <2 (IE [T ¢ (PY)] + 02t (PEY) ) and

¢
E[Tr ¢ (QY)] <2 (E T ¢ (P)] + 020N, (Q1F) > .
5. [B[me (P © Q) ofh] — B[ (P @ Q1Y) 055 ]| < o2 (PEV) N, (@)
6. £ PP =P then PP = PP 11 QP = QY. then QY = Q.

2. E

4. E|

log? %
Here do = O ﬁ .

e Multilinearization. For any u € [s], suppose

(P, Q) = ( S (@A, Y ¢l ) _
(g,h)~G, "0

aE[4]h 0'6[4]h

Applying Lemma [13.1]| with d < do,h < h,n < ng,d < 7, we obtain multilinear joint
random operators

(x y)N9®nOt

06[4]>0 06[4]20
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with t = O (i—%) such that the following holds.

1. deg( (5)) < dy and deg (Q( )) < dy.
2. For all (i,7) € [no] x [t]

Infi0+5 (pg 2,) < 7Inf; (pgft),) and Inf;, 4 (q&‘r’(),) < 7lnf; (qz(ﬁ),) .

3. E [Tr P 5’] [T&« P(ﬂ and E [ﬂ Q,(f)] [T&« stq .

13 (P) = s (P and Mo (@) < N (@),

o [E[1e ¢ ()] B[ ¢ (PL2)]] < v (P2

o
\E[ (@] ~E[m ¢ (QY)]] < r2t2n, ()

6. [E[1x (PP Q) u5h] — E[1r (PP & Q1Y) wih]| < van (PLY) s (QIF).

7. PP = P then PP = PP, 11 QY = QY then QY = QP.

e Invariance from L? (Uf?h,vnot to HY"T™0! From the item 1 and item 2 above and
Lemma [2.17|item 4 and Lemma we have

Soufi (p)) < oy (PO,

Similarly, we have

> _Inf; <q1(L5c)r) < 7da Ny (Qz(fl))g :

For any u € [s]|, we apply Lemma |10.9| to (Pg), Q1(L5)> with n < not, h < h,d + da,

2 2
T T def max {max {szNg (P1(L4)) , Tda N (Q(u4)) } € [s]}

to get (RSG), Qq(f)) € HPMmot s HPMT0 satisfying that

120 E [ Tr PY| = Tr P and 20 | Tr QY] = Tr Q)

2. 20 (BL7) =[] sna 20 () = [,

3@pwﬂg@9ﬂ 1o ¢ (PIY)| < 0 (20t (3%da/75) ™" ) and
[z ¢ (@) 10 (@) < 0 (205 (3202 m) ™).

1T (P2 Q) vt =E[Tr (PP @ Q) vk
5 1t PP = PO then P = PO, 11 QP = QP then Q¥ = Q9.
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¢ Rounding to measurement operators. Finally, we let P, and @u be the roundings of
P&G) and QSF) to the Hermitian matrices between 0 and 1, respectively. Namely, suppose
= > pi lui){u;| and QY = >i @i |vi)(v;| are the spectral decompositions of P and

Q(f), respectively. Then P, = > i Pi lui) (ui| and Qu = > i G |vi)(vi|, where

1 ifz>1
r=qx ifo<z<l1.

0 otherwise

Then
~ - — /
e [0 20 =1 B < |10 B, < [0 - 2, = (e ()
N /
1@ -0 < 0 - ), < o - ], = (e ¢ (@)

where the equalities are from the definition of the function { (-). And

r (Plgf‘) ® QSLG)) w%goﬂrh (P ® Qu) w@ngt—i—h‘
T <P1£6) ® <Q£6)~_ Qu)) zzj?gowh’ n ‘Tr ~( (plg ) _ ) ® Qu) ¢®n0t+h‘
|2 s = @dl, + el [l = 2l

1/2 1/2
[P, (o < (&) + @], (™ < (P2))

where the second equality is from Fact and the equality is from the definition of ¢ (-).

IN

IN

21
Choosing § = ﬁ,T =& <s4 exp (Zﬁo_g 5)) and D = ngt + h, we conclude the desired

p)o
result. O
Theorem 3.2. Given parameters 0 < €,p < 1 a mono-state binary game (G, ap) with question
sets X, Y, where ap is a noisy EPR state, i.e., Yo = Yp = % and the maximal correlation

p = p(ap) < 1 as defined in Definition there exists an explicitly computable bound
D = D (|X|,|Y],¢€, p) such that it suffices for the players to share D copies of Yap to achieve
the probability of winning the game at least w(G,vap) — €. In particular, one may choose

D = exp (poly (1], 4], exp (poly (£, 11))))-

Proof. Suppose the players share n copies of ¥ 4p and employ the strategies

({Pf}zex,ae{o,l} ) {Q%}yey,be{o,l})

with the winning probability w. Without loss of generality, we assume that X = {1,2,...,|X|}
and Y ={1,2,...,[Y]}.

Apply Theorem to the following two sequences of measurement operators

1 1 p2 2 |X| |X]
pl,....pLP2... P2 PX P

[Y| times |Y| times [Y| times

and

1 Y 1 Y 1 Y
(Q()v"'a l)hQO?"'a Ela"'aQOw"a 1)|)7
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with parameter € < €/8,s < |X| - |Y|. Let f and g be the maps induced by Theorem Set

Ag” def (P§) and Qf def (QF) for x € X and y € Y. We claim that the strategy

<{j5g’ ]3150 = Ip—= Pgﬁ}xex ’ {Ng’ @ € Ip- %}yey)

wins the game with probability w > w — €. Theorem item 1 guarantees that the op-
erators above are valid measurements. Let vy (a,b) def oy (P¥® Q@b’) w%g and Uy (a,b) def

Tr (13;” ® Cj}f) w%g. From Theorem for any z € X and y € Y,

‘me (07 0) + Vay (07 1) - ﬂwy (Oa 0) - ’717?; (07 1)‘ < 6/8;
[Vay (0,0) + vay (1,0) — Uy (0,0) — vy (1,0)] < €/8;
Yy (0,0) = Dy (0,0)] < €/8.
where the first and the second inequalities are implied by the item 2 in Theorem [3.1} The last
inequality is from the item 3 in Theorem The three inequalities above together imply that
|Vay (@, b) — Uy (a,b)| < €/4 for any a,b € {0,1}. Thus
’w - (D’ = ZM ($7y) (Va:y (av b) - Dmy (a7 b)) V(xa Y, a, b)

zy
< ZH (x,y) Z |ny (a7 b) - ny (a7 b)|
Ty a,b

€.

IN

4 Open questions

In this work, we prove the decidability of mono-state binary games (G,1) for any noisy EPR
state 9, by reducing the problem to the decidability of the quantum non-interactive simulations
of joint distributions. Several interesting open questions are followed by this work.

An immediate open question is the decidability of general mono-state games. To remove
the restrictions in the main result, it seems that several new ideas are required. For instance,
if the shared state ¥ has maximal correlation 1, we cannot use the the framework of the non-
interactive simulation, because such a state possibly can generate any distribution without
communication, such as EPR states. For the case that ¢ is a high dimensional state, we need
a hypercontractive inequality for qudit quantum channels. For non-binary games, we need to
work on several-matrix-variable functions possibly with much more involved calculation.

There are many other "tensored" quantities in quantum information theory and quantum
complexity theory not known to be computable, such as the regularisations of the various
entanglement measures [PV07], quantum information complexity [Toul5], etc.

5 Markov super-operators, noise operators and maximal corre-
lation

Given ¢ € Dy, ¥ > 0, P,Q € My, we define
def 1

(P,Q), < JTr (PIQ +QP) v,

for any P,Q € M.
The following fact can be easily verified.
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Fact 5.1. (-,-), is an inner product and ||-[|,, def

\/ (P, P), is a norm whenever ¢ is a positive

definite density operator.

The inner product defined in Eq. can be viewed as the inner product above with ¥ = %,
where d is the dimension. For any integer n > 0, 1¥®" induces an inner product in M?". To
keep the notations short, the inner product is represented as

(P.Q), = 5T (Pl +@QPT)per,

for P,Q € M?"

For any quantum state ¥ > 0 in My, we denote the space induced by the inner product
defined in Eq. by (Mg, ). Note that [[14]l, = 1. Similar to Section ﬁ we say an
orthonormal basis in (Mg, 1) is standard if all the operators are Hermitian and it contains 1 as
an element. The Efron-Stein decomposition in Definition can be extended to (Mg, 1)) as
well. Similar to Lemma the terms in Efron-Stein decompositions are orthogonal to each
other with respect to the inner product (-, -),.

Definition 5.2. Given quantum systems A and B and a bipartite quantum state ¥ap €
D (A ® B), we define the Markov super-operator T : M (B) — M (A) as follows.

Tr (MY ® Q) vap = (M, T (Q)),,

for any M € M (A) and Q € M (B).

Lemma 5.3. Given quantum systems A, B a bipartite state Yap and Q € M (B), it holds that
T(Q)=2L(1a,2Trp (1 ®Q)1),

where L (-,-) is the solution to the Lyapunov equation given in Definition . In particu-
lar, if dimA = dim B = 2 and Yap is a state satisfying that s = %. Then T(Q) =
2Trp (1 ® Q) YaB.

Proof. By Definition T (Q) must satisfy that

Teatt (Tep (1 ® Q) o) = Teart (@) ¥4 -ZF YaT (Q)
for any M € M (A). Thus

We conclude the first part of the lemma. The second part follows from Eq. with ¥4 = 172. O
Definition 5.4. For any quantum system A with dimension d, a quantum state 1) € D (A) with
1 > 0 and p € [0,1], the noise operator T, : M (A) — M (A) on (M(A),) is defined as follows.
For any M, P € M (A),
T,(P)=pP+(1—p)TrPy -1,
For the space M (A"), with slight abuse of notations, we define T, def Q1 Ty

The noise operator T, is also named depolarizing channel [NCO0] in the quantum information
theory, which is an analog of the Bonami-Beckner operator in Fourier analysis [Bec75, Bon70].
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Lemma 5.5. Gz’ven integers d,n > 0, p € [0,1], space (Mg,) with a standard orthonormal
basis B = {B; }z 0 , the following holds.

1. For any P € M5™ with the Fourier expansion P = ZUGW]ZO P (0) By, it holds that

Z p\Ulp

o€ [d2

2. For any P € MG" |7, (P)| < ||P|| and |17, (P)[,, < |P]l,.

Iy

Proof. Note that Bg = 14. Item 1 follows from the definition directly.

For item 2, we define T be the operator on M?” which applies T, to the i-th system and
(n)

leaves other systems untouched. Then T, = T,

) Z P(o)Bs+p Y. P(o)B,

o0, = 0:0;7#0

— pP+(1-p Z P(0)By =pP+(1-p)P_; @B,

ol =

0---0 ‘J'F(,l). From item 1, we have

where Béi) means that it is in the ¢-th register.
Note that the spectral norm of the first term is at most p||P|. The spectral norm of the

second term is at most (1 — p) ||P|| by Lemma [2.17|item 1. Hence H'.T,(f) (P)H < ||P||. Thus the
first inequality in item 3 follows. To prove the second inequality, consider

17, (PG = > pQ‘”‘ @ < X [P =1P2.

ae[d2 ae[dQ]g0

d

The notion of quantum maximal correlation introduced by Beigi [Beil3], which generalizes
the maximal correlation coefficients [Hir35l [Geb41l [Rén59] in classical information theory to the
quantum setting, is crucial to our analysis.

