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Abstract

Matrix product states (MPS) are a class of physically-relevant quantum states which arise
in the study of quantum many-body systems. A quantum state [¢);,_ ,) € C* @ .. @ C»
comprised of n qudits is said to be an MPS of bond dimension r if the reduced density matrix
Y1,... 1, has rank r for each k € {1,...,n}. When r = 1, this corresponds to the set of product
states, i.e. states of the form |¢1) ® - - - ® |¢,,), which possess no entanglement. For larger values
of r, this yields a more expressive class of quantum states, which are allowed to possess limited
amounts of entanglement.

Devising schemes for testing the amount of entanglement in quantum systems has played a
crucial role in quantum computing and information theory. In this work, we study the problem
of testing whether an unknown state |1/) is an MPS in the property testing model. In this model,
one is given m identical copies of |1/), and the goal is to determine whether |¢) is an MPS of bond
dimension r or whether |1) is far from all such states. For the case of product states, we study the
product test, a simple two-copy test previously analyzed by Harrow and Montanaro [HM13],
and a key ingredient in their proof that QMA(2) = QMA(k) for k > 2. We give a new and simpler
analysis of the product test which achieves an optimal bound for a wide range of parameters,
answering open problems in [HM13] and [MdW13]. For the case of r > 2, we give an efficient
algorithm for testing whether |¢) is an MPS of bond dimension r using m = O(nr?) copies,
independent of the dimensions of the qudits, and we show that 2(n'/2) copies are necessary
for this task. This lower bound shows that a dependence on the number of qudits n is necessary,
in sharp contrast to the case of product states where a constant number of copies suffices.
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1 Introduction

This paper is about matrix product states (MPS).

Definition 1 (Matrix product states). A quantum state |1)) € C* @ - .- @ C consisting of n qudits is
a matrix product state with bond dimension r if it can be written as

1, n) = Z tr[Al(ll) . Az(':)] iy ),
ilE[dl}y---yinE[dn}
where each matrix Ag.i) is an r x r complex matrix, for i € [n] and j € [d;]. We write MPS,,(r) for the set
of such states, or more simply MPS(r) when the dependency on n is clear from the context.

The parameter r controls the amount of entanglement [¢) is allowed to possess, and as it in-
creases, the set of MPS grows larger and more expressive. On one extreme, when r = 1 this
corresponds to the set of product states, i.e. state of the form [¢);) ® - - - ® |1,,), which possess no
entanglement between different qudits. On the other extreme, every state |¢), even a highly en-
tangled one, is an MPS of bond dimension r = d; - - - d,,. Between these two extremes, MPS allow
for nonzero though still limited entanglement, which grows with r. This can be seen more read-
ily in the following alternative characterization of MPS, which states that [¢; ) is an MPS of
bond dimension r if and only if ¢; _j has rank r for each 1 < k < n, where 9, is the reduced
density matrix on the first £ qudits. Here, we say that a Hermitian matrix has rank r if it has at
most r nonzero eigenvalues. This implies, for example, that the entanglement entropy between the
first k£ and the last n — k qudits is always at most log(r), for each k. We will prefer this alternative
characterization in this paper.

MPS feature prominently in the study of quantum many-body physics, with a particular em-
phasis on one-dimensional quantum systems. In a typical one-dimensional quantum system, n qu-
dits are arranged on a line, and their interactions are governed by a local Hamiltonian A which only
contains local terms between neighboring qudits, i.e. terms of the form H; ;1. The one-dimensional
area law of Hastings [Has07], as well as further refinements in [ALV12, AKLV13, LVV15], implies
thatif H is a gapped Hamiltonian, then its ground state |1); ), is well-approximated by an MPS of
“small” bond dimension. One-dimensional quantum systems are an important class of physically-
motivated systems, and this characterization in terms of MPS means they are tractable to analyze
with computers. For example, [ALVV17] have developed rigorous algorithms for approximating
the ground state of a one-dimensional gapped Hamiltonian. And [CPF"10] have suggested using
MPS tomography to efficiently learn the state of a one-dimensional system using a small number
of copies, motivated by the fact that an MPS only has (d; + - - - + d,,)r? parameters to “learn”, expo-
nentially fewer than the d; - - - d,, parameters of a general quantum state. The classical tractability of
matrix product states has also resulted in their widespread application as a computational method
in the classical simulation of quantum circuits, both in one and higher dimensions. This includes
the simulation of shallow quantum circuits [NLPD 19, BGM21, CC20], slightly entangled quan-
tum circuits [ Vid03], and noisy quantum circuits [ZSW20].

In this work, we study the problem of “testing” whether an unknown state |¢) is an MPS. We
will study this in the model of property testing. In this model, an algorithm is given access to
multiple copies of |¢)) which it is allowed to measure; its goal is to determine if |¢) is an MPS using
as few copies as possible. This problem has been previously studied for the » = 1 case of product
states by Harrow and Montanaro [HM13], and studying the case of general r was suggested as an
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open direction by Montanaro and de Wolf [MdW13]. To define this model, we begin by formally
defining what it means for a state to be “far” from being an MPS.

Definition 2 (Distance to MPS(r)). Given n > 1 and a state [1)) € C% ® - - - ® C, the distance of |))
to the set MPS(r) is defined as

Dist,([¢)) =  min )Dtr(qub):‘ min_ /1 —[(¢[¢)[?,

|$)EMPS (r #)EMPS(r)

where Dy, (-, -) denotes the standard trace distance, and 1 and ¢ denote the mixed states corresponding to
|¢) and |p), respectively. Sometimes we will prefer to work with the maximum squared overlap of |¢) with
MPS(r), defined as

. 2
Overlap, (jv)) = max  [(w]o)]”.

When referring to the distance, we will typically use the variable name § = Dist,.(|1))), and when referring
to the overlap, we will typically use w = Overlap,.(|¢)) or, alternatively, 1 — € = w. Note that

5= VI—w= e

Now we define the problem we consider, that of property testing MPS.

Definition 3 (MPS(r) tester). An algorithm A is a property tester for MPS(r) using m = m(n,r,9)
copies if, given § > 0 and m copies of [¢p) € CI ® --- @ C, it acts as follows.

o (Completeness): If |1)) € MPS(r), then
Pr[A accepts given |)*™] > 2.
If instead it accepts with probability exactly 1 in this case, we say that it has perfect completeness.

o (Soundness): If Dist,(|¢)) > 6, then

Pr[A accepts given |1)*™] < 1.

All property testers considered in this work have perfect completeness, whereas our lower bounds
will apply to property testers even with imperfect completeness.

Previous works have considered testing a variety of properties of quantum states. Perhaps
the most relevant is that of O’'Donnell and Wright [OW15], which considered testing properties
of a mixed state p’s spectrum, such as testing whether its rank is at most r—we will revisit this
later. Another relevant work is that of Harrow, Montanaro, and Lin [HLM17], which considers
the problem of testing whether |¢; _ ,) is a product state across some cut, meaning there exists an
S C{1,...,n}suchthat ¢y, ,) = [1s) ® |¢g). If not, they say that |¢); . ,) possesses “genuine n-
partite entanglement”. (In contrast, in r = 1 case of product testing, we want to verify that |¢; )
is a product state across every cut S.) They give a tester for this problem which uses m = O(n/¢?)
copies of the state. For more on quantum property testing, see the survey of Montanaro and de
Wolf [MdW13].

More broadly, testing and characterizing the entanglement of quantum systems has been an
important theme running throughout quantum computation, even outside the model of property
testing. This includes the study of nonlocal games, where the CHSH game [ CHSH69] allows one
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to verify that two parties share an EPR state, with applications in delegation of quantum compu-
tation [Mah18, CGJV19, RUV13], device-independent quantum cryptography [VV19], and inter-
active proof systems [JNV20]. Moreover, the communication complexity of two-party protocols
for testing shared entangled states, including EPR states, has been used to reveal the properties of
entanglement in ground states of local Hamiltonians [AHL 14, AHS20].

