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INCOMPATIBILITY IN GENERAL PROBABILISTIC THEORIES,
GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA, AND TENSOR NORMS

ANDREAS BLUHM, ANNA JENCOVA, AND ION NECHITA

ABSTRACT. In this work, we investigate measurement incompatibility in general probabilistic the-
ories (GPTs). We show several equivalent characterizations of compatible measurements. The first
is in terms of the positivity of associated maps. The second relates compatibility to the inclusion
of certain generalized spectrahedra. For this, we extend the theory of free spectrahedra to ordered
vector spaces. The third characterization connects the compatibility of dichotomic measurements
to the ratio of tensor crossnorms of Banach spaces. We use these characterizations to study the
amount of incompatibility present in different GPTs, i.e. their compatibility regions. For centrally
symmetric GPTs, we show that the compatibility degree is given as the ratio of the injective and the
projective norm of the tensor product of associated Banach spaces. This allows us to completely
characterize the compatibility regions of several GPTs, and to obtain optimal universal bounds
on the compatibility degree in terms of the 1-summing constants of the associated Banach spaces.
Moreover, we find new bounds on the maximal incompatibility present in more than three qubit
measurements.

CONTENTS

Introduction
Main results
Preliminaries
Notation and basic definitions
Convex cones
Tensor products of cones
Positive maps
Tensor products of Banach spaces
An extension theorem
Generalized spectrahedra
General probabilistic theories
Definitions
Base norms and order unit norms
Centrally symmetric GPTs
Measurements and compatibility
Compatible measurements and positive maps
Inclusion of generalized spectrahedra and compatibility of measurements in GPTs
The GPT jewel
Spectrahedral inclusion and compatibility
Compatibility region and inclusion constants
Inclusion constants from symmetrization
Tensor crossnorms and compatibility of effects
E, as a centrally symmetric GPT
Effects and tensor crossnorms
Incompatibility witnesses

Date: May 12, 2022.

— © 00~~~ WK



2 ANDREAS BLUHM, ANNA JENCOVA, AND ION NECHITA

10. Compatibility of effects in centrally symmetric GPTs 42
11.  Inclusion constants 46
11.1. Hypercubes 46
11.2. Euclidean balls 47
11.3.  Cross polytopes 48
11.4. Relation to 1-summing norms 49
11.5.  Upper bounds for centrally symmetric GPTs 50
12.  Results 51
12.1. Centrally symmetric GPTs 51
12.2.  General centrally symmetric GPTs 53
12.3. Other GPTs 54
Appendix A. Conic programming 55
A.1. Background 55
A.2. Map extension 55
A.3. Computing ||-||, 57
References 58

1. INTRODUCTION

Many of the phenomena that distinguish quantum mechanics from a classical theory can be traced
back to the incompatibility of measurements [Hei27, Boh28]. Two measurements are incompatible if
there does not exist a third one which implements them simultaneously. The position and momen-
tum observables are typical examples of this behavior. This non-classicality present in a collection of
measurements is necessary for many tasks in quantum information theory, because compatible mea-
surements cannot exhibit non-locality in terms of violation of a Bell inequality [Fin82, BCP*14] or
steering [UBGP15|. In this sense, incompatibility is a resource for quantum processing tasks similar
to entanglement [HKR15].

It is thus natural to ask how much of this resource is available in a given situation. As noise
can destroy incompatibility in the same way as it can destroy entanglement, noise robustness is
a natural way to quantify incompatibility [DFK19]. While many works have investigated noise
robustness for concrete measurements (see [HMZ16] for a review), one can ask this question more
generally, leading to the compatibility regions studied in [BHSS13, HSTZ14, BN18, BN20|:

How much incompatibility can be found for a quantum system of a certain dimension, a certain
number of measurements and a certain number of measurement outcomes?

In fact, the incompatibility of measurements is not restricted to quantum mechanics, but is
present in all non-classical theories [Plal6]. These theories can conveniently be described in the
framework of general probabilistic theories (GPTs). We refer the reader to [Laml8| for a good
introduction. An example of a GPT is a theory which has a state space isomorphic to a square (see
e.g. [BHSS13, JP17, Jenl8| or Example 6.7 for n = 2). Such a GPT can be used to model a theory
containing PR boxes [PR94| which maximally violate the CHSH inequality. One of the motivation
behind the study of GPTs is to characterize quantum mechanics among the probabilistic physical
theories (see [BBLWO06, BBLW07, WPGF09, SB14] for some examples). Thus, it is interesting to
study measurement incompatibility and incompatibility regions not only in quantum mechanics but
in GPTs [BHSS13, Gudl13, JP17, Jenl8].

The main theme of this work is to provide several equivalent characterizations of compatibility
in GPTs, from different perspectives, and using different mathematical theories. We combine ideas
from [Jenl18| on incompatibility in GPTs with ideas from [BN18, BN20] on (free) spectrahedra and
we relate them to the theory of tensor norms in Banach spaces. We characterize compatibility of
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GPT measurements in five different ways (see Table 1), unearthing powerful connections between
the underlying mathematical theories. Our first main contribution is thus conceptual, placing the
measurement compatibility problem at the intersection of functional analysis, free convexity theory,
and Banach space theory. We expect that this realization will help identifying other points of
contact between these fields of mathematics and quantum information theory, allowing for progress
on both fronts. Our second main contribution is applicative: in the second part of the paper, we
exploit these new connections and use results for tensor norms from Banach space theory to new
bounds on the robustness of compatibility in GPTs, by relating ratios of different tensor norms to
amount of noise needed to break all forms of incompatibility of dichotomic GPT measurements.
From this perspective, our work pursues a similar approach to [ALP*20], where similar ideas were
used in the setting of XOR non-local games.

In Section 2, we start with an overview of the main results of this work. Subsequently, we review
results on convex cones, positive maps and Banach spaces in Section 3. These are used in Section 4 to
study the extension of positive maps, which is important for the rest of this work. Section 5 extends
the theory of free spectrahedra, which was developed in [HKM13, DDOSS17, HKMS19] among
others, to ordered vector spaces. These first few sections therefore lay the technical groundwork for
the rest of the paper.

From Section 6 on, we focus on GPTs, whose basics we review in this section. In the next
sections, we find several equivalent characterization of measurement compatibility. First, we make
the connection between compatibility of measurements and positivity of associated maps in Section
7. The findings in this section complement the connection to entanglement breaking maps in
[Jen18]. Section 8 connects compatibility of measurements to the inclusion of certain generalized
spectrahedra, thereby extending the results in [BN18, BN20|. After this section, we focus primarily
on dichotomic measurements. Section 9 connects compatibility of measurements to norms on their
associated tensors. In particular, Section 9.3 introduces a form of incompatibility witnesses and
connects them to related notions in [Jen18, BN20]. In Section 10, we focus on GPTs with symmetric
state space, the so-called centrally symmetric GPTs. For this class, the connection to tensor norms
has a particularly nice form. In particular, the noise robustness of incompatible measurements is
connected to ratios of injective and projective tensor norms of certain Banach spaces.

This connection to tensor norms allows us to find in Section 11 concrete bounds on the com-
patibility regions of certain GPTs of interest, in several cases characterizing them completely; on
the way, we expose a relation to 1-summing norms. We collect the results concerning compatibility
regions in Section 12 and compare them to previously known bounds in the literature.

2. MAIN RESULTS

The aim of this work is to study measurement compatibility in general probabilistic theories
(GPTs). The GPTs provide a framework for the study of physical theories permitting probabilistic
mixtures. Important examples of GPTs are classical probability theory, quantum mechanics and
the GPT of quantum channels.

Any GPT is built on basic operational notions of states (or preparation procedures) and effects
(or dichotomic measurements) of the theory, which are identified with certain positive elements
in a pair of dual ordered vector spaces, (V,V') and (A4, AT), respectively. The space of effects,
(A, AT), contains a distinguished order unit 1, corresponding to the trace in quantum mechanics.
Elements of the set K := {v e V : 1(v) = 1} represent states of the theory and elements f € A
for which 0 < f < 1 correspond to effects. Composite systems are described by tensor products
of the corresponding ordered vector spaces. Note that the definition of such a tensor product is
not unique and depends on the theory in question. Nevertheless, there is a minimal and maximal
tensor product cone, and the cone describing composite systems in any theory must lie between
these two. In particular, states in the minimal cone are called separable, whereas all the other states
are entangled.
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Equivalent formulations of compatibility in GPTs

Input: a g-tuple of measurements (f(l), ceey f(g)) € A «— a linear map ®/) < a tensor p/)
Formulation Result Keywords and Methods
(a) @) has a pos. ext. (RX,RK) — (4, A%)

functional analysis, map extension,
(b) @) is entanglement breaking Theorem 7.3

entanglement breaking, polysimplex
(c) o) € Ran(Ji ®id)

free convexity,
(d) Daprep(k: V, V+) € Dy(k; V, V) Theorem 8.11 Y
generalized free spectrahedron

e g ). <1 (dichotomic measurements) Theorem 9.2 | Banach space, tensor norm

TABLE 1. An overview of the five-fold characterization of compatibility of GPT measurements.

We will present the framework of GPTs in more details in Section 6, together with measurements
and their compatibility. Throughout this work, we assume that the space V' (and of course also A)
is finite dimensional and we will study finite tuples of measurements with a finite set of outcomes.

Let k = (k1,...,ky) € N9 be a g-tuple determining the number of outcomes of each measurement.
Consider g-tuple of measurements f = (f(l), R f(g)) in A with, respectively, ki,...,kq outcomes.
This work is concerned with the question of the compatibility of the given measurements, that is
the existence of a joint measurement h with outcome set [k1] x - - - [k,] such that the f) are the
marginals of h:

Vie [g]a V] € [kz]a fj(l) = Z hml,..‘,mifl,j,mi+1,‘..,.‘.,mg-
M,y M1, M4 15ee0, Mg
The main insight of this paper is a five-fold characterization of compatibility, from three different
perspective. We summarize the different characterizations of compatibility in Table 1, and we detail
the points (a)-(e) below.

We first define a certain subspace Fj in RK := RF1""%s and endow it with the positive cone Elf
inherited from the simplicial cone Rl_‘F in R¥. The dual space is identified as E¥ = Ey, with duality
given by the standard inner product in R¥. We observe that the dual cone is obtained as Jk(Rﬁ),
where Jy : RX — Ey is the orthogonal projection.

To a given g-tuple of measurements f = (f @, ... f(g)) with outcomes determined by k, we
associate a linear map ®/) : Fy — A. By the standard identification of linear maps with elements
in the tensor products, there is a related vector cp(f ) e By ® A. It is then shown that such a
map is positive if and only if it corresponds to a g-tuple of measurements, equivalently, (/) e
(B )* Qmax AT

As our first main result, we show in Theorem 7.3 that compatibility of f is characterized by either
of the following equivalent conditions:

(a) ®) has a positive extension to a map (R, RK) — (A4, A*);
(b) o) is entanglement breaking, in very much the same sense as the entanglement breaking
channels in quantum theory;
(c) oY) e (J ®id) (R ® A™).
These conditions are closely related to the results of [Jenl8|. Note that the ordered vector space
(Ek,El'(Ir ) plays a universal role, since it only depends on the number of measurements and the
numbers of their outcomes, but not on the GPT under study.
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The next part of the paper is motivated by the effort to extend the results of [BN18] and [BN20]
to GPTs. For this we need some generalization of the free spectrahedra considered e.g. in [HKM13,
DDOSS17, HKMS19]. A generalized spectrahedron as defined in Section 5 is determined by a tuple
(ai,...,aq) € M9, where (M, M™) is an ordered vector space. Given another ordered vector space
(L, L") and a tensor cone C on the tensor product in M ® L, the generalized spectrahedron is

g
Dy(L,C) := {(vl,...,vg) e LI : Z%’@%’ € C} .

i=1
For a usual free spectrahedron, M+, L™, and C are the cones of positive semidefinite matrices of
different dimensions. Note that the generalized spectrahedron can be seen as a representation of
the cone C in the space LY =~ RI®V and if a is a basis of M, it is isomorphic to C'. The generalized
spectrahedron Dgprep(k; V, V1), called the GPT jewel, is given by (M,M%) = (Ex, E;) and
a = w a basis of Ex. It is a universal object corresponding to the matrix jewel defined in [BN20]
for quantum mechanics. We also define the generalized spectrahedron Dy(k; V, V™) determined by
the measurements under study.

The main result of this part is the following equivalent condition for compatibility of f, see
Theorem 8.11:

(d) Daprep(ks V. VT) € Dp(k; V, V).
This shows that the conditions (a) - (¢) can be expressed by inclusion of generalized spectrahedra
and gives a connection between the results of [BN18, BN20| and [Jenl§|.

Another characterization is obtained if we restrict to dichotomic measurements (k; = --- =
kg = 2). We use the symmetry of the cone (E;)*, where F; := E55 9y, and the decomposition
E,; = Rl @ 9, to relate compatibility of effects to reasonable crossnorms on the tensor product
09, ® A (where we always endow A with its order unit norm). Namely, for any f = (f1,..., fy) € A9
we put

@(f) = gp(f) —2_9125;@]1 ! Zel®(2fl —]l) Ef‘go®A

(2
Then g-tuples of effects are determined by the condition |@/)||. < 1, where || - || is the injective
crossnorm in % ® A. As another main result, we find a reasonable crossnorm | - | in £, ® A, such
that compatibility of a g-tuple f of dichotomic measurements is equivalent to
(@) eV <1,

see Theorem 9.2. These different viewpoints will be helpful in determining the amount of incom-
patibility available in a GPT. We also show in the appendices that the conditions (a) and (e) can
be checked by conic programs.

In case a tuple of measurements is not compatible, they can be made compatible if one adds
enough noise to them. In this work, we will consider white noise, i.e. the effects of the noisy
measurements are of the form

) _ @) gy L
fi sifi” +(1 s,)k'. (1)
(2
Here, k; is the number of outcomes of the i-th measurement and s; € [0, 1] is a parameter quantifying
the amount of noise added to the i-th measurement. In other words, the device corresponding to
the noisy measurement f () carries out the measurement () with probability s;. With probability
(1—s;), the device outputs a random number in {1, ..., k;} where each outcome has equal probability.
The minimal amount of noise such that any collection of ¢ measurements with k; outcomes in the
i-th measurement is compatible, is a measure of the amount of incompatibility available in the GPT.
Therefore, we are interested in the set I'(f) < [0,1]9 of 51, ..., s¢ such that the noisy measurements
@ in Equation (1) are compatible. The set of s € [0,1]9 such that this is true for any collection of
g measurements with outcome sets given by k will be called the compatibility region for the GPT
and denoted by I'(k; V, V™) := (N, T(f).



6 ANDREAS BLUHM, ANNA JENCOVA, AND ION NECHITA

The largest s € [0, 1] such that (s,...,s) € I'(f) is the compatibility degree of f, denoted by ~(f).
This corresponds to the situation when the same amount of noise is added to each measurement in
f. The value such that this is true for all collections of measurements with outcomes given by k is
the compatibility degree of the GPT:

y(k; V, V) = m}nfy(f) = max{s € [0,1], (s,...,5) e 'k, V,VT)}.

Consider the set of vectors s € [0,1]9 that can be used to scale the GPT jewel Dgprep such that
it is contained in Dy(k; V,V*) for any collection of g measurements f () with k; outcomes. This
set is the set of inclusion constants of Dgprep, denoted by A(k; V,V*). Following along the lines
of [BN18, BN20|, we prove that the compatibility region of a GPT is equal to the set of inclusion
constants of the corresponding jewel, see Theorem 8.18:

IV, V') = AV, V).
We can get more results for dichotomic measurements. In this case we write I'(g; V, V™) for
the compatibility region, similarly v(g; V,V*) for the compatibility degree. The GPT jewel in
this case is called the GPT diamond and denoted by Dgpre(g; V, V™). Using the compatibility

characterization (e) we immediately obtain a direct relation of the compatibility measures to the
norm | - |, in particular,

v(f) = /18P

From this relation, we find in Theorem 9.6 that we have

L(g;V,VT) ={s€[0,1)%, [s.plc <1, Vo ety ® A, [l <1}. (2)
In particular, the compatibility degree satisfies
g V. V) = 1/ max |ele > 1/p(t5, 4) > 1/minig, dim(V)}, (3)

where the quantity p(X,Y") for a pair of Banach spaces X, Y was introduced in [ALP 20, Eq. (15)]:

p(X,Y) = max HZHX7®"Y
zeXQY HZHX@sY

A characterization which is dual to the one above can be obtained using incompatibility witnesses.
In this work, an incompatibility witness is a tuple z = (z1,...,24) such that there is a state
zp € K such that (2o, 21, ..., 24) € Dapre(g; V, V'), The set of incompatibility witnesses is denoted
Papre(9; V, V') and we show that it can be identified with the unit ball of the dual norm to
|- |lc. For the relation of this definition of incompatibility witnesses to the definitions in [Jen18| and
[BN20], see Propositions 9.13 and 9.14. An incompatibility witness z certifies incompatibility for
some collection of effects if and only if we have };, | 2| strictly larger than one. Theorem 9.18 gives
another characterization of the compatibility region as the set of vectors s € [0, 1] which shrink all
incompatibility witnesses such that they cannot detect incompatibility anymore:

g
L(g;V,VT) = {(31, ...,84)€]0,1]9: Z sillzilly <1 V(21,...,24) € PGPTQ(Q;‘/,V+)} :
i=1
Finally, we consider a special class of GPTs for which our results have a simpler form: the centrally
symmetric GPTs. The state spaces of these GPTs are the unit balls of some norm on a vector space
V and we have V =~ R@® V. Important examples are the Bloch ball describing 2-level systems in
quantum mechanics, or the hypercubic GPT. To get a better understanding of our results, let us
consider compatibility for a pair of qubit effects. Qubits are described by a centrally symmetric
GPT, where the corresponding normed space is £3. Each qubit effect has the form

fzé(al—i-a-a),
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where o = (01, 09,03) are Pauli matrices and a € R? is a vector such that |as < a < 2 — |als.
The effects are called unbiased if o = 1. For a pair of unbiased effects fi = 3(I + a- o) and

fo =3 +b-0o), we have

_ 1
[]e = ler®@a+e2® bz, = 5(la+bl2 + [a—bla),

(see Section 11.2) so that the condition (e) becomes the well known compatibility condition for two
unbiased qubit effects obtained in [Bus86, BHO8]. It follows that we extended this condition to
g-tuples of arbitrary effect in any GPT.

In Theorem 10.5, we show that for this class of GPTs, we can replace in Equation (2) the space
A by A and the norm | - |. by the projective norm in #%, ®, A, where A is the dual Banach space
to V:

D(g;V.VT) ={s€[0,1) : |s.2| g, v <1, VIzlpggv <1}
={s€[0,1) : [s.Pligg.a <1, VIl .4 < 1}-
In particular, the compatibility degree is
(g V,V*) = 1/p(€5,, A) > 1/ min{g, dim(A)}.