Definition 5.6 (Maximal correlation). [Beil3] Given quantum systems A, B and a bipartite
state Yap € D (A ® B), the maximal correlation of ¢4 is defined to be

aor || T (PT@Q)van| : P eM(4),Q € M(B),Tr Py =Tr Qup =0,
p(Yap) = sup . :

HPHW = HQMB
Fact 5.7. [Beil3] Given quantum systems A, B and a bipartite quantum state ¢ 4p, it holds
that

L. 0<p(¥ap) <1

2. p(vap) = 1if and only if there exist local measurements {M4,1 — M4} and {Ng,1 — Np}
such that 0 < Tr (vap (Ma ® Np)) < 1, and

Tr (Yap (Ma ® (1 = Np))) = Tr (Yap (1 — Ma) ® Np)) = 0.
The following proposition characterizes all the two-qubit states with maximal correlation

being 1.
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Proposition 5.8. Given a bipartite state ap € D (Mo X Ma), p (Yap) =1 if and only if there
exist local unitaries Ug and Vg such that

1

(Uil ® Vg) Yap (Ua®VB) = Y cqaplaa)(bd], (16)
a,b=0

Coo Co1

is a density operator.
€10 C11

where (Cab)q pefoy Satisfies that <

Moreover, if Y4 = Y = 172, then p (Yap) = 1 if and only if there exist local unitaries Ua
and Vg such that

(Uh @ V) 0P (Ua @ Vi) = p|®)(@] + (1 - p) [w)(¥],
for 0 <p <1, where |®) = % (l00) +|11)) and |¥) = % (|00) — |11)).

Proof. Let {My,1 — My} and {Np,1 — Np} be the measurements induced by Fact We
may assume that M4 = ag |0)(0| + a1 |1)(1| and N = by |0)(0] 4 by |1)(1]| up to local unitaries.
We claim that M4 # 15 and Ng # 15. Suppose M4 = 1. Then we have 0 < Tr¢ppNp < 1 and
1—-TrypNp = 0, contradicting to the fact that ¢ p is a density operator. The argument for Np is
similar. Thus we may further assume that a1 < ag <1 and by < by <1 andai,by <1,a9,bg >0
Then Tr (M4 ® (1 — Mp))¥ap = 0 implies that (01|45 |01) =0. Tr (1 — M4)®@ Mp) =0
implies that (10| ¥ 45 |10) = 0. We conclude Eq. (16]). The second part follows by elementary
calculation. O

Definition 5.9. A bipartite state ¥ap € D(My x My) is a noisy EPR state if 1p4 = ¥p = ]172
and its maximal correlation p = p (Yap) < 1.

Proposition [5.8] gives a tight characterization of noisy EPR states. Probably the most
interesting case is an EPR state with an arbitrary depolarizing noise € > 0, i.e., (1 —€) |®)(®| +
e%@%, where |®) = % (|00) + |11)) is an EPR state. Beigi proved that the maximal correlation
of this state is 1 — € in [Beil3].

The following proposition provides a useful characterization of the quantum maximal corre-
lation.

Proposition 5.10. Given quantum systems A, B and a bipartite state Y ap, for any Q € M (B),

max {|Tx (P'© Q) vus|: P € M(P),|P],, =1} (17)
is achieved by
. )
1T (),

with the mazimum value || T(Q)|,,, where T: M(B) — M (A) is the Markov super-operator in
Definition|5.4. Thus,

p(ap) = max {|T(Q)l, : Q € M(B),(L,Q),, = 0,[Qll,, =1}

In particular, if w4 = I%;“ and Y = %, then
p(Yap) = max {[|T(Q)ll, : Tr @ =0, [|Qll, =1}, (18)

where dg = dim (A) and dg = dim (B).

Moreover, the mazimal correlation in Definition [5.0 can be achieved by a pair of Hermitian
1 1

operators (P, Q) if 4 = dLj and g = dL;.
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Proof. The proof follows closely to the one of Lemma 2.8 in [Mos10]. Let P € M (A) achieves
the maximum in Eq. (17). Then it satisfies that 1P|, = 1. Write P = aP* + BP', where

la>+ |82 =1, 1P|, = 1and (P*, P'),, = 0. By the definition of the Markov super-operator

0=(P,T(Q),, =T ((P)'®Q)vn

So we should set |a| = 1. Moreover,

Tr (‘.T(Q)T ® Q) Yap =T QI3 -

To prove that the maximal correlation in Definition[5.6]can be achieved by a pair of Hermitian
operators (P, @), it suffices to prove that the maximum in Eq. (18]) can be achieved by a Hermitian
matrlx Q by Lemma [5.3] and Lemma [C.2] Suppose Q = Q4 + i- Q2 achieves the maximum in
Eq. { with Hermltlan matrices @1 # 0 and Q2 # 0. Then Tr Q1v¥p = Tr Q2vvp = 0 and

1= HIQHIz = [|Qullz + l|Q2ll; Then
H!‘T(Ql)\|!§+!\\‘T(Qz)!!@) {||| ( ) < Q> > }
T = T .
1Tl < QLI + 1@zl llQul @21l /|,

Q1 Q2 : : :
Thus at least one of o and ol also achieves the maximum in Eq.

O]

Lemma 5.11. Given quantum systems A, B with dim A = d4 and dim B = dp, a bipartite
quantum state Yap € D (A® B), let {AU}UE[dZ]ZO and {BU}UG[dQB]ZO be standard orthonormal
basis in M (A) and M (B) with respect to the inner product (-, ->¢A and (-, ‘>wa respectively. It
holds that

Tr (Ae ® Br) w% =

whenever supp (o) # supp (7). Thus
Tr (A[S] ® QIT)) ¥ =
whenever S # T.

Proof. 1t follows from the equalities Tr (Ao ® B;) vap = Tr (As ® Bo) Yap = 0 whenver o # 0
and 7 # 0. O

Proposition 5.12. Given an integer n > 0, quantum systems A and B, a bipartite quantum
state Yap , Q@ € M (B™) and S C [n], it holds that

T(QLS) =T(@)[S],
where T : M (B) — M (A) is the Markov super-operator in Definition [5.9 with respect to Y ap.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that

<X7T(Q[S])>wA = (X, 7(Q) [S]>¢A )

for any X € M (A™). By the definition,

LHS = Tr (X' @ Q[S]) v 3.
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By Definition [2.18 and Proposition [2.19] we have
RHS = (X[S], T (Q)),, = Tr (X[S]' © Q) w55
By Lemma and Definition 2.18
T (X[S)' @ Q) wip = Tr (Xt @ Q[s]) wip = T (X[S]' © Q[S]) w5
O

Proposition 5.13. Given an integer n > 0, quantum systems A, B, a bipartite quantum state
Yap € D(A® B), Q € M(B"™) and S C [n]. It holds that

1T @SNy, < P*MIQIS

where p = p (ap).

Proof. We may assume that @ = Q[S] without loss of generality. It suffices to show the
case that S = [n]. Let dy = dim (A) ,dp = dim (B), {Ai};c(4,)., and {B}ze[dB]> be standard
orthonormal basis in M (A) and M (B), respectively. For r € [n], set T(") def ]1®((T )1)®7®]l§§[((%)r),
) def ¢®’“ ® ¢®(" ) , QO def Q and Q") = T (Q(’”_l)), where ly4) and Lyyp) are

the identity maps mapping M (A) to M (A) and M (B) to M (B), respectively. Note that
Q™ = T(Q). Hence it suffices to show that

Tr (Q@))TQ(%(,«) < Ty (Qvfl))*Q(H)w(rﬂ)? (19)
and
Q" =Q"n], (20)
where Q(")[n] is defined by expanding Q") over {AUQ ® ng} BT because T =
- o al> ><

T o...oTW, Let gy = Zf;‘l M ug) (u;| and ¢ = Z?fl AB ;) (vi] be spectral decompositions
of 94 and g, respectively. For any s € [da]"~! x [dg]"~", we define

AB_ . AB_...\B,

ST 1 Sr+41 57‘+2

and

) = 4 lus,) ® ... ® ’U5r71> ® ’”sr+1> ®...® |vs,)-

|ws
For any s,t € [da]"~! x [dp]"~", we define

P €6 ((ws] © 1) QW) (Jwy) ® 1) and QU € 6 ((w,| © 1) QU Y () © 1),

where |ws) and |wy) lie in the registers {1,...,r —1,r+1,...,n}. Then

PE) =7 (7YY, (21)
And we have

(16,057, =0,
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by the induction Q"~1) = Q"=Y[n]. By Proposition [5.1

and

P(’;

S,

e}

d

p0)
%

S

=1 (BY)) Pva = (Q(”) QUy,
st

St = 30 (o) (@) @ peh

Combining with Eq. (21)) and Proposition we conclude Eq. (19).
For Eq. , compute

Note that

Q0 (0) = T (QUD) (0) = (Yoe, Yo, T (Q)
Y (e ev )

Ti|T|=n

— Y AT,

T|7T|=n,7—r=0_r

P(r)

()

<x07('T(HTr)>wA =1Tr (]l ® g’l’r) tap =0,

as |7| = n. Therefore, T (Q) (o) = 0 if |o| < n. We conclude Eq. (20).

< pHQ(T 2 H . Consider

O

A key property of the (classical) maximal correlation is tensorization, which states that the
maximal correlation of multiple independent identical copies of a distribution is same as the one
of one copy. The same property also holds for the quantum maximal correlation shown by Beigi
in [Beil3|]. Here we provide a different proof.

Fact 5.14.

quantum state 4 € D (A ® B), it holds that

P (zb%) =p(WaB).

[Beil3|Given quantum systems A, B with dim A = d4 and dim B = dp, a bipartite

Proof. Given @ € M (B") with (1,Q),s = 0 and ||Q||,» = 1. Using the Efron-Stein decompo-
sition @ = >- g9 Q[S], we have

1T (@75
2
> T(QIS) (linearlity of 7)
S#D B
2
Z T(Q)[9] (Proposition 5.12))
S#D B
Z 17 (Q) [S]I1? Wb (orthogonality of the Efron-Stein decomposition)
S#0D
> /PNIQIS]ILa  (Proposition 5.13)
S0
P2 ISz
S#0D
p? ||Q||12bs (orthogonality of the Efron-Stein decomposition)
2
p°.
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From Proposition |5.10} p ( %g) < p(ap). The other direction is trivial. O

6 Smoothing operators

The main lemma in this section is the following.