We emphasize that we are specifically considering property testing of pure states. In particular,
we assume that the state the algorithm A is given m copies of is pure, not mixed. There are, how-
ever, problems related to ours in the property testing of mixed states, although we do not cover
these in this work. One example is the question of testing whether a mixed state pap on two d-
dimensional subsystems is separable (i.e. not entangled), which is both fascinating and still very
much open. The best known algorithm for this problem is the trivial one: simply use O(d*) copies
to “learn” pap and classically compute whether it is entangled. On the other hand, the best known
lower bound is (d?). Another example is the problem of testing whether pap is a tensor product,
i.e. whether pap = pa ® pp. For this problem, we do know the optimal bound: ©(d?) copies, given
by the algorithm of [ Yu21]. One convenience of pure states is that these two problems coincide for
this case, since a pure state is a product state if and only if it is unentangled. For mixed states, this
is not true.

While in this work, we focus primarily on MPS. We note that these states are a special example
of the more general class of tensor network states. Devising learning and testing algorithms for
these states is an interesting future direction to explore.

1.1 The product test

We begin with the simplest case of MPS testing, when the bond dimension » = 1, which corre-
sponds to testing whether |¢)) € C% ® --- ® C? is a product state. We study a simple two-copy
property tester for this problem known as the product test which was introduced by Mintert, Kus,
and Buchleitner [ MKBO05] and later studied by Harrow and Montanaro [ HM13]. The product test
is itself built out of a simpler subroutine known as the SWAP test due to Buhrman, Cleve, Watrous,
and de Wolf [BCWdWO01], which measures the similarity between two qudit states |a), |b) € C.

Definition 4 (The SWAP test). Given two qudit states |a), |b) € C?, the SWAP test applies the two-
outcome projective measurement {Igwap,1 — gwap} to |a) ® |b), where Ilswap = (1 + SWAP)/2.
Here, SWAP is the two-qudit swap operator, defined as

SWAPIi) ® |j) = |7) @)
forall i,j € [d]. The test accepts if it observes the first outcome, and it rejects otherwise.

It can be checked that the SWAP test succeeds with probability 3 + %|(a[b)|?. In particular, it
succeeds with probability 1 if and only if, modulo a phase factor, |a) = |b). Having defined the
SWAP test, we can now define the product test.

Definition 5 (The product test). Given two copies of a state |1)) € CH @ --- ® C, the product test
performs the SWAP test on the i-th qudit in each copy of |v), simultaneously over all i € [n], and accepts
if they all accept. Equivalently, it performs the two-outcome projective measurement {Ipyoq, 1 — Iproa},
where Ilpyoq = Hgv’%,AP. and the i-th IIgwap applies to the i-th qudits in both copies of |1)). We include an
illustration of the product test in Figure 1a.
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(a) The product test performs a SWAP test on each (b) The MPS tester simultaneously performs the

of the n pairs of subsystems of the two copies of [¢)). rank tester on each of the n—1 contiguous cuts across
Figure taken from [HM13]. the multiple copies of |¢).

Figure 1: The product test and MPS tester.

In the case when [¢) is a product state, i.e. [¢)) = [1)1) ® - - - ® |1)y,), the product test passes with
probability 1, because for each i € [n] the i-th SWAP test is applied to |¢;) ® |¢;), and so it always
succeeds. This property of always accepting product states is known as perfect completeness. In fact,
Harrow and Montanaro [ HM13, Section 5] show that the product test is the optimal two-copy test
for product states with perfect completeness, in the sense that any other two-copy test with perfect
completeness will reject any non-product state i) with at most the probability the product test
rejects it.

We are interested in the maximum probability a state passes the product test, defined as follows.

Definition 6. Let n > 1 and w € [0, 1]. Given a state |1)) € C1 @ - - - @ C% we define PT,,(|¢)) to be the
probability the product test succeeds on |1). In addition, we define PT,,(w) to be the supremum of PT,,(|¢))
over all n-partite states |1) such that Overlap, (|¢)) = w.

The main result of Harrow and Montanaro [HM13] is the following upper-bound on PT),,(w).
It will be more convenient to parameterize their result by €, where 1 — e = w.

Theorem 7 ([HM13, Theorem 1]). Foralln > 1and 0 <e < 1,
PT,(1—¢€) <min{l — e+ > +¢/2,1 - aLel.
Equivalently, we may write

l—e+e+62 ife<e
PT,(1—¢) < -
nl 6)_{ 1— 2the ife > e,

where €y = =15 (757 — 161/1258) ~ 0.37. We include a plot of this upper-bound in Figure 2.

The most important regime of parameters is when € is a constant, in which case this result states
that the product test rejects with constant probability. This implies that two copies are sufficient
to test if |¢/) is constantly far from being product. Theorem 7 is a key ingredient in Harrow and
Montanaro’s proof that QMA(2) = QMA(k) for k > 2 [HM13]. Here, QMA(k) refers to Quantum
Merlin Arthur with multiple certificates, the complexity class which contains all problems solvable
by a quantum polynomial-time verifier with the help of k¥ unentangled proofs. Their result shows
that a verifier can use two unentangled copies of a proof |¢) to simulate k£ unentangled proofs by
running the product test to enforce that it is of the form |¢1) ® - - - ® |¢x). As further applications



of Theorem 7, they are able to derive hardness results for numerous (19, in fact!) problems both
in and out of quantum information theory related to entanglement, tensor optimization, and other
topics. For example, one of their applications is to the problem of detecting separability, in which
the goal is to compute whether a mixed state p on two subsystems of dimension d (described
by a d? x d? complex matrix) is separable or entangled. They show that there exists a constant
d > 0 such that if K is a convex set in which every element has trace distance ¢ to a separable
state, then there is no polynomial time algorithm for computing whether p € K unless 3-SAT €
DTIME(exp(y/nlog®™M (n))). See [HM13, Section 4.2] for further details and descriptions of the 18
other applications.

Our first result is a new and simpler analysis of the product test which yields an improved
bound. We show the following.

Theorem 8 (Product test upper-bound). Foralln > 1,

%wz + % otherwise.

PT,(w) < {

We include a plot of this upper-bound in Figure 2.

To compare this with Theorem 7, if we set 1 — € = w then we can rewrite this bound as

1—e+é ifeﬁ%,

— <
PT,(1—¢) < { 1—2e+ 1% otherwise.

This improves upon Theorem 7 for all choices of € > 0, i.e. all w < 1, which answers open problem
no. 2 from [HM13] and question no. 5 from [MdW13]. In addition, the bound we achieve when
w > 1 is optimal, as the following well-known example shows (cf. [HM13, Page 31]).

Proposition 9 (Product test lower-bound). For n = 2 and w > %, consider the state |¢) = Jw|11) +
V1 —w|22). Then Overlap, (|¢)) = w and

PTy(|9))) = w? —w + 1.

In addition, for n > 2, consider |) ® |@), where |¢) is any product state in C% ® - - - @ C. Then this has
the same overlap and probability of success as |1)).

The proof of Proposition 9 is standard and we include it in Section 2.2. Combining Theorem 8
and Proposition 9 allows us to exactly compute PT(w) for w > 3.

Corollary 10 (Product test, tight bound). Forall n > 2 and w > %, PT,(w) =w? —w+1.

This settles the performance of the product testwhenw > 1. The regime of w < $ remains open,
however. As [HM13] points out, this regime “is generally somewhat mysterious”, and getting a
better understanding of this case is part of open problem no. 2 in their work. One possible starting
point is to understand the behavior of PT,,(w) as w — 0. For example, as [HM13] show on page 32,

1

the d-dimensional maximally entangled state |)) = v Z?Zl li7) has

w=1/d and PTy(|¢))) = 5(1+3).

This suggests the following question: does PT,,(w) — % as w — 0?
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Figure 2: Upper bounds on PT(w) as a functionof w =1 —e.

o The red line is the function %wz + % and the magenta line is the function w? — w + 1. The thick
line is the minimum of the two. This is the upper bound we prove.
o The blue line is the function 1 — € + €2 + €/2 and the cyan line is the function 1 — e The
thick line is the minimum of the two. This is the upper bound of Harrow and
Montanaro [HM13].

Our proof of Theorem 8 is a simple inductive argument. Decomposing the product test mea-
surement as Ip,oq = (1 ® Hg\?&%) - (Ilswap ® 1), we can view it as first performing the SWAP test
on the first qudit register of |¢) and then, if it succeeds, performing the (n — 1)-qudit product test
on the remaining qudit registers. Supposing that |+/) is far from being a product state, either the
first qudit of |¢) is highly entangled with the remaining qudits, or the other qudits are far from
being a product state (even conditioned on the first SWAP test succeeding). In the first case, the
SWAP test rejects with good probability, and in the second case, the (n — 1)-qubit products test
rejects with good probability, by induction. Balancing between these two cases gives our bound.