In this case, the lower bound is attained by the hypercubic GPT. Note that this bound is larger than
the lower bound in Equation (3). The tightness of the general lower bound max{1/g,1/dim(V)}
remains an open question.

We also put forward a connection to 1-summing norms:

1
lim VIV = ——,
Jim (g )= o
where 7 is the 1-summing norm of the Banach space (V| - |y/). This relation allows us to prove

new lower bounds for the compatibility degree of qubits, which are described by the Bloch ball,
corresponding to V = /3.

3. PRELIMINARIES

3.1. Notation and basic definitions. In this paper, we will assume all vector spaces to be finite
dimensional and over the real field. For brevity, we will often write [n] := {1,...,n} for n € N.
Let M,,(C) denote the n x n matrices with complex entries. The real vector space of Hermitian
matrices will be written as M$*(C). For a vector space L and an element a € L9 =~ L x ... x L,
g € N, we will write a;, i € [g], for its components without specifying this in advance, if no confusion
can arise. For a convex set K < RY, let us write

K°:={zxeRY:(x,ky<1VkeK}.
for the polar set of K. Moreover, let us write for the direct sum of two convex sets K; € R%, g; € N,
ie2],
K1 ® Ko := conv{(z,0); (0,y) : v € K1, y € Ko} € RIT92,

If K, K are polytopes containing 0, it holds that K7 @ Ko = (K7 x K5)° [Bre97, Lemma 2.4]. We
will denote the probability simplex in R¥ (i.e. the probability distributions on k symbols) by Ay.

3.2. Convex cones. Let L be a finite-dimensional real vector space. A subset L™ < L is a convex
cone if \x + py € LT for all z, y € L™ and all A\, p € R,. Often, we will drop “convex” and talk
simply about “cones”. To avoid pathologies, we will assume all cones to be non-empty. A cone will
be called generating if L = L™ — L™. Moreover, it is pointed if Lt n (—L*) = {0} (sometimes this
is called salient instead). A proper cone is a convex cone which is closed, pointed and generating.
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A base of a cone C is a convex set K < C such that for every x € C, there is a unique A = 0 such
that € AK. The dual cone of L™ is the closed convex cone

(LY)*:={feL*: f(x) >0 Vxe L}

where L* is the dual vector space of L. Two cones L and Lj living in vector spaces Ly and Lo,
respectively, are isomorphic if there is a linear bijection © : Ly — Lo such that ©(L]) = Ly. A
cone L7 is called simplicial if it is isomorphic to RZ, where d = dim(V ).

A preordered vector space is a tuple (L, L™), where L is a vector space and LT is a convex cone. If
Lt is additionally pointed, it is an ordered vector space. If V't is a proper cone, we will call (V, V)
a proper ordered vector space. We write y > x for x, y € V to mean that y —z € LT, If (V,VT)
is a preordered vector space, then (V*, (V)*) is its dual preordered vector space. If (V,V ') is a
proper ordered vector space, so is (V*, (V1)*).

An order unit 1 € V* is an element such that for every v € L, there is a A > 0 such that
v e M—1,1]. By [AT07, Lemma 1.7], 1 € V" is an order unit if and only if 1 € int V.

Lemma 3.1. Let (L, L") be a preordered vector space and let 1 be an order unit. Then LT = L if
and only if —1 € L.

Proof. One implication is clear. Thus, let —1 € L™. Let v € L. Since 1 is an order unit, there is a
A > 0 such that v + M1 € L*. Since —A\1 € L™, it follows that v € L™. This proves the assertion
since v € L was arbitrary. O

The following facts about cones and their duals will be useful:

Theorem 3.2 (Bipolar theorem, [Roc70, Theorem 14.1]). Every non-empty closed convexr cone
C C L satisfies C** =~ C, where we have identified L ~ L**.

Lemma 3.3 (|[Mul97]). Let C < L be a convexr cone. The cone C is generating if and only if
intC' # . If c1C is pointed, then C* is generating. If C is generating, then C* is pointed. In
particular, if C is proper, then C* is proper.

3.3. Tensor products of cones. There are in general infinitely many natural ways to define the
tensor product of two cones L] Ly and Lj S Lo. Among these, there is a minimal and a maximal
choice: The minimal tensor product of L] and Lj is the cone

LY ®min Ly :=conv{z®y:ze L] ,ye Ly},
whereas the mazimal tensor product of L] and L3 is defined as
Ly ®max Ly = ((L{)" ®umin (L3)")".

It can be seen that if Lf and L; are proper, Lf Omin L;” and Lf Omax L; are proper as well
[ALP19, Fact S23]. Moreover, Li ®min L2 is closed if L; and Lo are [AS17, Exercise 4.14]. We call
C' a tensor cone for Lf and L; if

Lii_ ®min L; < C - Lf ®max L;

From the recent work [ALPP19], we know that the tensor product of two cones is unique if and
only if one of the cones is simplicial. This solves a longstanding open problem from [NP69, Bar81]:

Theorem 3.4 (JALPP19, Theorem A|). Let L{ and L be proper cones. Then, L7 ®min L =
LT ®max Lq if and only if L or L3 is simplicial.
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3.4. Positive maps. Let (L,L") be a preordered vector space and let (L*, (L")*) be its dual.
Consider the identity map idy, : L — L and the associated canonical evaluation tensor x; € L& L*,
defined by the following remarkable property:

Vv e L, Vae L¥, XL, a®v) = a(v). (4)
Using coordinates, we have
dim L
XL= ) ti®weL®L* (5)
i=1

for {v;}m L a basis of L and {a;}& ™~ the corresponding dual basis in L* (we have a;(vj) = 0;5).

Let (M, M™) be another preordered vector space and let ® : M — L* be a linear map. We define
the linear functional s : M ® L — R as

s0(2) = (1, (@®id)(2)),  ze ML, (6)
We then have
dim L
O(w) = Z se(w ® v;)ay, Yw e M. (7)
i=1
Since (M ® L)* =~ M* ® L*, s¢ corresponds to an element p® € M* ® L*, determined as
(@, w0 ®0v) = se(w®v) = (B(w), v), weM, ve L. (8)
One can check that
P = (1[d® @) (xar+) = (2* ®@id)(xx). (9)

Here, ®* : L — M* is the dual linear map. Note that we have x; = ¢'92%. In this paper, we shall
often switch between the three different equivalent points of view:

linear map — linear form — tensor

®: M — L* s : ML —R e M*®L*

We say that ® is a positive map (M, M*) — (L*, (LT)*) if ®(M*) = (LT)*. It is quite clear that
this happens if and only if s¢ : (M®L, M+ ®uin L) — R is positive, equivalently, 9® € (M ¥)*@max
(L*)*; this gives the well-known correspondence between positive maps and the maximal tensor
product. In particular, we have

Lemma 3.5. The identity map idy : (L, L") — (L, L") is positive. Moreover, xp € L™ ®max (LT)*.
Proof. The first assertion is obvious. The second one follows from Equation (4). O
For a positive linear map ¥ : (M, M*) — (L, L"), the dual map W* : (L* (L*)*) — (M*,(M™*)*)

is positive as well. Moreover, it holds that for preordered vector spaces (L;, L), (M;, M;") and
positive maps ®; : (L;, L) — (M;, M;"), i € [2], both

D1 @ Py : (L1 ® Loy, L ®min Ly) — (M1 @ Mo, M}" ®umin M)
and
P Q Py (Ll (@-[/27-[/1+ Omax L;) - (Ml ®M25M1+ Omax MQJF)

are positive [Jenl8, Section II.C]|. Both statements also follow from Lemma 3.6 below.
The minimal tensor product is associated with a special kind of maps. We first prove the following
lemma, clarifying what happens under reordering of tensor products of cones.

Lemma 3.6. Let AT,B*,Ct, D" be cones. Then
(A+ ®min B+) @min (C+ @max D+> < (A+ ®min C+) @max (B+ @min D+)
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Proof. Consider arbitrary a € A*, b€ B" and e € O ®uax DT. We have to check that for any
0 € (A*)T Rmax (C*)T and ¢ € (B*)T Qmax (D*)", we have

(a®b®e, @) = 0.

We shall use (twice) the following fact: given cones X, Y " in vector spaces X, Y, 2€ X ®muax ¥ "
and o € (X1)*, the vector y = (7,2) € Y defined by

(ryyy={o®T,2), VreY*

is positive (i.e. y € YT = (YF)**). This corresponds to the fact that the evaluation of a positive
map at a positive element is positive, and we leave its proof as an exercise for the reader.
Using the fact above, and writing 7 := {a, ) € (CT)* and ¢ := (b,¢)) € (DT)*, we have

(a®b®e,p@Y) =(e,7®F) =0,
proving the statement of the lemma. ([l

Proposition 3.7. Let ® : (M, M%) — (L*,(L")*) be a positive map between preordered vector
spaces. The following conditions are equivalent:
(1) The map ®®idr : (M ® L, M ®uax L) — (L* ® L, (L*)* Qumin L) is positive.
(2) The map s¢ : (M @ Ly, M* Qmax L) — R is positive.
(3) ¢* € (M™)* @min (LT)*
(4) The map ®®idy : (MR N, M* @uax NT) = (L* @ N, (LT)* Qumin NT) is positive, for any
preordered vector space (N, NT) with NT closed.

Proof. Since both (2) <= (3) and (4) == (1) are trivial, we only prove (1) = (2)
and (3) = (4). The first implication follows immediately from Lemma 3.5. For the second
implication, use Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6 to prove that

SOCI) ®XN € ((M*)Jr ®min <L+)*) ®min ((N*)Jr ®max N+> - (MJr ®max N+)* ®max ((L+)* ®min N+)7

which is precisely the desired conclusion, since p® ® xn is the tensor corresponding to the map

@@id]\/. O

Definition 3.8. Let ® : (M, M™*) — (L*,(L*)*) be a positive linear map between preordered
vector spaces. We say that ® is entanglement breaking (EB) if any of the equivalent conditions in
Proposition 3.7 holds.

Remark 3.9. Point (1) of Proposition 3.7 was used as a definition in [Jenl8|. Note that this
definition of entanglement breaking maps agrees with the usual one used in quantum mechanics
[HSRO3| for L*, M being the vector space of Hermitian matrices and their respective cones being
the cones of positive semidefinite elements. This can be seen from the point (3) of Proposition 3.7,
which states that the corresponding Choi matrix is separable [Wat18, Exercise 6.1].

We conclude this section with a small lemma connecting the trace of the composition of two
maps and the inner product of the corresponding tensors. Recall that the trace of a linear operator

® : L — L is defined as
dim L

Trd = Z a;(®(vy)) = {xr, <P<D>7

where {vj}?i:‘?’:, {aj};h:niL, are dual bases of L, L*.
Lemma 3.10. Let V: M — L, & : M* — L* be two linear maps between vector spaces. Then,

Tr[T*] = (p®, 0").
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Proof. Using the definition of the trace and Equation (9), we have
Te[Wd*] = (xr, ")

=Xz, (PV* ®idr) (xr#))

= (" @idp+)(xr), (V* ®idL)(x1*))

=%, 0"

d

3.5. Tensor products of Banach spaces. Besides the tensor product of convex cones, we will
also need the tensor product of Banach spaces. See [Rya02] for a good introduction. Let X, Y be
two Banach spaces with norms ||-||y and ||-||y, respectively. Then, there are usually infinitely many

natural norms that can be used to turn the vector space X ® Y into a Banach space. There are two
choices of norms which are minimal and maximal in a sense as we shall see next.

Definition 3.11 (Projective tensor norm). The projective norm of an element z € X ®Y is defined

as
1]l xg, v := inf {Z il llyilly = 2 = > ®yz} :
i i

Let X* and Y* be the dual spaces of X and Y, respectively, and let their norms be ||-|| v+ and
[y

Definition 3.12 (Injective tensor norm). Let z = > x; ® y; € X @ Y. Then, its injective norm is

> el ()

)

12l xg.y = SHP{ el < Llldlly« < 1}-
If X and Y are clear from the context, we will sometimes only write [-||,. and ||-||_, respectively.
Importantly, |||, and [|-||,, are dual norms, i.e.

IZllxg.y = sup [o(2)]
||€0|‘X*®Try*<1

and vice versa.
In some cases, the projective and injective norms have simpler expressions. The projective norm
E"{ ®x X of a vector

g
R9®X922261®Zi
i=1
with {e;};e[q) the standard basis is given by (see e.g. [Rya02, Example 2.6])

g
Izl x = D Iillx. (10)
i=1

The injective norm ¢ ®. X is (see e.g. [Rya02, Example 3.4])

g
|zlesg.x = sup D Ky, zp| = sup (11)

Iyl <1 .2 ce{+1}s

X

We will later be interested in the maximal ratio between the projective and the injective norms
introduced in [ALP720, Equation (15)]:

p(X,Y) = max |z]x (12)

Jzlle<1

where the maximum runs over all ze X ® Y.
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The injective and the projective norms both belong to a class of tensor norms which are the
reasonable crossnorms.

Definition 3.13 (|[Rya02]). Let X andY be two Banach spaces. We say that a norm ||-||,, on X®Y
is a reasonable crossnorm if it has the following properties:

(1) lz®@ylly < lzllxlylly foralze X, yeY,
(2) For all p € X*, for allp € Y*, o®1 is bounded on X ®Y and || @ Y|+ < ||l x||¢lly+,

where ||-|| « is the dual norm to ||| .

The injective and projective norms are the smallest and largest reasonable crossnorms we can
put on X ® Y, respectively:

Proposition 3.14 (|[Rya02, Proposition 6.1]). Let X and Y be Banach spaces.

(a) A norm [|-||, on X ®Y is a reasonable crossnorm if and only if

12l xg.y < I2lla < 2l xe, v
forallze X®Y.

(b) If |||, is a reasonable crossnorm on X ® Y, then ||z ®yll, = l|z| xllylly for every z € X
and every y € Y. Furthermore, for all ¢ € X* and all p € Y*, the norm |||« satisfies

I @ Pllas = llpllscs 1]y

4. AN EXTENSION THEOREM

In this section, we prove an extension theorem which we will use in Section 7 to relate the
compatibility of measurements in a GPT to properties of an associated map. Along the way, we
will use the extension theorem to study tensor products of certain cones.

Let E < R? be a subspace containing a point with positive coordinates:

Enr1i(RY) # &. (13)

We set BT := E nRZ. Note that E* is proper in E (see [Roc70, Corollary 6.5.1] to conclude that
ET is generating).
We shall use the following key extension theorem (see e.g. [Cas05, Theorem 1]):

Theorem 4.1 (M. Riesz extension theorem). Let (X, X ) be a preordered vector space, Y < X a
linear subspace, and ¢ : Y — R a positive linear form on (Y,Y "), where Y :=Y n XT. Assume
that for every x € X, there exists y € Y such that x < y. Then, there exists a positive linear form

@ : X — R such that @ly = .

Remark 4.2. Note that [Cas05, Theorem 1| states the theorem only for ordered vector spaces.
However, the same proof works if X is an arbitrary convez cone.

We prove now the main result of this section; see also Remark 4.7 for an equivalent formulation.
Note that the tensor product of R‘i with a proper cone LT is unique since R‘i is simplicial.

Proposition 4.3. Let (L, L™) be a proper ordered vector space, and E < R? as in Equation (13).
Any positive linear form

¢ (EQL (E®QL) n(RE®LT) - R (14)

can be extended to a positive linear form ¢ : R¢® L — R.

Proof. We shall use Theorem 4.1 with X = Re®@ L, X+ = Rfi QLT and Y = E® L. We have to
show that for any z € R? ® L, there is a y € E® L such that y — z € Rﬁlr ® L*. It is enough to
consider simple tensors of the form = = r ® v, where r € R? and v € L; the general case will follow
by linearity. Since L™ is generating, there are vy, v_ € Lt such that v = v, —v_. Furthermore,
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from the assumption (13), E contains a vector with strictly positive coordinates e, hence there exist
Ay > 0 such that Aye —r > 0and A_e +r > 0. Then,

Are®ui+ A e®@RU_ —1TQRU=XAeQus + A eQRu_ —rQ@uy +r@u_ eRi@LJr
and A\ye®uvy € EF® L. Thus, we can choose y = A;e®@uvy + A_e®@v_. O
We can now identify the dual proper ordered vector space (E*, (ET)*).

Proposition 4.4. Let us identify the dual vector space E* ~ E, with duality given by the standard
inner product in R, We then have (ET)* = J(RL), where J : RY — E is the orthogonal projection
onto E. For a proper ordered vector space (L, L"), we have

(EY)* ®umin LT = (J@idL)(RL ® L),
Proof. Let re Ri, then for ee ET < Ri

(J(r),e)=(r,e)=0,
since RZ is self-dual, so that J(RZ) < (ET)*. By Proposition 4.3, any ¢ € (ET)* extends to a
positive form ¢ : R? — R, so that ¢ = J(@), which implies the reverse inclusion. If (L, L") is a
proper ordered vector space, then (E™)* @y LT is a cone of elements of the form

D ei®uvi = J(@) ®v; = (J®idL)(}, ¢ ®v))
i j j

for v; € LT and ¢; € Ri, proving the last statement. ([l

We now provide a useful characterization of the maximal tensor product of E* with L™, identi-
fying at the same time the cone appearing in Equation (14).

Proposition 4.5. For E as above and (L, L") a proper ordered vector space, it holds that
E" ®@max LT = (E®L) n (RE®LT).

Proof. The inclusion “<” follows from the monotonicity of the max tensor product with respect to
each factor. To show the reverse inclusion “2”, we have to prove that for any z € (EQL)n(RI®QL"),
and for any 8 € (ET)*, ae (LT)*, we have that (B® a, 2) = 0.

By Proposition 4.4, 8 € (E*)* implies that 3 = J(f) for a positive form 8 : R? — R. Since
ZE ]RflIr ® L', we have a decomposition z = Zglzl r; ® v;, where r; € R‘i and v; € L. This yields

d
BOa,z)={B®a,z) =) Blria(v) >0,

i=1
finishing the proof. U

Corollary 4.6. For Ey, Ey satisfying Equation (13) (but not necessarily of the same dimension),
it holds that

Ef ®umax Ef = (F1 ® E2) n (R @ R%).

Proof. The proof is almost the same as for Proposition 4.5, only that the functionals on both
subspaces need to be extended. O

Remark 4.7. Using Proposition 4.5, one can restate Proposition 4.3 as follows: Any positive linear
form ¢ - (E® L, E* @uax LT) — R can be extended to a positive linear form ¢ : R*®@ L — R for
proper L.

We now study extendability of general positive maps on (E, ET). The proof technique is inspired
by the finite dimensional version of Arveson’s extension theorem [Pau03, Theorem 6.2].
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Proposition 4.8. Let E € R? be a subspace such that E n1i(RL) # & and ET = EnRL. Let J
be the orthogonal projection onto E and let (L, L") be an proper ordered vector space. Finally, let
®: E — L* be a linear map. The following are equivalent:
(1) There exists a positive extension ® : (RY,RL) — (L*,(L*)*) of ®.

