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We define an infinite dimensional modification of lower-semniputability of density operators by
Gacs with an attempt to fix some problem in the paper. Oungités partly achieved by showing
the existence of universal operator under some additiosglraption. It is left as a future task
to eliminate this assumption. We also see some propert@®smmples which stimulate further
research. In particular, we show that universal operatsickaain nontrivial form if it exists.

1 Preliminaries

Kolmogorov complexity is the notion of actual informationrtent of finite string in computational
point of view. This notion has been proposed by Kolmogorowelo8iondt - Chaitin in 1960s and used
in various areas as a basic tool to represent descriptivelesity. On the other hand, Since Shor’s
algorithm [1] has been discovered, the research on quantformation has made a great progress and
produced various proposals on application to quantum imfdion technology.

Quantum Kolmogorov complexity is one of these branchesangen early 2000s. Severatigirent
definitions are proposed so far [2-4], and some applicatiomgiantum information are recently emerg-
ing [5-6]. However, it seems that there is very little pragrén this area despite a decade has passed
since these suggestions have been made, and a number ofiglgnfacts are still not investigated.

In particular, relationships between them are not clarifiéd classical domain, there are several
definitions of descriptive complexity and some of them arevikmas equivalent notions (Levin’s coding
theorem). This theorem, in some sense, guarantees thatrthésns are reliable.

It naturally leads us to the following question: can we fing good relationship between these
guantum complexities? In particular, if it turns out thatoof them are equivalent, it would be helpful
to make these notions more reliable and more applicableher sesearch subject such like quantum
information theory.

We particularly have interest on those by Berthiaume et a]. ahd Gacs [3] since they are the
guantum extension of plain Kolmogorov complexity and urseé semimeasure, respectively. Levin's
coding theorem claims that prefix Kolmogorov complexity amiversal semimeasure are equivalent, so
they are expected to be nearly equivalent.

For Berthiaume’s definition, there are several results ehmdamental facts such like its invariance
and relation between classical complexity [7-9]. As coregap this, there are not so much subsequent
research of Gacs’ approach, so we mainly treat his definitio
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B. Coecke, |. Hasuo & P. Panangaden (Eds.): © Toru Takisaka
Quantum Physics and Logic 2014 (QPL 2014). This work is licensed under the
EPTCS 172, 2014, pp. 204=216, doi:10.4HATCS.172.14 Creative Commoris Attribution License.


http://dx.doi.org/10.4204/EPTCS.172.14
http://creativecommons.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/

Toru Takisaka 205

In [3], the quantum analogue of lower-semicomputable sexagure which is namddwer-semicomputable
semi-density matriis introduced. In the paper, though, proofs of two cruciabitems have some flaw.

Conjecture 1.1. There is a lower-semicomputable semi-density matdominating all other such ma-
trices in the sense that for every other such matrikere is a constant s 0 with p < cu.

Conjecture 1.2. Let|1), |2), ... be a computable orthogonal sequence of states. Alséilamd H be
real-valued functions defined as

H(ly)) = = l(logr)w), H(ly)) = —log(ylup).

Then for H=H or H = H we have
H(i)) = K(i) + O(1).

Here, K(i) is the prefix Kolmogorov complexity of i.

The former is indispensable to define quantum algorithmtoopl, and the latter is expected to be
true when we wish to compare Gacs’ quantum algorithmicopytand the qubit complexity defined by
Berthiaume et al [2].

In this paper, we introduce an infinite dimensional modifaabf Gacs’ definition to fix these prob-
lems. Our attempt is partly achieved by showing the exigtesfcuniversal operator under some ad-
ditional assumption. This is an analogous approach to tkeobriadaki [15], in which the notion of
lower-computable semi-POVM introduced, and it is shown that a universal semi-POVMsdeedst.
Still, it seems that this assumption should be derived framdefinition itself, so checking whether it
is possible or not is our future task. It turns out that, in odification, if we assume the existence
of universal operator then Conjecture 1.2 is also true. \&le s¢e some properties and examples which
stimulate further research.

Contents of this paper are as follows: in section 2, we restathe classical notions of descriptive
complexity for preparation. In section 3, we propose an figidimensional modification of lower-
semicomputable semi-density matrix, which is defined bggaa define his quantum algorithmic en-
tropy. We prove some of their properties, and consider tloblpm about the existence of universal
operator.