The proof of the bound PT,, (w) < 2w?+2 is especially simple and fits in a page. Though weaker
than our general bound when w > 1, this bound is still sufficient to recover all the applications of
the product test in [HM13], including the proof that QMA(2) = QMA(k) for k£ > 2. We include it
as a separate argument in Section 2.1. The proof of the general bound from Theorem 8 is contained
in Section 2.2.

So far we have considered the case of product testing where the number of copies m is exactly
two, but the property testing model requires us to take m sufficiently large to detect non-product
states with constant probability. For even m, a simple strategy is to run m/2 parallel copies of
the product test and reject if any of them rejects. If Overlap,(|))) = 1 — ¢, then this will accept
with probability at most (1 — %e + %62)’”/ 2. Making this probability smaller than % as required by
Definition 3 entails setting m = O(1/¢). Using the distance § = /e, this can be stated as follows.



Proposition 11 (Copy complexity of testing product states). Following the language of Definition 3,
testing whether a state ) € C1 @ - -- @ C is a product state can be done using m = O(1/62) copies and
with prefect completeness.

This is optimal, as (1/4?) copies are always required to distinguish between two states which
are d-far from each other in trace distance. We note that the same copy complexity follows from
Theorem 7, the bound given by Harrow and Montanaro [HM13].

1.2 Testing matrix product states

Having already considered the case of MPS testing with bond dimension r = 1, we now consider
the case of bond dimension r > 1. To our knowledge, there is no prior work on this problem.

One idea for testing MPS is to use the general “test-by-learning” framework from property
testing. In our case, given a state [¢), this entails performing MPS tomography on [¢) to learn an
MPS(r) approximation |¢) and then applying the SWAP test on |¢)) and |¢). If |¢) is in MPS(r),
then |¢) will be a good approximation, and so the SWAP test will usually succeed, but if |) is far
from MPS(r), then |¢) will be a bad approximation, and so the SWAP test will usually fail. Various
algorithms for MPS tomography have been proposed in the literature, for example those in the
works [CPF10, LMH"17]. One would expect that since states in MPS(r) can be described using
ndr? parameters, where d is the largest subsystem dimension, the optimal algorithm for MPS(r)
tomography should use O(ndr?/§%) copies, though this precise bound is not yet known to our
knowledge. We propose and analyze a more direct MPS testing algorithm that improves on this
“test-by-learning” method by a factor of O(d).

We begin by designing an algorithm for this problem which we call the MPS tester. The MPS
tester is motivated by the fact that [¢1,_,) is in MPS(r) if and only if ¢, _j has rank r for each
1 < k < n. This relates the problem of MPS testing to the problem of rank testing, i.e. of testing
whether a mixed state p has rank r, which was previously considered in the work of O’Donnell
and Wright [OW15]. They designed an algorithm called the rank tester which can test whether p
is rank r using m = O(r%/d) copies of p. When the r = 1 rank tester is run with m = 2 copies
of p, it is equivalent to the SWAP test, and for larger values of  and m it uses a generalization of
the SWAP measurement known as weak Schur sampling. It has perfect completeness, meaning that
it always accepts states of rank r, and in fact it is the optimal test for states of rank r with perfect
completeness, as shown in [OW15, Proposition 6.1].

With the rank tester in hand, we define the MPS tester to be the algorithm which simultaneously
performs a separate instance of the rank tester on ¢; _; for each 1 < k& < n and accepts if each
instance of the rank tester accepts. We include an illustration of the MPS tester in Figure 1b. We
show that this test has perfect completeness, meaning that it accepts every state in MPS(r) with
probability 1, although we are not sure if it is the optimal algorithm with perfect completeness; we
view this as an interesting open direction. We show the following bound on its copy complexity.

Theorem 12 (Copy complexity of the MPS tester). Given m = O(nr?/§?) copies of a state |¢)) €
Ch @ ... ® Cln, the MPS tester tests whether |1)) is in MPS(r) with perfect completeness.

To prove this result, we first show that if [¢) is d-far from the set MPS(r), then there exists
1 <k <nsuchthaty; jisd = (62/2n)-far from being rank-r. Then the probability that the MPS
tester accepts |1)) is at most the probability that the rank tester accepts ¢; _ , and this is at most
1/3 given that we are using O(r?/§') = O(nr?/§?) copies of [1)). One minor technicality that arises



is checking that the MPS tester does indeed perform a valid measurement, which entails showing
that the rank testers for each vy _; can all be simultaneously measured.

Remark 13 (Time complexity of the MPS tester). The m-copy rank tester of [OW15] can be performed
efficiently with a quantum circuit of size poly (m,log(d)) using the algorithm of [Kro19] or [Har05, Page
160] that implements weak Schur sampling. Here d is the dimension of the state p whose m copies p®™
are input to the rank tester. The MPS tester performs the rank tester on m = nr?/§? copies of the reduced
states 11,y for 1 < k < n. The maximum dimension of these reduced states is less than log(d; ... dy) <
nlog(d) where d = max;e[, d;. Hence, the MPS tester can be implemented with a quantum circuit of

size poly (n,r,1/0,1log(d)).

We believe that the bound in Theorem 12 is not tight, and that an inductive argument similar to
our analysis of the product tester should be able to improve it. As an example, consider the “bunny
state”

|bn) = S (1110 0) +[011 -+ 0) + -+ +[0--- 011)).

n—1

We can show that this state, which is in MPS(3), has Overlapy(|b,)) < 2. But does the r = 2 MPS
tester detect this? The above analysis suggests we should find the reduced density matrix (b,)1,...;
which is farthest from being rank 2. It can be checked that (b,); and (by)1,... n—1 are both rank 2.
Otherwise, for i € {2,...,n— 2}, the Schmidt decomposition of |b,,) into subsystems {1, ... ,7} and
{i+1,... n}is

[br) = \/ 5=k 100) @10+ 0) + [0+ 01) @ [10- - 0) + /2T bp—i) @ [0+~ 0)

n n—1 n

Hence, (b,)1,...; has eigenvalues fl;_ll, ﬁ, ";_11, and so it is distance ﬁ from rank-2. As a result,

the rank tester needs O(n) copies of (b,)1,.. ; to detect this, and therefore the MPS tester needs
O(n) copies of |b,) if we use our above analysis. However, we have done a more careful analysis of
the bunny state in line with the inductive argument for the product test, and we can show that the
MPS tester only needs 3 copies of |b,,) to detect that it is not in MPS(2). In particular, the MPS tester
rejects |b,)®® with probability at least ¢. This means that the above analysis is too pessimistic, at
least for the bunny state.

Unfortunately, we were unable to carry this proof strategy out in general. One difficulty is that
we are not even sure what upper bound to conjecture for this problem. Originally, we had guessed
that the MPS tester only needed m = O(r?/§?) copies, or perhaps some other copy complexity
which is independent of n, but we now know this is false, due to the following lower bound.

Theorem 14 (MPS testing lower bound). For r > 2 and § < 1/v/2, testing whether a state |¢)) €
Ch @ --- @ Ch, isin MPS(r) requires Q(n'/? /52) copies of |1)).

Theorem 14 shows that a polynomial dependence on n, as in Theorem 12, is required, even for
the case of bond dimension » = 2. This in sharp contrast to the r = 1 case of product testing,
in which a constant number of copies suffice, independent of n. This leaves open the following
question: what is the optimal copy complexity for MPS(r) testing, for r > 2?

The proof of the lower bound consists of two parts. We consider a quantum state |®,,) = |¢
where |¢) € C? ® C? for some d > 2r — 1 and Dist, (|¢)) = Q(6/y/n). In the first step, we use
an inductive argument to prove that Dist, (|®,)) > J. In the second step, we consider the density
matrix corresponding to the ensemble of states obtained by applying random local unitaries to the
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subsystems of |®,,). Since all the states in this ensemble are J-far from MPS(r), a tester should reject
this density matrix with probability at least 2/3. We show that without sufficiently large number
of copies, no MPS(r) tester that accepts states in MPS(r) with probability > 2/3 can also reject this
density matrix with probability > 2/3.