Lemma 6.1. Given parameters0 < p < 1,0 <9 < 1, integer n > 0 a noisy EPR state ¥ op with
the mazximal correlation p = p (Y ap), there exist d = d(p,d) and a map f : HS™ — HS™ such
that for any P € HE", Q € HE™ satisfying0 < P <1 and 0 < Q < 1, the operators PV = f (P)
and QW) = f(Q) satisfy that

1. 0< PO <1 and 0 < QW < 1;

2. Tr PO =Tr P and Tr QY = Tr Q;

s [|PO||, 1Pl and |||, < QI

4

Tr (P © QW) v3p — Tr (P® Q) uig| <.

(P(l))>d 2 <& and ‘(Q(l))>d
2

2

5. <,

2

. . 210g2%
In particular, we can take d = CU=p) for some constant C.

Before proving Lemma [6.1}, we need the following lemma, which generalizes the smoothing
of the strategies in the classical setting in [Mos10] to the quantum setting.

Lemma 6.2. Given a noisy EPR state 1 ap with the mazimal correlation p = p(Yap) < 1, a
parameter 0 < € < 1 and operators P € 9‘(?", Q € f}@@”, let v be chosen sufficiently close to 0

so that
y<1—(1- 6)logp/(log etlogp)

Then
ITr (P © Q) uih — Tr (1 (P) @ 1y (Q) 53| < 26¢/Var[P) Var[Q].

In particular, there exists an absolute constant C' such that it suffices to take

L (I=p)e
7= log (1/e)

Proof. Note that Var[T;_, (Q)] < Var[Q] by Lemma and Lemma Thus it suffices to
show

T (P Q) uip —Tr(PoTi, (Q)v5h] = [T (Po (1 - T1) (@) w5p| < e/ Var[P] Var[Q)].

By Lemma [53] item 1, we have
(1-T1-,) (@IS) = (1- (1 =) Q[s).
Using Proposition 5.1 and Proposition [5-I3
1T (QISHIly = 1T (Q) [Ny < 1 [QLS], , (22)
and (T (Q[S)). PS) = 0if 5 # §'. Let 7 To (L) — T1, ). From Definition
Tr(P®(1-T14)(Q) ¢ = (P,T(Q))
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Combining Lemma and Eq. and the choice of 7,
|7 (QISDl, < min (p%1,1 = (1= )*) [QLS]l, < € | QIS5 -

From Lemma [5.5 Proposition and Proposition (T(QI[S]),P[S']) = 0if S £ 5.
Therefore,

1
(P, T (@))] = |>_ (PIS], T (QIS])| < \/Var[P]J o 2 17(QIS Dl
S#£0 S£0)
< eVarlP] | 5 S I@ISHIE < e Var P Var Q]
S#0
where the last inequality is from the orthogonality of the Efron-Stein decomposition. 0

We are now ready to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemma[6.1. Given p and §, we choose € = 5 / 2 and v in Lemma [6.2] We choose d
sufficiently large such that (1 —v)2? < 4, that is, d =
p) df Ti1— (P) and QW def T1—+(Q). From Deﬁmtlon 0< PO <land0<QW <

Tr PO = Tr P and Tr QM = Tr Q follows by Lemma item 1. By Lemma item

‘P(l)’HQ < ||P]l, and H‘Q(l)H‘2 < |IQIll,- From the inequalities that Var[P] < || P||? <
1, Var[Q] < [|Q[I3 < 1 due to Lemmaand Lemma we get

. Given P, @ as in Lemma we set

‘Tr (P®Q)y5h ( ®Q1))¢ ’SQe:d
Also, PO (¢) = (1 — )?! P(6) and QO (o) = )'U' O (o). Thus, we get that

(1-
> PO (0)? < Z (1= P < 5;
Z

|o|>d
Y QW (o) < QI3 < 4,
|o|>d

where the second inequalities in both equations are from Fact [2.11] item 3. O

7 Joint regularity lemma

In the proof the decidability of the classical non-interactive joint simulation |[GKS16, [DMNI8|
GKR18], a subset H of [n] with bounded size are chosen such that all the coordinates not in
H are low influential even if the values of the coordinates in H are fixed. However, the same
strategy cannot be applied in the quantum setting because there is no common basis among the
all coordinates. Instead of fixing values, we expand the operators in a proper chosen standard
orthonormal basis. Before getting into the details, we introduce notion of correlated matrices.

Definition 7.1. Given quantum systems A and B with dimension d4 and dp, respectively,
and a bipartite quantum state ¥ap, Let A = {A; }ze[d2 and B = {B; }16 2] be standard
orthonormal basis in the space (M (A),14) and (M (B), @ZJB) defined in Sectlonl 5L respectively.
The correlation matrix of (¢ ap,A,B) is defined as

def

Corr (’lﬁAB,.A,'B)Z- = Tr(A ®Q B )'¢AB~
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for i € [da]>0,J € [d]>0. The correlation matrix of (@ZJ%’%,A, B) is defined to be

def

Corr (¢§E,A,B>UT = Tr (A, ® B,) 57,

for o € [da]%, and T € [dB]%,
The following lemma follows by the definition.

Lemma 7.2. Given an integer n > 0, quantum systems A and B with dimension d4 and dp,
respectively, and a bipartite quantum state g, let A = {Ai}iE[dibo and B = {Bi}ie[dQB]>0 be
standard orthonormal basis in (M (A),¢4) and (M (B),¢p), respectively. It holds that

Corr (1#%%,%[, B) = Corr (Y4B, A, B)®"

Lemma 7.3. Given quantum systems A and B with dimension da and dp, respectively, and a
noisy EPR state ¥ ag, for any standard orthonormal basis A = {Ai}ie[di] and B = {3B; }ZE 0250
in (M(A),va) and (M (B),v¥p), respectively. It holds that s; (Corr (%Z)AB,A B) =1 and
s9 (Corr (wAB,A B)) = p, where p=p(Yap) and s; (+) is the i-th largest singular value.

By Fact there exist standard orthonormal basis A = {A; }ze[d2 and B = {Bi};cip

in (M (A), ¢A) and (M (B) ,vp), respectively, such that

I>0 Z1>0

Corr (wAB,A,fB)m _ {Cz’ ifi=7j

0 otherwise,

where ¢ = 1,¢0 = p(Yap) and ¢y > ca > c3 > ...

Proof. We assume that both the dimensions of A and B are d The arguments are similar

when the dimensions of the two systems are different. Let MY Corr (Yap, A, B). Tt is easy
to verify that My; = M;o = 0 for all ¢ € [dz]zo. Note that M is a real matrix. Thus we set

M = U'DV to be a singular value decomposition of M where U and V are orthogonal matrices

and Uy = Voo = 1,Up; = Usg = Vo = Vip = 0 for 1 <i < d® — 1. Let ®; & Y X1 U345 and

Q; YL VIB; for 1 <i<d®—1 ThenTr P; = Tr Q; = 0. Var[P;] = Var[Q;] = 1. Thus by

the deﬁmtlon of the quantum maximal correlation,

p = Tr (P;®Q)vas

d?-1

= > UyVil (A © Bi) vap
7,k=1
d?-1

= Y UV My = (UMVY)
k=1

= Oy Dii.

14

Hence ||M|| =1 and s9 (M) < p.
From Proposition we assume that P, @ are two Hermitian operators in H (A4),H (B)
which achieve p. Then from Definition both {14,,P} and {14,,Q} can be extended to

orthonormal basis, say {ﬂ’i};igl and {Qi}?igl where P; = P and Q; = Q. Let M be the
corresponding correlated matrix. Then M (1,1) =1, M (2,2) = p. Thus, s9 (M) = p. O

We reach the main lemma in this section.
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Lemma 7.4. Given a noisy EPR state 1ap and operators P € 5{%{’”, Qe 9{58)", and parameters
d,0,e > 0 satisfying that || P, < 1, [|Q|ly < 1 and H‘P>dmz <4 and H‘Q>dmz <8, let (¢;)3_ be
the singular values of Corr (Yap) in non-increasing order and A = {Ai}?:o and B = {Bi}?:() be
the standard orthonormal basis induced by Lemma[7.3. Then there exists a subset H C [n] of
size h % |H| < 22 such that for any i ¢ H, Inf; (Pgd) <, Inf; (di) < e and

T (POQYSE= Y eTr(PoQy,) vy ",

U€[4}go

t

where cg, def —1Ca; for any a € [4]>0; and

P,= Y P(nA,
Te[@]SyTr=0

and

Qo = Z Q (T) B-.

76[4]20:7'1.1:0

Proof. Set H = {z : Inf; (Pgd) > ¢ or Inf; (di) > e}. From Lemma [2.17] item 4, |H| < %
Expanding P and @ in terms of the basis A and B, respectively, we conclude the result. ]

8 Fréchet Derivative and Taylor expansion

In this section, we derive a Taylor expansion of matrix functions, for which we adopts Fréchet
derivatives. The Fréchet derivatives are derivatives defined on Banach spaces. In this paper, we
only concern about the Fréchet derivatives on matrix spaces. Readers may refer to [Col97] for
a more thorough treatment.

Definition 8.1. Given a map f : Mg — M, and Hermitian matrices P, @, the Fréchet derivative
of f at P with direction @ is defined to be

def d

Df(P)(Q) = - f (P +1Q) o
The k-th order Fréchet derivative of f at P with direction (Q1, ..., Q%) is defined to be

def d

DEF(P)(Qur-o s Q) = DML (P +Qk) (Q1,-- Qk1) li=0-

The Fréchet derivatives share many common properties with the derivatives in Euclidean
spaces, such as linearity, composition rules, etc. The most basic properties are summarized in
Appendix [A]

The function we are interested in this paper is the function ¢ : R — R defined as follows,
which was also studied in [Mos10, MOOI0].

x2 ifz<0
Clo) € (@-1)? ifa>1 . (23)
0 otherwise

The main reason to study ¢ (-) is that Tr {(-) characterizes the minimum ||-||,-distance
between a Hermitian matrix and the set of all positive semidefinite matrices with eigenvalues at
most 1.

32



Lemma 8.2. Given integer d >0, M € Hg, A ={X € Hy:0< X <1}, let R be the rounding
map of A with respect to the distance ||-||5. It holds that

Tr ¢ (M) = |M = R(M)]f5.
Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that M is diagonal. Let
Xo = argmin{HM— X|5:X e A}.

The lemma follows by easy calculation if X is also diagonal. We now show that Xy is indeed
diagonal. Note that

IM — Xo|l3 = Tr X3 +Tr M? =23 X\ (M) Xo (i, ).

)

It is known that (X¢ (1,1),..., X¢ (d,d)) is majorized by (A1 (X), ..., An (X)) [Bha97]. Namely,
51 Aj (X)) > 2251 Xo (4, 4)- Note that Xo > 0. It is easy to verify that

DX (M) Xo (i,8) <3N (M) N (X).
The equality is achieved only if X is also diagonal.

O]

Note that the function ¢ is in ! but not in C2. We define a C2-approximation of ¢ in the
following, whose Fréchet derivatives are easier to calculate comparing with the C*°-approximation
considered in [Mos10, MOOI10|. For any 0 < A < 1, define ¢ : R — R to beE|

x2+%)\2 ifxz <=\
A—z)3 i
i f-A<z <\
G € Lo A<z <1-A (24)
3
el 0A) f1-A<z<14\
(1—2)*+1N2 ifz>1+N\

The following lemma can be verified by elementary calculus.