We assume the readers are familiar with the basic ideas ahdits of quantum information the-
ory. The most famous textbook of this area would be Nielseth @nuang [17], but we also suggest
Heinosaari and Ziman [18] as an introduction, which is faidadable and includes knowledge for infi-
nite dimensional cases. For more exhaustive learning aftiwmal analysis, see Conway [19].

2 Classical notions of descriptive complexity

In this section, we review two classical notions about dpiee complexity which are equivalent in
some sense. Proof of any theorem in this section can be fouda].

2.1 Kolmogorov complexity

(Plain) Kolmogorov complexity fz(w) of finite binary stringw with respect to a Turing machind is
the length of a shortest program which makésutputw:

Cm(w) = min{l(v) | M(v) = w}.
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M is called areference machineIn many cases, some optimal universal Turing machifeis
employed as a fixed reference machine @ga) := Cy,(w) is just called Kolmogorov complexity af.
Here, we sa is optimalif for any Turing machineM there existsy > 0 such that

Cwm (W) < Cm(W) +Cp.

Ac{0,1}" is aprefix setif for any two disjoint elementsv,v € A, w is not a prefix ofv, and vice
versa: that isw # vuandv # wufor anyu € {0,1}*. We call a Turing machin& Prefix Turing machine
if domT is a prefix set. We can enumerate all prefix Turing machirtiectively, and there exists an
optimal universal prefix Turing machine. For detail, see].[1®/e fix some optimal universal prefix
Turing machineM1 and callK(w) := Cy, (w) prefix Kolmogorov complexityf w.

2.2 Lower-semicomputable semimeasure

A nonnegative real functiori(w) on strings is calle&a semimeasuréd Y, f(w) < 1, and ameasuref
the sum is 1f is lower-semicomputablé there is a computable functiof: {0,1}* xN — Q such that

f(w,k) < f(w,k+1) for everyw e {0, 1}*, k e N, and f(w, k) == f(w) for everyw. We call f alower-
approximationof f (we use this notation for convenience, but probably thicfion does not have any
widely accepted name).

Theorem 2.1. We can enumerate all lower-semicomputable semimeasyfisdively. Namely, there
existsm: {0,1}* x N2 — Q which satisfies following two conditions:

1. for any ne N, m(—,—,n) is a lower-approximation of some lower-semicomputableirseasure;

2. for given lower-semicomputable semimeasufethere is ne N such thatm(—, —,n) is a lower-
approximation of rh

It is well known that there exists a universal semimeasutherfollowing sense.

Theorem 2.2. There is a semicomputable semimeasureith the property that for any other semicom-
putable semimeasure’itinere is a constant & 0 such that for all w we have cifw) < m(w).

Proof. We can easily show that

m(w) := Z 27"my(w)
n=1

is a universal semimeasure, wheme, ), is an dfective enumeration of all lower-semicomputable
semimeasures. O

We conclude this section with a theorem due to Levin. It iathe that the notion of universal
semimeasure is somewhat equivalent to that of Kolmogoravpbexity.

Theorem 2.3(Levin’s coding theorem)K(w) = —logm(w) + O(1).

3 Quantization of lower-semicomputable semimeasure

In this section, we define an infinite dimensional modificatad lower-semicomputable semi-density
matrix defined by Gacs [3], and see some properties, examguhel problems.
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3.1 Definition and some properties

As a quantum analogue of the set of all binary strings, wathtce the space of indeterminate-length
qubit strings,H = @f;o(cz)@’”. We assume an orthonormal bas&igdy, | 1)} is given for each qubit
spaceC?, soH has an orthonormal basig w) fweo.1)7» Wherelw) = [a1)®---®[ay) forw=a;---an. We
call it the computational basi®f . Notice that the computational basis is indispensable hsider
descriptive complexity of qubit strings, just as in claasidomain we need to work o0, 1}*, notw.

Let B(H) be the set of all bounded operator ¢fi and £(H) be the set of all bounded hermitian
operator orH. We also writeCq := { X+Yi| X,y € Q}.