(2) The linear map ® ®idy : (E® L, E* Qmax L) — (L* ® L, (LT)* ®min LT) is positive.

(3) The form s¢ : (F® L, E* Qmax L) — R is positive.
(4) ¢® € (J@idps)(RL® (LT)*).
(5)

5) ® is entanglement breaking.

Proof. By Propositions 3.7 and 4.4, the statements (2) - (5) are equivalent. It is therefore enough
to show that (1) = (2) and (3) = (1). We start by showing that the existence of the positive
extension (1) implies the positivity of the map ® ® idy, in (2). Both ® and id;, are positive maps.
Therefore, ® ® idz, : (R ® L, R? @uin LT = RL @uax L) — (L* @ L, (LT)* @min L) is positive.
The claim follows by Proposition 4.5, since ® ® idy, is a restriction of this map to £ ® L.

It remains to show that (3) = (1). Using Proposition 4.3 and Remark 4.7, we extend the form
sp to 5o : RI®L — R. Let & : (RLRY) — (L*, (L™)*) be the positive map related to 3 as in
Equation (7). It remains to check that ® is indeed an extension of ®. Let v; and «; be elements of
a basis of L and its dual basis for all j € [dim L]. For any e € E, we compute

dim L dim L
Ole) = ) Fa(e@uj)a; = Y sale®vj)a; = B(e),
j=1 J=1
finishing the proof. O

Remark 4.9. Note that the existence of a positive extension of ® : E — L* can be checked using
conic programming, see Section A.2 in the Appendix.

5. GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA

In this section, we will generalize some of the theory of (free) spectrahedra to the setting of ordered
vector spaces by allowing for more general cones than the cone of positive semidefinite matrices.
We will reformulate the compatibility of measurements as an inclusion problem for generalized
spectrahedra in Section 8.

Recall that a spectrahedron [RG95, Vinl4]| is a convex set that can be represented by a linear
matrix inequality, that is by positive semidefinite constraints. We define a generalized spectrahedron
as a convex subset of some vector space which can be represented by positivity conditions with
respect to some abstract cone.

Definition 5.1. Let L, M be two finite-dimensional vector spaces and consider a cone C € M ® L.
For a g-tuple of elements a = (a1, ...,ay) € MY, we define the generalized spectrahedron

g
Da(L,C) :={(v1,...,v9) € L : > a;@v; € C}.
i=1
Remark 5.2. [t is easy to see that any generalized spectrahedron is a convex cone and that the
generalized spectrahedron is closed if C is. In fact, note that the g-tuple a € MY defines a linear
map a : RY — M, by x — >, x;a;,. The generalized spectrahedron Dy(L,C) is the largest cone in
RI®Q L =~ LI that makes the map

a®idy, : (RY® L, Dy(L,C)) —» (M QL,C)

positive. If a is a basis of M, then the corresponding map a ®idy, is an isomorphism through which
the cones C and Do(L,C) are affinely isomorphic.
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Note that usual spectrahedra correspond to the choice L = R, M = M$?(C), and C being the
positive semidefinite cone. Free spectrahedra are the union over d > 1 of generalized spectrahedra
for L = M3(C) and C being the PSD cone of dn x dn matrices; note that there exists no natural
notion of generalized free spectrahedra, since there are no canonical sequences of cones (Cy)g>1,
with Cq = C.

We will now consider generalized spectrahedra which are in some sense minimal and maximal. The
definitions are inspired by the corresponding notions for matrix convex sets, see [DDOSS17, PSS18].

Definition 5.3. Let C < RY be a closed convex cone. Let (L, L1) be a finite-dimensional preordered
vector space. Then

Dumin(C; L, L) = {Zx@ QheRIQL=LI: 2D eC, hye LT Vz} >~ C @min L

is the minimal generalized spectrahedron corresponding to C.

Definition 5.4. Let C < RY be a closed convex cone. Let (L, L") be a finite-dimensional preordered
vector space with L™ closed. Then,

g g
Dumax(C; L, LT) := {(vl, vg) €LY hivie LT Vhe R st Y hie; >0 Vee c} >~ C Quax LT
i=1 i=1
s the maximal generalized spectrahedron corresponding to C.

In order to show that these sets are indeed generalized spectrahedra and to justify the identifica-
tions with minimal and maximal cones, we prove a lemma.

Lemma 5.5. Let (L, L") be a preordered vector space. Let e = (e1,...,eq) be the canonical basis
of RY. Then,

Dunin(C; L, L) = De(L, C ®umin LT).
If L s closed, then

Dmax(C; La L+) = De(La C Omax L+)

Proof. By definition, (v1,...,vy) € Dwmin(C; L, LT) if and only if v; = ixg-i)hi for some z() € C and
h; € L. Moreover, Z?zl e; ®vj € C min LT if and only if

g
Zej®vj=2x(i)®hi :C(ZA)GC,hieLJr
j=1 i

A comparison of coordinates proves the first assertion. Let now > e; ® v; € C Qmax LT. By
definition, this is true if and only if

g

2 o(e;)vie LT Vo e C*

i=1
since LT is closed. Realizing that for ¢ = Y7_, ¢;e;, we can write p(c) = >7_; ¢;h; = 0 with h; =
@(e;) for all i € [g], proves one inclusion. The second assertion follows by identifying (h1,...,hy)
as in the assertion with some ¢ € C. O

The following proposition justifies that we speak of minimal and maximal cones.

Proposition 5.6. Let C < RY be a closed convexr cone. Let (L,L%), (M,M™") be two finite-
dimensional preordered vector spaces with a tensor cone C < M @ L. Let M™*, L™ be closed convex
cones. If a € MY such that Da(R, M 1) = C, then

Dmin(c; L7L+) < Da(La C) < Dmax(c§ La L+)
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Moreover, for a closed convex C' such that C' < C, it holds that
Dumin(C; L, LY) € Diin(C; L, LT)  and  Dpax(C’; L, L) S Dyax(C; L, LT).
Proof. Let v € Dyin(C; L, L), Then, v = (vy,...,v4) where

vj = ny)hi Vj e 9] (15)

for some (Y € C and h; € L*. Thus, we can rewrite

9 g .
TR (2 x§’)aj> ® hi
j=1 J=1

)

Since Dy (R, M™) = C, it holds that

g .
Z xg-l)aj eM™ V1.
j=1

Thus, since C' is a tensor cone,

g
Zaj@)vj 6M+®minL+ c C.
j=1

Therefore, we can conclude that v € D,(L, C), which proves the first assertion.
For the second assertion, let v = (v1,...,v4) € Do(L,C). Thus

g
Z(”@’UjECQ Mt ®maxL+a
j=1

since C' is a tensor cone. Thus,
g
Diela)(v) =0 Veoe (MY pe (Lh)*
j=1

Using that M =~ (M*)** and that D, (R, M ') = C, it follows that (¢(v1),...,%(vy)) € C for all
¥ € (LT)*. Hence, for all ) € (LT)*, it holds that

g g
D hip(vi) =0 Vh e RI st. Y hic; >0 VeeC.
i=1 i=1
Using that LT >~ (LT)** it follows that v € Duyax(C; L, LT). The inclusions in the last assertion
follow directly from the Definitions 5.3 and 5.4. ([l

Remark 5.7. In view of Remark 5.2, the first inclusion of the above proposition follows directly
from the fact that the map a : (R9,C) — (M, M™) is positive and for any positive map, its tensor
product with the identity map is positive with respect to the minimal tensor cone. Since we have
C* = a*((M™1)*), the second inclusion is a consequence of the same property of a*.

Remark 5.8. Assume that M* and L™ are proper cones. By the results of [ALPP19], Proposition
5.0 implies that the generalized spectrahedron Dy (L, C) does not depend on the choice of the tensor
cone C if and only if at least one of the cones C = Da(R, M) or L* is simplicial.

As for free spectrahedra, we can connect the inclusion of generalized spectrahedra to the positivity
of an associated map [HKM13, DDOSS17, HKMS19].



INCOMPATIBILITY IN GPTS, GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA, AND TENSOR NORMS 17

Proposition 5.9. Let L, M and N be finite-dimensional vector spaces and let Cpyy < M ® L,
Cy c N® L be two cones. Moreover, let a € M9, be NI be two tuples, where a consists of linearly
independent elements which span the subspace M' < M. We define a map ® : M' — N, ®(a;) = b;
for alli e [g]. Then,

'DQ(L, CM) < Db(L, CN)
if and only if ®idy, : (M L,M'® L n Cyp;) — (N ® L,Cy) is positive.

Proof. Let us assume the inclusion. Consider z € M’ ® L. Thus, we can write

g
z = Zai®zi7
=1

where z; € L for all i € [g]. If z € Cpy, then (21,...,24) € Do(L,Cyr) and hence
g
(P®idL)(z) = > b ® 2.
i=1

The right hand side is in Cy since Dy (L, Chr) < Dyp(L, Cy). Conversely, let ¢ ® idy, be positive.
Let (vi,...,vq) € Do(L,Chpr). Then,

g

Zai®vi € (M,®L) N CM

i=1
and the assertion follows from an application of ® ® idy, to this element. O

As for free spectrahedra, it is possible to look at what inclusion with respect to some preordered
vector space (L, L") implies for the inclusion with respect to (R, R.).

Proposition 5.10. Let (M,M™), (N,NT) and (L, L") be preordered vector spaces, where N is
closed and L™ contains at least one element which is not in —L*. Moreover, let Cpy € M ® L and
Cny © N® L be tensor cones and a € MY, be NI for some g € N. Then,

Du(L,Cpr) € Dy(L,Cn) = Du(R, M) S Dy(R, NT)

Proof. Let v e L*, v ¢ —LT and z € Dy(R,M™"). Then, (21v,...,240) € Da(L,Cpr), since Cy
contains in particular M+ ®uin L. Thus,

(i 56‘le> Rue CN.

i=1
This implies that >.7_; x;b; € (NT)** =~ N+, since Oy € N ®max L1 and we can find ¢ € (LT)*
such that ¢(v) > 0 since 1(v) = 0 for all ¢ € L* implies —v € L*. Hence x € Dy(R, N7T). O
In general, D, (R, M*) < Dy(R, NT) does not imply D,(L,Cpr) S Dyp(L,Cx). However, if M
and N contain order units, the implication can be made true by shrinking the left hand side.

Definition 5.11. Let (M, M™), (N,NT) and (L,L%) be preordered vector spaces where M+ and
N contain order units 1y; and 1, respectively. Moreover, let Cpy € M @ L and Cy < N ® L be
tensor cones and a € M9, b e NY for some g € N. The set of inclusion constants for D, (L, Cys) and
Cy is defined as

Aa(L7CM70N) ::{3 € [Ov 1]9 :Vbe NY, D(HM,a)(R7M+) < D(]IN,b)(Ra N+)
= (1,8) D p,0) (L Orr) S Diay 1y (L, Cn)}
Here, (1, S) . 'D(ﬂMﬂ)(L, CM) = {(UQ, S1VU1,y . v -y ngg) LV E D(IlM,a)(La CM)}

Question 5.12. Are there natural conditions which would entail {s : Y}, s; <1} € Ay(L,Cp,Cn)?
This can be done for free spectrahedra, see [HKMS19, Theorem 1.4] and [DDOSS17, Section 8|.
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The following definition is motivated by the matrix range introduced in [Arv72| and generalized
in [DDOSS17].

Definition 5.13. Let (L, L") be a preordered vector space with order unit 11, and consider a tuple
a € LY. Then, the functional range of a is the set

Wi(a) = {(¢(ar), ..., ¢lag)) : o € (LT)*, p(1L) = 1} < RY.

Proposition 5.14. Let (L, L") be a preordered vector space with order unit 1y, and let a € LY. If
V' is proper, then W(a) is compact and convex. The set W(a) is non-empty if and only if Lt # L.
[

Proof. For any a;, i € [g], there is a t; = 0 such that a; € t;[—11,15]. Thus, |p(a;)| < t; for
all o € (L*)*, (1) = 1 and boundedness of W(a) follows. Let (™ be a sequence in W(a)
converging to x. With any (™) we can associate a ¢, € (L*)*, ¢, (11) = 1. Since (L*)* is closed
by definition, there is a map ¢ € (LT)* ¢(11) = 1 such that = = (p(a1),...,p(an)) and x € W(a).
This follows from the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem and the fact that the unital positive functionals
form a compact set (consider the order unit norm on L). Convexity follows from the fact that the
set of ¢ as in the statement is convex.

The set W(a) is empty if and only if there are no unital functionals in L*. Let L = L™. Then,
it is easy to see that (LT)* = {0}. Conversely, if LT # L, then —1 ¢ L™ by Lemma 3.1. Thus,
the functional ¢ on R1y, such that (1) = 1 can be extended to an element in (L™)* by Theorem
4.1. O

Proposition 5.15. Let (L, L") be a proper ordered vector space with order unit 15,. Furthermore,
let ae L9. Let Cy := {x € RI : (1,—x) € Dy, o)(R,LT)}. Then, W(a)°® = Cq. If 0 € W(a), then
C, = W(a).

Proof. Since L7 is closed, L™ =~ (L*)** and
]l+2xiaieL+ — 1+in<p(ai) =0 Ve (LT)* p(lp) = 1.

Note that the only map in (LT)* with ¢(11) = 0 is the constant map, since 1, is an order unit.
Thus, it is enough to check unital maps for the <= implication. This proves the first assertion. The
second assertion follows from the bipolar theorem for convex sets (JAS17, Equation (1.10)]) since
W(a) is closed. O

Proposition 5.16. Let (L, L") be a proper ordered vector space with order unit 1. Furthermore,
let ae LY. Then, Cq is bounded if and only if 0 € int W(a).

Proof. This follows from the fact that for convex sets K < R", K° is bounded if and only if 0 € int K
[AS17, Exercise 1.14], combined with Proposition 5.15. O

Proposition 5.17. Let (M, M™) and (N, N™T) be two proper ordered vector spaces containing order
units 13y and 1. Let a € M* and b e Nt be such that Cq, Cp are polytopes for k, 1 € N. Then, for
any closed tensor cone Cyn,

D(1M®1N7a®]lN7]lM®b) (R’ CMN) = R+{(1’ _Z) A Ca @ Cb}

Proof. Let —x € Cy, —y € Cp. Then, (1,2,0) € D01y 001 x1ucb) (R, Crn), because (1 +
25 i) @I N € MT ®@uin N, and likewise (1,0,) € D(1,,&1 y,a@1y,1,@b) (R, Carn), such that “=7
holds in the assertion. Conversely, let (c,z,y) € D101 5,001 y,110b) (R, CuN), where z € R* and
y € R'. Then,

k l
C]1M®]1N+(inai)®1N+1M®(Zyjbj)ECMN- (16)
i=1 j=1



INCOMPATIBILITY IN GPTS, GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA, AND TENSOR NORMS 19

Boundedness of C, and C, implies by Proposition 5.16 that 0 € int W(a), 0 € int W(b). Let ¢, ¢
be positive unital functionals which send a and b to zero, respectively. Then, p ® ¢ € (Cpn)*. An
application of this map to Equation (16) implies ¢ = 0.

Let ¢ = 0. Then, by applying ¢ ® 3, a ® ¢ for a € (MT)* and 8 € (NT)* it holds that
dimiaie MT, Y juibj €N *. Since C, is bounded, {a;}; is a set of linearly independent elements.
The same is true for {b;},;. Without loss of generality, let z # 0. Then )}, z;a; # 0 and (1, —Az) € C,
for all A = 0, which is a contradiction to C, being bounded. Thus ¢ = 0 implies x = 0 = y.

Thus, we can set ¢ = 1 without loss of generality. Let now for ¢’ € (M1)* ¢/ € (NT)*
¢ (1) =1 =1'(1n). An application of ¢’ ®1’ to Equation (16) implies C° > W (a) x W(b), where
C:=1{z:(1,-2) € D@1 y.a@iy1ueb) (R Cun)}. Since C is closed and contains 0, we obtain
Cc W(a) x W(b))° = (C; x Cp)° = Cq @ Cp, with Proposition 5.15. O

Corollary 5.18. Let (M, M™) and (N,N™") be two proper ordered vector spaces with closed cones
containing order units 1y; and 1y. Let a € M* and b € N* be such that Cq, Cy are polytopes for
k, l € N. Let moreover (L, L") be another preordered vector space with order unit 1y and hy € Lk,
hy € L'. Then, for any closed tensor cone Ciyn,

D1 11y ,a®1 5,1,05) (R CMN) S Dty iy o) (R, L)
if and only if

Dty R, M) S Dy )y (R, LY) A Dy 5y (R,NT) S Dy pyy (R, L7T).

]l]w,a ]le

6. GENERAL PROBABILISTIC THEORIES

In this section, we finally introduce the class of physical theories we are interested in, the so-called
general probabilistic theories (GPTs). They form the framework that is used to describe states and
measurement outcomes of arbitrary (physical) theories. It is within this generalized setting that we
would like to study questions about the compatibility of measurements. In this brief introduction,
we mostly follow the exposition in [Lam18|.

6.1. Definitions. Any GPT corresponds to a triple (V, V1 1), where V is a vector space with a
proper cone V' and 1 is an order unit in the dual cone AT = (V*)* < V* = A. We assume here
that V is finite dimensional. The set of states of the system is identified as the subset

K:={veV*t (1,v)=1}.
Note that K is compact and convex and is a base of the cone V.

Example 6.1. Any classical system is described by the triple CMg := (R9, Ri, 14), d € N, where Ri
denotes the set of elements with non-negative coordinates and 14 = (1,1,...,1) = >} e; € R?: here
e1,...,eq denotes the standard basis on RY. Then (R?)* = R? with duality given by the standard
mmner product and the simplicial cone R‘i 1s self-dual. The classical state space is the probability
simplex

d
Ag = {l':(xl,...,l'd)GRd, x; = 0, 21'1':1} Z{a}ERi, <J},1d>=1}.
i=1

Example 6.2. Quantum mechanics corresponds the triple QMg := (MS(C),PSDgy, Tr), d € N,
where PSDy is the cone of d x d positive semidefinite complex, self-adjoint matrices, and Tr is the
usual, un-normalized, trace. As in the case of classical systems described above, the PSDy cone is
self-dual. The quantum state space is the set of density matrices

Sq:={pe MPC):p=0, Trp=1}.
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Example 6.3. The hypercube GPT has the unit ball of 7, as a state space, n € N. It is described
by the triple HC,, := (R"*! C,, 1), where

Cp = {(xo,x1,...,2,) e R™™ = 25 > rrel[zn](]:):z\} and  1(xg,21,...,27,) = To.
€eln

Note also that any compact convex subset in a (finite-dimensional) vector space can be represented
as a base of some proper cone. Indeed, let K be such a set and let A = A(K) be the set of affine
functions K — R. Then A is a finite dimensional vector space and the subset AT = A(K)" is a
proper cone in A. Let 1 = 1x be the constant function, then 1 is an order unit. Put V = A*,
V*t = (A1)* then V7 is a proper cone in V and K is affinely isomorphic to the base of VT,
determined by 1.