Lemma 8.3. For any 0 < XA < 1, it holds that
L6 = Clloo < 4%

2The definition of ¢y is derived from the following construction.

1 .
def |53 f-1<2z<1
xr) =
v (@) {O otherwise.

def

¥a () L (/2) /A,
e

o (@) 2T Aw)dt it <1/2
MU e awar ite>1)2.
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2. ¢ € G2 ¢y is a piecewisely linear function. ' () exists in R except for finite points. And

IV ()| < % for any x where (Y’ (z) exists.

Lemma 8.4. For any Hermitian P,Q, 0 < A < 1/2, it holds that

1. 1Rl 19113
Tr G (P +Q) = Tr G (P) + Tr DGy (P) (Q) + 5T DX\ (P)(Q) + O (A> . (25)

The proof is via calculating each order of the Fréchet derivatives combining with several
inequalities in matrix analsis, which is deferred to Appendix [C]

The following lemma enables us to remove the part of an operator with low 2-norm without
changing the value of Tr ¢ () much. The proof is also deferred to Appendix .

Lemma 8.5. For any Hermitian matrices P and Q, it holds that |Tr (( (P 4+ Q) — ¢ (P))| <
(1Pl 1Rl + 1Q11)-

9 Hypercontractive inequality for random operators

We first introduce a noise operator I', acting on L? (M?h, 'yn), which is a hybrid of the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck operator U, in Definition [2.3]and the noise operator T, in Definition Recall that
any P € L? (M%@h, 'yn) can be expressed as

P= Z Po (g) Bo, (26)

06[4]%0

where {Bi}?:o is a standard orthonormal basis in Ma, p, € L% (C,7,) and g ~ 7y.

Definition 9.1. Given 0 < p <1 and integers h,n > 0, the noise operator I',, : L? (M?h, fyn) —
L? (M?h, *yn) is defined to be

P.D (P) = Z (Uppa) (g) TP (BO') s

06[4]20

where {Bi}§:0 is a standard orthonormal basis in Mg
The following lemma directly follows from Fact 2.5 and Lemma [5.5] item 1.

Lemma 9.2. Given 0 < p < 1, integers n,h > 0 and a random operator P € L? (Mgi’h,’yn)
that has expansion in Eq. , it holds that

Fp (P) = Z Z p|U|+‘T|]/7; (T) H; (g) Baa (27)

g€[4]g0 TEZ’ZIO

where |o| = [{i:0; #0}| and |7| = >_; 7 and H:’s are the Hermite polynomials defined in

FEqgs. .

The main result in this section is a hypercontractive inequality for random operators stated
as follows.

3From Lemma the definition is independent of the choices of the basis as the Gaussian distribution -, is
invariant under orthogonal transformation.

34



Lemma 9.3. Given 0 < p < -1 integers n,h > 0, for any multilinear random operator

f}
Pc 2 (Mg@h,%), it holds that

Ny (T (P)) < N2 (P),

where I, is the noise operator acting on L? (M?h,'yn) defined in Deﬁm’tion and N, is the
normalized p-norm of a random operator in Definition [2.23,

The concept of random operators is a hybrid of the operators in M%i’h and the the functions
in the Gaussian space L? (C,~,). Thus the proof of Lemma is a combination of the hypercon-
tractive inequality for unital quantum operators due to King [Kin14] and the hypercontractive
inequality for Gaussian variables [Wol07, MOO1I0]. The proof is deferred to the end of this
section. The following is an application of Lemma [9.3]

Lemma 9.4. Given integers h,n > 0, for any multilinear random operator P € L? (M?h,’yn>
with the associated vector-valued polynomial p = (pg)gewg . it holds that

Ny (P) < 392N, (P),
where d = maXgepyh (deg (po) + |o]).

Proof. Suppose P =3 oelaph, Po (g) By, where {Bi}?:() is a standard orthonormal basis in Mo,
pe € L2 (C,~,) is multilinear and g ~ ,,. Set

p=i & > po(g) B

h no.
(0,7)6[4]20><Z20A

lo|+|7|=i

Applying Lemma [9.3]

. . . 271/2
Ny (P) = Ny (I‘&g (Z (\/§)Zp=i>> <N, (i (\/ﬁ)lpm‘) _ IE[ i (v3) P~
i=1 i=1 =1 2
Note that
E {Tr (Pi)TPJ} =0,
whenever i # j. Therefore,
wiw) = (3 (B [le ) < (ele-i]) - omce
i=1 i=1
O

The following fact is a direct consequence of a hypercontractive inequality for qubit channel
due to King.

Fact 9.5. [Kinl4] Let T, : My — My be a noise operator in Definition For any integer
n>1,0<p< \/g and M € M%Zm, it holds that

1T (M), < |[M]] -
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The following fact is a well known hypercontractive inequality in Gaussian space.

Fact 9.6. [*| [Wol07, IMOO10] For any 0 < p < i, it holds that
9 y p 3

sup  [|Upfll, < [1£ll2
feLz((CfYn)

where U, is the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator acting on L? (C, ;) Definition
The following lemma is a generalization of Fact [9.6] for technical purposes.

Lemma 9.7. Given p1,...p, € L2 (C,~,), it holds that

N

E

X~Yn

n 21 n
(Z (U,p:) <x>|2> } <.E. [Z ps <x>|2]
i=1 i=1

Proof. Let ¢; def »Pi- Then

214
=y (Z (Uppi) <x>|2) ]
1
n 4
- M%wﬂ+ZE[%<M<X>2H)
= i#j
1
n 4
< 2qu-ui+z||qiuiquui) (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)
i=1 i#j
1
n 4
< Zumué+zsz-uzupjuz) (Fact [6)
=1

i#j
1
9 2
(Z deb)
i

- E [Z Ipi (xﬂ
=1

1
2

It is now ready to prove Lemma [9.3

“The result in [Wol07, MOOTI0] is for f € L? (R,v»). But it can be extended to L* (C,~,) easily.
Let f=fi+i-fo € L?(C,v,), where fi € L? (R, 7). Then

10l = B (105 G

~Yn

Bl

E [[(Usf1) )" +1(Upf2) )" +2|(U, 1) () [(Up f2) ()]

X~Yn

1
< (10 All3 + Usf2lls + 21U F1ll3 |Up f21l3)* (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

A

IN

1

(If1ll3 + 172115 + 211 Al NI f215)*  (Hypercontractive inequality in L* (R, ~n))
1

(A2 + Uf2ll5) 2 = 11 £l -
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Proof of Lemma[9.3 Let P = 206[4]% Po (8) Bo, where {fBi}f‘:O is a standard orthonormal
basis. Set Q = 206[4}20 (Upps) (8) Bo. Then by the definition of r,,

L, (P)=T7,(Q).
Using Fact [0.5]
Ny (T, (P) = E[I17, @I11] " < B[]

Let p;; € L? (C,~,) and g;; € L? (C,,) be the entries of P and Q, respectively, for 1 <i,j < 2h.
Then ¢;; = U,p;j. Notice that

N |=

213
Ni(Q) =E[llQlls]" = E (quxw) sx;g:%[zwpmx)F] — N, (P),

ij ij

where the inequality is from Lemma We conclude the result.

O]
10 Quantum invariance principle
Throughout this section we define the following joint random variables.
(g1,07g1,1ag1,27g1,3a e 7gn,0agn,17gn,2agn,3) ~ ({1} x 73)®n~
For any 0 < ¢ < n, define the hybrid basis and the hybrid random operators
XD (81,0 P0) @ (8202%0) © ... ® (810, P0) © o, (28)
@4 5™ M (o) X9, (29)

cEe4n
Lemma 10.1. M s independent of the choices of the basis. Namely, for any standard or-
thonormal basis {B; } _o in Mg and M =3 ;cign AoBo, set N = Zae[4n Ao (Hj_l gJ?UJ B @
Bowi. Then N = MO,

Proof. From Fact [2.8] all orthonormal basis are equivalent up to orthogonal transformations.
The lemma follows from the well known fact that the Gaussian distribution =, is invariant under
any orthogonal transformation. O

Lemma 10.2. For any integern >0 and 0 <i<n—1and M € JV[ , it holds that

E|Tr¢, (MY — Tr¢, (M@)]] < 0 Inf;q (M)? ),
2’;361

where d = deg M .
Proof. Note that

MO = S M@@)XP+ Y M(o)x,

o:041=0 0:05417#0
MO = N M (0)XG + Y M (o) XY,
0:0;41=0 o:0;,41=0
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and

Set

0:0;417#0
c S M(o)xih.
0:0;417#0

Then we have

M® = A +B; MY = A + C.

From Lemma [8.4]

B[ 6 (M) =1 ¢ (MO) ]|
<‘E (Tr DGy (A) (C) + 3Tr D3 (A) (C)) —
T L (T DGy (A) (B) + §Tx D2, (A) (B))

o (£ IS o 2 lmml)

g (Tr DGy (A) (C) + 5Tr D¢y (A) (C) |

“ L (™ DG (A) (B) + 4T D2, (A) (B))

+0 (2; (Ng (C)N4(C)* + N, (B 2)) (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)
—0 (2: (N2 (C) N4 (C)* + N> (B 2)) (Claim

Applying Lemma we have

’E [Tr ¢ (M) =T gy (MU)H <0 (312” (N2 (B)? + N, (C)3>> .

Notice that

1/2
Ny (B) = N3 (C) = ( 3 ‘z\?(aﬂ) / = Inf;qy (M)Y2.
Therefore, e
‘E {TYCA (M(Hl)) — TGy (M(l))” <0 <2n>\3d1nfz‘+1 (M)3/2> :
0
Claim 10.3.
E[Tr Bf (A)] = E[Tr Cf (A)] (30)
E[Tr Bf (A)Bg(A)] =E[Tr Cf(A)Cg(A)] (31)

for any fug € L2 (val)
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Claim 10.4. It holds that

E[(Tr D¢y (A) (O))] = E[(Tr D¢y (A) (B))];

E[(Tr D%, (A) (C))] =E[(Tr D (A) (B))].

The proofs of the both claims above are deferred to Appendix [D] Combining Lemma [10.2]
and Lemma [8.3] we conclude the following lemma.

Lemma 10.5. Given M € HS"™, let {Bi}?:o be a standard orthonormal basis in My. Then for
any 0 < A < % and H C [n], it holds that

—~ 3d
E [T Z M (o) <® Bgz) ® <® gi,gi]b) —Te¢ (M) <2" (8)\2 + 5y Z Inf; (M)3/2) .
oelaln, icH idH idH

where d = deg M .