Definition 3.1. p € L(H) is called asemi-density operatdf p > 0and Trp < 1. LetS‘(‘H) be the set of
all semi-density operators o .

p € L(H) is lower-semicomputable (upper-semicomputalif@here is a computable functio :
Nx{0,1}*x{0,1}" — Cq such that the sequen¢gen ), < L(H) defined by

<W|PnV> = lﬁ(n, W’ V)

satisfieson < pn+1 (on = pne1) @andpp o, o INWOT (i.e{ylony) — (Wloy) for anyly) € H. WOT is an
abbreviation ofweak operator topology We cally a lower- (upper-) approximatioof p.

p € L(H) is computabléf there is a computable function: Nx{0,1}*x{0,1}* — Cq which defines
{pn}q € L(H) such thatijp — pnll < 27", in the same manner as above. We galin approximationof
pP-

Dimension of the string spacH is almost the only dierence between the definition by Gacs and
us. A mode of convergence ¢}, needs to be specified when we work on an infinite dimensional
space, so we choose WOT, which is equivalent to the pointeaseergence of each matrix déeient.
Gacs allows a lower-approximation function to take anlalgie number, but we do not feel it necessary,
so we only allow a complex-rational value.

Remark. Perhaps lower-semicomputability of operator can be defioednbounded hermitian opera-
tor, but we will content ourselves with this definition inghiaper. We mainly treat lower-semicomputable
semi-density operators, which are automatically bounded.

It is equivalent to define the correspondence betweand{pn}, ; as

W+Vvp(W+Vv)) (W< V)
W+ivlp(wW+iv)) (w> V).

Y(n,w,V) = {

In this definition, a lower approximation of any lower-semicomputable semi-density operator sasisfi
y(n,w,v) < y(n+1,w,v). Also notice that the converse is not true; there exigts, ; which is not
increasing but correspondingis increasing with respect to In fact, the matrix

320
210
P=10 00

is not positive, butw+ vijp(w+Vv)) > 0 and{w + ivjo(w +iv)) > 0 hold for everyw,v e {0,1}".
In contrast, our computability of operator is equivalentiat of its approximation function.

Proposition 3.2. p is computable if and only if(w, V) = (w|pv) is computable (in the classical sense).
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Proof. Supposeo € L(H) is computable and lefpn )., be an approximation gb. Then Schwarz
inequality tells us

[(Wi(o =)W | < llo—pnll < 27",
which shows thatw|onv) is ann-digit approximation ofw|ov).
Conversely, supposg(w, V) = (Wlpv) is computable, i.e. there is a computable functjor{0,1}* x

2 — Cq such thaty(w,v) — g(w,v,n)| < 27" for anyw,v,n. Theng(w,v,n) := g(w,v,[ % +17) is an
apprOX|mat|on op. In fact, let{o},; be the sequence of operators inducedbshén

llo—all < llo=allks < (W, V) = G(w, v, n)? < 27

w,v

Here,|| - ||ns is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm

lolins = D 1wy 2.
w,v

O

In the classical domain, a function is computable if and dfritys lower- and upper-semicomputable.
The same thing can be said in our quantum modification.

Proposition 3.3. p is computable if and only if it is lower-semicomputable apger-semicomputable.

Proof. Letp be lower- and upper-semicomputable. Also{let " and{pn};" 1 be an lower- and upper
approximation op, respectively. Theg(w,V) = (wWjpv) is computable since

KwWi(o —pn)V) |

IA

3
Z | w+iMi(o — P W+ iV |
k:

3
< zlkZ|<w+uv|<p — ) (W+ikv)) |

n—oo
% 0

holds, and we can compute the right side of inequality ssdeely for alln. This means we can construct
a computable functiori : N — N which makegj(n,w,Vv) := (Wlpt(n)V) an approximation gb. Notice that
this proof is slightly diferent from classical one since lower- and upper-approximaif p itself is not
a one ofy.

Conversely, lep be computable. Then we can obtain a lower-approximgtign,,_; of p defining

Pni=pn—2""21.

In fact, |lo — pnll = 0 sopn — p in WOT. Using the inequality < ||o||l it can be shown

Pn—pPn+1 < 27,

Hence

Pn—Pn+l = Pn—Pr+l— 2™ <o

Obviously{pn};, is induced by a computable function: [2tw, v, n) := y(w,v,n) — 2‘”*26”- . Upper-
semicomputability op can be shown in the same manner. m|
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We say a sequendg yn) },.; of states isuniformly computablef there is a recursive function :
N?x{0,1}* — Cq such that
| (Wigrn) — (k0 w)| < 275

for everyk,ne N andwe {0, 1}".