6.2. Base norms and order unit norms. In GPTs, we have natural norms induced by the cones
in the state space and the space of effects. They make the space V into a base norm space and the
space A into an order unit space. For more details about the following, see the excellent [Lam18,
Chapter 1.6].

Definition 6.4. Given a GPT (V,V*, 1), define the following norm on V, called a base norm
|z|v = inf{l(y) + 1(2) : y,2e VT s.t. z=9y— 2}
as well as a norm on A := V*, called an order unit norm
|afla = inf{t >0 : a et[-1,1]}.
Using the above definition, one can characterize positivity in V' using metric properties:
reVt = |z|y = 1(x).
The base norm and the order unit norm are dual to each other, i.e.

[zl = sup [ev,z)|.
llall 4 <1
Example 6.5. For the classical GPT CMy, the base norm and the order unit norm correspond to
the 01 and Lo, norms, respectively:

d
lzlv =l = Y] lail  and  Jafa = ol = max|ail.
P i€[d]

For quantum mechanics, we obtain the Schatten 1 and o0 norms, respectively:
lzv = [z = Trva?
lafla = feloo,

where the | - || norm is the usual operator norm.

6.3. Centrally symmetric GPTs. For some GPTs such as the hypercube HC,,, we have more
structure we can use. We review in this section what it means for a GPT (V, V™ 1) to be centrally
symmetric in the sense of [LPW18, Definition 25|. In this case, the vector space V admits a
decomposition V' = Rug @ V, and we shall write 2 = (z9, ) for a vector x = zovg ® 7. We then
have

z=(20,7) e VT = |Z|y < o,
where | - | denotes the norm on V. The decomposition V = Rvg @ V is such that the form 1 is
given by 1(x) = xg. The base norm is given as [|z|\, = max(|zo|, [|Z]{). The dual ordered vector
space (A, AT) = (V* (VT)*) admits a similar description in terms of the dual norm | - || ; in the
dual space A = V*: A=R1@® A and a = (ap,a) € AT < |a|z < ap. Note that for centrally
symmetric spaces, both A and V possess distinguished order units.
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Lemma 6.6. Let (V, V' 1) be a centrally symmetric GPT. The order unit norm on A satisfies

lella = lpol + (1, - )l 2

for all o € A with coordinates ¢ = ool + > 9_; pic;, where o, @; € R for alli € [g] and {1, @i }ielq)
is a basis of A.

Proof. By definition of the order unit norm of a vector ¢ € A, |¢|.4 is the minimal ¢ > 0 such that
pet[-1,1].

pet[-1,1] = tl—pe At Atl +pe A"

9 g
— (t_‘PO)]l_E(PiaieA+ /\(t—|—<pg)]l+2<piaieA+
=1 i=1

< (t=p0) = (¢1,-- s p9)la A T+ @o) = (1,5 99)l 2
> t=|pol + |(p1;- -+ 0g)l -

This proves the assertion. [l

Example 6.7. The hypercube GPT HC,, is centrally symmetric, with the base norm and the order
unit norm given by

l#lv = max(jzol, [(z1, - ., #n)le0) = [0 = max fas]

n
lalla = laol + (@1, an) i = Jali = ) lail.
i=0

Such GPTs can be used to model theories containing PR bozes [PR94].

Example 6.8. Qubits (i.e. quantum mechanics for two-level systems) form a centrally symmetric
GPT, with the unit ball of R3 as a state space: the Bloch ball. One can decompose any qubit state
p as

1
p25(12+r'0-)5

where Iy is the identity matriz and o = (ox,0y,0z7) is the vector of Pauli matrices and r € R3 is a
vector of morm at most one.

6.4. Measurements and compatibility. We have already introduced states and norms in our
GPT. In this section, we show how the elements of A can represent measurements in this theory
and we study their compatibility. We work under the no-restriction hypothesis [JL13], which states
that all affine functions K — [0, 1] correspond to physical effects.

Let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Any measurement of the system is determined by assigning the cor-
responding outcome probabilities to any state. We will only consider measurements with a finite
number of outcomes, usually labeled by the set [k], k € N.

There are several equivalent ways to describe a measurement. First of all, to each outcome i € [k]
and p € K, let f;(p) denote the probability of obtaining the outcome i if the system is in the state
p. Then, f; is an affine map K — [0,1], 7 € [k], and corresponds to some f; € AT, f; < 1. Such
elements are called effects. Thus, the measurement is described by a tuple of effects f = (f1,..., fx)
which must satisfy Zle fi = 1. The measurement can be also described as an affine map into the
probability simplex f : K — Ag, given by

k
p= Y filpei
i=1

Here, e; are the vertices (or extremal points) of the simplex. We will use the same notation also for
the unique extension of this map to (V,V+) — (R¥,R%) (where the vertices correspond to elements
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of the standard basis). There is also an associated positive unital map @ : (R¥,RF) — (4, A"),
determined by
(I)f(€7«> = fia
which is clearly the adjoint map of f. A measurement f = (f1,..., frx) in which the effects are
multiples of the order unit f; = p;1 is called trivial; the vector (py,...,px) € R¥ is then a probability
vector.
We turn now to the analysis of the notion of compatibility of several measurements. We shall

consider sets of g measurements, having possibly different numbers of outcomes k1, ..., k;. We shall
write k := (k1,...,kq) € N9.

Definition 6.9. Let f1), ... ) be measurements, f() = (fl(i),...,f,g)), i=1,...,9. We will

say that the collection (f(l),...,f(g)) is compatible if all f® can be obtained as marginals of
a single joint measurement. More precisely, there is a measurement h with outcomes labeled by

[k1] x - -+ x [kg] such that

fj(l) = Z hm17---,mi717j7mi+17---7---7mg’ j € [k’b]’ ie [g]

M1,y MG —1,M 415, Mg

The noise robustness of incompatibility with respect to white noise can be described as the amount
of white noise that has to be mixed with the measurements to make the collection f = (f O f (9))
compatible, see [HKR15]. This leads to the following definition of the compatibility region for f:

D(f) := {s€[0,1]9 : s;f®) + (1 — s;)1/k; are compatible measurements}.

By considering these regions for all collections of measurements with k outcomes, we obtain a
characterization of the amount of incompatibility available in the given GPT.

Definition 6.10. Given a GPT (V,V* 1), g € N and k € N9, we define the compatibility region
for k outcomes as

D(k;V,VF) :i={s € [0,1]9 : s;fP + (1 — s;)1/k; are compatible measurements for all

collections ¥ e Ak e lg], of g measurements with k outcomes}

= N I(f).

f with k outcomes
If k = 279, we will just write T(g; V, V).

It is easy to see that I'(k;V,V ™) is convex and that T'(k; V,V*) = [0,1]¢ if and only if all k
outcome measurements are compatible. If k; > 2 for all i € [g], then [P1416] shows that this is the
case if and only if the state space is isomorphic to a simplex.

The compatibility region is always non-empty as the next proposition shows. The intuitive argu-
ment is that we can add as many trivial measurements as we want without affecting the compatibility
of a set of measurements and that every measurement is compatible with itself.

Proposition 6.11. Let (V,V* 1) be a GPT. Then, for any g € N and k € N9, it holds that
g
{s e [0,1])9: Z 5; < 1} cT(kV, V).
i=1

Proof. We need to prove that e; € I'(k; V, V1) for all i € [g], where {e;}7_; is the standard basis in
RY. The statement then follows by convexity. Without loss of generality, let us consider e;. Let
f € A" be a measurement. Then, h with effects

1 . .
hiy,..ig = mfil Vij € [ki], jelg]
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is a joint measurement for f and the trivial measurements with effects 1/k; for all i € [g]\{1}. This
proves the assertion. O

The elements in the compatibility region with all coefficients equal corresponds to the notion of
a compatibility degree for f:
v(f) = max{s € [0,1],(s,...,s) e I(f)}.

Definition 6.12. Let (V,V* 1) be a GPT, g€ N, ke N9. We define the compatibility degree for
k outcomes as

y(k; V,VF) := max{s € [0,1] : sf® + (1 — s)1/k; are compatible measurements for all
collections f) e A% i€ [g], of g measurements with k outcomes}

—min ).

f with k outcomes
If k = 279, we will just write v(g; V,V7T).

For dichotomic measurements, the compatibility degree decreases with the number of measure-
ments. The intuitive argument is that subsets of compatible measurements remain compatible.

Proposition 6.13. Let (V,V*,1) be a GPT and let g, ¢ € N be such that g < g'. Letk' e N9 and
k = (ki,...,ky). Then,
Yk V. VE) = (K V, V).

Proof. Let f e A% ie[g'], be a collection of measurements. Let s = v(k/; V, VT) and let f® be
the corresponding noisy measurements defined by

(i i 1
£ =sf)+ (1-5)

m Vielkd ield]

Then, the f) i e [¢'], are compatible with joint measurement h’. Setting

/
hzl,...,zg - Z h’il,...,ig/

ie[k}].5€lg'I\g]

yields a joint measurement for f() ;e [g]. Since the measurements were arbitrary, it follows that
s<yk;V,VT). l

Intuitively, the more outcomes we have, the more difficult it becomes for all measurements to
be compatible. This is the content of the next proposition, which is the GPT version of [BN20,
Proposition 3.35]. The proof is very similar.

Proposition 6.14. Let g € N, k', k € N9 and let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Let k' > k, where the
wnequality is meant to hold entrywise. Then

rk;v,.vH crkVv,vh).
In particular, v(k;V, V) < y(k; V, V7).
Proof. Let (fl(i), ey ,ij)) e AFi be measurements for all i € [g]. Let s € I'(k’; V,V*+). Then, the

measurements

i 1 1 /
s (- ) ’(1_81)14""’(1_51‘)1@%) e A¥

~—

K —k;

w‘g

AN

. Z. 1
FO .= (sifl() + (1 - Si)ﬁ"
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are compatible. We will show that this is still true if we replace, for some fixed [ € [g], the I-th
measurement F() by

1 1
a0 = <slf1(l) +(1- sl)k—, . 75lf;§? +(1- Sl)k:) e AM,
l l

An iterative application of this procedure then shows that s € I'(k; V, V) and the assertion follows.

Let Hj .. i, be the effects of the joint measurement for the FO) | where i; € [k5], j € [g]. Let us
define

!
kl
Riy ity bt Liverig = Y Hir iy

ii=k;+1
Then, let us define
1 . ) .
Ri,..ig = Hiy iy + ERil,...,il,l,k‘ﬂrl,iHl,..A,z'g i€ [k, 45 € [K5] V5 e [g]\{1}.
It is easy to verify that h is a measurement. Moreover, for m € [g], m # 1, ¢ € [k],],
2 hiy,..iy = Fq(m)
ije[k}].5elgl\{m.},
1€k im=q
and for p € [k],
1
Z hi1,...,ig = Hi1,...,ig + I{Tl Z Ril,...,il_l,kl+1,il+1,...,ig
ije[k;].5elgI\{l},i=p ij€[k;].5elgl\{1}i=p ije[k}].5elgl\{1}
1
_ 0, L U
=yt k; Z Fj
Jj=k;+1
/
_ o0, A=s)y A —s)lk — k)
syt T
p, 1—=s) z
— g+ U g
Thus, h is the desired joint measurement for the F() i e [g]\{l} and GU. O

We have seen in the last proposition how the compatibility regions are related for measurements
with a different number of outcomes within the same theory. We will now show that sometimes the
compatibility regions of different GPTs can be related.

Proposition 6.15. Let g € N, k € N9. Let (V1,V;",14,) and (Va, V5", 14,) be two GPTs. Let
U (Vi, Vi) — (Va,V5") be a positive map such that W*(14,) = 1a,. If ¥ is a retraction, i.e. if
there is a positive map © : (Va,Vy") — (V1, Vi) such that W o© = idy,, then the GPT (V1, V", 14,)
is “less compatible” than (Va, Vy", 14,) in the measurement setting k: T'(k; V1, Vi") < T'(k; Va, V57).

Proof. Let s € T'(k; V1, V;"). Let @ e Agi, i € [g], be a collection of measurements. Then, the

U ( f](l)) e AT, j € [ki], form a collection of measurements as well. Moreover, the measurements
given by

W = s (7)) + (1= s)=2 Vielg), je k]
3
are compatible by the assumption on s. Since, ¥ is a retraction, it holds that ©* o U* = id 4,. Since
U*(1a,) = 14,, also ©*(14,) = 14,. Thus, the image of the joint measurement for the h(*) under
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O©* is again measurement in (V2, V", 14,). Furthermore, it is a joint measurement for the noisy

measurements

Slfj(l) + (1 — Si) ]lAQ

] Vie [Q], JE [kl]7
since O (U* (7)) = 11 for all i € [g], j € [ki]- O

Remark 6.16. An ezample for this situation is (Vi,Vi",14,) = QMg for some d € N and
(Va, Vot 14,) = CMy, where U* embeds the probability distributions in CMy as diagonal matri-
ces. Then, ©F projects onto the diagonal entries of the matriz.

7. COMPATIBLE MEASUREMENTS AND POSITIVE MAPS

In this section, we prove that the compatibility of a collection of measurements can be charac-
terized by the properties of a certain associated positive map.

Let f = (fM,..., f9) be a collection of measurements for a GPT (V,V*,1). Assume that for
i € [g], g €N, the measurement £ has k; outcomes and let us denote k := (ky, ..., kq) € N9. The
collection of ¢ affine maps f@ : K — Ay, can be naturally identified with an affine map of the state
space into the polysimpler Py := Ay, X --- x Ay, defined as

p— (fY0p),....f9p)) € P

Conversely, we can obtain a collection of g measurements from any such map by composition with
the projections m; : Px — Ay, to the i-th component of P, for i € [g].

We next find a suitable representation of Py as a base of the positive cone in an ordered vector
space. As we have seen in Section 6, we can find such a representation by considering affine functions
P — R. Since Py is a convex polytope, any affine function on Py is determined by its value on
each of the kg - - - k4 vertices of Px. Therefore, A(Py) is isomorphic to a subspace

Ex C R :=RMh ~ (X) R
i€(g]
and it is clear that the positive cone A(Py)" =~ El'{|r = FExn Rl_ﬁ. The unit 1p_ corresponds to the
vector 1y = 1, ® -+ ® 1y, of all ones, which is clearly contained in Eyx N int(RIj).
Let Ji denote the orthogonal projection R — Ey. By Proposition 4.4, we may put Ej = Ey and

(E)* =~ Ji(R%). Then Py is represented as the base of (E;")* determined by the unit functional
1y, that is

P = {ve Jk(RY), (y,2) =1} = { Ky, ye R, (x,y) =1} = J(Ax),
where
Ak i= Apy.ky = @iy,

The vertex (egfl), e ,egfg)) of Py corresponds precisely to Jk(egfl) ® -® egfg)), where eg-k) denote
elements of the standard basis in R¥.

We have therefore constructed a linear and order isomorphism between the order unit spaces
(A(Px), A(P)*,1p,) and (Ex, By, 1), respectively the base norm spaces (V(Px),V(Px)") and
(Ef, (B)* = J(RY)). We will use this identification throughout this section. The following result
is easily checked.

Lemma 7.1. The restriction

Jilay : Ak — Jk(Ax) = P
defines a collection (U, ...,59) of measurements on Ay, where j9(p) is the i-th marginal of
p, for any p € Ax = ®;Ag,. In other words, for a probability distribution p € Ay, we have
Ji(p) = (P, ...,p®) e Py, where p® = jO(p) is the i-th marginal of p.
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To give a more explicit description of Fj, observe first that each projection m’ : By — Ay, onto
the i-th component is a measurement on Py and the corresponding effects are given by the elements
of E; of the form

) =1 @ @, @ @1y, @ @1, je kil icgl.
By the results of [Jen18|, these elements generate the extremal rays of Ef(r and consequently Fy is

spanned by the set {77](1)} We choose a basis of Ey given as

w = {1k>w]('i)a ] € [kl - 1]7 (S [g]}a

where ' .
w](_z) =1, ® - ® 1ki_£®v§ i) ® }ki+1 R -® 1kg c R¥
i—1 E:;ctors g—i‘tfimes
and v%k), .. v,&k)l are vectors in R¥ defined as

2
v(.k)(l) = % + 26y 5, vjelk—1], Vie [k].

The set {1k,v](-k),j € [k — 1]} is a basis of R* and the dual basis of R¥ =~ (R¥)* is {114,
[k — 1]}, where

(k)
v; ) €

k 1 k .
v](-* )= §(e§- )—e,(g)), jelk—1].
It is then clear that )
Wi e howy™, Je k=11, i< [gl),
where L
w] T m1k1®®1k’1,1 ®Uj ®1k1+1®®1k‘g7

is the basis of F}. =~ Ey which is dual to w. This choice of basis may seem strange at first, but it
will be convenient in Section 8.

Let & : Exy — A be a linear map, then ® is determined by elements pg, pg.i) € A, such that

®(lx) =po, @) =pl",  jelki—1], ie[q].

Then the corresponding element ¢® € Ejf ® A (see Section 3.4) is

9 ks
©® 1k®p0+z Z w ®p]

i=1 j=1

Proposition 7.2. Let ® and po, pg-i) € A be as above. Then @ : (Ex, Eyf) — (A, AT) is positive and

unital if and only if po = 1 and there is a collection (f(l), ey f(g)) of measurements, f@ : K — Ag,,
such that

i iy 2 , ,
p§)22f})—kfill, jelki—1], ieg]:
The adjoint map ®* : (V,V*1) — (Ef, (E{)*) satisfies

*(p) = (fN(p),....f9Np)),  peK. (17)

Proof. 1t is clear that ® is unital if and only if pg = 1. Moreover, ® is positive if and only if

©®e (E;(r )* ®max AT. Since the elements 77](-2) generate extremal rays of E, it is enough to verify
that

@0 @vy = Yoe VT, je ki, ielg]
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From this condition and
1

<w§:k7, )7n§Z)> — §6i7’i'(6j,j/ — 5]"]{;7;),
we get that for i € [g],
k'._
Lo 1wy Ly 1S 0 g
k—i]l+§p- e A", jelk—1], ,%1—2;1’1 €4
We now put
ki—
(@) (i (0, _ (@
f; f]1+ p]7j€[k7—1] I, .—]I—ij,
then (f (1), o f (9)) is a collection of measurements of the required form. Since the 77]@ correspond

to the effects of the projection map onto the i-th component of Py, the last statement follows from

@*(v), "y = (p® 0 @y = (fP ), jelkil, i g

0
Let f = (fM,..., f9) be a collection of measurements with outcome spaces specified by the
vector k = (ki,...,kg). By the above result, we clearly have that there is an associated positive
unital map ®) : By — A, defined as
o) B — A
Iy — 1 (18)
w28 - 1 Vielk—1] ielg]
The corresponding element in (E})* @max A is given by
1
oD = — u®n+2 3wl e r® - 1), (19)
1- z

i€[g] je[ki—1]
Note that the action of the map ®) can alternatively be defined as
o) B — A
0o 1 Vielki], ielg)
at the cost that this is only well-defined for measurements since the 77]@

pendent.
We now prove the main result of this section; see [Jenl8, Theorem 1 and Proposition Al] for a
result similar to the equivalence of (2) - (5).

are not all linearly inde-

Theorem 7.3. Let f = (f(l), R f(g)), ®) and o) be as above. The following are equivalent.
(1) There is a positive map ® : (RK,RX) — (A, A*) extending ®).
(2) ®Y) is entanglement breaking.
(3) ¢V € (S ®id) (R ® A™).
(4) There is some measurement h : K — Ay such that (®))*|x = Jy o h.
(5) The collection f is compatible.