We prove our MPS tester upper bound (Theorem 12) in Section 4 and our MPS testing lower
bound (Theorem 14) in Section 5.

2 The product test

2.1 A simple analysis of the product test

We begin with a simple analysis of the product test which shows that it rejects with constant
probability if |¢) is a constant distance from the set of product states. This is sufficient to show
QMA(2) = QMA(k) via the proof of [HM13].

Theorem 15 (Product test, simple bound). Foralln > 1, PT,(w) < 3w + 2 3

Proof. By induction, the n = 1 case being trivial. For the inductive step, let us assume Theorem 15
holds for (n — 1)-partite states. Let [¢)) € C% ® --- ® C% be a state with Overlap(|¢))) = w. For
shorthand we write d := d;. Note that the product test measurement can be written as I\, p =
(1® Hg\%},) (IIswap ® 1). We can therefore view the test as first applying IIswap to the first
subsystem, and, if it succeeds, then applying HSWAP (i.e. the product test) to the resulting reduced
state on the last n — 1 subsystems. The probability this succeeds we bound by induction.

We begin by taking the Schmidt decomposition of |¢) into subsystems {1} and {2,...,n}:

= \//\71|a1> |b1) + -+ \/Td|ad>|bd>v

where \; > --- > Ay, |a;) € C% and |b;) € C2 ® --- ® C. As aresult,

Zx\|a2 Y2 0:) 22+ /A (laiag) [bibs) + |ajai) [bbi)) .

1<J

The result of applying the first projector to [¢)*? is therefore

a;a; a;a; bzbj b]bl
Mowsr @ 1+ 191° = 52 0 a0y 0 /A (el el ) (Bl ) g

1<)

We note that this vector’s two-norm, and hence the probability the test passes in the first step, is
o= A+ ; AiAj. Conditioned on this, the mixed state of subsystems 2,...,n is

2 1
’bi>®2 with pI'Ob. ;27 E (‘bzbj> + ’b]bz>)

This is by (1) and the fact that the |a;)®%'s and the (|a;a;) + |aja;))’s are orthogonal. We must
now bound the probability that the product test on n — 1 subsystems succeeds in each of these

10



cases. In the first case this is PT,,_; (|b1)), and in the rest of the cases we will charitably bound the
probability by 1. This gives us:

P, () < 5 (f P () + 30 +ZA’:J') NPT (b)) + A2+ YA

i>1 i<j i>1 i<j
(2)
Writing ¢ = Overlap (|b1)), the inductive hypothesis gives us
1 2
2 2 2
PTL() < (3624 2) + DN+ Ay
i>1 1<J
1 , 2\ 1 1 1 , 2
={=(A - —-= M=) — = Aidi < = (A =, 3
(30002 +2) 3T -2n—3 X<z uer 43 @
i>1 1<i<y
where the last inequality follows because A; > --- > A;. Now, by definition of ¢, there exists a

product state [v) € C% ® - - - ® C% such that ¢ = |(b;|v)|*. But then |a;) ® |[v), also a product state,
has squared-inner-product A\;¢ with |¢)), meaning A\;¢ < Overlap(¢) = w, and so by (3) the test
succeeds with probability at most $w? + 2. O

2.2 A tight analysis of the product test for w > ;
Next, we sharpen our upper-bound from Theorem 15 in the w > 3 case.
Theorem 16 (Product test, sharpened bound; Theorem 8 restated). Foralln > 1,

<
PTy(w) < { tw?+ 2 otherwise.

We begin by showing that Theorem 16 is tight for w > £ using a simple example from [HM13,
Page 31]).

Proposition 17 (Product test lower-bound; Proposition 9 restated). For n = 2 and w > %, consider
the state |1)) = \Jw|11) + /1 — w|22). Then Overlap, (1)) = w and

PTy(|9)) = w? —w + 1.

In addition, for n > 2, consider |) ® |@), where |¢) is any product state in C% ® - - - @ C. Then this has
the same overlap and probability of success as |1)).

Proof. First, we show Overlap, (|¢))) = w. This is because if |a) = Zf;l a;li) and |b) = Zfil Bili),
[(Wlab)|? = [Vw - a1f1 + V1 —w-asfel? <w - |agfi* + (1 — w) - |anBal?.

This is maximized by taking a; = ; = 1, in which case it equals w. Next, the probability of success
is PTo(|9)) = || TIS3 4 p 1) 22|12, and so we first compute TGy, o [1) 22

(%f (a1 + VI~ wf22))
= (%)W (@11) + Vel —2)(11)]22) + [22)[11)) + (1 — w)|22)[22))
— W1D)[11) + Vol — @) <%> ® (%) (1 - w)|22)[22).

11



The squared length of this is w? + w(1 — w) + (1 — w)? = w? — w + 1, and so this equals PTx(|)).
The n > 2 case is an immediate consequence of the n = 2 case. O

Now we prove Theorem 16.

Proof of Theorem 16. By induction, where again the n = 1 case is trivial. For the inductive step, let
folw) = %wz + % and Iy = [0, 3]. Let fi(w) = w? —w+1and I; = [3,1]. The upper bound on PT(w)
we are trying to show is
| folw) ifw e Iy,

UB(O.)) o { fl(w) ifwe Il.
Note that UB(w) is a non-decreasing function of w, and that UB(w) = min{ fy(w), f1(w)} because
folw) < fi(w) for w € Iy and fi(w) < fo(w) for w € I;. Recalling the proof of Theorem 15, we
showed in (2) that

i>1 i<j

Write ¢ = Overlap (|b1)), and suppose that ¢ € I,, for o € {0,1}. Then the inductive hypothesis
gives us

PTo (1)) < AT fal@) + D AT+ D Nk (4)

i>1 i<j

Recall also that A\¢ < Overlap (|1)) = w, and suppose that \¢ € I, for § € {0,1}. Our goal will
be to show the inequality (4) < f3(\1¢). Then because \1¢ € Ig we have fz(A1¢) = UB(A1¢), and
because A\;¢ < w and UB(-) is a nondecreasing function, we have UB(\1¢) < UB(w), completing
the inductive step. Note that we only have to show (4) < fg(A1¢) in the case that 5 < «, as
Ao < ¢, so we will never have 5 > «. In particular, we need not consider the case « = 0,3 = 1.

Case 1: o« = 1, 8 = 1. This case can be shown as follows.

ENIOEDIPHED PP OF

i>1 1<j

=X\ (¢* -9+ 1)+Z)‘?+Z>\i/\j
i>1 i<j
= (M0 = Mo+ 1) =1+ M1 =)o+ > A+ D N
i i<j
< fi(M19) —1+/\1(1—/\1)+Z)\?+Z)\i)\j (because ¢ < 1)
i i<j
= fl(/\1¢) —1 + Z/\l)\j + z:/\l2 + Z/\Z)\j
1<j ) 1<j
< i) =1+ N +2D AN
i i<j
2

= fi(he) =1+ (ZAZ)
= fi(\10). (because A\ + -+ g =1)

12



This completes the proof.

Case 2: « = 1, 8 = 0. This case can be shown as follows.

MA@+ A +D AN

i>1 i<j
=A@ =+ D+ D N +D NN
i>1 i<j
= (30 +3) = F+ MG — o+ P HIATH DN+ NN
i>1 i<j
< fo(A19) — +2)\2+Z>\2+Z)\)\ (because 1 < ¢ < 1)
i>1 i<j
< fo(Mo) — 3 + 3 ZAZ Y MDA (because \; < A1)
1<j i<j
< fo(Mg) — +3Z>\2 IRy
i<j
= fo(Me) - (ZA)
= fo(A19). (because A\; + -+ + Ay =1)

This completes the proof.

Case 3: « = 0, 8 = 0. In this case, we aim to show that

A fol@) D A+ AN < fo(Mo).

i>1 i<j

This was already shown in Equation (3) in the proof of Theorem 15 for all ¢ and A;. This concludes
case 3 and the proof of the theorem. 0

3 Preliminaries for MPS testing

3.1 Low rank approximation to MPS

Lemma 18 (Young-Eckart Theorem [EY36]). Consider a bipartite state |¢)) € C¥ ® C92 with dy > da,
and let

da
= > VAilai)bi)
=1

be its Schmidt decomposition, where A\y > --- > Ag,. Then the maximum overlap of 1) with a state in
MPS(r) is Overlap,. (|¢)) = >_i_, i, and it is achieved by the state

|¢> |az|b

V 1= 1 jg:/vr_
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While Lemma 18 gives the closest MPS(r) approximation to a bipartite state, a general lower
bound on the overlap between an n-partite state and MPS(r) can be also derived. This is stated in
the following lemma.