Letmbe a lower-semicomputable semimeasure,{anih) }”; be a uniformly computable sequence
of states. If it holds(wlyn) (¥nlv) € Cq for everyw,v e {0,1}" andn € N, then obviously an operator
2nM(N) [rn) (Yl is lower-semicomputable: in fadty., m(k,n) | yn) n |} 4 is its lower-approximation.

It turns out that we can discard the last assumption.
Proposition 3.4. Let { | yn)}>,; be a uniformly computable sequence of states, and m be a-lower
semicomputable semimeasure. Theg >, m(n)|yn) (¥nl is a lower-semicomputable semi-density op-
erator.
Proof. For everyk,ne Nandwe {0,1}", let|yn) be a vector (not necessarily a state) which is identified
by an equation

(Wigrken) = d(K-+w,n, w).
Then it is routine to show that, "= >.,,M(n) [¥«n) (Wknl converges te in WOT (actually it converges in
norm). We can also show that = 5, — 2-**D| forms a lower-approximation gf in the same manner
as proposition 3.3. m]

Itis still open whether the converse is also true or not. Fdiyncan we find a uniformly computable
sequence | yn) ., of states and a lower-semicomputable semimeassgch thap = 3., m(n) [yn) (¥nl
for any lower-semicomputable semi-density operafBut at least, we expect that takiagyn) },”; as
an orthonormal basis 3ot always possible, since otherwise there is no universalabperas we see in
proposition 3.12 and corollary 3.13.

We conclude this subsection with some examples which shostsodme obvious property in classi-
cal domain fails to hold in our quantum version. In classiazse, it is always possible to take a sequence
of positivefunctions as a lower-approximation of semimeasure, singed a lower-approximation ah
then so isp(X, K) := max{y(x,K),0}. This is not always true in our quantum modification.

Examples 3.5[15]). There is a lower-semicomputable semi-density operatoclmtannot be approxi-
mated by any sequence of positive operators from below.cin let o be a rank-one projection of which

nonzero eigenvector i§|/1> + % |0). Matrix representation gf is

V3

o o o

3
0

Al

1
V3
0

Obviouslyp is computable, so it is lower-semicomputable. On the otlamdhsincep is rank-one
projection, if there isr such that < o < p theno = cp (0 < c < 1). But it holds thaki|pa) ¢ Cq or
(OlpA) ¢ Cq for anyc e R\O0.

The same thing happens even if we allow a lower-approximdtiaction to take an algebraic num-
ber, as Gacs proposed in [3]. The operator

T
T

0

N

0
0
0

1
1 n
1+x2| O
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cannot be approximated by any sequence of positive operfton below. O

3.2 Problem: the existence of a universal operator

Just like the classical case, we expect that there is a wailveemi-density operator in the following
sense.

Definition 3.6. A lower-semicomputable semi-density operateruniversalf for any lower-semicomputable
semi-density operator there is a real number,c> 0 such that ¢v < u.

Unfortunately, our proof of the existence of a universalraf@m has somewhat weak form: namely,
we need to assume some additional properties for each lp@oximation. We expect that these prop-
erties is derived from our definition.

Before stating the assumption and the proof, let us see #smewhy we need such an additional
assumption. In Gacs [3], the following question is saiddasblved positively in the same manner as the
classical case, but it is not true.

Problem 3.7. Can we enumerate all lower-semicomputable semi-denséyatqrs gfectively?
To see the diiculty of this problem, let us review a proof of theorem 2.1.

Proof of theorem 2.1. Let{¢n ), be an &ective enumeration of all partial recursive function. das
the following algorithm:

Input ne N.

1. Letay :=0 for everywe {0,1}".

2. Dovetailgp, regardinge, as a function from{0,1}* x N to Q. Whenevery, halts for an input
(w, k), go to step 3.

3. Check whether the conditions,(w,k) > aw and .wav) + ¢n(W,K) < 1 hold. If so, then let
aw = ¢n(w, k). Otherwise, do nothing. go back to step 2.