Lemma 10.6. Given 0 < 7,6 < 1, M € HS", 0 < M <1 H C [n], an integer d > 0 and

2
standard orthonormal basis B = {Bi}fzo, suppose Inf; (M) < 7 for alli ¢ H and HM>dH2 <027,
where M>% is defined in Definition . Set

MY S M) (@ ‘Bm) ® (® gi,cri]l2) :
oel% ol <d i€t igH
Then it holds that _
E[Tr ¢ (M)] < O (2” <(3dﬁd)2/3 + \/5)>

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that H = {1,2,...,s}. Then

E[Tr ¢ (M)] < [E[Tr (¢ (M) — ¢ (M=))]|+Tx ¢ (M=) (32)
Applying Lemma

E[T (com—¢(a=))]

 ofe (2w uar))
i¢H
< 0 (2” <)\2 + 3d;\ﬁlnf (M<d>>>
< 0 (2“ <A2 + 3d\fd>> : (33)

where the last inequality is from Lemma [2.17] item 4.
Note that ¢ (M) = 0 since 0 < M < 1. Again applying Lemma

Tr ¢ (Mfd) - ’Tr ¢ <M§d> ~Tr g(M)]

< 4 <||M|y2 |ar>4) + HM>de) < V523, (34)
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Combing Egs. , we have
d
E[Tr ¢ (M=1)] <0 (2" </\2 L3 8\/5>> . (35)

A

1/3
Choosing A = (Sdﬁd> / , we conclude the result. O

The following lemma converts random operators to operators.

Lemma 10.7. Given integers d,h,n > 0 and a degree-d multilinear random operators M &
L? (fH?h,Vn) with the associated vector-valued function p : R® — RY" under a standard or-

thonormal basis {Bi}?:()- Then there exists M) ﬂ-CSth) satisfying that

2/3
[E[2" - Tr ¢ (M)] = Tx ¢ (MW)| <O (2n+h <3dZInf 3/2> ) :
In particular, if for all i, Inf; (p) < 7 for some T € (0,1), then from Lemma
[B[2" - Tr ¢ (M)] - Tx ¢ (M) <O (2"+h (3%[)2/3)

Proof. Let {131-}?:0 be an arbitrary standard orthonormal basis in My. Let {g;};, be the
random variables in M. Substitute each random variable by By and the products of random
variables by tensor products. The following proof is same as the one of Lemma [10.5 O

We finally reach the main lemma in this section.

Lemma 10.8. Given 0 < 7,6,p < 1, integers n > h > 0,d > 0, P,Q € H$",0 < P,Q < 1,
H C [n] of size |H| = h, a noisy EPR state ¥ ap with the mazximal correlation p = p (Yap),

2 2
suppose Inf; (P) < 7 and Inf; (Q) < 7 for all i ¢ H and HP>dH2 < 62", HQ>dH2 < §2". Then
there exist maps f, g : J'CSQ" x R*h — J—Cg@h satisfying that

(P7Q) déf (f( ) (Q h)) 9®n IS L? (j{é@ » V3(n— h)) x L? (%§h773(n h))

are degree d multilinear joint random operators with the joint random variables drawn from

g3l - Apg
1. Na (P) < || Pllly and N2 (Q) < [|Qll,;
2. Tr (PoQ)vi=E|Tr ((PoQ)uis).
3. 2"hE[Tr P]=Tr P and 2" "E[Tr Q] = Tr Q.
/. E[Tr ¢ (P)| <O <2h ((3dﬁd)2/3 + \/3)> and H[Tr ¢ (Q)] < O <2h <(3dﬁd)2/3 + \/3)>

Proof. Let {Ai}?zg and {Bi}?zg be standard orthonormal basis in M satisfying that Tr (A; ® B;) Yap =
ci6;,j for 0 <4,7 < 3, where 1 = ¢y > ¢1 = p > ¢ > c3. Set joint random variables

((9.02) (2. 1) (2262 . (€%5%))" ~ ({1 1)) x e x 6o 6

Define

def
pO < H gw
06[4]7;0 ¢H



and

QO Y S Qo) [[ b B,

oelz, igH
Then . R 9
N, (PO) = S|P o) = I3V (Q©) =X[e@)| =Nl
and
Tr (PeQ)vis =E[T ((PYeQ)uis)| = %
0647
and

on—h [Tr P“ﬂ —Tr P,2" "E [Tr Q<0)} —Tr Q.

From Lemma [10.6

IE:[Tr ¢ (P(O)ﬂ <0 <2h ((3dﬁd)2/3 + fé)) and ]E[Tr ¢ (Q@)ﬂ <0 <2h ((3dﬁd)2/3 + \/3)> :

However, the correlation of (g(o) h%

Z?j ’ i?]
9®3 n— h

) is not exactly the one we need. Given (g;, hi)?g_h) ~

, we perform the following substitution in P(®) and Q(©

1 T
gl(%) 9. 1 . and hgob) —
7 g3(i—1)+b> Otherwise; ,

, ifb=0
%hg(i,l)ﬂ,, otherwise

to get P and Q, respectively. The items 1,2,3 still hold obviously. To argue item 4, note that the
absolute values of all Fourier coefficients do not increase. By Lemma [10.5] item 4 follows. [

Analogously, the following lemma converts joint random operators back to operators.

Lemma 10.9. Given 0 < p < 1, 6,7 € (0,1), integers n,h,d > 0, a noisy EPR state {ap
with the maximal correlation p = p (Yap), standard orthonormal basis {Ai}?:() and {fBi}?:O in

My, there exist maps f, g : L? (fH?h,’yn) — fH?”Jrh such that for any degree-d multilinear joint
random operators

P.Q = > pr(®As Y ¢ (h)B, € L2 (HF" ) x L (H§", 7))

cctity ol ) gy e

satisfying that

(Vi S [n]) : Z Inf; (pcr> <7 and Z Inf; (¢o) <7

oef4)t, oeldll,
Let (P,Q) = (f (P),g(Q)). The following holds.
1. Tr P=2"E[Tr P] and Tr Q =2"E[Tr Q];
2. Tr (PoQ)viy " =E[Tr (PoQ)vi;
3. Na (P) = || Plly and N2(Q) = [[Qll,;
4. [E[2" T ¢ (P)] - Tr ¢ (P)| <O (2"+h (3ddﬁ)2/3>
and

BT ((Q)) - Tr ¢(Q)] < 0 (2" (31ay7) ™).
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Proof. From Proposition let A and B be the Hermitian matrices achieved the maximal
correlation of 145 in Definition Substitute each pair (g;, h;) by (A, B) and the products of
random variables by tensor products. The following proof is same as the one of Lemma[10.8] [

11 Dimension reduction for random operators

The following is the main lemma in this section.

Lemma 11.1. Given parameters p € [0,1],0, > 0, integers d,n,h > 0, a noisy EPR state
Yap with the mazimal correlation p = p (Y ag), and degree-d multilinear joint random operators

P.Q = > pr(8As Y ¢ (h)B, € L2 (HF", ) x L (H§", 3 )

ccbity odly ) e

where {A;}o_o , {Bi};_, are both standard orthonormal basis in M, then there exists an explicitly
computable ny = ng (d, h, ), and joint random operators

PLa) = ¥ M@ ¥ o) s, =

06[4]%0 ae[4]’§0 (x,y)Ngf,@”O
for any M € R™P such that the following holds.
If we sample M ~ v, p, then with probability at least 1 — & — 2a, it holds that
1. N (pgg)z < (1+0)N2 (P) and N> (Q}y) < (1+0)N2 (Q);
2. [Ep|[Tr P{)| — Ep[Tr P]| < 62"N; (P) and [Eq[Tr Q] — Eq[Tr Q]| < 02"N> (Q);
5. Bp[Tr ¢ (PA))] < 5 Ep[Tr C(P)] and Eq [Tr ¢ (Qi)] < ;%EQHTan
4 |Epq [T (PY) @ Q] 5k — Ep o [Tr (P Q) uih]| < N (P) N> (Q).

In particular, one may take ng = %ﬁom
Fact 11.2. [GKRI8] Given parameters n,d € Z=g, p € [0,1] and § > 0, there exists an
explicitly computable D = D (d, d) such that the following holds.

For any n and any degree-d multilinear polynomials f,g : R* — R, and M € R P define
functions far, g : RP — R as

def Mz def Mzx
fM(ZC):f< ) andgM(x):g< ) (36)
(e ER
Then
BT [ an)gon — (5, gbgee| < 1Sl lglla] = 1 -4
d0<d)
In particular, one may take D = 52
Choosing g = 1, we get
([ (0) = F @) <[ fll,) >1 -6, (37)
MN'YnxD
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If f and g are identical and p = 1, we have

P [lalls = 1713 < 81 £15] = 1 -6 (38)
~Ynx D

P [l = lgll3] < 8 lgl3] = 1 -6 (39)
~Ynx D

Fact 11.3. [GKRIS] Given integers n,k, D > 0, let f € L? (Rk,fyn), and A be a convex body

in R* with rounding map R defined in Section Let fir : RP — R* be defined analogously
to Eq. . It holds that,

1
Pr R0 fa = Al < 5 IR0 £ = fll] 21~

MN’Y’FLXD
for0 < <1.

We are now ready to prove the main lemma.

Proof of Lemma|[11.1] From Lemma and Lemma we may assume that the basis {Ai}s_
and {Bi}?:() satisfy Tr (A; ® Bj) Yap = ¢;d;; without loss of generality. Then from Lemma

E[m(P@eQm) @)™ = 3 o bogoger

(gah)'\/9®n7h ®h
L 06[4}20

def
where ¢, = ¢, - Cqp -

43h+440(d)

Applying Fact |11.2| with § « 43%, no < =z — and the union bound, it holds

Pr [(Vo e [%) |onts don)genn — (o do)gen| <6 ol laslls] > 1-5/16,  (40)
P P

MNVanO
and
P [(voe[) [P (0) = 55 (0)] < 6 polly) = 1 - 5/16, (41)
~Ynxng
and
P [(Yoelty): lan (0) = (0)] < 8llaslly] = 1—6/16, (42)
~Ynxng
and
R\ 2 2 2 _
wlr [(vo e [4h) = |Iponalls = lIpoll3| < 0llpoll3] > 1=, (43)
and
Pr[(voe o) [llaomll — llaol3] < dllaol3] = 1-0,. (44)
M~ xng = ’ - -
Define

(P%Z),P(Alf) Y pem (@A, Y o (h)B,

o€kl o€l (g,h)~G5"0

43



For any M satisfying Eq. , we have

E[Tr (P} @ Q)) vih] —E[1r (P e Q)uih]|

= | X e (0000 o — gz )| (Lemma )
P

06[4]20
< 4 Z Do 5 1o ]l5 (Eq. and ¢, < 1 due to Lemma [7.3)
UE[4]§O
1/2 1/2
< 5| > lpell3 > llaoll3
el oellt,

= 0Ny (P)N>(Q) (Lemma [2.24)),

Thus
kb (B[ (P 2 Qf)) v5h] - B[Tr (P @ Q) uih]| < oN: (P) N> (Q)] > 1 - 9/16.
(45)
For any M satisfying Eq. ,
1
‘]E [T Py — BT P]]
= 2" [po.a1 (0) — o (0)]
< 62" polly < 62N (P)
Hence
pr[|E[Tr P{)| - E[Tx P]‘ < 62"N, (P)] > 1 - 6/16. (46)
MN'YanO
Symmetrically, we have
P [|E[Tr Q] - B[ Q]] < 62"N> (Q)] > 1-4/16. (47)
~Ynxng
For any M satisfying Eq. ,
2
Ny (PS)) = 3 ool < (1+0) Y llpoll} = (1+06) N2 (P)?,
oeldll, oeldll,
where the both equalities are from Lemma Hence
Pr [Ny (PY) < (140) N> (P)] > 1-6/16. (48)
MN'YanO
Symmetrically, we have
Pr [N, (Q) < (1+0)Na(Q)] >1-6/16. (49)

M~nx ng

Set
AELeeR" 0 Y 2,4, <1

06[4}%0
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It is easy to verify that A is a convex body. Let R be the rounding map of A. Note that for any
random operator P € L? (ﬂf?h, 'yn) with the associated vector-valued function p, |R o p — pH% =

2ithr ¢ (P) due to Lemma ﬂ Hence Fact implies that

Pr [Tr C(P) < \}aTr ¢ (P(Uﬂ >1-a. (50)

M~y x ng

Applying the same argument to Q and Q) we have

Pr {Tr((Q)gx/laTr(( )} 1- (51)

~Ynxng

Again applying the union bound to Eqs. ... (50) (51)), with probablhty at least

1—6—2a over M ~ ~,«p all the events in Egs. 1) (148) (49) ( . occur. Setting

pf,ll)vl Do M and qt(jl)vI = ¢s,M, We conclude the lemma.