Lemma 19 (Low-rank Approximation, Lemma 1 of [VC06]). Consider an n-partite state [1)) € C% ®
-+ ® CI, Foreachi € {1,...,n — 1}, write the Schmidt decomposition of |1) across the subsystems
{1,...i}and {i+1,...,n}as

) = > A1) ),

i=1

where D; = min{d, - - - d;,d;11 -+ - d, } and )\gi) > > )\%)Z_. Then there exists a state |¢p) € MPS(r) with
(unsquared) overlap

n—1 D; )
elo) =1 -3 ST AW,

i=1 j=r+1

3.2 Representation theory and weak Schur sampling

A common scenario involves having i.i.d. copies of a state p, which in this work could be the state
|1, n) or one of its marginals. These copies are invariant under permutation. The spectrum of the
state p, including its rank, is also invariant under the action of any unitary operator U that maps
p to UpUT. In this section, we study these symmetries and discuss how we can exploit them in
the analysis of our MPS tester. The content of this section is already covered in detail in previous
works (see [Wril6, Section 2.5], [Har05, Section 5.3], or [CHW07, Section 2] for example). Here
we briefly review these topics.

Definition 20 (Partitions). A partition of m, denoted by j &= m, is a list of nonnegative integers p =

(1, p2, - .., pug) that satisfy gy > pg > -+ > pp and py + po + -+ - + pp = m. We call the number of
nonzero elements p; in pu the length of the partition and denote it by ().

The group of all permutations of {1, ..., m} is known as the symmetric group, and we denote it by
S In addition, we denote the group of d x d unitary operators by U,. Two natural representations
of the groups S,,, and Uy over the space (C?)®™ are given as follows.

P(r) la1) @ az) @ ... @ |am) = |az-171)) @ |ar-1(2)) @ ... @ |@z-1(m)),
QW) la1) ®laz) ® ... ® lam) = (Ular)) ® (Ulaz)) ® ... @ (Ulam)),

where {Q7", |a;)} with a; € [d] is a basis for (C%)®™, and 7 € S,,, U € Uy. The irreducible
representations (irreps) of the symmetric group, denoted P,, are indexed by partitions ;. - m.
Similarly, the polynomial irreps of the unitary group, denoted Q%, are indexed by partitions y with
¢(p) < d. The dimension of the symmetric group irrep P, is denoted dim(), and its corresponding
character x, is given by x () = tr[P(m)].

The representations P () and Q(U) commute, meaning that P(7)Q(U) = Q(U)P (). Hence,
we can consider P(m)Q(U) as a representation of the direct product group S,, x Ug. Schur-Weyl
duality, stated as follows, establishes a strong connection between these representations.

14



Theorem 21 (Schur-Weyl duality). The space (C%)®™ decomposes as

SmxU
PO =" P P.ol
uEm
L(u)<d

In other words, there exist a unitary Uschuy € Ugm such that forall m € S,,, and U € U,

Uschur P(M) QU)Ud e = > |1 @ Pa(m) @ Q4(U). (5)
ukFm
{(p)<d

The unitary operator Uschy,, transforms the standard basis into a basis that called the Schur basis
and label by |u)|qu)|py). In this basis,

QU) - |m)lau) ) = ) (QLT)|gu))Ipy),
P(m) - 1)1 qu) [Py) 2q) (P () [py))-

Because QZ is a polynomial irrep, it is well-defined for any d x d matrix. For example, when applied
to invertible matrices it gives the p-irrep of the general linear group GL;. We can also apply it to
(possibly) non-invertible matrices, like the state p. In this case, if we set 7 = e in (5), where e is
the identity permutation, we see that the operator Q(p) = p®™ is block-diagonalized in the Schur
basis.

= |
= |

Corollary 22. Given a d x d density operator p,

USchurp®mUSchur = Z ‘:u> <M’ ® ]ldim(,u) ® Qﬁ(ﬂ) (6)

pukEm
{(p)<d

The equality (6) shows that there is a unitary Uschy,, independent of the state p which puts this
state in the block-diagonal form. We can therefore interpret the density matrix Uschurp®" Uschur
as corresponding to a mixed state with one element in the mixture for each block . In this case,
measuring the block ; can be done without loss of generality, as it does not perturb the state. This
gives rise to the following measurement.

Definition 23 (Weak Schur sampling). Weak Schur sampling (WSS) refers to the projective measure-
ment {11, } - e(u)<a in which 11, projects onto the subspace specified by the partition y in the Schur basis.

The distribution of ;1 measured by WSS only depends on the spectrum of the state p. In fact,
if one is only interested learning some property of p’s spectrum, it can be shown that WSS is the
optimal measurement, and that further measuring within the p-irrep (e.g. measuring Qﬁ (p)) yields
no additional information about p’s spectrum.

In the analysis of the MPS tester in Section 4, we will use the following expression for the
projector I1,, using the characters x/,.

Theorem 24 (Weak Schur sampling projector, cf. [CHWO07, Equation 7]). The weak Schur sampling
projectors 11, can be expressed as

I, = dim(n) - E [x,(m)P()]. (7)

wESH
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4 An algorithm for testing matrix product states

In this section we introduce the MPS tester. To begin, we introduce the rank tester of O’'Donnell
and Wright [OW15], which is meant to test whether a mixed state p is rank r. This refers to the
following problem.

Definition 25 (Rank testing). Given a mixed stated state p € C9, let p = S0 oy - Ju;) (u;| be its
eigendecomposition, where vy > --- > ag. Then pis 6-far from rank r if A,y + -+ Ag > 6.

An algorithm A is a property tester for rank r matrices using m = m(r, §) copies if, given 6 > 0
and m copies of p € C¥*4, it acts as follows. If p is rank-r, then it accepts with probability at least % (If
instead it accepts with probability 1 in this case, we say that it has perfect completeness.) And if p is §-far
from rank-r, then it accepts with probability at most .

The rank tester of [OW15] is motivated by the fact that if p is indeed rank r, then weak Schur
sampling (as in Definition 23) always returns a Young diagram p with £(p) < r.

Definition 26 (The rank tester). Let r > 1. Given p®", the rank tester performs weak Schur sampling
and receives a random p. The rank tester accepts if ¢(p) < r and rejects otherwise. Equivalently, it performs
the two-outcome projective measurement {Il<,, 1 — Il<,}, where <, = 3 .,y <, Wy, and accepts if it
observes the first outcome.

The next theorem states the copy complexity of the rank tester.
Theorem 27 ([OW15, Lemma 6.2]). The rank tester tests whether p has rank r with O(r?/§) copies.

O’Donnell and Wright also show that the rank tester requires (2 /J) copies [OW15, Lemma
6.2]. The rank tester has perfect completeness, and in fact it is the optimal algorithm for rank testing
with perfect completeness [OW15, Proposition 6.1]. However, among algorithms with imperfect
completeness, the best known lower bound states that 2(r/J) are necessary [ OW15, Theorem 1.11].
It remains an open question whether the rank tester is indeed the optimal algorithm for this task,
or whether it can be improved upon.

Now we state the MPS tester. It is motivated by the fact that | ;) is in MPS(r) if and only if
tn,...; has rank r for each i € [n].

Definition 28 (The MPS tester). Given m copies of the state |11 ) € C1 @ ...® C", the MPS tester
acts as follows. For all i € [n], it runs the rank tester on w?ml It accepts if each of them accepts, and rejects
otherwise.

Equivalently, for each i € [n], let 1, ; be the Hilbert space H, ; = CU @ - @ C%, and define
Hit1,...n analogously. Let {I1<, 1 ;1 —TIl<, 1 ;} be the rank tester’s measurement when performed on
’Hi@mz Then the MPS tester performs the two-outcome projective measurement {Ilyips, 1 — I\ips }, where

n

HMPS - H(Hgnl,,,,J ® ]].H®m ),

. i+1,..., n
=1

and accepts if it observes the first outcome.