Proof. The statements (1) - (3) are equivalent by Proposition 4.8. Moreover, we have (4) < (5)
by Lemma 7.1 and Equation (17).
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Assume (1), then since ®() is unital and 1 € Ej, ® is unital as well. Hence there is some
measurement h : K — Ay such that ®*|x = h. For p € K and e € Ex, we have

(@I)*(p),e) = {p, @D (e)) = (p, B(e)) = (hlp). ) = (i(h(p)), €,

which proves (4). Finally, assume (4), then we have
(@) (e),v) = (e, (@V)*(v)) = (e, S o h(v) = e, h(v)y = (D1 (e), ), e€ Fy, veV,

so that @) is a positive extension of ®(). Here, we have identified the affine map h on K with its
unique extension to a linear map on V. This finishes the proof. ([l

Remark 7.4. We already noticed that map extension can be verified using conic programming (see
Section A.2 in the Appendiz). The same is true for the existence of a joint measurement (see
[WPGF09, P1416]).

8. INCLUSION OF GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA AND COMPATIBILITY OF MEASUREMENTS IN
GPTs

In this section, we will show that the compatibility of measurements in a GPT can be phrased
as an inclusion problem of generalized spectrahedra.

8.1. The GPT jewel. In this section, we define the universal generalized spectrahedron we will
consider to relate the compatibility of measurements in GPTs to inclusion problems of generalized
spectrahedra. It plays the same role as the matrix diamond in [BN18] and the matrix jewel in
[BN20] and is in fact a generalization of both.

Recall from the previous section that, for a positive integer g and a g-tuple of positive integers
k € N9, we define the vector subspace Ex < R¥1"%s as the linear span of the basis w = {1, wj(-z), 1€
lg], j € [ki — 1]}, where 1k is the all-ones vector and

i . 2
wj(' = I ® - @1k, 4, ® (265']%) - kllkz) Olkip @ @ 1g,

(k)

)

for i € [g] and j € [k; — 1]. In particular, dim Ex =1 —g+ > | k;.

Definition 8.1. Let g € N, k € N9 and let (L, L") be a proper ordered vector space. The (k; L, L™)-
jewel is defined as

DGPT@(k; L, L+) = Dw(Lu E}-: max L+)'
For k1 = ... = kg =2, the above has an especially easy form and we write
Dapro(9; L, L) := Daprep(2°9; L, LT)
for short. In this case, wgi) = ¢; for all i € [g], with

=110 - ®(1,1)Q+1,-1)®(1,1)® - ®(1,1) e R¥,
We call this object the (g; L, L*)-diamond.

Since w is a basis of Ej, we see that the (k, L, L")-jewel fully describes the tensor product
E' ®@max L*. The next lemma gives a more explicit description. First, fix {en}relk]x...x[ky]> the

standard basis of RX. One has the following decompositions

vielgljelki—1, w’= Y wke,
ke[ki]x...x[kq]
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(@)

where by the definition of w;,

wi (k) = v\ () = — P (20)
Lemma 8.2. Let (L, L") be a proper ordered vector space. Moreover, letk € N9, z, z](.i) € L, where
i€lg], je[ki—1]. Then,

g kizl .
w0+ D0 Y w(w) e Lt Wre k] x ... x [k (21)
i=1 j=1
if and only if

g kifl . .
1k ® 29 + Z Z wj@ ® z](-z) € El‘f Qmax L.
i=1 j=1
In particular, for k = 2*9, Equation (21) has the form

zo + i Eizi € L* Ve € {il}g.
i=1
Proof. Let zp, zj(i) € L,i€[g], j€ [ki— 1] and put
g ki—1 g k;—1
Y= 1k®zo+2 Z wj(.i)®z](-i) = Z 6K®(20+Z Z w](-i)(fi)z](-i)).
i=1 j=1 ke[k1]x...x[kq] i=1j=1
The standard basis {ex}ee[r;]x...x[ky] Of Rk ~ (RX%)* is self-dual and the elements e, define the

extremal rays of the cone RX =~ (RX)*. Therefore, y € B} ®max LT if and only if for all 8 € (L*)*
and k € [k1] x ... x [kq],

g kl_l . .
(en® B,y =Bz + D D wl(w)2l") = 0
i=1 j=1
by Proposition 4.5. Equivalently, zo + >.7_; Z?i:_ll w](-i)(/i)zj(»i) € (LT)** for all k€ [ki] x ... x [kg].
Since L is finite dimensional and L™ is closed, we have that (L™)** = L* by the bipolar theorem. [J

Remark 8.3. The above lemma yields a more appealing form of the (g; L, L™)-diamond, namely

9
DGPTQ(Q;L,L+) = {(20, . ,Zg) € Lg+1 Ve e {il}g, 2o + Z Eiz; € L+} .

=1

Remark 8.4. Lemma 8.2 shows that Dgprep(k; L, L") is a maximal generalized spectrahedron, in
the sense of Definition 5.4. If k = 2*9, the corresponding closed convex cone is generated by the
unit ball of ¢4, as can be seen from Remark 8.3.

Remark 8.5. It can be seen by Lemma 8.2 that for any z = (zo,zj(»i))m € Dgprep(k; L, L) we
must have zg € L™ . Indeed, let

e = 20 + Z M wP (k) ke kil x ... x [k (22)

Then z, € L™ and one can see using Equation (20) that zo is the barycenter of {zu}x:
1
k- kg

Zk- (23)
ke[k1]x X [kg]

zZ0 =
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Note also that we obtain z from zx by

)y 1 . .
Z](-l) = 5By~ kg )y 1€ Lg]s g € [Ri = 1. (24)
In the case of the GPT (V,V* 1) (or if we have fivzed an order unit in (LT)*), the (k;V,VT)
jewel can be normalized by assuming that zg € K (that is, 1(z9) = 1). Indeed, this follows from
Proposition 8.6 below. The resulting set is then convex, closed and bounded. Indeed, boundedness
can be seen easily from

1
et -~kg;HZH”VZ k‘ Z]lsz < ) =1,

so that the norm ||zx||v is bounded. The normalized jewel can be used in all the results below.

Proposition 8.6. Let (V,V*,1) be a GPT and g € N, k € N9. Moreover, let z = (0,z§i))i7j €
Dgprep(k; V, V). Then, z( =0 for all j € [k; — 1], i € [g].
Proof. Let z be as in the statement and let z, be as in Equation (22). Then since zp = 0 and all

zw € VT, Equation (23) implies that z, = 0 for all x € [k1] x - - x [kg]. The statement now follows
from Equation (24). O

Example 8.7. Let us discuss now the particular forms of the GPT diamond in the case of classical,
quantum, and hypercubic GPTs.

In the case of the classical GPT CMgy, a (g + 1)-tuple (20,21,...,24) of vectors from R? is an
element of Dapre(g; RE,RL) if, for all j € [d], and for all sign choices € € {£1}9,

g
0(j) + X e(l) =0 < 2 lez )= 200j) = |2()]1-
For quantum mechanics QM, the condition reads, for self-adjoint matrices 2, . .., zy € M5(C),

g
zo + Z gizi € PSDy,
i=1

for all sign vectors e € {£1}9. From Remark 8.5, we know that zg is positive semidefinite. We claim
that
Dapro (9; M (C), PSDy) = {(20, 29/ *220/%) : 20 € PSDy and % € Dy 4(d)}, (25)

where Dy, 4(d) is the “standard”, quantum mechanical matriz diamond, used in [BN18| (see also
[DDOSS17]):

Dg g(d) = {X e MG(C))? : Vee {£1}7, iaX@- < Id}-
1=1

To show that Equation (25) holds, we prove the two inclusions. Let us start by showing “2”. For
Z € Dy 4(d), we have

g
Id+25i2i>0:> z1/2 Id—i—Z:&?lzz >0 zo—l—z/zépézzé/?/o.
] i=1
For the reverse inclusion, note that, given (2o, ...,24) € Dapro(9; M(C),PSDg), we have, for

all €,

g
Z0 = =+ Z €iZi,
i=1
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hence the support of the self-adjoint matriz Y7_, €;2; is included in the support of zo. By restricting
all the matrices to the support of zy, we have, for all €,

g g g
0< 20+ Y ez = 2° (I +> 6z> 2 = I+ ) 5 >0,
=1 =1 i=1

where Z; := 20_1/2@-20_1/2. Hence, the usual matriz diamond and the GPT diamond for QM differ
only in the choice of the free term zy: in the former case, one fives zg = 14, while in the latter case
zo 1s free.

In the case of the hypercubic GPT HC,,, the situation is similar to the classical GPT:

(20,--.,24) € DGPTQ(g;R”H, Cp) < Vje|n], ) £ 2z0(j Z |2:(0) + 2;(j

8.2. Spectrahedral inclusion and compatibility. Having introduced the universal GPT jewel
and diamond, we use them to characterize compatibility of measurements in GPTs via generalized
spectrahedral inclusion.

Definition 8.8. Let (V,V T, 1) be a GPT. We define the following generalized spectrahedron: for
the preordered vector space (L, L") and k € N9, f@ €A, ielg], je[ki—1],

g k‘ifl
i i) 2 i
Dy(k; L, LT) = {(zoz]( )>ij e LI9tEik L 1@z + 2 D (Qf}) . kn) ® 2" € A @uin L*} .
=1 j5=1 ?
(26)
In the case where k = 2*9, we will write Dy¢(g; L, L") for simplicity.

The following key result connects the inclusion of the GPT jewel Dgprep inside a given Dy defined
above to the positivity of a linear map between two tensor cones. This establishes a bridge between
generalized spectrahedral inclusion and measurement compatibility in GPTs.

Proposition 8.9. Let k € N9 and let (L, L™) be a proper ordered vector space. Then, the inclusion

Daprep(k; L, LY) € Dy(k; L, L) holds if and only if V) ®idy, : (Bx ® L, By @max L) = (A®

L, A" ®@uin LT) is positive, where ®) is defined as in Equation (18).

Proof. This follows directly from Propositions 4.5 and 5.9. g
We have two important special cases.

Proposition 8.10. Letk € N9 and let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Then, Dgprep(k; R,R1) < Dy(k; R, R;)

if and only if {fl(l), .. ,f,g:)} form measurements for all i € [g], where f,g:) =1 — Z?i:_ll f(l)

Proof. This follows immediately from Propositions 8.9 and 7.2.

An alternative proof is as follows. Let E; := span{ly,, vgki), j € [ki —1]}. Corollaries 4.6 and
5.18 yield that the inclusion is true if and only if

Dy, otk0) (R, Bf) € Dy po)(R,AT) - Vi [g].
From [BN20, Lemma 4.3|, it follows that the extreme rays of Dy, o) (R, E;") are

R+(1,5€j) Vje [kl_l]a R+<1,—5(1,1>)

Here, {e;} je[k;—1] is the standard basis in Rk:=1 Thus, the inclusion is equivalent to

k;—1 )
k‘zfj(") c At Vj S [kz — 1] A k1 — Z sz](z) c A+
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for all i € [g]. Dividing by k; proves the assertion. O
Theorem 8.11. Let k e N9 and let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Then, DGPT@(k V, V1) Df(k V, V1)
if and only if {f1 ,...,fk )},E are compatible measurements, where fk = Z ' f for all
i€[g]

Proof. Follows by Propositions 8.9, 4.8 and Theorem 7.3. U

The characterization of extendable maps in Proposition 4.8 gives us another condition for com-
patibility.

Corollary 8.12. Let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Elements {fl(i), . ,f]g)} e Ak form compatible mea-
surements for all i € [g] if and only if

ki—1

g
2 i
VzeDapra( V.VY), 1) 2 ), 3 (-1 —2f" 2. (27)

Proof. The equation above is equivalent to the positivity of the linear form sg from Proposition
4.8. [l

Remark 8.13. Note that the last condition appears much weaker than the requirement from Theorem
8.11. Indeed, the condition in the above theorem reads

_1®ZO+Z Z [2f1 —k1]®z()eA ®umin V. ¥z = (20,21");j € Daprep(k; V. V1),
=1 j=1

whereas the condition in Equation (27) requires only evaluation of yy . against the tensor xy from
Equation (5) (instead of all elements of V' Q@max AT ). Note that this means that if C < AQV is a
tensor cone such that xy € C*, then we may replace the cone AT Qmin V' in Definition 8.8 (with
L =V) by C. If we have a reasonable family of tensor cones Cr, ¢ A® L for a family of proper
ordered vector spaces (L, L™) containing (V, V1) and such that Cy = C, then we may replace the
cones in Definition 8.8 for all such L (cf. Proposition 3.7). This would lead to somewhat different
definitions, but equivalent in the two extreme cases (L = R and L = V). Compare this to [BN18,
Theorem 5.3].

The "intermediate” cases of Proposition 8.9 can be also related to compatibility, as follows. Let
(L, L") be an ordered vector space with L™ closed and let ¥ : (4, AT) — (L*, (L")*) be a positive
map such that U(1) € int((LT)*), then ¥(1) is an order unit in (L*, (LT)*) and we can think
of the triple (L, LT, ¥(1)) as describing a GPT. Clearly, if f = {f1,..., fx} is a measurement for
(V,V*T, 1), then U(f) = {¥(f1),...,P(fr)} is a measurement for (L, LT, ¥(1)).

Proposition 8.14. Let (L,L*) be a proper ordered vector space. Then Dgprep(k; L, L*) <
Dy(k; L, L") if and only if for any positive map U : (A, AT) — (L* (L*)*) such that ¥(1) €
int(L*)*, the elements \I/(f;z)), j € [ki], i € [g] form a collection of compatible measurements on
(L, L*,w(1)).

Proof. We start by observing that for a proper cone C, ¢ € int C* if and only if p(¢) > 0 for all
c e C\{0} [AT07, Theorem 3.5]. Let v € int (VT ®max (L7)*). Then, (¢, a®v) > 0 for all a« € AT,
v € LT such that a« ® v # 0. Going to the associated positive map ¥ : (A, AT) — (L* (LT)*), we
have

@, a®v) = (¥(a),v).
Thus, ¥(1) € int(L*)* for all ¢ € int (V' ®@max (L1)*).
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For z = (2o, z](-i))ij € Dgprep(k; L, LT) let y. be the corresponding element in E} ®max L. Then
the inclusion is equivalent to

@, (@Y @id)(y.)) 20, ¥z € Dopre(k; L, L), ¥ € V7 @max (L7)", (28)
Let ¥ : (A, A") — (L*,(L")*) be the positive map corresponding to 1. Then

g

ki—1 '
W, (@Y ®@id)(y.) = (T(1), 200 + Y. Y. U(f1Y)

i=1 j=1

2 (i
By density, we can restrict to ¢ such that U(1) € int(L*)* in Equation (28) since the set of such

elements contains int (V' ®max (LT)*) as argued above. The statement now follows by Corollary
8.12. ([l

Remark 8.15. The set of positive maps ¥, or vectors ¥ € V" Qmax (LT)*, can be restricted to
extremal elements. In general, however, extremal positive maps are difficult to characterize. If the
generalized spectrahedra Dy(k, L, L*) are defined as in Remark 8.13 by a family of cones Cr, € A®L,
then it is enough to consider maps such that ¥ ® id is positive with respect to this family and using
extremal maps with this property might be more convenient.

As an example, consider the case of quantum systems QM from Example 6.2. Here, the canonical
tensor xv is the maximally entangled state which is clearly an element in PSDg2. So if we restrict
the intermediate cases to (L,L") = (M3?(C),PSDy), we can replace the minimal tensor product
PSDg ®min PSDy by the larger cone PSDgr. Accordingly, we can reduce to extremal completely
positive maps My(C) — My(C), which are of the form X — A*XA for some A : CF¥ — C2. The
requirement W(1) € int PSDy, is met if A*A > 0. If k < d, it is easy to see that A*FWA are
compatible for all A if and only if they are compatible for all isometries A : C¥ — C?, see [BN18,
Theorem 5.3|.

8.3. Compatibility region and inclusion constants. We can now relate the compatibility region
I'(k,V, V") (Definition 6.10) to the inclusion constants defined in Section 5 (Definition 5.11). The
following is a restriction of the set of inclusion constants, where we require the coefficients by which
we scale to be the same on some elements

Definition 8.16. Given a GPT (V,V*,1), g € N and k € N9, we define the set of inclusion
constants for the (k; V, V1)-jewel as
AV, V) i={s€[0,1]9 : Vf{V € A, je[k —1], i€ [g], DopreplsRRY) € Dp(k;R,R")
— (Ls Y s BT Dbk V, V) € Dk V, V)
If k = 279 we will just write A(g; V,VT).

Remark 8.17. The notation A(k; V, V™) introduced above should not be confused with the notation
Ay, for the (k — 1)-dimensional probability simplex, used extensively in Section 7.

We can now prove that the set of inclusion constants for the GPT jewel is precisely the compati-
bility region of the GPT introduced in Definition 6.10. The result below connects the operationally
defined compatibility region with the geometrical set of inclusion constants.

Theorem 8.18. Given a GPT (V,V* 1), it holds that T'(k; V, V") = A(k; V, V™).

Proof. From Proposition 8.10 we infer that the inclusion Dgprep(k; R,R*) < Dy(k;R,R™) holds
if and only if the {fl(z), . .f,g:)} are measurements for all i € [g]. Here, f,g:) =1 - Z?i:_ll f]@ for all



34 ANDREAS BLUHM, ANNA JENCOVA, AND ION NECHITA

i € [g]. The statement then is an easy consequence of Theorem 8.11 and the following equivalence:

(Ls B0 s ) D (k; V, V) € Dy(k; V, V)

g kifl
i) 2 i
= 1®n+ Y . s (2f§ ) k-]l> ® 2" € A" @uin VF V2 € Daprep(k; V, V™)
i=1 j=1 '
— DGPT@(kQ V, V+) C Df/(k; V, V+),

where (f')? = s,-f;i) +(1-— si)k%ll for j e [k; — 1], i € [g]. O

8.4. Inclusion constants from symmetrization. The aim of this section is to show that we can
obtain bounds on the inclusion set of the GPT jewel from consideration of the inclusion set of the
GPT diamond. As the latter has more symmetries, it is much easier to work with. Using Theorem
8.18, we obtain bounds on measurements with k outcomes derived from the compatibility region
for dichotomic measurements. This section is inspired by [BN20, Section 7].