O

12 Smoothing random operators

The main result in this section is the following, which is a generalization of Lemma [6.1] to
random operators.

Lemma 12.1. Given integersn,h > 0, a noisy EPR state 1 ap with the maximal correlation p def
p(Yap) < 1, there exist an explicit d = d (p,d) and a map f : L* (H?h,'yn) — L2 (Jfggh,’yn)

such that, for any joint random operators (P, Q) € L? (%?h,'yn) x L? (%?h,’yn> with random

variables drawn from G5", (P(l), Q(l)) def (f(P),f(Q)) e L? (fH?h,'yn) x L? (f]{é@h,’yn) satisfy
the following.

1. deg( (1>) < d and deg (Q<1>) d.

Q.E:TrPO)} E[Tr P] andE[ QU }:ETrQ].
D) < N> (Q).

4 E[Tr ¢ (PU)] <2 (E[Tr ¢ (P)] + 82" N2 (P)?) and

E[Tr ¢ (QW)] <2 (E[Tr ¢(Q)] +62"N2 (Q)%)

‘E [T (P o Q) uih| - E[Tr (PW e QW) yih]| < oN, (P) N> (Q).

. log? %
In particular, one may take d = O 6(17_;) .

3. Ny (PW) < Ny (P) and N, (Q

Fact 12.2. [GKRIS8] Let p € [0,1),0 > 0,k,n € Zso be any given constant parameters,
f,g € L? (]Rk,yn); A1,Ay C RF be convex bodies. Set R; and Ry be the rounding maps
with respect to A; and As, respectively. There exist an explicit d = d(p,d) and functions
f ¢ e 12 <Rk,'yn),where ) only depends on f and ¢(!) only depends on g, such that the
following hold.

1. fM and ¢(M are degree at most d.
2. E[f( )} = E[f] and E[g(l)} =E[g].

3. For any i € [k], it holds that ff”H2 < |If:

1
a"|, < llgill
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4. [Ro f® = fD|| < |[Ro f— flly + 8 flly and [Rog® = gW| < [|Rog— g, +llglly:
5. For every i € [k],

1 1
(60905 9gge = (10 016 0| < S Al Nl
P
In particular, one may take d = O <;(31g2§)>.

Proof of Lemma[12.1, From Lemma there exist standard orthonormal basis {A4;}>_, and
{Bi}fzo satisfying that Tr (A; ® B;) Yap = ¢id;j, where 1 = ¢y > ¢1 = p > ca > ¢3 > 0. Let
p,q:R" — R4" be the associated vector-valued functions of P and Q under the basis {Ai}‘?zo
and {Bi}?zo, respectively. Then

P= Z pa(g)AgandQ: Z QJ(h)BU’

06[4]20 06[4120

where (g, h) ~ §9". From Lemma

E[Tr (P®Q) %)™ = > o (pordo)gon-

oel4]g

Applying Fact [12.2to (p, q), we obtain (p(l), q(l)). Define

PO S 0 (g) A, and QY ST D) (h) B,

06[4]%0 UE[4]§O

Item 1 follows directly.

Note that E [Tr P(l)} =2"E [p(()l)} and E[Tr P] = 2" E[pp]. Thus the first equality in item
2 follows from Fact [12.2] item 2. The second equality follows similarly.

To prove item 3, we have that

Ny (PO = [[p0]|, < lpll, = Nz (P).

where the both equalities are from Lemma the inequality is from Fact item 3. The
second part of item 2 in Lemma follows by the same argument. To prove item 3, we define

Aldéf x€R4h:O§ Z ro A, <13,
06[4]g0
and
Agdéf x€R4h:O§ Z zsB, <1

Ue[‘ﬂgo

It is easy to verify that both A; and As are convex bodies. From Lemma |8.2

[Rop—pl} = 5E[TCP),
[Roq—al} = S EM @),
[rop =0, = gimlmc(P)],

[2ea® —a, = gre[me(@)],



The Fact item 4 implies that

1/2

(rEm e (e)]) " < (mrme@n)” + sl

Note that ||p||3 = N (P)? by Lemma [2.24, Taking square on both sides of the inequality above,
we conclude the first inequality in Lemma 12.1] item 3. The second inequality follows exactly
same.

To prove item 4, consider

1 (P o Q) ugl] — B[ (PO 0 Q) ]|

— Z Cor (<pa7%>g;§>" - <p((,1),q((, )>9§">

06[4]}%0
< 9 Z lpolo 1go o (Fact item 5)and ¢, < 1 due to Lemma[7.3)
oel4]s
1/2 1/2
2 2
< 0l D0 llesll > lasllz
0'6[4]g0 06[4]%0

= 6Ny (P) N2 (Q) (Lemma [2.24)).

13 Multilinearization of random operators

Lemma 13.1. Given 0 < p < 1, integers d,h,n > 0, a noisy EPR state 1ap with the maximal
correlation p def p(Yag), there exists a map f : L* (U-Cg@h,’yn) — L? (f}f?h,fym) such that, for
any degree-d joint random operators

®.Q=| X po(8Ar > a (b)B, € L7 (H5" ) x L (35", 7).

o€l o€lilZo (g:h)~55"
where {-Ai}?:o and {Bi}?zo are standard orthonormal basis in M,

(PM,QW) = (£ (P), F(Q))

= | X A Y @ () B € L2 (H5" vt ) x L2 (HEF", ot
o)l oef4)l, (x3)~GE"
are multilinear joint random operators. It further holds that
1. Both deg ( ) and deg ( )) are at most d.
2. For all (i,7) € [n] x [t] and o € [4]%,
Infy, (pz(r )> <0 -Inf; (py) and Infyy, (Qz(rl)) < -Inf; (¢0);

3. Ny (PW) < Ny (P) and N> (QW) < N> (Q):
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4. E|Tr PO| =E[Tr P] and E|Tr QU] = E[Tr QJ;
5. ‘IE [T ¢ (PW)] —E[Tx C(P)]‘ < 522N, (P)? and
E|Tr ¢ (QW)] ~ E[Tr ¢ (Q)]] < 02"2N, (Q)*;
6. |[E[Tr (PWeQW)uii] ~E[Tr (PoQ)uij]| <N (P)N2(Q).
In particular, we may take t = O (g’—i)

Definition 13.2. Suppose f € L? (R",~,) is given by the Hermite expansion f = ZUEZQO ]?(U) H,.
The multilinear truncation of f is defined to be the function f™ € L? (R",,) given b_y

ST Fo) Hy ().

oe{0,1}"

Fact 13.3. [GKRI§| Given parameters p € [0,1],0 > 0 and d € Z>o, there exists t = ¢ (d, 9)
such that the following holds:

Let f,g € L? (R™,v,) be degree-d polynomials. There exist polynomials f,geL? (R™ ype)

over variables 7 % {xy) t(4,7) € [n] X [t]} and y « {yj(l) 1 (4,7) € [n] x [t]}» respectively as

f (@) def f (x(l), . ,:U(")) and g (y) def g (y(l), . ,y(")) .

Let f™ and g™ be the multilinear truncations of f and g, respectively. Then the following
holds.

1. f™ and g™ are multilinear with degree d.
2. Var {fml} < Var[f] and Var {g“ﬂ] < Var|[g].
7=, < (17, = 10 and g, < ligll, = lgl..

. Given two independent distributions g ~ 7, and x ~ 7. The distributions of f (g) and
f (x) are identical. The distributions of g (g) and g (x) are identical.

V=7 < S0l and [|g - g < gl

6. For all (z,j) € [n] x [t], it holds that Inf (fml) < ¢-Inf; (f) and Infym (gml) < 0-Inf; (g).
J j

-~ W

ot

-~

. £(0) = £ (0) = /™ (0) and 5 (0) = §(0) = g™ (0)

. \< FLG™) e = (2 9)gzn | < 611 £z gl
P

[CSIEEE|

In particular, we may take t = O (g—;) .

Proof of Lemma[13.1. Applying Fact to {pg}aewgo and {q”}06[4]’;0 we get {170}06[4];;0 and
{‘Ta}cre[zl]*; . Define joint random operators - - -

(Fa Q) déf Z Do (X) As, %(Y) Bs S L? (j{?h’ 'Vnt> x L? (J{é@h’ '7nt> .

ol ocliky st
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Let ptV () 4 5ol () and ¢ (1) % g™ (). Define

(PO = Y VA, Y o (v) B,

o<t octl oy

Items 1 and item 2 are implied by Fact [I3.3] item 1 and item 5, respectively. Item 3 is from
Lemma and the item 3 in Fact [13.3] Item 4 follows from the fact that E[P] = 2"po (0) and
E[Q] = 2"Go (0) and the item 7 in Fact [13.3

We will prove the first inequality in item 5. The second one can be proved similarly. Define
a convex body

Adéf $€R4h20§ Z rohs <1
06[4}20
. . def _ def ,_ def 1
with the rounding map R. Set p = (pg)gewgo P = (p0)0€[4]’;0 and p(1) = (p((f)>ae[4]h to be
> > >0

vector-valued functions. Then by Lemma [8.2]

Ip— Rop|? = %E[Tr ¢(P)] and |[p®) — fROp(l)H; = %E[Tr ¢(PW)].

Hence

2% ‘E[Tr ¢(PW)] ~E[Tr ¢ (P)]‘

= |[p® ~Rop®} ~ Ip ~ Ropl

_ 7ml_gzofml2_ 5— R —~112
= ||p P, = 1P = Ropl;

(Fact item 4)

= |(J™ = =™, ~ 15— Roll,) (5™ = Ro 5™+ 15— Ro ),

< 4ply [ - R0 5™, — 15— Rop,]
(Fact Fact item 4 and R is a contraction map)
< 4|pll, (Hﬁ - ﬁmlHZ + HR op—Ro ﬁmle) (Triangle inequality)
< 8|pll Hﬁ - ﬁmle (Fact and R is a contraction map)
< 46|pl3  (Fact item 5)

46N, (P)?>  (Lemma [2.24)).