Before analyzing the copy complexity of the MPS tester, we first show that it is well-defined.
In particular, we will show that the different rank tester measurements commute with each other,
which implies that they can be simultaneously measured and that {IIyips, 1 — IIyps} is indeed a
two-outcome projective measurement, as claimed in Definition 28. We first prove the following
lemma, which shows that two overlapping weak Schur sampling measurements commute.
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Lemma 29 (Overlapping weak Schur sampling commutes). Consider a bipartite system with Hilbert
space Hy, ® Hr, where Hy, = CI, Hp = CI=. Let {11, 1} and {II, L r} denote the weak Schur sam-
pling measurements when applied to 1™ and Hy, respectively. Then these two measurements commiute,
meaning that for any two partitions X and i,

(H)\7L ® ]].,H%m) . HH,LR = HH,LR . (H)\7L ® ]].,H%m).

Proof. Throughout this proof, we will omit the ”]lz}_[%m” when writing IT) 7 ® ]lH%m orPr® ]].H%m,
for simplicity.

First, we note that Pr(7) - PLr(c) = Prr(c)PL(c mo). To show this, let |¢1), ..., |l,) be m
standard basis vectors in H, and let |r), ..., |r,,) be m standard basis vectors in Hp. Then each
|¢;) ® |r;) is a standard basis vector in H; ® Hpr, and so

Pr(r) - Prr(o) - [b1- L) @ |r1-rm)
= Pr(m) - Mcr*l(l) s ggfl(mﬂ ® ]7’071(1) - rgfl(m)>
= o111 Lo=1(m1(m))) © [To-1(1) * To=1m))
=PLr(0)  Wo-1(x-1(o(1))) " Lo1(x-1(a(m)))) @ |71+~ Tm)
= Prr(0) - Prlo™ mo)  [ly - ln) @ r1- - 1m).

Extending this to all of £, ® H p via linearity proves the equality. Next, we note that y, (0~ !7o) =

X () because x(+) is a class function. Putting these together, we have

I 10, Lk = dim(A) dim(p) -~ E_ [xA(7m)xu(0)PL(T)PLR(0)]

T,0~Sm

— dim(\dim(p) - B_ [xa(o"'70)x,u(0)PLa(o) Pl wo)]

T,0~Sm,

=dim(\)dim(p) - E_ [xa(7)xu(o)Prr(o)Pr(w)]

7,0~Sm,

= I, rll\ 1,

where the third line uses the fact that o~ 7o is distributed as a uniformly random element of S,,,,
even conditioned on the value of o. This completes the proof. 0

As an immediate corollary, we get that the MPS tester is well-defined.

Proposition 30 (The MPS tester is well-defined). The matrices

IM<;

s Lyeeey

: ® ]]-H'(ngkwll ,,,,, n
commute for all i € [n]. As a result, the MPS tester measurement {IInips, 1 — Inps} is a two-outcome
projective measurement.

Now we analyze the copy complexity of the MPS tester. Because it runs a separate rank tester
on each cut of |¢; ) simultaneously, the outcome of one rank tester can affect the rank of the
remaining cuts, and therefore the outcomes of the remaining rank testers. This complicates the
analysis of this collective set of measurements. Instead, we will do a pessimistic analysis and just
show that the MPS tester does well on at least one cut. This analysis uses the following proposition.
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Proposition 31 (Far from MPS implies a cut is far from low-rank). Suppose |11, . ) is d-far from
MPS(r). Then there exists an i € [n — 1] such that 1 _; is (62 /2n)-far from rank-r.

Proof. Dist,(|¢1,...n)) > & implies Overlap,([¢1,...n)) < 1 — ¢%. By Lemma 19, there exists a state
|p) € MPS(r) such that

7

n—1 D
o) =1 -3 S AW,

i=1 j=r+1

Then |($|¢)| < V1 — 62 < 1 — §%/2. Rearranging, we have

n—1 D; ) D; ‘
§2/2<1—/1-82<1— (oY) < Z Z )\5-2) <n- max Z )\5-2) .
=1 j=rt1 €1 5
Letting ¢ be the maximizing coordinate, this implies that v, _; is (62 /2n)-far from rank-r, which
completes the proof. O

There are two ways that Proposition 31 “loses” in going from |11, ., ) being d-far to ¢, . ; being
(62 /2n)-far. The first is the factor of 1/n which is unavoidable since we are ignoring all but one cut.
The second “loss” is the fact that § is squared in the conclusion. However, this turns out to just
be a quirk in the different ways we measure distance to MPS and distance to rank-r. For example,
even for a bipartite state |1 2), Lemma 18 tells us that |4/ 2) is d-far from MPS(r) if and only if
is §2-far from rank-r.

Now we prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 32. Given m = O(nr?/5?) copies of a state |11 ) € C" @ ... ® C, the MPS tester tests
whether |1) is in MPS(r) with perfect completeness.

Proof. If |11, p) is in MPS(r), then ¢ _; is rank-r for each ¢ € [n]. As a result, the rank tester
applied to each cut always accepts because the rank tester has perfect completeness, and so the
MPS tester always accepts. On the other hand, if p is §-far from MPS(r), then Proposition 31 implies
there existsan i € [n — 1] such that¢; _;is ¢’ = (62 /2n)-far from rank r. The probability the MPS
tester accepts |11, n) is at most the probability the rank tester accepts ¢; __;, and since we are using
O(nr?/6%) = O(r? /') copies, the rank tester will accept with probability at most 1. Thus, the MPS
tester tests whether [¢; ) is in MPS(r), and this completes the proof. O

5 A lower bound for testing matrix product states

We now derive a lower bound on the sample complexity of testing whether a state is in MPS(r),
forr > 2. Letd > Osatisfy d— 1 > 2. (r — 1), and consider the bipartite state |p) € C?® C? defined

as
d
0 .y
o = VI=0- 1)+ 3 7 1l

where 0 < # < 1 is a parameter that we set later. By the Young-Eckart Theorem (Lemma 18),

Overlap,(l¢)) =1 —-0)+ (r—1) - PR
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Let n be an even integer, and define
|n) = [)®2
To compute the overlap of |®,,) with MPS(r), we use the following proposition.

Proposition 33 (Overlap of tensor products). Let \<p> € (Cdl ® -+ @ C¥ be a k-partite state with
Overlap, (|¢)) = w. Then for each £ > 1, Overlap,.(|p)®*) =

= w guaranteed by the assumption. Then

)®
Proof. Let |¢) be the state in MPSy(r) with |{¢]¢)|?
|<1,Z)|<,0>|2é = w’. This proves the lower-bound

)2 is in MPSy(r) and has ([ - [@)*? =
Overlap, ([)®f) > Wf,

As for the upper-bound, the proof is by induction on /, the base case being trivial. For the
inductive step, write |¢°) as shorthand for |¢)®¢, and suppose that the inductive hypothesis holds
for %), i.e. that Overlap,.(|¢*)) < w’. Then we show that

V|B) € MPS(11yi(r), [ B)> < wi!

Since |p*1) = ') @ |), this is equivalent to proving that for all | 3) € MPS (p41)x(7),
BBl = (ol - (Pl @ 1) - 18)(B] - (|¥*) @ 1) - |¢)
=IO - [{pIT)? < o, (8)

where we define

) = (] © 1) - 18), mzﬁ%. 9)

From here, our proof of (8) breaks into two steps: step 1, showing that |||T')|* < w!, and step 2,
showing that |{¢|I')|? < w. We begin with the former.

Step 1: bounding ||T)|*>. Let the Schmidt decomposition of the state |3) MPS (¢4 1)x () across
the subsystems {1,...,¢k} and {¢k + 1,--- ,({ + 1)k} be |B) = >_'_, \/miles)|fi). Then |I') =

Sy VEi(etlei)| fi), and
NP =3 pal (@ e) 2
i=1
Suppose it holds that |e;) is in MPSyy(r), for each i. Then the inductive hypothesis implies that
P <3 et = o,
i=1

which is the desired bound on |||T')|%. It remains to show that |e;) € MPS(r). Consider partition-
ing the (¢ + 1)k subsystemsinto {1,...,¢} and {¢+1,..., (¢ + 1)k} for any integer 1 < ¢ < (k. We
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have

g, (e+1)k \5> <5’ =1rgy1,. (e+1)k Z \/Niﬂj‘ei><ej’ @ ’fi><fj’

ij=1

= Vil g, e es) (6] @ £ (£l

ij=1
T

= ZM g4, ke |ei) (e (10)
i=1

Equation (10) is a sum of PSD operators and rank does not decrease by adding such opera-
tors. Since [3) € MPSy,(r), we have tro 1 (e41)k|B){B| < r. For this to happen, the rank
of each of the terms in Equation (10) must also be < r. This implies |e;) € MPSy(r), as we claimed.