Let ¢(w,t,n) be the value ofy, after thet-steps computation of the algorithm above for an input
n. Obviouslyy(—,—,n) is an lower-approximation of some lower-semicomputallmisneasurey can
approximate any lower-semiconputable semimeasure frdowpsince any lower-approximation of a
semimeasure is equal to some andy(—, —, n) approximates the same semimeasure from belown

When we naively interpret this proof into the quantum sgttithhe corresponding algorithm would
be like this:
Input ne N.

1. Letay, =0 for everyw,ve {0,1}", and letpo be an operator defined wlov) := aw.y.

2. Dovetailgy, regardingpn as a function fron{0,1}* x {0,1}" x N to Cq. Whenevewp, halts for an
input(w,V,k), go to step 3.

3. Letp’ be an operator defined by
Son(W’ V9 k) ((W’ V) = (W/’V/))

Wp'V) = {en(W,v,K) - ((W,V) = (v, W)
Qwy (otherwis@.

Check whether the conditionf > p and Tp’ <1 holds. If so, then letyy v = ¢n(W,V,k) and
av w = ¢n(W,V,K). Otherwise, do nothing. go back to step 2.
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Forp e M"(C,) it is always possible to decide whether 0 or not (see [16]), so step 3 always ends
in finite time. Lety/(w,V,t,n) be the value ofy,,, after thet-steps computation of the algorithm above
for an inputn. The problem is thaf(—, —, —,n) generally does not approximate the same semi-density
operator as which is approximated gy from below.

There are at least two mainfficulties to construct the algorithm. First, updating pracessily fails
to maintain the monotonicity of sequence of operators, g & we try to change the dteients of the
matrix pointwisely. For example, lei,, : {0,1}* x{0,1}* x N — Cq be a recursive function such that

3 (w,ve{a,0))

v,w,K) = .
ool ) {O (otherwis@,

andt(2,4,0) < t(1,1,0) < t(4,1,0) < t(any other input), whergv,w, k) is the time needed to compute
¢n,(V,W,K). We would expect that is updated as follows when we run the algorithm above for patin
ng, but it is not true:

100 100 110
110 0 O 110 1 O 111 1 O
0-3lo o0 o0 ~3/0 0 0 ~3/0 0 0

Actually p is never updated from the third step. Moreover, it turns bat for anyn € N the operator
corresponds to lim,. %(—, -,k n) is diagonal. Hence, if we use the algorithm above, the erpein-
be-universal operator constructed in the same manner atagsical case is also diagonal, which cannot
be universal (see proposition 3.13).

Second, as long as we initially s&f,, := 0 for everyw,ve {0,1}*, J cannot be a lower-approximation
of the operator described in the Example 3.5, since/gry—, —, n) corresponds to a sequence of positive
operators.

To avoid these problems, we assume some additional prepédati each lower-approximation. This
is an analogous approach to the one of Tadaki [15], in whiemttion oflower-computable semi-POVM
is introduced, and it is shown that a universal semi-POVMsdoast. The properties are as follows:

1. For a lower-approximatiofion };>, of any lower-semicomputable operator, eaghhas a “finite
matrix representation with respect to the computationsidiathat is, there is a recursive function
f : N — {0,1}" such thatP¢enPtm) = pn, WherePy := YV, V) (V. this property enables us to
encode each, to some natural number, and hence to avoid tiecdity to update the cdicients
of the matrix pointwisely.

2. {pn}, is @ positive but “almost increasing” sequence: that isietlexists a computable density
operatoro- such that for everyr € N it satisfies the conditiong, > 0 andpn.1 —pn = —p~ ™D,
This is more restrictive than our definition since a sequdpge-o"} is always increasing and
approximates the same element.

Itturns out that an operatér(p+a), which multiplicatively dominateg, is also lower-semicomputable
semi-density and approximated by a sequence of positiveatmps. This property enables us to
overcome an inability to find € N which makes) a lower-approximation of certain operator.

Here we restate our assumption more formally. We would likeall it conjecture since these prop-
erties are expected to be derived from our definition.
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Conijecture 3.8. For given lower-semicomputable semi-density operatdinere exists a sequengen },” ;
of operator which satisfies the following conditions:

1. pn >0, pn —= p (WOT), and there is a density operai@rsuch thaions1 — pn > -2~ Do,
2. There is a recursive functian ande such thaty(w, v, n) = (Wpnv) andp(w, V) = (Wjov).
3. There is a recursive function: N — {0,1}" such that Rn)onPtn) = pn.
4. Foroy = PPy, it holds thaton,1 > o,
Proposition 3.9. Assume the conjecture above is true. Then there exists araaioperator.
Proof. First, we show an easy, but crucial fact.