The following is the GPT analogue of Theorem 7.2 of [BN20|. Its proof is very similar.

Theorem 8.19. Let ge N, kj € N for all j € [g]. Let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Then,
g

(k=172 (kg = 1)77) - A (Z(kz- —1):V, V+> < AV, V).
i=1

Proof. Let k = >Y_,(k; — 1). First, we shall find conditions for A; € [0,1] and y; € [0,1], i € [g],
such that B
A Dapro (ks R,RT) € Daprep(k; R, RT)
and -
1t Deprep(k; R,RT) € Dapro (ks R, RT),
where A = (1, /\f(kl_l), . .,)\;(kg_l)) and p = (l,ulx(kl_l), e ,ugx(kg_l)).
By Corollary 5.18, it is enough to consider
(1A YY)  Dgpro (ki — 1);R,RT) € Dprep (ki R,RY)
and -
(1, 1" Y) - Dgprep(kis R, RY) € Dapro (ki — LR, RY).
Note that D1, ga(L, Fx ®max NT) = Da(L, NT) by Lemma 8.2, where (L, L") and (M, M™) are
proper ordered vector, NT a tensor cone for Mt and L™ and 1, ®a = (1x®ay, . .., 1x®ay) € (Ex®
M)"™, n e N. From Lemma 4.3 of [BN20|, we know that the extreme rays of Dgpre (ki — 1; R, R™)
are
R+(1,i€j), je [kz_l]
while the extreme rays of Dgprep(ki; R,R") are

]RJr(l,];iej),je[k:i—l] and R, 1,—%(1,...,1)

NI
ki—1
We find thus that (1, +\e;) € Dgprep (ki R, RT) if
tNe; € [—ki ej kie}
o 2k —1) 77 27
since
_2(/;:%—1)6”_@1—1 2 &6’_%(1’ D
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Thus, A; < k;/(2(k; —1)). Considering the ¢; norm of the extreme points of Dgprep (ki R,RT) n
{(z0,...,2k,—1) : xo = 1}, we infer moreover that u; < 2/(k;(k;i —1)). Proposition 5.6 and Remark
8.4 together imply furthermore that from

1t - Doprep(k; R, RY) € Dapro (ks R, RY),
follows

1t - Daprep(k; V, V) € Dapro (ks V, V),
Let s € A(k;V,V™) and let o denote the entrywise product of vectors. Let f;i) € A for all i € [g]
and j € [k; — 1]. Then, by the above, we have the implication

A Depro (b R,RT) € Doprep (ks R, RY) < Dy(k; R, RT)
= polos-Dgprep(k;V, Vt)yc Xos- DGPTQ(%; V,Vt) c Ds(k;V, Vh,

from which o Xose A(k,V,V*) and the assertion follows since \; - p; < (k; — 1) 2. O

9. TENSOR CROSSNORMS AND COMPATIBILITY OF EFFECTS

In this section, we will only consider dichotomic measurements, that is, with outcomes in {1, 2};
in other words, we set k; = --- = k; = 2. Any such measurement is determined by an effect in
AT related to the probability of obtaining the outcome 1. We will say that a collection of effects
is compatible if the corresponding collection of binary measurements is compatible. For simplicity,
we will write F, for Eyx with k = 2*9.

9.1. E;, as a centrally symmetric GPT. Let us begin by studying more in-depth the space
E, and see that it gives itself rise to a GPT. Recalling the notations of Sections 7 and 8.1, the
distinguished basis of E, is w = {1, ¢;}, where

1, =(1,1,...1)
¢ = (1,120 @ (1,-1) @ (1,1)®),
and the dual basis w* in the space Ej ~ Ej is w* = {14, ¢}, where
1,:=2791g, ¢ =279
Let us point out that (E,, E, 1,) is a centrally symmetric GPT in the sense of [LPW18, Definition

25| corresponding to the ¢; norm in RY (see also Section 6.3). Indeed, we clearly have E, = ng@Eg,
where

E, = span{c;, i € [g]} = span{¢;, i € [g]}
and an element aly + Y, zic; € Ey is in E;r if and only if

a+ Zg: gix; = 0,Ve e {il}g,
i=1
as can be seen e.g. from Remark 8.3 (with L = R). This is equivalent to
g
a>= Z || = inegg)
i=1 i

here {egg)} is the canonical basis in RY and | - |1 is the ¢; norm. It follows that the subspace E,
endowed with the restriction of the base norm max{a, Y, |z;|} can be identified with ¢, via the
isometry

)

1
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By duality, positivity in (E}, (E;)*) is characterized by the £ norm and the map
(9)

¢ — € 1€ [g]
is an isometry of (Ey, | - |,) onto £%. These identifications will be used throughout.
Since the ¢; and ¢, norms are invariant under sign changes of the coordinates, the map
octaly + inci —aly + Zsixici (29)
i i

is an order isomorphism of both (Ey, Ef) and (E;, (E;)*), for any sign vector ¢ € {+1}9. This
implies that for any proper ordered vector space (L, LT) and z € E; ® L we have
z € E;r ®min LT = (0-®id)(2) € E; ®min LT
2 € Ef ®max LT <= (0. ®id)(2) € B Quax LT
for any e € {£1}9, and similarly for (E;)*.
9.2. Effects and tensor crossnorms. Now we can make the connection between the compatibility

of effects and norms on their corresponding tensors. Let (V,V* 1) be a GPT. In addition, let
f={(f1,..., fg) be g-tuple of elements in A and let

g9
eV =101+ ) &R (2f;—1). (30)

1=1
.

>

@)

By the results of Section 7, f is a collection of effects if and only if (/) € (E;)* Qmax AT and f is
compatible if and only if ¢(/) € (EF)* ®uin AT. Let 0. for € € {£1}9 be as in Equation (29). Then

g
(0 ®id) () =1, @1+ Y & @ei(2fi — 1) = ol (31)
1=1
where (f.); = fiife; =1 and (f.); = 1— f; if &; = —1. The invariance of the maximal and minimal
tensor products under o. ® id is a manifestation of the fact that a relabelling of measurement
outcomes defines again a measurement and that such a relabelling does not change compatibility of
the effects under study.
Our aim in this section is to make a connection between compatibility and reasonable crossnorms
of Banach spaces (see Section 3.5). The results of [LPW 18| imply that any base norm on a bipartite
GPT is a reasonable crossnorm.

Proposition 9.1. Consider the GPT (V4 ® Vg, VX@VE,]IA(@]IB), where (Vg, Vg,]l#) are GPTs

for # € {A, B} and VX ® VEJ{ 18 some proper tensor come for VX, Vg. Then, the base morm
H'”Vj@Vg is a reasonable crossnorm.

Proof. Let x € V4 ® V. From |[LPW18, Equation (26)], it holds that ||xHVA+®VB+ |x”VX®minV§'
Together with [LPW18, Proposition 22|, this implies that Hx”vjcxavg < ||z||,.. Moreover, [LPW18,

Proposition 22| implies ||z||. < ||z||. o, where we refer to [LPW18] for the definition of the latter
norm. From the discussion after [LPW18, Definition 6], it follows that ||z||; < \\x||vX®V]3+. Thus,

< |

< <
lall. < lellysgvs < Il
Therefore, the assertion follows from point (a) of Proposition 3.14. O

We now return to compatible tuples of effects. In this paragraph, A and Eg will always be
endowed with the order unit norms | - |y and | - |j,.
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Theorem 9.2. Let f = (fi1,..., fy) be a g-tuple of elements in A and let
g

pN) = &@(2fi - 1).

i=1
Then we have

(1) Let |- | be the injective crossnorm in {2, ® A. Then f is a collection of effects if and only if

leP]. < 1.
(2) There is a reasonable crossnorm | - |. in €% ® A such that f is a compatible collection of
effects if and only if
lpW e < 1.

Proof. (1) can be easily observed directly from
16 = | Z &®(2fi —1)]e = max 12f; — 1a,

since fon ®: X = €,(X) as Banach spaces [Rya02, Example 3.3]. Recall that ||z||; = inf{t > 0
x € t[—1,1]}. For (2), note that we have by Theorem 7.3 and Equation (31) that f is a compatible
collection of effects if and only if

I, @1+ ¢ e (BT @umin AT,
which is equivalent to
|3\ li,01 < 1.

Here | - [|j,gq is the order unit norm for the tensor product GPT (E;®V, Ef Qumax V7, I,®1).
As the dual to the base norm which is a reasonable crossnorm by Proposition 9.1, | - |1, g 1s a
reasonable crossnorm in E} ® A. Hence we may define the norm | - ||, as the restriction of the order
unit norm to Eg ® A.

Note that part (1) can be proved similarly using the order unit norm for the GPT (E;®V, E; ®min

V* 1, ®1). The result follows from the fact that by [LPW18, Proposition 22| the base norm in
this case is equal to the projective norm of the two base norm spaces. ]

Question 9.3. The symmetry of E4 is crucial in the above proof. For general Ey, however, such
symmetry is not present, so the proof does not immediately extend. It is an interesting question
whether there is a characterization similar to Theorem 9.2 also for measurements with more than
two outcomes.

We derive now a more explicit form of the crossnorm | - |.

Proposition 9.4. Let p € /3, ® A, then

H@HC = inf

, =22 ®hj, |zl =1, hje A
5

Proof. Note that @ = @) for some g-tuple of elements in A. By definition,
8D = inf{A > 0,3, ® 1 + 1) € (B )* @uuin A*)
= inf{A > 0,A, ® 1 — ¢) € (E)* ®uin AT}
=inf{A>0, My®@1—¢Y¥) => 2, ®h;, ;€ (Ef)* hje AT},
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where we have used Equation (31) in the second equality. Assume that A, @1 — g =% ;T @h;
for some A > 0 and z; € (E;)*, hj € A*. We may identify any x; € (E;)* with a pair (aj, z;) with
|zj| < aj, and then

Exj@)hj = Ig®2ajhj+22j®hj.
J J J

By some easy reshuffling, we may always assume that a; = 1. Hence
N =1,® ()\]l —Z@) +>12®h;
J J

and since ) € E, ® A, we must have A1 = 2. . Since [zjllo < 1, we may normalize z; and
obtain

) = 1zl 2 ® Izjlloohys  |2ilohy € AT, Y |2jllohy < D hy = AL
J J J
This finishes the proof. O

Remark 9.5. Note that the unit ball of | - || can be written as the set

Alternatively, we can identify the unit ball of ||-||. with
{(1)1, oo vg) €AY (L, v1,...,0g) € Dmin(C;A,AJr)} ,

where
C:={(z,z):zeR,zeR% x> |z|,}

It is almost immediate from the definition that [-||, can be computed using a conic program (see
Section A.3 in the Appendix for a nicer dual formulation).

We next describe the compatibility region as the set of inclusion constants for the crossnorms
|-|e and | - [o. For any element ¢ = . ¢ ® p; and any s € RY, we define

S.p = Zéi @ SiPi-
7

Given a g-tuple of elements f = (fi,..., fy) € A9 and ) = 26 ®(2f; — 1), we have
sV =Y @si(2fi —1) = D E®2(sifi + (1 - s)1/2) — 1) = U+,

where fo = (sifi + (1 —s1)1/2,...,84fy + (1 —s4)1/2). If f is a g-tuple of effects, then fs is a
g-tuple of effects as well, obtained by mixing each f; with the trivial effect 1/2. From the definition
of the compatibility region and Theorem 9.2, we obtain

T(f) = {s€[0,1)% |s.p]c < 1}, (32)

in particular

v(f) = 1/18V]. (33)
The following result is now immediate.

Theorem 9.6. We have
(g V,VT) ={se[0,1), [splc <1, Vpetf,®A, ol <1}
In particular, the compatibility degree satisfies

gV, V™) =1/ max [l
Jille<1
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Example 9.7. For quantum mechanics QMq (AT = PSDy, 1 = Tr), the expression for the unit ball
of || - |lc from Remark 9.5 becomes the minimal matriz convex set (of a fixed dimension) Wcrlnin(Bégo)
(over the unit ball Byg , cf. [FNT17, Section 4| or [PSS18, Eq. (1.4)]). Since the unit ball of the
injective norm | - |- in €5, ® (MF(C),[-|,0) is the mawimal matriz convex set WP (Bys ), the
expressions for I' and ~ in Theorem 9.6 correspond precisely to the inclusion constants for minimal
and mazximal matriz conver sets.

This gives the following lower bound on the compatibility degree, which uses that p is a reasonable
crossnorm, thus being upper bounded by the projective tensor norm.

Corollary 9.8. We have
gV, V) = 1/p(£,, A),
where p(t%,, A) as in Equation (12).
Question 9.9. [t is not clear whether this bound is tight in general. In the case when g < dim(V),
it s known that the bound 1/g is attained by the hypercube GPT, see [Jenl8|. We will find below a

tight bound in the special case of centrally symmetric GPTs (see Section 10), which is larger than
the above bound.

9.3. Incompatibility witnesses. In this section, we will consider different notions of witnesses.
We will start with objects certifying that the elements of A under study are effects before considering
objects certifying compatibility. This viewpoint is dual to the one we have hitherto adopted in this
section.

We introduce the set of effect witnesses

g
Qarro(; V. V') = {Z eVI: Y alv < 1} : (34)
-1

Note that the set above is the unit ball of { ®, (V,| - |lv) (see Equation (10)).
Proposition 9.10. Elements f1,...,fq € A are effects (i.e. fi,1 — fi € AT for alli € [g]) if and
only if

g
D@fi—1,zy<1  VY(z1,...,%) € Qapro(g; V., V).
=1

Proof. This is straightforward from Theorem 9.2, the duality of the injective and projective norms
and the fact that

9
(2,0 = Y @fi - 1,2).
i=1

Similarly, using the results of the previous section, we introduce the following definition:

Definition 9.11 (Strict incompatibility witnesses). Let ||« be the dual norm to ||| in RIQV and
let Papro(g; V, V1) denote the unit ball of || - ||cx. An element z = (21, ...,24) € Papro(9; V. V™)
1s called a strict incompatibility witness if

lzle = D3 lzillv > 1.
%

The idea behind this definition is clear: a strict incompatibility witness is a functional such that
the value (z, 3/)) < 1 for all compatible g-tuples of effects but there exists some f with (z, /)y > 1,
so that z witnesses incompatibility of f.

Proposition 9.12. Effects fi,..., fg € AT are compatible if and only if {z, ey <1 for all strict
incompatibility witnesses z € Papre(9; V, V).
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Proof. Tt is clear from Theorem 9.2 that (z, /)y < 1 for all z € Pgpre(g;V,VF) if and only
if the f; are compatible effects. The assertion follows since for effects f;, <z,¢(f )> < 1 for all

z € Qapro(g; V. V). 0

A notion of incompatibility witness was also introduced in [BN20]. Translated to the GPT setting,
this would be an element z = (2o, 21, ..., %) from Dgpre(g; V, V) and z detects incompatibility
for some g-tuple of effects f if

z¢ Dp(g; V, V7).

We next show that this notion is closely related to the one introduced here.

Proposition 9.13. Let z = (z1,...,24) € V9. Then z € Pgpro(9; V. V™) if and only if there is
some zg € K such that
(20, Zlyen- ,zg) € DGPTO(Q; V, V+>.
Moreover, in this case,
(20,21,---,29) ¢ Dy(g;V, V)
for a tuple of effects f if and only if there exists a positive map Y : (V,V*) — (V,V*) such that
(Id®Y)(2),W)) > 1.

Proof. Note that the set
{Z € Vg, E|ZO € K, (Zo, Z) € DGPTO(Q; V, V+)}

is convex, closed and contains 0, therefore, by Corollary 8.12 and Theorem 9.2, it is the polar of the
unit ball By,_. This implies the first statement.
Furthermore, we have that

g g

0> Se(f) <1g®20 + Z ci®zi> = <X,]l ® zo + Z(Qfl — ]l) ®ZZ> =1- <z7<15(f)>.
i=1 i=1

implies that (20, z) ¢ Dys(g; V,V"). Conversely, (z0,2) ¢ Dy(g;V,V™') implies that there is a y €

V+ ®max A1 such that

9
0>y, 1@z + Y, (2fi — 1) ® z0).
i=1
We can find a positive map Y’ : (V,VF) — (V, V1) such that y = (V' ®@id)(xy) = (d® Y *)(xv').
Observe that we must have 1(Y’(zp)) > 0. Indeed, assume that 1(Y’(z9)) = 0, then since Y’ is
positive, we obtain from (23) and (24) that Y’(2;) = 0 for all 4, which would imply (y,1 ® 29 +
9 1(2fi—1)®2z;) = 0. By normalizing Y = (1/1(Y"(20)))Y” we obtain that Y (zp) € K. It follows
thus that

0>((d@Y*)(xv), 1®z0 + Y (2fi — 1) ® z)

=1

= 8o <1g ®Y(20) + ), ®Y(zi)> —1—{(([d®Y)z,e").

i=1
g

A third notion of entanglement witness has been introduced in [Jen18]. There, an entanglement
witness is a positive map W : (V(Py), V(P)*) — (V,V*) such that Tr((®))*W) < 0; recall that
Py = Ag, x -+ x Ay, is the polysimplex from Section 7. Using the order isomorphism between
(V(Px),V(Px)t) and (Ef, (Ef)*), these correspond to positive maps W : (Ef, (Ef)T) — (V,VT)
such that Tr[(®())*IW] < 0. We make the connection to elements of Pgpre(g; V, V) below.
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Proposition 9.14. There is a one-to-one correspondence between z € Dgpre(9; V, V™) and positive
maps W : (E¥, (Ef)") — (V,VT). Moreover, z € K if and only if 1(W (1)) = 1. Restricting to
such W,

Te[(@D)* W] < 0 — (z,¢"y > 1
for a collection of effects f.
Proof. The map W : (E}, (E¥)*) — (V,V7) is positive if and only if ¢V € E ®max V. We can
decompose

g
oV =1,®2 + ZQ@Z@'
i=1
and ¢" € Ef @max VT if and only if 2 € Dgpre(9; V, V™). This proves the first assertion. We

have 1(W(1,)) = (¢",1, ® 1) from Equation (8), which proves the second assertion. Moreover,
Te[(@D)*W] = Te[W (@())*] < 0 if and only (", npq’(f)> < 0 by Lemma 3.10. Furthermore,

WV, 0y =1(z0) + Y 2fi ~ Ly =1 (2,8
ie[g]

This proves the last assertion. ]

Lastly, we can also connect compatibility witnesses of [Jenl8] and [BN20] directly with each
other. To clarify this point was one of the motivations for this work.