Step 2: bounding ([T 2. By the base case of the induction, Overlap,.(]¢)) < w. Thus, to complete
step 2, it is sufficient to show that |T') is in MPS(r). Let D = (dy - - - dy,), and let |A1), |A3), ..., |Ap)
be an orthonormal basis for the first /k qudits such that |A4;) = |¢°). In addition, leti € {1,...,k}.
By tracing out the first £k + i qudits in the state [3) € MPS 1, (r) we get

tr,okri |B)(B] = tronsr,.. okt Z (Al @1) - B8)(B] - (JA;) @ 1) | . (11)

i€[D]

By the definition of |I") in (9) and our choice of the state |A;), the i = 1 part of this sum is

trap 1w [ (019 1)+ 1881 - (") @ )] = try,a DT,

Since |3) is in MPS ;4 1), (7), tr1,... ex+4 |3) (B3| has rank at most r. But Equation (11) is a sum of PSD
operators, so in order to have tr;, |3) (3| be rank < r, the i = 1 part of the sum in Equation (11)
must also be rank < r. This implies that tr; _; |I')(I'|, and therefore also try, . ; |f> <f|, isrank r. As
aresult, |I') € MPS,(r), which concludes the proof. 0

Applying Proposition 33 to |®,,), we can compute its overlap as

Overlap, (|,)) = <(1 —0)+(r—1)- %)W < (1 - g)n/z,

where the first inequality uses d — 1 > 2 - (r — 1). Now if we pick 6 to be
842

we get

n

2\ n/2
<1—fi> <1-62,
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ford < %, where we have used the inequality (1 — z)" < 1 — %xn forz < % As a result, the

distance of |®,,) to MPS(r) is

Dist,.(|®,)) = v/1 — Overlap,.(|®,,)) > 6.

Therefore, |®,,) is far from MPS(r), and any MPS(r) testing algorithm should reject it with prob-
ability at least % (Note that because 0 < # < 1, we must have 86?/n < 1, which is satisfied if
n>4.)

Our hard family of states which are far from MPS(r) will consist of |®,,) and any state which can
be computed from |®,,) by alocal unitary. To make this formal, consider the ensemble of pure states
in which a random element is sampled as follows: first, sample Uy,... , U, V1,...,V, ~ Uy, ie.
2n Haar random d x d unitary matrices, and output

Local unitaries do not affect the distance to MPS(r), and so each state in this ensemble is distance §
from MPS(r). Thus, if a tester is given m copies of any of these states, it should reject with prob-
ability at least Z. As a result, it should also reject with probability at least 2 if given the density
matrix

Xm
poe =E (U1 0 V1) @@ (U @ V) - [00)(@] - (Ul 0 V] 0 0 (U] 0 V)

corresponding to m copies of a random state drawn from this ensemble. We will show that this
is difficult for an MPS(r) tester unless m is sufficiently large. To do this, we will show that there
exists another density matrix pypg corresponding to a mixture over states in MPS(r) such that the
trace distance between pyips and pg,y is small unless m is sufficiently large. To define pyps, let us

first define the state
. 0 NG
) = V=0 [1I1) + 324/ li)l),
i=2

and the state |T',) = |7)®"/2. The state |7) is an element of MPS(r), and therefore so is |T',,). Then
we define

XKm
pMPS:E<(U1®V1)®"'®(Un®vn)'|Fn><rn|'(UJ{®VJ{)®"'®(UIL®VIL)) :

Each state in this ensemble is in MPS(r), and so if a tester is given this density matrix, it should
accept with probability at least % Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 34. (Lower bound on copy complexity of MPS testing) Suppose there is an algorithm that accepts
pmvps with probability at least % and accepts pgay with probability at most % Then m = Q(y/n/8?).

As a result, Q(y/n/8?%) copies are necessary to test whether a state is in MPS(r) for § < %

Proof. Our goal is to bound Dy, (psar, pmps)- To do so, it is convenient to also work with the fidelity
of these states. Recall that the fidelity F'(«, 3) of two mixed states «, § is defined by F(«, 5) =
[v/av/B|;. One useful property of this measure is that it is multiplicative with respect to tensor
products, i.e. F(a ® ag, f1 ® f2) = F(au, B1)F (az, f2). Another is the bound

1— F(a,B) <Dgul(a, B) <v/1—F(a,B)? (13)
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between the trace distance Dy, («, §) and the fidelity F'(«, 5), which we can use to switch back and
forth between these two measures.
We begin by applying the upper-bound in (13) to switch to fidelity:

Dix (ptars pmps) < /1 — F(pgar, pups )2

Hence, to upper-bound the trace distance between two states, it is sufficient to lower-bound their
fidelity. We note that since |®,,) = |©)®"/2, we can rewrite the state py,, as

®n/2
= E . . T Ty@m —- ®TL/2'
Prar <u,v~ud(U BV -p)el - U@ VT > Ofar

By similar reasoning, we can rewrite pyips as

®n/2

PMPS = < E UV )l -U'e VT)®m> —: it
U,V~Uy

Hence, by the multiplicativity of fidelity, we have

F(ptar, prps) = F(0gar, omps)™ 2.

Now, by applying (13) again to switch back to trace distance, we have

F(0far, omps) > 1 — Diy(0gar, omps)-

As a result, we would like to upper-bound the trace distance of o, and onps.

Consider an algorithm trying to distinguish these two states. Fori € {1,...,d}, let|a;) = Uli)
and let |b;) = V|i). Then when the algorithm is given oy,,, we can equivalently view it as the
algorithm being given m copies of the random sample

d
0
VST lanlen) + 3y 5= laili)

and when it is given onps, we can equivalently view it as being given m copies of the random

sample
- 9
VI=0-lanb) + 4 " laa)lbi).
i=2

The only difference between these two mixtures is whether the state has Schmidt coefficients
1-6,0/(d—1),...,6/(d—1) or Schmidt coefficients 1 — 6,0/(r — 1),...,0/(r — 1). As we show
in Theorem 35, this means that the algorithm learns everything it needs to learn about which case
it is in simply by measuring the m |a;) registers, and it can ignore the m |b;) registers. In other
words, if we set

d
i = 12 ) (] = (1= 0) 11| 4 6- 3~ [i)i
=2

and
1

r—1

Tvps = tra |y) (7] = (1= 6) - [1)(1] +6-) |l
1=2
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then
Dtr(afamUMPS) = Dy, <UE (UTfarUT)®ma E (UTMPSUT)@)m) .

~U U~Uy
The density matrix Ey oy, (U U @™ can be described by the following mixture. Let
la1),...,|as) be a random orthonormal basis for C¢ as above. Draw m samples as follows.

(i) With probability 1 — 6, output |a;).
(ii) With probability 6, output one of the states |az), ..., |a4) uniformly at random.

The state Eyyy, (UrmpsUT)®™ can be described by a similar mixture except that now in step (ii),
with probability 6, the output is one of the states |az), ..., |a,) chosen uniformly at random. Con-
sider the event that either all the m draws are from step (i) or m — 1 draws are from step (i)
and the remaining sample is from step (ii). The probability of this event occurring is simply
(1—6)™+m6(1 — 0)™ L. In both of these cases, it is not possible to distinguish the two states. In
all the other cases, where more than one sample is drawn according to step (ii), we loosely upper
bound the distance between the states by 1. This gives us the following overall upper bound on
the distance between the random ensembles:

Dy, < E (Urn,UNH®" E (UTMpsUT)®m> <1—(1-6)"—mh(1—e)™1

U~U, U~U,
<1—(1—=mb)—mb(1—(m—1)0)

= m(m — 1)6°.

As a result, this implies that pg,, and pyps have distance

Dtr(pfampMPS) < (1 - (1 - m(m - 1)92)")1/2

<(1-(1—n-m(m-1)86?%)
< v/nmb.