Claim. Letp € S‘(‘H) be lower-semicomputable, angn}.’;, o, and f be operators and a function
described in conjecture 3.8, respectively. Then an opeyie- %(p+0') is lower-semicomputable semi-
density, and there exists a lower-approximatigf },.; of p” which satisfies the conditions, > 0 and

PtmenPtm) = oh-
In fact, letpy, := %(pn +(1-2"")o). Then the conditiongy, > 0 andP¢ oy, Pt(n) = oy, 0bviously hold,

and showingy, e, p’ is also straightforward{p;, };; is increasing since from the condition 1 and 3
of the conjecture we get

Pt(ne1)(onsa + (1 -2 ™)) Py ey
Ptne1)(on+ (1 - 2"")0)Pt(nr1)
pn+(1- 2_n)0'n+1,

pre1+(1=27 Do

vV

and using the condition 4 of the conjecture wegfet > pr,.

Now consider the following algorithm. Here, we I6§(C™) be the set of alnx mhermitian matrices
of which each cofficient is inCq, and often identify an operator ifig(C™) with that on? in a canonical
way.

Input ne N.

1. Lety:=0 (v € B(H)).

2. Dovetailgn, regardinge, as a function fromiN to Umen Lg(C™). Wheneverp, halts for an input
k, go to step 3.

3. Check whether the conditiogs(k) > v and Tipy(k) < 1 hold. If so, then let := ¢, (k). Otherwise,
do nothing. go back to step 2.

Let(n,t) be the value of after the t-steps computation of the algorithm above fomguitn. It can

be shown that for everg e N there exists/, € B(H) such thatj(n,t) e, vn in WOT. Obviouslyvy, is
lower-semicomputable semi-density.

Now letp € 5(?{) be lower-semicomputable, aig; }, o, andf be operators and a function described
in conjecture 3.8, respectively. Then thera isN such that, =~%(p +0). In fact, there exista e N such
that on(t) = pf, wherep; is described in the claim above, angi(n.t)};-, is also a lower-approximation
of p’. This can be shown using the fact thig(n,t) }o; = { pé(n)(t) }Zl, whereg: N — N is an appropriate
nondecreasing, unbounded function (We asspfne0 without loss of generality).

Finally, we can show := )" ; 27"v, is universal in the following way:

e Since{Y; , 2Ky }‘::l is a Cauchy sequence s well-defined semi-density operator.
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e 1 dominates any lower-semicomputable semi-density operateince there is1 € N such that
2vn=p+0, S0p < 2y, < 2Dy,

e 4 is also lower-semicomputable singén,w,v) := ¢ ; 2Ky (n,w, V) is its lower-approximation,
whereyy is a lower-approximation ofyx. In fact, for givene > 0 and a unit vectory) € H,
there is an integeky such that||2§°:ko+12‘kvk|| < €, and there is an integdq > kg such that

W (Vn = Vi W) < %e for everyn < ko. Hence

ko
W=y < Wl = > W)
n=1

ko )

D2 WA = v )+ WIC Y 2 Vo))
n=1 n=ko+1

< 2e,

SO un— u in WOT. Obviouslyuy is increasing, ang(n,w,v) € Cq for everyn e N andw,v €
{0,1}. O
Once we prove the existence of universal semi-density tgrerge can define quantum algorithmic
entropyH andH in the same manner as Gacs [3]:

H(ly)) = = wl(logr)w), H(ly)) = —log(yluy).

The following proposition claims thad andH are the extensions of classical descriptive complexity.

Proposition 3.10. Assume a universal operatgrexists. Then for any uniformly computable orthonor-
mal systent | yn) };; (Not necessarily a basis),

K(n) = H(lgm)) + O(2),
where H=H or H = H. In particular, for any we {0,1}*,
K(w) = H(w)) + O(2).