To prove item 7, consider

E[Tr (P e Q) uih] - E[Tr (PU e QW) yih]|

= Z Co ((p0'7 q0>9/§m - <p‘(71)7 qg’l)>9?”)

UE[4}’§O
< 6 >, lpolzllaoly  (Fact[13.3]item 8)
oel4Sy
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1/2 1/2

ol D2 leollz > el

06[4@0 06[4]%)

= 0Nz (P)N2(Q) (Lemma [2.24)).
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on Fréchet derivative

In this section, we summarize some basic facts on Fréchet derivatives.

Fact A.1. Given fi, fo,9: Mg — My and P,Q1,...,Qr € My, it holds that
D(fi+ f2) (P)(Q) = Df1 (P)(Q)+ Df2 (P)(Q).

D (fi1- f2) (P)(Q) =Dfi (P)

1
2
3. D(gof)
4

)- f2(P)+ f1(P) - Df2 (P) (Q)-

(@
(P)(Q)Z( ( (P))ODf( ) (Q)-

. DFf(P)(Q1,...,Qk) = DFf (P) ( Yoo ,Qo(k)> for any integer k£ > 0 and permutation

o € Sg.

The following fact follows from elementary matrix calculations. Readers who are interested
may refer to [Bha97, Chapter X.4].

Fact A.2. [Bha97, Page 311, Example X.4.2]

o Let f(x)

o Let f(x)

= 22. Then

Df(P)(Q) ={P,Q}.
=z~ 1. Then for any invertible P,

Df(P)(Q)=-P'QP .

o4



B Facts on analysis

In this section, we list some basic results of matrix-valued functions. Most of the proofs are the
direct generalization of the analysis of one-variable real functions. Here we include proofs for
completeness.

Lemma B.1. Suppose f : [a,b] — Hy is a continuous mapping and is differentiable in (a,b).
Then there exists x € (a,b) such that

1 (@) = £ ®)lly < (0= a) || ()]
def

Proof. Set Z = f(b) — f (a) and define

def

P(t)="Tr Zf (1),

for t € [a,b]. Then v is a real-valued continuous function on [a, b] which is differentiable in (a, b).
The mean value theorem shows that

() =9 (a)=(b—a)d (z) = (b—a)Tr Zf (z),

for some x € (a,b). On the other hand,

Y (b) = (a) =Tr(Z-(f (b) - f(a) =IZ]3.
Thus
1Z]3 = (b—a)Tr Zf (x) < (b—a) | Zlly ||/ (2)]],-
O

Lemma B.2. Let {fn},cn be a sequence of functions mapping R to Hy, differentiable in [a, b]
and limy, o fn (x0) = f (x0) for some point xo € [a,b]. Suppose {f} (x)},cn converges uniformly
n [a b]. Namely for any € > 0, there exists ng = n(€) such that for any m > n > ng and
€ [a,b], || fy (x) = fln (x)|ly < € Then {fn}, ey converges uniformly on [a,b] to a function f
and
!/
Tim f (@)= f'(7) (a<o<b).
Remark B.3. Note that all p-norms of matrices are topologically equivalent. Thus the norm
[|-]|5 used in Lemma can be replaced by |[|-[|, for any 1 < p < +oc.

Proof. Let € > 0 be given. Choose N such that for any m,n > N,

1fn (z0) = fim (z0)ll5 < €/2, (52)

and for any ¢ € [a, b]

| £, (t @, < 20—a)

Applying Lemma, to fn — fm, we have

1 (2) = fin (2) fn()+fm()|!2_2|gi’6§

) €/2, (53)

for any x,t on [a,b] if m,n > N. Then from Egs.
[fn (@) = frm (@)lly < [1fn (@) = fin (@) = o (@0) + fin (@0) |2 + [ fn (0) = S (0)[2 < €,
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for any m,n > N and = € [a,b]. So {fn},cn converges uniformly on [a,b]. Let f(x) o

limy, o0 fr () for x € [a, b)].
Fix = € [a,b] and define

def fn (t) — fn ($)
L (1) & il Adn )
g (1) 2102
for t € [a,b],t # x. Then Eq. (53] implies that
€
9 () = () < 57—
Thus {9n}, ey uniformly converges for t # x. Note that lim, ¢ v, (x) = f;, (t). Thus

lim ¢, (t) =¥ (t),

n—oo

uniformly for a <t <b,t # x. Thus From Theorem 7.17 in [Rud76] , we conclude

fi(z) = lim ¢ (t) = lim f; (z).

t—x n—o0

O]

Lemma B.4. Let f be a real function on [a,b], f*~ is continuous on [a,b] and f (t) exists
for all t € (a,b) except finite points {t1,...,tm} C (a,b). Moreover, ‘f(”) (t)‘ < M for all
t € (a,b) and t ¢ {t1,...,tm}. Then for any distinct points «, 5 in [a,b], we have

M
7B~ P@) < 3|5~ al
where

def Z f(k Ot)k.

Proof. Let L be the number satisfying that

FB) =P (B)+ (8- a)"

It suffices to show that |L| < M. Set

def L
g = ) —Pt)— 5 (t—a).
n!
We assume that t; < t9 < ... < t,,,, without loss of generality. Then

g(@) =g (a)=...= g™V (a)=0.

Note that g (8) = 0. By the mean value theorem, ¢’ (51) = 0 for some S € (a, 8). Repeat this
for n — 1 steps, we get 3,_1 € (a, §) such that g*= (8,_1) = 0. Note that

gV () = O (1) S0 (@)~ Lt - a).
Set tg = a. Let i be the largest integer such that ¢;, < 3,—1. Then

o—1

D (Bt) = (00 (Bam) — 107D (1) + 3 (F07D (tisn) — 107D (1) ~ Lt - ).

1=0

o6



Applying the mean value theorem, we have

i0—1
9" (Bue1) = 1 (&) (Bt — tig) + D FU (&) (tiga — 1) — L(B— ),
=0
where &, € [ti,, 5] and & € [t;, tir1]. As g™V (B,_1) = 0 and ‘f(”) (t)‘ < M for any t where
f®™ (t) is defined, we have
L[ (B —a) < [M (5 —a)l.
Thus |L| < M. O

C Proofs in Section

Before proving Lemma [8.4] and Lemma we first introduce Lyapunov equation, a well studied
equation in control theory [Lya92].

Definition C.1. Let P, Q be two Hermitian matrices in Hy. We define Lyapunov equation.
PX+XP=qQ. (54)
The solution to Eq. is denoted by L (P, Q).

Lemma C.2. Given Hermitian matrices P,Q € Hy, the Lyapunov equation has an unique
solution if and only if P and —P has no common eigenvalues. Namely, I; @ P+ P ® I is
invertible.

Moreover, let P = UDU?' be a spectral decomposition of P, where D = Diag (di,...,dy)
satisfies that d; +d; # 0 for any 0 < 4,5 <n. Then Eq. has a unique solution Xg and it
satisfies that

(vtqu).
(UTXoU) ==
Proof. Let X’ ©f 7t XU and Q' dof UTQU. Then we have
DX'+X'D=qQ,

which is equivalent to
(di +dj) Xi; = Qi
for 1 <4,7 < n. Hence is has a unique solution if and only if d; + d; # 0 for all 4, j. O

Fact C.3. [Bha97, Page 205, Theorem VII.2.3] Let P be a positive definite matrix. Then

L(P,Q) = /OOO e Qe dt.

Fact C.4. [Sen07] Let g be a k-times differentiable real-valued function defined on a set I C R
which is a union of a constant number of open intervals. Let X € H; have eigenvalues in I.
Then the k-th order Fréchet derivative Tr D* f (X) (Y,...,Y) exists for any YV € H,. E|

®The theorem in [Sen07] is stated for real symmetric matrices and I is an interval. But the proofs can be
directly generalized to Hermitian matrices and a union of constant number of open intervals.

57



Definition C.5. For any Hermitian matrices P, () that P is invertible, we define

lo (P) = L(|P|,PQ+ QP).

It is easy to verify that (g (P) = Q if P > 0.

Definition C.6. For any Hermitian matrices P and () and P is invertible,

ko (P) € {P,tg (P)} = {P,L(|P|,PQ+ QP)}.

Lemma C.7. Let P, be Hermitian matrices, where P is invertible. The following holds.
1. Let f (z ) \f forx >0. Then Df (P)(Q) =L (\/F, Q) if P is positive definite.

def

2. Let f(x) = |z|. Then Df (P)(Q) = {g (P).

3. Let f (v) = x|a|. Then Df (P)(Q) = 5 ({|P|,Q} + rq (P)).
22 if x

4 Letp(z) = {O otJ;Leriisoe. Then

Dp(P) (@) = 3 {P.Q} + 1 {IP1,@) + jre (P).

Proof. 1. Let g (z ) lof 42 and Df(P)(Q) = X. Applying the composition rule in Fact ,

we have
Q= Dgo f(P)(Q) = (Dg(f (P)) o Df (P))(Q) = Dg (VP) (X) = {VP, X}
Hence X = L (\/TD, Q).
2. Let g(z) = 2% and h(z) = y/z. Then f =hoyg.
Df (P)(Q) = Dh(g(P)) o Dg(P) (Q) = Dh (P?) (PQ + QP) = to (P).
3. Let g (z) = z and h(z) = |z|. From Fact [A.1]item 2,

Df (P)(Q) = Dg(P)(Q)h(P) + g(P) Dh (P) (Q)
= Q|P|+ Plo (P).

Using f = h - g. we have

Df (P)(Q) = Dg(P) (@) h(P) + g (P) Dh (P) (Q)
— [P|Q+£q(P) P

Then

)(Q) = 5 (QIP]+ Plo (P)) + (IPIQ + tg (P) P))

D (P
= S (IP],Q} +ro (P)).

4. Tt follows from that f(z) = 2% + Sz |z].

o8



Lemma C.8. Let P,Q be Hermitian matrices where P is invertible. It holds that
Dig (P)(Q) = L (|P|,2Q* — 2l (P)*). (55)

Moreover, if P = Diag (a1, ...,aq) diagonal, then

_ Qij (ai + ay)

(o (P)), .= . (56)
@ el + ayl
S Qu (1~ misiaietsian)
(Dl (P)(Q)); ; =2 R (57)
¢ J ai] + o]
Proof. From the definition of g () in Definition we have
|PLq (P) + Lo (P)|P| = PQ+ QP
Taking Fréchet derivative on both sides with respect to ), we have
|P| Dig (P) (Q) + Dig (P) (Q) [P = 2Q% — 2(q (P)*.
We conclude Eq. .
O
Lemma C.9. Given nonzero reals aq,...,aq, let M be a d X d Hermitian matriz defined to be
M;; def % For any d x d Hermitian matriz A, it holds that
1M o All, < [[All5,
and

M o All, < c|Ally,

where the ¢ > 1 is an absolute constant.