By our choice of § = 85%/n in Equation (12), this is at most 4mé&?/y/n. For an algorithm to accept
pups With probability at least % and py,, with probability at most %, this trace distance must be at
least 1. This implies that m must be at least 5;1/n/6%, which completes the proof. O

1/2

Here we prove the claim in the proof of Theorem 34 that it suffices for any algorithm that tries
to distinguish between the states o\ps and oy, to only measure their m |a;) registers. The proof is
standard and based on repeated applications of Schur’s Lemma.

Theorem 35. Let |¢)ap and |y)ap be two bipartite states on subsystems A and B. Any algorithm for
distinguishing between the two mixed states

@m
E U . ot ' 3
UA~ud,vB~ud( AR Vp-|o) gl UA®VB) (14)

and

. Ut ) om
T T (UA @Vp- [ Uy® VB) (15)

can without loss of generality leave out the m B registers and only measure the m A registers.
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We denote the Schur-Weyl basis for (C?)®™ (see Theorem 21) by |u)|q)|p), where q is a basis
vector for the yi-irrep Qﬁ of Ug and p is a basis vector for the p-irrep P, of S4. One technicality is that
although any orthonormal basis {|q)}, of Q% will suffice for our purposes, we will need to pick a
basis {|p) },, of P, such that the matrix entries of P,,(7) are real-valued for each 7 € S;. (This is used
to establish Equation (20) below.) One basis that satisfies this property is known as the Gelfand-
Tsetlin basis, and the resulting matrices {P,, (1)} rcs, give rise to Young’s orthogonal representation. In
this basis, the matrix elements P,,(7)y, ,» := (p|P,(7)[p’) are real-valued, and so each matrix P, () is
an orthogonal matrix. For an introduction to the Gelfand-Tsetlin basis, see [ HGG09, Appendix B]
and the citations contained therein.

Before proving Theorem 35, we show some helper lemmas.

Lemma 36. Let H = (C%)®™, and let H' be another Hilbert space. Consider a matrix N acting on H @ H'
of the form

N = Z“‘ |®|(] |® o ,q,q" > (16)

qq

where Ny, 1 4.4 1 an operator acting on H' and the |p) register of H. Then it holds that

B, (U N ) = ; ) {ul ® 1 ® N, (17)

where N, is an operator acting on H' and the |p) register of H.

Proof. To begin, we calculate

o, <U®m. (U ®m> Z“‘ u|®< EdQﬁ(U)-Iqu’I-QZ/(U)*) @ Ny gg- (18)
qq

For each p, 1/, q, ¢’, the matrix
d d
Ty qq = UEU [QH(U) “|g) <q/] ) Q,/(U)T]
~Yd
is an intertwining operator operator for Q¢ and Qﬁ,, because for each V' € Uy,

Qd( ) uuqu’—Qd( ) E [Qd(U)'|Q><q,|‘Qﬁf(U)T]

U~Uy
= B, [9.(VU) -la)(d| - € (U)']
= WBu QW) - la)d'| - O (VIW)T]
= B QW) Iyl - QG (W) 1] - (V)

d
=Ty g QH/(V).
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As a result, Schur’s lemma states that 7}, , ,  is zero when p # 1/, and a multiple of the identity
Cuq.q - 1 when = ¢/, Indeed, we may compute ¢, 4  exactly as

1
wad = Gn(gg) "Hmear] =

E [t[Q(U) - la)(¢'| - Q4(U)T]

dim(Q%) U~u,
E d[(q’\ - QLU)TQL(U) - )]

oo [ 1/dim(Q) ifqg=¢,
dim(Qf}) 'UPUqu o)) = { 0 ' otherwise.

Overall, then, T}, v 4 o is (1/dim(Q¢%)) - 1 if u = 4/ and ¢ = ¢’ and zero otherwise. Thus,

1 1
18) =3l @ (g 1) © N = Ymplete (T ZN)

The lemma follows by taking N, = (1/ dim(Qﬁ)) g Vg 0
Lemma 37 (EPR state in an irrep). Given p - m, we define the EPR state corresponding to the permuta-
tion irrep P, as
1
[EPR,) = > ) @ Ip),
P

Vdim()

where the sum ranges over basis vectors of P,,. Then

E [Pa(m)® Pp(m)] = > ) (pla ® |u)(plp © 14 ® 1 ® [EPR,)(EPR[4,5,
w~Sy
o

where the two identity matrices act on the |q) registers of Hilbert spaces A and B.

Proof. We begin by calculating

WPSd[IPMA () ® Ppuy ()] = Z ) (Pal @ |pB) (V5] ’ﬂ_PSd[PuA (7")70,4,7014 " Pup (7")7037:033]' (19)
AP,
pB7P§;

The Schur orthogonality relations state that

_ { 1/dim(pa) if pa = pp, pa = pp, and p)y = plp,

T . /
E [P, (ﬂ-)pA Pla Pus Tyt 0 otherwise.

w~Sy

Recall that we have chosen our basis of P, so that P,(7) is a real-valued (orthogonal) matrix for
each m € S;. Then

Prua (W)LA Py Pra(T)paplys
and so

1/dim if 1o = pp, pa = pp, and py = ply,
E [Py (%) pa gty - P (T ] :{ /dim(pa) if pa = pp, pa = pp Pa=Pp ()

w~Sy 0 otherwise.
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As aresult, (19) is zero if s # pup, and
_ 1 / no_
19) = ot pzp: p) (0| © [p)(P'| = [EPRy,, /(EPRy, |-

if pa = pp. This allows us to express

E [Pa(m) @Po(m)] = > na)lual © lus)upl @ 18 1€ B [Puy(m) @ Py (m)]

w~Sy
HrASKB

= _|m){ul @) (ul © 1 @ 1 ® [EPR,)(EPR,,|.

This completes the proof. O
Next, we have the following immediate corollary of Lemma 37.

Corollary 38. Consider an operator of the form

O= > |ua)(pal ® |up) (sl @14 @1p @ Oy pp,
HASUB

where the two identity matrices act on the |q) registers of Hilbert spaces A and B, and the O, ,.,, matrix
acts on the |p) registers of A and B, Next, let Z be the matrix

Z = E [Pa(r)® Ps(n).

w~Sy
Then
Z-0-Z=> cu lp{ula®|u)(ulp ©14® 15 ®|EPR,)(EPR,],
w
for some constants c,,.

Proof. By Lemma 37,

Z-0-Z=>> |u){pla®|u)ulp ®1s®1p @ (EPRL)(EPRy| - Oy, - [EPR,)(EPR,|)

17
= > e ) {ula ® ) {pls © 14 ® 15 @ [EPR,,)(EPR,,],
17

where ¢, = (EPR,|- O, - |EPR,,). This completes the proof. O
Now we prove Theorem 35.

Proof of Theorem 35. Given 1 € {, v}, consider the state M, defined as

My (Vae Ve Wl Uhevy) ™.

= E
U a~Ug,Vp~Ug

Using the left and right invariance property of the Haar measure and the commutation between
P4 and Q4 (and likewise for Pp and Qp), we can see that the mixed state A/, remains invariant
under the following permutations and unitary rotations:
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1. EUNUd (U%m . M¢ . (UL)@)m) = M¢, 3. Eﬂ'NSd (PA(W) ® PB(W) ’ MTZJ) = Mw/

2. Eyu, (V%m My, - (VE)@m) = My, 4. Epos, (My - Pa(m) @ Pp(m)) = My,

We can now apply the results of Lemma 36 and Corollary 38 to put the mixed state M, in the
following form

My ="y 1) {la ® 1) (ul5 © 14 ® 15 @ [EPR,) (EPR, [ 5. (21)
“w

We can therefore interpret the density matrix M, as corresponding to a mixed state with one el-
ement in the mixture for each block y. In this case, measuring the block y can be done without
loss of generality, as it does not perturb the state. That can be done entirely on the A subsystem by
performing the projective measurement {|u) (1|4 }. Having done this measurement and received
outcome pu, the state is equal to

) (s @ |p){pulp @ 14 ® 1 ® [EPR,)(EPR,|aB,

regardless of whether i) = ¢ or 7. Hence, no further information can be learned about v by per-
forming any further measurements, and this implies that measuring only the A subsystem is with-
out loss of generality. 0
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