Corollary 9.15. There is a one-to-one correspondence between z € Daprep(k; V, V) and positive
maps W : (B, (Ef)T) — (V, V). Moreover,

3 positive map Y : (V,Vt) > (V, V) s.t. Te[(@D ) YW] <0 = 2+ Dy(g; V, V)
for a collection of measurements f.

Proof. This follows from Propositions 9.13 and 9.14, realizing that similar statements can be ob-
tained for Dgprep(k; V, V1) instead of Dgpre(g; V, V). O

The following characterization of elements of the dual unit ball follows easily from Remark 8.3:

Corollary 9.16. Let z € VY9, then z € Papro(g; V., V) if and only if there is some zp € K such
that

z0 + Zsizi eVT, Vee{£1}%.
Definition 9.17. The set
H(g; V, V) := {(31, ...,84)€]0,1]9: Zg: sillzilly <1 V(21,...,29) € PGPTQ,Q} (35)
i=1
is called the (g; V, VT)-blind region.

Theorem 9.18. It holds that
(g; V, V') =T(g; V,VT)

Proof. The statement follows from Theorem 9.6 and duality of the norms. O

Example 9.19. In quantum mechanics QM,, we see by the relation (described in Example 8.7) of
the corresponding GPT diamond Dgprg,g to the matriz diamond De, 4(d) that we have

Partog = (0 X1p", ... 0 Xyp"2), X € Do (d), pe Sal.
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It follows that any element X in the matrix diamond defines a family of incompatibility witnesses.
Moreover, some of these witnesses are strict if and only if we have

|X o := sup > o2 Xip" 21 > 1.
pPESa

It follows that we can write the Equation (35) as
I(g, MG, PSDa) = {(s1,---,89) € [0, 1%, [[s. X]lo <1 VX € Dy, 4(d)}.
Note that the matriz diamond is precisely the unit ball of the injective norm |-||c in (@M (C), ||],),

so that similarly as in Example 9.7 it is the mazimal matriz convex set ngaX(BE?). From the results

of Example 9.7 and duality of t%, and ¢{, one would expect that the unit ball of the norm | - |, is
precisely the minimal matriz convex set Wémn(Be%). One can prove directly that this is indeed the
case.

10. COMPATIBILITY OF EFFECTS IN CENTRALLY SYMMETRIC GPTSs

While Theorem 9.2 nicely characterizes compatible effects in terms of their associated tensors,
it is in general hard to compute the crossnorm ||-||.. In this section, we will show that in centrally
symmetric GPTs, one can substitute, in certain situations, the norm ||-||. by the projective tensor
norm. This can be done, for example, in the case of the most incompatible effects, see Remark 10.7.

In this section we will assume that (V, V™ 1) is a centrally symmetric GPT. In this setting, the
vector space of un-normalized states decomposes as V = Rug@®V, and we shall write V 3 z = (2°, 2)
to denote the vector z = z°vg + Z, with 2° € R and z € V. The decomposition is such that 1(z) = 2°.
Similarly, any element of A has the form (a, f) for a = {f,v9) € R and f € A. See also Section 6.3.

Let fi,...,fy € A, fi = (i, fi). Then each f; is an effect if and only if | f;| 4 < min{a, (1 — )},
which implies that we must have | f;|| ;1 < 1/2. Hence if f; is an effect, then also (1/2, f;) is an effect.

Effects of the form (1/2, f) are called unbiased. See also Remark 10.3 below.
For f = (fl’ T fg), fl = (aiafi)7 we have

eV =yp@1+&WV,  ypi=>2u—-1a, V=2 a0

i
Let us denote by | - [lc and | - |z the injective and projective norm on the space £, ® (4, ||-[| 1);
importantly, note that dim A = dim A — 1.

Proposition 10.1. Let 3 = y® 1 + &, for some y € ¢, and € € 9, ® A. Then
max{[[y[w, [€le} < |2l < [yl + €]
max{[[y[e, €]z} < [@le < [yl + I€]7

Proof. Let y =, y;¢; and € = 3, & ® gi. Then

|2l = max[(y:, g:) 1 = max(fys| + [gil 1)

since % ®. X =~ (% (X) |[Rya02, Example 3.3] and the inequalities for the injective norm are
immediate.

Next, assume that ||¢||c < 1. By Proposition 9.4 that there are some z; € £%, |zj[ = 1 and
hj = aj1 + h; such that |hj]|z < aj, | W hila<1- > a; and

(/_DZZZ]'@}L]’ :Zajzj®1+22j®ﬁj'
J J J

It follows that
y:Zaij, fZZZj@)hj.
J J
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Hence [y[o < >J; a; < 1, moreover, 1hilz < 2. @ <1, so that I€= < 1. This proves the first
inequality for || - .. For the second inequality, note that since p is a crossnorm, we have

[2le < ly@Lle + l€le < [yleo + €]
In the last inequality we also used the fact that
[l < I€]=
since the inclusion A — A is an isometry. O

Corollary 10.2. We have, for a tuple f e A9:
 effects = |E9] = 2nihx | il 5 < 1 (36)

and
f compatible effects —> €Dz < 1.

If, moreover, the effects f; are unbiased, the reverse implications hold.

Proof. The implications follows easily by Theorem 9.2 and Proposition 10.1. If the f; are unbiased,
yr = 0. We moreover have for £ € £, ® A that

1€lle = 1€l and [€]c = €]~ = €]

Thus, Proposition 10.1 implies the last statement. See also [Lam18, Proposition 2.25] or [LPW18,
Proposition 27].
O

Remark 10.3. Note that the reverse implication in Equation (36) is true if and only if the effect
f is unbiased (we are considering here g = 1). Indeed, an element f = fol + f € A is an effect if
and only if

feA" = |fla<fo and
1-feA" <= |fla<1-fo

which give together | f|z < min(fo,1 — fo). However, Equation (36) gives | f|z < 1/2 which is
identical to the previous condition if and only if fo = {f,vo) = 1/2, i.e. if the effect is unbiased.

We now turn to incompatibility witnesses. Let us denote
Papro(9:ViVT) i={(21,-. ., 29) € Papro(g; V. V), 2 = (0,2), i€ [g]}
=0 V)? nPepro(g; V, V).
Lemma 10.4. Let z = (1,...,2,) € V9 and let z = ((0,21),...,(0,%,)). Then
[2llex = llzle = lzle,  l2lx = 2]

here €, resp. &, is the injective crossnorm in £ ® (V. ||-|y,), resp. ¢ @ (V, |||ly/), similarly for 7 and
7. In particular,

2 € Papro(: V,VT) = (v0,(0,21),...,(0,%)) € Dapro(g; V. V') — |z]s < 1.
Proof. We have

g g
l2le = 3 lzillv = 35 1zilly = |2l
i=1 i=1
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Further,

g
Z (0, z;)

<1, Vee{x1}?

2l <1

9
=| 2=
i=1 %

v
< 1.

— IIZH

™)

We have used Equation (11). On the other hand, using Proposition 9.13, for any € € {+1}9,

g
IEE
i=1 %

<1, Vee {1} « v+ ),&(0,%) eV, Vee {1}

i

— (v0,(0,%1),...,(0,%)) € Dapre(9; V. V)
= 2 Papro(; V, V) = [2]ex < 1.
Since | - |+ is a crossnorm, we have
2€Papro(g V. V) = Jzer <1 = |2 <1,
this finishes the proof. O

Remarkably, we have the following result where we write A and V' for the Banach spaces (A4, ||-]| z)
and (V, ||-[ly)-
Theorem 10.5. For a centrally symmetric GPT (V,V* 1), we have
D(g:V, V) = (g V, V) = {s € [0,17 : |52y < 1, Vleloy < 1}
={s€[0,1) : [s.0ligg.a <1, V[Pl g.a <1}
In particular, the compatibility degree is
g V. VT) = 1/p(6,, A) = 1/p(¢, V),
where the quantity p is as in Equation (12):

_ Dllpg 1

65 2) — P02

[#leg, 0.4

Proof. By Theorem 9.18, to prove the first equality it is enough to show that for a centrally sym-
metric GPT we have

H(g;V.VT) =T'(g; V. V).
The inclusion IT € IT' is clear from Lemma 10.4. To prove the reverse inclusion, let us define, for a
tuple s € [0, 1]9,

= max 5.z = max Z si|z
B 2€PapTo (9;V,VT) H HZ{@,rV z€PgpTo (0;V,V ) ZH ZHV
g
B = max I's.2| s = max Z silzilly-
s €Plpre (V) H@xV H*%Hzfl’@)g\?\l i v

Obviously, s € II(g; V, V1) if and only if 85 < 1, the same being true for the primed variants. We
shall prove that 85 < ., for all s € [0,1]9. To this end, fix some s and let z € Papre(g; V, V),
zi = (27,%), achieve the maximum in fBs. We consider the set partition [g] = I u J, where
i€l < z7 > |Zzly. We have thus

Be = sl + ) sjlZl (37)

el jed
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Let us denote by sy, resp. sy, the restriction of the g-tuple s to the index set I, resp. J. Putting

»i= VI,
i€l
we have Y, s;i[27| < Allsrlloo < ABL,, where the last inequality follows from the fact that for any
v e V with |v]|y <1, we have [(0,...,0,9,0,...,0)[< 1.
Note that A < 1, since z € Pgpre(g; V, V1) implies using Proposition 9.13 that zo + Zle €iz; €
V' for some 29 € K and all € € {£1}9. Therefore, an application of 1 yields >_, |27| < 1.
Let us now focus on the second term in the RHS of Equation (37). First, note that if the set J is

empty we are done: S5 < A\3. < .. Assume now A € [0,1). Using Lemma 10.6 below, we have that

1 _
ﬁ ((07 Zj))je] € PéPTO(|‘]|’ V7 VJr)a

and thus

Y silzle < (=08,

jedJ
by the definition of B;J We have proven, up to this point, that g5 < Aﬁ;l +(1— A)B;J. To conclude,
we need to show that the function 8/ is “concave”, which we do next. Let Zg,Z1,..., Ty €V be

such that |Zolly < 1 and

((1,Z0),(0,21),...,(0,Z1)) € Dapro(|I; V,VT) and

]
By, = . silEilv
=1
Consider similar elements Yo, ¥1,...,9)s| € V. The claim follows from Proposition 9.13 and the

following fact:

((L AZg + (1 - )‘)50)7 )‘(07 jl)a SRR )\(O,.fm), (1 - A)(Qﬂl)) SRR (1 - )‘)(Oa g\J|)) € DGPTQ(Q; Vi V+)
O

Lemma 10.6. Let z € Pgpro(g; V. V™), and consider a subset J < [g] such that 3, ;|27 < 1.

Then,
1

1- Zi¢J |27

Proof. Let us put I := [g]\J. From the hypothesis z € Papr¢(g; V, V1), using Proposition 9.13 we
have that, for any signs €;, 7;,

1+25izf +anz;’ =

iel jedJ

((O, Zj))je] € P/GPTO(|J|; V, V+)'

)

Zo+ Y eiZi+ ) niE

iel jedJ

1%
where Z € V is such that (20, 21,...,2y) € Dapre(g; V, V). Writing

1
Z njz; = 5 [(20 + Z&izi + Z 77j5j> — (20 + Z&izi + Z(—TU)%)] ,
jed el jed el jed

we get

Z NjZ;

jed

< % [(1 + Zszzlo + Z 77j25')> + (1 + Zszzlo + Z(—m)z}’)]

el jed el jed

= 1+ZEZ‘Z§.

el

v
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The conclusion follows from the expression for the injective norm in Equation (11), Lemma 10.4
and by setting, for all i € I, &; = —sign(z). O

Remark 10.7. Note that Theorem 10.5 and Proposition 10.1 imply that minimal compatibility
degree is attained on tuples of unbiased effects.

11. INCLUSION CONSTANTS

In this section, we use the connection to tensor crossnorms exhibited in Sections 9 and 10 to give
bounds on the compatibility region of various GPTs of interest. We have seen that, in order to find
the most incompatible g-tuples of effects, one needs to compare the injective with the c-tensor norms
for an arbitrary GPT, and the injective with the projective tensor norms for centrally symmetric
GPTs. We are thus interested in the ratio

1 Eeex 0 Eleexe
p(t], X)  zetiex |zlwe,x  zethex* |2]m e, xx
Proposition 12 of [ALP*20] implies the generic bound
p(#, X) < min{g, dim X}.
Thus,
1
min{g, dim V'}
for a GPT (V,V*,1) by Corollary 9.8. If (V,V* 1) is a centrally symmetric GPT of dimension
n + 1, we find by Theorem 10.5 that

(g V, V) = (38)

1

VoV > ——.
Y(g; V,VT) min{g. ]

(39)
For concrete GPTs, however, we can often find better bounds using Theorem 10.5. This is the topic
of the remainder of this section. If (V,V* 1) is the centrally symmetric GPT giving rise to the
Banach space X as in Section 6.3, we will write I'(g; X) and v(g; X) for brevity.

11.1. Hypercubes. Let us consider the hypercube GPT HC,, from Example 6.7, where the state
space K is the n-dimensional hypercube, the unit ball of the Banach space £Z,. We have dimV =
n+ 1.
Let us compute the injective norm ¢ ®; ¢ of a vector z using duality:
|2l = sup Ky, 2)l-
Y:19lleg @ ep <1
But the extremal points of the unit ball of the Banach space ¢, ® ] are the vectors e ®e; [Ryal2,
Proposition 2.2|, where € € {+1}9 is an extremal point of the unit ball of ¢% and the e; are the
standard basis vectors, j € [n]. We have thus
g
Z €iZij

HZHe{&z& = sup )

J€ li=1
where z; = Z?zl zijej (see also Equation (11)). Choosing the appropriate e solves easily the
maximization problem at fixed 7. We have thus, in the case of the hypercube,
g
12lesg.en, = sup D |21
jelnli=1
g
HZH#{@J& = Z sup |Zij|a
i=17J€[n]

where the second expression follows from Equation (10).



INCOMPATIBILITY IN GPTS, GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA, AND TENSOR NORMS 47

Proposition 11.1. For the centrally symmetric GPT with hypercube state space, the compatibility
region 1s the enlarged simplex

T(g;l) = {s€[0,1)Y : VI [g] s.t. [I| <m, Y si<1
el
Before proving the result, let us point out that when g < n, the enlarged simplex above is just
the usual probability simplex Ay; when g > n, the set is strictly larger than Ay, see Figure 1.

Proof. Let us first show the “2” inclusion. Take s € [0,1]9 with the property in the statement. For
i € [g], choose
J (i) € argmaxcp, [2ijl-

Let us write J([g]) = {J(?) : ¢ € [g]} for the range of J. We also choose, for every j € J([g]),

ix(J) € argmax;e j-1(;) 8i;
note that i, is an injective function, since J=1(j) n J=1(j’) = & for j # j'. We have then, for 2
such that |z]pe.m <1,

9

HS-ZHe{@,rzg:ZSﬂZiJ(z = Z Z silzij] < Z Six(j) Z |2ij| < Z Sig(j) S 1,

=1 jeJ([g]) ieJ=*(5) jeJ([g]) i€J~1(5) jeJ([g])

where the last inequality follows from the hypothesis and the fact that |J([g])| < n.
For the reverse implication, fix a subset I € [g] of cardinality at most n. For z;; = 1ifi=je I
and 0 elsewhere, we have |z[ g ¢ <1 and

HS-ZH@@)W@& = Z 8-
1€l
The assertion follows again from Theorem 10.5. n

Corollary 11.2. The largest diagonal element in T'(g;¢%) is s = 1/min(g,n).

11.2. Euclidean balls. We consider now the case of a centrally symmetric GPT with the unit ball
of /5 as the state space. This GPT is of particular interest because for n = 3, one recovers the state
space of qubits: the Bloch ball (see Example 6.8). In this setting, we have, using Equation (11),

>

=1

loges = s Kool = sup 3 Kozl = o
yzHi’JHgQ@ gn\l HZIHQ\ i=1 1}9

Proposition 11.3. For all g,n

9
QC, = {s € [0,1]7: ng < 1} < I'(g; 63).
1=1

If g < n, we have equality above.

Proof. Consider s € [0,1]9 with the property that >
|2l e,y < 1. We have

g 9, 12 /g ) 1/2
HS-ZHe{@ﬁeg = 2 siflzifl2 < Z s; Z 23

i=1 i=1 i=1

< 1. Let z € ¢ ® ¢4 be such that

zlz

by Cauchy-Schwarz and then use the expression for the injective norm to get

g
Mlali= o 2%
=1

cef{+1}9 lli=1

\
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For the upper bound in the case g < n, use z; = s;e;, where ¢; is the standard basis of RY. The
assertion follows from the previous calculations using Theorem 10.5. g

Let us consider now pairs of effects (g = 2). The projective crossnorm in £2 ® X has an explicit
expression (see e.g. the proof of [ALPT20, Proposition 15]): for ¢ = 1 ® x1 + €2 ® x2, we have

Il = %(Hﬂfl + 22 x + 71 — 22 x).
Using this expression, we obtain from (33) and Corollary 10.2:
(1) For any GPT (V,V ', 1) and any pair f = (fi, f2) of effects the compatibility degree is
V) <|fi = fela+fr = (X = fo)]a
(2) For a centrally symmetric GPT and a pair f = ((1/2, f1), (1/2, f2)), we have
V() = 1f+ la+ 1A = fla

This is a generalization of a known result for qubits (n = 3), see e.g. [BHO08, Proposition 4].