Proof. Note that || A||5 = > 1A (i,7)>. The first inequality follows from the fact that |M (i, j)| <
1 forall ¢, j. To prove the second inequality, we may assume that a,...,as > 0and as41,...,aq <

A A
AJ} A2> , where Ay, Ay, Az are of size s X s, s x (d — )
2 3

M, My
M} Ms

0 without loss of generality. Let A = (

and (d — s) x (d — s), respectively. Let M = ( ) be the decomposition of the same size.

Let P be a d x d matrix defined to be

o def |ai| — |aj]
P(Z7]) = °
|ai + |aj]
Then
0 A 0 Az o Mo
i oP= ot :
Fact implies that

0 AQ (¢] MQ
—Al oM 0
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for some absolute constant ¢, which implies that

A20M2
AloM] 0

( 0 A2>
Ay o),

0 Az)|, " |[\Afonf 0 L INo 4,
where the last inequality is from the fact that

A 0 0 A
(& )= |G )

Fact C.10. [Dav88|[Corollary 5] Given ay,...,aq4,b1,...bg > 0, let M be a d x d matrix defined

to be M (i, j) e Zl+b For any d x d matrix A, it holds that

4
Then

Ao M|, < + te

0 A
Al o

4
< (e+1) 1Al

< [lAll,-
4

O

Ao M|, <cllAll,

for some absolute constant c.

Lemma C.11. Let P and QQ be Hermitian matrices where P is invertible. It holds that
1o (Pl < Q5

and

1@ (P)ll, < cll@l4

for some absolute constant ¢ > 1.

Proof. We assume that P = Diag(ay,...,aq) is a diagonal matrix without loss of generality.
Define M be a d x d matrix defined to be M;; def i afﬁ” | Then by Eq. ( and Lemma |C.9}

1€q (P)lly = lQ o M, < [[Qll3;
leq (P)lly = 1Q o M, < c[lQll,

O
Lemma C.12. For any Hermitian matrices P and Q, it holds that
1. Tr kg (P) = 2Tr |P|Q.
2. Tr Prg (P) = 2Tr |P| PQ.
Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that P = Diag (aq,...,aq) be a diagonal matrix.
Then kg (P); ; = %ﬁ:‘”) from the definition of kg. Thus have
Tr kg (P) = 2Tr Plg (P) = 22 la;| Qi = 2Tr |P| Q.
For the second equality, consider
Tr Prg (P) = 2Tr P%(g (P) = 22 lai| a;Qy = 2Tr |P| PQ.
O
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Before proving Lemma[8.4] we need to compute the the first three orders of Fréchet derivatives
of the function

(58)

2 x>0
q(w)={ —

0 otherwise.
Lemma C.13. Given an integer d > 0 and P,Q € Hy, let f(t) = Tr ¢ (P +tQ). Then f', f"

ezist on R and f" exists except for finite points.
Moreover, it holds that

J'(0) =T (Qp(P)+P’Q+ P|P|Q); (59)
£ =T (4PQ? + 51PIQ* + [Qno (P)) (60)
(61)
If P is invertible, then
70 =T (1° + 3Q%0 (P) + {Q{P. DI (P) (@)} ). (62

Proof. Note that ¢/, ¢” exist in R and ¢ exists on R\ {0}. Thus f’ and f” exist followed from
Fact [C4] If P is invertible, P + tQ has eigenvalue 0 only for finite choices of t. Again applying
Fact 1" (t) exists except for finite ¢’s. Note that ¢ (z) = xp (x), where p(-) is defined in
Lemma item 4.

Tr Dq(P) (Q) = Tr Qp (P) + Tr P*Q + %P |P|Q + %Tr Prq (P)
= TrQp(P)+Tr P2Q+Tr P|P|Q
= 91,0 (P)+ 920 (P) +9g30(P), (63)

where the second equality is from Lemma [C:12]
Further taking derivates of g1,g, g2,0, and g3 o we have

Dovo (P)(Q) = Tr (5@ {P.Q} + 1@ 1IPI. Q) + {Qra (P))

= Tr PQ*+ %”ﬁ |P| Q% + iTr Qrq (P). (64)

Dgs.q (P) (Q) = 2Tr PQ*; (65)
Dgs.o (P)(Q) =Tr (IP|Q*+QPlq(P)).
By symmetry,
Dgs.q(P)(Q) = Tr (IP|Q*+Qlq (P)P).
Thus 1
Daso (P)(Q) =T (IPIQ* + 5Qnq (P)). (66)
Combining Egs. we conclude

£ = (1PQ*+ 5 1PIQ2 + S@ro (P))

910 (P) + 950 (P) + 6.0 (P). (67)
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Further taking the derivative on Eq. ,
Dy (P)(Q) = 4Tr Q°. (68)

Applying Lemma [C.7] item 2,

Dgs o (P)(Q) = gTr lo (P) Q> (69)
From Definition

Drq (P)(Q) = {Q. g (P)} + {P.Dlq (P) ()}
Thus 3 5
Dyoa (P) (@ =Tr (5Q%0 (P)+ 1Q{P.DIo(P) @)}) (70)

Combining Egs. , we conclude Eq. .

Lemma C.14. Given an integer d > 0 and P,QQ € Hy and P is invertible, let f(t) =
Tr ¢ (P +tQ). It holds that

[17(0)] = cllQll Q17

for some absolute constant c.

Proof. We upper bound each term in Eq. . For the first term, consider

4T Q2| < 4@l @2, = 41Ql QI3 )

For the second term,

31x Q%10 (P)| < 31QIZ 11t (P, < 31IQIZ Q1. (72)

where the second inequality is from Lemma For the final term, assuming that P =
Diag (a1, . ..,aq) is a diagonal matrix and applying Lemma we have

St r) @)

> Qi@ Qs ( s (ai + aj) (a; + ar) (ax + a2) )‘

= w

T |ai +laz|  (lasl + lagl) (laz] + laxl) (Jax] +fas])

a; + a;

|ail + [a;]

(ai + a;) (aj + ax) (ax + a;)
(lai + lajl) (laj| + lag]) (lax| + lail)

IN

> QijQik Qi

ijk

> QijQkQui

ijk
3
T (lg (@) + [ to (P (Ba (D))
3
1 (P11, Q1% + 1 1l (Pl lI4q (P
< clQl QT (Lemmal[CTI). (73)
Combining Egs. , the result follows.

L3
4

VAN
W o] o ]

It is now ready to prove Lemma (8.4
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Proof of Lemma[8.]] We assume P is invertible. The general case follows by the continuity.
Then P + tQ is invertible except for the finite t’s.
From the definition of (y, we have

)ﬁiq()\—kx)+q(x—)\)+q($—1+)\)7q(x—1—)\). (74)

2
O(r) =27+ 3 6\ 6\ 6\ 6\

Note that ¢ (+) is the 1st order and 2nd order differentiable. ¢’ () exists except for finite points.
Thus from Lemma and Fact , it suffices to upper bound Tr D3¢y (P) (Q), which is
directly implied by Lemma [C.14] O

Proof of Lemma[8.5. Note that ¢ (z) =p(x — 1) 4+ p(—x). Then from Item 4 of Lemma

Te DC(P) (@) = Tr (2P~ D)Q+ 5T (P~ 1|~ [P)Q+ | (ng (P~ 1) ~ rq (~P))
= Tr2P-1)Q+Tr (|P—-1I|—|P|)Q,

where the second equality is from Lemma
Assuming that P = Diag (ay,...,aq) is a diagonal matrix, we have

[T DC(P)(Q) =D (2a;i — 1+ |a; — 1] — |ai]) Qi

1

<4 aiQiil -
i
Thus for any P, Q) € Hg4, there exists a unitary U such that
Tr D¢ (P) (Q)] < 4Tx [UPUT| [UQUT|.
Then by the mean value theorem,

Tr (C(P+Q) ~ ¢ (P))] = (Tr DE(P+6Q) (Q) <4Tx |U (P +6Q)UT||UQU!

for some 6 € [0, 1] and unitary U. Moreover,

T |U(P+0Q) Ut |uQut|

< |ue+out],-Jueut,
= [P +0Q[,[IQll
< Pl 1Rl + QIS5 -
U
D Proofs in Section 10|
Proof of Claim[I0.53. A crucial observation is that
A=1,01,® A (75)
C=1,%C. (77)
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The both equalities can be proved by expanding the both sides. For the first equality,
E[Tr Bf (A)]
- QiE[Tr B (]12 ® f (A))}

Tr (ﬁ gj,aJ) Posi (]12 ®f (A))

= 9oitl Z M(J)E

o€l4]™:0i41=0

= 20 Y M(o)E

oc4]"

Tr (ﬁ gj,ffj) ip<f>z'+1f(‘&) .
j=1

And
E[Tr Cf (A)]
= 2E[Tr C (1,2 f(A))]
= 9! Z ]\/Z(U)E Tr (]12 & (ﬁ gj,aj) ﬂ)a>i+1) (]12®f (A))
oe4] .

= 2% Y M(0)E

O'G[4}"ZU¢+1:0

Tr (ﬁ gj,aj) Posinif (A) .
j=1

For the second equality,
E[Tr Bf (A)Bg (A)]
- a1 B (105 (A)) B (1205 (A))

o (ﬁ - gj,,j) oo, (126 1 (A)) Pr (120 (4))
j=1

= 20 Y M(o)M(n)E

_ gitl 3 M (o) M (1)E

o, TE[4]":0i11=Tit1

Tr (ﬁ gj,ajgj,'rj) ?0>i+1f (A> PT>i+1g (A) ’

=1

And
E[Tr Cf (A)Cg(A)]
= QiE[Tr C (]12 ® f <;‘)) C (]12 ®g (A))]
= 2 Y M(o)M(r)E|Tx ((Héill gj"’jgj’Tj) (t2® %) @2 - (;‘;))>
(112 &® T‘r>i+1) (112 @y (A)>

o,TE[4]"

— 9itl 3 M (o) M (1)E

o,TEMA] 0 1=Tit1

Tr (ﬁlgj,ajgj,7j> :PU>i+1f (A) :PT>Z'+19 (A) )
j=

]
Proof of Claim[104 To prove the first equality, from Egs. (63))(74)), it suffices to show that

E[Tr t (A,B)] = E[Tr ¢ (A, C)], (78)
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for
t(A,B) € {p(A) B, A’B, A|A| B},

which directly follows by Eq. in Claim m
To prove the second equality, from Eqgs. @, we first prove that

E[Tr t (A,B)] =E[Tr ¢t (A, C)]
for

t(A, B) € {AB? || B, Brp ()} .

when A is invertible. Then the second equality in Claim follows by the continuity of D2, (+)
due to Lemma [C.13] and Fact
The first two cases directly follow from Eq. in Claim To prove the final case, we

use Fact [C.3]
Tr Brp (A)
— Tr (AB +BA)/ =41 (AB + BA) el 4t
0

o0
= 2/ Tr (Ae*”A‘BAe*t‘A'B+A2e*t|A‘Be*t|A‘B) dt
0

when A is invertible. Then the result follows from Eq. in Claim O
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