We strongly expect this equation holds, since there is atbgoas consequence about qubit com-
plexity defined by Berthiaume et al [2]. Our eventual goabigxamine the equivalence of qubit com-
plexity and Gacs’ quantum algorithmic entropy, so this sy minimum requirement for us.

Proposition 3.11([8]). For any we {0,1}",
C(w) = QC(w)) + O(1).

Here, QQy)) is the qubit complexity df) (see[2]).
Proof of proposition 3.10. The proof is completely the same as the one in [3], but it igdvial our
definition. The functionf (n) = (Ynluyn) is lower-semicomputable with, f(n) = Tr u < 1, henceK(n) <
H(n)+O(1).

On the other hand, the semi-density operater,,m(n) [y {¥n| is lower-semicomputable (propo-
sition 3.4), so

K(n) = nl(=10gp)¥n) = (Wnl(=logu)ym) + O(1) = H(lgn)) + O(2).

Notice that the inequality above holds sirg(e) = logx is an operator monotone function. Finally, for
any stateyy) we have an inequalitid (Jyn)) = H(lyn)), which completes the proof. m|
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Remark. The statement which makes the problem in the definition bgs@&"“ Y, f(n) = Tru < 1”. His
universal operator is actually the sequefyeg),,” ; of matrices, ang in the definiton off is actually some
appropriateug,. The value ok, cannot be the same for alle N since{ | yn)},.; is an infinite sequence
of orthogonal states. So we do not know how to shgwf(n) < 1. Also we do not know what the
statement g = >;,,m(n) [yn) (Ynl is lower-semicomputable” means in his finite dimensionamfalation.
In short, the proof is stated as if we work on an infinite dimemnal setting, and it is one of the main
reasons we try to modify his definition into an infinite dimemsl version.

We conclude this subsection with an easy corollary whichkescan analogous fact in classical
domain: for a universal semimeasureand an infinite recursive sétv,} c {0,1}*, a functionm’(n) :=
m(wp) is again universal. The following seems to be the quantursive of this fact.

Corollary 3.12. Assume a universal operatgrexists. Let | y)} be a uniformly computable orthonor-
mal system of{. Then a functiommy,(n) := (¥n|yn) is a universal semimeasure.

3.3 uis not diagonal

At first glance, one might expect that an operatpr= >; m(i)|i)(i| is universal. In fact, for corollary
3.12, diagonal entries of universal operator should formigesal semimeasure, so it would be natural
to question whether the simplest operator with this prgped. a diagonal one, is universal.

It is rather disappointing if the answer is yes, since in ttaseH is very simple combination of
classical complexity:

H awiw) = - ) lawllogm(w) , HOY | aww)) = ~log ) law’m(w).

For good or bad, it turns out; is not universal.

Proposition 3.13. There is a lower-semicomputable semi-density operatoctwbannot be multiplica-
tively dominated by;.

Proof. Assumey; is universal, and lek/n) := 22 2iw)=nW). Then for corollary 3.12, the function
m(n) = Wnluryn) = 27" Xjwy=n M(W) must be a universal semimeasure, which is not true. In Tdu,
function 2'm is also a lower-semicomputable semimeasure which cannibténated bym. O

We can derive a more general fact which tells us the set ohsjggees and eigenvaluesuoghould
have certain "incomputablilty”.

Corollary 3.14. There is no uniformly computable orthonormal basis/n) ), of H and lower-
semicomputable semimeasure m which makes an opergtm(n)y,){¥| universal.

Proof. Let|pn) =272 lezng(}]_l) l¥q) and consider the same argument as the previous proof. O

4 Discussion and perspective

We defined an infinite dimensional modification of lower-seoniputability of density operators by
Gacs, and examined their properties, especially the defihedness of his quantum algorithmic en-
tropy. We needed some additional assumption to establifhdefned notion, and checking whether
this assumption can be eliminated or not is left as a futigke ta

In particular, the condition 1 of conjecture 3.8 could baxed or eliminated in some way. As we saw
in the proof of proposition 3.9, for givenm we only needed to find, which multiplicatively dominates
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o, not which is equal te itself. The necessity of the condition 1 has arisen from gx{an3.5, but
this operator is actually dominated py (1| +|0) (0|, which is apparently positively-approximated lower-
semicomputable operator. It is likely that there is some migjorithm to find a dominating, positively-
approximated operator, for given
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