11.3. Cross polytopes. Let us now consider the GPT with the n-dimensional ¢; unit ball as state
space. Again, dimV =n + 1.
Let

g
T = Zei@)x(i) el @17,

=1

where {e;}e[4) is the canonical basis of RY. In this case, we have by Equation (10)

9 g n )
o = 3, = 5151
i=1

i=1j=1

Moreover, by Equation (11)

=supZ

€€{+1}g ] 1

St

=1

12l @.ep = e

Proposition 11.4. For alln, g € N, it holds that

V(g b)) = ggi (5] 1) ([gjg+ 1)‘

This bound is achieved for n = 2971

Proof. We will again use Theorem 10.5 to relate the ratio of norms to the compatibility degree. Let
us now consider ¥ € RY, i € [n], such that yj@ = acz(] ), Then,

9 n . n )
12l g ey = Z Z |yz(])’ 2]l ggg.en = sup Z e,y
se{i1}gj:1

i=1j=1

Our aim is to estimate inf{”$HZ§7®5€? : HmHEg&re;L = 1}. We find

Izl gg,ep > 55 D Z eyl =: fy" ™).

se{+1}gj 1
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Let us therefore minimize f (y(l), . ,y(”)) under the constraint imposed by the projective norm.
Without loss of generality, we can assume yU) > 0 for all j € [n]. Since f is convex and invariant
under permutation of the y¥) we have

1
FW, ™) = = 3 )y

" 0eB,

> f <1 3 (y("“)),...,y("(")))) = f(Gs---,0)-

n!
eSS,

where &,, is the symmetric group on n symbols and § = 1/n> ", y®. We thus need only minimize
over y € RY such that ||y||; = 1/n. Since

Y= 2 |<€7g>’

ee{£1}9
is Schur convex, the minimum is achieved at § = 1/(gn)(1,...,1). Thus,
Izl - Zz—:e{il}g 2371 &il
X éff@”wll = 299

For n > 297! it can be checked that {y(j)}je[n] = {{y(e)}ae{ﬂ}gfl,o, ..., 0} achieves this bound,
where &) = 1/(g2971)(1,¢61,...64-1). It is finally easy to compute that

= ([3]+) ([gﬂ 1)'

11.4. Relation to 1-summing norms. A different way to obtain bounds on the p(¢{, X') quantity,
which were mentioned at the beginning of this section, is to use results on 1-summing norms of
Banach spaces; this method was already used in [ALP*20]. The l-summing norm of (the identity
operator of) a Banach space X is the smallest constant ¢ with the property that for all g > 1 and
21,...,29 € X we have

0

g

Mlzilx <e sup Y [y, zol.

i=1 Iyl xx<1;=7

We denote it by 71 (X).
Proposition 11.5. The largest s such that
s(1,...,1) € ﬂ L(g;V,V™T)
g=1

is s = 1/m1(V), in the case where (V,V* 1) is a centrally symmetric GPT. For a general GPT
(V,V*,1),

SV, V) > ,
v(g ) V)

where V is the corresponding base norm space.

Proof. Tt is clear from the expressions for the injective (Equation (11)) and projective (Equation
(10)) norm that sup,ey p(£7, X) = m1(X). The assertion follows from Theorem 10.5 and Corollary
9.8. O

The following constants were computed in [Gor69, Theorem 2]:



50 ANDREAS BLUHM, ANNA JENCOVA, AND ION NECHITA

o 2"7n ~ 52
o m({]) = A+172/2D) (14 2) ’
. T (ntl T
o m({3) = %%)2) V2

o m(ly) =n,
where ~ expresses the asymptotic behavior for large n € N.

Remark 11.6. As seen above, the 1-summing norms give bounds on the compatibility degree of
arbitrarily many dichotomic measurements. The asymptotic growth in the {7 and the {3 case show
that the bounds improve over the naive bound 1/n.

Proposition 11.7. Let d € N and let Sf be the Banach space of self-adjoint matrices equipped with
the Schatten 1 norm. Then,

™1 (Sil) < Cd7

where ¢ 1s a constant. In particular, we can take ¢ = 7.79.

Proof. By |GGT1], it follows that 7 (X)A(X) = n for any n-dimensional Banach space X with
enough symmetries in the sense of [TJ89, §16]. Here, A(X) is the projection constant of X [TJ89,
§32|. From [TJ89, Proposition 32.7], it follows that

A(X) = ¢[Co(X)(1 + log Ca(X)) ] /m,
where ¢ is a universal constant. Here, Co(X) is the Rademacher cotype 2 constant [T.J89, §4]. The
space X = S{ has enough symmetries, has dimension n = d? and C5(S{) < v/e [TJ74]. This proves

the assertion. A more careful analysis of the proof of Theorem 10.14 and Proposition 32.7 of [TJ89]
shows that we can take [TJ89, Equation (10.17)]

c= inf (\/gCa(S%)7=. (40)
q€(2,0)
With C(S{) < /e, we obtain the desired bound on ¢ through numerical optimization. O

11.5. Upper bounds for centrally symmetric GPTs. For centrally symmetric GPTs, the re-

sults of [ALP"20] yield also upper bounds on the compatibility degree. In particular, we can use
[ALP*20, Prop. 15], [ALP*20, Lemma 19] and [ALP*20, Theorem 6]:

(1) For any centrally symmetric GPT with dim(V) > 2, we have
(2 V, V) <1/4/2. (41)

(2) For any centrally symmetric GPT with dim(V) > g, we have

g V. V) <v/2/g (42)
(3) For a centrally symmetric GPT related to ¢, we have for g > n

g V. V') <1/v/n. (43)

(4) There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for any centrally symmetric GPT with dim(V) =n

log(min{g, n})
(min{g, n})1/8"
Remark 11.8. If one drops the condition that the GPT (V,V* 1) be centrally symmetric, no

general non-trivial upper bounds for the compatibility degree can be derived. Indeed, for the classical
mechanics GPT CMy, since all crossnorms agree [ALP19, ALPP19], we have, for all g,d € N,

['(g;CMg) = [0,1]9 and ~(g;CMg) = 1.

The central symmetry condition rules out simplicial cones, forcing all incompatibility regions for
g = 2 to be non-trivial.

Y(g; V., V) <e (44)
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FIGURE 1. The compatibility region I'(g; ¢%2 ) for n = 2, g = 3. The polyhedron is the
convex hull of the five points (0,0,0), (1,0,0), (0,1,0), (0,0,1), and (1/2,1/2,1/2);
it strictly contains the simplex Ag.

12. RESULTS

In this section, we collect the results on the different compatibility regions for GPTs of interest
obtained in this work and compare them to previously known bounds. We focus on results for
dichotomic measurements. Note that one can always lift the results for dichotomic measurements

to bounds on measurements with more outcomes using the symmetrization techniques from Theorem
8.19.

12.1. Centrally symmetric GPTs.

12.1.1. Hypercubes. If the state space is the unit ball of the Banach space (7, Proposition 11.1
characterizes the compatibility region completely. We find that the compatibility region is

T(g;0h) = {s€[0,1]9 : VI S [g] st. |I| <n, D s <1}
el
We have plotted this enlarged simplex in Figure 1. In particular, this implies that

1

min{g,n}’ (45)

v(g: %) =

Before this work, this result was shown for g = 2 and n = 2 in [BHSS13, Proposition 2| (see also
[JP17]) and generalized to g < n, n € N in [Jenl8, Corollary 5|.

12.1.2. Euclidean balls. For Euclidean balls, i.e. if the state space is the unit ball of ¢, Proposition
11.3 shows that

I'(g;05) = {s e [0,1])7: Z 52 < 1} =:QC, Vg,neNst. g <n.
i=1
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o . vy s
10 20 30 40 50

FIGURE 2. The blue function is n + n. The black function is n ~— h(n)~2. In the
green region, we know I'(g; 5) = QC,. In the yellow region, we know I'(g; £3) 2 QCsg.
In the orange region, we only know I'(g; 5) 2 QCq, but not whether the inclusion
is strict.

In particular, y(g;¢5) = 1/,/g if g < n. Thus, we have a complete characterization for few mea-
surements.
For g > n, Proposition 11.3 shows that

I'(g; 03) 2 QC,. (46)
Moreover, combining this with Equation (43) and the 1-summing constants in Section 11.4, we
obtain

1 I'(3)

—= = 7(g:65) > max 4 1/1/g, —— 2
Vi VAT (5])
Hence, for g > (y/7I(%$2)/I'(%))? the inclusion in Equation (46) is strict. See Figure 2 for a phase
diagram of our findings.

It is easy to compute that

} Vg,ne Ns.t. g =>n.

) :{ﬂ(ﬁg)‘l n=2m
NGYCSS

4-m (2;:) n=2m+1
and asymptotically, the bound behaves like 4/2/(7n). See Figure 3 for a plot of the function. Prior
to this work, only results for n = 3 were known, see Section 12.3.1 below.

12.1.3. Cross polytopes. If the state space is the unit ball of /7, we have only bounds on the com-
patibility degree. For n > 297!, Proposition 11.4 proves that the compatibility degree is given

as
1 g g
=L (2] ) o)
’Y(g 1) g29_1 ) + [%J +1 f(g)
Asymptotically, f(g) behaves like /2/(7g). See Figure 4 for a plot of this function. For n < 2971,
Proposition 11.4 and the 1-summing constant in Section 11.4 merely provide lower bounds on the

compatibility degree. Combined with Equation (41), we obtain for n > 2:

L > fy(g;f?) > maX{f(n)a f(g)}

V2



INCOMPATIBILITY IN GPTS, GENERALIZED SPECTRAHEDRA, AND TENSOR NORMS 53
06f

05F

04f

02f

01F

10 20 30 40 50

FIGURE 3. The functions h(n) (in blue) and 4/2/(7n) (in orange), for n € {2,...,50}.

05F oo

03l

01k
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FIGURE 4. The functions f(g) (in blue) and 4/2/(7g) (in orange), for g € {2,...,50}.

For n > ¢, the upper bound can be improved to +/2/g > 7(g;¢}) using Equation (42). Us-
ing [ALP"20, Equation (61)], Proposition 30 of [LPW18] shows that in general 1/2/min{n, g} >
v(g; £7). It remains an open question to find any bounds on I'(g; ¢7) for non-diagonal elements. Our
lower bounds improve over the lower bounds derived in [LPW18].

12.2. General centrally symmetric GPTs. For general centrally symmetric GPTs, we have only
bounds on the compatibility degree. Let (V,V T, 1) be a centrally symmetric GPT where V has
dimension n + 1. Equations (39) and (41) imply for n > 2:

1

1
— =gV, V) = min{n, g}

V2
The upper bound shows that all centrally symmetric GPTs with n > 2 have incompatible dichotomic
measurements (otherwise we would have v(g; V,V*) = 1), which is consistent with the findings of
[P1416]. For n > g, the upper bound can be improved to 1/2/g = v(g; V, V™) using Equation (42).
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Moreover, Equation (44) implies that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

log(min{g,n})

;V, V) < .
7(97 Y ) c (min{g,n})l/s

This bound is useful for us in the regime n < g and large n.
12.3. Other GPTs.

12.3.1. Quantum mechanics. For quantum systems of dimension 2, the state space corresponds to
the unit ball of £3 via the Bloch ball and is therefore centrally symmetric. We can hence use the
results outlined in Section 12.1.2 for n = 3. For ¢ = 2 and g = 3, we have that

I'(g; QM,) = QC,.

This recovers the results of [Bus86, BA07, BHO8, PG11, BHSS13, BLPY 16, BN18| (see Section 9.1
of [BN18] for the contributions of the respective works). In particular, the compatibility degree is

v(g; QMy) = 1/,/g in this case.
For g > 4, we still have

I'(g; QM) 2 QC,
which recovers the result of [BN18|. However, we find that the compatibility degree is bounded by

Vg > 4, 0.58 ~ \}g > v(g; QM,) = % (47)
The upper bound follows from Equation (43) and the lower bound from the 1-summing norm of
¢3. This improves over the lower bound max{1/,/g,1/4} obtained in [BN18] and recovers the best
known upper bound imposed by the compatibility degree for g = 3 (see Proposition 6.13). Numerics
using the SDP in [WPGF09] indicate that the SIC-POVM constructed by choosing vertices of a
tetrahedron on the Bloch sphere has v(f) = 1/4/3, whereas we can find random examples with
v(f) < 0.56 < 1/4/3 for g = 4. Thus, y(4; QM,) < 1/4/3. However, the exact value of v(4; QM)

remains presently open.

Question 12.1. We know, from Proposition 11.5, that

Jm 7(g: QM) = inf 7(g: QM) = Zs = 5

Is the lower bound in Equation (47) optimal, that is,

1 1
Vg=4 ~(g;QM,) = B = 7(4;QM,) = B} ?

Beyond qubits, Proposition 11.7 gives

v(g; QMy) Vg eN.

> -

7.79d
This bound has the same dimension dependence as the bound v(g; QM,) > ﬁ derived in [BN18],
but the constant is worse. One could therefore hope to improve the lower bound on the compatibility
degree using better bounds on C’g(Sf). However, even putting the cotype 2 constant to 1 in Equation
(40), which is the minimal value possible, gives a constant of approximately 3.81, which is still

larger than 2. Thus, we need a better way to compute Wl(Sf) in order to improve over the bound
on v(g; QM,) in [BN18].
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12.3.2. General bounds. For general GPTs, we have the generic lower bound in Equation (38):

1

. +) >
VgV VT = min{g, dim V'}

While the bound in terms of g was known (see e.g. [HMZ16]), the bound in terms of the dimension
seems to be new.
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APPENDIX A. CONIC PROGRAMMING

A.1. Background. To begin, let us briefly recapitulate the theory of conic programming. We
follow |[GM12, Section 4]. All vector spaces we consider will be finite dimensional. We will equip
them with an inner product choosing a pair of dual bases for the vector space and its dual.

Definition A.1 (Conic program [GM12, Definition 4.6.1|). Let Lt < L, M™ < M be closed convex
cones, letbe M, ce L* andlet A: L — M be a linear operator. A conic program is an optimization
problem of the form

maximize {c,x)
subject to b—A(z)e M™*
relt

The dual problem is then given by [GM12, Section 4.7]

minimize (b,y)
subject to A*(y) —ce (L)*
ye (M)

Weak duality always hold, i.e. the value of the primal problem is upper bounded by the value of the
dual program if the dual program is feasible. A sufficient condition for strong duality to hold is the
following version of Slater’s condition:

Theorem A.2 ([GM12, Theorem 4.7.1|). If the conic program in Definition A.1 is feasible, has
finite value vy and has an interior point &, then the dual program is also feasible and has the same
value 7.

If Mt # {0}, Z is an interior point if Z € int(L*) and b — A(Z) € int(MT) [GM12, Definition
4.6.4].

A.2. Map extension. In this section, we will show that the existence of a positive extension of a
positive map can be checked using a conic program. We can give the following generalization of the
results in [HJRW12].
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Theorem A.3. Let E € R? be a g-dimensional subspace such that E N 1i(R%) # & and E* =
EnRY. Moreover, let (V,V*,1) be a GPT. Finally, let ® : E — A be given by a basis {eiticlg © £
of E, g € N, and {fi}ic[q) © A such that ®(e;) = fi for all i € [g]. Then, there exists a positive
extension ® : (RE,RY) — (A, AT) of @ if and only if the conic program

maximize —{s,(h{ —h,....,hg —hy))

subject to Z e ®(hf —hy) € E" Quax V'
i€[g]
1—(1,hf)y >0
hieV*t  Vielq]

has value 0. Here, s : VI — R is given as

(8,1, hgy = vy D fi®@ (B — b))y =D filhi —hy).
i€[g]

i€[g]

Proof. Let z€ E® V. Using that the e; form a basis, we can write
z = Z i & zi,
ie[g]

where 2z; € V for all i € [g]. Since VT is proper, we can decompose each z; = z;7 — 2,

2 ; » Where
2 € V*. Then, (s, (21,...,24)) = so(2), where s is defined as in Proposition 4.8. By linearity,
it suffices to restrict to z such that (1,z") < 1 for all i € [g] in order to check positivity of s.
Thus, the conic program has value 0 if and only if sg is positive. The assertion then follows from

Proposition 4.8. U

Remark A.4. Of course, we could write down a trivial conic program for map extension just
checking whether the corresponding tensor ® is in (ET)* @min AT using Proposition 4.8. However,
checking membership in this cone might be hard in practice. If E™ is a polyhedral cone,

dei®(hf —hy) € ET @max VT
ic[g]

can be checked as

Yilajen(hf —hi) eVt vy,
i€[g]

where the o are the extremal rays of (ET)* (compare to Lemma 8.2). This is arguably easier
since it does not involve checking the membership in a tensor cone directly. Moreover, it recovers
the result that in quantum mechanics, where V't = PSDy: compatibility via map extension can be
checked using a semidefinite program [HJRW12].

Theorem A.5. The conic program in Theorem A.3 is feasible and satisfies strong duality.
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Proof. In the following, we identify z = Zie[2g] 2 @ p; € LR with the vector (21,... 294), where
{ ui}ie[Qg] is an orthonormal basis of R?9. Comparing the conic program to Definition A.1, we identify

M= (EQV) xR
M* = (E* @uax V') x RY

L=V@R¥
Lt = (V+) ®Rig
c=—s
b=(0,1,...,1) e (E®V) x R¥
;_Q;__/
AT, hE) = | = ) e ® (B = hy), A b, ... (1, hE
i€[g]
It can be verified that dual conic program is thus given by
minimize 2 Yi
i€[2g]
subject to s+ Z yil @ i + B(z) e AT @R
i€[2g]

S (E+)* ®rnin A"
Yi € R+ Vi e [29]
Here, B(z) € A® R% is given as B(z)(h1,...,hy) = (25 Diefq) € @ hip and pf is the dual basis of

g;. Letting y; = ... = yaq and realizing that 1 ® (1,...1) is an order unit in A" ® Rig, for any
2€ (ET)* ®min AT we can find a y; > 0 such that

s+m1®ﬂrnJ)+B@Mﬁm<A+®R?)

This is true, since the order unit is an interior point of AT ® Rig, hence there is a y; such that
! B 1®(1 1) eint (AT @RY
i(s-ﬁ- (2) +1®(1,...,1) eint (AT @RY) .

Since the interior points of AT ®RY are those points w such that (w, ) > 0 for all x € V*@Rig\{O},
multiplication by y; preserves the fact that the point is in int (A+ ®Rig). Therefore, the dual

problem has an interior point. This also implies that the value of the dual program is finite, since
it is lower bounded by 0. The remarks at the beginning of [GM12, Section 4.7] imply that Theorem
A2 still applies if we interchange the primal and the dual problem. Thus, the assertion follows. [

A.3. Computing ||-||.. Finally, we note that the norm ||-||., introduced in Theorem 9.2 and Propo-
sition 9.4, can also be computed by a conic program, namely: for any ¢ € E; ® A, —[|¢||.. is the
value of the following conic program
maximize —A
subject to /\19 RI1T—-—pe (E;)* Qmin AT
AeRy
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Since ||@||,, is finite and since A1y ® 1 — @ € int (E;)* @min A* for A large enough since 1, ® 1 €
(Ef)* ®@min AT is an order unit, strong duality holds by Theorem A.2. The dual conic program is

minimize —{@,y)
subject to 1-d,®1,y)=0
Y€ E @uax V7

The membership in £ ®max V' can be decided only evaluating the equations in Equation (21) by
Lemma 8.2. So we can give the alternative formulation of the dual conic program which only checks
membership in V:

g
minimize —{p, 1y ®yo + 2 ¢ ® (yf - Z/Z_)>
=1
subject to 1—{,y)=0

g9
yo+ Y eyl —y7) eVt Vee {1}
=1

Yo,y e VT Vi e [g].

Due to Theorem 9.2, this recovers the result that in quantum mechanics, where V't = PSDy,
compatibility of effects can be checked using a semidefinite program (see e.g. [WPGF09]). It also
recovers the result that compatibility in GPTs can be checked with a conic program [P1a16], although
the one we give here is different.
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